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ABSTRACT

The Agency of the Translator: Khalil Baydas’ literary translations
by

Spencer Dan Scoville

Chair: Anton Shammas

This dissertation examines the translation practice of Khalil Baydas (1875-1949),
Palestinian writer, translator, and journalist. Baydas translated dozens of novels and short
stories from Russian into Arabic. Literary translation made up a large part of Arabic
literature published during the nahdah, the Arab literary renaissance of the 19" century.
However, these translations are dismissed because they often drift far from their source
texts. This practice, known as al-tarjamah bi-tasarruf, acknowledges the alterations that
the translator makes while translating. Using the translation theory of Lawrence Venuti,
this dissertation works to read the space between the translation and the translated text in
a new way. Rather than comparing the two texts to measure the fidelity of the translation,
this dissertation focuses on the choices that Baydas makes as a translator. In each text
considered, we see distinct patterns in the changes that Baydas makes to the source text.

To contextualize these decisions, I pair each translation discussed with a selection of



articles from Baydas’ journal al-nafa’is al-‘asriyyah that treat those topics that shape his
decisions as a translator.

I pair close readings of three of Baydas’ novel-length translations with selections
from the nonfiction articles from his literary journal al-nafa’is al-‘asriyyah that
contextualize the decisions that Baydas makes in each of his translations. I pair my
reading of Baydas’ translation of Alexander Pushkin’s Captain’s Daughter with the
articles he published on national identity, a complicated question for Arabs living in the
Ottoman Empire. Next, I read the alterations that Baydas makes in Marie Corelli’s novel
Temporal Power together with the articles he published on education in al-nafa’is.
Finally, I discuss Baydas’ translation of Aleksei Tolstoy’s Prince Serebrianiy. Using
Georg Lukacs’ theories of the relationship between historical fiction and national
identity, I examine the ways in which Baydas manipulates history in his fiction and
nonfiction. In each case, the connections between Baydas’ alterations to his source texts
and the nonfiction articles that he publishes show how deliberate and disciplined his
translation practice was, opening the door for a new consideration of the place of

translation in the development of modern Arabic literature.
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PART ONE: CONTEXTS



CHAPTER ONE

Influence and Translation in Comparative Literature and the Arabic Nahdah

The aim of this dissertation is twofold—to reexamine the role of translated
literature in the development of modern Arabic literature, and to begin an exploration of
Russian/Arab literary relations in the years leading up to the Bolshevik Revolution of
1917. It is the first critical exploration of the Russian-Arab cultural exchange that took
place in the Levant in the years leading up to World War One. This dissertation builds on
the available historical accounts of Russian activity in the region to begin a critical
exploration of the literary texts and trends that came out of connections between Arab
intellectuals and Russian culture. These texts include translations of Russian literature,
translations of British and French literature (translated from Russian translations), and
also a significant body of original poetry, fiction, and non-fiction—primarily essays,
summaries of international news, and profiles of important individuals from Russian
history—that also comes out of these cultural contacts.

As a preliminary step into reintegrating this piece of Arabic literary history into
the larger historiography, this dissertation focuses on the work of Khalil Baydas (1874-
1949), one of the earliest Arab translators to work extensively with Russian sources. A
native of Nazareth, Baydas studied and taught in the schools operated by the Imperial
Orthodox Palestine Society (IOPS), then went on to have a broad impact on Arabic

literature as a translator, journal editor (he owned and edited an early Palestinian literary



journal, al-nafa’is al-‘asriyyah), and public intellectual. He first published his journal out
of Haifa, but transferred its offices to Jerusalem when he accepted a position on a local
council in that city. In this dissertation, I have chosen to foreground his work as a
translator in order to highlight the connections between his translation practice and the
issues and concerns of the nahdah, or Arab literary renaissance.

Focusing on Baydas’ translations also provides the opportunity to undertake the
second major task of this dissertation—the reappraisal of literary translation during the
nahdah. Literary histories of the period have an ambivalent attitude towards translation—
while it is recognized as an important catalyst for the rapid developments that took place
in Arabic literature during the 19" and early 201 centuries, both Arab and Western critics
dismiss it as being less literary than the original works that were produced later.’
Consequently, very little scholarly work done on the translated texts produced during the
nahdah takes full advantage of the tools and insights of translation theory to explore the
complex translation practices of nahdawi translators.” The close readings of Baydas’
translations and translation practices at the heart of this dissertation are a first step in
uncovering the wealth of information available to us in these neglected translations. In
each case, the translated text provides extra insight into the issues that were filling the
pages of al-nafa’is al-‘asriyyah and the many other similar journals that defined the

Arabic literary scene in the years leading up to World War One.

* * * * * * * * * *

! See, for example, the treatment of translated literature in the work of ‘abd al-Muhsin Taha Badr, Matti
Moosa, and Pierre Cachia, to name a few.

* Recent literary scholarship by professors Samah Selim and Shaden Tageldin represent notable exceptions
to this trend, and have begun to lay the foundation for future work in this field. Their work will be
discussed at length in the chapters to follow.



“If a person Arabicized (‘arraba) a European novel, carrying across (naqala) its
meanings into an eloquent and impeccable (fasihah) Arabic idiom, which does not
create the impression that it has been Arabicized (ta’rib), and took liberties
(tasarrafa) with the novel as he saw fit, but left the historical events and the
proper nouns unchanged (for Arabic names if used in such novels are like a patch
made of alagah [traditional Egyptian striped cloth] in a garment made of taffeta),
in short, if he read a European (ifranjiyyah) novel and adapted it, and wrote it
down to the best of his linguistic abilities, using Arabic proverbs, spicing it up
with verse, and using the idioms of the Arabs and their modes of expression, then
what should his work be called—An Arabicization (ta’rib)? A composition
(tasnif)? Or what?” (al-hilal 1895 61)

In 1895, the Egyptian journal al-hilal (1892-present) printed the above letter,
from a young Palestinian student, Khalil Baydas (18747-1949). The letter deals with one
of the central questions of the day, the translation of European literature, and is
particularly rich in the way that it invokes the many nuances of translation in the colonial
Arabic context. It is also the earliest evidence of Baydas’ involvement in theorizing
literary translation, the work to which he would define his entire career. Over the course
of his life, Baydas translated dozens of pieces of Russian literature into Arabic.
Evaluations of his literary legacy are uneven—while Baydas is respected for the literary
works he made available through his translations, he is also discounted as one whose
literary skills never quite matched his literary ideals. This double-speak reflects the
common discourse of literary historians on Arabic translation through the 19" and early
20™ centuries, a period of rapid change known as the literary renaissance, or nahdah.
Nasir al-Din al-Asad scarcely finishes praising Baydas’ insights into the translation
process when he begins criticizing Baydas’ actual translations, asking, “But to what
degree was Baydas able to embody these characteristics that he described in his

translations and original literary work?”? (57-58). The concern at the apparent disparity

between Baydas’ theoretical sensitivities and his actual translation practice reflects the
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concerns of textual fidelity and accuracy so common to evaluations of translations before
the rise of translation studies as a discipline in the past 40 years. Baydas respect for the
process of translation is reflected in this early letter; we can sense his curiosity and
concern with the process of translation. Over the course of this dissertation, it is my aim
to examine his translation practice more closely to reconsider the standard dismissal of
early Arabic translations of prose fiction. Close readings of Baydas’ translations shows
how this sensitivity informed his translation practice, and reflects the complexity of
Arabic translation during the nahdah that is so often dismissed in the literature on the
period.

The question that Baydas poses in his letter shows how important issues of
fidelity in translation were in his historical and literary context. In his question, he uses
two different terms for translation: naqala (naql) and ‘arraba (ta’rib). He distinguishes
between them, using nagala for simply conveying the meaning of a text from one
language to another. Baydas explicitly links the process of nagl to the meaning of the
text, separate from the style in which it is expressed. He applies the term ‘arraba to the
process of bringing an entire literary work into the Arabic context. The additional
semantic value of ‘arraba, to arabize, colors the process of translation with adaptation
and originality on the part of the translator. Rather than simply conveying the meaning of
the words to the new audience, fa'rib allows the translator to look past the surface level of
the words to the stylistics and effects produced by the original text. Thus, ta’rib allows
the translator the freedom to fulfill Benjamin’s task of the translator, capturing the

intended effect of the text and reproducing it in the new linguistic/social environment.



Beyond the purely technical questions of critical terminology, Baydas expresses
the reservations that would shape the development of the modern Arabic literary canon in
the ensuing years. Despite the fact that he holds translation to be an important literary
undertaking, Baydas joins with the prevailing critical discourse in placing translation in
an inferior position. Translated works never escaped the secondary status that was put
upon them from the beginning. As a noted translator, Baydas’ comments also illustrate
the questions that translators faced. He deals specifically with the same questions of
domestication and foreignization that come to Lawrence Venuti from Friedrich
Schleiermacher by way of Goethe.* In his case, however, Baydas faces not only the
antagonistic literary establishment (the emerging elitist Arab authors) that Venuti decries,
but the opposite side of the power equation created by colonial politics. Where Venuti
seeks to disturb the powerful position of the language into which he translates (1995 20),
Baydas is seeking for ways to empower his target language against the colonial idiom.
Baydas valorizes the readable translation, the translation that does not “create the
impression that it has been Arabicized” (61). Although Venuti decries such transparent
translations as complicit in the domination of marginalized languages, in Baydas’ case,
the opposite is true. When Baydas describes a translated work as not giving “the sense of
being a translation,” it shows that the modernized stylistics were gaining wider
acceptance. By the time Baydas wrote this letter, no translators were working to
reproduce the rhetorical devices of classical Arabic literature in their translations, but
rather wrote in something close to the straightforward prose predominant in European

realist fiction of the time.

4 See Venuti, The Scandals of Translation, chapter 1.



In answering Baydas’ question, the editors of al-hilal cite classical Arabic rhetoric
that divides any text into two elements—the meaning (al-ma’nad) and the phrasing (al-
lafz). They write that “Every book, indeed, every article or phrase needs two fundamental
things in its publication: the meaning (al-ma’na) and the expression (al-lafz). The
meaning is original (asl/7) and the phrasing is secondary (‘arid)” (62). Such a structure
again agrees with Benjamin’s preoccupation with the universal meaning that is
communicated through language. The meaning can be communicated with equal
effectiveness through different linguistic systems and remain the same. The phrasing, on
the other hand, is subject to change, being an expression of the dictates of a given literary
tradition. By citing this framework in al-hilal the editors encourage the domesticating

adaptation (ta’rib) that would be criticized by later generations of scholars and writers.

As Ottoman rule began to give way to Western powers in the 19" century, life in
the Levant (present-day Syria, Lebanon, Jordan, Palestine, and Israel), life began to
change rapidly. Foreign missionaries covered the region, founding schools and bringing
new methods of education, new ideas into the local society. As would be expected, some
of these ideas were quickly accepted, others prompted strong resistance from the local
population. A new cohort of Western-educated men came to dominate the intellectual,
political, and literary spheres of life in the area. While many were still tied to the
traditionally powerful families that administered the affairs of the different principalities
under Ottoman rule (like the Husaynis, the Nashashibis, the Bustanis, and others), they
looked to Western culture and society with different eyes than their forefathers had done.

The impact of this transformation colored every aspect of life in the Arab Levant. In the



literary sphere, it came to be known as the nahdah, or literary renaissance—a time of
renewal and rebirth, a reinvigoration of a literary tradition that had, in the eyes of the
leading minds of the day, grown stagnant. This literary renaissance took place in a space
that had not previously been available to Arab writers—the press. With the rise of print
journalism and the explosion of literary periodicals in the late 19" and early 20"
centuries, Arab authors and intellectuals suddenly had a powerful pulpit from which to
proclaim their message of a new Arab national identity.5

The subject of this dissertation, Khalil Baydas, figured prominently on the literary
scene in Palestine during the volatile period from 1900-1925. Baydas’ life and career
illustrate the confluence of journalism, literature, nationalism, and linguistic reform in the
Arab nahdah as it emerged in the Levant during the 19" century. Most of the detailed
information about his biography comes from Nasir al-Din al-Asad’s brief biographical
sketch entitled muhdadarat ‘an khalil baydas (Lectures on Khalil Baydas). The only first-
hand account that we have of Baydas’ life growing up comes from a brief interview
Baydas gave to George Merenz, a Russian journalist that was published in a 1946 issue of
Literaturnaia Gazeta.

Khalil Baydas was born in Nazareth in 1874 or 1875. His father was a wealthy
merchant, a member of the Orthodox Christian community in the city. He insisted that his
son study in the Russian seminary because “in those days, the Russian schools were the

very best,”® as Baydas reported in his interview with Merenz. Baydas began his studies at

> This understanding of nahdawi thought lines up very well with Benedict Anderson’s emphasis on print
capitalism in Imagined Communities, though the changes that I will focus on in this study are much more
narrow, looking specifically at the ways in which journalism came together with translation to create new
opportunities for authors and translators to experiment with new literary forms, particularly the short story
and the novel.

% «B Te manexue AHK pyccKue mKObI B IlanecTuHe Ge3ycIOBHO ObLIH CaMbIMK TydmikMit.» (Merenz 27
April 1946)



the Russian Seminary in his hometown in 1888, and quickly became enamored with
Russian culture. Baydas was clearly an exceptional student at the seminary, mastering
Russian to a degree that was unusual for the students at the school at that time.” Of this
experience, he said:

Scarcely had I learned to write, scarcely had I begun to understand every third

word, then every other word, when I began to devour the Russian books that were

collected in great numbers in our school library. With every book I read, the cloud
that hid Russia from my understanding gradually lifted; what had been at first just

a word became a country, then an idea, and finally a world—the only world in

which I could live and breathe.”

Indeed, Baydas would inhabit the space between Russia and Palestine throughout the rest
of his life. His close connection to Russian culture informed all of his various activities
throughout his life.

In literature, Baydas is known primarily as the founder and editor of al-nafa’is al-
‘asriyyah, the most productive and well-circulated literary periodical published in
Palestine at the time. Baydas modeled al-nafa’is on the other literary journals printed in
the Arab world at the time (such as al-mugtataf, al-hildl, and others), but also drew on his
familiarity with the “thick journals” of Russian literature. Baydas’ impact on Arabic
literature came primarily through his translations of literature from Russian. Soviet
orientalist Ignatii Krachkovskii gives Baydas full credit for being the first to make

Russian literature available to Arab readers. He writes, “In Syria, as in Egypt, direct

acquaintance with Russian writers came from the efforts of a graduate of the Nazareth

7 In his interview, Merenz makes special note of Baydas® “pure Russian language” («4ucThblit pycckuit
SI3BIK»).

8 “BEnga s BBIYYMJIBS IIMCATh, €Ba HaYaJl MOHUMATh KAXKJ0€ TPEThE U 3aTEM Ka)I0€ BTOPOE CIOBO, KaK 5
CTaJl IJI0TaTh PYCCKUE KHUTH, KOTOPBIC ObUIA COOpaHBI B OOJIBIIIOM KOJIMYECTBE B IIKOJIBHOM OHONIHOTEKE.
U ¢ xaxnoi npounTaHHOM KHUTOM TyMaH, CKPhIBaBIIM OT MOEro MoHUMaHusi Poccuio nocreneHHo
pacceuBaJICs, 1 HEUTO, OBIBIIEE JJISI MEHSI CHadaia TOJBKO CJIOBOM, CTAJIO CTPaHOM, 3aTeM Uiee u,
HaKOHEI], MUPOM, €JMHCTBEHHBI MUP B KOTOPOM S MOT >KHTh M JIbIIIATh.»
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seminary, the young writer Khalil Baydas™

(v. 3 30). Sabry Hafez goes even farther in
estimating the influence of Baydas’ literary translations on Arabic literature as a whole.
“Among all the pioneers of narrative writing of this early period,” Hafez writes, “the
Palestinian writer Khalil Baydas played the most significant role in the genesis of the new
narrative discourse” (152). Baydas translated dozens of short stories, many articles, and
several novels from Russian. Because he translated prolifically (and exclusively) from
Russian, Baydas became was known in Russia as “The man who introduced the Arabs to
Russia,” the title of the piece published by Merenz.

The readership of al-nafa’is grew steadily over the years, and included individuals
through the Arab world, including the émigré communities in North and South America.
In his interview with Merenz, Baydas remarks on the response that his Russian
translations found among readers in the Arab world, saying, “The Arabs of Palestine
were not the only ones who wanted to read Russian literature in their own language. Soon
many orders began to come in from abroad. [Readers in] Syria and Lebanon, Egypt and

Iraq all requested my early translations.”'”

We do not have precise numbers of
subscribers for al-nafa’is, but it is clear that Baydas’ audience was significant and
included all of the major Arab intellectual and literary centers of the time.

In addition to his work managing and editing al-nafa’is, Khalil Baydas was a

committed educator. He worked as both a teacher and an administrator at the Russian

schools, where he had continual contact with the leadership of the Imperial Orthodox

’ B Cupun, kak B Erunre, HenocpeIcTBEHHOE 3HAKOMCTBO C PYCCKUMH MTUCATENISIMU 00S13aHO SHEPTHH
BocnuTaHHuKa Hazaperckoit cemuHapuu mosozoro nucarenst Xanuna beiinaca.»

10 «He Tonbko apaOsl [1aecTHHBI XOTEIN YUTATh PYCCKYIO JTUTEPATYPy Ha CBOCh POTHOM sI3bIKe. Bekope
CTaJIH MOCTYTAaTh B OOJIBIIOM KOJMYECTBE 3aKa3bl n3-3a rpanuibl. Cupus u JIueax, Erunet u pak
3arpanimBalid MOU TIEPBBIE TIEPEBOIBI.»
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Palestine Society throughout his life. Baydas translated and wrote a number of textbooks.
After he retired from publishing, he continued to teach at a school in Jerusalem.

In addition, Baydas’ translations attracted the attention of leading Russian
orientalists, with whom he maintained correspondence over the course of his life.'! The
Russian schools in Palestine often hosted visitors from the Russian government, the
Orthodox Church, and Russian scholars travelling in the area.

In 1910, Baydas moved the headquarters of his journal from Haifa to Jerusalem so
that he could accept a post on the Mixed Council (al-majlis al-mukhtalat) as a
representative of the Orthodox Christian community of Nazareth. During the years that
Baydas spent in Jerusalem, he became more involved in political issues of the time,
particularly Palestinian nationalism. Though it is difficult to gather precise records of
Baydas’ involvement with different organizations in Jerusalem, it seems clear that he was
a well-known figure, involved not only with the Mixed Council, but with the various
literary clubs active in Jerusalem in the early 20" century, particularly al-muntada al-
‘arabi. It was at this club that Baydas was arrested by the British in 1920 for delivering
an allegedly inflammatory speech during the nabi miisa festival that year. Baydas
detailed the events leading up to his arrest, the trial, and his time in prison in 1921, in a
series of articles entitled “hadith al-sujiin” that he published in al-nafa’is.

Baydas’ health took a serious turn for the worse in 1923. In the opening editorial
to the ninth volume of al-nafa’is (August 1923), Baydas wrote,

“al-nafa’is has been suspended for several months, which seemed to us like

several years. This halt came because of an infection that afflicted the owner’s
[Baydas’] eyes, and kept him from working for a time, then the doctors urged him

"It is curious that Krachkovskii does not mention Baydas by name in his account Nad Arabskimi
Rukopisami, although the two eventually became well-acquainted and exchanged letters, and Krachkovskii
published a handful of short articles in later issues of al-nafa’is.
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to abandon writing for several months, and he reluctantly agreed to their
request”'? (1923 210).

This condition was serious enough that Baydas was forced to make more
permanent changes to the administration of the journal. In this same piece, Baydas
assures his readers that he desires nothing more for al-nafa’is than that it “be published
on time and filled with the most wonderful and interesting of beneficial articles to which
our readers have become accustomed to finding in it, particularly in the years before the
war”'? (1923 210). Baydas goes on to inform his readers that “The first step that we will
take to achieve this goal is appointing our son to be responsible for the affairs of the
journal; this will free us up for editing duties, and nothing will interrupt the publication of
the journal or rob us of our small amount of free time”'* (1923 210). Baydas’ son
continued to run the affairs of the journal through 1923, but then it ceased publication.
While we do not have clear evidence that Baydas’ health problems led to the closing of
the journal, they clearly interfered with his ability to run it singlehandedly as he had done
up to that point.

In the ensuing years, Baydas’ literary output diminished significantly. In 1924 he
published two volumes of short stories, but they were all stories and translations that had
been previously published in al-nafd’is. While he seems to have dropped out of public
life after this point, Baydas continued to teach at an Anglican school in Jerusalem until

late in his life. When fighting broke out in 1948, Baydas tried to stay in his Jerusalem

A aa Jarl) (e o228l Agie 8 Lpualia Gilal (i yal lge Uil IS5 (i auzay WL el daiay Lgdl 8 (e (puiliil] Candaii) 12
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home, but was eventually forced to flee; he lived in Amman for a time before moving to
Beirut, where he died in 1949.

The temptation in studying the career of an individual so deeply invested and
involved in two cultures, as Khalil Baydas was, is to seek explanations for his activities
in one setting by examining the other. This search for causes and scramble for origins has
characterized much of the study of modern Arab literary history. It is impossible, it
seems, to talk about modern Arabic literature without reference to external influences.
This influence is always seen to flow from West to East—from outside the Arab world to
inside. The ‘allusions, references, quotations and borrowings’ that always surface in
studies of modern Arabic literature always seem to be located in Western literature. This
has had profound effects on the shaping of the modern Arabic literary canon and the
attention given to (or withheld from) authors like Baydas. In order to redirect this
attention back to the authors, translators, and publishers who shaped early Arabic
literature, I will first step back to consider the study of influence in the field of
comparative literature.

Questions of influence and literary relations have been at the core of comparative
literature since it began to take shape out of philology departments in the 19" century.
“Tracing influences and filiations, finding allusions, references, quotations and
borrowings had always been the pursuit of literary scholars” (Haberer 59). Sometimes
this process is treated as if it were the unraveling of a secret code underneath any piece of
literature; if a critic could just see clearly enough, s/he could see through the text to the
influences from which it sprang. Part of the problem with the concept of literary

influence comes from the passive nature of the construction in which it is usually
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found—too often we discuss how a given author was influenced by y, ignoring the
agency of the author in question. Somehow influence becomes a boundless force exerting
itself on the author, determining the literature that emerges from a literary tradition, only
briefly passing through the author onto the page. Thus, the race to identify “influences
and filiations, finding allusions, references, quotations and borrowings” robs the author of
her/his standing as an active subject, giving the attention and credit instead to the
influences that shape an author’s production. Despite these concerns, the concept of
influence remained a vital part of the lexicon employed by practitioners of comparative
literature for the better part of the 20" century.

Commenting on the place of influence in literary studies, Claudio Guillen writes,
“Toda critica de influencias tiende a ser un estudio de genesis,”(“All criticism of
influences tends to become a study of origins,”) a statement that explains the
preoccupation with the question of literary influence in Arabic literature. In studying
modern Arabic literature, consideration of influences (especially foreign influences)
comes together with the search for firsts and origins. Consequently, the emergence of
Arabic prose fiction in the 19"™ and 20™ centuries is first treated as a European import
before it can be considered an authentic Arab enterprise. The urge to look at connections
to European influence directly feeds the drive to find the first Arabic novel, the first Arab
novelists, and the first examples of each in the various national literatures of the Arab
world.

In the 1980’s, literary scholars began to seek ways to theorize the shifts in literary
studies that had taken place in the preceding decades. The concept of literary influence

became increasingly problematic as literary theory embraced deconstructionist, post-
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modern, and post-colonial frameworks. Julia Kristeva’s 1966 interpretation of Bakhtin
first brought a theoretically complex notion of intertextuality to displace the traditional
concept of literary influence. As the field of post-colonial studies came to take a more
prominent place within comparative literary studies, theorists worked to develop
alternative approaches to the question of influence that would capture more of the
complexity of the colonial context. In a 2007 essay, Harish Trivedi gave voice to this
concern, citing arguments that hold that “though Western literature may have exercised a
vast amount of influence on Indian literature, that should not be construed as a continued
dominance of the latter by the former” (128). Seeking to undo the power of chronological
precedence and a Eurocentric conception of cultural influence, Trivedi shows how
scholars use the concept of intertextuality to avoid talking about influence, because of the
way that it moves out of a linear, teleologically-oriented concept of literary influence into
a multi-directional concept. ‘Intertextuality’ describes an active appropriation of cultural
material, while ‘influence’ is passively received by the influenced, an especially
important distinction in studying postcolonial literature.

These assertions are a far cry from the papers from a roundtable on the question
of influence in comparative literature that were printed in the inaugural issue of
Comparative Literature Studies (1963). In this collection, I.A. Owen Aldridge points out
the relationship between “the vogue of seeking influence in literary criticism” and “the
nineteenth-century emphasis on scientific method” (143). Thus, he connects the interest
in influence studies in literature to the influence of enlightenment values and positivism

of the 19" century.
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In a post-colonial context, the conflation of studying literary influence with
positivistic, teleological understandings of how culture develops takes on a more sinister
hue. Because literary influence is most often conceived of in a temporal sense, it projects
the teleological tendencies of a modernity infused with enlightenment era thinking. Such
conceptions merge uncomfortably easily into a model in which culture and modernity
flow exclusively from the colonial center to the colonized periphery, thus rendering the
culture of the colonies perpetually derivative, perpetually backwards, and inherently less
worthy than the original. In this context, the line between noting that a work is
‘influenced by’ another and stating that a work is ‘derived from’ another becomes an
important site of political contestation in addition to whatever literary significance the
distinction might have. While the borrowing taking place in translation may be explicit,
its place within (post)colonial societies is always subject to this same line of questioning.
What Aldridge treated as a question of semantics in his 1963 essay had already become a
matter of national importance within Arab literary criticism. In the discussion that
follows, I will highlight several examples of the sensitive line between preserving
authentic identity and appropriating the institutions of modernity they perceived in
Western European culture. Because the European novel precedes the Arabic novel
temporally, does the latter necessarily depend on the former? Is the former, then,
automatically superior to the latter because of its ‘originality’?

This anxiety of influence, so different than that described by Harold Bloom in his
seminal 1973work on Romantic poetry, is further complicated when we are discussing
literary translation. It is in translation that works move beyond their original audience. Is

the influence of these translations ascribable to the authors, the translators, or neither? In



his seminal essay “The Task of the Translator,” Walter Benjamin seems to divide the
responsibility between the translator and the source text; he maintains that it is the
translator who calls out into the source text, eliciting an echo which then conveys the
meaning to the new linguistic context. It is the translator’s act, the translator’s initiative
that actually creates the meaning that then moves out into the new linguistic space. The
afterlife of the text owes its entire existence to the decision of the translator to turn
towards it and: “from outside it, facing it, and without entering it, the translation calls to
the original within, at that one point where the echo in its own language can produce a
reverberation of the foreign language's work™ (159). The true translation, then, in this
sense, is totally a result of the translator’s recognition of the translatability (in the
peculiar meaning that Benjamin gives to the term) of the source text, his decision to call
into the ‘forest’ of the source text’s language, and to record the echo that comes back.
What this particular metaphor from Benjamin does not elucidate is the precise
relationship between the source text and the translation. Obviously, they are intimately
related, but he reverses the usual image and makes the translation the prime mover, as it
were, in the process of creating a translation. While the translator works with an echo, it
is not the echo of the source text, but the echo that the source text produces when the
translation calls out into the forest of its language. The space in which this echo
reverberates, the gap between the texts involved in the translation, this is the space that
translators inhabit. While both translation studies and intertextuality deal with the
relationship between texts, the two are rarely brought into direct conversation with each

other.
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Does the term ‘intertextual’ mean anything in a translation context? Among the
many lessons that Borges’ Pierre Menard taught us, is the fact that translation blurs and
expands the borders of the translated text."> So often we talk as if the ideal translation
somehow is the original, but ultimately every translation is inherently and absolutely
other than the original. When considering translations, then, instead of focusing on the
intertextual relationship between the two texts (source and translation), the more
interesting points of consideration are the moments in which intertextuality breaks
down—the moments in which the translator makes clear to the reader that the translated
text is not the source text, nor is it meant to be. These moments give us a special glimpse
into the translation process, as we begin to see how the translator chooses to diverge
from, adapt, and alter the text s/he is translating. These are the moments in which the
translated text breaks away from the source text—not because of any linguistic
deficiencies of the translator, but because the translator willfully alters the source text.

Translation continues to inspire anxiety in the field of comparative literature
today. In a paper included in the American Comparative Literature Association’s report
on the state of the discipline for 2004, Steven Ungar writes, ‘“The work of translation is
often dismissed within literary production as a second-order representation, with the
translator accordingly invisible as an extension—faithful or unfaithful—of the original
work attributed to the author” (Saussy 129). The reified value of the source text eclipses
the creativity and agency expressed in the act of translation, leading to a situation in
which the translator who is least visible is judged most successful, a tendency that

inspired Lawrence Venuti’s return to the concepts of foreignizing and domesticating

'> Benjamin, Walter. “The Task of the Translator.” trans. Harry Zohn, in Illuminations: Essays and
Reflections. New York: Harcourt, Brace and World, 1968. pp. 69-82.
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translations. Much effort has been put forward in the field of translation studies to
theorize the practice of translation in ways that recognize its meaning and value in a
literary context, as well as the other ways that translation interacts with social, political,
and cultural contexts.

In fact, we find translators who take liberties with source texts in many different
literary contexts. Translators and their critics are always acutely aware of the relationship
between source text and translation, and often eager to express their opinions on the
subject. That does not mean, however, that these opinions coalesce into any kind of
coherent argument about what translation is, or what it should be. For example, in his
famous introduction to his translation of Ovid’s Epistles, Dryden writes, “The second
way is that of Paraphrase, or translation with Latitude, where the Author is kept in View
by the Translator, so as never to be lost, but his Words are not so strictly followed as his
Sense, and that too is admitted to be amplified, but not altered.” (Dryden, Ovid, xix). This
well-known quotation comes from Dryden’s taxonomy of literary translations, and is
often cited in discussions of theories about translation in the western tradition. At the
close of his introduction, however, Dryden includes a confession that is particularly
interesting to read with his initial statement for our consideration of translation in a
colonial context. He writes,

“For my own Part, I am ready to acknowledge, that I have transgressed the Rules

which I have given; and taken more Liberty than a just translation will allow. But

so many Gentlemen, whose Wit and Learning are well known, being joined in it, I

doubt not but their Excellencies will make you ample Satisfaction for my Errors.”

(Ovid xxvi)

Dryden’s admission that a translator achieves his goals more easily by focusing on

‘keeping the author in sight’ rather than literally reproducing the original text word for
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word seems to endorse the translator’s role as an active agent molding and shaping the
source text into its new linguistic context. At the same time, he does two things in his
confession at the end of the introduction. Dryden posits the existence of a “just
translation,” tying translation to concepts of ethics, justice, and fidelity in ways that have
run throughout western translation theory. Dryden justifies his own unjust translation by
pointing out that it is a common practice, and has actually produced enjoyable
translations. His justifications are driven by the social context in which he produces his
translation, and also the reception of the translation produced. It is clear that these two
factors profoundly shape the translation practices of the Arabic nahdah, and especially
the practice of al-tarjamah bi-tasarruf in which Khalil Baydas (and so many of his fellow
Arab translators) openly engaged.

Despite these trends within the larger field of literary studies, historical studies of
modern Arabic literature still depend almost entirely on narratives of influence to explain
the rapid changes that took place on the Arab literary scene throughout the 19" and 20™
centuries. Napoleon's Egyptian expedition traditionally marks the point of departure for
such narratives, bringing Arab society into contact with European modernity in an
upsetting moment that started the wheels turning. As with all historical narratives, the
narrative of the nahdah has been constructed to emphasize certain trends and connections
while downplaying others. As the colonial/postcolonial dynamic has come to define the
limits of the conversation about modern Arabic literature, connections with the great
colonial powers are at the forefront of such narratives—particularly Britain, France, and
America.'® Oftentimes these histories will briefly recognize other cultural connections

that lie outside of this strictly colonial web of relations. It is my purpose in this

'® Edward Said follows this pattern, as do so many others who study Arabic literature.



dissertation to turn greater critical attention to Russia's impact on the literary scene in the
Levant to begin to fill in this gap in the history of modern Arabic literature.

Russia's role in the development of modern Arabic literature is woefully
understudied in literary histories for a number of reasons: firstly, because of the scarcity
of critics capable of working in all of the necessary languages. This can be understood by
comparing the number of works in Russian and Arabic on the subject (dozens) with the
number of works that treat the subject seriously in English (none). At the same time, the
existing scholarly works in Russian and Arabic present particular biases and tendencies
that place them outside of the current scholarly conversation concerning modern Arabic
literature. On the one hand, Russian-language scholarship is often less interested in the
consequences of Russian involvement for the Arab populations of the Middle East than
they are with the policies themselves and the 'achievements' of the various Russian
institutions that functioned in the region during this period. Russian-language scholarship
on the issue generally falls into two camps. In Soviet orientalism, Iurii Krachkovskii and
his students provided the most thorough catalogues and bibliographies of the Arab literati
who engaged heavily with Russian culture. These works all treat the issue from the
outside, paying little attention to the trends at work within Arabic literature that Russia’s
influence informs. Conversely, post-Soviet scholarship on Russian activities in the
Middle East have been funded primarily by the resurgent Russian Orthodox Church. In
these writings, the activities of the Orthodox Church receive the lion’s share of the
attention. All of these works are strictly historical in focus. Similarly, Arabic-language

scholarship on the issue lacks theoretical rigor and discipline, being limited almost
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entirely to laundry lists of works written and translated by individuals with connections to
Russian culture.'”
Colonial Concerns

The second reason that Russian influence in modern Arabic literature is
understudied has to do with the alignment of colonial powers in the period. Russia does
not fit easily into traditional post-colonial critiques of modern Arabic literature. Russia
encouraged Arab Orthodox Christians to work actively against the foreign powers that
had established themselves in various aspects of life—politically, against the British and
French colonizers; religiously, against the foreign missionaries (American, British,
French) and Greek clergy. Socially Russia encouraged the Arabs to become familiar with
and honor their own rich heritage instead of abandoning it for more fashionable western
tastes.
Translation in the Colonial Context

While many discussions of translation focus on the texts involved in translation,
what happens when we turn our spotlight instead on the translators between the texts,
denying them their invisibility? Translation produces a peculiar set of texts that are
characterized by both their inherent intertextuality and the insurmountable difference
between them as well. In studying translation, it is precisely those moments in which the
reader feels most keenly the absence of intertextuality that interest the scholar. In such

moments, the actions, decisions, opinions, and abilities of the translator come to the fore.

" These works are included in the bibliography of this dissertation, but for examples of this phenomenon
closest to the present study, see the work of ‘Umar Mahamid (filistin risiya), Hanna Abu Hanna (fala’i’ al-
nahdah fi filistin), and Jihad Saleh. In their works, the bulk of the attention is given to delineating what was
published, when, and where. None of the works include instances of close critical attention to the texts
themselves. Sabry Hafez has made a greater effort to engage the texts produced in this context, though he
focuses on a later time period of 20" century literature. Samah Selim and Shaden Tageldin have brought
literary criticism and translation theory to bear on Egyptian literature during the nahdah, but have not done
the same for literary production outside of Egypt during this period.
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We can highlight this space—the gaps that surface between a source text and a
translation—to inquire into the choices made and agency exercised by the translators.
This space is clearly delineated in the practice of Arabic translators working in the 19™
and early 20™ centuries, which is typically labeled al-tarjamah bi-tasarruf, a term that
merits further exploration. Consider the following quotations from Baydas’ 1909
translation of Aleksey Tolstoy’s famous historical novel Kniaz’ Serebrianit:

“And what’s more, I’'m completely free to act as I wish in this grand house, this great
palace; and no one can hold me to account for it.”"®

“And I have acted freely in adding to, cutting from, changing, substituting, and
organizing the translation.”"’

The first quotation comes from the text of the novel, and the second from Baydas’
introduction to his translation. The word in boldface in each sentence is the same —
tasarrafa. The first quotation comes from one of the story’s villains, Prince Viazemskii,
immediately before he kidnaps Morozov’s (one of the main noblemen in the story) wife
and ransacks his home. One of Viazemskii’s companions implores him not to set fire to
the home (a grave concern in Russia at that time), 20 which inspires the above sentence in
response. In claiming that he is “completely free to act” Viazemskii is aware that he is
violating norms of Russian society, but considers himself above these laws because of he
is carrying out the will of the tsar. The verb fasarrafa does not indicate any particular
action, but a general sense of ‘acting;’ under the umbrella of a single word “atasarrafu,”

Viazemskii expresses his complete freedom to act. He is not bound by any legal or social

constraints; there is no authority that can restrain him in this affair.

) 3Bl G aaY Gl oLl LS aslaad) yeadl) s canddl) Cull 138 3 G el lan e Uld @lld 2y 5 18
(emphasis added) .¢) & (35> 353 3 e g ot Dl s s s Jalia) 5 5ol 5o Lgws o & i s il 5 19
*In 1571, Moscow was devastated by a fire that destroyed the entire city.



This same verb “to act” (tasarrafa) is used to describe the notoriously liberal
translation practices of translators working in the Arabic literary renaissance, a practice
commonly known as ‘al-tarjamah bi-tasarruf.” Typically translated as ‘abridged,” ‘liberal
translation,” or ‘translation with alterations,’ " this term is commonly applied to
translations from this period (both by later critics and, as evidenced above) by the
translators themselves. This word is actually the same verb that Viazemskii uses in the
first quotation above—tasarrafa, and it carries with it the same range of meanings—
action, authority, agency. It is in this sense that Baydas uses this word in the second
quotation, taken from his introduction to this translation.

Baydas’ clear statement of his role in altering the source text that echoes
Viazemskii’s claim to unrestricted, unsupervised action in his respective field of activity.
Both Viazemskii and Baydas are about to embark on activities that serve their interests
while violently disrupting established cultural rules. It is important to note that while
there is no violence inherent to the verb rasarrafa or the root from which it derives, it is
implicit in both contexts. The violence in the first case is clear from the context in which
Viazemskii makes the statement—his intentions are to kidnap the nobleman’s wife,
plunder his home, and then burn it to the ground. Conversely, the violence in the second
sentence is imposed not by Baydas’ own context, but by later critics. Baydas simply

acknowledges his intervention as translator, even explaining the various types of

' T will discuss this term in greater depth below, but it is interesting here to note that this concept is not
limited to Arabic literature, but found in many other literary traditions at moments of rupture in which
literary translation plays an important role in the establishment of new modes of literary expression. During
the Meiji period of Japanese literature, for example, paraphrastic translations labeled hu’nan produced the
bulk of popular literary material adapted from Western literature. In the case of Russian literature,
translations of English and French literature (especially drama) played an important role in the
development of narrative fiction in the 18" century. Similarly, translations figured prominently in the
emergence of new literary styles in early 19" century German literature. Translation is closely connected
with the literary avant garde in many different contexts of change.
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alterations that he has made in translating Tolstoy’s novel. Baydas’ various manipulations
of the source text can be (and have been) read as a violent crime against the original
texts—something akin to Viazemskii’s attack on Morozov’s home. At the same time,
Baydas’ candid statement of his intentions indicates that the perceived violence in his
translation practice is a projection of later concerns with originality, fidelity, and textual
integrity. It is tempting to look back at this statement as a confession, an
acknowledgement of guilt on the translator’s part, but Baydas is not at all uncomfortable
with admitting his role in altering and manipulating the text he is translating. These
concerns with textual fidelity are all projections of much later concerns—first by Arab
nationalists of the twentieth century, then by western literary critics. In fact, the liberties
that Baydas takes in his translations were the standard practice, and translations
concerned with absolutely faithful reproduction of source texts were limited to other
contexts.”” His statement quoted above is less a confession than a proclamation; by
making his rasarruf explicit in introducing his translation, Baydas informs the reader that
the text to follow is his own, and that he has constructed it to serve a particular function.
This practice was common among the great majority of Arabic translators working during
the nahdah, and would not have concerned his readers in the least. The close readings of
Baydas’ translations in the following three chapters will explore the space created by
Baydas’ agency as a translator, taking it as a window to investigate the influence of
Russian literature, thought, and culture on the development of modern Arabic literature

during the early 20" century.

*? In religious, academic, and a certain literary translations we can observe the desire to produce a ‘faithful’
translation. Even in these cases, however, foreign texts were often forced into existing Arabic literary
conventions (thymed prose, strict meters and rhyme schemes, etc.).
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In addition to the textual translations that make up the core of nahdawi
translation, there is also a broader translation dynamic as Arab intellectuals worked to
create a new discourse. Khalil Baydas and his contemporaries were engaged in
introducing Arab society to elements of a different world—Western European
modernity—through their publications and political/educational activities. In effect, they
took Western European modernity as a template, and sought to bring it into Arab society
in a way that would reform the latter without simply giving in completely to the former.
This process involved not only the translation of literary texts from Russian into Arabic,
but also the larger project of translating an entire understanding of society from a Russian
context into an Arab context.

Since translation projects like Baydas’ defined such a large part of the literary
landscape of emergent modern Arabic literature, literary influence remains a vital
question to understanding the literature produced in the 19" and early 20™ centuries. At
the same time, scholarly work on Arabic has not moved far beyond the British and
French influences to the other international streams of influence flowing through the
Arab world during the 19" century. The entire historical narrative is constructed as a
reaction to the shock of experiencing such a superior military and scientific forces of
Western European nations. In Arabic-language scholarship, this tendency has been
reinforced by the prevalence of Egypt-centric narratives of nahdah and emergent cultural
modernity.

The Arabic Literary Renaissance, or Nahdah (1798-1917)
It is difficult to find a description of the Arabic literary renaissance, or nahdah,

that does not rely on the common metaphors of reemergence, resurrection, rising up,
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revitalization that are all contained within the Arabic word. Traditionally, literary
historians point to Napoleon’s 1798 Egyptian expedition as the launching point for the
reforms that would come to define the period. In actuality, the borders (both
chronological and spatial) of the nahdah have been stretched in recent scholarship.
Recent considerations of the period have sought to challenge that assumption, making
connections between movements in the ‘post-classical’ period (the 17" and 18"
centuries) and the rapid changes that took place in the 19" century. The nahdah can also
be defined as a particular intellectual moment—the intersection of competing interests
and intellectual movements within the Arab world. In existing histories of the period, and
in much of the discussion going on during this period, the nahdah is described in terms of
binary opposites, or sets of dichotomies: east/west, modernity/tradition, etc. For the
purposes of this discussion, the exact chronology of the nahdah is not as important as the
social, intellectual, and political trends that define this moment in Arab history.

Tropes of ‘awakening,” ‘rebirth,” ‘renaissance,” ‘resurrection,” and ‘resurgence’
all aim to capture the defining characteristic of the period — a sense of activity and
change. The various titles this period bears also testify to the wide variety of opinions and
narratives that grew up around what was happening and why. For some, it was the
awakening of the Arab world after long centuries of slumber under (and due to) Ottoman
rule. For others, it was a process parallel to the European renaissance (a point of view
fraught with the very problems that plague narratives of Arab modernity as a whole—
derivativeness, belatedness, Euro-centeredness). These themes became apparent early in
the period, and are repeated several times throughout the literary journals and newspapers

of the time that will be considered below. In these mentions, however, it is important to
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note that the general sense of a unified historical movement that has been assigned to the
period was not present at the time. These are not calls for independence, or for autonomy,
but merely for a revitalization of activities and institutions associated with the
communities.

For example, Khalil Baydas’ journal al-nafa’is had a strong connection to the
Orthodox community, and we find several articles within the paper that call for a
“nahdah’” in the Orthodox Church throughout the Levant. For example, Baydas uses the
term in a 1911 article of the history of the Orthodox Church in the region, proclaiming,
that the formation of the mixed council (al-majlis al-mukhtalat) in 1908 was the
beginning of “the Orthodox Palestinian renaissance” (“al-nahdah al-filistiniyyah al-
urthiiduksiyyah”) (1911 92). He then connects this local renaissance to the general
activities of the Palestinians to (re)form their local educational, religious, and
governmental institutions to strengthen the people (al-sha’b) going forward.

What is striking within these narratives of renaissance is the unified story that gets
told repeatedly. The story of the nahdah became so important to later nationalist
movements that it was cleaned and shaped into a coherent narrative of interaction with
Europe, response, and resurgence that inevitably led to independent Arab republics that
were proud of their rich cultural heritage, both ancient and modern. The Ottomans were
cast as the villains in the story, with European actors shifting between the role of
Prometheus and that of enemy infiltrators. Reexamining primary sources from the period
(especially those that have not been included in the canon of nahdawi materials) reminds

us of the wide variety of voices and viewpoints that were participating in the great
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debates and discussions of the time. In recent years, several scholars have been working
to highlight the diversity present in nahdawi intellectual history.

Roger Allen engages with these questions about the universality (within the Arab
world) of the historical narrative of the nahdah. The basic template for describing this
period comes out of the debate between secularists (primarily depicted as Lebanese
Christians) and religious reformers (primarily Muhammad Abduh and his followers in
Egypt). This dichotomy does not capture all of the voices and conversations that were
happening in this period. It simplifies things by reducing them into a single narrative of
Arab intellectuals chasing after British and French culture in different ways—some eager
to make it their own, others looking to bring their own cultural heritage into the sphere
that Western culture inhabited. Allen writes:

The preference for the mostly European-based model of development on the one

hand and the unwillingness to investigate continuities alongside ruptures on the

other have served to make the Egyptian model, starting with Napoleon’s invasion
in 1798, the preferred one—one model of al-nahdah fits all, as it were.” (Allen,

“Rewriting the Arabic Novel”. (p. 253)

Allen goes on to suggest increased attention to continuities within the nahdah alongside
the traditional emphasis on rupture that defines discussion of the period. Considering the
Russian presence in Palestine during this period casts light on some of the other
possibilities contained within the nahdah. Much of the reduction of nahdawi discourses
has come as a result of the reimagination of nahdawi projects in terms of the nationalist
movements that successfully emerged from the period.

Literature in the Nahdah

The material discussed in this dissertation is of particular importance to the

question of the emergence of new literary genres in Arabic literature during the nahdah.



One of the most striking trends within Arabic literature during this period is the sudden
popularity of prose fiction among Arab readers, in particular the short story and the
serialized novel (sometimes collected into single volumes). Much has been written about
the striking way in which prose fiction burst onto the Arab literary scene. These
narratives tend to follow one of two lines in describing what took place. For some, it was
a direct import from European literature that came through translations of European
works. For others, modern prose fiction in Arabic reaches back to pre-modern literary
genres such as the magamah. Whichever of these two possibilities may be closer to the
truth, this dissertation will focus exclusively on the practice of translation as it is related
to Arabic fiction in this period. I am anxious to develop a vocabulary (drawing heavily
upon the well-established field of translation studies) for discussing the phenomena of
translation and influence in Arabic literature that sidesteps the debunked hierarchies of
European originality/centrality and non-European derivateness/peripherality. By so
doing, we can open a more useful space for considering the agency of the individuals
who were engaged in cross-cultural exchange, whether through translation or through
another avenue.
Provincializing Europe/Reintroducing Russia

These are not simple questions of origin and influence. In examining these
relationships, we are not merely perpetuating the historicist narratives that valorize
everything European, nor projecting such a narrative into a space that it did not already
define. In fact, both Arab and Russian intellectual societies during the 19" century were
concerned with questions of modernization. Both had already inculcated a sense of

lateness in their own transition towards a modernity that echoed and emulated European
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modernity. Both saw in the other a tool that could help them achieve their goals more
quickly and completely. For the Russians, the Arab world (or the Ottoman Empire, as
they would have seen it) was the premier site for proving the might of a modern nation-
state. It was in the unraveling of the Eastern question that modern political and military
powers proved their mettle against one another. For Russia to prove that it belonged
among the Great Powers of the period, it needed to make itself a player on this stage. For
the Arabs, on the other hand, Russia proved an invaluable alternative to British and
French colonial penetration into the Levant. Orthodox communities in the Levant were
presented with an alternative that at once atfirmed their own cultural heritage as Arabs
and Orthodox Christians, while encouraging them to assert that identity in opposition to
the increasingly onerous burden of British colonialism. This dynamic gained importance
even more rapidly as Zionist movements became more closely connected with British
policies in the region.

In this context, it can be useful to conceive of Russian influence in the Levant in
the terms that Deleuze and Guattari describe a minor literature. Their conception of a
minor literature revolves around three points: “the first characteristic of minor literature
in any case is that in it language is affected with a high coefficient of deterritorialization. .
.. The second characteristic of minor literatures is that everything in them is political. . . .
The third characteristic of minor literature is that in it everything takes on a collective
value” (16-17). Translation during the nahdah has been so thoroughly written out of the
acceptable body of modern Arabic literature that it is, in this sense, deterritorialized. It is
not Arab enough to be claimed as Arabic literature, nor is it European literature any more

because of the liberal changes that translators made to each text. This is not the



geographical deterritorialization usually associated with minor literature, but in this
context in which Arab national identities are just beginning to find their voice, and
geographical boundaries are drawn and revised with such ease, I would argue that the
dispossession of translated literature is a powerful form of deterritorialization in line with
the dynamic that Deleuze and Guattari indicate. In terms of politicization, Russia’s
influence in the Levant is a minor influence in this way because it mobilizes a thoroughly
politicized conception of Arab identity-building institutions within the British/French
sphere. Russian influence in the Levant came mainly through religious institutions, but
was always primarily concerned with the expansion of British and French interests in the
weakening Ottoman Empire. Even in matters not inherently political, every decision
became politicized.

We will see in the discussion of Baydas’ literature that follows how this
politicization crept into every aspect of his literary career. While the communal aspect of
the Russian/Arab connection is more elusive when speaking in general terms, it also
emerges forcefully from close consideration of Baydas’ literary texts. In every major
work that Baydas translated, he always had an eye toward collective action on a large
scale.

The discourse that flowed out of the Russian-Arab connection (to both the east
and the west) is in fact doubly minored. In addition to the international minoring
described above, within the local Arabic-language context the graduates of the IOPS
schools produced a minor literature. While they wrote in Arabic and dealt with all of the
major concerns of the Arabic nahdah, their sense of functioning as a millet in the

Ottoman Empire remained strong. This sectarian community identity drove their political,
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cultural and social development throughout the period leading up to the First World War.
Russian influence fueled the development of the Arab Orthodox communities in the
Levant in a minor way instead of a major way. In other words, if traditional
considerations of foreign influence on modern Arabic literature result in linear
genealogies of origin and imitation (always moving from the colonial center to the
colonized periphery), then Russian influence is something very different. It is itself a
peripheral influence that works encourages Arabic culture not to refashion itself in a
Russian image, but to grasp onto a nascent sense of Arab (national?) identity that stood in
direct opposition to the British colonial presence at the same time that it moves to master
the modern discourses that symbolize Britain’s superiority in the modern age.
Traditional Histories of the “Age of Translation”

The so-called “Age of Translation” that was ushered in with Muhammad Ali’s
policies in Egypt beginning in the early 1800s has received much attention from
historians of Arabic literature and culture. The standard historical narrative relates how
these early efforts focused on military, technical, and technology-related texts that were
seen to have immediate impact on the modernization projects that suddenly became so
urgent during the 19" century.” From the earliest stages, however, we also find instances
of literary translation among those works being brought into Arabic. The most prominent
individual sent by ‘Ali’s government to study and translate in France, Rifa’ah Rafi’ al-
Tahtaw1, himself translated a number of literary works into Arabic in addition to the

technical works that he was commissioned to translate.

> For more information on this early moment in the history of translation into Arabic, see corresponding
the sections in M.M. Badawi’s history of Arabic literature, as well as the work of Roger Allen describing
this period in modern Arabic literature.



Historical accounts of literary translation during this period tend to focus on the
great works of classical European literature that were translated into Arabic at an early
date. Sulayman al-Bustani translated Homer’s Iliad into classical Arabic prose, a
tremendous achievement. Al-Tahtawi published his translation of Fenelon’s 181 century
novel Les aventures de Télémaque into Arabic in 1867. Other notable early translations
include an anonymous 1835 translation of Robinson Crusoe. Such notable translations
always garner attention in standard histories of modern Arabic literature.** With the
proliferation of weekly and daily newspapers/journals in the later part of the nineteenth
century, more and more prose fiction found its way into their pages. Often dismissed as
‘low brow’ or derivative, this body of literature was never given proper scholarly
attention until only very recently, as I will discuss below.

Current scholarship has taken renewed interest in the neglected Arabic literature
of the 19" and 20" centuries. As scholars across the field of literary studies have pushed
the boundaries of established literary canons, so too have students of Arabic literature
begun to question the established narratives of literary development and the canons that
reinforce them. Carol Bardenstein’s work incorporates the concepts of transculturation
into the world of Egyptian drama during the nahdah. She examines the ways in which
Egyptian translators adapted French drama to fit their audience and cultural context. In
prose fiction, Shaden Tageldin has recently begun new research into early modern
literary translations into Arabic, particularly those of al-Tahtawi that apply translation
theory in a more critical way to his early work. Samah Selim makes the case for giving

increased critical attention to the popular literature of the nahdah in a number of recent

24 See, for example, the above referenced section in Badawi’s volume, Matti Moosa’s history, and Roger
Allen’s work.
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publications. Noting the strong connection between nationalist movements and the canon
of modern Arabic novels, she writes:
“On the margins of this process, there is another, discarded body of texts that
offers a different set of possibilities, of windows into the novel as the textual site
of the modern—one that joins the powerful, mythopoeic imagination of
established modes of popular narrative to the polysemous codes of a new and
hence, potentially democratic genre” (2006 57).
Selim’s turn to the margins of early modern Arabic literature marks a stark change from
traditional approaches to studying Arabic literature of the 19" and early 20™ centuries.
She pushes against a long tradition of literary scholarship that discounted the literary
merit of early translations and original novels because they were seen to be low brow and
popular. I wish to engage this same discourse on the matter of literary translation, as it
forms a large portion of this marginalized popular literature about which Selim writes.
For example, in his seminal work tatawwur al-riwayah al-‘arabiyyah al-
hadiithah, ‘Abd al-Muhsin Taha Badr takes a negative view on literary translation carried
out during the nahdah in terms that echo throughout the established historical narrative of
the period. In the section labeled “Translation and its Influence” (122-136), Badr
summarizes and reconfirms the usual complaints against translation during this period.
He writes,
“The vast majority of the translators did not expose a mature literary culture, nor
did they understand the value of the works they presented, nor did they
understand the meaning of translation, but rather they were closer akin to
merchants responding to the demands of the market, sometimes presenting it with
an immature (unripe) product, other times with a plagiarized product, but almost
always with a distorted product” ** (126)

This criticism raises several interesting questions about translation that will run

throughout the readings that make up this dissertation. First, Badr states that these
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translators “do not understand the meaning of translation.” This sweeping statement rests
on a number of assumptions that prove to be anachronistic when applied to the bulk of
nahdawi literary translation. Indeed, it exemplifies the attitude taken by post-
independence critics towards the early work of Arab authors and translators. It would be
more accurate, perhaps, to remark that they did not understand translation the way that
Badr does. We can extrapolate from Badr’s writing that he faults the translations for not
transparently moving works of great literature from other languages into Arabic.

Badr’s further characterization of these translations as unripe (fajjah), stolen
(masriigah), or deformed (mushawwahah) gives insight into his own understanding of the
purpose of translation. These three adjectives each bring new and serious allegations
against nahdawi translators. In the first case, an ‘unripe’ translation may simply be a
result of lack of ability on the translator’s part. Hardly a malicious act, in this case we can
imagine Badr reading the translation as a shallow shadow of the original work. This first
adjective intimates nothing inherently damaging about translation, simply discounts the
work of early translators because they cannot be expected to understand the western work
that they are translating. In this case, the translator’s only fault is being non-western—a
damning assessment of their prospects, even if it does not actually insinuate any
malicious intent on the part of the translator.

The second allegation is more serious, moving from the unintentional effects of
the translator’s (in)ability to a deliberate act of deception on the part of the translator.
Badr contends that translators represent someone else’s work as their own. This adjective
also refers to the common practice of publishing translated works without reference to the

original work or author. This accusation seems to be somewhat misplaced, however, as
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there were other factors at work in the literary context in which this practice was most
common. Since translations were in high demand during the late 19" century, many
works were published with the subheading ““a translation” despite the fact that they were
actually original compositions.26 The works of Khalil Baydas to be considered in the
chapters that follow hold to this same pattern. Some of his works are clearly labeled as
translations, and in the case of his longer works he always gives a complete explanation
of the origin of his translations. At the same time, many of his shorter stories are labeled
as translations, but without reference to the original works. Still others are clearly stories
and ideas that he gleaned from other sources and reworked in Arabic without any clues as
to the source text. While this does present particular challenges for the would-be scholar
investigating these works, Badr’s dismissal hints at a stronger prejudice that underlies the
approach to writing the history of modern Arabic literature. This same Romantic
championing of the individual genius of the author and the tightly bound relationship
between the author and the work lines up closely with the nationalist spirit that dominated
the history of the Arab world in the period leading up to and post-independence.

The third allegation is the most interesting, as it can either be read as a deliberate
distortion of the original work on the part of the translator, or as another consequence of
the translator’s own deficiencies—either way the result is a distorted text that no longer
represents the original text faithfully. In this sentiment, Badr betrays the influence of the
European Romanticisms that became so important for Arab nationalist movements post-

independence.

6 This type of pseudotranslation is present in other literary traditions as well, and gives interesting insight
into the place of translations in the literary marketplace, as well as the marketplace of ideas.



Throughout tatawwur al-riwayah, Badr outlines what has come to be the
dominant paradigm for understanding the emergence of novelistic literature in modern
Arabic literature. In addition to the violence against the source texts that these translators
perpetrated, Badr is quite concerned with the popular nature of the works that were
translated. As mentioned above, Samah Selim has recently turned critical theory onto the
subject of popular fiction, upsetting this paradigm in an extremely effective section of her
book Rural Imaginary in Egyptian Literature. Selim relies on the work of Lennard Davis
(1987) to undercut the authority of the established canon of the modern Arabic novel by
reminding us that the conception of realism in fiction so prized by nationalist critics like
Badr is “as much an artifice as the ‘deception’ practiced by romancers and hack
novelists” (2004 70). Having exposed the artificial nature of the structure of the modern
Arabic literary canon (especially as it pertains to the emergence of the novel in this
tradition), Selim calls for a reexamination of the early Arabic fiction that falls outside of
this paradigm. Turning close critical attention to the literary translations published in this
same period (late 19" century and early 20" century) serves this same purpose; it is an
attempt to understand a suppressed dynamic within the early development of modern
Arabic literature.

One aspect of this study aims to expand this trend in the study of modern Arabic
literature. While graduates of the IOPS schools did indeed translate some of the great
works of Russian literature into Arabic, the vast majority of their writings and
translations would not be included in such lists. Including stories (however dubious their
literary merits) and serialized novels was such a powerful force in attracting subscribers

during this period that even those publications strongly opposed to them on moral
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grounds eventually capitulated and began to include fiction in their pages.27 In addition,
we find publications touting the inclusion of such works in their pages at the center of the
marketing and advertising for these journals. Perhaps, as Hafez argues, this is an
indication of a new need from the reading public, one that could not be met by existing
literary genres, but this assertion begs the question of the difference between a fashion
and a need. In particular, Hafez’s assumption that “literary genres emerge as an answer to
a literary need more than as a result of a deliberate attempt to innovate or introduce new
cultural products” (35) is a difficult one to substantiate. At the same time, the sociological
approach to literary studies that he pursues provides very useful linkages between social
circumstances and literary production. The gap between the translated text and the
translation provides a more specific opportunity to examine the specific ways in which
one nahdawi translator worked to “answer the literary needs” of his audience. Comparing
Baydas’ claims in his introduction to each translation with his translation practice, as I do
in the following chapters, is a new way to explore the concept of an audience’s “needs.”
In addition, giving new attention to early translators is a vital step towards reexamining
the established narratives of the development of Arabic literature during the nahdah.

The tendency to project unity back onto the changes occurring during the nahdah
extends to the history of Arab nationalism. Timothy Mitchell writes of the problematic
nature of the concept of ‘nahdah’ and nationalism:

“there seems to follow from [a unified conception of nahdah] the implication that

nationalism always exists, as a singular truth about ‘the nation” waiting to be

realized. It is something discovered, not invented. Nationalism was not a singular
truth, but a different thing among these different social groups” (119).

" This comment refers most famously to al-Mugtataf — see Elisabeth Kendall’s description of this dynamic
in Literature, Journalism, and the Avant-Garde, pp. 8-52.
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Giving attention to those works and individuals who, like Khalil Baydas, were actively
engaged in the shaping of early Palestinian nationalism allows us to perceive a political
landscape characterized by a plurality of potential Palestinian (proto)-nationalisms in the
period leading up to World War One. Arab political dynamics of the twentieth century
have made it so easy to reduce discussion of the nahdah to a conflict between secular
modernizers (largely characterized as (Lebanese) Christians) who would abandon
tradition to embrace European modernity and reformers who would adapt the established
institutions to fit the new modernity (largely identified with the Muslim reformers in
Egypt). The ensuing examination of Baydas’ literary career and his relationship to
Russian culture upset this dichotomy, as will be illustrated in the chapters that follow.

In sum, the colonial context seems to have created an extra measure of “anxiety of
influence” for colonial subjects. By giving critical attention to Arabic translations
produced during the nahdah (irrespective of their origins or provenance), we open the
door to a more complete understanding of the dynamics that shaped the arguments in and
around Arabic literature that were taking place at the time. In this context, translation
provides a strong alternative to broader discussions of literary influence, because of the
concrete connection between the source text and the translation. At the same time,
recognizing and exploring the gap between the texts tied together through translation
opens a discursive space for expanding on the role that these translations played in
shaping the literary, social, and political discussions that defined the nahdah. This is
precisely the space in which Arab translators working in this period acted. The texts that
they produced, whether we consider them translations or paraphrases, literature or drivel,

made up an overwhelming part of the texts that were published, circulated, and read. We
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cannot understand the dynamics that shaped nahdah-era literature (and, by extension,
prose fiction throughout modern Arabic literature) without giving more attention to this

body of translated literature.

The remainder of the dissertation will proceed as follows:

Chapter Two considers the special relationship between Russia and Palestine. By
focusing on first-hand accounts of those involved in the process of institutionalizing this
relationship (primarily Porfirii Uspenskii and Vasilii Nikolaevich Khitrovo), I explore the
disconnect between Russian foreign policies regarding the Arab world, the attitudes of
those individuals who enacted these policies on the ground, and the eventual results of
these policies for Palestinian culture and society. The history of the Imperial Orthodox
Palestine Society outlined in this chapter provides the necessary historical context for the
examination of Khalib Baydas’ literary works that comes in the following chapters.

Chapters Three through Five each examine closely one of Baydas’ major literary
translations. These translations have never been subject to close critical readings, though
they contain a fascinating record of cultural adaptation, manipulation, and the early
formation of a national Palestinian literature. Upon close examination, Baydas proves a
very talented translator, sensitive to the potential of each piece he translates. In each case,
I argue for a more nuanced reading of nahdah translation, using other articles that Baydas
published in al-nafa’is to substantiate my reading of Baydas’ agency as a translator. In
each case, the evidence from the articles that Baydas edited for publication (both his own
compositions and those of other individuals) makes clear the deliberate nature of the

alterations that he makes to each literary text as he translates.
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Chapter Three discusses Baydas’ first literary translation, an 1898 translation of
Alexander Pushkin’s novel Kapitanskaia Dochka (The Captain’s Daughter, published
originally in 1836). Baydas makes a variety of alterations to the content, style, and tone
of Pushkin’s novel in his translation. My reading of these changes focuses on the ways in
which they express a nascent national identity, against the developing understanding of
Palestinian national identity as expressed in articles published in his journal al-nafa’is on
the topic. Baydas manipulates Pushkin’s text in very specific ways to create a narrative
that champions the authority of the modern state and its apparatuses (particularly the
army) in the face of chaotic intrusion of rebellion and usurpers. He also goes to great
lengths to emphasize the concept of patriotism among the people, and its importance in
establishing a strong government. This concept constantly evolved in his political
writings, as he progressed from an outspoken Ottomanist in the late 19" century to a
vocal leader in nascent Arab and Palestinian national movements during the 1920s and
1930s.

Chapter Four pairs Baydas’ translation of Marie Corelli’s novel Temporal Power
(originally published in 1902) with his articles on education in Palestine. Through his
translation, Shaga’ al-Mulitk (1908), from a Russian translation of Corelli’s novel (Pod
Bremenem Vlasti, translated into Russian by Z.N. Zhuravskaia and published in 1906),
Baydas transforms Corelli’s novel into a text that very closely resembles a manual on
government and governance for the leaders and citizens of a modern state. While this text
is far removed from the explicit Russian connections of his other translations, it shows
his continued commitment to issues of state and government in the modern age. His

reshaping of Corelli’s novel is another important representation of Baydas’ concern with
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establishing a sense of patriotism among the Arabs living in the Levant. At the same
time, this particular translation is interesting for the material that Baydas chooses to leave
out; he eliminates many of the references to religion and its connection to the rulers of a
modern state. This chapter reads these omissions in conjunction with Baydas’ own
writings on education and its relationship to the development of a viable national identity.

Because of the overtly didactic nature of the translation that Baydas produces, I
pair this text with the articles on the topic of education that Baydas published in al-
nafa’is al-‘asriyyah. As a life-long educator, Baydas had many strong opinions on the
subject, and felt that it was inextricably tied to the welfare of the emerging Arab
nation(s). This chapter will explore Baydas’ opinions on the role of foreign and national
education, the relationship between moral education and scientific pursuits, and
ultimately the relationship between education and modern society.

Chapter Five reads selections of Baydas’ translation of Aleksey Tolstoy’s
historical novel Kniaz’ Serebrianii (originally published in 1862) to highlight the way sin
which Baydas adapts this piece of historical fiction to tell a story pertinent to his own
setting in post-Ottoman Palestine. Using Lukdacs’ work on historical fiction, I consider the
impact of translation on historical fiction. In Baydas’ work, we can see clearly that it is
not merely a matter of linguistic approximation, but of wholesale manipulation of
historical narratives in order to tell a story that fits the new context. Where the previous
translations involve reading two texts against each other, reading this piece of historical
fiction adds a third layer—the relationship of each author to the historical record. By
reading Baydas’ translation together with a selection of the historical articles that became

so prominent in al-nafa’is during the British Mandate period, we can see Baydas’



relationship to history change. The role of the historical novel in constructing nationalist
ideologies in many different contexts has been well documented. In this chapter, I
consider how Baydas appropriates a novel imbued with the peculiarities of Russian
nationalism and alters it to fit his emerging Arab/Palestinian paradigm under British
Mandate rule. Comparing his decisions in translating Kniaz’ Serebrianii with the articles
he published on the history of the Ottoman Empire, famous individuals from world
history, and other historical topics gives us a better understanding of the ways that
Baydas worked to bring history and entertainment together to educate his readership.
Baydas’ career as a translator exemplifies the rich body of material present in
nahdawi translations. I argue that by pairing his translations with contemporary articles
published in his periodical, we gain extra insight into both the translations as literary texts
and the issues with which Baydas was concerned as he engaged in translating and
publishing fiction for an Arabic-reading audience. This important aspect of nahdawi
literature has been completely overlooked within the dominant approaches to studying

modern Arabic literature.
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CHAPTER TWO

Reading Russian in Palestine: Contextualizing Khalil Baydas’ Literary Career

In this chapter I intend to outline the historical context of Russian/Arab
interactions in the Levant, focusing on the activities of the Imperial Orthodox Palestine
Society, from its founding in 1882 to its swift disbanding in 1917. This historical outline
is meant to provide the framework for examining the literary career of Khalil Baydas, one
of the leading literary figures of Palestinian intellectual life in the early 20" century. The
IOPS was the primary instrument of Russian influence in the region, and operated a large
network of schools, hospitals, and cultural centers throughout the Levant.”® Baydas and
the other graduates of the IOPS schools were the primary translators of Russian culture
into Arabic society.29 They translated many works of fiction, articles from contemporary
Russian newspapers, and wrote original articles on elements of Russian society that were
published in the Arabic literary journals of the period. This chapter tells the story of the
unintended consequences of Russian policy in the Levant. Late in the 19" century,
Russian officials worked to gain advantages against their Western European rivals,
leading to the material support of the IOPS. This support came to an abrupt end in 1917

with the Bolshevik Revolution, which also had important effects on intellectual life in

*¥ By the turn of the century, there were more than 50 schools operating, with more than 4000 students
enrolled (Makhamid 2002). These numbers continued to grow up until the First World War. An article
published in al-nafaa’is in 1911 notes that there were more than 100 schools operating at that time (1911
239).

* These graduates include such well-known Palestinian authors and intellectuals as Mikha’il Nu’aymi,
Anton Ballan, Kulthum Awdeh (Vasilieva), Salim Qub’ayn, Iskandar Khuri al-Baytjali, and others.
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Palestine. The historical and cultural dynamics outlined in this chapter shaped Baydas’
career, informing his translations, his publications, and his work as an educator, as will be
explored in detail in the chapters that follow.
Russia in the Levant

Russia’s foreign policy in the Middle East exemplifies a situation in which the
results of foreign intervention are quite different from the initial goals. Russian policy in
the Levant during the latter part of the 19" century was shaped by its antagonistic
relationship with the Ottoman Empire and its longstanding rivalries with the Western
powers active in the region. Unable to establish lasting economic or colonial influence in
the region, Russian leaders came to rely on the connection between Russian Orthodoxy
and the Arab Orthodox communities in the Levant as an avenue for influence. Russia
worked to leverage these relationships to strengthen themselves in relation to its western
rivals. For this reason, Russian institutions interacted with the Arab population quite
differently than their British, French, or German counterparts. At the same time, the Arab
communities in question were not passive receptors of Russian cultural influence. They
functioned within their own religious, political, social, and intellectual climate
responding to Russian policies from within a particular context. Consequently, the
agency and activities of the Arab Orthodox individuals cannot be directly attributed to
Russian policies in the region, but rely greatly upon the space opened up by Russian
policies for activities that would ultimately undermine the other foreign powers working
in the region. The Russian example is particularly notable because of its inherent

differences from British and French interventions in the same region



This history is important in the present discussion of Khalil Baydas because it
forms the historical context he lived and worked. His entire literary career is a product of
his close connection with Russian culture, a connection that began during his years as a
student, teacher, and ultimately administrator at the Russian schools run by the Imperial
Orthodox Palestine Society (IOPS). Thus, the bulk of this chapter aims to analyze the
history of the IOPS, focusing specifically on the spaces that the policies of the IOPS
opened up for agency and activity on the part of the Arab Orthodox communities that
they intended to serve.”® In this chapter, I want to outline these policies in the following
manner:

First, I will briefly recount the history of Russian involvement in the region
through the texts written by those individuals who were involved in the establishment of
the various organizations. Second, I will juxtapose this traditional Russian historical
narrative with the accounts left by Arab Christians who participated in and benefitted
from the Russian policies described above. This type of contrapuntal reading brings into
focus the gaps between Russian conceptions of the Arab world and Western Orientalism.
In addition, it reveals the gap between Russian foreign policy in the Levant and the
effects of these policies on society in the region. Most importantly, in the context of this
dissertation, understanding this historical context allows us to understand better Baydas’
role as a translator and editor.

Ironically, the most liberal, enlightened encounter between a European power and

an Arab population during the 19" century came as a result of a rise in conservative

Tt is important not to overstate the benevolence of the Russian policies that will be discussed below. They
were never interested in moving the Arabs toward independence, but always interested in weakening their
rivals so that they might increase their own influence and power in the region. For this region, this is not so
much a case of the center collaborating with the periphery as it is a case in which the lines dividing center
from periphery are complicated enough that the results are quite different from the intended aims.
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ideology in Russia following the assassination of Tsar Alexander II (the Liberator) in
1881. In the aftermath of his death, Russia underwent a dramatic political shift from the
emancipating liberalism of Tsar Alexander II to the reactionary politics of Tsar
Alexander III. Conservative ideologies that had been developing for a number of decades
came to dominate every aspect of government and intellectual life. Slavophile and
Panslavist ideas came back into vogue, shaping the debates over national identity, foreign
and domestic policy. Russian foreign policy during this period reflects the radical change
that came with the ascension of Alexander III to the throne. The Orthodox Palestine
Society, established in 1882, was one of the institutions that facilitated this interaction in
foreign policy. The policies and goals of the IOPS differ from Western European
missionary societies in the region during this period because of the intellectual and

political climate from which they emerged.

During the 19t century, the Levant was the site of a tremendous amount of
foreign missionary activity. The great majority of this work belonged to groups
originating in Western Europe and the United States, and falls outside the scope of this
dissertation. In way of contextualization, a cursory summary of this literature finds two
general trends in the literature. One group of scholars, represented by the work of Abdul
Latif Tibawi and Edward Said, examines the various foreign missionary groups operating
in Palestine almost explicitly as extensions of the colonial powers of the time.*' More
recent scholars, such as Laura Robson, and Ussama Makdisi take a more nuanced

approach, ascribing the missionaries a greater degree of agency and self-determination as

*! Tibawi’s primary publication on the topic is American Interests in Syria, 1800-1901. Said discusses the
matter extensively in his book Orientalism.
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they examine their actions.” Such missionary groups make up an important part of the
context in which the IOPS operated. As this is not the primary focus of this project, I will
limit myself to a brief outline of these activities in order to provide context for the
discussion of Russia’s activity in the region.

The Protestant missionaries from America were very active in the Levant,
winning many supporters and establishing schools, particularly the Syrian Protestant
College, now known as the American University in Beirut. The first missionaries sent
under the authority of the American Board of Commissioners for Foreign Missions
(ABCFM) arrived in 1823 (Zachs 151). The American missionaries were also very active
in publishing religious and educational materials, and established one of the early presses
in Beirut. They worked closely with several Arab converts who became leaders of the
Arabic literary nahdah, such as the Bustant family, Nasif al-Yaziji, and others. The
translation of the Bible directed by American missionary Eli Smith (with major
contributions from both Butrus al- Bustani and Nasif al-Yaziji) in 1856 remains the
standard translation used in many congregations today. The activities of the American
missionaries led to measurable success. According to Fruma Zachs, “On the eve of the
First World War, the American missionaries ran 675 schools with a total of 34,317
pupils” (156). This is indicative of the large number of Arabs (primarily Arab Christians)
who participated in the projects and institutions established by American missionaries.

The French missionaries in the region were much more closely connected to
French colonial activities in the Levant. Catholic missionaries from France worked to

establish hospitals, schools, and churches. While they did engage in proselytizing, they

2 From Makdisi, see especially The Artillery of Heaven, from Robson, in addition to the text in the
bibliography, see her book Colonialism and Christianity in Mandate Palestine.
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also dedicated a great deal of energy to supporting Catholic pilgrims and other
established Catholic institutions in the region.

Likewise, British missionaries in the region eventually came to be closely
connected with British authorities. The initial missionary efforts of the British were late,
sporadic, and poorly organized. Laura Robson gives an excellent summary of early
British missionary efforts in Palestine, noting their tendency to define themselves in
opposition to the Catholics.*® Their efforts focused primarily in and around what would
become the British Mandate after world War One. The British missionaries established
schools as well, though their institutions did not rival the French and American
institutions to the north.

History of Russia in the Levant through Personal Accounts

By looking at texts produced by different individuals involved in Russian
organizations in the Levant during this period we can trace the development of Russian
policies in the region. While the general thrust of these policies remained consistent—an
effort to establish a meaningful Russian presence in the fading Ottoman Empire, the
strategies and policies put in place to achieve this goal shifted over time. These policy
shifts came not only in reaction to the changing situation on the ground, but also in
response to shifts in Russia’s domestic political and intellectual scene. From the first
individual commissioned by the tsarist government to travel in the Levant, Porfirii
Uspenskii, to the founder of the Imperial Orthodox Palestine Society, Vasilii Nikolaevich
Khitrovo, each of the men involved in Russian attempts to establish an organizational

presence in the Levant reflect the tensions present in Russian foreign policy in their

3 Robson, Laura. “Archeology and Mission: The British Presence in Nineteenth-Century Jerusalem,”
Jerusalem Quarterly. 40 (2010): 5-17



writings. In this chapter, I will put these narratives in dialog with writings from some of
the Arabs who were heavily involved in Russian organizations (primarily the IOPS) in
the region in order to give a complete picture of Russian influence in the Levant during
this formative era.
Russian Missions in Palestine

The Russian presence in the Middle East precedes the IOPS by many centuries.
Russian Orthodox pilgrims formed the backbone of this presence, leading to the
establishment of churches, hospitals and guest-houses that formed this early institutional
presence.34 Despite the long history, Russian Orthodox organizations in the Holy Land
were not centrally organized, and often worked against each other more than they
cooperated. In addition, rivalries with the Greek Orthodox, whose livelihood was
threatened by the Russian presence in the region, further exacerbated the inefficiency of
the Russian spiritual missions in the region. Seeking to establish a more visible official
presence, Andrei Nikolaevich Muravev suggested the creation of a Russian spiritual
mission in Jerusalem after visiting the city in 1838 (Hopwood 13-14). These early efforts
were sporadic and unorganized. They had little interaction with the local Christian
communities, and focused exclusively on providing services for Russian pilgrims coming
through the area.

In 1843, Porfirii Uspenskii traveled to Jerusalem. Ostensibly a traditional pilgrim,
he nevertheless carried a secret charge to function as a government official during his

time in the Holy Land (Uspenskii 14). Uspenskii stayed in Jerusalem in this capacity for

* Though many traditional accounts refer to a large number of Russian Orthodox pilgrims moving between
Russia and the Holy Land, Eileen Blake’s recent research suggests that by the first half of the 19" century
very few pilgrims were actually traveling in the region. I have chosen to adhere to the more traditional view
because it reflects the picture painted in Khitrovo’s writing, as well as his predecessors in the 19" century
Porfirii Uspenskii and Konstantin Bazili.
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many years. In 1847 his presence was formalized as the Russian Spiritual Mission, and he
was given control over all of the affairs connected with Russian pilgrims. Porfirii
Uspenskil’s time in the Middle East embodies the mix of religion and politics that
characterizes much of Russian orientalist discourse. Though he was an ordained bishop in
the Church, the Russian government asked him to present himself to the people he met on
the journey as if he were simply traveling alone. Uspenskii comments several times in his
journals on how uncomfortable he felt with that situation, but complied in the end. He
writes,
“But what will happen if it [news of the official nature of his visit] precedes me to
the east? There I will cast myself as a humble worshiper; while the Greeks,
Armenians, Catholics, Protestants, and Turks will look at me as a ‘yes-man.” In
such a case will I succeed in achieving my goals? . . . Is it not possible to change
my role and send me to the east in the name of our Church?” (121).%
The director, however, absolutely refused this request. He reiterated the main goal of
Uspenskii’s travel, “They can open to you the true state of the Orthodox Church in the
East ... Try in every possible way to obtain the trust of those people who will be shown
to you, or with whom you become acquainted yourself’ 36 (121). Later in his instructions,
he repeated this same sentiment, “Do not surround yourself with any sense of secrecy, but
at the same time, do not give anyone to know that you are sent by the government”37
(125).

While Uspenskii’s remarks reflect a variation of the East/West divisiveness that

lies at the heart of Said’s concept of Orientalism, the dividing lines in Said’s framework

* Tam s cTaHy BbaBaTh ce0s 32 CMHUPEHHATO OKIOHHHKA; @ IPEKH, apMsHE, KATOIHKH, IPOTECTAHThI,
TYpKH OynyTh cMOTphTh Ha MEHs Kakb Ha corazaras. Be Takoms cirydab, yernbio i s focTUrHYThH CBOGH
wbmu? . . . Henb3s-nu nepeMbHATH MOIO POJIb OTH JIMIIA HAIICH [ICPKBH?

%% Ho b MOryTh pacKphiTh BaMb HACTOSIIIEE COCTOsIHiE LePKBH Ha BOcToKb . . . CTapaiitech BchMu crmamu
npio6phers noBbpeHHOCTh THXb NMHIlb, KOTOPBIE OYAYTH YKa3aHbl BaMb, WIIM Cb KOTOPBIMU BBl BCTphTHTECH
CaMH.

3 o : o

7 He oxpysxaiite ce6st HHKAKOKO TAHHCTBEHHOCTIIO, HO M HHYEMb He JaBaiiTe 3HaTh, YTO BBI MOCIIAHbI
[IPaBUTEIBECTBOMB.
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are very different than those of Uspenskii’s worldview. For example, as a member of the
Russian Orthodox hierarchy, Uspenskii produces an account much more aware of and
concerned with theological dividing lines rather than nation, race, color, or politics.
Rather than a firm East/West divide like that found in Said’s conception of orientalism,
his divides reflect the Russian situation, which was tied primarily to the tensions between
the Greek Orthodox clergy and the other Orthodox groups that worshipped in the region.
Consequently, Uspenskii makes very little mention of Arabs in his account as an ethnic
affiliation. Instead, his comments draw lines between Russian Orthodox and the other
religious groups in the region (Christian, Muslim and Jewish).

Similarly, Uspenskii records this comment about the Protestant missionaries in
the region:

The Protestant bishop (pastor) has little success. According to the consul’s

opinion, Protestantism will never take root on Palestinian soil. Asiatics

[Aziattsam] need extravagant ceremonies, they need mysticism; religion

must speak more to their feelings than to their intellect. (163)°®
Uspenskil lumps the groups living in Jerusalem into the category ‘Asiatics,” a move very
similar to those of Said’s orientalists. In addition, he repeats all of the characteristics that
Western European orientalism had ascribed to this group. Curiously, he seems to place
Russian Orthodoxy on the Asian side of his dividing line, characterizing the Russian
liturgy as the kind of ‘extravagant ceremony’ that Asiatics need. Such manipulation of
the imaginary linen between East and West often takes place in Uspenskii’s account.

Other selections from Uspenskii’s writings give further insight into the particular

geography of his imagination onto which he inscribes each different group of people with

* IMporecrantckiii emuckoms Mano umbers yerrbxa. [To MabHiO KOHCYITA, IPOTECTAHTH3Mb HAKOTIA HE
TIPUMETCSI Ha TTAJIECTUHCKOH mouBb. A3iariaMmb HY>KHBI IBIITHEIE OOPS/IBI, HY)KEHDb MUCTHITU3MD; PEITUTIst
nomkHa 00be TOBOPUTH X YyBCTBaMb, HEIKEIU PACY/IKY.
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which he interacts. During the beginning of his time in Istanbul, Uspenskii describes a
small monument raised to Russian soldiers who fought alongside the Turks against the
Egyptian rebellions. This passage is of note for the way that it expresses the relationships
between Russia, Turkey, Europe and the East/West divide.

In 1833, on the hills surrounding Bosporus on the Asian side, our
victorious soldiers stood in a row. A small simple stone, fixed upon a
seaside hill, now marks the peaceful presence of our soldiers in these local
parts. They saved the throne of Mahmud, who was shaken by the Egyptian
sorcerer.’’ The Sultan, in gratitude, wanted to raise a large and wonderful
memorial in honor of the Russian soldiers. But the French and the English,
out of jealousy, did not want to see reminders of the glory and might of
Russia; and so a simple stone stands instead of some kind of spectacular
obelisk. Condemned, they forgot the words of God, “He that shall humble
himself shall be exalted.” Looking at this humble memorial from the
highest of the Embassy garden, my thoughts turned to the prophetic
premonition that nations have of their own passing away. The Romans, the
Byzantine Greeks, and the Mexicans guessed—they had premonitions
about their own sorrowful future; and the Turks now tremble and feel that
sooner or later they will be forced to leave Europe, where, according to
their words, they speak loudly about the fall of Tsar-grad, behind which
stands the imaginations of the entire world. I expressed this though to the
fathers, my fellow travelers, sitting in the wooden gazebo with my back to
the s%;ting sun and enjoying the shrubs, cypresses, and grape vines. (155-
156)

The passage is striking in the way that it expresses Russian/Turkish relationships. In the

first part of the passage, Uspenskii places the Turks and the Russians in one camp and

% The editor gives a footnote explaining that this is in reference to Muhammad ‘Ali, Egyptian Pasha.

40 Ha xonmax®b, okaiiMisitonuxs bochops ¢b a3 aTCKOM CTOPOHBI CTOSUIN Aare peMb Hallu ToOeA0HOCHBIH
Boticka Bb 1833 rogy Hebonbimoit mpocToit kaMeHb BOJIPYKEHHBIN Ha O€peroBOMb X0IMb HAITOMHUHAETD
MHpPHOE TIpeObIBaHie HATUXb BOMHOBS BB 30bIIHUXD MbcTaxb. OHU criaciu TpoHb MaxMy/a,
pacmiaTaHHBIN €THIIETCKUMB KyAeCHUKOMB. CynTaHb B 01aroqapHOCTs XOThIb BO3ABUTHYTH OOJIBIION U
MIPEeKpPaCHbII MaMATHUKD BB YeCTh pycckaro BoMHCTBAa. Ho (paHIry3sl 1 aHTTHYaHe W3b 3aBUCTH HE XOThin
BHJICTh HATIOMUHAaHis o cinaBb u Morymectsb Poccin; 1 BOTh IpOCTON KaMEHb 3aMEHSETh KaKOH-TH00
BesuKobrHbIi 00ennckb. OkasHHbIE 3011 OHU citoBa boxin: «CMupsisiiics Bo3Hecercs.» CMOTps Ha
3TOTh CKPOMHBIN MaMSATHUKD Ch BBICOTHI IIOCOJBCKATO CaJia S HEBOJIILHO JyMaJIb O IPOPOYCCTBEHHOMb
MPEIYYBCTBIM HAPOJOBD UXh COOCTBEHHOM rudeiu. PUMiisiHe, rpeku, BU3aHTIHCKie, MEKCUKAHIIBI
yraJibIBaliv, MPEeI4yBCTBOBAIH CBOIO MEYATIbHYIO OyIYIHOCTh; U TYPKH HBIHE TPEBOKATCS U YYBCTBYIOTD,
YTO PaHO WU MO3JHO UMb NPUIETCs OcTaBuTh EBpomy, Tk, Mo uxs ke CloBaMb, OHH CTOSATD JIarepeMb: a
PYCCKie BO IBOPIAXD U XM)KHHAXH TPOMKO MTOTOBAPUBAIOTH O B3sTin [laps-I'pana 3a koums mocnbayeTs
npectaBiieHie cBbTa. DTy AyMy s BBICKa3aJIb OTIIaM’b CITyTHUKaM'b CUJIS Bb JCPEBSIHHON Oece/ ke CITMHOI0
Kb HaJSAIIEMy COJHITY | JTFOOYSCh JaBpaMH KHITApHCaMH W BUHOTPaJTHUKAMHU
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Western Europe (France and Britain) in another. The physical proximity of Russia to the
Turks allowed them to provide military support in a way that the Western European
powers could not, and Russia gained stature in the eyes of the Turkish rulers. As proved
to be the case throughout history, however, Britain and France continually held the upper
hand from afar. According to this account, their jealousy and interference prevented
Russia from receiving the recognition that it deserved. In such an alignment, Russia is
undoubtedly a ‘Great Power,” and considers itself equal with those of Western Europe,
but in the end proves unable to establish a meaningful historical trace of this power and
potential.

On the other hand, the latter part of the passage highlights the immanent and
unavoidable end of Turkish power in the region. In his unique description of this ‘fact,’
Uspenskii subtly emphasizes the Russian preeminence in the history of the region.
Together with an obscure reference to the Mexicans, Uspenskii recounts the major
empires of the Mediterranean world—Rome, and the Byzantine Greeks. Though
Uspenskii does not explicitly mention Russia in this sentence, it lurks just behind the list
that he recites. Russians have long called Moscow the “Third Rome,” the successor to
Rome and Constantinople as the capital of Christian civilization. In addition, Uspenskii’s
choice of cities highlights the importance he gives to Russian Orthodox Christianity in
the culture of the area. Rome (Catholicism) and Constantinople (Greek Orthodox) had
their day in the region, but those times had passed into history. Moscow and Russian
Orthodoxy seemed poised to step into the cultural and political void left by the decline of

the Byzantine influence in the region.
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In this passage the divisions between East and West become less important than
the place of Russia itself on the stage of world history. For Uspenskii, Russia is able to
travel back and forth between the Eastern Turks and the Western powers as if it were not
entirely part of either group, but rather played an important role in all of the events to
come. Such ambiguous positioning reflects the complicated nature of Russian discourse
on the ‘East.’

As aresult of increased Russian activity in the Holy Land, Russian Orthodox
authorities succeeded in getting Cyril, who had strong connections to the Russian
Orthodox hierarchy, elected Patriarch of Jerusalem in 1845, “marking the entry of Russia
into the religious politics of Jerusalem” (Mazza 52). From that point forward, Russia
would work to maintain official avenues of influence open to the intense religious
politicking that has characterized Christianity in the Levant for so long.

If the organization of the Russian Spiritual Mission marked the formalization of
the religious aspects of Uspenskii’s career in the region, the establishment of the
Palestinian Committee in 1859 did the same for the political aspects of his initial mission.
The Palestinian Committee handled consular duties and managed other secular affairs in
the region from 1859-1864. At that point, it was replaced with the Palestinian
Commission, which was charged with the maintenance of both secular and religious
issues in the region. In general, cooperation between these organizations—particularly
across the secular/spiritual divide—was lacking. This issue would not be effectively
addressed until the establishment of the Imperial Orthodox Palestine Society (IOPS) in
1882. Between 1882 and 1917, the IOPS would outstrip all other Russian religious

institutions in the Arab world to take the lead in ecclesiastical, educational, pilgrim-



related, and even political matters in the region. The IOPS enjoyed a great deal of official
support, and its success came directly as a result of the enthusiasm and tireless work of its
founder, Vasilii Nikolaevich Khitrovo. The unique legacy of this society reflects the
context in which Khitrovo conceived of its mission and methods.
V.N. Khitrovo and the Establishment of the Imperial Orthodox Palestine Society

The life and writings of Vasilii Nikolaevich Khitrovo (1834-1903), the primary
architect of the group that would become the Imperial Orthodox Palestine Society,
connect the internal dynamics of conservative Russian intelligentsia and Russia’s foreign
policies in the Ottoman Empire. A member of St. Petersburg's affluent class, Khitrovo
belonged to the class of people that developed and supported Panslavist ideologies. The
Palestinian Commission was still the clearinghouse for Russian political interests in the
Holy Land when movements to establish a new organization to support Russian
Orthodoxy in the region began to stir. In fact, potential competition between the
Palestinian Commission and the new organization that Khitrovo envisioned was one of
the main obstacles that he had to overcome in securing support for his venture. In his
effort to garner support for the creation of the new Society, Khitrovo’s plays off of
Russia’s growing rivalries with France, Britain, and America; in addition, Khitrovo’s text
illustrates the ways that the debates around Russian national identity and Panslavist
thinking had come to influence Russian foreign policy in this period.

Even the earliest texts published by Khitrovo portray the situation in the Levant
through the filter of the great debates of 19" century Russian culture. For example, an
1876 text published by Khitrovo entitled Sinai i Palestina mirrors many of the typical

descriptions of biblical lands that populate Christian communities. Khitrovo’s
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introduction to the description, however, gives us a sense of the special urgency that
Russians felt as the 19" century drew to a close. He lists all of the prominent orientalists
from Germany, France, and the United States then remarks,
“Because of a lack of Russian sources, we are forced to turn to western literature,
which takes its information from two sources: Catholic, which cannot deal

impartially with Orthodox sources, if only they were aware of them, and
Protestant—treating both the one and the other unfaithfully in most cases”™' (1876

For Khitrovo, his duty was not only a religious one, making information available to
pilgrim and pious Christians in Russia, but also a matter of national pride. Russia’s lack
of orientalist scholarship (in his eyes) was a serious matter in and of itself, showing the
gap that still remained between Russia and the great powers of Western Europe.
Whatever shapes the rhetoric around Russia’s involvement in the Levant took over the
ensuing years, these anxieties drove most of the policies and organizations that Russia
supported in the region. This drive is simply one minor manifestation of larger trends
within Russian politics of the 19" century. The conservative elements of society that
came to power in the wake of the assassination of Alexander II in 1881 sought to revive
the majesty of the Russian empire. In the context of 19" century international politics, the
obvious way to carry out such an agenda was through imperial expansion. In 1889, the
tsarist government took interest in Khitrovo’s organization, bestowing upon it the title

“Imperial.” It is clear that from this time on, the Imperial Orthodox Palestine Society was

! «(3a HEOCTATKOMB PYCCKHXb HCTOYHHKOBD MBI 110 HEBOD IIPUHYKICHBI 00PAIATHCS Kb 3aMagHOM
mutenatyph, koropas noueprnaers cBou cBbabHIS U3b MBYXHh UCTOYHUKOBD: --KATOJIMYCCKUXb, HE
MOTYIINXb OTHOCUTHCS OE3MPUCTPACTHO Kb HCTOYHHKAMB IPABOCIABHBIMb, €CIIH OBI 1a)Ke OHU OBUIH UMb
U3BLCTHBI M IPOTECTAHTCKUXb—OTHOCSIIUXCS B OOJIBIIMHCTBE CllydyacBb HETOBbPUYHBO U Kb ThMB U Kb
IPYTAMB.»
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a part of the Russian government efforts to establish itself on the same level as Western
European nations in international politics.

As the Ottoman Empire continued to decline and the “Eastern Question” became
more pressing in European politics, Russia needed desperately to compete with the more
well-established colonial endeavors of Britain and France. Unable to muster the military
and economic might needed to establish a traditional colonial presence in Ottoman lands,
Russia turned to other avenues of influence on the region—primarily their claim to be the
‘defenders of the Orthodox faith’ in all the world. Russia had gained this legal right in the
Ottoman Empire as part of the 1774 treaty of Kuchuk Kainarji, when Russia was
officially accorded the right and responsibility of protecting Orthodox communities in the
Ottoman Empire (Hitti 697). This period of Russian international politics is compelling
for the constant tension within Russian society between Russian heritage on the one hand,
and European culture (intimately connected to European colonialism) on the other.

It is interesting to note that following each military conflict between Russia and
the Ottoman Empire we witness a new wave of Russian religious interest in the Holy
Land. Russia never succeeded in dealing the Ottoman army a decisive blow, and though
it secured some favorable treaties they never established a political presence in the
region. The support of religious missions in the region allowed Russia to address these
military disappointments in alternative ways. The establishment of religious institutions
in the Ottoman Empire provided an avenue for influence and activity in the absence of a
more traditional (in European history) colonial presence.

In 1871, Khitrovo made his first visit to Jerusalem. He was terribly saddened by

the state of the native Orthodox congregations and the Russian pilgrims in the Holy Land,
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and upon his return to Russia decided to do something about it. His experiences there
sparked an obsession with the region that would dominate the rest of his life. His dismay
at the poor state of Orthodox affairs in the Holy Land led him to spearhead the creation of
the Orthodox Palestine Society.

Initially, Khitrovo ran into powerful resistance from Moscow around the creation
of a new Russian organization in the Middle East. Khitrovo worked tirelessly for several
years before he made any progress in changing the situation of Orthodoxy in Jerusalem.
Beyond simple endurance, Khitrovo owed his success to his ability to win the support of
important individuals within the tsar’s court. First among the powerful allies that
Khitrovo won was K. P. Pobedonostsev, the Chief Procurator of the Holy Synod—the
highest religious authority appointed by the tsar. Closely connected to the conservative
politics that dominated this era, Pobedonostsev championed many elements of the
reactionary politics that marked Alexander III's reign. His position as a religious official
added to his interest in the question of Orthodoxy abroad. Pobedonostsev was
instrumental in securing the support of the tsar and his family for the establishment of the
IOPS. Hopwood notes Pobedonostsev's vital role in the establishment of the Society,
calling him Khitrovo's “most important acquaintance” (101-102).

Speaking to the “right people” was only part of Khitrovo’s success. In addition, he
succeeded in framing his arguments for an increased Russian presence in the Levant in
terms that resonated with the political and intellectual climate of the time. Hopwood
summarized this fact in the following words,

“He had drawn on the knowledge of those who had worked in Jerusalem, and

under Panslavist influence had modeled his society on the Moscow and Kiev

Slavonic Benevolent Committees which, although concerned with the Slav
provinces of the Ottoman Empire, had very similar aims. The Society, unlike the



Committees, could not emphasize the ties of race and so stressed the bonds of
religion. The Arabs, largely unknown in Russia, were presented as little Orthodox
brothers.” (Hopwood 104)
As will be shown below, Khitrovo repeatedly emphasizes religious relationships and
responsibilities in the place of ethnic relationships. He repeats again and again the tenets
and constructions of Panslavism, highlighting Russia’s responsibility towards Slavs (and,
by extension, non-Slavic Orthodox populations) beyond the borders of the Russian
Empire.

Khitrovo’s effectiveness in pleading his case to a Russian audience earned him
broad support in Russian society. Concerning the early days of the IOPS, Naumkin
writes,

“Funds for the Society came not from government subsidies, comparatively

inconsequential, as much as from members' dues and different donations. Interest

in it from the first steps was so great that the flow of funding allowed the Society
by the 1890's to transform itself into a powerful organization with large land
holdings in old Turkey, largely in Palestine and Syria, and partially in several

other countries” (143)

The Society secured such large contributions through two very different sources of
income—individuals interested in the scientific/ethnographic aims of the Society, and
people attracted to the religious connections of the Society. Khitrovo’s unique variation
on the themes established by Panslavist intellectuals allowed him to appeal to a wide
variety of people in Russia’s elite circles.

The IOPS differed from previous Russian religious organizations in the Levant in
important ways. It featured a high level of organization, eliminating the infighting that
had hampered previous Orthodox activities in Palestine. In addition, the IOPS benefited

from an unprecedented level of government support. The IOPS also had a specific

mandate to support Orthodoxy in the region through the construction of schools,
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hospitals, guest-houses, and other religious buildings. For these reasons, the IOPS would
leave Russia’s deepest mark on the cultures and peoples of the Middle East.
Mission of the Society

The original charter of the IOPS distills Khitrovo’s vision into a clear mission
statement. It reads as follows:

“1. Collect, analyze and disseminate in Russia information about the holy sites; 2.

render help to Orthodox pilgrims; 3. found schools, hospitals, and guest houses

and also render material support to local residents, churches and clergy; 4. in
general, through its scholarly and charitable activities work towards the growth of
orthodoxy in Palestine and strengthen its connection with its related Russian

(velikorusskim) Orthodoxy” (quoted in Vorob'eva 95).

From these four directives, we can see how the struggles concerning Russian national
identity influenced its relation to the Middle East. This mission statement reflects earlier
Panslavists’ notions of Russia’s place in the world.

The fourth point in the IOPS mission statement is particularly clear in illustrating
the close connection between Khitrovo’s vision for the Arab Orthodox community and
Panslavist thought. The Panslavists were among those Russian intellectuals who built
their view of Russia's place in the world on its status as the ‘big brother’ of other Slavic
nations. For Khitrovo, this line of thinking was easily extended to the non-Slavic
Orthodox Christians in the Middle East.

Khitrovo’s own comments in his early writings make the connection between
Panslavist conceptions of Russia’s place in the international community and the Middle
East clearer. In his first published work, A Week in Palestine, which was published in

1876, Khitrovo explicitly compares the situation of Orthodox Arabs to that of the

Orthodox Slavs living in the Balkan Peninsula. He writes,

62



“In order to understand the primary nature of our religious issue in Palestine, one

must explain that the relations of the Greek clergy in Palestine to the local

Orthodox Arab population are exactly the same as they are in the North part of the

Turkish Empire to the Slavic Orthodox populations.”**
Panslavists championed the cause of the Slavs in the Balkan Peninsula in their struggles
for independence from the Ottoman Empire. Khitrovo’s statement draws upon that
political fervor to encourage the support of the Arab Orthodox population of Palestine.
This attitude exhibits the peculiar flexibility of Panslavist discourse that allows Khitrovo
to valorize confessional affiliation over ethnic and racial differences. Khitrovo equates
the Greek Orthodox clergy with the Muslim Ottoman rulers in their treatment of the
Orthodox populations of their respective jurisdictions. At the same time, he equates the
Arab Orthodox community with the Slavic Orthodox communities of the Balkans. In this
new constellation of relationships, it is impossible to say who or what is East and who or
what is West.
A Week in Jerusalem

Khitrovo published an account of his first journey to Jerusalem under the title A
Week in Jerusalem.* Roughly 90 pages long, this work falls squarely within the genre of
European travelogues to the Holy Land, with which he would have been familiar.
Khitrovo’s writings reflect his place in the intellectual landscape of late 19" century
Russia. Russian intellectuals came to rely heavily upon the Orthodox Church as an

element of national identity. This dynamic forms a unique aspect of Russian national

history in the period. In addition, his works on Palestine highlight the ways in which

* Yr106bI MOHSATH [ABHYIO CYTh HAIIETO LIEPKOBHOTO BONPOCa B [1aleCTHHE, HYXKHO 0OBICHHTD, 4TO

OTHOIIICHHS TPEYECKOTo TyXOBeHCTBa B [lajecTHHE K MECTHOMY NPABOCIaBHOMY apaOCKOMY HAaCEIEHHIO Te

ke, Kakue oHM Ha ceBepe Typelkoit imnepnu k npaBociIaBHOMY CIIaBIHCKOMY HAaCEJIECHUIO.

43 . . . . .
Unfortunately, the only copy of this work available to me does not have any kind of pagination. My

references, therefore, are given without page numbers. All translations from the Russian are my own.
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confessional differences could trump ethnic and racial differences within Panslavist (and
consequently, Russian orientalists’) thinking of the time. At the same time, he maintains a
delicate balance in relation to European culture and civilization. Khitrovo's writings
exemplify the “uneasy triptych” of European / Russian / Oriental relations.

Throughout his account, Khitrovo invokes European culture by repeating familiar
stereotypes of traditional European Orientalism. Chief among these, he associates all
progress and civilization with Europe, while dismissing everything associated with
disorder and stagnancy as Oriental / Eastern.* This is particularly clear in the opening
sections of his narrative. Throughout the account Khitrovo is consistent in labeling the
off-putting sights, sounds and smells he encounters as “Eastern.” Khitrovo’s East is
instantly recognizable, if at times difficult to put into words. He remarks on the “Eastern
structures” that cover the hills of Jaffa and then comments, “I say ‘Eastern’ and all who
have in their lives seen even one of the eastern coastal towns understands my
expression.” He goes on to delineate the distinct differences between an ‘Eastern’ port
town and a European port.

The second Orientalist stereotype in the account comes as Khitrovo struggles to
comprehend the details of the unfamiliar aspects of life in Palestine. Again, regarding
Jaffa, he writes, “it all blends into a single mass in which, even through a telescope you
are unable to discern where one home ends and another begins.”46 Khitrovo’s tone echoes

that of other travelogues produced throughout Europe in the 19" century.

* I have chosen to translate the term “vostok” and its derivatives as “East,” although they could also be
rendered as “Orient.”

* 5 rOBOPIO BOCTOUHBIX, M Ka/Iblii, BHICBIIHI B CBOCH 5KH3HH, XOTs ObI OMH U3 IPUMOPCKHX BOCTOUHBIX
TOPOZOB, MOWMET MOE BBIPAXKEHUE.

% Bce 9TO CIMBaETCS B O/IHY Maccy, B KOTOPOi, AaKe B TOI30PHYIO TPYOY, BbI HE B COCTOSHHH OT/IMUHTD,
e KOHYaeTCs OJMH JIOM, TI€ HAYNHAETCS APYTOH.
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Khitrovo also reflects West European Orientalism in the way that he interacts
with Islam. He briefly describes a visit to the Dome of the Rock and the al-Agsa Mosque.
In describing his visit to the mosque, he encounters it solely as a desecrated church. He is
more concerned with the traces of Christianity and the elements of a Christian place of
worship that are obviously missing (the icons and the altar) than with what is before him.
Khitrovo experiences the absence of a Church more readily than the mosque in which he
stands.

Khitrovo’s experience with the Palestinian countryside reflects the European
Orientalist fixation on an eternally unchanging Orient. He does not experience the
Palestinian as much as he experiences the Biblical. Concerning pilgrimage, Kalinowska
notes, “pilgrimages have always been conceived as journeys towards a source of an
essential truth, and, as such, they have tended to reaffirm that single truth” (48). Indeed,
throughout the opening sections of his account, details of modern life in Palestine are
only presented as obstacles to experiencing the Biblical countryside. He exclaims, “At
each step in this country, an entire ocean of memories embraces you.”47 Obviously
Khitrovo is referring to religious memories, memories connected to contemporary
Palestine only insofar as they invoke Biblical scenes.

Based on these passages, it would not be difficult to label his writing as
Orientalist in its treatment of Palestinian society. Khitrovo reinforces the Europe / not
Europe dichotomy, marking Palestine as a land devoid of progress in which nothing ever
changes. He sets European civility and order off against Palestinian chaos and disorder.
All of these attitudes fall squarely within the boundaries defined by Said’s Orientalism. In

each of these instances it is clear that Khitrovo places himself squarely on the European

4" Yro mar B sT0i CTpaHe, TO LIeJI0€ MOPE BOCIIOMUHAHHI OXBAaThIBAET BaC.
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side of the equation. As one continues through the rest of his work, however, it becomes
apparent that while Khitrovo is working within an Orientalist European textual tradition,
his own attitudes and actions often diverge from the traditional Orientalist paradigm as
explicated by Said. These divergences are all closely related to Khitrovo’s Russian
Orthodox identity.

Khitrovo refers to Europe throughout the opening section of his account, and it is
always clear that for him Europe is familiar and the Middle East is foreign. He never,
however, identifies himself as exclusively European, but rather hedges his position in
phrases such as, “Those who are familiar with Europe” and “Those who are accustomed
to the European way.” Undoubtedly, Khitrovo is familiar with Europe. At the same time,
he is Russian, or more specifically, Russian Orthodox. Kalinowska comments on the
importance of pilgrimage to the Holy Land in Russian identity thus, “The oriental journey
served the purpose of asserting the Russianness—not the Europeanness—of imperial
Russian culture” (139). For Vasilii Khitrovo, this was undoubtedly the case.

One of the principal ‘biblical memories’ that Khitrovo relates is that of Peter’s
vision at Jaffa. Related in Acts 10:9-48, this vision marked a major turning point in the
early history of the Christian church. Following his vision, Peter, then the leader of those
who followed Jesus’ teachings, understood for the first time that the Gospel was to be
preached to all peoples. This was a major departure from their practice at the time, when
Jesus’ disciples only taught his doctrine among the Jews. Khitrovo’s interest in relating
this event opens space for him to express an inclusivist view not possible in a traditional
West European Orientalist framework. He writes, “In all of the scriptures there is perhaps

nothing so joyous for us as the Jaffa vision, in which it was said that not only the sons of
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d.”*® Khitrovo’s attitude toward the other

Abraham, but all of humanity would be save
people that he meets reflects the inclusive attitude expressed in his commentary on this
vision. Many of his traveling companions are Jesuits, and Khitrovo never comments
disparagingly about their presence in his group. Although the divisions between sects and
religions are important for Khitrovo, in the end he aligns himself closely with Peter’s
vision—the community of which he is part is an open one, and crosses ethnic and racial
bounds. This is a sharp departure from the fixed borders of more traditional European
relations with 'the Orient.' In place of concern with ethnic divisions and racial superiority
Khitrovo expresses instead of the possibility of unity through religion across such
divisions.

Khitrovo expresses these sentiments more explicitly through comments on the
languages that the people use. For Khitrovo, language is an important factor in discerning
and assigning identities to the individuals with whom he interacts. For example, each
time they enter a Russian pilgrim house, Khitrovo notes the linguistic details of that
encounter. When they entered the first such house he writes, “The Arab overseer of the
home spoke up in broken Russian.”*’ Later he refers to this same individual as “an
Orthodox Arab.” This added epithet sets this individual apart, bringing him closer to
Khitrovo. In contrast, Khitrovo refers to the other Arabs he encounters as “Bedouin”
reducing their language to a single word—*“the unavoidable word in the East—baksheesh
[a request for a tip]” and an unintelligible cacophony of shouting.50 Khitrovo’s second

encounter at a Russian guest-house further complicates the divisions that he considers

48 Ha, cpeau mHOTHX BuIeHMH CBsleHHOM VicTOpuu HET, MOXXET OBITh, PYroro Oojee s Hac OTPaIHOro,
Kak BuzieHue SIPpPckoe, KOTOPHIM BBICKA3aHO OBLIO, YTO HE OJIHU CHIHBI ABPaaMOBBI, HO M BCE CHIHBI
YeNoBeYCeCKHE OyIyT CIIACCHBI.

¥ MPOTOBOPHIT JIOMAHHBIM PYCCKHM SI3BIKOM apad - CMOTPHUTEIIb 0Ma

%0 Hen36eKHOE HA BOCTOKE «GAKIIMII»
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important. He writes, “But this time we were not greeted by broken, but pure Russian
speech. The overseer of the guesthouse is a native of Moscow; where she married a
Greek or an Arab, a native of Ramallah, thrown by fate into our esteemed capital city.”51

The difficulty of linguistic communication also serves to underscore the
universality of religious connections. Khitrovo relates,

“Several elderly Arab women came down the staircase; one of them greeted us by

making the sign of the cross. Whether this custom is widespread among the

Christian population of the East I do not know . . . but it sunk deep into my soul.

This greeting, this sign—it is as if it said, ‘What trouble is it if we don’t

understand each other, if we cannot speak with each other? Greetings, visitor. We

are brothers—we are children of the same church’.””?

Although linguistic differences earlier formed an insurmountable barrier, for
Khitrovo religious identity is an even more important criterion in grouping individuals.
Through the above examples involving language, Khitrovo reveals a much more
complicated taxonomy of identities than the European/non-European dichotomy available
in traditional Orientalist discourse. In the place of a firm East/West divide, Khitrovo
experiences various shades of mixed identities in which religion plays a larger part than
ethnicity.

The Orthodox faith played a fundamental role in defining Russian national
identity during this period. Khitrovo appeals to this aspect of Russian identity in part to

fulfill the goal of this publication. By the time A Week in Jerusalem was published and

distributed in 1876, Khitrovo was already busily engaged in the organization of what

>! Ho Ha 5TOT pa3 HAC MPHBETCTBOBAIIM YiKe HE JTOMAHHOM, a YHCTO PYCCKOM peubio. CMOTPHTENbHHLA
MOJIBOPhsI - MOCKOBCKas YPOXKCHKa, BBIIIIA 3aMYX B MOCKBe 3a Tpeka mwin apada - ypoxxenna Pami,
KaKOW-TO CyAb00I 3a0pOIICHHOTO B HAIITY MIEPBOIPECTOILHYIO

> HecKombKo CTapyx apaGok CITyCKATHCh BHH3, OJJHA W3 HAX MPHBETCTBOBAJIA HAC KPECTHBIM 3HAMCHHEM.
CylIecTByeT Jid 3TOT 00BIYail TOBCEMECTHO MEXKIY XPUCTHAHCKUM HaceleHueM BocToka, s He 3Haro,
[I03KE HU pa3y MHE HE CIy4aJloCh €ro MOAMETUTh, HO OH MHE CHJIBHO MPHUIIEIICS N0 AyIue. DTOT NPUBET,
9TOT 3HAK Kak OBl TOBOPWII - YTO 3@ HY)KJa, YTO MBI JPYT ApyTa HE MOHUMAeM, APYT C APYTOM TOBOPHUTH HE
MOJKeM; TIPUBET TeOe MpHIIIeTIell, MBI OpaThsl, MBI IETH OTHOI LIEPKBH.



would become the Imperial Orthodox Palestine Society. The publication and
dissemination of this tract helped to make such an undertaking possible by introducing
Russians to the Arab Orthodox community and giving voice to their needs. Khitrovo’s
nuanced understanding of the political and religious challenges that the Russian Orthodox
Church faced in Palestine allowed him to appeal to a broad section of Russian
conservatives. He needed their support to convince the government that renewed efforts
and a new institutional framework were necessary in the region. Khitrovo periodically
interrupts his narrative to make impassioned pleas to his Russian audience concerning the
state of Orthodoxy in the Holy Land. At the conclusion of each spiritual episode, he
transitions carefully into a different tone of voice, describing the plight of Orthodoxy in
the region, imploring his readers to take some action of their own. These sections
describing the challenges facing the Orthodox community in Palestine further emphasize
the degree to which religious faith informs Russian Orientalism.

After relating the details of his entry into Jerusalem, for example, he reflects on
the role that pious Russian pilgrims had played in establishing and maintaining
Orthodoxy in the region:

“Much has befallen our worshipers in the Holy Land, while it is only thanks to

these hundreds and thousands of gray headed men and simple women, year by

year moving from Jaffa to Jerusalem and back, exactly as if through a Russian
province; we are indebted to that influence for what it means to be a Russian in

Palestine (today); their influence is so great that you can pass along this road

speaking Russian and only those Bedouin who come from far away will not
understand you.”53

>> MHOr0 HaMaJa/Ii Ha HALIKX TTOKIOHHHKOB 10 CBATBIM MECTaM, a MEXIy TeM TOIBKO GIarogaps STHM
COTHSIM H THICSYaM CEpPBIX MYKHUYKOB M IIPOCTHIX 0a0, U3 rona B rox apmwkyumxcs u3 SAdder B Uepycamim
U 00paTHO, TOYHO II0 PYCCKO# ry0epHHH, 00SI3aHbI MBI TOMY BIIHSIHUIO, KOTOPOE UMS PYCCKOTO HMEET B
[TanectuHe; BAMSHNAIO HACTOIBKO CHIIBHOMY, YTO B BEI C PYCCKHM SI3BIKOM IIPOIIETE 10 3TOH TOpOTe U Bac
HE TIOWMET pa3Be TOJBKO KaKOW-TO MPUIILTBIN M31aieka Oe Ty H.
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He concludes this section with the statement, “Take away this gray-headed man and
Orthodoxy will be extinguished by the systematic Catholic and the Protestant propaganda

. . 4
that has grown even stronger in recent times.”

In this passage, the Russian Orthodox
pilgrim is an intrinsic part of the Palestinian landscape, as opposed to the intrusive
Catholic and Protestant missionaries. Russian Orthodoxy belongs in the East, and is
threatened by Western missionary propaganda.

Another similar example comes after he relates a moving account of the spiritual
significance of his visit to the Church of the Holy Sepulcher and the Via Dolorosa.
Immediately following these transcendent experiences, he writes, “He who does not
know the situation of affairs in Palestine in general, and of religious affairs in particular,
can never comprehend how difficult the work of the director of the Russian spiritual
mission in Jerusalem is.”>> Khitrovo then goes on to outline the difficulties facing the
current Russian institutions in the region. He ends this description with another plea for
material and institutional support for the Russian infrastructure in Palestine.

We can see this textual strategy most clearly in the final section of Khitrovo’s
account. Toward the end of his visit, he reflects on the unique nature of Jerusalem. He
writes, “This city is either spiritual or historical, in it you live either by religion or by

. .. . . 6
science, it is impossible to live any other way.”5

This enigmatic statement comes in the
midst of an aside concerning Russian government officials serving abroad. Khitrovo

expounds on the various ways in which service in Jerusalem differs from service in other

>* OTHUMHETE BBI TOIO CEPOTO MYXKHUKA U Hcue3HeT «MOCKOB», EIMHCTBEHHO eIl MOIePKUBAIOIIHMIT B
ITanectune pycckoe BaustHue. OTHUMHTE €T0, U IPABOCIABUE 3aIVIOXHET CPEAU CHCTEMAaTU4YeCKOH
KaToJIMYECKOH U ellie OoJiee CHIIBHOI B TIOCIIEIHEE BPEMSI TPOTECTaHTCKOM Iponaratie.

>> Tor, KTO HEXOPOIIIO 3HaeT MonokeHue B [1anecTHHe Ae/1 BOOOIIE U LEPKOBHBIX B 0COOCHHOCTH, HHKOT/IA
HE MOXET OTAaTh cebe oT4eTa, KaK TPyAHA JOJDKHOCTh HavanbHUKa pycCKOi JyXOBHOW MHCCHU B
Hepycamume.

%% 3TOT ropoa WM IyXOBHBII HIIH HCTOPHUYECKHH, B HEM JKHBEIIIb HIIH PEITHTHEH MM HAYKOM, XKHTh HHAYC B
HEM HEBO3MOYKHO



parts of the world. He concludes this section by reflecting on Russia’s strategic
positioning in relation to the Middle East. He writes,
“We have no commercial interests in it, it is as if we do not pursue any political
interests in it—this means that all of our activity in the holy city (Jerusalem) is
defined by the spiritual interests of those thousands of worshipers who come year
by year from Russia to worship at the holy sites.””’
In Khitrovo’s understanding, the Russian Orthodox Church is the single most important
factor in defining Russian interests in the region. While he may have overstated Russia’s
political and economic disinterest in the rapidly weakening Ottoman Empire, these
comments underscore the power of the religious attachment of Russia to Palestine.
Writing in 1876, Khitrovo attributes the difficulties that the Russian Spiritual
Mission had faced in Palestine during the previous 25 years to be the result of Russian
consuls and diplomats acting like they would in Europe. Concerning the difficulties they
face (and cause), he writes,
“At the same time, it is impossible to transform Jerusalem into Marseilles, Naples
or Danzig. Jerusalem exists exclusively for spiritual and scholarly life. . . . In
Jerusalem, separating secular matters from spiritual matters is not possible. If you
were to transfer to a spiritual representative, as is right, spiritual matters, than the
secular representative would either have nothing at all to do, or he would be
required to submit himself to the leadership of the spiritual representative, which
our consuls did not wish to do.”®
Khitrovo makes Jerusalem the sole realm of the spiritual. In his opinion, all of the

difficulties facing the Orthodox Church in the region are the result of giving attention to

the political over the spiritual.

>7 TOproBEIX HHTEPECOB Mbl B HEM HE MMEEM; IIOJTUTHUECKHX, KAK-OY/ITO HE IpecieayeM; 3HAUHT BCs
JIeSITeNbHOCTD HAIIMX MpeacTaBuTenei B CBATOM Ipajie OrPaHUUMBACTCS JyXOBHBIMHU HHTEpECaMU TeX
ThICAY MOKIOHHUKOB, KOTOPBIE U3 rojia B rof MpuxoAsT u3 Poccuu noknoHutscs CBATHIM MECTaM.

% Mexny Tem npuposrsts Mepycamum k Mapcenu, Hanonro unu J{anuury Henb3s. MepycamiM ToTbKo
CYyLIECTBYET M JyXOBHON MM YYE€HOM XKU3HHU. . . . Pasrpannuenue B MepycanumMe CBETCKHX J€J]I OT
JTyXOBHBIX HEBO3MOXKHO, €CJIU )K€ MepeJaTh JyXOBHOMY MPEACTABUTENIO, KaK U CIEIYyeT, TyXOBHbBIE €14, TO
CBETCKOMY NPEACTaBUTEIIO IPUACTCS UM HUYETO HE JIENaTh, N OTAATh ce0s 110 Ha4aIbCTBO JYXOBHOTO
JIMIA, 9E€TO HAIllM KOHCYIa JOMYCTHTh HE XOTEIH.
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Whereas up until this point it has been fairly straightforward to distinguish
between those aspects of Khitrovo’s writing that resemble West European Orientalism
and those that diverge from it, this statement is open to multiple interpretations. On the
one hand, his relegation of Jerusalem to the realm of the spiritual and the scholarly could
be read as an Orientalist reduction of an entire region to an unchanging mystical entity.
On the other hand, his statement falls in line with Panslavist conceptions of Russian
national identity and the peculiar place that religious identity plays within that context.

By reading the preceding passage together with other sections of his account that
treat issues of religious identity, it becomes clear that the latter is closer to the paradigm
in which Khitrovo writes. At several points, Khitrovo reveals another side of his
experience in the Orient. Because of the central place of Orthodoxy in Russian national
identity, confessional differences often formed more substantial barriers than did ethnic
or racial divisions. Toward the end of A Week in Palestine, Khitrovo addresses the topic
of interfaith relations in Jerusalem. Giving attention first to the Catholics, then the
Protestants, and finally the Greek Orthodox, Khitrovo sets the Russians off from each of
these groups. In each case, Russian identity lines up neatly with the Arab Orthodox
Christians against the other groups, a situation that would never occur in West European
Orientalist discourse.

For Khitrovo, it is the confessional divisions that are ultimate and eternal. He
conceives of the different religious traditions as two rivers that flow through the region.
“When you consider these traditions rationally, you are struck by the traditions that flow

through the land like two rivers—the Catholic and the Greek—never coming into contact
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with each other.”” Here in the religious realm, Khitrovo finally identifies the
impenetrable East/West divide. Clearly, however, it is not the same divide that exists in
Said’s conception of Orientalism, for Khitrovo places himself on the Eastern side of the
equation. For Khitrovo, Russia’s interests line up with those of the Arab Orthodox
community in Palestine. Even more than the Western missionary organizations who came
seeking converts and proselytes, the IOPS came to Jerusalem with the explicity goal of
strengthening and supporting an existing Arab community. In essence, they worked to
help the Arab Orthodox Christians be more Arab and more Orthodox. As Khitrovo seeks
support from among the Russian nobility for a new charitable organization, he presents
the Arabs not as strangers, but as members of the same family who are in need.

Later Khitrovo makes a more striking comment on the same subject, saying, “This
is why we, as far as was possible, had to defend the struggles of the Bulgarians in this
respect; this is why our politics in Palestine must be to support the local Arab
population.”60 This is a decidedly non-Orientalist turn, invoking a circumstance peculiar
to the Russian context. The Bulgarian question was a defining moment in both internal
and external Russian politics. Russia acted out in support of the Bulgarian struggle
against the Ottoman Empire primarily because Bulgaria framed the call for autonomy in
religious terms. They were an Orthodox people being oppressed by a non-Orthodox
government. They needed protection, and Russia considered itself the sole protector of
Orthodoxy. This resembles the situation in Palestine that Khitrovo describes, although it

troubles the East/West dichotomy even further. Khitrovo advocates supporting the local

% Korna OeCIpPHUCTPACTHO OTHOCHUIIIBCS K 3TUM MPENaHusIM, Bac mopaxaeT B [lanecTuHe mpoTekaronme
yepe3 pAll CTOJIETUH, TOUHO JIBE PEKH, MPEJaHus: KaTOINYECKUEe U TPEUeCKHe, HUKOra TIOUTH HE
CIIMBAIOIIHECS BMECTE.

0 BoT 0T4€r0 MBI, HACKOIBKO GBLIO BO3MOYKHO, JOJKHBI OBLIM 3alIUIIATH CTpeMJIEHHE B 3TOM OoJrap, BOT
OTYero W Hamla nmoyutrka B [lanecTure nomkHa OblIa MoAIepKUBaTh MECTHOE apabCKoe HaCEIeHHE.
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Arab population in the same way that they supported the Bulgarians. In this case,
however, in addition to supporting them against Ottoman rule, Khitrovo puts the Russians
in direct opposition to the Catholics, the Protestants, and by extension, the British and
French.®' Such an appeal would have been especially important for Khitrovo’s cause.
Despite a vague interest in the Holy Land, Russian society was not particularly concerned
with or aware of the people who lived there. Hopwood writes,

“The Arab world, unlike the Slav, was a matter of little concern to most Russians.

What interest there was in the Arabs was to some extent a by-product of the

branch of Panslav philosophy which sought to free all Orthodox Slavs from

foreign domination—whether by the Ottoman Turks or the Greek Church.” (100).
The direct connection between Panslavist philosophy and the underlying principles of the
IOPS accounts for differences not only in the rhetoric surrounding the societies, but also
in the outcomes of these various groups.

Although Western Orientalism colors the tone and structure of Khitrovo’s
narrative, he builds his worldview on a very different foundation. When we examine the
divisions, relationships and communities within the world he describes, it is clear that his
writing relies almost exclusively on the Panslavist notions of Russia’s role in the world.
Khitrovo’s writing assumes the superficial forms of orientalist discourse, but maintains a
specifically Russian outlook on what actions to take in the region. In this way, Khitrovo’s

writings characterize the close relationship between religious identity and national

identity in late 19" century Russia. He received support from the Russian government

%! The repercussions of these policy decisions in Russian/British and Russian/French relations would
manifest them several years later, after the IOPS had established itself in the region and instituted a very
successful chain of schools. In these schools, they perpetuated the support of the local Arab population in
the way that Khitrovo proposes here, teaching several subjects in Arabic—a practice unique among
missionary_schools at that time.
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and Russian society because his cause fit so neatly within an accepted construction of
Russia’s national identity.
Effects of the IOPS in Palestine

Prior to the work of the IOPS, no organization had been successful in overcoming
the divisions and conflicts in the Orthodox communities of the Levant. The rivalry
between the Greek and the Russian Orthodox Churches took much of the energy of the
leaders in the region. In addition, tension between the Greek clergy and the Arab laity led
to a general decline in the efficacy and activity of the Orthodox Church within this
population. All the while, the Catholic and Protestant groups were spreading in the region
and growing in strength at the expense of the traditional Arab Orthodox communities.
One historian of the Orthodox missions wrote of this period, “Indeed, the Russian
presence was not coordinated, and there was no single organization responsible for
overseeing this presence”®* (Kildani 83-84). Alexander IIIs decision to co-opt the
structure of Khitrovo’s Orthodox Palestine Society in 1882 marks the first time that a
unified administrative structure answerable to the tsarist government oversaw the
activities of the Orthodox communities within the Levant.

This special relationship between the IOPS and the Arab Orthodox population of
Palestine set the IOPS apart from British and American Protestant missionaries in the
region. Whereas Protestant missionaries came into the region and asked Arab Christians
to give up their traditional beliefs and convert to a new form of Christianity, the I[OPS
took it as their mission to strengthen the indigenous Orthodox Christian community. For
this reason, they appealed to segments of the native population that were not willing to

align themselves with the Protestant missionaries. The aims, activities, and results of the
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activities from both groups are so different that it is difficult to place them both under the
umbrella of the term Missionary Societies. Russian Orthodox missionary societies in the
Levant produced no controversy that matches the fallout surrounding the Shidyaq affair.®
On the contrary, members of the Orthodox Christian community came to praise Russia
with almost complete unanimity. When Russian support for the IOPS institutions
abruptly ended with the Bolshevik Revolution in 1917, many members of this community
spoke out strongly against the revolution, and in strong support of the Tsar and his
family. Reading a few examples from this literature illustrates the profound impact that
Russian activity had on the identity and makeup of the Orthodox communities in the
Levant during this period.
Kulthum ‘Awdah Vasil’eva, one of the most prominent graduates of the IOPS
schools, wrote in a 1965 article looking back on her experiences in the IOPS schools,
“In the IOPS schools they had done everything in their power to acquaint us, Arab
Christians, with our people’s glorious past . . . They opened our eyes to the
history of Arabic literature. . . . the cultural activities of the society were not
limited to religious proselytizing and propaganda for the Russian tsar.
Intellectuals with a humanistic bent came from Russia not with the goal simply to
convert Arabs to Christianity, unlike the missionary activities from Western
Europe.”64
Vasil’eva went on to have a very important career in Russian academia, helping to
develop modern faculties of vostokovedenia (oriental studies) in Russian universities.

Without a doubt, the most lasting effect left by the IOPS came through its schools.

In the autobiography of noted Arab author and literary critic Mikha’1l Nu’aymah we have

63 As’ad al-Shidyagq, brother of the famous author Ahmed Faris al-Shidyaq, was an early convert to
Protestantism. After his conversion, he was detained by the Maronite authorities, and eventually died while
being held by them. His ‘martyrdom’ became a powerful symbol in the rhetoric of Protestant missionaries
working in the region. For a more detailed description and analysis of this situation, see Usama Makdisi’s
work The Artillery of Heaven, esp. p. 180-213.
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one of the most complete firsthand accounts of what it was to be a student in the schools
run by the IOPS. Nu’aymah graduated from the Russian school in his hometown of
Biskenta, and his account sheds light on the ways in which the confessional differences
that shaped Russian policy in the regions were reflected and received by the local Arab
population.

Lebanon is (in)famous for the powerful sectarian divisions that have defined large
parts of its history. Nu’aymah’s divisions line up very closely with those that Khitrovo
highlights in his writings. Nu’aymah writes, “It was well know among the inhabitants of
Lebanon during the protectorate that Russia was the protector of the Orthodox (al-Rum),
France of the Maronites, and Britain of the Protestants and the Druze, and Turkey of the
Muslims” (74).9 Nu’aymah also remarks on the much more advanced status of Catholic
and Protestant projects in his area. For this reason, the coming of a Russian school for the
Orthodox community was a very big event. The Arab Orthodox had always been a
minority in the region, and under the pressure of increasing missionary activity in the
area, many were leaving the community to seek better opportunities with the British and
the French. Nu’aymah captures the elation of the small community when he writes, “We
were swept away with a sense of pride in our new school. Indeed, we felt that there stood
behind us a great nation respected (feared) by other nations”®® (76). In the Arab context,
to have Western support for your community meant to have prestige and opportunities.

Nu’aymah ’s account also gives important information about the curriculum and

teaching approach used in the Society’s schools. He remarks on the fact that “The Arabic

% In the context of this discussion it is interesting to note that in Arabic the common term for Arab

Orthodox is “al-Rum.”
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language received special attention” in the Russian schools (75). The special focus on
teaching Arabic language—especially reading and writing—drew many students to the
Russian schools.”” The willingness to make Arabic a central part of their curriculum
highlights the principle difference between Russian missionary activities in the Arab
world. Students at the IOPS schools could at once assert their own Arab identity (no
small matter in the late Ottoman period as Arab nationalism was beginning to find its
voice), and at the same time progress through a well-organized curriculum that would
grant them access to the international powers moving matters in the region. The Russians
came into an existing religious community to strengthen and preserve it; their impulse to
‘civilize’ was tempered by a recognition of the community as inherently important and
worth supporting.

This unique attitude toward the Arabs is reflected in the language policies that the
Russian seminaries instituted. Part of the attraction of the foreign schools was the
opportunity to learn a foreign language and thus gain access to the West. At the same
time, the Russian schools attracted many pupils because they taught Arabic on a high
level in addition to the Russian (and later English) classes that they offered. Indeed,
though we have evidence that some graduates of the IOPS schools attained a very high
proficiency level in Russian, when Nu’aymah wished to emphasize the difference
between the IOPS education and that available through other missionary schools in the
region, he wrote the following of the language policy at the IOPS schools:

“Rarely did one graduate from the [Russian] school understanding more than a
very little bit of Russian. This is in contrast to the rest of the foreign schools in

 In some cases, non-Orthodox families chose to send their children to the Russian schools because of the
excellent Arabic instruction.
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Lebanon that used to — and still do — focus their education on foreign languages
much more than on Arabic” (75)68

The respect given to Arabic attracted more conservative elements of Arab
Ottoman society. The IOPS schools made modern education available to segments of
society that were not welcome or interested in the French and British schools. They
opened a back door to European culture that gave a more prominent place to Arab literary
and cultural history; studying at the IOPS schools did not have any of the colonialist
connotations of the West European activities in the region.

The Russian focus on teaching Arabic falls directly in line with their mandate to
‘support the local Orthodox population’ discussed above. Following this policy
empowered the Arab Orthodox Christian communities in several ways. First of all, it
spread literacy among a population that had never before had such high levels of literacy.
In instilled the Orthodox community with a sense of pride, as reflected in Nu’aymah’s
earlier comments. These schools provided opportunities for work, travel, and study in a
broader world of 20" century culture than was accessible to their graduates before their
arrival. What’s more, Russia represented an alternative to the oppressive (and rapidly
expanding) British influence in the region. Because of Russia’s rivalry with the British,
many saw Russia as an anti-imperial force in the region. They could look to Russia to
help them in resisting the British. This dynamic was especially attractive to the liberal
intellectuals of the mid-19" century.

Education in the Russian schools also appealed to conservative elements of Arab
society because of the strong emphasis on Orthodoxy within the Russian schools.

Involvement with the Protestant missionaries meant abandoning a fundamental part of
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one's identity to convert to a new form of Christianity. The close connection of these
Protestant efforts with British colonialism also stirred suspicions among many Arab
Christians.®

The impact of Russian education efforts in the region was not as widely reported
in Russia. Outside of a limited circle of academics and Church officials, few cared about
what happened to the IOPS schools or their graduates. What’s more, all of the activities
of the IOPS came to a quick halt with the Bolshevik Revolution in 1917. The IOPS
would reemerge as the Palestinian Society many years later, but it cannot be considered
the same institution. Writing several decades later, leading Soviet orientalist Ignatii
Krachkovskii lamented the lack of information about the Society and its effects on
Palestinian culture, noting that: “there is yet another side of life in Palestine over the past
century that the Palestinian Society, unfortunately, has paid too little attention: the growth
here of Arab literature and society.” (quoted in Naumkin 140). The IOPS was directly
responsible for several important individuals in the development of modern Arabic
literature.”
Conclusion

Khitrovo’s adaptation of Panslavist thought affected the IOPS in two important
ways. Within Russia, it gave him a vocabulary with which he could explain the need for
Russian involvement in the Middle East in a way that would raise sympathy among the

Russians. It allowed him to depict the Arab Orthodox population as a part of Greater

Russia’s (velikorussiia) sphere of familial influence and responsibility. Khitrovo could

% The project of translating the Bible into Arabic, for example, undertaken by Protestant missionaries with
Arab assistants, led to many difficulties for the Arabs involved and their families.

7 In addition to Mikhail Nu’aymah, several members of the al-Rabitah al-Qalamiyyah group graduated
from the Russian schools, as did noted journalists and translators Khalil Baydas, and Salim Qub’ayn.



not have won the support necessary for his project without appealing to this element of
Russian national identity. Khitrovo carried out his work in an unflinchingly conservative
climate. The Panslavist paradigm allowed him to appeal to the most conservative parts of
the regime (such as Pobedonostsev). Hopwood notes this irony thus, “It was paradoxical
that the foundation of a society devoted to the enlightenment of a subject people should
have to depend on the support of an ultra-reactionary Procurator at the opening of a reign
of reaction” (102). As we will see in the ensuing study of Khalil Baydas’ career, not only
did the IOPS engage in the enlightenment of the Arab Orthodox community, but their
graduates laid the intellectual infrastructure for the tide of Arab nationalism that would
sweep through the area in the years following the dissolution of the IOPS.

On the other hand, Khitrovo’s legacy would not have left such a profound impact
on Arab society were it not for the way that he framed the mission of the society.
Drawing on Panslavist conceptions of Russia’s place in the world allowed him to find
value in the Arab Orthodox community that West European colonial thought could not.
Had they taken the British or French as their model, the Russians would not have
invested so much in Arab society. Rather than seeking to import civilization to a
barbarous land, the IOPS took it as its mission to reinvigorate and support an indigenous
community. In this way, the benevolent character of Russian interactions with the Arab
Orthodox community in Palestine came as a result one of the most reactionary periods in
Russian history. Describing the reasons for establishing the IOPS, Khitrovo wrote,

“We consider it our obligation here to solemnly declare that political goals never

entered into the direct or indirect goals of the IOPS. But at the same time, we do

not find it necessary to hide the fact that for us, taking that into account, we are

bold enough to think that for all true Russians, to turn away from sympathy to all
Orthodox, without the western division between nationalities, from helping them
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in their days of need and from the desire to see Orthodoxy triumphant at all times
and in all places would be the same as if we had refused to be Russian.”

Like the passages cited above, Khitrovo here ties Russian national identity to the
Orthodox Church, claiming that this piece of Russian identity transcends “the western
division between nationalities,” allowing Russia to cultivate a different kind of
relationship with the local populations of the Levant than Western missionary
organizations. From the examples shown above, we can see that the different nature of
this relationship was easily recognizable to members of the Arab Orthodox Christian
communities in the Levant. Reiterating the views expressed above, Shukri Swaydan
wrote the following in his history of the IOPS,
“We do not have any way to adequately repay Khitrovo for the benefit, love, and
attention that he has shown to the East. If we praised him, that would be too little,
instead we must pray to God that He will reward him in the afterlife and the
heavenly kingdom. Amen” (224).”!
Swaydan’s deep gratitude for Khitrovo’s interest and efforts gives a sense of the
profound impact that Russian involvement had on these parts of the Arab world.
Another example of this sentiment in the Arab Orthodox Christian community
comes from Salim Qub’ayn. As an addendum to his translation of Pierre Gilliard’s
description of Tsar Nicholas II’s last hours (masra’ al-qaysar wa ahl baytihi), he
included this open letter to Gilliard:
“The Eastern Christian world is connected to the Russian Tsars by unchanging
marks engraved on hearts throughout the years and all the days. Those glorious
tsars who went to war and shed blood to protect Christianity in the East, and gave
themselves entirely to spread their peace and tranquility and spent great sums of
money to found schools and establish churches and hospitals and shelters. Those
tsars raised the heads of the Christians of the east and made them live well after

they had been oppressed, subjected to all manner of trials and tribulations as an
onslaught of outrageous derision is poured out on their heads. The late well-

o JlB 138 plinra 130 5 jall 5 donall 5 dndiall (ga ousS3 55,1 U L5 (5 il o jelal L o gy i 4y S o) i o o3 W a5 7!
" Ol s sland) o sSLall s Aalliall 3 AN aliy S ) s of Lle

82



83

respected priest Yusuf al-Dibs said in a sermon he gave in Bkirki in Lebanon: “If
not for Russia, a priest in Syria or Palestine could not put the cowl upon his head;
if not for Russia, Christians could not have bells in their churches, or carry the
cross in their funeral processions.

“All of these things have left in the hearts of Christians a fond memory of
those tsars. True humans remember the good that a person does and remember
them as long as the veins in their body are pulsing. Therefore, they compose a
covenant of gratitude to M. Pierre Gilliard who defended the tsar Nicholas II and
his family disproved the false accusations and were attributed to them and showed
the piety and purity that they possessed. You have our sincerest thanks for the
facts that you have proclaimed and for the magnanimity and courage that you
have shown. You are a true Christian and a supporter of the truth. The truth does
not lack supporters who will raise its banner and lift its light up high.”’* (114)

Qub’ayn signs his letter “the Christians of the East.” In this letter Qub’ayn reemphasizes
the close relationship between the Orthodox communities in the Arab world and those of
the Russian Empire. Qub’ayn’s geography also lines up with the sentiments expressed by
other members of the Orthodox Christian communities in the Levant in which Russia is
seen as a (would-be) liberator from the oppression that the Arab Christians experienced
throughout their history. This liberation was never realized completely because of the
revolution that prompted Qub’ayn’s letter, and cut short the government support and
funding that had been flowing from Russia into the region.

Both Swaydan and Qub’ayn lived in Arab émigré communities (in Boston and
Cairo, respectively). The feelings that they express, however, can be found in

contemporary works by members of the Orthodox Christian community within the
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Levant as well. Mikha’il Nu’aymah, Kulthum ‘Awdah, and others spoke fondly of their
time in the Russian schools, and expressed great hope at Russia’s ability to life the Arab
Orthodox Christian communities to new levels of culture and prestige. Interestingly,
historical accounts of Russia during this same period do not give the same level of
attention or importance to the work of people like Khitrovo or institutions like the IOPS.
In the years leading up to the First World War, Russian policy in relation to the
Ottoman Empire depended almost entirely on the vitality of the Orthodox Christian
community in the Levant. Russia invested heavily in strengthening this community, and
eventually directed the bulk of its activities and energies towards this goal. This
connection was romanticized by Arab intellectuals because it was cut off at the height of
its influence and activity. Russian influence grew greater in the imaginations of
individuals like Nu’aymah, Baydas, Qub’ayn, and ‘Awdah as they struggled to find their
place in life under the British Mandate. Many members of this community emigrated
(Nu’aymabh to the United States, Qub’ayn to Egypt, ‘Awdah to the Soviet Union, and
Baydas eventually fled to Lebanon), unable to find a place in Palestinian society under
British rule. The abrupt end of these activities after the Bolshevik Revolution in 1917
preserved the unique nature of the Palestine-Russia connection, and consequently
amplified its meaning in the collective memory of the Orthodox communities that they
targeted. This phenomenon helps to account for the fervor expressed in Palestinian
accounts of the IOPS, even today.73 As we move to specific texts produced by the intense

flurry of Russian activity in the Levant between 1882 and 1917, this background explains

7 In Nazareth and the surrounding villages, individuals like ‘Umar Mahamid and Ahmad Marwat are
working hard to document and preserve the history of Russian activities in the region. Their accounts of the
period are filled with the same passion and enthusiasm expressed in Qub’ayn’s letter and Nu’aymah’s
memoir. Renewed support for the IOPS in Russia today has led to a renaissance of Arab-Russian
connections in the region where it all began.
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the unexpected impact of the Russian-Arab literary connections that came about as a
result of these Russian policies.

Despite the unanticipated interruption of official support, the seeds planted by the
IOPS activities bore substantial fruit in the years that followed. In the fields of literature,
history, and education, Arab graduates of the IOPS schools made profound contributions
to the emergence of Palestinian society. In order to illustrate one example of such a
contribution, the following three chapters will focus on the literary output and editorial
legacy of Khalil Baydas, one of the earliest graduates of the Russian seminary at
Nazareth. The dual nature of his career gives an opportunity to read its two sides against
each other. In each chapter, I will make assertions about Baydas’ translation practice
taken from close readings of his translations and the source texts from which he worked.
As evidence in support of these assertions, I will cite examples from non-fiction pieces
on relevant topics that were also printed in al-nafa’is. Some of these non-fiction works
were written by Baydas, some were written by others and then passed under Baydas’

editorial hand before they appeared on the pages of his journal.



PART TWO: TEXTS
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CHAPTER THREE
Translating Nationalism: Khalil Baydas’ translation

of Pushkin’s Kapitanskaia Dochka

In this chapter, I wish to explore early manifestations of nationalist thinking in
Baydas’ literary career through a close reading of his first literary publication. Khalil
Baydas’ translation of Alexander Pushkin’s famous novel Kapitanskaia Dochka (The
Captain’s Daughter) appeared in 1898 in al-manar, a Beirut newspaper that catered to
the Orthodox Christian community in the area. It was his first translation to appear in
print, and was published serially under the title “ibnat al-qubtan” (The Captain’s
Daughter), only a few years after he had graduated from the Russian Seminary in
Nazareth.”* This early example of Baydas’ efforts in the field of literary translation
exhibits his philosophy of literature and its role in Arab society. Throughout the 19™
century and the first decades of the 20" century, translated literature still made up the
bulk of all literature published in Arabic, but has not received meaningful critical
attention in comparison to the relatively few works from this period that were originally
composed in Arabic. Literary translations from the 19™ and early 20" century actually

provide a uniquely fruitful field of inquiry because of the opportunity they provide to

7 This was not his only translation to be published in 1898; Baydas also published translations of a handful
of religious texts from Russian in that same year, including a book of the lives of the saints entitled tarikh
al-agmar al-thalathah (The History of the Three Great Hierarchs: [Basil the Great, Gregory the
Theologian, and John Chrisostom])) and some textbooks in various subjects for primary students.
Unfortunately, it is not clear exactly when Baydas entered or graduated from the IOPS school in Nazareth.
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observe the creative process of the Arab translators during the nahdah. Through a
consideration of the alterations that Baydas made in translating Pushkin’s Kapitanskaia
Dochka, we can look beyond critical dismissals of these early translations as somehow
‘less literary,” gaining insight into Baydas’ conception of literature.

The second half of this chapter will seek to contextualize Baydas’ translation by
reading it against later articles and stories that Baydas published on the pages of his
literary journal al-nafa’is (1908-1924). In order to understand more clearly Baydas’
translation practice in working with Pushkin’s novel Kapitanskaia Dochka, I will focus
on those articles and stories from al-nafa’is that deal with the issues of ‘homeland’ (al-
watan) and patriotism (hubb al-watan or khidmat al-watan), which occur many times
throughout Baydas’ translation. In these articles, we can see Baydas’ nationalist thought,
often considered to be later phenomenon, is not only present in his very first literary

publication, but central to his translation practice.

Pushkin’s Kapitanskaia Dochka (1836)

Pushkin’s novel tells the story of the Pugachév uprisings through the eyes of a
young officer in the Russian army, Pétr Grinév. Grinév’s first assignment comes in the
frontier outpost of Belogorsk. While serving there, Grinév falls in love with the captain’s
daughter, Mar’ia Ivanovna (Masha). Their romance is interrupted when Pugachév attacks
the fort and takes Masha captive. Grinév eventually frees Masha, but is then imprisoned
by the tsarist government for sympathizing with Pugachév. In the end, a chance
encounter between Masha and Tsarina Catherine frees Grinév and he is happily reunited

with Masha.



In Baydas’ translation of Kapitanskaia Dochka we find several instances of
something that resembles the phenomenon that Lawrence Venuti labels “domesticating
translation.” Venuti takes this concept from the German Romantics who were concerned
with translation, particularly from the German philosopher and theologian Friedrich
Schleiermacher (1768-1834), who sums up the concept in the following words, “Either
the translator leaves the author in peace, as much as possible, and moves the reader
towards him; or he leaves the reader in peace, as much as possible, and moves the author
towards him” (74). The translator that brings the text to the reader is said to domesticate
the text, smoothing out any difficulties that might remind the reader that the text is of
foreign origin.

Venuti describes this practice in pejorative terms as “an ethnocentric reduction of
the foreign text to target language cultural values, bringing the author back home”
(Invisibility, 20). In constructing an ethics of translation, he is concerned with the ways in
which a tendency to favor domesticating translations efface the otherness of the original
text and limit the texts that are considered candidates for translation. The Arabic concept
of al-tarjamah bi-tasarruf has often been assumed to be a similar practice, reducing
differences and difficulties in foreign texts in order to make them acceptable for an
Arabic-reading audience. Consequently, the practice is roundly criticized and dismissed
in histories of Arabic literature. In reality, the practice of al-tarjamah bi-tasarruf differs
fundamentally from the practice Venuti criticizes under the title ‘domesticating.””> While
for Venuti domesticating translation is associated with translation into politically and

economically dominant languages, al-tarjamah bi-tasarruf during this period flows in the

7 Carol Bardenstein outlines some of these differences in her work on Muhammad ‘Uthman Jalal, positing
instead a transculturation model that draws on the work of Mary Louise Pratt to describe the ways in which
subaltern cultures selectively appropriate pieces of the dominant (foreign) culture.
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opposite direction—from European languages into Arabic. What’s more, Baydas is
translating from a non-colonial western language — a point worth noting — into a
‘colonized’ (by Russia’s rivals, the British) Arab context.

In the case of translation into Arabic during the nahdah, Venuti’s characterization
of domesticating translation begins to fall apart. The moral/ethical framework behind
Venuti’s condemnation of domesticating translation seems out of place when applied to
Baydas’ situation. While Baydas’ tarjamah bi-tasarruf may have ostensibly been an
ethnocentric act of reduction, his translated works are filled with concepts and values that
were not familiar to his target audience. His translation of Russian literature was hardly
oppressive, repressive, or dismissive — on the contrary, Baydas sought to highlight certain
unfamiliar or foreign cultural concepts within Kapitanskaia Dochka in order to introduce
these concepts into Arab society as part of a broader platform of proposed social and
cultural reforms. Thus the blend of foreignizing and domesticating alterations that he
makes in translating Pushkin’s novella do not fit exactly into Venuti’s rubric. The terms
foreignizing and domesticating are still useful, however, for describing the kinds of
alterations that Arabic translators during this period routinely chose to make as they
arabized their source texts to different degrees.

Closely examining the decisions that Baydas makes in ‘domesticating’ Pushkin’s
text uncovers the complexity of his translation practice. Even within a single translation,
Baydas employs a range of strategies—sometimes foreignizing sections of the text, other
times domesticating aspects of the text. From this angle, Baydas proves a very skilled
translator making subtle decisions about what changes he makes to Pushkin’s text. In

addition, paying close attention to his decisions foregrounds the role of the translator as
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an active mediator between Arab society and the source cultures from which the
translations were taken.

The names of the characters in Baydas’ translation illustrate the rich variety of
decisions that he makes in translating Kapitanskaia Dochka. Russian is notorious for the
wide variety of names that can be applied to any given individual. Baydas is forced to
make certain decisions as he brings this complex system into Arabic, and follows a
particular pattern in placing his characters’ proper names at different points along
Venuti’s domestication / foreignization spectrum. Through his naming conventions, he
brings the protagonists in the story closer to the reader and creates more distance between
the reader and the antagonists in the text.

For example, after introducing the main character by his full name, Pétr
Andrevich Grinév, Pushkin, in typical Russian fashion, refers to him exclusively by his
surname, Grinév. At some points, other characters refer to him by either some form of his
first name (Pétr, Pétrusha, Pétrukha, Petya, etc.), or his first name and patronymic (Pétr
Andrevich). In Arabic, it is much less common to refer to an individual by surname, so
Baydas must do something different. He simplifies the wide variety of names applied to
Grinév, referring to him exclusively as Butrus. Even in this simplification, however,
Baydas makes an important decision. He could have just as easily simply transliterated
the Russian name, using i (Bitr) or s (Byiitr), for example. By choosing an Arab
name for his protagonist, Baydas brings him closer to the reader. Similarly, Baydas
chooses an Arab name for Butrus’ servant’s as well, rendering him Ayytib instead of
Arkhip Savelich. Baydas gives each of the positive characters in the novel recognizably

Arab names to make it easier for his readers to identify with them.
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At the other end of the spectrum, the antagonists in Baydas’ translation are all
called exclusively by their surnames. In addition, he does not make any effort to Arabize
the names of his negative characters—Pugachév becomes Bikatshiif, Shvabrin becomes
Shfabrin, and so forth. Choosing to retain the Russian names and naming conventions in
this situation puts more distance between the reader and these characters. Each time their
names appear in the text, it comes as a jarring reminder that this person is foreign.

Perhaps the most interesting decision around naming, however, comes with the
title character of the novel. Baydas keeps Mar’ia’s name in the distinctly non-Arab form
of ‘Mary’ (Mart) as opposed to the more distinctively Arabic form of ‘Mariam.” This is a
strategy employed elsewhere by Arab translators of this period in naming female
protagonists. A non-Arab name gives her a measure of freedom in the eyes of the Arab
reader of the time to do things and function in situations that would not be appropriate for
an Arab woman. Thus we can see that even in foreignizing Mar’ia’s name in the
translation Baydas is making the text more acceptable to his target audience.

The different ways in which Baydas renders the proper names in Pushkin’s text
into Arabic is just one indication of the level of critical engagement that he has with the
texts that he translates. In place of the haphazard decisions we would expect from a
deficient translator, Baydas’ writing contains distinct patterns that illuminate his
translation practice. His sensitivity in translating Russian naming conventions into Arabic
represents the level of thought that he put into making these works accessible to his
intended audience.

Baydas also preserves the distinctly Russian practice of not naming the primary

city in which the novel takes place. As is customary in Russian literature, Pushkin refers



to the city only as “gorod N (City N).’ Curiously, Baydas maintains this convention in
his Arabic translation without comment or explanation. In fact, he maintains all of the
place names in the translation with one exception. The name of the fortress in which
Grinév serves is called “Belogorskii” in Pushkin’s text, a name derived from the words
“White Mountain” (Belaia Gora). Baydas chooses to translate this place name literally,
rendering it “al-jabal al-abyad.” This can also be read as a domesticating move, as it
produces a name very similar to many village names in the Levant, thus reading very
comfortably to the ear of Baydas’ Arabic reading audience.
GENERIC STRUCTURE OF PUSHKIN’S NOVEL

In relating the adventures of young Grinév, Pushkin creates a complex text in
which various genres come together under the heading of semeistvennye zapiski (family
memoir). The different characters and perspectives represented in Pushkin’s work create
a complex portrait of the struggle between popular and official authority. Pushkin
packages his narrative in multiple layers of narrative voices—a narrator reading a family
history written by an old man recollecting the adventures of his youth. Leslie O’Bell,
writing about the relationship of Pushkin’s work to the genre of family memoir
(semeistvennye zapiski) in Russian literature, shows how Pushkin expands and violates
the norms of a family history record that his story claims to be. Though the entire work is
narrated in the first person, Pushkin inserts a wide variety of voices into the narrative by
including various pieces of ‘documentary’ evidence concerning the events in the

narrative, including letters, reports, and other ‘written’ materials within the novel.

7® This is a common way to refer to the city of Nizhnii Novgorod, though the convention of abbreviating
city names is common enough that it could refer to a different city. As intriguing as the possibility may be, I
have not found any evidence that Baydas’ decision to maintain this convention is at all connected to the city
of Nazareth.
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Baydas simplifies the structure of Pushkin’s work in his translation, but still
includes a similar variety of text types within his story, citing letters, reports, and orders
as if they were read to the reader. Baydas creates a feeling of an official document by
maintaining some of the stylistic idiosyncrasies that mark Russian documents: Not
spelling out the name of the city, but using the initial instead (Gorod N), and also calling
everyone by their last name (Grinév instead of Pétr).

The complex narrative structure of Kapitanskaia Dochka influences the
relationships that Pushkin creates between his characters. The tension present throughout
Pushkin’s story between Grinév, as the main character in the novel, and Mar’ia, the
“daughter” in the title of the novel, is resolved through these relationships. Pushkin holds
Grinév at the center of his novel, describing each character in terms of her/his
relationship to Grinév. Most often, these relationships are couched in familial terms. The
story begins with Grinév comfortably at home with his own parents. As soon as he is
deprived of their protection, he moves between various surrogates—from Savelych to the
Mironovs, to Pugachév, and ultimately to Catherine herself. Grinév is always the person
at the center of the relationships in the history that he recounts, but the title of the work
tells us that it is not his story, but Masha’s. O’Bell illustrates the powerful way in which
Pushkin makes the story hers through its closing scene between Masha and Catherine.
“But the entire end of their story, the episode with Catherine, though retold by Grinév is
actually a pereskaz of family tradition, as related by Masha” (57). This final twist
cements Masha as the core character of the story, even as Russia’s path is characterized

through Grinév’s experiences and growth.



As Baydas translates Pushkin’s novel, he removes the ambiguity and complexity
from the story, and focuses attention instead on the dual concepts of patriotism and duty
to country. These changes are especially telling when we read them in conjunction with
the material that Baydas published around these same questions in his journal al-nafa’is
al-‘asriyyah. In exploring how Baydas exercised his agency as a translator, I wish to
focus on two types of alterations that he makes in his translation: first, domesticating
changes. Many of the decisions that Baydas makes in translating the text serve to
domesticate the text, making it less foreign to his intended audience. Second, didactic
changes, or changes that highlight certain lessons that Baydas would have his readers
take away from the novel. In the changes that he makes to Pushkin’s text, we can see
Baydas consciously reshaping the novel into a more clearly focused didactic work with
an unequivocally clear message.

While we cannot definitively state why Baydas made each change to Pushkin’s
text that we find in his translation, it is possible to gather much information from both the
structural and the content changes. Many of the changes are simply the result of the
format in which Baydas’ translation was published. His translation barely covers 70
pages, while Pushkin’s text is more than 280 pages. As a serial publication, Baydas’
translation does not preserve the chapter divisions of Pushkin’s text. With these major
structural changes foisted upon it, it is no surprise that Baydas’ translation does not
capture all of the irony, nuance, and poetry of Pushkin’s story. In this chapter, I hope to
show that Baydas’ translation should not simply be dismissed because it does not

replicate the experience of reading Kapitanskaia Dochka. Rather, seriously examining
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Baydas’ translation practice shows how Baydas used translation to accomplish goals

specific to his own historical and literary context.

PLOT CHANGES

Baydas makes a number of changes to the actual plot of the novel. In the opening
description of Butrus and his family, Baydas makes Butrus’ father a rich nobleman (amir)
instead of a middling bureaucrat like we find in Pushkin’s text. Baydas also elevates the
voice of the mother in this opening scene. She protests loudly at the father’s decision to
send Grinév to Orenburg. Even after the letter sending Butrus to the border outpost is
completed, she continues her protestations. Baydas has Butrus’ mother give voice to a
sense of foreboding at Butrus’ departure, having her say, “Because my spirit is upset
about our son’s travel to those parts, and my heart tells me that behind this lies something
that will spoil our peace and eliminate our happiness and therefore you see me so
flustered and distraught.””” All of these protestations are missing from the Russian
version of the story. In Pushkin’s text, Grinév’s mother only ever speaks in short phrases,
and spends most of her time sobbing and sighing instead. As we will see in other aspects
of Baydas’ translation, everything that is ordinary and mediocre in Pushkin’s novel
(though often ironically so) comes out ideal in Baydas’ translation. He creates an ideal
family situation for his hero, and removes all of the conflict that we find between the
three members of the family in Pushkin’s opening scene. As a consequence, Butrus easily

becomes an idealized representative for a patriotic, loyal citizen of a modern country.
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This principle seems to govern many of the choices that Baydas makes throughout his
translation of Kapitanskaia Dochka.

Baydas’ translation, as I have pointed out, is much shorter than the original. Much
of the compression comes in eliminating the lengthy descriptions of the Russian
countryside that characterize Pushkin’s novel. There are, however some key scenes that
Baydas eliminates entirely from his translation that are so conspicuous in their absence
that these decisions beg investigation. The first eliminated scene in Baydas’ translation is
the dream that Grinév has during his travel to the fort at Belogorsk. Grinév introduces the
dream to his imagined reader in the following passage:

“I had a dream that I shall never forget, and in which I see something prophetic

even now, when I compare it to the strange circumstances of my life. The reader

will forgive me, for you undoubtedly know how easily a person gives in to

superstition, despite all possible condemnation of fortune telling”’® (60).

Grinév goes on to describe the dream, in which he is called home urgently to visit his
dying father on his sickbed. When Grinév arrives at the house, he is surprised to find that,
“In place of my father, I see in the bed that a man (muzhik) with a black beard is laying

5579

there glancing at me cheerfully””” (61). Grinév protests to his mother, at which she

insists, “All the same, Pétrusha, this is your surrogate father; kiss his hand, and let him

leave you a blessing”*’

(61). The scene quickly becomes a nightmare, the room filling
with dead bodies, and Grinév struggling to escape as the man leaps up from the bed and

laughs.

8 “Mue MPUCHUIICS COH, KOTOPOTO HUKOT]a HE MOT s I03a0BITh ¥ B KOTOPOM [0 CUX HOP BHXKY HEUYTO
MIPOPOYECKOE, KOTJa COOOPaKat0 C HUM CTPaHHBIC OOCTOSTEILCTBA MOCH KU3HU. UHTATEeNh N3BUHHUT MCHS:
100, BEPOSATHO, 3HACT MO OIBITY, KAK CPOJHO YCIIOBEKY MPEIaBATHCS CYCBEPHUIO, HECMOTPS Ha
BCEBO3MOXHOE MPE3peHue K mpeapaccyakam.”

" “Bmecto oTia Moero BI)KY B IOCTEJIC JICKUT MY>KUK C YSPHOU OOPOJIOI0, BECEIO Ha MEHSI OIS IbIBAsL.”
80 «Bee paBHo, [lerpyia, — oTBevasia MHE MaTyIlIKa, — 3TO TBOM MOCAXEHBIN OTEIl; MOUEIYH Y HETO
PYUKY, ¥ TIyCTh OH TeOs OJ1aroCIOBHT.”
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This dream sequence plays a particularly important role in Pushkin’s novel,
setting up the complicated relationship between Grinév and Pugachév. In Pushkin’s
narrative, Pugachév emerges as a complicated and often sympathetic figure. This dream
alerts the reader to the many different roles that Pugachév will play in the narrative.
Having established this narrative as belonging to the genre of family memoirs
(semeistvennye zapiski), Pushkin plays with Grinév’s relationships with all of the
characters in the book, couching all of these relationships in familial terms. Thus,
Pugachév as father, and particularly as a ‘surrogate father’ (posazhénnyi otets) situates
him clearly within the political scene defined by his uprising. Russian political history
has more than one ‘pretender’ to the throne, and Pushkin puts Pugachév in this category,
while simultaneously granting him a great deal of respect, acknowledging the popular
nature of his authority during the uprising. In this role, Pushkin’s Pugachév serves as an
interesting foil to the main character, Grinév as they each learn to navigate the traditions
of popular and official authority that defined Russian political life. In sum, Pushkin
creates a highly nuanced portrait of Pugachév, especially in comparison to his record of
the rebel leader in Istoriia Bunta Pugachéva.

Grinév’s dream also serves to mark a distinct division between the safety of home
and the unknown dangers of military service at the border outpost of Belogorsk. The
dream fits naturally into the otherworldly experience of the blizzard on the step that leads
to Grinév’s initial encounter with Pugachév. In Baydas’ text, the relationship between
Pugachév and Butrus is much more straightforward and clear-cut—Butrus is the hero,
and Pugachéyv is the villain. In addition, Baydas chooses to characterize Pugachév quite

differently from Pushkin. Neither Pushkin nor Baydas provide a portrait of Pugachév tied



too tightly to the historical figure, but both use his character for important purposes
within their respective narratives. In Pushkin’s story Pugachév is a strange foil to Grinéyv,
the narrator. He vacillates between the noble hero of a romantic story and a villainous
traitor/criminal. In Baydas’ version, however, the character of Pugachév plays a very
different role. From his first appearance in the story, Baydas intimates to the reader that
this character is not to be trusted. He writes, “This man’s build and his movements

indicated slyness and deception”81

(288). Later in the same scene Baydas brings attention
to Pugachév’s “movements, and gestures, and the features of his face that hinted at
vileness and misery”82 (288). Baydas goes to great lengths to characterize the owner of
the building in the same manner, ascribing to him “vileness and an air of brigandry”
(289). This blunt description takes the place of the more complicated scene Pushkin
writes in which the secret code language shared by Pugachév and the proprietor.

The alterations that Baydas made to Pugachév’s character are distinct enough that
we can treat them as deliberate departures from Pushkin’s text. Further strengthening this
assumption, Baydas’ alterations feed directly into the central themes of patriotism and
service to country that he sought to emphasize in his translation. Where Pushkin’s
Pugachév plays a sympathetic foil to Grinév, Baydas’ Pugachév plays the role of the
villain exclusively—one who would usurp authority from the state, and go to any lengths
to do so. By writing Pugachév as a clear-cut villain, Baydas brings Butrus’ patriotism into
sharp relief. Baydas has no interest in exploring the nuances of loyalty and authority that

Pushkin treats. Instead, he works to create a narrative that illustrates the importance of

patriotism in the modern world in an entertaining way.
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In Baydas’ text, the concepts of government and country also figure prominently
into the relationship between Pugachév and Grinév. In Kapitanskaia Dochka, Pushkin
gives equal standing to the competing concepts of popular authority (as symbolized by
Pugachév and his followers) and official authority (as depicted by the government and
the military). By not favoring either of these, Pushkin is able to present the conundrum of
loyalty within Russia—both forms of loyalty carry real weight and have merit, so the
decision between them is never an easy one. Pushkin’s Grinév is suspended between
these two conceptions of authority, drawn to both, but ultimately not completely bound
by either. For Baydas, on the other hand, Pugachév’s rebellion against the ruling
government is a great evil, a threat that must be opposed at all costs.* Mentions of
Pugachév’s name in Baydas’ text often come together with reminders that he stands in
opposition to the government. For example, in the scene before Pugachév’s attack on
Belogorsk, Baydas outlines the motivating forces behind Pugachév’s uprising in very

»84

specific terms. He labels Pugachév’s followers “foolish”™" and describes the uprising as

taking “revenge against the government for the strictness with which it had treated

5985

them”™ (324). These descriptions are immediately followed by Butrus’ impassioned

speech before the military leaders. He proclaims, “Be certain, Captain, that the threat of
terrors and impending dangers will never frighten us nor will it terrify us as long as the
fire of patriotism burns in our hearts . . . and we will not surrender the fort to this

2586

pretender, the leader of these robbers™” (324). Time after time, Baydas uses the

%3 Contrast this attitude with that displayed in his translation of Temporal Power, discussed below, in which
the heroes of the story are the socialist revolutionaries working to overthrow the government. At this early
stage in his life and career, Baydas sincerely believed in the possibility of living happily as a citizen of the
Ottoman Empire.
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relationship of each of these two men to the Russian government as an opportunity to
demonize Pugachév and valorize Butrus’ devotion to the Russian government. This
straightforward dichotomy is much simpler than the complex relationship between
Pugachév and Grinév that Pushkin depicts, and the dream sequence that Baydas
eliminates from his translation contributes nothing to it.

The next major scene that Baydas chooses to eliminate from his translation is the
duel between Grinév and his fellow soldier Shvabrin. This duel is central to the Russian
plot, advancing the conflict between Grinév and Shvabrin and foreshadowing the final
conflict between the two men, and is precipitated by the two men’s competing interests in
Masha. When Shvabrin speaks disrespectfully about Masha, Pétr feels compelled to
defend her honor in a duel.

In Baydas’ text, the tension between the two men over Masha is preserved.
Baydas writes that they were the best of friends until “the scorpions of conflict crept
between them and their spring became murky after being clear. Shvabrin began to envy
Butrus because of his high position in the eyes of the Captain and his family, especially
387

Mar’ia””" (301). Baydas goes on to explain that Shvabrin had a complicated relationship

with Mar’ia “because he had asked her hand in marriage in the past, but her father

refused him”®®

(301). After the two argue about Mar’ia, the narrator notes, “And thus the
bonds of friendship that had been so strong unraveled between these two friends™ (322).

After that point, there is no more mention of the animosity between Shvabrin and Butrus.
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The duel form a central thematic element of Russian society as depicted in the
Russian literature of the 19™ century. It is a set scene that a Russian reader of the period
would expect in the situation that Pushkin crafts. For Baydas, however, incorporating the
duel scene would require a good deal of extra explanation, but seems like a natural
opportunity to depict an ‘exotic’ scene of Russian life, as Baydas would do in other
translations. In order to explain this decision, we must first look at a similar choice that
he makes in a later scene in the novel.

After Pugachév takes the fort at Belogorsk in the original novel, Pushkin includes
a grisly scene in which Pugachév’s men execute a number of people from the fort,
including the elderly Mironovs. Pushkin describes this scene in harsh details that stand in
stark contrast to the light, ironic tone he uses in the rest of the novel.

“At that moment, a woman’s cry rang out. A handful of robbers dragged Vasilisa

Egorovna, tousled and stripped naked, out onto the porch. One of them managed

to dress up in her petticoat. The others dragged mattresses, boxes, dishes, linens,

and other rubbish from the house. ‘Dear God!’ the poor woman cried. ‘Leave a

soul to repent. I beg you—take me to Ivan Kuzmich.” Suddenly she looked up at

the gallows and recognized her husband. . . . ‘Silence the old witch!” said

Pugachév. At that, a young Kazakh struck her in the head with his saber, and she

fell dead on the porch step” *° (127).

Pushkin’s vivid description of the violence carried out by Pugachév’s men marks a
complete break from the wry irony of the rest of the novel.”' This violent scene is also

eliminated from Baydas’ translation. Baydas chooses to retain all of the gravitas and

bravery of those who resisted Pugachév, but does so without portraying any of the

0B 9Ty MUHYTY pasfajcs )KeHCKUH KpuK. Heckonmbko pa300HHIKOB BEITAIMIIN HAa KPBUIBIIO Bacwmcy
Eroposny, pacrpenaHHyro 1 pa3zieTyro goHara. OJUH U3 HUX YCIIEN yXe HapsiIUThCS B €€ AyIIerpenKy.
Jlpyrue tackaiy epuHbl, CyHIyKH, YallHYIO ITOCYLY, Oeibe U BCIO pyXisiab. «bariomku mon! — kpuyana
OenHas crapyiuka. — OTiycTuTe aymry Ha nokasaue. OTIbl poHble, OTBeAnTe MeHs K MBaHy Ky3muuy».
Bapyr oHa B3rIsiHya Ha BUCEJHILY M y3HAJa CBOETO MYXa. . . . «YHSTh CTapylo BEAbMY!» — cKa3al
[Tyraues. Tyt MoJi0n0#1 Ka3ak yaapui ee cadiero 110 roJIoBe, M OHa yIiajia MepTBasi Ha CTYIEHH Kpbulbla.”
°! Paul Debreczeny discusses the jarring effect of this scene in his essay, “The Execution of Captain
Mironov: a crossing of tragic and comic modes.” Alexander Pushkin: Symposium II. Eds. Andrej Kodjak,
Krystyna Pomorska, Kiril Taranovsky. New York U Slavic Papers 3. Columbus OH: Slavica, 1980. 67-78.
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violence of their fight. Baydas renders Captain Mironov’s words against Pugachév word
for word, but declines to depict the hanging within his text. He writes, “I do not recognize
you as a king, because you are a robber and a miscreant—Death is better for me than

. 2
scandal and dlsgralce”9

(360). In describing the plight of Vasilisa Egorovna, he leads
right up to the violence quoted above, but cuts away from the scene without including
any actual violence against the woman. Baydas’ text reads,
“Woe unto you, you heartless people! What have you done to my husband? Oh
Mironov, where have you gone? Let there be no gain for the killer, the wretched
villain and immoral robber that he is!”* (360).
Pugachév then orders her death, but Baydas does not describe any other action around the
incident. Baydas goes to great lengths to remove all of the ‘on-stage’ violence from the
story, at least in this early work. Pushkin uses this violence to complicate the portrait of
Pugachév that he puts forward in the novel; since so much of the story paints a more
sympathetic portrait of the rebel leader, this scene reminds the reader of the darker side of
the rebellion that he detailed so extensively in his previous historical work on the
uprising.
PATRIOTISM
In ibnat al-qubtan, Baydas focuses most directly on the ideals of patriotism and
nationalism in modern society. There are many instances throughout the novel in which
Baydas inserts various calques for the concept of patriotism into his translation—most
often “mahabbat al-watan.” Pushkin never mentions or discusses the concept of

patriotism explicitly. In fact, the ideals of patriotism and military service suffer at the

hands of Pushkin’s irony throughout the story. For example, Baydas first uses the term
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when describing Zurin through Butrus’ eyes. Butrus sees Zurin as “Well spoken, as if
projecting through his behavior and conversation the fact that he is of honorable
origin/lineage and noble descent—a chivalrous and patriotic individual™®* (276). Baydas
also gives extra lines to Zurin in which he comments on the great patriotism of Grinév’s
father in sending his son to such a remote military post. We find several instances of such
emphasis in the descriptions of Grinév toward the end of his adventures. When Baydas
describes Grinév’s reasons for leaving Mar’ia and his family to help Zurin, he cites his
patriotism several times (420).

Patriotism also plays a key role in the contrast that Baydas constructs between
Butrus and Pugachév. In addition to the scene discussed above, when Butrus confronts
Pugachév toward the end of the novel, we see the concept of patriotism brought to the
fore. Baydas renders their conversation as follows.

“There is no doubt of that, but it is God’s prerogative to do as He will, and I cast

my hopes on my creator and serve my homeland (watani) and never let it be said

about me in the future that I betrayed my dear homeland (watani al-‘aziz) that my

fathers, and their fathers before them, have purchased/earned with rivers of

blood”* (383)
This response wins Pugachév over because of “Butrus’ steadfastness in loving his
homeland,”® and he agrees to let him go, but asks pleadingly, “Go where you will, but do

7
not be my enemy”9

(383). Butrus responds, “I told you that I am bound to serve my
country and my homeland, and to follow whatever my leaders command me—I will not

hesitate to obey their command no matter how impossible it might be™?® (383).
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Toward the end of the novel, Baydas again inserts patriotic feelings into places
missing from Pushkin’s text. In the buildup to the final battle at the village, Pushkin’s
general does not respond excitedly to the call to defend the village. Certain that it is a lost
cause, he instead leaves things to happen as they will. In Baydas’ translation, by contrast,
the general passes from his initial doubt to enthusiasm after Butrus delivers a lengthy
speech laced with patriotic sentiments. The soldiers respond “long live the tsar!” (395)
and the general begins to prepare the defenses. All of this makes the letter indicting
Butrus at the end of the novel even more powerful for among its accusations it includes
the phrase, “The General Butrus Grinév of city N. has betrayed his homeland (gad khana

watanahu) and sided with the rebel Pugachév™®”

(431). In the patriotism-obsessed text
that Baydas produces, the accusation of treason is a much bigger surprise than in

Pushkin’s more nuanced novel, and makes the final resolution of the story much more

dramatic.

Like many of his contemporaries, Baydas believed strongly in the didactic power
of the novel. In a revised version of his 1908 manifesto on the importance of prose
fiction, he wrote:

“the true novel—the artistic novel—is that which strives for morals of wisdom

and literary aims; that which strives for the glorification of virtue and the criticism

of vice, for the cultivation of morals and the enlightenment of intellect, the

purification of hearts and the reformation of actions.”'® (1924 4)

This was not an uncommon view of literature among Arab authors and translators in the

nahdah. It becomes particularly relavent in the present discussion because of the way it
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illuminates Baydas’ translation practice. In translating Kapitanskaia Dochka, many of the
changes that Baydas makes serve to emphasize the message and moral that he wishes to
communicate. In this section I will examine some instances of this practice that have
previously been misread as evidences of his lack of literary skill to show that Baydas was
very much in control of his text as he manipulated it through his translation.

Kapitanskaia Dochka is characterized by the pervasive irony that Pushkin inserts
into the story. Debreczeny highlights the irony in the text that derives from the way that
Pushkin leads the reader into anticipating certain scenes and actions, only to undo these
expectations at each turn (1983 261-270). As Pushkin draws upon various conventions of
romantic and adventure literature surrounding the concepts of an officer of the guard, life
in the southern republics, life in rural Russia, battle, romance, and adventure, he upsets
each of these expectations by inserting unexpected turns into each generic expectation.
He is able to simultaneously evoke the dramatic potential of the exotic landscape in
which his story is set—from the ferocity of a blizzard on the steppe to life in a rural
outpost among the Cossacks—and diffuse that wonder by injecting everyday realism into
each scene.

In Baydas’ translation, however, we lose the sense of irony present in the
structure of Pushkin’s text. We can either read this as a deliberate misinterpretation of the
source text, Baydas wanting to take certain aspects of the story and adjust them to suit his
needs in his situation, or we can see it as an unintentional misinterpretation of the source
text. As a young translator, perhaps Baydas simply chose those aspects of the story that

seemed most interesting and held together in the most compelling storyline. A close
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examination of the elements that Baydas eliminates from his translation will give us
insight into this question.

In Kapitanskaia Dochka, Pushkin upsets the conventions of Russian historical
fiction by leading the reader into anticipating certain scenes and actions, only to undo
these expectations at each turn—either through grisly realism or sharply critical satire.
Critics have praised Pushkin’s novel for the way that his relentless irony disrupts every

standard of the genre.101

The humor present in Kapitanskaia Dochka depends largely
upon the ability of the audience to recognize how the story should be told and to feel the
divergences from this pattern in Pushkin’s text. Baydas’ translation eliminates the humor
and irony found in Pushkin’s novel, the type of alteration that is often interpreted as a
deficiency in the translation by critics. In this section, I wish to show that the flattening of
Pushkin’s irony is another example of Baydas’ deliberate manipulation of the source text
to serve his own literary, social, and political goals. In place of the ambivalent attitudes
toward the military service and Pugachév’s rebellion that we find in Pushkin’s novel,
Baydas’ translation contains a straightforward romantic narrative that champions the
concepts of patriotism and service to the homeland.

For example, the early scene in which Grinév’s parents discuss his future service
is quite different in the two texts. In Pushkin’s Kapitanskaia Dochka, the scene is played
for comic effect. Picturing himself serving in the military, Pétr Grinév exclaims, “The

thought of military service brought with it to my mind thoughts of freedom and the

pleasures of St. Petersburg life. I imagined myself an officer of the guard, which, in my

1% The most extensive treatment of irony in Pushkin’s prose works comes from Paul Debreczeny’s The
Other Pushkin and Monika Greenleaf’s Pushkin and Romantic Fashion.
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opinion, was the height of human experience” (46).' Notably missing from Grinév’s
enthusiasm for military service is any hint of the more noble concepts of duty, honor, or
service. Indeed, when he learns of his father’s decision to send him instead to a small
border outpost, Grinév laments, “And thus, all of my bright hopes were crushed. In place
of the happy Petersburg life, boredom awaited me in the silent, distant countryside. The
service about which I had thought with such joy now seemed to me a heavy sorrow”
(48).'” This thread plays out more completely in Grinév’s first moments en route to his
place of service, where he immediately gets wrapped up in drinking, gambling, and other
dubious forms of entertainment with a soldier who eggs him on, saying, “You have to get
used to the ‘army life’.”

In place of the tongue in cheek introduction to army life that Pushkin provides,
Baydas’ tone is completely serious from the very beginning. When Butrus is informed
that he will be serving in a remote outpost instead of St. Petersburg, Baydas’ narrator
reports that “Butrus was overcome with anger. He had heard a lot about the barbarity of
the people who lived in that region and the coarseness of the Cossacks who lived there.
Still, he did not utter a word because he did not dare to contradict his father”!™ (275).
This report conveys none of the ironic humor that is present in Pushkin’s text. Instead,
Baydas quietly respects his father, who explains his decision in these words, “I don’t

want my son to go to St. Petersburg because he won’t learn a single thing there™'” (264).
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Though the father in Pushkin’s version relates the same sentiment, in Baydas’ translation
the context is changed because Grinév’s expectations are different, as Butrus is left no
room for rebellion — or even rebellious thoughts — in the conversation between his
parents.

The liberties of al-tarjamah bi-tasarruf discussed in Chapter One have
traditionally been read as deficiencies in the translation. If we concern ourselves with
Baydas as a translator instead of fidelity to the source text, we can read them differently.
First, one must remember that Baydas’ target audience did not have the same familiarity
with the generic concerns of the Russian historical novel. As Pushkin’s disruption of
literary genres does not read well in the Arab context, nor does it serve Baydas’ goal in
publishing this translation, he makes the necessary changes. By removing the literary
irony from the story, Baydas can focus on the elements of Pushkin’s story that connect
most directly with the intellectual trends in the Levant at this time. In place of the
ambivalent attitudes toward the Russian nobility and Pugachév’s rebellion that we find in
Pushkin’s novel, Baydas produces a straightforward romantic narrative that champions
the concepts of patriotism and service to the homeland.

Throughout his translation, Baydas uses many different techniques to include
necessary extra information about the unfamiliar aspects of the Russian context for his
readers. For example, each time that he uses the word “jawaz” to mean passport, he gives

in parentheses the explanatory note “tadhkarat murir” (literally “ticket of passage”).

Unsure that his readers would be familiar with the term “jawdz,” Baydas give a synonym.

Both terms are still commonly used in this same way today.

Poetry and Language
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Kapitanskaia Dochka contains a significant amount of poetry and idiomatic
Russian. Baydas makes different decisions concerning these texts in translating the story
into Arabic. Pushkin begins each chapter with a brief epigraph, usually taken from a
Russian folk song or a piece of poetry. Baydas eliminates the epigraphs that appear at the
beginning of each section in Pushkin’s version. While this could be a question of space
and formatting constraints, it also dodges a difficult piece of translation. Baydas also
neglects to translate the examples of poetry that dot Pushkin’s text, (most conspicuously
Grinév’s love poem to Masha).

At the same time, Baydas does sometimes go to greater lengths to produce an
approximation in Arabic for idiomatic phrases and snippets of poetry in the text. For
example, at the beginning of the story, PEtr Grinév’s father gives him several pieces of
advice as he is leaving to begin his service. He ends his advice by repeating the saying,
“Care for your clothes from the time they are new, and for your honor from your

y Outh”106

(beregi plat’e snovu a chest’ smolodu) (48). Baydas does not attempt to
translate this saying into Arabic, but does insert a similar phrase that captures the feeling
of the original. He writes: “Take care, my son, for those who indulge in venial sins are

. . 107
bound to be drawn to heinous crimes”'°

(Hidhar, hidhar ya bunayy fa-inna man
vastarsilu fi al-sagha’iri yastadriju ila al-kaba’iri) (276). This phrase seems to be
Baydas’ own, not an established idiom, and replicates the rhythm, rhyme, and meaning of
the original phrase.

At the same time, Baydas inserts poetry into other parts of the story where none is

found in Pushkin’s text. In response to Mar’ia’s letter that he receives on the eve of the

19 “Gepery miaTbe CHOBY, a 4ECTh CMOJIOLY.”
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final battle at the village, Butrus recites the following lines from the Abbasid poet
Ibrahim bin al-Mahdi to himself: (396).

Perhaps He who guided Joseph’s family to him

And exalted him when he was captive in prison

Will answer our plea and bring us together

For God, the Lord of the world, is all powerful.lo8
Baydas’ insertion of these lines of poetry into the story is an example of his desire to
make his translation match the taste of his readers. It is a piece of poetry that would be
familiar to many of his readers, and even if they did not know this particular couplet, it is
clearly a piece of classical Arabic poetry, lending legitimacy to his translation. The
poetry does match the situation, as Butrus contemplates the prospect of never being with
Mariia again.

Beyond such instances of catering to the literary tastes of his intended audience,
many of the additions that Baydas makes serve his didactic purposes. Baydas’ insistence
on inserting patriotism into Pushkin’s text, as discussed above, forms one major example
of this phenomenon. Baydas continues this theme throughout the novel, casting military
service as a shining example of patriotism.

The starkly different depictions of military service in each text mark another
profound change that Baydas makes to Pushkin’s text as he translates. For Pushkin,
nothing is off limits, and he portrays almost every aspect of military service with a dose
of ironic humor and sarcasm. Baydas, on the other hand, is very solemn in presenting the
importance of military service and everything that comes with it. In Pushkin’s story,

Grinév makes his entrance at the fortress where he will serve, and is greeted by the

following scene:
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Nobody met me. I entered the porch and opened the door to the entryway. An old
invalid, sitting at the table, stitched a blue patch onto the elbow of a green
uniform. I commanded him to announce my arrival. ‘Go on in, sir,” the invalid
answered. ‘Our folks are home.’ . . . At the window sat an old woman in a jacket
and with a scarf on her head. “What can I do for you, sir?’ she asked, laying aside
her activity. I answered that I came to serve, and had come to fulfill my duty to
the Captain, and with this word I turned to the bent elderly man whom I took for
the commander, but the woman interrupted my memorized. ‘Ivan Kuzmich is not
here,” she said. ‘He went to visit Father Gerasim, but that hardly matters, sir, ’'m
his housewife. Please be so kind as to sit down, sir.””'% (70-71)

This domestic scene is the opposite of what Grinév had expected upon reporting to the
fortress. In Pushkin’s narrative, this is just one in a string of events that upset the reader’s
expectations at every turn as Debrecezny describes. Though his story follows the basic
outline of a typical romantic adventure story, Pushkin does not compose such a work.

Baydas, on the other hand, removes all of the twists that give Pushkin’s story its
unique irony, leaving behind a very stereotypical adventure story. When his hero arrives
at the fort, he is met with the following scene:

Butrus came to a large plaza in which the captain was drilling a huge army of
cavalry and they took their places until the captain completed his work after
Butrus instructed his servant to dismiss the coachman and wait for his return with
the captain. They then took up observing those soldiers and the military
maneuvers in which they were engaged. Butrus was surprised by their skill in all
of the equestrian maneuvers and watched them carefully when suddenly they
broke into three groups with the Captain in the middle, commanding in a strong
voice that all immediately obeyed.''* (299)
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Baydas is particularly careful to smooth out those aspects of Pushkin’s story that
portray the people involved in military service as anything short of outstanding. Butrus’
story becomes a much more traditional bildungsroman in which he progresses from a
naive young man to a noble soldier. Not only does the above section contrast starkly with
Grinév’s initial entrance into the fortress in Pushkin’s rendition, but it departs even
further from the scene at the drilling yard in Pushkin’s story. Pushkin writes,

“Approaching the Commander’s home, we saw in the courtyard about twenty

elderly invalids with long whiskers and in three-cornered hats. They were

standing in formation. In the front stood the commander, a tall, vigorous old man,
in a cap and silk gown. We stopped to watch the drills, but he asked us to
continue on to see Vasilisa Egorovna, promising to follow us shortly. ‘There’s

nothing,” he added, ‘for you to see here.””!!! (74)

All of these alterations that we find point to Baydas’ concern with al-watan; the
phrases “service of the watan” (khidmat al-watan) and “devotion to the watan”
(mahabbat al-watan) repeat again and again throughout his translation. How can we
understand what he means by al-watan? As a citizen of the Ottoman Empire, he could
easily be referring to that state as his homeland, or watan. At the same time, as an Arab
and as an Orthodox Christian, Baydas belonged to several other distinct groups within
Ottoman society that did not always see eye-to-eye with the government in Istanbul. As
we look at the articles Baydas published on the topic in al-nafa’is, we can begin to

answer the question of which geographical locations and communal identities formed

Baydas’ watan. What we find in these articles is a radical shift in Baydas’ conception of

M “Tlonxons x KOMEHJIAHTCKOMY JTIOMY, MbI YBUJICITU HA IUIOMIA/IKE YCIOBEK JIBAIIaTh CTAPEHBKUX
WHBAJIUOB C JUIMHHBIMU KOCAMH U B TPEYTOJbHBIX IIIsax. OHU BEICTPOCHBI ObUIH BO GpyHT. Briepeaun
CTOSUT KOMCHJIAHT, CTAPUK OOPHIil U BBICOKOTO POCTY, B KOJIITAKE M B KUTAHYaTOM Xajare. YBUJIS HAC, OH K
HaM IOJIOLLEN, CKa3aJl MHE HECKOJIBKO JIACKOBBIX CJIOB M CTaJI OIISTh KOMAaH10BaTh. Mbl OCTaHOBWIMCH OBLIO
CMOTpETh Ha YUCHHE; HO OH IIPpOCHII Hac UATH K Bacumuce EropoBHe, obemniasch ObITh BCIeA 32 HAMU. «A
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homeland: he moves from Ottomanist conceptions of citizenship in the issues of al-
nafa’is that predate World War One to a more distinctly Arab and Palestinian definition
of watan in the post-war issues of the journal.

Discussing expressions of Palestinian national identity in this period always
evokes passionate debate. While some scholars contend that there are no explicit

12 this

expressions of Palestinian nationalism before the end of the First World War,
opinion is highly disputed. Most discussions of the topic tie the emergence of Palestinian
national identity to political Zionism. For example, ‘Adnan Abu-Ghazaleh writes in his
work on Arab cultural nationalism,

“There seems no doubt that the very literary revival itself was a function of the

Palestinian consciousness of the Zionist threat, and consequently, the literature of

the Mandate period derives much of its inspiration from Palestinian and Arab

nationalism” (69).

In such a construction, Palestinian national identity is reduced to a response to the
threat of Zionist activity in the region. Rashid Khalidi traces the process of identity
formation in Palestine to a much earlier date, citing the interplay between Ottoman and
Palestinian identity that begins as early as the 18" century. While recognizing that the
construction of national identity always involves such conflict with an outside Other,
Khalidi writes, “Although the Zionist challenge definitely helped to shape the specific
form Palestinian national identification took, it is a serious mistake to suggest that
Palestinian identity emerged mainly as a response to Zionism™ (2010 20). Focusing the

present discussion on the work of Khalil Baydas, we can see elements of both his

Ottoman connections and his concern with political Zionism in his writings.

"2 Among literary scholars, I have found this opinion expressed clearly in the works of Matti Moosa and
Reuven Snir.



Reading Baydas’ fiction as translations, and in relation to the texts from which he
was translating, we can see more clearly the expressions of national identity that are
present in so many of the works (both fiction and non-fiction) that he published
throughout his career. Like ibnat al-qubtan, many of these strong expressions of
patriotism and nationalism come long before World War One, the British Mandate, or the
firm establishment of political Zionism. These early works show the continuity in
Palestinian national thought as expressed before and after the War. While the texts
discussed below clearly show the development of Baydas’ thinking on the issue of
nationalism, they also link the emotional response to political Zionism to trends that were
already present in the decades leading up to the 1917 Balfour Declaration.

In the issues of al-nafa’is published before the First World War (1908-1914),
Baydas repeats the phrases connected with patriotism and service to the homeland that he
used in his translation of Kapitanskaia Dochka. Baydas concludes his introductory essay
to the first issue (November 1908) with the sentence, “Our aim for lovers of learning and
literature is that they will accept this project of ours easily. We ask God to guide us in the
right path and to grant us success in what will bring benefit (nafa’) to the homeland (al-
watan) and the country (al-bilad)” (2).'" Baydas again repeats the same sentiment in the
introduction to the seventh issue of al-nafa’is (December 1908), taking a moment to
thank the other newspapers who have responded so positively to his new enterprise. He
concludes his thanks by imploring God to guide him to “that which has the widest benefit
for the nation (al-ummah) and the homeland (al-watan)” (117-1 18).114 Thus, in the first

year of publication, we see that Baydas retains his concern with serving the homeland
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through literary work, though there are still no clear indications of how he conceives of
his watan, or homeland, from the works published in al-nafa’is. One of the most
challenging elements of Baydas’ preoccupation with nationalism comes out of the
historical context. In the period immediately following the 1908 constitutional reforms in
the Ottoman Empire, it is not always clear where the allegiances of the Arab writers lie.
So when Baydas writes about al-watan, what political/cultural entity is he referring to?
In the second year of publication, 1909, however, we begin to see more extended
discussion of this central term. In the first issue of the second year, under the section
entitled “athar adabiyyah” (“Literary Works”), Baydas gives praise to a number of
contemporary periodicals, recommending that his subscribers read them. Among these
we find the well-known journal al-watan, which Baydas describes as being “diligent in
serving the homeland,”'" together with the journal jami’at al-funiin, which he describes

116
7”7 and also

as “an Ottoman journal dealing with a wide variety of contemporary arts,
hadigat al-akhbar, which he describes as being “the oldest Arab newspaper in Syria” (62-
63).""7 At this point in his career, Baydas distinguishes between these different identities,
but does not totally separate them. He refers to “the two countries of Egypt and Syria”
(al-qutrayn misr wa-siriyya), but does not apply the term watan to them directly. In the
first two years of al-nafa’is, Baydas never expresses a clearly Arab version of
nationalism.

We do, however, find many instances through the first few years of al-nafa’is in

which Baydas explicitly writes himself into the Ottoman context. For example, in an

article printed in 1911, Khalil Sa’ad refers to “our Ottoman government” several times
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(1911 106). At the same time, Sa’ad criticizes the oppressive tendencies of the Ottoman
regime, and places them in the same camp as other oppressive regimes that have divided
the Syrian people in the past. He writes, “Corrupt rulers in various times have been very
influential in establishing divisiveness in the body of Syrian society. Religious
differences, which in the Middle Ages almost led to national unity, have helped in this
process” (1911 107).""® This shift away from clear support of the Ottoman rulers begins
very quickly after the first year of al-nafa’is. In Chapter Five I will consider this trend
more fully in conjunction with Baydas’ 1909 translation ahwal al-istibdad, which is
clearly meant to criticize ‘Abd al-Hamid II and his regime.
Another important commentary on national identity comes in a poem written by

Is’af al-Nashashibi that Baydas published in the first issue of the second year of al-
nafa’is. The poem, “Dhikra Fatat Makdiiniyya,” praises the deposition of the monarch,
and calls on the East to rise up in this new era of possibilities. He writes, “Oh East, your
sleep has gone on too long, rise up / to nobility and greet the coming daly”119 (1909 51).
This call quickly turns to the heroes of the Young Turk movement, mentioning Shawkat,
Niazi, and others by name. In describing the removal of the sultan from power, al-
Nashashib1’s language intensifies. He writes:

They removed the oppressor of the country, the one who brought

injustice to the people, the perfidious, the deceiver.

They toppled down the highest among his towers

so the glorious is now in ruins.

Oppression was destroyed the day he left
And, overwhelming and swaggering, justice was restored.'* (1909 51)
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In these lines, al-Nashashibi decries the old Ottoman regime in familiar terms of pride,
vanity, oppression, and ruin, or decay. This poem illustrates the optimistic outlook of
Arab intellectuals after the 1908 constitutional reforms. Later in the poem, al-Nashashib1
refers to the title character of the poem as “the girl of the struggle” (fatat al-nidal),
emphasizing the degree to which this struggle against oppression is ingrained into the
peoples who suffered under Ottoman regime.

Overall, al-Nashashibi’s poem fits well within the discourse that blames the
backwardness of the Arab world during the 19" and 20" centuries on oppressive Ottoman
rule. The tension, however, comes in the fact that at this early stage after the
constitutional reforms of 1908 al-Nashashibi still aligns himself with the emerging
Ottoman regime. That is to say, instead of championing an emergent Arab national
identity, the title character of his poem is still Macedonian. His praise is for the Turkish
generals who brought the reforms to pass, not for the end of the Ottoman rule, but for its
transformation into something new. This complicated attitude toward Ottoman rule is
common in the early years of al-nafa’is, though it would shift again only a few years
later.

At the same time, Baydas envisioned a Syrian people that existed within the
framework of this Ottoman nation. In the 1913 volume of al-nafd’is he published an
article by Buliis Sa’ad entitled “sukkan siriya’ (“The Inhabitants of Syria”) begins with
the phrase, “There is no people (sha’b) among the Asian peoples whose branches are so
various, and whose groups and sects are so numerous as the Syrian people (sha’b)”'*!

(1913 324). This sense of the scattered and fractured nature of the nation to which Baydas
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felt that he belonged appears in several different contexts within al-nafa’is. Some of the
articles expressing this view that were printed in al-nafa’is call for forms of government
and governance that deemphasize the various divisions in Syrian/Ottoman society. Most
notably, this group called for completely secular forms of government in order to avoid

any of the sectarian strife that had already defined politics in the region.

In the sixth issue of the 1912 volume of al-nafa’is, Baydas includes a small article
from Biilus al-Kaftr1’s newspaper al-Muhadhdhib on the popularity of articles
concerning socialism in other Arabic-language newspapers. This article decries the
publication of such articles, and gives the following explanation: “Are we not all
participants in Ottoman nationalism?”'** (1912 193). This attitude would give way to
frustration with the British as World War One swept across the Middle East.

The complex nature of these relationships is also manifest in the series that ran in
1913 on the nations of the Balkans. Baydas sets himself the task of giving the background
of each of the nations that make up the Balkans, since “The Balkan War is today the talk
of the people and the principle concern on their minds” (1913 3).'* Baydas chooses first
to describe the Turks (al-atrak) in the following words: “They are originally the Mughal
Tatar tribes that inhabited the western parts of Mongolia several centuries before the

advent of Christianity”124

(1913 3). This description draws a distinct division between the
Turks and the Arabs. The remainder of Baydas’ history of this nation follows their

ascension to power in Constantinople and the eastern parts of southern Europe. In this

geographical construction, Baydas describes his own people and nation as being on the
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same side of history as the peoples of the Balkan Peninsula, oppressed by the Turkish
foreigners who have foreign roots.

With the end of World War One, Baydas turns the content published in his journal
to more direct criticism of the Ottoman government and speaks forcefully of the power
and potential of alternatives to the Ottoman regime. He continues to publish articles in
which the authors use various terms in referring to these possibilities, including ummah,
watan, and sha’b. In addition to his growing criticism of the Ottomans, Baydas began to
construct an Arab national identity in Syria by contrasting this group with the Zionist
movement that had become so prominent. Baydas’ new attention to this phenomenon
shows a marked shift in Arab political thought in the Levant.

World War One had a profound impact on the work of Khalil Baydas. Before the
war, he went to great lengths to preserve the exclusively literary character of his journal,
refusing to print explicitly political comments in its pages. When al-nafa’is resumed
printing in 1919, it had a markedly different tone. While the journal still contained a
number of purely literary pieces in each issue, Baydas also filled the pages of that year’s
issues with articles on Zionism, international politics, and nationalist rhetoric. In these
later issues, we find a wealth of information related to the issue of national identity in
Baydas’ career.

The new rhetoric around nationalism even appears in some of the advertising
published in the post-war issues of al-nafa’is. This advertisement for the Budiir Brothers
tobacco shop echoes Baydas’ rhetoric of nationalism and service to the nation. The title
of the shop as given in the advertisement is “ma’mal al-dukhan al-watani li-budiir al-

ikhwan” (“The Budiir Brothers’ National Smoke Shop”). In this case, these individuals



claim to be serving their nation (al-bilad) by “providing the finest varieties of pure

59125

tobacco.” ™ Even here, the knowledge that allows them to pursue such honorable service

of their nation comes after “studying the craft for several years in the United States.”"°
What’s more, they write, “We have made all of our workers local (wataniyyin), and
among them are many women and girls who have been compelled to work in order to

take care of their families.”'*’

Here the use of “wataniyin” is particularly interesting. Normally, this word is used
in the sense of ‘nationalist,” or individuals subscribing to a certain political ideology. The
author of this advertising copy is clearly using the word to mean ‘members of our own
watan,” or nation. This shows how flexible these terms were, even in 1921. The company
also uses this concept of watan to tie themselves to the collective suffering of the people
that came as a consequence of the First World War by commenting on the fact that many
of their local workers had been forced to work because of the difficult circumstances in
the country.

In addition, the works published in the second decade of the 20" century reflect
the growing concern with the influence of political Zionism in Palestine. The appearance
of Zionism as a major concern sets the 1919 volume of al-nafa’is apart. Baydas’ silence
during the war years makes it difficult to trace the introduction of this concern into his
writing, but when al-nafa’is reappears in 1919 Zionism clearly occupies a prominent
place in Baydas’ writing. In an article entitled “al-yahiid fi al-quds” (“Jews in

Jerusalem™) Baydas writes, “The Zionist issue today is the mother of all issues that

concern Palestine and the people of Palestine whatever their sect or religion or race. Just
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as it is one of the complex issues, nay, problems that political leaders in Europe and
America are working to solve” (1919 82).”128 Here we can see that the nationalist strands
that are observable in Baydas’ earlier writings (all the way back to ibnat al-qubtan in
1898) began to take a different turn. Whereas Baydas previously defined national identity
in positive terms, an identity expressed through loyalty to the government and a sense of
pride in one’s community, al-yahiid fi al-quds marks the first time that Baydas began to
define Palestinian national identity in opposition to an outside identity, and outside threat.
This oppositional turn infuses Baydas’ understanding of national identity with a new
vitality, a force that transcends “sects, religions, and races.” Baydas’ description of
Zionist groups is filled with respect for their organization and the many different ways
that they support those who wish to immigrate to Palestine.

By 1921, however, the tenor of articles concerning nationalism and colonialism
had changed dramatically. In a short set of thoughts entitled “nazarat,” Baydas expresses
strong opinions on these very topics. The tone and strength of these articles is much more
intense than anything we find in the pre-war years of al-nafa’is. Baydas had clearly come
to define Palestinian nationalism in opposition to political Zionism. This is particularly
clear in two items from this issue that deal with naming. The first concerns the renaming
of the street that leads to the Church of the Holy Sepulcher in the old city of Jerusalem.
There were some present who wished to rename the street “shari’ al-nasiri” (‘“‘street of
the Nazarene”). Baydas commented, “Fine. This is also a type of reform in our happy

new era. For, did they not write on the cross upon which the Messiah was hung, ‘Jesus of
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Nazareth [al-ndasiri], King of the J ews? 1% (1921 62). This punch line aims at the
growing tension between the Jews and Arabs living in Palestine at the time.

In the next selection of nazarat in this same issue, Baydas reports that “the Zionist
members [of a government council] had requested that ‘Palestine,’ the country’s current,
famous name, be substituted with the name ‘the Land of Israel,” presenting many
evidences from the Bible” (1921 62). Tongue firmly in cheek, Baydas responds, “They
are right. The name of this country was Israel.” He goes on to list all of the other names
by which that land had been known over the centuries, and finally suggests,

“So we must either call the country by all of these names, or take from each name
a single letter, and make a new name from all of these letters, or choose one of
these names at random. Or perhaps we should just call it Balfouria, a name both
new and beautiful”'** (1921 62).

In addition, Baydas speaks out against foreign colonialism in this same section of
this issue. Here is a selection of the article:

We do not know when Palestinians were consulted concerning this issue, or when
they disassociated themselves from the government of their Syrian brothers,
though they are children of one nation (ummah) bound by language and customs
and culture and history and geography to say nothing of the bonds of blood
relation and the connections of the womb and the unity of interests. . . . There is
no crime in the fact that the Palestinians know with certainty that it is a great
oppression that they cut the bonds of the country and that something come
between a man and his brother and his cousin and his own people in order to
realize the unrealistic aims and colonial dreams that any sound mind rejects and
against which any true knowledge sounds a warning, nor does it agree with the
morals of the devoted, loyal people of the country.""
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This article marks the first time that Baydas published such forceful condemnation of
foreign involvement in Arab affairs. His desire to speak out against foreign intervention
moves him to declare his vision of Arab nationalism very clearly—he refers specifically
to the “government of their Syrian brothers,” using the term “siriyyin” instead of “bilad
al-sham.” Zachs notes that this appellation had greater currency among those Arabs who
envisioned a secular state that could include members of all the different religious groups
in the region (2001 159). In the passage cited above, Baydas has taken the idealistic
images of nationalism and patriotism present in ibnat al-qubtan and developed them into
more concrete expressions of affiliation and kinship specific to his own historical,
political, and geographical context. This shift leaves no room for confusion on the issue
of Ottomanism versus Arab nationalism, for it had already become clear that Ottoman
rule was not to continue much longer. Given these circumstances, we see Baydas aligning
himself clearly with the emerging nationalist movements centered in Beirut. This
transition represents a major shift away from the more abstract expressions of nationalism
present in Baydas’ early literary works like ibnat al-qubtan.

Reading Baydas’ translation of Kapitanskaia Dochka against this cross section of
articles treating issues around Palestinian nationalism sheds new light on the
development of these ideas in Baydas’ mind. In the larger context of Palestinian
nationalism, this text sheds light on earlier expressions of national thinking than are often
acknowledged in the literature. While the earlier texts like ibnat al-qubtan do not show
the same concrete forcefulness in their nationalist rhetoric, pairing them with the post-
war texts from al-nafa’is shows that this line of thinking was already present in the

Palestinian context in an earlier era. It is easy to overlook earlier expressions of
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nationalism, like those that fill every page of ibnat al-qubtan, because they do not center
so clearly on defining a Palestinian national identity in opposition to an outside Other, or
because they are not so clearly constructed in opposition to political Zionism as the post-
war articles printed in al-nafd’is. At the same time, reexamining the materials in this
early translation shows the clear continuity of Baydas’ thought concerning nationalism.
Baydas composed an entire translated novel based on the concepts of patiortism and
service to the homeland in 1898—Ilong before most histories begin discussing
nationalism in the Palestinian context.

Baydas’ translated work ibnat al-qubtan has every mark against it in the rubric of
the canon of modern Arabic literature—it is a translation that has been radically altered
and severely abridged. It does not deal with Arab characters or an Arab context. For these
reasons, ibnat al-qubtan (and so many similar texts from the nahdah) have never received
close critical attention. This chapter is just a brief example of the tremendous untapped
body of information and insight available to literary historians and scholars of literature
within these early translations. By reading them carefully against not only their source
texts, but also within their particular social and historical context, we can begin to see the

agendas, ideas, and abilities of their translators emerge.
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CHAPTER FOUR
Shaqa’ al-Muliik: educating a new nation
Much of the literature produced during the nahdah had a strong tendency towards
didacticism, and Baydas’ interest in education goes beyond the typical tendency to preach
and expound found in literature of the period and into substantial consideration of the
institutions of modern education. In all of Baydas’ published literary works, both original
and translated, we can clearly see close connections between literature and education.
Baydas’ career as an educator led him to be even more explicit and outspoken on matters
of education than some of his contemporaries. Furthermore, his close professional
association with the IOPS schools and other educational institutions in Jerusalem lend
additional credence to his observations and ideas about education in Palestine. This
chapter will explore the connections between literature and education by reading the
spaces between Baydas’ translated novel shaqa’ al-mulitk (1908) and the novel from
which it was translated, Marie Corelli’s Temporal Power (1902). The alterations that
Baydas makes to Temporal Power as he translates embody his philosophy of literature
and its role in society very clearly. More specifically, they highlight the strong
connection that he saw between education and a successful national movement, a theme
about which he published many essays and articles in the pages of al-nafa’is over the

years. In addition, the book details the workings of a radical socialist (ishtirakiyyah),



anarchist (fawdawiyyah)'** group as they seek to overthrow an oppressive monarchy—a
plot that mirrors (and predicts) events within the Ottoman Empire over the first 15 years
of the 20" century. Given the historical context in which Baydas completed his
translation, this becomes a very important issue. In addition to reading Baydas’
translation of Temporal Power closely, I will cite evidence from his journal al-nafa’is
that deals with the topic of education in modern society and its connection to the
emerging nationalist movements in the Arab provinces during this same period.

Khalil Baydas’ dual careers in literature and education were closely tied together.
While Baydas’ emphasis on the power of literature to educate and enlighten while
entertaining is far from unique in the nahdah context, we see in his translations and
publications a much more intimate concern with the actual institutions and impact of
formal education on Palestinian society. Baydas’ translated novel shaqa’ al-muliik
engages with a wide variety of nahdawi concerns—everything from the role of
government to the place of women in modern society—all wrapped up in a fast-paced
adventure story. Comparing the work to the text from which he was translating, however,
we can begin to see just how much material explicitly related to formal education he
inserts into the translation, and how much he chooses to leave out of his translation. To
further illustrate the prominence of this concern in Baydas’ work, this chapter includes a
discussion of the non-fiction articles about education in Palestine that appeared alongside
shaqa’ al-muliik on the pages of al-nafa’is. These articles form a key part of the debates

around education and government that were taking place in Palestine during the early part

12 The fact that Baydas uses these specific terms is extremely significant, as both were coined by Salim al-
Bustani in his influential Beiruti journal al-jinan. This shows that Baydas was not only heavily invested in
the issues of contemporary Russian culture, but also read and followed the major Arab periodicals of his
day, as would be expected of an individual in his position.
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of the 20™ century. More importantly, they serve to illustrate Baydas’ deep commitment
to these issues, and serve to bring these themes to the foreground in the alterations he
makes to British author Marie Corelli’s novel Temporal Power as he translates it into
Arabic.

Baydas included installments of this translation at the end of each issue in the
1908-1909 year of al-nafa’is. Shaqa’ al-mulitk was Baydas’ first novel-length literary
translation, more than four times as long as ibnat al-qubtan, discussed in Chapter Three.
As with ibnat al-qubtan, we find in shaga’ al-muliitk the same extensive and open
alteration of the source text that was common to translation during the nahdah. At the
same time, shaqa’ al-muliik exhibits a different set of concerns motivating the changes
that Baydas makes to his source texts as he translates. This chapter will read his
translation closely for the evidences of his attitudes towards education that can be found
in the changes that he made to his source texts as he translates. In order to substantiate
my reading of shaga’ al-muliik, I will then choose articles from al-nafa’is that treat the
subject of education and make clear Baydas’ intention to transform Corelli’s novel into a
primer for citizens of a nascent modern state in the Levant.

Baydas must have begun translating shaqa’ al-muliik in the years leading up to
the Young Turk revolution of 1908, under the oppressive regime of ‘Abd al-Hamid II.
During those tumultuous years, he could not speak openly against the Sultan or the state
of affairs in the Ottoman Empire, but his views come through clearly in his translation.
His novel reads like a textbook for Ottoman subjects, instructing them in the roles and
responsibilities of both the ruler and the ruled in modern society. It exemplifies Baydas’

concern with education — both the intrinsic power of fiction to educate, and his explicit



concern with the institutions of formal education as they pertain to life in a modern nation
state. These concerns are a far cry from the philosophies and political positions that
underlie Corelli’s original work.

The year 1908, when Baydas began publishing al-nafa’is, was a year of change
and hope in the Ottoman Empire, particularly among the liberal educated elements of
Arab society. The constitutional reforms ushered in with the Young Turk revolution
promised new freedoms and an increased measure of autonomy to the Arab provinces.
Indeed, these very reforms made it possible for Baydas (and so many others from among
his contemporaries) to begin careers in publishing and journalism. The rule of Sultan
‘Abd al-Ham1d II in the years leading up to 1908 had been especially oppressive,
engendering early nationalistic resistance movements within Arab society.'* The
changes of 1908 opened the door for Baydas and his contemporaries to take Arab
journalism and print culture to a new level of sophistication and accessibility. Because
this opportunity followed ‘Abd al-Hamid II's reign so closely, the burst of journalistic
activity in 1908 also carried with it a power political charge.

Baydas and the Novel

In the inaugural issue of al-nafa’is in 1908, Baydas presents his new readers with
a manifesto of sorts on the role of fiction in society. In this essay, he focuses particularly
on the riwayah, a word that has become common today, but whose meaning was still
being negotiated at the turn of the century. The term riwayah is now used exclusively to
talk about novels, but originally referred to a much broader range of prose fiction genres,

including drama, short stories, and novels. These literary forms were quite innovative in

' See Abdelaziz Ayyad’s work Arab Nationalism and the Palestinians: 1850-1939, particularly the second
chapter, “The Arab Liberation Movement: the formative years” for a detailed history of the secret societies
beginning to organize in the Arab world in these years.
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the 19 century Arabic scene, and not exactly trusted by the literary or religious
establishments. Baydas’ opinions on the subject are close to those of many of his
contemporaries, such as Niqiila Haddad (Egyptian novelist), Ya’qiib Sarrif (one of the
editors of the periodical al-Mugtataf), Jurji Zaydan, and others. Each of these authors
(and many of their contemporaries) justified the new genres of prose fiction on the basis
of their potential to influence people to make good choices in their own lives. A few
selections from Baydas’ 1908 essay will give a clear picture of his philosophy of
literature. He writes,

“The profound influence that novels, in all their subjects, have on the heart and

mind is no secret; indeed, it is considered that they are the greatest pillar of

civilization (al-madaniyyah) due to the wisdom and culturing (tathqif al-akhlaqg)

that they contain, in addition to the morals and lessons that they hold, which

enlighten the mind.”"** (1908 1).
This same philosophy would come to shape Baydas’ translation practice, informing the
decisions that he made when working to bring a foreign text to an Arabic-reading
audience. As discussed in the second chapter of this dissertation, such concern with the
moral and didactic potential of the novel was often voiced among its supporters during
the nahdah. They felt that the novel’s ability to clearly present moral truths in a real-life
setting/situation outweighed the criticism leveled at the introduction of a foreign genre
into Arabic literature.

Baydas’ introductory statement goes further than a straightforward concern with
morality. In the last sentence of his introduction he writes, “We ask God to guide us to

the paths of wisdom and to grant us success in that which benefits the nation (al-ummah)

and the country (al-bilad)” (1908 2). Baydas clearly felt that the power of literature to

il Al S i alae§ e Wil el ia Jggall y coslall 8 jadaddl 5l e Lgrsuial 50 (BRI e il 55l Lo 485 D 134
Y 5 8 Lo sall g yaedl e adle (s s Lo g BAY) (il 8 AaSall (e dilaiios Le )



influence society went beyond simply commanding the right and forbidding the wrong in
the lives of individuals. His experience with Russian literature led him to closely identify
a strong national identity with a strong national literature.'*
Temporal Power — Pod Bremenem Vlasti — shaqa’ al-muliik

In the same issue that he published this manifesto, Khalil Baydas published the
first installment of his own translation of Marie Corelli’s novel Temporal Power (1902) —
the first major novel to be published serially in al-nafa’is. Marie Corelli was one of the
best selling British authors of the 19™ century. She wrote many novels, and they were
wildly popular with readers in Great Britain and abroad. Her works spanned a variety of
genres, from popular romances to philosophical novels. Critics were not kind to Corelli,
citing her overwrought descriptions and predictable plotlines. Her works were translated
into a variety of languages, and made into several different films in Europe, the United
States, and abroad. Temporal Power is not one of Corelli’s better known works today,
though it was widely read in its day. In this novel, Corelli is primarily concerned with
exploring the questions of power and authority in modern society. She divides this
question into temporal power, which rests with the monarch in her novel, and spiritual
power, which rests in the hands of the church. Her book contains a great deal of radical
socialist preaching and philosophizing. As she tells the story of an underground socialist

group preparing to overthrow the government of an imagined European country, she

133 There is certainly more work to be done on this point, but it falls far outside the scope of this dissertation
— the role of the poet and the role of the author in Russian society and in Russian nationalism is quite
unique—the poet as prophet, the author as seer is not necessarily a view shared in all modern Western
literary traditions. In his memoir Sab "in, Nu’aymeh gives further evidence of this atmosphere being
present in the IOPS schools when he laments the state of Arabic literature in comparison to Russian
literature of the 19" and 20™ centuries.
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makes clear her disdain for the existing English form of government and the influence of
the Catholic Church in European political matters.

The gap between Baydas’ Arabic translation and Corelli’s text is made more
interesting by the fact that he is translating from a translation. Baydas did not read
English, and therefore had no access to the original text. In the introduction to his
translation, he writes:

This novel contains, in the guise of entertainment and diversion, enough
wisdom and teaching to make it one of the most precious treasures, for it
represents the state of kings and their relation to their subjects, and their duties
towards them, in addition to the relationship of the subjects to the king, and their
rights before them, in addition to the related matters of men of state, the royal
court, and the power of the people (al-sha’b) in a variety of realistic depictions.
Together with all of this, it has an exciting plot and philosophical discussions of
society that are pleasant to hear and enticing to the soul.

Mary Corelli, the English author, composed the novel, and Z. Zhuravskaia
conveyed (nagalat) it into Russian, entitling it Under the Burden of Power. We
have Arabized it (‘arrabnaha) from Russian under the title The Miseries of Kings,
and have altered it (tasarrafna fiha), adding, deleting, changing, substituting,
dividing, etc. in order to make it agreeable to the tastes of the readers. We hope
that speakers of Arabic (abna’ al-‘arabiyyah) will find it interesting and
appealing. We put our trust in God."®

His indication that he is working from Z.N. Zhuravskaia’s Russian translation of Corelli’s
text is curious, because her Russian translation appeared in book form in 1916, eight
years before Baydas began publishing his translation. Baydas must have read
Zhuravskaia’s translation first in one of the Russian ‘thick journals’ of the time, though it

is unclear where it first appeared.'®’ The fact that Baydas not only subscribed to these
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37 We have testimonies from Krachkovskii and other Russian orientalists that Baydas and other graduates
of the IOPS schools subscribed to such journals, though I have not yet been able to identify positively the
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journals, but followed them so closely shows just how deeply he was involved with
contemporary Russian culture. While Corelli’s novel is not an obvious connection to
Russian literature, this instance shows the degree to which Baydas’ view of Western
Europe was filtered through Russian cultural sources. We do not have any other examples
of Arabic translations of Corelli’s work from this early date, but she had already become
very well known on the international literary scene. Baydas experienced world literature
through the Russian journals and books that he read. Nevertheless, his focus in writing
and translating always rested on the audience for which he was writing; his primary goal
was to present Arab readers with pieces of literature in form and context that would be
agreeable and beneficial for them.

At only 261 pages, Zhuravskaia’s translation considerably condenses the English
text, which runs 559 pages long. A significant proportion of this discrepancy comes from
differences in typesetting and layout of the two books. Nevertheless, Zhuravskaia cuts
many of the extended descriptions of nature and the environment that dominate Corelli’s
narrative. At the same time, she stays remarkably close to Corelli’s text in terms of the
characters’ relationships and the radical socialist politics contained in Corelli’s text. As
the focus of the present study is on the choices that Baydas makes as a translator, I will
include discussion of the Russian translation only in those instances that Baydas’ text

diverges from the English originall.138

Unlike Zhuravskaia’s alterations, which primarily
serve to condense the novel, Baydas makes major changes to the text as he translates it.

In addition to further condensing the plot, Baydas softens Corelli’s revolutionary tone

journal in which Zhuravskaia’s translation first appeared in print, or the initial date of its publication.

3% As the Russian translation was also completed on the eve of tremendous political change in Russia, it
will be interesting in a future study to read all three texts together in their respective historical contexts.
While this work was not one of Corelli’s most important works within the context of British literature, it
seems to have resonated in other societies experiencing great political change.



and focuses instead on producing a work that educates his audience about the relationship
between rulers, the ruled, and the law in modern society. In studying the spaces between
these texts, this chapter will focus on Baydas’ lifelong interest in education. After
examining his translation of Temporal Power, I will connect the trends visible in this
translation by exploring its relationship to Baydas’ comments on education, literature,
and modern society that found in the essays and articles that he publishes in al-nafa’is.
The liberal translation practice known as al-tarjamah bi-tasarruf (discussed in
chapter 2) defines Baydas’ translation practice in this case as in the previous works
discussed. In the introduction to Baydas’ translation of Temporal Power, he writes, “We
have altered the text in this translation, adding and subtracting, changing and substituting,
dividing the text, and other changes in order to agree with the readers’ taste”'*” (3). As
we investigate this statement through a close reading of Baydas’ translation, it will
become clear that some changes were indeed made to “agree with the readers’ taste,” but
the majority of them clearly serve very different purposes. In translating Temporal
Power, Baydas reshapes Corelli’s socialist-leaning Romantic adventure novel,
transforming it into a manual on the responsibilities of kings and citizens in a modern
government. His text preserves some of the strong condemnations of oppressive
governments and radical calls for social and political change that fill Corelli’s novel, but
also inserts material specific to the political situation in Palestine and the Ottoman
Empire at the time he was writing. In addition, we find more evidences of Baydas’
continual concern with civic and legal issues. Baydas’ alterations to Corelli’s text belie
his concern with the institutions of modern government and their relationship to rulers

and the ruled in a modern state. In shaga’ al-muluk we find the common traces of a

A (353 383l Al e 5 Cursdty Sl s aind s ol 5 3L s Lo Ly s 1

134



135

project of culturing (tathgqif) that he saw his journal carrying out among its Arab
readership, but also the more ambitious project of tamaddun, or becoming civilized. In
Baydas’ translation practice, we find traces of his desire to instruct his readers not only in
the moral realm, but also (and perhaps more urgently) in the civic.

British author Marie Corelli (1855-1924) was one of the best selling and most
well known authors of her time. Her books sold throughout Europe and were translated
into many languages. She was known as the “Queen of Victorian Bestsellers” (Ransom
1), though her books were never well-received by literary critics. Of all of Baydas’
literary translations, Temporal Power was the most contemporary piece that he translated,
in addition to being the first translation of Corelli’s work into Arabic. The very short
period of time between the publication of Temporal Power (1902) and Baydas’
translation, shaga’ al-mulitk (1908) indicates how quickly Corelli’s work spread.

Despite her fame and success during her lifetime, Corelli’s works largely fell out
of circulation later in the 20" century. Though Temporal Power may not occupy the same
place in today’s literary canon as The Captain’s Daughter, or even Prince Serebryanil,
Baydas took the translation seriously and was very proud of the finished product. When
shaqa’ al-mulitk was published in book form in 1922, Baydas made several different
announcements in the pages of al-nafa’is al- ‘asriyyah publicizing the new volume. He
gave more space to this novel than to other volumes of his stories and translations that he
also published in book form and advertised in al- al-nafa’is al- ‘asriyyah. Shortly after the
book became available separately, he included the following summary in the “athar
adabiyyah” section of al-nafa’is:

“The Misery of Kings: It is among the best social-literary novels, if not the very
best of them all. It is our advice to each reader, male and female alike, among the
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readers of these lines to strive to obtain it and to read it together with his family

once or twice, and to guard it as they would guard the most precious treasure that

they have to sustain their soul.”'** (1922 272)

Even taking into account the hyperbole in what amounts to advertising copy, this
statement is, in fact, unique among the advertisements for literary works published in al-
nafa’is. Baydas’ repetition of the superlatives describing the novel is not common in his
assessments of literary works. The detailed and explicit instructions on how the book is to
be read give us additional insight into Baydas’ view of his translation of Temporal
Power. Baydas clearly intended the work to be read as a textbook or guide for the Arabic-
language audience, and the changes that he makes while translating the text reflect this
fact.

Corelli writes an adventure novel infused with the rhetoric and imagination of
radical socialism. The novel is set in an unnamed imaginary European kingdom,'*' ruled
by a king who is given to philosophical meditations but surrounded by unscrupulous
politicians who seek only to profit from their positions. Prompted by his discontent with
the status quo, the King of the land goes undercover to learn the true state of affairs in his
kingdom. Going incognito, he discovers the existence of a secret revolutionary socialist
organization operating in his kingdom, and gradually comes to realize how disconnected
he has become from his subjects. Eventually, he gives himself fully to the cause of the
revolution (still working in disguise), recognizing the changes that he needs to make to
his government in order to better serve the people. Eventually, the people of the kingdom

come together under the influence of the socialist revolutionaries, and seek to overthrow
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the monarchy. It is only at this point that the King reveals himself as an operative of the
secret society, and reforms the government in accordance with the society’s socialist
beliefs. Clearly, Baydas’ choice of this novel as the first full-length translation in al-
nafa’is is not a chance event. The descriptions of the socialists’ meetings are extensive
and vivid. In many respects, they echo the secret societies that were functioning in
Istanbul and throughout the Arab world. Baydas (and his readers) must have been aware
of these groups, which would only make reading a novel about them even more
appealing. In addition, the unique way in which the king is involved in the revolutionary
group allows Baydas to present all of their anti-monarchical rhetoric while shielding
himself from retribution because it was couched deep inside the plot of a foreign novel.
The plot plays out in two strands, one for each side of the king’s dual life. On the
one hand, Corelli details the life of the king and his court in a time of intrigue and unrest
within the kingdom, and on the other, she follows the king’s alter ego, “Pasquin Leroy”
as he moves deeper and deeper into the socialist group. The pun behind this name seems
to have been lost on both Zhuravskaia and Baydas. The name ‘Pasquin’ has a long
tradition in classical literature, referring to a battered Roman statue that became a
mouthpiece for works parodying royalty. It eventually came to be an appellation for any
mouthpiece of satire directing at the royal or the ruling. Corelli puts this explanation in
the mouth of Zouche, the genius, though inebriated, poet of the revolutionary group.
Corelli gave her readers clues as to this connection, by having the poet Zouche declare,
“‘Pasquin’ stands for the beginning of a jest--so we may hope he will be amusing,--
‘Leroy’ stands for the king, and so we may expect him to be non-political!” when

Pasquin Leroy and his companions make their first appearance among the socialists (72).
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The King’s choice of alias indicates the tension within his life as king—in order
to finally fulfill his calling as king of the land, he must undercut his own authority,
uniting himself with the very elements of society that seek to depose him and his
government. The surname Leroy is easily recognizable as a corruption of the French /e
roi. Baydas renders the name as “lerwa,” ('s_Y) indicating that he did, in fact, understand
the clue hidden in the surname. For some reason, Baydas also renders the first name as if
it were a French name, giving “Bakin” ((Sb) in place of Pasquin. The responsibility for
this decision rests entirely with Zhuravskaia, as the meaning of the names that Corelli
chose disappears in the Russian translation, and thus would not be accessible to him. The
king’s dual personalities are particularly important for Corelli’s novel because of the
opportunities they provide her for giving a voice to the oppressed elements of society
within the kingdom. As Pasquin Leroy moves through the country, he serves as a guide
for the readers. Because he is encountering each situation for the first time, he often

prompts explanations from the other characters in the novel that the reader overhears.

The titles of the different versions of this work provide convenient windows into
the various projects of each respective author/translator. In Corelli’s case, Temporal
Power sets up the driving conflict behind the events and ideas of the novel. The power
and authority of the king and his government are rooted firmly in the classical virtues of
secular rule based in creating stability and prosperity for the people. While the
government depicted is a monarchy, it also contains significant representative
characteristics. In contrast to the king’s rule, Corelli sets up three alternate types of

power. The first oppositional force that she sets against the ideal of enlightened temporal
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power is that of organized religion. Within the hierarchy of the Catholic Church, Corelli
finds an oppressive power that corrupts both true spirituality and the foundations of
secular power. In the world of Temporal Power, the Catholic Church seeks to burden the
people with taxes, consolidating its own power and riches by manipulating the rulers and
pacifying the populace through the tools of religion. The second opposition to positive
temporal power that Corelli presents is the corrupting influence of wealth. This tendency
is portrayed very unflatteringly through the character of David Jost, a wealthy Jewish
media magnate. Corelli uses a wide variety of anti-Semitic stereotypes and labels in
depicting Jost as he uses his money to buy influence and his newspaper to shape policy
decisions and public opinion within the kingdom in order to increase his own profits.

Most importantly, Corelli highlights the portion of temporal power of the people,
and voices her understanding of this power through the speeches, actions, and
philosophies of Sergius Thord and Lotys, the leaders of the revolutionary socialist group
that was planning to overthrow the monarchy and establish a utopian society in which
social injustice and poverty are eliminated. She puts the king in direct contact with this
element of society, bringing together the official authority expressed in the king with the
popular authority that rests with the people. As the plot moves forward and the events
around the revolution come to a head, Corelli makes this union permanent after the death
of the king. The marriage of his son, the crown prince Humphry, to Gloria, who infuses
this combined authority with the purity and power of nature, places these elements at the
head of the new government in this utopian society.

Baydas, in contrast, moves away from the focus on temporal power and focuses

instead on the king himself and his relationship to the people he rules. Baydas’ change in
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the title of the novel instantly informed his intended reader of the tone and topic of the
novel. He entitles his work shaqa’ al-muliik, a departure from the English original and the
Russian translation (Pod Bremenem Vlasti, or “Under the Burden of Power”). Where the
Russian title refers equally to the rulers and those who suffer under the rule of others,
Baydas’ title can be read in two very different ways. Most directly, it focuses exclusively
on the kings themselves and their ‘misery’ (shaga’) — the burden of governing. When
introducing himself before the socialist group, the king tells his history in the following
words:
My name is Pasquin Leroy. As for my nationality, I was born a slave. Perhaps you
wonder at my words and say to yourself, “But slaves are black skinned” but I say
to you candidly that there are many countries in the world in which people
purchase one another, even though they are of the same lineage [literally, blood]
and the same color—and they force others to work and to toil after having fixed
them in one place and controlled them (istabaddii bihim) until their dying
breath”'** (57).
In this passage, Baydas retains the double-entendre of Corelli’s original. The reader sees
how the king is talking about his own situation as royalty, but the words apply equally to
the most destitute individuals in society. For Baydas, the miseries of kings are wrapped
up in the relationship that they have with their people — the mutual duties and
responsibilities that they share (or should share) towards each other. The second layer of
meaning found in Baydas’ title speaks to the situation in the Ottoman Empire in the years
before the 1908 revolution. The title shaqa’ al-mulitk can also be interpreted to mean the

misery that kings cause—the misery of being subject to a king. Although Corelli’s title is

loaded in terms of religious meaning, Baydas has no interest in criticizing organized

O Al oy oS J 588 550000 3 g ot L) el ) 051585 (OIS (g (ot aSal 5 e oal g 28 i el 5 1550 (S gansl '
a5ty Of any 2 5 Jadl) e gl gad yugaals O sls aal g a3 e paeadl Of ae Liany peany L el (g 30 8,8 1030 o 811 (A
e@j\ﬂ;wﬁﬁ&‘@‘é*\;dﬁuﬁ}h\j&y@



religion in the outspoken way that she does, and in his translation the distinction between
temporal and spiritual that comes up so often in Corelli’s text disappears completely.

The title of Baydas’ translation also serves as an opportunity to discuss the style o
the language into which he translates. His title is striking for its lack of adornment, as this
was a period in which most works still received rhyming titles, following the traditions
established in earlier Arabic literature. For example, al-Tahtaw1 gave his 1867 translation
of Les Aventures de Télémaque the title, Mawdagqi’ al-Aflak fi Waqa’i’ Tilimak,"* and
Butrus al-Bustani followed suit with his 1861 translation of Robinson Crusoe, which he
entitled Kitab al-tuhfah al-bustaniyyah fi al-asfar al—kuruziyyah.144 In contrast to this
traditional form of title, Baydas always gives his translations simple, straightforward
titles. As was discussed in Chapter Three, Baydas did not alter the title of Pushkin’s
novel at all in translating it—Kapitanskaia Dochka became ibnat al-qubtan, a direct
translation. In the case of shaqa’ al-mulitk, Baydas’ decision not to render either Corelli’s
or Zhuravskaia’s title directly gives us our first insight into the types of alterations that he
will be making to the text as he brings it into Arabic.

While Zhuravskaia’s Russian translation highlights Corelli’s radical politics and
revolutionary fervor, Baydas pushes the question of social justice and class into the
background, and brings the political relationships of the story to the foreground, taking
the novel closer to the didactic “Mirror for the Princes” genre. In his case, however, the
lesson is no longer just for the rulers, but for the ruled. Baydas shapes the text in specific
ways in order to educate his readers about living in a modern society and the mutual

responsibility necessary to make a strong relationship between the ruler to the ruled. He
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highlights the ways in which state institutions benefit citizens of the state, and also the
ways in which citizens contribute to the functioning of a healthy, modern nation state.
Corelli’s story provides the perfect vehicle for such an undertaking, as her undercover
king details his experiences with both the general populace and the ruling classes.

For example, early in the novel Sergius Thord, the revolutionary leader in
Corelli’s novel, gives an inflammatory speech to a crowd participating in a religious
festival. Thord heads the revolutionary committee of the socialist group that is working to
overthrow the government in the novel. In front of the town cathedral, he gives a stirring
speech on the evils of the current government and the corrupt and oppressive nature of
the clergy. Thord urges his audience to prepare themselves for the changes that are to
come. In the Russian text, Thord regales the crowd on a wide range of social issues. In
Baydas’ Arabic text, he inserts several sentences not present in the Russian or the English
texts. In this scene, Corelli has Sergius Thord speak boldly about education. He exclaims,

“Learn, learn all you can, my brothers--take the only good thing modern

government gives you--Education! Education is thrown at us like a bone thrown

to a dog, half picked by others and barely nourishing--but take it, take it, friends,
for in it you shall find the marrow of vengeance on your tyrants and oppressors!

The education of the masses means the downfall of false creeds,--the ruin of all

false priests!” (Corelli 75)145
In Corelli’s text, Thord speaks out specifically against the role of religion in oppressing
the people and interfering in politics. His speech is aimed entirely at the clergy, and he
holds secular education to be the antidote to the ways in which the Church profits off of

the people and keeps them from rising up. For Thord, education is equated with freedom

from false ideas and false priests.

'3 Zhuravskaia’s translation follows Corelli word for word: “Yuutecs, 6paths, yantech BCeMy, 4eMy
TOJIBKO MOXKETE, OEPUTE EANHCTBEHHOE XOPOIIIEE, YTO BaMb JAETh COBPEMEHHOE ITPAaBMHEIBCTBO,--
obOpazoBanie. OOpa3oBaHie MacCh O3HAYAETh THOEIb JIOKHBIXD YICHIM U JDKBIBBIXD yauTenei.” (39)
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When we read the correlating passage in Baydas’ translation, we see how his
goals in translating this novel differ from Corelli’s specific concerns with the role and
influence of the Church in the affairs of government. Baydas injects his particular
concern with the relationship between education and the strength of the nation into
Thord’s monologue. In the Arabic text, the sentence quoted above becomes a lengthy
paragraph on the relationship of education to nation:

“Learn, my brothers, for knowledge (al- ‘ilm)—the one good thing that the current
government has served you with—will be for you a shining light in the darkness
of your lives, and whenever you increase your knowledge, you increase your
power. For knowledge is the foundation of civilization and the source of all
power—through it you reach the highest levels of glory, and nothing is done in
the country (al-bilad) without it. For you tire yourselves and gather together in
vain if knowledge is not the introduction to your demands and the opening of your
works. For it is through knowledge that you elevate your affairs, and refine
yourselves to the highest degrees of perfection, and become a nation (ummah) that
others fear and hold in respect. Through knowledge you enlighten your intellects,
and raise your minds and learn the value of the homeland (al-watan), and serve it
with all your might and dedicate your souls to it. Through knowledge you learn
the truth, and follow it, you learn of evil and distance yourselves from it. And then
your country (biladukum) will become happy, you will enjoy your life, and false
teachings will disappear from among you, and false teachers will be destroyed
and you will become a happy nation (ummah) that knows its duties towards God
and man. But if you remain an ignorant nation (ummah) with no trace of
knowledge or learning, then the power of the bloodthirsty hypocrites will increase
and the oppressive tyrants’ claws will seize you and you will have no weapon
with which to defend your life and your rights.”'*® (46-47)

Where Corelli is concerned with the unhealthy relationship between religious authority
and secular power, Baydas makes the more abstract connection between knowledge and
power explicit, and expounds on this relationship exclusively as it pertains to the secular

realm. Religion disappears entirely from Baydas’ rendition of the speech, a testament to
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the different role that religious identity played in Palestinian society, and Baydas’ own
particular sensitivity to religious issues. Baydas is more concerned with creating a viable
nation than with overthrowing any particular oppressive regime. This is typical of his
writing and publishing during the early years of the British Mandate, when Baydas
applied the modernizing power of education equally within the Ottoman context and
independent of it.

Corelli’s loathing for organized religion runs throughout her entire novel. In his
translation, Baydas removes all of these attacks on the institutions of organized
Christianity. Early in the novel, when the King (disguised as Leroy) gives a toast during a
meeting of the socialist group, Corelli has him talk very explicitly about Christianity and
the differences between the ‘theory of Christianity’ as outlined in the New Testament
versus the practice of Christianity under the organization of the Church (primarily the
Catholic Church, though not exclusively). Leroy calls Jesus Christ the “Divine Socialist,”
and condemns the Catholic Church, proclaiming that “the Christian Church itself has
become a mere system of money-making and self-advancement” (Corelli 74). Baydas’
translation of this speech covers most of the same material, but eliminates every explicit
reference to Christ and Christianity, choosing instead to refer to religion in general terms.
He does quote from the New Testament at the end of his toast, paraphrasing Jesus’ words
from Matthew 7:23. Baydas’ translation does not exactly echo the Arabic translations of
the Bible available at that time. In his text, the King says, “Innana la na’rifukum . . .
idhhabii ‘annd ya fa’ili al-ithm” (65) (We do not know you . . . depart from us oh ye that
work iniquity). Corelli, on the other hand, quotes directly from the King James Version

of the English Bible, “I never knew you: Depart from me ye that work iniquity” (73).
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This change is significant, because Corelli has Jesus speaking those words to the leaders
of the Christian churches of her day. Baydas, on the other hand, never mentions Christ in
his translation, though the Russian translation follows Corelli closely. Baydas instead
puts these words of authority (and the authority to break down the oppressive churches
that teach corrupt doctrine) in the hands of the people. For this reason, the sentence
quoted from the Bible shifts into the first person plural, and the people collectively reject
those who would oppress them to get gain. A subtle shift in the language, but it reflects a
profound difference in the two texts. Although Corelli’s politics may have been more
explicitly socialist and radical, Baydas actually makes the more radical move by
including his readers in the movement that calls for the overthrow of tyrannical leaders.
For Baydas, the explicit connection to religion is not as important as the message of
reform and renewal that it contains. In fact, his revolutionary cause is better served by
leaving Christ out of the speech, even when quoting the Bible, because it allows him to
be more inclusive in an Ottoman context.

Another scene in which Corelli and Baydas illustrate the power and authority of
the king comes with the first journey to the islands. In the novel, the islands are part of
the kingdom, but their physical separation from the mainland reflects their cultural and
philosophical distance from society. The islands represent a kind of Eden—a lost
innocence only remotely connected to the complications of modern life. The journey of
the king’s party to the islands presents a picture of internal colonialism. Comparing this
section of Corelli’s text to Baydas’ translation shows the close connections between these
concepts and approaches to education in the Levant at the same time. As the party arrives

at the island, Corelli writes, “‘It is very lovely!” she [the Queen] said, more to herself
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than to any of her companions; ‘The world must have looked something like this in the
first days of creation,--so unspoilt and fresh and simple!”” (153). This preserved Eden is
in fact the retreat to which the crown prince has removed himself to find meaning outside
of the restraints of kinghood. Baydas does not preserve this explicit connection to Eden.
Instead, he focuses on the fact that the islanders have been exposed to the teachings of the
socialist radicals, and have adopted them wholeheartedly. In this way, they come to
represent the ideal combination of sincere innocence and pure socialism that ultimately
reunites the kingdom in the end of the novel. As in the passages discussed above, Baydas
accomplishes this without explicit references to religion; where the Eden imagery is very
important to Corelli, it does not appear at all in Baydas’ translation.

In opposition to the pure innocence of the islanders, Corelli presents the
corruption of politics in the capital city. The financier David Jost plays an important role
in both Corelli’s text and Baydas’ translation. His power derives not only from his
control of finance and banking, but more directly from his monopoly of the media
sources—principally newspapers. Jost wields this power to control popular opinion from
behind the scenes. Given the preponderance of articles on the subject of newspapers
within al-nafa’is al-‘asriyyah, we might expect this scene to be altered in Baydas’
translation, but he clearly depicts the way in which Jost manipulates the newspapers
through his riches. What is interesting, however, is the characterization of Jost. Corelli
always relies on anti-Semitic clichés to characterize David Jost. Late in the novel, one of
his coconspirators laments, “You must be pretty well cognisant of what a Jew's notions of
‘duty’ are! They can be summed up in one sentence;--‘to save his own pocket.”” (350).

Later on, the villain Pérousse, who was also in league with Jost, refers to him as Shylock



(328) after learning that Jost had abandoned their scheme. Even in describing Jost upon
first introducing him to the reader, Corelli relies on the same imagery, describing Jost as
“one of the most flagrant money exhibitors” in the city, controlling all of the newspapers
in the kingdom and using them as tools for his own profit (184).

While Jost remains an important figure in Baydas’ translation, he tones down the
anti-Semitic rhetoric that runs throughout Corelli’s novel. Baydas does introduce Jost as

»147.(105), but even though he makes Jost out to be a very

“one of the richest of the Jews
selfish and greedy man, he never explicitly ascribes these characteristics to his race the
way Corelli does. Instead, Baydas makes Jost’s peculiar lack of scruples something
unique to his character. He writes, “He loved money to the extreme, so much that he
would only print items in his newspapers that would bring him profit. He did not care

148 (105). While this description is anything but flattering, it lacks

about any other topics
the direct connection between Jost’s ethnicity and his ethical code. This is particularly
important to note because it is indicative of Baydas’ early literary and political work.
During the years immediately following the Ottoman constitutional reforms of 1908,
Baydas still felt very strongly that the questions of modernization were to be faced and
solved by all members of Ottoman society working together. His reluctance to include the
anti-Semitic strands of Corelli’s writing echoes his unwillingness to include the strong
statements against particular religious sects that was discussed earlier. The divisive nature

of these ideologies flies against the inclusive, positive rhetoric that Baydas consistently

employs throughout this early period when discussing the questions of nationalism and
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patriotism. These ideals are to be pursued in a diverse multi-national state in which the
core ideals of patriotism and nationalism are primarily cultivated through education.'®

What does remain throughout Baydas’ translation is a preoccupation with the
institutions of government that interact with the people. Baydas cleans away much of the
overwrought prose that characterizes Corelli’s novel (and is preserved in an abridged
form in Zhuravskaia’s translation), creating a powerful style that mirrors the “telegraphic
style” pioneered by Zaydan and other leaders of literary journalism. For Baydas, the King
becomes a guide who leads the reader through a discovery of the different powers behind
the scenes in a modern government. Throughout the novel, the King makes a series of
speeches as he confronts the various corrupt politicians, clergymen, and businessmen that
threaten his government. In each case, Baydas makes the speech into an opportunity to
draw attention to the benefits that modern governmental institutions bring to the people
who live within that government’s purview. For example, in the King’s early
confrontation with the Jesuit priest Del Fortis, Baydas has the king speak clearly about
the possible advantages of secular institutions such as “governmental schools, free

libraries, and art schools”!*°

(28), pointing out the ways in which these secular
institutions provide services that the religious schools and monasteries cannot. As Del

Fortis objects to these claims, the King supports his argument by championing the

progressive nature of society in very positivistic terms, claiming that “human intelligence

' Perhaps more interesting, but beyond the scope of this dissertation, is the development of anti-Semitism
in Baydas’ later writings. His novel al-warith (The Heir), first serialized in 1920, is full of blatantly anti-
Semitic depictions of all of the Jewish characters in the novel. The primary antagonist in the novel is a
Jewish woman who deceives the main character, a young Arab man, in an attempt to deny him his
inheritance. As he grew more and more frustrated in his struggles against the British and the Zionist
movement, Baydas became very cynical and racist. These later writings are a sharp contrast to the

depictions that we find in his early writings, particularly his pre-World War One essays and translations.
A ) g dailae CoilSa g da Sall da8 e jlae 10
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constantly moves in the direction of progress and refinement”">' (29). His idealistic
picture of the power of governmental institutions finds an echo in the writings on
education that Baydas publishes in al-nafa’is.
Education in al-nafa’is

Beyond his strong belief in the teaching power of fiction, Baydas had a powerful
influence on education in Palestine from the first decade of the twentieth century. In the
pages of al-nafa’is, Baydas writes more about education in its various forms than any
other topic. The question of education comes up repeatedly in the articles that Baydas
writes, in addition to the articles of other authors that he publishes in al-nafa’is. Baydas
writes his first extended article on the topic of education in the second volume of al-
nafa’is, published in 1909. Entitled “al-tarbiyyah wa-I-ta’lim,” this article outlines
Baydas’ general philosophy of education, and then applies this philosophy to the situation
in the Ottoman Empire at the time it was written. Translating this title into English is
problematic; in contemporary usage, these two Arabic terms—al-tarbiyyah and al-
ta’lim—come as an almost inseparable collocation. Together, they mean ‘education.’
More accurately rendered, they indicate two different aspects of education: al-tarbiyyah
being closer to upbringing in that it symbolizes the moral and cultural aspects of
education, while al-ta’lim signifies the acquisition of knowledge through study—book
learning. It is precisely the distinction between these two terms that Baydas takes as the
organizing principle of his article. Baydas expounds on these two sides of education,
emphasizing the importance of giving each child access to both types of education early
in life. After giving brief summaries of the different ways in which a person receives

these types of education, he arrives at the school, writing the following: “Finally—the
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school, which has the greatest effect on all of the child’s faculties, both physical and
mental. . . . For the school is nothing more than the prime support of progress, and the
most important pillar of civilization” (al-nafa’is 1:2, 38). Though Baydas writes a great
deal about al-ta’lim and its importance to the modern nation, he never dwells on
objective measures such as literacy or graduation rates, but rather speaks in broad terms
about the importance of education.

Baydas frames this article as a second introduction to the purpose of his journal, a
parallel piece to his initial introductory essay on the place of literature in society
discussed earlier. He concludes this initial article on education with the statement, “These
are some general words that we have placed here as a foreword to the useful essays and
articles that will come on the topic of education (al-tarbiyyah wa-I-ta ’lz'm)”152 (1908 39).
Baydas makes good on this promise, publishing a very large number of articles on
education in the ensuing years of al-nafa’is. In addition, many of the literary works that
he publishes deal explicitly with the themes of education, both in the home and the
schoolhouse.

In the eighth issue of this volume, Baydas returns to the issue of education, this
time in a brief essay addressed to the fathers who read his journal. Baydas emphasizes
education’s power for freeing the individual, writing, “You must help these souls (your
children) become complete and free”!™ (1910 434). Baydas takes the model of natural
selection, describing the way that creatures progress from being weak and helpless at
birth to becoming mature and powerful. Baydas extends this reading of Darwin, applying

it to nations as well. He writes, “It is known that the laws of nature do not change, and
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that the powerful dominates the weak. The powerful nation (al-ummah) dominates the
weak nation and rules over it. . . . Every nation wants its children to be strong and
fierce”'** (1910 435-436). Interestingly, he later expresses this his social Darwinism into
the language used to criticize Ottoman rule when he warns fathers that a child whose
education is neglected “will walk in the path of humiliation/abasement and
decline/stagnation (inhi.td.t)”lS5 (1910 436). This is the very vocabulary that Arab
intellectuals were beginning to use to describe Ottoman rule when seeking to understand
the great disparity they perceived between Western civilization and Arab society.

Later in the second volume of al-nafa’is, Baydas published a lengthy article by
Amin Za’rab entitled ‘“National Education” (al-tarbiyyah al-gqawmiyyah). This topic
recurs frequently in al-nafa’is, for it was one of the prime concerns of nahdawi
intellectuals. Note that in this article, Za’rab is concerned with al-tarbiyyah, the aspects
of education tied to moral education, or the raising of a child. In the first part of this
article, Za’rab focuses on the importance of educating women and the role that they play
in shaping the lives of their children. In the second part of the article, he focuses on the
detrimental effect that sectarian divisions had on schools throughout the Ottoman Empire
at that time. Because his subject is national (gawmiyyah) education, it is interesting to
note the various national groups to which Za’rab refers in his article. In the opening lines
of the article, he takes as his subject “the Ottoman peoples” (al-shu’ub al- ‘uthmaniyyah),
an interesting construction that does not occur elsewhere in al-nafa’is al-‘asriyyah. The
use of the term sha’ab contrasts sharply with the adjective gawmi that Za’rab uses in the

title of his article. The former describes the many different ethnic and linguistic groups
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that belonged to the Ottoman Empire, while the latter, seems to refer to “something”
(amr) unified on a much more fundamental level. Za’rab uses this contrast to strengthen
his call for a unifying force within the Ottoman lands that is somehow missing. He
writes,
“The Ottoman citizen feels that he needs something that is lacking in it (the
Ottoman Empire) as a nation (ka-ummatin) and must see that it has been aware of
this lack for a long time, and has begun to search earnestly for it but in vain
because it does not know what this thing is that it lacks™'>° (1910 532-533).
Za’rab goes on to argue that this missing link is a unified form of national education. It is
within the schools, he writes, that the values, culture and patriotism so vital to a modern
state can be encouraged and inculcated.
Za’rab does not subscribe to the opinion that the differences between East and
West are absolute, but rather locates the difference between East and West in the
education that young people in the West receive. He boldly proclaims:
“Nor are they more intelligent than we, nor are they more capable of working, nor
do they have any advantage over us except in proper education (al-tarbiyyah) to
the effect that they have not achieved all of that except through raising up the
conditions of the mothers to the point that they became capable of carrying the
great responsibility that they have towards their children the pillars and
framework of the homeland (al-watan)”"’ (1910 535).
Rather than pointing to differences in the formal education system in order to explain the
gap between Western scientific achievements and the state of science in the Arab world,
Za’rab focuses his attention instead on the home, and the values that are taught to

children in the home. He places the bulk of the responsibility on the parents, calling on

them to bring up their children in a different way.
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At the same time, in concluding his article Za’rab issues the following call to
Ottoman administrators:

In conclusion, we are in need of a new education that keeps religion from passing

out of the doors of the mosques, the churches, and the monasteries, lest they kick

up the dust of divisions and animosity. It will clear away the old prejudices from
the minds of the people, making the members of all the different sects a single

hand in service of the homeland (al-watan)”">* (1910 562).

The role of education, and specifically tarbiyyah, then, is to replace historical animosities
between different groups with a new discourse and identity that transcends historical
differences to create a more enduring loyalty. Za’rab writes his article to parents, but
places the primary responsibility for instigating this change in the moral/ethical aspect of
national education (al-tarbiyyah al-gawmiyyah) on the mother, an interesting distinction
between his article and Baydas’ article from the same year that was explicitly addressed
to fathers.

The articles on education that appear in al-nafa’is are always tied to questions
about the relationship between Western countries and Eastern countries. In an article
signed only “LLN.” (presumably Is’af al-Nashashib1) we are presented with an imaginary
conversation between ‘sharqi’ (an eastern man) and ‘gharbi’ (a western man). The
subject is education, and it quickly becomes a one-sided conversation in which the gharbt
pontificates, referring to his interlocutor in rather condescending terms. This imaginary
westerner proclaims confidently,

“For this age is an age of schools, my Arab brother, or if you will, an age of

knowledge (al- ‘ilm) and all those who are not guided by it (knowledge) are lost
and all those who do not walk its path stumble and all those who hope to be
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victorious in this life by some other way will be disappointed in those hopes and
they will not succeed”'™ (1911 44).

This exhortation to education is universal, and could have emerged from any
period of Arab history, but coming from the symbolic Western educated individual, it
encapsulates the relationship between Arab society and the West during the nahdah. To
make this point clear, the author follows this exchange with a few lines of poetry that end
with the phrase, “for the strong will prevail” (“wa-al-fawz lil-agwiya”’), echoing Herbert
Spencer’s social extension of Darwin’s thought that had come to Arab society through
the positivistic philosophies of science and knowledge that had become so popular with
Arab intellectuals in the latter half of the 19™ century.

The author’s imaginary Western interlocutor leaves his Arab cousin with a stern
warning. He turns to his companion and remarks,

“And so I have given you guidance, and made everything clear. If you follow my

guidance, and take heed of my advice, then you must undoubtedly walk the path

that we have walked, and be glorious just as we have. If, on the other hand, you
discount my advice, then you will remain our slaves, for the ignorant, oh cousin

of mine, is the slave of the learned in every time and place.”'®® (1911 34)

It is clear, then, that the learning to be pursued is western learning, and the path to be
followed is Europe’s path. The learning of the West is ‘guidance’ that has been offered to
the Arabs, and it is only up to them to accept it and go forward on the course that it lays
out in front of them. In the field of education, Baydas repeated this refrain many times in
his journal, particularly in the early years of its publication, before the British Mandate

period. In the pre-War era, as was shown in chapter three, Baydas still imagined himself a

citizen of an Ottoman kingdom that had the potential to assimilate modernity from its
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European neighbors. Even in this early period, however, we can see a special concern
with the question of national education (al-ta’lim al-qawmi or al-tarbiyyah al-
gawmiyyah). This concern would carry over into the more explicit nationalist ideologies
of the Mandate period discussed in chapter 3.

Ten years later, Baydas published an article entitled ‘“Foreign and National
Schools: Which of them is Better?” by Najib al-Hawawini. By 1921, this issue had
become inextricably linked to the decisions that the British were making about the future
of Palestine. al-Hawawin1 makes his opinion clear from the start. He writes, “Foreign
schools are extremely harmful, the nearest proof of this being what we see in our own
country, which I will summarize in what follows™'®! (1921 47). Even as he speaks out so
forcefully about the detrimental effects of foreign schools in Palestinian society, al-
Hawawini remains firmly rooted in a world-view that seems to make it impossible for
modern education to have come to Palestine in any other way. He outlines the matter of
education and knowledge along the East/West axis, writing, “It is no secret that
knowledge (science) came to the East from foreigners first for natural and social reasons,
the most important of which is the mixing of foreigners among the easterners”'®* (1921
47). If the Western genesis of knowledge is, as he argues, no secret and knowledge is the
goal, we are led to ask where the negative effects of the foreign schools come from.

al-Hawawini singles out the ulterior motives behind the foreign educational
institutions in Palestine in the following remark,

“their goal in this [establishing schools in Palestine] is the spreading of their
language among us, and making it easier for them to rule over us. They have
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succeeded in these hopes and sown their principles in the education of our minds,
training us as they wished, according to their interests™'® (1921 47)

Al-Hawawini bemoans the fact that the different interests and agendas of each
educational institution lead to a situation in which every person’s background and
education differs from her/his neighbor’s. His preoccupation with the concept of unity
(al-wihdah/al-ittihad) is much more pronounced than in earlier articles on the same
subject printed in al-nafa’is. It leads him back to the idea of national schools (al-madaris
al-wataniyyah), the only institution that is interested in “spreading progress among all
members of society”'®* (1921 47). al-Hawawini puts the responsibility for making this
happen directly on the Palestinian government (such as it was at the time), holding it to
be the only group capable of making education free and compulsory. The curriculum that
he would have a national education system teach lines up almost word-for-word with the
previous nationalist sentiments we have read from Baydas’ translations. In addition to the
usual rhetoric about the ways that modern education shapes the minds and morals of
pupils, al-Hawawin1 writes that national education will
purify their minds from the pollution of sectarianism (al-ta’assub), hatred (al-
tabaghud), and envy while planting the seeds of nationalism in their breasts that
they might be set on the path of intellectual freedom, self-reliance, and mutual
love; that they might know that they are all children of a single nation, just as they
are all children of the same humanity—that the single tie that binds them is the tie
of the nation and morals (al-adab), not the tie of religion. (1921 48)165

al-HawawinT’s article is noteworthy for the connections that he makes between the

education system and power. He sees clearly the ways that elementary schools’ curricula
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shape the relationships between neighbors within a single city or village. The
divisiveness that he laments was not unfamiliar in towns and cities that had schools
representing more than one of the foreign powers working in the region. Rivalries
between the supporting nations spilled over into sectarian tensions between the graduates
of the various schools, and were further exacerbated by the linguistic differences that
these schools introduced into Arab society.

Time and again Baydas ties the question of education to Palestinian nationalism
by way of the Arabic language. In his 1923 article on the subject, he commends those
building national education for their “dedication to knowledge and to this language upon
which we have built our lives” (1923 299). This quotation is important because it hints at
the constructed nature of national identity, particularly in its linguistic manifestations. In
a city like Jerusalem, in which so many different religious and ethnic backgrounds mix,
Baydas saw the use and adoption of Arabic as a national language to be the one tie that
could bind people from so many different backgrounds.

Bringing these concerns—institutions of formal education, upbringing of the new
generation (al-tarbiyyah), and national identity—together with Baydas’ translation of
Temporal Power we can understand his translation practice better. The adjustments and
decisions that he makes as he translates Marie Corelli’s novel show his firm dedication to
the establishment of a modern state in the Arab Levant. Baydas brought his lifelong
involvement with education into the pages of al-nafa’is in both literary translations, like
shaqa’ al-muliik, and the non-fiction articles that he published alongside such literary
works. Marie Corelli’s novel is all about the king learning to bring himself in line with

the unity that already existed among his people. When he successfully understands the
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popular voice and unites himself to it, his kingdom prospers and everyone becomes very
happy. Baydas is less concerned with the distinction between the King and the people,
and more interested in the relationship between the two. In translating Corelli’s novel, he
transforms the plot into a tool for communicating the importance of cooperation between
the rulers and the ruled in a modern state. In order for such cooperation to exist, as we see
him arguing in the many articles discussed above, the populace must be educated—not
only in matters of formal education (al-ta’lim), but also in the broader understanding of
moral upbringing (al-tarbiyyah). In this way, education becomes a matter of national
concern not only for the educators and administrators with whom he worked closely in
his career at the Russian schools in Palestine, but also in the homes of Palestinian
families. Leaving the principal outlines of the plot intact, he makes Corelli’s story a
vehicle for preaching a very specific message to his Arabic-speaking readers about the
role of education in modern society. At the same time, Baydas creates a text that can
carry a bold statement about the relationship between the government and the people.
shaqa’ al-mulitk paints a very clear picture of how oppressive governmental regimes
cannot sustain themselves in the face of a popular uprising. On the heels of the Young
Turk revolution, and in a day when so many secret societies were taking shape in the
Arab world, shaga’ al-mulitk must have felt especially relevant and exciting to its
readers.

The fact that Khalil Baydas produces such a polished novel-length translation as
early as 1908 is remarkable. Doubly stigmatized for being a translation and a piece of
low-brow fiction, this translation has received no critical attention. This brief chapter

shows just one aspect of the information that can be gleamed from shaqa’ al-mulitk and
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similar texts from this period. In addition to the focus on government and educational
institutions highlighted in this chapter, this text is replete with information on and insight
into other important topics in nahdawi thought. For example, the three characters of
Lotys, the Queen, and Gloria could serve as fascinating studies of the role of women in
Baydas’ thought. The propensity of Corelli’s novel to travel into revolutionary contexts
(Russia in 1905, the Ottoman Empire in 1909) speaks to the power of Corelli’s rhetoric,
but raises questions about the different receptions that the novel has received in these
different contexts. Giving additional attention to such works, in connection with the
social and historical context in which they were produced provides a large body of
literature and information about the intellectual debates that define the nahdah as an
intellectual moment in Arabic history. As they have gone largely unstudied up to this

point, they stand as an important field of future research.
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CHAPTER FIVE

Translating History, Fictional and Otherwise

Many of the works that Baydas translated and published were pieces of historical
fiction. This genre was particularly popular across the Arab world during Baydas’ career,
so it is not surprising that Baydas translated a great deal of historical fiction. In this
chapter, I will use Gyorgy Lukdcs’ work on historical fiction to compare Baydas’
translation ahwal al-istibddad (1909) with the work from which it was translated, Aleksei
Tolstoi’s novel Kniaz’ Serebrianii (1863). Both Tolstoi and Baydas manipulated history
in ways that benefit and reflect the respective historical contexts in which they were
working. As my focus in this setting is more particularly on Baydas’ translation, I will
give it a greater amount of attention. ahwal al-istibdad was first published in a period that
saw Baydas giving more and more attention to history on the pages of al-nafa’is.
Interestingly, 1909 was also the year in which Baydas expanded his journal to regularly
include historical essays on important events and individuals from the Levant and from
abroad. His commitment to this practice is illustrated by the addition of the adjective
tarikhiyyah (historical) to the subtitle of al-nafa’is. Previously, the subtitle had only
included the words adabiyyah (literary) and fukahiyyah (entertaining). Baydas’
translations of historical fiction have received no meaningful critical attention, being
doubly marginalized within the history of modern Arabic literature because they are not

only ‘just’ historical fiction, but also translations. As discussed in Chapter Two, both of
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these areas of literary activity are highly suspect in the eyes of various Arab nationalist
literary critics looking to define a national literature written in Arabic. In this chapter, 1
will read selections of the historical articles published alongside ahwal al-istibdad in
conjunction with Baydas’ translated novel in order to shed light on the evolving place of
historiography and historical topics within Baydas’ journal al-nafa’is over the years that
ahwal al-istibdad was published (1909-1910).

Kniaz’ Serebrianii (Prince Serebrianii), Aleksei Konstantinovich Tolstoi’s well-
known historical novel, has been a popular piece of Russian historical fiction since its
initial publication in 1863. This novel fits squarely within the genre of historical fiction,
mobilizing historical content in fictional form to educate, inform, and entertain audiences.
Tolstoi writes that he hoped to give his readers a clear picture of what life was like during
the later years of the reign of Ivan IV (the Terrible) (1530-1584). In his introduction to
the first edition of the novel, Tolstoi writes,

“The story presented here has as its goal not the description of any particular

events as much as the depiction of the general character of an entire epoch and the

reproduction of the understandings, beliefs, morals and the degree of culture of

Russian society in the second half of the 16™ century” % (ii).

In this sentence, Tolstoi distances himself from the measuring stick of historical
accuracy, creating a larger space in which he could exercise his own agency and express
his own philosophies. While Tolstoi does not explicitly cast this decision as a
consequence of the audience for which he was writing, he does go on to address this

intended audience in the same paragraph, as we will see in greater detail later in this

chapter. Not unsurprisingly, Tolstoi was quite free with some of the chronology and

1 Tpencrapnsiemsiit 3xbch packass umbers b0 HE CTONBKO OMUCAHIE KAKHX-THGO COOBITIH, CKONBKO
n300paXkeHie 001maro xapakrepa rbyioi 31oxy U BOCTIpOU3BEACHIC MOHATIH, BbpoBaHiid, HpaBOBL U
CTENeHN 00pa30BaHHOCTH PyccKaro odmecTBa Bo BTOpyto mosioBuHy X VI crombris.
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characters involved in the historical narrative he presents. In many ways, the alterations
made to historical events and timelines in the process of composing a piece of historical
fiction like Kniaz’ Serebrianii reflect the liberal translation practice of al-tarjamah bi-
tasarruf that has been the primary subject of this dissertation. As with the works
discussed in the previous chapters, in preparing his translation of Kniaz’ Serebrianil,
Baydas made his own alterations to the history that underlies Tolstoi’s novel. For this
reason, Baydas’ translation of Tolstoi’s novel is particularly interesting, because the
result of his work is a history obscured by two layers of translation/interpretation.

In this chapter, I will focus on the second layer of alteration and the agency that
Baydas exercises in creating his historical narrative.'®” First, I read Baydas’ translation
against Tolstoi’s original text to examine the ways in which he infuses a foreign historical
novel with a patriotic message for an Arabic-speaking audience. Second, I read this
translation within the context of Baydas’ relationship to history in general as reflected in
the historical articles that he first published in these same issues of al-nafa’is.
Contextualizing the translations in this way illuminates the close connections between
Baydas’ translation practice and his work in creating a historical consciousness capable
of facilitating a modern national movement in Palestine. Baydas came to focus more and
more on history over the lifetime of his journal al-nafa’is al- ‘asriyyah.

Theorizing Historical Fiction
Gyorgy Lukédcs” Marxist treatment of historical fiction in his 1937 book The

Historical Novel stands as one of the primary pieces of the theoretical framework for

1" In actuality, both Tolstoi and Baydas exercise a significant amount of creative license in crafting their
respective historical narratives. A more complete version of this study will take the time to consider both
sets of alterations in detail, examining the changes that Tolstoi makes to the historical record and
comparing them with the adjustments that Baydas makes as he translates.
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discussing historical fiction. Lukdcs draws attention to what he terms the “historical
consciousness” manifest in a given piece of historical fiction when interpreting a work of
historical fiction. He locates the beginning of the genre in the work of Walter Scott
(1771-1832). While Scott’s work came after many works that are easily recognizable as
fictional narratives set in the past, it is in Scott’s work that Lukécs finds the first instance
in which an author worked to portray the characters of a historical novel as actual
participants in the historical setting, rather than contemporary characters projected
backwards into a particular historical setting.168 He cites Scott’s greatest achievement as
being his “capacity to give living human embodiment to historical-social types” (35).
Thus, Lukdcs seems to move to the opposite extreme, valorizing Scott’s ability to
personify historical movements and moments in discrete fictional characters. This
becomes important as Lukécs shifts his rhetoric from an abstract discussion of the
historicity of fictional characters to a conception of historical authenticity portrayed
through the characters in a given work. He criticizes early historical novels (particularly
those composed before Scott) for “not see[ing] the specific qualities of their own age
historically” (20). This transition from ‘mere costumery’ (Lukdcs 19) to literature in
which authors began to depict historical characters within their appropriate historical
context marked an emergence of a new historical consciousness. The sense of historical

authenticity is so important for Lukdcs because of the connection it provides to the

1% This position is well summarized in the following comment on Lukdcs’ work: “The true historical novel
emerges with the work of Sir Walter Scott, whose novels of the Scottish clans portray the disintegration of
archaic social forms in the face of capitalist transformation. Scott went beyond dressing modern characters
in kilts, and instead drew his characters in such a fashion that the various details of their personalities were
linked with the basic conditions of their existence.” “Marxist Marginalia” blog accessed May 2012.
http://herrnaphta.wordpress.com/2010/02/28/lukacs-on-the-historical-novel/
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present; the clear (dis)connection between the way things were and the way they are now
allows readers to see their own society as a piece of history that is susceptible to change.
For Lukdcs the connection between history and the present is intimately related to
the Marxist paradigm that he espoused. Through the power of historical consciousness,
he writes,
“the reasonableness of human progress develops ever increasingly out of the inner
conflict of social forces in history itself; according to this interpretation history
itself is the bearer and realizer of human progress. The most important thing here
is the increasing historical awareness of the decisive role played in human
historical writing” (27).
As historical novels began to present the difference between the past and the present,
Lukdcs holds that the reader becomes aware of the ways in which history and historical
change are constantly taking place. This, in turn, allows the reader to see the causal link
between the decisions and actions of individuals from history and the historicized context
in which they (the audience) now live. Lukécs relies upon the fact that historical
characters will inevitably be foreign to the reader, challenging the audience to engage
with historical change in a new way, and to perceive the possibilities for change and
revolutionary action within their own context. For Lukdcs, the authenticity of a character
in a historical novel is directly related to the sense of otherness that the reader
experiences when reading a work of historical fiction. In other words, successful
historical fiction depicts the differences between the past and the present, locating the
cause of this difference in the agency and activity of its characters.
Lukécs’ argument also has a linguistic dimension that resonates with Baydas’

intellectual context. In the section of his study entitled “The Crisis of Bourgeois

Realism,” Lukédcs comments on the inherent linguistic differences between epic and
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historical fiction. He locates this difference in the language and style used, arguing that
“the linguistic means of the historical novel are in principle no different from those of the
contemporary novel” (196). Lukécs considers this a linguistic side of the ‘necessary
anachronism’ that defines historical fiction in his eyes, even though it seems to contradict
his definition of authenticity in historical fiction. Ironically, the author of a historical
novel must strive to efface enough of the inherent difference between the reader and the
subject of the novel, so that its message can be understood. Lukdcs writes that the author
must “bring the past period near to a present-day reader” (195). In this phrase we can
hear the resonance of modern translation theory and its concern with the role of
translation. Put into the language of Schleiermacher and Venuti, Lukacs understands the
historical novel to be a “domesticating translation” of a history that would otherwise be
foreign and inaccessible to the reader. Though the historical difference intimated by this
ultimately unassailable, it is the aim of historical fiction to make the threads connecting
events in history with present conditions that the reader becomes aware of her own
existence as a point along a historical timeline that is constantly susceptible to change and
revolution. The historical authenticity that Lukécs advocates is not so complete as to
render the subject inaccessible to its intended readers, but rather communicates
effectively the differences between the past and the present, along with the factors that
brought about those changes between the two time periods.

This standard of judgment is at once very similar to and different from the
standards applied to early prose fiction in the Arabic-language context. In both the
European and the Arab cases, these approaches turn on a particular understanding of

authenticity. Lukdcs takes historical authenticity as a sign of a greater historical
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consciousness from which socialist revolution could emerge. Historical fiction played a
prominent role in the emergence of novelistic literature in the Arabic context. The
concerns with the moral and practical value of western-style literature prevented many
important publications from including fiction in their pages, at least at first. We can see
the clear relationship between these concerns and historical fiction in an 1895 article
published in al-hilal. The first volume of al-hilal (1892) had included in its pages a work
of fiction, written by the editor of the journal, Jurji Zaydan - istibdad al-mamalik,. The
editors of the journal “thought better of it [printing fiction in their journal], and printed
the second and third years without a novel” (1895 23). Clearly, the decision to print
fiction in a respectable periodical was not without controversy. In 1895, al-hilal resumed
the practice of including fiction in its pages, and the editors introduced that year’s serial
novel with the following words:
A group of readers and literati (udaba’) have implored us to return to our original
intention. Within their letters, they call on us to resume printing novels in these
words “Your historical novels contain only interesting history that the curious can
read without growing bored, and history is among the most important and useful
topics that al-hilal covers.”

In reality, we refuse to print novels if any page is void of one or more
historical facts, as witnessed by the novels that we have printed up until now,
especially al-mamliik al-sharid, asir al-mutahaddr, and istibdad al-mamalik.
Several authors have asked our permission to translate al-mamliik al-sharid into
Russian, and another into English. (1895 23—24)169

For the editors of al-hilal, historical fiction was admissible because of the intrinsic value

of history as an academic pursuit that contributed to modern society. Even then, they

relied on (or at least masked their decision behind) the insistence of educated readers
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(udaba’) when they reintroduced regular prose fiction into their publication. This strategy
mimics Baydas’ constant refrain of “popular taste” (al-dhawq al-qurra’ al-‘arab) guiding
his decisions as a translator. In the second paragraph quoted above, the editors reaffirm
their own dedication to the high cultural standards of the journal, and create a space for
the inclusion of historical fiction in this high culture. This reification of the potential
academic/didactic power of literature as its only redeeming quality is common
throughout nahdawi commentaries on literature. In the case of historical fiction, the clear
way in which the literary works can contribute to Arab society by educating their readers
gained them a measure of respectability, but did not earn enough respect to bring them
into the ranks of the literary canon as it would be formed in the post-colonial period.

The canonical histories of modern Arabic literature are deeply entangled with
nationalist paradigms that value certain kinds of authenticity in expression. For example,
while Jurji Zaydan (1861-1914) published many historical novels in al-hilal and other
venues the late 19" and early 20™ centuries, literary critics studying Arabic literature
consistently dismiss them as novelistic expression. The formulaic nature of his plots and
distant settings in which he placed his characters denied them of Instead, they hail the
publication of Muhammad Husayn Haykal’s Zaynab (1913) as the watershed moment in
which modern Arabic novel appeared, citing the fact that it was the first novel to depict
Egyptian characters in an Egyptian setting. The authenticity in question in this context is
a nationalist voice—the degree to which a certain work contributed to an acceptable and
effective narrative of national development and devotion.

The different concerns highlighted in these the European and Arab contexts

represents a potential paradox in interpreting Baydas’ translations of historical novels; in
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both instances critics are concerned with the authenticity of the material portrayed, but
neither provides a broad enough framework to accommodate the characters of translated
fiction like Baydas produced. If we take Lukdcs’ approach, we can begin to appreciate
the potential located in the extreme difference between the characters, setting, and
historical events that Baydas depicts in ahwal al-istibdad and his intended audience. The
profound distance between Russian history and Baydas’ 20" century Arab readers gives
power to the narrative, leading Baydas’ audience to draw conclusions about the
difference between their society and the one depicted in ahwal al-istibdad. This factor is
even more potent in the case of Baydas’ translations because the historical connection
between the characters of ahwal al-istibdad and Baydas’ intended readers is not direct,
but mediated through European culture. They do not read scenes from a history that
directly preceded their own, but rather a foreign history that Shaden Tageldin describes as
being simultaneously seductive and repulsive (2011 1-32). The attraction of Russian
culture did not carry the same burden of post-colonial baggage as did the British and
French that Tageldin describes, yet the exotic lure of a foreign society whose power and
culture seemed so incredibly advanced undoubtedly fueled the popularity of Baydas’
translations from Russian literature. His readers filled in the gap between Russia’s past
and its present, just as Lukdcs suggests, but then also made an additional leap, deducing
the potential future of their own society by comparing it with the narrative expressed in
and through the text of Kniaz’ Serebrianii.

In order to better understand what Baydas is doing as he translates historical
fiction, we need to look at a different part of the translation process. His aims in

translation, discussed at length in the previous chapters, line up very closely with those of
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the first authors of historical fiction in European literature. Just as the historical novelists
that preceded him, Baydas looked for opportunities to relate the stories of individuals
who were distinctly other in such a way that he might convey a moral or a message to his
readers. While Baydas’ work is more explicitly didactic than Walter Scott’s, we find
similar didacticism in many of Scott’s contemporary authors. In addition, we have a more
sure record—an actual source text—against which to measure and examine the
alterations and decisions that Baydas makes as he translates than we do in the case of an
author penning a piece of historical fiction. While the liberal translation practice of Arab
translators throughout the 19" and early 20" centuries has led to the disparagement of the
translations that they produced, it can also be an asset as we seek to understand the ways
in which Baydas’ intellectual climate intersected with his literary career. As a
consequence, when engaging in a close reading of a translated piece of historical fiction,
we can compare not only two texts, but two sets of manipulations through which the
historical narrative has passed—first at the hands of the original author, and then at the
hands of the translator. Baydas takes Kniaz’ Serebrianii at face value in completing his
translation, making no discernable effort to communicate the ways in which Tolstoi’s text
departs from the facts of Russian history, even though Tolstoi acknowledges these
departures so openly in the introduction to his novel. Although this double layer of
manipulation involves distortion of history at each stage of the process, it also

In composing Kniaz’ Serebrianii, Tolstol makes clear decisions about how to
structure and present the historical material that will be used in the novel. Openly didactic
manipulations of historical material in fiction prevailed in fiction produced in many

different cultural contexts during the 19" century. Oftentimes, these historical settings
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provide opportunities for authors to comment on and criticize elements of society and
government that might otherwise be off limits to literary critics. They also played
important roles in the development of nationalist ideologies in many different contexts,
from British literature to Russian to Arabic. In addition, we encounter the decisions and
manipulations that Baydas makes as translator in transferring a piece of historical fiction
from one context into another. The close connection between historical fiction and
nationalism makes the translation of this fiction particularly interesting, as the endeavor
entails not only the linguistic translation of the piece, but also a recontextualization of the
original novel in a way that will apply to a new cultural context, one removed from the
original national milieu.

We can see all of these factors at play in the historical fiction that Baydas
translated and published in al-nafa’is. While Baydas translated a large number of
different works, he seemed to have a special interest in historical fiction. Of the nine
longer translations that he published, five of them are historical novels. In addition,
Baydas published 10 non-fiction books on historical subjects, ranging from a history of
ancient Russia (1898) to a book entitled, The Arabs: their Heroes and Famous Events'”
(1924). I have chosen to focus on ahwal al-istibdad, the first piece of Baydas historical
fiction to be published in al-nafa’is, as a case study for examining his translation practice
in dealing with historical fiction. The gap between the historical record and Tolstoi’s
narrative clearly indicates the specific message that he hoped to communicate to his
Russian audience. Similarly, the gap between Tolstoi’s text and Baydas’ translation gives
us insight into Baydas’ specific goals as a translator, an intellectual and an educator. Like

so many of his contemporaries, Baydas’ career straddled an interesting line between
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entertainment and education. Both his work as a translator and his career as a publisher
reflect this balancing act in his life. al-nafa’is, though conceived of as a purely literary
publication, contained multiple articles in each issue on prominent historical events and
personalities. Some of these articles are labeled as translations, others as summaries, and
some appear to be original compositions. Regardless, the presence of these articles on
historical topics gives a better sense of the broad educational role that Baydas saw his
periodical playing in Arab society. Just as he did in each piece of literature he published,
Baydas worked in his journal to balance historical information that would be useful and
beneficial for Arab society in confronting the issues it faced in the modern world with
entertaining pieces that would attract readers’ attention and create a space in which they
could encounter and reflect on pieces of the modern world. For this reason, as |
investigate Baydas’ translation of Kniaz’ Serebrianii in this chapter, I will do so in the
context of the historical articles that Baydas published in al-nafa’is. These two sets of
texts exist side-by-side on the pages of the journal, and keeping them together in this
analysis gives extra insight into Baydas’ translation practices as represented by ahwal al-

istibdad.

Kniaz’ Serebrianii

Tolstol's Kniaz’ Serebrianii was first published in 1863, shortly after the
liberation of the serfs in what was generally a liberal atmosphere of reform. In this
context, Tolstoi's historical novel reads as a warning against the damages that unlimited
power can cause in the wrong hands. Though not necessarily considered one of the great

works of Russian literature, Kniaz’ Serebrianii is very well-known and stands as one of



the primary examples of the historical novel the Russian tradition, even if it was
published after the popularity of the genre had already begun to wane among Russian
readers. Despite this fact, it remains a familiar and popular novel in Russia today. Written
in the style of Walter Scott’s historical fiction, the novel takes its name from the main
character, Prince Nikita Serebrianii. The Prince’s surname means ‘silver,” and Tolstoi
holds him up as a shining example of true Russian national character. Baydas' translation
of this work indicates a very close familiarity with the text, and a strong identification
with its themes and characters. It is not unlikely that Baydas encountered this novel
during his studies at the IOPS school in Nazareth, and consequently chose it to be one of
his earliest novel-length translations.

In the 1909 edition of his translation, entitled ahwal al-istibdad, Baydas provides
a translator’s preface to the work that outlines the familiar terms of tarjamah bi-tasarruf
spelling out his translation practice in working with Tolstoi’s text for the reader. Baydas
writes, “I have taken liberties in translating it [Kniaz’ Serebrianii], adding, deleting,
altering, substituting, and reorganizing so that the novel will be agreeable to the tastes of
readers of Arabic”'"' (2). This is one of the few translations Baydas completed that is
mentioned by later critics of nahdawr literature. As such, it serves as an interesting case
study of the prejudice against translations from this early period in modern Arabic
literature. In his discussion of ahwal al-istibdad, Matti Moosa repeats the familiar
condemnations of translations from this period. He writes,

“Even his version of Kniaz’ Serebrianii, which was translated from Tolstoi’s

original, changed, omitted, and reorganized many sections of the novel. He

claimed that he intended to render it more suitable and pleasing to the readers and
to emphasize its dominant theme of tyranny and despotism.” (102)
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Moosa’s criticism is in fact taken word for word from al-asad’s lectures on Baydas (al-
asad 63), and gives us no information that Baydas himself does not disclose in his
introduction to the translation. Upon closer examination of the translated text, however, it
is not clear that either al-asad or Moosa actually read ahwal al-istibdad or compared it to
Tolstoi’s original text. The adjustments that Baydas makes in this translation are
insignificant in comparison with the changes that we have observed in his other
translations. In place of the wholesale changes that he made to Kapitanskaia Dochka
(ibnat al-qubtan) and Temporal Power (Pod Bremenem Vlasti, ahwal al-istibdad), we
find that Baydas actually makes only very slight changes to the Russian text in his
translation. In translating Kniaz’ Serebrianit, Baydas proves a much less intrusive
translator than with the other texts discussed above. The question then becomes, “What is
it that is different about this text? Why did Baydas feel that it required so much less
adjusting in order to bring it to his Arabic readers?”

We can begin to account for this difference in Baydas’ translation practice by first
considering Tolstoi’s text. Tolstoi sets his novel the reign of Ivan IV (1533-1584),
seeking to give his readers a general sense of life during this period (as discussed above).
Kniaz’ Serebrianii is an adventure story that follows Prince Nikita Serebrianii as he
makes sense of life in Russia after returning from several years of war on the front in
Lithuania. Prince Nikita’s long absence from Russia gives the author (and the reader) the
chance to explore this unsettled time through the eyes of one for whom the rapid changes
taking place in Russia are as foreign as they would be for a 19" century reader. Tolstoi
highlights the terror of living under Ivan IV and his oprichina, his personal brute squad

that carried out the most violent and oppressive of his whims. Tolstoi sets Nikita apart as



a shining example (Nikita’s surname, Serebrianii, means ‘silver’) of Russian nobility and
patriotism. Despite all of the horrors that he witnesses, Nikita remains loyal to the tsar,
and is convinced that it is the undue influence of others in the tsar’s circle that has
brought about such horrible circumstances in the tsar’s kingdom. Despite his loyalty,
Nikita falls in with a band of noble thieves who resist the oprichina and struggle to
support the people against the Tsar’s oppressive policies. The Tsar never forgives
Nikita’s resistance to his rule and the oprichina, and Nikita is eventually banished to
serve on the southern front, where he dies at the hands of the Tatars.

Much less innovative or complicated than Pushkin’s Kapitanskaia Dochka,
Kniaz’ Serebrianii is a stereotypical European historical novel, chronicling the
adventures of the protagonist as a string of episodes strung together in an almost
picaresque fashion. While there is definitely a general story arc following Prince Nikita’s
return to Russia, the various episodes of the original Russian novel are self-contained in a
manner that lends itself very well to the serial form in which it was originally published.
As aresult, Tolstoi’s text comes much closer to the style of literature popular in the
Arabic-language literary market for which Baydas was writing. Historical fiction was
already an established literary genre in Arabic; the works of Jurji Zaydan were already
circulated widely among Arab readers in the decades previous to the establishment of al-
nafa’is. As a consequence, Baydas did not need to make as many adjustments in making
his translation “suitable for Arab tastes,” as he put it in his translator’s introduction.
Many of his alterations to the original text merely serve to condense and abridge the
original narrative. At the same time, Baydas makes subtle adjustments to the

representation of Prince Serebrianii’s patriotism and his relationship to the despotic Ivan

174
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IV that make the novel more applicable to the Palestinian situation at the end of the
Ottoman Empire, and the initial encounters of Palestinian nationalism with political
Zionism.

The structure of Tolstoi’s novel depends upon the impact of his initial description
of Serebrianii. For Russian readers in the 19" century, the horrors of Ivan IV’s reign were
a symbol of everything that could go wrong with the tsarist form of government. Tolstoi
explains in his introduction that he is interested in depicting “the general character of an
entire era and the production of understandings, beliefs, morals, and the degree of
education of Russian society in the second half of the 16th century”172 (5). He was
concerned with (and troubled by) “the thought that such a society could exist that looked

upon him [Ivan IV] without disgust”173

(5). From the very beginning, then, Tolstoi
creates a space in which he will act, representing and interpreting the events of this
distant time for his audience. His deliberate manipulation and open acknowledgment of
his role in (re)creating this unfamiliar setting allow him to position himself vis-a-vis his
readership in much the same way that Baydas does. Both are performing a deliberate act
of translation in order to educate and enlighten their respective readerships. Knowing
how different these readerships were, we can expect the two writers to employ different
textual strategies in achieving their goals.

From the very first chapter, Tolstoi presents Serebrianii as an outstanding moral

character who is simple enough to identify with the Russian everyman (muzhik) while at

the same time functioning within Russian society during this turbulent period. In

' m306paskenie 06maro xapakrepa whioii 3MOXK ¥ BOCIPOU3BE/ICHiE MOHsATIH, BhpoBaHiii, HDAaBOBD U
CTEIEeHU 00Pa30BaHHOCTHU PycCKaro oomiecTsa Bo BTopyto monoBuHy X VI cronbris.

173 He cTONBKO OTH MBICJIH, YTO MOT'h CYIIIECTBOBaTh loaHHB IV, CKOJIBKO OTH TOM, YTO MOIJIO CYIIECTBOBAThH
Takoe 00MIeCTBO, KOTOPOe cMOTPhiI0 Ha Hero 6e3b HEerOIBaHisL.
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addition, Tolstoi introduces the reader to Serebrianii as he returns from an extended
absence in Lithuania, thus providing the reader with a sympathetic character through
which s/he can experience the terrors of the period. Tolstoi makes it abundantly clear that
Serebrianii is the best of men so that the reader has a character within the story with
which to identify as they struggle to understand the atrocities perpetrated by Ivan IV and
his men. Serebrianii’s unfailing devotion to the figure of the tsar allows Tolstol to
package true Russian patriotism with the qualities of a hero, forcing the audience (and the
hero) to grapple with the notion that loyalty to nation can come into conflict with one’s
personal sense of morality.

Baydas’ translation is divided into much smaller sections than Tolstoi’s original.
These inserted divisions do not coincide with the sections printed in each issue of al-
nafa’is. Most issues contain around five sections, and almost all of them end in the
middle of a section, paragraph, or even sentence. The pages of the novels were numbered
separately from the rest of each issue. They were included at the back of each issue, and
it was understood that the reader would cut them out of the journal to have them bound
together into a book. Baydas published ahwal al-istibdad as a stand-alone novel a few
years after its initial running. Earlier works like ibnat al-qubtan did not receive this same
treatment.

As he does in each of his book-length translations, Baydas writes about why he
chose to translate this particular novel. In his introduction to the translation, he writes, “It
is among the best of literary novels because of the lessons and wisdom that it contains,
culturing morals and enlightening the mind and encouraging the human soul toward

perfection, in addition to the historical scenes and interesting situations and exciting



events that it contains”174 (2). These statements echo those often used by Arab writers of
historical fiction in this period. What is potentially missing, however, is the nationalist
component of original historical fiction published in Arabic during this period. Whereas
the connection between Jurji Zaydan’s historical fiction which is set in Egypt, and draws
heavily on the local history for color and background and Egyptian nationalism, is quite
easy to see, it is more difficult to understand how a translation of a piece of historical

fiction set in a foreign context can be part of a nationalist discourse in its host setting.

Though Baydas' translation generally stays very close to the original text, the shift
in context creates an alternative reading of Kniaz’ Serebrianii. Working under the
increasingly oppressive Ottoman regime of ‘Abd al-Hamid II (1876-1909), Baydas
clearly identified with the protagonist of Tolstoi's novel. Both versions of the novel begin
with descriptions of Serebrianii’s service in Lithuania that depict his character. Tolstol
sets Serebrianii up as an ideal blend of a Russian nobleman and the traditional peasant
values personified by the muzhik. Serebrianii’s shortcomings in diplomatic affairs are
depicted as a result of his outstanding character. “Serebrianii was not born for
negotiations. Rejecting the delicacies of the diplomatic science, he wanted to conduct the
matter cleanly, and to the great annoyance of the secretaries who accompanied him, he

175 (7). When the word comes from Moscow that the

did not allow them any intrigues
peace talks are to be abandoned, “He proved his service in military matters better than in

the intellectual, and he received great acclaim from both the Russian and the Lithuanian
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»176 (8). True to the Romantic strain so common to Russian historical fiction,

peoples.
Tolstoi’s Serebrianii is a straightforward man of the people, one whose devotion to
honesty and integrity in his dealings sets him apart from stereotypical politicians. These
character traits transcend distinctions between the Russian and the Lithuanian nations,
allowing both groups to recognize the special nature of his character. When Serebrianii
begins his journey home, it is marked by his intense love for his homeland and his
devotion to the tsar. Throughout Tolstoi’s text, Serebraynni’s unflinching devotion to
Ivan IV, despite the terrors of his reign, complete Tolstoi’s portrait of an ideal Russian—
devoted to God, country, and tsar.

Baydas also presents Serebrianii as a hero built to appeal to his audience. In place
of the details about Serebrianii’s diplomatic and military service that highlight his
stubbornness and earthiness, Baydas’ hero defeats the Lithuanians in battle and then
dictates the terms of the peace agreement “according to his desires” before returning

home.!”’

Baydas, on the other hand, seems less interested in Serebrianii’s devotion to the
Tsar, and downplays it in his initial description of Serebrianii. In fact, Baydas’
description of Serebrianii roots his joy at returning to his homeland (rodina / watan) in
his desire to see his intended bride, Princess Elena. As Serebrianii reflects on the prospect
of reuniting with his beloved Elena, Baydas writes the following description, “He
returned to his country, his soul overjoyed at the prospect of realizing the wishes that had

been affecting it and the realization of the hopes that had occupied his heart™"® (4).

Baydas does not include any mention of the Tsar or other potential official recipients of

176 Iloxa3ans OHB CBOIO CJ'Iy)K6y Bb paTHOMb L[T)J'I']S JIyduie, 4eMb Bb JyMHOMb, U IPOLLIA I[IPO HETO BEJIMKAA
XBaJla OTb PYCCKUXDb U JIMTOBCKUXb H}Oﬂeﬁ.
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Serebrianii’s devotion. By making Elena the embodiment of Serebrianii’s connection to
his homeland, Baydas shifts the focus away from the individual at the head o the
government in a given situation (in his case, ‘Abd al-Hamid II), and grounds it instead in
his family relationships and his hope for a peaceful and productive future. This
displacement of Tolstoi’s emphasis on Serebrianii’s devotion to the Tsar Ivan IV is one
of the primary alterations that Baydas makes in the text, and shows that even though
Baydas’ translation does not stray far from the original, the two texts read profoundly
differently within their respective contexts.

The titles of these two works highlight the different aims of their respective
authors. Tolstol’s title, Kniaz’ Serebriannyi (Prince Serebriannyi) moves Prince
Serebrianii to the fore, giving particular attention to his name “Silver.” Throughout his
novel Prince Serebrianii shines as an ideal example of service, loyalty, and devotion to
everything that is good about the Russian monarchy. For Tolstoi, the Time of Troubles
becomes a forge in which the true nature of Russianness and the monarchy emerge
despite the threat of a ruler (Ivan IV) who did not understand how they were to be used.
In the pages of this novel, Prince Serebrianni brings about this change almost
singlehandedly.

The title of Baydas’ translation, ahwal al-istibdad (The Horrors of Tyranny), is
much less optimistic. Both words in the title are significant, and the choice itself exposes
much information about the context in which Baydas published his translation. The term
that Baydas uses for tyranny, istibdad, was in broad circulation among nahdawi thinkers
who opposed Ottoman rule, in the wake of the publication in 1902 of ‘abd al-Rahman al-

Kawakib1’s influential and subversive book faba’i’ al-istibdad (The Nature of
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Despotism). The promise of the 1908 constitutional reforms had faded very quickly, and
the rhetoric used to describe the regime had shifted from the hopeful tone of 1908 to a
cynical condemnation of the Ottoman regime. It is in this period that the language of
inhitat (stagnation, decadence, or decline) begins to emerge in literary and intellectual
spheres to describe the effect that Ottoman rule had on Arab cultural development.
Baydas’ choice of a very strong word to pair with istibdad, makes clear his assessment of
the situation. His title undoubtedly invoked the consequences of the contemporary regime
for his readers.

Where Tolstoi’s original intent in portraying the horrors of life during the ‘Time
of Troubles’ had been to give his readers a glimpse into the mindset that allowed such a
situation to last so long, Baydas seems to have a different aim in mind. Taking advantage
of the extra space between his intended audience and the subject matter of the novel, he
makes the book into a warning for his Arab readers about what could happen if an
authoritarian regime were given free reign indefinitely. Baydas’ story reads much more
like a call to action and a cautionary tale than Tolstoi’s original. This distinction is most
palpable in the different ways that each writer concludes his respective text. Tolstol
includes a brief epilogue after the events of the novel are complete in which he addresses
his readers directly, and exhorts them to take away certain lessons from reading the story
of Prince Nikita Serebrianii. Tolstoi writes, “More than three hundred years have passed
since the events described here, and there are few left in Russia who remember that

95179

time” "~ (365). He goes on to remind the reader that Ivan IV’s reign included great

cruelty but left lasting monuments of beauty and greatness in the churches and palaces

1" Tpomwno Gorbe Tpexs BhkoB mocirh oprcaHHBIXD 1bIIb, H MaO ocTanock Ha Pyci BOCIIOMHHAHIH TOTO
BpPEMEHHU.



that he built. Finally, he pleads, “May God help us to wipe from our hearts the last traces
of that terrifying time, the influence of which like a inherited disease, lingered long in our

life, from generation to generation!”'®

(366). Tolstoi concludes his narrative by
transforming it into an act of collective penance, as if the process of remembering the
wrongs of Ivan IV’s reign can aid the Russian people in moving past this period in their
history. In this final epilogue, Tolstoi highlights the foreign nature of his narrative,
encouraging the reader to recognize the need to create a better Russia for the future. He
concludes his epilogue with the words, “Nothing in this world passes away, and every
action, every word, every thought grows like a tree. Much of the good and evil, that, like
a mysterious phenomenon exists currently in Russian life, has its hidden roots in the

181 (367). This haunting reminder bridges the gap between

deep, dark abyss of the past
the reader and the strangeness of the historical narrative that s/he has just read. Suddenly,
Tolstol makes every archaic, foreign element of Ivan IV’s reign directly connected to the
good and evil that the reader experiences in everyday life.

Baydas uses the conclusion of his translation to draw parallels between the plot of
ahwal al-istibdad and the historical context in which he is writing, but does so in a very
different way. Baydas eliminates the epilogue described above, putting the final message
of his novel instead in the mouth of the leader of the band of thieves, Persten. In place of

the melancholy shadow that Tolstoi’s epilogue casts, Baydas has Persten exclaim,

“Losing Prince Nikita is a terrible catastrophe for the entire Russian nation (watan)

180 I[a IIOMOXXETh bor u HaMb U3IMIaAUTh U3b CEpACUb HAIUXb nocntm{ie CJT];L[LI TOT'O CTpalrHoaro

BpPEMEHH, BIIisiHIE KOTOPAro, Kakb HacbacuBeHHas O0Je3Hb, €le JIOIr0 MOTOMb IEPEXOANIIO Bb KHU3Hb
Hallly OTb MOKOJIbHisl Kb NOKONEHirO!

'8! Hirato Ha cbTe HU MponazaeTs, U Kaxa0e TBI0, K KAKIOE CIIOBO, H KAXk[as MbICITh BHIPACTACTh KAKb
JpeBO, ¥ MHOTOE 100pOe H 3I10€, YTO, KaKb 3araJlouHoe SBIICHIe, CYLIeCTBYeTh IOHBIHE Bb PYCCKOM JKU3HU,
TauTbh CBOM KOPHHU Bb INIyOOKHXb U TEMHBIXb HbJpaxs MUHYBLIATO.
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because it is through such men that nations become refined and rise up to the highest
ranks of fame and importance. He was great in spirit, great in deed, and his memory and
glory will not be forgotten nor shall they pass away until the end of time.'™

Like Captain’s Daughter, ahwal al-istibdad highlights elements of government
and civil/civic duty. It teaches about the relationship and conflict between noble
individuals and corrupt institutions. Matti Moosa suggests that the book may have held
special significance for Baydas because of the parallels between Ivan IV’s reign and that
of ‘Abd al-Hamid II in the Ottoman Empire (102). Though it is difficult to substantiate
this claim from the text, Baydas’ interest in the workings of a modern nation-state is
evident throughout the novel. He is free with the term “wataniyyah” in several key parts
of his translation. As Nikita and his companions are traveling through the forest in an
early scene in the novel, they begin to sing a folk song. Tolstoi simply refers to the song
as either “pesnia” or “russkaia pesnia.” In Baydas’ text, however, he consistently refers
to their song as a national or patriotic song (ughniyyah wataniyyah) (19). For Baydas,
Nikita’s connections to his homeland are much more abstract and fundamental than his
relationship with the personage of the tsar. Nikita’s devotion is to his watan, to his
beloved (both Russia and Elena), instead of being focused on the character of the tsar
himself. This allows Baydas a degree of freedom over the course of the story to shape his
depictions of Ivan IV as criticisms of the Ottoman government rather than leaving him as
the complicated, sympathetic (at times) character that Tolstoi presents.

In addition to these alterations of the text itself, Baydas also includes extra-textual

apparatuses in his translation to give information to his readers. The most interesting
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example of this practice comes at the beginning of Tolstoi’s fourth chapter (section six in
the Arabic translation), where Baydas includes a lengthy explanatory footnote. This
chapter (“Koldun™ — “al-dajjal”) describes an interaction between Viazemskii and a
miller who practices magic. He comforts his Arabic-language readers, who he assumes
may find this material objectionable, by writing,
“If the readers find that this or other chapters of this novel a large amount of
fantasy and ridiculous stories from the traditions that were prevalent at that time
in Russia and held sway over the minds of the vast majority of the people, do not
simply cast it aside and consider it disrespectful of the honor of the novel. If we
attempted to rid the novel of all of this nonsense because it contains something
detrimental (fasid), then we would be as those who downplay the beauty of
historical events . . . .”'®
Even the way that Baydas translates the title of this chapter gives an indication of
Baydas’ attitude toward the incident. Instead of reproducing the Russian word
(koldovstvo or sorcery), Baydas entitles the chapter al-dajjal, a word indicating a
charlatan, an imposter, or a fake. Where Tolstoi’s sorcerer clearly has powers that he uses
on behalf of the other characters in the story, Baydas undercuts his authority and abilities
from the very beginning. Whatever this sorcerer’s influence may be within the story, as
Baydas relates the story to his audience, he anticipates their value judgment of the
supernatural in this chapter and writes it into his translation. This is an interesting
contrast to the major plotlines that Baydas eliminated from his translation of
Kapitanskaia Dochka because they were potentially objectionable to the reading public,

here he chooses to explain some of the differences and leave the ‘objectionable’ material

in. In reality, this material fits in with the kinds of fantastical pulp fiction that were very
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popular in the Arabic press at this time, and especially when preceded by this kind of a
warning, may have drawn extra readers to the text because of the exotic nature of the
material.

It is also interesting to note the reversal of roles in this footnote. Baydas ascribes a
whole host of clearly derogatory labels for superstitions and practices that were
considered to be beneath any member of modern society—awham, khuza’balat, taqalid,
and turrahat—to Russian culture. He assumes that his Arabic-speaking audience will find
the content of this scene objectionable, and needs assurance that the material that they are
reading is not simply nonsense, but adds to the novel both aesthetically and in terms of
historical accuracy. In negotiating the border between the foreign text and the target
audience, Baydas treats his Arabic-reading audience as the logical, reasonable, rational
group who finds the exotic and foreign nature of the Other (in this case, Russia) to be
revolting and off-putting. Baydas takes it as his task to bridge this gap, and make this
Other accessible. The power/knowledge structure that he assumes in this footnote is the
exact opposite of the traditional orientalist paradigm. Russia has become the
superstitious, irrational other, and the Arabic-speaking audience of the Ottoman Empire
the rational, critical power manipulating the image of the Other for its own consumption.
Baydas’ note claims a place of power over Russian culture in terms of knowledge and
understanding, his gaze backwards over the centuries of Russian history fixing Russian

culture and (pre)judging it on behalf of his Arab readers.

By the time Baydas translated Kniaz’ Serebrianii, he had established a very clear

and compact prose style. As with his earlier translations, ahwal al-istibdad is free of
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excess ornamentation, wordplay, and other devices so characteristic of early nahdawi
prose. Even in the more lyrical scenes of the novel, Baydas maintains a tight prose style
that reads easily. He makes very few changes that would serve to domesticate the text,
maintaining the Russian setting, character, and context for the events of the novel.

One exception to this rule comes in the form of the Arabic poetry that Baydas
inserts into several scenes in this novel. These additions are never intrusive, but simply
give some extra color to the events being described. At times, the poetry is of Baydas’
own composition. For example, when introducing Elena at length for the first time,
Baydas indulges in ten lines of original poetry. The tone and imagery of the poem are
reminiscent of the song that Elena’s handmaid sings in the Russian original, but are not
an attempt at literal translation. Instead, Baydas brings the folksong into a familiar Arab
poetical form, composing ten rhyming couplets. For example, Baydas begins the 88"
section of the novel with the following couplet from al-Mutanabbi: “If death is inevitable,

\ then it is useless to be a coward”'%*

(297). This couplet comes towards the end of the
story, when Ivan I'V’s false justice is being measured out to all of the different characters
in the book. As the readers begin to sense the inevitability of Nikita’s demise, Baydas
inserts this bit of poetry, which describes Nikita’s situation exactly.

These few additions notwithstanding, in composing ahwal al-istibdad, Baydas
follows his source text very closely. As described above, he goes to great pains to
preserve the foreignness of the Russian text, only occasionally inserting explanatory
footnotes or other marginalia to explain the unfamiliar elements of Russian culture in the

16" century. Taking up Lukdacs’ conception of the way in which historical fiction

functions, we can see in Baydas’ translation a text with a clear purpose—the outlining of
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a foreign history that illustrates the ability of determined individuals to resist oppression,
and the positive impact that such individuals can have on future generations, even if the
current struggle seems to be in vain. Baydas cultivated this sense of history in a political
context that presented desperation similar to what the characters of Tolstoi’s novel feel
under the rule of Ivan IV. By translating this novel, Baydas could publish a text quite
critical of the oppressive regime, yet avoid censorship or other repercussions from his
criticism. In addition, he was able to craft a more hopeful call to action for his Arab
audience than Tolstoi did in the original novel because of the extra layer of separation
between Arab society and the Russian history outlined in the book. Baydas is able to
connect the possibilities of the novel to the situation in the Ottoman Empire at the turn of
the century without being strictly tied to actual historical events that formed part of the
Arab conception of nationhood and identity. By importing a piece of a foreign history,
Baydas preserved his ability to craft a message that fit his time and audience. We find
further evidence of his concern for history and a broader sense of historical progress in
the non-fiction articles that he selected for publication in al-nafa’is. Just as he worked to
reshape Tolstol’s fictional historical narrative into a thread that was meaningful for his
Arab audience, Baydas’ work as an editor and writer shaped the presentation of history
on the pages of al-nafa’is into a collection of narratives that similarly informed and
reflected the struggles of Arab society in the Levant (especially Palestine) in the first two
decades of the 20™ century.
History in al-nafa’is al-‘asriyyah

The historical articles that Baydas selected for publication in al-nafa’is follow the

same pattern as his translations of historical fiction — in each case, Baydas draws on the



history of European nations or individuals whose situations somehow mirrored that of
Arab society, or held some other lesson that Arab reads could take from the historical
narrative. This process may not be immediately recognizable as translation, but in fact
Baydas was engaged in the same activity that he pursued in translating literature. Baydas
worked to glean interesting narratives that contained useful lessons for his readers. In the
literary examples explored above, we see how this played out in linguistic and literary
terms. Turning attention to the process of adapting foreign histories to benefit the Arab
nation shows how pervasive Baydas’ drive to allow his people to benefit from lessons
from all over the world was. The 1911 volume of al-nafa’is contains several examples of
this phenomenon.

Many of the early history pieces in al-nafa’is profile famous people from history.
Baydas’s choices of historical figures for profiling fall into several distinct categories--
literary/philosophy figures, and political leaders. In 1911 and 1912, the bias definitely
favors the literary and intellectual figures. In later years, Baydas gives more attention to
strictly political figures. The first such article that Baydas printed in al-nafa’is was a brief
biography of Lev Tolstoi printed in 1909. Baydas gives some idea of his historical project
in the introductory sentence of this article, which reads,

“In the 19™ century three of the greatest and most famous of men led the ranks of

intellectuals—first, Goethe, the German upon whose every word the entire world

hung with great enthusiasm and excitement. After Goethe, the throne of
knowledge remained empty until the Frenchman Victor Hugo occupied it. After
his death, the undisputed leader of world intellectuals became the Russian

philosopher Tolstoi who is known and read in every part of the entire world”'®
(1909 3).
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This comment is interesting for a number of reasons. First, it concentrates all of the
intellectual activity of the entire world in Western Europe, as if that were the entire
world. Baydas was most certainly among those Arabs who lamented the decline of Arab
intellectual and cultural life under the Ottomans, and makes no excuses about giving
primacy to thinkers operating outside of that sphere during the 19" century, even if they
do represent some of the major colonial powers who would cause the Arabs so much
grief in the following decades. Second, we can see that Baydas does not assume very
much background knowledge on the part of his readers. Baydas focuses on the national
identity of each individual, as if this identity is inseparable from the work and position of
an intellectual in the modern world.

Baydas first roots Tolstoi in a physical space—his estate [asnaia Poliana. He uses
a thorough description of this setting to give the reader information about Tolstoi the man
and the philosopher. Baydas also editorializes on the setting, highlighting the simplicity
of Tolstoi’s lifestyle. He writes, “All of it is a paragon of simplicity and lack of
extravagance despite the fact that its inhabitant is from the wealthy and the high class™'*
(1909 5). Having painted Tolstoi as a man that anyone would be comfortable meeting (he

v oCC

even notes that Tolstoi “receives every visitor in his home, whoever he may be”'®7 (1909
5).

Baydas then moves to situate Tolstoi’s personal history. He gives a brief, but
thorough, outline of Tolstoi’s family before moving on to Tolstoi’s studies. He

emphasizes Tolstoi’s interest in the East, and the fact that he briefly studied Eastern

languages at the university in Kazan. Baydas’ depiction of Tolstoi’s noble lineage only
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serves to underscore why his choice to accept everyone is especially meaningful.
Throughout the discussion of Tolstoi’s literature that concludes the article, Baydas
continues to focus on the fact that Tolstoi had a special connection with the everyday
concerns of normal people. His constant emphasis on this principle marks it as the take-
home message for his readers from this article.

The next personality from history that Baydas presented to his readers in 1909
was Aristotle. As with the sketch of Tolstoi, Baydas introduces Aristotle by situating him
in relation to modern European society. He writes, ‘“Researchers into ancient thinkers and
their philosophies agree that Aristotle is the most important philosopher and the teacher
of all the learned. He is the one to whom every nation (ummah) of the earth turns no
matter how advanced their learning or their knowledge” (1910 185). As with his
presentation of Tolstoi, Baydas writes for an audience that may not be familiar with
Aristotle, yet somehow takes it for granted that Western European society is the pinnacle
of advancement and modernity. He chooses to quote Dante in underscoring Aristotle’s
importance, but feels it necessary to tell the reader who Dante is beforehand.'®® This
curious tension characterizes Baydas’ early historical essays throughout the pre-War
years.

Whereas Baydas emphasized the confluence of simple sensibilities and great
intellect in Tolstoi, in his portrayal of Aristotle a different focus quickly becomes
apparent. Baydas goes to great lengths to show the reader the different ways that Aristotle
cultivated his intellect from an early age. In part two of his portrait of Aristotle, Baydas

returns to the familiar themes from his article on Tolstoi. He writes that the greatest

'8 Baydas would return to Dante later, publishing a brief biography in 1919, and then an extended
explication of Dante’s work and its relationship to Abii al-*Ala’ al-Ma‘arrT’s risalat al-ghufran in 1921.



190

lesson we can take from Aristotle is in his dying wish, which was to provide for his slave
Nikanor. Baydas cites this concern for a slave as being unique among all human history,
and calls it the greatest lesson that we can take from Aristotle (1909 519). He goes on in a
third installment in the portrait of Aristotle to outline a few of his philosophies and
teachings.

If the historical articles in 1909-1910 are limited to these two brief portraits, they
would grow to a much larger space of the journal in the years that followed. Baydas
chose many famous personalities from world history, including Buddha, Shakespeare,
Napoleon, Victor Hugo, Kaiser Wihelm II, Goethe, Dante, but also included a
disproportionate number of figures from Russian history, showing his continuing
connection to Russian culture and society. Several of the Russians profiled in al-nafa’is
stand out as unusual choices, we find profiles of Lomonosov (1912), a detailed history of
each member of the Romanov Dynasty (1913), Rasputin (1921), and Nikolai IT (1921).
While these individuals were certainly not obscure, their inclusion shows the close
connection to Russian culture that Baydas maintained throughout his career. Baydas also
branched out to include articles dealing with historical topics and important events in
addition to famous individuals. A few articles from the 1910-1911 volume of al-nafa’is
illustrate this phenomenon. In looking at a number of these articles together, we can see
that Baydas is quite concerned with the issues of the Arab/Ottoman society in which he
was working, but often turned to European history to comment on these issues.

It was not until the end of the third year of al-nafa’is (1910-1911) that Baydas
began to print lengthy articles on historical topics taken from Arab, Ottoman, and Islamic

history. The first of these articles was a lengthy series on Islamic countries (duwal
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islamiyyah), divided chronologically (1911 473)."® First Baydas presented the Ottoman
rulers, then the kingdoms of North Africa and the Maghreb. This article is particularly
interesting for the way in which Baydas presents the Ottoman rulers from his own
lifetime. Baydas comments on the results of the constitutional reforms and his
disappointment that they were not effective more quickly. He gives ‘abd al-Hamid II the
longest entry of any of the Ottoman rulers, and pays particular attention to the
constitutional reforms that were carried out during his reign, being sure to note ‘Abd al-
Hamid’s propensity for overturning those reforms multiple times. It was during ‘Abd al-
Hamid’s reign that Baydas would have completed the better part of his work on ahwal al-
istibdad, and the connection between the title of this translation and the circumstances
under which he did the work is surely no coincidence.

This ambivalent attitude toward the Ottoman rulers appears several times in the
various articles that he prints. As was common in the period, he refers to the Ottoman
rule as a period of inhitat (decline, stagnation, or decadence) many times. This leads to
the trope of lateness that is commonly applied to Arab modernity by later thinkers of the
20" century. For example, in 1911 Baydas prints an article by Ilias Halabt in which he
describes how he finds a parallel situation in Greek society, though in that case the
lateness is attributed instead to physical circumstances. Halab1 describes what he sees as
“the relationship between this fever [malaria] and the lateness of this great nation [the
Greek]™' (1911 237). Among the histories that Baydas includes in the 1911 volume of

al-nafa’is, we find a number of common themes. Baydas gives attention to the histories

'8 1t seems that there was one previous installment of this series, but it does not appear in any of the copies
of al-nafa’is that I found. Perhaps the first installment dealt with early Islam in the Arabian peninsula and
its initial expansion.
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of those European countries that seem to have much in common with the history of the
Levant. For example, his treatment of the history of Italy highlights the turbulent nature
of life on the peninsula when it was comprised solely of competing city-states. His
description lines up very well with the state of the Ottoman Empire in the late 19"
century, when Muhammad °Alt had already established Egypt as an independent entity
within the Ottoman Empire, and other Arab regions of the Ottoman Empire were
becoming restless as European powers established new spheres of influence within the
region. Baydas writes, “The entire country was a broad arena for wars and unrest that
continued for many centuries in humiliation and servitude until it finally united and

became a single kingdom™"*!

(1911 550). This period of unrest seems to be Baydas’
primary interest in relating the history of Italy. Once he reaches its conclusion, he shifts
into a simple list of kings’ birth and death dates. In relating the story of Italy’s
unification, Baydas gives the French a starring role, giving Napoleon credit for
singlehandedly bringing the warring city states into a unified political system. He clearly
felt that outside influence could pave the way for unification and independence, though
his views on the various European powers that were involved were not all entirely
positive.

Baydas also gives space to discussion of the philosophy of history and
historiography in the pages of al-nafa’is. In the 1911 volume of the journal he published
an article by Michel Khawali entitled, “A Glimpse into History” (lamhah fi al-tarikh).
That describes various schools of thought on what the purpose of writing history is.

Khawali comes to the conclusion that history is a universal courtroom in which everyone

will be judged for their deeds. He underscores the lesson that this fact holds for us as we
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look back into history, writing, “From this we conclude that the country that does not
take justice as its foundation and virtue as its fence will quickly find its dominance
shaken and see its invincibility vanish, for history is the strongest witness of these

facts”'? (1911 543).

In selecting these articles for publication, and in expanding the mission of al-
nafa’is to include historical articles, Baydas exercises the same tendencies that we
observe in his literary translation practice. In both cases, he works to bring in interesting
narratives that instruct his implied reader about life in modern society. Baydas reaches
into the history of foreign cultures (mostly European) to bring teaching examples to his
readers. As he does so, he edits carefully to encourage the same principles that have come
up time and again throughout this dissertation—national identity, patriotism, education,
service and duty. This process of choosing and redacting historical narratives from
foreign sources is itself a kind of translation activity, and mirrors Baydas’ translation
practice in working with literary texts.

Pairing his translation of Kniaz’ Serebriannyi with a selection of these articles
shows this process more clearly, especially when compared to Baydas other literary
translations. The fact that Baydas chooses to stay so close to the Russian text in his
Arabic translation gives us an important clue about Baydas’ translation practice in
general. Were we to find that he always simplified and flattened out the complications of
the literary works he translates, as witnessed in his translation of Pushkin’s Kapitaniskaia

Dochka, we might take that as a sign of his inability as a translator. As it stands, however,
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by reading a broad range of his translations in tandem with his work in print journalism,
we can see that Baydas is, in fact, very consistent and able in the work that he has set out
to do. If he is free with some points of the texts and histories that he presents through
translation, he is always upfront about doing so. In each case, the alterations that he
makes to the literary texts he translates are deliberate, not haphazard.

In addition, reading Baydas’ translation of Kniaz’ Serebriannii in combination
with his changing attitude towards historical articles in a/-nafa’is illustrates the changes
that were taking place in his intellectual life and in Palestinian culture in general during
this period. Reaching into the history of both European and Arab cultures, Baydas shaped
lessons from these historical narratives that served his readership in ways unique to the
circumstances in which they were living. Through his editorship of al-nafa’is al-
‘asriyyah and his own career in letters, Baydas was actively engaged in fashioning an
understanding of history that would serve the emergent nationalist movement in
Palestine. Just as he freely reshaped literary narratives in his translations in order to make
them more appropriate for his intended audience, Baydas actively shaped the histories
that were told on the pages of his journal in order to make them more beneficial to his
readership. In both cases, his tasarruf can hardly be faulted, even if the product in both
cases deviates from what would generally be accepted as good translation or good history
in the eyes of traditional (western) understandings of these fields. Baydas’ manipulations
are not deceptions, nor are they indicators of sloppiness on his part. Rather, they give us a
chance to glimpse the identity building process of nahdawt intellectuals in a very intimate

way.
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CONCLUSION

Translation as Transition: the possibilities of nahdah translation

Though he is perhaps not the most famous figure of modern Arabic literature,
Khalil Baydas made an important contribution to Arabic literature through his
translations and newspaper. The three novels discussed in this dissertation represent only
a small part of Baydas’ oeuvre. In summarizing Baydas’ contribution to modern Arabic
literature, Nasir al-Din al-Asad wrote,

“We do not know of anyone in this country whose translated and original stories

number—in this period—as many as Baydas, or even half his number. We do not

know of a journal before his al-nafa’is that paid such attention to the publication

of translated and original stories” (Asad 17).
Despite such laudatory description of Baydas’ career, his texts, like much of the literature
produced early in the Arabic literary renaissance have received very little scholarly
attention. Because neither translated nor popular literature fit easily within the literary
canons that emerged in the Arab world during the post-colonial period, these texts have
languished until very recently. What contribution, however, can be made to literary
scholarship on the nahdah through studying these types of texts? This dissertation is a
preliminary example of the ways in which critical engagement with nahdawi translations
can yield new information about the connections between literary movements and the
historical context in which these translations were completed, published, sold, and

consumed. What’s more, Baydas’ literary journal al-nafa’is al- ‘asriyyah represents an

understudied repository of literary material both in terms of translated literature and also
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as a concrete reminder of the profound impact that Russian culture had on the
development of modern Arabic literature in the Levant.

Translations made up a huge percentage of Arabic literature published during the
19" and 20" centuries. Their importance goes beyond sheer numbers, since they provided
a flexible arena in which authors could experiment with new forms and styles. The above
chapters have considered some of the ways in which the translator occupies a unique
space in the literary world, suspended between two fixed texts, between two separate
societies, s’/he acts as a powerful agent of literary change and development. Through the
choices that the translator makes in working with a foreign text, they shape the linguistic
and cultural spheres of the target language community, often in profound ways. Baydas’
entire career inhabits this peculiar space, and exemplifies its potentialities and pitfalls. In
this dissertation, I have illustrated this dynamic by reading Baydas’ literary translations
as an artifact of the agency that he exercised in that space. When paired with the
nonfiction that he published in al-nafa’is, these translations become traces of the huge
amounts of energy he spent not only to bridge the gap between Arab culture and Russian
culture, but to transform Arab culture through his literary career.

As a final example of this phenomenon, I would like to return briefly to the
linguistic and stylistic idiosyncrasies of Baydas’ literary work. All three of the
translations discussed here exhibit one of the most compelling aspects of Baydas’
translation practice—his lucid, direct prose style. Where much of early modern Arabic
prose was often bogged down by the classical conventions of saj’ (thymed prose),
Baydas eschewed such a style in all of his literary translations. Comparing Baydas’

translations to his early original prose fiction shows how profoundly his work with
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foreign literature shaped his own literary production. Mahamid equates the language in
Baydas’ translations with the “telegraphic style” associated with Zaydan, Sarrif and
Salama Miusa. He writes, “One must also mark the simplicity of Khalil Baydas’ language:
he does not use saj’ or traditional linguistic ornamentations” (2002 61). Even in his
earliest translation, ibnat al-qubtan (see chapter 3), Baydas writes in a powerful,
unencumbered prose style that sets his work apart. This becomes particularly useful
information when we read Baydas’ translations together with his original prose, where
Baydas employs a dramatically different style.

A brief consideration of two of Baydas’ early prose works (both mentioned earlier
in this dissertation) illustrates this difference. The first is the introduction to his work
tarikh al-agmar al-thalathah (The History of the Great Hierarchs: [St. Basil, St. Gregory,
and St. John Chrysostom]). Published in 1898, this work preserves the earliest example of
Baydas’ original prose. In his translation of the religious text, the first thing that the
reader encounters is Baydas’ lengthy preface to the biographies. This introduction is very
interesting linguistically; comparing it to the translated text allows us to tease out more
information about Baydas and the decisions that he makes as he translates and presents
this work. Baydas writes the introduction in a very elevated style of Arabic, flexing his
literary muscles and proving himself adept at some of the most conventional rhetoric
devices of the classical and neoclassical Arabic tradition. Baydas composes the entire
introduction in saj’, rhymed prose in which the rhymed words echo each other not only
phonetically, but semantically as well. Saj’ differs from poetry in that it is not bound to a
specific meter, and it is printed on the page in paragraphs, rather than separate lines as is

traditional in Arabic poetry. For example, the introduction begins: “They are the shining
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stars, even the radiant moons. The great hierarchs of the Church, and her distinguished
scholars.”* In the Arabic, each pair of sentences rhymes: al-lami’ah / al-sati’ah in the
first pair, al- ‘izam / al- ‘ilam in the second. Similarly, the two pairs of sentences clearly
illustrate the parallelism characteristic of saj’, with second sentence of each pair echoing
the meaning of the first. This pattern continues throughout the introduction, just over
three pages of text.

Baydas clearly claims the introductory section as his own composition, placing
his name below it. After having established his authority and the importance of his
subject by invoking the classical literary practice of saj’, Baydas shifts abruptly into a
very straightforward, unadorned tone for the actual translated text. This shows, in
microcosm, the transitional role of translation in Arabic literature during the nahdah. In
his preface to a translation completed in a very plain, lean and lucid prose, Baydas
includes an introduction to his translation that clearly aspires to fulfill the expectations of
a more classical literary style. In this way, the introduction serves as a buffer, establishing
Baydas credibility as a serious man of letters (he was only 25 at the time this translation
was published).

A second example of this same phenomenon comes from the introductory essay
that Baydas published in the inaugural issue of al-nafa’is (November 1908), and then
reworked and republished as the introduction to his first collection of short stories to be
published in book form, masarih al-adhhan (1924). In this essay, Baydas outlines the
mission and potential of the novel as he understands them. Baydas outlines his

expectations of the would-be novelist, setting the bar impossibly high. I have already
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discussed the content of this article in relation to the didactic nature of Baydas’ fiction in
the chapters above. The style of this piece is also worthy of attention, especially in
comparison to the literary translations that are discussed in Chapters Three through Five.

In contrast to the stripped down nature of Baydas’ prose in his literary
translations, Baydas’ essay on the novel exhibits the same rhetorical flair that we find in
his introduction to tariikh al-agmar al-thalathah. The first few sentences give a taste of
the rhetorical gymnastics involved in this essay. Baydas writes,

“No one is ignorant of the high place and powerful role of the novel among all

literary books of all nations

for it is among the greatest pillars of civilization

and the most widely distributed and circulated publications

and those firmly rooted in the heart and the soul

and the most influential on morals and customs
and the greatest force in building up and breaking down;'

94
The translation above replicates the line breaks and layout as they appear in Baydas’
original publication. Baydas eventually shifts into more recognizable paragraph breaks,
but maintains the tendency toward parallelism and saj’ style prose throughout the essay,
which is 11 pages long. This is a unique document because of the inherent conflict
between the manner in which it is presented, and the message that it would convey to the
audience. Baydas writes in the most elaborate classical prose that he produces anywhere
over the course of his entire career. The tension inherent in composing an essay

championing the novel as the premier genre of the modern world in a distinctly pre-

modern literary style captures the situation of nahdawi translation perfectly.

H‘y\@gm_g;‘y\_,.:s)suw@s)new\jﬁkuOtm‘;m;.\?\”uu:;m&.y 194
el g8yl alie) (e (48
Y sl )Ll e salaall Atk g
Qi ol (LA g a2
clalall 5 $AY) &) 3 LGS
el 5 el Sl Leabied s

199



200

Literary translators working during the Arab nahdah functioned in a space
between classical and modern literature. They worked in a literary marketplace in which
the critics valued traditional forms, but the consumers wanted to buy novels and short
stories that were completely different from what had come out before. In this position,
translators like Khalil Baydas exercised their own agency to shape works of literature that
vacillated between these two extremes. Baydas wrote his translations in unapologetically
sparse prose that reflected his modernizing sensibilities. At the same time, he felt it was
expedient (at least in the beginning of his career) to preface these translations with
introductions that evoke traditional Arabic literature. Perhaps Baydas hoped that through
such strategies he could secure the favor of literary critics of the period. The style he uses
in his introductions certainly marks his activity as a literary endeavor, not always a given
in the critical appraisal of translators from this period.

Thus, in modern Arabic literature, translation becomes transition. Baydas and his
fellow translators constantly worked in the spaces between—between literatures, between
nations, between historical eras. This dissertation attempts to recognize the agency of the
translator operating in that space in a new way. Connecting Baydas’ translation practice
not only to the texts from which he was translating, but also to other texts published in his
literary journal gives us a new appreciation for the skillful way in which he used the
freedom accorded him as a translator to create literary works that addressed the social,
political, and cultural concerns of his time. Focusing on his decisions and agency instead
of how closely his translations match their respective source texts allows us to appreciate

his translations for what they are, instead of dismissing them for what they are not.
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