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ABSTRACT

THE PORTRAITS OF THE ARTISTS AS CRITICS IN RE-
CREATION OF THE MODERN WITH TRADITION: TANPINAR
AND ELIOT

Idris CAKMAK

The present thesis explicates the literary andasadticisms of Thomas
Stearns Eliot and Ahmet Hamdi Tanpinar who are potiminent figures in
constructing the modernist inclinations in Engl@std Turkish literatures. Their
attitudes towards tradition in shaping criticisnttwinodern norms are quite
worthwhile for they attribute a significant valwettadition as critics. Their criticism
and theoretical affiliations are elaborately basedhe reinterpretation of tradition
since tradition does not only change the presenalso creates it by means of its
sturdy ramifications into the past and the pres&meir criticism bears comparison
with each other in terms of the stress they makmupe significance of tradition
and the links between past and present.

In that study, first, the emergence and the streatfi Modernism as a
thought and a literary theory and its relation witbdernity will be elucidated.
Second; the literary extensions of Modernism byigmeg on the criticism of Eliot
and Tanpinar and the importance of tradition inthe®ries of these two influential
critics will be illustrated. Therefore, their ink@ace on the idea of continuity and

their special attribution to the presence of palitbe studied. The relation of their
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criticism to tradition and modernist approaches & scrupulously illustrated. Then,
Western shadows behind them, such as Bergson, wa@goherent picture in
unraveling their sources and intersecting partheir critical agenda will be sifted
thoroughly. As a result, that they both structimrt criticism on modern thoughts
but by establishing it on the grounds of traditidegacy they have inherited will be
analyzed. Therefore the gist of this thesis willipen the criticism of both Eliot and

Tanpinar and how they re-created the modern bysfoguon tradition.

Key words:

Tanpinar, Eliot, Modernism, tradition, criticismeBson, the idea of continuity,
poetry
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KISA OZET

MODERNIN GELENEKLE YEN IDEN YARATILMASINDA
SANATCILARIN ELE STIRMEN OLARAK PORTRELER I:
TANPINAR VE ELIOT

Idris CAKMAK

Bu tezingiliz ve Turk edebiyatlarindaki modernigtilenlerin
olusturulmasinda ¢ok muhim isimler olan Thomas Ste&titg ve Ahmet Hamdi
Tanpinar’in edebi ve sosyal gieilerini ele alir. Elgtirmen olarak gelerig 6nemili
bir dezer atfettikleri igin, elgtiriyi modern normlarlgekillendirmede gelerge kagi
takindiklari tutum dikkate gierdir. Onlarin tenkidi ve kuramsal yakianlari,
gelengin ani sadece gestirmedigi ayni zamanda gecga vesimdiye dgsru guclu
dallanmalari vasitasiyla tekrar kugduicin, genel itibariyle gelergn tekrar
yorumlanmasi tzerine kuruludur. Onlarins@lderi birbirleriyle gelengin
ehemmiyetine ve gecuie gelecgin birbiriyle baslantisina yaptiklar vurgu
noktasindan benzerlik arz etmektedir.

Bu calsmada ilk olarak Modernizm’in bir dtince ve edebiyat teorisi olarak
dogusu ve yapisi, ve moderniteyle olarskisi incelenecektirikinci olarak,
Modernizm’in edebi uzantilari, Eliot ve Tanpinaréalsstirileri ve iki etkili
elestirmenin teorilerinde gelegn dnemi Gzerinde odaklanarak gosterilecektir.
Bundan dolayi onlarin devam fikri Gzerindeki 1saarive gecnsin simdili gine

yaptiklari 6zel atif ele alinacaktir. Kleilerinin gelenekle ve modernist
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yaklasimlarla olan ilgkisi detayli birsekilde gosterilecektir. Daha sonra Bergson gibi
elestirel programlarinda kegen noktalarin ve kaynaklarinin ortaya cikariimaaind
net bir resim veren arkalarindaki Batili gblgelea#ica incelenecektir. Sonug olarak
onlarin ikisinin de elgirilerini modern dglnceler Gzerine bina etmeleri fakat bunu
tevarus ettikleri geleneksel miras lzerine kurayatceklatirdikleri distincesi
cbzimlenecektir. Bu ylzden bu tezin ana mevzusat # Tanpinar’'in ekgirisi ve

onlarin moderni gelenek Uzerinde odaklanarak kasduklari hakkinda olacaktir.

Anahtar Kelimeler:
Tanpinar, Eliot, Modernizm, gelenek, glg, Bergson, devam fikrisiir
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INTRODUCTION

Thomas Stearns Eliot (1888-1965) and Ahmet Hamadipnar (1901-1962)
are two illustrious men of letters for Anglo-Saxamd Turkish civilizations. They
have witnessed the tremors of the first half oftthentieth century and experienced
the consequences of modern dilemma. Their voyateeifield of literature is not
stable: they have progressed from being highlisekind individual to being a
defendant of social habits or from being a passeadherent of traditional nexus to
being extremely selective. Their “physical” voydgem their own cultures, America
and Turkey, to the most civilized place Europe beasemblance to their cultural
journey. They have considered Europe as the cehtavilization and culture
therefore they have always yearned for going tHeliet after his first visit to
Europe in the beginning of the twentieth centurgnpteted the last phase of his life
in Europe. He has been baptized in the Anglicanr€hand became a full European;
however, Tanpinar’s visit to Europe, again in @& ktage of his life like Eliot’s, is
shorter. He has paid a short visit to Paris andratbtable capitals of Europe, which
are reified to be the archetypal centers for @atiion in his writings. Their quest for
the civilization and their voyages to Europe mostgm from the aspiration for the
maintenance of tradition which will be discussedhi@ ensuing chapters.

Tanpinar and Eliot are both proficient in fictidranpinar have written short
stories and novels, and Eliot dramas. In theirdicand poetry they have created
some antagonists who represent the dilemmas afithadf the age they have lived
in, such as Gerontion, Prufrock, Abdullah Efendi &tayriirdal. To liken J. A.
Prufrock, for instance, to Abdullah Efendi wouldeal the veiled correlation

between Tanpinar’s attitude towards the hurdlesadern mind and Eliot’s



response to the plight created by the novelty efafe. What is more, to juxtapose
them in the same place as poets and analyze tlghtwdiEuropean poetry on their
poetic creations would be an influential study,aaese their poetic gift is renowned
by the critics who are familiar with English andrKigh literatures. They have
proved to be triumphant in poetry and been accldiasethe accomplished and
authoritative poets in their culture. Poetry is station they feel secure most and the
place they are more proficient as keeping withrtbein judgment. To appreciate
greatness, poetry is the best department for Eliathich he is the most qualified.
Tanpinar considers poetry as his primary road paed to the other parts and genres
of literature. The span of that thesis, as the tittlicates, subsumes only “the
criticism” of Tanpinar and Eliot; however, thoseneiztions betoken that their

poetry is a cardinal figure in evaluating theiticism. As they are both poets and
critics at the same time, their criticism revedlsit poetic authorities and their poetry
buttresses the very foundations of their criticalgpam. As maintained by Eliot in

To Criticize the Critid TCC), when he remarks about Valéry, a self-conscimeg,p

the one who propounds a theory of poetry, is uttteguidance of his theory; that is
something to be appreciated in a poet becausedweskwhat he writes (TC@Q9).
Their analysis of literary works and social mati@ss'self-conscious poets” are
guided by their poetic temperament. The preselystonverges only on the critical
agendas of Eliot and Tanpinar, although their yagatecedes their criticism.
Dwelling on their theory of poetry with their othenitical propensities, their poetry
and fiction will be invalid in that study. Theitdirary and social criticism will be

predicated on some of their books. These includebiyat Uzerine Makaleler

[Essays on Literature] (EUMYasadigim Gibi [As | Lived] (YG), Yahya Kemal




(YK), On Poetry and Poet®PB, The Sacred WootsW), To Criticize the Critic

(TCO), The Idea of Christian SocieflCS) and The Use of Poetry and the use of

Criticism (UPUQ. These are the primary works that would be caliateong their

criticism; however, Tanpinar’s case is a bit défer most of his books, including the
first two books above, some novels and memoirseweblished after his death and
edited by his pupils. Some of his lecture notestaadetters, which are among those

as well, will be discussed in the present studgsBhare: Bir Kiiltiir Biinsan[One

Culture One Man] by Turan Alptekin, Tanpinar'damyYBers Notlar[New Lecture

Notes from Tanpinar] by Guler Guven, Tanpinar’inkidiglari [The Letters of

Tanpinar] by Zeynep Kerman. When those books anéeduthey will be referred
not to Tanpinar’s surname in the text but editors’.

In that comparative disquisition their theory oy, their critical
sentiments on criticism and drama, the place ofenothought and modernist
tendencies in their critical programs, traditionl ais relevance to the present, and
Bergson’s weight in their philosophies will be thoghly conferred. Their
conflicting characteristics and the resemblancey bear, in line with their
perplexed identities, will be put forward.

First chapter investigates the emergence, the eomtshe extent of modern
thought. Modernity as an ideal which seeks forrt@son and mind’s supremacy
over the compartments of life posits the dissotutibtraditional elements. The new
situation in the aftermath of a far-reaching amjléime entity which includes the
Enlightenment, geographical discoveries, IndusRvolution, mass production and
technical advancements prevails in the politicebr®mic and cultural experiences

of Europe first and all over the world then. Theiirsic outcome of modernity in



literature is the reflection of the chaotic pligimd pandemonium of modern subject.
The current in arts sequel to modern conditionanesponse to the disruptive
performance of modern expansion is entitled ModamiThe differences between
modernity and Modernism will be evaluated in thstfplace. In order to
contemplate the criticism of Tanpinar and Eliobaerview of modern idea, what
makes Modernism divergent and how it formulatesnioelern subject in arts will be
introduced.

After the presentation of modern situation and Mod attitudes, their
commentary of poetry, criticism and drama will iféesl in Chapter Il. The meaning
of poetry, their stance to the emotion and placeaef in poetry, modernist tendency
in the portrayal of poetry and social status oftpofor both critics will be examined.
For they assign particular qualities to social tiorality of poetry to make out what
poetry and social extension of poetic sensibilgpate for them is essential to
expound. They emphasize that changes in societgudbstantial factor in the
improvement of poetry and criticism. They do na peetry as a means of
indoctrination of beliefs and thoughts; howevertpp carries a distinctive feature in
its very air which propels society into a kind oblboility and change in their critical
program so what makes social facet of poetic aveatiill be studied. As the
criticism of Tanpinar and Eliot constitutes theecof that dissertation, their criticism
of criticism, that is, what they have in mind whéey assert their views on criticism
and how they devise the ideal criticism in the nradege will be submitted. An able
critic should have the enjoyment of poetry to bke &b evaluate poetry in both
critics’ agendas. Their criticism on the weaknesgeagitical thinking in their society

is another element which will be discussed. Thepositions on drama will be



inquired since they attribute a special signifieate drama as the most sociable form
of arts. It instigates a kind of communication be¢w the units of society and artistic
works. The ceremonial bearing of theater in modewsrid and its cathartic mission
are stressed by both Tanpinar and Eliot.

In Chapter lll, the place of tradition in moderrripd, the account of
Modernist approaches in their criticism, and theaparison between the usage of
tradition and modern inclinations will be investige thoroughly. In re-creation of
modern with the subscription of tradition is amahg cardinal presuppositions of
both Eliot and Tanpinar. The presence of past wbpgrates on the creation of new
works is what they dwell on. Time within the histad context is instrumental in the
regulation of present situations so the past actatesiand interferes in the creation
of literary works. Their emphasis on the positidnradition in their own societies
will be scanned. The origins of the concept traditin their criticism will be
explored as they both employ the term with a zesaj@arn. How tradition applies to
modern/ist approaches in the twentieth centurynaleer element that will be
clarified. While Modernist tendency towards langeiamd cultural practices are not
connected to tradition and are desultory, TanpanarEliot’s attitudes impose the
everlasting company of tradition over new situatibhe conception that the re-
creation of new artistic activities for modern miwdh the implementation of past
gives the essence of their criticism. Eliot's madgraspiration and Tanpinar’s
stance on the emergence of a modern state are ahmognsequences of their
obsession with tradition. The definition of “Modeésti and their critical orientation
towards it will be scrutinized in the light of tkencept tradition. While Eliot’s

posture is indubitably Modernist, whether Tanpigsaiewpoint is Modernist or not



is contentious. Considering the debates on thaejsBanpinar’s style will be
estimated in terms of the Modernist leanings. Asibtaism is a response to
modernity in arts and tends to destroy the tradi#i@rtistic forms, their opinions on
the form of poetry will be gauged.

Chapter IV delves into “the idea of continuity”time critical works of
Tanpinar and Eliot because that term embraces ohtiseir criticism as a central
figuration. Their supposition is that life as arieaty is operated by an enduring
authority which encompasses whole units of it. Astpn the form of tradition
accumulates in the present, the actual modes iiesrdre re-created by the past
habits. The past and the artistic productions wbiglong to past integrates into the
continual process in the organic structure of lif@t is, the present. They bring up
the social, political and cultural fractures in tretural stream of that continuity.
Modern age is among the most virulent epochs abiyjisn that the consciousness of
modern subject breaks apart as a result of spliisa perennial construction of
social organism. Eliot employs the conception ‘ittied of Europe” and Tanpinar
“Turkish spirit” in order to signify the idea of ntinuity in their criticism. Their
insistence that the “order” in the nature of sqgcet a therapeutic factor should be
maintained will be ruminated by focusing on theaapt of continuity.

The last chapter includes the sway of Henri Bergsoboth artists’ criticism.
Bergson as a philosopher who foregrounds the pcesgipast and its authority on
the present, and criticizes modern age with hisagtof “time” exerts authority on
the critical programs of Eliot and Tanpinar. Thetsoof the common dispositions, of
Eliot and Tanpinar, which have been studied irptieeious chapters such as

tradition, the presence of past, continuity andaarg unity of time are all borrowed



from Bergson’s philosophy. That inter-textual masthtion of their criticism will be
deliberated by indicating the correspondences lettlee works of Eliot and
Tanpinar and of Bergson. The concepts that inguitie critics such as evolution,
intuition and interrelation between time and spaidkbe worked over. Their
employment of Bergsonian philosophy and disparitiesdopting it will be

spotlighted.



CHAPTER |

The Advancement of Modern Idea and Modern vs. Moderist

Modernity is one of the most important turning geim the transformation
of not only European history but also of the ottwdtures all around the world. It has
influenced the social and cultural structures efworld in such a way that the world
would not be the same after the emergence of migelo other period in the
world history has had as huge and widespread aadngs modernity. If modernity
deserves such a definition, how is it potent inng/iag the mindset of European
thought? The answer to that question will be pairet throughout thischapter. For
Thomas Stearns Eliot, as one of the most promikketernist thinkers, will be
compared to Ahmet Hamdi Tanpinar who is one ohtlost outstanding characters
in the emergence of modern Turkish Literature dime here is not to delineate the
scope of Modernism and modern thought or provigeedluous information about
Modernist and modernization theories but it isoiokl over the definitions of
Modernism in order to determine the role of bofjufes in a Modernist context.
Modernity, as the word “modo” means the presenétii® considered to be the
change of social and cultural codes from a tradéigcope to a more flexible and
contemporary one in a secular standpoint. Thisghamcludes not only one field
but also the realms of science, technology, liteggtart, politics, trade and religion.
The roots of modernity go back to the Renaissanddlze Enlightenment.
“Modernity and Enlightenment are so frequently édkhat either term almost
automatically evokes the other” (Barnett 1). Bardetcusses when he defines

modernity and its birth that the Enlightenment lsral of sparkle in changing the



traditional attitudes in European thinking. Thearte on “reason” is one of the
most important ideas of the adgeason replaces not only religious teachings but
also anything related to tradition. The transfoioraaind the evolution of European
civilization start with those revolutionary ideastloe fifteenth and the sixteenth
century in religion and art; later the geographdiatoveries which enrich the
European countries by the means of colonialism teah economic prosperity and
the emergence of the Industrial Revolution. In nodghe studies on modernity the
term points out to two basic phenomena, Europediglitenment Project and
Industrial society. The aftermath of those vitahiehes has been the birth of a new
era in Europe and the territory she interacted.Wittat territory includes the
colonized countries, from Americas to the Far Bast from Africa to the Middle
East, and other non-colonized countries such asejudapan, China and Russia.
Modern thought in every discipline has been théebof a new world system which
had never existed before. It has changed mostedf#ditional institutions, the state
structures, the imperial formations and the religiperceptions first in Europe and
then, by the means of European colonization progedsAmerican-based
modernization theories, in the other parts of tloela* Turkey, whose case will be
discussed here when comparing the characteridtiebad and Tanpinar, is among
the countries that have been affected by the madelinations and reformations.
All these abovementioned geographies, into somengxtave experienced

modernity which altered the traditional flow of theocieties in terms of many issues

! Modernity and Modernization theory are totallyfelient from each other. The latter is a bunch of
theoretical aspects that propound the unique smydyeof the United States in cultural and
technological areas. However, it does not consiatsthool of thought; it bears only various
assumptions itself (Altun 13).



such as the governance of state, the shift of aitghthe disintegration of religious
foundations and the position of petit bourgeois.

The debate here commences in the general chasticeeof modernity. What
is the historical development of modern thoughtwidiadd modernity transform both
Western and Eastern societies? What did modemgjztrwhen it establishes its
bedrock? Where did it lead societies to? How dichad literature respond to
modernity and its consequences? These questiotiseakey elements in exploring
the attributes of modernity. In the present chapteorder to better grasp the
purview of modernity in the structuring Eliot’s ndiset as a major Modernist artist
and thinker and Tanpinar as a notable figure irethergence of modern Turkish
literature, modernity first, Modernism then, wik levaluated in depth.

Definitions of modernity are so different from eaather in details, but still in
the essence the definitions signal to some basioestts that constitute the
ontological premises of modernity. As posited abdke natural boundaries of
modernity is not limited to the nineteenth andtiientieth century but it goes back
to the Enlightenment and even to the RenaissangepE’s long quest to obtain
today’s value system starts in the thirteenth agnpasses through the
Enlightenment and results with the transformationke twentieth century; this long
period constitutes the time-bound aspect and diefimof modernity:

More generally, modernity is an imprecise and cstetgterm. It has
been said to encompass Western history from thaiBgance, or the
epoch that began with the seventeenth centurytda@eevolutions of
Galilea, Hobbes, Newton, Leibniz and Descartdsas also been

argued to have been inaugurated by the eighteentiany Age of
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Enlightenment and its drive toward a mastery ofireaand society
through reason, since which rationality has beersicered the key to
justice, morality, control, organisation, underslizaig and happiness.
(Childs 16)

Secular and reason-oriented manner of the Enhgheat inspires the modern
thought and is the origin of modernity. Seculai@atnd falling apart from tradition
are among the other characteristics of modernttyc8iral and intellectual
transformation of Europe has been typified by theghtenment; and the social
transformation has been finalized by the develograe@ommunist industrial
society. Europe’s travel from a precise religioasisty to a secular one in politics,
economy and art is one of the other characterisficsodernity. The shift from a
religious perspective to a secular system has ae#fficult process for societies
which were exposed to the impacts of modernitye fansition of society from a
metaphysical dimension to an autonomous and seentiy by disregarding any
kind of supernatural existences has made up thebledf the basic interpretations
of modernity.

One of the rudiments of modernity or modernizaiganvisaged as ‘the
disintegration of traditional elements’ by its thists. If that is to be more thorough,
the society would be modernized easily and enhaeoem social institutions would
be more rapidly. That preconception has becomenbtiee most important world-
wide acclaimed aspects of modernity:

The more thorough the disintegration of traditiogleiments in the
process, the more able a society would be to dpwaatinuously, to

deal with perennially new problems and social fer@nd to develop
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a continuously expanding institutional structuceincrease its
capacity to absorb change, and, implicitly, to depether qualitative
characteristics of modern societies such as rdtignefficiency, and
predilection to liberty. (Eisenstadt 15)
Decomposing of conventional elements in societydmamged the world in a striking
and swift manner. The tradition and its ramificaidhave been dismembered; which
has led to a great turmoil in the organic edifiEsaxiety and its dynamic
construction. That disarray, later, has causegditical disorders and the
independence of the colonies from Western powers.

While Modernity erases the traces of religion adition, it assumes new
premises as religion does. Those premises pronfisé tive progressive narration of
religion once promised in sacred books. Howevetoés not designate that
progressive narration as religion; some critiggudéite that modernity bears
resemblance to religion and its premises on humamit emancipation:

Lyotard...says that the metanarratives of modepritynise the
‘progressive emancipation of reason and libertggpessive or
catastrophic emancipation of labour, enrichmenhefwhole
humanity through the progress of capitalist techaience.’ They are
not necessarily opposed to the Christian narrativthe redemption of
souls through sacrificial love . . . Before modgrnsuch narratives
appealed to a notion of a transcendent being diyembagined in the
form of a deity or a divine or supra-human forceldpendent of
human will, yet active in the world in fashioningdividual and

communal destinies. The discourse of modernitykseath the
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metaphysics and onto-theology, that is to saygiaks with the

discourses which refer to the problem concerniegntieaning of

being to a basically religious and mythical imagio (Venn 18)
The world of secular identity is professed by thkisels of suppositions; modernity
as a secular phenomena alienates the individuatsafid society then to an extent
that there is not an exact identical pattern. Toatdition leads the fragmented minds
of modern world into a kind of quest in which onieg to make life worthwhile. The
journey of the modern individual is a process thahade futile by the secularization
of both society and cultural atmosphere that sumsthim. The hindrances and the
predicaments put by modernity impel an atypicahtdg, which is meant to be
“basically religious and mythical imagination”, ¢ime modern subject. Those
dilemmas which are embodied in various levels aigmations become a substitute
for the “supra-human” imaginations once expoundgcdeligious attitudes, faiths and
belief systems. The aspiration of modernity foesavrorder has resulted with the new
designs and frames that proposed the essentifiiynoe basic rules and a common
ambiance for all the societies it operates in. Hmwvgethat aspiration would mean the
advent of a quasi-religious entity. While the stewhich preferred modernity as
an ultimate goal tried to disintegrate conventialaments, they had to face with a
less strong religion-like organism with all its medls and practices that are the same
as or similar to religion. The problem for modeynd to envisage “a universal
element like reason”; this idea supposed the rakatien of not only minor groups
but also nations (Venn 22). This fantasy resultéd the reactions and oppositions
from both tradition and the social elements andigsahat were nourished by the

ramifications of tradition. Modernity is also a thefield of tension. This tension is
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built on the control and discipline on the one hamdonomy and liberty on the other
hand. There is not a clash between civilizationd@astington discusses; it is rather a
clash between modernities Yildirrm adduces (413lajcdhere is not one

“modernity” in the sense it emerged in the Westunopean countries; the term
“multiple modernities” is today popular in sociaiences’ The concept modernity
proliferates as it drives away from the dominatdiWVestern societies.
Modernization theories and the spread of liberatimvements among the colonies
of Western Countries are among the other reasotie@mergence of non-Western
and multiple modernities.

While Habermas defines modernity as “an incompbetgect” as it continues
its self-definition through many utterances of patjon,some argue that modernity
has failed at the end. The recent wars and restiisw developments once did not
exist are kept in view as malignant tumors of mader “they argue (and here they
have a point) that the modern project was a cdaitlyre, bringing not the sweet
dreams of reason, but war, famine, disease andgical disaster” (Barnett 3). In his

acclaimed book Tradition, Change, and Moderriigenstadt, when delineating the

frontiers of modernity, talks about the breakdowhs/hat modernity brings. He
points out that Modernizations in Chile and preeireirgentina are negative
examples of modernization, and Nazism and Fascismaraong the most important

disruptions of modernization at much more advaneeels of development: “Thus

2 For non-Western modernities and the reflectiontho$e formulation on culture and social life, see
Gole’s “First Course on Non-Western Modernity.” gdoBati 2 (1998): 65-73.; Yasuo Yuasa,
Overcoming Modernity: Synchronicity and Image-thimk Tr. John W. M. Krummel. (Albany: State
University of New York Press, 2008).; Kwame Gyek¥yeadition and Modernity: Philosophical
Reflections on the African Experiend®ew York: Oxford University Press, 1997).; Cuéiland
Modernity: East-West Philosophic Perspectiies. Eliot Deutsch. (Honolulu: University of Hawai
Press, 1991).; Farzin Vahdat, God and Juggerrautsiintellectual Encounter With Modernity
(Syracuse: Syracuse University Press, 2002).; 8tej. Martin, _Decomposing Modernitit anham:
University Press of America, 1996).
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all these developments took place within the fraorée of processes of
modernization as parts of these processes. Thelgecaaen as pathologies of
breakdowns of modernization, or, as in the cad¢azism, as attempts at what might
be called demodernization” (50-1). For Venn “ethides in Eastern Europe, in
Rwanda, in East Timor, fundamentalist brutalitiesrgwhere” are all associated
with modern and its aftermath technology (Venn 16).

Promising the reason’s sovereignty over the cellegttterns of traditional
elements, modernity has identified itself as a aempicious system that advances
some opportunities instead of the established fi®J&ems. The manner in which
modernity portrays itself and is portrayed has be&md of well that swallows
individuals and distances them from traditionahet@ts and religious tendencies.
That alienation has substantiated the inevitabiftg new design, or a new age of
presuppositions in arts and literature. The reastend the stance of artists against
the imminent incidents conveyed by modern endeavave comprised Modernism.

While modernity is considered to have emerged énsikiteenth and the
seventeenth century, Modernism is weighed to b@#nadigm shift in arts at the end
of the nineteenth century. This perception of Modgan, the one which will be
signified throughout this study, belongs to the lr@merican tradition, not to the
definitions of Modernism in the French sefisghe terms Modernism and Modernist
are something to do with arts and artists in tkedacade of the nineteenth and the
first half of the twentieth century; as hinted abpthe gist of Modernist thought is

shaped by the reactions and the responses ofttbis &aowards the new situation

% While Modernism is “the literary production of redists and poets” in the Anglo-American tradition,
in French tradition the word intimates to “attertppmodernize the doctrine of the Catholic Church by
incorporating into it the findings of modern histad criticism.” In Italian and German it has a
theological sense, as well (Macey 258).
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which is designated as modern such as the lifgynarises in the perception of
human kind and the intrusion of technology. The rewdition has entailed a new
style and method of narration in order to be abledpe with the disturbance
modernity created. The traditional narration aiyteshave been inadequate in
dealing with what modernity had brought and takidrat is to say, Modernism is the
inevitable process in the quest for a new modusamyk for deploring the
predicament of human kind:
It involves a deliberate and radical break with eamh the traditional
bases not only of Western art, but of Western calim general.
Important intellectual precursors of modernism,tiis sense, are
thinkers who had questioned the certainties thad bkapported
traditional modes of social organization, religi@nd morality, and
also traditional ways of conceiving the human self(Abrams 167)
Modernism is associated with attempts to renderarusubjectivity
in ways more real than realism: to represent consciess, perception,
emotion, meaning and the individual’s relation agisty through
interior monologue, stream of consciousness, tlingel
defamiliarisation, rhythm, irresolution and othembs. . . Modernist
writers therefore struggled, in Ezra Pound’s bpiefase, to ‘make it
new’, to modify if not overturn existing modes epresentation,
partly by pushing them towards the abstract ointrespective, and
to express the new sensibilities of their time (Childs 3-4)
The advent of Modernism is considered to be the éat published The Waste

Land Joyce Ulysseand Woolf Jacob’s Rooni 922 (Macey 258). The styles of
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those works are totally different from the conventl perception in literature which
presupposes the linear flow of time, the perfetitaation of sentences and god-like
position of narrator. Like its antecedent, modgriilodernism postulates the total
disintegration of traditional elements in languaggrration of modernist fiction,
response of modern man to life and ways of asgeni@w man’s perspective. The
style of modernist narration is different from titawhal story telling in pressing the
meaning into the service of physical perceptionaiide54). Major works in the field
undermine the primary codes of earlier prose bitesgag narrative continuity and
deviating from standard ways of narrating charact€he language of modernist
work violates the old syntax and coherence by fragpied sentences, stream of
consciousness and diverging from usual standartisgefistic perception (Abrams
167).
Here, Peter Childs’ book Modernismill be worked out in order to be able to
take a clear picture of the frontiers of Modernisna to contemplate the reflections
of and criticism on Modernist thought. How Modemiss different from its
precursors Romanticism and Realism will be instnotalen defining it.
... the principal features of realism, opposedadier Romance, are:
narrative authority and reliability, a contemporaegting,
representative locations, ordinary speech, link#s @nd extensive
use of free indirect discourse. Modernism challengeany of these
conventions, particularly in terms of narrativehieigue, character
portrayal, self-referentiality and linearity. (Cdtsl 74)

Even though Modernism is not the recurrence of Rdimiam in literary style, it is a

reversal in realist inclinations and challenger&alitional elements. In addition, it
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refers to a withdrawal from the ingrained rudimeritsepresentation across the arts.
The established rules of narration techniques andmed conventions of artistic
elaborations have been challenged by disparate mews in different fields of arts,
such as Symbolism and Imagism in poetry, abstnacttothe essential feature of the
Avant-Garde in visual arts, cubism in drawing amel International Style in
architecture (Macey 259).

The modern artist is utterly different from theyious age’s artist such as
Classic, Romantic and Realist. He occupies sonfierdiit styles and narrative
devices from the artists of the eighteenth anchtheteenth century. He substitutes
“the eternal beauty and the amazing harmony oftifeapital cities”, “landscapes of
the great city—landscapes of stone, caressed hyisteand buffeted by the sun”
(Frisby 18) for beauties of nature, what emoticarduses in the artist, and
representation of nature in precise narrations.

From Baudelaire onwards, avant-garde writers fatasethe city in a
new way and Modernism is often considered to bditkieliterature
to deal directly with urban existence . . . the Miodsts had to
confront a new urban environment, with offices #adfic,
advertising and shopping: the entire metropolitenpia/dystopia of a
fast and compact social and cultural existenceishabt contrasted
with provincial life but is divorced from and supedes it. (Childs

182)

* Those movements and others such as Expressiomgressionism, the geometricism, the
biomorphism, Surrealism, Futurism and Dadaism aresidered to be the reflections of Modernist
thoughts in different aspects of arts and literatur
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As aforementioned this confrontation of the Modstrairtists has led to a new
perception and then representation of social enaient and human mind. The

characteristics of the “the newness of present™digntegration and reformation,
fragmentation and rapid change, and ephemeraldyiresecurity”. These are, for
sure, the consequences of industrialization, udaaioin, and secularization.
Distinctive features of Modernist composition are: . radical aesthetics, technical
experimentation, spatial or rhythmic rather tharooblogical form, self-conscious
reflexiveness, skepticism towards the idea of gedtbuman subject, and a sustained
inquiry into the uncertainty of reality” (Childs 48). Those lineaments of Modernist
attitude have been employed in the works of the Afeen Childs sifting through the
story “The Virgin and the Gipsy” (1930) by D. H.\Wweence, he elucidates the
Modernist aspects of the narration as “epistemobidgirisis: death of the old and
birth of the new, since Mater and her ‘will to po\ware ceremoniously drowned in
the flood; and overt sexual symbolism” (Childs 8vpdernist literature, as a
definitive statement, has not been a literatuneadfjust transformation but a
predicament and crisis, even though “while histoegson and logic had failed the
modern world as organizing principles, aesthetaxs$ mot” (Childs 183).

Modernism, however, has never been really justtbimg and never really
unified as discussed above. Like in the case ofemoty and its ramifications, and
multiple modernities, Modernism exhibits itself imyscellaneous aspects in different
fields such as literature, plastic arts, music paidting. What is more, it has not

remained only as a reaction to modernity but aléas constituted a new discourse

with various forms and patterns for the perceptibthe modern mind.
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Modernism has been criticized for a bunch of reasbtodernism, especially
literary modernism, has been considered a driftyanam reality and social
concerns by later critics. As Deane points out@motes from Frederic Jameson:

One of the more commonly held stereotypes abounibaern has of
course in general been that of its apolitical ctim its turn inward
and away from the social materials associated neghism, its
increased subjectification and introspective psiatiaation, and, not
least, its aestheticism and its ideological comraiitrio the supreme
value of an autonomous Art as such. (45)
However, Modernism’s insistence on glorificationaof and creation of a high art
often overlaps with what is today called populdr lsloreover, the claims that
Modernism is totally elitist and reiterates the plap culture have been challenged as
Modernism does not only put emphasis on pure atistelrt. The poems of
modernist tradition were not only constituted byl@omy and melancholic poetic
elaboration but also they have been created witiffaurent variety in style and
contentAs Modernism is not one thing and is a pugnaciessa, it has fascinated
critics in diverse ways. While some glorifying th®dernist inclinations, some have
criticized it for its highly elitist nature. As Qtitz professes in his article “T. S. Eliot
and the Cultural Divide™: “A reappraisal of Modesm as a whole therefore seems
necessary if our understanding of the transformaticculture during the twentieth
century is to continue to grow” (246). The paradog&éModernism should be
displayed by the assessments of Modernism/s iawsjtlle contextThe role of
popular culture and the post of miscellaneous aallflagments should be studied

together in the same contextual stage. Today, Mistar especially after the

20



emergence of post-modernism, is to be defined sietifist and high art but it is to
be reconsidered since it has different aspect®apdsitions like modernity, and to
be elucidated by means of the new enhancemeritsratiire, pluralistic society and
linguistic opportunities. Modernity, as remarkeadwad, is not one thing and not
unique to only one region of the world; neither Madsm is. Therefore they are not
evaluated just from one angle today, but they ppraased in different formats and
fragments. They are among the subject matter &dréift fields of social sciences
including sociology, anthropology, literature, aated history. Even though
modernity and Modernism have emanated from the smmeee, the social and
cultural tumults in Europe, the outcomes of bothderaity and Modernism are to be
associated with the entities exposed to moderngtihations and discourses all
around the world such as different cultures, sta#sstic currents and social

connections.
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CHAPTER Il

Two Poets and the Critique on Poetry

T. S. Eliot and A. H. Tanpinar are both devotedipaethe first place; even
though the analysis of their poetry is not withie scope of the present study, their
critical programs, that is, their essays and lestum poetry, poets and literature in
general, mainly focuses on poetry. When scrutininéthlly, they seem to share
very few features in common for, on the one haridt Bever wrote novel3did not
relate his critical program to the existential tafilhis nation both psychically and
culturally and employed a criticism, so to speagqiast Romantic involvements. On
the other hand, Tanpinar never wrote drama evargthbe attempted to write some
verses and fiction with an intention of writing dra, which are neither complete nor
exert the characteristics of the genre drémia, not make himself and his own
critical program independent from the struggle isfdocial pattern and embraced
nearly all the literary movements and currents atiag from European thought
including Romanticism. However, both figures arefsan the first place when one
ranks their literary authorities, (as a subjectaeking, Eliot: poet, dramatist and
critic; Tanpinar: poet, novelist and critic) soyHeear almost similar characteristics
in that sense. In the present study their poetdyather literary products, such as
dramas, novels and short stories, will be ignoretha accent will be put on their

critical programs as the title of the study godm“portraits of the artists as critics”.

® For Eliot's only fiction, except for his poetry ishich characters epitomize the features of a kind
fiction into some extent, see the short story Esddind Appleplex20 Nov. 2007
<http://www.readbookonline.net/readOnLine/3178/>

® For Tanpinar’s attempts to write a dramatic pgainjike what Eliot calls poetic drama: see Ahmet
Hamdi Tanpinar,ihsanlar Arasinda.” [Among Peoplgirler. (istanbul: Dergah, 1998). and Ahmet
Hamdi Tanpinar, “Son Meclis.” [The Last Assemblyikayeler[Short Stories].ictanbul: Dergah,
1998).
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What makes them special is their common featuss;, #ne both poets and critics.
That is a quite momentous aspect of their crificaram because as critics, their
writing has been affected by their poetic sengibgdi As the title says “the portraits
of the artists as critics” and is an implicatiorthe modernist dispositions, to James

Joyce’s majestic work A Portrait of the Artist a¥@aung Man their standpoint in

modern/ist attitudes will be surveyed all throulghit critical writing in this study.
Definition of poetry in general is very similar footh Tanpinar and Eliot. It
is something that prose could not articulate (¥I5) and speech could not
communicate (OPB1). Speech and prose aim to convey a kind of mgawhereas
their capacity to convey the significance is somes restricted. In the place where
prose and speech cease to convey the messageathbeaty of poetry begins. As it is
a product of a kind of system whose tenets are inemtawithin itself, the field of
poetry is uninhibited. Therefore the significantest could not be expressed within
the boundaries of ordinary language are uttergubétry within the norms peculiar
to itself. The technique of poetry makes for itdearand conjures up the power to
create the “inner man” in Tanpinar’s terms.spite of the fact that the meaning that
could not be articulated is expressed by poetmytharity, Eliot loads poetry a kind
of mission that could also be discerned by meanmstellect and mind.
Notwithstanding the ambiguity in making out the pgs meaning, “wisdom” is an
intrinsic element in the articulation of poetry amting to Eliot. That wisdom is one
of the distinctive features of poets whose reads¥doreign; poetry is here in the
second place after wisdom (ORP2). When reader attempts to digest wisdom, he is
also affected by poetry itself. That is the impb#iy of poetry, which would not be

communicated at all without its perception as poétithe reader does not absorb it
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as poetry in the second place, the grasp of itisdom in the first place would not be
adequate as poetry and wisdom are inseparabléhambtion that could not be
communicated without poetry is wisdom. Tanpinardeoa that a situation that is
called denotation occurs by definition in the drpoetry. Poetry is the impossible
and instantaneous part of intellect (E(VI). As poetry is the art of substitution
according to Tanpinar, it appears as a miraculcusent of human wisdom in the
form of sensations and replacements. Those moméptsetic experience witness
the impossible juncture of poetry’s significancdéthaugh the products of personal
invention are not creation, they reflect the wisdamd poetic sensibility together.
Eliot’s theory of personal expression is quite i@ned. In his criticism, poet
detaches himself from the work in order to actwatlze inner order of poetry and
tailor poems to the “objective correlative”, that the vanishing of poet from poem.
His extinction as the creator of the work resulithihe disappearance of emotion of
artist. The utterance of poetry is the indirectresgion of poet. An objective
construction is identified with the sensations o0& so that the poet asserts himself
by means of poetic devices (Austin vii). Even thoibgs theory seems to separate
poetry and emotions of the poet, the former cowlidoe made out without the
backing of the latter. “Objective correlative” lsetleading pattern in configuring the
relation between poet and poet’s personal existenpeetry. While demarcating the
span of poetry, Tanpinar stand up for the same¢tieal bases with Eliot's theory
of personal expression. He upholds that poetrités &self”; however the self in
poetry is not the actual self but a circumstanctself’. The new self, as a mode of
definite self, reflects something but by meansatfial self. In fact, in a sheer piece

of poetry, there is no “self” but poetry. A com@etnd perfect poetry is like a “facet
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diamond” or an “object” (Y&38). That is exactly what Eliot means by “objeeti
correlative”. The self as a distinct entity and jpp@s an object constitute the two
dimensions of poetic process. The object as thelkdive device between poet and
poetry substitutes the emotions of poet and aaesiihe evanescence of poet from
poetry. Poetry as professed by Tanpinar is timgthasis to say, poetry advances
out of the boundaries of time by evading of poet his emotions from poetry’s
construction. That is purveyed by the object tlatedates with poet’s personal
heritage. Both Tanpinar and Eliot's elaborationshendisappearance of poet from
their own artistic productions envisage that poet his personal experience should
be sent away from his artistic creation by formulg@a kind of object that facilitates
the interconnectedness between the work done andioir, that is the poet and
poetry itself. Poet’s authority on his work is omgndered by ensuring the relevance
of his own “self” to the artistic production.

In modern times the place of poetry is a bit défarfrom the traditional
modes of poetic representations. While poetryriseans of ceremonial practices, in
the primitive eras of humanity, after the developtr@ civilization, it becomes a
genteel and cultivated activity. However, the modage has collapsed that function
of poetry; the crude form of poetic endeavor hasrned as stated by Eliot. In
modern epoch “poetry is meant to be spoken”. Whideritualistic performances of
ancient times give pleasure and promise the figroli the earth and nature such as
“the murmur of innumerable bees or the moan of devemmemorial elms”, the
sounds of modern notes are products of “dissonasmé™cacophony” (OPB2). A
modern poem in its entirety has transitions betwtseparts in order to acquire its

peculiar rhythm and intensity. The prosaic sigaifice of poem is reflected through
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its passages by fluctuating in an unrhythmical neuim the poetry of modern times.
That’'s what Modernist narration anticipates in pgethe prosaic operation of poetic
text and a vehement expression of rhythmic elememdsclamor of unorganized
sounds. For Tanpinar the crisis (buhran) of modgmis not as frivolous as it is
imagined. However, he is concerned about the modilmma and its aftermath in
poetry. He realizes that language, images anddittfi&eep changing (Y@97).
Although Tanpinar is not a Modernist, he follows Huvancements in the modern
currents, the changes in literary field of the rewa& and the novelties in the cultural
flow of European society. His awareness of Modestisictures is one of the
primary features that approximates him to Modeilitestature although he is a
traditionalist and is one of the initiators of eulil and literal preferences of a
modern national state. Even, in establishing thei@al background of the new
republic, he manifests that not only building bisbadeconstructing is indispensable
for a society to acquire a new culture, by whichdbaotes the Western culture
(Alptekin 139). Destructing and reshaping of thexantional structures in literature
which are among the focal figurations of the Modkgrattitude are among what
Tanpinar as a conformist suggests. Demolishinglithéorms of literary assertions is
among the most prominent devices of Modernist goétat is done by employing
the strident voices and raucous melodies of motieres as maintained by Eliot. In
both critics’ agendas, that the cacophonous antefsa penchant of modern tunes
replaces the sweet euphony of traditional streaioréegrounded as a hallmark of
modern poetry.

Their special attribution to tradition in theirticism, as mentioned above,

impinges upon their notion of poetry. That emphasssilts with the social function
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of poetry and poetry’s indivisible part in socie?yhen Eliot puts together poetry
and criticism, he pays attention to the social fiomcof poetry and relates the growth
of poetry to the turn of events in society:
You may say that development of criticism is a stonpof the
development, or change, of poetry; and the devetoprof poetry is
itself a symptom of social changes. The importaotmant for the
appearance of criticism seems to be the time wbeitrypceases to be
the expression of mind of a whole people. (UPRICE22)
Changes in society are hallmarks of improvemepbietry and criticism, which lead
to be the expression of whole people in societyuhlderlines the account of poetry
in the development of society and its evolutiondaays a bright future. Tanpinar’s
frame of mind in poetry’s function is not oppodibewhat Eliot posits about poetry
and society: “However, poetry is social and attadoetradition. Poet feels more
secure within the hundred-year-old forms and rdl€¢G 316)2 For Tanpinar, as for
Eliot, poetry is not divorced from the social bondss the contrary it is aroused by
tradition and society in whose recreation tradifitelys an enormous role. Eliot plays
up “the moral significance of poetry” (Buckley 89 he assumes that poetry is
inseparable from society and the features thattitotesit, such as mores, epoch,
philosophy and belief systems. In that regard yastembedded within the morality
and belief systems of society as its watershedmveying the moral tenets. While

Eliot overemphasizes the business of poetry inasd@acivance, Tanpinar’'s standpoint

" Halbukisiir sosyaldir. Gelenge balidir. Sair asirliksekillerin ve kaidelerin icinde kendini daha
emniyette hisseder.
8 All translations of Turkish passages in that these mine.
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is not disparate; He assigns particular qualittesdetry and considers poetry as the
representation of collective emotions of society:
What we understand from poetry is that it is arf@rn that expresses
our inner mentality which is not possible to exgrbg means of
ordinary language, rhythm and harmony emanating fitze
combination of words; our excitement and ecstaayjpliss and
sorrow and in that way constitutes the magic thacall aesthetic
concern. (EUM16)°
In Tanpinar’'s terminology poetry has the abilityetqress the joy and grief not only
of poet and individuals but of society and colleetmemory. It sets up a kind of
magic that amalgamates the elements and individiiasciety together in order to
make a wholeSimilarly poetry is counted to be a communicatiehiele for new
experiences and fresh understandings of somethinghvdo not have words, as in
Tanpinar’s reasoning, and cannot be expressed Imaadens the consciousness of
collective memory and distils the sensibility obpée (OPP18).

Tanpinar highlights that poetry has an order amdedmor and that air
merges all the unconnected pieces of thought anditfiointed elements of emotion
within a unity (EUM19). The illustration of an order and unity whiatts in poetic
process composes the hub of both critics’ philogesptihe narrative of order and
continuum which mainly derives from Bergsonian psdphy will be studied in the
subsequent chapters thoroughly. Eliot compreheridsiaprocess as one of

ordering, too: poetic fragments come together gears and mature into an ordering

° “Bizim siirden anladgimiz mana, kelimelerin terkibinden ghn ritim, ahenk vs. vasitalarla alelade
lisanla ifadesi kabil olmayan deruni haletlerimizgyecanlarimizi igtraklarimizi, ng'e ve
kederimizi ifade eden ve bu suretle bizde bedkaldedgimiz blylyu tesis eden bir sanat olmasidir.”
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to assemble poetry. Creation of a poem becomesdan im which poet writes with
the language of not only his age but of precederegations. Eliot christens the
artist who constructs his poetic order with thekirag of earlier generations and
traditions not only poet but “European poet” beealie does not hold his position in
history alone, on the contrary he perseveres imgigdelight and benefit to
consecutive generations. His account of permanandeainiversality is not a
historical record; he remains to be the value efrgwage. People of all ages in
Europe will acquire benefit and pleasure from gpodtry; in Eliot’s coinage it is
called “edification”. Contemporary age’s endeawwptrsue social philosophy in
poetry and replace religion with poetry is a resfithat edification (OPR83). The
order in the structure of poetry gathers not ohg/drganism of poetic and linguistic
features but also the people of separate agesoaretiss in a whole and indivisible
unity. This conception of continuity and order abbke mentioned in the same breath
as what Tanpinar proposes by the concept “ordedanganor of poetry.” In
parallel with Eliot’s thoughts, Tanpinar believiattif one runs into a great poet in a
society, there is always a foregoing minor poegemeration who prepares the
circumstances for him (Alptekin 137). That is glnsgmonious with Eliot’s idea of
continuity in the flow of ages; a poet is not otilg outcome of his poetic gift and
personal insight but of the durability of his sagiand collective memory. While
Eliot talks about the intensity of poetic experiefttPUC34), Tanpinar points out
that poetry is the perfection which springs fronling up of soul over its soul and
observation of it for a moment (EUNH). In both expositions poetry is designated as
a spiritual upshot; that issues probably from theing both critics and practitioners.

Their poetic identities in delving into the meanwoifgoetry make their critical
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program poetic; therefore the process of poetiatwe, for both Tanpinar and Eliot,
is not something independent from social and sgitiaffiliations. Eliot conceives
history as destiny in which poetry becomes “exigamystery” rather than being an
issue of culture (Liebman 208); likewise, Tanpigaes a god-like significance to
poetry and starts his poetics from a “spark ofisgibemiralp 31). Even though they
impute a spiritual meaning to poetry, they do regitate to separate poetry from
other disciplines and religious inclinations:
And certainly poetry is not the inculcation of misfaor direction of
politics; no more is it religion or an equivaleritreligion, except by
some monstrous abuse of words. And certainly pagtspmething
over and above, and something quite different framgllection of
psychological data about the minds of poets, ouatie history of an
epoch; for we could not take it even as that unkes$iad already
assigned to it a value merely as a poet.. . . QW
Poetry is not the indoctrination of ideas, politee® religion. It is quite dissimilar to
everything that surrounds it; it is not a histopok and not the chronicle of poet’s
experiences. Pure poetry is not the collectioniagiaphical information; even it is
totally different from the feeling that the rea@dequires after reading the poem.
Tanpinar’s posture in splitting up poetry from gedn and other social disciplines
bear resemblance to the Eliot’s rejection of pdstiynction as an apparatus of
propaganda. Like Eliot, he is influenced by Frepokt Paul Valéry. Tanpinar, by
borrowing from Valéry, hypothesizes that pure ppetrdifferent from all the

elements that are unfamiliar to it:
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In that case what Valéry understands from purerpagtfirst of all,

isolation of it from all the components that aréamiliar to it. History

of philosophy, morals, and in short, thought irlitare essentially

alien to poetry. Artist is supposed to make poatpure language of

spirit by redeeming it from all this contaminatedsa(EUM 472)"°
Tanpinar defends the process in which cleansingypfvem other elements is
essential. Isolation of poetry from thought andagland attaining pure poetry are
among the chief tasks of artist. Here Tanpinar guspirit with intellect by
borrowing from Valéry; intellect insulates the skebf poem from non-poetic
elements that distracts poet and reader.

Both critics’ posture towards the poetry’s dispiositas a spiritual matter and
then placing poetry into its divergent charactenfrany other elements seem
contradictory. In the first place they charge aidantified connotation to poetic
process, define poetry in a delirious circle anddbuo artist with a religious attribute;
in the other, they split up poetry and other dikegs. As hinted above, that is
because of their poetic sensibilities, in otherdgpsince they are poets, their artistic
productions and poetic standpoints perform on ttréticism, their assessments on
poetry and other literary issues. That contradicisoamong the central traits of both
Eliot and Tanpinar in evaluating and comparingrtpesitions as critics. To deepen
that investigation of critics’ incongruity in deptisg poetry into neither a mystical

point nor an independent place is to be indicatik @ther instances. Eliot

10 Su halde Valéry’nin safiirden anladgi sey, herseyden evveiirin kendisine yabanci olan bitin
unsurlardan tecerrit etmesidir. Felsefe tarihialnhvelhasil her turlgekliyle fikir, haddizatindaiire
yabancseylerdir. Sanatkarin onu buttn bu gayri sg@frydan kurtararak ruhun saf bir lisani haline
getirmesi lazimdir.
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presupposes that to juxtapose poetry with mysttufes is a pitfall for reader, poet
and critic: “ . . . there is another danger in &dlssociation of poetry with
mysticism . . . that of leading the reader to laokoetry for religious satisfactions.
There were dangers for the critic and the readlergtis also a danger for the poet”.
While he pays attention to the danger of confusirygticism and poetry, he
accentuates the undeniable post of mystic leanimgeetry and poetic process: “ . . .
there is a relation . . . between mysticism andeskimds of poetry, or some kinds of
state in which poetry is produced” (UPUG9-140). Although a mystic tendency is
assigned to the poetic creation, the basic retradietween poetry and other
disciplines is emphasized. Quoted from Matthew AdnBliot signifies that poetry
usurps the functions of religion and philosophy (J4P113); however, poetry, and
religious and philosophical attitudes are utteyeg apart for him. Poetry, for
Tanpinar, is imagination, a kind of universe corsguli of dream, zeal and, with his
genuine word, “angoisse”. The “hemistich” that egel of those emotions is the
mysterious product (Y@97). That arcane significance to poetry is agastrained
by stating that poetry starts and finishes in vis @elf and that is the only existential
goal of poetry (EUM14). That discrepancy between their narrativgsoetry is,
seemingly, an essential drawback in their critpralgram. While they claim to be
comprehensible in their criticism and accuses idditional tendencies in critical
account such as Romantics and Divan poets, theirdations on poetry’s station,
because of their characters as poets/practitiorargins inconsistent as well.
Social ramifications of poetry which are discerigdoth Eliot and Tanpinar
do not confine to mystic and religious ascriptiassstudied above. Their critical

programs include a special credit for the sociatfion of poetry, which is a
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prevalent trait of literature in general, and beseaof the epoch they lived in specific,
even though the Modernist narrative theories pgel a pattern which tends to be
more individual in representing human subjectititgn being social. Unlike
Modernist accounts, Eliot and Tanpinar’'s discoutdescentuating the social
function of literature are among the chief assuan#iof their critical programs.
Tanpinar puts forward that no country’s intellettwauld be social like Turkish
intellectuals and espies it to the individual’sreader to society (Y@03). Eliot
supposes that an inception of deterioration inpibetry of somewhere in Europe, for
instance in Norway, would mean that people areidegrof asserting themselves,
and would cease to communicate their feelings\akzeid entities (OPR5). The
social facet of poetry is played up by both of thewetry always has affinities with
the social framework of society. If poetry operdtethe lives of people and social
parties, the supervision of society and social gsas in the right direction. While
poetry, for Tanpinar is something that can be @elvaccording with some social
orders such as personal and impersonal rules;lirgetry which is involved in
moral and social values is involved in life and fpp&vhich is concerned with life is
concerned with moral ideas. Eliot designates thpeet of poetry as “social function
of poetry”; which is to say that nations have astant mutual interaction and
influence of each part on the others. The layemoofal life are connected to each
other with a sensibility that should be widespréadugh whole nation. That vigor,
excellence and speech of nation is composed amnteexay means of poetry. That is
prevailing characteristic of a living and healthation; in its largest sense that is
called “social function of poetry” (OPE2). The most useful poetry for Eliot is the

one which dissolves the partitions of public tastd which escalate the social
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degenerations. Poetry and theater are among thieusefsil instruments in averting
the disintegrations in society (UPUG2-3). Social purpose of poetry, according to
Tanpinar, is its rigorous bearing on life and stygithe latent desires and the critical
aims of society’'s members (EUBD). Poetry’s potency to vitalize the lifeless d®r
and to galvanize the social fragments of life gssibcial province for both Tanpinar
and Eliot. They give priority to poetry’s businessan entertaining mechanism. On
the one hand poetry is a mirror of culture, solaits and beliefs; in the other it is a
matter of pleasure and esthetic. To know the agatarsocial nexus is not adequate
in understanding poetry; rather it is allied wigalty and enjoyment of it.

Eliot stresses the attributes of images and cistantes as the embodiments
of internal factors such as personal traits andtems. According to Austin, that is
the personal expression of poet as opposed tefregentation of social world (304).
Even though Eliot accentuates the extinction ofpeal factors from artistic
productions and accuses Romantics of expressingaistec self instead of the
disappearance of personal characteristics from pberaxecutes the same mistake
by emphasizing the internal factors instead of reeteones. Here he is criticized of
discounting the exercises in the social domaindékes not situate his literary
criticism into the religious or redeeming prospeicliterature which is employed by
modern discourse:

Why didn’t Eliot tie his literary criticism up toissocial criticism of
modernity? Because he rejected the position—as\vetsthe
specifically modern position—that literature caivéa socially
redemptive function. Eliot agreed with Arnold thia¢ progress of

modernity entailed the collapse of traditional ituns of moral
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authority—the church and the hereditary aristocrabyt he did not
believe that literature could be called upon ttffie gap that “poetry
will save us.” “It is like saying that the wall-papwill save us when
the walls have crumbled” was his response. (Mert&7)
Poetry cannot save the distorted minds of modees,abat is to say, after the
collapse of traditional elements the attempts tws8tute religion are not swallowed
by Eliot’s critical program. Although he regardsepiy as a result of social impulses,
he never attaches, in his criticism, the modemnti@ and the task of poetic diction,
only his own artistic concoction presupposes amlpdlustration of modern world.
Tanpinar’s attitude towards the social functiopoétry is not different from Eliot’s.
Poetry is contingent upon some personal and impalswcial orders. It is
pertaining to human kind in that it gives the bgatG 286) but his rendering does
not charge any redemptive function to poetry inaarena. In the advent of modern
representations and the disturbance of human pevoegyainst the modern
considerations the social and moral task of pagibsides. In a modern frame of
reference for both critics it is impossible to teléheir criticism to the redemptory
mission of poetry, and to regard it the saviorhaf twentieth century people could be
quite fruitless and futile. Eventually, while thslyess the social facet of poetry, they

do not believe in the spiritual function of it imet modern era.

Criticism of Eliot and Tanpinar's Theories of Criti cism

Ahmet Hamdi Tanpinar and T. S. Eliot, as the ctuistie poets of their

literature, culture and civilization, are evaluasedinfluential critics as well. Though
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their poetic gifts preceded their critical famédwit competence as critics could not
be discounted. The portraits of the artists agsrias the title of the thesis goes, are
decisive in grasping the realms of their authofTtiyeir competence in the criticism
of their period indicates the traces of their authes. This chapter intends to
investigate the assessments of both critics oitiert. As criticism, in the first half
of the twentieth century, is in an evolvement phagk the advent of formalist
approaches which bring the text rather than thieaub the foreground, the critical
dispositions of Tanpinar and Eliot institute criiiases for their literatures. Eliot,
today, is deemed to be among the founding fathielextbased literary theories
such as Formalism, Structuralism and New CriticiBrmany introduction to literary
theory book, one could find the elaborations o8TEliot on tradition. Tanpinar’s

substantial groundwork 19 uncu Asir Turk Edebiyahe Nineteenth Century

Turkish Literature] is still conclusive in the euation of Turkish literature under the
influence of West. Additionally, his appeal to ttieilizational roots and to the
unfolding of tradition has been the instigatiorthie occurrence and the progression
of criticism in Turkish literature. However, thegeaboth exalted and denounced as
critics and poets. The assessments on both ovaigs while T. S. Eliot is sometimes
judged not to be a “theorist” (Eagleton 75) or t&duas a proponent in the
advancement of the philosophy in the twentieth wgntMelaver 65), A. H.

Tanpinar is acclaimed as “the greatest critic aki&h literature” and accused of
being “failed poet” (Kocak 582). Those contradigtperceptions of their criticism
are abundant as they constitute the roots of ismiticn their literature in the
beginning of the twentieth century. Whatever maigd on these two personalities,

their criticism engages a considerable proportiomaking out their place and
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influence in their own literatures. In their crism the definition and the function of
criticism and the critic will be spelt out throughdhis chapter.

The rudiments of criticism lie in the skill of disguishing a good poem from
a bad one according to Eliot. The function of cri§ to designate the substance of a
good poem in order to adjust and reply to the ntwason (UPUC18). It is apposite
to note that the function of tradition over thegaet and an enduring legacy in
literature, which will be evaluated thoroughly retfollowing chapters, are apparent
here in that idea of Eliot. To tailor a past adtivof the culture, which is the poem, to
the present situation of literature and culturedtigc ascertains the consequence of
a good poem. Tanpinar yearns for the quest of moityiin the criticism. A good
critic investigates the works of literature assigsly and searches for the chain of
endurance. He signifies the severance in that mealtprocess of social and cultural
context (EUM74-5). Critic should alter the present by exangramd working out
the continuity according to both critics’ philosgpfihe works of the past operate on
the present works of art. The basics of criticismta seek for the exercise of the
past over the present time and cultural products.

The literary critic, for Eliot, should have expereed the gratification and the
admiration of a poem. Without the experience ofgbet himself the criticism would
be arid and unavailing. The critic must convince tbaders of his poetic penchant;
so that he will supply readers with his own expsreeof poetry. Eliot’'s sentiments
upon criticism evolve throughout the years. Whemates his own critical attitude,
he holds that criticism was “the elucidation ofamtl the correction of taste” but now
(in1956) it is “to promote the understanding angbyment of literature” (OPR15).

The course of his ideas on criticism changes frarolgective tastelessness to the
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appreciation of beauty. The article “To CriticiteetCritic”, in which he criticizes his
own criticism, classifies critics into differentggaents. He places himself in the last
category in which critic’s criticism is the by-pnact of his creative activity (TCC3).
Furthermore, he supposes that “Every creator salsitic” (SW93). For Eliot, a
critic, if he is not a poet, may fail. To becompaeet, a creator, is one of the most
momentous criteria in achieving the utter critieatleavor. The critic as a poet will
succeed in the interpretation of the works as fleats the experiences of his
appreciation of artistic creation. The portraitsted artists as critics, as the title
denotes, are thus crucial. That category of crafmglies to both Eliot and Tanpinar;
they are both poets and critics. This is amongrbst significant features that make
them worthwhile to juxtapose and compare. Thetroai attitudes and artistic
expositions are intertwined. Again for Eliot crifm is the innate characteristic of
poetic activity or vice verse. Critic is someoneowhstitutes the enjoyment of
literature in readers as he experiences the ceeatiivity as poet. As maintained by
Salik, Tanpinar’s aesthetics lies on the relatiomieein beauty and human being
(206). In Tanpinar’s critical agenda, the beauty @ne taste which come from the
criticism and poetic exercise constitute the magmnponent of his critical frame of
reference. What he looks for in a good criticisrthis “stance”, that is partiality of
critic. Beauty is one of the factors that effeds thartiality of critic. If a work of art

or criticism lacks that fondness, it does not higneeability to make a excellent work.
Aesthetics and the “enjoymengevk or ng’e in Tanpinar’'s coinage, are the leading
elements in the evaluation of the works of art. iiddally, for Tanpinar, the asset of
criticism is to find the correlation between hunzan society, not only beauty

(Guven 16). While Tanpinar stresses the elegantteeinassessment of a literary
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product, he does not forget the social aspectitéalrstance. Tanpinar is a man of
aesthete so his criticism is in the direction adultty and appreciation however, he
does not overlook the historical and social fa¢etrriticism and literature. It is
certain that there is not a direct influence ofreaitic on the other but Tanpinar
asserts the same sentence as Eliot does. He maithat “Critic is the actual
creator” (YG313). As they are both poet-critic, they do ndtedentiate between the
function and posture of critic, and of poet. Betnpgractitioner is one of the pivotal
initiatives in being a good critic. Eliot makesiatohction between a scholar and
practitioner in which he indicates the qualificatoof a good critic:
The scholar is more concerned with the understgnafithe
masterpiece in the environment of its author: vihiga world in which
that author lived, the temper of his age, his lat@tial formation, the
books which he read, and the influences which hadlded him. The
practitioner is concerned less with the author théh the poem; and
with the poem in relation to his own age. He agkswhat use is the
poetry of this poet to poets writing to-day? Iit,can it become, a
living force in English poetry still unwritten? (BA.46-47)
While scholar is someone who is concerned withfdbtors that are outside the text,
a practitioner is within the text. That is one lo¢ imost significant procurements of
the twentieth century literary criticism. Scholdesal with cultural and social aspect
of a work and analyze the author of the text; hawepractitioners sift through the
text and its operation within itself and examirgerélation to the other texts. His
assumption on the significance of the text is trerfunner of literary theories in the

second half of the twentieth century such as Siratism, Post-structuralism and
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Deconstruction. Tanpinar anticipates the primachefpoem/work rather than the
author as he is a good follower of Western liten@tin his lecture notes he
emphasizes that the precedence of the text isattadt(Alptekin 103). The
distinction between scholar and practitioner cdagdollowed in Tanpinar’s critical
program as well. He divides criticism into two:analyze tradition and head towards
to one distinct work. The first one is sociologyitérature and the other is literary
criticism in modern sense. Tanpinar’s suppositemgrge when there is not a
precise distinction between literary criticism anber disciplines such as sociology
and history. While he glances at literature asrditety, he is prone to the
independence of text. Eliot and Tanpinar’s classifons parallel as they both dwell
on the creator’'s competence. Even though they tidespise the scholar’s function
as a critic, they underscore the text-driven asticwhich highlights the work itself
rather than the social and cultural context anthallconditions that are outside the
text. Tanpinar insists that “text and man” aretodte ignored notwithstanding the
epoch and the generation. Although he does notaidnlind eye to biography, it
should not come first. He remarks “Our life” anéxXt” are two disparate things in
criticizing a literary production. Biography is na$ weighty as the emergence of a
text as a unique literary entity. When Tanpinatiazes the Divan literature of
Ottoman Empire he pronounces that if biographyvslatile criteria when talking
about any poet it becomes totally nonsense inrikieism of the old poets because
classic Turkish poetry negates “life” and is a sramstraction (EUML83). Text-
based criticism is what Tanpinar favors even thdugkdoes not totally disregard the
social and historical criticism and biographicahtaxt of author. As he produces his

criticism in a period that contemporary literargdhnies are about to emerge, his
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criticism does not give priority to textual integpation; however, one could observe
the presumptions of textual analysis in his critigdating. He anticipates the
criticism that repudiates the outer constituenta wfork and dwells on the sifting of
text as a separate entity. Eliot warns about timgels of biographical criticism like
Tanpinar does. While Tanpinar reckons it to be sloimg in vain, Eliot appraises
that however biography bears meaning in interpetdor further understanding, it
carries the danger of diverting deliberation frooe{py to poet, which constitutes bad
criticism (OPP117). If the “factual information” about the tinoéthe poet and
conditions of the society he lives in is confusethwis poetry, that leads “us”, in
Eliot's wording, to the pitfalls of a depraved @ism. Biographical data could be a
key for the significance of an art form; howeveefrgonal expression” is not a
customary norm.

The creative construction of the artist buttredbe critical posture of him in
both critics’ opinions. The poetic gift of the dacitvho is a “practitioner” in Eliot’s
terms cooperate with the criticism he is aboutrtmdpce. However, as the emotions
of the poet should not interfere in the poem, cstiould absent himself from his
criticism. Despite the fact that the critic cand@engage himself from the scope of
his production, the presentation of criticism sldomlaterialize in an objective and
impersonal manner. The expression of self in afetilve correlative”, an Eliot
concept which connotes the only way for a critiefp express the emotion in an
artistic practice and refers “a set of objectsiuwasion, a chain of events which shall
be the formula of that particular emotion” (S3&), will enable critic to detach
himself from the work and to become a successfal ®he emotions of the artist in

a work correlate with the indicated parameters ab®he poetic instruments for an
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artist are the elements that abort the sensatmnsdking the poem effective.
Objective correlative is a suitable label for ttieory of personal expression or
extinction. The extinction of the poet is purveysdmeans of the objective elements
that are outside the emotions. Criticism is a dgwelent of sensibility for Eliot; that
is to say perceptions shape a structure in godidism; however bad criticism
presents only the emotions. Criticism is criticiederstanding of the consciousness
of writing and his own self. In grasping the intoiit and reason Tanpinar’s criticism
is disparate from Bergson and Thibaudet the phidbscs he follows. While

Tanpinar pursues reason in his criticism unlikefibigon, these philosophers
espouse intuition as the main critical motive (Dexpi 69-70). Therefore, Tanpinar’s
attitude here resembles Eliot’s theory of persexakression. While Eliot promotes
the extinction of poet’s personal assertion froswkork, Tanpinar excludes personal
intuition from hic critical agenda. As dream and-swnsciousness serve as a
paramount actor, he rules out the instinctive fieetun his criticism which is entirely
composed of rationality by employing an objectivegedure.

When Tanpinar evaluates the critical process ikiShiliterature he unravels
some convoluted predicaments in Turkish criticadlition. As he probes into the
reasons why criticism does not flourish in Turkleg,identifies some estimation on
the problem. First of all, he complains that on¢hef most substantial reasons of
frailty in Turkish literature is the lack of critem. He adds that criticism as a
Western form of literary genre embarks upon Turkistna without critic. The idea
of criticizing is aligned in the second or thircgapé in Turkish literature. Tanpinar
also accuses Namik Kemal, a nineteenth centurylisgygoet, playwright and critic

in whose era Western sense of literary genrespnassand traditional poetic forms

42



are left out, of not being an effective critic aslacks the inkling of life. That
deficiency is apparent in not only in his criticidmt also in his fiction (EUM7).
He professes that the absence of “idea” (fikirJurkish prose is a portrayal of
Eastern literatures’ characteristics which tenfirnd some fragments of ideas and
then possess them. Tanpinar’s that grievance iypieal attitude of the intellectuals
in the period. Gurbilek illuminates that issue:
Criticism in Turkey—not only social and culturaltaism but also
literary criticism—is mostly the criticism of a lleca critique devoted
to demonstrating what Turkish society, cultureljiterature lacks.
Thus statements of lack (“We don’t have a novewfown” or
similarly “We don’t have a tragedy, a criticismphilosophy, or an
individual of our own”) are typical of a criticalasce that positions
itself from the very start as a comparative ong(599)
That reflection mostly emanates from the adaptatiditerary genres from Western
literatures, especially French literature, after timeteenth century. As everything is
new and every field of writing is relatively untdwed at the time, the criticism
focuses on the lack of a tradition of newly adogitedlary genres and their
inadequacy. That accusation and complaint is ndingat to the field of poetry.
Nobody denounces Turkish literature for it lacketpp notwithstanding the criticism
of poetry because poetry has a tradition of moae ttne thousand year in Turkish
literature. However, there is not a tradition o¥elp drama and criticism so the
criticism in the second part of the nineteenth wgnand the first half the twentieth

century spotlights the “lack” as Gurbilek presumes.
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Eliot’s criticism of English criticism concentrates its being argumentative.
He maintains that it tries to persuade rather tbastate. However he admires the
ancient critics as they left their irrevocable ¢ast their own (SW104). The criticism
of the modern period is to be displaying rathentpeesenting and attempting to
persuade readers. Criticism could sometimes beedlang according to Eliot. It is
dangerous to surmise that poetry has just one mgamnd one interpretation. Second
danger is to assume that the interpretation cae®khe intention of the author. Eliot
warns about the traditional approaches in analyttiegvorks of art. He highlights
the autonomy of the text as a solitary entity (ARB-4). In regard to this, Tanpinar
asserts that critic tries to come before their wanmll adds that the criticism of the
new age is not a criticism at all. It is a kindamhbiguous philosophy. If one attempts
to work out with philosophy and dialectic, therensend to it (YG336). That is
where Tanpinar and Eliot’s philosophies collide.id/Eliot is tenacious to hold his
views of the precedence of the text, Tanpinar isteadfast in defending the text’s
priority. This is because of, as it is explicatéoee, the emergence of the Western
sense of literature in Turkey at the time. Tanpsiagaction to the scope of criticism
in the first half of the century is not discernimgt collective, which is to say that he
does not pick up the literary theories as thedrigsemploys some of their premises
separately. Therefore, when looked at from the twérst century, his attitude
might seem rambling; however, in its social anduwral context he is accomplished
at grasping the theoretical novelties of his ownque

The portraits of the artists as critics are irrain concluding the span of
what criticism is and how it functions in the madage. While Eliot is one of the

founding fathers of contemporary literary theoryhahis accent on tradition, his
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critical sentiments swing in time. Tanpinar imbibasious judgments from Western-
oriented school of thoughts. Even though he fash#ariticism that is peculiar to

his own culture and civilization, it is bafflingrfene to determine whether his
critical elaborations emanate from Romanticismpfadism or Structuralism or not
when looked at from the perspective of modernditgtheories. However both
critics concur that an eminent critic should hawe quality of appreciation of works
of art. That is possible in being a practitionehnjei is to say that a critic should be a
poet as well. What is more, in both artists’ créim the weight of tradition is
apparent. It is the fundamental hallmark of issuhwgr critical viewpoints. Both

Eliot and Tanpinar emphasize that an interpretaifomorks without the guidance of

tradition, the presence of past, would not makebstmntial criticism.

Cathartic Functioning of Drama

Tanpinar is not a playwright but Eliot is a congmgtdramatist with his plays

in the modern age. After he writes the play Muridghe Cathedrahe is considered

to complete the circle in English Literature byureing drama back to the church
(Burgess 51). However he is a poet in the first@fd that characteristic of him is
dominant in all of his writingsuch as drama and criticism. So in drama and isrtic
of drama Eliot’s reflections are more voluminous aatisfactory than Tanpinars’.
However, they both write on the meaning, functiod aoundaries of drama. This

part of the second chapter intends to illuminaggrttritical estimations on drama

! Remember Eliot’s distinction between a practitioaed a scholar. He remarks that an able critic
should be a practitioner, that is, poet who jomghie critical undertaking while he makes criticism
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and its definition, and especially Tanpinar’s, bedtre’s appearance in Turkish
literature lately and its consequences in modemki$iun drama.

Eliot beholds that “drama is perhaps the most peemt is capable of greater
variation and of expressing more varied types ofetyg, than any other” (SW1). In
that regard, he signalizes the social functionrahth as he does of poetry but drama
is the most perpetual literary genre in exhibiting various aspects of social life.
While poetry’s sociality is limited and meager, mhiais more open to society with its
interactive discourse. Of course to look upon drashane of the most open genres
to communal activity of people stems from the veayure of drama; it is staged
unlike the other literary genres, which means thairoduce a play requires the
laborious works of several individuals. That ma#iemma one of the most important
genres in connecting the cultural clusters of aetpcTanpinar’s perceptions
pertaining to the social function of drama are agals to Eliot’s. He states that:
“Theater is more pertinent with life than novel.técis the most complicated
apparatus for he has the world that we call petgghEUM 83)*? Among the
other literary genres drama is more concerned sathal life as it is open to
interaction among the performers and between thenpeers and the audience.
What is more, in the preparation period it involtes mutual interplay of so many
people. For Eliot, the most useful poetry is the wich prevents society from
disintegrations of collective predilection. Thah&iof poetry could be actualized best
in the form of theatre (UPUC52-3). To load a social function, a kind of madyalto

literature is not an attitude of Modernist litena@uVWhile modernity attempts to

12 Tiyatro, belki romandan ziyade hayatla miinasetieti\ktér arkasindaahsiyet dedjimiz alem
bulundwgu icin en kanik icra aletidir
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amplify social disintegrations, Eliot’s suppositisnbacking the traditional values.
Drawing attention to the social repercussions ahth, Tanpinar impresses upon the
affinities between history and drama. Drama is higtory as characters live together
like in the historical course of society. AccorditagTanpinar, there is no preparation
in history while drama is subject to “repetitionVith its convention, drama contrasts
to history (Alptekin 192). While history does nepeat an occurrence twice, drama
reproduces the same event several times. Theistagend of world in Tanpinar’s
criticism; the characters and the imaginary atmespmake drama closer to history,
society and actual life. The basic distinction bedtw reality and dramatic life is the
latter’s repetitive mode on a stage. That repetigives rise to the drama’s decline
from actuality to a fictional and representatioredlity. In life people’s experiences
are turbulent and unnerving, yet drama’s habituzlavdoes not let turbulencé$it
moves in one direction cyclically so drama is aroércontinuity and repetition. That
mechanic reiteration prevents drama from beinditbéself though it is one of the
most pertinent genres for the social functionadityiterature as maintained by
Tanpinar.

Correspondence between poetry and drama is arfattetrof their critical
opinions on drama. Poetic drama is one of the imngsbrtant devices Eliot employs.
He does not only give his opinion about poetic diabut also he practices it in his
own plays. He attests that the twentieth centusytbdind a medium for the verse in
drama. In that agency reader should be able &nlist the voice of modern man,

characters could assert poetry without any gemteeiner and they should be able

13 That exposition of Tanpinar on drama exhibits tiatloes not talk about the Modernist and post-
modernist attitudes in drama as the drama of thdemmages is far away from the conventional
modes of drama
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conduct the most conventional message without iaingutousness_(OPB8). He
advances that a great poetic dramatist, as créda&x in Eliot’s elucidation of poet,
creates a world in which he is everywhere presedtreadden so Shakespeare could
only be found in the characters he created. Isinigpositions of poetic drama Eliot
accentuates the need of contemporary world fomaaréstic medium. Poetry’s and
drama’s role in modern world is a quasi-religionsb@ion which exerts the qualities
of traditional and ritual protocols. As modern veblhcks those soothing fulfillments,
poetic drama would bind the stratifications in sbtgiand express the most
commonplace idea without a grandiose manner. BvEanpinar does not attribute
any sacred resemblance to poetry and drama, fengatitem from a different angle.
The order in poetry is one of his most significardpositions; therefore, he
underscores that feature in drama. In accordanitew¥iat he signifies, drama is one
of the most appealing arts for the one who espadimsesrder of poetry (EUN32).
Here that insinuation accords with Eliot’s presuimpiof poetic drama. For Tanpinar,
as well, drama needs a poetic breath in which kapjgaratuses awaken and poetic
sensibility operates a binding coalition betweeltural segments of society. In
parallel with his notion of “dream” in poetry Tamar adduces that drama plays a
role which is outside but like the “life”. The amti in drama embodies the form
which a dream wears. Between dream and life drarbath outside and inside of
this world.

In the first part of that chapter on their opiniaigoetry, it is surmised that
their inconsistency in placing poetry into a supegosition in the modern world is
quite apparent. That incompatibility is resolvedhe clarification of drama in both

critics’ agendas. While they put an emphasis ohfbatry is closer to the center of
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mystical essentials of modern subjectivity, thapaek that it could not be delineated
by the religious and moral aspects of society. H@rgn explicating drama they
precisely affirm that drama is within the boundari social exertion of modern man.
Instead of religious ceremonies and rituals of emiciimes and tradition, drama
behaves as a form catharsis to fulfill the socesds of modern individual. Both
critics underline drama’s social routine; thatasay drama has a ritualistic function
with its verse production and performance. The lagg and the presentation of
drama involve the social interaction between tHeucal codes of society in which it
is produced. Highlighting that connection Tanpiaad Eliot place drama between
social functionality and poetry. When poetry conlt satisfy the customary needs of
populace, especially in the twentieth century, dracts as the central entertaining
and spiritual mechanism. Drama is the closestt@rfisrm to the life in both critics’

philosophies.
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CHAPTER III:
Enduring Legacy as a Resistance to the Modern: Tration and

Usable Past

Tanpinar and Eliot emphasize the relevance ofttoadas a source for their
critical agendas. They make use of past as a raelwtity over the present. While they
articulate a modern/ist critical program they uiderthe accumulation of past in the
present and its operation on the habits and a@tstad contemporary epoch. The
piling up of past constitutes tradition, whichassay, tradition is the amassing of
past experiences of not only poet but also of cblle consciousness. The activities
that make collective consciousness follow an otdemount to tradition which is
totally opposed to the individuality of artist. Mexh inclinations repudiated the
course of tradition and, what is more, modernitfres itself in the disintegration of
traditional element&’ As deliberated in the first chapter, the conceptietn mostly
emerges from the reactions to the traditional etemélhe falling apart of social
structures that are traditionally institutionaliza@ substituted by the modern
discourse? The modernist movement is considered to be thatioeato and
reflection of human perception against that modrration. The frivolity and
feebleness of human consciousness is denoted Mdbernist works of art not only
in literature but also in the other fields of cuttiexercises such as painting,

architecture and music.

4 As maintained below, modern is habitually compretesl as an opposition to tradition:

The development of the qualitative characterigifosiodern societies was often conceived as
tantamount to the decline of tradition: “ . . accteristics of modern life led to the developnunt
many of the major typologies of classical socioltiggt were based on a dichotomous conception of
traditional versus modern societies or of traditiensus modernity” (Eisenstadt 9-10).

!> Remember the poem “Second Coming” by W. B. Yedts is considered to be a Modernist poet.
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To make out the implicit relation between the cr#ims of Tanpinar and Eliot,
tradition and modern thought will be studied inaegjto their criticism. In the advent
of the twentieth century, modern thought evolvead & new direction. One of the
main premises of “modern” is the dissipation otlit@nal elements in a society and
its gradual unfolding towards a new character. liteeary movement of Modernist
assumptions is not quite discrete; the focal preziom of Modernist literature that is
conventional orientation in literature is not adaiguin portraying the fragmentary
minds of modern age. Narrative techniques of tiaukt literature cannot articulate
the requirements of human subjectivity against modéuation. The frailty of
human perception is among chief reasons of dismentpgaditional elements in
literary inclinations. However, the attitudes otlbaritics in a modern context is in
contrast to the basic postulate of Modernism; ih&b say, in both critics’ agendas a
particular merit is attributed to tradition andfiimctioning in a modern plight. Quite
contrary to what modernism presupposes, TanpirthE&at set up their criticism
upon the re-creation of tradition. Moreover, theygist that modern is to be built up
on the ashes of tradition. How could that paradeydssible? In what circumstances
could tradition create the modern? What is the éuidaded on the shoulders of
men of letters in that context? Their emphasigradition and its significant
portrayal in the articulation of the “new” will lexamined throughout this chapter.
How they expound tradition and erect their criticion it will be studied as well.

Eliot's understanding of tradition is quite histi. The idea of continuity
and accounts of time by Eliot which will be disced$n the ensuing chapters are
akin to his sentiments on tradition and its perfange within time. What he

understands from tradition is a perception:
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... hot only of the pastness of the past, bitsgresence; the
historical sense compels a man to write not mesgtly his own
generation in his bones, but with a feeling thatwinole of the
literature of Europe from Homer and within it theale of the
literature of his own country has a simultaneousterce and
composes a simultaneous order. This historicalesemsich is a sense
of the timeless as well as of the temporal andheftimeless and of
the temporal together, is what makes a writer ti@ul. And it is at
the same time what makes a writer most acutelyaiouas of his place
in time, of his contemporaneity. (S¥0- 41)

In his one of the most quoted articles, “Traditeord Individual Talent”, he
postulates that when a piece of art is producecetiung happens to all pieces of
works throughout history. The personal genius efgbet is regenerated and
recreated by the means of interminable aspectegptévious ages within the
accumulation of time. The work of an artistic ex@rtshapes and changes the array
of the past productions. After the presence of menk of art, whole order changes
“for order to persist”. Tradition shows itself inat format in the enduring flow of
literature and time. Those readjustments in thareatf the whole body of literature
constitute the new order; which is to say, the gbaf tradition operates on literature.
“Past should be altered by the present as mudhegsrésent is directed by the past”
according to Eliot. He presupposes that the presehpast and the operation of the
present on past both fashion tradition within durel and literature. Eliot's own
production of drama, for instance, complies, f@tamce, with morality plays which

are the productions of devoted Christians in thedhbefore the Renaissance.
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Eliot's work and morality plays, in turn, concludeach other; and they are regulated
and crowned by the emergence of novelty, which meamw pieces of art. The chief
distinction, in Eliot’s rendering of tradition, lwaten the past and the present is “an
awareness of the past” which is epitomized by tbescious present”. Tanpinar’s
assumption of tradition and its exercise on thegmeand past are not dissimilar to
Eliot's account of time and its whirling within gaand present. He confesses that:
.. . a piece of art, in this way, is a productoincidences and
adventures which belong to the culture it is attacto and whole
history. . . . in the general evolution of an &&yt are reinvigorated
just so, rise to the surface, those that are feegand hibernating
regenerate, amalgamate with life and become put@bstract
nutrient, hue and flavor. (EUMI3)*
Tradition in the sense that Tanpinar punctuates panallel with the norms that Eliot
clarifies. A piece of art is brought forth concisbly means of several factors that are
related to the history, culture, literature andli@ation in Tanpinar’s philosophy.
When art progresses, which squares with the birthrew piece of art and its
involvement in the literary tradition in Eliot’siticism, whole subconscious parts of
a literature, that is tradition, regenerate. Thw peece of art is the product of all
civilization and cultural undertaking of a natiar fTanpinar. Even though it seems
to be the outcome of unfettered coincidences tbdymtion of one generation is
effected by the successive generation’s creatibossequently whole body of texts

that accounts for the literary heritage of a caation moulds the tradition. He

16 .. bir sanat eseri de dylece biitiin tariliansup oldgu kiltire ait bircok macera ve tesadifiin
mahsuludir. . . . bir sanatin umumi tekamuliindbwdar dylece dirilirler, satha ¢ikarlar, unutukasn
uyuyan canlanir, hayata karisaf ve micerret gida, renk ve lezzet olur.
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discerns that the present situation of Turkishlledeuals is linked to the
unawareness of past and ignorance of enduringyegfaghole tradition. Presence of
past steps, at this point, in Tanpinar’s criticalggpam: past can be apprehended
within the present. He pursues past, in the lightltat Kahraman adduces only to
articulate present. Without the present, it is isgible to define past and to survive.
The only notion that will prolong the idea of contity by Tanpinar is the concept of
the presence of past. Again, that idea, for Kahransathe plain authority of
Bergson on Tanpinar, which will be conferred in lds chapter (32).

Eliot denounces twentieth century Anglo-Americaiture which suffered
from its lack of tradition and a lack of historic@nse. The intellectuals of early
twentieth century Anglo-American culture, as Tapideprecates Turkish
intellectual sphere, are deprived of a prolifigjidiand wholesome foundation
(Zilcosky 22). Without the insights of traditiondhits fertility artists float over the
surface and cannot contemplate the depth of el legacy they are in. His

famous poem The Waste Lasigjnifies the inconsistent nature of European mind

which undergoes a tremendous fracture in its esdifidie cost of the lack of tradition
in European sense is innumerable. The spirit cbpean mind disappears as a result
of religious insensibility and negation of tradited elements in the advent of the
twentieth century. Tradition, which is a synonym doder and custom in Eliot’s
outlook, is not a hindrance for the artist but dwamtage for the steadfastness of
literary endowment. The steadiness of Europearatiyechain subsides by the
inclinations that target the tradition and usingstthe source for literary production.
Tanpinar upholds the idea that artists should g# batheir own cultural affluence

in order to re-create a modern literature (GUrb@6R). He cites that “we had to be
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our own selves” by moving back to the past fabeddiy Seljukid and Ottoman
Turks over nearly a millennium. Here his insistenneartists’ lack of sensibility for
tradition overlaps with Eliot’s. Uhlig stressesttpast created by the dispositions of
Eliot strengthens his poetic intentions and preskimh a secure place. He creates a
past for himself in which poet is nourished. THas,Uhlig, is the endeavor to stamp
tradition as a “usable past” (198). Artist, ford)ishould use the past and tradition
instead of denying them. The atmosphere of theeptakat is nurtured by the
accretion of past habits and literary propensiseme of the unique sources for
artists in initiating their own artistic enterprisehat dream of Eliot, usable past, is
not an unavailing attempt; on the contrary, it gease of advance and progress.
Additionally it is “the secular process of eternahd” in the criticism of Eliot
because it does not denote a dreamy and imprapticalew. Eliot uses the
terminology of the contemporary sciences which obves organic growth and
development when he recounts the affinity betweerptesent and the past and
between the individual artist and tradition (ER81-2). The equilibrium in the state
of individual talent, that are artist and his pogjift, and the sturdy stature of
tradition as a whole is among the substantial eldsni@ delineating the edge of what
tradition is, what modern is and additionally hdwe employment of tradition is done
in a modern context. Tanpinar belittles the makehap repudiates the attribute of
past generations, which had been the official jsliof the new republic. He
assumes that tradition as a “usable past” is Wiaairitelligentsia of the newly
established republic lacks in constructing new iiiess and demarcating the cultural
boundaries of the new nation. Therefore Tanpimahnjs novels, depicts some in-

between characters whose indecision between EddVast, modernity and
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tradition comprises the main theme of Tanpinar'skeé@nd, moreover, the other
novelists and intellectuals of the epoch (Irzik &itzeldere 292). The ambivalence
of the fictional personalities in the narrativediué era is illustrated in the critical
accounts of Tanpinar as well. The characters’ stres attempts to reify themselves
between two opposite poles are associated withattkeof tradition and
consciousness that employs the past as a soutice aneation of the present. When
tradition prevalils in the society and the resounddgerary reproduction, the
continuity and maturity will be accomplished acdogdto both critics’ philosophies.
While Eliot upholds that “novelty is better thampetition” and encourages artist to
create new pieces of art, he supports that “themirmature” (SWA0-4) braces
poet in utilizing the past as the feeder of hiative art. Tradition does not blockade
the innovation and modern insights; converselgugtains the potentiality of sheer
art and novelty in literature. If a tradition, acdimg to Tanpinar establishes itself
briskly, it tends to settle down and to ripen ietaellence and intactness (YA3).
The perfection in literary productions and endueaimcthe artistic endeavors are
obtained through an ardent labor to espouse the\alpast in the form of tradition
and embrace the presence of the past as profegsmxdtocritics. As the artist lives
not only in the present but also “the present mdroéthe past”, he can create a
thorough piece of art by only ascribing himselfhe collage of past which emerges
as tradition.

Eliot’'s conception of tradition encompasses tlstdny of all Europe from
Homer and Shakespeare to the present literaturedérn era as he purports in
“Tradition and Individual Talent”. He claims thatday’s people of Europe are still

the citizens of Roman Empire. The supposition afj¥Vithat being a Roman citizen
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is the highest ideal is embraced by Eliot (QF3¥®). Roman citizenship appears in the
format that Europe has a continual mind, which ra¢des the literary and cultural
legacy of Europe produced throughout the centumiese collective memory. As
“the mind of Europe” endures, the artistic creagiohevery single poet/writer of
European origin renew and regulate it and recrisatéradition in “collective
subjectivity”. Even though the “individual talerdéems to be independent from the
body of texts created by the foregoing generatithessubjective characteristic of the
mind of poet contributes to the endurance of Eusopaind and involves in the
instinctive stream of tradition. Eliot reiteratésit personal expression of poet in his
work should be diminished. Extinction of poet fréime scene is one of the important
factors in the success of the artistic work. latieh to the tradition the personal
expression of the poet is somewhat a trivial isleesteadily emphasizes the
significance of order and authority of an outer po@Austin 2-3). The impact of
order is to be greater on the poet than his pelstilks in the creation process. To
partake in the continual reinvigoration of colleetimemory, the subjectivity of
individual should replace with the “objective cdateve” the concept Eliot employs
to express the course of tradition and extinctibpessonal expression from the work.
Tanpinar’s standpoint in that respect is not digaimto Eliot’s perspective. As Eliot
insists that “we” are the citizens of Roman Empiranpinar stresses that “In fact
Ottoman Empire is still alive” (Kerman, 170). Hdibees in the circular reasoning

of time in an intuitive route. He stresses that eaKemal, his mentor and the one
who affected him in his historical philosophy ahab@rations on civilization, has
made a curve to return to the healthy side of i@uin a miraculous way (EUM5).

Tanpinar gets Mollésmail, a central figure in his novel Mahur Begeng in the
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Mahur Mode), talk. Molla who is a wise man and vgemerates solutions for the
crisis of modern era stipulates that the Turkistiomaexpressed as “we” in the novel,
is neither Eastern nor hinges on the past butsshéiiiated to the life of that country.
The concept “life”, a Bergsonian term, represehésgresent in Tanpinar’'s
philosophy; which signifies “now”, or modern, byntelizing it. (Ertop 330-1)
Turning a blind eye to the past, here, does nonndéaegarding it; on the contrary,
it is the presence of the past. Tanpinar is inf@afoecreating the “now” without
detaching himself from the past and the civilizaéibcodes he is in. They both could
be considered classicists in the tenets that gltiné purport of the past over the
modern and the operation of tradition on the poettae poet’s potency to regulate
the influx of tradition. Both critics, as a resaftthe pattern continuity they devised,
defend that the continuity of life and time enatblese civilizations to live as
tradition in the cultural and literary spheres ajdarn context.

T. S. Eliot's philosophy of tradition which stressthe presence of the past is
inherited from the nineteenth century philosoplsersh as Marx, Nietzsche and
Pater. He remodels that conception to manifesb\is sifting of the early part of the
twentieth century which experienced a culturalisrishe hypothesis of tradition and
its enduring authority on the presence, for Bropkeuld be an imperative
abstraction for the reevaluation of the works ¢t such as Yeats, Valéry, Joyce
and other contemporaries (Brooker, 55). “Dissolutid the apparent opposition
between past and present” is the main supposifi@hia@’s conception of tradition.
According to Zilcosky, Eliot creates “discordanigaiment” of “dead”-“present” and
“living”-“past” in order to conjecture a solution the cultural and linguistic crisis of

the modern age. “The temporal disorientation” @édty Eliot intentionally is
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resolved by the phrase “the present moment of &s€ pEliot envisages a poet who
is acquainted with his own place in the presentlaaadwn pastness (25-6).
Tradition as something operating on the preseptaposed as the resolution of the
crisis and the degeneration of European Mind. Tiasidns in the continual process
of the leaning in European Mind, which is purveysdhe perception of a historical
consciousness and continuum, are among the foreemsins of the cultural and
spiritual crisis of the early twentieth century Bpe according to Eliot. Those
divisions will be reintegrated through the balmieet of remembering the presence
of the past and accepting the performance of tcaddver the present creations of
the artists. Tanpinar detects some similar ansiedis crisis of the early twentieth
century. What he calls that crisis is quite crutalit will be constructive in
analyzing how he perceives the modern situationtedition. Tanpinar views
Tanzimat reformations as refraction from the ndtpragression of Turkish spirit
and literature. While determining the cause ofdplé in Turkish spirit, he
designates the new era as the modern period insFuliterature and reckons that
modern Turkish literature begins with a civilizatiorisis (EUM104). The crisis
originates in the deterioration of cultural aggtémaand the severance from the
connective elements in a society. The factorshhat the whole particles of society
split up as a result of tradition’s evanescencmftbe cultural sphere in the arousal
of the republic after the dismembering of the O@onEmpire. The intellectual crisis
of the newly founded republic mounts on the accaditihe confrontation of the pro-
Western intellectuals with their past and theiadisty to grab hold of the tradition
produced through centuries. Tanpinar's own fundaah@medicament, on the report

of Atis, lies in that encounter as well (4B6). The dilemma of the intellectuals in
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rebuilding a nation stems from the lack of theisideto utilize their own past and
the obsession to make use of Western civilizatigh all its faculties instead. The
plight of the artists in ascertaining their rootslacquiring a sense of belonging
constitute the focal contradiction of the intellesdtcrisis for Tanpinar. Even though
the disability of the intelligentsia to accord theatves to the natural stream of
tradition, in Tanpinar’s criticism, is deemed tothe pre-eminent cause of the crisis,
he expects, as an exception, that the lack of aieminand sturdy tradition could be
the genesis of creating an abrupt literature aqmebfohat the quandary of Turkish
intellectuals could turn out a regeneration pro¢essM 92). The recreating new is
only possible through a process in which there shbe no interference of tradition.
The linguistic degeneration is the most fundamesgpkct of crisis diagnosed by
both Eliot and Tanpinar. Their criticisms intersiecthat regard: the crisis of the

modern era is a linguistic one. The Waste Langted as a language in crisis.

Prufrock, the antagonist of Eliot's acclaimed poEne Love Song of J. Alfred

Prufrock is assumed as an instance of modern subjectsMostiin language. Eliot
is one of the first poets who got to grips with tepercussions of modernity. The
Waste Lant dissonances, sudden transitions, shifts in rhydind characteristically
Modernist obsession with language have often been as an indicative of
alienation from life and from history (Childs 992)0Eliot who pursues discipline
and structure in his poetry and criticism striv@stteate an artistic order for the
mayhem of modern life by assembling the mundaneatdj prosaic phrases and
tedious expressions in his poetry.

Probing the function and operation of traditioreothe present in both

critics’ agendas, their appraisal on what modetrigiand how it relates to tradition
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will be sifted from now on. While Eliot is judged be one of the founding fathers of
Modernist literature, Tanpinar’s role in definingdadentifying modernity and
Modernism in Turkish literature is fairly controg@l. That is because Modernism
has affected Turkish literature not in the sens@/estern literatures but in a
different angle. The emergence of modernist reastio Turkish literature goes back
to 1960s unlike European Modernism which dates b@ad®20s. The grounds for
the belatedness of Modernism in Turkish literatanemanifold; however, this study
will not focus on Modernism, modernist currents amadernist predispositions in
Turkish literaturé-’ Tanpinar is an esthete of the first half of thenttieth century;

his biographical account falls together with EkotVhile Eliot and his works are
held to be modernist, whether Tanpinar shows mastegnalities in his works or not
is still a question. How they are modernist and hio&t is exhibited in their criticism
will be studied from now on by examining the cetlipoints in their writings. How
they relate tradition to a modern context is anotligcussion point in analyzing
Modernism and the concept “modern” in their crémoi Since the boundaries of
tradition and its employment in the present, tedhe presence of past, are
delineated in that chapter, it will be easy to dischow they envisage modern as
they establish their proposal of modern on accutimlaand operation of tradition in
the present. Tanpinar and Eliot’s conceptionsaxfition and a usable past concur as
they both persevere in devising the present asdhgnuity of past and composing

literature with the heritage of tradition.

" For the emergence of Modernism in Turkish literatsee the conclusive book of Kahraman: Hasan
Biilent Kahraman, TiirRiiri Modernizm Siir [Turkish Poetry Modernism Poetryjstanbul: Agora,
2004).
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O’Hara supposes that Eliot’s critical adventure ba divided into two in
terms of his preferences and inclinations in th@a®n of critical matters. The first
one is the classic defender of modernist criticiang the second one is closet
Romantic theorist. However, in both Eliots one thiemains the same. This is the
“modernist desire” to obliterate the establishedn@as of thought, consciousness
and action, which Eliot espoused and implementesutfhout his own critical
agenda. Although this is the response of modeasigiration to the conception of
tradition, Eliot’'s stance which is consisted of thecreation of tradition in a
modernist prospect:

.. . recommends a leap beyond the immense paaavéfutility and
anarchy of the present Western culture back irgmtiginal sources,
the ground of our unique creativity. This is theoEWwho valorizes the
monumental simultaneity of tradition, not becauss ihe last
grandiose vision left to the histrionic imperiabgectivity but because
it could become an inspiring supplement to thiggmtoof selective
return. (O’Hara 99)

Eliot intends an awareness of return to the soustesh embody the mind of
Europe. It lies underneath the wreckage of the moderld. He devises a modern
panorama that can only substantiate itself thrayaihg back to the original sources.
That revitalization process, which includes themeation of European rudiments
and turning back to the immense literary heritaig&/estern world, cleanses the
present chaos of European culture and inanity afenomind, and heals the
ruptures between subject and object that are the leiemotifs in modern rhetoric.

Modernist attitude, as pretended by Eliot, attelodbe habitual depravities of
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modern context. The reaction of Modernist attittmeards the futility and chaos of
the modern situation could only restore the fradtynodern mind. That reaction is
to purvey a salubrious bond between the groundbrgaikiginators of European
literary legacy and the figures of the present dge. perpetual task of artist, for
Eliot, is to couple the tradition and the presendme point, which are intertwined in
SO many respects.

Even though modernity and the meaning of modera @&e discussed in
Turkey elaborately, the role of Modernism and theamng of the modernist are not
identified clearly. Moreover, modernity and Modemiis often confused, as if they
are the same concepts. That is relevant in diffefieciplines of social sciences.
Despite that, some literary critics discerned teg/\foundations of Modernism and
interpreted it in their critical writings. The itlectuals of the early twentieth century
Turkey were aware of the shifting in the field iétary studies. The birth of new
genres and the alterations in the form of poetrgevedl contemplated by that new
generation who was influential in the remaking afKish literature from the ashes
of late Ottoman legacy. In that, they followed tha@mple of Western world, that is
to say, they employed the Western standards inréhegiion of literary productions
such as novel, drama and short story. Howeveheabtérature is precisely effected
by the social conditions of the epoch, Turkishrétare at the time was mainly under
the influence of Turkish independence war, cultarabiguity of the present
generation and the confrontation of the West. Tlagsall characteristics that seem
to contradict with the attitude of the Modernisetature which speaks up for the
psychological quest of individual mind, the reprgaéon of the modern man’s

agony and the fragility of subjective perceptiomiagt the modern situation.
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Tanpinar’s work is contingent on that suppositiewall but he is a bit different
from his contemporaries in recognizing the curreimdinations and alterations in
Western literature. First of all his work is nagtzeer preaching which recites the
independence songs of the nation unlike some afdngemporaries. He cares about
the aesthetic values and the uniqueness of ariitpraduction which is different
from the other forms of writing such as chronicleistory and sociology. Even
though he is not blind to the social dilemma arobmdself and reflects the
predicament of modern Turkish intellectual in themcters he create, his work is
rather aesthetic than being social. That featsgndjuishes him from the other men
of letters however he is to be portrayed with legqd and environment in analyzing
his attitude towards what modern is and what moderkish literature is like. As
pointed above, he does not articulate the modeanigtModernism directly in his
criticism. The word “modern” means novelty in h@rmage, which he stresses so
many times. He portends the emergence of a “nemfi faf poetry and literature
with broken sentence structures and equivocal i@rdations and the other
modernist elements related to the form of poetigweler, he does not talk about it
as a modernist proclivity and does not focus oregsence of modernist thought: for
him it is just the advent of new forms and fashidMhat is more, he does not favor
the new trends in poetry but prefers being the ghamof tradition to the course of
new fashions in the structure of poetry. While $idiscussed as a modern figure in
the genesis of modern Turkish literature, he istrezted as modernist.

One of the few articles on whether Tanpinar is maideor not belongs to
Orhan Pamuk who could be considered a post-modenriiss style and stance. Here,

this article will be evaluated exhaustively asiil e advantageous in comparing
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Eliot and Tanpinar in terms of Modernism and therataries of modernist writing.
Modern, as asserted by Pamuk, is the glitterintp@tbreak from the past and the
flame of enthusiasm it promised therefore it ccagdassociated with everything
around us that is new including the door of thempthe lighter, the glasses and the
microphone. Even though we are moderns, that doiesean we are modernists
because Modernism is a literary current of theyearéntieth century. In Turkish
intellectual sphere modern is generally identifigth “not inherited from ancestors”
and “non-traditional”. However, Modernism is thegdeture of society from the
communal tunes and of literature from its highesppse representation. Literature
does not reflect life, not explain the rules ancrsts of it and not attempt to catch
the life itself; but it is something produced fts own self (Pamuk 446-7). According
to Pamuk, Modernism is not a relevant key to ogeidanpinar because his works
kindle the sublime and characters endeavor to leteligthe life. They, and Tanpinar
himself, are representatives of their communityngiaar interferes in the narration
of the characters and bestows himself upon theactexrs in his novels. As he is
inside his own work as an omnipotent narrator,geaks on the behalf of his
community (Pamuk 450). That makes him the moutlg@dis nation according to
Pamuk; which is against the suppositions of mogéetendency in literature.
Tanpinar is deemed to be a nineteenth century iso¥si him so he could not be a
Modernist. He teaches and shows reader how toiperttee relations between
characters and situations taking place in his reovéé is a man of people who
burdens the plights of his nation stemming fromdlemma of shifting civilization.
He is a man of community, who is aware of bothghedicament of his nation on the

threshold of cultural ambiguity and the modernigjranents (Pamuk 456-7). He is
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not restless with the society he lives in and dusdeel the discomfort that
Modernist writers are supposed to feel. That istidaanuk posits about Tanpinar’s
attitude towards the modern situation. However, tvit@nuk misses or overlooks is
the social context and the historical evolutioafkish literature from an Eastern-
oriented version to a pro-Western one, such astaitiap of Western genres and
leaving out Divan Literature. At the time Turkisterature were still in the process
of adopting genres from European literatures egfigdirench literature. The
literature had been in the maturation phase anddcadl the embarrassment of the
existential and cultural crisis; therefore Tanpmwmaittitude and the characters he
created are not disparate. The fact that he spgaks his community and intervene
in the narration stems from the existential toihafation that were about to be born.
Furthermore, Tanpinar admits that he has missecemiagm: “However, | could not
find Modernism, | missed it” (Alptekin 41} He is aware of the emergence of
Modernism as a literary current but he is consérgah the construction of poetry.
When he is asked in an interview why he breaks doimule that poetry should
follow a metric and rhyme system and writes pogtriyee verse, his response is that
he is a modern man (Y&L6). He decrees a rule and disobeys it himsglnE
though he considers himself modern he disclosehthas not modernist. Here, what
Kantarciglu, who is among the few who juxtaposes Tanpindriiot as literary
figures, challenges is exactly related to that easen she upholds that while Eliot
inherits a tradition, Tanpinar lacks it (35). Tamgndoes not lack a tradition but
lacks a tradition in the Western sense of liteettite inherits a one-thousand year-

old poetry tradition which he both admires andi@des in his works and which he

18 Fakat Modernizm'i bulamargim, onu kagirmtim
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benefits from primarily. What is all put forwardreerelated to his ideas on tradition
is an extension of that tradition. However, he doasinherit the literary currents
and genres of Western literatures. RomanticismMaodernism are equally remote
to him while drama and novel are outlandish to hlike. Undertaking the point that
Kantarciglu is right, one could surmise that Pamuk’s créigiseems to be relentless;
however, he adds that he credits Tanpinar a biT.akginar does not have pioneer
novelists who could be considered the substamisaances of Turkish literature in
the Western sense, to accuse him of not being Ma&teas Pamuk does, is not
plausible. Tanpinar himself could be viewed asotfiginator of modern Turkish
literature within the Western norms even thouglish®t a Modernist in the sense
that Pamuk wishes him to be. Nevertheless, thers@ne indications he specifies,
which are among the symptoms of modernist litemtNiotwithstanding that he does
not incline towards those modernist extensionséngoetry of new generation
Turkish poets; he makes out the advent of modestrigttures and attitudes in
Turkish literature. Henceforth, those intimatiorsaudresses will be likened to the
modernist dispositions of Eliot.

The concept of the mind of Europe, which will berbughly discussed in the
following chapter, is not a deviation from the moust bent in Eliot’s philosophy;
but his conception of tradition and the idea of toaral flow of European mind
render modernist reasoning. Brooker exposes tlaintpression of tradition serves
as “a textbook example of modernist dialectic” hegait entails “the interplay of
past and the present, old and new, the communiytlaa individual, the mind of
Europe and the individual mind, and other roughdyafiel pairs commonly thought

to be opposites” (Brooker 60-2). The concept “miofd Europe” as a dynamic
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figuration repeats the modernist logic in its ceur§Vhile European mind was
directed by “reason” in the Enlightenment periddyas dominated by “feeling” in
the Romantic age. When it comes to the twentietiiucg, cultural ambiguity and
decadence in the main structure of European emitly it to subsidence and
corruption. The cultural wholeness of European fidfetnas crumbled into separate
pieces in the first half of the twentieth centurjieh has witnessed the rise of
modern ideal and its amplification and then the g modernist writing and its
reaction against the modern situation. Tanpinargemtion of Europe is close to
Eliot's. He envisages it as a totality which idtigp to a tradition of civilization and
culture, a life and a past. While Europe as arams of perfection and good taste
exhibits its beauty in the form of petal and stafla flower, it strikes roots into the
treasures that are hidden under the soil. Thatphetasums up the conception of
tradition of Tanpinar. Europe has been Europe taching itself to the roots of its
history and the legacy of its tradition, which ipr@amise underlined by Eliot as well.
Whenever Turkish intellectuals in the period of rgopiceship, Tanpinar adds,
emulate the blossoming of that beautiful floweeytlliscover that they have imitated
something devoid of roots which has ramificatiomsistory and past. Accordingly,
Tanpinar (in the original text “we”) divines thdtetideals like beauty and integrity
are only to be found in the life (the present) émel past of a nation (EUM3). A
concept borrowed from French philosopher Henri Beng “life” is a key figure in
Tanpinar’s criticism. He attributes special sigrafice to the term since he counts
life as the redemptive power of Turkish society ebhiwas under a repression

culturally and politically. Life will remedy the twral crisis of the nation by
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ramifying to the presence of the past and utilizthg cultural heritage of the
civilization.

Modern situation for Eliot is a kind of inertia weh symbolizes the pagan
aspect of the century. The new system, which hasn b®unded over the
dismembering of Christian culture and society, espnts the primitive desires of
human culture and retreats from the conventiormah$oof narration and dispositions.
It substantiates the presence of itself by:

. . . destroying traditional social habits of {heople, by dissolving
their natural collective consciousness into indiidconstituents, by
licensing the opinions of the most foolish, by gitb8ng instruction
for education, by encouraging cleverness rathen twesdom, the
upstart rather than the qualified, by fosteringoéion of getting on to
which the alternative is a hopeless apathy. (185
As Modernism is a reaction to the modern situattbat is modernity, the works of
modernist writers mirror the dissipation of modeaomtext which Eliot depicts as the
heathen facet of the twentieth century. Collectsugbjectivity is amputated by
modern mind; that is to say that the tradition wheonstitutes the major portion of
Eliot's criticism is to be ignored. Eliot ridiculdee modern situation by juxtaposing
the antithetical elements together. While traditien represented by collective
consciousness, opinion, education, wisdom and thalifeed; the modern is
portrayed as an individual constituent, opinionst lmi most foolish people,
instruction, cleverness and the upstart. Such afogy is adequate in contemplating
Eliot's stance as a Modernist artist against matierivhen it comes to the literary

aptitude of modernist culture he thinks that “nas/teprived of nutritive facilities of
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customary norms. The present situation is, withtbatfruitful insights of tradition,
“in doldrums”. That is what English language stgfeéoday according to Eliot. The
deranged performance of English language sinceoMiftas culminated in the first
half of the twentieth century. The crisis whichainguistic one in its origin could be
ameliorated by being “broken and remade” unless ¥trerse is opted for liberation
from form (OPP37). That is the natural tendency of modernistimgi The escape
from the conventional elements in the course ofespends up with the receding
from the traditional forms of narration. Structueee to be “broken and remade” as
manifested by Eliot. Tanpinar's neither literarypguction nor critical accounts are
modernist in the narration; conversely, as Pamukegsed above, his narration is
traditional and he is devoted to the traditionatrm® of literature. However, he
heralds the arrival of Modernism in his criticismut lne does not commend the nature
of it as that kind of narration is upheld by thevrgeneration of Turkish poetry:
. . . to discharge the form completely, to doulat ¥ord, to consider
the image too poetic and get rid of it, or to takethe word with its all
its weight and pursue all the things to be asserted Eventually, the
desire to change that oldest form of art utterlydenpoetry something
that is confined to the ones who understand itheosmall circle of
the poet and even to the poets and men of lettera the same

generation. (YG35)"

19 . . seklin tamamen atygl, kelimedensiiphe etmek, imaji fazlgairane bulmak ve ondan

kurtulmaya calmak, yahut kelimeyi ¢iplak ve biturgidig! ile alarak sodylenecek heeyi onda
aramak. . . . Hilasa bu en eski sanagtdragag) desistirmek arzususiiri sadece anlayanlaraairin
kicuk muhitine, hatta ayni nesildgairlere ve edebiyatcilara ait ey yapti.
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Those features echo the ambit of modernist acceven if he does not register a
modernist predilection in his narration. The brokeentences and images, the
overestimation of the word and order in the disprmlemodern situation are what
Tanpinar presages in his criticism. He is a bridgaveen the traditional nature of
Turkish literature and the forthcoming modernistvevan Turkish literature. Even
though he sways towards the modernist dispositionis latest works? his

language is under the domination of traditionatgra

%0 See his unfinished novel, which was publishedetrecades after his death, Aydaki Kadin (The
Woman in the Moon) and his short stories whichcoser to the modernist narration than his novels.
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CHAPTER IV:

The Idea of Continuity and the Perseverance of Traition

The idea of continuity is among the common charaties of Tanpinar and
Eliot's critical programs. They both underscore significance of continuity in life,
different from the lives of individuals; that phdophy arises from Henri Bergson’s
accounts of time, life and change, which will bedstd in the following chapter.
That continuity is extensive in the abstract resohs of life, such as literature,
beliefs and social behaviors. The perpetual pregrasof traditional elements in a
modern context is proposed by both critics. Inftbe of time, present and past
accumulate in the same spot, which is ensureddprbsence of past, time’s
supremacy on the creation of new pieces of arfpastls sovereignty over the
present exercises. That explication of time andicaity is so conventional in the
criticism of both personas that it makes up thextpsisence of their critical writing.
That they dwell on the idea of continuity and titia infuses their whole philosophy
are entirely marked in not only their critical egséut also poetry and literary
productions. However, their critical program, aattthesis sifts their criticism only,
will be taken up to disclose the layout of the idéaontinuity.

Continuity for both critics is the vital processlii@, which is unbreakable
and perennial. Their viewpoints can be condensidtie notion of continuity at all.
Their deportment as critics of society and aestheas provided by their
conceptualization of continuity. Continuity is theracle and constructive mystery of
the concept “society” for Tanpinar. Society, cudtand art are a chain of continuity

which traces back and forth to infinity. It is them of his response to the issues of
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social circumstances, cultural conducts and aastbetcerns (YGL5). Eliot
highlights that “the mind of Europe” is an entibhat cannot be segregated and more
important than the mind of individuals. Eliot preposes continuity, as Tanpinar
does, which reflects the collective subjectivityaohation/country. That continuity
which develops by changing does not leave behigthary. It composes the
tradition by means of never-ending regulations mandsformations within time.
Individual mind’s subjugation by past and the hadliproliferation of what is
conducted by human beings are the appearanceatafahtinuity. Continuity
traverses the long path of time from the rock drgwito Homer and Shakespeare
(SW 42-3). The presence of past and tradition’s nolesicreation of the modern are,
here, interconnected with each other. For the pegbehange and growth, time
operates its course on the present, which is eredaditradition.

Eliot stresses that upon Aeneas destiny of Euregehis choice is not a
matter of “self-glorification” but a kind of respsibility put by fate. To regard
Aeneas, Virgil, Homer or Milton as the originat@fsmodern European literature is a
result of his conceptualizations about time anditien. He, again, looks upon
tradition as the conveyor of past to modern (ARB). Tanpinar glorifies the return
to the refinement of Turkish sources such as FuBaki, Nedim and Galib. He
considers the appreciation of those poets as ttieradation of some fragmented
traditional elements and salvaging them from thal foss. He admires the
generation who evaluates those figures accorditiget@legance of the life they
created (Y(A2). The resurgence of tradition within the seetits of the present age
is among the most significant features of Tanpsaonceptualization for the

steadiness of “Turkish spirit”. When Tanpinar tadkeut “Turkish spirit” and Eliot
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“the mind of Europe”, they both set out the samiomoof time and the guidance of
tradition over present. The abiding conceptiorradition’s role on the present and
its presence in the every moment of life within thenat of change, transformation,
improvement or expansion is what both critics meathe concept “the idea of
continuity”.

Tanpinar, in parallel with what Eliot puts forwaet;cents that Turkish
literature from the initiation to the modern era laachain that is exclusive and
durable when he discusses the role of Yahya Kdmsmentor, in imparting the
continuity to the modern Turkish literature. Aydiliaims that Tanpinar considers
Tanzimat (Reformations) a fracture in the chain tr@dreason of the crisis of people
in the Republic (248). The attempt to estrange [@efvpm language, territory and
direction is the initiator of the crisis and theaol. Turkish spirit is wounded by the
superficial transmutations during Tanzimat perMthat Turkish society lost after
that period is the idea of continuity accordingsampinar. The problem of the early
part of the twentieth century is the mentality &imsher human” crisis according to
Tanpinar. That crisis is the root of the disconitinin the lives of people who has
been experiencing the broken time of the centu@ 86). Those people and the
artist undergo the problems that are inherited fthenprevious generations and will
be inherited to the subsequent ones. They make firoblems thresholds that could
not be stepped over. There is not a presence Buapd future; however, those
people and the artist are in the presence. Thaifestation of mentality crisis, in the
light of what Tanpinar upholds, is reckoned toleedenesis of modern person’s
inner conflicts and his encounter with the outedite; which is caused by the

irrelevant auto-critic of society. The greatnesshef foregoing scholars and artists
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arises from the confidence they have because theyptlook askance at themselves
and the ones who lived before them. They affix pashe present in their mind.
Therefore the chain of continuity is complete ia thinds and lives of the previous
people. The chief concern of the present timeaddikintegration of that united and
collective sensibility. The modernization procesgibning with Tanzimat cracks the
shell of social life and then threatens the histdrexistence of human being in the
center ($in 36). Even though those changes aim a civilipasiuift, it fails at the end.
The irrelevant transformations in the social lilgahate the endurance of civilization
and continual progress of time.

The convulsion in the natural flow of society aidrature in Eliot’'s program
come into view with a different appearance. Sitneetime of Shakespeare English
mind which is the representation of stability ie ttontinental circulation has been
demented. The period of Milton and his linguistigairing, particularly, are among
the chief deviations in English language (UPBE). The refractions in the regular
roll of time fracture the imperishable durationsl aensibility of societies. As

maintained by Brooker, the poem The Waste Ld@aotes the breakdown of the

mind of Europe; which signifies, for Eliot, the disd between the persistent
progression of continuity and the condition of Epg@t the time (66). Eliot borrows
the idea of the “mind of Europe” from the ninetdeoéntury; however, his selection
has a different purpose. He employs the idea ttya@ahe cultural crisis of the early
phase of the twentieth century. As he considertsdii@os period as a split from the
continual flow of European paradigm, he tries tddabe fragmented mindsets of
European individuals in the same vessel. For tihem@nt appreciation of the works

of contemporaries such as Yeats, Valéry and Jaywe,for Brooker, should dwell

75



on the idea of the mind of Europe and Eliot’'s cqta# tradition (55). That
conceptualization of the “mind of Europe”, exertgdthe modernist dialect as an
essential metaphor, is a result of the mental ps#aof Europe in the first quarter of
the twentieth century. Eliot prefers the mind of&pe, a term for the collective
consciousness of the whole continent and literatucethe mind of individuals. Eliot
is aware of his contemporaries; Yeats’ desire faaGMemory matches the idea of
European Mind in Eliot’s terminology. It is thedrary tradition that makes European
mind persistent: “The literary tradition is the ainem by which European mind
preserves its identity through the millenniums” (igt202). However, the tales of
those contractions in the accumulation of tradiaod the mind of Europe, for
O’Hara, could be utilized as useful allegoriessite of the linguistic detriments of
Milton and Dryden and their dissociated sensiledifithose monuments could be
profited (98). They construct history together loy rejecting or wearing away those
unfruitful cracks and splits. Eliot’'s monuments a# discharging the old way of
thinking but putting together all healthy and diyent fragments (Zilcosky, 29). His
critical standpoint considers those deviationdhasaccumulation of tradition within
one spot. For Zilcosky and O’Hara the departuresiftne traditional succession
could be regarded as the proliferation of contyninta different format.

In that regard Eliot and Tanpinar’s undertakingsxpound the fatal
consequences of split between the substantial sggroésociety are to be placed in
the same context. They both consider those brealdagnalignant tumors on the
continuity of time and social transmission. Theaseand concussions in the
intuitive current of social life, literature andskorical consciousness generate frantic

discrepancies which are hard to restore. The cracighe dissolutions in the
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structure of “collective personality” and the spof order are among the primary
reasons which endanger the air of continuity inftme of social praxis.
Nonetheless, Tanpinar's assumptions of divergenore the roots of society and
civilization’s course in one route are exact dewiad from the unbreakable envisage
of time and continuity. While Tanpinar’s explicatits quite detrimental for the
furtherance of endurance and sustainability ofaddide, Eliot’s considerations on
the dissociations are deemed to be a part of theneoty into some extent.

Tanpinar and Eliot are linked up to each othehat they both champions the
European notions and benefiting from Europe asueceo They envisage Europe as
an assistant in passing on the legacy of past xpes and concept of continuity. In
the article Asil KaynakThe Essential Source] Tanpinar unfolds that Eelispne
of the two supplementary sources for Turkish ietglials. When he compares the
characteristics of East and West, he mentionsWet is inside the reality by
experiencing life personally, which is an accoungtability and continuity (Y&7).
What makes European nations distinctive is incaéssaning for continuity and their
quality of approach to embark upon their sourcesragnd again. The desire for
seeking continuity for Tanpinar is one of the viteddiums for the commencement
of a civilization. In European philosophy and lgtire as an interminable entirety
that continuity and aspiration are immanent (E488). That idea is congruous with
the idea of following the continuity in the liteuasie of Europe postulated by Eliot.
However, Europe, for Eliot, is not a secondary seuhe considers Europe as the
primary path of his criticism. Although he was Amean origin and grew up there,
he preferred to be a European so in his idea diragity or the continuum of

European heritage Europe is in the center. Whatepets the complexion of
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Europe he specifies his own self and his primanyses in setting up his philosophy.
When he stipulates the permanence and universdlEyropean literature his
conviction is that:

The European poet must not only be one who hotdstain position

in history: his work must continue to give deligimd benefit to

successive generations. His influence is not agnatthistorical

record only; he will continue to be of value to BvAge, and every

Age will understand him differently and be compelte assess his

work afresh. And he must be as those of his owe aad language as

to others. (OPR11)
The poet of the continent in which values, socgetird traditions are not separated is
a man of the carrier of the enduring legacy ofitra. He is not only a record which
is shut; his existence as a persistent organishrcanlribute to the other ages, alter
the perception’s of other ages and will be charigethe consciousness of another
era. Perpetuity and ubiquitous facet of Europeaet gouniversally renewed by the
taste of very period, that is to say, it is create@ modern entity by every culture
and epoch. That is the incarnation of traditiothi& persona of European poet; his
personality, his flavor and his experience ripeo the endurance of artistic
production. However the delineation of Europeart oaot confined to that quality.
He is a man of his own country, race and localuralin a more positive sense. Here
the idea is analogous to the notion of poet’s fiomcas a representative of his own
nation by Tanpinar. Glrbilek assumes that Tanginar favored the idea of an
unbroken continuum in cultural history and was @ied with problems of

producing an authentic national literature, of trgpan original synthesis of native
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characteristics and European ideals” (607). Tamjs@étempt to synthesize
European notions with local culture is equivalenEtiot’s conceptualization of
“poet of Europe”. The literatures of Europe, foroEl are interlinked with each other
into en extent that to designate a European litezas only conceivable with the
survival of each local culture. To imagine a tdgain European concept is possible
with the duration of nations and their regionalterds. As Ats brings to light
Tanpinar strives to create his individual aestketmmprised of Ottoman ideals and
French symbolists; that is to mean his personaivetion is attuned to European
teachings (19-20). In both artist’s critical agen@arropean ideals and local
inheritances are the identical poles for the comntiposof tradition and endurance
within society. There is not a disparity betweea libcality of cultures and their
universal correspondence in the formation of tradiand its permanence throughout
ages.

Poetry and its equivalent, extension processtti@rcreation for Eliot and
Tanpinar, are in a kind of “order” which operatespmet and time. That deduction
indicates the significance of order or “nizam” iafpinar’s coinage for the
continuity in social life and its subconscious flolhat flow is created by dream-like
moments of life which are denser than the routime r@quires the bounce from the
threshold; that situation could be squared withcteation of an ultimate piece of art
(Demiralp 22). The world of poetic creation is ijpnd full of coincidence; however
that domain of coincidence is within and as a tesuhn order. The continuity that
dominates time and space does not allow that pscaes poetic fragments to stray
from the mainstream cohesion. The vein of continmtthe poetry of Yahya Kemal

is deemed to be the reconciliation of gods Apolid ®ionysus by Tanpinar as he
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pursues continuity in not only the broader senssoofal experience but also of
individual life’s run. His protagonists in his nds&re in the struggle of balancing
the “inner order” against their mirror images. WHeampinar throws light upon the
literary history, composes fictional characters arehtes poetic metaphors he
borrows his figures, examples, phrases and expres§iom the idea of a constant
order. Balci sets forth that “water archetype” empinar’s poetry is an allusion of
entirety and unity which is an indissoluble torrét24). The idea of continuity that
appears in the format of water and flow is manifieshat metaphor of Tanpinar.
Order in both critics’ philosophy entails the egacence of individual life
and personality of poet. This order functions ia life of societies not in the
individual experiences; even though the life oftdea different realm and has a
stream of continuity. The idea of community reduttescalamity of individual
infirmities thanks to the endurance prevailinghe society:
When the idea of society comes into view the trggddate
diminishes because there is no death in commusitiiexe is in
individual. There is continuity there. The chairethes into the
eternity. Even if it is divided into fragments thgbsequent completes
the proceeding. Social life overcomes the ideaeattlu for individual
as it does for community because in the chain hfesit establishes

there is a room for death too. (YZ2}*

21 Cemiyet fikri ise karginca kader trajedisi azalir. Clnki cemiyet icinelté oldgu gibi 6lim
yoktur. Orada sureklilik vardir. Zincir ebedilik Yaonca uzanip gider. Parca parca olsa bile birssonr
ki, kendinden énce geleni tamamlar. Cemiyet hayapluluk icin oldgu gibi fert icin de 8lim
digtincesini yener. Cunku kurgu deserler zincirinde 6lmenin de bir yeri vardir.
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The lives of individuals within the social patteta not represent the idea of
continuity; on the contrary individual is someonleongains his existence via social
life. In order to participate in the chain of cantity human being as an individual is
to participate in the life of society. Even the ttheaf people is not a break in the
chain but it is one of the actual components oticoity. Because death is an
element in the endurance of society, the individualns its existence by his/her
death, in other words the permanence of societg.chmtinuity of order in
Tanpinar’s vocabulary has an established standinigdmes in Eliot’s. Eliot
maintains that the whole human order is more moousnthan the perspicacity of
individuals (Buckley 94). As Eliot always voicesy the reification of “collective
subjectivity”, the order is to persist, that issay, individual’'s own sensibility fades
away into the aggregate insight of human orderofdiaog to Buckley the whole of
Eliot's work is the investigation of the issue @fler and continuity. The whole body
of texts which comes down throughout the Westetarary Tradition constructs a
transparent and definable order. This order inftesrthe present works of Western
literatures by operating on their continual procéseaditional literary order”
prevails in the literatures of Western societiescihiend to make up a totality. This
totality which arises from Homer and comes to Bkaihe embodiment of human
order within the European mind. The mind of Eur@gpa conceptualization that
covers the whole history and tradition of Europlijocl is impervious in its surge
and domination.sin diverges from Tanpinar’s idea in that Tanpimapkys an
abstract and passive existential symbolism whetldims that individual is the
spoiled form of harmony and that symbol is deprigétbtality and continuity. To

stand on a healthy ground individual should headhtds the historical existence of

81



society which has totality and continuity (23)nldeplores the idea of individual's
vanishing from the scene of existence by leaviagliace to society’s continual
collectivity. Tanpinar criticizes the twentieth tery for it is individualistic in its
cogitation of ideas and sensations of human sutbigctinlike in the previous
centuries. Seeing that art is social and represedes, that century is not capable of
circulating the chain of continuity. Society, or@erd continuity are envisaged in the
same path in Tanpinar’s criticism. Order is implated via social prospect of
literary exertions and partaking in the continwfysocial concerns (Y@318). Eliot,
when he talks about Virgil and his place in thessiaal antiquity, underlines the
significance of order. Virgil is a man of order adlignity, which makes him endure
throughout the ages. Eliot alludes that order s @fithe momentous aspects of
domination. Order with its repeated trajectory gsiteontinuity in the stream of
social life and time_(OPBR31). In both Eliot and Tanpinar’s literary andisb
criticisms the trifling stature of individual againsociety, the rehabilitation of
individual soul by releasing it from the impedim&of being individual and
endurance of a detachable order and continuityaderscored.

The idea of continuity in both critics’ insightpan poetry’s meaning
parallels the ideas in Chapter Il in which theiefcs is discussed to a great extent.
As discussed in that chapter, they talk about thefgpoem which mingles with the
unconnected pieces of language to create a new pfart. The hibernating words
slumbering as meaningless symbols rouse in the érsheer artistic productions,
that is, poetry. That idea which is also acquirednfthe philosophy of Bergson is a
reflection of the idea of order and continuity ioth critics’ agendas. The air of poem

is conveyed from the spiritual condition to thedaage by the “order of art” for
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Tanpinar (EUM20). The air which tends to exist in the incesspush of time is the
depiction of continual process in the process t$tés production. Poet’s attempt to
create a sheer piece of art is a contribution @actintinual progression of time and
society within the scope of the present and presehpast. Eliot articulates that
Hardy and Chaucer are contemporaneous to eachiottiet European Literature
follows a pattern from Homer to the other centuttesonstitute biological cells in a
whole unbreakable body. The “simultaneous ordeElajt which regulates the
biological metaphor of Europe as a total entity hietdlature makes Hardy and
Chaucer contemporary. Ellis dwells on that an dydeadition, for Eliot, is possible
through the critical spirit and art. (301). HoweMeis “simultaneous order” hinges
on the esthetic values of a literary productionardy on the historicity of critical
appreciations (Reeves 114). The order is rendéredgh the gradual receding of
poet and his involvement in the continual cascddiéeo The united sensibility of
individual poet transmutes into both change andigartte of tradition, in other
words, continuity of individual esthetics in coliee subjectivity. For Tanpinar
again the ultimate function of literary works andicism is to make out the chain of
continuity and the fractures in that chain (EUN). Both Eliot and Tanpinar
accentuate that the focus in the evaluation ofrastia production is not on the poet
but poetry. Poet, in Eliot’s critical program, paipates in the continual flow of time
by driving his work forward; that corresponds te #tvanescence of poet from his
own work, in Eliot's coinage, the extinction of penality and continual self-
sacrifice (SW44). Individual could evade finite aspect of lfg appending himself
to the social life and becomes a part of continagystated by Tanpinar. Poet’s

individual entity transforms into the unremittingurse of continuity in a chain.
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Individual lives of people are paltry when compat@dhe colossal actuality of
society and life. Poet needs the idea of continevgn though it is an illusion.
Including the illusionary aspect of it past is at s inevitability that should not be
come off. If past is overlooked by the artist itlurt as a strange object as it never
gives up its course so it is something that astistuld participate in. Aydin advances
that Tanpinar acquires past as a certainty thatqoagd not withstand; therefore,
poet’s purpose is not to diverge from the strearine¢ but to involve in the
recurrent plane of continuity. He posits that Tamap's disposition of continuity is a
compulsion for the artist (249).

The definition of genius is hidden in the accumolaiand gathering
according to Tanpinar. The aftermath of what gditara amass together create
genius and sage. That master is the victory agdlk that prepare him gradually to
crown the accumulation of all conditions (¥Y326). Tradition is what makes that
genius available for the good of other generatigvishout the accumulation of
endeavors of antecedent preparations traditioritamatrinsic output genius would
not exist. As discussed above Zilcosky assumedHiiat’'s view of tradition is an
endless accumulation rather than being deteriorativike Nietszchean philosophy
(Zilcosky 29). Eliot's perspective of traditioniirs compliance with Tanpinar’s;
tradition creates the change and transformatiothéyneans of build-up in social
manners and literary perceptions. Nothing is disgdéin Eliot’'s concept of
tradition, albeit detrimental. New masters standrughe shoulders of the preceding
pile of social habits, artistic practices and argrtendencies. The accumulation of
cultural elements in the collective consciousndsooieties makes up civilization in

Tanpinar’s philosophy. The cultural accumulatiortioflization set up in the scale

84



of an empire echoes the world of objects that buldhe human subjectivitysfh 7).
The parallel between collective consciousness ansbpal heresy is purveyed by the
continuity that controls the civilization utterlyradition is a compilation of personal
experiences, which will result with the establisimtinef civilization in all. Continuity
is the binding factor that operates on traditicastpthe present, society, individual,
order, civilization, culture and time.

Tanpinar professes that “History, artistic workd &maditions are all society’s
consciousness of continuity” (Y&?). The idea of continuity is the brain of orgami
that runs in the body of social network. The subsoiousness of societies is framed
by the augmentation of social and cultural elemantiee form of tradition. The only
thing that builds up tradition and records theextive memory of social bodies is
the concept of continuity. It enables society tddadifferent segments of communal
connexion together. People from different occupmtipethnic, religious and cultural
background are cemented together with the assest@nmontinuity in the natural
cascade of social life. The divergence in the ddigmm of tradition culminates in
the break-up of continual chain. That collapsesfiess with the loss of collective
memory and disenchantment of the nation. Eliottaat in that regard accords
with what Tanpinar alleges. For him tradition isisgue of continuity which is a
combination of social and cultural exertions i l{Buckley 97). Continuity is
directly aligned with cultural and social exercisgpeople. As the notion of
tradition in Eliot’s vocabulary is historical, tlealtural activities of social entities
establish the continual current which gathershalitentical traits in the
accumulation of tradition. History is perceiveddhgh the idea of continuity by Eliot.

The continual self-sacrifice of artist, a conceftemploys to explicate the
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perpetual object of poet, emanates from the unkiegdo join the natural course of
tradition. The purpose of intellectual is to reerttie split parts in the national mind:
otherwise the regulations and disintegrations etden the existence of national
memory.

“The most significant secret of social life is tt@ntinuity in the national
consciousness” (EUM4) affirms Tanpinar. Both critics champion theigorating
aspect of continuity in social life. To ensure dmelurance of a national mind
tradition operates on past and the present, whnabrg, it accumulates with the help
of time to set up a collective memory of the natiGontinuity is the quintessence of
society in which culture, religion, literature aady other social habits are
intermingled. If the fundamental nature of socistgltered the continuity will stop
its organic betterment and deviate from its int@tcharacteristics. That will spoil
the totality of national self and collective cormeness. Both Tanpinar and Eliot
suppose that there have been such inconsistendiles historical surge of their own
nations. However the uniformity of society whictc@nstituted by the accumulation
of social exercises lingers on in the endurandex@ over the deviations. Continuity
is among the key concepts of both Eliot and Tanfsmaitical agendas. They
employ the metaphor in a similar context; theirspggoositions on the instinctive
course of artistic production coincide with eacherts outlook into some extent.
“The mind of Europe” and “Turkish spirit” are two@teworthy hypotheses that
reveal the significance of continuity in the crigim of both Eliot and Tanpinar. They
assume that continual process of life and socgetyhat constitutes tradition and

sustainability of nations. The overall perceptidrife is not the lives of separate
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people and individual progressions but the permementradition and continuity of

time.
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CHAPTER V:

Bergson’s Influence on Tanpinar and Eliot

In order to pinpoint the affinity between Eliot amdnpinar, the philosophies
and philosophers they have been influenced coukpb#ighted In that respect, this
chapter aims to look for the close relations betwide philosophies of Eliot and
Tanpinar by focusing on the nineteenth century ¢trgrhilosopher Henri Bergson
whose philosophy on time and durée has deeplytaffaébe early twentieth century
thought. Bergson has an apparent influence onddfdtiem which has been studied
in different articles and books. The present stidys to contend with those studies,
so that the exact relation between Eliot and Taapaould be elucidated. Even
though both Eliot and Tanpinar bear little comparito each other and would not be
settled into the same category, the influence o8& on both of them is
unconcealed. First of all, the philosophy of Bergsall be studied in order to
comprehend his domination on both Eliot and Tanpina

Bergson, as a twentieth century philosopher, chdiige perceptions of his
epoch in philosophy which was then under the imftgeof science and the other
philosophies like evolutionist theories and sciéntationalizations? For some “he
gave a new turn to modern thought” (Douglass 10)h\Ws philosophy, modern
thought has changed into a new direction which avesimilar from its previous path.
He repudiated the materialistic interpretationirake and space. His elaborations on

the discrepancies between daily time and inner,twinéch he entitles durée,

22 For further reading on Henry Bergson and his oifhy, see: Gilles Deleuze, Bergsonidirans.
Hugh Tomlinson and Barbara Habberjam, (Brooklym&®&ooks, 1990).; Suzanne Guerlac,
Thinking in Time: An Introduction to Henri BergsofCornell: Cornell University Press, 2006).; and
The Crisis in Modernism: Bergson and the Vitalisn@oversy Ed. Frederick Burwick and Paul
Douglass, (Cambridge: Cambridge University Pre882)L
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changed the interpretations of the related concéjisphilosophy mainly depends
upon the criticism of “time” (Tun¢ 19). His concapt of time has constructed the
gist of his philosophy. As Douglass adduces “Bengsegan his career in reaction
against ‘scientific time,” and embarked on a patioiving, the ‘phenomenological
mode of adhesion to immediate experience” (DowgyB)s Scientific time that is
regulated according to measurements and regulatedientific slices does not stand
for durée, real time; and it does not endure. Hegatl that the real structure of time
can be ascertained by durée and enduring theflgalzstances in that durée. He
designates time as a “living and moving eternityg Brun 153). Time and life are
important figurations in his philosophy as they gbate each other and cannot be
separated. After indicating the philosophy of hied time, two important concepts of
his coinage “élan vitaf® and “durée reelle”, Tanpinar's insistence ondifil its
continuum from one generation to the other withotdrruption and time’s vital role
in implementing that cohesion among the whole uriitsociety and generations and
Eliot's emphasis on tradition’s imperative functionmerging the miscellaneous
aspects and epochs of Europe as a single entitpevduite obvious.

Bergson’s reasoning for the most part depends agarilosophy of time, or
rather duration. Authentic durée, for Bergson, titutes the essence of
consciousness and life (Topgu 47). Durée is thitirea when it is compared to the
laboratory assumptions of time such as hour, miantesecond. In this occurrence

of duration things and time formulate one indisbtdlorganism that encloses society

28 Elan vital was translated into English as vitap@tus or vital force. Bergson uses the term fer th
evolution and progression of organic structures.
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and time in which society endures. Bergson usesltistration of melody or
musical notes when he likens scientific time toadion. Musical notes:

... differ from something like a person, whigfaa is something
which endures and changes through time. A persas&life was
exactly the same from the moment to moment, whemneégveloped
or changed in any way, would hardly be a persailaBut a person
is what he is at a given moment all the samemigét Smith at noon |
meet the whole of Smith, or Smith as a whale A melody is
essentially a unity, which owes its whole naturehlange. It has to
last its whole length to be the melody it is, whaleerson can be cut
off in his prime without ceasing to be, or to hdneen, that person,
even if he did not reach his full potential. (La@#9)

While a melody becomes a sheer piece of art itresghis by completing itself as a
whole; however, if one listens to it in a fragmehtime, that sound will not make up
a complete work of art. The duration and its petioepgby human being are quite
disparate. A person crowns his/her own self withwinole being in past, the present.
“At any given moment” Smith is Smith with all hisva self unlike musical notes
which cannot fashion a whole body from unrelateahsis. This projection of time in
a sense resolves the manners, behaviors and exgeEsimto a uniform entity, that is,
human kind. Unlike musical notes that are contingenthe unity of different
components to form a totality, human kind his/resemce will be experienced as a
whole even in an interrupted time. That wholenssmnsured by durée which
comprises of time, space and human individual. Bamgstates that durée is the

rudiment of individual existence. “Duration is” pertrays “the continuous progress
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of the past which gnaws into the future and whieklk as it advances. And as the
past grows without ceasing, so also there is nit torits preservation” (Bergson,

Creative Evolutior¥). The role of the past over the present is itromertible as it

flourishes without refraining. Eliot’'s and Tanpitsaemphasis on the robust relation
between past and present and the conspicuous effda former on the latter is
palpable.

In that flow of time and continuum of human expece, evolution plays an
important role. For Bergson sees life as an evaytihere is a continuous creation

which becomes manifest in an evolutionary fornt ifBergson, Creative Evolution

328). To liberate itself from physical restrictgdftonsciousness” operates on “inert
matter”; which is designated by Bergson as evotutide “equates consciousness
with freedom and matter with necessity” (Habib 26@)erefore, evolution is
considered to be the emancipation of “inner hunfeath the limitations of necessity
which encases the life around the human beingardtdrmant matter; that is
procured by extensive authority of duration. Inttfespect consciousness correlates
with duration; that is to say, duration’s dominimm human life enables
consciousness to operate on the physical body, nmetter. The freedom is spawned
by not “impulsiveness” but amalgamation of emotidhsughts and evolution. In
here, the concepts evolution, duration and freedeem to overlap; even though the
distinction between them does not appear precisggd®n propounds a plausible
interpretation of evolution and duration by expiagthe affinity between
consciousness, matter and freedom. As Douglasdqruiard and quotes from

Bergson:
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Intuition enables growth, and growth evolutionuitibn cannot do
without analysis, novice verse. Troubled by its own evolutionary
heritage, Bergson'’s intuition still attempts toimaf it. . . . “The home
of matter is space. The home of life is time” (G&.But we live in

both. The reality Bergson presents us in Creatw@uion is thus a

coherence in confusion, a disorder in evolutioreaity making itself

in reality unmaking itself (CE 251). (22)
Time and space are two components that are indigpénfor life, since human
beings live in both of them reciprocally. In an kitmnary process, which
corresponds to life, people experience order asorder, confusion and coherence,
and making and unmaking while duration operatekiwihat contradictory system.
In clarifying those notions Bergson proposes a nemcept, intuition. It is regarded
essential for evolutionary growth; and it needbeaaanalyzed for a dynamic progress.

Pure intuition, external and internal, is that ofuendivided continuity.

We break up this continuity into elements laid digleside, which

corresponds in the one case to distimatds, in the other to

independenobbjects. But, just because we have thus broken the unity

of our original intuition, we feel ourselves obldy® establish

between the severed terms a bond which can ontylibeexternal

land superadded. (Bergson, Matter and Meni@&g)

Intuition, in that regard, parallels duration apriégsumes a thorough continuity. The
scatter of that continuity culminates in words aigects, which can only be
recovered by outward features. The elements thmatrand the natural course of

life’s continuity, as Bergson puts forward, areexed by the external factors, such as
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words and objects. Intuition innervates the stesidiand between material and
spiritual world. It revokes the discrepancy betwbedily things and spiritual entity.
It is the sympathetic mingling with things thatrgiabout intuition, the knowledge
of concrete reality. What is more, Bergson considiguition as the knowledge of
utter reality. The philosophy of intuition whichrstitutes the kernel of life’s
consistency is construed as the “negation of seiewbich only signifies the

material facet of human progress (Bergson, Cre&tingution293).

Life has an intrinsic flow of growth and evoluti@arich is “graspable only
intuitively.” Poetry grasps, imitates and epitonsizthis living process.” Poetry,
which is a representative of language and liteeatisrone of the tools that ameliorate
the experience of human being, although intelleigirmates impediments to it. Since
intuition provides a wholesome kinship between miatand spiritual world and
facilitates the perception and persistence of ooitly, poetry is one of the most
important champions of that progression. It buigghe sympathetic relevance
between soul and life which will perform itselfdlirée. In other words, it begets
poetry and modifies “signals” into the “instrumenfsart words”. Bergson aims to
manifest that feelings and emotions are kinds oflpcts of linguistic categories;
which means the effect of language on our sensatsogreater than it is assumed.
Language is one of the most substantial deternsnarife’s continuity and its
actual process for Bergson. Another aspect hdatés to literature is that art
embraces the spiritual life and avails it in “lia#ng from the nightmare of
materialism”. Additionally, language carries on firegress of order though
unconsciously (Douglass 67). Language’s positicairegj art is quite striking in

Bergson’s philosophy:
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... the most basic premise of Bergson’s aesthe&tithat art creates
novelty. Whereas language is spatial, art is tealpexpressing
duration, expressing the authentic flow of expargewhich is
encrusted over by language. The poet’s business, thto rebel
against the generality and conventionality of laaggi (Habib 271)

Word is lethargic in its essence; which “reducegatiy to commonplace forms”.
While language consists of inert signals, art isdedife force to those inanimate
objects; as discussed above, duration implemeatsame task in the world of “inert
matter.” Here again, art which is a living organisaincides with duration, life and
evolution. At that point, it is time to arise tlesue of modernist inclinations of the
early twentieth century. What is the correlatiotween Bergson’s evolutionary
theory and modernist writing? How does durée cpoed to the rendering of human
subjectivity or nihilist conducts in Modernism? pass stipulates that in Bergson’s
philosophy: “artist performs the task of taking tteen of everyday speech handed
down by evolution and ‘making it new.” Once he hdsited duration and felt the
necessities of action drop away, the artist becdanfased with the desire to create”
(Douglass 35). It can be surmised from this elucdethat the manner ‘making it
new’ in which modernist tendency substantiate fiiseiantamount to Bergson’s
keynote subject, life’s continuity and durationtiéiris supposed to have the desire
to create, in other words, making the lethargiconamd inert object new and
dynamic. He recreates a vigorous piece of art fiteerdull material with the help of
intuition and duration.

With respect to what has been argued above, hagsBe’s philosophy holds

sway over Eliot’s and Tanpinar’s critical agendals e elaborated from now on.
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They both have acquaintance with the philosophgesfyson, which is quite patent
from their critical works, textual references aadditionally, direct and indirect
allusions in their writings. In spite of the fabtt both critics’ literary products do
not bear comparison with each other a lot, theitkvamuld be juxtaposed in terms of
the domination of Bergson’s conception of durétyition and evolution. Life and
its dynamic equivalent art, or poetry, are in agamic articulation in the continuity
and accumulation of time in Bergson’s philosophyt &sin both critic’s reasoning.
Bergsonian influence on Eliot is not recondite abdtruse. It has been

discussed by several authors some of whom are djiotbe present study, such as
Douglass, Habib and Le Brun. Eliot is quite fanmikigth what Bergson attempts to
assert in his composition of time and space. Onesg@othly ascertain the vestiges
of durée and other philosophical narratives of Bengon his criticism, though Eliot
sometimes deplores his assumptions. His poeticatigras been primarily molded
by Bergson’s ideas. Le Brun maintains that T. $tEl

... was greatly influenced by Bergson, in paittc by Bergson’s

accounts of time, change, and the individual cansiess; influenced

to such a degree in fact that, had he not knowgder's

philosophical writings, Eliot’'s major formulatiomdout poetry—

about tradition, the associated sensibility ofdhtest, and the work of

art as objective correlative—would have been ggiitierent from

what they are. (149)
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He wrote a manuscript, dated 1911, on Bergson Wiglevas at Harvard, in
which he appraised the scope of Bergson’s philogépHe does not agree to all the
suppositions of Bergson while he evaluates hisogbjphy. His forceful reaction
cannot be corresponded with the pronounced infei@fthe philosopher on his
poetry. The answer for Eliot’'s vehement retorhisttwhen he wrote the manuscript,
“his aversion was philosophical and political” (Ha&58). Eliot finds the notion of
durée Romantic as duration puts emphasis on hueraomality as the only source
for the reality. He denounces Bergson of confugiaigres of philosophy and
literature and of engendering emotional impetulserathan “clear thinking.”

Quite contrary to his cogent defiance of some ofyjBen’s assumptions, Eliot
has inherited too much from the theory of evolutama accounts of time of Bergson.
That legacy is quite unmistakable in Eliot’'s pogind critical elaborations. The
idea of change is one of the defining hallmarkéfefand its rudimentary experience.
When the change is evinced in the life-form, mat random in the nature; even
though it may appear so. The change is a kind olfvement to something truly new
for both Eliot and Bergson, which is one of thedaal assertions of modernist
literature. The impression of change in Eliot'dicism complies with the notion of
evolution and duration in Bergsonian terminologgn@nuity and growth are among
the basic elements of life and duration. In an ewohary surge of life, duration acts
its course in the natural flow of time.

The fact is that Eliot’'s concept of permanencesieatiallyorganic;

that is, it is in terms of continuity within timend change and not in

24 “Draft of a Paper on Bergson,” Ms. 1910-11, Efmtllection, Houghton Library, Harvard
University.
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terms of something outside time. That such a thebopntinuity is a
part of Bergson’s account of the nature of time&las well
aware. . .. Bergson argues that in the evoluiidife each form that
arises ‘flows out of previous forms, while addinghem something
new, and is explained by them as much as it explli@m’. That the
past, containing the seeds of the present, helpgmke the present
comprehensible is a fairly commonplace idea. (LenBt54)
Eliot's perseverance on the continuity of Europannundeviating glide is the
corroboration of Bergson’s ascendancy. That levedd@ergson’s philosophy in
terms of continuity, change and even intuitionusrbin the writing of Eliot. As
Bergson postulates “the piling up of the past ugh@npast goes on without

relaxation .... Our past remains present to us.” Ben, Creative Evolution),

Eliot's outlook on tradition and the concept of ppakich operates on present, “the
presence of the past,” are the reflections of Bergstheory of evolution and
continuity of life in duration. Even though Dougtadeems Eliot’s concept of
tradition as the renunciation of Bergson’s doctafiéme (Douglass 49), it is quite
contrary to what Douglass supposes; tradition liot’E terminology equates with

the presence of the past as he spells out in otieeahost quoted essays of Eliot,
“Tradition and the Individual Talent.” That idea mdist's dominance over the present
in Eliot is a pertinent utterance to what Bergsuimates by “our past remains
present to us.” However, the fact that Eliot opgaseBergson’s accounts of time is
equitable; he disproves the precedence of time sp&ce and opts for the Bradleyan

vein as a disciple of him (Habib 258).
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Eliot employs time as an aggregating inventiverassss actuality is not
negated in the natural flow of life. The equilibriun the harmonious drift of past is
never disordered by the individual’'s freedom (Haomil402): on the contrary, past
nourishes the creation of new works of art. Thelg@neated art with its
convenience modulates the existing structure tosvire continuity of the order:

.. . what happens when a new work of art is exta something that
happens simultaneously to all the works of art Whiteceded it. The
existing monuments form an ideal order among thérasgwhich is
modified by the introduction of the new (the realgw) work of art
among them. The existing order is complete befoeenew work
arrives; for order to persist after the superventbnovelty, thavhole
existing order must be, if ever so slightly, alterand so the relations,
proportions, values of each work of art towardHmle are
readjusted; and this is conformity between theamld the new._(SW
41)
Tradition is a kind of lake which is constituted tnzg accumulation of the past
experiences. The works of the former poets andloineof the new ones will
amalgamate in a new order. That is the authorigguoée on life and the generator of
life’s continuity in an order. Tradition is the maw of the subject in Eliot’s coinage.
In regard to Bergson’s philosophy, Eliot’'s onelod tnost portentous conceptions is
tradition. In creating artistic works, the accuntiga of the works of the previous
ages promotes the new ones and gives rise to aretiassing for the next
generations. For Eliot “the difference betweenghesent and the past is that the

conscious present is an awareness of the past’ABWrIhe awareness that the artist
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has is what elapses by means of the past. In Beiggsterms it is the “survival of

past” (Bergson, Creative Evolutiaf). Eliot supposes that there is an authentic

creative activity in poetry, which cannot be expéd. As Bergson conjectures, the
dormant words are enlivened by making them nevaénprocess of poetic creation.
In that artistic process past and the present @uoldrganic continuity. The organism
that comprises of the accumulation of the past kepees and life’s continuity
throughout duration is procured by the livelihodgoetry against the inability of
lifeless words. Meaning is framed by the commumicabetween the voices of the
present and past (Habib 272-4). A living languagebbth Eliot and Bergson is in an
invariable process of change, which functions tgtotime and durée in Bergsonian
terminology. That analogy between Eliot’s idea lofiege and living language and
Bergson’s notion of continuity and change is coasd to be the precise translation
of Bergson from French to English in Eliot’s crélgrogram by Le Brun (153). For
Eliot language is insufficient in delivering theriigueness of experience”; therefore,
poetry undertakes the streamlining of language iHaB5). Language’s deficiency
in conveying the life’s change and vividness ishdobm Bergson’s terminology;
what is more, that hallmark is the typical moderresiction against the inaction of
words as lifeless symbols of language. Both Bergspinilosophy and Eliot’s critical
agenda are concordant with modernist attitudesarature in that respect. As
modernist writing violates the conventional synéad consistency of narrative
language (Abrams 167), Eliot accentuates the laggjaaffliction in reflecting the
human being’s subjective perception against theemosdituation. Dettmar puts
forward that the quintessence of Modernism, foot:lies the idea “make it new”;

therefore the perennial task of poetry could besped in making every abeyant
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word new (“Introduction”). The conception of “petpal task of poetry” parallels
Bergson’s narrative of endurance and continuityfén Modernist disposition,
Eliot’s critical sentiment and Bergson’s evolutiopaypothesis are quite in harmony.
Ahmet Hamdi Tanpinar, in the emergence of TurRspublic from the ashes
of Ottoman Empire when the crisis of “to be or twobe” was in the culmination,
produced some of his writing and witnessed the gjera a new nation that had lost
most of its pre-war territory and been detainecklatively diminutive land. Thus,
his criticism would not be independent from whahlael experienced, as Eliot’s
poetry is abound with images of the First World Vdad the distorted human
subjectivity forged by the war.With regard to this, in elucidating Bergson’s
impression on Tanpinar’s critical program, it isyeto behold the social weight.
Bergson’s philosophy of “élan vital” had inspirdatdesperate intellectuals of the
late Ottoman and early Republic. What is ascriloetthé Turkish Independence War
is an utter gauge of how Bergson is apprehenddbeobyurkish intelligentsia. They
had tried to reconcile Bergsonism and Islamic ney@t; MustafeSekip Tung, for
instance, rates religious belief as the nucleuswilization and progress, and Riza
Tevfik equates Bergsonism with Turkish Sufism (Dexipi 93). The motive that
embarks on the war is deliberated as the actumlizaf Bergson’s philosophy “élan
vital” and creative tension and evolution (Kahram&. Translated as “vital
principle” or “vital force” to English, “élan vitalacts for “a general order of nature”
which is “repairing faults, correcting effects agiect or absentmindedness, putting

things back in place . . . ” (Bergson, Creative ldtion 246-7). The dominating

% Notwithstanding Eliot’s criticism is not sociabrfthe accent of the traumatic and fragmented mind
of modern man, consider the broken images of humeaception in The Waste Landnd the
characters that cannot hold in Eliot’s poetry likiollow Man”, “Gerontion”, “Apeneck Sweeney”

and “The Love Song of J. A. Prufrock”.
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instinct of living things in struggle for the suval stems from the vital force which
is commanding impetus against brute mattggurdan quotes from Hilmi Ziya Ulken
that the young generation who gathered aroundhieate estimated that Turkish
Independence War was the triumph of quality andtore force (gurcan 127).
Since evolution entails an artistic creation, fergson, the travail of Turkish people
and intelligentsia at that time was perceived astinbodiment of a necessity for
evolution in Bergsonian terminology.

Tanpinar unswervingly points out that Bergson’ggsiophy of time is quite
instrumental on his poetry and aesthetics in ttierléo a high school girl, in which
he summarizes the main divisions of his critical artistic insights: “In my poetry
and aesthetics the Bergson’s account of time @aysicial role” (Kerman 277§
That influence is again the extension of the stieiggscussed above. He assumes
Anatolia, the only land left to Turks after the wasas fighting a battle of vitality
against statistics (YR7).

Bergson’s conclusive effect on Tanpinar’s crititciss not made up of the
idealistic desires of a preacher grappling withgtevival of his people and does not
embody the vital fluctuations of a nation. Convrs€anpinar holds significant
opinions about the philosophy of Bergson; his com¢g mostly aesthetic and critical
rather than idealistic and moralistic. Bergsonianaept of time has an indispensable
station in his poetry and artistic insights. Asfesred above, Eliot's and Bergson’s
perception of time overlap; additionally, Tanpisagxplication of time concept
accords with Bergson’s portrayal of durée. “Theverse endures. The more we

study the nature of time, the more we shall comgmdrthat duration means

% Sijir ve san’at anlagimda Bergson’un zaman telakkisinin miihim bir yeidir.
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invention, the creation of forms, the continuabelation of the absolutely new”

Bergson propounds in Creative Evolutidd). In parallel with what Bergson

supposes Tanpinar perceives time in continuity iwisdhe keystone of his critical
agenda. He presumes that to change by continuthgpacontinue by changing is the
fundamental imperative of creating something nelae @ctual breakdown would

only create half creatures not a whole (2&). Time for Tanpinar, as for Eliot and
Bergson, is a totality, which illuminates all tréorsnations as a continuum in that
totality. It cannot be disintegrateldiitikcl and Kizilarda postulate, that even though
there seems to be some scatterings and fluctuatibith are unattached to the
tangible stream in the intuitive cascade of lifmge could only be the outcomes of
artificial courses and cannot be related to theagtof time (74).

Tanpinar is in the “disposition of becoming” it stages of life according to
Kahraman. He contends that Tanpinar is in nee@igving and defining
everything in continuity or becoming. That is tlesequence of Tanpinar’s quest
for continuity in the intersection of his cultuta#ditional and social/individual
conceptualizations (33). In Tanpinar’s terminoldigye operates on both past and
present. Its course is not dependent from the lsoaralition and individual
experience. Time changes both man and streamedbyifunctioning on it. That
concept of time in Tanpinar’'s coinage associatéls Beérgson’s durée in which past
and present blend in the same pot to structurevaforen; it is in Bergsonian and
Eliot's vocabulary, in Tanpinar’s as well, “contity” Representation of past in the
present and their amalgamation in the same staneigounded in Tanpinar’s

critical program. In one of the most quoted velse3 anpinar, which is considered
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to be the summary of his viewpoint, the merge @t pad present in a continuous
flow as a whole is quite pronounced:
| am neither inside nor totally outside of time;
In the unbreakable stream of whole, a huge prd3ampinar Siirler
19)
Similarly, Bergson’s account of time conforms te #xpression “unbreakable
stream of present”. Bergson, too, gathers thas ‘ihto replace ourselves in pure
duration, of which the flow is continuous and inigfhwe pass insensibly from one

state to another: a continuity which is really dve . ”(Bergson, Matter and

Memory186) and “Our past remains present to us” (Berg€oaative Evolutiory).

His clarification of past and the present is ngsthilar to what Tanpinar and Eliot
concludes from the same concepts. For Bergsonrailedbehind us unawares the

whole of our past” (Bergson, Creative Evolutib®4); human kind completes his

own self by picking up recollections from the memsrof past and pouring them to
the present situation. Without the present it isprobable to identify the past and
survive so past is not an enclosed paradigm fog®er. Likewise, Tanpinar believes
that past can only be discerned within the pregbat;is to say, he hunts for the
present in order to recreate past. Continuityeésahly inkling that would be
constructive in ministering to that model. Onlytinat, the presence of past could be
certified. The “life of individuals” does not derothe continuity within past and the
present; but it is the “continuity of time” througife for Tanpinar (Demiralp 15).

The durable stream of time cannot be purveyed by ame life, whereas the

endurance is an outcome of time as a whole. Hesaggs neither past nor the West
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as the paramount legacy of the newly found repisbintellectuals but the “ball of
wool-like life” (YG 43).

One of the few critics who liken Eliot to Tanpindgavuz maintains that
Tanpinar endeavors to conciliate durée and the tiate, in Bergsonian jargon
scientific time, in the poem “Bursa’da Zaman” [TinmeBursa] as Eliot does in
“Portrait of a Lady” and “Preludes” (“Tanpinar vergson (2)”). The addresser in
the poem strolls to the yard of the mosque and tbeefountain and remembers the
previous night, which epitomizes the outer timeybwer, he, subconsciously, looks
back on past and starts facing durée. The mindeopersona strays into the forest of
past. The exodus from the boundaries of physio# is viable by advancement
towards past. As Birlik adduces:

Tanpinar reflects two different experiences ofitgathe one which is
based on clock time and the other which is baseti@mtuitive time
of extra-spatial realm. He is not concerned witbgpession in time
but with going back and forth into another dimensdd intensifying
freeing himself from the ordinary reality and its¢. (175)
Tanpinar's premises of time and its continuity eonwith the delineation of
Bergson’s tenets related to the endurance of tiittarwa certain flow. That
depiction of time is disclosed in Bergsonian ploloisy as the “nature of time”;
“duration signifies invention, the creation of famhe continual elaboration of the
absolutely new,” what is more, “it is immanent be wwhole of universe” (Bergson,

Creative Evolutiorii4). Time is not something in which days follovclkeather

ordinarily in Tanpinar’s criticism; the “insect time” follows a distinctive pattern in

every phase of life. Time in Tanpinar’s sense igifold, perplexing and “a whole
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and huge present”. He always views past and Wesation process in Turkey from
the perspective of “time” concept which he inhefitsn Bergson at all (Aydin 259).
While intuition in Bergsonian perspective is thHeeliator of language from dormant
words by delivering artistic gist and leading theaswards a poetic sensibility,
criticism for Tanpinar is much more a product diaraality. Tanpinar is all for the
idea of Bergson in which life is graspable onlywitively, but in the same breath he
diverges from Bergsonian account of time in degshis critical attitude. Aesthetic
composition is created by the intellect not by b as he includes that even
dreams can be written by a wide awake artist.

Tanpinar’s aesthetics is an evolutionary and vgsrone; therefore, the
meaning attributed to the function of words andabieof poetry/literature by him
are in the same direction. As discussed above,dBardliot as well, concedes
words as static and automatic signals that do ae¢ lthe capacity to accomplish a
meaning. Tanpinar, in parallel with that view, cdéanps about his inadequacy to
command words and failure in expressing the inteigrasp of reality (Birlik 182).
He always grumbles about that there are still tamyrwords that he has not used.
The automatic outlook of words is transformed kg ¢bmpetence of poetry into
thorough piece of art. Words alone conceal thetyea¢tween human perception and
inert matter for Bergson. They are utilitarian eatthan being noble so they are
facades of reality. The words of practical worldrax substitute for the words in
poetry, which are conducted to the absolute andeaikiable significance from their
conventional messages for Tanpinar. Poetry and wowdd not be same after the
time concept of Bergson and the insights of Freud&rpretation of dreams and

could not use the same language as before. Irgthefatom, the arrow of love
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means nothing (Y@96). That the traditional mediums of narrativeuldonot be
adequate is the central presumption of modernisingr The interpretations of
Tanpinar's work center on modernity and modern iBlrkterature; that emphasis is
also the access to his criticism that is comprebgnander the potency of Bergson.
In regard to what is discussed above, one can gdachat Bergson’s hold on
both critics is quite discernable. Kahraman astacavrho juxtaposes both Tanpinar
and Eliot, goes a step further and intimates tmainbodern inclinations of Tanpinar’'s
criticism and analysis of his criticism could bemquehended by focusing on the
influence of Bergson on both Tanpinar and Elio)) (8&rgson whose authority
manages its course on modern thought has beelflaenimal figure in Tanpinar’s
and Eliot’s criticism and aesthetics. The preséapter highlights some of the
characteristics of their criticism in terms of Beogian philosophy. The sway of
Bergson’s notion of time on the poetry of bothicstwho are outstanding poets in
the first place is another subject matter to bdistl) which is out of the scope of

such a study as this.
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CONCLUSION

Tanpinar and Eliot are like two distinct rivers wainidiverge from different
springs and then converge into the same headwaderiee versa. Their philosophy
and criticism subconsciously overlap with each otherarious projections. That
latent intersection between the two critics wholasth practitioners has been edified
in this comparative study. The sources they iset fand then flow into are
European critics, philosophers and poets of therateteenth and the early twentieth
century, and their own sources. The European attibls they were influenced are
diverse in number. However, Bergson is among thlegdphers who hold sway
over both critics. That influence is noteworthyBesgson’s account of time
impresses the criticism of both figures in a suttsaéhway. Even though the
Bergson’s authority is not very conspicuous intdual basis, the codes of their
critical attitude indicates that he is a dominamtgsopher on both of them; and that
origin which both critics utilize is a momentoussin exploring the bearing
between them so the weight of Bergson has beeregrekhaustively.

Both critics as they have experienced the samedgefitime, the first half of
the twentieth century, are products of modern aglesir criticism is contingent on
the condition emerged after the amplification ofdam thought as well. Therefore
the critical benbetween East and West, American and European, madhelr
traditional, and new and classic exhibits the raresindecisions of early twentieth
century literature and philosophy. Their vacillatizetween tradition and modern
thought is an intimation of their critical makeugnth Tanpinar and Eliot are
portrayed as having conflicting characteristicshey do not display a consistent

political, religious, ideological and even litergrgrsonality. Brooker adduces that:
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Eliot is often seen by literary historians as peifying a series of
conventional oppositions. He is described for exargs a romantic
and a classicist, an elitist and a radical demoareg¢actionary and one
of the avant-garde, an American, a European, adaind a
Protestant, a sceptic and a believer, an intebéend an anti-
intellectual and so forth. (70)

That is exactly what Eliot is by surmising from kigtical writings. His
character cannot be confined to any kind of idgnkie is all of them and none of
them. The same kind of dissension is pertinentaiopinar's demeanor and how he
renovates his critical disposition. On the repdmvbat Ayvaz@lu supposes, he
experiences both kinds of confusions and collisiartss characters when he strings
the components of his own nation, culture and igi&ilon together; on the one hand
he glorifies Turkish culture and discusses its oamaissance, but on the other hand
he accuses Turks as not knowing the civilizatid2lj2When looked at from only
one angle their frame of mind could not be fixea toertain belief system,
ideological category and even literary theoretgralup. That is mostly related to
their standpoint as both poets and critics who e&pee the appreciation of poetic
process as critics and postulate a theory of p@stpyoets.

Tanpinar contends that whatever page of a moderk yawu open it is
inevitable that the modern writer talks on histPyg 321). Even though he is not a
Modernist in essence he sometimes personates arMsidiggure in Turkish
literature. Even though his poetry and novels docoavey the Modernist patterns in
their construction, his estimable portrayal of modgubject’'s predicaments and

conflicts incited by the uneasiness of individudlorAendeavors to adjust his
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fragmented mind to the traumatic aspect of modiewatson make his narration
Modernist. Although he speaks as a representatitiess society, his representation
of fidgety personalities and the accounts of moaean’s plights against the
repressive hurdles of man’s vulnerability couldcbesidered a Modernist aptitude.
Eliot whose works are deemed to be the typical gpt@mmf Modernism in literature
reflects the futile nature of modern age and thegréed character of modern mind.
While his modernist style is more explicit in hisgbry, his criticism tends to
conserve the habitual attributes of society. Teabntrary to the idiosyncrasy of
modernist writing; he discourses as a traditionahraf letter. Here his criticism
intersects with Tanpinar’s; they both hold forthtttradition plays an immense role
on the present exercises of society and culturat'Ithe heart of both critics’
philosophy and common characteristics, which atststitute the gist of that
dissertation. Both inherit the ambition for “tradi” from their mentors Bradley and
Yahya Kemal. The insistence upon tradition andablgspast exhibits the
incongruous desire for the despondency of moddsjesu Whenever the concept
tradition is brought up, the names of Eliot anddiaar in their cultures come first.
Emphasizing the signification of modern, theiricram which mostly deals with
tradition and its operation on the present is poedien that thesis. Tradition is a kind
of conscious endeavor which looks over the contyninitheir criticisms. They tie
the past of their civilizations and the presentpicas in one point. The enduring
course of tradition helps that tie to be embeddeihe and space. Society’s
salubrious functioning is only possible with theassant operation of tradition’s

authority, which can be yielded by continuity.
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“Continuity” is another key concept that both astidwell on most. There is a
concordance between the wholesome performancadificm and the concept
“continuity”. As professed by them, even thoughréhare some displacements in
their civilizations and languages in the strearmaftinual chain, the past always acts
upon the present exertions of societal functiommitie structure of cultural habits.
Thee concept endurance of cultural legacy is gredn the deep roots of their
civilizations, which is to say that when they esithe conditions of modern
atmosphere, they refer to the writers, names amnastef previous epochs. Tanpinar
cites the names belong to the ancient times ofiShirulture as a reference such as
Fuzuli, Yunus Emre, Niati, Nedim and Ahmet Mithat. These are the figuhes
could be situated within the sequence of traditind considered as the envoys of
continual progression within the civilization. TlsadAmong the common
characteristics of both critics: they both study torks of ancient culture by
nominating some personalities which reinforce thiedoretical pattern. They refer to
tradition and continuity in tradition by pointing the names that epitomize the very
nature of their eras. Even though they do not seeshare any common traits, they
are the products of the same collective consciassaecording to the philosophy of
continuity. Eliot affixes the modern Europe’s custproduction to the writings of
Homer and Virgil, which means he sticks the adisteation of contemporary
Europe to the past pillars of European literarythge such as Shakespeare, Goethe,
Chaucer, Milton and Hardy. The rings of the corgiinthain follow a pattern which
is affected by any new production; that is whaytheean by the presence of past.
“Simultaneous existence” in the intuitive drifttdhe and continual order of cultural

operations are the fundamental columns of socieitgisurvival and endurance; that
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could only be achieved by preserving tradition asdourse on the present. While
Eliot emphasizes “the mind of Europe” and goes liadke Greeks and Romans in
order to rationalize that conception, Tanpinar fogut Ottoman and Seljukid roots
of modern Turkish literature as an everlasting chaithe formidable flux of
tradition. Actually they have been among the lagjs of that continual chain; both
of them as critics and practitioners have contgdub the stupendous succession of
tradition in their civilizations.

Tanpinar and Eliot have established reconciliatiwrthe conundrums of
modern man in the age where there are interrupbehseen the existential and
cultural entities of modern subject. That curatwgagement is the functioning of
continuity in the course of time and society. Tlaeyin accordance with each other
that the salutary performance of them is purveyethb fulfillment of tradition in a
modern age. The mutual compliance of both timesauiety as the most important

fragments of modernity is conceivable by the reatiom of past with tradition.
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