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Abstract 
 
 

Writing a Grammatical Commentary on Hafiz of Shiraz: 
A Sixteenth-century Ottoman Scholar on the Divan of Hafiz 

 
 

Murat Umut Inan 
 
 

 
 Chair of the Supervisory Committee:  

 
Associate Professor Selim S. Kuru 

 
Department of Near Eastern Languages and Civilization   

 
 
 

This dissertation explores the study and interpretation of the Divan (poetry collection) of Hafiz 

of Shiraz (d. ca. 1389), the most celebrated lyric poet of classical Persian, in the sixteenth-

century Ottoman Empire and discusses the ways in which Hafiz’s Persian text was read, glossed 

and translated by Ottoman scholars. In terms of its scope, the dissertation focuses on a late 

sixteenth-century Ottoman Turkish commentary by Ahmed Sudi (d. ca. 1600), an Ottoman 

scholar of Arabic and Persian philology who is well-known primarily for his grammatical 

commentaries on Persian classics. The main concern of the dissertation is to explore and discuss 

the ways in which Sudi’s grammatical commentary on Hafiz’s Divan departs from the 

mystical/allegorical commentaries written by his predecessors Muslihiddin Süruri (d. 1561), an 

Ottoman Naqshbandi scholar renowned for his mystical commentaries on Persian classics, and 

Şem‘ullah Şem‘i (d. 1603), an Ottoman scholar affiliated with the Mavlavi order and the author 

of a number of allegorical/mystical commentaries on Persian classics.  



Reading Sudi’s commentary against the background of his predecessors’ and paying attention to 

the critical tone underlying his work, the dissertation demonstrates how an Ottoman scholar with 

a disciplinary training in Arabic and Persian philology presents his commentary as a critique not 

only of the canon of mystical scholarship but also of the textual and interpretive practices 

associated with it. In this regard, the dissertation argues that the primary motivation behind 

Sudi’s writing a non-canonical commentary is his pioneering attempt at introducing a 

grammatical approach to textual interpretation into the sixteenth-century Ottoman mystical 

scholarship on Persian classics.    
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INTRODUCTION 

 

The Topic, Scope and Argument of the Dissertation 

 

 There are three sixteenth-century Ottoman Turkish commentaries on the Divan (poetry 

collection) of Hafiz of Shiraz (d. ca. 1390), one of the most celebrated lyric poets of Persia as 

well as of the late medieval and early modern literary world, by Ottoman commentators 

belonging to different schools of interpretation. These commentaries are written, respectively, by 

Muslihüddin Süruri (d. 1561), a Naqshbandi scholar renowned for his mystical commentaries on 

Persian classics, Şem‘ullah Şem‘i (d. 1603), a scholar affiliated with the Mavlavi order and the 

author of a number of allegorical/mystical commentaries on Persian classics, and, finally, by 

Ahmed Sudi (d. ca. 1600), an Ottoman scholar of Arabic and Persian philology who is well-

known for his grammatical commentaries on Persian classics and on the major works of Arabic 

grammatical tradition.   

Of the three commentaries on the Divan, the dissertation focuses on Ahmed Sudi’s late 

sixteenth-century commentary. In the first part of the dissertation, first I introduce Sudi’s life and 

works before discussing his commentary in terms of its content and structure. As part of my 

discussion of the commentary, I also explore and discuss its reception and circulation by drawing 

on the available manuscript copies. Following this discussion, I focus on a selected portion from 

the commentary and discuss the ways in which Sudi analyzes, translates and interprets the 

opening couplet of Hafiz’s Divan. In my discussion, I also situate Sudi’s treatment of Hafiz’s 

text within a comparative framework to explore and elaborate on the ways in which Sudi’s 
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approach and analysis depart from those of his predecessors. Third, I draw conclusions primarily 

from my analyses and supplement these conclusions with the ones drawn from my general 

discussion of Sudi’s life and works and of his commentary. Here I mainly contextualize Sudi and 

his commentary based on my findings and conclusions. In doing so, I place Sudi’s commentary 

in two main contexts: one involving the Ottoman commentary tradition on Hafiz and his text, the 

other related to the study of Persian grammar and Persian classical texts in sixteenth-century 

Ottoman scholarship. In the second part of the dissertation, first I present the transcribed text of 

Sudi’s introduction to the commentary and his commentary on the first five poems in Hafiz’s 

Divan, mainly because of the fact that a reliable text of Sudi’s commentary is still unavailable 

despite the wide popularity of the commentary. Second, I give the transcribed texts of Süruri’s 

and Şem‘i’s introductory words to their commentaries and of their commentaries on the opening 

poem of Hafiz’s Divan, not only to make Süruri’s and Şem‘i’s texts available but also to let 

readers compare and contrast Sudi’s text with those of his predecessors. Finally, I present 

translations of the three commentators’ introductions and their commentaries on the opening 

couplet of Hafiz with the goal that my discussion of the Ottoman commentaries on Hafiz’ text be 

more accessible to non-specialists, especially to scholars specializing in different textual and/or 

exegetical traditions.       

The main reason why the dissertation focuses on Sudi’s commentary is that, in the corpus 

of writings on Hafiz’s poetry up to the end of the sixteenth century, it is the first and only text 

that does not approach Hafiz’s poems from a mystical and/or allegorical standpoint. 

Furthermore, the commentary is written as a critical response to the two preceding 

commentaries written in the same century, which is understood from the commentator’s 

introduction where he distances himself from his predecessors’ mystical/allegorical perspectives 
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and expresses his interest in a grammatical analysis of the poet’s text. Taken together, these two 

intriguing aspects of the commentary present us with an interesting case that invites scholarly 

inquiry.   

The main argument of the dissertation is that, as a critique of the mystical canon, Sudi’s 

commentary stands as a non-canonical commentary written by a scholar who takes a pioneering 

approach to Hafiz’s Divan. Accordingly, the dissertation contends that, as an Ottoman scholar 

with a disciplinary training in Arabic and Persian philology, Sudi presents his commentary as a 

critique not only of the canon of mystical scholarship but also of the textual and interpretive 

practices associated with it. In this regard, the dissertation particularly argues that the primary 

motivation behind Sudi’s writing a grammatical commentary is his pioneering attempt at 

introducing philological insights and methods of textual study into the sixteenth-century 

Ottoman canon of mystical criticism and interpretation.  
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CHAPTER I 

 

Ahmed Sudi and His Commentary on Hafiz’s Divan 

 

This chapter consists of two parts. I present the life and works of the sixteenth-century 

Ottoman scholar Ahmed Sudi (d. ca. 1600) in the first part, where I draw on the information 

found in primary and secondary sources as well as on the biographical anecdotes Sudi mentions 

in his own works. 1 In the second part, I introduce Sudi’s commentary on Hafiz’s Divan (poetry 

collection) and discuss its textual and contextual aspects. Placing a special emphasis on the 

textual history of Sudi’s commentary, my discussion in this second part is based on a manuscript 

corpus that comprises a range of copies of Sudi’s text including the oldest ones.    

1. The Life and Works of an Ottoman Philologist  

1.1 Sudi’s life, scholarly training and career 

Born in Ottoman Bosnia at a village named Sudiçi, Ahmed Sudi received his early schooling in 

Sarajevo, which is understood from an anecdote he mentions in his commentary on Sa’di’s 

Gulistan (The Rose Garden).2 To receive a higher education, Sudi came to the Ottoman capital 

                                            
1 The available information about Sudi’s biography and/or his works is very limited in scope. In terms of primary 
sources, it is only in the following two Ottoman sources that we find an entry on Sudi’s life and works: Nev‘i-zade 
Atayi (1583–1635)’s biographical work titled Hadaiku’l-Hakaik (The Gardens of Truths) and Katib Çelebi (1609–
1657)’s Fezleke-i Tevarih (The Epitome of Histories), a chronicle which covers the 1591–1654 period of the 
Ottoman history. For Atayi’s entry on Sudi, see Hadaiku’l-Hakaik fi Tekmileti’ş-Şakaik, ed. Abdülkadir Özcan 
(Istanbul: Çağrı Yayınları, 1989), 332. For Katip Çelebi’s, see Fezleke-i Katib Çelebi, vol. 1 (Istanbul: Ceride-i 
Havadis Matbaası, 1871), 7. In terms of secondary sources, the only work on Sudi’s life and oeuvre is the following 
monograph by M. Nazif Hoca: Sudi: Hayatı, Eserleri ve İki Risalesi’nin Metni (Istanbul: Edebiyat Fakültesi 
Basımevi, 1980). The most recent and complete source on Sudi and his works is the following encyclopedia article 
by Muhammed Aruçi: Türkiye Diyanet Vakfı İslam Ansiklopedisi, s.v. “Sudi Bosnevi”. The only biography of Sudi 
that is available in English is an encyclopedia article by Kathleen Burrill, where Burrill draws broadly on Hoca’s 
monograph in presenting the commentator’s biography. See Encyclopedia of Islam, 2nd ed., s.v. “Sudi, Ahmed” 
[Leiden: Brill, 1997].          
2 Ozan Yılmaz, “16. Yüzyıl Şarihlerinden Sudi-i Bosnevi ve Şerh-i Gülistan’ı” (PhD Diss., Marmara University, 
2008), 353. Throughout the dissertation, I use the critically edited text of Sudi’s commentary on the Gulistan given 
in Yılmaz’s dissertation.  
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Istanbul during the ascendancy of the Bosnian-born Grand Vizier Sokollu Mehmed Pasha (r. 

1565–1579). Although it can be said that Sudi benefited from the patronage of Sokollu Mehmed 

Pasha, we do not know the details regarding his relations with the Grand Vizierate. Nor do we 

have any information about his course of studies in Istanbul.3 It is certain, however, that Sudi left 

the city of Istanbul and travelled to the eastern parts of the empire to further his studies and 

research after he completed his higher education. This information is attested to by the fact that 

Sudi mentions the cities he stayed as well as the scholars he worked with in several places of his 

commentary on Sa‘di’s Gülistan. First, Sudi travelled to the city of Amid, one of the major 

centers of learning and trade in the eastern lands of the empire. In this city Sudi studied under the 

renowned scholar of Persian grammar Muslihüddin-i Lari (ca. 1510–1572), who was appointed, 

by then the Ottoman governor of the city, İskender Pasha, as a müderris (professor) to the 

medrese (college of higher learning) named after Hüsrev Pasha.4 As understood from Sudi’s 

references in his commentary on the Gülistan, he regularly attended Lari’s classes at the medrese 

and consulted him for some difficult passages from Sa’di’s text.5 Following his stay in Amid, 

Sudi travelled to the Arab lands under the Ottoman rule. First he stayed in Damascus, where he 

found a chance to study under the famous Persian scholars Ahmed-i Kazvini and Sabuhi-i 

Bedahşani. Especially, Sudi read and studied the Gulistan under the guidance of these two 

                                            
3 Hoca, Sudi, 12.    
4 A native of Lar, al-Lari studied first in Shiraz under Mir Giyas al-Din Mansur Shirazi. After completing his early 
education, al-Lari went to India and was well received by Sultan Humayun (r. 1530-1556). On Humayun’s death, he 
went on the pilgrimage to Mecca and thence to Istanbul. As the Persian historian Hasan-i Rumlu (b. ca. 1531) notes 
in his history, al-Lari was well received and honored in Istanbul by the Ottoman Sultan Selim II [Ahsan al-
Tawārīkh, ed. ‘Abd al-Husayn-i Nawā’ ī (Tehran: Intishārāt-i Bābak, 1978), 586]. Al-Lari’s main work is his Mir’ āt 
al-Adwār wa Mirqāt al-Akhbār (The Mirror of the Times and the Ladder of the Histories), which is a general history 
from the Creation to the accession of Sultan Selim II. For further information on al-Lari, see Encyclopedia of Islam, 
2nd ed., s. v. “Muslih al-Din al-Lari” and C. A. Storey, Persian Literature: A Bio-bibliographical Survey, vol. 1 
(London: Luzac, 1935), 116.             
5 For Sudi’s references to Lari, see Yılmaz, 348, 650 and 688.         
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scholars.6 One scholar who played a particularly significant role in Sudi’s education in Damascus 

is Halimi-i Şirvani, who is, as understood from Sudi’s laudatory remarks in his commentaries, 

one of the distinguished Persian scholars and poets of the time.7 From the same remarks, it is 

also understood that Şirvani instructed Sudi in Persian classics including Sa’di’s Gülistan and 

Hafiz’s Divan. From an anecdote recorded in his commentary on the Gulistan, it appears that 

Sudi attended one of the medreses in Damascus and studied Arabic linguistics and grammar. As 

described in Sudi’s anecdote, it was a medrese that attracted many students from all over the 

Eastern world, from the land of Rum (Ottoman Anatolia) to Samarqand in Central Asia.8           

After staying in Amid and Damascus, Sudi went to Baghdad and continued his training 

and studies. One particular scholar Sudi met in this city was Mevlana Efdalüddin, whom Sudi 

asked for assistance in the interpretation of some couplets from Hafiz’s Divan.9 In Baghdad Sudi 

also held conversations with some of the knowledgeable merchants from Persian lands and asked 

them their opinions about some aspects of Persian material culture and practices that are 

mentioned in Sa’di’s Gulistan, Bustan (The Orchard) and Hafiz’s Divan.10 The last city Sudi 

visited during his travels across the Arab lands is Egypt, though we have almost no information 

about the details regarding his scholarly work there. The only piece of information that indicates 

Sudi’s stay in Egypt for a while is a few anecdotes that he mentions in his commentary on 

Sa’di’s Bustan as well as in his commentary on Hafiz.11 Finally, it should be noted that Sudi did 

not travel to Persian lands or visit the city of Shiraz, the hometown of Sa’di and Hafiz. The 

reason for thinking so is that Sudi makes it clear, in his commentary on Hafiz, that all the 

                                            
6 For Sudi’s references to Kazvini and Bedahşani, see Yılmaz, 348 and 650.   
7 For Sudi’s references to Şirvani in his commentary on the Gulistan, see Yılmaz, 588 and 650. For the reference in 
his commentary on Hafiz’s Divan, see Şerh-i Divan-ı Hafız, vol. 2 (Istanbul, 1834), 190.       
8 Yılmaz, 700–701.   
9 Şerh-i Divan-ı Hafız, vol. 2, 191.        
10 Şerh-i Bustan, vol. 1 (Istanbul, 1871), 482.           
11 Ibid., 261. For the anecdote in his commentary on Hafiz, see Şerh-i Divan-ı Hafız, vol. 2, 172.      
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information he gives about Shiraz and Hafiz’s tomb is based not on his personal observations but 

on the written and oral sources which he had access to.12      

Taken together, it is obvious that the various scholars whom Sudi met with and studied 

under in a wide range of cities across the eastern lands of the empire provided him with a 

thorough education in Arabic and Persian grammar, instructed him in the classical texts of 

Persian language, and expanded his acquaintance with Persian literary and cultural tradition. In 

addition, it is also clear that Sudi’s travels to and stays in these cities brought him in close 

contact with the scholarship on his subject.  Last but not least, it is also evident that his travels 

enabled Sudi to have access to the knowledge that he later incorporated into the commentaries he 

began writing upon his return to Istanbul. This is understood especially from a couple of remarks 

that he makes in his commentaries on the Gulistan, Bustan and Hafiz’s Divan.13         

Returning to Istanbul, Sudi continued his studies and attended the medrese lectures of 

some famous scholars of the reign of Murad III (r.1574–1595).14 During the ascendancy of the 

Bosnian Grand Vizier Sokollu Mehmed Pasha (r. 1565–1579), Sudi was appointed to the 

Ibrahim Pasha Palace to teach Persian to the gılman-ı hassa (selected slave-boys).15 Given that 

Sokollu Mehmed Pasha was “the man who in fact had virtually total control over appointments,” 

it can be said that Sudi had close relations with Mehmed Pasha.16 This conclusion is further 

                                            
12 Şerh-i Divan-ı Hafız, vol. 2, 105 and 331.  
13 For Sudi’s remarks about the consultations he had with a variety of Persian scholars to discuss the grammatical 
and semantic aspects of a particular passage from Sa’di’s Gulistan, see Yılmaz, 339. For a series of consultations he 
had with scholars in different cities to discuss the meaning of a specific couplet from Hafiz’s Divan, see Şerh-i 
Divan-ı Hafız, vol. 2, 190–191.                     
14 In his monograph, Hoca notes that Sudi does not mention the names of these scholars in any of his commentaries. 
However, based on the available information on the reign of Murad III, Hoca argues that these scholars include, 
among others, Hoca Takiyyüddin (d. 1585), the scholar who founded an observatory in Istanbul at the behest of the 
Sultan, and the famous historian Hoca Sa‘düddin (d. 1599). See Hoca, Sudi, 14. For information about the reign of 
Murad III, see Encyclopedia of Islam, 2nd ed., s.v. “Murad III”           
15 Hoca, Sudi, 15. For more information on the gılman-ı hassa, see Mehmed Zeki Pakalın, Osmanlı Tarih Deyimleri 
ve Terimleri Sözlüğü, vol.1 (Istanbul,1993), 665.         
16 Cornell H. Fleischer, Bureaucrat and Intellectual in the Ottoman Empire: The Historian Mustafa Âli (Princeton: 
Princeton University Press, 1986), 55.        
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strengthened by the fact that Mehmed Pasha was notorious for “reserving discretionary 

appointments for certain relatives and adherents.”17 This prestigious position given to Sudi 

involved the training of those slave-boys selected for administrative services in the Ottoman 

palace. As Yusuf Halaçoğlu notes, the İbrahim Pasha Palace, along with the palaces in Edirne 

and Galata, was one of the primary centers of royal education, where those Christian boys 

converted to Islam were raised and educated according to the Turkish and Islamic traditions.18 

Sudi held his position for a while, until he was finally divested of his position and was forced to 

retirement. Sudi’s exact date of death is unknown, but he is believed to have died shortly after 

1599.19  

Before looking at Sudi’s works, what is especially significant to note regarding Sudi’s life 

story is that it presents us with an Ottoman scholar of language and literature who undertook 

scholarly travels spanning the major centers of learning in the sixteenth-century Ottoman 

Empire, where he was trained primarily in Arabic and Persian linguistics and conducted detailed 

research on the texts he later wrote commentaries on.  

1.2 Sudi’s works 

Ahmed Sudi is noted mainly as a commentator on Hafiz’s Divan and Sa’di’s Gülistan and 

Bustan. On a general look, one can see that Sudi’s available works are divided into three groups. 

The first group consists of his large-scale commentaries on three Persian classics, namely the 

Divan, Gulistan and Bustan. The second group includes his three small-scale commentaries: two 

on Ibn Hacib (d. 1249)’s Arabic grammars and one on İbrahim Şahidi (d. 1556)’s Persian-

Turkish dictionary. What is common about these three works is that they are the standard texts 

used in language instruction, inside or out of the classroom. In the final group, we have Sudi’s 

                                            
17 Fleischer, 56.      
18 Yusuf Halaçoğlu, XIV-XVII. Yüzyıllarda Osmanlılarda Devlet Teşkilatı ve Sosyal Yapı (Ankara: TTK, 1991), 29.        
19 Hoca, Sudi, 16.   
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two lengthy treatises on two particular couplets, one from Hafiz’s Divan and the other from 

Sa’di’s Gulistan.20              

1.2.1 His commentaries on Persian classics  

1.2.1.1 Şerh-i Dīvān-ı Hāfız (Commentary on the Divan of Hafiz)21  

1.2.1.2 Şerh-i Gülistān (Commentary on the Gülistan)   

Completed in 1595, Sudi’s commentary on Sa’di’s Gulistan is one of his most widely read 

works, which is understood by the fact that the commentary has a large number of manuscript 

copies, that it was printed five times in Istanbul between the years 1833–1876, and that it was 

translated into Persian.22 As his introductory words to the commentary inform us, Sudi wrote this 

commentary on demand of his dear companion and patron Ömer Efendi, the governor of the city 

of Madina, who, as Sudi writes, asks for a Turkish commentary that would elucidate the 

grammatical, lexical and stylistic features of this masterpiece of the Persian language.23 The 

several remarks Sudi makes in his commentary serve to highlight his main concern in writing a 

commentary on the Gulistan, that is, to provide students of Persian language with a book that 

                                            
20 The critically edited texts of both treatises are published by Nazif M. Hoca in his monograph on Sudi. Besides the 
works mentioned above, there are a couple of other works that are attributed to Sudi in some secondary sources. But 
given that there are no available copies of these works, we do not have any information about them. For the names 
of these works see Hoca, Sudi, 33–34. Also, it should be noted that in his detailed work on Turkish translations of 
and commentaries on the Mesnevi, İsmail Güleç writes that Sudi has a commentary on Mevlana Celaleddin-i Rumi 
(d. 1273)’s six-volume Mesnevi. As Güleç informs us, however, a large portion of Sudi’s commentary is missing. 
The extant portion contains only Sudi’s elucidation of a section from the last volume of the Mesnevi. For further 
information about Sudi’s commentary, see Güleç’s Türk Edebiyatında Mesnevi Tercüme ve Şerhleri (Istanbul: Pan, 
2008), 181–182.           
21 Detailed information about this commentary is presented in the third section of this chapter.   
22 For information about Sudi’s commentary on the Gulistan, see Yılmaz, 303–306. For the Persian translation of the 
commentary, see Sharh-i Sudi bar Gulistan-i Sa‘di, trans. Haydar Khushtiynat, Zayn al-‘Abidin Chavushi, and ‘Ali 
Akbar Kazimi, Tehran, 1970.            
23 Sudi, Şerh-i Gülistan (Istanbul, 1833), 2. It should be noted that Sudi’s introduction to the commentary is missing 
from the critically edited text given in Yılmaz’s dissertation.                         
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would serve as a comprehensive grammar of Persian.24 This is also clear from Sudi’s 

grammatical approach to and literal interpretation of Sa’di’s text throughout his commentary.25      

1.2.1.3 Şerh-i Būstān (Commentary on the Bustan)   

Completed in 1598, printed twice in the nineteenth century (in 1871 and 1876) in Istanbul, and 

later translated into Persian, Sudi’s commentary on Sa‘di’s Bustan is one of his well-known 

works.26 As is the case with his works on the Gulistan and Hafiz’s Divan, the commentary is a 

grammatical elucidation and interpretation of Sa’di’s text and is composed at the request of 

Sudi’s patron and close companion Ömer Efendi, about whom Sudi says laudatory words in his 

introduction to the commentary.27 In the same introduction, Sudi reveals the main intention 

behind his commentary and writes that the content and scope of the commentary is designed in 

such a way that “those interested in learning Persian can easily use it.”28    

1.2.2 His commentaries on philological works 

1.2.2.1 Şerh-i Kāfiye (Commentary on the Kafiye)   

Composed in 1588, this is a commentary on the famous Arabic grammarian Ibn Hacib (d. 

1249)’s book on Arabic syntax (al-nahv) titled al-Kafiye (The Sufficient).29 What is significant 

about the commentary is that in the introduction Sudi presents a historical survey of the Arabic 

grammatical tradition and highlights the works and contributions of major Arabic grammarians.30     

                                            
24 See especially Sudi’s remark at the beginnings of his commentary, where he makes it clear that this commentary 
is intended for the “talib-i tahsil-i Farsi” (learners of Persian). See Yılmaz, 324.    
25 For a discussion of Sudi’s approach to the Gulistan, see Yılmaz, 254–264.    
26 For information about the commentary, see Hoca, Sudi, 25–28. For the Persian translation, see Sharh-i Sudi bar 
Būstān-i Sa‘dī, 2 vols., trans. Akbar Bihruz, Tabriz, 1973.           
27 Sudi, Şerh-i Bustan, vol. 1 (Istanbul, 1871), 2.        
28 Ibid., 2–3. The translation above reads: “Farsi ta’allümüne ragıb olanlar eshel vech ile istifade idüp…”   
29. For the life and works of Ibn al-Hacib, see Encyclopedia of Islam, 2nd ed., s.v. “Ibn al-Hajib” and Carl 
Brockelmann, Geschichte der Arabischen Litteratur, vol. 1 (Leiden: E. J .Brill, 1943), 367–373. Sudi’s commentary 
is printed as part of a three-volume edition that brings together the three major commentaries on al-Kafiye, one in 
Arabic, one in Persian, and one in Ottoman Turkish (the one by Sudi). See Şuruhü’l-Kafiye Se Zeban: Arabi, Farsi, 
Türki, ed. Osman Hilmi Karahisarlı, Istanbul, 1894. For manuscript copies of the commentary, see Hoca, Sudi, 32–
33.             
30 MS Atıf Efendi 2449, Süleymaniye Library (Istanbul), fols. 1b–3b.  
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1.2.2.2 Şerh-i Şāfiye     

This is a commentary on Ibn Hacib’s other book on Arabic grammar, al-Şafiye (The 

Satisfactory), which is about Arabic morphology (al-sarf). The commentary survives in only one 

manuscript, which does not feature an introductory section and has no date of composition at the 

end.31     

1.2.2.3 Şerh-i Lugat-i Şāhidī (Commentary on Şahidi’s Dictionary)  

This is a commentary on perhaps the most popular and widely used Persian-Turkish dictionary in 

the sixteenth-century Ottoman Empire, which was written in 1515 by the Ottoman scholar 

İbrahim Şahidi (d. 1556) and was followed by many commentaries. Sudi’s commentary is extant 

only in one undated manuscript, which does not contain an introduction.32 What is significant to 

note regarding Sudi’s commentary is that he gives the Turkish as well as the Arabic equivalent of 

each Persian word given in Şahidi’s dictionary. In addition, he explains the phonological aspects 

of each word listed in the dictionary and occasionally analyzes the morphological and 

grammatical aspects of certain words.33           

1.2.3 His treatises 

Sudi’s first treatise is a close reading of the second couplet of Hafiz’s first poem in his 

Divan, where Sudi presents a grammatical analysis of the couplet as well as comments on its 

prosody, rhyme structure and the poetic devices used by the poet. In the introduction, Sudi 

mentions that he decided to write this treatise after a class session on the poetry of Hafiz, in 

which the discussion, led by one of his mentors in Istanbul, was centered on the grammatical and 

                                            
31 See MS Darülmesnevi 530, which is located in Süleymaniye Library.     
32 MS Süleymaniye 866, Süleymaniye Library. For Şahidi’s life, works, and his dictionary, see Yusuf Öz, Tarih 
Boyunca Farsça-Türkçe Sözlükler (Ankara: TDK, 2010), 138–143. For the available commentaries on Şahidi’s 
dictionary, see the same author’s Tuhfe-i Şahidi Şerhleri (Konya: Selçuk University, 1999).      
33 See, for instance, MS Süleymaniye 866, fols 2a–4a.   



13 
 

semantic intricacies of the opening poem and especially of its second line.34 In the same 

introduction, Sudi also presents a brief biography of Hafiz, a lengthier version of which is found 

in his introduction to his commentary on the Divan. In his second treatise, Sudi studies a couplet 

from Sa‘di’s Gülistan from the same grammatical point of view.    

 Taken together, what these two treatises show us is that Sudi wrote preliminary pieces 

prior to working on his voluminous commentaries and that these pieces laid the foundation for 

his future work.35 The same treatises also indicate that Sudi continued his research on the Divan 

and Gulistan after returning to Istanbul and attended those scholarly gatherings where Persian 

classics were read and discussed.36    

2. Sudi’s Commentary on Hafiz’s Divan 
 
 Completed in 1595, Sudi’s Ottoman Turkish commentary on Hafiz’s Divan (poetry 

collection) is acknowledged as his most widely read and famous work.37 In the vast scholarship 

on Hafiz, the commentary is well received and unanimously accepted as the “most useful” 

commentary on Hafiz’s poetry. The usefulness of the commentary hinges on the fact that Sudi 

gives, in Annemarie Schimmel’s words, “sober, grammatical explanations” and thus renders 

Hafiz’s intricate poems clear, comprehensible and accessible to a broad spectrum of readers. 

This also hints at the reason why, echoing Schimmel, this “dry but useful” commentary found a 

                                            
34 Risale-i Sudi Efendi: Hafız’ın Matla’-ı Divan Gazelinin Beyt-i Sanisinin Şerhi, ed. Nazif M. Hoca, 3–7.   
35 It is important to note in this connection that Sudi mentions his treatises in his commentaries on the Gulistan and 
Divan and refers his readers who are interested in learning more about these two couplets to them. For Sudi’s 
reference to his treatise on Hafiz’s couplet, see the critically edited text I present in the appendices of the 
dissertation. For the reference to his treatise on Sa’di’s couplet, see Yılmaz, 376.         
36 For more information about these two treatises, see Hoca, Sudi, 35–47.     
37 That the manuscript copies of Sudi’s text exist across a wide range of repositories located from Eastern Europe to 
Arab lands is an indication of the widespread fame of the commentary (For a discussion of the manuscript corpus of 
the text see section 3.2). Also, the commentary was printed twice: first in 1834 in Bulak, Egypt, and then in 1872 in 
Istanbul. Moreover, it was also translated into Persian in 1962 and was printed four times. See, for instance, the 
following fourth edition of the Persian translation: Ismat Sattarzadah, Sharh-i Sudi bar Hafiz, 4 vols. (Urumiyah: 
Intisharat-i Anzali, 1983).        
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wide readership in both Ottoman and modern times.38 A cursory look at Sudi’s voluminous 

commentary is enough to see that the commentator elucidates Hafiz’s verse in a methodological 

manner and with an emphasis on the grammatical aspects of his poems. Given this general 

picture, Sudi’s work can be considered as a grammatical/philological commentary, in which the 

principles of language and grammar are used to elucidate the meaning of the source text. In this 

regard, the way in which Sudi elucidates Hafiz’s poetry is in contrast to the one found in 

moral/allegorical commentaries, where attempt is made to uncover the hidden meaning, wisdom 

or morality lying under the surface of the source text. Considering the historical trajectory of 

Hafizian hermeneutics, one can even argue that, as a grammatical and literal interpretation of 

Hafiz’s poetry, Sudi’s commentary presents us with an interpretive shift and therefore departs 

from the preceding commentary tradition which approaches Hafiz’s poetry through mystical 

interpretations and allegorical explanations.  

 The mystical/allegorical orientation of the Hafiz commentaries springs mainly from the 

poet’s recognition as “the Tongue of the Unseen” and “the Interpreter of Mysteries.” Combined 

with the legacy of his Divan as “the Persian Qur’an” used for bibliomancy, it can be said that 

Hafiz’s established recognition has preconditioned most of the commentators to focus more on 

the mystical and/or allegorical aspects of his poems. It would be reductive, however, to suggest 

that commentators’ preoccupation with the esoteric aspects of Hafiz’s poems can be ascribed 

only to the legacy of the poet and his text. The reason for thinking so is that the common 

exegetical tendency toward unveiling the secret or hidden meanings in Hafiz’s poetry is also 

related to the scholarly backgrounds and concerns of the commentators and to the needs and 

interests of their audiences. Beginning with the first partial commentaries in Persian and 

                                            
38 Annemarie Schimmel, “Hafiz and His Contemporaries” in The Cambridge History of Iran, vol. 6, eds. Peter 
Jackson and Laurence Lockhart (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1986), 938–939.  
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continuing with the complete ones in Ottoman, one can see that the majority of Hafiz’s 

commentators come from a religious background and are affiliated to certain mystical orders or 

schools of Islamic philosophy. Consequently, their scholarly oeuvres reflect a theological and/or 

mystical orientation.39 One can see the same orientation in the readers’ perceptions of and 

interests in Hafiz. The poet attracts various audiences mainly as a mystical guide and spiritual 

master, and his poems are sought after especially by seekers of spiritual enlightenment and 

wisdom. In this regard, it can be said that the audiences’ tendency toward esotericism have led 

commentators focus more on the mystical/allegorical aspects of Hafiz’s verses and delve into 

deeper levels of reading. Accordingly, this tendency has resulted in less focus on the explicit 

aspects that are accessible on the surface level of the same verses.  

 In the triangle of poet–commentator–audience, the role of audience is especially 

significant. If one remembers the advice that “when speaking of commentaries, which cannot 

escape the fundamental need to be useful, the concept of ‘audience’ is a particularly pressing 

one,” then, the readerly orientation of the Hafiz commentaries becomes noteworthy.40 In this 

respect, it is important to pay attention to the introductory sections of the commentaries on Hafiz, 

                                            
39 One of the earliest commentators on Hafiz’s poetry, the Persian scholar Jalal al-Din Davvani (1427–1502), was 
trained in Islamic theology and philosophy. The author of several commentaries and treatises on the major texts of 
Islamic philosophy, Davvani was the supreme judge at the court of the Aqqoyunlu ruler Uzun Hasan and then of 
Sultan Ya‘qub. Davvani wrote, beginning with the second half of the fifteenth century, “half a dozen short untitled 
texts commenting on various verses by Hafiz.” Davvani’s interpretation of Hafiz is one of the first 
theological/mystical readings of Hafiz’s poetry and his method depends, in the words of Carl Ernst, “upon reading 
individual words and coded symbols that metaphorically represent unstated realities” (Carl W. Ernst, “Jalāl al-Dīn 
Davānī’s Interpretation of Hāfiz” in Hafiz and the Religion of Love in Classical Persian Poetry, ed. Leonard 
Lewisohn (London: I.B.Tauris, 2010), 198–199). On Davvani, see also Bahadur Baqiri, Farhang-i Sharhha-yi Hafiz 
(Tehran: Intisharat-i Amir Kabir, 2008), 30 and A History of Muslim Philosophy, vol. 2, 883–888. The same 
mystical/religious orientation is also evident in the scholarly background and hermeneutical approach of the first two 
Ottoman commentators of Hafiz. Süruri (d. 1562), the first commentator, was a renowned scholar of tafsir (Quranic 
exegesis) and hadith (Prophet’s traditions) and had strong affiliations with the Naqshbandi order (cf. İsmail Güleç, 
“Gelibolulu Musluhiddin Sürûri,” Osmanlı Araştırmaları 21 (2001): 211–215). In the same vein, the second 
commentator, Şem‘i (d. 1603), belongs to the Mavlavi order and is the author of the first complete Turkish 
commentary on Rumi’s Masnavi (cf. Şeyda Öztürk, “Şem‘î’nin Mesnevî Şerhi,” (PhD. Diss., Marmara University, 
2007), 57–63).     
40 Christina Shuttleworth Kraus, “Reading Commentaries/Commentaries as Reading” in The Classical Commentary: 
Histories, Practices, Theory, eds. Roy K. Gibson and Christina Shuttleworth Kraus (Leiden: Brill, 2002), 8.    
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where commentators underline the fact that it is their audience who leads them to write a 

commentary. As their introductory words clearly indicate, commentators decide writing a 

commentary on Hafiz to respond to the importunities of their audiences. In the same introductory 

remarks, we also see that the several queries commentators receive and respond to before they 

begin their work on Hafiz focus, almost exclusively, on the mystical meaning and/or 

interpretation of Hafiz’s certain lines, couplets or poems.41 In other words, Hafiz’s readers seem 

to be uninterested in the explicit aspects of his text, such as linguistic, formal or rhetorical 

structure of his poems.  Facing such a predominant readerly interest to know about the implied 

aspects, commentators turn their focus toward exploring the mystical grounds of Hafiz’s text. 

Since this is the case, it can be argued that audiences do not only inspire the commentators but 

also shape the content and direction of their work.          

 Returning to Sudi’s commentary, it would not be inaccurate to argue that Sudi’s work can 

be described as a non-canonical text given the predominant mystical/allegorical interpretive 

framework through which Hafiz’s text has been perceived, read, studied, commented on and 

decoded. What distinguishes Sudi’s commentary from his predecessors’ is that it neither attempts 

at a mystical/allegorical interpretation of Hafiz’s text nor proposes to address some mystical or 

theological issues raised by Hafiz’s readers. Completely uninterested in disclosing the underlying 

meanings of Hafiz’s verse or untangling the mystical/allegorical texture of his words, Sudi does 

not structure his commentary as a response to the needs of those seeking for spiritual guidance or 

moral help from Hafiz. Accordingly, he does not employ the common interpretive strategy of 

metonymy or poetic symbolism in elucidating Hafiz’s poetry along the lines of mysticism. In 

                                            
41 See, for instance, Davvani’s introductions to his several treatises on Hafiz: Jalal al-Din Davvani, Naqd-i Niyazi, 
ed. Husayn Mu‘allim (Tehran: Intisharat-i Amir Kabir, 1995), 41–43; 172–180, and 267. Similarly, for the queries 
of the Ottoman readers of Hafiz, see Süruri’s introduction to his commentary: MS Ayasofya 4056, Süleymaniye 
Library (Istanbul), fol. 1b.         
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addition, contrary to most commentators of Hafiz, Sudi does not intend to make connections 

between Hafiz’s text and the fundamental texts of Sufism, nor interweaves his commentary with 

mystical allegories or doctrines that are common to Sufi hermeneutics.    

 Standing outside of the religio-mystical circle of the Hafizian commentary tradition, 

Sudi’s text presents a new path to reading and interpreting Hafiz’s poetry. Unlike the common 

path of mysticism, this new path leads the readers to the explicit aspect(s) of Hafiz’s text through 

a grammatical analysis and literal interpretation of the poems. The question of what drives the 

commentator to embark on such a new path should be explored by paying special attention to the 

triangular framework of commentary production. As is the case in mystical/allegorical 

commentaries, the determinant component of the triangle is the audience at which the 

commentary is aimed, although the role of the commentator’s scholarly background and interests 

cannot be underestimated. Sudi’s audience-oriented approach can be inferred from his following 

introductory words to the commentary, which he puts in the mouth of his companion and patron 

Ömer Efendi, the governor of the city of Madina:        

[T]his is what I ask of you: you should write a commentary on Hafiz’s Divan in  
 such a way that it would be useful to seekers and beneficial for beginners. In short, it 
would not suggest any extended meaning or mystical interpretation but just explain the 
grammar [of the text] following the methods of Arabic language study and restrict itself 
to the basic meaning of the verses.42             

 

Here Ömer Efendi’s request for a non-mystical commentary on Hafiz’s text reflects an audience-

oriented concern. Based on Ömer Efendi’s words, it can be said that, unlike the typical Hafizian 

audience, which consists mainly of seekers of mystical guidance, the one referred to in Sudi’s 

passage is not mystically or spiritually inclined or motivated. Rather, Sudi’s audience seems to 

                                            
42 MS Hazine K.933, Topkapı Palace Library (Istanbul), fol. 1b.  For a detailed discussion of Sudi’s introduction to 
his commentary, see Selim S. Kuru and Murat U. Inan, “Reintroducing Hafiz to Readers in Rum: Sudi’s 
Introduction to His Commentary on Hafiz’s Poetry Collection,” Journal of Turkish Studies 35:3 (2011): 13–40.          
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cover those aspiring yet beginning students of Persian language, who are acquainted with Arabic 

language and grammar and interested in studying a Persian text composed by a poet who is 

renowned for his command of the language. Seen in this light, the implied audience seems to be 

interested in Hafiz’s Divan not as a book of mystical secrets but as a text-book for grammatical 

study. As a literal interpretation based on close grammatical analysis, Sudi’s commentary is 

intended to supplement this text-book and thus be “useful” to these students who are going to 

study the language of Hafiz’s text following Arabic grammatical methodology. One significant 

aspect of the above-quoted passage is Ömer Efendi’s reference to Arabic grammatical tradition, 

which, one can argue, gives some clues as to the nature of the audience. That Sudi undertakes a 

grammatical and literal analysis of Hafiz’s Persian text following the methods and terminology 

employed by Arabic grammarians can be taken to argue that Sudi’s intended audience already 

has an established background in Arabic grammatical tradition. If we also take into account that 

Sudi often explains the various grammatical aspects of Hafiz’s Persian couplets by making use of 

Arabic grammatical rules, definitions and terms, then, the audience’s Arabic background 

becomes salient.43 When we correlate the Arabic underpinnings of Sudi’s commentary with the 

audience’s background and knowledge in Arabic, then we can propose that, in Sudi’s case, the 

audience of Hafiz’s text is the members of a classroom community, where Arabic is the principal 

language used for Islamic higher education. In such a scenario, Sudi’s commentary can be 

envisioned as a text designed to serve the needs of the students who receive a formal education 

and study Hafiz’s Divan as part of the curriculum. Taken as a whole, these textually verifiable 

assumptions indicate that Sudi’s commentary is the product of a language scholar who, upon 

requests from his students and following the advice of his dear patron, composes a philological 

                                            
43 For Sudi’s references to Arabic grammar, see, for instance, his elucidation of the first and fourth couplets of 
Hafiz’s opening poem (the transcribed texts are given in the second part of the dissertation).   
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commentary that will accompany the text book (namely, Hafiz’s Divan) he uses for teaching 

Persian language and grammar.44 Accordingly, the classroom environment in which Hafiz’s text 

and Sudi’s commentary co-exist presents a shift from the common religio-mystical milieus 

where the ‘mainstream’ commentaries on Hafiz are produced and used.                      

As an ‘exception’ to canonical readings of Hafiz, Sudi’s commentary presents us with an 

intriguing situation and invites further exploration. In what follows, first I delineate and discuss 

the structure and content of the commentary based on a selected portion.45 Then I focus my 

attention on the textual history of the commentary and explore the reception, transformation and 

circulation of this non-canonical commentary in Ottoman and modern times.       

2.1 Laying out the commentary: structure and content 

                                            
44 Aside from the textual evidence, the following biographical information can be used to substantiate the classroom 
hypothesis: as repeated in most of the sources, Sudi taught Persian to the “ghilman-i khassa” (slave boys) at the 
Ibrahim Pasha Palace, which was one of the primary centers of royal education where the young Christian boys 
levied from the European provinces of the empire were educated (Atâî, Hadaiku’l-Hakaik, 332). One other 
information related, albeit indirectly, to the teaching of Hafiz’s text in a classroom setting comes from an 
introductory passage prefixed to Sudi’s treatise on the second couplet of Hafiz’s first ghazal, which Sudi wrote 
before his commentary on Hafiz. In this passage, Sudi mentions that he wrote this brief piece while attending the 
classes of his master, who was one of the famous scholars of the time of Murad III (r. 1574–1595). Sudi also adds 
that the idea for writing on this second couplet came one day after a class session, when his master told him that it 
would be good to have a Turkish treatise that will elucidate the intricacies of this couplet (Risale-i Sudi Efendi, 3–4). 
Although limited in scope, Sudi’s anecdote can still be relied on to argue that Hafiz’s text was in circulation at least 
in some of the educational institutions of the late sixteenth-century Istanbul. Given that Sudi expanded his treatise 
into a complete commentary on Hafiz, it can be therefore assumed that, as a junior scholar attending the classes of 
senior scholars and studying Hafiz’s poetry, he felt the lack of a ‘classroom-friendly commentary’ and thus 
produced a grammatical commentary that will serve as a handbook for students of Hafiz.                     
45 Edited based on the two oldest extant copies of the commentary, MSS 1641 and K.933 respectively, the selected 
portion includes Sudi’s elucidation of the first five poems in Hafiz’s poetry collection. My discussion of Sudi’s 
commentary is based on this sample text, which is presented in the second part of the dissertation. Throughout my 
discussion, I will refer to this (transcribed) text following a certain pattern of abbreviation and numbering, which can 
be explained as follows: in the transcribed text, the poems, abbreviated as G, are numbered in Roman letters. The 
couplets of a poem are consecutively numbered in Arabic numbers. Thus the “GI:2” reference stands for the second 
couplet of the first poem in the transcribed text. If necessary, the line of a couplet is referred to as “a” or “b”, 
depending on whether it is the first or second line. Accordingly, “GI:3a” indicates, for instance, the first line of the 
third couplet of the first poem. Finally, the lemmata given by the commentator under each couplet (or sometimes 
line) are numbered consecutively and indicated within square brackets. Consequently, “GIII:2:[1]”, for example, 
refers to the first lemma listed under the second couplet of the third poem. This pattern of abbreviation and 
numbering also applies to the transcribed texts of the commentaries of Süruri and Şem‘i, which are presented in the 
second part of the dissertation as well.     
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Considered as a text in its own right, Sudi’s commentary consists of two major divisions: the 

source text (Hafiz’s poetry collection) and the commentary text (Sudi’s explanatory text on this 

collection). This division is clearly visible in the page layout of the manuscript copies of the 

commentary as the source text is always overlined in red ink and thus separated from the 

commentary text on every manuscript page. In terms of the general layout of Sudi’s text, 

therefore, one can observe a bipartite pattern, in which the source text, in its original language, is 

given first and then followed by the commentary text. Since the source text is a poetry collection 

where poems follow each other according to an order, in his treatment of the source text, Sudi 

follows the order of the poems as they appear in the available manuscript copies of Hafiz’s 

poetry collection and takes each poem couplet by couplet, with the exception of some occasions 

when a couplet is divided to provide contextual information on one of its lines.46 It is significant 

to note in this regard that Sudi does not cite the poems from a standard or commonly used 

version of Hafiz’s poetry collection. Rather, based on the available versions of Hafiz’s text, each 

poem of Hafiz is critically edited couplet by couplet before they appear in the commentary. This 

is understood from Sudi’s comments on the textual variants he identifies in the manuscripts he 

had access to.47 Therefore, taken as a whole, the source text given in Sudi’s commentary serves 

as a critical edition of Hafiz’s Divan and, as such, the commentator appears as a textual critic 

that establishes the text on which he comments. Besides editing Hafiz’s poems, Sudi 

occasionally provides information on some individual couplets or lines and thereby brings the 

textual contexts of the Divan to the readers’ attention.48   

 Following the source text, the commentary text consists of three sections, each section 

corresponding to one of the following three modes of exegesis: exposition, translation, and 

                                            
46 For example, GI:1a. 
47 See, for example, GI:7, GII:11, and GIII:9.  
48 See, for instance, GI:1a. 
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annotation. Among the three sections, the first section is the longest and most detailed one. What 

is indicative of the first section is its fragmented composition, which results from the process of 

segmentation. Rather than elucidating a given couplet as a whole, Sudi segments each couplet 

into units. Thus, through this process of segmentation, a given couplet is parsed into its lexical 

components following the order in which they occur in the couplet. Treated as a lemma, each 

lexical item employed in the couplet is then explained in terms of meaning, grammatical 

function, derivational pattern, and if necessary, of spelling, pronunciation, and usage. Consisting 

of lemmas overlined in red, the first section serves as an index of a given couplet. Regarding the 

segmentation of the couplets into lemmas, it should also be stressed that the lexical items of a 

given couplet are not listed as isolated units. Rather, the commentator pays full attention to 

grouping certain lemmas together by considering their syntactic and semantic functions. Thus 

Sudi carefully distinguishes between main lemmas and sub-lemmas. That is to say, after the 

items grouped together are overlined in red and listed as main lemmas, the commentator 

proceeds to a further segmentation and divides these lemmas into sub-lemmas to be able to focus 

on each of them individually.49 In terms of content, the first section presents the reader with a 

rich repertoire of Arabic grammatical terms and concepts and a set of rules of Arabic and Persian 

grammar. The predominance of Arabic grammatical terminology can be explained by Sudi’s 

training in Arabic linguistic tradition.50 Given his scholarly training, it is not surprising to see 

that Sudi widely employs Arabic grammatical terms and concepts in his exposition of Hafiz’s 

Persian couplets. Besides this rich grammatical repertoire, in the same section one is also 

exposed to various references and citations made to a broad range of primary and secondary 

                                            
49 See, for example, GI:4:[4], GI:6:[4], GII:3:[5], and GII:5:[8].     
50 Sudi’s commentaries on Ibn al-Hajib’s al-Shafiya and al-Kafiya and his training in the cities of Damascus, Najaf 
and Kufa are revealing in the sense that they illustrate both his deep familiarity with the two major texts of the 
Arabic grammatical tradition and his training at the centers of Arabic linguistic studies.      
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sources. Finally, the commentator also intersperses his critical comments on the points made by 

the previous commentators on Hafiz as he moves through this first section.  

 Separated from the section of exposition by the uniform title “Mahsul-i Beyt” (the 

outcome of the couplet), the second section is the one in which Sudi gives a grammatically literal 

translation of Hafiz’s couplets.51 Overlined in red ink in manuscripts of the commentary, the 

section title is suggestive of Sudi’s method of analysis and interpretation. Considering the fact 

that Sudi conceives translation as an “outcome” of the analysis he makes in the first section, we 

come to see that there are two interrelated processes through which each couplet of Hafiz is 

analyzed and interpreted: in the first process, that of segmentation, a given couplet is divided into 

its component words and phrases. That is to say, the input couplets go through text segmentation, 

which is intended for detailed exposition of the components. In the second process, that of 

integration, individually analyzed segments are integrated, through translation, into a semantic 

whole that forms the “outcome” of the couplet. Therefore, although separated from each other by 

manuscript marks, the first two sections of the commentary text (namely those of exposition and 

translation) are connected by the consecutive processes of segmentation and integration. It 

should be also noted that the first process bears a critical significance in shaping the nature, 

direction and focus of Sudi’s commentary. On one hand, the exposition of the source text 

through segmentation gives the commentary a fragmented nature, which leads us to consider it as 

a lemmatic commentary in terms of textual composition. On the other, the segmentation of the 

source text shapes the focus of the exegesis. Through segmentation, attention is directed to the 

constituent lexical items of a given couplet, which further helps the commentator focus on the 

lemmata for close semantic and grammatical analysis.  

                                            
51 I should note that the title “Mahsul-i Beyt” appears as “Mahsul-i Kelam” (the outcome of speech) when Sudi 
translates only a line of a couplet: see, for instance, GI:1a.  
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 In terms of illustrating Sudi’s approach to translation, it is important to note finally that 

Hafiz’s couplets (namely the source text) are rendered into simple Ottoman Turkish prose in 

literal translation and without giving any extended meaning to the poet’s words. Sudi’s literal 

translations are again related to the way he elucidates each of the individual lemmas in the first 

section. While giving the definition of each lemma, Sudi restricts himself to their primary or 

explicit meaning. Given Sudi’s avoidance in going beyond the literal level of interpretation, it is 

natural to expect that the “outcome” of the literally defined lemmas would be a literal translation. 

Besides literalness, Sudi’s translations also involve the translation of Hafiz’s Persian text into 

vernacular language. This becomes visible when Sudi inserts Turkish idiomatic expressions, 

common sayings, and proverbs in his literal translations to better illustrate the meaning of 

Hafiz’s words.52 These strategic insertions point to Sudi’s awareness on the issue of translating a 

fourteenth-century Persian text into the sixteenth-century Ottoman vernacular.     

 In the third and last section of his commentary text, Sudi annotates those semantic or 

syntactic aspects of Hafiz’s couplets that need further clarification. Titled alternatively “Hasıl-ı 

Kelam” (the result of speech) or “Ya‘ni” (that is to say), this section is usually intended to 

supplement the translations given in the previous section.53 Therefore, Sudi’s elucidative notes in 

this section serve as interpretive annotations, in the sense that they help the readers to better 

interpret and contextualize the thoughts and emotions expressed in the words of Hafiz.54 The 

section is mostly a short one but might expand occasionally, especially when the commentator 

                                            
52 See, for example, GII:4, GII:6, and GII:12.   
53 Besides the above-mentioned two regular titles, the final section can sometimes be introduced by the title “Hasılı” 
(cf. GII:1), which is an abbreviated form of the title “Hasıl-ı Kelam”. It is also significant to note that in a large 
number of instances the commentator starts the annotative section without putting a title (cf. GI:1b, GI:2, GI:3, 
GII:2, GII:9, GIV:6, GV:2). In addition, as seen in the translation section, Sudi changes the section title to “Fehva-yı 
Kelam” (the meaning of speech) when he annotates only a line of a couplet (cf. GI:1a).            
54 See, for instance, GI:1a–b, GI:3, GI:6, and GII:1.  
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prefers to provide a thorough explanation or description on the translated couplet.55 I should also 

note that this section is an optional one, because, upon exposing and translating a couplet, the 

commentator sometimes goes on to the next one without opening any annotative section.56 Thus, 

considering the fact that this last section is variable in extent and occurrence, we come to 

discover that it is primarily attuned to address the needs of the commentator’s assumed audience. 

In other words, far from being random, Sudi’s annotations are deriving from the need to avoid 

those ambiguous aspects in Hafiz’s text that might create confusion in the minds of his readers. 

In this regard, one further aspect of Sudi’s annotations is worthy of notice. As in the case of his 

translations, Sudi makes use of some proverbial and idiomatic expressions to better convey the 

meaning of Hafiz’s couplet. Thus the commentator’s pointed use of these expressions reflects, 

again, his readerly intentions.57      

 It would be misleading, however, to conclude that Sudi’s annotations are limited only to 

the third section. On the contrary, one can identify several annotative notes both in the first and 

second sections of the commentary text. Unlike the interpretive annotations grouped in the third 

section, annotations in the first two sections appear as interspersed glosses. In terms of the way 

they are organized and function, however, one can make a distinction between these annotative 

glosses. In the exposition section, annotations are given under the title “Ma‘lum ola ki” (be it 

known that) and are either inserted between lemmas or appended to the final lemma. These 

annotations are what might be called lemma-specific “informative annotations”, because, unlike 

the interpretive annotations, they are targeted at providing further grammatical, cultural or 

                                            
55 See, for example, GI:6. It should be noted that in the case of expanded annotations Sudi does not give the 
translation of the whole couplet all at once. Rather, he translates each line separately and appends to each translation 
his annotations. As is the case with GI:6, the longer annotations therefore expand into the translation sections and 
divide them into two subsections.            
56 See, for instance, GI:5.  
57 See, for example, GI:6 and GV:6.  
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thematic information on a specific lemma.58 Annotations made in the translation section, 

however, are mostly brief paraphrases embedded within Sudi’s literal translations. These 

paraphrases are either inserted following the translation of the first line of a given couplet or 

attached to the translation of the couplet as a whole.59 Intended to simplify and illustrate the 

poetic language and expressions used in Hafiz’s couplets, Sudi’s paraphrases thus turn some of 

his translations into annotated translations.   

What can be inferred from the general observations made so far is that Sudi’s 

commentary engages with Hafiz’s text through the following four means: critical edition, 

lemmatic exposition, literal translation, and interpretive annotation. Among the four, Sudi’s 

editing of Hafiz’s text falls under the category of textual criticism. As an act of interpretation, 

each of the remaining three means of textual engagement is a distinct yet interrelated component 

of Sudi’s commentary, forming together a tripartite exegetical framework of exposition, 

translation, and annotation. These three modes of textual engagement can be considered as 

interpretive practices belonging to the commentary genre. Seen in this light, the variety and 

complexity of Sudi’s text as a commentary becomes striking, which leads us to analyze the 

mechanisms through which these interpretive practices operate and intersect with one other 

within Sudi’s exegetical framework. Before focusing on the selected sample to embark on such 

an analysis, however, attention needs to be devoted to the two hallmarks of Sudi’s commentary.  

The first is the frequent occurrence of references and citation, which plays a significant 

role in supplementing and cementing Sudi’s tripartite exegetical framework. The commentator’s 

                                            
58 For the informative annotations made in passing from one lemma to another, see GI:2:[8], GI:3:[3], GI:4:[8], 
GII:4:[9]. For the ones appended to the end of the lemmata, see, for instance, GI:1a and GIV:1. Besides the above-
mentioned title, the informative annotations might also be occasionally given under the title “Hasıl-ı Kelam” (cf. 
GIV:2:[1]). Although not common, when the annotation involves more than one specific lemma and thus requires 
more space than the one provided between lemmas, then, the commentator moves his informative annotation to the 
end of the third section of his commentary text (cf. GI:2).      
59 See, for instance, GI:4, GI:6, GI:7, GII:1, GII:4, GII:6, GII:10, GIV:2, and GV:9.     
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reference to other sources serves to substantiate the explanations or interpretations presented 

throughout the commentary. Far from being random or bound by convention, explicit or implicit 

references made by the commentator to a variety of sources are intentional and systematic in that 

they address those aspects related to his grammatical and literal reading of Hafiz’s text and only 

occur when exemplification, additional information, further clarification or contextualization is 

needed. Among the three sections, it is the exposition section where Sudi frequently draws on a 

wide range of sources in substantiating his explanations. Consequently, the number of references 

and citations increases in this first section. In terms of the nature of the sources cited in the 

commentary, Sudi’s textual repertoire consists mainly of those standard scholarly texts and 

reference works included in the curriculum of Islamic higher learning, that is to say, in the 

madrasa curriculum. Given the hermeneutic tradition on Hafiz’s poetry, Sudi’s repertoire is in 

contrast with the one commonly used in elucidating Hafiz’s poetry; namely, the standard 

repertoire which consists of the major texts of Islam and Islamic mysticism. Unlike this standard 

repertoire of religious texts, Sudi’s rich repertoire features major works of Arabic and Persian 

philology, classics of Arabic and Persian literatures, and standard dictionaries of Arabic and 

Persian. By citing and referring to the texts of an established scholarly tradition and literary 

canon, Sudi not only presents a corpus of reference texts which he has access to and considers 

relevant, but also provides a list of the texts he studied and mastered.60 Taken as a whole, the 

items constituting the repertoire give clues as to Sudi’s scholarly background and training as well 

as to his ‘study room’ where the commentator, surrounded by dozens of books, worked on his 

commentary.        

The second hallmark of Sudi’s commentary is the criticism directed primarily against the 

commentaries by Süruri and Şem‘i, the two predecessors of Sudi’s work. A reader who pages 
                                            
60 For a list of the sources either explicitly or implicitly referred to in the sample, see the appendix of the chapter.    
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through Sudi’s commentary can see that in elucidating a given couplet the commentator refers to, 

quotes and critically evaluates the comments made by his predecessors on the same couplet. 

Interspersed throughout the commentary, Sudi’s critical notes address those grammatical or 

interpretive problems he identifies in his predecessors’ exposition of Hafiz’s text. Taken as a 

body of critical responses, these notes introduce a further dimension to Sudi’s commentary by 

bringing it into relation with two commentary texts written on the same source text. Seen in this 

light, Sudi’s commentary can be perceived in two different ways: first, as a commentary that 

edits, elucidates, translates and annotates Hafiz’s text; and second, as a collection of critical 

scholia written on the two preceding commentaries. If we take into consideration the textual 

history of the manuscript corpus of the commentary, it becomes clear that the perception of 

Sudi’s work as a set of scholia is not historically inaccurate or misleading. The reason for 

thinking so is that the page layout of almost each manuscript features brief notes of “refutation” 

(redd) in the margin. Written by either scribes or readers, these marginal notes number nearly a 

thousand, occur consistently throughout the commentary and are keyed by textual marks to the 

lines of the commentary in which Sudi refutes his predecessors’ elucidations.61 As such, the 

notes in the margin serve as a practical index for those interested in, or in pursuit of, the 

commentator’s critique of his predecessors. Taken as an indication of the ways in which the 

commentary was read and used, it can be argued that these notes not only demonstrate Ottoman 

readers’ broad interest in the critical side of Sudi’s work but also reflect their perception of his 

work as a critical commentary on previous readings of Hafiz’s text. One final consideration 

regarding the critical nature of Sudi’s text relates to the scholarly context in which the 

commentary was written. The question of context leads us to the Ottoman commentary tradition 

                                            
61 I should note here that it is also possible that the refutations in the margins were placed there by Sudi himself. 
What leads one to think so is that same refutations are found in the autography copy of Sudi’s commentary on the 
Gulistan (cf. MS Veliyüddin 2693, Beyazıt State Library, Istanbul.)  



28 
 

on Hafiz’s poetry, against which Sudi positions himself and takes a critical stance. Seen as a 

response to an established tradition, Sudi’s critique can be relied on to gain insight into the 

commentator’s objective and concern in writing a philological commentary on a text that has 

long been read and interpreted through the medium of mystical allegorism. Therefore, the critical 

dimension of Sudi’s work plays an important role in bringing light to the contextual 

underpinnings of the text and its tripartite exegetical framework.  

3. The Reception, Circulation, and Transformation of Sudi’s Text 

In modern scholarship on Hafiz, Sudi’s commentary is unequivocally seen as the most 

famous and authoritative text among the commentaries written on the poet’s Divan. The 

commentary is especially celebrated as one of the principal sources consulted for the edition of 

Hafiz’s text as well as for the interpretation of his poetry.62 The celebratory remarks noted by 

modern scholars can be dated back to the years shortly following the printing of the commentary 

in 1834, for it is after this date that Sudi’s text became easily accessible and thus achieved 

widespread recognition especially among the nineteenth- and early twentieth-century Western 

scholars of Oriental literatures. The significance of Sudi’s commentary to the nineteenth- and 

early twentieth-century Western scholarship becomes clear if one takes into account that the 

earliest Western editions of Hafiz’s Divan were based on the text given in the commentary.63 In 

addition, if one also considers the fact that most of early Western translations and interpretations 

                                            
62 For the reception of Sudi’s commentary in Turkish scholarship, see, among others, Tahsin Yazıcı, “Hafız-ı 
Şirazi,” Türkiye Diyanet Vakfı İslam Ansiklopedisi, vol. 15, 106 and Abdülbaki Gölpınarlı, Hafız Divanı, 3rd ed. 
(Istanbul: MEB, 1989), xxvii. For German scholarship, see Helmut Ritter, “Hâfız,” İslam Ansiklopedisi, vol. 5:1, 70 
and Hermann Brockhaus, Die Lieder des Hafis: Persisch mit dem Commentare des Sudi, vol. 1 (Leipzig: F.A. 
Brockhaus, 1854), ix–x. For English scholarship, see Edward G. Browne, A Literary History of Persia, vol. 3 
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1920), 299. Finally, for Persian scholarship, see Divan-i Khajah Shams 
al-Din Muhammad Hafiz-i Shirazi, eds. Muhammad Qazvini and Qasim Ghani (Tehran: Zavvar, 1942), 65–67 [��– 
��] and Baqiri, Farhang-i Sharhha-yi Hafiz, 142.         
63 For the early editions prepared on the basis of Sudi’s commentary, see, among others, the Brockhaus edition (Die 
Lieder des Hafis, 3 vols., 1854–1860) and the one by H. S. Jarrett (Diwan-i Hafiz, Calcutta: Urdu Guide Press, 
1881).    
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of Hafiz’s poetry relied on Sudi’s commentary, the extent of the reception of Sudi’s text in 

Western scholarly circles becomes considerable.64 As for the reception of Sudi’s commentary 

before the year 1834, one does not have much data to explore the extent to, and the ways in, 

which the text circulated among Ottoman readers except for the information that comes from the 

available manuscript copies.  

In what follows, therefore, attention is focused on the manuscript corpus of the 

commentary with an attempt to discuss the reception of Sudi’s text by Ottoman readers of Hafiz 

as well as to shed light on the ways in which it was read or used by the same readers. 

Accordingly, first I will present some general information about the manuscript copies of the 

commentary. Second, I will focus on a selected group of manuscripts to discuss the issue of 

readerly reception in some detail. But before looking at the manuscripts, it should be noted that 

there are few anecdotes that show us, albeit limitedly, the popularity of Sudi and his 

commentaries, including the one on the Divan, among the seventeenth-century Ottoman readers. 

Those anecdotes come from a diary kept by the French Orientalist Antoine Galland (1646–1715) 

during his stay in the Ottoman capital for two years (1672–3). Interested in the study of the 

Persian language and texts, Galland purchases one copy of each of the three Persian classics (the 

Bustan, Gulistan and Divan) from the booksellers in Istanbul. Later on, looking for books that 

would help him with his study of these classics, Galland comes across “a commentary written on 

Sa’di’s Bustan by an author named Sudi” and inquires about the commentator and his works.65 

On November 14, 1672, Galland visits one of the largest mosques in Istanbul, the one named 

                                            
64 In this regard, it is also noteworthy to mention Annemarie Schimmel’s observation that Sudi’s commentary laid 
“the basis for most European interpreters of the Shirazi poet” (“Hafiz and His Contemporaries,” 939). For 
translations that draw on Sudi’s text, see, among others, Herman Bicknell’s Hafiz of Shiraz: Selections from His 
Poems (London: Trubner & Co., 1875) and W. H. Lowe’s Twelve Odes of Hafiz (Cambridge: Guildhall Place, 
1877), where Lowe not only consults the commentary for his translations but also presents a translation of the 
corresponding portion of Sudi’s commentary for each poem he translates.    
65 Charles Schefer, Antoine Galland: İstanbul’a Ait Günlük Hatıralar (1672–1673), vol. 1, 2nd ed., trans. Nahid Sırrı 
Örik (Ankara: TTK, 1987), 189.  
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after the Grand Vizier Hafiz Ahmed Pasha (d. 1632). Here Galland finds out that the mosque’s 

library, established as part of the mosque complex, owns copies of Sudi’s commentaries on the 

three classics and that these copies are in such demand that they are available for loan or 

purchase. Apparently impressed with the popularity of Sudi’s commentaries, Galland decides to 

purchase a copy of Sudi’s commentary on the Bustan.66 Taken together, Galland’s anecdotes 

reflect not only that Sa’di’s and Hafiz’s texts were in wide circulation in the seventeenth-century 

Ottoman Istanbul but, more importantly, that Sudi’s commentaries established themselves as 

texts that were well received by general readers as well as by readers of Persian. In terms of the 

textual history of the commentary, Galland’s writings also point out that the commentary 

achieved mass circulation well before the advent of printing in the Ottoman Empire.  

3.1 Observations on manuscripts of the commentary    

Sudi’s commentary survives in ninety nine manuscripts that are found in libraries stretching from 

Eastern Europe to the Near and Middle East.67 Varying significantly in both length and scope of 

content, these manuscripts appear in the following five textual forms:            

a. Complete copies (i.e., those featuring the full text): e.g. MS K. 933–934 located in 
Topkapı Palace Library, Istanbul. 
b. Incomplete copies (i.e., those missing some parts of the text either from the beginning 
or end): e.g. MS 23988 located in Erzurum Public Library, Turkey 
c. Partial copies (i.e., those featuring only a part of the text): e.g. MS 370 located in the 
Hafid Efendi collection at Süleymaniye Library, Istanbul. 
d. Abridged copies (i.e., those featuring a concise version of the text): e.g. MS 577 
located in the National Library, Ankara.  
e. Anthological copies (i.e., those copies that are portions of larger manuscripts and 
contain only selected parts of the text): e.g. MS 2982/4 located in Manisa Public Library, 
Turkey.             
 

                                            
66 Schefer, Antoine Galland, 204–205. For information about Galland and his writings, see Dictionary of Literary 
Biography, vol. 366: Orientalist Writers, 100–106.         
67 Of the total ninety nine manuscript copies, only twenty eight are dated. And out of the same total, only seventeen 
are complete copies. The oldest copy is MS Feyzullah Efendi 1641, located in Fatih Millet Library, Istanbul. The 
second oldest copy is MS K. 933–934, which is a two-volume manuscript located in the Hazine Collection of the 
Topkapı Palace Library, Istanbul. While the oldest copy is dated 1598, which is three years after the completion of 
the commentary, the second oldest copy carries the date of 1599.   
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Obviously, the multiplicity of the manuscript copies is an indication of the popularity of Sudi’s 

commentary. Considering that the available copies are dispersed in libraries located over a wide 

geographic range, one can say that Sudi’s text circulated widely throughout the empire. In 

addition, the diversity in the textual forms reflects the different ways in which the commentary 

was treated and/or used throughout its textual history. Furthermore, given that out of the ninety 

nine copies only seventeen feature the complete text of the commentary, one can contend that 

Sudi’s text existed, for the most part of its history, in pieces, that is to say, not as a full-fledged 

text, at least until its printing in 1834. That the text existed mostly in fragments can be ascribed 

either to the differing decisions of the scribes who were overwhelmed by the length of Sudi’s 

work or to the readerly interest that focused on certain parts of the work, or to both.  

With these general observations in mind, we can have a closer look at some manuscripts 

to have a better idea about the ways in which the commentary was received and used by readers 

as well as to see how Sudi’s text was transformed in time in relation to the changing needs of 

audiences. The first manuscript, MS 1675, an undated copy located in the Diyarbakır Ziya 

Gökalp Manuscript Library (Turkey), provides us with the information that, as a book featuring 

the complete text of Hafiz’s Divan, Sudi’s commentary was used for bibliomancy by many 

readers. What inclines one to think so is the quatrain recorded on the very first page of the 

manuscript, which is a standard quatrain recited by every single reader of Hafiz who consults the 

poet’s collection of poetry for bibliomancy.68 That the Diyarbakır manuscript is not an exception 

is understood when one considers that the same quatrain, now accompanied by an explanatory 

note, appears on the first page of a seventeenth-century manuscript found in the Konya 

                                            
68 The quatrain reads, in Arminius Vambéry’s translation, “Oh Hafiz, of Shiraz, cast one look upon me; of thee I 
wish to learn my future fate, for thou art the discoverer of all secrets” (cf. Arminius Vambéry: His Life and 
Adventures, London, The Gresham Press, 1884, 130). On the practice of bibliomancy in Ottoman culture, see Jan 
Schmidt, “Hafiz and Other Persian Authors in Ottoman Bibliomancy,” Persica 21 (2006–2007): 63–74.   
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Manuscript Library (Turkey).69 One other intriguing aspect of the Diyarbakır manuscript is that it 

allows us to see that certain parts of Sudi’s commentary attracted particular attention from 

readers. Looking at the layout of the text in the manuscript, one can notice that those parts where 

Sudi provides lengthy grammatical and/or contextual information about certain words of Hafiz 

are highlighted by rubrical headings added in the margin. Entitled matlab (a topic/issue of 

interest), the headings in the margin serve to frame Sudi’s text. Therefore one can say that the 

headings helped Sudi’s readers easily navigate through the commentary.70 

Another manuscript that offers some clues about readers’ interaction with the 

commentary is MS Feyzullah Efendi 1641 in the Fatih Millet Library (Istanbul), the oldest extant 

copy dated 1598. As understood from several notes and annotations recorded in the margin, 

readers of this manuscript were especially interested in Sudi’s grammatical explanations and 

definitions of Hafiz’s words. Based on the same annotations, one can also say that some readers 

elaborated and commented on Sudi’s explanations about the grammatical aspects of certain 

words. What is also interesting about this oldest manuscript is that the marginalia also include 

some glosses of the Arabic grammatical terms frequently used by Sudi, where the annotator 

explains Sudi’s words in terms intelligible to general readers.71 Considering the various 

annotations in the marginalia together, it can be said that the manuscript circulated mostly in the 

hands of readers who read, studied and discussed Hafiz’s text from a grammatical standpoint. In 

this regard, a manuscript copy dated 1645 provides us with further insight regarding readers’ 

approach to Sudi’s grammatical analysis of Hafiz’s text. Located in the National Library, Ankara 

(Turkey), MS 3106 features marginal notes where readers focus and comment on Sudi’s 

                                            
69 MS 3724, fol. 1a. The manuscript is dated 1675.        
70 See, for instance, the folios 3a, 4a, and 6b of MS 1675.    
71 See, especially, the folios 1b–2b, 129b, 307b, and 328a. For readers’ explanatory notes on the terminology, see, 
for instance, fol. 9a.     
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objections to his predecessors’ grammatical explanations of some of Hafiz’s words. What is 

especially noteworthy about these notes is that they let us see that readers find the way Sudi 

brings contrary evidence to refute his predecessors’ grammatical points convincing.72 Therefore, 

generally speaking, this manuscript shows us not only that some of Sudi’s readers are especially 

interested in the critical side of his commentary, but also that these readers appreciate the 

commentator’s knowledge in grammar and grammatical analysis. It would not be misleading, 

therefore, to contend that this readerly appreciation of Sudi’s grammatical approach to Hafiz’s 

text gradually led to the establishment of Sudi’s recognition as a grammatical commentator, that 

is to say, as a commentator well versed in grammatical knowledge and analysis.  

With the frequent annotations recorded in the marginalia of the second oldest copy of the 

commentary, MS Hazine K. 933 of the Topkapı Palace Library, one comes to see a vivid picture 

of the readerly reception of Sudi’s text. Based on the consistency in the handwriting and spelling, 

it is possible to say that a certain reader of this copy read and annotated the entire text of Sudi’s 

commentary. On a closer look, one also finds that the same reader often supplements the 

commentator’s explanations with additional yet relevant information that he quotes from various 

sources. As such, the manuscript stands as an early example of a close reading of Sudi’s 

commentary by a knowledgeable reader who actively participates in the text and shares his own 

background and perspective.73 In a late seventeenth-century manuscript copy of the commentary, 

we also see that some readers are interested in reading Sudi’s text comparatively. In the 

marginalia of this manuscript, one can notice that a certain reader quotes from Süruri’s 

commentary on Hafiz’s Divan. The reader quotes especially Süruri’s remarks about the mystical 

                                            
72 For readers’ evaluation of Sudi’s analyses, see, for instance, fol. 2a.  
73 For the reader’s glosses, especially see fols. 3a, 4b, 12b and 158a.    
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significations of the couplets of Hafiz’s first and second poems.74 That Süruri’s text is juxtaposed 

to Sudi’s can be interpreted as an indication that readers compared Sudi’s literal renderings with 

Süruri’s mystical readings and discussed these two different interpretations. Before looking, 

finally, at a late eighteenth-century manuscript that gives us significant clues about the textual 

transformation of the commentary, the last copy that should be considered with regard to the 

reception and use of Sudi’s text is MS 7259/1, which is an undated copy of Hafiz’s Divan in the 

Konya Manuscript Library. What is significant about this manuscript is that every page of the 

Divan is surrounded by marginalia that present lengthy quotations from Sudi’s commentary. 

Introduced by a scribe or reader, these quotations feature Sudi’s translations of Hafiz’s couplets 

and continue throughout the whole Divan. As such, the manuscript stands as a volume that 

contains not only Hafiz’s text but also its translation. One other significant aspect of this 

manuscript is that every page also features interlinear notes and glosses that draw, again, on 

Sudi’s commentary. Taken together, one can say that this manuscript copy makes it clear that 

Sudi’s commentary was used extensively by readers of Hafiz’ Divan who studied the text 

minutely and/or by scribes who were assigned to copy and edit the text.    

 Though the manuscripts considered so far present us with insights regarding the reception 

of the commentary by Ottoman readers, they do not provide us with specific answers to the 

questions of how Sudi’s text was perceived by these readers and to what extent its reproduction 

was guided by the demands of the same readers. One manuscript that answers such questions is 

MS 577 of the National Library, a copy dated as late as 1794. Titled “An Abridged Commentary 

on the Divan of Hafiz,” the manuscript contains an abridged version of Sudi’s commentary. 

What is unique about this manuscript is that it features a brief introduction written by the 

                                            
74 Dated 1690, MS Safranbolu İzzet Paşa 212 is kept in the archives of the General Directorate of Pious Foundations 
in Ankara. For quotations from Süruri, see, for instance, the marginalia of the folios 3a–8a, which correspond to 
Sudi’s elucidation of the first poem in Hafiz’s Divan.             
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abridger himself. As the abridger’s introductory words inform us, Sudi’s commentary is 

considered as “the best of the commentaries,” for it is a book that “includes all aspects of the 

Persian language.” “Because it is rather lengthy,” however, adds the abridger, readers of the 

commentary now express the need for an abridged version.75 Taking readers’ remarks into 

consideration, the abridger omits most of Sudi’s explanations and includes, in this abridged 

version, only the commentator’s translations of the couplets and his explanations of some of 

Hafiz’s words, especially the ones where Sudi touches on certain aspects of Persian grammar. 

Taken together, this manuscript informs us of not only the extent of the recognition of Sudi and 

the wide use of his text at the end of the eighteenth century but also the primary reason behind 

Ottoman readers’ interest in the commentary: as a book that covers “all aspects of Persian,” the 

commentary is sought after by many students of Persian grammar, to such an extent that the need 

for a new, handy version arises to meet readerly demand.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
                                            
75 MS 577, fol. 1b.   
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APPENDIX 
 

The Sources Cited or Referred to by Ahmed Sudi 
 

a. The ones cited: 
 

1.1 the Qur’an 
1.2 Kashshaf: the well-known commentary on the Qur’an by al-Zamakhshari (d.   

 1144)  
1.3 Gulistan of Sa‘di (d. 1292)    
1.4 Risala-i Qafiya: Jami’s (d. 1492) extensive commentary on the Kafiya, Ibn   

 Hajib’s (d. 1249) famous work on Arabic syntax    
1.5 al-Tarikh: the famous encyclopedic history by Aqil al-Baghdadi (d. 513)   
1.6 Qamus al-Lughat: the famous Arabic dictionary by Firuzabadi (d. 1415) 
1.7 Risala-i Aruz: Rashid al-Din Watwat’s (d. 1182-3) short treatise on meter 
1.8 Sharh al-Mu‘allaqat: a commentary by al-Zawzani, the famous philologist   

 who died in 1093, on al-Mu‘allaqat, a collection of seven pre-Islamic   
 Arabic poems [Sudi specifically refers to Zawzani’s commentary on   
 Labid’s (d. 660-61) panegyric poem.]        

1.9 Sihah-i Jawhari: a comprehensive Arabic dictionary by Isma‘il    
 al-Jawhari (d. ca. 1003–1009), a.k.a. al-Sihah fi al-Lughat       

1.10 Nafahat al-Uns: a large collection of Sufi hagiographies by ‘Abd al-   
 Rahman Jami (d. 1492)    

 
b. The ones referred to: 

 
2.1 Arabic, Persian and Turkish poetry collections (divans) by:   
 2.1.1 Yazid bin Mu‘aviya (d. 683)  
 2.1.2 Ahli of Shiraz (d. 1535)  
 2.1.3 Katibi of Nishapur (d. 1435) 
 2.1.4 Jami (d. 1492)   
 2.1.5 Asafi (d. 1517, the pupil of Jami and the friend of Mir Ali Shir   

  Nawa’i)     
 2.1.6 Salman (d. 1366) 
 2.1.7 An unspecified Turkish poet    
 2.1.8 Hilali (d. 1532-33)   
 2.1.8 Baki (d. 1600)  
 2.1.9 Bushaq (d. 1423 or 1427)   
 2.1.10 Bisati Samarqandi (d. first half of the 15th century)  
2.2 Alfiyya: the famous grammar of Arabic by the Arabic grammarian Ibn    

 Malik (d. 1274)  
2.3 The following dictionaries of Arabic and Persian:   
 2.3.1 Unspecified dictionaries (as referred to by the      

  generic word lughat) 
 2.3.2 Tuhfe-i Şahidi: Persian-Turkish dictionary by Ibrahim Shahidi (d.   

  1550)    
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2.4 Risala-i Sudi: Sudi’s treatise on the second couplet of Hafiz’s first ghazal  
2.5 A collection of manuscript copies of Hafiz’s Divan  
2.6 Hafiz’s poems in his Divan 
2.7 Hafiz commentaries by Süruri and Şem‘i   
2.8 The following commentaries on Sa‘di’s Gulistan: 
 2.8.1 Süruri’s Arabic commentary 
 2.8.2 Şem‘i’s Turkish commentary  
 2.8.3 Lami‘i’s (d. 1532) Turkish commentary on Sa‘di’s preface to the   

  Gulistan 
 2.8.4 Hasan Kafi’s (d. 1616) Turkish commentary   
 2.8.5 Yakub bin Sayyid Ali’s (d. 1525) Arabic commentary  
2.9 Subhat al-Abrar: Jami’s famous masnawi on the Sufi path, written in    

 1482 in honor of Sultan Husayn Bayqara    
2.10 Kitab al-Hayawan: a bestiary by al-Jahiz (d. 869), the famous Arab prose   

 writer     
2.11 al-Izah: al-Mutarrizi’s (a noted jurist and Arabic grammarian, d. 1213)   

 famous commentary on the Maqamat, a compendium of fifty short stories   
 by al-Hariri (an Arabic poet  and philologist, d. 1122)      
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CHAPTER II 

 

A Comparative Reading and Analysis of Sudi’s Commentary 

 

1. The Sample: Hafiz’s Opening Poem 

 Consisting of seven couplets, Hafiz’s first poem in his Divan is one of his well-known 

poems. The poem has received special attention as the opening poem of Hafiz’s poetry collection 

and been frequently quoted, or referred to, in the vast scholarly corpus on Hafiz, which can be 

dated back to as early as 1680, the year that marks the translation of the opening poem as the first 

translated poem of Hafiz in the West.76 Especially, the poem has caught attention and been 

largely studied in modern scholarship as a text blending together a range of vivid imagery and 

metaphors and interweaving a spectrum of meanings. 77 Beyond scholarly history, as one of 

Hafiz’s enigmatic and intriguing poems, this opening poem has long appealed to poets, readers, 

listeners and fortunetellers of different times and places.78 Furthermore, as we are informed by a 

treatise on the life of Hafiz and the legends that collected around him, the opening poem is seen 

particularly as a mystically significant poem and as such is distinguished from Hafiz’s other 

poems, for it is, as the treatise puts it, a poem that Hafiz first recited, in a state of mystical 

                                            
76 In 1680 the opening poem was translated into Latin prose by F. Meninski (1623–1698), which was published in 
Vienna. Also, the poem translated by the second Western translator of Hafiz, Thomas Hyde (1636–1703), is again 
the opening poem. For a list of the early Western translators of Hafiz and their translations, see The Divan-i Hafiz, 
vol. 1, trans. Wilberforce Clarke (Calcutta, 1891), xviii.        
77 For analyses of the opening poem, see, among others, M. Hillmann, Unity in the Ghazals of Hafiz (Minneapolis: 
Bibliotheca Islamica, 1976), 116–125 and J. S. Meisami, Structure and Meaning in Medieval Arabic and Persian 
Poetry (London: RoutledgeCurzon, 2003), 418–426. The ‘popularity’ of the poem in modern scholarship is also 
understood by the fact that the poem is almost always included in the selections made from Hafiz’s Divan. See, for 
instance, Muhammad Ali Islami-Nudushan’s Te’emmol der Hafiz (Tehran: Intisharat-i Asar va Yazdan, 2003), 
where the anthologist calls attention to the significance of the poem (cf. 49–59) and Muhammad Ali Zibayi’s Sharh-
i Sad-ghazal az-Hafiz (Tehran: Pazhang, 1988, 7–17).   
78 Robert M. Rehder, “Hafiz: An Introduction” (Ph.D. Dissertation, Princeton University, 1970), 35–36; İ. Hakkı 
Aksoyak, “Hafız Divanı’ndaki İlk Beytin Osmanlı Edebiyatına Etkisi”, Bilig 8 (1999): 99–102; Aksoyak, Kefeli 
Hüseyin: Razname, Harvard University, 2004; Murat Umut Inan, “Rethinking the Ottoman ‘imitation’ of Persian 
Poetry: The case for the ‘Süleymanic’ reception of Hafiz of Shiraz” (forthcoming).      
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elation, at a gathering headed by his spiritual master, an occasion marking his initiation into the 

path of mysticism.79 Given that this treatise widely circulated in various mystical circles 

stretching from Hafiz’s hometown, Shiraz, to the lands of Rūm, the Ottoman Anatolia, the 

significance of the opening poem in the eyes of medieval and early modern readers of Hafiz 

becomes remarkable, leading one to argue that the poem circulated in the same circles as the 

epitome of Hafiz’s mystical poetry.80        

Within this broad Hafizian community, Hafiz’s commentators are no exception in terms 

of paying attention to the opening poem, which is included in a majority of both medieval and 

modern commentaries on Hafiz’s poetry. As the majority of the commentaries are mystical 

and/or allegorical, it follows that the same mystical significance of the poem prevails in the 

hands of the commentators.81 In terms of showing the significance of the opening poem in the 

eyes of both commentators and their audiences, the commentaries by the three sixteenth-century 

Ottoman commentators of Hafiz are especially revealing, because, as complete commentaries, 

they allow us to observe that, compared to the other poems of Hafiz, the first poem attracts more 

attention and spawns lengthy expositions. This is evinced by the fact that the commentators write 

lengthy accounts for the elucidation of the opening poem.82 It is not only the commentators who 

                                            
79 Cevri, Tercüme-i Ahval-i Hace Hafız-ı Şirazi (Istanbul: Mekteb-i Tıbbiye-i Şahane Matbaası, 1286 [1870]), 6. 
Written (or collected) by an unknown author (or editor), this Persian treatise is translated into Ottoman Turkish by 
the seventeenth century Ottoman Mevlevi poet and calligrapher Cevri İbrahim (d. 1654). For Cevri’s life and works, 
see Hüseyin Ayan, Cevrî: Hayatı, Edebi Kişili ği, Eserleri ve Divanının Tenkidli Metni (Erzurum: Atatürk University 
Press, 1981), 4–30. As Ayan notes, one copy of Cevri’s treatise is MS 611 (Istanbul University Library, Collection 
of Turkish Manuscripts). As Ayan informs us, this copy does not include Cevri’s name. This is why Ayan holds the 
idea that it might be the case that this treatise is not penned by Cevri. But there are other manuscript copies of the 
treatise which bear Cevri’s name (cf. MS Y-287, Süleymaniye Manuscript Library, Tercüman Gazetesi Collection), 
which leads us to conclude that the work can be ascribed to Cevri.  
80 For references to the wide circulation of the treatise, see the narrator’s introductory words between pages 2 and 5.  
81 Baqiri, Farhang-i Sharhha-yi Hafiz, 69–192.   
82 When we consider the manuscript sections devoted, in each of the three commentaries, to the exposition of the 
first and second poems, for instance, we see that the section reserved for the first poem is the same length as the one 
reserved for the second poem. Given the length of the two poems, however, the difference in the extent to which the 
two poems are elaborated on by the commentators becomes remarkable. As a thirteen-couplet poem, the second 
poem is nearly twice the length of the first one, which consists of seven couplets. Despite its being relatively short, 
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have a deeper interest in the poem but also the readers/scribes who make frequent notes in the 

margins. In one of the oldest copies of Şem‘i’s mystical commentary, for example, the 

marginalia corresponding to the commentary section reserved for the first poem include, in 

addition to several notes, seven exegetical statements, each of which is keyed by red markers to 

one of the seven couplets. Beginning with the words “this couplet,” each statement briefly 

explains the allegory in a given couplet of Hafiz according to the principles Islamic mysticism. 

Noted by a certain reader/scribe who writes his comments along with, yet independently of, the 

commentator, these seven statements reflect the readerly interest in the poem, which can 

therefore be taken to argue that the poem incites interpretive curiosity in Hafiz’s readers, who 

wonder and seek to know about this appealing yet elusive poem.83      

 Sudi’s perusal of such a widely recognized and extensively interpreted poem differs in 

two main respects from that of his Persian and Ottoman predecessors. To begin with, Sudi 

devotes one of the lengthiest sections of his commentary to the elucidation of the opening poem 

and thereby presents a detailed exposition that has no precedent in either partial or complete 

commentaries on Hafiz. Not only does Sudi differ from his predecessors in terms of the scope of 

his exposition, but he also departs from them in terms of the way he approaches and perceives 

Hafiz’s poem. Far from perceiving the poem as an esoteric text that contains mystically encoded 

information, Sudi conceives it primarily as a linguistic structure woven out of lexical and 

grammatical units that are combined into a semantic whole following certain rules of language. 

                                                                                                                                             
the seven-couplet poem attracts more attention from the commentators. See and compare, for instance, Süruri’s 
elucidation of the two poems in MS 4056, fols. 1b–2b (first poem) and 2b–3b (second poem).   
83 For the exegetical statements, see the marginalia in MS 1142, fols. 2a–b and 3a. The readerly interest in the 
opening poem becomes distinct when we see that the marginalia corresponding to the commentary section reserved 
for the second poem do not include any exegetical statement, either on individual couplets or on the poem as a 
whole (cf. MS 1142, fols. 3b–5a). Accordingly, it follows that the reader/scribe who actively participates in the 
elucidation of the first poem does not seem to be so interested in the second poem as he does in the first one. It is 
worth noting also that the same reader/scribe does not comment on any couplet of Hafiz’s third poem either (cf. MS 
1142 fols. 5a–6a). Albeit limited, this tendency shows that it is the first poem that attracts most of the readerly 
curiosity and active involvement in exploring the mystical world of Hafiz.   
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Accordingly, Sudi’s approach diverges from the religio-mystical attitude common to the 

previous commentators, who come to Hafiz’s poem with the preconception that it has an inherent 

mystical structure through which the poet speaks beyond the literal words. Sudi’s perspective, on 

the other hand, focuses exactly on the literal words of Hafiz and deals with the question of how 

Hafiz grammatically relates these words to form a semantic unit that expresses a literal meaning. 

Thus, by taking Hafiz’s words literally, Sudi avoids the commonly employed allegorical 

interpretation, by which each poetic statement of Hafiz is mystically decoded and substituted for 

veritable mystical information through metonymy. And, as a result, Sudi’s grammatical approach 

and literalist attitude to the poem leads him to a grammar-based text parsing, a process by which 

each poem is grammatically decoded and literally interpreted.    

 Having pointed out the main differences between Sudi and his predecessors in their 

approach to the opening poem, we can have a closer look at how Sudi analyzes, translates and 

interprets this poem from a comparative perspective that places Sudi’s interpretation within the 

framework of his predecessors’ interpretations. Before moving further, however, as a general 

observation, it should be noted that throughout his commentary Sudi’s analysis of Hafiz’s poems 

proceeds couplet by couplet, except for cases where he divides couplets to provide further 

information on one of its lines. Unlike his two Ottoman predecessors, who regularly fragment 

Hafiz’s poems into lines, Sudi’s couplet-based approach to textual analysis indicates his 

perception that each couplet of Hafiz is a self-contained linguistic unit that needs to be 

grammatically analyzed, which is in line with the general conception of the ghazal as a poetic 

form whose structural unity consists of linguistically independent couplets. Given his overall 

adherence to the explicit sense of Hafiz’s text, Sudi’s couplet-oriented focus can also be 
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considered as another display of his concern for the formal, in other words, explicit aspects of the 

poems he analyzes and interprets.84   

2. A Closer Look: Analyzing and Comparing Sudi’s Grammatical Analysis of the Opening 

Couplet 

2.1 Sudi’s intriguing prelude to Hafiz’s opening line     

The way Sudi treats the first couplet is somewhat atypical: on the one hand, Sudi chooses to 

break the couplet into individual lines instead of quoting it as a whole; and on the other, he does 

not hasten to parse the line into grammatical units and embark on his analysis. Unlike his 

“standard” approach, Sudi postpones his analysis for a while and opens up a brief section 

immediately after quoting the opening line in Arabic, which is as follows: 

 أ� �� أ��� ا����� أدر آ	�ً� و ��و���

Hey there, you the cupbearer, pass around a cup and hand it (to me).85 

Sudi begins his section with a brief yet striking note on the textual origins of this line and writes 

the following: “this line [originally] belongs to the second couplet [namely, the last two lines] of 

a quatrain composed in the hazaj meter by Yazid bin Muaviya” (GI:1a).86 Since Yazid, the 

second Umayyad caliph (r. 680–683), is one of the notorious figures in Islamic tradition, Hafiz’s 

                                            
84 In this regard, the following observation is worth noting: the very first place the word ghazal occurs in the Divan 
is the final couplet of Hafiz’s famous “Shirazi Turk” poem, which is the eighth poem in Sudi’s commentary. When 
we look at the three commentators’ accounts on this final couplet, we see that neither Süruri nor Şem‘i make any 
explanation or comment on this word as the name of a poetic genre or form. (cf. Süruri, MS 4056, fol. 8b and Şem‘i, 
MS 1142, fol. 10a). Sudi, however, begins his analysis of the couplet by mentioning the word ghazal as the name of 
a poetic form, writing that it cannot be “less than five couplets” and adding that the upper limit is not so strictly 
defined: “some scholars say that it cannot be more than nine couplets, others argue that it cannot exceed eleven 
couplets, and still others contend that thirteen is the limit” (cf. Sudi, MS 1641, fol. 17a). Here Sudi’s stress on the 
ghazal as a poetic form consisting of a certain number of couplets can be keyed not only to his couplet-centered 
textual analysis but also to his view of Hafiz’s text primarily as a formal entity featuring certain grammatical rules 
and definitions.  
85 All translations from Hafiz’s Divan are mine unless the notes indicate otherwise.  
86 Refer to the translation of Sudi’s text (given in the second part of the dissertation) for the meaning of the italicized 
words.     
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recourse to Yazid as a source of inspiration becomes something striking and intriguing.87 

Although Sudi provides this information, he neither speculates about Hafiz’s choice nor attempts 

to explain his choice by referring to a religio-mystical context. As with his usual disinterest in 

anything beyond the written text, Sudi interprets Hafiz’s choice simply as a pragmatic move 

driven by the poet’s concern for finding a line that would suit the overall rhyming structure of his 

poem. Accordingly, Sudi turns his attention to the formal aspects involved in Hafiz’s 

appropriation of the last two lines in question. Thus, in an attempt to illustrate the poet’s concern 

for rhyming, Sudi first quotes Yazid’s four-line quatrain and then explains how Hafiz transposes 

the order of the last two lines of the quatrain and combines them in a single line.88 Following this 

illustration, Sudi directs attention to how Hafiz’s appropriation of Yazid was received by later 

Persian poets and quotes in this regard two quatrains, one by Katibi of Nishapur (d. 1434-5) and 

the other by Ahli of Shiraz (d. 1535). The two quatrains express, openly and intensely, the 

surprise and disappointment occasioned by Hafiz’s drawing on Yazid in articulating the opening 

couplet. As two pieces composed by poets separated by time and distance, the quatrains stand as 

evidence attesting to the extent and significance of the puzzlement and disappointment that 

ensued among Persian poets of the post-Hafizian period. Given that Hafiz’s use of Yazid’s words 

is a puzzling literary event with wide resonance, it is not hard to see why Sudi brings the Yazid 

issue to the fore. Seen in this light, Sudi’s selection of the quatrains does not seem to be a 
                                            
87 For a concise sketch of Yazid’s life and rule, see: EI, 2nd edition, s.v. “Yazīd (I) b. Mu‘āwiya”. Here I should also 
note that I was not able to identify the quatrain quoted by Sudi in the following edition of Yazid’s poetry collection: 
Dīvānu Yazīd bin Mu‘āviye, ed. Vāzih al-Samad (Beirut: Dar Sader, 1998).        
88 It is significant that Sudi, rather than simply mentioning the poetic source, focuses on the way in which the poet 
Hafiz reworks this source and shapes it into a new line. The significance of this observation lies not only in that it 
reveals Sudi’s concern for the formal aspects of Hafiz’s text, but also in that it indicates the commentator’s 
presenting Hafiz primarily as a poet who meticulously works on his poems and creatively draws, at times, on the 
poems of those poets he read and studied. It is relevant to keep in mind in this connection that Sudi’s portrayal here 
is reminiscent of his introductory words to the commentary, where his depiction of Hafiz leans more toward 
positioning him as a poet, rather than as a mystic. Specifically, Sudi’s remark, in the same introduction, that Hafiz 
had an “admiring interest in the works of the Arab poets” is telling, because it not only contributes to Sudi’s 
portrayal of Hafiz as a poet, but also provides a context for his later discussion of Hafiz’s appropriation of a line 
from the Arab poet Yazid.     
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random choice. Nor is his bringing the later interpretations of Hafiz’s invocation to Yazid to his 

readers’ attention.   

 Before looking at the way Sudi analyzes the line, it would be worth reflecting more on 

his initial section about the Yazid-Hafiz connection, for this section lets us attain some 

significant clues as to Sudi’s attitude and approach as a programmatic commentator. It would be 

useful; therefore, to make a couple of inferences in passing.  

To begin with, although Sudi’s concern with Hafiz’s text is basically formal, this does not 

lead him to ignore the contextual dimensions of the textual aspects he explains and demonstrates. 

As seen in his touching on the Yazid issue, Sudi sometimes takes step toward pointing his 

readers to what is beyond the text by providing a window into the intertextual aspects of Hafiz’s 

text and its reception and interpretation by the literary canon. That is to say, Sudi moves through 

his text following a certain exegetical agenda, according to which the commentator deems it 

necessary to expand his textual scope in certain parts of his commentary with the purpose of 

either addressing those questions that might arise in the minds of readers or sharing some 

supporting information that would help the same readers see Hafiz’s text within its literary, 

historical or cultural context. In Sudi’s case, expansion of the scope does not, however, mean 

that the commentator aims at molding his readers’ interpretive framework by bringing his own 

perspective on any aspect of the context/issue. Rather, Sudi’s exegetical expansions are intended 

only to present readers with the available and relevant information regarding the context/issue in 

question. Accordingly, when it comes to any aspect that falls outside the written text, the 

commentator keeps his view and leaves its interpretation to his readers and their background. 

This is so even in such cases as the present, where the issue/context referred to puts a 

controversial figure like Yazid next to Hafiz and thus needs clarification or justification by the 
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commentator, as it involves a potential “harm” to the fame and dignity of the poet under analysis, 

at least in the eyes of those aspiring readers of Hafiz who learn, in the very first lines of the 

commentary, that “the Tongue of the Unseen” was heavily criticized due to his seeking guidance 

from the notorious Yazid at the very beginning of his Divan.   

In addition to revealing Sudi’s objectivity in textual exegesis and his well-organized 

exegetical agenda, the Yazid section also gives us some idea about the preparatory work Sudi did 

for his commentary on Hafiz. Based on his reference to Yazid’s poetry and his quotations from 

Ahli and Katibi, it is possible to say that Sudi engaged not only in close reading and study of 

Hafiz’s text per se, but also in researching and identifying the various references to Hafiz and his 

poetry in those literary and scholarly works he collected and went over. The extent and 

significance of Sudi’s literature review becomes clearly visible when we discover that the 

information Sudi provides is new, and introduced, for the first time, to the Ottoman readers of 

Hafiz, for neither Süruri nor Şem‘i make any mention of the Yazid issue and the discussions 

around it. What is also worthy of note in this regard is that, thanks to his preparatory work, Sudi 

identifies that some significance is attached to the opening couplet of Hafiz and that he 

demonstrates this through reference to his sources, which is unlike the case of his two 

predecessors who draw no particular attention to the opening couplet and treat it in the same way 

as they treat the other couplets of Hafiz. It is possible; therefore, to observe that it is Sudi who, 

for the first time, highlights the opening poem and communicates its significance to the readers 

of Hafiz.     

  One final point regarding Sudi’s annotation on the Yazid issue can be related to his 

exegetical concern and preference for a plain and grammatical meaning of Hafiz’s text as it 

stands. That is to say, Sudi’s building of a textual bridge between Hafiz and Yazid can be viewed 
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as a subtle allusion to the idea that Hafiz’s line should be considered and interpreted along with 

Yazid’s lines, which apparently fall under the theme of wine drinking and feature some typical 

motifs of wine poetry. Quoting Yazid’s lines, Sudi, in a sense, presents the literal context to 

which each of the lexical items in Hafiz’s line originally belongs, which is a context where 

Yazid’s wine-related words signify meanings that are far from any mystical/allegorical 

connotations. Therefore, Sudi’s pointing to the original locus of Hafiz’s words can be seen as an 

attempt to show the Ottoman readers of Hafiz that these words can (or perhaps should) be taken 

literally, and not necessarily mystically, even if they carry meanings that might be religiously 

and/or mystically controversial when taken literally. In this regard, a better insight can be gained 

into the question of what Sudi seeks to achieve with his annotation on Yazid if one reads this 

annotation against the background of his predecessors’ interpretation of the same line. What is 

worthy of notice in both Süruri and Şem‘i is that they offer a mystical reading of the line by 

construing the two “keywords” accordingly. Setting aside the literal sense and embarking on the 

metaphorical interpretation, both commentators rework the lexical meaning of the words sāqī 

(cupbearer) and ka’s (wine cup) in accordance with the Şem‘iotics of mysticism. Accordingly, 

“what is meant by [the word] sāqī” is, according to Süruri, the “preacher or adviser,” and to 

Şem‘i is the “true spiritual guide.” Likewise, the word ka’s refers, in Süruri’s opinion, to the 

“preach or advice,” and in Şem‘i’s to the “cup of divine love.” Given that his predecessors render 

Hafiz’s words into mystically signified categories, Sudi’s motivation in highlighting Yazid’s line 

can be therefore considered as a quest for understanding Hafiz’s text without recourse to 

symbolic or mystical interpretation and so is linked to his critical stand against a solely mystical 

reading that is accompanied by an ignoring of the literal and textual aspects. Given the same 

heavily mystical renderings, Sudi’s motivation can be further interpreted as a critical move 
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towards a new portrayal of Hafiz, as an attempt to render the hitherto mystically envisioned poet 

into a poet detached from his mystical attributes and associated instead with his textually 

significant Divan. Sudi’s aligning Hafiz’s mystically defined poetry with the profane poetry of a 

carnal figure like Yazid thus echoes a critical step toward stripping Hafiz of the mystical aura 

surrounding him and his poetry, which is a step Sudi takes at the very beginning of his 

commentary and is necessary to open the door to a literal interpretation of Hafiz and a textual 

and grammatical study of his Divan.89  

2.2 Following the prelude: Sudi’s analysis of the opening line 

Sudi begins his analysis by parsing the opening line into the following eight grammatical units, 

which can be illustrated as follows:  

 أ� + �� + أي + ه� + ا����� + أدر + آ	�ً� + و ��و���

[alā + yā + ayyu + hā + al-sāqī + adir + ka’san + va nāvilhā] 

Following the order of the units in the line, Sudi explains each unit in terms of its grammatical 

category, function and meaning. In the hands of Sudi, the above line of poetry appears more as a 

grammatical sentence in Arabic divided into segments for analysis. Accordingly, in this very first 

expository section of his commentary, we see Sudi more as a grammarian of the Arabic 

language, who approaches the line as a grammatical cluster of words to bring it under 

grammatical scrutiny. Certainly, the distinct Arabic grammatical imprint on the way Sudi treats 

the opening line has much to do with the fact that the commentator focuses on an Arabic line 

produced in accordance with the rules of Arabic grammar. Coupled with the commentator’s 

grammatical orientation, and with the fact that this line is, as Sudi informs us, originated from 

the pen of Yazid, it can be further said that each of the eight units in the line is related, in the 

                                            
89 For references to Yazid’s poetic talent and penchant for wine drinking, see Reynold A. Nicholson, A Literary 
History of the Arabs (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1956), 197–198 and EI, 2nd edition, s.v. “Yazīd (I) 
b. Mu‘āwiya”; Dīvānu Yazīd bin Mu‘āviye, 8–10.              
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mind of the commentator, to the categories and rules defined by the Arabic grammatical 

tradition. Seen in this light, it is not surprising to see that Sudi embarks on a grammatical 

analysis of this Arabic line by taking a lexical and morphosemantic approach common to the 

tradition. A glance, then, at what Sudi writes in elucidating the eight lemmata (i.e., units) he lists 

under the line will not only let us better see his focus as a grammatical commentator but will also 

enable us to see some minor yet significant points that would go unnoticed otherwise.  

 Among the eight, four lemmata attract particular attention, mainly because these are the 

ones in which Sudi’s elucidatory notes not only expand but also reveal those points that he 

makes to highlight and criticize his predecessors’ accounts of the line. If we begin with the first 

lemma (
 alā), we see that Sudi first notes its grammatical category and function, and then / أ

quotes a Qur’anic verse (Q10:62) to exemplify its usage. In indicating its grammatical function, 

Sudi writes that the alā is the opening particle (harf-i istiftah), which goes contrary to what his 

predecessors have agreed on, for to both Süruri and Şem‘i the alā is the particle of attention 

(harf-i tenbih). Here Sudi diverges from his predecessors not in determining the grammatical 

category of the alā, for according to all three commentators the alā falls under the category of 

particles, which is the third of the principal tripartite categorization of Arabic words as nouns, 

verbs, and particles. Rather, he interprets the grammatical function of the particle differently 

from his predecessors. Seen in this light, Sudi’s quoting a verse from the Qur’an seems to go 

beyond exemplification and carries the intention of bringing evidence to what he provides as a 

counter-explanation of the grammatical function of the particle in question. To shed more light 

on why Sudi disagrees with his predecessors and interprets the alā as a particle that opens the 

line, one should take a glance at Sudi’s remarks in his initial section on the textual origins of 

Hafiz’s line, wherein the following two aspects become worthy of notice: his stress on the 
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significance of the first line as the opening line of Hafiz’s Divan and his illustration of how Hafiz 

changes the original order of Yazid’s lines in forming his own line. As mentioned in discussing 

this initial section, one of the aspects that come to the fore in Sudi’s bringing up Hafiz’s 

modeling of Yazid is that the commentator puts special accent on the first line by conceiving it 

as the opening line of the Divan. Correlating Sudi’s initial emphasis with his later note on the 

alā, it can be said that the commentator’s initial perception of the line is a precursor of his later 

grammatical interpretation of the particle. In this regard, Sudi’s illustration of how Hafiz 

foregrounds Yazid’s last line (the one starting with the alā) while backgrounding the penultimate 

one (the one beginning with the adir) is also revealing, in the sense that the commentator hints 

that, besides the rhyming issue, one other reason for Hafiz’s foregrounding and backgrounding 

Yazid’s lines is his rhetorical concern, namely, that his line should start off with an introductory 

particle (namely, the alā), not with an inflected verb form. Therefore, when combined with the 

consideration that his predecessors neither place any special emphasis on the line nor treat it as 

one that begins Hafiz’s poetic speech, it would be not surprising to see that Sudi departs from his 

predecessors in his assigning the grammatical function of the alā.    

Besides denoting Sudi’s indirect criticism of his predecessors, the first lemma also 

presents us with a commentator who goes beyond his discussion of Hafiz’s text by referring his 

readers to a grammatical controversy on the morphological structure of the alā. Thus Sudi writes 

that “the author of the Kashshaf takes it [the alā] as a compound form but Ibn Malik says it is a 

simple form” and adds, without comment, that “the proofs offered by both parties can be found 

in the detailed works on Arabic grammar”.90 Beyond testifying to Sudi’s scholarly acquaintance 

                                            
90 The author of the Kashshaf is the commentator and grammarian al-Zamakhshari (d. 1144), who is well-known 
mainly for the Kashshaf, his famous Qur’an commentary, and the Mufassal, his detailed work on Arabic grammar. 
Renowned for his concise Arabic grammar, the Alfiyya, Ibn Malik (d. 1274) is one of the famous Arabic 
grammarians of the medieval times.  For the life and work of al-Zamakhshari, see Andrew J. Lane, A Traditional 
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with the Arabic grammatical tradition and to his objectivity in referring to the views of the 

scholars on the subject he discusses, this note also offers a glimpse into the question of who the 

intended readers of Sudi’s commentary were and thus helps us better grasp the commentator’s 

abstract description, in his introductory words, that his work is targeted at the beginning readers 

of Hafiz. The reason for thinking so is that embedded in Sudi’s note are some significant aspects 

that relate to the question of readership. To begin with, the commentator does not seem to be 

feeling that he digresses from what he focuses on by providing this note, as he seems to think 

that such a grammatical ‘digression’ would be already interesting to his readers, or at least to 

some of them. What is more, the commentator assumes, with this note, that the same readers 

have a certain level of background not only in Arabic grammatical tradition but also in Qur’anic 

exegetical tradition and are familiar with the major figures and texts associated with the two.91 

Last but not least, in the same note the commentator takes it for granted that these readers can 

identify those “detailed works” he implicitly refers to and follow therein the relevant 

grammatical discussions. Considered together, these aspects suggest the following two 

conclusions: first, that the commentator ‘knows’ his audience well; that is to say, Sudi has 

somewhat a clear estimation of the interest and background of his readers, whom one can take to 

be the students attending his classes or pursuing an Islamic higher education. And second, that 

those beginning readers of Hafiz are already knowledgeable not only in Arabic grammatical 

tradition but also in the exegetical tradition on the Qur’an. These two conclusions lead us to the 

idea that Sudi’s commentary presents us, from the very start, with a ‘classroom commentary’ 

                                                                                                                                             
Mu‘tazilite Qur’ān Commentary: The Kashshāf of Jār Allāh Al-Zamakhsharī (Leiden: Brill, 2006), 9–47 and 102–
117. For information on Ibn Malik and his Alfiyya, see EI, 2nd edition, s.v. “Ibn Mālik”; Carl Brockelmann, 
Geschichte der Arabischen Litteratur, vol. 1 (Leiden: Brill, 1943), 359–363 and Supplement, vol.1, 521–527.       
91 It is important to remind here that Sudi does not deem it necessary to mention the name of the author of the 
Kashshaf, nor does he make any annotation on the Kashshaf itself. Likewise, he does not give the title of Ibn 
Malik’s grammar.       
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destined primarily for those students who would read and study a Persian classic in a classroom, 

that is to say, a madrasa setting, where Qur’anic exegesis (tafsīr) and Arabic grammar (sarf and 

nahv) form the core components of the curriculum.92  

Al-sāqī (ا�����) is the second lemma that attracts particular attention among the eight, in 

which Sudi writes, after explaining its grammatical category in relation to the preceding units, 

that “lexically, it means ‘the one who gives water’, but as a term it refers to ‘the one who serves 

a cup [of wine] at a wine gathering’”. When taken as the words of a commentator who insists on 

literality, this brief note can be interpreted as an instance of Sudi’s meticulousness in indicating 

the sematic aspects of Hafiz’s words. Looked at through comparative lenses, however, the same 

note goes beyond simply an indication of an attitude peculiar to a literalist and appears more as a 

reflection of Sudi’s critical attitude toward his predecessors. What leads one to think so is that in 

neither Süruri nor Şem‘i does one come across a note or remark on the lexical or terminological 

meaning of the word, except for an annotation they provide to highlight what the word 

mystically corresponds to, as illustrated above. The way Sudi introduces the word, however, is 

diametrically opposite to that of his predecessors, for Sudi foregrounds the literal meaning 

obscured by Süruri and Şem‘i while keeping quiet on the intended figurative meaning 

accentuated by them. Considered within the context of his predecessors’ approach, therefore, one 

can see behind Sudi’s grammatical note a critical stance against the tendency of his predecessors 

to refuse a literal interpretation in the rush to explain and justify Hafiz’s words through 

                                            
92 It is worth noting in this connection that the two names Sudi mentions are those whose works are included in a 
typical Ottoman madrasa curriculum: while Al-Zamakhshari’s Kashshaf is the prime textbook of the madrasa 
students studying the Qur’an, Ibn Malik’s Alfiyya is one of the major textbooks used for Arabic grammar. For 
references to the wide circulation of these two textbooks in the Ottoman madrasas, see Betül Can, “Fatih 
Döneminden Tanzimat’a Kadar Osmanlı Medreselerinde Arapça Öğretimi” (Gazi University, Ph.D. Diss., 2009), 
85–176. For a general list of the works taught in the Ottoman madrasas, see the following: İsmail Hakkı 
Uzunçarşılı, Osmanlı Devleti’nin İlmiye Teşkilatı (Ankara: TTK, 1965), 19–31; Cahid Baltacı, XV–XVI. Asırlar 
Osmanlı Medreseleri (Istanbul: Irfan, 1976), 35–43; Mustafa Bilge, İlk Osmanlı Medreseleri (Istanbul: Istanbul 
University Press, 1984), 40–63; and Mefail Hızlı, “Osmanlı Medreselerinde Okutulan Dersler ve Eserler,” Uludağ 
Üniversitesi İlahiyat Fakültesi Dergisi 17:1 (2008): 25–46.     
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mysticism. Especially revealing, in this regard, is the second part of Sudi’s note, through which 

he refers to a worldly setting, a wine gathering, and portrays the sāqī as a figure associated with 

that setting. Considering Sudi’s treatment of the sāqī along with his initial reference to Yazid’s 

wine poetry, it can be said, in the final analysis, that Sudi’s critical and literalist attitude is again 

an outcome of his inaugural attempt at orienting his readers toward a literal perception of Hafiz’s 

text and introducing a way of reading that radically departs from the mystical perspective 

entrenched in the writings of Süruri and Şem‘i.  

With lemmas six and eight, which are the last two worthy of notice, the critical tone 

underlying Sudi’s writing raises to a noticeable extent as the commentator points out and corrects 

the grammatical ‘mistakes’ of Süruri and Şem‘i, and particularly of the latter. Explaining the adir 

-the sixth lemma, Sudi agrees with his predecessors’ note that it is a verb in “the second ,(أدر)

person imperative” (emr-i hazır) but uses the term emr-i muhatab (‘the addressee imperative’) to 

denote the second person.93 What Sudi is critical of is the way his predecessors interpret the verb 

in translating the line, where both Süruri and Şem‘i give the verb a causative meaning and 

translate it as a third-person imperative. Noticing the discrepancy between the way Süruri and 

Şem‘i treat the verb grammatically and the way they interpret it in the translation, Sudi thus sees 

it necessary to point out, in passing on to the next lemma, that the verb adir “means ‘pass it 

around’, not, as some suppose, ‘have it passed around’”. As a critical response, this passing note 

on the meaning of the verb marks the first instance where Sudi refers, though indirectly, to his 

predecessors’ commentaries. Driven by the commentator’s concern for grammatical precision, 

                                            
93 The reason why Sudi chooses to use a different term in indicating the imperative mood of the verb can be 
explained by his being under the influence of Ibn al-Hajib (d. 1249)’s famous work on Arabic grammar, al-Kafiya, 
where Ibn al-Hajib uses the term “al-fa‘il al-mukhatab” (the second-person agent, i.e., the addressee) in defining the 
imperative mood in Arabic (cf.  Shuruh al-Kafiya, pt. 1, ed. Karahisarlı, 107). For further information about Sudi’s 
acquaintance with the writings of Ibn al-Hajib, and his commentaries on Ibn al-Hajib’s grammars, see the chapter on 
Sudi’s life and works. For a brief account of Ibn al-Hajib’s life and works, see “Arabic Grammar” in Religion, 
Learning and Science in the ‘Abbasid Period, eds. M.J.L. Young, J.D. Latham and R.B. Serjeant (Cambridge: 
Cambridge University Press, 1990), 134–135.     
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the note also testifies to Sudi’s thoroughness in reading and evaluating his predecessors’ texts. A 

similar observation holds true for Sudi’s explanation of the eighth and final lemma in the line, 

the nāvilhā (و�����), which Sudi breaks up into two grammatical constituents: nāvil (ول��), the verb 

in the imperative form, and hā (ه�), the suffix pronoun attached to the verb. In explaining the 

former, Sudi once again uses the term muhatab (the addressee) to indicate the second person of 

the imperative and thus departs from his predecessors. But his translation of the verb as “hand 

it!” follows the one found in Süruri and Şem‘i verbatim. Finding Sudi of the same opinion with 

his predecessors, one expects the commentator to pass on to the latter constituent. Contrary to 

this expectation, however, we see Sudi pausing to provide an annotation on the morphological 

form of the verb, in which he writes that the original version of nāvil is nāvilnī, which is, as Sudi 

further explains, an extended form where the verb nāvil is followed by the first-person suffix 

pronoun (-ī) introduced by the letter nūn (-n), or in Sudi’s term, the ‘nūn of protection’ (nun-ı 

vikaye), a morpheme used to link the suffix pronoun to the imperative stem. “Due to meter 

restriction”, Sudi finally notes, the suffix pronoun (and the accompanying letter) present in the 

original form is omitted from the form given in the line. Reading such a morphological gloss, 

one cannot help but wonder whether there is any criticism behind the commentator’s uncovering 

of some grammatical particularities. In this regard, a quick look at what Şem‘i writes in his 

commentary gives one the key to understand Sudi’s point in glossing on the morphology of the 

verb. Unlike Süruri, who does not make any specific comment on the meaning of the verb but 

implies, in his translation of the line, that it is the poet who would drink from the cup the 

cupbearer hands to him, Sem’ i interprets the same verb to mean that it is the cupbearer, not the 

poet, who would drink from the cup he passes around, suggesting that the poet orders the 

cupbearer to drink from, what Şem‘i calls, “the cup of love” (cam-ı mahabbet). As is clear from 
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his morphological gloss, Sudi, on the other hand, thinks that the poet calls on the cupbearer 

asking for a cup of wine. Therefore, given Şem‘i’s interpretation, we come to see that Sudi’s 

reference to the original imperative is intended to bring grammatical evidence that provides 

support for his own proposition and calls his predecessor’s into question. Taking this lemma 

along with the ones considered so far, it is possible to conclude that the impetus behind Sudi’s 

elaboration of certain grammatical aspects is his critical attitude, which is directed sometimes 

toward both Süruri and Şem‘i but often toward the latter.  

2.3 Sudi’s annotated translation and his critical allusion to Süruri and Şem‘i   Following the 

analysis section, Sudi proceeds to the translation of the line introducing a transitional phrase, 

mahsul-i kelam (the outcome/summary of the speech), which informs readers of the 

commentator’s coming translation while signaling that this translation should be considered as a 

summary of the grammatical discussion he presents in the preceding section.94 Sudi’s translation 

reads as follows: “O cupbearer! Pass the cup around the gathering of friends one after another, 

and then hand it to me!” Paying close attention to how Sudi renders Hafiz’s Arabic line into 

Ottoman Turkish, one notices that the commentator inserts into his translation three brief yet 

strategic annotations (underlined above) that relate to the points he previously made in 

explaining the following three lemmas: al-sāqī, adir, and nāvilhā respectively. Looking back to 

what Sudi writes about the lemma al-sāqī, one remembers his definition that the sāqī is “the one 

who passes the cup around at a wine gathering”. When we read Sudi’s translation in light of this 

definition, then, the first underlined phrase above appears not as a randomly inserted phrase, or 

an addition made out of context, but as a deliberate choice that is underpinned by the 

commentator’s previous interpretation and contextualization of the word sāqī as a term. 

                                            
94 Literally translated, Sudi’s phrase reads as “the outcome of the speech”. But with an attempt to convey what the 
commentator means by this phrase, it should be interpreted as “the summary of the discussion”, in which the word 
“discussion” refers to Sudi’s grammatical discussion of the line and its constituents.      
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Likewise, Sudi’s annotation that all the friends at the gathering drink out of the same cup “one 

after another” is linked to his previous explanation of the verb adir.95 Finally, the rendering of 

the nāvilhā as “hand it to me!” rests on the commentator’s discussion of the original 

morphological form of the verb. Therefore the ways in which Sudi’s annotated translation 

connects to and embodies the various aspects of his grammatical discussion show that the 

commentator interprets the line in light of his previous grammatical glosses and integrates the 

insights he derives from grammatical analysis into his literal translation. Thus Sudi presents us 

with a translation that is faithful to the grammatical as well as literal aspects of the lexical 

constituents of Hafiz’s line.  

When we compare Sudi’s translation with the ones given by his predecessors, we also see 

that the annotations Sudi makes in translating the line come to reflect his underlying critical 

attitude. That is to say, by choosing to give an annotated translation, Sudi implies that his 

predecessors’ translations do not fully reflect the grammatical peculiarities of the line. In order to 

have a better sense of how Sudi’s translation significantly departs from those of his predecessors, 

a comparative glance at the three translations would be appropriate. If we start with Süruri’s 

following translation, we see that his translation is a brief linear translation that closely follows 

the syntactic order of Hafiz’s line: “Arise, O cupbearer! Pass around the full cup and hand it.” 

Şem‘i’s translation is almost the same as Süruri’s: “Arise, O cupbearer! Pass around the cup and 

hand it.” Compared to these two brief word-for-word translations, Sudi’s annotated translation 

appears more as an interpretation that is particularly sensitive to the grammatical texture of the 

                                            
95 In this regard, it is important to note that Sudi provides, immediately after his translation, an explanation for using 
the phrase “one after another” by writing that “the reason [for translating as I did] is that the only way one can make 
the cup go round is to hand it one after another”. Here the word Sudi uses to refer to the going round of the cup is 
the idare (turning, turning around), which is a verbal noun derivationally related to the verb adir. Thus Sudi’s self-
explanation testifies to the idea that the insertion of the phrase “one after another” has much to do with the 
commentator’s grammatical interpretation of the imperative adir.               
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line. From the same comparative perspective, one can also sense, besides grammatical concerns, 

Sudi’s didactic tone: unlike Süruri and Şem‘i, who do not see any need to provide a translation 

that would give their readers some context or background information to better understand the 

setting Hafiz is depicting in the line, Sudi seems to be concerned to present his readers with a 

translation that would help them contextualize the same setting. This is to tantamount to say that, 

through his annotated translation, Sudi, in a sense, communicates to his readers what a wine 

gathering is like and informs them of the characters (the cupbearer and the friends forming the 

circle) and rituals (the going round of the cup and drinking from the cup “one after another”) 

associated with it.     

2.4 From critical allusion to critical confrontation: Sudi on Şem‘i’s reading of the line  

Following the translation, Sudi does not pass on to the second line of the opening couplet, but 

rather goes back to Şem‘i’s account of the first line and revisits his explanation of the lemmas 

nāvil and alā, the last and first lemmas in the line, respectively. In this way Sudi opens up a 

section in passing from one line to another, which can be seen as a move intended to draw 

attention to what Sudi considers as examples of the critical fallacies in Şem‘is grammatical 

elucidation and interpretation of Hafiz’s poetry. In this short yet harshly critical section, Sudi 

makes two quotations from Şem‘i’s commentary: one regarding Şem‘i’s interpretation of the 

meaning of the imperative verb nāvil, the other regarding his grammatical remark on the 

syntactic function of the particle alā. In his first criticism, Sudi quotes and attacks Şem‘i’s 

argument that the imperative verb should be understood as referring to the poet’s urging the 

wine-server to drink from the cup passed round, which is, obviously, an argument that goes 

contrary to Sudi’s previous explanation of the verb as an imperative form that refers to the poet’s 

asking for a cup of wine from the wine-bearer. What is interesting in Sudi’s criticism is that he 
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quotes not only Şem‘i’s words but also the couplet which Şem‘i cites from Abd al-Rahman Jami 

(d. 1492) as a proof to support his own argument, a couplet in which a line in Persian alternates 

with a line in Arabic that ends with the same imperative verb, the nāvilhā. Quoting both Şem‘i’s 

argument and the textual evidence he offers, Sudi thus draws attention to the inconsistency 

between what Şem‘i argues and what his evidence means, for the Arabic imperative form in 

Jami’s couplet denotes the same meaning as the one in Hafiz’s line, namely that it is the poet, not 

the wine-bearer, who would have a sip of wine from the cup passed around. Refuting Şem‘i’s 

argument by his own evidence, Sudi in turn offers a chain of proofs to support his position, 

which obviously serves Sudi’s intention to distinguish himself from Şem‘i in terms of his skills 

in argumentation and in extracting evidence to document his arguments.96 In his second 

criticism, Sudi responds to Şem‘i’s comment that the opening particle alā syntactically relates to 

the second line, instead of to the first line in which it occurs. Here the critical tone becomes 

harsher as Sudi finds such comment unacceptable and writes that a commentator making such a 

claim is now “completely astray”. Treating Şem‘i’s comment as an apparent grammatical error, 

Sudi deems it unnecessary to go into an extended discussion or bring any evidence in rebuttal, as 

if implying that the falsity of Şem‘i’s grammatical comment would be readily clear to the 

readers. Thus, beyond simply repeating what he had said earlier in explaining the particle, Sudi 

readily concludes his critique of Şem‘i, writing that the particle “is by no means related to the 

second line”.  

                                            
96 In arguing against Şem‘i, Sudi first makes a reference to the quatrain he quoted from Yazid at the very beginning 
of his commentary, where Yazid calls himself as “the intoxicated” (al-masmūm) and begs for wine. Then Sudi 
reminds his readers of the morphological analysis he made previously to show the way the first-person suffix 
pronoun (-nī), omitted for the sake of prosody, informs the meaning of the imperative form nāvilhā. Finally, he 
quotes an Arabic couplet where the poet invokes the cupbearer to seek solace in wine by uttering the verb nāvil-nī, 
the original form of the imperative nāvilhā in Hafiz’s line. 
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Taken jointly, the two criticisms speak to Sudi’s textual and philological concerns and 

thus can be seen as his attempt at revising his predecessor’s errors to present a grammatically 

correct reading of Hafiz’s text, an attempt through which Sudi hints at the idea that one needs to 

be conversant in the grammatical structure of the text prior to offering an interpretation, 

including the mystical one. Aside from grammatical concerns, the same criticisms can also be 

seen as indicating Sudi’s motivation to identify and uncover the shortcomings of his 

predecessor’s grammatical knowledge as well as the methodological problems inherent in his 

work. Given that this motivation reveals itself beginning with the very first pages of his 

commentary, it would not be wrong to say that one of the major purposes behind Sudi’s writing a 

commentary on Hafiz is to present a critical review of Şem‘i’s 1574 commentary, which is now 

twenty one years old but still widely recognized and read especially by the late sixteenth-century 

mystical circles of Ottoman Istanbul.97 Seen in this light, one can read Sudi’s critique as a piece 

written by an adamant scholar who positions himself against the writings and scholarship of 

Şem‘i, who is, though a predecessor of Sudi by the date of his commentary, a contemporary of 

Sudi, a colleague sharing the same scholarly environment, and an established commentator on 

many Persian classics including Hafiz’s Divan. In this connection, it is important to note that it is 

in this critique that Sudi chooses, for the first time, not to allude critically to Şem‘i’s 

grammatically incorrect interpretation of Hafiz’s text, but rather to expose it by quoting and 

refuting his colleague’s words. Beyond indicating the extent of Sudi’s critical stance against 

Şem‘i, the shift in the way of referencing shows us the way in which Sudi enters into a critical 

dialogue with a contemporary commentator and renders his contemporary’s text as the target text 

of his commentary. Therefore if one interprets Sudi’s critique in light of his scholarly 

                                            
97 For information on Şem‘i’s commentary on Hafiz, see Şeyda Öztürk, “Şem‘i’nin Mesnevi Şerhi” (Marmara 
University, PhD. Diss., 2007), 77. For references to the popularity of the commentary, see especially the pages 3–8 
of Öztürk’s dissertation.    
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disagreements with Şem‘i, then, it follows that while one reason for Sudi’s effort to discredit 

Şem‘i’s commentary is his scholarly premise that a thorough knowledge of the grammar is the 

key to a better understanding and analysis of such a grammatically intricate source text as 

Hafiz’s Divan, another reason has much to do with his claim for a better commentary that would 

challenge the canonical status of his contemporary’s commentary.98 

2.5 Stepping into Persian grammar: Sudi on Hafiz’s second line     

As is the case with the preceding one, Sudi presents a lemmatic analysis of Hafiz’s second line, 

which reads as follows: 

��د ������� آ$ #�" ا��ن � �د اول و�� ا
 

For love seemed easy at first, but (then) difficulties arose   

Following his regular manner of exposition and translation, Sudi breaks the line down into eight 

grammatical units, defines the grammatical category, function and/or meaning of each unit 

individually, and adheres to the literal meaning of Hafiz’s words in translating the line. What is 

different from the previous section, however, is that the literal translation is now followed by a 

relatively lengthier annotation, where Sudi interprets Hafiz’s conception of love as worldly and 

                                            
98 The assumptions made above regarding Sudi’s bringing Şem‘i’s text to the center of his commentary may seem 
overstated, as they rely solely on the critical remarks the commentator makes in passing. However, when one 
considers his commentary on Hafiz in its entirety and along with his other commentaries, especially the ones on 
Gülistan and Bostan, it becomes visible that the extent of the critical language Sudi uses against Şem‘i looms large 
in his writing, which is intended to place Şem‘i’s scholarship under critical scrutiny. That Sudi adamantly pursued 
this intention is understood from Şem‘i’s own words in his conclusion to his 1600 commentary on Abd al-Rahman 
Jami’s Subhat al-Abrar (Rosary of the Pious), where he openly complains about those who are critical of his works, 
claiming that he is unjustly accused due to the mistakes made by ignorant scribes (cf. Öztürk, “Şem‘i’nin Mesnevi 
Şerhi”, 68). Considering the fact that Sudi takes the lead in criticizing Şem‘i’s scholarship, the implied addressee of 
Şem‘i’s complaint becomes clear. In the same conclusion, Şem‘i also advises his critics to check his autograph 
copies before making any judgment about his works. In this regard, what is interesting to note is that in his above-
mentioned critique Sudi seems to be referring to the autography copy of Şem‘i’s commentary on Hafiz, which is MS 
Kadızade Mehmed 403 located in the Suleymaniye Library, Istanbul. That Sudi uses the autograph copy is 
understood from his second quotation from Şem‘i, which appears in the autograph copy of Şem‘is commentary but 
does not occur in the subsequent copy (MS 1142 in the Hamidiye Collection of the same library) thanks to a 
correction made by the scribe who copied from the autograph in 1575, a year after the date of Şem‘i’s commentary. 
It would not be wrong, therefore, to conclude that Sudi is a careful reader and a meticulous critic of Şem‘i’s works 
as much as he is a commentator on the works of Hafiz and Sa‘di, which explains the reason why Sudi’s criticism is 
reserved largely for his contemporary beginning with the first pages of his commentary.            
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explains what the poet means by the difficulties of love. What is of particular interest about 

Sudi’s analysis of the second line is that he now introduces his readers to Persian grammar as he 

lists and explains the words and particles contained in this first Persian line of Hafiz’s Divan one 

by one.  Accordingly, here we see Sudi taking on the role of a grammarian of Persian, and thus 

putting into practice his main intention to teach or, at least, to exemplify the rules of Persian 

grammar through a lemmatic analysis of Hafiz’s text, which, as would be remembered, is an 

intention that he alludes to in his introduction to the commentary. When one looks at the lemmas 

listed under the second line, the first lemma stands out in terms of indicating the way Sudi works 

through the grammar of Persian as a scholar and a teacher of Persian philology. As seen above, 

the first lemma is the Persian ki (� a subordinating conjunction that connects two clauses. As a ,(آ

form that appears in different grammatical categories, ki is one of the puzzling aspects of Persian 

grammar, and, as such, can confuse learners as much as commentators. Aware of the interpretive 

problems that can be occasioned by its shifting grammatical roles, Sudi thus considers it 

necessary to explain the various uses of the Persian ki before defining its grammatical function as 

it is found in Hafiz’s line. Accordingly, rather than giving a quick gloss over the poet’s use of the 

phrase, Sudi first makes a distinction between the two grammatical categories to which the 

Persian ki belongs, and then he explains the role it plays in each category. In addition, to 

illustrate the grammatical roles played by ki, Sudi quotes a couplet from Sa’di’s Gulistan, where 

ki is used with two different roles. Thus, from the way Sudi treats the first lemma, it is clear that 

the commentator intends to provide learners and students of Persian with the necessary 

grammatical information about the Persian ki, that is to say, with a grammatical reference that 

the same learners and students can use in interpreting the grammatical function of ki in Hafiz’s 

other couplets to follow.99 Besides reflecting his grammatical and pedagogical concerns as an 
                                            
99 That Sudi pursues such authorial intention is understood when one considers the fact that Sudi does not reiterate 
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instructor of Persian, the way the first lemma is elucidated is also significant in terms of showing 

how Sudi incorporates another Persian classical text that he taught and wrote a commentary on 

into his discussion of a particular grammatical phrase in Hafiz’s text. Of particular significance is 

that Sudi makes reference to Sa’di’s Gulistan, which is not only one of the widely read Persian 

classics among Ottoman readers, but also one of the standard texts employed, by almost every 

Ottoman instructor of Persian, for the study of Persian grammar in or out of classroom.100 What 

is also significant about the Gulistan is that it is the text on which Sudi completed a commentary 

in the same year that he wrote his commentary on Hafiz’s Divan. Seen in this light, Sudi 

reference to the Gulistan can be taken to assume that the commentator worked on his two major 

commentary projects simultaneously and in such a way that he used certain parts of the two texts 

he commented on as grammatical examples to explain each other. This is supported by the fact 

that Sudi makes references to the Gulistan throughout his commentary on Hafiz as he does so to 

Hafiz’ Divan in his commentary on the Gulistan.101 That is why it would not be misleading to 

conclude that the way Sudi explains the first lemma is illuminating not only of his motivation to 

                                                                                                                                             
the information he gives about the Persian ki in elucidating those couplets that feature the phrase, which are the 
second, third, and fourth couplets of the opening poem. Instead, he simply points out the grammatical function of ki, 
assuming that his readers already have the background information and that they can go back and check it if needed.   
100 On the significance of Sa’di’s text for learning and teaching Persian in the Ottoman Empire, see Ahmet Kartal, 
“Osmanlı Medeniyetini Besleyen Kültür Merkezleri” (PhD diss., Gazi University, 1999), 88–90.   
101 In his commentary on Hafiz’s Divan, Sudi refers to the Gulistan twenty seven times in total. And in his 
commentary on the Gulistan the number of Sudi’s references to Hafiz’s Divan is fourteen in total. The total 
numbers may seem low, but given that Sa’di’s Gulistan is the most frequently cited text in Sudi’s 
commentary on Hafiz and, vice versa, that Hafiz’s Divan is the most referred-to text in Sudi’s commentary 
on the Gulistan, the idea that his commentaries on the Divan and Gulistan were concurrent projects becomes 
stronger. Also, if one compares, for example, the number of Sudi’s references to the Gulistan in his 
commentary on the Divan with that of his references to the Bustan in the same commentary, the same idea 
becomes a telling one: throughout his commentary on Hafiz Sudi makes only two references to Sa’di’s 
Bustan, which is a text he wrote a commentary on in 1598, three years after the completion of his projects on 
the Divan and Gulistan. For further information on Sudi’s references to the Gulistan, see İbrahim Kaya, 
“Şerh-i Divan-ı Hafız (Sudi): Kelimeler, Remizler, Kavramlar” (PhD diss., İnönü University, 2008), 164–
169. For Sudi’s references to Hafiz’s poems in his commentary on the Gulistan, see Ozan Yılmaz, “16. 
Yüzyıl Şarihlerinden Sudi-i Bosnevi ve Şerh-i Gülistan’ı” (PhD diss., Marmara University, 2008), 366–727.     
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furnish the beginning students of Persian with grammatical rules and examples but also of the 

way he composed his commentaries and interrelated the texts he commented on. 

2.6 Stepping aside: a comparative glance at Sudi’s reading of the opening couplet 

Having looked at Sudi’s analyses and translations in some detail, it would be better to stop for a 

while to sketch out the extent and ways in which Sudi departs from Süruri and Şem‘i in his 

approach to and interpretation of Hafiz’s opening couplet, for it is only through such 

comparative framework that one can come to see and better understand what Sudi brings to a 

hermeneutic tradition that is informed and shaped by the commentaries of Süruri and Şem‘i. In 

addition, given that each commentator consistently adheres to a regular pattern of exegesis 

throughout his work, this initial sketching out of the points of convergence and divergence 

between Sudi and his predecessors will also give us some preliminary but promising insights 

regarding the overall exegetical attitudes and techniques of these commentators both in the 

remaining couplets of Hafiz’s opening poem and in the rest of the Divan.  

To begin with Hafiz’s opening line, it would be misleading to say that Sudi is the first 

commentator who presents a lemmatic analysis of the grammatical texture of this Arabic line, for 

in both Süruri and Şem‘i one can see a similar analysis. On a closer look, however, Sudi’s 

analysis departs from his predecessors’ brief and cursory accounts as a more systematic and 

sophisticated form of grammatical exposition, which is, obviously, rooted in Sudi’s scholarly 

background in Arabic grammatical tradition. The divergence between Sudi and his predecessors 

in terms of their interest in a detailed, grammatical reading of Hafiz’s text becomes increasingly 

obvious if one looks at the way the three commentators elucidate the second line, the line in 

Persian. The reason is that while Süruri and Şem‘i hasten to translate the line and add a gloss on 

its mystical content without making any comment on its grammatical aspects, Sudi adheres to his 
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grammatical focus and explains the grammatical constituents of this Persian line following the 

same method as with the opening line. Seen in this light, this early divergence between the 

exegetical attitudes of Sudi and his predecessors indicates that Sudi, unlike his predecessors, 

pursues a systematic grammatical approach to Hafiz’s text. And considering especially that 

Süruri and Şem‘i are not interested in the grammatical aspects of Hafiz’s Persian line, the same 

divergence also indicates that while Sudi is oriented toward teaching Persian grammar through 

the lines of a Persian poet his predecessors do not pursue such intention.  

The divergence between Sudi and his predecessors is not only along the lines of a 

grammatical approach to Hafiz’s text, but also along the lines of a literal interpretation of it. 

Obviously, one can sense the contrast between the mystical attitude of Süruri and Şem‘i and the 

literalist stance of Sudi in the way they interpret the opening line, which particularly contains 

two words (saqi and ke’s) that allow different levels of interpretation. Thus the interpretive 

divergence between Sudi and his predecessors reveals itself as Süruri and Şem‘i offer mystical 

significations for the words saqi and ke’s while Sudi takes them literally. The divergence implicit 

in these initial interpretive acts becomes wider, however, when one looks at the way the three 

commentators translate and gloss over the second line, which contains the word ‘ishq (love), a 

semantically critical word that signifies a theme central not only to Hafiz’s opening poem but 

also to the rest of the poems in his Divan. Looking at the translations by Süruri and Şem‘i, one 

notices that both commentators translate the word ‘ishq as “divine love” (‘ı şk-ı ilahi). Contrary 

to this mystical rendition, Sudi translates the same word as “love of the beloved” (‘ı şk-ı canan) 

and leaves the interpretation of the word “beloved” (canan) open to the reader. Here Sudi’s 

choice of vocabulary in translating the word ‘ishq partly uncovers his reluctance towards the 

mystical sense. But what marks Sudi’s complete departure from his predecessors’ mystical 
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perspectives is the gloss he provides for the nature of love in Hafiz’s couplet immediately 

following his translation. Reading Sudi’s gloss in comparison to the ones by Süruri and Şem‘i, 

one can see that Sudi takes a couplet that is mystically read and interpreted as a literal statement 

about worldly love, rather than as an allegorical expression of mystical love. Taking the same 

comparative perspective, one can especially notice that while Süruri and Şem‘i relate the 

difficulty of love, as expressed by Hafiz, to the difficulties experienced by a mystic who goes 

through the different stages on the mystical path to union with God, Sudi construes Hafiz’s 

opening words as the cry of a suffering lover who turns to various sedatives (such as the wine 

Hafiz is asking for) and even, as Sudi lists, narcotics to alleviate the affliction he suffers from his 

love for the indifferent beloved.102 Beyond marking the interpretive divergence between Sudi 

and his predecessors, what is also striking about Sudi’s construing of the theme of love is that he 

reverses the mystical narrative through which Hafiz’s opening couplet came to be interpreted by 

replacing the well-established set of mystical underpinnings with its opposite, that is to say, by 

replacing the interpretation of the couplet as an allegory of mystical love with an interpretation 

that renders the same couplet as the story of a troubadour’s love. Seen in this light, and 

considered against the background of the long-standing mystical/allegorical interpretive 

framework built on the opening poem since the time of Hafiz, the literalist stance of Sudi goes 

beyond offering a grammatical reading of Hafiz’s text, or a literal interpretive framework for its 

study, but rather highlights a pioneering attempt to deconstruct the mystifications that have long 

obscured the text. 

 

                                            
102 It is worth noting in this connection that Süruri and Şem‘i compare the relation between the saqi and the poet to 
the one between a spiritual master and his disciple or, in the words of Şem‘i, between the şeyh and his mürid. In the 
same manner, both commentators construe the difficulty of love as one concerning the achievement of the ecstatic 
state of union with the divine, which is, as Şem‘i puts it, the visal-i Hakk or, alternatively, the vusul-i ila’llah, as 
Süruri names it.         
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CONCLUSIONS 

 

Contextualizing Ahmed Sudi and His Commentary 

 

The life and works of Ahmed Sudi present us with a commentator who comes from a 

background in Arabic and Persian philology and is interested in expounding the widely read 

Persian classics in the Ottoman Empire according to the models of textual analysis rooted in 

Arabic grammatical tradition. Sudi’s commentary on Hafiz’s Divan is accordingly shaped by the 

commentator’s focus on the grammatical structure and meaning of the poet’s text. Besides his 

scholarly background and training, one other aspect that has an influence on the focus and 

direction of the commentary is Sudi’s concern for the needs of beginning readers of Persian as 

well as of Hafiz. Taken together, the commentator’s background and his readerly motivation are 

the two main factors that stand behind his focus on the lexical analysis and meaning of the poet’s 

Divan. Obviously, the method of lexical analysis of the grammatical constituents of a text is not 

unique to Sudi, for it is a method whose origins go back to the Arabic grammatical studies that 

concentrated on Qur’anic exegesis beginning with the early years of Islam.103 In Sudi’s case, 

however, one can identify the influence of the grammatical approach of a particular Arab 

grammarian, namely Ibn al-Hajib (d. 1249), the author of the two widely read and commented on 

Arabic grammars, al-Kafiya (the one on syntax) and al-Shafiya (the one on morphology). What 

primarily leads one to think so is that Sudi studied and wrote commentaries on the grammars of 

Ibn al-Hajib. Furthermore, as understood from his introductory words to his commentary on al-

                                            
103 For the origins and development of Arab grammatical studies, see, among others, C. H. M. Versteegh, Arabic 
Grammar and Qur’anic Exegesis in Early Islam, Leiden: Brill, 1993 (especially chapters three and six). For a 
detailed account of the various aspects of Arab grammatical tradition, see “Grammatical Tradition” in Encyclopedia 
of Arabic Language and Linguistics, vol. 2, eds. Kees Versteegh et al. (Leiden: Brill, 2007), 175–191.          
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Kafiya, Sudi also appropriated al-Hajib’s approach to, and views of, Arabic grammar.104 A 

convincing evidence for Sudi’s reliance on al-Hajib’s model of grammatical analysis comes from 

a comparative reading of the two grammarians’ analyses of poetry. If one compares, for instance, 

the manner in which al-Hajib treats the couplets of the Arab poet al-Mutanabbi (915–965) with 

the way Sudi analyzes Hafiz’s text, it becomes clear that al-Hajib’s focus on the lexical meaning 

as well as his concern with the grammatical particularities bear striking similarities with those of 

Sudi.105  

That Sudi follows al-Hajib’s grammatical approach and lemmatic analysis in expounding 

Hafiz’s text adds an important dimension to the contexts of Sudi’s commentary, one that 

involves the use and circulation of the commentary in the madrasa classroom. Especially 

considering that Ibn al-Hajib’s grammars were “pedagogical grammars written expressly for the 

madrasa,” it would not be inaccurate to say that most Ottoman madrasa students were familiar 

with al-Hajib’s grammatical work as well as the models of textual analysis developed by him.106 

Seen in this light, al-Hajib stands as a fitting source for a commentator like Sudi, whose 

commentary is aimed primarily at madrasa-based students who have a certain level of 

background in Arabic language and grammar but are new to Persian grammar and texts. Thus it 

is not surprising to see that Sudi follows a grammatical methodology known to madrasa scholars 

and students, frequently refers to the commonly read texts of Arabic grammatical tradition and 

readily uses Arabic grammatical terms in analyzing the grammatical structure and meaning of a 

Persian text such as Hafiz’s Divan. Regarding the use of the commentary within the madrasa 

                                            
104 For Sudi’s introductory words, see MS Atıf Efendi 2449, Süleymaniye Manuscript Library, fols. 1b–3b.      
105 For Ibn al-Hajib’s grammatical analysis of al-Mutanabbi’s poetry, see Fatimah Rashid al-Rajihi, Ara’ Ibn al-
Hajib al-Nahawiya fi Abyat li’l-Mutanabbi, Kuwait: Kuwait University Press, 1997 (especially pages 19–30). For a 
detailed study on Ibn al-Hajib’s approach to Arabic grammar, see Ibrahim Muhammad ‘Abdallah, Ibn al-Hajib al-
Nahwi, Damascus: Dar Sa‘d al-Din, 2005 (especially pages 207–224).               
106 “Grammatical Tradition,” Encyclopedia of Arabic Language and Linguistics, vol. 2, 188.        
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context, it should be also noted that, besides his training in Arabic philological tradition and his 

being influenced by the works of al-Hajib, one other significant aspect that led Sudi to writing a 

grammatical commentary on Hafiz is his close ties with madrasa scholarship. Considering, 

especially, that Sudi attended various madrasas and established close relations with a number of 

madrasa scholars both during his travels in the eastern lands of the empire and in the period 

beginning with his return to Istanbul, one can see that Sudi’s madrasa background inclined him 

towards writing a grammatical commentary that would suit the needs of the Ottoman madrasa 

circles. Seen in this context, Sudi’s commentary appears as a “pedagogical” commentary that is 

designed primarily to suit the needs of madrasa students who intend to study Persian grammar 

using Hafiz’s text and is thus appropriate for a madrasa curriculum.        

Besides its underpinnings that are rooted in Arabic grammatical tradition, Sudi’s 

commentary presents us with two main contexts, one involving the Ottoman commentary 

tradition on Hafiz and his text, the other related to the study of Persian grammar and Persian 

classical texts in sixteenth-century Ottoman scholarship. The first context is an immediate 

context in the sense that it is the one in which the content, structure and purpose of Sudi’s 

commentary becomes not only more intelligible but also distinct from those of the preceding 

ones. In addition, it is through the same context that the critical nature of the commentary is 

better understood. The second context, the larger one, is the one which has been often neglected 

so far by scholars who have commented on the commentary. But the second context is a 

significant one for it enables us to better see that the commentary is written by an Ottoman 

instructor of Persian who was trained in the major centers of learning and was appointed 

afterwards to teach Persian grammar in the İbrahim Pasha Palace, one of the prestigious centers 

of Ottoman imperial education. Not only does the larger context let us perceive the commentary 



68 
 

as a book composed by an instructor of Persian, but it also provides us with a framework through 

which one can see those points in Sudi’s text where he engages in a critical dialogue with the 

works of sixteenth-century Ottoman scholars on Persian grammar and classics. Thus looking at 

Sudi’s commentary in this larger context broadens our understanding of the commentary since it 

allows us to see that, beyond being the work of an instructor of Persian, Sudi’s commentary is a 

work by a scholar of Persian language who was concerned about how Persian grammar and 

classics were studied, commented on and taught by sixteenth-century Ottoman scholars.                          

1. The Immediate Context:  

Sudi and the Ottoman commentary tradition on Hafiz’s Divan 

 The context from which one can better approach Sudi’s commentary is the one that 

relates the commentary to the ones by Süruri and Şem‘i, for it is such a context that provides us 

with a better perspective to the motivation behind Sudi’s text as well as to his focus and concern 

as a commentator. The primary aspect of Sudi’s commentary that leads one to consider his text 

within the context of those of his predecessors is the critical tone that underlies Sudi’s writing, 

which appears early on in his introductory words to the commentary and gradually condenses 

into a harsh criticism as Sudi frequently engages in a critical dialogue with his predecessors’ 

commentaries throughout the rest of his text. If one takes into account that in almost all 

manuscript copies of the commentary the parts where Sudi refutes his predecessors’ 

interpretations are indicated in the margin, it can be said that historically Sudi’s text was seen not 

only as a text closely linked to the texts of his predecessors, but also as a text that was read and 

interpreted against the background of the mystical context provided by Süruri and Şem‘i. This is 

especially apparent if one considers that the marginalia of some manuscripts of the commentary 

include readers’ quotations from the commentaries of Sudi’s predecessors. 
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A particular insight that can be derived from interpreting Sudi’s text in the context of his 

predecessors involves the reason and intention behind Sudi’s writing a grammatical commentary 

that focuses on the literal and textual aspects of Hafiz’s Divan. In this regard, a comparative look 

at the introductions of the three commentaries provides insight into the context against which the 

grammatical nature of Sudi’s commentary should be interpreted. Looking at Süruri’s 

introduction, one can especially notice that it is heavily marked by the commentator’s intention 

to uncover and transmit the mystical aspects of Hafiz’s poetry to his readers. From the same 

introduction, it also becomes clear that in writing a mystical commentary on Hafiz the 

commentator pursues the goal of leading his readers to the path of mysticism that would provide 

them with spiritual guidance. Though Şem‘i’s brief introduction to his commentary on Hafiz 

does not include any overt indication that the commentator is in the pursuit of a solely mystical 

interpretation, one can still see Şem‘i’s mystical attitude toward textual exegesis if one pays 

attention to what he writes about his exegetical approach in his other commentaries. As he makes 

it clear in his concluding words to one of his commentaries, Şem‘i takes all of the Persian 

classics he wrote commentaries on as allegorical texts and writes his commentaries to elucidate 

their mystical content. In the same concluding remarks, Şem‘i also accentuates the idea that his 

primary goal as a commentator is “to multiply the mystical benefits” that readers would derive 

from reading his commentaries.107 Considered against the background of this mystical context, 

Sudi’s offering a grammatical approach in his introductory words to the commentary represents a 

radical departure from his predecessors. Seen in this light, Sudi’s departure from the mystical 

context also reflects a critical attitude informed by the commentator’s contention that there is a 

need for a non-mystical commentary that would elucidate and illustrate the linguistic, not the 

mystical, aspects and intricacies of the Divan and thus would give readers an insight into why 
                                            
107 Öztürk, “Şem‘i’nin Mesnevi Şerhi,” 68.       
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Hafiz is considered as one of the master poets of the Persian language as well as into why his 

Divan is accepted as one of the major texts of Persian.                       

Another benefit of looking at Sudi’s commentary in the context of his predecessors’ 

writings is that it provides us with a framework through which one can compare and contrast 

Sudi’s perception and representation of Hafiz and his Divan in relation to the mystical canon, 

which not only includes Süruri’s and Şem‘i’s perspectives but also a broad spectrum of 

perceptions and representations of the poet and his poetry in the sixteenth-century Ottoman 

Empire. Given such framework, one can notice that Sudi’s perception of Hafiz’s Divan as a 

literal text that should be interpreted literally stands in contrast with the mystical perceptions of 

Süruri and Şem‘i, which lead both commentators to laud Hafiz as one of the highly esteemed 

members belonging to the class of mystical adepts and interpret his text as one of the major 

handbooks of mysticism. Considered especially in relation to the sixteenth-century Ottoman 

perceptions of Hafiz as a mystic of high esteem and of his Divan as a source of divine guidance, 

it can be said that Sudi’s perception and representation of Hafiz as one of the outstanding poets 

of the Persian language marks a radical point of divergence from a long standing tradition.108 

What lies behind Sudi’s divergence from the heavily mystical perceptions and representations of 

the poet can again be associated with his critical attitude, especially if one considers that in many 

parts of his commentary Sudi heavily attacks his predecessors’ extreme interpretations of Hafiz’s 

couplets and illustrates how insisting on a purely mystical approach to the Divan results in 

interpretive fallacies.109      

                                            
108 For sixteenth-century Ottoman mystical perceptions and interpretations of the Divan and the ways in which it 
was used for bibliomancy, see İ. Hakkı Aksoyak, Kefeli Hüseyin: Razname, Harvard University, 2004; J. Schmidt, 
“Hafiz and Other Persian Authors in Ottoman Bibliomancy,” 63–74; M. U. Inan, “Rethinking the Ottoman 
‘imitation’ of Persian poetry” (forthcoming); Massumeh Farhad and Serpil Bağcı, Falnama: The Book of Omens 
(Washington, D.C.: Arthur M. Sackler Gallery, Smithsonian Institution, 2009), 21–22.           
109 For Sudi’s criticisms of his predecessors’ extreme interpretations, see, for instance, Şerh-i Divan-ı Hafız 
(Alexandria, Egypt: Bulak, 1834), vol. 1, 388–389 and vol. 2, 147.    
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In this connection, it is important to note that one can find a criticism similar to that of 

Sudi in a fetva (religious edict) issued by the sixteenth-century Ottoman şeyhülislam (the chief 

judge) Ebussuud Efendi (1490–1574), who held a number of madrasa positions as a scholar of 

Islamic sciences before finally serving as the şeyhülislam of the empire between 1545–1574. The 

fetva uncovers the critical attitude of an Ottoman judge toward those readings of the Divan that 

exceed the interpretive limits established by the şeriat (Islamic jurisprudence) and attempt to put 

mystical interpretations on every poem of Hafiz.110 As such, Ebussuud’s fetva helps us better 

contextualize Sudi’s critique of the purely mystical representations and extended interpretations 

of the Divan, for it allows us to consider Sudi’s critical approach in the context of sixteenth-

century interpretive tensions between Ottoman mystical circles, which were inspired by the 

teachings of the major mystics like Hafiz, and the madrasa scholars, who adopted a literalist 

attitude toward texts and adhered to the interpretive principles set by the şeriat and shaped by 

Quranic exegesis and grammar. Seen in this light, that Sudi shares the same concerns with 

Ebussuud suggests that Sudi’s demystifying approach to Hafiz and his Divan can be viewed as a 

criticism voiced by a madrasa-based scholar who writes an intentionally non-mystical 

commentary as a response to extremist forms of mystical interpretation.  

2. The Larger Context: 

Sudi and the Ottoman scholarship on Persian language and classics 

Unlike the case with the immediate context, one does not have much information to 

explore the broader context surrounding the commentary, except for what can be deduced from 

the general view of Sudi’s scholarly career and writings. Still, it can be argued that the 

commentary can be seen in relation to sixteenth-century Ottoman scholarship on Persian 

language and classics if one approaches it from two perspectives. Seen from the first perspective, 
                                            
110 For the fetva, see Katip Çelebi, Keşfü’z-Zünun, vol. 2 (Istanbul: Matbaa-i ‘İlm, 1892), 784.         
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the commentary is a text that identifies, focuses on, and corrects those parts of the preceding 

texts where Süruri and Şem‘i misinterpret certain aspects of the grammar of Persian. Given that 

both Süruri and Şem‘i are established commentators who were noted, in sixteenth-century 

Ottoman scholarly circles, for their scholarship on Persian classics, one can see that one of the 

motivations behind Sudi’s revealing the grammatical misinterpretations of his predecessors is to 

engage in a critical discussion with mainstream scholarship.111 Especially considering that Şem‘i, 

a contemporary of Sudi, was particularly famous as an instructor of Persian, and also that he 

attracted patronage for his commentaries from the Ottoman palace, one can better see not only 

the nature and significance of Sudi’s unearthing of scholarly fallacies but also the reason why he 

directs most of his attention to the fallacies in Şem‘i’s text.112              

Seen from the second perspective, the commentary appears as a text where Sudi goes 

beyond his critical dialogue with the scholarship of his predecessors to engage in a wider 

discussion with a range of scholarly works. Of these works, a corpus of sixteenth-century 

Ottoman commentaries on Sa‘di’s Gülistan is the most revealing in terms of showing us how 

Sudi engages in a critical discussion with the Ottoman commentators of Sa‘di on issues related to 

the study and interpretation of Persian grammar.113 In this regard, it is especially worthy of 

notice that Sudi turns his critical eye on the Ottoman commentators of Sa‘di in discussing the 

grammatical aspects of Hafiz’s text, which can be interpreted as an indication that the 

commentator concerns himself with a broad range of scholarly perspectives on Persian language 

                                            
111 For references to Süruri’s and Şem‘i’s recognition in sixteenth-century scholarly circles, see Güleç, “Gelibolulu 
Musluhiddin Süruri,” 6 and Öztürk, “Şem‘i’nin Mesnevi Şerhi,” 59–61.     
112 For the support Şem‘i received from Palace circles, see İsmail Ünver, “Şem‘i Şem‘ullah”, Türk Dili 49:397 
(January 1985): 38–43.       
113 For Sudi’s references to Ottoman commentaries on the Gülistan, see, for instance, GI:6 (the sixth couplet of the 
first poem) in the transcribed text of the commentary.  
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and classics, and especially with the ones on the Gülistan, the focal text of Ottoman scholarship 

on Persian grammar.   
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I 

TRANSCRIBED TEXTS 

 

A Note on Transcriptions 

 The transcribed texts presented here follow the following transcription scheme: 
 
 

� , أ                      a, e, ʾ                                                              ش         ş 

                          ā, a                                                                ص         ṣ 

                "         b                                                                   ض         ż  

     ṭ          ط                                                                     p          پ                

                &         t                                                                      ظ          ẓ    

  ʿ          ع                                                                      s̱          ث                

 ġ         غ                                                                      c         ج                

 f        ف                                                                      ç         چ                  

 ḳ         ق                                                                     ḥ         ح                  

 k, g, ñ         ك                                                                     ḫ         خ                  

  l          ل                                                                       d         د                 

 m         م                                                                       ẕ           ذ                 

 n         ن                                                                       r           ر                 

 v, o, ö, u, ü, ū          و                                                                      z           ز                 

 h          ه                                                                       j           ژ                 

     y, ı, i, ī          ي                                                                      s          س                
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Sudi’s Introduction and His Commentary  
on the First Five Poems in Hafiz’s Divan114 

 
 
 

BismillBismillBismillBismillāāāāhi’rhi’rhi’rhi’r----rarararaḥḥḥḥmmmmāāāāni’rni’rni’rni’r----rarararaḥḥḥḥīīīīm  m  m  m      
    

El-ḥamdü li’llāhi elleẕī veffeḳanī li-beyāni’l-ʿulūmi ve’l-maʿārifi ve lisāni’l-ʿarabi el-
müheẕẕebi ve’l-ʿacemi el-müʾeddebi; ve’ṣ-ṣalātu ve’s-selāmu ʿalā efḍali ḫalḳihi 
Muḥammedin efṣaḥi ẕi’l-ḥasebi ve’ş-şerefi ve’n-nesebi ve ʿalā ālihi el-ebrāri ve aṣḥābihi 
el-aḫyāri.                   

Ve baʿd maʿlūm ola ki bu evrāḳuñ muḥarriri ve bu musaṭṭaruñ muḳarriri beze-kār-ı 
naḥīf aʿnī Sūdī-i żaʿīf eydür ki bir gün eşref-i sāʿātde ve esʿad-ı evḳātde aḫlaṣ-ı muḥibbān 
ve aḫaṣṣ-ı dūstān, ol ki envāʿ-ı ʿulūmla ārāste ve eṣnāf-ı fünūnla pīrāste idi, cāmiʿ-i 
menāḳıb u mefāḫir ve ḥāvī-i mekārim ü meʾās̱ir, maẓhar-ı cūd u ʿaṭā ve menbaʿ-ı 
semāḥat ü seḫā; mürüvvet ü keremini görse Ḥātem ḥamiyyet ü ġayretinden çekerdi 
mātem, ol ki mis̱lin görmemiş rūzgār, devr ideli nüh-felek-i devvār, yaʿnī Şeyḫü’l-Ḥarem-i 
Yes̱rib ʿÖmer Efendi—ṭayyebe Allāhu rūḥehu ve żāʿafe fī ġurefiʾl-cināni fütūḥehu—resm-
i sābıḳ üzere bī-tekellüf ḫāne-i kemīneden içeri girüp dest-i bende[y]i üç kerre būs eyledi 
ve buyurdı ki “Sizden temennī iderüm ki Dīvān-ı Ḥāfıẓ’ı bir vechile şerḥ eyleyesiz ki 
ṭāliblere nāfiʿ ve mübtedīlere nāciʿ ola. Ḥāṣılı teʾvīl ü taṣavvuf söylenmeye. Hemān 
üslūb-ı ʿArabiyyet üzere ḳavāʿid beyān olup maʿnā-yı şiʿr ile iktifā oluna.” Böyle 
buyurınca, temennīsini ḥükm ve tereccīsini ġunm bildüm. Zīrā bu duʿā-gūya merḥūm u 
maġfūr ol ḳadar iḥsān ü ikrām eylerdi ki ne ata oġula ve ne ḳardaş ḳardaşa eyler, şöyle 
ki ol merḥumı ve bizi bilen bilür ancaḳ.   

Mercūdur ki bu şerḥe nāẓır olanlar merḥūmı ve Sūdī-i żaʿīfi ḫayır duʿādan 
ferāmūş buyurmayalar—bi-Muḥammed ve ālihi el-emcādi. Ehl-i inṣāfdan meʾmūldur ki 
bu şerḥimizde sehv ü zelel ve ḫaṭā vü ḫaṭel vāḳiʿ olan maḥallerin ḳalem-i ʿafv ü ṣafḥla 

                                            
114 The transcribed text of Sudi’s introduction is based on MS Hazine K.933, which is the oldest copy of the 
commentary that includes the introduction. Copied in 1007 A.H. (1599 A.D.), the manuscript is located in Topkapı 
Palace Library, Istanbul. The transcribed text of Sudi’s commentary on the first five poems is based on MS 
Feyzullah Efendi 1641 (located in Fatih Millet Library, Istanbul), which is the oldest extant copy of the commentary 
and is dated 1006 A.H. (1598 A.D.).       
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ıṣlāḥ idüp ʿuyūbını ibrāz ü iẓhārına saʿy ü kūşiş eylemeyeler zīrā biz muʿterifiz ki böyle 
müşkil kitābı şerḥ eylemek bizim ḥaddimiz ve miḳdārımız degildür. Līkin ibrāma düşdük. 
Nite ki sābıḳen meẕkūr oldı, bunuñ biriyle nāẓırından inṣāf naẓarın temennī iderüz.  

                    
Beyt      
Ve ʿaynü’r-rıżā ʿan külli ʿaybin kelīletün           
Velākinne ʿayne’s-suḫṭi tübdi’l-mesāviyā                
      

Maʿlūm ola ki Ḫˇāce Ḥāfıẓ’uñ ism-i şerīfi Şemsü’d-dīn Muḥammed’dür ve meşāyiḫ 
arasında nāmı lisānü’l-ġayb ve tercümānü’l-esrārdur. Eşʿār-ı āb-dārı reşk-i çeşme-i 
ḥayvān ve benāt-ı efkārı ġayret-i ḥūr u vildāndur. Meẕāḳ-ı ʿavāmmı lafẓ-ı metīn ile şīrīn 
ve dehān-ı ḫavāṣṣı maʿnā-yı mübīn ile nemekīn idüp aṣḥāb-ı ẓāhirüñ aña ebvāb-ı 
āşinālıġı güşūde ve erbāb-ı bāṭınuñ rūşenāyī-i çerāġ-ı çeşmi efzūde olup her vāḳıf-ı 
süḫana nisbet-i ḥāline muvāfıḳ söz söylemiş ve herkes içün maʿnā-yı laṭīf ü ġarīb peydā 
eylemiş ve ʿibāret-i ḳalīlde maʿnā-yı kes̠īr derc eylemiş    ve cihān-gīr ġazelleri ednā 
müddet içinde ḥudūd-ı eḳālīm-i Türkistān u Hindūstān’ irişmiş ve dil-peẕīr kelimātı eḳall 
zamānda eṭrāf u eknāf-ı ʿIrāḳeyn u Āẕerbeycān’a vāṣıl olmış.                   

Semāʿ-ı ṣūfiyān anuñ şūr-engīz ġazelleri oḳunmayınca zamānında germ olmazdı 
ve meclis-i selāṭīn anuñ ẕevḳ-āmīz kelimātınuñ nuḳl-i meze-dārı naḳl olmayınca zīb ü 
zīnet bulmazdı. Belki hāy u hūy-ı müştāḳān anuñ velvele-i şevḳiyle olurdı ve sürūd-ı 
mey-perestān anuñ ġulġule-i eşʿārıyla revnaḳ bulurdı. Şöyle ki tems̱īlinde buyurmışlar:          

    
Ḳıṭʿa                                   
Ġazel-serāyī-i Ḥāfıẓ bedān resīd ki çerḫ          
Nevā-yi Zohre o sāz-i ḫoşeş be-bord ez-yād   
Be-dād dād-i ġazel der-zemān bedān vechī    
Ki hīç şāʿir ez-ān gūne dād-i naẓm ne-dād     
Çu şiʿr-i ʿaẕb-i revāneş zi-ber konī gūyī   
Hezār raḥmet-i Ḥaḳḳ ber-revān-i Ḥāfıẓ bād               
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Līkin muḥāfaẓa-i Ḳurʾān ve mülāzemet-i şuġl-i taʿlīm-i sulṭān ve taḥşiye-i Keşşāf u Miftāḥ 
ve müṭālaʿa-i Meṭāliʿ ü Miṣbāḥ ve taḥḳīḳ-i ḳavānīn-i edeb ve taḥsīn-i devāvīn-i ʿArab 
şetāt-ı ġazellerini cemʿ eylemekden māniʿ olurdı ve tedvīn-i ebyāt-ı dil-peẕīrini silk-i ʿıḳda 
çekmekden vāziʿ düşerdi. Ve bu ebyātuñ müsveddesini kendi içün Ḳıvāmü’d-dīn Ḥasan 
binā eyledügi medresenüñ ders-ḫānesinde kerrāt ü merrāt ile teẕekkür idüp es̱nā-yı 
muḥāverede buyururdı ki “Bu fevāyid-i ferāyidi bir ʿıḳda çekmek gerek ve bu dürer-i 
ġureri bir silke dizmek gerek tā ki ḳılāde-i cīd-i vücūd-ı ehl-i zamān ve temīme-i vişāḥ-ı 
erbāb-ı devrān ola.” Ve bu binānuñ refʿ ü terfīʿini nā-rāstī-i rūzgāra ḥavāle iderdi ve ehl-i ʿ
aṣruñ ʿöẕri miḳdārınca ʿöẕr getürürdi tā kim tārīḫ-i sene iḥdā ve tisʿīn ve sebʿa-miʾe-i 
hicriyyede vedīʿat-ı ḥayātı müvekkelān-ı ḳażā vü ḳadere teslīm eyledi ve raḫt-ı vücūdını 
dihlīz-i tengnāy-ı ecelden ṭaşra iletdi ve rūḥ-ı pāki sākinān-ı ʿālem-i ʿulvīye ḳarīn oldı ve 
müfāreḳat-ı bedenden ṣoñra    hem-ḫˇābe-i pākīze-i ḥūr-ı ʿayn oldı.   
            

Tārīḫ                       
Be-sāl-i bāʾ o ṣād o ẕāl-i ebced                    
Zi-rūz-i hicret-i meymūn-i Aḥmed  
Be-sūy-i cennet-i aʿlā revān şod    
Ferīd-i ʿahd Şemsü’d-dīn Muḥammed    
Be-ḫāk-i pāk-i ū çūn ber-goẕeştem        
Nigeh kerdem ṣafā o nūr-i merḳad          

 
Baʿde’l-vefāt baʿż-ı aḥbāb, sevābıḳ-ı ḥuḳūḳ-ı ṣoḥbet ve levāzım-ı ʿuhūd-ı meveddet ü 
maḥabbet sebebiyle müteferriḳ ġazeliyyātını tertīb ü tebvīb eylemiş. Ṭayyebe Allāhu 
rūḥehu ve zāde fī ġurefi’l-cināni fütūḥehu. Āmīn yā Rabbe’l-ʿālemīn. V’allāhu el-
muvaffıḳu ilā sebīli’r-reşādi ve huve reʾüfün bi’l-ʿibādi ve huve ḥasbī ve niʿme’l-vekīl.      
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1a 
 ا� �� ا��� ا����� ادر آ��ً� و ��و���

 
Bu mıṣrāʿ Yezīd bin Muʿāviye’nüñ baḥr-ı hezecden bir ḳıṭʿasınuñ beyt-i s̱ānīsidür. Bi-
kemālihi aṣl-ı ḳıṭʿa böyledür:        

 ا�� ا�=�=�م >� ;:9ي
ABC@�قٍ و
 را�<            
 ادر آ�Eً� و ��و���     
ا
 @� ا@�� ا����<                                        

Pes Ḫˇāce Ḥāfıẓ ġazelinüñ ḳāfiyelerine muvāfıḳ olmaġçün iki mıṣrāʿını taḳdīm ü teʾḫīr 
idüp tażmīn ṭarīḳiyle dīvānınuñ evvelinde īrād eylemiş. Bu cihettendür ki baʿżı şuʿarā Ḫˇ
āce’ye taʿrīż eylemişlerdür. Nite ki Ehlī-i Şīrāzī buyurmışdur:  

Ḳıṭʿa 
� J��K را �HI د@9م �GCابLا�M 
 آSBT اى در �PQ و دا��N< �C Oل
9@U@ AVI W@د ا�M AC �B�C �X از 

� �PQ و آ=�ل�C و�Lد ا@W ه=  
 W@ز �B�Y� Zوا� &Tآ�[\�=  

 >�ل آ��A ه�& K W<^<AC[ل 
Ve Kātibī-i Nīşābūrī buyurur:  

Ḳıṭʿa 
J��K �Lا�M از S_AYK در "`; 
9@  UL�; د زانAM Oآ �;�:C 
� aK=& د@9 در U@ AVI@9 اوX 

 آ� در د@�ان ��G& ازوى AEا@9
� >�ل آ��AC A >�]=�نXAاآ 

 �[Y� و درو &��]K9@�b�  
&�=Yc; dC �HY; AYI و�� از 

9@�Cر eE از ده�ن �=f� � آ
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Elā: ḥarf-i istiftāḥdur. Nite ki āyet-i kerīmede vāḳiʿdür: 

 �Mف ;]S�Y و
 ه��Ug@ Sن hء ا�Yان او� 
 ا

Keşşāf ṣāḥibi terkībine ẕāhib oldı ve İbn Mālik “Basīṭdür” didi. Mufaṣṣalāt-ı naḥviyyede 
ikisinüñ de edillesi mesṭūr ve meẕkūrdur.  
Yā: ḥarf-i nidā  
Eyyu: münādā-yı müfred-i maʿrife  
Hā: ḥarf-i tenbīh. Lafẓ-ı eyyu lāzımü’l-iżāfe olduġıçün mużāfun ileyhden ʿivaż gelmişdür.  
Es-sāḳī: taḳdīren merfūʿ; ṣıfatıdur eyyu lafẓınuñ. Ḥaḳīḳatde münādā sāḳīdür. İki ālet-i taʿ
rīf cemʿ olmamaġçün eyyu lafẓıyla tavassuṭ eyleyüp hāyla tenbīh eylediler. Luġatde 
“ṣuvarıcı” dimekdür ammā ıṣṭılāḥda “bāde meclisinde ḳadeḥ süren”e dirler.  
Edir: fiʿl-i emr-i muḫāṭabdur ifʿāl bābından, “dönder” dimekdür; “döndert” degüldür baʿ
żılar ẓannı gibi.  
Keʾsen: “ṭolu”. “Ḳadeḥ”e dirler ammā ḳadeḥ keʾsden eʿammdur.  
Ve nāvilhā: nāvil emr-i muḫāṭabdur müfāʿale bābından, “ṣun” dimekdür. Aṣlında “ve 
nāvilnīhā” idi nūn-ı viḳāye ve yā-yı mütekellimle. Żarūret-i vezniçün ‘yā’ ḥaẕf olmışdur. 
Hā żamīr-i müʾennes̠. Keʾse rāciʿdür.  
MaMaMaMaʿʿʿʿlūm ola kilūm ola kilūm ola kilūm ola ki ḫamruñ cemīʿ ālātı ve esmā vü ṣıfātı teʾnīs̠-i maʿnevī[de] müstaʿmeldür.  
Pes mamamamaḥṣḥṣḥṣḥṣūlūlūlūl----i keli keli keli kelāāāām m m m bu oldı kibu oldı kibu oldı kibu oldı ki “Ey sāḳī keʾsi ehl-i meclise birer birer ṣun, andan ṣonra 
baña ṣun.” Zīrā idāre birer birer ṣunulmayınca bulunmaz. ʿAṭfü’l-ḫāṣṣ ʿale’l-ʿām 
ḳabīlindendür.  
FeFeFeFeḥḥḥḥvvvvāāāā----yı kelyı kelyı kelyı kelāāāāmmmm: Keʾsi sür, nevbet baña gelsün, nūş ideyin.  
“Nāvil bunda sen iç maʿnāsına olmak evlādur” dimek ve Ḥażret-i Mevlānā Cāmī’nüñ bu 
beytini eyledügi müddeʿāya delīl īrād eylemek:  

Beyt 
Aj�M از Sk eد ژ�AC �<�L �< م�L ى�Tl 

 اذا >� _]W< m ه�g� Sو��� و ��و���
medlūlde ve delīlde istiḳāmetden kemāl-i inḥirāfdur ve münāvele ile tenāvüli ʿadem-i 
teşḫīṣdür. Ve ʿale’l-ḫuṣūṣ ki ṣāḳīnüñ içmesi maḳṣūd degüldür; belki şāʿirüñ kendinüñdür 
ve “Ene el-mesmūm” ʿibāreti buña şāhiddür. Nite ki nāvil lafẓına yā-yı mütekellim taḳdīr 
eyledügimizden maʿlūm olmışdı ve şāʿirüñ ḳavli de buña delīldür: 
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Beyt 
 ا_Aع  �9ح ا�=9ام ���A`T @]�ح
� و ��و�:< آ��=��T@ nحCAIوا 

Ve elā ḥarfi “mıṣrāʿ-ı s̱ānīye maṣrūfdur” dimek nehc-i müstaḳīmden küllī inṣirāfdur. Zīrā 
elā istiftāḥ içündür yaʿnī ibtidā-yı kelāmda vāḳiʿ olmış. Teʾkīd ifāde ider ancaḳ. Tenbīh-i 
muḫāṭab içün olduġı taḳdīrce iki ṣīġa-i emre müteveccih olur. Mıṣrāʿ-ı s̱ānīye aṣlā ʿ
alāḳası yoḳdur.   
 

1b 
��د ������� آ$ #�" ا��ن � �د اول و�� ا

 
Ki: kāf-ı ʿArabīnüñ kesri ve hā-yı resmīyle ismle ḥarf beyninde müşterekdür. İsm olıcaḳ 
ẕāt-ı ẕevi’l-ʿuḳūle delālet ider. Gülistānuñ bu beyti gibi:  

Beyt 
9@ AC � از دE& و ز�Cن آ

9�; U9ر @9 ۀ آC شAaI  
Ḥarf olıcaḳ iki şeyʾüñ beynini rabṭ içün gelür: mübtedāyla ḫaber ve ṣıfatla mevṣūf ve ʿ
illetle maʿlūl ve ġāyetle muġayyā ve bunlardan ġayrı. Bunda ḥarf-i taʿlīldür yaʿnī meẕkūr 
emr ṣīġalarına ʿilletdür. 
ʿIşḳ: ʿaynuñ kesriyle envāʿ-ı teʿārīf ile muʿarrefdür. Eşher taʿrīfi, “ifrāṭ-ı maḥabbet”dür.  
Āsān: “ḳolay” dimekdür.  
Nümūd: fiʿl-i māżī. Lāzımla müteʿaddī beyninde müşterekdür. Bunda lāzım vāḳiʿdür.  
Velī: ḥarf-i istidrākdür. ʿArabīde “lākin” gibi.  
Üftād: fiʿl-i māżī. ʿArabīde “vaḳaʿa” gibi. İki maʿnāda müstaʿmeldür. Biri “düşmek, suḳūṭ” 
maʿnāsına biri de bir şeyʾüñ keynūnetinden ʿibāretdür. Türkīde de müstaʿmeldür. Mes̱elā 
“Böyle vāḳiʿ oldı” dirler.  
Müşkil: “çetiñ” dimekdür; “güç” maʿnāsına.  
Hā: ẕevi’l-ʿuḳūlüñ ġayrınuñ edāt-ı cemʿidür. Ẕevi’l-ʿuḳūlde istiʿmāli şāẕẕdür.  
MaMaMaMaḥṣḥṣḥṣḥṣūlūlūlūl----i beyti beyti beyti beyt bu oldı kibu oldı kibu oldı kibu oldı ki “Ey sāḳī baña bāde vir zīrā ʿışḳ-ı cānān evvelde ḳolay göründi 
ammā āḫirde müşkiller vāḳiʿ oldı.”  
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Zīrā bir kimseye göñül virseñ ibtidāda saña envāʿ-ı mülāyemetler gösterür. ʿIşḳ u 
maḥabbet istiḥkām bulunca ṣoñra istiġnāya başlar. ʿĀşıḳ-ı bīçāre de istiġnāya taḥammül 
idemeyüp gāh bādeye ve gāh afyūna ve berşe ve filuniyāya ve gāh esrāra ve ḳahveye 
düşer tek dīvāne göñli bir miḳdār ārām u ḳarār eylesün diyü.       
 

2 
آ�1, 0&� ز.ن -,+ '����*(ۀ '&�ى ��  

��د درد���ز �5ب 23* ����789 6$ 1�ن ا  
 
Bu beyti bir risālede müstevfī taḥḳīḳ eylemişüz. Murād idinen anda görsün. Ammā 
bunda icmālen maʿnāsını ẕikr iderüz inşāʾ Allāhu Teʿālā.     
Būy lafẓı bāyla olıcaḳ iki maʿnāda müstaʿmeldür. Birisi “ḳoḳu” maʿnāsına ki meşhūrdur 
biri de “ümīd ve recā” maʿnāsına. Bunda ikisi de cāyizdür. “Ḳoḳı” maʿnāsına olıcaḳ bā 
sebebiyyet maʿnāsını ifāde ider, “ümīd” maʿnāsına olıcaḳ maʿiyyet maʿnāsınadur.  
Nāfe: “misk göbegi”ne dirler. Āḫirinde hemze nişānesi ki ʿayn-ı betrā şeklinde yazıla yā-
yı vaḥdete tevessül içündür. Zīrā hā-yı resmiyyeye yā----yı sākine imlā olmaġa ḳābil 
degüldür. Pes ‘yā’dan evvel bir hemze-i müctelibe īrād iderler telaffuẓ mümkin olsun 
içün.    
Ki: ṣıfatla mevṣūfı rabṭ eylemişdür.  
Āḫir: lafẓ-ı Fārsīdür. Taḳrīr ü teʾkīd ifāde ider ancaḳ. “Taʿrīż içündür” diyenler maʿnā-yı taʿ
rīżi böyle maḳāmlarda beyān eylemek gerek idi ki ḳaṣdları maʿlūm olaydı.  
Ṣabā: luġatde “günle gice berāber olduḳda maṭlaʿ-ı şems cānibinden hübūb iden bād”a 
dirler. Ammā elsine-i şuʿarāda “kūy-ı cānān ḳıbelinden esen rīḥ”e dirler.  
Zān: “ez-ān”dan muḫaffefdür. Ez “min ve ʿan” maʿnāsınadur, ān ism-i işāretdür baʿīde.   
Ṭurre: “alından yuḳarı başuñ öñi”dür ki ʿArabīde aña “nāṣıye” dirler. Ṣoñra nāṣıyenüñ 
alın üzerine inen ṣaçlarda istiʿmāl eylediler. Ẕikr-i maḥall ü irāde-i ḥāl ḳabīlindendür. 
Cemʿi “ṭurer” gelür ṭānuñ żammı ve rānuñ fetḥiyle.    
Be-güşāyed: Bā ḥarf-i teʾkīd. MaMaMaMaʿʿʿʿlūm ola kilūm ola kilūm ola kilūm ola ki efʿāl evāyilinde bā-yı meksūre-i zāʾide ve 
“der” lafẓı teʾkīd ifāde ider egerçi bānuñ vażʿı istiḳbāl içündür. Güşāyed fiʿl-i mużāriʿ----i 
müfred-i ġāyib. “Açar” dimekdür. Lāzımla müteʿaddī mā-beyninde müşterekdür. Bunda 
müteʿaddīdür.  
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Zi-tāb: zā-yı müfrede “ez”den muḫaffefdür. Tābuñ niçe maʿnāsı vardur ammā bunda 
“burum ve büküm” maʿnāsına olmaḳ evlādur.     
Caʿd: ṣıfat-ı müşebbehedür; şaʿra yaʿnī ḳıla ṣıfat olur; “şaʿrün caʿdün” dirler “mücaʿʿad” maʿ
nāsına. Zencīr şeklinde olan ṣaçlarda müstaʿmeldür. Gāh olur ki mevṣufını ḥaẕf idüp 
kendüyi maḳāmına iḳāmet iderler bundaki gibi.  
Müşkīneş: müşk mīm-i mażmūme ve şīn-i muʿceme ile Fārsīdür. Ammā mīm-i meksūre 
ve sīn-i mühmele ile ʿArabīdür. Yā maʿnā-yı nisbet ifāde ider ʿArabīdeki gibi. Ammā ʿ
Arabīde müşedded ve Fārsīde sākin olur dāyimā ve baʿżı maḳāmdaki ‘yā’dan ṣoñra 
nūn----ı sākine gelür bundaki gibi. Teʾkīd ifāde ider ancaḳ. Ve Ḥażret-i Mevlānā Cāmī 
Ḳāfiyye risālesinde bu ‘nūn’a “nūn-ı taḫṣīṣ” buyurmışdur yā-yı nisbīye maḫṣūṣ 
olduġıçün. Şīn żamīr-i ġāyibdür. Cānāneye rāciʿdür veyāḫūd ṭurreye.  
Çe: bunda mübālaġa ifāde ider bu beytdeki gibi:  

Beyt 
� ����Eى Xه�ى درازA=; اوان وA�  

 آ� AC �<AEAC m[Mز>�GC WYاه9 ر�&
Ḫūn: ḳandur.  
Üftād: fiʿl-i māżī. Sābıḳā beyān olınan gibi “suḳūṭ” maʿnāsına.  
Der: ḥarf-i ẓarf   
Dilhā: dilüñ cemʿidür üslūb-ı ʿAcem üzre ve dil lafẓ-ı müşterekdür “yürek”le “göñül” 
beyninde. Ammā bunda “yürek” maʿnāsınadur.  
MaMaMaMaḥṣḥṣḥṣḥṣūlūlūlūl----i beyti beyti beyti beyt bu oldı kibu oldı kibu oldı kibu oldı ki “Bir nāfe ḳoḳusı sebebiyle veyā bir nāfe ümīdiyle, ancılayın nāfe 
ki ṣabā ol nāfe[y]i ṭurre-i cānāndan açısardur, cānānenüñ müşkili zülfinüñ burumından 
ve büküminden veyā ṭurrenüñ müşkili caʿdınuñ burumından ve büküminden yüreklere 
mübālaġa ḳan düşdi.”  
Ḳan düşmege sebeb ziyāde intiẓārdur. Zīrā ṣabā zülf-i mücaʿʿaduñ tāblarını açmaġa 
ziyāde eglenür ve ziyāde eglenmesi ziyāde ıżṭırāba bāʿis̠ olur ki yüreklere ḫūn düşmek 
żarūrīdür.    
ḤḤḤḤāāāāṣṣṣṣılılılıl----ı kelı kelı kelı kelāāāāmmmm: Āhū iki ḳısmdur: Birine “āhū-yı sepīd” dirler ve birine “āhū-yı müşkīn” 
dirler. Nite ki Āṣafī ikisini bile bir beytde cemʿ eylemiş:  
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Beyt 
�pM WYab< و��  ه�ى &Eه�  &=bX 
9YqE ه�ى  &=k در Aن دآ�C�M SbX 

Pes āhū-yı müşkīn Ḫıṭā ve Ḫoten ve Tübüt ve Çīnde olur ve ol memleketüñ ādemīsi 
bunları süri süri beslerler ki hem etiyle sebeblenürler ve hem miskiyle fāyidelenürler. 
Rūmuñ āhūları yaʿnī āhū-yı sefīd yılda bir kerre boynuzların düşürdügi gibi āhū-yı 
müşkīn yılda bir kerre nāfelerin düşürür. Ḥattā zamānı geldükde ẓarflar peydā idüp 
ḳarınları altına baġlarlarımış żāyiʿ olmaya diyü. Pes müşküñ ḥuṣūline sebeb anı yazarlar 
ki ol āhūyı yā ḥayvān cinsi veyā insān ürküdüp ḥarāret kesb ider veyā biri biriyle 
oynamaḳdan ḥarāret kesb ider ve bu ḥarāret sebebiyle nāfesine bir ḳaç ḳaṭre ḳan düşer. 
Pes tekrārla nāfe ṭopṭolu olur ki vaḳti geldükde düşer. ʿAḳīl-i Baġdādī, tārīḫinde āhū-yı 
müşküñ baʿżı aḥvālin ẕikr eylemiş. Dimiş ki: “Ayaḳlarınuñ incikleri incecikdür ve 
baḳanaġı arası geñişdür. Siyāh-reng olur ve aġzında ḫınzīr gibi iki diş ṭaşra çıḳup ṭurur. 
Maşrıḳda Tübüt vilāyetinde çoḳ olur. Ḳaçan ki āhūda göbek belürse bīmār gibi olur tā 
nāfe kemālin bulınca ve yılda bir kerre aġaç s̱emere virdügi gibi bu āhū yılda bir nāfe 
virür ve baʿżılar didiler ki nāfe āhūdan çıḳar tavuḳdan yumurda çıḳar gibi.” Temme 
kelāmü’l-ʿAḳīl.  
Ammā aṣl meşhūr olan budur ki nāfe geyügüñ seresinde bi-iẕni’llāh meme gibi belüre 
daḫı içine ḳan ine ve yap yap büyüye, zamānı gelicek ḳopa, düşe. Keẕā fī Ḳāmūsü’l-
luġat.    
Bu da maBu da maBu da maBu da maʿʿʿʿlūm ola kilūm ola kilūm ola kilūm ola ki āhūdan münfaṣıl olduḳda ḳoḳı virmezimiş. Baʿdehu baʿżı muʿ
ālecātla terbiye iderler ki maʿhūd ḳoḳıyı virür. Baʿżılar didiler ki “Misk her otı otlamaḳdan 
ḥāṣıl olmaz; belki lāle ve sünbül otlamaḳdan olur.” Nite ki Āṣafī dimiş: 

Beyt 
� >��B  ه�ى SbX او�
 در دور 
 >Uk WYabا�� را 9fCح ���I  ورد

Ve lehu: 
Beyt 

 bX=&  ه�@WYab< &�Y روى آ]A��aا ز_"
WBb@�M الUk A�C �BM�E زارى ��
 

Ve lehu: 
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� زار  >9�
 A���Lا  �MAr �Tlن د�&  ن 
O@اAgl ف  ه�ىAj Aا�� هUk WYab< 9I � آ

Selmān:  
Beyt 
 ��IهWY آ:�aI 9ردراج و �Cم او ه=  

 و ه�ى دI& او ه=� PH:E آ:AX 9ا
Pes ṭurreyi nāfeye ve ṣabāyı müşk-fürūşa ki nāfe-güşādur teşbīh eylemiş ve yüreklere 
ḳan düşmege sebeb tevaḳḳuʿ ve intiẓārdur.  
 

3 
 ' � �<�د+ ر��9= آ= آ,ت ;9, �:�ن آ��*
 آ$ ���A '� 1&, �&�د ز را+ و ر�@ �8?���

 
Be-mey: bā “bile” maʿnāsına  
Rengīnde yā nisbet ve nūn teʾkīd içündür.  
Kon: fiʿl-i emr-i muḫāṭab “konīden”den. “Eyle” dimekdür.  
MaMaMaMaʿʿʿʿlūm ola kilūm ola kilūm ola kilūm ola ki maṣādıruñ āḫiri ‘nūn’ olur ve ‘nūn’uñ mā-ḳabli yā ‘tā’ olur veyā ‘dāl’, 
“dānisten” ve “ḫˇānden” gibi, ve ‘dāl’uñ mā-ḳabli ‘yā’ olursa, “āmūzīden” gibi, cemīʿ 
müştaḳḳāt andan gelür. Ammā ol iki ṣūretde olan maṣādırdan māżī ile ism-i mefʿūl gelür 
ancaḳ. Bu üslūbı żabṭ idince, cemīʿ müştaḳḳāt-ı ʿAcem ḳıyāsī olur; hīç bir nesnesi semāʿī 
olmaz.   
Geret: ger ḥarf-i şarṭ, “eger”den muḫaffef; tā żamīr-i ḫiṭāb, żamīr-i menṣūb-ı muttaṣıl maʿ
nāsına. “Eger saña” dimekdür.    
Muġān: muġuñ cemʿidür. “Keşīş”e ve “oda ṭapan kāfir”e ve “muṭlaḳen kāfir”e dirler. Nite ki 
Şāhidī dimiş:  

Beyt 
�  �Aوغ  و هUل 
غ[VI آ�ور s< 

Pes pīr-i muġāndan murād bunlaruñ ulusıdur.   
Gūyed: “gūyīden”den müştaḳḳ, fiʿl-i mużāriʿ-i müfred-i ġāyib.    Bunda “diye” dimekdür.  
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MaMaMaMaʿʿʿʿlūm ola kilūm ola kilūm ola kilūm ola ki fiʿl-i mużāriʿ ve emr-i ġāyib ṣīġaları Fārsīde müşterekdür. Bunda mużāriʿ
dür. Cümle-i şarṭiyye vāḳiʿ olmışdur. Cevābı taḳaddüm eylemişdür ve bu dilde cāyizdür 
muṭlaḳā.  
Ki: ḥarf-i taʿlīl  
Sālik: “yolcı”ya dirler. Bunda pīr-i muġāndan kināyetdür. Yaʿnī “mey-ḫāneci.”  
Resm: ʿādet  
Menzilhā: menzillerden murād mey-ḫānelerdür.   
MaMaMaMaḥṣḥṣḥṣḥṣūlūlūlūl----i beyti beyti beyti beyt: “Eger saña pīr-i mey-ḫāne yaʿnī bāde-fürūş seccāde ve esbābuñı meyle 
ālūde eyle dirse sözin ḳabūl eyle. Zīrā ol, bāde-nūşlar ṭarīḳinüñ sālik-i murtāżıdur ve 
mey-ḫānelerüñ rüsūm ü ʿādātından bī-ḫaber degüldür.”  
Zīrā her gün niçe ʿārif ü kāmiller ḳondırup göçürmededür ve rindler ṭarīḳini ḫūb żabṭ 
eylemişdür ve herkesüñ ṭabīʿatini ve meşrebini aʿlā añlamışdur ve herkese ne lāyıḳdur 
güzel bilmişdür. Pes aña bi’ż-żarūret ittibāʿ lāzımdur ki ṣoñra nedāmet ḫumārın 
çekmeye. Zīrā emrinde ḥikmet-i ʿazīme vardur ve ol ḥikmet anuñ ve ems̱ālinüñ maʿ
lūmıdur ancaḳ.      
 

4 
 �,ا در �8?ل ���3ن 6$ ا�= #79 6�ن ه, دم

��� C� *�*8',' $د �9*ارد آ��,� 3,س 
 
Merāda mīm żamīr-i mütekellim-i vaḥdedür. Rā niçe maʿnāya gelür. İnşāʾ Allāhu Teʿālā 
her birini maḥallinde beyān iderüz. Bunda mefʿūliyyet maʿnāsını ifāde ider. ʿArabīde 
“iyyāye” gibi.    
Menzil: “ḳonaḳ”dur. Ḳıyās, “menāzil” dimek idi beyt-i sābıḳda gibi. Ammā żarūret-i 
vezniçün müfred īrād eyledi. Zīrā cānāna vuṣūl menzili bir yire münḥaṣır degüldür. Belki 
niçe menzil olmaḳ gerekdür ki ʿāşıḳ cānāna vuṣūlde küllī miḥnet ve taʿab çeke tā ki 
vuṣlatuñ ḳadrini bile ve dāmān-ı ḫidmetine muḥkem teşebbüs̱ eyleye.  
Cānān ḳıyās budur ki cānuñ cemʿi ola mübālaġa ṭarīḳiyle. Gūyā ki cemīʿ ʿuşşāḳuñ 
cānıdur. Nite ki şāʿir dir:   

Mıṣrāʿ 
W�=��; ن�L W�[دآ ���L e� �B�M WC ه=�ن 
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Yāḫūd mużāf maḥẕūf ola. Aṣlında “cān-ı cānān” ola, “cānlar cānı” maʿnāsına. Ṣoñra 
ġalebe-i istiʿmālle mużāfı ḥaẕf idüp mużāfun ileyhi115 maḥalline iḳāmet eylemiş olalar.  
Çe emn-i ʿayş: çe kelime-i istifhām, “ne” dimekdür. Emn maṣdardur “emine,” “yeʾ
menu”dan, yaʿnī “ʿalime” bābından. ʿAyş ‘ʿayn’uñ fetḥiyle “dirlik” dimekdür, “ḥayāt” maʿ
nāsına. Emn mużāfdur ʿayşa. “Emnle dirlik” dimekdür. Baʿżılar emne ʿayşı ʿaṭf ider. Līkin 
selīḳa-i ʿAceme muvāfıḳ degül egerçi Rūmīlerüñ baʿżısı ḳabūl eylemişdür.  
Çün: bunda taʿlīl maʿnāsınadur, “çünki” dimekdür.   
Her dem: her lafẓı “küll efrādı” maʿnāsında müstaʿmeldür. Dem bunda “vaḳt” maʿ
nāsınadur, “sepīde-dem” ve “ṣubḥ-dem” gibi. Ammā “nefes”e116 īhāmından ḫālī 
degüldür.  
Ceres: “çañ”dur yaʿnī develerüñ ve ḳatırlaruñ boynına aṣduḳları.  
Feryād: “‘meded meded’ diyü çaġırmaġ”a dirler. “Fiġān” lafẓıyla ʿaṭf-ı tefsīrī vāḳiʿ olur. 
“Feryād-res” dirler medede irişen kimseye. Beliyyelerde ve muṣībetlerde müstaʿmeldür:  

Beyt 
 هA آ� �A@�د ر�E روز >�M &HYtاه9
9Iدى آ�A=ا��`C &<]E آ� در ا@�م 

Ammā bunda “bāng u āvāz” maʿnāsına tażmīn olunmışdur ve bu ḳarīnedür ceresi 
insāna istiʿāre eyledügine.  
Bu da maBu da maBu da maBu da maʿʿʿʿlūm ola kilūm ola kilūm ola kilūm ola ki evvel zamānda seferlerde göçmek vaḳtinde ceres ötdürürlermiş 
herkes mütenebbih olsun diyü. Ammā ʿOs̱māniyān borı çalarlar.  
Mī-dāred: Fārsīde mī lafẓı maʿnā-yı ḥāliyyet ve bā-yı müfrede117 istiḳbāliyyet ifāde ider 
ve gāh olur ki biri birinüñ maʿnāsında müstaʿmeldür ve gāh olur ki her biri maḳām-ı 
istimrārda vāḳiʿ olur ve gāh olur ki ‘mīm’üñ evveline bir ‘hā’ ziyāde iderler teʾkīd içün: 
“hemī reved” ve “hemī resed” gibi. Dāred fiʿl-i mużāriʿdür “dārīden”den. Ammā bunda 
maḳṣūd istimrārdur.  
Ki: feryādı beyāndur.    
Ber-bendīd: ber ve “der” kelimeleri ki efʿāl evāyilinde vāḳiʿ olur, eks̱er teʾkīd ifāde ider. 
Gāh olur ki her biri bir maʿnā ifāde ider. İnşāʾ Allāhu Teʿālā maḥallinde beyān oluna. 
                                            
115 Written as ileyh in MS 1641   
116 Written as nefes in MS 1641  
117 Written as yā-yı müfrede in MS 1641    



88 
 

Bendīd fiʿl-i emr-i cemʿ-i muḫāṭabdur “bendīden”den. “Baġlañ” dimekdür. Fiʿl-i māżīnüñ 
müfred-i ġāyib ṣīġasıyla müşterekdür.    
Maḥmilhā: maḥmilüñ cemʿidür, “yükler” dimekdür.     
MaMaMaMaḥṣḥṣḥṣḥṣūlūlūlūl----i beyti beyti beyti beyt: “Baña cānān ḳonaḳlarında emnle dirlik ne müyesserdür.” Yaʿnī 
“müyesser degül.” İstifhām-ı inkārīdür. “Çün her vaḳt ve her nefes ceres feryād ider yaʿnī 
tenbīh ider ki yüklerüñüz baġlañ” ve cānāna tīzcek vāṣıl oluñ ki fırṣat ġanīmetdür.    
 

5 
Eج و آ,دا'� 986= ه���و '9@ � A�5ر� GH 

  ���I�� ران�&J&� �� ل�I *8آ<� دا� 
 

Şeb: gice  
Tārīk ve “tār”, “ḳaranlıḳ” maʿnāsınadur.  
Ü: iżāfet-i beyāniyyedür.  
Bīm: ḫavf 
Mevc: deñiz talġası.  
Ü: iżāfet-i lāmiyyedür.  
Girdāb: “çevlik” maʿnāsınadur. ʿArabca “durdūr” dirler. Yaʿnī “ṣu çevrindisi ve döndügi 
yer” ki ġarḳ olmaḳ ḫavfı olur.  
Yā vaḥdet veyā tenkīr içündür. “Ḥarf-i maṣdar” ṭutanlar maʿnāyı bilmemişler.  
Çünīn: mürekkebdür çün ile īnden. Çün bunda edāt-ı teşbīhdür. Īn ism-i işāretdür ḳarīb 
içün. Terkīb sebebiyle çünüñ vāvı ve īnüñ hemzesi ḥaẕf olınmışdur.  
Hāyil: “hevl”dendür, “ḳorḳu” maʿnāsına.   
Kucā: ḳanda 
Dānend: fiʿl-i mużāriʿ; “dānīden”den müştaḳḳ; cemʿ-i ġāʾib ṣīġasıdür. Emr-i ġāʾib ṣīġasıyla 
müşterekdür. “Bilürler” dimekdür.  
Ḥāl-i mā: ḥāl “emr ü şeʾn” maʿnāsınadur. Mā “biz” dimekdür “naḥnu” maʿnāsına.  
Sebük-bārān: sebük-bāruñ cemʿidür. Elif ve nūn ile cemʿ olmışdur ẕevi’l-ʿuḳūle ṣıfat 
oldıġıçün. Taḳdīr-i kelām, “merdān-ı sebük-bārān” dimekdür. Sebük “yeyni” yaʿnī “ḫafīf” 
ve bār bunda “yük”dür. Pes maʿnā “yeyni yükliler” dimekdür.  
Sāḥilhā: sāḥilüñ cemʿidür üslūb-ı ʿAcem üzre; “deñiz kenārı”, “şāṭiʾü’l-baḥr” maʿnāsına.   
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MaMaMaMaḥṣḥṣḥṣḥṣūlūlūlūl----i beyti beyti beyti beyt: “Şeb-i hicrān ẓulmeti ve raḳīb ḳorḳusı ve müʾebbed firāḳ girdābında 
ḳalmak ḫavfı. Pes biz ki böyle olavuz, ḳanda bilürler bizüm ḥālümüzi sāḥil ve ṣalda olup 
bīm-i aġyār u ḫavf-ı infiṣālde olmayanlar.”     
    

6 
* .1,ه $ آ�رم ز1�د آ��� '&*���� آ�9  

���)C� *ن آ� ���* .ن رازى آ?و ��ز���� 
 

Heme: iḥāṭa-i efrād içündür; “küll” maʿnāsına  
Kār: bunda “iş”, “fiʿl” maʿnāsınadur.  
Zi ḫod-kāmī: ḫod “kendi” maʿnāsına. Kām bunda “murād” maʿnāsınadur. Ḫod-kāmī vaṣf-
ı terkībī aḳsāmındandur, “kendi murād-ı dili” dimekdür. Yā ḥarf-i maṣdar.  
Be-bed-nāmī: bā ḥarf-i ṣıla, keşīde müteʿalliḳdür. Bed “yaramaz”;  nām “ism”; yā ḥarf-i 
maṣdardur. Bed-nām ıṣṭılāḥda “rüsvā” maʿnāsına; bed-nāmī “rüsvāylıḳ” maʿnāsına.  
Keşīd: bunda “inḳılāb ve taḥavvül” maʿnāsına fiʿl-i lāzımdur. Müteʿaddī degüldür baʿżılar 
ẓann eyledügi gibi. “Çekildi” dimekdür şarāb sirkeye ve süd yoġurda çekildigi gibi. Nite ki 
Ḥażret-i Mollā Cāmī’nüñ bu beytinden ẓāhirdür:  

Beyt 
&H��; � �L آW درون AY=u v�rى آ
9Ybآ �a9ردا�C wApآ�ر� w�YI W@ز 

Beyt 
 9:Xان روىAaYr ىAr ى�aC �Tl  

9Ybآ �a9@�ا�C �Bر� �Bآ�ر _� ر� 
Hilālī:  

Beyt 
9Yb9ا@� آYbCAE AM  �_ داى�E � وw آ

;mb ���ن >� �EACا@� آtf9Ybۀ   
Āḫir: kelime-i teʾkīddür sābıḳā beyān olınan gibi.  
Nihān: aṣlında “pinhān” idi. ‘Pā’yı ḥaẕf idüp taḫfīfen, ‘nūn’a kesre ḥareket virdiler. “Gizli” 
dimekdür; “ḫafī” maʿnāsına.  
Key: Fārsīde “ḳaçan” dimekdür.  
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Māned: fiʿl-i mużāriʿ-i müfred-i ġāʾib. Bunda “ḳalur” dimekdür. “Mānīden”den müştaḳḳdur. 
Lafẓ-ı müşterekdür. “Ḳalmaḳ” ve “ḳomaḳ” maʿnāsına gelür. Bir maʿnā daḫı vardur ki 
“beñzemek” yaʿnī müşābehet maʿnāsına ki “mānisten” maṣdarı da bu maʿnāya gelür. 
Ammā mā naḥnu fīhi maṣdaruñ birisi daḫı “mānden” gelür iştirāk üzere yaʿnī lāzımla 
müteʿaddī mā-beyninde. Pes Gülistānda:  

Beyt 
 ;=��AC A& و  ��Bب _=�ز

� wAk ه:�ز Lا�M ا�9آ� >��9 و 
Müteʿaddīdür. Lāzım degüldür cemīʿen şurrāḥuñ ẓann itdükleri gibi. Yaʿnī “āfitāb-ı 
temmūz berf-i ʿömrden az ḳodı” dimekdür. Pes mā naḥnu fīhide “ḳalur” dimekdür lāzım 
maʿnāsına.       
Ān: ism-i işāretdür.  
Rāz: “gizli iş”  
Yā: vaḥdet veyā tenkīr içündür.  
K’ez-ū: üç kelimeden müterekkibdür: Kiden ve ezden ve ūdan. Kiden hā-yı resmī ve 
ezden ve ūdan hemzeler ḥaẕf olınmışdur. Ū żamīr-i merfūʿ-ı münfaṣıldur “huve” maʿ
nāsına, rāza rāciʿdür.   
Sāzend: fiʿl-i mużāriʿ-i cemʿ-i ġāyib; “sāzīden”den “eylerler” dimekdür. Bir maʿnāsı daḫı 
vardur. İnşāʾ Allāhu Teʿālā yirinde beyān olına.   
Maḥfilhā: maḥfilüñ cemʿidür üslūb-ı ʿAcem üzre. Maḥfil “mecmaʿ” maʿnāsınadur.   
MaMaMaMaḥṣḥṣḥṣḥṣūlūlūlūl----i beyti beyti beyti beyt:    “Cemīʿ efʿāl ü aḥvālüm; kendi murādum ve maḳṣūdum muḳteżāsınca 
olduġumdan, yaʿnī kendi murādum ḥuṣūliyle muḳayyed olup cānān murādıyla taḳayyüd 
eylemedügümden, bed-nāmlıġa yaʿnī rüsvāylıġa müncerr ve münḳalib ve müteḥavvil 
oldı.”  
ḤḤḤḤāāāāṣṣṣṣılılılıl----ı kelı kelı kelı kelāāāāmmmm: Muḳteżā-yı ʿışḳ u maḥabbet, cānān göñlini ele getürmekdür mālla ve 
cānla ve maḳbūl-i ḫidmetle ve kemāl-i edeb ü erkānla. Belki eḳārib ü ebāʿid-i müteʿ
alliḳātınuñ, belki dergāh-ı devlet-fer ü südde-i saʿādet-maḳarrını pister ü bālīn idinen 
kelbinüñ riʿāyetini iltizām eylemek lāzım ü vācibdür. Nite ki dimişler: “İssini aġırlayan 
itine kemük atar.”   
Pes mıṣrāʿ-ı s̱ānīyi bu taḳrīre irsāl-i mes̱el idüp buyurur: “Ḳaçan maḫfī ḳalur bir rāz ki 
andan mecmaʿlar peydā ideler.”  
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Yaʿnī, bir sırr ki mecāmiʿ ü maḥāfilde söylene ḳaçan gizli ḳalur. Elbette gizli ḳalmaz. Zīrā 
Pآ 
�I WY:yع�L AEوز ا  . Nite ki şāʿir dimişdür:      

Beyt 
 9VC از@W راز ه[�� ��Bان M�E& ���ن
� ا�9 BM�E �:=`ت ازو ا��[M A�C � آ

Rāzdan maḥāfil ü mecāmiʿ peydā eylemekden maḳṣūd, cā-be-cā anı söyleşmekdür.  
 

7 
K��I ��� G��L اه� ازو�رى آ, ه � 1�MI 

ا�*��9 و اه ������ �� �5" �= �5�ى دع   
 

Ḥużūr: naḳīż-i “ġıybet”dür ve “sefer” muḳābilinde de müstaʿmeldür. Ammā bunda murād 
“istirāḥat”dür.  
Yā: vaḥdet veyā tenkīr içündür.  
Ḫˇāhī: fiʿl-i mużāriʿ-i muḫāṭabdur; “ḫˇāhīden”den müştaḳḳ. “Eger ḥużūr dilerseñ” 
dimekdür.   
Ez-ū: ū żamīri mıṣrāʿ-ı s̱ānīnüñ mażmūnına yaʿnī feḥvāsına maṣrūfdur. İżmār ḳable’ẕ-ẕ
ikr ṭarīḳiyle ẕāt-ı Bārī’ye ircāʿı efḥeş-i ḫaṭāyādandur.  
Ġāyib: muḳābil-i “ḥāżır”dur. Ammā bunda “ġāfil” murāddur. Nite ki baʿżı nüsaḫda vākiʿ
dür.  
Me-şov: fiʿl-i nehy-i muḫāṭabdur. “Olma” dimekdür.  
Ḥāfıẓ: münādādur. Ḥarf-i nidāsı ḥaẕf olınmışdur. Aṣlında “Ey Ḥāfıẓ” dimekdür.  
Metā: esmāʾ-i menḳūṣadan iki fiʿl-i mużāriʿi cezm ider. Müşterekdür şarṭla istifhām 
beyninde. Bunda şarṭ içündür.  
Mā: ḥarf-i zāyid; teʾkīd içün.   
Telḳa: fiʿl-i mużāriʿ-i muḫāṭabdur. “Laḳiye”, “yelḳā”; yaʿnī “ʿalime” bābından. Lāmü’l-fiʿli 
cezmle düşmişdür. “Bulışasın” dimekdür. Taḳdīr-i kelām  
�f[_ اردت ان �B< dimekdür tā ki maʿnā müstaḳīm ola. Nite ki ة�[tا�� ا� SB=� اذا ’da 
böyledür.   
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Men: ism-i mevṣūldür; “elleẕī” maʿnāsına. Eks̱er ẕevi’l-ʿuḳūlde müstaʿmeldür. Mefʿūl 
bihidür telḳānuñ. “Ez-ūda olan żamīr-i ġāyib men lafẓına rāciʿdür iżmār ḳable’ẕ-ẕikr 
ṭarīḳiyle” diyen hem tenāḳuż söyledi ve hem ḫaṭā eyledi.   
Tehvā: “ʿalime” bābından fiʿl-i mużāriʿ-i muḫāṭabdur. “Seversin” dimekdür. İsm-i 
mevṣūlüñ ṣılasıdur. Aṣlında “tehvāhu” idi. Mevṣūle rāciʿ olan żamīr-i menṣūb ḥaẕf 
olmışdur.  
Daʿ ed-dünyā: daʿ “tedaʿ”dan müştaḳḳ emr-i muḫāṭabdur. “Terk eyle” dimekdür. Maṣdarı 
ve māżīsi müstaʿmel degüldür. Ammā ism-i fāʿili ve ism-i mefʿūli nedretle müstaʿmeldür. 
Ed-dünyā: dünyā “cihān” dimekdür. 
Ve ehmilhā: ehmil emr-i muḫāṭabdur “ehmele,” “yuhmilu”dan yaʿnī ifʿāl bābından. “Terk 
eyle” dimekdür “daʿ” gibi. Hā żamīr-i menṣūb-ı muttaṣıl; rāciʿdür dünyāya. Āḫirinde elif-i 
teʾnīs̠ olduġından aña teʾnīs̱ żamīri rāciʿ oldı.    
MaMaMaMaḥṣḥṣḥṣḥṣūlūlūlūl----i beyti beyti beyti beyt: “Eger ḥużūr ister isen ey Ḥāfıẓ, andan ġāfil olma” yaʿnī “sevdügüñe vāṣıl 
olmaḳ dilersen dünyāyı terk eyle”; yaʿnī yolına beẕl eyle ve ḫıdmetine ṣarf eyle.  
Ẕikr-i maḥall ü irāde-i ḥāl ḳabīlindendür. Emvāl ü esbāb-ı dünyeviyye murāddur beyt-i 
sābıḳda ẕikr olan gibi. Zīrā esbāb-ı vuṣlatuñ aḳvāsı māldur. Andan ṣoñra beẕl-i nefs yaʿ
nī şāyeste-i ḫıdmet, andan ṣoñra cānān murād idinürse ʿilm ü maʿrifetdür. 

 
 

GII 
 

1 
� H از روى ر��1ن =�I +�� وغ,� اى 

� H ان*P'� از �6+ ز��ب روى 1. 
 
Ey: ḥarf-i nidā; münādāsı maḥẕūf. “Ey cānān” dimekdür. Mā-baʿdı maḳṣūdün bi’n-
nidādur. 
Fürūġ: ismdür “żiyā” maʿnāsına.  
Māh: ay; lafẓ-ı müşterekdür. Bunda “cirm-i ḳamer” murāddur. 
Ḥüsn: güzellik 
Rūy: yüz 
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Raḫşān: ṣıfat-ı müşebbehedür “raḫşīden”den; “yıldıraġan” maʿnāsına  
Şumā: siz; “entüm” maʿnāsına. Żamīr-i merfūʿ-ı münfaṣıldur. 
Āb-rūy: yüz ṣuyı; “ʿırż” maʿnāsına. 
Ḫūb: güzel 
Yā: ḥarf-i maṣdar 
Çāh: kuyı; bunda “çuḳur” murāddur. 
Zenaḫdān ve “zenaḫ”, “eñek” maʿnāsınadur. 
MaMaMaMaḥṣḥṣḥṣḥṣūūūūllll----i beyti beyti beyti beyt: “Ey cānān, güzellik ayınuñ żiyāsı sizüñ yıldıraġan yüzüñüzdendür.”  
Yaʿnī  felegüñ ayı güneşden nūr alduġı gibi güzellik ayı sizden nūr u żiyā alur dimekdür. 
Māhuñ ḥüsne iżāfeti istiʿāre ṭarīḳiyledür.  
“Ey cānān, güzellik yüzi ṣuyı sizüñ eñegüñüz ḳuyısındandur”; yaʿnī çukurından. ḤḤḤḤāāāāṣṣṣṣılıılıılıılı: 
Cemīʿen ḥüsn ü leṭāfet  sizüñ zenaḫdānuñuzda maḥṣūrdur, her güzel ḥüsni andan alur, 
ay güneşden alduġı gibi.  
İki mıṣrāʿ tekerrür-i ḫaber ḳabīlindendür. 
 

2 
�� رب آ$ ه *���ن H��* آ� ده* د�R ا�= L,ض  

� H ن���,; Sع �� ز���1-, �<  
 
Key: bunda “ḳaçan” dimekdür.  
Dehed: fiʿl-i mużāriʿ-i müfred-i ġāyib; “dehīden”den “virür” dimekdür.  
Dest: el 
Ġaraż: bunda “murād” maʿnāsınadur.  
Yā Rābb: bunuñ gibi yirde “ʿacabā” maʿnasınadur.  
Hem-destān: hem edāt-ı muḳārenet; “hem-ḫāne” ve “hem-hücre” gibi; “ḫānedaş” ve 
“hücredaş” dimekdür. Destān, “dāstān”dan muḫaffef; “ḥikāyet” maʿnāsına. “Ḥikāyet-daş” 
dimekdür. Bir maʿnāsı daḫı vardur. İnşāʾ Allāh maḥallinde beyān olına.  
Şevend: fiʿl-i mużāriʿ-i cemʿ-i ġāyib; “şevīden”den; “olalar” dimekdür.  
Ḫāṭır: aṣlında “göñüle gelen”dür. Ṣoñra “göñül”e ıṭlāḳ eylediler ẕikr-i ḥāl ve irāde-i maḥall 
ṭarīḳiyle.  
Zülf: “ḳulaḳ öñinden inen ṣaçlar”dur.  
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Perīşān: “ṭaġuḳ” dimekdür.  
MaMaMaMaḥṣḥṣḥṣḥṣūūūūllll----i beyti beyti beyti beyt: “ʿAcabā bu murād ḳaçan el virür ki muṣāḥib ola bizüm ḫāṭır-ı mecmūʿ
umuz ve senüñ perīşān zülfüñ.”  
İstifhām-ı inkārī ṭarīḳiyle yaʿnī ikisinüñ muṣāḥabeti ve muḳāreneti müyesser degüldür. 
Zīrā bizüm ḫāṭırumuzuñ cemʿiyyetine bāʿis̱ zülfde ḳarār eylemekle olur. Bu ise 
muḥālldür. Zīrā zülfde ḳarār mücaʿʿad ve tāb-dār olmaġla olur. Pes bu ġaraż el virmez.  
 

3 
+*�. G�,' دارد �3ن �م د�*ار 5?# 
� H ن��,� R�96 *�.,' �� ز آ,دد�' 

 
ʿAzm: “ḳaṣd u niyyet” maʿnāsınadur. 
Dīdār: “yüz” ve “görme” maʿnāsında müstaʿmeldür. Vaṣf-ı terkībīdür. Aṣlında “ārende-i 
dīd” idi, “görme getürici”, soñra “yüz”de ve “görme”de istiʿmāl eylediler. 
Tu: vāv-ı resmīyle “sen” dimekdür; “ente” maʿnāsına. Gāh olur ki ‘vāv’ını żarūret-i vezn-
içün telaffuẓ iderler.  
Cān: “rūḥ-ı ḥayvānī”ye dirler; rūḥ-ı insānīye “revān”. 
Ber-leb āmede: ber bunda edāt-ı istiʿlādur; “ʿalā” maʿnāsına. Leb bunda “dudaḳ” maʿ
nāsınadur. Āmede “gelmiş” maʿnāsına; māżīden bir ḳısmdur. Türkīde ism-i mefʿūl 
degüldür baʿżılar ẓann eyledügi gibi.  
Cān lafẓı ber-leb ʿibāretine mużāfdur bu beytdeki gibi:  

Beyt   
w9<  "� AC ن�L اى Wآ AHl 9و روزى|@ 
� �MاهS در �QKر دو�q�C &Eرم _Aاaزا� 

Āṣafī: 
dT� �gY�< ر�=YC W< "YHj 9I 
 آ� >Aا �Lن w9<  "[C وا >A}Yدد

Ve lehu: 
  >9ى _� ز��L &Hن w9<  "[C را

 ;~ر �Mاه� آ:S ا>Aوز آ� >�=�ن دارم
Pes “Cān ber-leb āmede cümle-i ḥāliyyedür” diyen ḫaṭā eyledi.  
Bāz: bunda “gerü” dimekdür.  
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Gerded: fiʿl-i mużāriʿ-i müfred-i ġāyib; “gerdīden”den. “Dönmek”dür “ʿavdet” maʿnāsına. 
Maḳām-ı istifhāmda vāḳiʿ olmış; “dönsün mi” maʿnāsına.  
Yā: ḥarf-i ʿaṭfdur; ʿArabīde “ev” [ْاَو] gibi.  
Ber-āyed: bi-ḥasebi’l-luġa “yuḳarı gelür” veyā “yuḳarı gele.” Ammā bunda “çıḳmaḳ”dan 
taʿbīrdür; “ḫurūc” maʿnāsına. “Çıḳsun mı” dimekdür istifhām ṭarīḳiyle.  
Fermān: “buyruḳ”dur; “emr” maʿnāsına.  
MaMaMaMaḥṣḥṣḥṣḥṣūūūūllll----i beyti beyti beyti beyt: “Lebe gelmiş cān seni görmek ḳaṣdın ṭutar. Girü dönsün mi yoḫsa çıḳsun 
mı? Emrüñüz nedür?” 
YaYaYaYaʿʿʿʿnnnnīīīī: ‘Cān-ı ʿazīzi saña teslīm ideyin mi yoḫsa yine yirine varsun mı? Buyruġuñuz 
nedür?’ dimekdür.     
  

4 
 دور دار از W�1 و 1�ن دا�= 6� V�' �� ,'رى

� H �9ر�* �,'�ن�' $� آ8*ر�= ر+ آ�
 

Dūr: “ıraḳ”dur; “baʿīd” maʿnāsına.  
Dār: emr-i muḫāṭabdur “dārīden”den. “Ṭut” dimekdür.  
Ḫāk: ṭopraḳ  
Dāmen ve “dāmān”, “etek”dür; “ẕeyl” maʿnāsına. İnsānda ve ġayrīde müstaʿmeldür.  
Çü: ḥarf-i taʿlīl; “çūn”dan muḫaffef. 
Ber-mā: bizüm üstümüze; “ʿaleynā” maʿnāsına.  
Be-güẕerī: bā ḥarf-i teʾkīd; güẕerī fiʿl-i mużāriʿ-i muḫāṭabdur; “güẕerīden”den; “geçersin” 
dimekdür.   
Kenderīn: üç kelimeden müterekkibdür: Birisi kidür ki ḥarf-i taʿlīldür. Ve birisi de 
enderdür ki edāt-ı ẓarfdur ki “der” bundan muḫaffefdür. Ve birisi de īn ki ism-i işāretdür 
ḳarībe. Pes terkīble, kiden hā-i resmī ve enderle īnden hemzeler ḥaẕf olmışdur.  
Reh: “rāh”dan muḫaffefdür; “yol” yaʿnī “sebīl” maʿnāsına.  
MaMaMaMaʿʿʿʿllllūūūūm ola kim ola kim ola kim ola ki Fārsīde ‘vāv’dan ve ‘yā’dan ve elifden ṣoñra ki hā-yı aṣliyye vāḳiʿ olsa bu 
ḥarfleri ḥaẕf eylemek cāyizdür. Mes̱elā “ṭaġ”a “kūh” ve “kuh” ve “köy”e “dīh” ve “dih” ve 
“ay”a “māh”, “meh” dirler ve ḳıs ʿalā hāẕā.   
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Geşte: ‘gāf’uñ fetḥiyle “olmış” dimekdür. Māżīden bir ḳısmdur; “geşten”den. “Geşten” ve 
“gerdīden” maṣdarlardur; “ṣayrūret” maʿnāsına. Bu cihetdendür ki “intiḳāl” maʿnālarında 
müstaʿmeldür. Gāh olur ki “dönmek” maʿnālarında müstaʿmeldür. Mes̱elā “giderken 
dönmek” ve “Mevlevīler gibi dönmek”.  
Bisyār: “çoḳ” dimekdür; “kes̱īr” maʿnāsına. Bisyārend lafẓındaki ‘nūn’la ‘dāl’ “est” lafẓınuñ 
edāt-ı cemʿidür. Bunda maʿnā cihetinden geşteye muḳayyeddür. Żarūret-i vezniçün teʾḫīr 
olmışdur.  
Ḳurbān: luġatde “şol şeydür ki anuñla Allāh’a yaḳīn olasın”. Ammā bunda “Allāh içün 
kesilen ḳoyun ve ġayrısı” murāddur.  
MaMaMaMaḥṣḥṣḥṣḥṣūūūūllll----i beyti beyti beyti beyt: “Bizüm üstümüzden geçdükde yaʿnī yanumuza uġraduḳda etegüñi 
ḳandan ve ṭopraḳdan ıraḳ ṭut”; yaʿnī etegüñ çekerek ekābirāne geç. “Zīrā bu yolda ki biz 
yıḳılup yaturuz çoḳ kimseler sizüñ ḳurbānuñuz olup yaturlar”; yaʿnī ʿuşşāḳ, yoluñda 
ḳırılup yatur.  
Maḳṣūd, cānāna şefḳat idüp andan merḥamet ṭaleb eylemesidür.  
 

5 
 دل 1,ا'� �8�9* د�*اررا .آ$ آ98*

� H ن �3ن �= و �3ن�� ز���8ر اى دو�
 

Ḫarāb: yıḳıḳ; “ʿimāret”üñ żıddıdur.  
Yā: ḥarf-i maṣdar 
Mī-koned: mī ḥarf-i ḥāl; koned fiʿl-i mużāriʿ-i müfred-i ġāyib; “eyler” dimekdür. 
Dil-dār: vaṣf-ı terkībīdür; “dārīden”den; “göñül ṭutıcı” dimekdür. Maʿnā-yı lāzımīsi “göñül 
alıcı”dur yaʿnī “ḳabż idici”. Aṣlında “dārende-i dil” idi. Pes edāt-ı fāʿili ki ‘nūn’ ve ‘dāl’ ve 
hā-yı resmīdür ḥaẕf idüp maʿnā-yı ʿāmm-ı terkībīden maʿnā-yı ḫāṣṣ-ı ʿilmiyyeye naḳl 
eylemek-içün mużāfun ileyh taḳdīm idüp “dil-dār” didiler. Cemīʿen müştaḳḳātden olan 
vaṣf-ı terkīblerde bu ḳāʿide cārīdür. “Māl-dār” ve “diz-dār” ve “ser-dār” bu ḳabīldendür. 
Ḥāṣılı, dil-dār bunuñ gibi maḳāmlarda “cānān”dan ʿibāretdür.  
Rā: edāt-ı mefʿūldür.  
Āgeh: “āgāh”dan muḫaffefdür ḳāʿide-i sābıḳa üzre; “āgāh” da “āgāhīden”den. Cemīʿisi 
lāzımla müteʿaddī beyninde müşterekdür; “duymaḳ” ve “duyurmaḳ” maʿnāsına.  
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Konīd: fiʿl-i cemʿ-i emr-i muḫāṭab; “eyleñ” dimekdür, “āgeh eyleñ” maʿnāsına; yaʿnī “dil-
dāra ṭuyuruñ”. 
Zīnhār iy dūstān: zīnhār ‘yā’nuñ s̱übūtiyle bunda teʾkīd içündür; “elbette” maʿnāsına. Gāh 
olur ki ‘yā’sını ḥaẕf idüp “zinhār” diler. İy hemzenüñ kesri ve ‘yā’nuñ sükūniyle Fārsīde 
ḥarf-i nidādur. Dūstān elif ve ‘nūn’la cemʿ olmışdur ẕevi’l-ʿuḳūlden olduġıçün.   
Cān-ı men u cān-ı şumā: Fārsīde bu ‘vāv’, ʿArabīde  �BVYu و PLر Pآ  ‘vāv’ı gibi 
muḳārenet maʿnāsını virür. Nite ki şāʿir dir: 

Beyt 
� ��ش _� و >��B و M=�ر;AL 9اى ر� 

>� ا��& >� و ��bط >�mb; �B و  
Baʿżılar didiler “ ‘vāv’ sektdür, żarūret-i vezn-içün gelmişdür”.  
Taḳdīr-i kelām, “cān-ı men cān-ı şumāst” yaʿnī “benüm cānum sizüñ cānuñuzdur”. 
Ḥāṣılı, ‘kendi cānuñuza ne lāyıḳ ise benüm cānuma anı eyleñ’.  
MaMaMaMaḥṣḥṣḥṣḥṣūūūūllll----i beyti beyti beyti beyt: “Göñül ḫarāblıḳ ideyorur, yaʿnī ifşāʾ-i rāz ideyorur, dil-dārı āgāh eyleñ 
elbette ey dūstlar zīrā benüm cānum hemān sizüñ cānuñuzdur” yāḫūd “benüm cānum 
sizüñ cānuñuzladur; her ne ki benüm cānuma olursa sizüñ cānuñuza ol olur”.  
ḤḤḤḤāāāāṣṣṣṣılılılıl----ı kelı kelı kelı kelāāāāmmmm: ‘Göñül bī-ḳarār olup āh-ı āteşīnle cihānı yaḳup yıḳayorur ve siz de dil-dār 
da cihāna dāḫilsiz. Pes dil-dārı āgāh eyleñ ki göñlüme merḥamet eylesün, ḫalāṣ 
bulasız’.  
Zīnhār lafẓı iki vechle teʾkīde ḳābildür: ḫarābī mī-konede de ve āgāh konīde de teʾ
emmüldür.    
 
 

6 
 Rور �,آ�*' XآR9��� �&�R از #�,-  

� H ن��8* ����رى ' �Hآ$ �(,و $' 
 

Kes: kimse 
Be-devr: bā ḥarf-i ẓarf; devr ve “devrān” ʿArabīde “dönmek”dür ammā ʿAcem “zamān” 
maʿnāsında istiʿmāl ider.  
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Nergis: Rūm’da “zerrīn ḳadeḥ” didükleri çiçekdür. “Göz”i şuʿarā aña teşbīh iderler teşbīh-
i kināye ṭarīḳiyle. ʿArab taʿrīb idüp “nercis” dir zīrā anlar taʿrībde kāf-ı ʿAcemī[y]i ‘cīm’e 
ibdāl iderler, “beng”e “benc” didükleri gibi. Pes şol maʿhūd ṣarı çiçege “nergis” diyen maʿ
nāda ḫaṭā eylemiş:  

Beyt 
 �Aآd اوزرvAC w زرد و ژا�� �A آS واردر

� د@O=�U درهS و د@:�ردر:YkاAX ار 
Rūm’da “zerrīn ḳadeḥ” didüklerine ʿAcem “nergis” didügine Kātibī’nüñ nergis redīfli 
ḳaṣīdesinde bu beyt şāhiddür: 

Beyt 
�j AE ر و�BEد �B�C ۀY��`ر���  

dآA� �:;و ر ���T@A� &Eا �B�aI در 
Ve bu rübāʿī-i Busḥāḳ: 

Rübāʿī 
 W=X �از رخ او �b& >:�ر�Aآd آ  

 ��@:9 آ� دارد Ar SYE �fHj از زر
�g�Cق �� زر دارد و �� SYEۀ در د@9  

AT;U< س�j e@ ن _:� دارد و�� OI 
“Nān-ı teng” diyü “yufḳa etmegi”ne dirler.  
Ve Hilālī’nüñ bu beyti:   

Beyt 
dآA� �X دAآ W=X مU; م و �9ح�L �C 

داI&هAآd آ� در@W دور SYE ZaC و زرى   
Tā: żamīr-i muḫāṭab  
Ṭarf: ‘rā’nuñ sükūniyle ʿArabīde “göz” yaʿnī “çeşm” maʿnāsınadur. Ammā ʿAcemde 
“cānib” ve “fāyide” maʿnāsınadur. Bunda “fāyide” maʿnāsınadur. 
Yā: vaḥdet veyā tenkīr içündür. 
ʿĀfiyet: bunda “perhīz-kārlıḳ” maʿnāsınadur.  
Bih: “yeg” dimekdür.  
Ne-fürūşend: fiʿl-i nefy-i müstaḳbel-i cemʿ-i ġāyib; “ṣatmayalar” dimekdür. Maṣdarı 
“fürūşīden” gelür. Nūn-ı müfrede Fārsīde ḥarf-i nefydür.  
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Mestūrī: ‘yā’ ḥarf-i maṣdar; mestūrīden “perhīz-kārlıḳ” murāddur. Tefennün fi’l-ʿibāret 
eyledi.  
Be-mestān: bā ḥarf-i ṣıla; mestān elif ve ‘nūn’la cemʿ eyledi ẕevi’l-ʿuḳūl mertebesin ilḥāḳ 
eylemekle. Zīrā murād “çeşm”dür ve “çeşm”i elif ve ‘nūn’la cemʿ idegelmişlerdür:  

Beyt 
� 9�ACشIآ� Aن _� ه�=bX و �bYI دل 

 >��H< 9:Bدا آ� C:� آ� aI::9ش
MaMaMaMaḥṣḥṣḥṣḥṣūūūūllll----i beyti beyti beyti beyt: “Kimse senüñ çeşmüñ zamānında perhīz-kārlıḳdan fāyide baġlamadı yaʿ
nī müstefīd olmadı”; zīrā her kimse ki seni gördi mest-i ʿışḳuñ oldı. Ḥāṣılı, ‘tamām-ı ʿ
ālemi esrük ü dīvāne eyledüñ’ dimekdür.  
Pes “Yegdür ki perhīz-kārlıḳ ve mestūrluḳ ṣatmayalar sizüñ mestāne çeşmüñüze”. Ẕikr-i 
cüzʾ irāde-i küll ḳabīlindendür. Yaʿnī murād kendidür. Çeşme nisbet mestūrluḳ ḫūb vāḳiʿ 
olmış. 
  

7 
,�� *H *اه�د �� '9*ار 1�اب .��1 RP' 
� H زان آ$ زد ', د�*+ .'� روى ر��1ن 

 
Baḫt: ṭāliʿ; muʿarrebdür; ʿArabīsi “cedd”dür. 
Ḫˇāb: “uyḳu” ve “düş” maʿnāsına; “ḫˇābīden”den  
Ālūd: ismdür “ālūden”den; “bulaşmaḳ” maʿnāsına.  
Ḫˇāb-ālūd: “uyḳu bulaşıġı” dimekdür.  
Bīdār: uyanıḳ 
Ḫˇāhed şod: ḫˇāhed “diler” maʿnāsına. Şod fiʿl-i māżī-i müfred-i ġāyib; bunda maṣdar ma
ʿnāsınadur. Zīrā māżī mużāriʿe muḳārin olsa maṣdar maʿnāsı murād olur; “ḫˇāhed 
şoden” maʿnāsına.  
Meger: bunda “ki-ennehu” maʿnāsınadur. 
Zān ki: aṣlında “ez ān ki”dür: ān ism-i işāret; ki ḥarf-i taʿlīl.  
Zed: fiʿl-i māżī-i müfred-i ġāyib; “urdı” dimekdür “zeden”den.  
Ber-dīde: ber bunda bā-yı ṣıla maʿnāsınadur; dīde bunda “göz” dimekdür.  
Ābī: yā ḥarf-i vaḥdet veyā tenkīr. Bunda ābı rūya mużāf eyleyen ḫaṭā eyledi.  
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MaMaMaMaḥṣḥṣḥṣḥṣūūūūllll----i beyti beyti beyti beyt: “Ki-ennehu bizüm ḫˇāb-ālūd ve ḫˇāb-nāk ṭāliʿümüz uyanısardur zīrā 
senüñ rūy-ı raḫşānuñ baḫtumuñ gözine ṣu sepdi”.  
YaYaYaYaʿʿʿʿnnnnīīīī:::: ‘senüñ rūy-ı raḫşānuñı görmemüz ṭāliʿümüzüñ bīdārlıġına bāʿis̱dür’. Zīrā 
meşhūrdur ki bir kimsenüñ ṭāliʿi ḫˇābda olsa kendü elemde olur ammā ṭāliʿi bīdār olsa 
kendi rāḥat olur. Pes “Baḫt-ı ḫˇāb-ālūd, baḫt-ı bed maʿnāsınadur” dimek beddür.  
 

8 
�ۀ'� 0&� ه ,ا+ '(,�R از رR1 آ�*�  

� H ن�� '�آ$ '��� '�8��@ از �1ك '�
 

Bā-ṣabā: bā “maʿa” maʿnāsına; ṣabā sābıḳā beyān olmışdur.  
Hem-rāh: hem edāt-ı muḳārenet; hem-rāh “yoldaş” dimekdür.  
Be-firist: fiʿl-i müfred-i emr-i muḫāṭab; “firistīden”den. 
Ez-ruḫet: ez bunda min-i tebʿīżiyye maʿnāsınadur. Ruḫ “yañaḳ”dur. Bunda “yüz” 
murāddur ẕikr-i cüzʾ ve irāde-i küll maʿnāsına.  
Gol-desteʾi: hemze ḥarf-i tevessül veyā ḥarf-i vaḥdet; nite ki sābıḳā taḥḳīḳ olmışidi. “Bir 
ṭutam gül” dimekdür.  
Bū ki: bū bunda “boved” lafẓından maḳṣūrdur. Bū ki “ola ki” dimekdür. Bu ki ʿibāreti 
lāzımdur, ansız müstaʿmel degüldür.  
MaMaMaMaḥṣḥṣḥṣḥṣūūūūllll----i beyti beyti beyti beyt: “Ey cānān, ruḫuñ gülşeninden ṣabāyla bir deste gül irsāl eyle, ola ki 
ayaġuñ baṣduġı bustānuñ türābından bir ḳoḳucuk ṭuyayduk”.  
YaYaYaYaʿʿʿʿnnnnīīīī:::: Ayaġuñ baṣduġı bustānuñ türābı hemān gül ḳoḳusın virür. Pes ruḫsāruñ gülin 
istişmām, hemān ḫāk-i pāyuñ istişmāmıdur.  
Baʿżılar bu beyti ġayrinüñ terzīḳ-i taḳdīrātıyla taḳrīr idüp beyān eylediler ve ziyāde 
pesend eylediler. Ḥaḳḳ bu kim ṭabʿında zerre miḳdārı istiḳāmeti olan kimesne bu maḳūle 
heẕeyānātı jāj-ı Bāḳil ḳabīlinden ʿadd ider. 
 

9 
 # ,�5ن '�د و �,اد اى ����9ن '?م 3@
� H آ,6$ �3م �� ��* ;,�� '*وران 
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ʿOmr-e tān: lafẓındaki tā ḫiṭāb içün ve elif ve ‘nūn’, żamīri cemʿ içündür. Zīrā Fārsīde 
żamāyir elif ve ‘nūn’la cemʿ olur. Mes̱elā “dil-e tān” ve “dil-e şān” ve “dil-e mān” dirler ve 
bu żamāyirüñ mā-ḳabli meftūḥ oḳınur. Gāh olur ki żarūret-i vezn-içün sākin oḳınur:  

Beyt 
 AE ن�bاز د� AgC mb;زدAC  

  _�I Oق C`�ن �Iن در زد
Bād: emr-i ġāyib ṣīġasıdur. “Bovīden”den müştaḳḳ; “olsun” dimekdür. Mevāḳiʿ-i duʿāda 
istiʿmāli eks̱erdür bundaki gibi.  
Bezm: meclis  
Cem: Ḥażret-i Süleymān Peyġam-ber’dür. Nite ki Ḫˇāce Ḥāfıẓ buyurur:  

Beyt 
 wرت د�bC را SL S_�M&=_�M W�gC  

W<Aاه &Eد w�_د ازو آ�Aآ Sc;ا SEا � آ
Cām: ayaḳlı ḳadeḥ 
Por-mey: şarābla ṭolu 
Be-dovrān: bā ḥarf-i ẓarf; dovrān ‘vāv’uñ sükūniyle Fārsīde “zamān” maʿnāsında müstaʿ
meldür. Bunda bezme nisbet ḫūb vāḳiʿ olmış.  
MaMaMaMaḥṣḥṣḥṣḥṣūūūūllll----i beyti beyti beyti beyt: “ʿÖmrüñüz uzun ve murāduñuz ḥāṣıl olsun ey pādişāh meclisinüñ sāḳīleri 
egerçi bizüm ḳadeḥümüz sizüñ zamānuñuzda pür-mey olmadı”. 
Murādı, pādişāh-ı Yezd’e taʿrīżdür. Zīrā Ḫˇāce anı medḥ eylemiş imiş ve medḥine 
muḳābil ṣıla ve cāyize virmemiş imiş. Nite ki bir ḳıṭʿada buyurur:  

Beyt 
 w�I هA>�زم �e@ w9@9 ز>�ن Zp� 9l آAد

 U@ w�Iدم د@9 و >OK9 آAدم و هS�Y �9اد
Pes murādı Ḫˇāce’nüñ budur ki ‘Ey şāh-ı Yezd ʿömrüñ ve devletüñ uzun olsun egerçi 
beni behr-mend idüp murādum virmedüñ’ dimekdür.  
 

10 
�K د#��� '�8� .��89 '���I *8�9� 

��H E2, ا���ن H �روزئ �� '�د   
 

Bu beytüñ nüsḫaları muḫtelif vāḳiʿ olmış. Baʿżısı mesṭūr olan gibi ve baʿżısı: 
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�aC WY<  و �:bC د;� و J��K 9:aY< 
Ve baʿżısı:  

�aC �:Y<  �:bC د;� و J��K 9:aY< 
Duʿāyīde ve āminīde yālar vaḥdet veyā tenkīr içündür. 
Rūzī: “rızḳ” ve “naṣīb” maʿnālarında müstaʿmeldür.  
Şekker-efşān: vaṣf-ı terkībīdür; “efşānīden”den; “şeker ṣaçıcı” maʿnāsına. Aṣlında 
şekker muḫaffefdür, żarūret-i vezn-içün müşedded ḳılınmışdur. Zīrā Reşīdü’d-dīn Vaṭvāṭ 
ʿArūżında “Luġat-ı ʿAcemde teşdīd yoḳdur” dimiş. Ḥattā “ḫurrem” ve “ferruḫ” aṣlında 
muḫaffefdür, ġalebe-i istiʿmālle müşedded ḳılınmışdur.  
MaMaMaMaḥṣḥṣḥṣḥṣūūūūllll----i beyti beyti beyti beyt: “Ḥāfıẓ duʿā eyler ey cānān, sen işit ve āmīn di”. Ol duʿā budur: “Bizüm 
naṣībümüz olsun sizüñ şeker ṣaçıcı dudaġuñuz”.  
 

11 
 اى 0&� '� ��آ�8ن �H, �?د از �� '��

� H آ�ن�ى 6����8ن آH �� "I ,� آ�ى 
 

Baʿżı nüsḫada آ�ى ���ان  düşmiş. İkisi de gūya münāsibdür.  
Murād “şehr-i Yezd’üñ sākinleri”nden şāh-ı Yezd kendidür. Taʿẓīmen cemʿ eylemişdür. 
Ve şehr-i  Yezd “Şīrāz’dan üç günlük yoldur” dirler ve Rükn-ābād ṣuyı ki menbaʿı 
Şīrāz’dur Yezd’e aḳar ve ṣuyuñ iki cānibi sögüdle ḳavaḳ dikilmişdür. Şöyle ki yolcılar 
güneşden hīç zaḥmet görmezmiş. Ve bu iki şehrüñ mā-beyni ġāyetle maʿmūr imiş 
Toḳatla Amāsiyye mā-beyni gibi. Ve’l-ʿuhdetu ʿale’r-rāvī. 
Ḥaḳḳ nā-şināsān: “küfrān-ı niʿmet” maʿnāsınadur.  
Gūy: ṭop 
Çevgān: cīm ü kāf-ı ʿAcem-ile bir “uzun degnek”dür; ucı egri, keşīşler ʿaṣāsı gibi ki 
anuñla at üzerinde oyun oynarlar. Yaʿnī bir ṭopı meydāna ṣalarlar ve ol çevgānla anı 
ortadan ḳaparlar. Her kim ki ḳaparsa devlet anuñdur.  
MaMaMaMaḥṣḥṣḥṣḥṣūūūūllll----i beyti beyti beyti beyt: “Ey ṣabā, şehr-i Yezd’de sākin olan pādişāha ve aʿyān-ı devlete söyle ki 
küfrān-ı niʿmetüñüz olanlaruñ başı sizüñ çevgānuñuz ṭopı olsun”.  
Mıṣrāʿ-ı s̱ānī ḥaşv-ı melīḥ ṭarīḳıyla vāḳiʿ olmış. Aṣl-ı maḳūl-i ḳavl, gelecek beytdür. Yaʿnī: 
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12 
R�9� دور R آ,6$ دور�@ از '��ط �,ب و ه 

H +�H ��9@ و [�8 1�ان H �ۀ '8*  
 

Bisāṭ: “döşenen eşyā”da müstaʿmeldür.  
Ḳurb: “yaḳınlıḳ”dur. 
Himmet: Kesr-i ‘hā’yla ve fetḥiyle luġatdür “irādet” maʿnāsına. 
MaMaMaMaḥṣḥṣḥṣḥṣūūūūllll----i beyti beyti beyti beyt: “Ey Yezd’üñ sākinleri, egerçi sizden vücūdumuz ve tenümüz ıraḳdur 
ammā himmetümüz ıraḳ degüldür”; yaʿnī göñlümüzden çıḳmazsız. “Pādişāhuñuzuñ ḳulı 
ve sizüñ duʿācuñuzuz”.   
Murādı pādişāhı istiʿṭāfdur.  
 

13 
�� اى ��8�H+ '�8* ا1�, 1*ارا ه 

� H ان�ا� W�1 آ,دون �@ ه ^���5 '& 
 

Şehenşāh: “şāhānşāh”dan meʾḫūẕdur. Aṣlı “şāh-ı şāhān” idi. “Pādişāhlar pādişāhı” 
dimekdür, “begler begi” gibi. 
Bolend: ‘bā’nuñ fetḥiyle ve żammıyla luġatdür.  
Aḫter: Fārsīde “yıldız”dur ammā “ṭāliʿ ü baḫt” maʿnāsında istiʿmāli çoḳdur:  

Beyt 
��< A�< آ:9 از �@�`C AYE مABMا 

 ���Hدw اAy از ا�`S و ا�[v ا�`�آ  
Ḫodā-rā: Ḫodā Tañrı; rā edāt-ı taḫṣīṣ veyā edāt-ı ḳasem 
Himmetīde yā vaḥdet veyā tenkīr 
Tā: ḥarf-i taʿlīl 
Be-būsem: bā teʾkīd içün; būsem bāʾ-i ʿArabīyle fiʿl-i mużāriʿ-i mütekellim-i vaḥde 
ṣīġasıdur. Bunda “öpem” dimekdür.  
Hem-çu gerdūn: hem ḥarf-i teʾkīd; çu “çūn”dan muḫaffef, edāt-ı teşbīhdür. Gerdūn 
“felek” ve “ḳañlı” ki iki tekerlekli olur, Anaṭolı vilāyetinde “ʿaraba” yirine istiʿmāl 
eyledükleri hep oldur. Bunda “felek” murāddur.  



104 
 

İyvān ve ivān hemzenüñ kesriyle ʿArabīde “büyük ṣuffa”ya dirler. Ammā ʿAcem fetḥ-i 
hemze ile “büyük çār-ṭāḳ” maʿnāsında istiʿmāl iderler. 
MaMaMaMaḥṣḥṣḥṣḥṣūūūūllll----i beyti beyti beyti beyt: “Ey bülend-ṭāliʿ pādişāh, Ḫüdā ḥaḳḳı-çün veyā Ḫüdā içün himmet eyle tā 
gerdūn gibi ḫāk-i eyvānuñ öpeyin”; yaʿnī gerdūna müşābih veyā gerdūn öpdügi gibi 
öpeyim.                             
  

GIII 
 

1 
 ���� '8�ر '�د+ ',ا�,وز �3م ��

 �_,ب '�� آ$ آ�ر ��3ن H* '��م ��
 
Sāḳī: münādā  
Be-nūr-ı bāde: bā “maʿa” maʿnāsına; nūr “āteşüñ żiyāsı”na dirler; bāde, ḫamr. Nūruñ 
bādeye iżāfeti müşebbehün bihüñ müşebbehe iżāfeti ḳabīlindendür. “Ṣafvet”den 
kināyetdür.     
Ber-efrūz: ber ḥarf-i teʾkīd; efrūz “efrūzīden”den müştaḳḳ, fiʿl-i emr-i muḫāṭabdur. 
“Efrūḫten” ve “efrūzīden” lāzımla müteʿaddī beyninde müşterekdür; “yalıñlanmak” ve 
“yalıñlatmak”. Bunda müteʿaddīdür.     
Muṭrib: ism-i fāʿil; “aṭraba, yuṭribu”; ifʿāl bābından; “sevindirici” maʿnāsına. Ammā ıṣṭılāḥda 
“sāzende”ye ve “gūyende”ye dirler.   
Be-gū: bunda emrdür “ırla” maʿnāsına. 
Ki: ḥarf-i taʿlīl veyā rābıṭa-i ḳavl ü maḳūl.  
MaMaMaMaḥṣḥṣḥṣḥṣūūūūllll----i beyti beyti beyti beyt: “Ey sāḳī, nūr gibi ṣāfī ve ḫāliṣ bāde ile bizüm cāmumuzı rūşen yāʿnī pür 
eyle. Ey muṭrib, ırla zīrā cihān işi yaʿnī aḥvāl-i cihān murādumuzca oldı”. Yāḫūd ‘bu 
mażmūnı ırla’ yaʿnī ‘mıṣrāʿ-ı s̱ānī mażmūnın oḳı’ dimek ola.  
 

2 
 �� در ;X�# $��9 رخ ��ر د�*+ ا�@

�Vت H,ب �*ام �� اى 'P9&, ز  
 



105 
 

Piyāle: Lāmiʿī Çelebi “boş ḳadeḥ” dimiş ammā luġatlerde “ṣaġraḳ” dimişdür.  
Müdām ve “müdāme”: Cevherī “Şarābdur” didi. Pes “Müdām cemʿ-i ‘müdāme’dür” diyen 
muḫālif söyledi. Bir de müdām “dāyīm” ve “s̱ābit” maʿnāsına gelür. Pes şürb-i müdām 
“şürb-i dāyīm” maʿnāsına olur.       
MaMaMaMaḥṣḥṣḥṣḥṣūūūūllll----i beyti beyti beyti beyt: “Biz piyālede yaʿnī nūr-ı piyālede yārüñ yüzi ʿaksini görmişüz ey bizüm 
dāyimā içkümüzden yāḫūd bāde içdügümüzden bī-ḫaber kimesne”; bizi maʿẕūr ṭut. 
İki mıṣrāʿ maʿnā cihetinden taḳdīme ve teʾḫīre maḥmūldür.   
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Girişme: kāf-ı ʿAcemīnüñ kesriyle “nāz” lafẓına mürādifdür. Baʿżı rüstāyīlerüñ fetḥ-i kāf-ı ʿ
Arabīyle oḳıduḳlarını fuṣaḥā vü ẓürefā-i ʿAcem ḳabūl eylemedi.   
Sehī: ‘sīn’üñ fetḥi ve kesriyle luġatdür “ṭoġrı” maʿnāsına. Eks̱er “serv”e ṣıfat olur.  
Sehī-ḳadān: elif ve ‘nūn’la cemʿ olmış vaṣf-ı terkībīdür; “ṭoġrı ḳāmetlü maḥbūblar” 
dimekdür.   
Be-cilve: bā ḥarf-i ṣıla; Lāmiʿī Çelebi cilve “ṣalınmaḳ” dimişdür ammā luġatlerde “ʿarż-ı 
cemāl” maʿnāsınadur.      
Ṣanevber-ḫırām: vaṣf-ı terkībīdür. Ṣanevber, çam aġacı; murād bunda serv şeklinde 
olanıdur, muṭlaḳı degül. Ḫırām “ḫırāmīden”den müştaḳḳdur; “ṣalınmaḳ” maʿnāsına. Yaʿnī 
“ṣanevber ṣalınışlı serv”.     
MaMaMaMaḥṣḥṣḥṣḥṣūūūūllll----i beyti beyti beyti beyt: “Mevzūn ḳāmetli maḥbūblaruñ nāz ü şīvesi ol zamāna degdür ki bizüm 
ṣanevber ṣalınışlı servümüz yaʿnī maḥbūbumuz ṣalına veyā ʿarż-ı cemāl eyleye”. Yaʿnī 
bu gelince anlara iʿtibār ḳalmaz.  
Pes bunda istifhām-ı inkārīye ḥükm eyleyene inkār iderüz.   
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Ne-mīred: fiʿl-i nefy-i istiḳbāl; “ölmez, lā-yemūt” maʿnāsına.  
Zinde: “diri, ḥayy” maʿnāsınadur.  
Cerīde: bir dürlü defterdür ki kāġıddan yelpāze gibi dürilür, iki cānibden bile oḳınur. Bu 
zamānda istiʿmāli mehcūrdur. Cerīdenüñ ʿāleme iżāfeti beyāniyyedür. 
MaMaMaMaḥṣḥṣḥṣḥṣūūūūllll----i beyti beyti beyti beyt: “Şol kimsenüñ ki göñli ʿışḳ u maḥabbet-i cānānla zinde oldı, ol hergiz 
ölmez. Pes bizüm cerīde-i ʿālemde devām ve beḳāmuz s̱ābitdür” zīrā biz ol 
zindelerdenüz.   
 

5 
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Ṣarfe: “ziyāde” maʿnāsınadur ıṣṭılāḥ-ı ʿAcemde. Mes̱elā evvel zamānda altūnı aḳçeye 
ṣarf eylesek bir iki aḳçe ziyāde virürlerdi. Ol ziyādeye “ṣarfe” dirler. Ammā bunda muṭlaḳ 
“ziyāde” maʿnāsınadur.       
Yā: ḥarf-i vaḥdet ve hemze ḥarf-i tevessül   
Bāz-ḫˇāst: ḳıyāmet  
Rūz-i bāz-ḫˇāst: “yevmü’s-suʾāl” dimekdür, “ḳıyāmet güni”nden taʿbīrdür.    
Nān-ı ḥelāl: kināyetdür “nān-ı vaḳf”dan. Zīrā eks̱er-i meşāyiḫ ḫānḳāhlarda ve 
zāviyelerde olup vaḳf etmegin yirler.     
Āb-ı ḫarām: kināyetdür “ḫamr”dan. 
MaMaMaMaḥṣḥṣḥṣḥṣūūūūllll----i beyti beyti beyti beyt: “Ḳorḳaram ki ḳıyāmet güninde fażīleti olmaya şeyḫüñ ḥelāl diyü yidügi 
vaḳf etmeginüñ bizüm ḫarām diyü içdügümüz şarāb üzerine”.  
Yaʿnī ‘anuñ zerḳle ve riyāyla geçindügi ve bizüm rindlikle geçindügümüz berāber gele’.     
 

6 
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Aḥbāb: dūstlar; ve “ḥabīb”üñ cemʿidür. 
Gol-şen ve gol-zār “güllük” maʿnāsınadur.  
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Aḥbābdan murād cānānı ve sāʾir eḥibbāsıdur. Yāḫūd bunda müfred murāddur yaʿnī 
cānān; taʿẓīmen cemʿ eylemişdür.     
ʿArże: “ʿarż” maʿnāsınadur. Hā-yı resmī edāt-ı naḳldür; yaʿnī ʿArabīden ʿAcemīye.  
Ber-i cānān: iżāfetle “ʿind” maʿnāsınadur; yaʿnī “cānān ḳatına”  
Peyām ve “peyem” ve “peyġām” ve “peyġam” “ḫaber”dür. 
MaMaMaMaḥṣḥṣḥṣḥṣūūūūllll----i beyti beyti beyti beyt: “Ey bād, eger dūstlar meclisinden geçerseñ elbette cānān ḥużūrına 
bizüm ḫaberümüzi ʿarż eyle”.  
ʿArż eyleyecegi, gelecek beytüñ mażmūnıdur. 
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Yād kerden: “añmaḳ”dur. 
ʿAmd: ḳaṣd  
ʿAmden: ḳaṣden  
MaMaMaMaḥṣḥṣḥṣḥṣūūūūllll----i beyti beyti beyti beyt: “Ey bād, cānāna söyle: Bizüm adumuzı ḳaṣdla ḫāṭıruñdan ne giderürsin? 
Ol zamān ḫod gelür ki adumuz hergiz añılmaz”. 
Yaʿnī ‘ölürüz ve nām u nişānumuz defter-i kāʾinātdan maḥv olısardur’.  
 

8 
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Mestīde yā ḥarf-i maṣdardur.   
Be-çeşmde bā ḥarf-i ẓarf. “Bā-yı sebebiyye” diyenden sebebini ṣormaḳ gerek.   
Şāhid: “maḥbūb” maʿnāsında müstaʿmeldür.  
Dil-bend: vaṣf-ı terkībīdür “göñül baġlayıcı” maʿnāsına. Göñül müteʿalliḳ olan ẕāt 
murāddur.   
Ḫoş: iyi; bunda “yaraşıḳ” maʿnāsınadur.   
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Sipurde-end: “sipurden” luġatde “ıṣmarlamaḳ” ve “teslīm eylemek” maʿnāsınadur. Bunda 
fiʿl-i māżī-i cemʿ-i ġāyibdür “ḥavāle” ve “iḥāle” maʿnāsına. 
Be-mestīde bā, ḥarf-i ṣıla; yā, ḥarf-i maṣdar.  
Zimām: luġatde “uyan, dizgin” maʿnāsınadur. Bunda mużāfun ileyh maḥẕūfdur. Taḳdīr-i 
kelām “zimām-ı iḫtiyār-ı mā” idi, “ʿinān-ı iḫtiyār” didükleri gibi.       
MaMaMaMaḥṣḥṣḥṣḥṣūūūūllll----i beyti beyti beyti beyt: “Bizüm göñlümüz kendüye müteʿalliḳ eyleyen maḥbūbuñ çeşmine 
mestānelik yaraşıḳ ve yaḳışıḳdur. Ol vechdendür ki bizüm zimām-ı iḫtiyārumuzı 
mestānelige ḥavāle eylemişlerdür”.  
YaYaYaYaʿʿʿʿnnnnīīīī:::: ‘Ol mestāne-çeşm olduġıçün biz mestligi iḫtiyār eyledük’.   
 

9 
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Eşk: göz yaşı 
Yā: ḥarf-i tenkīr; “vaḥdet-içün” degül baʿżılar didügi gibi.  
Hemī: teʾkīd içün. 
Feşān: emr-i muḫāṭab; “feşānīden” “ṣaçmaḳ, nis̱ār” maʿnāsına.  
Murġ: muṭlaḳen “ṭayr” maʿnāsınadur, iżāfetle taḫṣīṣ kesb ider. Mes̱elā tavuġa “murġ-ı 
ḫānegī” dirler. 
Ḳaṣd-ı dām: baʿżı nüsḫada “ḳaṣd” yirine “meyl-i dām” düşmişdür. Dām “duzaḳ”dur.  
MaMaMaMaḥṣḥṣḥṣḥṣūūūūllll----i beyti beyti beyti beyt: “Ey Ḥāfıẓ, gözüñden eşk yaʿnī göz yaşı dānesini ṣaç, ola ki vaṣl murġı 
bizüm duzaġumuza meyl eyleye”.  
YaYaYaYaʿʿʿʿnnnnīīīī:::: ‘Aġla, ola ki cānān gözüñ yaşını görüp saña raḥm eyleye’: 

Beyt 
� �EدX � ��bن �Y� eIAEز  �Tl ز���

 A��j ن  Wرام آ �ه=�@��Aا9Cا�  
Beyt-i Ḥāfıẓda iltifāt vardur muḫāṭabdan mütekellime. 
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Aḫḍar: yaşıl  
Keştī: gemi 
Deryā-yı aḫḍar müşebbehün bih, felek müşebbehdür.  
Deryā aḫḍara ve aḫḍar felege mużāf olmışdur iżāfet-i beyāniyye ḳabīlinden. Meẕkūr 
teşbīh aḫḍar deryāya ṣıfat olduġı taḳdīrcedür. Ammā felege ṣıfat olınca, deryā 
müşebbehün bih, felek-i aḫḍar müşebbeh olur. Līkin ḳalbe maḥmūldür. ʿAlā külli ḥāl, 
iżāfet-i beyāniyyedür. Keştī-i hilāl de bu ḳabīldendür.  
Ḳıvām: fetḥ-i ḳāfla ve kesrle luġatdür. Nite ki İmām-ı Zevzenī, Lebīd-i ʿĀmirī’nüñ 
ḳaṣīdesi, ki Muʿallaḳātuñ birisidür, anuñ şerḥinde dimişdür: 

� اوـَ�و ]�b  ا ��امC م�f@ �< �BTوا� A�a��C  �وا�A�a ا�t��b[  ا>  
Ḥācī Ḳıvāmü’d-dīn Ḥasan, Sulṭān Ḥasan-ı İlḫānī’nüñ ve anuñ oġlı Sulṭān Şeyḫ Üveys’üñ 
vezīr-i aʿẓamı idi. Nite ki Ḫˇāce Ḥāfıẓ anuñ vefātı tārīḫinde buyurmışdur: 

Beyt 
W=`ا� �=L �=I S@�=; Pور اهAE 

W�K W@9ام ا��� �L�K انA� "K�l "K�l 
Zīrā ʿAcem “ṣāḥib” ʿibāretini eks̱er vezīrlerde istiʿmāl iderler. Ḫuṣūṣen “ṣāḥib-ḳırān”a 
iżāfeti meẕkūr müddeʿāyı müʾeyyiddür. Bundan evvel vezīr-i aʿẓam Ḳıvām-ı Ekber idi ki 
Ḥāfıẓ anuñ vefātı tārīḫinde “Aʿẓam-ı Ḳıvām” dimekle taʿbīr ider: 

Beyt 
� AC درشa�  W@ام دو�& و د�� Sc;ا 
 از �M A�Cآ�Hس �=�دى �]E e`�د

Bundan ṣoñra Ḥācī Ḳıvāmü’d-dīn Ḥasan on yıl vezīr-i aʿẓamlık sürmişdür. Nite ki ikisinüñ 
tārīḫlerinden mefhūmdur. Ve bu Ḥācī Ḳıvām, Ḫˇāce içün bir medrese bünyād eylemişdür 
ve Ḫˇāce niçe yıllar tedrīs ü teẕkīre meşġūl olmışlar ve Tefsīr-i Keşşāfuñ niçe muġlaḳ 
yirine ḥāşiyeler taʿlīḳ eylemişler ve Sekkākī’ye de cā-be-cā ḥāşiyesi vardur.     
MaMaMaMaḥṣḥṣḥṣḥṣūūūūllll----i beyti beyti beyti beyt: “Yaşıl felek deryāsı ve hilāl keştīsi, yaʿnī eflāk ü nücūm, bizüm Ḥācī 
Ḳıvām’umuzuñ niʿmetine ġarḳdurlar”.  
ḤḤḤḤāāāāṣṣṣṣılılılıl----ı kelı kelı kelı kelāāāāmmmm: Bu ṣāḥib-i saʿādetüñ veliyy-i niʿmet olduġına mübālaġa ṭarīḳiyle iʿtirāfdur.       
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GIV 
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Ṣūfī: ism-i mensūbdur. “Ṣūf”, “ḳoyun yüñi”ne dirler. Bu ṭāʾife eks̱er yüñ esbābını 
giydüklerinden buña nisbet idüp “ṣūfī” didiler. Ḥarf-i nidā ḥaẕf olmışdur.    
Biyā: fiʿl-i emr-i muḫāṭabdur; “āyīden”den.  
Ḳāʿide-i külliyedür ki bir kelimenüñ evvelinde hemze olsa, “āmeden” ve “āġāzīden” ve 
“āsāyīden” gibi, edāt-ı ḥāl veyā istiḳbāl veyā ḥarf-i nefy ü nehy evveline dāḫil olsa 
hemze ‘yā’ya münḳalib olur. Mes̱elā “beyāyed” ve “neyāyed” gibi ve ḳıs ʿaleyhi sāʾire.        
Fām: “reng” maʿnāsına 
Laʿl-fām: laʿl renkli 
MaMaMaMaʿʿʿʿllllūūūūm ola kim ola kim ola kim ola ki şuʿarānuñ ʿādetindendür zerrāḳ ve mürāʾī ṣūfīlere yaʿnī ṣūfīler şeklinde 
olan sālūslara taʿrīż iderler. Ammā ehl-i meşreb ṣūfīlere daḫl eylemezler. Zīrā anlar 
kendü ḥālleriyle muḳayyed olup kimsenüñ ṭanz u ṭaʿnıyla taḳayyüd eylemezler.  
Pes mamamamaḥṣḥṣḥṣḥṣūūūūllll----i beyti beyti beyti beyt: “Ey ṣūfī, gel ki cāmuñ āyīnesi ṣāfīdür”. Maḳṣūd, ṣafvet-i bādedür, 
cām degül. “Tā laʿl rengli meyüñ ṣafāsını göresin” yaʿnī seyr eyleyesin ki ne ḥālet virür.  
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ʿAnḳā: Ṣıḥāḥ-ı Cevherīde “bir ulu ḳuşdur mevcūdü’l-ism, mechūlü’l-cism”.  
ḤḤḤḤāāāāṣṣṣṣılılılıl----ı kelı kelı kelı kelāāāāmmmm: ʿAnḳānuñ ẓuhūrında iḫtilāf eylediler. Kimi didi ki “Ḥażret-i Mūsā 
zamānında Allāhu Teʿālā bir çift ḳuş yaratdı Ḳudüs-i mübārek eṭrāfında. Ḥażret-i Mūsā–ʿ
aleyhi’s-selām–müteveffā olınca Mekke ṭaġlarına gitdiler.” Ve kimi didi ki “Ress 
ḳavminüñ zamānında geldi ki anlaruñ peyġam-beri Ḫanẓele bin Ṣafvān idi”. Baʿżılar 
didiler ki “Müddet-i ʿömri Ḥażret-i Ḫālid bin Sinān ʿĪsā zamānına dek sürdi ki ol bir 
peyġamber idi, Ḥażret-i ʿĪsā ile Ḥażret-i Muḥammed mā-beyninde geldi”. Ṣalavātu’llāhi ʿ
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aleyhim ecmaʿīn. Cāḥiẓ dir ki “Cemīʿ-i ümem-i sālife ʿanḳāyı ḍarb-ı mes̱el eyler bir şeyde 
ki işidilür ammā görinmez. ‘Kibrīt-i aḥmer’ de böyledür”. Ve didiler “ʿAnḳā anuñçün didiler 
ki boynında aḳ ṭavḳ varıdı” ve baʿżılar didiler ki “boynı uzun olduġıçün” ve didiler ki 
“Fārsīce ‘sīmurġ’ didiler kemāl-i ʿaẓametinden gūyā ki otuz murġdur”. Ḥāṣıl-ı kelām, ʿ
anḳānuñ aḥvāl ü tefāṣīlini bilmek isteyen Maḳāmāt-ı Ḥarīrīnüñ ellinci maḳāmenüñ, ki 
āḫir-i maḳāmātdur, Muṭarrizī şerḥine naẓar eylesün.  
Şikār: “av”dur. Meşhūr-ı ḳırāʾat, şikārı kese iżāfetledür ve baʿżılar ʿanḳā-şikārı vaṣf-ı 
terkībī oḳıdı ve terkībi taḳdīme ve teʾḫīre ḥaml eylediler. 
K’īncā: ki, ḥarf-i taʿlīl  
Hemīşe: “dāyimā” maʿnāsına              
MaMaMaMaḥṣḥṣḥṣḥṣūūūūllll----i beyti beyti beyti beyt: “ʿAnḳā kimseye şikār olmaz” yāḫūd “Kimse ʿanḳā-şikār olmaz, duzaġuñ 
devşir”. Yaʿnī cānān ki ʿanḳā-mis̱āldür, ʿaẓametde ʿālī-cenābdur; fennle ve ṣanʿatle ve 
ḥīle ile kimseye iltifāt eylemez. “Zīra bunda dāyimā duzaġ elinde yilden ġayrı nesne 
yoḳdur”; belki yil de yoḳdur zīrā yile ḥāyil olur nesne yoḳdur.  
YaYaYaYaʿʿʿʿnnnnīīīī:::: ‘Cānān vuṣūlinde terk-i tedārik eyle ki saʿy-ı bī-fāyidedür’.        
 

3 
 در i� 79#* آ�ش آ$ 6�ن .'P�ر � ��*

دارا��cم راdۀ .دم '��R رو  
 

ʿAyş: luġatde “dirlik”dür; “ḥayāt” maʿnāsına. Ammā bunda “ẕevḳ ü ʿişret” maʿnāsınadur.   
Naḳd: bunda “ḥāżır” maʿnāsınadur.  
Kūş: emr-i muḫāṭabdur; “kūşīden”den; “dürişmek” ve “çalışmak” maʿnāsına.   
Ki: ḥarf-i taʿlīl       
Āb-ḫor: “ṣuvar” yaʿnī ṣu içecek yer 
Bi-hişt: bā-yı meksūre ḥarf-i teʾkīddür. Hişt ‘hā’nuñ kesriyle fiʿl-i māżī; “ṣalıvirdi” yaʿnī 
“terk eyledi”; maṣdarı “hişten” ve “hilīden” gelür.   
Ravża: luġatde “çemen”dür ammā bunda “bāġçe” murāddur. 
Dārü’s-selām: dār “ev”dür; “beyt” maʿnāsına; selām “cennet”üñ adıdur. “Cennet evi” 
dimekdür. Ravżanuñ dārü’s-selāma iżāfeti beyāniyyedür.             
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MaMaMaMaḥṣḥṣḥṣḥṣūūūūllll----i beyti beyti beyti beyt: “Ḥālā, ḥāżır el virdügi ẕevḳ ü ṣafāya saʿy eyle, müstaḳbele nāẓır olma. 
Zīrā Ḥażret-i Ādem’üñ ki cennetde naṣībi ḳalmadı terk idüp dünyā evine geldi”.  
YaYaYaYaʿʿʿʿnnnnīīīī:::: ‘Zamān-ı istiḳbāle mültefit olduġıçün cennetden iḫrāc oldı’:   

Beyt 
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Bezm-i devr kināyetdür “bāde meclisi”nden.    
Der-keş: der teʾkīd içündür; keş emr-i muḫāṭabdur “keşīden”den; “çek” yaʿnī “iç”   
Be-rev: “git” dimekdür; yaʿnī “ziyādeye ṭamaʿ eyleme”  
MaMaMaMaḥṣḥṣḥṣḥṣūūūūllll----i i i i beytbeytbeytbeyt: “Dünya bezminde ḳalīl ü kes̱īr elüñ irdügiyle ḳāniʿ ol, ziyādeye ṭāmiʿ 
olma”. Mıṣrāʿ-ı s̱ānī, mıṣrāʿ-ı evvelüñ maḥṣūlidür: “Yaʿnī ẕevḳüm dāyim ve mütevāṣıl 
olsun dime” bāde-nūşlar gibi ki bir iki ḳadeḥle ḳāniʿ olmayup yıġılınca içer, ṣoñra ḫumār 
elemin çeker.  
Maḳṣūd, naṣīḥatdür: ّذل �=j W< و �HI �:� W< dimekdür.  
 

5 
 اى دل H&�ب ر�R و �^9*ى آ�� ز# ,
 ;9,ا�$ �, '�= ه8,ى �A8 و ��م را

 
Şebāb: “yigitlik”dür.       
Pīrāne-ser: “pīrlik vaḳti”; ẓarfiyyet ifāde ider.      
Neng: “ʿār ü ġayret” maʿnāsınadur.  
Hünerī: hüner “menḳabet”dür; yā, ḥarf-i vaḥdet.    
Nām-rā: nām bunda “nāmūs”dur; rā ḥarf-i taḫṣīṣdür.      
MaMaMaMaḥṣḥṣḥṣḥṣūūūūllll----i beyti beyti beyti beyt: “Ey göñül, yigitlik zamānı gitdi. Ḥāl bu ki ʿömrden bir gül dirmedüñ.” Yaʿnī 
ʿömrden bir fāyide ve netīce görmedüñ; ḥāṣılı civānlıḳda vāṣıl-ı cānān olmaduñ. “Pes 
imdi pīrlik vaḳtinde bir hüner eyle, ʿāşıḳāne bir neng ü nām taḥṣīl eylemek-içün.”  
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YaYaYaYaʿʿʿʿnnnnīīīī:::: ‘Civānlıḳda vuṣlata bir sebeb taḥṣīl idemedüñ, bāri saʿy eyle pīrlikde bir ḥālet 
eyleyesin’.       
 

6 
��R ;,سراز درون ;,د+ ز ر�*ان   

 آ�I =9ل �R�9 زاه* #��� ��iم را 
 

Derūn: “iç” maʿnāsınadur yaʿnī “içeri” ki ʿArab “dāḫil” dimekle taʿbīr ider. Mes̱elā “dāḫilü’l-
beyt” dirler “evüñ içerisi”ne. 
Rindān: “rind”üñ cemʿidür. Lāmiʿī-i merḥūm “Rind: ḳorḳusuz” dimişdür ammā ʿAcem 
“bāde-nūş”a ıṭlāḳ ider.    
Kīn: kāf ḥarf-i taʿlīl ve īn ism-i işāretdür ḳarībe; yaʿnī rāz-ı derūna.      
MaMaMaMaḥṣḥṣḥṣḥṣūūūūllll----i beyti beyti beyti beyt: “Perde içindeki rāzı yaʿnī gizli sırrı mest ʿāşıḳlardan ṣor. Zīrā bu ḥāl ʿālī-
maḳām zāhidlerüñ ḥāli degüldür”.     
Zīrā ṭarīḳ-i zühd, ṭarīḳ-i ʿışḳuñ ġayrıdur. Yāḫūd zāhid-i ʿālī-maḳāmdan murād “ʿömrini ʿışḳ-
ı cānānede geçürenler”dür ki anlar ṭarīḳ-i ʿışḳ u maḥabbetüñ iḫtiyārlarıdur ve sırr-ı 
cānāne[y]i kimseye ifşā eylemezler; belki rāz-ı cānānı cānlarında ve cānlarını dillerinde 
ketm iderler. Pes ‘rāz-ı derūn-ı perdeyi ifşā eylemek anlaruñ ḥāli degül’ dimek olur.   
 

7 
R���*1 "I X' �5 ن�� �� را ', .�

 اى 1�ا3$ '�ز '9= '�,cL @Iم را
 

Mā-rādaki rā taḫṣīṣ ifāde ider “bizüm” maʿnāsına. 
Bes: “çoḳ” maʿnāsınadur; “bisyār” gibi. 
Bāz: böyle yirde teʾkīd ifāde ider ancaḳ. Pes, bunda bāz lafẓına “girü” maʿnāsını virenler 
ilerüsini ve girüsini ve ardını ve öñüni fikr eylemezler imiş.  
Baʿżı nüsḫalarda ḫıdmet yirine “niʿmet” vāḳiʿ olmış. Ḥaḳḳ budur ki āsitān ve ḫˇāce ve 
teraḥḥum ve ġulām lafẓlarına ḫıdmet ensebdür.   
MaMaMaMaḥṣḥṣḥṣḥṣūūūūllll----i beyti beyti beyti beyt: “Bizüm senüñ āsitānuñda çoḳ ḥakk-ı ḫidmetümüz vardur. Ey ḫˇāce, 
ġulāmuña teraḥḥumla naẓar eyle”.  
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Ḫˇāce bunda “efendi” dimekdür ki cānāndan ʿibāret ola ve iḥtimāldür ki Ḫˇāce Ḳıvāmü’d-
dīn Ḥasan ola veyā Ḳıvām-ı Ekber ola. Sābıḳā ẕikr olunan gibi, vezīrlere “ḫˇāce” dirler.    
    

8 
�K �,�* �3م �R�9 اى 0&� ',و�I 
 و ز '8*+ '8*آ� ',��ن b9H �3م را 

 
Bendegī: bir kelimenüñ ki āḫirinde hā-i resmī ola, aña yā-yı maṣdar veyā elif ü ‘nūn’-ı 
cemʿ lāḥiḳ olsa hā-yı resmī[y]i kāf-ı ʿAcemīye tebdīl idüp bendegī ve “bendegān” dirler.      
Şeyḫ-i Cāmdan bunda maḳṣūd Şeyḫ Aḥmed-i Nāmıḳī Ḥażretleri’dür ki Ḥażret-i Mevlānā 
Cāmī ile bir şehrdendür ki “Cām” dirler. Nite ki Ḥażret-i Mevlānā Cāmī buyurur: 

Ḳıṭʿa 
�]=gbSۀ >��9م �Lم ور  

 AL ۀ;&�Y<]E
�Lم �YI ا  
9@AL در "HE W@رۀ ز�VIا  

 &�Y<�L St[G_ �:V< 9وC 
Ve her yerdeki şuʿarā-yı ʿAcem “Şeyḫ-i Cām” dirler, murād Şeyḫ Aḥmed-i Nāmıḳī 
Ḥażretleri’dür ve ḳıṣṣası tafṣīliyle Nefeḥāt-ı Ünsde meẕkūr ve mesṭūrdur ki ol kitāb-ı 
müsteṭābuñ cümle-i ʿacāyibindendür.         
MaMaMaMaḥṣḥṣḥṣḥṣūūūūllll----i beyti beyti beyti beyt: “Ḥāfıẓ, ṭālib-i cām-ı meydür. Ey ṣabā, var daḫı ben bendeden iẓhār-ı 
bendegī eyle Şeyḫ Aḥmed-i Cām Ḥażretleri’ne” ki ne vechle mümkin ise bize bāde 
peydā eylesün, ol maʿhūd zamānda kendüye peydā eyledügi gibi.  
Bu telmīḥi bilmeyenler, bu maḳāmda çoḳ ʿindiyyāt söylemişlerdür.   
 

GV 

 

1 
 ����9 ', 91? و در د+ �3م را 
 W�1 ', �, آ= L@ ا��م را

 
Sāḳiyā: āḫirinde elif ḥarf-i nidādur ki Fārsīde ve Türkīde müstaʿmeldür.    
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Ber-ḫīz: ber bunda teʾkīd ifāde ider; ḫīz emr-i muḫāṭabdur “ḫīzīden” maṣdarından; “ḳalḳ” 
yaʿnī “örü ṭur”; “ḫāsten” de maṣdardur bu maʿnāya.            
Der-dih: der ḥarf-i teʾkīd; dih emr-i muḫāṭabdur “dihīden”den; “vir” dimekdür; “dāden” de 
maṣdardur bu maʿnāya.     
Cām-rā: rā edāt-ı mefʿūldür.  
MaMaMaMaḥṣḥṣḥṣḥṣūūūūllll----i i i i beytbeytbeytbeyt: “Ey sāḳī, ḳalḳ daḫı cāmı vir. Ey sāḳī, ġam eyyāmınuñ başına ṭopraḳ eyle”.  
YaYaYaYaʿʿʿʿnnnnīīīī:::: ‘İçüp mest olalum ve ġam eyyāmı nesyen mensiyyen ferāmūş idelüm’ ki-ennehu ki 
ḫāk altına medfūndur.    
 

2 
 ��L, �� ', آ(@ �$ �5 ز',
 ',آ�@ ا�= د�" ازرق ��م را

 
Sāġar: ḳadeḥ 
Nih: emr-i muḫāṭabdur “nihīden”den; “ḳo” dimekdür. 
Tā: ḥarf-i taʿlīl 
Zi-ber: mīm-i mütekellim muḳadderdür; yaʿnī “zi-berem”; “üstümden” dimekdür.    
Keşem: fiʿl-i mużāriʿ-i mütekellim-i vaḥde; “çekem” 
Delḳ:  ḫırḳa  
Ezraḳ: gök 
Fām: reng; yaʿnī “gök reng” 
Rā: edāt-ı mefʿūl              
MaMaMaMaḥṣḥṣḥṣḥṣūūūūllll----i beyti beyti beyti beyt: “Ey sāḳī, sāġar-ı meyi avucuma ḳo yaʿnī elüme vir tā bu gök rengli 
ḫırḳa[y]ı üzerümden çekeyin”. Yaʿnī mest olup ḫırḳa[y]ı çāk idüp yabana atayın.  
Bu beyt taʿrīżdür Şeyḫ Ḥasan-ı Ezraḳ-pūş’a ve tevābiʿine ki anlar bi-esrihim gök cāmeler 
giyerler, nite ki maḥallinde beyān olsa gerek inşāʾ Allāhu Teʿālā. Ve her yirde ki “ezraḳ-
cāme” veyā “ezraḳ-libās” ẕikr ider anlara taʿrīż murāddur:  

Beyt: 
 k[م ه=&  ن ر��E &Y��; 9زم

9:�Yس و د���H� ازرق ��  ن �Aوw آ� 
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3 

 آ,R�9���*' $6 �?د #��cن
 �� � � 1�اهA8� @9 و ��م را 

 

MaMaMaMaḥṣḥṣḥṣḥṣūūūūllll----i beyti beyti beyti beyt: “Ey sāḳī; egerçi bāde içüp, mest olup, cāme[y]i çāk idüp yabana atmaḳ ʿ
āḳiller ḳatında bed-nāmlıḳdur, biz nām u nāmūs u neng ü ʿār istemezüz”. Zīrā ‘biz 
Maḥmūd-ı Rind mürīdleriyüz’. Nite ki tafṣīli gelür inşāʾ Allāhu Teʿālā.       
  

4 
 '�د+ در د+ 86* از�= '�د L,ور  
�,�3م را�� X)� ,� ,' W�1 

 
Bād-ı ġurūr iżāfeti beyāniyyedür.     
Nā-fercām ve “bed-fercām”, “ʿāḳıbeti yaramaz ve ıṣlāḥa ḳābil olmayan nesne”. 
Rā: taḫṣīṣ içün.  
MaMaMaMaḥṣḥṣḥṣḥṣūūūūllll----i beyti beyti beyti beyt: “Ey sāḳī, bāde vir elbette. Niçe bir bu ġaflet yilinden, yaʿnī ġurūrla, ʿömr 
żāyiʿ eylemek? Ṭopraḳ başına ʿāḳıbeti ḫayrsız nefsüñ”.  
YaYaYaYaʿʿʿʿnnnnīīīī:::: Bāde-nūşluḳdan ġayrıya, muḳtażayāt-ı nefse tābiʿ olmaḳ tażyīʿ-i ʿömrdür.   
 

5 
��زان �= �89ۀ دود .+   

ا��,دآ�ن �1م را��R1 ا�=    
 

Dūd āha ve āh sīneye ve sīne sūzāna mużāf olmışdur. Tetābuʿ-ı iżāfāt bu dilde muṭlaḳen 
cāyizdür.  
Dūd-ı āh iżāfeti beyāniyye ve sīne-i sūzān iżāfeti iżāfetu mevṣūfin ilā ṣıfatihi.             
Sūzān: ṣıfat-ı müşebbehedür; “sūzīden”den müştaḳḳ; “yanaġan” maʿnāsına.       
Efsürdegān: cemʿ-i “efsürde”; ‘hā’ gāfa tebdīl olmışdur ḳāʿide-i sābıḳa üzre.    
Ḫām: “çig, nā-puḫte” maʿnāsına    
MaMaMaMaḥṣḥṣḥṣḥṣūūūūllll----i beyti beyti beyti beyt: “Benüm yanaġan sīnemüñ āhı dütüni bu ḫām ṭoñmışları yaḳdı”; yaʿnī bu 
ezraḳ-pūşları.  
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Zīrā Ḫˇācenüñ bunlarla çoḳ ʿarbedesi geçmişdür. Nite ki maḥallinde beyān olur inşāʾ 
Allāhu Teʿālā. 
Efsürdegān-ı ḫām taʿbīri de ziyāde nā-ḳābiliyyetlerinden ʿibāretdür. Zīrā iki ṣıfat bile her 
şeyde meẕmūmdur ʿale’l-ḫuṣūṣ ki insānda.    
   

6 
 �C,م راز دل 9H*اى 1�د 

 آX � � '89@ ز �1ص و #�م را 
 

Maḥremüñ rāza iżāfeti maṣdaruñ mefʿūle iżāfetidür ve dilüñ şeydāya mevṣūfuñ ṣıfatına. 
ʿĀmm-rāda rā kese maṣrūfdur; “kes-rā ne-mī bīnem” taḳdīrindedür.      
MaMaMaMaḥṣḥṣḥṣḥṣūūūūllll----i beyti beyti beyti beyt: “Dīvāne göñlüme maḥrem-i rāz yaʿnī sırrına maḥrem kimse[y]i 
görmiyorum ḫavāṣṣ u ʿavāmmdan”.  
YaYaYaYaʿʿʿʿnnnnīīīī:::: ʿĀlemde bir hem-rāz bulınmaz ki ādem aña keşf-i rāz eyleye ki bir miḳdār bār-ı 
ġam-ı dil taḫfīf ola. Zīrā meşhūrdur ki “Söylemezsem ölürem, söylerisem rāz açılur.”           
 

7 
R�H�1 ,-�1 د�را�� �,ا �' 

 آ? د�@ ��&�ر+ ',د .رام را
 

Bā: bi-maʿnā “maʿa”  
Dil-ārām: vaṣf-ı terkībī “ārāmīden” maṣdarından; “göñül diñlendürici” yaʿnī “rāḥatlıḳ virici” 
maʿnāsına; elifi ḥaẕf idüp “ārmīden”, ‘yā’yı da ḥaẕf idüp “ārmeden” dirler.  
Yā: vaḥdet-i nevʿiyye   
Merāda rā taḫṣīṣ içündür.    
Yek-bāre: bir uġurda; “defʿaten” maʿnāsına 
Ārām: rāḥat ü ḳarār  
Rā: edāt-ı mefʿūl  
MaMaMaMaḥṣḥṣḥṣḥṣūūūūllll----i beyti beyti beyti beyt: “Bir dil-ārāmla benüm ḫāṭırum ḫoşdur yaʿnī iyidür ki göñlümden bir 
uġurdan iletdi ḳarār ü rāḥatı”. 
Murād bundan, cānānı yāḫūd pīridür yaʿnī Şeyḫ Maḥmūd olmaḳ var.     
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8 

 ��8,د د��, '�,و ا�*ر 6 =
 ه, آ$ د�* .ن �,و �9@ ا�*ام را 

 
Nengered: fiʿl-i nefy-i müstaḳbel; “naẓar eylemez”; “nigerīden”den.       
Dīger: bunda “daḫı” maʿnāsınadur. 
Be-serv: bā ḥarf-i ṣıla 
Dīger bunda “girü” diyene düger gerek.   
Sīm-endām: sīm “gümiş”, endām “şekl ü sīmā” maʿnāsına; sīm-endām ve “sīm-sīmā” bir 
maʿnāyadur.          
MaMaMaMaḥṣḥṣḥṣḥṣūūūūllll----i beyti beyti beyti beyt: “Daḫı serve çemende naẓar eylemez her kim ki ol gümiş sīmālı servi 
gördi”.  
YaYaYaYaʿʿʿʿnnnnīīīī:::: ‘İnsān güzelini gören bir daḫı çūb-ı nā-tırāşīdeye naẓar eylemez’ dimekdür.    
 

9 
 GH روز و ��P�' K��I =0&, آ 

�5 '�9'� �8���ى آ�م را 
 

Be-saḫtī: bā cāyizdür ki “maʿa” maʿnāsına ola yāḫūḍ ḥarf-i ṣıla. 
Tā: ḥarf-i taʿlīl 
Be-yābī: “yābīden”den; bā ḥarf-i teʾkīd; yābī fiʿl-i mużāriʿ-i muḫāṭab. 
Müntehā: nihāyet ü ġāyet 
Kām-rā: rā taḫṣīṣ içündür. 
MaMaMaMaḥṣḥṣḥṣḥṣūūūūllll----i beyti beyti beyti beyt: “Ey Ḥāfıẓ, gice vü gündüz şiddetle ṣabr eyle” yāḫūd “şiddete ṣabr eyle tā 
ki nihāyet-i murāduñı bulasın” zīrā جATح ا��BT< AHtا� dür.                      
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Süruri’s Introduction and His Commentary on Hafiz’s  Opening Poem118 
 
 
 

El-ḥamdu li’-llāhi elleẕī ḥafiẓa eẕ-ẕikr ʿan taḥrīf reybe’l-münūn. Kemā ḳāle “innā 
[nahnu] nezzelnā eẕ-ẕikra ve innā lehu le-ḥāfiẓūne.”119 Ve’ṣ-ṣalātu ʿalā ḥāfaẓahu bi’t-taʿ
līm lāfaẓahu kemā fī levḥ maḥfūẓihi. Ve ʿalā ṣaḥbihi ve ālihi el-maḥfūẓīne bi-rümūzihi ve 
melḥūẓihi.     
 Ammā baʿd bu Sürūrī-i şikeste-dil ve rūzgārdan münfaʿil şöyle taḳrīr-i maḳāl ve 
beyān-ı aḥvāl ḳılur ki aṣḥāb-ı ḥālden selef-i ṣāliḥīn―rıḍvān Allāhu teʿālā ʿaleyhim ecmaʿ
īn―aḥvāl-i ṭarīḳati ve esrār-ı ḥaḳīḳati remz ü īmā ve taʿmiyye vü iḫfā ṭarīḳiyle beyān 
itmişlerdür ki Ḥażret-i Mevlānā―ḳaddese Allāhu sırrahu el-ʿazīz―buyurur:       

Beyt 
 ABI�M  ن 9I�C آ� AE د�AHان

�  @9 در 9K@� د@{AانBT� 
 
 Ve bu zümrenüñ içinde lisānü’l-ġayb ve tercemānü’l-esrār laḳab virilen Şemse’d-
dīn Muḥammed el-Ḥāfıẓ eş-Şīrāzī―ḳaddese Allāhu sırrahu el-ʿazīz―cemīʿ eşʿārında, 
remz ü elġāz ve ṣūret-i mecāzda esrār-ı ṭarīḳati iḫtiyār idüp ammā aḥvāl-i sülūkden ġāfil 
ve esrār-ı ṭarīḳatden zāhil olanlar ḳuṣūr-ı fehāmetden inkār-ı küllī ḳılup ve baʿżı 
müteḥayyir ḳalup  

Şiʿr 
�gYgl 
�� "��; W< Sو آ 

SYfا�� S�Tا� W< �B�  و 
 

Ḳıṭʿa 
 �Lه[ن >:9�Aa ;]=Aا

 آ� زP�L و ;=� �9ا�:9ش
9I�C ن  �g< ا@=�ن �XA� 

                                            
118 The transcribed text of Süruri’s commentary is based on MS Ayasofya 4056, which is located in Süleymaniye 
Manuscript Library, Istanbul.  
119 In the manuscript, the word nezzelnā is written as enzelnā.   
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 �Xن �9ا�:9 آ�M ATا�:9ش
 

ve ehl-i dilden ẓürefā ve erbāb-ı ḳulūbdan ʿurefā gāhī bu faḳīre māʾil olup baʿżı esrārı sāʾ
il olup bu ḥaḳīr daḫı bildügi ḳadar taḥḳīḳ-i merām ve taḳrīr-i kelām idüp baʿdehu taḳrīr 
taḥrīre tebdīl ḳılınmaḳ ve Türkī dil ile taʿbīr olunmaḳ ṭaleb olunup baʿżı evḳāt aña maṣrūf 
ḳılınup ʿalā vechi’l-icmāl maʿnā-yı mecāzī beyān ve maʿnā-yı ḥaḳīḳī ʿıyān olundı tā ki 
ḳāṣır u nāḳıṣlar tāmm u kāmil ve ʿāmī vü ġāfil olanlar ehl-i dil olalar.  
 Lākin mütekābir ve muʿānid olanlar beyyināt-ı Ḥażret-i Ḫudā’dan ve muʿcizāt-ı 
ẓāhirāt-ı enbiyādan müteʾes̱s̱ir olmazlar ve ḥaḳḳa taṣdīḳ ve īḳān ḳılmazlar. Ḫˇāce Ḥāfıẓ 
anlaruñ gibi bī-fehm olanlaruñ ḫiṭābında, laṭīfe ve luṭf vechiyle cevābında bu maṭlaʿı dė
miş:   

Beyt 
&E�`:@ا �pM اAHس �\� د��:I WGE 

&E�pM � bC �X:�ى WGE اهP دل >{� آ
 

 Lā-cerem bī-idrāk muʿānidler ve ḫod-bīn ḥāsidler cehl-i cibillī perdesinde ve ʿinād-
ı ehlī dāʾiresinde ḳalurlar. Neʿūẕu bi’llāh el-Ḥāfıẓ min ẕālike. İḥfaẓnā yā Ḥafīẓ ʿan el-
mehālik. Fe-Allāhu aḫyar ḥāfıẓen ve Huve erḥame’r-rāḥimīn.       
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G. I 

  

1a 
 ا� �� ا��� ا����� ادر آ��� و ��و���

 
Elā ḥarf-i tenbīhdür ve yā ḥarf-i nidādur ve eyyu ism-i mübhemdür, muʿarref bi’l-lām olan 
isme ḥārf-i nidā dāḫil olmaḳ içün vesīledür ve aña hāʾ-i tenbīh dāḫil olmışdur teʾkīd içün 
ve lafẓ-ı es-sāḳī ṣıfatdur eyyu lafẓına ve edir emr-i ḥāżırdur “edāre”, “yüdīru”dan ve keʾs 
şol ḳadeḥe dirler ki içinde şarāb ola ve nāvil emr-i ḥāżırdur “nāvele”den ve keʾs müʾ
ennes̱dür anuñçün aña müʾennes̱ żamīri ircāʿ olunur.  
MaMaMaMaʿʿʿʿnnnnāāāā----yı mıyı mıyı mıyı mıṣṣṣṣrrrrāāāāʿʿʿʿ budur kibudur kibudur kibudur ki “Āgāh ol ey sāḳī, devr ėtdür ṭolu ḳadeḥi ve ṣun anı.”  
Ve sāḳīden murād vāʿiẓ ü nāṣiḥ ve raġbet ü ẕevḳ viricidür ve keʾsden murād şol vaʿẓ ü 
naṣīḥat ü kelime-i ḥikmetdür ki ādeme şevḳ ü raġbet virür.   
 

1b 
��د ������� آ$ #�" ا��ن � �د اول و�� ا

 
“Ki ʿışḳ-ı ilāhī āsān göründi evvel velī düşdi müşkiller.” 
PesPesPesPes: Sālik-i ṭarīḳat ve ṭālib-i ḥaḳīḳat olana şevḳ ü ẕevḳ virmek gerek tā kehillenmeyüp 
vuṣūl-i ila’llāh ḥāṣıl olınca saʿy-ı belīġ ide.  
 

2a 
آ�1, 0&� ز.ن -,+ '����*(ۀ '&�ى ��  

 
Āḫirinde ‘hā’ olan lafẓda hemze vaḥdet ifāde ider, nāfeʾī gibi, ve lafẓ-ı āḫir bunuñ gibi 
maḥalllerde Fārsīdür, ḥarfdür, taʿrīż maḳāmında istiʿmāl olunur ve ṣabā gün ṭoġısı yiline 
ve seḥer vaḳtinde esen yile dirler ve ṭurre alına dökülen ṣaça dirler.  
MaMaMaMaʿʿʿʿnnnnāāāā----yı mıyı mıyı mıyı mıṣṣṣṣrrrrāāāāʿʿʿʿ budur kibudur kibudur kibudur ki “Bir nāfe ḳoḳusı sebebiyle ki āḫir ṣabā ol ṭurreden açar.” 
Ṭurreden murād ḥicāb-ı cemāl-i kibriyādur, ṣabādan murād tecellī-i ilāhīdür, nāfe 
ḳoḳusından murād es̱er-i feyż-i Ḥaḳḳdur.  
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2b 

��د درد���� ز23* ز�S ���789 6$ �5ب ا
 

Caʿd: “ḳıvırcıḳ” dimekdür.  
Tāb: bir nice maʿnāya gelür. Bunda “ḥarāret” ve “żiyā” maʿnāsı münāsibdür. 
MaMaMaMaʿʿʿʿnnnnāāāā----yı mıyı mıyı mıyı mıṣṣṣṣrrrrāāāāʿʿʿʿ budur kibudur kibudur kibudur ki “Anuñ müşkīn zülfinüñ ḳıvırcıġından ne ḥarāret ve nūr düşdi 
göñüllere.” 
Ve caʿddan murād, ṭabaḳāt-ı ḥicāb ve merātib-i istitārdur.  
 

3a 
 ' � �<�د+ ر��9= آ= آ,ت ;9, �:�ن آ��*

 
Geret lafẓında tā ḫiṭāb içündür.  
Muġ ve muġān “āteş-perest” dimekdür.  
MaMaMaMaʿʿʿʿnnnnāāāā----yı mıyı mıyı mıyı mıṣṣṣṣrrrrāāāāʿʿʿʿ budur kibudur kibudur kibudur ki “Şarāb ile seccāde[y]i rengīn eyle yaʿnī boya eger saña pīr-i 
muġān dirse.” 
Şarābdan murād ʿışḳdur, pīr-i muġāndan murād şeyḫ ve mürşiddür ki ḥarāret ve şevḳ 
ṣāḥibi ola.  
YaYaYaYaʿʿʿʿnnnnīīīī: Seccādede ʿibādetüñ ʿışḳ ile olsun, zāhid-i ḫuşk olma eger saña mürşid dirse.     
 

3b 
 آ$ ���A '� 1&, �&�د ز را+ و ر�@ �8?���

 
Maḳūl-i ḳavl budur; yā maḳūl-i ḳavl “Be-mey seccāde rengīn kon” mażmūnıdur, bu aña 
taʿlīldür.   
YaYaYaYaʿʿʿʿnnnnīīīī: “Sālik bī-ḫaber gerekmez yā sālik bī-ḫaber olmaz menzillerüñ resminden ve 
rāhından.” 
YaYaYaYaʿʿʿʿnnnnīīīī: Vuṣūl-i ila’llāh menzillerinüñ resm ü ʿādeti ve rāh-ı vuṣlatı ʿışḳ ile olmaḳ gerekdür 
ki aḳreb-i ṭuruḳ-ı ila’llāh ṭarīḳ-i ʿuşşāḳdur.  
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4a 
 �,ا در �8?ل ���3ن 6$ ا�= و #79 6�ن ه, دم

 
“Baña cānān menzilinde ne emn ne ʿayş çünki her dem” 
Cānāndan murād Ḥażret-i Ḥaḳḳdur ve menzilden murād sülūk mertebeleridür ki çoḳluḳ ʿ
aḳabelere şeyṭān ıżlāl ider, ilḥāda düşürmek vardur.  
PesPesPesPes: Ben ki sālikem merātib-i sülūkda ve menāzil-i vuṣūlda çoḳ ḫaṭarlar vardur. Öyleyse 
vuṣūl-i ila’llāh ḥāṣıl olmadın baña ne emn ve ne devām-ı üns-i Ḥaḳḳ vardur ki dāyim: 
 

4b 
��� C� *�*8',' $د �9*ارد آ��,� 3,س 

 
“Çañ feryād dutar yaʿnī feryād idüp dir: Baġlañ maḥmilleri” ki bu menzil ḫaṭarlu yirdür, 
bunda ḳarār itmeñ. 
Ceresden murād ṭarīḳ-i Ḥaḳḳuñ ḫaṭarlu yerlerin beyān idenlerdür. Nitekim Ḥażret-i 
Mevlānā buyurur:  
 

Beyt 
9:aY< ن�MAr w9@� راK �� 

9:aY< ن�:`< mb; ه�ى �t� 
PesPesPesPes: sālik vuṣūl-i ila’llāh ḥāṣıl ḳılmayınca ve temkīn taḥṣīl itmeyince telvīnden ḫalāṣ olup 
emīn olmaz ve devām-ı üns ḥāṣıl ḳılmaz.   
 

5a 
��ج و آ,دا'� 986= ه��GH E �5ر�A و '9@  

 
“Ḳarañu gice ve mevc ḳorḳusı ve girdāb; buncılayın ḳorḳunç”  
Şeb-i tārīkden murād ẓulmet-i ḥubb-ı dünyā ve ẓulmet-i nefs ü hevādur ve bīm-i 
mevcden murād ʿaḳabāt-ı baḥr-i sülūk ve temevvüc-i deryā-yı ʿiṣyān ve teheyyüc-i iġvā-
yı şeyṭāndur ve girdābdan murād ilḥāda düşmek yā “ṭarīḳatde kemāl buldum” diyü bir 
yirde ḳalmaḳdur.       
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5b 

���I�� ران�' A&� �� ل�I *8آ<� دا� 
 

“Ḳanda bilürler bizüm ḥālümüzi deñiz kenārınuñ yüki yeynileri” 
Bunlardan murād vuṣūl-i ila’llāh ḥāṣıl ḳılanlar ve ceẕbe-i ilāhiye irişüp vāṣıl olanlardur. 
Baʿżılar murād “melāʾikedür” dimişler.  
 

6a 
 ه $ آ�رم ز1�د آ��� '&*���� آ�9* .1,

 
“Dükeli işüm kendü murādumca olmaḳdan bed-nāmlıġa çekdi āḫir” 
MurMurMurMurāāāād budur kid budur kid budur kid budur ki şeyḫ ve mürşidsüz sülūk itdügüm içün bed-nām oldum.  
 

6b 
���)C� *ن آ� ���* .ن رازى آ?و ��ز���� 

 
“Ḳaçan gizlü ḳalur ol bir rāz ki andan düzerler maḥfilleri?” 
YaYaYaYaʿʿʿʿnnnnīīīī: Ḳaçan meclisler ve mecmaʿlar olsa, ḥādis̱e söyleşür olsalar, ol rāzı söyleşür 
olsalar, ol rāz ḳaçan maḫfī ve mestūr olur?  
PesPesPesPes: Ṭarīḳat ehli gerekdür ki şeyḫ irşādıyla sālik ola tā ki bed-nām beyne’l-enām olmaya 
ki “ed-delīlu s̱ümme es-sebīl” dimişler daḫı “er-refīḳu s̱ümme eṭ-ṭarīḳ” buyurmışlardur.     
 

7a 
K��I ��� G��L اه� ازو�رى آ, ه � 1�MI 

 
Ḥużūrī lafẓında ḥarf-i yā vaḥdet içündür ve ḫˇāhī lafẓında ḥarf-i yā ḫiṭāb içündür.  
Ez-ū lafẓı mıṣrāʿ-ı s̱ānī mażmūnına işāretdür ve mamamamaʿʿʿʿnnnnāāāā----yı mıyı mıyı mıyı mıṣṣṣṣrrrrāāāāʿʿʿʿ    budur kibudur kibudur kibudur ki “Bir ḥużūr 
isterseñ ondan ġāfil olma Ḥāfıẓ” 
 

7b 
�� �� �5" �= �5�ى دع ا�*��9 و اه ���� 
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Metā ẓarf-ı zamāndur ve fiʿl-i mużāriʿ cezm ider ve mā zāyidedür ve telḳa “telḳā” idi, 
cezm içün āḫirinden elif sāḳıṭ olmışdur ve lafẓ-ı men ismdür, eks̱eriyā ehl-i ʿaḳl olanlarda 
ıṭlāḳ olınur ve tehvā dördinci bābdan mużāriʿdür, bu bābdan “hevā” “maḥabbet” maʿ
nāsınadur, ve daʿ emr-i ḥāżırdur; “vadaʿa”, “yadaʿu”dan ve ehmil emr-i ḥāżırdur ifʿāl 
bābından ve dünyā müʾennes̱dür, anuñçün aña müʾennes̱ żamīri ircāʿ olınur.   
MaMaMaMaʿʿʿʿnnnnāāāā----yı mıyı mıyı mıyı mıṣṣṣṣrrrrāāāāʿʿʿʿ        budur kibudur kibudur kibudur ki “Ol zamānda irişürsin sevdügüñ kimseye ki dünyā[yı] terk eyle 
daḫı ihmāl eyle.”  
YaYaYaYaʿʿʿʿnnnnīīīī: Anı ṣalıvir, berk dutma ve aña ḳalbüñi müteʿalliḳ ḳılma ki taʿalluḳ-ı dünyā ʿabdi 
Mevlā’dan baʿīd ider ki “dünyāke mā yebʿaduke ʿan Mevlāke” ve Ḥażret-i Mevlānā 
buyurur:  

Beyt 
A�r ش  زاد اى�C P�aC 9:C 
 SYE 9:C �I�C 9:X و C:9 زر

 
Ve Şeyḫ Saʿdī dimiş:  

Beyt 
�[l�K �Cو &�C�`K m[V_ 

 �[lوا �[�aC 9ه���Yr �X          
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



126 
 

Şem‘i’s Introduction and His Commentary on Hafiz’s Opening Poem120 
 
 
 

Ḥamd-i bī-pāyān ṣāniʿrā ki āftāb-ı münīr-i bedīn bülendī ez-kemāl-i ṣunʿeş yek 
zerre est ve deryā-yı muḥīṭ-i felek-i bedān pehnāyī yek ḳaṭre. Ve s̱enā-yı bī-girān 
ḥāfıẓīrā ki be-luṭf-i ḫod āsmān u zemīnrā nigeh dāred ve rūz u şebrā be-kemāl-i ḫˇīş 
pedīd āred. Zihī sübḥānī ki maṣnūʿāt-ı vey bedīn kes̱ret ez ḳalemeş yek noḳṭa ḫaṭā ne-
reft:    
 

Beyt 
� ��Gا�9م �pM �M زا�AوTYgl W@در 

 �< �X Aه �اوE&:ۀ �{Aم �Of آ�ر�Mآ  
 
 Ve hezārān vird ü ṣalavāt ve sürūd-ı teḥiyyāt ber ḥabīb-i ekrem ve evlādeş bād ki 
ṣāḥib-i “lī maʿa Allāhi” ve maḥrem-i esrār-ı dergāh est. Ve ān vird ü sürūd ber aṣḥāb-ı 
kirāmeş bād ki her yekī kevkeb-i rāh-ı hidāyet est ve şemʿ-i bezm-i şerīʿat. Raḍiya Allāhu 
Teʿālā    ʿan hum ecmaʿīn.   
 Baʿdehu īn bende-i kemīne aʿnī Şemʿī-i pāy-māl-i ġumūm ve şikeste-i hümūm ki 
ez-devr-i zamān āşüfte-ḥāl ve perīşān-bāl būdem ki ṭarīḳ-i ḳanāʿat iḫtiyār kerde der 
gūşeī nişeste būdem ki nā-gāh yekī buzurgterīn-i cihān ve kerīmterīn-i zamān ki ʿārif-i 
devrān, vaḥīd-i ʿālemiyān, ferīd-i zamāniyān būd ammā be-mertebeī ki derīn cihān-ı fānī-
vücūd, nām-ı nīkeş be-seḫā vü cūd, meşhūrter ez-Hātem būd:  
 

Beyt 
 ��م AH� S_�Kد او آ� ACد
 آ� ��Y@9 ورا �Lاب ACد

 
 Ān ṣāḥib-i devlet be-şerḥ nivişten-i īn Dīvānrā işāret kerd. Īn bende-i ḳalīlü’l-biżāʿa 
her çend ki be-ṣad zebān-i ʿacz be-ḳuṣūr-ı ḫˇīş iʿtirāf kerdem, maḳbūl-i ān ḥażret 
neyoftād.   ʿĀḳıbetü’l-emr pes ez ilḥāḥ-i bisyār ve ibrām-ı bī-şumār be-emr-i şerīf-i ān 
                                            
120 The transcribed text of Şem‘i’s commentary is based on MS Kadızade Mehmed 403, which is located in 
Süleymaniye Manuscript Library, Istanbul.   
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buzurgterīn-i buzurgān be-şerḥ kerden-i ān şürūʿ kerdem. Ve ümīd mī-dārem ki her kes 
ki ezīn şerḥ müstefīd gired ve şāriḥ u bāʿis̱-şuderā ez-duʿā-yi ḫayr ferāmūş ne-koned. 
 

Beyt 
 ��>O اA� "f� 9=K@9 و��& 
 هA آ� دارد ;9او_O دو��&

 
Teyemmünen be-nām-i şerīf-i ū īnrā be-āḫir resānīdem: 
 

Mıṣrāʿ 
 ا���  AMش >g=�د آAدان

 
 
 

G. I 
 

1a 
 ا� �� ا��� ا����� ادر آ��� و ��و���

 
“Āgāh ol ey sāḳī, keʾsi devr itdür ve anı ṣun”  
Nāvil: bunda “Sen iç” maʿnāsına olmaḳ evlādur. Zīrā “edir” maʿnāsı ile tekrār olur. Nite 
kim Cāmī’nüñ bu beytinde “iç” maʿnāsınadur:  

Beyt 
Aj�M از Sk eد ژ�AC �<�L �< م�L ى�Tl 

 اذا >� _]W< m ه�g� Sو��� و ��و���
 
Elā: ḥarf-i tenbīhdür, mıṣrāʿ-ı s̱ānīye maṣrūfdur.  
Yā: ḥarf-i nidādur.  
Eyy: münādādur.  
Hā: zāyiddür.  
Sāḳī: eyyu lafẓınuñ ṣıfatıdur.  
Edir: ifʿāl bābından emr-i ḥāżırdur.  
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Nāvil: emr-i ḥāżırdur müfāʿale bābından.  
Keʾs: dirler ki “içinde baḳiyye ola.”  
Keʾsden murād cām-ı maḥabbetdür. Sāḳīden murād mürşid-i kāmildür.   
 

1b 
��د ������� آ$ #�" ا��ن � �د اول و�� ا

 
“Ki ʿışḳ-ı ilāhī viṣāl-i Ḥaḳḳ ile ʿālem-i ervāḥda evvel āsān görindi ammā baʿde’l-viṣāl         
ʿışḳuñ müşkilleri düşdi”; yaʿnī ʿālem-i nāsūta gelmek ile ẓāhir oldı. Bu vech daḫı cāyizdür: 
“İbtidā-i sülūkda ʿışḳ āsān görindi”:  

Beyt 
 ;�E  mbن >� �=�د اول 9Y<�C و�lل

ه`Aا�WY:X O د�Iار آAد�� ا>9Y@��ى   
Mürīde lāzımdur ki her dem şeyḫinden müstefīż olup viṣāl-i cānāna istiʿdād ḥāṣıl ide.  
 

2a 
آ�1, 0&� ز.ن -,+ '����*(ۀ '&�ى ��  

 
“Bir nāfe ümīdi ile ki ṣabā ol ṭurreden açar”; yaʿnī aça diyü. 
Ṭurreden murād ḥicāb-ı cemāl-i kibriyādur. Ṣabādan murād feyż-i ilāhīdür. Nāfeden 
murād ceẕbe-i Ḫudādur:  

WY[fNا� P=; ازي�_ W=KAت ا��C~L W< �C~L 

 
2b 

��د درد���� ز23* ز�S ���789 6$ 1�ن ا
 

“Anuñ müşkīn zülfinüñ ḳıvırcıġından ḫavāṣṣuñ dillerine ne ḳan düşdi” 
YaYaYaYaʿʿʿʿnnnnīīīī: Bir ceẕbe ḥāṣıl idince ne ḳanlar yutmışlar ve ne riyāżetler ve mücāhedeler 
eylemişlerdür.  
Zülfden murād ẓulmet-i kevndür ki viṣāle ḥicābdur. Nite kim Cāmī dimişdür: 

Beyt 
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Z9 ز ز�I�C ضAk Sآ�� &=[� 
ذا_A< Sاد  >9 ز pf:v�Mۀ   

Ve gāhī “esrār-ı ilāhiyye” maʿnāsına gelür. Caʿddan murād ẓulmet-i kevnüñ müteżāʿif 
olmasıdur.  
PesPesPesPes: Sālik bu cümlenüñ maḥabbetinden geçmek gerekdür ki tā Ḥaḳḳ ile āşinālıḳ 
eylemek mümkin ve ḳābil ola.  
Nāfe bunda “rāyiḥa” ve būy “ümīd” maʿnāsınadur. 
 

3a 
 ' � �<�د+ ر��9= آ= آ,ت ;9, �:�ن آ��*

 
“Pīr-i muġān eger saña mey ile seccādeñi rengīn ve ālūde eyle diye anuñ emrine imtis̱āl 
idüp rengīn eyle.”   
Pīr-i muġāndan murād mürşid-i kāmildür ki mıṣrāʿ-ı s̱ānīde olan sālik lafẓı aña ḳarīnedür. 
Meyden murād ʿışḳ-ı Ḫudādur. 
 

3b 
 آ$ ���A '� 1&, �&�د ز را+ و ر�@ �8?���

 
“Zīrā sālik sülūk menzillerinüñ ʿādetinden ve rāhından bī-ḫaber degüldür.”  
Sālikden murād bunda sālik-i müntehīdür, sālik-i mübtedī degüldür. Bī-ḫaber ne-boved 
kelimeleri aña ḳarīnedür.  
 

4a 
 �,ا در �8?ل ���3ن 6$ ا�= و #79 6�ن ه, دم

 
“Baña cānān menzilinde ne emn ü ne ʿayş, yaʿnī olmaz, çünki her dem” 
Zīrā eger ġaflet idüp emn ü ʿayş üzre ola, ḥāṣıl itdügi ṭabaḳalardan düşmek lāzım gelür.  
Cānāndan murād Ḥaḳḳ Teʿālā ḥażretidür, menzilden murād seyr-i maʿnevīde olan 
ṭabaḳātdur.     
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4b 
�9*ارد آ$ ','C� *�*8 ���3,س �,��د   

 
“Zebān-ı ḥāl ile çañ feryād ṭutar yaʿnī feryād idüp böyle dir ki yükleri baġlañ” ki bu 
menzilden öte daḫı menzil çoḳdur, henūz daḫı murād olan maḳāma irişmediñüz.  
Ceresden murād mürşid-i kāmildür. Zebān-ı ḥāl ḳaydı ceresüñ kendüsine göredür.  
 

5a 
GHEn �5ر�A و '9@ ��ج و آ,دا'� 986= ه�  

 
“Ḳaralu gice ve mevc ḫavfı ve buncılayın ḳorḳunc bir girdāb”  
Şeb-i tārīkden murād maḥabbet-i dünyādur, mevcden murād teḳāżī-i nefsdür, girdābdan 
murād sūʾ-i ḫātimedür.   
 

5b 
�&A '�ران �����Iآ<� دا��I *8ل ��   

 
“Bizüm ḥālümüzi ḳanda bilürler deryā kenārınuñ sebük-bārları.” 
Sebük-bārdan murād evliyāʾ-ı Allāhdur ki ʿışḳ-ı ilāhī ile mest olup bu ḥālleri ferāmūş 
itmişlerdür. Baʿżı kimseler “Murād melāʾikedür” dimişler.  
 

6a 
'&*���� آ�9* .1,ه $ آ�رم ز1�د آ���   

 
“Dükeli ʿamelüm beni ḫod-kāmlıġumdan bed-nāmlıġa çekdi”  
YaYaYaYaʿʿʿʿnnnnīīīī: Nefse tābiʿ olduġumdan ötürü bed-nām oldum.  
 

6b 
���)C� *ن آ� ���* .ن رازى آ?و ��ز���� 
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“Ḳaçan mestūr ḳalur bir rāz ki andan meclisler  düzeler”; yaʿnī o rāzı bir niçe maḥfilde 
söyleyeler.  
 

7a 
K��I ��� G��L اه� ازو�رى آ, ه � 1�MI 

 
“Eger bir ḥużūr ister iseñ Allāh’dan ġāyib olma ey Ḥāfıẓ”; yaʿnī dāyim anuñ emri üzere 
ol. 
Ḥāfıẓ münādādur.  
Ey ḥarf-i nidādur, lafẓen ḥaẕf olınmışdur.  
 

7b 
�� �� �5" �= �5�ى دع ا�*��9 و اه ���� 

 
“Ol zamānda ki sen mülāḳī olmaġı murād idinesin şol kimseye ki anı seversin dünyāyı 
terk ve ihmāl eyle.” 
Metā mā-telḳada bu maḥallde irādet maʿnāsı muḳadderdür zīrā muḳadder iʿtibār 
olınmasa bu vechle suʾāl vārid olur ki “Çün dünyānuñ ʿadem-i terki mülāḳāta māniʿ 
olmaya, pes niye terk itmek gerek?” Nite kim “İẕā ḳumtum ilā eṣ-ṣalāt”da muḳadderdür. 
Ve mıṣrāʿ-ı s̱ānī maʿnāda mıṣrāʿ-ı evvel üzere muḳaddemdür.  
Metā ẓarf-ı zamān ve mā zāyiddür zīrā metā māsız daḫı ʿamel ider.  
Telḳa aṣlında “telḳā” idi, metā gelmek ile ‘yā’ ḥaẕf olındı.  
Men ism-i mevṣūldür, ṣılası tehvādur.  
Tehvā dördinci bābdan fiʿl-i mużāriʿ-i muḫāṭabdur, “maḥabbet” maʿnāsına olan 
“hevā”dan müştaḳḳdur.  
Ez-ūda olan żamīr-i ġāyib men lafẓına rāciʿdür iżmār ḳable’ẕ-ẕikr ṭarīḳi ile.    
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II  

TRANSLATIONS  

 

Notes on Translations 

 
 
1. My transliteration and translation of Hafiz’s opening couplet are given in square brackets. 
 
2. All of my additions inserted into Sudi’s text are indicated in brackets.  
 
3. In the translation, some technical words used by Sudi are italicized. Translations of these 
words are given in brackets. At times, these words are explained in the footnotes.       
 
4. In the translation, the lemmas listed by Sudi are also italicized.      
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Sudi’s Introduction and His Commentary on Hafiz’s Opening Couplet 
 
 
 
 

In the name of God, the Merciful, the Compassionate 
 
 

Praise be to God who granted me success in explaining sciences and knowledge, the 

immaculate language of Arabs, and the learned language of Persians. Blessings and peace be 

upon His most virtuous created being Muhammad, who is the most eloquent and noble in 

lineage, and upon his holy family and righteous followers.       

Then let it be known that the writer of these pages and the narrator of what is written, this 

humble and sinful servant, namely, Sudi, the poor, says as follows:  

One day, at the most auspicious of times and at the happiest of hours, the governor of (the 

city of) Madina, Ömer Efendi, who was the most intimate of companions and the most special of 

friends, may God bless his soul and may double his reward in Paradise, came, unceremoniously 

as usual, into my humble house, kissed my hand three times and said: “this is what I ask of you: 

you should write a commentary on Hafiz’s Divan (poetry collection) in such a way that it would 

be useful to seekers and beneficial for the beginners. In short, it would not suggest any extended 

meaning or mystical interpretation but just explain the grammar (of the text) following the 

methods of the Arabic grammarians and restrict itself to the basic meaning of the verses.”           

Decorated with different kinds of knowledge and branches of science, Ömer Efendi was 

the compendium of merits and honors, the possessor of benevolence and beneficence, the abode 

of generosity and munificence, and the source of benefaction and bounteousness. If Hatam saw 

his nobility and generosity he would be mourning because of his zealous jealousy121. Ömer 

                                            
121 Hatam is the name of a legendary Arab character that lived in pre-Islamic times and was famous for his 
generosity.     
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Efendi is such that the world has not seen his equal since the nine revolving spheres started to 

rotate.   

Upon his saying so, I took his request to be a command and his behest a godsend. 

Because the deceased and forgiven (Ömer Efendi) was so generous and benevolent to this 

praying man that neither is so a father to his son nor a brother to a brother. As such, only the one 

who knows me and him, the deceased, can so testify.    

It is hoped the readers of this commentary may not forget to bless the deceased as well as 

this base Sudi as they bless Muhammad and his noble family. It is expected from the people of 

justice that they correct with the pen of forgiveness and indulgence those places in this 

commentary where errors and mistakes occur, and not make an effort to show and reveal its 

shortcomings. Because I confess it is not within my capacity and limits to write a commentary on 

such an intricate book. However, as mentioned previously, I was importuned to do so. 

Nonetheless, I ask the readers of this commentary to cast a fair eye on it.     

 Couplet 

 The eye of contentment is dull to all faults  
 The eye of discontentment, however, reveals the shortcomings  
 

 Let it be known that the noble name of Khajah Hafiz is Shams al-Din Muhammad.122 

Among the learned men, he is famous as “the Tongue of the Hidden” and “the Teller of Secrets.” 

His lustrous poems are the envy of the spring of life, and the daughters of his thought are the 

cause of jealousy for maidens and boys of Paradise. By solid words he sweetened the palate of 

the common people, and by clear meanings he added salt to the mouths of the elites. Thus the 

doors of acquaintance of the men of the Seen have been open to him and the splendor of the light 

in the eyes of the men of the Unseen has grown. For every learned man he composed poetry 

                                            
122 The word khajah means lord, master. It is an honorific title of a man of great dignitary.      
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suitable to their occasions. He invented pleasant and rare meanings for everyone and 

encapsulated abounding meanings in few words. His world-conquering ghazals (lyric poems) 

reached the borders of the countries in Turkistan and India in the least period of time, and his 

heart-pleasing words arrived the regions and districts of the two Iraqs and Azerbaijan in the 

shortest space of time. Without having his excitement-stirring poems recited, the ritual music and 

dancing of the dervishes would not become fervent, and without the tasty sweetmeats of his 

taste-arousing words having uttered, the gatherings of the rulers would not be embellished and 

adorned. Still more, the outcry of his incitement would make the hues and cries of the passionate 

possible, and the chant of the wine-worshippers would acquire splendor with the gurgle of his 

poems. This has been allegorized as follows:    

 Verse    

 The ghazal-singing of Hafiz reached to such an extent that    
 The firmament forgot the melodies of Venus and her pleasing lyre  
 In time he did absolute justice to lyric poetry    
 In a way no poet composed poetry in that way  
 As you memorize his pleasant-flowing poetry, say:   
 May a thousand mercies of God be on the soul of Hafiz     

 

 However his diligent study of the Qur’an, his regular appointment as teacher of the 

Sultan, his annotation of the Kashshaf and the Miftah, his perusal of the Matali‘ and the Misbah, 

his studies on literary techniques, and his admiring interest in the works of the Arab poets 

prevented him from bringing his dispersed ghazals together and withheld him from assembling 

his heart-pleasing couplets on a string of necklace. Qivam al-Din Hasan used to bring up in 

conversation the rough draft of these couplets over and over again in the study room of the 

madrasah (college) which he built for Hafiz and say, in the course of conversation, that he 

should string these unique gems of value on a necklace and arrange these illustrious pearls in a 
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line, so that it would become a necklace for the graceful necks of the people of the time and an 

amulet for the jeweled girdles of the men of the time.   

Hafiz entrusted the raising of this edifice of poetry to the unwarranted times and offered 

excuses amounting to the excuses of the people of the period until, in the year 791 A.H., he 

committed the life entrusted to him to the guardians of God’s decree and determination and 

carried the garment of existence out of the narrow vestibule of death. His immaculate soul joined 

the dwellers of the sublime world, and he became a pure companion of the black-eyed maidens 

of Paradise after separation from his body.  

 Chronogram 

 In the Abjad year of ba, sad, and zal123     
 From the day of the auspicious Hijra 124 of Ahmad  
 He set out toward the highest Heaven 
 The unique man of the era, Shams al-Din Muhammad 
 When I passed by his pure grave 
 I beheld the purity and splendor of the tomb       
       

 After Hafiz passed away, some of his companions, with commitment to companionship 

and obligation to respect friendship, arranged and organized his dispersed ghazals into a divan. 

May God set his soul at rest and perpetuate his prosperity in the rooms of Heaven. Amen, Lord 

of the worlds! God is the one who grants success in the road of righteousness. And He is 

merciful to his subjects, and sufficient for us is God, and He is the best Disposer of affairs.     

 
 
 
 

                                            
123 The Abjad is a decimal numeral system in which the 28 letters of the Arabic alphabet are assigned numerical 
values. According to this system, the letters bā [ب], sād [ص]and zāl [ذ] have the numerical values, respectively, of 2, 
90 and 700. Therefore, the sum of the numerical values of the three letters (792 A.H.) gives Hafiz’s date of death, 
which is 1389/1390 C.E.                   
124 Hijra  is the migration of the Prophet Muhammad and his followers to the city of Madina in 622 (Common Era). 
Alternate spellings of this Arabic word in English are Hijrah and Hegira.       
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GI 
 

1a 
 

 أ� �� أ��� ا����� أدر آ	�ً� و ��و���
 

[Al ā yā ayyuhā al-sāqī adir ka’san va nāvilhā] 
 

[O cupbearer! Pass around a cup and hand it (to me)] 
 
 

 This line (originally) belongs to the second couplet of a quatrain composed in the hazaj 

meter by Yazid bin Mu‘aviya.125 The original complete text of the quatrain is as follows:    

  I am poisoned,  
 and I have no antidote or incantation  

  Pass around a cup and hand it (to me),  
 O cupbearer!   
 

 Transposing the (last) two lines (of Yazid’s quatrain) to make them correspond with the 

rhyme of his ghazal, Khajah Hafiz incorporated these lines into his poem and put them at the 

beginning of his Divan. It is for this reason that some poets criticized the Khajah (Hafiz). For 

instance, Ahli of Shiraz writes as follows: 

  One night in a dream I saw Khajah Hafiz 
  I asked him “O unparalleled in virtue and in knowledge: 
  why did you bind yourself to this verse of Yazid,  
  notwithstanding all your virtue and perfection?” 
  He said, “You don’t understand the issue here: 
  an unbeliever’s property is lawful to a believer.” 
 
And Katibi of Nishabur writes as such:   

  I am confounded at Khajah Hafiz,  
 to such an extent that reason is paralyzed. 
 What wisdom did he see in Yazid’s verse 
 that he recited it at the beginning of the Divan?  
 Though the property of an unbeliever is  
 lawful to a believer, and regarding which there is no dispute, 
 it is, nevertheless, a great shame 
 for a lion to steal a bite from a dog’s mouth.      

                                            
125 Hazaj is the name of one of the common prosodic patterns.      
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Alā is the opening particle, which occurs as such in the following Qur’anic verse: “Surely, there 

is neither fear nor grief for the friends of God”.126 The author of the Kashshaf (The Discoverer) 

argues that it (alā) is in compound form while Ibn Malik contends that it is in simple form. The 

arguments of both (scholars) are mentioned in the detailed grammatical works.  

Yā is the vocative particle.      

Ayy is the addressee, which is definite and singular. 

Hā is a particle of admonition. Since the izafet is required after the word ayyu, hā is used a 

substitute for the noun in the genitive case.127  

Al-sāqī is, by principle, in the nominative form. It is an adjective to the word ayyu. Actually, the 

sāqī (cupbearer) is the addressee. In order not to let the two definite articles (i.e., the particles yā 

and al- respectively) come together, he (Hafiz) put the word ayyu in between and used hā as a 

particle of admonition. Lexically, it (the word sāqī) means “the one who gives water”, but as a 

term it refers to “the one who serves a cup at a wine gathering”.   

Adir is a second-person imperative verb and is of the if‘al  pattern.128 It means “pass it around”, 

but not, as some would assume, “have it passed around”.  

Ka’s means “wine cup”. Some say it means kadeh (goblet), but the word kadeh has a more 

generic meaning than the word ka’s.       

Va nāvilhā: nāvil is a second-person imperative verb and is of the müfa‘ale pattern. It means 

“hand it”. Its original form is va nāvilnīhā, which includes the nūn of protection (-n-) and the 

first-person pronoun suffix yā (-ī). Yā is omitted due to the prosodic requirement. Hā is a 

                                            
126 The Qur’an, Chapter 10, Verse 62.    
127 As a grammatical term, the word izafet refers to the annexation of one noun to another.      
128 If‘al  is the name of one of the Arabic verbal patterns.     
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feminine pronoun, and it refers to the word ka’s. Let it be known that (in Arabic) all of wine-

related nouns, adjectives and other vocabulary items are treated as feminine.    

The summary of the line is as follows: O cupbearer! Pass the wine cup around the gathering of 

friends one after another, and then hand it to me!   

What causes the circulation of the wine cup is its being passed from one hand to another. 

(Rhetorically,) the line is a type of synecdoche. (Thus) the meaning of the line is: Pass the wine 

cup around, and when it is my turn, I will drink it.       

One argues that “it is more probable that here the verb nāvil means ‘Let you drink it up!’ ”, and 

he brings Jami’s following couplet forward as evidence for his argument: 

  Couplet 
 
  O Jami! The purity of the wine cup wipes off the dust of grief from the heart!  
  Whenever you have something that distresses you, seek the wine cup and drink it!    
 
By arguing so, he goes completely astray in drawing a correct relation between the evidence he 

provides and what the evidence stands for. Also, he is incapable of distinguishing between 

offering (someone a cup of wine) and receiving (a cup of wine from someone). And particularly, 

what is meant (in Hafiz’s line) is not that the cupbearer drinks from the cup. Rather, it is the poet 

himself who drinks it. This is attested to by Yazid’s (own) words ―“I am poisoned”. Likewise, I 

made this (point) clear in my (previous) explanation that (in its original form) the verb nāvil is 

followed by the first-person pronoun suffix yā (-ī). One other evidence for this comes from the 

following words of a poet:  

  Fill the wine cup as the dawn appears!  
 Drink it, and hand it to me! It exhales fragrance like musk. 
 

To argue that “the particle alā is connected with the second line” is a complete divergence from 

the correct path (of interpretation), for alā is used to begin a sentence and occurs at the beginning 
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of a statement. As such, it only indicates accentuation. And since alā is used for calling upon the 

addressee, it is (grammatically) related to the two imperative verbs (in the first line). (In short,) it 

has absolutely no connection with the second line.    

1b 
 

��د ������� آ$ #�" .��ن � �د اول و�� ا
 

[Ki ‘ishq āsān numūd avval valī uftād mushkilhā] 
 

[For love seemed easy at first, but (then) difficulties arose]   
 

Ki consists of the Arabic (letter) kāf (ك), vowelled with kasra, and the word-final hā (w).129 It is 

either a noun or a particle. If used as a noun, it refers to human beings, such as in this couplet 

from the Gulistan (Rose Garden): 

  Whose hand and tongue can fulfill 
 the obligation of giving thanks to Him?  
  

If used as a particle, it serves to connect two things, such as the inchoative and the predicate, an 

adjective and its substantive, the cause and the effect, an intention and the intended action and so 

on. Here it (ki) serves as a particle of cause; in other words, it explains the reason behind the 

imperative utterance (in the first line).  

‘Ishq is pronounced with a kasra on the (letter) ‘ayn (ع). It has various definitions, but the most 

common definition is “the excess of love”.  

Āsān means “easy”.  

Numūd is a verb in the past tense. It can be transitive or intransitive. Here, it is intransitive.  

Valī is a particle of limitation, like the Arabic lākin (but/however).   

Uftād is a verb in the past tense. It is like the Arabic (verb) vaqa‘a (� fell upon’). It is used‘ / وََ�َ

with two meanings, one referring to the act of “falling down”, the other referring to “the 
                                            
129 Kasra is a diacritical mark (  ِ ) used in Arabic script to indicate that a letter is pronounced with short /i/.     
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happening of something”. The verb is also used as such in Turkish. For example, they say “it 

happened thus and so.”  

Mushkil means “hard” in the sense of “difficult” (to bear). 

Hā is a plural suffix used with non-humans. It is ungrammatical to use this suffix with animates.  

The summary of the couplet is as follows: O Cupbearer! Give me wine, for love of the beloved 

seemed easy at first, but then difficulties arose.    

The reason (for Hafiz’s saying so) is as follows: when one falls in love with a beloved, at first 

s/he treats the lover with all sorts of kindness. But when the lover’s love becomes stronger and 

stronger, the beloved begins to act as if s/he were indifferent to him. Unable to endure his 

beloved’s indifference, the desperate lover tries to console himself sometimes with wine, 

sometimes with opium, laudanum or opium-based electuary, sometimes with hashish or coffee in 

order to find some relief and tranquility.                              

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



142 
 

Süruri’s Introduction and His Commentary on Hafiz’s  Opening Couplet 
 
 
 

Praise be to God who protected the Qur’an from being changed by the adversities of 

the world. As He said, “Surely, we have sent down the Qur’an, and we are, indeed, its 

guardians.”130 Blessings be upon the one (the Prophet Muhammad) who maintained it (the 

Qur’an) through instruction and recited it as it is found in the preserved tablet (of God’s 

decrees). Blessings be also upon his companions and family members, of whom the 

Qur’an speaks with compassion and who are protected by the signs of the Qur’an.  

Disgruntled with the world, this broken-hearted Süruri expresses his words in this 

manner: the righteous predecessors with mystical experience―may God be pleased with 

all of them―have explained the conditions of the path to mystical perfection and the 

secrets of the spiritual doctrine through the media of allegorical expressions, metaphors 

and allusions. Thus Mavlana (Jalal al-Din Rumi)―may God bless his secret―writes as 

follows:   

Couplet 
 

It is better that the secret of the beloveds  
should be told in the talk of others.   
 

 
Shams al-Din Muhammad al-Hafiz al-Shirazi― may God bless his secret―belongs to the 

class of mystics, where he is given the honorific titles of “the Tongue of the Hidden” and 

“the Expounder of Secrets”. In all of his poems and in each of his allegorical, enigmatic 

and figurative expressions, Hafiz intends to convey the secrets of the mystical path. But 

those who are unaware of and detached from the conditions and mysteries of the mystical 

                                            
130 The Qur’an, Chapter 15, Verse 9.      
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path either completely deny this due to their shortcomings in comprehension or remain 

confounded.    

  Couplet 
 
  How many have condemned a correct statement! 
  The problem lies in their weakness of understanding   
 
  Quatrain 
 
  The ignorant repudiate knowledge, 
  they do not know it due to ignorance and illiteracy. 
  Indeed, their only creed is that  
  if they do not know it, they blaspheme it.     
 
  

 Now and then, the ingenious men of spiritual understanding and the possessors of 

divine spirituality were visiting this poor Süruri to ask some questions about mystical 

secrets (in Hafiz’s poetry). Accordingly, this poor Süruri was investigating the (individual) 

inquiries to the best of his knowledge and was answering each of them verbally. 

Afterwards, I was asked to write down all these answers in the Turkish language. 

Hereupon, I spent some time putting them into writing. (Accordingly,) I briefly elucidated 

the metaphorical (i.e., mystical) meaning (in the poems of Hafiz) and thus made the actual 

meaning (of his poems) evident, so that those who are deficient and incomplete (in 

mystical knowledge) would become (mystically) complete and perfect and that the 

ignorant and the uninformed would become men of (mystical) sensibility.     

 But those who are arrogant and obstinate follow neither the manifest verses of God 

nor the obvious miracles of the prophets. (Doing so,) they do not submit themselves to the 

(eternal) truth, nor do they surely know it. In his following couplet, Khajah Hafiz speaks 

to such people who lack understanding by responding to them ironically:         
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Couplet131  
 
O Friend! You are not well-versed in speech, the fault is yours.  

  When you listen to the words of men of wisdom,  
do not say that they have made a mistake.    
 
 

 But, undoubtedly, those who are obstinate and without understanding are not able to go 

beyond the veil of ignorance, and those who are self-centered and envious remain within the 

circle of obstinacy. May God save us from such people! Oh God, the Keeper and Preserver! 

Protect us from dangers! God is the most caring Preserver, and He is the most compassionate.        

 
GI 
 

1a 
 

 أ� �� أ��� ا����� أدر آ	�ً� و ��و���
 

[Al ā yā ayyuhā al-sāqī adir ka’san va nāvilhā] 
 

[O cupbearer! Pass around a cup and hand it (to me)] 
 
 
 Alā is the particle of admonition, and yā is the vocative particle, and ayyu is an indefinite 

noun that is used to attach the vocative particle to the noun in definite form, and hā, which is 

attached to ayyu, is the particle of admonition and indicates accentuation, and the word al-sāqī is 

an adjective to the word ayyu, and adir is the second-person imperative and is a derivative of (the 

conjugated verb forms) adāra ( دارَأ ) and yudīru (Aُ@9@ُ), and ka’s is a cup that is filled with wine, and 

nāvil is the second-person imperative and is a derivative of (the conjugated verb form) nāvala 

  .and since ka’s is feminine, it is referred to by the feminine pronoun (hā) ,(��وَلَ)

                                            
131 In Süruri’s introduction, the lines of the couplet are transposed. In the ‘standard’ version of the couplet, the 
second line above is the first line (cf. Divan-i Hafiz, ed. Abu al-Qasim Incavi-i Shirazi, Tehran: Nashr-i Shahab, 
2004, 28).        
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 The meaning of the line is as follows: Arise, O cupbearer! Pass around the full cup and 

hand it. What is meant by (the word) sāqī is a preacher or a person who offers advice. Also 

intended (by the word sāqī) is that which attracts and gives pleasure. (Accordingly,) what is 

meant by (the word) ka’s is the sermon, advice or word of wisdom that inspires someone and 

attracts him.                     

1b 
 

��د ������� آ$ #�" .��ن � �د اول و�� ا
 

[Ki ‘ishq āsān numūd avval valī uftād mushkilhā] 
 

[For love seemed easy at first, but (then) difficulties arose]   
 
 
(The meaning of the line is:) For divine love appeared easy at first, but difficulties fell upon. 

Accordingly, (what one should infer from Hafiz’s saying so is that) it is necessary to give 

encouragement to those who follow the mystical path and seek the mystical truth, so that they 

would not be discouraged (on their way to mystical perfection) and would continue to pursue 

their endeavor until the state of union with God is achieved.             
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Şem’i’s Introduction and His Commentary on Hafiz’s Opening Couplet 
 
 
 
 

 Everlasting praise be to the Creator! The splendid and magnanimous sun is a mere 

particle of His perfect creation, and so are the oceans surrounding the world. Immeasurable glory 

be to the Protector! He preserves and maintains the heavens and the earth through His grace. He 

brings the day and the night into view through His perfect creation. Endless glory be to God! His 

pen (of creation) made no single error despite the multiplicity of created beings:      

  Couplet 
 
  I did not see any mistake on this page (of Creation), 
  for wherever I look, I see (nothing but) the work of His atelier  
 

 Thousands of prayers and blessings be upon His most generous companion (the Prophet 

Muhammad), who is honored by the statement of “I have a time with God” and is (thus) the 

confidant of God, and also upon his children. Prayers and blessings be on his most esteemed 

companions, each of whom is the guiding star of the path of salvation and the candle of religious 

ceremonies. May God be pleased with all of them!    

 This humble servant, namely Şem‘i, the one trampled upon by sorrows and afflicted with 

grief, had embraced sadness and been in a ruined state with the passing of time. (Accordingly,) I 

had chosen a moderate life and secluded myself from the world. It was during this period of 

seclusion that, quite unexpectedly, one of the eminent statesmen of the time visited me and 

implied that I should write a commentary on this Divan (poetry collection). A person without 

equal in knowledge, he was the unique of the age, to such an extent that in this world of vanities 

he was renowned with generosity and munificence, and even more celebrated than (the 

legendary) Hatam:  
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  Couplet  
 
  Hatam’s name is forgotten when his is mentioned, 
  thus no introduction is needed for him.     
 

 Though this servant of limited capacity confessed his own incapacity hundreds of times, 

it was not accepted by His Highness. After so many days of importuning from His Highness, 

who was the most eminent of the notables, I finally began writing a commentary on the Divan at 

his behest. I hope that this commentary would be helpful for everyone and that readers would not 

forget to pray to God for the commentator and for the one who motivated him:  

  Couplet 
 
  His name is Ahmad, and his epithet is Faridun. 
  Whoever is hostile to him is a wicked man.    
 

 As a token of felicity, finally, I mention His honorable name here:    

  Verse 

  May God make its end fortunate!    

 

GI 
 

1a 
 

 أ� �� أ��� ا����� أدر آ	�ً� و ��و���
 

[Al ā yā ayyuhā al-sāqī adir ka’san va nāvilhā] 
 

[O cupbearer! Pass around a cup and hand it (to me)] 
 
 
(The meaning of the line is:) Arise, O cupbearer! Pass around the cup and hand it. 
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It is more probable that here the verb nāvil means “Let you drink it up!”, for such meaning is 

also reinforced by the meaning of the verb adir. Likewise, the verb nāvil has the same meaning 

in Jami’s following couplet: 

  Couplet 
 
  O Jami! The purity of the wine cup wipes off the dust of grief from the heart!  
  Whenever you have something that distresses you, seek the wine cup and drink it!    
 

Alā is the particle of admonition, and it is connected with the second line.    

Yā is the vocative particle.  

Ayyu is the addressee.   

Hā is a redundant particle.    

Sāqī is an adjective to the word ayyu.  

Adir is the second-person imperative and is a derivative of the if‘al  pattern.  

Nāvil is the second-person imperative and is a derivative of the müfā‘ale pattern.   

Ka’s is the name of that at the bottom of which there are dregs (of wine).     

What is meant by (the word) ka’s is the cup of (mystical) affection. (Accordingly,) what is meant 

by (the word) sāqī is the (mystically) perfect guide.    

1b 
 

��د ������� آ$ #�" .��ن � �د اول و�� ا
 

[Ki ‘ishq āsān numūd avval valī uftād mushkilhā] 
 

[For love seemed easy at first, but (then) difficulties arose]   
 
 
(The meaning of the line is:) For divine love appeared easy at first when the state of union with 

God was achieved in the world of spirituality, but after the union the difficulties of love fell 
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upon. That is to say, the difficulties (of love) arose by coming to this world of mortality. The line 

can be interpreted in that way too: love appeared easy at the beginning of the mystical path: 

  Couplet 
 
  With the hope of union, love appeared easy at first, 
  But the despair of separation made it so difficult.   
        

(Therefore,) it is necessary for the one follows the mystical path to receive the benefit of his 

master’s knowledge every single moment and prepare himself for union with the Beloved.     
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III  

OTTOMAN TEXTS  

 

 

Sudi, Şerh-i Divan-ı Hafız, 

MS Hazine K. 933, Topkapı Palace Library, Istanbul, folios, 2b–4a 
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Sudi, Şerh-i Divan-ı Hafız, 

MS Feyzullah Efendi 1641, Fatih Millet Library, Istanbul, folios, 1b–3a 
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Süruri, Şerh-i Divan-ı Hafız, 

MS Ayasofya 4056, Süleymaniye Manuscript Library, Istanbul, folios, 1b–2a 
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Şem‘i, Şerh-i Divan-ı Hafız, 

MS Kadızade Mehmed 403, Süleymaniye Manuscript Library, Istanbul, folios, 1b–3a 
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