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Abstract

Writing a Grammatical Commentary on Hafiz of Shiraz
A Sixteenth-century Ottoman Scholar on Bigan of Hafiz

Murat Umut Inan

Chair of the Supervisory Committee:
Associate Professor Selim S. Kuru

Department of Near Eastern Languages and Civitinati

This dissertation explores the study and interpicetaf theDivan (poetry collection) of Hafiz

of Shiraz (d. ca. 1389), the most celebrated lyoet of classical Persian, in the sixteenth-
century Ottoman Empire and discusses the ways ichwhafiz's Persian text was read, glossed
and translated by Ottoman scholars. In terms &dtpe, the dissertation focuses on a late
sixteenth-century Ottoman Turkish commentary by Atdrudi (d. ca. 1600), an Ottoman
scholar of Arabic and Persian philology who is welbwn primarily for his grammatical
commentaries on Persian classics. The main comdéhe dissertation is to explore and discuss
the ways in which Sudi’'s grammatical commentaryHariz's Divan departs from the
mystical/allegorical commentaries written by higgecessors Muslihiddin Struri (d. 1561), an
Ottoman Nagshbandi scholar renowned for his mylstmamentaries on Persian classics, and
Sem‘ullahSem'i (d. 1603), an Ottoman scholar affiliated witie Mavlavi order and the author

of a number of allegorical/mystical commentariedP@nsian classics.



Reading Sudi's commentary against the backgrourisgiredecessors’ and paying attention to
the critical tone underlying his work, the dissedia demonstrates how an Ottoman scholar with
a disciplinary training in Arabic and Persian phlalgy presents his commentary as a critique not
only of the canon of mystical scholarship but aléthe textual and interpretive practices
associated with it. In this regard, the dissertaticgues that the primary motivation behind
Sudi’s writing a non-canonical commentary is hign@ering attempt at introducing a
grammatical approach to textual interpretation thisixteenth-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 Tur&shmentaries on tHeivan (poetry
collection) of Hafiz of Shiraz (d. ca. 1390), orfeélte most celebrated lyric poets of Persia as
well as of the late medieval and early modernditgmworld, by Ottoman commentators
belonging to different schools of interpretatiolmefe commentaries are written, respectively, by
Muslihiiddin Sdruri (d. 1561), a Nagshbandi schadmowned for his mystical commentaries on
Persian classic§em‘ullahSem’i (d. 1603), a scholar affiliated with the Mavi@rder and the
author of a number of allegorical/mystical commeetaon Persian classics, and, finally, by
Ahmed Sudi (d. ca. 1600), an Ottoman scholar ob#&rand Persian philology who is well-
known for his grammatical commentaries on Perslassacs and on the major works of Arabic
grammatical tradition.

Of the three commentaries on Devan, the dissertation focuses on Ahmed Sudi’s late
sixteenth-century commentary. In the first parthaf dissertation, first | introduce Sudi’s life and
works before discussing his commentary in termgssafontent and structure. As part of my
discussion of the commentary, | also explore asdudis its reception and circulation by drawing
on the available manuscript copies. Following thgcussion, | focus on a selected portion from
the commentary and discuss the ways in which Sualiyaes, translates and interprets the
opening couplet of Hafiz’Bivan. In my discussion, | also situate Sudi’s treatnadriiafiz’s

text within a comparative framework to explore at@borate on the ways in which Sudi’'s



approach and analysis depart from those of hisgmess$ors. Third, | draw conclusions primarily
from my analyses and supplement these conclusighgive ones drawn from my general
discussion of Sudi’s life and works and of his coemtary. Here | mainly contextualize Sudi and
his commentary based on my findings and conclusiongoing so, | place Sudi’s commentary
in two main contexts: one involving the Ottoman coemtary tradition on Hafiz and his text, the
other related to the study of Persian grammar amsidh classical texts in sixteenth-century
Ottoman scholarship. In the second part of theediggon, first | present the transcribed text of
Sudi’s introduction to the commentary and his comtaey on the first five poems in Hafiz’s
Divan, mainly because of the fact that a reliable téx3wdi’'s commentary is still unavailable
despite the wide popularity of the commentary. &dcd give the transcribed texts of Sururi's
andSem’i’s introductory words to their commentaries aidheir commentaries on the opening
poem of Hafiz’'sDivan, not only to make Sururi’s argem’i’s texts available but also to let
readers compare and contrast Sudi’s text with tbbbés predecessors. Finally, | present
translations of the three commentators’ introdudiand their commentaries on the opening
couplet of Hafiz with the goal that my discussidriiee Ottoman commentaries on Hafiz’ text be
more accessible to non-specialists, especiallgholars specializing in different textual and/or
exegetical traditions.

The main reason why the dissertation focuses ofisSt@mmmentary is that, in the corpus
of writings on Hafiz’'s poetry up to the end of wigteenth century, it is the first and only text
that does not approach Hafiz's poems from a myisticd/or allegorical standpoint.
Furthermore, the commentary is written as a clitiesponse to the two preceding
commentaries written in the same century, whiamderstood from the commentator’s

introduction where he distances himself from hisdgcessors’ mystical/allegorical perspectives



and expresses his interest in a grammatical asatythe poet’s text. Taken together, these two
intriguing aspects of the commentary present uB aitinteresting case that invites scholarly
inquiry.

The main argument of the dissertation is that, edtiggue of the mystical canon, Sudi's
commentary stands as a non-canonical commentattewby a scholar who takes a pioneering
approach to Hafiz’'®ivan. Accordingly, the dissertation contends that,ra®&oman scholar
with a disciplinary training in Arabic and Persigilology, Sudi presents his commentary as a
critique not only of the canon of mystical scholapsbut also of the textual and interpretive
practices associated with it. In this regard, tissettation particularly argues that the primary
motivation behind Sudi’'s writing a grammatical coemtary is his pioneering attempt at
introducing philological insights and methods oftteal study into the sixteenth-century

Ottoman canon of mystical criticism and interprietat



PART I



CHAPTER |

Ahmed Sudi and His Commentary on Hafiz’sDivan

This chapter consists of two parts. | present tleednd works of the sixteenth-century
Ottoman scholar Ahmed Sudi (d. ca. 1600) in thst frart, where | draw on the information
found in primary and secondary sources as wellnathe biographical anecdotes Sudi mentions
in his own works? In the second part, | introduce Sudi's commentaryHafiz's Divan (poetry
collection) and discuss its textual and contexaspbects. Placing a special emphasis on the
textual history of Sudi’'s commentary, my discusdiothis second part is based on a manuscript
corpus that comprises a range of copies of Sueksihcluding 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 Sudi¢im&d Sudi received his early schooling in
Sarajevo, which is understood from an anecdotedmions in his commentary on Sa’di’'s

Gulistan(The Rose Gardeni)To receive a higher education, Sudi came to then@n capital

! The available information about Sudi’s biographg/ar his works is very limited in scope. In teraiprimary
sources, it is only in the following two Ottomarusces that we find an entry on Sudi’s life and veoikev'i-zade
Atayi (1583-1635)’s biographical work titledadaiku’l-Hakaik(The Gardens of Truths) and Katib Celebi (1609—
1657)'sFezleke-i TevarilfThe Epitome of Histories), a chronicle which cevthe 1591-1654 period of the
Ottoman history. For Atayi’s entry on Sudi, déadaiku’l-Hakaik fi Tekmileti-Sakaik ed. Abdiilkadir Ozcan
(Istanbul: C&n Yayinlari, 1989), 332. For Katip Celebi's, deezleke-i Katib Celebivol. 1 (Istanbul: Ceride-i
Havadis Matbaasi, 1871), 7. In terms of secondauyces, the only work on Sudi’s life and oeuvrthis following
monograph by M. Nazif Hoc&8udi: Hayati, Eserleri véki Risalesi’nin MetniIstanbul: Edebiyat Fakiiltesi
Basimevi, 1980). The most recent and complete saumcSudi and his works is the following encycldpeatticle
by Muhammed ArugiTurkiye Diyanet Vakfislam Ansiklopedisi.v. “Sudi Bosnevi”. The only biography of Sudi
that is available in English is an encyclopedi&hrtby Kathleen Burrill, where Burrill draws brdgdn Hoca’s
monograph in presenting the commentator's biograpegEncyclopedia of Islan2™ ed., s.v. “Sudi, Ahmed”
[Leiden: Brill, 1997].

2 0zan Yilmaz, “16. YiuzyiSarihlerinden Sudi-i Bosnevi \gerh-i Giilistari” (PhD Diss., Marmara University,
2008), 353. Throughout the dissertation, | usectiteeally edited text of Sudi’'s commentary on tBelistangiven

in Yilmaz's dissertation.



Istanbul during the ascendancy of the Bosnian-kand Vizier Sokollu Mehmed Pasha (r.
1565-1579). Although it can be said that Sudi b&sefrom the patronage of Sokollu Mehmed
Pasha, we do not know the details regarding haiogls with the Grand Vizierate. Nor do we
have any information about his course of studidstambul® It is certain, however, that Sudi left
the city of Istanbul and travelled to the eastartof the empire to further his studies and
research after he completed his higher educatibis. iliformation is attested to by the fact that
Sudi mentions the cities he stayed as well asahelars he worked with in several places of his
commentary on Sa‘di'&Ulistan First, Sudi travelled to the city of Amid, onetb& major

centers of learning and trade in the eastern lahttee empire. In this city Sudi studied under the
renowned scholar of Persian grammar Muslihtddiasi [ca. 1510-1572), who was appointed,
by then the Ottoman governor of the citskender Pasha, asrdiderris(professor) to the
medresdcollege of higher learning) named after Hiisrestiad As understood from Sudi’s
references in his commentary on alistan he regularly attended Lari’s classes atrtiegirese
and consulted him for some difficult passages f&atti's text® Following his stay in Amid,

Sudi travelled to the Arab lands under the Ottomee First he stayed in Damascus, where he
found a chance to study under the famous Perslaiaas Ahmed-i Kazvini and Sabuhi-i

Bedalani. Especially, Sudi read and studied &distanunder the guidance of these two

® Hoca,Sudij 12.

* A native of Lar, al-Lari studied first in Shirander Mir Giyas al-Din Mansur Shirazi. After comptet his early
education, al-Lari went to India and was well rgeéi by Sultan Humayun (r. 1530-1556). On Humayuaie'ath, he
went on the pilgrimage to Mecca and thence to IsihrAs the Persian historian Hasan-i Rumlu (b.1&81) notes
in his history, al-Lari was well received and hogarin Istanbul by the Ottoman Sultan Selim Ahgan al-
Tawarikh, ed. ‘Abd al-Husayn-i Na@1 (Tehran:Intisharat-i Babak, 1978, 586]. Al-Lari’s main work is hidir’ at
al-Adwar wa Mirgat al-Akhlir (The Mirror of the Times and the Ladder of thetblies), which is a general history
from the Creation to the accession of Sultan SédlifRor further information on al-Lari, séencyclopedia of Islam
2" ed., s. v. “Muslih al-Din al-Lari” and C. A. StorePersian Literature: A Bio-bibliographical Surveyol. 1
(London: Luzac, 1935), 116.

® For Sudi’s references to Lari, see Yilmaz, 348 &6d 688.



scholars’ One scholar who played a particularly significenie in Sudi’s education in Damascus
is Halimi-i Sirvani, who is, as understood from Sudi’s laudat@myarks in his commentaries,
one of the distinguished Persian scholars and pdéte time’ From the same remarks, it is
also understood th&irvani instructed Sudi in Persian classics inclgd8a’di'sGulistanand
Hafiz’'s Divan. From an anecdote recorded in his commentary ®Gtiistan it appears that

Sudi attended one of tleedress in Damascus and studied Arabic linguistics amangnar. As
described in Sudi’s anecdote, it wamiedreseahat attracted many students from all over the
Eastern world, from the land of Rum (Ottoman Aniajoio Samargand in Central Adia.

After staying in Amid and Damascus, Sudi went tgl&#ad and continued his training
and studies. One particular scholar Sudi met m¢hy was Mevlana Efdaltiddin, whom Sudi
asked for assistance in the interpretation of scouplets from Hafiz’Divan® In Baghdad Sudi
also held conversations with some of the knowledigemerchants from Persian lands and asked
them their opinions about some aspects of Pers&armal culture and practices that are
mentioned in Sa’'di'Sulistan Bustan(The Orchard) and HafizBivan.'° The last city Sudi
visited during his travels across the Arab landsggpt, though we have almost no information
about the details regarding his scholarly workéh&ihe only piece of information that indicates
Sudi’s stay in Egypt for a while is a few anecddted he mentions in his commentary on
Sa'di's Bustanas well as in his commentary on Haftinally, it should be noted that Sudi did
not travel to Persian lands or visit the city ofr8h, the hometown of Sa’di and Hafiz. The

reason for thinking so is that Sudi makes it cleahis commentary on Hafiz, that all the

® For Sudi’s references to Kazvini and Beghti, see Yilmaz, 348 and 650.

’ For Sudi's references firvani in his commentary on th@ulistan see Yilmaz, 588 and 650. For the reference in
his commentary on HafizBivan, seeSerh-i Divan-1 Hafiz vol. 2 (Istanbul, 1834), 190.

8 Yilmaz, 700-701.

9 Serh-i Divan-1 Hafiz vol. 2, 191.

10 Serh-i Bustanvol. 1 (Istanbul, 1871), 482.

" bid., 261. For the anecdote in his commentary on HaéeSerh-i Divan-1 Hafiz vol. 2, 172.



information he gives about Shiraz and Hafiz's tambased not on his personal observations but
on the written and oral sources which he had adeess

Taken together, it is obvious that the various &rsovhom Sudi met with and studied
under in a wide range of cities across the easdeds of the empire provided him with a
thorough education in Arabic and Persian grammatructed him in the classical texts of
Persian language, and expanded his acquaintancéesisian literary and cultural tradition. In
addition, it is also clear that Sudi’s travels tml atays in these cities brought him in close
contact with the scholarship on his subject. bagtnot least, it is also evident that his travels
enabled Sudi to have access to the knowledge ¢hiatdr incorporated into the commentaries he
began writing upon his return to Istanbul. Thisimglerstood especially from a couple of remarks
that he makes in his commentaries onGludistan Bustanand Hafiz'sDivan.'®

Returning to Istanbul, Sudi continued his studied attended thmedresdectures of
some famous scholars of the reign of Murad 11574-1595)-* During the ascendancy of the
Bosnian Grand Vizier Sokollu Mehmed Pasha (r. 136%9), Sudi was appointed to the
Ibrahim Pasha Palace to teach Persian tgihean-1 hassdselected slave-boy$) Given that
Sokollu Mehmed Pasha was “the man who in fact ladally total control over appointments,”

it can be said that Sudi had close relations wighMed Pash¥. This conclusion is further

12 serh-i Divan-1 Hafiz vol. 2, 105 and 331.

13 For Sudi’s remarks about the consultations hewittta variety of Persian scholars to discuss tiaengnatical

and semantic aspects of a particular passage feoditsSGulistan see Yilmaz, 339. For a series of consultations he
had with scholars in different cities to discuss theaning of a specific couplet from Hafibs/an, seeSerh-i

Divan-1 Hafiz vol. 2, 190-191.

1 In his monograph, Hoca notes that Sudi does netiorethe names of these scholars in any of hisncentaries.
However, based on the available information onreign of Murad Ill, Hoca argues that these scholactude,
among others, Hoca Takiyyiddin (d. 1585), the sahaho founded an observatory in Istanbul at tHeebeof the
Sultan, and the famous historian Hoca Sa‘'duddii®@9). See Hoc&udi 14. For information about the reign of
Murad I, seeEncyclopedia of Islan?™ ed., s.v. “Murad 111"

5 Hoca,Sudj 15. For more information on tlglman-1 hassasee Mehmed Zeki Pakali®smanli Tarih Deyimleri
ve Terimleri S6zléil, vol.1 (Istanbul,1993), 665.

16 Cornell H. FleischerBureaucrat and Intellectual in the Ottoman Empiféte Historian Mustafa Al{Princeton:
Princeton University Press, 1986), 55.



strengthened by the fact that Mehmed Pasha wasiomatdor “reserving discretionary
appointments for certain relatives and adheret$tiis prestigious position given to Sudi
involved the training of those slave-boys sele¢tecidministrative services in the Ottoman
palace. As Yusuf Halagtu notes, thdbrahim Pasha Palace, along with the palaces im&dir
and Galata, was one of the primary centers of regatation, where those Christian boys
converted to Islam were raised and educated acmptdithe Turkish and Islamic traditioffs.
Sudi held his position for a while, until he wasdily divested of his position and was forced to
retirement. Sudi’'s exact date of death is unkndw he is believed to have died shortly after
15991°

Before looking at Sudi's works, what is especialignificant to note regarding Sudi’s life
story is that it presents us with an Ottoman schafidanguage and literature who undertook
scholarly travels spanning the major centers ahieg in the sixteenth-century Ottoman
Empire, where he was trained primarily in Arabic &wersian linguistics and conducted detailed
research on the texts he later wrote commentanes o
1.2 Sudi’s works
Ahmed Sudi is noted mainly as a commentator onzZ4dlivan and Sa’'di’sGulistanand
Bustan On a general look, one can see that Sudi’s dlailaorks are divided into three groups.
The first group consists of his large-scale comiaées on three Persian classics, namely the
Divan, GulistanandBustan The second group includes his three small-seatententaries: two
on Ibn Hacib (d. 1249)’s Arabic grammars and ondbsahimSahidi (d. 1556)’s Persian-
Turkish dictionary. What is common about thesedlwerks is that they are the standard texts

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

" Fleischer, 56.
18 yusuf Halagglu, XIV-XVII. Yizyillarda Osmanlilarda Devlet skilati ve Sosyal YaffAnkara: TTK, 1991), 29.
¥ Hoca,Sudij 16.
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two lengthy treatises on two particular coupletss &rom Hafiz'sDivan and the other from

Sa'di’s Gulistan®

1.2.1 His commentaries on Persian classics

1.2.1.1Serh-i Divan-1 Hafiz (Commentary on thBivan of Hafiz)*

1.2.1.28erh-i Gulistzn (Commentary on th&ulistan)

Completed in 1595, Sudi's commentary on Sa'dgalistan is one of his most widely read
works, which is understood by the fact that the wmmtary has a large number of manuscript
copies, that it was printed five times in Istanbetween the years 1833-1876, and that it was
translated into Persigh.As his introductory words to the commentary infars Sudi wrote this
commentary on demand of his dear companion andp&imer Efendi, the governor of the city
of Madina, who, as Sudi writes, asks for a Turkgmmentary that would elucidate the
grammatical, lexical and stylistic features of thimsterpiece of the Persian langu&b@he
several remarks Sudi makes in his commentary gertgghlight his main concern in writing a

commentary on th&ulistan that is, to provide students of Persian languaige a book that

% The critically edited texts of both treatises pmblished by Nazif M. Hoca in his monograph on Sadisides the
works mentioned above, there are a couple of atlogks that are attributed to Sudi in some secondaunyces. But
given that there are no available copies of thesdsy we do not have any information about therm.tke names
of these works see Hocaudi 33—-34. Also, it should be noted that in his dethivork on Turkish translations of
and commentaries on tivesnevjismail Giile¢ writes that Sudi has a commentary oulafea Celaleddin-i Rumi
(d. 1273)’s six-volumélesnevi As Glleg informs us, however, a large portiolsofli's commentary is missing.
The extant portion contains only Sudi’s elucidatidra section from the last volume of thiesnevi For further
information about Sudi's commentary, see Guldgisk Edebiyatinda Mesnevi TercumeSeehleri (Istanbul: Pan,
2008), 181-182.

2L Detailed information about this commentary is preed in the third section of this chapter.

22 For information about Sudi’'s commentary on @distan see Yilmaz, 303—306. For the Persian translatidghe
commentary, seBharh-i Sudi bar Gulistan-i Sa'dirans. Haydar Khushtiynat, Zayn al-‘Abidin Chakijend ‘Ali
Akbar Kazimi, Tehran, 1970.

% Sudi,Serh-i Gulistan(Istanbul, 1833), 2. It should be noted that Ssiitroduction to the commentary is missing
from the critically edited text given in Yilmaz'ssgertation.
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would serve as a comprehensive grammar of Pef&iamis is also clear from Sudi's
grammatical approach to and literal interpretatibSa’di’s text throughout his commentary.
1.2.1.3Serh-i Bastan (Commentary on thBustar)

Completed in 1598, printed twice in the nineteerghtury (in 1871 and 1876) in Istanbul, and
later translated into Persian, Sudi's commentarySafdi’s Bustanis one of his well-known
works?® As is the case with his works on tBailistanand Hafiz’'sDivan, the commentary is a
grammatical elucidation and interpretation of Sa'dext and is composed at the request of
Sudi’s patron and close companion Omer Efendi, aiaiom Sudi says laudatory words in his
introduction to the commentafy.In the same introduction, Sudi reveals the materition
behind his commentary and writes that the contadtstope of the commentary is designed in
such a way that “those interested in learning Barsan easily use it*

1.2.2 His commentaries on philological works

1.2.2.1Serh-i Kafiye (Commentary on thKafiye)

Composed in 1588, this is a commentary on the famdrabic grammarian Ibn Hacib (d.
1249)'s book on Arabic syntaal¢nahy) titled al-Kafiye (The Sufficientf® What is significant
about the commentary is that in the introductiodiSwesents a historical survey of the Arabic

grammatical tradition and highlights the works aodtributions of major Arabic grammariatfs.

%4 See especially Sudi’s remark at the beginningistommentary, where he makes it clear that thisroentary

is intended for the “talib-i tahsil-i Farsi” (leagrs of Persian). See Yilmaz, 324.

% For a discussion of Sudi’s approach to @wistan see Yilmaz, 254—264.

% For information about the commentary, see H&adi 25-28. For the Persian translation, Séarh-i Sudi bar
Bastan-i Sa‘d, 2 vols., trans. Akbar Bihruz, Tabriz, 1973.

27 Sudi,Serh-i Bustanvol. 1 (Istanbul, 1871), 2.

28 |pid., 2—3. The translation above reads: “Farsi tarailiie ragib olanlar eshel vech ile istifade idip...”

29 For the life and works of Ibn al-Hacib, s&ncyclopedia of Islam2™ ed., s.v. “lbn al-Hajib” and Carl
BrockelmannGeschichte der Arabischen Litterafwol. 1 (Leiden: E. J .Brill, 1943), 367-373. Sadiommentary
is printed as part of a three-volume edition thatds together the three major commentariesleiafiye, one in
Arabic, one in Persian, and one in Ottoman Turkibh one by Sudi). Seguruhir'l-Kafiye Se Zeban: Arabi, Farsi,
Tarki, ed. Osman Hilmi Karahisarli, Istanbul, 1894. Ranuscript copies of the commentary, see HScalj 32—
33.

30 Ms Atif Efendi 2449, Siilleymaniye Library (Istanpubls. 1b—3b.
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1.2.2.25erh-i Safiye
This is a commentary on Ibn Hacib’s other book ormabdc grammar,al-Safiye (The
Satisfactory), which is about Arabic morphology-¢arf). The commentary survives in only one
manuscript, which does not feature an introducsastion and has no date of composition at the
end®
1.2.2.3Serh-i Lugat-iSahidi (Commentary ogahidi’s Dictionary)
This is a commentary on perhaps the most populhmadely used Persian-Turkish dictionary in
the sixteenth-century Ottoman Empire, which wasttemi in 1515 by the Ottoman scholar
IbrahimSahidi (d. 1556) and was followed by many commeatarSudi’'s commentary is extant
only in one undated manuscript, which does notaioran introductiori’ What is significant to
note regarding Sudi’'s commentary is that he giiesTrkish as well as the Arabic equivalent of
each Persian word given §ahidi’s dictionary. In addition, he explains theopblogical aspects
of each word listed in the dictionary and occasignanalyzes the morphological and
grammatical aspects of certain words.
1.2.3 His treatises

Sudi’s first treatise is a close reading of theoselccouplet of Hafiz's first poem in his
Divan, where Sudi presents a grammatical analysis otcthglet as well as comments on its
prosody, rhyme structure and the poetic devicesl isethe poet. In the introduction, Sudi
mentions that he decided to write this treatiseradt class session on the poetry of Hafiz, in

which the discussion, led by one of his mentorstianbul, was centered on the grammatical and

31 See MS Dariilmesnevi 530, which is located in Stilayiye Library.

32 Ms Siileymaniye 866, Siilleymaniye Library. Bahidi’s life, works, and his dictionary, see Yu$dd, Tarih
Boyunca Farsg¢a-Turkce Sozlikig&nkara: TDK, 2010), 138-143. For the availablencwentaries ogahidi’'s
dictionary, see the same authoFshfe-iSahidi Serhleri (Konya: Selcuk University, 1999).

% See, for instance, MS Siileymaniye 866, fols 2a—4a.
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semantic intricacies of the opening poem and eafhecdf its second liné* In the same
introduction, Sudi also presents a brief biographifafiz, a lengthier version of which is found
in his introduction to his commentary on the/an. In his second treatise, Sudi studies a couplet
from Sa'di’'sGulistanfrom the same grammatical point of view.

Taken together, what these two treatises show tisaisSudi wrote preliminary pieces
prior to working on his voluminous commentaries &nat these pieces laid the foundation for
his future work®®> The same treatises also indicate that Sudi caetimis research on ttizvan
and Gulistan after returning to Istanbul and attended thoselscly gatherings where Persian
classics were read and discus&®d.

2. Sudi's Commentary on Hafiz'sDivan

Completed in 1595, Sudi’'s Ottoman Turkish commentam Hafiz’'sDivan (poetry
collection) is acknowledged as his most widely reaad famous worf’ In the vast scholarship
on Hafiz, the commentary is well received and umamisly accepted as the “most useful”
commentary on Hafiz's poetry. The usefulness ofctirmentary hinges on the fact that Sudi
gives, in Annemarie Schimmel’'s words, “sober, gratioal explanations” and thus renders
Hafiz’'s intricate poems clear, comprehensible arwkssible to a broad spectrum of readers.

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

3% Risale-i Sudi EfendHafiz'in Matla’-1 Divan Gazelinin Beyt-i Sanisinfierhi, ed. Nazif M. Hoca, 3—-7.

% It is important to note in this connection thadBmentions his treatises in his commentaries efGihlistanand
Divan and refers his readers who are interested inilemore about these two couplets to them. For’Sudi
reference to his treatise on Hafiz's couplet, deectitically edited text | present in the appeediof the
dissertation. For the reference to his treatisSa@di’s couplet, see Yilmaz, 376.

% For more information about these two treatises Heca Sudj 35-47.

3" That the manuscript copies of Sudi’s text exisbss a wide range of repositories located fromdtagEurope to
Arab lands is an indication of the widespread farnne commentary (For a discussion of the manpscdrpus of
the text see section 3.2). Also, the commentaryprigsed twice: first in 1834 in Bulak, Egypt, atiten in 1872 in
Istanbul. Moreover, it was also translated intosRerin 1962 and was printed four times. See,fstaince, the
following fourth edition of the Persian translatidemat Sattarzada&harh-i Sudi bar Hafiz4 vols. (Urumiyah:
Intisharat-i Anzali, 1983).
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wide readership in both Ottoman and modern tifidscursory look at Sudi’s voluminous
commentary is enough to see that the commentatoidetes Hafiz's verse in a methodological
manner and with an emphasis on the grammaticatspthis poems. Given this general
picture, Sudi’s work can be considered as a graioaigthilological commentary, in which the
principles of language and grammar are used tadatecthe meaning of the source text. In this
regard, the way in which Sudi elucidates Hafiz'efppis in contrast to the one found in
moral/allegorical commentaries, where attempt igderta uncover the hidden meaning, wisdom
or morality lying under the surface of the soursd.tConsidering the historical trajectory of
Hafizian hermeneutics, one can even argue that,gaammatical and literal interpretation of
Hafiz's poetry, Sudi’'s commentary presents us \aithinterpretive shift and therefore departs
from the preceding commentary tradition which appies Hafiz’'s poetry through mystical
interpretations and allegorical explanations.

The mystical/allegorical orientation of the Hat@mmentaries springs mainly from the
poet’s recognition as “the Tongue of the Unseem ‘dne Interpreter of Mysteries.” Combined
with the legacy of hi®ivan as “the Persian Qur’an” used for bibliomancy.ah e said that
Hafiz's established recognition has preconditiomexst of the commentators to focus more on
the mystical and/or allegorical aspects of his poditwould be reductive, however, to suggest
that commentators’ preoccupation with the eso&spects of Hafiz's poems can be ascribed
only to the legacy of the poet and his text. Ttesoa for thinking so is that the common
exegetical tendency toward unveiling the secrédtidden meanings in Hafiz's poetry is also
related to the scholarly backgrounds and concdrtteeccommentators and to the needs and

interests of their audiences. Beginning with thstfpartial commentaries in Persian and

3 Annemarie Schimmel, “Hafiz and His Contemporari@sThe Cambridge History of Iravol. 6, eds. Peter
Jackson and Laurence Lockhart (Cambridge: Cambtitigeersity Press, 1986), 938-939.
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continuing with the complete ones in Ottoman, oare see that the majority of Hafiz's
commentators come from a religious background aacfiliated to certain mystical orders or
schools of Islamic philosophy. Consequently, tkeholarly oeuvres reflect a theological and/or
mystical orientatiori? One can see the same orientation in the readers2ptions of and
interests in Hafiz. The poet attracts various autke mainly as a mystical guide and spiritual
master, and his poems are sought after especiabigékers of spiritual enlightenment and
wisdom. In this regard, it can be said that theenmks’ tendency toward esotericism have led
commentators focus more on the mystical/allegoasalects of Hafiz's verses and delve into
deeper levels of reading. Accordingly, this tendelnas resulted in less focus on the explicit
aspects that are accessible on the surface levle¢ dfame verses.

In the triangle of poet—commentator—audienceroheof audience is especially
significant. If one remembers the advice that “wkpaaking of commentaries, which cannot
escape the fundamental need to be useful, the ppat&udience’ is a particularly pressing
one,” then, the readerly orientation of the Hafimenentaries becomes noteworffiyn this

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

39 One of the earliest commentators on Hafiz's poelry Persian scholar Jalal al-Din Davvani (142D2)5was
trained in Islamic theology and philosophy. Thehautof several commentaries and treatises on ther texts of
Islamic philosophy, Davvani was the supreme judgbecourt of the Aqgoyunlu ruler Uzun Hasan amghtof
Sultan Ya'qub. Davvani wrote, beginning with theaed half of the fifteenth century, “half a dozdwd untitled
texts commenting on various verses by Hafiz.” DaN‘\ginterpretation of Hafiz is one of the first
theological/mystical readings of Hafiz's poetry drid method depends, in the words of Carl Erngiptureading
individual words and coded symbols that metaphdtyicapresent unstated realities” (Carl W. Erngghil al-Din
Davani’s Interpretation of Hfiz” in Hafiz and the Religion of Love in Classical Persioetry ed. Leonard
Lewisohn (London: I.B.Tauris, 2010), 198-199). OaviZani, see also Bahadur Bagkarhang-i Sharhha-yi Hafiz
(Tehran: Intisharat-i Amir Kabir, 2008), 30 aAdHistory of Muslim Philosophyol. 2, 883-888. The same
mystical/religious orientation is also evidentire tscholarly background and hermeneutical approftie first two
Ottoman commentators of Hafiz. Struri (d. 15628, first commentator, was a renowned scholdafsir (Quranic
exegesis) andadith (Prophet’s traditions) and had strong affiliatiavith the Nagshbandi order (d&mail Giileg,
“Gelibolulu Musluhiddin Sirari,Osmanli Aratirmalari 21 (2001): 211-215). In the same vein, the second
commentator§em'i (d. 1603), belongs to the Mavlavi order anthis author of the first complete Turkish
commentary on Rumi'Masnavi(cf. Seyda Oztiirk, Sem‘’nin Mesnev&erhi,” (PhD. Diss., Marmara University,
2007), 57-63).

“0 Christina Shuttleworth Kraus, “Reading Commensi®@mmentaries as Reading"The Classical Commentary:
Histories, Practices, Theorgds. Roy K. Gibson and Christina Shuttleworthusrél_eiden: Brill, 2002), 8.
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where commentators underline the fact that itesrthudience who leads them to write a
commentary. As their introductory words clearlyiogade, commentators decide writing a
commentary on Hafiz to respond to the importunitietheir audiences. In the same introductory
remarks, we also see that the several queries cotatoes receive and respond to before they
begin their work on Hafiz focus, almost exclusiveiy the mystical meaning and/or
interpretation of Hafiz's certain lines, coupletsppems:* In other words, Hafiz's readers seem
to be uninterested in the explicit aspects of éxs, tsuch as linguistic, formal or rhetorical
structure of his poems. Facing such a predomirgatterly interest to know about the implied
aspects, commentators turn their focus toward exygahe mystical grounds of Hafiz's text.
Since this is the case, it can be argued that acegedo not only inspire the commentators but
also shape the content and direction of their work.

Returning to Sudi’'s commentary, it would not badeurate to argue that Sudi’s work can
be described as a non-canonical text given theopnethnt mystical/allegorical interpretive
framework through which Hafiz’'s text has been peed, read, studied, commented on and
decoded. What distinguishes Sudi’'s commentary tn@predecessors’ is that it neither attempts
at a mystical/allegorical interpretation of Hafizéxt nor proposes to address some mystical or
theological issues raised by Hafiz’'s readers. Cetept uninterested in disclosing the underlying
meanings of Hafiz's verse or untangling the mys#tatiegorical texture of his words, Sudi does
not structure his commentary as a response toebeésof those seeking for spiritual guidance or
moral help from Hafiz. Accordingly, he does not doythe common interpretive strategy of

metonymy or poetic symbolism in elucidating Hafip@etry along the lines of mysticism. In

“1 See, for instance, Davvani's introductions todsseral treatises on Hafiz: Jalal al-Din DavvéNagd-i Niyazj
ed. Husayn Mu‘allim (Tehran: Intisharat-i Amir Kapl995), 41-43; 172-180, and 267. Similarly, for jueries
of the Ottoman readers of Hafiz, see Siruri’s ithiction to his commentary: MS Ayasofya 4056, Silagiye
Library (Istanbul), fol. 1b.
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addition, contrary to most commentators of HafizgdiQloes not intend to make connections
between Hafiz’'s text and the fundamental textsudis, nor interweaves his commentary with
mystical allegories or doctrines that are commo8ub hermeneutics.

Standing outside of the religio-mystical circletbé Hafizian commentary tradition,
Sudi’s text presents a new path to reading andgrégng Hafiz's poetry. Unlike the common
path of mysticism, this new path leads the reattetise explicit aspect(s) of Hafiz’s text through
a grammatical analysis and literal interpretatibthe poems. The question of what drives the
commentator to embark on such a new path shouékblered by paying special attention to the
triangular framework of commentary production. Adhie case in mystical/allegorical
commentaries, the determinant component of thedlgais the audience at which the
commentary is aimed, although the role of the comater’s scholarly background and interests
cannot be underestimated. Sudi’s audience-oriaappdach can be inferred from his following
introductory words to the commentary, which he potfhe mouth of his companion and patron
Omer Efendi, the governor of the city of Madina:

[T]his is what | ask of you: you should write a cmentary on Hafiz’®ivanin

such a way that it would be useful to seekershameficial for beginners. In short, it

would not suggest any extended meaning or myshtaipretation but just explain the

grammar [of the text] following the methods of Aralanguage study and restrict itself

to the basic meaning of the veréés.
Here Omer Efendi’s request for a non-mystical comang on Hafiz’s text reflects an audience-
oriented concern. Based on Omer Efendi’s wordsaritbe said that, unlike the typical Hafizian

audience, which consists mainly of seekers of rogsguidance, the one referred to in Sudi's

passage is not mystically or spiritually inclinetneotivated. Rather, Sudi’'s audience seems to

2 MS Hazine K.933, Topkap! Palace Library (Istanpid). 1b. For a detailed discussion of Sudi'saduction to
his commentary, see Selim S. Kuru and Murat U. |fiBeintroducing Hafiz to Readers in Rum: Sudi’'s
Introduction to His Commentary on Hafiz's Poetryll€ction,” Journal of Turkish Studie®5:3 (2011): 13-40.
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cover those aspiring yet beginning students ofi@etanguage, who are acquainted with Arabic
language and grammar and interested in studyiregsid? text composed by a poet who is
renowned for his command of the language. SedmisHight, the implied audience seems to be
interested in Hafiz’®ivan not as a book of mystical secrets but as a teakimr grammatical
study. As a literal interpretation based on clasergnatical analysis, Sudi’'s commentary is
intended to supplement this text-book and thususeful” to these students who are going to
study the language of Hafiz's text following Aralgrammatical methodology. One significant
aspect of the above-quoted passage is Omer Efarfiince to Arabic grammatical tradition,
which, one can argue, gives some clues as to tiieenaf the audience. That Sudi undertakes a
grammatical and literal analysis of Hafiz's Perdiext following the methods and terminology
employed by Arabic grammarians can be taken toeatigat Sudi’s intended audience already
has an established background in Arabic grammatadition. If we also take into account that
Sudi often explains the various grammatical aspafdtfafiz’'s Persian couplets by making use of
Arabic grammatical rules, definitions and termgrththe audience’s Arabic background
becomes salierit. When we correlate the Arabic underpinnings of Sucbmmentary with the
audience’s background and knowledge in Arabic, thercan propose that, in Sudi’'s case, the
audience of Hafiz's text is the members of a clamsr community, where Arabic is the principal
language used for Islamic higher education. In susbenario, Sudi’'s commentary can be
envisioned as a text designed to serve the nedtie students who receive a formal education
and study Hafiz’Divan as part of the curriculum. Taken as a whole, thesially verifiable
assumptions indicate that Sudi’'s commentary iptbduct of a language scholar who, upon

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

3 For Sudi's references to Arabic grammar, seeinistance, his elucidation of the first and fourtluplets of
Hafiz's opening poem (the transcribed texts aremiw the second part of the dissertation).
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commentary that will accompany the text book (ngmidhfiz’s Divan) he uses for teaching
Persian language and gramrfiaAccordingly, the classroom environment in whicHikfa text
and Sudi’'s commentary co-exist presents a shifbfitee common religio-mystical milieus
where the ‘mainstream’ commentaries on Hafiz aoelpced and used.

As an ‘exception’ to canonical readings of Hafimd8 commentary presents us with an
intriguing situation and invites further exploratidn what follows, first | delineate and discuss
the structure and content of the commentary basedselected portioft. Then | focus my
attention on the textual history of the commentamgl explore the reception, transformation and
circulation of this non-canonical commentary indgdtan and modern times.

2.1 Laying out the commentary: structure and conten

4 Aside from the textual evidence, the followingdpiaphical information can be used to substantfeectassroom
hypothesis: as repeated in most of the sources t&8ught Persian to the “ghilman-i khassa” (slavgd) at the
Ibrahim Pasha Palace, which was one of the priranyers of royal education where the young Christiays
levied from the European provinces of the empiresveslucated (AtdHadaiku’l-Hakaik 332). One other
information related, albeit indirectly, to the tham of Hafiz's text in a classroom setting comestf an
introductory passage prefixed to Sudi’s treatis¢hensecond couplet of Hafiz's first ghazal, whiidi wrote
before his commentary on Hafiz. In this passagej 8entions that he wrote this brief piece whileatling the
classes of his master, who was one of the famdwsdas of the time of Murad Il (r. 1574-1595). $atbo adds
that the idea for writing on this second coupleheane day after a class session, when his matddnim that it
would be good to have a Turkish treatise that @hlcidate the intricacies of this couplRigale-i Sudi Efendi3—4).
Although limited in scope, Sudi’s anecdote can bglrelied on to argue that Hafiz's text was ircelation at least
in some of the educational institutions of the kiteeenth-century Istanbul. Given that Sudi exgahkiis treatise
into a complete commentary on Hafiz, it can bedfeee assumed that, as a junior scholar attentieglasses of
senior scholars and studying Hafiz's poetry, hetfe lack of a ‘classroom-friendly commentary’ ghds
produced a grammatical commentary that will sesra Aandbook for students of Hafiz.

“ Edited based on the two oldest extant copiesettmmentary, MSS 1641 and K.933 respectivelyséhected
portion includes Sudi’s elucidation of the firstdipoems in Hafiz's poetry collection. My discussf Sudi’s
commentary is based on this sample text, whichdésgnted in the second part of the dissertatiorouighout my
discussion, | will refer to this (transcribed) téallowing a certain pattern of abbreviation ananiering, which can
be explained as follows: in the transcribed tene, poems, abbreviated as G, are numbered in Rattarsl The
couplets of a poem are consecutively numbered @abirnumbers. Thus the “Gl:2” reference standstersecond
couplet of the first poem in the transcribed téxhecessary, the line of a couplet is referredgda” or “b”,
depending on whether it is the first or second. llhecordingly, “Gl:3a” indicates, for instance, tfiest line of the
third couplet of the first poem. Finally, the lemiagiven by the commentator under each couplesdoretimes
line) are numbered consecutively and indicatediwisiquare brackets. Consequently, “GllI:2:[1]", forample,
refers to the first lemma listed under the secanptet of the third poem. This pattern of abbresiagind
numbering also applies to the transcribed texth@tommentaries of Sururi aBdm‘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 comtagy consists of two major divisions: the
source text (Hafiz's poetry collection) and the coemtary text (Sudi’s explanatory text on this
collection). This division is clearly visible inglpage layout of the manuscript copies of the
commentary as the source text is always overlingdd ink and thus separated from the
commentary text on every manuscript page. In teritise general layout of Sudi’s text,
therefore, one can observe a bipartite patterwhiich the source text, in its original language, is
given first and then followed by the commentarytt&ince the source text is a poetry collection
where poems follow each other according to an gidéris treatment of the source text, Sudi
follows the order of the poems as they appearerathailable manuscript copies of Hafiz's
poetry collection and takes each poem couplet opled, with the exception of some occasions
when a couplet is divided to provide contextuabinfation on one of its liné$.It is significant
to note in this regard that Sudi does not citepibeems from a standard or commonly used
version of Hafiz's poetry collection. Rather, basedthe available versions of Hafiz's text, each
poem of Hafiz is critically edited couplet by coepbefore they appear in the commentary. This
is understood from Sudi’'s comments on the textaakwts he identifies in the manuscripts he
had access t. Therefore, taken as a whole, the source text giv&udi’'s commentary serves
as a critical edition of Hafiz’®ivan and, as such, the commentator appears as a textial
that establishes the text on which he commentddBg®diting Hafiz’'s poems, Sudi
occasionally provides information on some individe@uplets or lines and thereby brings the
textual contexts of thBivan to the readers’ attentidfi.

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

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

% For example, Gl:1a.
" See, for example, GI:7, GlI:11, and GlII:9.
8 See, for instance, Gl:1a.
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annotation. Among the three sections, the firstieeds the longest and most detailed one. What
is indicative of the first section is its fragmeshtomposition, which results from the process of
segmentation. Rather than elucidating a given &wgd a whole, Sudi segments each couplet
into units. Thus, through this process of segmantaa given couplet is parsed into its lexical
components following the order in which they ocicuthe couplet. Treated as a lemma, each
lexical item employed in the couplet is then expdal in terms of meaning, grammatical

function, derivational pattern, and if necessafyspelling, pronunciation, and usage. Consisting
of lemmas overlined in red, the first section serae an index of a given couplet. Regarding the
segmentation of the couplets into lemmas, it shaldd be stressed that the lexical items of a
given couplet are not listed as isolated unitshBatthe commentator pays full attention to
grouping certain lemmas together by considering gyatactic and semantic functions. Thus
Sudi carefully distinguishes between main lemmabksa-lemmas. That is to say, after the
items grouped together are overlined in red anddias main lemmas, the commentator
proceeds to a further segmentation and dividegtle@smas into sub-lemmas to be able to focus
on each of them individuall§’. In terms of content, the first section presengsrader with a

rich repertoire of Arabic grammatical terms andaapts and a set of rules of Arabic and Persian
grammar. The predominance of Arabic grammaticahitgology can be explained by Sudi’s
training in Arabic linguistic traditior® Given his scholarly training, it is not surprisitigsee

that Sudi widely employs Arabic grammatical termd aoncepts in his exposition of Hafiz's
Persian couplets. Besides this rich grammaticartepe, in the same section one is also

exposed to various references and citations maddtoad range of primary and secondary

9 See, for example, Gl:4:[4], GI:6:[4], GII:3:[5]nd GII:5:[8].

*0 Sudi’'s commentaries on Ibn al-Hajitis Shafiyaandal-Kafiya and his training in the cities of Damascus, Najaf
and Kufa are revealing in the sense that theytititis both his deep familiarity with the two majekts of the

Arabic grammatical tradition and his training at ttenters of Arabic linguistic studies.



22

sources. Finally, the commentator also interspérsesritical comments on the points made by
the previous commentators on Hafiz as he movesigrthis first section.

Separated from the section of exposition by théoum title “Mahsul-i Beyt” (the
outcome of the couplet), the second section i®tieein which Sudi gives a grammatically literal
translation of Hafiz's couplets.Overlined in red ink in manuscripts of the comnaentthe
section title is suggestive of Sudi’'s method oflgsia and interpretation. Considering the fact
that Sudi conceives translation as an “outcomehefanalysis he makes in the first section, we
come to see that there are two interrelated presdbsough which each couplet of Hafiz is
analyzed and interpreted: in the first procesgs,dhaegmentation, a given couplet is divided into
its component words and phrases. That is to sayingiut couplets go through text segmentation,
which is intended for detailed exposition of thenpmnents. In the second process, that of
integration, individually analyzed segments aregnated, through translation, into a semantic
whole that forms the “outcome” of the couplet. Téfere, although separated from each other by
manuscript marks, the first two sections of the cmntary text (hamely those of exposition and
translation) are connected by the consecutive geaseof segmentation and integration. It
should be also noted that the first process bearsieal significance in shaping the nature,
direction and focus of Sudi’'s commentary. On onedh#he exposition of the source text
through segmentation gives the commentary a fratgderature, which leads us to consider it as
a lemmatic commentary in terms of textual compositiOn the other, the segmentation of the
source text shapes the focus of the exegesis. §hreegmentation, attention is directed to the
constituent lexical items of a given couplet, whigtther helps the commentator focus on the

lemmata for close semantic and grammatical analysis

*1| should note that the title “Mahsul-i Beyt” appeas “Mahsul-i Kelam” (the outcome of speech) wBenli
translates only a line of a couplet: see, for insta Gl:1a.
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In terms of illustrating Sudi’s approach to traat&ln, it is important to note finally that
Hafiz's couplets (namely the source text) are readiéto simple Ottoman Turkish prose in
literal translation and without giving any extendedaning to the poet’s words. Sudi’s literal
translations are again related to the way he edtiegdeach of the individual lemmas in the first
section. While giving the definition of each lemn&aydi restricts himself to their primary or
explicit meaning. Given Sudi’s avoidance in goirydnd the literal level of interpretation, it is
natural to expect that the “outcome” of the litgralefined lemmas would be a literal translation.
Besides literalness, Sudi’s translations also wwaohe translation of Hafiz's Persian text into
vernacular language. This becomes visible when fagdrts Turkish idiomatic expressions,
common sayings, and proverbs in his literal traisia to better illustrate the meaning of
Hafiz's words®? These strategic insertions point to Sudi's awassma the issue of translating a
fourteenth-century Persian text into the sixteesghtury Ottoman vernacular.

In the third and last section of his commentaxy, tBudi annotates those semantic or
syntactic aspects of Hafiz's couplets that neeth&irclarification. Titled alternatively “Hasil-I
Kelam” (the result of speech) or “Ya'ni” (that is $ay), this section is usually intended to
supplement the translations given in the previassisn®® Therefore, Sudi’s elucidative notes in
this section serve as interpretive annotationteérsense that they help the readers to better
interpret and contextualize the thoughts and emstexpressed in the words of HaftzZThe

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

2 See, for example, Gll:4, GlI:6, and GlI:12.

%3 Besides the above-mentioned two regular titlesfithal section can sometimes be introduced byitlee*Hasili”
(cf. GllI:1), which is an abbreviated form of théeti“Hasil-1 Kelam”. It is also significant to notkat in a large
number of instances the commentator starts thetative section without putting a title (cf. GI:18):2, GI:3,
Gll:2, GII:9, GIV:6, GV:2). In addition, as seentime translation section, Sudi changes the setitlerto “Fehva-yi
Kelam” (the meaning of speech) when he annotatbseoline of a couplet (cf. Gl:1a).

% See, for instance, Gl:1a-b, GI:3, GI:6, and GlI:1.
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prefers to provide a thorough explanation or desion on the translated coupfétl should also
note that this section is an optional one, becaysen exposing and translating a couplet, the
commentator sometimes goes on to the next one miithiEening any annotative sectibrThus,
considering the fact that this last section isalale in extent and occurrence, we come to
discover that it is primarily attuned to address ieeds of the commentator’s assumed audience.
In other words, far from being random, Sudi’s aationhs are deriving from the need to avoid
those ambiguous aspects in Hafiz's text that mighate confusion in the minds of his readers.
In this regard, one further aspect of Sudi’s animta is worthy of notice. As in the case of his
translations, Sudi makes use of some proverbiai@othatic expressions to better convey the
meaning of Hafiz's couplet. Thus the commentatposited use of these expressions reflects,
again, his readerly intention.

It would be misleading, however, to conclude thadli’'s annotations are limited only to
the third section. On the contrary, one can idgrs#veral annotative notes both in the first and
second sections of the commentary text. Unlikantexpretive annotations grouped in the third
section, annotations in the first two sections appes interspersed glosses. In terms of the way
they are organized and function, however, one cakema distinction between these annotative
glosses. In the exposition section, annotationgiaen under the title “Ma‘lum ola ki” (be it
known that) and are either inserted between lemonappended to the final lemma. These
annotations are what might be called lemma-spetifformative annotations”, because, unlike

the interpretive annotations, they are targetgaatiding further grammatical, cultural or

% See, for example, GI:6. It should be noted thahéncase of expanded annotations Sudi does netlys/
translation of the whole couplet all at once. Rathe translates each line separately and apperetsch translation
his annotations. As is the case with GI:6, the é&srannotations therefore expand into the transiaextions and
divide them into two subsections.

%% See, for instance, GI:5.

*" See, for example, GI:6 and GV:6.
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thematic information on a specific lemmfaAnnotations made in the translation section,
however, are mostly brief paraphrases embeddedwv&iindi’s literal translations. These
paraphrases are either inserted following the katins of the first line of a given couplet or
attached to the translation of the couplet as deviidntended to simplify and illustrate the
poetic language and expressions used in Hafiz'plets) Sudi's paraphrases thus turn some of
his translations into annotated translations.

What can be inferred from the general observatade so far is that Sudi's
commentary engages with Hafiz's text through tHewang four means: critical edition,
lemmatic exposition, literal translation, and ipt@tive annotation. Among the four, Sudi’s
editing of Hafiz's text falls under the categorytektual criticism. As an act of interpretation,
each of the remaining three means of textual engageis a distinct yet interrelated component
of Sudi’'s commentary, forming together a tripargieegetical framework of exposition,
translation, and annotation. These three modesxtifidl engagement can be considered as
interpretive practices belonging to the commentgayre. Seen in this light, the variety and
complexity of Sudi’s text as a commentary becontesirsg, which leads us to analyze the
mechanisms through which these interpretive prastoperate and intersect with one other
within Sudi's exegetical framework. Before focusmythe selected sample to embark on such
an analysis, however, attention needs to be devotdek two hallmarks of Sudi’'s commentary.

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

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

%8 For the informative annotations made in passingifone lemma to another, see GI:2:[8], GI:3:[3];:438],
GlI:4:[9]. For the ones appended to the end of¢h@mata, see, for instance, Gl:1a and GIV:1. Besille above-
mentioned title, the informative annotations miglso be occasionally given under the title “Hastlelam” (cf.
GIV:2:[1]). Although not common, when the annotatiavolves more than one specific lemma and thqgaires
more space than the one provided between lemnes, ttie commentator moves his informative annatatiche
end of the third section of his commentary text @&ff2).

%9 See, for instance, Gl:4, GI:6, GI:7, GlI:1, GlI@|I:6, GII:10, GIV:2, and GV:9.
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reference to other sources serves to substartiatexplanations or interpretations presented
throughout the commentary. Far from being randofmoomnd by convention, explicit or implicit
references made by the commentator to a variespuaices are intentional and systematic in that
they address those aspects related to his granahatid literal reading of Hafiz’s text and only
occur when exemplification, additional informatidarther clarification or contextualization is
needed. Among the three sections, it is the expassection where Sudi frequently draws on a
wide range of sources in substantiating his expiansa. Consequently, the number of references
and citations increases in this first sectioneimts of the nature of the sources cited in the
commentary, Sudi’s textual repertoire consists tgaihthose standard scholarly texts and
reference works included in the curriculum of Islaimgher learning, that is to say, in the
madrasacurriculum. Given the hermeneutic tradition on i#afpoetry, Sudi's repertoire is in
contrast with the one commonly used in elucidatitadiz’'s poetry; namely, the standard
repertoire which consists of the major texts adnsland Islamic mysticism. Unlike this standard
repertoire of religious texts, Sudi’s rich repemtdieatures major works of Arabic and Persian
philology, classics of Arabic and Persian literagjrand standard dictionaries of Arabic and
Persian. By citing and referring to the texts okatablished scholarly tradition and literary
canon, Sudi not only presents a corpus of refereaxs which he has access to and considers
relevant, but also provides a list of the textstuelied and master@dTaken as a whole, the
items constituting the repertoire give clues aSudi’'s scholarly background and training as well
as to his ‘study room’ where the commentator, surded by dozens of books, worked on his
commentary.

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

commentaries by Sururi aggm’i, the two predecessors of Sudi’'s work. A readleo pages

%0 For a list of the sources either explicitly or iojily referred to in the sample, see the appemdithe chapter.
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through Sudi’'s commentary can see that in eluaidadi given couplet the commentator refers to,
guotes and critically evaluates the comments mgdedpredecessors on the same couplet.
Interspersed throughout the commentary, Sudi’'gatihotes address those grammatical or
interpretive problems he identifies in his predsoes exposition of Hafiz's text. Taken as a
body of critical responses, these notes introducether dimension to Sudi’'s commentary by
bringing it into relation with two commentary textgitten on the same source text. Seen in this
light, Sudi’'s commentary can be perceived in twitedent ways: first, as a commentary that
edits, elucidates, translates and annotates Haéxtsand second, as a collection of critical
scholia written on the two preceding commentaifese take into consideration the textual
history of the manuscript corpus of the commentiityecomes clear that the perception of
Sudi’s work as a set of scholia is not historicaligccurate or misleading. The reason for
thinking so is that the page layout of almost eaemuscript features brief notes of “refutation”
(redd) in the margin. Written by either scribes or reagdéhese marginal notes number nearly a
thousand, occur consistently throughout the comangraind are keyed by textual marks to the
lines of the commentary in which Sudi refutes hisdecessors’ elucidatioA5As such, the

notes in the margin serve as a practical indextfose interested in, or in pursuit of, the
commentator’s critique of his predecessors. Takeanandication of the ways in which the
commentary was read and used, it can be arguethétss notes not only demonstrate Ottoman
readers’ broad interest in the critical side of iSudork but also reflect their perception of his
work as a critical commentary on previous readmigdafiz’s text. One final consideration
regarding the critical nature of Sudi’s text retate the scholarly context in which the

commentary was written. The question of contexd$aas to the Ottoman commentary tradition

%1 should note here that it is also possible thatrefutations in the margins were placed ther8umji himself.
What leads one to think so is that same refutattwagound in the autography copy of Sudi’'s commagnon the
Gulistan(cf. MS Veliyliddin 2693, Beyazit State Librarytasbul.)
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on Hafiz’s poetry, against which Sudi positions bl and takes a critical stance. Seen as a
response to an established tradition, Sudi’'s cr&igan be relied on to gain insight into the
commentator’s objective and concern in writing dgdbgical commentary on a text that has
long been read and interpreted through the mediumystical allegorism. Therefore, the critical
dimension of Sudi’s work plays an important roldmmging light to the contextual
underpinnings of the text and its tripartite exeggtframework.
3. The Reception, Circulation, and Transformation é Sudi’'s Text

In modern scholarship on Hafiz, Sudi's commentarymequivocally seen as the most
famous and authoritative text among the commerstawetten on the poet'ivan. The
commentary is especially celebrated as one of timeipal sources consulted for the edition of
Hafiz's text as well as for the interpretation @$ fpoetry®® The celebratory remarks noted by
modern scholars can be dated back to the yearlysfadlowing the printing of the commentary
in 1834, for it is after this date that Sudi’'s tdoécame easily accessible and thus achieved
widespread recognition especially among the nimteeand early twentieth-century Western
scholars of Oriental literatures. The significarmfeSudi’'s commentary to the nineteenth- and
early twentieth-century Western scholarship beconiear if one takes into account that the
earliest Western editions of HafiZ3ivan were based on the text given in the commerftany.

addition, if one also considers the fact that nodstarly Western translations and interpretations

®2 For the reception of Sudi’'s commentary in Turkistholarship, see, among others, Tahsin Yazici, i4Haf
Sirazi,” Turkiye Diyanet Vakfislam Ansiklopedisivol. 15, 106 and Abdiilbaki Gélpinarkiafiz Divan; 3¢ ed.
(Istanbul: MEB, 1989), xxvii. For German scholagshsee Helmut Ritter, “Hafiz slam Ansiklopedisivol. 5:1, 70
and Hermann Brockhaufie Lieder des Hafis: Persisch mit dem Commentae 8udi vol. 1 (Leipzig: F.A.
Brockhaus, 1854), ix—x. For English scholarshipe &glward G. BrowneA Literary History of Persiavol. 3
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1920), Ffally, for Persian scholarship, sBésan-i Khajah Shams
al-Din Muhammad Hafiz-i Shirazeds. Muhammad Qazvini and Qasim Ghani (Tehramvata 1942), 65-67 |
] and Bagiri,Farhang-i Sharhha-yi Hafiz142.

8 For the early editions prepared on the basis dfSsommentary, see, among others, the Brockhditi®e (Die
Lieder des Hafis3 vols., 1854-1860) and the one by H. S. Jarttdn-i Hafiz Calcutta: Urdu Guide Press,
1881).



29

of Hafiz’'s poetry relied on Sudi's commentary, tletent of the reception of Sudi’'s text in
Western scholarly circles becomes considerdbkes for the reception of Sudi’'s commentary
before the year 1834, one does not have much datagiore the extent to, and the ways in,
which the text circulated among Ottoman readerggixior the information that comes from the
available manuscript copies.

In what follows, therefore, attention is focused tive manuscript corpus of the
commentary with an attempt to discuss the recemfddudi’s text by Ottoman readers of Hafiz
as well as to shed light on the ways in which itswaad or used by the same readers.
Accordingly, first | will present some general infeation about the manuscript copies of the
commentary. Second, | will focus on a selected grotimanuscripts to discuss the issue of
readerly reception in some detail. But before lagkat the manuscripts, it should be noted that
there are few anecdotes that show us, albeit ldtyitethe popularity of Sudi and his
commentaries, including the one on i@an, among the seventeenth-century Ottoman readers.
Those anecdotes come from a diary kept by the Rr@mientalist Antoine Galland (1646—-1715)
during his stay in the Ottoman capital for two yeét672-3). Interested in the study of the
Persian language and texts, Galland purchasesomyeot each of the three Persian classics (the
Bustan Gulistan and Divan) from the booksellers in Istanbul. Later on, loakifor books that
would help him with his study of these classicsll&a comes across “a commentary written on
Sa'di’s Bustanby an author named Sudi” and inquires about tmengentator and his worKs.

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

% In this regard, it is also noteworthy to mentionn@marie Schimmel’s observation that Sudi’s comargriaid
“the basis for most European interpreters of thieahpoet” (“Hafiz and His Contemporaries,” 938pr
translations that draw on Sudi's text, see, amdhgrs, Herman Bicknell'slafiz of Shiraz: Selections from His
PoemgLondon: Trubner & Co., 1875) and W. H. Low&welve Odes of Hafi@ambridge: Guildhall Place,
1877), where Lowe not only consults the commerf@ris translations but also presents a transiaifahe
corresponding portion of Sudi’'s commentary for epobm he translates.

® Charles SchefeAntoine Galland7stanbul’a Ait Giinlik Hatiralaf1672-1673), vol. 1,"3ed., trans. Nahid Sirri
Orik (Ankara: TTK, 1987), 189.
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after the Grand Vizier Hafiz Ahmed Pasha (d. 168®re Galland finds out that the mosque’s
library, established as part of the mosque compexys copies of Sudi’'s commentaries on the
three classics and that these copies are in sucfarde that they are available for loan or
purchase. Apparently impressed with the popularit$udi’'s commentaries, Galland decides to
purchase a copy of Sudi’s commentary on Bustan®® Taken together, Galland's anecdotes
reflect not only that Sa’di’'s and Hafiz's texts wen wide circulation in the seventeenth-century
Ottoman Istanbul but, more importantly, that Sudiemmentaries established themselves as
texts that were well received by general reademseadlsas by readers of Persian. In terms of the
textual history of the commentary, Galland’s wignalso point out that the commentary
achieved mass circulation well before the adverioting in the Ottoman Empire.
3.1 Observations on manuscripts of the commentary
Sudi’'s commentary survives in ninety nine manugstipat are found in libraries stretching from
Eastern Europe to the Near and Middle E&starying significantly in both length and scope of
content, these manuscripts appear in the follovnregtextual forms:

a. Complete copies (i.e., those featuring thetéxt): e.g. MS K. 933-934 located in

Topkapi Palace Library, Istanbul.

b. Incomplete copies (i.e., those missing somespdrthe text either from the beginning

or end): e.g. MS 23988 located in Erzurum Publlaréiy, Turkey

c. Partial copies (i.e., those featuring only & péthe text): e.g. MS 370 located in the

Hafid Efendi collection at Sileymaniye Library,debul.

d. Abridged copies (i.e., those featuring a coneesion of the text): e.g. MS 577

located in the National Library, Ankara.

e. Anthological copies (i.e., those copies thatpan¢ions of larger manuscripts and

contain only selected parts of the text): e.g. M824 located in Manisa Public Library,
Turkey.

% Schefer Antoine Gallangd204—205. For information about Galland and hisings, seeDictionary of Literary
Biography vol. 366:Orientalist Writers 100—106.

67 Of the total ninety nine manuscript copies, omhgty eight are dated. And out of the same total seventeen
are complete copies. The oldest copy is MS Feytfendi 1641, located in Fatih Millet Library, éstoul. The
second oldest copy is MS K. 933-934, which is atalmme manuscript located in the Hazine Collectbthe
Topkapi Palace Library, Istanbul. While the oldmsty is dated 1598, which is three years aftectmpletion of
the commentary, the second oldest copy carriedateof 1599.
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Obviously, the multiplicity of the manuscript copies an indication of the popularity of Sudi’s
commentary. Considering that the available copiesispersed in libraries located over a wide
geographic range, one can say that Sudi’s textileired widely throughout the empire. In
addition, the diversity in the textual forms retiethe different ways in which the commentary
was treated and/or used throughout its textuabhjisFurthermore, given that out of the ninety
nine copies only seventeen feature the completeofake commentary, one can contend that
Sudi’s text existed, for the most part of its higton pieces, that is to say, not as a full-fledige
text, at least until its printing in 1834. That tleat existed mostly in fragments can be ascribed
either to the differing decisions of the scribesowlere overwhelmed by the length of Sudi's
work or to the readerly interest that focused amage parts of the work, or to both.

With these general observations in mind, we care laasoser look at some manuscripts
to have a better idea about the ways in which tmengentary was received and used by readers
as well as to see how Sudi’s text was transformedhie in relation to the changing needs of
audiences. The first manuscript, MS 1675, an unbdet@y located in the Diyarbakir Ziya
Gokalp Manuscript Library (Turkey), provides ushwihe information that, as a book featuring
the complete text of HafizBivan, Sudi’'s commentary was used for bibliomancy by ynan
readers. What inclines one to think so is the @iratrecorded on the very first page of the
manuscript, which is a standard quatrain recited\u®ry single reader of Hafiz who consults the
poet’s collection of poetry for bibliomané&§ That the Diyarbakir manuscript is not an exception
is understood when one considers that the sameaguatow accompanied by an explanatory

note, appears on the first page of a seventeemtionyemanuscript found in the Konya

® The quatrain reads, in Arminius Vambéry’s traristat“Oh Hafiz, of Shiraz, cast one look upon mithee |
wish to learn my future fate, for thou art the digerer of all secrets” (cArminius VambéryHis Life and
AdventuresLondon, The Gresham Press, 1884, 130). On tratipeaof bibliomancy in Ottoman culture, see Jan
Schmidt, “Hafiz and Other Persian Authors in OttonBabliomancy,”Persica2l (2006—2007): 63—-74.
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Manuscript Library (Turkey}?® One other intriguing aspect of the Diyarbakir neomipt is that it
allows us to see that certain parts of Sudi’'s contarg attracted particular attention from
readers. Looking at the layout of the text in trenoscript, one can notice that those parts where
Sudi provides lengthy grammatical and/or contexini@rmation about certain words of Hafiz
are highlighted by rubrical headings added in tlaegim. Entitledmatlab(a topic/issue of
interest), the headings in the margin serve to &&udi’s text. Therefore one can say that the
headings helped Sudi's readers easily navigateigfirthe commentary.

Another manuscript that offers some clues abowtaesiinteraction with the
commentary is MS Feyzullah Efendi 1641 in the F#tilket Library (Istanbul), the oldest extant
copy dated 1598. As understood from several natdsaanotations recorded in the margin,
readers of this manuscript were especially intetest Sudi’'s grammatical explanations and
definitions of Hafiz’'s words. Based on the sameddations, one can also say that some readers
elaborated and commented on Sudi’'s explanationstabe grammatical aspects of certain
words. What is also interesting about this oldeghuscript is that the marginalia also include
some glosses of the Arabic grammatical terms fretiyppased by Sudi, where the annotator
explains Sudi’'s words in terms intelligible to gemi@eaders! Considering the various
annotations in the marginalia together, it candd that the manuscript circulated mostly in the
hands of readers who read, studied and discussieddHaxt from a grammatical standpoint. In
this regard, a manuscript copy dated 1645 prowidesith further insight regarding readers’
approach to Sudi’s grammatical analysis of Hafie)d. Located in the National Library, Ankara

(Turkey), MS 3106 features marginal notes wherdeeafocus and comment on Sudi’s

%9 MS 3724, fol. 1a. The manuscript is dated 1675.

9 See, for instance, the folios 3a, 4a, and 6b oflI\I%5.

"L See, especially, the folios 1b—2b, 129b, 307b,32&h. For readers’ explanatory notes on the terogy, see,
for instance, fol. 9a.
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objections to his predecessors’ grammatical expiamsaof some of Hafiz's words. What is
especially noteworthy about these notes is thatlgtaus see that readers find the way Sudi
brings contrary evidence to refute his predecesgoasnmatical points convincing. Therefore,
generally speaking, this manuscript shows us nigtthat some of Sudi’'s readers are especially
interested in the critical side of his commentéyt, also that these readers appreciate the
commentator’s knowledge in grammar and grammadicalysis. It would not be misleading,
therefore, to contend that this readerly appremiadf Sudi's grammatical approach to Hafiz’s
text gradually led to the establishment of Sud¥sagnition as a grammatical commentator, that
is to say, as a commentator well versed in granualdthowledge and analysis.

With the frequent annotations recorded in the nmaiga of the second oldest copy of the
commentary, MS Hazine K. 933 of the Topkap! Palabeary, one comes to see a vivid picture
of the readerly reception of Sudi’s text. Basedhenconsistency in the handwriting and spelling,
it is possible to say that a certain reader of ¢tbjsy read and annotated the entire text of Sudi's
commentary. On a closer look, one also finds thetsame reader often supplements the
commentator’s explanations with additional yet valg information that he quotes from various
sources. As such, the manuscript stands as anesagple of a close reading of Sudi’s
commentary by a knowledgeable reader who activaitigipates in the text and shares his own
background and perspecti{&in a late seventeenth-century manuscript copp@tommentary,
we also see that some readers are interesteddimge@udi’s text comparatively. In the
marginalia of this manuscript, one can notice theertain reader quotes from Sururi’s

commentary on Hafiz’®ivan. The reader quotes especially Sururi’'s remarksitaih@ mystical

"2 For readers’ evaluation of Sudi’s analyses, smanstance, fol. 2a.
3 For the reader’s glosses, especially see fols48al2b and 158a.
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significations of the couplets of Hafiz's first ardcond poem$. That Siiruri’s text is juxtaposed
to Sudi’s can be interpreted as an indication tbatlers compared Sudi’s literal renderings with
Sururi's mystical readings and discussed thesdlifferent interpretations. Before looking,
finally, at a late eighteenth-century manuscrigtt iives us significant clues about the textual
transformation of the commentary, the last copy shauld be considered with regard to the
reception and use of Sudi’s text is MS 7259/1, whdécan undated copy of HafiZvanin the
Konya Manuscript Library. What is significant abdhis manuscript is that every page of the
Divanis surrounded by marginalia that present lengtiotations from Sudi’'s commentary.
Introduced by a scribe or reader, these quotafeatsire Sudi’s translations of Hafiz's couplets
and continue throughout the whdvan. As such, the manuscript stands as a volume that
contains not only Hafiz’s text but also its tramisla. One other significant aspect of this
manuscript is that every page also features int=ali notes and glosses that draw, again, on
Sudi's commentary. Taken together, one can saythismanuscript copy makes it clear that
Sudi’'s commentary was used extensively by readdrfabz’ Divan who studied the text
minutely and/or by scribes who were assigned ty eoyl edit the text.

Though the manuscripts considered so far presewith insights regarding the reception
of the commentary by Ottoman readers, they do radtighe us with specific answers to the
guestions of how Sudi’s text was perceived by thieaders and to what extent its reproduction
was guided by the demands of the same readersm@nigscript that answers such questions is
MS 577 of the National Library, a copy dated as k&t 1794. Titled “An Abridged Commentary
on theDivan of Hafiz,” the manuscript contains an abridgedsiar of Sudi’'s commentary.

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

" Dated 1690, MS Safranbolazet Pga 212 is kept in the archives of the General Dinete of Pious Foundations
in Ankara. For quotations from Sdruri, see, fotamee, the marginalia of the folios 3a—8a, whichregpond to
Sudi’s elucidation of the first poem in HafiZ3van.
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abridger himself. As the abridger’s introductoryrd®inform us, Sudi’'s commentary is
considered as “the best of the commentaries,tfisra book that “includes all aspects of the
Persian language.” “Because it is rather lengthgWever, adds the abridger, readers of the
commentary now express the need for an abridgesiove™ Taking readers’ remarks into
consideration, the abridger omits most of Sudi’glaxations and includes, in this abridged
version, only the commentator’s translations ofd¢beplets and his explanations of some of
Hafiz's words, especially the ones where Sudi tesabn certain aspects of Persian grammar.
Taken together, this manuscript informs us of mody the extent of the recognition of Sudi and
the wide use of his text at the end of the eighteeantury but also the primary reason behind
Ottoman readers’ interest in the commentary: asok bthat covers “all aspects of Persian,” the
commentary is sought after by many students ofi&@&grammar, to such an extent that the need

for a new, handy version arises to meet readertyathel.

" MS 577, fol. 1b.
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APPENDIX
The Sources Cited or Referred to by Ahmed Sudi

a. The ones cited:

1.1 theQur'an

1.2Kashshafthe well-known commentary on tiggur'an by al-Zamakhshari (d.
1144)

1.3Gulistanof Sa'di (d. 1292)

1.4Risala-i Qafiya Jami’s (d. 1492) extensive commentary onKlaéya, Ibn
Hajib’s (d. 1249) famous work on Arabic syntax

1.5al-Tarikh: the famous encyclopedic history by Aqgil al-Bagtid@. 513)

1.6 Qamus al-Lughatthe famous Arabic dictionary by Firuzabadi (d1&%
1.7Risala-i Aruz Rashid al-Din Watwat'’s (d. 1182-3) short treatisemeter
1.8Sharh al-Mu‘allagat a commentary by al-Zawzani, the famous philolbgis
who died in 1093, oal-Mu‘allagat, a collection of seven pre-Islamic

Arabic poems [Sudi specifically refers to Zawzamibmmentary on

Labid’s (d. 660-61) panegyric poem.]

1.9Sihah-i Jawharia comprehensive Arabic dictionary by Isma'il

al-Jawhari (d. ca. 1003-1009), a.labSihah fi al-Lughat

1.10Nafahat al-Unsa large collection of Sufi hagiographies by ‘Adld
Rahman Jami (d. 1492)

b. The ones referred to:

2.1 Arabic, Persian and Turkish poetry collecti¢hgans) 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 therfd 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 Samargandi (d. first half of theHLBentury)
2.2 Alfiyya: the famous grammar of Arabic by the Arabic gramamalbn
Malik (d. 1274)
2.3 The following dictionaries of Arabic and Persia
2.3.1 Unspecified dictionaries (as referred tdahgy
generic wordugha)
2.3.2Tuhfe-iSahidi: Persian-Turkish dictionary by Ibrahim Shahidi (d.
1550)
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2.4Risala-i Sudi Sudi’s treatise on the second couplet of Hafiz& ghazal
2.5 A collection of manuscript copies of HafiDsvan
2.6 Hafiz’'s poems in hiBivan
2.7 Hafiz commentaries by Siruri agem’i
2.8 The following commentaries on Sa‘dzilistan
2.8.1Sururi’'s Arabic commentary
2.8.2Sem‘i’s Turkish commentary
2.8.3 Lami‘i’s (d. 1532) Turkish commentary on @& 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 corantary
2.9 Subhat al-AbrarJami’s famous masnawi on the Sufi path, written i
1482 in honor of Sultan Husayn Bayqara
2.10Kitab al-Hayawan a bestiary by al-Jahiz (d. 869), the famous Araise
writer
2.11al-Izah al-Mutarrizi's (a noted jurist and Arabic gramnaar, d. 1213)
famous commentary on tidagamat a compendium of fifty short stories
by al-Hariri (an Arabic poet and philologist,id.22)
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CHAPTER II

A Comparative Reading and Analysis of Sudi's Commeary

1. The Sample: Hafiz’'s Opening Poem

Consisting of seven couplets, Hafiz's first poentisDivan is one of his well-known
poems. The poem has received special attentidmeaspening poem of Hafiz's poetry collection
and been frequently quoted, or referred to, invils scholarly corpus on Hafiz, which can be
dated back to as early as 1680, the year that nlaekisanslation of the opening poem as the first
translated poem of Hafiz in the Wé8Especially, the poem has caught attention and been
largely studied in modern scholarship as a textditeg together a range of vivid imagery and
metaphors and interweaving a spectrum of meanih§gyond scholarly history, as one of
Hafiz's enigmatic and intriguing poems, this opgnpoem has long appealed to poets, readers,
listeners and fortunetellers of different times pates’® Furthermore, as we are informed by a
treatise on the life of Hafiz and the legends twdiected around him, the opening poem is seen
particularly as a mystically significant poem arsdsach is distinguished from Hafiz’s other

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

®1n 1680 the opening poem was translated into Larise by F. Meninski (1623—-1698), which was piigisin
Vienna. Also, the poem translated by the secondi&desranslator of Hafiz, Thomas Hyde (1636-17@3again
the opening poem. For a list of the early Westeandlators of Hafiz and their translations, $ee Divan-i Hafiz
vol. 1, trans. Wilberforce Clarke (Calcutta, 189a)iji.

" For analyses of the opening poem, see, amongsptkleHillmann,Unity in the Ghazals of HafiMinneapolis:
Bibliotheca Islamica, 1976), 116125 and J. S. EleisStructure and Meaning in Medieval Arabic and Pemsia
Poetry(London: RoutledgeCurzon, 2003), 418-426. The Yaxity’ of the poem in modern scholarship is also
understood by the fact that the poem is almostysirzcluded in the selections made from Haflzigan. See, for
instance, Muhammad Ali Islami-Nudushame’emmol der HafigTehran: Intisharat-i Asar va Yazdan, 2003),
where the anthologist calls attention to the sigarice of the poem (cf. 49-59) and Muhammad Ale¥ils Sharh
i Sad-ghazal az-Hafi¢rehran: Pazhang, 1988, 7-17).

8 Robert M. Rehder, “Hafiz: An Introduction” (Ph.Dissertation, Princeton University, 1970), 35—B@akki
Aksoyak, ‘Hafiz Divanindaki ilk Beytin Osmanl Edebiyatina EtkisiBilig 8 (1999): 99-102; Aksoyakefeli
Huseyin RaznamgHarvard University, 2004; Murat Umut Inan, “Retking the Ottoman ‘imitation’ of Persian
Poetry: The case for the ‘Slleymanic’ receptioiafiz of Shiraz” (forthcoming).
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elation, at a gathering headed by his spiritualteraan occasion marking his initiation into the
path of mysticismi? Given that this treatise widely circulated in wais mystical circles
stretching from Hafiz’'s hometown, Shiraz, to theda of Rim, the Ottoman Anatolia, the
significance of the opening poem in the eyes ofievad and early modern readers of Hafiz
becomes remarkable, leading one to argue thataésn girculated in the same circles as the
epitome of Hafiz's mystical poetfy.

Within this broad Hafizian community, Hafiz’'s comntators are no exception in terms
of paying attention to the opening poem, whicmiduded in a majority of both medieval and
modern commentaries on Hafiz's poetry. As the niigjaf the commentaries are mystical
and/or allegorical, it follows that the same myaltisignificance of the poem prevails in the
hands of the commentatdtsin terms of showing the significance of the opgmmem in the
eyes of both commentators and their audiencesdimenentaries by the three sixteenth-century
Ottoman commentators of Hafiz are especially remgabecause, as complete commentaries,
they allow us to observe that, compared to therqgibems of Hafiz, the first poem attracts more
attention and spawns lengthy expositions. Thiviisced by the fact that the commentators write

lengthy accounts for the elucidation of the opemingm®? It is not only the commentators who

9 Cevri, Terciime-i Ahval-i Hace HafizSirazi (Istanbul: Mekteb-i Tibbiye-$ahane Matbaasi, 1286 [1870]), 6.
Written (or collected) by an unknown author (orteri this Persian treatise is translated into @#o Turkish by
the seventeenth century Ottoman Mevlevi poet aiiijiapher Cevrilbrahim (d. 1654). For Cevri's life and works,
see Hiseyin AyarCevri: Hayatl, Edebi Kiili gi, Eserleri ve Divaninin Tenkidli Met(Erzurum: Atatirk University
Press, 1981), 4-30. As Ayan notes, one copy ofiGdveatise is MS 611 (Istanbul University Libragollection
of Turkish Manuscripts). As Ayan informs us, thapg does not include Cevri’s name. This is why Ahatds the
idea that it might be the case that this treaisei penned by Cevri. But there are other manpitscopies of the
treatise which bear Cevri's name (cf. MS Y-287 eyiitaniye Manuscript Library, Terciiman Gazetesi &xibn),
which leads us to conclude that the work can betsstto Cevri.

8 For references to the wide circulation of thetisea see the narrator’s introductory words betweseges 2 and 5.
81 Baqiri, Farhang-i Sharhha-yi Hafiz69-192.

82 \When we consider the manuscript sections devateshch of the three commentaries, to the exposifdhe
first and second poems, for instance, we seelteatdction reserved for the first poem is the samgth as the one
reserved for the second poem. Given the lengtheofwo poems, however, the difference in the extenthich the
two poems are elaborated on by the commentatomnieEscremarkable. As a thirteen-couplet poem, tbernsk
poem is nearly twice the length of the first onéjak consists of seven couplets. Despite its bestagively short,
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have a deeper interest in the poem but also tlters@cribes who make frequent notes in the
margins. In one of the oldest copiesSein‘i’'s mystical commentary, for example, the
marginalia corresponding to the commentary sectserved for the first poem include, in
addition to several notes, seven exegetical statesneach of which is keyed by red markers to
one of the seven couplets. Beginning with the wéittis couplet,” each statement briefly
explains the allegory in a given couplet of Haftzarding to the principles Islamic mysticism.
Noted by a certain reader/scribe who writes hisroemts along with, yet independently of, the
commentator, these seven statements reflect tdentganterest in the poem, which can
therefore be taken to argue that the poem inaittespretive curiosity in Hafiz’'s readers, who
wonder and seek to know about this appealing yrsive poent>

Sudi’s perusal of such a widely recognized anémsitely interpreted poem differs in
two main respects from that of his Persian andr@dto predecessors. To begin with, Sudi
devotes one of the lengthiest sections of his contang to the elucidation of the opening poem
and thereby presents a detailed exposition thabhdgsecedent in either partial or complete
commentaries on Hafiz. Not only does Sudi diffenirhis predecessors in terms of the scope of
his exposition, but he also departs from them imgeof the way he approaches and perceives
Hafiz's poem. Far from perceiving the poem as anezi text that contains mystically encoded
information, Sudi conceives it primarily as a lingjic structure woven out of lexical and

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

the seven-couplet poem attracts more attention frentommentators. See and compare, for instaricarisS
elucidation of the two poems in MS 4056, fols. Ib{frst poem) and 2b—3b (second poem).

8 For the exegetical statements, see the margimalits 1142, fols. 2a—b and 3a. The readerly intdrethe
opening poem becomes distinct when we see thah#nginalia corresponding to the commentary sectiserved
for the second poem do not include any exegettagdment, either on individual couplets or on therp as a
whole (cf. MS 1142, fols. 3b—5a). Accordingly, a@lbws that the reader/scribe who actively partitgs in the
elucidation of the first poem does not seem todmterested in the second poem as he does irshefe. It is
worth noting also that the same reader/scribe doesomment on any couplet of Hafiz's third poethei (cf. MS
1142 fols. 5a—6a). Albeit limited, this tendencywsfs that it is the first poem that attracts mosthefreaderly
curiosity and active involvement in exploring thgstical world of Hafiz.
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Accordingly, Sudi’s approach diverges from thegiekmystical attitude common to the

previous commentators, who come to Hafiz's poerh Wit preconception that it has an inherent
mystical structure through which the poet speak®ie the literal words. Sudi’s perspective, on
the other hand, focuses exactly on the literal warfdHafiz and deals with the question of how
Hafiz grammatically relates these words to fornemantic unit that expresses a literal meaning.
Thus, by taking Hafiz's words literally, Sudi aveithe commonly employed allegorical
interpretation, by which each poetic statement afi+is mystically decoded and substituted for
veritable mystical information through metonymy.dims a result, Sudi’s grammatical approach
and literalist attitude to the poem leads him grammar-based text parsing, a process by which
each poem is grammatically decoded and literatigrpreted.

Having pointed out the main differences betweeti 8nd his predecessors in their
approach to the opening poem, we can have a dlmgleat how Sudi analyzes, translates and
interprets this poem from a comparative perspecthaeplaces Sudi's interpretation within the
framework of his predecessors’ interpretations oBemoving further, however, as a general
observation, it should be noted that throughoutbhrmmentary Sudi’s analysis of Hafiz’'s poems
proceeds couplet by couplet, except for cases wieerbvides couplets to provide further
information on one of its lines. Unlike his two @ttan predecessors, who regularly fragment
Hafiz's poems into lines, Sudi’'s couplet-based apph to textual analysis indicates his
perception that each couplet of Hafiz is a selftamed linguistic unit that needs to be
grammatically analyzed, which is in line with thengral conception of thghazalas a poetic
form whose structural unity consists of linguistigégndependent couplets. Given his overall

adherence to the explicit sense of Hafiz's textJiSwcouplet-oriented focus can also be
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considered as another display of his concern ®fdhmal, in other words, explicit aspects of the
poems he analyzes and interpféts.
2. A Closer Look: Analyzing and Comparing Sudi's Geammatical Analysis of the Opening
Couplet
2.1 Sudi’s intriguing prelude to Hafiz's opening Ine
The way Sudi treats the first couplet is somewhgiieal: on the one hand, Sudi chooses to
break the couplet into individual lines insteadjabting it as a whole; and on the other, he does
not hasten to parse the line into grammatical witsembark on his analysis. Unlike his
“standard” approach, Sudi postpones his analysia fehile and opens up a brief section
immediately after quoting the opening line in A@lwhich is as follows:
L sl 5 Lals ol Bl Ll L Y
Hey there, you the cupbearer, pass around a cupamdlit (to me§?>
Sudi begins his section with a brief yet strikirgjenon the textual origins of this line and writes
the following: “this line [originally] belongs tde second couplet [namely, the last two lines] of
a quatrain composed in thazajmeter by Yazid bin Muaviya” (GI:1&5.Since Yazid, the

second Umayyad caliph (r. 680—683), is one of thtenous figures in Islamic tradition, Hafiz's

8 |n this regard, the following observation is woniting: the very first place the woghazaloccurs in théivan
is the final couplet of Hafiz's famous “Shirazi klipoem, which is the eighth poem in Sudi’s comnaentWhen
we look at the three commentators’ accounts orffitié couplet, we see that neither Siruri 8em'‘i make any
explanation or comment on this word as the nanmeepetic genre or form. (cf. Struri, MS 4056, &b. andSemi,
MS 1142, fol. 10a). Sudi, however, begins his asialgf the couplet by mentioning the waydazalas the name of
a poetic form, writing that it cannot be “less tHaue couplets” and adding that the upper limib@t so strictly
defined: “some scholars say that it cannot be rtiwe nine couplets, others argue that it cannatexkeleven
couplets, and still others contend that thirteethéslimit” (cf. Sudi, MS 1641, fol. 17a). Here S'sdstress on the
ghazalas a poetic form consisting of a certain numberoniplets can be keyed not only to his coupletaret
textual analysis but also to his view of Hafiz'gttprimarily as a formal entity featuring certairaghmatical rules
and definitions.

8 All translations from Hafiz’ivan are mine unless the notes indicate otherwise.

8 Refer to the translation of Sudi’s text (giverttie second part of the dissertation) for the megairthe italicized
words.
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recourse to Yazid as a source of inspiration besmnenething striking and intriguifig.

Although Sudi provides this information, he neitepeculates about Hafiz's choice nor attempts
to explain his choice by referring to a religio-rigal context. As with his usual disinterest in
anything beyond the written text, Sudi interpretfigls choice simply as a pragmatic move
driven by the poet’s concern for finding a linetthuld suit the overall rhyming structure of his
poem. Accordingly, Sudi turns his attention to fibienal aspects involved in Hafiz's
appropriation of the last two lines in questionu¥hin an attempt to illustrate the poet’s concern
for rhyming, Sudi first quotes Yazid’s four-line guain and then explains how Hafiz transposes
the order of the last two lines of the quatrain eamhbines them in a single lif&Following this
illustration, Sudi directs attention to how Hafizppropriation of Yazid was received by later
Persian poets and quotes in this regard two quatrane by Katibi of Nishapur (d. 1434-5) and
the other by Ahli of Shiraz (d. 1535). The two gaats express, openly and intensely, the
surprise and disappointment occasioned by Hafi#sgiohg on Yazid in articulating the opening
couplet. As two pieces composed by poets sepabgtéthe and distance, the quatrains stand as
evidence attesting to the extent and significariceepuzzlement and disappointment that
ensued among Persian poets of the post-Hafiziaacp&siven that Hafiz's use of Yazid's words
is a puzzling literary event with wide resonantés not hard to see why Sudi brings the Yazid

issue to the fore. Seen in this light, Sudi’s sbacof the quatrains does not seem to be a

87 For a concise sketch of Yazid’s life and rule,: $8e2nd edition, s.v. “Yal (I) b. Mu‘awiya”. Here | should also
note that | was not able to identify the quatraiotgd by Sudi in the following edition of Yazid'sgtry collection:
Divanu Yazd bin Mu‘aviye, ed. \azih al-Samad (Beirut: Dar Sader, 1998).

8 It is significant that Sudi, rather than simplymtiening the poetic source, focuses on the waylhitkvthe poet
Hafiz reworks this source and shapes it into a lireev The significance of this observation lies ooty in that it
reveals Sudi's concern for the formal aspects diZ$atext, but also in that it indicates the cormtegor’'s
presenting Hafiz primarily as a poet who meticulpugorks on his poems and creatively draws, at $inoam the
poems of those poets he read and studied. Itasant to keep in mind in this connection that Sugortrayal here
is reminiscent of his introductory words to the eoemtary, where his depiction of Hafiz leans moxeaial
positioning him as a poet, rather than as a mySpecifically, Sudi's remark, in the same introdaict that Hafiz
had an “admiring interest in the works of the Apadets” is telling, because it not only contributeSudi’s
portrayal of Hafiz as a poet, but also providesmtext for his later discussion of Hafiz's appragion of a line
from the Arab poet Yazid.
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random choice. Nor is his bringing the later intetations of Hafiz’'s invocation to Yazid to his
readers’ attention.

Before looking at the way Sudi analyzes the linejould be worth reflecting more on
his initial section about the Yazid-Hafiz connentidor this section lets us attain some
significant clues as to Sudi’s attitude and appncaea programmatic commentator. It would be
useful; therefore, to make a couple of inferenogzaissing.

To begin with, although Sudi’s concern with Hafigt is basically formal, this does not
lead him to ignore the contextual dimensions oftéxtual aspects he explains and demonstrates.
As seen in his touching on the Yazid issue, Sudlietomes takes step toward pointing his
readers to what is beyond the text by providingradaw into the intertextual aspects of Hafiz's
text and its reception and interpretation by therdiry canon. That is to say, Sudi moves through
his text following a certain exegetical agendapading to which the commentator deems it
necessary to expand his textual scope in certats pahis commentary with the purpose of
either addressing those questions that might aridee minds of readers or sharing some
supporting information that would help the samaleza see Hafiz's text within its literary,
historical or cultural context. In Sudi’'s case, anpion of the scope does not, however, mean
that the commentator aims at molding his readatstpretive framework by bringing his own
perspective on any aspect of the context/issudeRabudi’s exegetical expansions are intended
only to present readers with the available andsegleinformation regarding the context/issue in
guestion. Accordingly, when it comes to any aspleat falls outside the written text, the
commentator keeps his view and leaves its inteapoegt to his readers and their background.
This is so even in such cases as the present, Wiergsue/context referred to puts a

controversial figure like Yazid next to Hafiz arftis needs clarification or justification by the
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commentator, as it involves a potential “harm”te fame and dignity of the poet under analysis,
at least in the eyes of those aspiring readersadizivho learn, in the very first lines of the
commentary, that “the Tongue of the Unseen” wasiheeriticized due to his seeking guidance
from the notorious Yazid at the very beginning fDivan.

In addition to revealing Sudi’s objectivity in tertl exegesis and his well-organized
exegetical agenda, the Yazid section also givesooee idea about the preparatory work Sudi did
for his commentary on Hafiz. Based on his referdncéazid’s poetry and his quotations from
Ahli and Katibi, it is possible to say that Sudgaged not only in close reading and study of
Hafiz's text per se, but also in researching arahidlying the various references to Hafiz and his
poetry in those literary and scholarly works hdexiked and went over. The extent and
significance of Sudi’s literature review becomesacly visible when we discover that the
information Sudi provides is new, and introduced,the first time, to the Ottoman readers of
Hafiz, for neither Sururi ndgem‘i make any mention of the Yazid issue and tiseuisions
around it. What is also worthy of note in this nebs that, thanks to his preparatory work, Sudi
identifies that some significance is attached &édjpening couplet of Hafiz and that he
demonstrates this through reference to his souwdash is unlike the case of his two
predecessors who draw no particular attentiona@afening couplet and treat it in the same way
as they treat the other couplets of Hafiz. It isgdble; therefore, to observe that it is Sudi who,
for the first time, highlights the opening poem aodnmunicates its significance to the readers
of Hafiz.

One final point regarding Sudi’'s annotation oa ¥azid issue can be related to his
exegetical concern and preference for a plain aachignatical meaning of Hafiz's text as it

stands. That is to say, Sudi’s building of a tekbualge between Hafiz and Yazid can be viewed
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as a subtle allusion to the idea that Hafiz's Bheuld be considered and interpreted along with
Yazid’s lines, which apparently fall under the theeaf wine drinking and feature some typical
motifs of wine poetry. Quoting Yazid’s lines, Suith,a sense, presents the literal context to
which each of the lexical items in Hafiz’'s linegirially belongs, which is a context where
Yazid’'s wine-related words signify meanings tha ar from any mystical/allegorical
connotations. Therefore, Sudi’s pointing to theimal locus of Hafiz’'s words can be seen as an
attempt to show the Ottoman readers of Hafiz these words can (or perhaps should) be taken
literally, and not necessarily mystically, evethiéy carry meanings that might be religiously
and/or mystically controversial when taken liteyalh this regard, a better insight can be gained
into the question of what Sudi seeks to achieva wi$ annotation on Yazid if one reads this
annotation against the background of his predecg€dsterpretation of the same line. What is
worthy of notice in both Sururi arffem’i is that they offer a mystical reading of tireel by
construing the two “keywords” accordingly. Settagjde the literal sense and embarking on the
metaphorical interpretation, both commentators r&wiee lexical meaning of the word&qgr
(cupbearer) ankla’s (wine cup) in accordance with tSem‘iotics of mysticism. Accordingly,
“what is meant by [the word}iqi” is, according to Sururi, the “preacher or advisand to

Sem‘i is the “true spiritual guide.” Likewise, theowd ka's refers, in Sururi’s opinion, to the
“preach or advice,” and ifem'i’s to the “cup of divine love.” Given that hsedecessors render
Hafiz's words into mystically signified categorie€ddi’s motivation in highlighting Yazid's line
can be therefore considered as a quest for unddistaHafiz's text without recourse to
symbolic or mystical interpretation and so is lidke his critical stand against a solely mystical
reading that is accompanied by an ignoring of itieedl and textual aspects. Given the same

heavily mystical renderings, Sudi’'s motivation ¢enfurther interpreted as a critical move
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towards a new portrayal of Hafiz, as an attempetaler the hitherto mystically envisioned poet
into a poet detached from his mystical attributes associated instead with his textually
significantDivan. Sudi’s aligning Hafiz’'s mystically defined poetnyth the profane poetry of a
carnal figure like Yazid thus echoes a criticapsi@ward stripping Hafiz of the mystical aura
surrounding him and his poetry, which is a stepi fales at the very beginning of his
commentary and is necessary to open the dooriteral linterpretation of Hafiz and a textual
and grammatical study of hizivan.®®
2.2 Following the prelude: Sudi's analysis of themening line
Sudi begins his analysis by parsing the openirgihito the following eight grammatical units,
which can be illustrated as follows:
Lo g+ Lads+ o+ AL+ + gl + L+ Y

[ala + ya + ayy' + ha + al-siqf + adir + ka’§" + va ravilha)
Following the order of the units in the line, Sedplains each unit in terms of its grammatical
category, function and meaning. In the hands of,3ké above line of poetry appears more as a
grammatical sentence in Arabic divided into segmémt analysis. Accordingly, in this very first
expository section of his commentary, we see Sueras a grammarian of the Arabic
language, who approaches the line as a grammalissder of words to bring it under
grammatical scrutiny. Certainly, the distinct Aralgrammatical imprint on the way Sudi treats
the opening line has much to do with the fact thatcommentator focuses on an Arabic line
produced in accordance with the rules of Arabiergrear. Coupled with the commentator’s
grammatical orientation, and with the fact thas fime is, as Sudi informs us, originated from

the pen of Yazid, it can be further said that eafcine eight units in the line is related, in the

8 For references to Yazid’s poetic talent and pentfa wine drinking, see Reynold A. NicholsahLiterary
History of the ArabgCambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1956)~198 ancEl, 2nd edition, s.v. “Yau (1)
b. Mu‘awiya”; Divanu Yazd bin Mu‘aviye, 8-10.
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mind of the commentator, to the categories andsrdédined by the Arabic grammatical

tradition. Seen in this light, it is not surprisitggsee that Sudi embarks on a grammatical
analysis of this Arabic line by taking a lexicaldamorphosemantic approach common to the
tradition. A glance, then, at what Sudi writes lmcgdating the eight lemmata (i.e., units) he lists
under the line will not only let us better seefoisus as a grammatical commentator but will also
enable us to see some minor yet significant paiveswould go unnoticed otherwise.

Among the eight, four lemmata attract particukéergion, mainly because these are the
ones in which Sudi’s elucidatory notes not onlyamgb but also reveal those points that he
makes to highlight and criticize his predecessacsounts of the line. If we begin with the first
lemma g1/ ala), we see that Sudi first notes its grammaticatgaity and function, and then
guotes a Qur’anic verse (Q10:62) to exemplify gage. In indicating its grammatical function,
Sudi writes that thala is the opening particldarf-i istiftah), which goes contrary to what his
predecessors have agreed on, for to both Strursamd theala is the particle of attention
(harf-i tenbih). Here Sudi diverges from his predecessors ndétarmining the grammatical
category of thala, for according to all three commentators difiefalls under the category of
particles, which is the third of the principal tgite categorization of Arabic words as nouns,
verbs, and particles. Rather, he interprets thengratical function of the particle differently
from his predecessors. Seen in this light, Sudisting a verse from th@ur'an seems to go
beyond exemplification and carries the intentiomnging evidence to what he provides as a
counter-explanation of the grammatical functionhaf particle in question. To shed more light
on why Sudi disagrees with his predecessors ardpirgts thela as a particle that opens the
line, one should take a glance at Sudi’s remarkssrinitial section on the textual origins of

Hafiz's line, wherein the following two aspects bew worthy of notice: his stress on the
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significance of the first line as the opening lofeHafiz's Divan and his illustration of how Hafiz
changes the original order of Yazid’s lines in fargnhis own line. As mentioned in discussing
this initial section, one of the aspects that coonthe fore in Sudi’s bringing up Hafiz's
modeling of Yazid is that the commentator puts Edexcent on the first line by conceiving it
as the opening line of tHaivan. Correlating Sudi’s initial emphasis with his latete on the

ala, it can be said that the commentator’s initialgegtion of the line is a precursor of his later
grammatical interpretation of the particle. In tregard, Sudi’s illustration of how Hafiz
foregrounds Yazid’s last line (the one startingwmitieala) while backgrounding the penultimate
one (the one beginning with tlaelir) is also revealing, in the sense that the comnaniénts
that, besides the rhyming issue, one other reamaddfiz's foregrounding and backgrounding
Yazid’s lines is his rhetorical concern, namelwtthis line should start off with an introductory
particle (namely, thala), not with an inflected verb form. Therefore, whrmmbined with the
consideration that his predecessors neither plags@ecial emphasis on the line nor treat it as
one that begins Hafiz's poetic speech, it woulahbesurprising to see that Sudi departs from his
predecessors in his assigning the grammatical ifumof theala.

Besides denoting Sudi’s indirect criticism of hiegeecessors, the first lemma also
presents us with a commentator who goes beyondisusssion of Hafiz's text by referring his
readers to a grammatical controversy on the moqgical structure of thala. Thus Sudi writes
that “the author of th&ashshatakes it [theala] as a compound form but Ibn Malik says it is a
simple form” and adds, without comment, that “theqgfs offered by both parties can be found

in the detailed works on Arabic grammaPBeyond testifying to Sudi’s scholarly acquaintance

% The author of th&ashshais the commentator and grammarian al-Zamakhstatil44), who is well-known
mainly for theKashshafhis famouur'an commentary, and thdufassal his detailed work on Arabic grammar.
Renowned for his concise Arabic grammar, Afeyya, Ibn Malik (d. 1274) is one of the famous Arabic
grammarians of the medieval times. For the lifé aork of al-Zamakhshari, see Andrew J. Lafsd;raditional
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with the Arabic grammatical tradition and to higesivity in referring to the views of the
scholars on the subject he discusses, this naieékrs a glimpse into the question of who the
intended readers of Sudi’'s commentary were andhblps us better grasp the commentator’s
abstract description, in his introductory wordstthis work is targeted at the beginning readers
of Hafiz. The reason for thinking so is that embetich Sudi’s note are some significant aspects
that relate to the question of readership. To begfin, the commentator does not seem to be
feeling that he digresses from what he focusesygmrdwiding this note, as he seems to think
that such a grammatical ‘digression’ would be alyeiateresting to his readers, or at least to
some of them. What is more, the commentator assumitbsthis note, that the same readers
have a certain level of background not only in Acaframmatical tradition but also in Qur’anic
exegetical tradition and are familiar with the mdjgures and texts associated with the &o.
Last but not least, in the same note the commantzkes it for granted that these readers can
identify those “detailed works” he implicitly refeto and follow therein the relevant
grammatical discussions. Considered together, thgsects suggest the following two
conclusions: first, that the commentator ‘knows hudience well; that is to say, Sudi has
somewhat a clear estimation of the interest anéidraand of his readers, whom one can take to
be the students attending his classes or pursuimhgjamic higher education. And second, that
those beginning readers of Hafiz are already kndgdable not only in Arabic grammatical
tradition but also in the exegetical tradition be Qur'an. These two conclusions lead us to the

idea that Sudi’'s commentary presents us, from éng start, with a ‘classroom commentary’

Mu‘tazilite Qur'an Commentary: The Kash#tof Jir Allah Al-Zamakhshar(Leiden: Brill, 2006), 9-47 and 102—
117. For information on Ibn Malik and hidfiyya, seeEl, 2nd edition, s.v. “lIbn Nlik”; Carl Brockelmann,
Geschichte der Arabischen Litteratwol. 1 (Leiden: Brill, 1943), 359-363 and Suppée vol.1, 521-527.

11t is important to remind here that Sudi doesdeem it necessary to mention the name of the aofttbe
Kashshafnor does he make any annotation onkKhehshatftself. Likewise, he does not give the title oflb
Malik’s grammar.
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destined primarily for those students who woulddraad study a Persian classic in a classroom,
that is to say, anadrasasetting, where Qur'anic exegesiafér) and Arabic grammassérf and
nahy) form the core components of the curriculdfm.

Al-saqi (8w is the second lemma that attracts particulanatte among the eight, in
which Sudi writes, after explaining its grammaticategory in relation to the preceding units,
that “lexically, it means ‘the one who gives watdxiit as a term it refers to ‘the one who serves
a cup [of wine] at a wine gathering™”. When takentlae words of a commentator who insists on
literality, this brief note can be interpreted adresstance of Sudi’'s meticulousness in indicating
the sematic aspects of Hafiz's words. Looked aiubh comparative lenses, however, the same
note goes beyond simply an indication of an atétpdculiar to a literalist and appears more as a
reflection of Sudi’s critical attitude toward hiseglecessors. What leads one to think so is that in
neither Sururi nofem‘i does one come across a note or remark oregeal or terminological
meaning of the word, except for an annotation fr@yide to highlight what the word
mystically corresponds to, as illustrated aboves ay Sudi introduces the word, however, is
diametrically opposite to that of his predecessmrsSudi foregrounds the literal meaning
obscured by Sururi arfgem’i while keeping quiet on the intended figuratmeaning
accentuated by them. Considered within the cordEkis predecessors’ approach, therefore, one
can see behind Sudi’'s grammatical note a critiGalce against the tendency of his predecessors

to refuse a literal interpretation in the rushxplain and justify Hafiz’'s words through

%21t is worth noting in this connection that the tmames Sudi mentions are those whose works anediedlin a
typical Ottomarmadrasacurriculum: while Al-Zamakhshari’Kashshais the prime textbook of theadrasa
students studying th@ur’an, Ibn Malik's Alfiyyais one of the major textbooks used for Arabic grean For
references to the wide circulation of these twattegks in the Ottomamadrasa, see Betul Can, “Fatih
Doéneminden Tanzimat'a Kadar Osmanli Medreselerfdgca Gretimi” (Gazi University, Ph.D. Diss., 2009),
85-176. For a general list of the works taughhim®ttomarmadrasa, see the followingssmail Hakki
Uzuncasili, Osmanh Devletininlmiye Tekilati (Ankara: TTK, 1965), 19-31; Cahid Baltaxiy—XVI. Asirlar
Osmanli Medreselefistanbul: Irfan, 1976), 35-43; Mustafa Bilglk Osmanli Medreselefistanbul: Istanbul
University Press, 1984), 40-63; and Mefail HizDsmanli Medreselerinde Okutulan Dersler ve Esérdiydag
Universitesillahiyat Fakiltesi Dergisil7:1 (2008): 25—46.
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mysticism. Especially revealing, in this regardthie second part of Sudi’s note, through which
he refers to a worldly setting, a wine gathering] portrays theaqr as a figure associated with
that setting. Considering Sudi’s treatment ofdagr along with his initial reference to Yazid's
wine poetry, it can be said, in the final analyist Sudi’s critical and literalist attitude iszg

an outcome of his inaugural attempt at orientirggreaders toward a literal perception of Hafiz's
text and introducing a way of reading that radicdiparts from the mystical perspective
entrenched in the writings of Struri agem’i.

With lemmas six and eight, which are the last twaothy of notice, the critical tone
underlying Sudi’s writing raises to a noticeabl¢esit as the commentator points out and corrects
the grammatical ‘mistakes’ of Sururi aBdm’‘i, and particularly of the latter. Explainingetadir
(L), the sixth lemma, Sudi agrees with his predecsessote that it is a verb in “the second-
person imperative’d@mr-i hazij but uses the teremr-i muhatal{‘the addressee imperative’) to
denote the second persdniVhat Sudi is critical of is the way his predecessnterpret the verb
in translating the line, where both Siruri &gam’i give the verb a causative meaning and
translate it as a third-person imperative. Notidimg discrepancy between the way Sururi and
Sem‘i treat the verb grammatically and the way thggrpret it in the translation, Sudi thus sees
it necessary to point out, in passing on to the lemma, that the veradir “means ‘pass it
around’, not, as some suppose, ‘have it passeadrods a critical response, this passing note
on the meaning of the verb marks the first instamieere Sudi refers, though indirectly, to his

predecessors’ commentaries. Driven by the comn@rgatoncern for grammatical precision,

% The reason why Sudi chooses to use a differemt ireindicating the imperative mood of the verb ten
explained by his being under the influence of IbRiajib (d. 1249)'s famous work on Arabic grammalrKafiya,
where Ibn al-Hajib uses the term “al-fa‘il al-mukal’ (the second-person agent, i.e., the addresseéefining the
imperative mood in Arabic (cfShuruhal-Kafiya, pt. 1, ed. Karahisarl, 107). For further infotioa about Sudi’'s
acquaintance with the writings of lbn al-Hajib, drid commentaries on lbn al-Hajib’s grammars, seechapter on
Sudi’s life and works. For a brief account of IdfHajib’s life and works, see “Arabic Grammar” Religion,
Learning and Science in the ‘Abbasid Perieds. M.J.L. Young, J.D. Latham and R.B. Serjé@atnbridge:
Cambridge University Press, 1990), 134-135.
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the note also testifies to Sudi’s thoroughnesgading and evaluating his predecessors’ texts. A
similar observation holds true for Sudi’s explaoatof the eighth and final lemma in the line,
thenavilha (Ws5), which Sudi breaks up into two grammatical cdostits:navil (Js), the verb

in the imperative form, anklz (@), the suffix pronoun attached to the verb. In akphg the
former, Sudi once again uses the tenohatab(the addressee) to indicate the second person of
the imperative and thus departs from his predecgsBat his translation of the verb as “hand
it!” follows the one found in Sururi argem’‘i verbatim. Finding Sudi of the same opinionhwit
his predecessors, one expects the commentatossoopao the latter constituent. Contrary to
this expectation, however, we see Sudi pausingdaige an annotation on the morphological
form of the verb, in which he writes that the onigi version ohavil is navilnz, which is, as Sudi
further explains, an extended form where the vexhl is followed by the first-person suffix
pronoun (&) introduced by the lettewin (-n), or in Sudi’s term, thenizn of protection’ un-i
vikayg, a morpheme used to link the suffix pronoun ®ithperative stem. “Due to meter
restriction”, Sudi finally notes, the suffix pronogand the accompanying letter) present in the
original form is omitted from the form given in thee. Reading such a morphological gloss,
one cannot help but wonder whether there is arigisn behind the commentator’s uncovering
of some grammatical particularities. In this regardjuick look at whaem'i writes in his
commentary gives one the key to understand Suditg ;n glossing on the morphology of the
verb. Unlike Saruri, who does not make any specifimment on the meaning of the verb but
implies, in his translation of the line, that itthee poet who would drink from the cup the
cupbearer hands to him, Sem’ i interprets the szsmneto mean that it is the cupbearer, not the
poet, who would drink from the cup he passes arpsingigesting that the poet orders the

cupbearer to drink from, wh&em'’i calls, “the cup of love”’dam-1 mahabbgtAs is clear from
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his morphological gloss, Sudi, on the other hahithks that the poet calls on the cupbearer
asking for a cup of wine. Therefore, givéam'i’s interpretation, we come to see that Sudi’s
reference to the original imperative is intendethiog grammatical evidence that provides
support for his own proposition and calls his poadsor’s into question. Taking this lemma
along with the ones considered so far, it is pdssdoconclude that the impetus behind Sudi’s
elaboration of certain grammatical aspects is higal attitude, which is directed sometimes
toward both Sururi anfem’i but often toward the latter.

2.3 Sudi’'s annotated translation and his critical Husion to Struri and Sem‘i  Following the
analysis section, Sudi proceeds to the translatidhe line introducing a transitional phrase,
mabhsul-i kelanfthe outcome/summary of the speech), which infamaslers of the
commentator’'s coming translation while signalingttthis translation should be considered as a
summary of the grammatical discussion he presarttei preceding sectiofi.Sudi’s translation

reads as follows: “O cupbearer! Pass the cup artumdathering of friends one after another,

and then hand it to me!” Paying close attentiohdw Sudi renders Hafiz's Arabic line into
Ottoman Turkish, one notices that the commentaiseris into his translation three brief yet
strategic annotations (underlined above) thatedlathe points he previously made in
explaining the following three lemmaal-saqi, adir, andnavilha respectively. Looking back to
what Sudi writes about the lemrahsaqz, one remembers his definition that gag is “the one
who passes the cup around at a wine gathering”.nWeeread Sudi’s translation in light of this
definition, then, the first underlined phrase abappears not as a randomly inserted phrase, or
an addition made out of context, but as a delieechbice that is underpinned by the

commentator’s previous interpretation and contdiga@on of the wordsaqr as a term.

% Literally translated, Sudi’s phrase reads as tthizome of the speech”. But with an attempt to eyrwhat the
commentator means by this phrase, it should bepirgted as “the summary of the discussion”, in Wwhie word
“discussion” refers to Sudi’'s grammatical discussib the line and its constituents.
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Likewise, Sudi’s annotation that all the friendsleg gathering drink out of the same cup “one
after another” is linked to his previous explanatid the verkadir.® Finally, the rendering of
thenavilha as “hand it to me!” rests on the commentator'sussion of the original
morphological form of the verb. Therefore the waysvhich Sudi’'s annotated translation
connects to and embodies the various aspects gfdasmatical discussion show that the
commentator interprets the line in light of his\poais grammatical glosses and integrates the
insights he derives from grammatical analysis higliteral translation. Thus Sudi presents us
with a translation that is faithful to the gramncatias well as literal aspects of the lexical
constituents of Hafiz's line.

When we compare Sudi’s translation with the onesrgby his predecessors, we also see
that the annotations Sudi makes in translatinditieecome to reflect his underlying critical
attitude. That is to say, by choosing to give ancdated translation, Sudi implies that his
predecessors’ translations do not fully reflectgh@mmatical peculiarities of the line. In order to
have a better sense of how Sudi’s translation Sogmtly departs from those of his predecessors,
a comparative glance at the three translations dvbelappropriate. If we start with Saruri’s
following translation, we see that his translati®a brief linear translation that closely follows
the syntactic order of Hafiz’s line: “Arise, O cugdrer! Pass around the full cup and hand it.”
Sem‘i’s translation is almost the same as SurutAsise, O cupbearer! Pass around the cup and
hand it.” Compared to these two brief word-for-wtnahslations, Sudi’s annotated translation

appears more as an interpretation that is partigudensitive to the grammatical texture of the

% In this regard, it is important to note that Spabivides, immediately after his translation, anlamption for using
the phrase “one after another” by writing that “thason [for translating as | did] is that the omlyy one can make
the cup go round is to hand it one after anothé€re the word Sudi uses to refer to the going rafrttie cup is
theidare (turning, turning around), which is a verbal nalerivationally related to the veddlir. Thus Sudi’s self-
explanation testifies to the idea that the insartibthe phrase “one after another” has much twido the
commentator's grammatical interpretation of the énaiveadir.



56

line. From the same comparative perspective, onels®m sense, besides grammatical concerns,
Sudi’s didactic tone: unlike Sururi agém‘i, who do not see any need to provide a traiosiat
that would give their readers some context or bamked information to better understand the
setting Hafiz is depicting in the line, Sudi sedmbe concerned to present his readers with a
translation that would help them contextualizegame setting. This is to tantamount to say that,
through his annotated translation, Sudi, in a ses@®@municates to his readers what a wine
gathering is like and informs them of the charac{dre cupbearer and the friends forming the
circle) and rituals (the going round of the cup dnidking from the cup “one after another”)
associated with it.

2.4 From critical allusion to critical confrontation: Sudi on Sem’‘i’s reading of the line
Following the translation, Sudi does not pass aiméosecond line of the opening couplet, but
rather goes back tgem‘i’s account of the first line and revisits higoéanation of the lemmas

navil andala, the last and first lemmas in the line, respetyivia this way Sudi opens up a
section in passing from one line to another, witiah be seen as a move intended to draw
attention to what Sudi considers as examples oftitieal fallacies irSem’‘is grammatical
elucidation and interpretation of Hafiz's poetny.this short yet harshly critical section, Sudi
makes two quotations fro8em‘i's commentary: one regardiiygm’i’s interpretation of the
meaning of the imperative veravil, the other regarding his grammatical remark on the
syntactic function of the partickda. In his first criticism, Sudi quotes and attaSlesn‘i’s

argument that the imperative verb should be undedséas referring to the poet’s urging the
wine-server to drink from the cup passed roundctis, obviously, an argument that goes
contrary to Sudi’s previous explanation of the vaskan imperative form that refers to the poet’s

asking for a cup of wine from the wine-bearer. Wkanteresting in Sudi’s criticism is that he
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guotes not onlgem’i’s words but also the couplet whi§lem'’i cites from Abd al-Rahman Jami
(d. 1492) as a proof to support his own argumenguglet in which a line in Persian alternates
with a line in Arabic that ends with the same ingtime verb, thenavilha. Quoting bottsem‘i’s
argument and the textual evidence he offers, 3w draws attention to the inconsistency
between whafem'i argues and what his evidence means, for tladidimperative form in
Jami’s couplet denotes the same meaning as thedfediz’s line, namely that it is the poet, not
the wine-bearer, who would have a sip of wine ftbencup passed around. Refut§gm'i’s
argument by his own evidence, Sudi in turn offechan of proofs to support his position,
which obviously serves Sudi’s intention to distirgguhimself fromSem’i in terms of his skills

in argumentation and in extracting evidence to duwent his argument$.In his second

criticism, Sudi responds tgem‘i’'s comment that the opening partielg syntactically relates to
the second line, instead of to the first line inakhit occurs. Here the critical tone becomes
harsher as Sudi finds such comment unacceptablevates that a commentator making such a
claim is now “completely astray”. Treati§gm‘i’'s comment as an apparent grammatical error,
Sudi deems it unnecessary to go into an extendmdisiion or bring any evidence in rebuttal, as
if implying that the falsity o§em’‘i’'s grammatical comment would be readily cleattte

readers. Thus, beyond simply repeating what heshatearlier in explaining the particle, Sudi
readily concludes his critique §&m'’i, writing that the particle “is by no meansateld to the

second line”.

% |n arguing againstem'i, Sudi first makes a reference to the quatr&muoted from Yazid at the very beginning
of his commentary, where Yazid calls himself ag‘tftoxicated” &l-masnam) and begs for wine. Then Sudi
reminds his readers of the morphological analysisiade previously to show the way the first-peradifix

pronoun (p), omitted for the sake of prosody, informs the nieg of the imperative formavilha. Finally, he
quotes an Arabic couplet where the poet invokestipbearer to seek solace in wine by uttering 8rb navil-ni,

the original form of the imperativezvilha in Hafiz's line.
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Taken jointly, the two criticisms speak to Sudéstial and philological concerns and
thus can be seen as his attempt at revising hitepessor’s errors to present a grammatically
correct reading of Hafiz's text, an attempt throwgtich Sudi hints at the idea that one needs to
be conversant in the grammatical structure oféxeprior to offering an interpretation,
including the mystical one. Aside from grammaticahcerns, the same criticisms can also be
seen as indicating Sudi’s motivation to identifglamcover the shortcomings of his
predecessor’s grammatical knowledge as well asétbodological problems inherent in his
work. Given that this motivation reveals itself bedng with the very first pages of his
commentary, it would not be wrong to say that ohthe major purposes behind Sudi’s writing a
commentary on Hafiz is to present a critical reva§em'i’'s 1574 commentary, which is now
twenty one years old but still widely recognized @aead especially by the late sixteenth-century
mystical circles of Ottoman IstanbllSeen in this light, one can read Sudi’s critigsi@ ®iece
written by an adamant scholar who positions himasgéinst the writings and scholarship of
Sem’i, who is, though a predecessor of Sudi by e of his commentary, a contemporary of
Sudi, a colleague sharing the same scholarly emwiemt, and an established commentator on
many Persian classics including HafiPs/an. In this connection, it is important to note thas
in this critique that Sudi chooses, for the firste, not to allude critically t§em’i’s
grammatically incorrect interpretation of Hafizéxt, but rather to expose it by quoting and
refuting his colleague’s words. Beyond indicatihg extent of Sudi’s critical stance against
Sem‘i, the shift in the way of referencing showstlis way in which Sudi enters into a critical
dialogue with a contemporary commentator and renkisrcontemporary’s text as the target text

of his commentary. Therefore if one interprets Suditique in light of his scholarly

" For information orem‘i’'s commentary on Hafiz, s&yda Oztiirk, Sem‘i'nin MesneviSerhi” (Marmara
University, PhD. Diss., 2007), 77. For referenaethe popularity of the commentary, see especihfypages 3-8
of Oztiirk’s dissertation.
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disagreements withem‘i, then, it follows that while oneeason for Sudi’s effort to discredit
Sem‘i’'s commentary is his scholarly premise thab@ough knowledge of the grammar is the
key to a better understanding and analysis of auptammatically intricate source text as
Hafiz’'s Divan, another reason has much to do with his clainafoetter commentary that would
challenge the canonical status of his contempasarymmentary®
2.5 Stepping into Persian grammar: Sudi on Hafiz’'second line
As is the case with the preceding one, Sudi pressefemmatic analysis of Hafiz's second line,
which reads as follows:
LelSia aLi8) Jg g 3 gad Gl (Be 4AS

For love seemed easy at first, but (then) diffiegltarose
Following his regular manner of exposition and station, Sudi breaks the line down into eight
grammatical units, defines the grammatical catedamnction and/or meaning of each unit
individually, and adheres to the literal meaninddafiz’'s words in translating the line. What is
different from the previous section, however, sttthe literal translation is now followed by a

relatively lengthier annotation, where Sudi intetgrHafiz’'s conception of love as worldly and

% The assumptions made above regarding Sudi’'s mgrggm‘i’s text to the center of his commentary maynsee
overstated, as they rely solely on the critical agdta the commentator makes in passing. Howevemwhe
considers his commentary on Hafiz in its entiretgl along with his other commentaries, especiaklydhes on
GulistanandBostan it becomes visible that the extent of the crltleaguage Sudi uses agaif§gim'‘i looms large

in his writing, which is intended to pla8em'‘i’s scholarship under critical scrutiny. Thatdtadamantly pursued
this intention is understood frofem'‘i’s own words in his conclusion to his 1600 coemtary on Abd al-Rahman
Jami’'sSubhat al-AbraRosary of the Pious), where he openly complabmuitthose who are critical of his works,
claiming that he is unjustly accused due to theakiss made by ignorant scribes (cf. OztiiBerh'i'nin Mesnevi
Serhi”, 68). Considering the fact that Sudi takesldad in criticizingsem'i’s scholarship, the implied addressee of
Sem‘i’'s complaint becomes clear. In the same comaiy§em’i also advises his critics to check his autograp
copies before making any judgment about his wdrkthis regard, what is interesting to note is thatis above-
mentioned critique Sudi seems to be referring ¢oatlitography copy ¢fem‘i's commentary on Hafiz, which is MS
Kadizade Mehmed 403 located in the Suleymaniyeakibistanbul. That Sudi uses the autograph copy is
understood from his second quotation frem'i, which appears in the autograph copgein‘is commentary but
does not occur in the subsequent copy (MS 114R«rHiamidiye Collection of the same library) thatiks:
correction made by the scribe who copied from thtegraph in 1575, a year after the dat§e‘i’'s commentary.

It would not be wrong, therefore, to conclude tBati is a careful reader and a meticulous criti§esh'i’'s works

as much as he is a commentator on the works okHafi Sa‘di, which explains the reason why Suditicism is
reserved largely for his contemporary beginnindhlite first pages of his commentary.
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explains what the poet means by the difficultietogk. What is of particular interest about
Sudi’s analysis of the second line is that he navwoduces his readers to Persian grammar as he
lists and explains the words and particles conthinghis first Persian line of HafizBivan one

by one. Accordingly, here we see Sudi taking @rtile of a grammarian of Persian, and thus
putting into practice his main intention to teachat least, to exemplify the rules of Persian
grammar through a lemmatic analysis of Hafiz’s teuttich, as would be remembered, is an
intention that he alludes to in his introductiortie commentary. When one looks at the lemmas
listed under the second line, the first lemma stand in terms of indicating the way Sudi works
through the grammar of Persian as a scholar aedchér of Persian philology. As seen above,
the first lemma is the Persi&n(«S), a subordinating conjunction that connects tvauseés. As a
form that appears in different grammatical catezgki is one of the puzzling aspects of Persian
grammar, and, as such, can confuse learners asasw@mmentators. Aware of the interpretive
problems that can be occasioned by its shiftinghgnatical roles, Sudi thus considers it
necessary to explain the various uses of the Petslzefore defining its grammatical function as
it is found in Hafiz's line. Accordingly, ratherdh giving a quick gloss over the poet’s use of the
phrase, Sudi first makes a distinction betweenwmuegrammatical categories to which the
Persiarki belongs, and then he explains the role it playsaich category. In addition, to

illustrate the grammatical roles playediySudi quotes a couplet from Sa’d@ulistan where

ki is used with two different roles. Thus, from thaySudi treats the first lemma, it is clear that
the commentator intends to provide learners amdesifis of Persian with the necessary
grammatical information about the Perskarnthat is to say, with a grammatical reference that
the same learners and students can use in integpthe grammatical function &f in Hafiz's

other couplets to follow? Besides reflecting his grammatical and pedagogioaterns as an

% That Sudi pursues such authorial intention is tstded when one considers the fact that Sudi doeseiterate
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instructor of Persian, the way the first lemmaligielated is also significant in terms of showing
how Sudi incorporates another Persian classicakii@x he taught and wrote a commentary on
into his discussion of a particular grammaticalgsierin Hafiz's text. Of particular significance is
that Sudi makes reference to Sa’dsslistan which is not only one of the widely read Persian
classics among Ottoman readers, but also one atainelard texts employed, by almost every
Ottoman instructor of Persian, for the study ofsier grammar in or out of classrodffi What

is also significant about th@ulistanis that it is the text on which Sudi completecbanmentary

in the same year that he wrote his commentary diz’El@ivan. Seen in this light, Sudi
reference to th&ulistancan be taken to assume that the commentator warkéds two major
commentary projects simultaneously and in suchythat he used certain parts of the two texts
he commented on as grammatical examples to exgdain other. This is supported by the fact
that Sudi makes references to @Glistanthroughout his commentary on Hafiz as he does so t
Hafiz’ Divanin his commentary on th@ulistan®®* That is why it would not be misleading to

conclude that the way Sudi explains the first lenisnduminating not only of his motivation to

the information he gives about the Perdiaim elucidating those couplets that feature thepbrwhich are the
second, third, and fourth couplets of the openiognp. Instead, he simply points out the grammatfigaition ofki,
assuming that his readers already have the badkgroformation and that they can go back and clite€keeded.
1% 0n the significance of Sa'di’s text for learningdeteaching Persian in the Ottoman Empire, see AKaral,
“Osmanli Medeniyetini Besleyen Kultir MerkezlerPKD diss., Gazi University, 1999), 88—90.

1911 his commentary on HafizBivan, Sudi refers to th6ulistantwenty seven times in total. And in his
commentary on th&ulistanthe number of Sudi’'s references to HafiRisan is fourteen in total. The total
numbers may seem low, but given that Sa’@iidistanis the most frequently cited text in Sudi's

commentary on Hafiz and, vice versa, that Hafixigan is the most referred-to text in Sudi’'s commentary

on theGulistan the idea that his commentaries onEiean andGulistanwere concurrent projects becomes
stronger. Also, if one compares, for example, thmalber of Sudi's references to tBeilistanin his

commentary on thBivan with that of his references to tBeistanin the same commentary, the same idea
becomes a telling one: throughout his commentandaliz Sudi makes only two references to Sa'di’'s

Bustan which is a text he wrote a commentary on in 158&e years after the completion of his projects o
the Divan andGulistan For further information on Sudi’s referencestte Gulistan seefbrahim Kaya,

“Serh-i Divan-1 Hafiz(Sudi): Kelimeler, Remizler, Kavramlar” (PhD disBonii University, 2008), 164—

169. For Sudi’s references to Hafiz's poems inceisimentary on th&ulistan see Ozan Yilmaz, “16.

Yuzyil Sarihlerinden Sudi-i Bosnevi \gerh-i Glistari” (PhD diss., Marmara University, 2008), 366—727.
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furnish the beginning students of Persian with greatical rules and examples but also of the
way he composed his commentaries and interrelatetekts he commented on.

2.6 Stepping aside: a comparative glance at Sudrsading of the opening couplet

Having looked at Sudi’s analyses and translatiorsoime detail, it would be better to stop for a
while to sketch out the extent and ways in whicdiSieparts from Sururi argem’i in his
approach to and interpretation of Hafiz’'s openiongpiet, for it is only through such
comparative framework that one can come to sedattdr understand what Sudi brings to a
hermeneutic tradition that is informed and shapethb commentaries of Struri aBdm’i. In
addition, given that each commentator consisteadlyeres to a regular pattern of exegesis
throughout his work, this initial sketching outtbe points of convergence and divergence
between Sudi and his predecessors will also givsoo®e preliminary but promising insights
regarding the overall exegetical attitudes andreghes of these commentators both in the
remaining couplets of Hafiz's opening poem anchm test of thd®ivan.

To begin with Hafiz’s opening line, it would be feiading to say that Sudi is the first
commentator who presents a lemmatic analysis oftimatical texture of this Arabic line, for
in both Sururi andem‘i one can see a similar analysis. On a closs, Ioowever, Sudi’'s
analysis departs from his predecessors’ brief amglocy accounts as a more systematic and
sophisticated form of grammatical exposition, whigshobviously, rooted in Sudi’s scholarly
background in Arabic grammatical tradition. Theedyence between Sudi and his predecessors
in terms of their interest in a detailed, gramnadtieading of Hafiz's text becomes increasingly
obvious if one looks at the way the three commensatlucidate the second line, the line in
Persian. The reason is that while Strruri 8ath‘i hasten to translate the line and add a glass o

its mystical content without makirajny comment on its grammatical aspects, Sudi adheress t
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grammatical focus and explains the grammatical tdoesits of this Persian line following the
same method as with the opening line. Seen idithg this early divergence between the
exegetical attitudes of Sudi and his predecessdisates that Sudi, unlike his predecessors,
pursues a systematic grammatical approach to Kagxt. And considering especially that
Sururi andSem’i are not interested in the grammatical aspefck$afiz’'s Persian line, the same
divergence also indicates that while Sudi is ogdribward teaching Persian grammar through
the lines of a Persian poet his predecessors dpumstie such intention.

The divergence between Sudi and his predecessoos aly along the lines of a
grammatical approach to Hafiz’'s text, but also glthre lines of a literal interpretation of it.
Obviously, one can sense the contrast between ysgaal attitude of Sururi angem‘i and the
literalist stance of Sudi in the way they intergtet opening line, which particularly contains
two words éaqgiandke’s) that allow different levels of interpretation. dshthe interpretive
divergence between Sudi and his predecessors satgf as Sururi anflem’i offer mystical
significations for the wordsagiandke’s while Sudi takes them literally. The divergenceplicit
in these initial interpretive acts becomes widenyvever, when one looks at the way the three
commentators translate and gloss over the secoaedwihich contains the wofighq (love), a
semantically critical word that signifies a thenemtral not only to Hafiz's opening poem but
also to the rest of the poems in Divan. Looking at the translations by Siruri éem'‘i, one
notices that both commentators translate the weind as “divine love” (1 sk-1 ilahi). Contrary
to this mystical rendition, Sudi translates the eamord as “love of the beloved’ k-1 canan
and leaves the interpretation of the word “belov@dhar) open to the reader. Here Sudi’s
choice of vocabulary in translating the washq partly uncovers his reluctance towards the

mystical sense. But what marks Sudi’s complete depafrom his predecessors’ mystical
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perspectives is the gloss he provides for the aaititove in Hafiz's couplet immediately
following his translation. Reading Sudi’s glossomparison to the ones by Sururi &®m‘i,

one can see that Sudi takes a couplet that is cajigtread and interpreted as a literal statement
about worldly love, rather than as an allegoricgdression of mystical love. Taking the same
comparative perspective, one can especially ntiiaewhile Struri an§em'i relate the

difficulty of love, as expressed by Hafiz, to th#fidulties experienced by a mystic who goes
through the different stages on the mystical patimnion with God, Sudi construes Hafiz's
opening words as the cry of a suffering lover winms$ to various sedatives (such as the wine
Hafiz is asking for) and even, as Sudi lists, nacsao alleviate the affliction he suffers fronshi
love for the indifferent belovetf? Beyond marking the interpretive divergence betw®@edi

and his predecessors, what is also striking abodisSconstruing of the theme of love is that he
reverses the mystical narrative through which Hafigppening couplet came to be interpreted by
replacing the well-established set of mystical wpolings with its opposite, that is to say, by
replacing the interpretation of the couplet aslégary of mystical love with an interpretation
that renders the same couplet as the story oudadour’s love. Seen in this light, and
considered against the background of the long-gtgndystical/allegorical interpretive
framework built on the opening poem since the tohelafiz, the literalist stance of Sudi goes
beyond offering a grammatical reading of Hafiz’stf@r a literal interpretive framework for its
study, but rather highlights a pioneering atteropgdéconstruct the mystifications that have long

obscured the text.

1921t is worth noting in this connection that SiiraridSem‘i compare the relation between s@jiand the poet to
the one between a spiritual master and his disoipla the words ofem’i, between theeyhand hismdirid. In the
same manner, both commentators construe the diffiotilove as one concerning the achievement efdtstatic
state of union with the divine, which is, sm'‘i puts it, thevisal-i Hakkor, alternatively, theusul-i ila’llah, as
Sdaruri names it.
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CONCLUSIONS

Contextualizing Ahmed Sudi and His Commentary

The life and works of Ahmed Sudi present us witoemmentator who comes from a
background in Arabic and Persian philology anahisriested in expounding the widely read
Persian classics in the Ottoman Empire accordirigganodels of textual analysis rooted in
Arabic grammatical tradition. Sudi’'s commentaryHbefiz’s Divan is accordingly shaped by the
commentator’s focus on the grammatical structutkraganing of the poet’s text. Besides his
scholarly background and training, one other asgatthas an influence on the focus and
direction of the commentary is Sudi’'s concern far heeds of beginning readers of Persian as
well as of Hafiz. Taken together, the commentatbéaskground and his readerly motivation are
the two main factors that stand behind his focugheriexical analysis and meaning of the poet’'s
Divan. Obviously, the method of lexical analysis of grammatical constituents of a text is not
unique to Sudi, for it is a method whose origindgeok to the Arabic grammatical studies that
concentrated on Qur’anic exegesis beginning wigheiérly years of Islaf* In Sudi’s case,
however, one can identify the influence of the graatical approach of a particular Arab
grammarian, namely Ibn al-Hajib (d. 1249), the authf the two widely read and commented on
Arabic grammarsal-Kafiya (the one on syntax) arad-Shafiya(the one on morphology). What
primarily leads one to think so is that Sudi stddéd wrote commentaries on the grammars of

Ibn al-Hajib. Furthermore, as understood from hisoductory words to his commentary @l

193 Eor the origins and development of Arab grammastadies, see, among others, C. H. M. VersteAghbic
Grammar and Qur'anic Exegesis in Early Islabeiden: Brill, 1993 (especially chapters thred aix). For a
detailed account of the various aspects of Aramgratical tradition, see “Grammatical Tradition”Emcyclopedia
of Arabic Language and Linguisticgol. 2, eds. Kees Versteegh et al. (Leiden: B2il07), 175-191.
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Kafiya, Sudi also appropriated al-Hajib’s approach tal @ews of, Arabic grammaf?* A
convincing evidence for Sudi’s reliance on al-Hgjilmodel of grammatical analysis comes from
a comparative reading of the two grammarians’ aea\of poetry. If one compares, for instance,
the manner in which al-Hajib treats the coupletthefArab poet al-Mutanabbi (915-965) with
the way Sudi analyzes Hafiz’s text, it becomesrdieat al-Hajib’s focus on the lexical meaning
as well as his concern with the grammatical paditiies bear striking similarities with those of
Sudi'®

That Sudi follows al-Hajib’s grammatical approactddemmatic analysis in expounding
Hafiz's text adds an important dimension to theterts of Sudi's commentary, one that
involves the use and circulation of the commentathe madrasa classroom. Especially
considering that Ibn al-Hajib’s grammars were “pgoigical grammars written expressly for the
madrasa,” it would not be inaccurate to say thastm@itoman madrasdudents were familiar
with al-Hajib’s grammatical work as well as the retslof textual analysis developed by Hith.
Seen in this light, al-Hajib stands as a fittingrse@ for a commentator like Sudi, whose
commentary is aimed primarily at madrasa-basedestsdvho have a certain level of
background in Arabic language and grammar but eveto Persian grammar and texts. Thus it
is not surprising to see that Sudi follows a grarticabmethodology known to madrasa scholars
and students, frequently refers to the commonlg teats of Arabic grammatical tradition and
readily uses Arabic grammatical terms in analyzhmggrammatical structure and meaning of a

Persian text such as HafiZ8van. Regarding the use of the commentary within thdnasa

104 For Sudi's introductory words, see MS Atif Efe@di49, Siileymaniye Manuscript Library, fols. 1b—3b.

195 For Ibn al-Hajib’s grammatical analysis of al-Mo#bbi’s poetry, see Fatimah Rashid al-Rajiia’ Ibn al-
Hajib al-Nahawiya fi Abyat li'l-MutanabbiKuwait: Kuwait University Press, 1997 (especigdbges 19-30). For a
detailed study on Ibn al-Hajib’s approach to Aratpiammar, see lbrahim Muhammad ‘Abdalldin al-Hajib al-
Nahwi Damascus: Dar Sa‘d al-Din, 2005 (especially pafas-224).

198 «Grammatical Tradition,Encyclopedia of Arabic Language and Linguisties. 2, 188.
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context, it should be also noted that, besidesraising in Arabic philological tradition and his
being influenced by the works of al-Hajib, one otbignificant aspect that led Sudi to writing a
grammatical commentary on Hafiz is his close tigh wiadrasa scholarship. Considering,
especially, that Sudi attended various madrasagstathlished close relations with a number of
madrasa scholars both during his travels in theegatands of the empire and in the period
beginning with his return to Istanbul, one cantbe¢ Sudi’'s madrasa background inclined him
towards writing a grammatical commentary that waud the needs of the Ottoman madrasa
circles. Seen in this context, Sudi’'s commentaryeaps as a “pedagogical” commentary that is
designed primarily to suit the needs of madrasaestis who intend to study Persian grammar
using Hafiz’'s text and is thus appropriate for adlraga curriculum.

Besides its underpinnings that are rooted in Argbéanmatical tradition, Sudi’'s
commentary presents us with two main contexts,jiiov@ving the Ottoman commentary
tradition on Hafiz and his text, the other relatedhe study of Persian grammar and Persian
classical texts in sixteenth-century Ottoman saisbig. The first context is an immediate
context in the sense that it is the one in whiehdbntent, structure and purpose of Sudi’s
commentary becomes not only more intelligible Hst a@istinct from those of the preceding
ones. In addition, it is through the same conteat the critical nature of the commentary is
better understood. The second context, the lamngyerie the one which has been often neglected
so far by scholars who have commented on the coamerBut the second context is a
significant one for it enables us to better seétth@commentary is written by an Ottoman
instructor of Persian who was trained in the magmters of learning and was appointed
afterwards to teach Persian grammar inibrahim Pasha Palace, one of the prestigious centers

of Ottoman imperial education. Not only does thrgéa context let us perceive the commentary
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as a book composed by an instructor of Persiant bilgo provides us with a framework through
which one can see those points in Sudi’s text wherengages in a critical dialogue with the
works of sixteenth-century Ottoman scholars oniBergrammar and classics. Thus looking at
Sudi’'s commentary in this larger context broadamsumderstanding of the commentary since it
allows us to see that, beyond being the work dhatructor of Persian, Sudi’'s commentary is a
work by a scholar of Persian language who was cardeabout how Persian grammar and
classics were studied, commented on and taughkt®esth-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’Sadmmentary is the one that
relates the commentary to the ones by SururiSamdi, for it is such a context that provides us
with a better perspective to the motivation beltodli’s text as well as to his focus and concern
as a commentator. The primary aspect of Sudi’'s cemtany that leads one to consider his text
within the context of those of his predecessothascritical tone that underlies Sudi’s writing,
which appears early on in his introductory wordgh commentary and gradually condenses
into a harsh criticism as Sudi frequently engages critical dialogue with his predecessors’
commentaries throughout the rest of his text. # takes into account that in almost all
manuscript copies of the commentary the parts w8adk refutes his predecessors’
interpretations are indicated in the margin, it barsaid that historically Sudi’s text was seen not
only as a text closely linked to the texts of hisdecessors, but also as a text that was read and
interpreted against the background of the mystioatext provided by Sururi arfggm‘i. This is
especially apparent if one considers that the maligi of some manuscripts of the commentary

include readers’ quotations from the commentarfe3uali’s predecessors.
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A particular insight that can be derived from ipt@ting Sudi’s text in the context of his
predecessors involves the reason and intentiom8eudi’s writing a grammatical commentary
that focuses on the literal and textual aspectdadiz’s Divan. In this regard, a comparative look
at the introductions of the three commentaries ides/insight into the context against which the
grammatical nature of Sudi's commentary shouldiberpreted. Looking at Sururi’s
introduction, one can especially notice that hesvily marked by the commentator’s intention
to uncover and transmit the mystical aspects oi4apoetry to his readers. From the same
introduction, it also becomes clear that in writegnystical commentary on Hafiz the
commentator pursues the goal of leading his redddtse path of mysticism that would provide
them with spiritual guidance. Thougem?‘i’s brief introduction to his commentary on Hafi
does not include any overt indication that the camtator is in the pursuit of a solely mystical
interpretation, one can still s8em‘i's mystical attitude toward textual exegesierie pays
attention to what he writes about his exegeticalaach in his other commentaries. As he makes
it clear in his concluding words to one of his coemtariesSem’i takes all of the Persian
classics he wrote commentaries on as allegorigtd snd writes his commentaries to elucidate
their mystical content. In the same concluding ndksiem’i also accentuates the idea that his
primary goal as a commentator is “to multiply thestical benefits” that readers would derive
from reading his commentari€¥.Considered against the background of this mysticatext,
Sudi’s offering a grammatical approach in his idtrotory words to the commentary represents a
radical departure from his predecessors. Seendright, Sudi’s departure from the mystical
context also reflects a critical attitude infornigdthe commentator’s contention that there is a
need for a non-mystical commentary that would elai@ and illustrate the linguistic, not the

mystical, aspects and intricacies of igan and thus would give readers an insight into why

107 Gzturk, ‘Sem‘i'nin MesneviSerhi,” 68.
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Hafiz is considered as one of the master poetiseoPersian language as well as into why his
Divanis accepted as one of the major texts of Persian.

Another benefit of looking at Sudi’'s commentarythie context of his predecessors’

writings is that it provides us with a frameworkdbgh which one can compare and contrast
Sudi’s perception and representation of Hafiz asdivanin relation to the mystical canon,
which not only includes Siruri's arf&m‘i’s perspectives but also a broad spectrum of
perceptions and representations of the poet angldeBy in the sixteenth-century Ottoman
Empire. Given such framework, one can notice thali'S perception of Hafiz’®ivan as a
literal text that should be interpreted literaltgrsds in contrast with the mystical perceptions of
Sururi andSem’i, which lead both commentators to laud Hafioas of the highly esteemed
members belonging to the class of mystical adepdsraterpret his text as one of the major
handbooks of mysticism. Considered especially latign to the sixteenth-century Ottoman
perceptions of Hafiz as a mystic of high esteemairds Divan as a source of divine guidance,
it can be said that Sudi’'s perception and represient of Hafiz as one of the outstanding poets
of the Persian language marks a radical point\ardience from a long standing traditiSh.
What lies behind Sudi’s divergence from the heanwilystical perceptions and representations of
the poet can again be associated with his crisittdlde, especially if one considers that in many
parts of his commentary Sudi heavily attacks hésipcessors’ extreme interpretations of Hafiz's
couplets and illustrates how insisting on a pureistical approach to thRivan results in

interpretive fallacied®

198 Eor sixteenth-century Ottoman mystical perceptiams interpretations of tH2ivan and the ways in which it
was used for bibliomancy, skeHakki AksoyakKefeli HiilseyinRaznamgeHarvard University, 2004; J. Schmidt,
“Hafiz and Other Persian Authors in Ottoman Biblemmy,” 63—74; M. U. Inan, “Rethinking the Ottoman
‘imitation’ of Persian poetry” (forthcoming); Massieh Farhad and Serpil Ba, Falnama The Book of Omens
(Washington, D.C.: Arthur M. Sackler Gallery, Snsitimian Institution, 2009), 21-22.

199 Eor Sudi's criticisms of his predecessors’ extrénterpretations, see, for instangerh-i Divan-1 Hafiz
(Alexandria, Egypt: Bulak, 1834), vol. 1, 388-388lavol. 2, 147.
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In this connection, it is important to note thaearan find a criticism similar to that of
Sudi in afetva(religious edict) issued by the sixteenth-cen@Otiomanseyhulislam(the chief
judge) Ebussuud Efendi (1490-1574), who held a murabmadrasa positions as a scholar of
Islamic sciences before finally serving as gaghulislamof the empire between 1545-1574. The
fetvauncovers the critical attitude of an Ottoman juttgeard those readings of tbevan that
exceed the interpretive limits established bys@mgat (Islamic jurisprudence) and attempt to put
mystical interpretations on every poem of HafizAs such, Ebussuudfstvahelps us better
contextualize Sudi’s critique of the purely mysliggpresentations and extended interpretations
of theDivan, for it allows us to consider Sudi’s critical appch in the context of sixteenth-
century interpretive tensions between Ottoman rogktircles, which were inspired by the
teachings of the major mystics like Hafiz, and tiedrasa scholars, who adopted a literalist
attitude toward texts and adhered to the intengeairinciples set by theeriat and shaped by
Quranic exegesis and grammar. Seen in this ligat,3udi shares the same concerns with
Ebussuud suggests that Sudi’'s demystifying apprtattafiz and hiDivan can be viewed as a
criticism voiced by a madrasa-based scholar whtes/an intentionally non-mystical
commentary as a response to extremist forms oficayshterpretation.
2. The Larger Context:
Sudi and the Ottoman scholarship on Persian languagand classics
Unlike the case with the immediate context, onesdu® have much information to
explore the broader context surrounding the comangnéxcept for what can be deduced from
the general view of Sudi’s scholarly career andimgs. Still, it can be argued that the
commentary can be seen in relation to sixteenttucgi®ttoman scholarship on Persian

language and classics if one approaches it frompevspectives. Seen from the first perspective,

1O Eor thefetva see Katip CelebKesfii'z-Ziinun vol. 2 (Istanbul: Matbaa-ilm, 1892), 784.
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the commentary is a text that identifies, focusesamd corrects those parts of the preceding
texts where Sururi argem‘i misinterpret certain aspects of the grammdreafian. Given that
both Siruri andgem‘i are established commentators who were notesixteenth-century
Ottoman scholarly circles, for their scholarshipRersian classics, one can see that one of the
motivations behind Sudi’s revealing the grammatioainterpretations of his predecessors is to
engage in a critical discussion with mainstreanokakhip** Especially considering th&emi,

a contemporary of Sudi, was particularly famouamstructor of Persian, and also that he
attracted patronage for his commentaries from tthen@n palace, one can better see not only
the nature and significance of Sudi’'s unearthingabiolarly fallacies but also the reason why he
directs most of his attention to the fallacie$@m‘'s text!*?

Seen from the second perspective, the commentageap as a text where Sudi goes
beyond his critical dialogue with the scholarshifnis predecessors to engage in a wider
discussion with a range of scholarly works. Of the®rks, a corpus of sixteenth-century
Ottoman commentaries on Sa‘d@&ilistanis the most revealing in terms of showing us how
Sudi engages in a critical discussion with the @#n commentators of Sa‘di on issues related to
the study and interpretation of Persian gramhiain this regard, it is especially worthy of
notice that Sudi turns his critical eye on the @&n commentators of Sa‘di in discussing the

grammatical aspects of Hafiz's text, which canrderpreted as an indication that the

commentator concerns himself with a broad rangeebblarly perspectives on Persian language

111 For references to Siiruri's aém‘i’s recognition in sixteenth-century scholarlyotes, see Giileg, “Gelibolulu
Musluhiddin Siruri,” 6 and OztiirkSem‘i'nin MesneviSerhi,” 59-61.

M2 Eor the supporgem'i received from Palace circles, demail Unver, Sem‘i Sem‘ullah”, Tiirk Dili 49:397
(January 1985): 38-43.

3 For Sudi's references to Ottoman commentariehetilistan see, for instance, GI:6 (the sixth couplet of the
first poem) in the transcribed text of the commenta
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and classics, and especially with the ones oftililestan the focal text of Ottoman scholarship

on Persian grammar.
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TRANSCRIBED TEXTS

A Note on Transcriptions

The transcribed texts presented here follow tHeviing transcription scheme:
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Sudi’s Introduction and His Commentar
on the First Five Poems in Hafiz’Divan***

Bismillahi’r-rahmani’r-rahim

El-hamdu I’llahi ellezi veffekani li-beyani’l-‘ulimi ve’l-ma‘arifi ve lisani’l-‘arabi el-
muhezzebi ve’l-‘acemi el-mU’eddebi; ve’s-salatu ve’s-selamu ‘ala efdali halkihi
Muhammedin efsahi zi’l-hasebi ve’s-serefi ve’'n-nesebi ve ‘ala alihi el-ebrari ve ashabihi
el-ahyari.

Ve ba‘d ma‘lum ola ki bu evrakufi muharriri ve bu musattaruin mukarriri beze-kar-i
nahif a‘ni Sudi-i za‘lf eydur ki bir giin esref-i sa‘atde ve es‘ad-1 evkatde ahlas-1 muhibban
ve ahass-I dustan, ol ki enva‘-1 ‘ulumla araste ve esnaf-1 fununla piraste idi, cami‘-i
menakib u mefahir ve havi-i mekarim U me’asir, mazhar-1 cid u ‘ata ve menba‘-
semahat U seha; muruvvet U keremini gorse Hatem hamiyyet U gayretinden gekerdi
matem, ol ki miglin gérmemis rtzgar, devr ideli nuh-felek-i devvar, ya‘ni Seyhu’l-Harem-i
Yesrib ‘Omer Efendi—tayyebe Allahu rihehu ve za‘afe fi gurefi’l-cinani fitithehu—resm-
i sabik Uzere bi-tekelllif hane-i kemineden iceri girip dest-i bende[y]i U¢ kerre bus eyledi
ve buyurdi ki “Sizden temenni iderim ki Divan-1 HafiZ1 bir vechile serh eyleyesiz ki
taliblere nafi ve muibtedilere naci® ola. Hasili te’vil U tasavvuf sdylenmeye. Heman
Uslub-1 ‘Arabiyyet Uzere kava‘id beyan olup ma‘na-y1 sir ile iktifa oluna.” Boyle
buyurinca, temennisini hukm ve tereccisini gunm bildim. Zira bu du‘a-guya merhum u
magfur ol kadar ihsan U ikram eylerdi ki ne ata odula ve ne kardas kardasa eyler, soyle
ki ol merhumi ve bizi bilen bilar ancak.

Mercudur ki bu serhe nazir olanlar merhumi ve Sudi-i za‘fi hayir du‘adan
feramus buyurmayalar—bi-Muhammed ve alihi el-emcadi. Ehl-i insafdan me’muldur ki

bu serhimizde sehv U zelel ve hata vu hatel vaki‘ olan mahallerin kalem-i ‘afv U safhla

14 The transcribed text of Sudi’s introduction is é&®n MS Hazine K.933, which is the oldest copthef
commentary that includes the introduction. Copiedd07 A.H. (1599 A.D.), the manuscript is located opkap!
Palace Library, Istanbul. The transcribed text odi$ commentary on the first five poems is basedis
Feyzullah Efendi 1641 (located in Fatih Millet Latoy, Istanbul), which is the oldest extant copytaf commentary
and is dated 1006 A.H. (1598 A.D.).
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1slah idup ‘uyubini ibraz G izharina sa‘y U kusis eylemeyeler zira biz mu‘terifiz ki boyle
muskil kitabi serh eylemek bizim haddimiz ve mikdarimiz degildur. Likin ibrama dusduk.

Nite ki sabiken mezkur oldi, bunuii biriyle nazirindan insaf nazarin temenni idertuz.

Beyt
Ve ‘aynu’r-riza ‘an kulli ‘aybin keliletin

Velakinne ‘ayne’s-suhti tubdi’l-mesaviya

Ma‘lum ola ki Hace Hafiz’ui ism-i serifi Semsit’d-din Muhammed'dir ve mesayih
arasinda nami lisanU’l-gayb ve tercimanu’l-esrardur. Es‘ar-1 ab-dar resk-i cesme-i
hayvan ve benat-1 efkari gayret-i hur u vildandur. Mezak-1 ‘avammi lafz-1 metin ile sirin
ve dehan-1 havassi ma‘na-yr mubin ile nemekin idup ashab-1 zahirGh ana ebvab-i
asinaligl gusude ve erbab-1 batinui rusenayi-i cerad-1 ¢cesmi efzude olup her vakif-i
subana nisbet-i haline muvafik s6z sdylemis ve herkes icin ma‘na-yi lafif U darib peyda
eylemis ve ‘ibaret-i kallde ma‘na-yi kesir derc eylemis ve cihan-gir gazelleri edna
muddet iginde hudud-i1 ekalim-i Turkistan u Hindustan’ irismis ve dil-pezir kelimati ekall
zamanda etraf u eknaf-1 ‘Irakeyn u Azerbeycan’a vasil olmis.

Sema‘-1 sufiyan anufi sur-engiz gazelleri okunmayinca zamaninda germ olmazdi
ve meclis-i selatin anuin zevk-amiz kelimatinui nukl-i meze-dari nakl olmayinca zib G
Zinet bulmazdi. Belki hay u huy-1 mustakan anui velvele-i sevkiyle olurdi ve surud-I

mey-perestan anuf gulgule-i es‘ariyla revnak bulurdi. Soyle ki temsilinde buyurmislar:

Kita

Gazel-serayi-i Hafiz bedan resid ki gerh
Neva-yi Zohre o saz-i hoses be-bord ez-yad
Be-dad dad-i gazel der-zeman bedan vechi
Ki hi¢ sa‘ir ez-an gune dad-i nazm ne-dad
Cu si‘r-i ‘azb-i revanes zi-ber kont guyi

Hezar rahmet-i Hakk ber-revan-i Hafiz bad
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Likin muhafaza-i Kuranve mulazemet-i sugl-i ta‘lim-i sultan ve tahsiye-i Kessaru Miftah
ve mutala‘a-i Mefali° G Misbah ve tahKik-i kavanin-i edeb ve tahsin-i devavin-i ‘Arab
setat-1 gazellerini cem® eylemekden mani‘ olurdi ve tedvin-i ebyat-1 dil-pezirini silk-i ‘1kda
cekmekden vazi* duserdi. Ve bu ebyatun miusveddesini kendi icin Kivamiu’'d-din Hasan
bina eyledlgi medresenui ders-hanesinde kerrat U merrat ile tezekkur idip esna-yi
muhaverede buyururdi ki “Bu fevayid-i ferayidi bir ‘Ikda ¢ekmek gerek ve bu direr-i
gureri bir silke dizmek gerek ta ki kilade-i cid-i vicud-i ehl-i zaman ve temime-i visah-i
erbab-1 devran ola.” Ve bu binanuf ref® U terfrini na-rasti-i rdzgara havale iderdi ve ehl-i ¢
asrun ‘0zri mikdarinca ‘6zr getururdi ta kim tarih-i sene ihda ve tis‘in ve seb‘a-mi’e-i
hicriyyede vedrat-1 hayati muvekkelan-1 kaza vu kadere teslim eyledi ve raht-1 vicudini
dihhz-i tengnay-1 ecelden tasra iletdi ve ruh-1 paki sakinan-1 ‘alem-i ‘ulviye karin oldi ve

mufarekat-1 bedenden sofira hem-h“abe-i pakize-i hur-1 ‘ayn oldi.

Tarih

Be-sal-i ba’ o sad o zal-i ebced
Zi-ruz-i hicret-i meymun-i Ahmed
Be-suy-i cennet-i a‘la revan sod
Ferid-i ‘ahd Semsu’d-din Muhammed
Be-hak-i pak-i U ¢un ber-gozestem

Nigeh kerdem safa o nur-i merkad

Ba‘de’l-vefat ba‘z-1 ahbab, sevabik-1 hukik-1 sohbet ve levazim-1 ‘uhtd-1 meveddet U
mahabbet sebebiyle muteferrik gazeliyyatini tertib U tebvib eylemis. Tayyebe Allahu
ridhehu ve zade fi gurefi’l-cinani fitdhehu. Amin ya Rabbe’l-alemin. V’allahu el-

muvaffiku ila sebili'r-resadi ve huve re’ifln bi’l-‘ibadi ve huve hasbri ve ni‘me’l-veKil.
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Ela: harf-i istiftahdur. Nite ki ayet-i kerimede vaki‘dur:

o 5 b Vs agdde (o Y Al el gl o V)

Kessarsahibi terkibine zahib oldi ve ibn Malik “Basitdiir’ didi. Mufassalat-1 nahviyyede
ikisinun de edillesi mestur ve mezkurdur.

Ya: harf-i nida

Eyyu: munada-yr miifred-i ma‘rife

Ha: harf-i tenbih. Lafz-1 eyy" lazimi’l-izafe oldugigiin muzafun ileyhden ‘ivaz gelmisddr.
Es-saki: takdiren merfa‘; sifatidur eyyu lafzinufi. Hakikatde minada sakidur. iki alet-i ta‘
rif cem® olmamaggtin eyy' lafziyla tavassut eyleylp hayla tenbih eylediler. Lugatde
“suvarici” dimekdir amma istilahda “bade meclisinde kadeh siren”e dirler.

Edir: fi‘l-i emr-i mubhatabdur if'al babindan, “dénder” dimekdir; “dondert” deguldir ba“
zilar zanni gibi.

Ke’sen: “tolu”. “Kadeh”e dirler amma kadeh ke’sden e‘'ammdur.

Ve navilha: navil emr-i muhatabdur mufa‘ale babindan, “sun” dimekdur. Aslinda “ve

navilntha” idi nan-1 vikaye ve ya-yi1 miitekellimle. Zariret-i vezniciin ‘ya’ hazf olmisdur.
Ha zamir-i md’ennes. Ke’se raci‘dur.
Ma‘lim ola ki hamrufi cemr® alati ve esma v sifatl te’nis-i ma‘nevi[de] musta‘melddar.
Pes mahsdl-i kelam bu oldi ki “Ey saki ke’si ehl-i meclise birer birer sun, andan sonra
bana sun.” Zira idare birer birer sunulmayinca bulunmaz. ‘Atfi’l-hass ‘ale’l-am
kabilindenddr.
Fehva-yi kelam: Ke’si siir, nevbet bafa gelsiin, nus ideyin.
“Navil bunda sen i¢ ma‘nasina olmak evladur” dimek ve Hazret-i Mevlana Camrnun bu
beytini eyledligi midde‘aya delil irad eylemek:

Beyt
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medlulde ve delilde istikametden kemal-i inhirafdur ve munavele ile tenavuli ‘adem-i
teshisdur. Ve ‘ale’l-husus ki sakinun igmesi maksud deguldur; belki sa‘irun kendinundar
ve “Ene el-mesmum” ‘ibareti bunia sahiddudr. Nite ki navil lafzina ya-y1 mutekellim takdir

eyledtgimizden ma‘lum olmisdi ve sa‘irun kavli de buna delildar:
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Beyt
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Ve ela harfi “misra‘-1 saniye masrufdur” dimek nehc-i mustakimden kullt insirafdur. Zira
ela istiftah igcuindur ya‘ni ibtida-y1 kelamda vaki‘ olmis. Te’kid ifade ider ancak. Tenbih-i
muhatab igun oldugi takdirce iki siga-i emre muteveccih olur. Misra‘-1 saniye asla

alakasi yokdur.

1b
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Ki: kaf-1 ‘Arabindn kesri ve ha-y1 resmiyle ismle harf beyninde musterekddr. ism olicak
zat-1 zevi'l-‘ukule delalet ider. Gdlistamui bu beyti gibi:
Beyt
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Harf olicak iki sey’Un beynini rabt iglin geltr: mubtedayla haber ve sifatla mevsuf ve *
illetle ma‘lul ve gayetle mugayya ve bunlardan gayri. Bunda harf-i talildir ya‘ni mezkar
emr sigalarina ‘illetddr.
‘Isk: “aynui kesriyle enva‘-1 te‘arif ile mu‘arrefdur. Esher ta'rifi, “ifrat-1 mahabbet"dur.
Asan: “kolay” dimekdur.
Nimad: fi‘l-i mazi. Lazimla mite‘addi beyninde musterekdir. Bunda 1azim vaki‘dr.
Veli: harf-i istidrakddr. ‘Arabide “lakin” gibi.
Uftad: fil-i mazi. ‘Arabide “vaka‘a” gibi. ki ma‘nada musta‘meldir. Biri “dismek, sukat”
ma‘nasina biri de bir sey’un keynunetinden ‘ibaretdur. Turkide de musta‘meldur. Mesela
“Bdyle vaki‘ oldi” dirler.
Maskil: “getin” dimekdur; “gli¢” ma‘nasina.
Ha: zevi’'l-‘ukdlin gayrinui edat-1 cem‘idar. Zevi'l-‘ukilde isti‘mali sazzdur.
Mahsiil-i beyt bu oldi ki “Ey saki bafia bade vir zira ‘isk-1 canan evvelde kolay gorundi

amma ahirde muskiller vaki* old1.”
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Zira bir kimseye gonul virsen ibtidada sana enva‘“-1 mulayemetler gdsterur. ‘Isk u
mahabbet istihkam bulunca sofira istignaya baslar. ‘Asik-1 bigare de istignaya tahammdil
idemeyUp gah badeye ve gah afylna ve berse ve filuniyaya ve gah esrara ve kahveye

duser tek divane gonli bir mikdar aram u karar eylesun diyu.
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Bu beyti bir risalede mustevfl tahkik eylemistiz. Murad idinen anda goérstiin. Amma
bunda icmalen ma‘nasini zikr idertiz insa’ Allahv Te‘ala.

Buy lafzi bayla olicak iki ma‘nada musta‘meldir. Birisi “koku” ma‘nasina ki meshardur
biri de “Umid ve reca” ma‘nasina. Bunda ikisi de cayizdur. “Koki” ma‘nasina olicak ba
sebebiyyet ma‘nasini ifade ider, “Umid” ma‘nasina olicak ma‘iyyet ma‘nasinadur.

Nafe: “misk gobegi’ne dirler. Apirinde hemze nisanesi ki ‘ayn-1 betra seklinde yazila ya-
yI vahdete tevessul igindur. Zira ha-y1 resmiyyeye ya-y1 sakine imla olmaga kabil
deguldur. Pes ‘ya’dan evvel bir hemze-i mictelibe irad iderler telaffuz mamkin olsun
icun.

Ki: sifatla mevsufi rabt eylemisdar.

Anir: lafz-1 Farsidur. Takrir U te’kid ifade ider ancak. “Ta‘fiz iglindUr” diyenler ma‘na-yi ta“
rzi boyle makamlarda beyan eylemek gerek idi ki kasdlari ma‘lum olaydi.

Saba: lugatde “gunle gice beraber oldukda matla‘-1 sems canibinden hibub iden bad"a
dirler. Amma elsine-i su‘arada “kuly-1 canan kibelinden esen rih”e dirler.

Zan: “ez-an"dan muhaffefdir. Ez “min ve ‘an” ma‘nasinadur, an ism-i isaretdir ba‘ide.
Turre: “alindan yukari basuf 6ni"dur ki ‘Arabide ana “nasiye” dirler. Sofira nasiyenun
alin Uzerine inen saclarda isti‘mal eylediler. Zikr-i mahall G irade-i hal kabilindendur.
Cem’i “turer” gelUr tanui zammi ve ranun fethiyle.

Be-giisayed: Ba harf-i te’kid. Ma‘lim ola ki ef‘al evayilinde ba-y1 meksure-i z&'ide ve
“der” lafzi te’kid ifade ider egergi banufi vaz'i istikbal igtindir. Glsayed fi‘l-i muzari‘-i
mufred-i gayib. “Agar” dimekdur. Lazimla mite‘addi ma-beyninde musterekdir. Bunda

mute‘addidir.
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Zi-tab: za-y1 mufrede “ez"den muhaffefdir. Tabui nige ma‘nasi vardur amma bunda

“‘burum ve bukim” ma‘nasina olmak evladur.

Ca'd: sifat-1 misebbeheddr; sa‘ra ya'ni kila sifat olur; “sa‘rin ca‘di"” dirler “mica“ad” ma’
nasina. Zencir seklinde olan sacglarda musta‘meldir. Gah olur ki mevsufini hazf idtp
kendiyi makamina ikamet iderler bundaki gibi.

Muskines: musk mim-i mazmume ve sin-i mu‘ceme ile Farsidir. Amma mim-i meksure

ve sin-i mihmele ile ‘Arabidir. Ya ma‘na-yi nisbet ifade ider ‘Arabideki gibi. Amma *
Arabide musedded ve Farside sakin olur dayima ve ba‘zi makamdaki ‘ya’dan sofira
nun-1 sakine gellr bundaki gibi. Te’kid ifade ider ancak. Ve Hazret-i Mevlana Cami
Kafiyyerisalesinde bu ‘nun’a “nun-1 tahsis” buyurmisdur ya-yi nisbiye mahsus
oldugiclin. Sin zamir-i gayibdur. Cananeye raci‘dur veyahud turreye.
Ce: bunda muibalaga ifade ider bu beytdeki gibi:
Beyt
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Han: kandur.
Uftad: fi'l-i maz. Sabika beyan olinan gibi “sukat” ma‘nasina.
Der: harf-i zarf

Dilha: dilii cem‘idur tslub-1 ‘Acem Uzre ve dil lafz-1 misterekdir “ytrek”le “gondl”

beyninde. Amma bunda “ylrek” ma‘nasinadur.

Mahsiil-i beyt bu oldi ki “Bir nafe kokusi sebebiyle veya bir nafe imidiyle, ancilayin nafe
ki saba ol nafe[y]i turre-i canandan acgisardur, cananenun muskili zulfinGi burumindan
ve bukiminden veya turrenain maskili ca‘dinui burumindan ve bikiminden yureklere
mubalaga kan dusdi.”

Kan dismege sebeb ziyade intizardur. Zira saba zilf-i mica“adun tablarini agmaga
ziyade eglenur ve ziyade eglenmesi ziyade 1ztiraba ba‘is olur ki yureklere hun dusmek
Zaruridar.

Hasil-1 kelam: Anha iki kismdur: Birine “aha-y1 sepid” dirler ve birine “aha-y1 miskin”

dirler. Nite ki Asaff ikisini bile bir beytde cem* eylemis:
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Beyt
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Pes ahu-y1 muskin Hita ve Hoten ve Tubut ve Cinde olur ve ol memleketun ademisi
bunlari siri suri beslerler ki hem etiyle sebeblenlrler ve hem miskiyle fayidelendrler.
RUmu# ahalari ya‘nt aha-yi sefid yilda bir kerre boynuzlarin distrdigi gibi ahu-yi
muskin yilda bir kerre nafelerin disurdr. Hatta zamani geldikde zarflar peyda idip
karinlari altina baglarlarimis zayi‘ olmaya diyl. Pes muskun husualine sebeb ani yazarlar
ki ol ahlyr ya hayvan cinsi veya insan Urkidup hararet kesb ider veya biri biriyle
oynamakdan hararet kesb ider ve bu hararet sebebiyle nafesine bir kag katre kan duser.
Pes tekrarla nafe toptolu olur ki vakti geldukde duser. ‘AKil-i Bagdadi, tarihinde ahu-yi
muskdn ba‘zi ahvalin zikr eylemis. Dimis ki: “Ayaklarinui incikleri incecikdur ve
bakanagi arasi genisdur. Siyah-reng olur ve agzinda hinzir gibi iki dis tasra ¢ikup turur.
Masrikda Tubut vilayetinde gok olur. Kagan ki ahuda gobek bellrse bimar gibi olur ta
nafe kemalin bulinca ve yilda bir kerre aga¢ semere virdlgi gibi bu ahu yilda bir nafe
virlr ve ba‘zilar didiler ki nafe ahtudan ¢ikar tavukdan yumurda ¢ikar gibi.” Temme
kelamU’l-AKil.
Amma asl meshur olan budur ki nafe geylgun seresinde bi-izni’llah meme gibi bellre
dahi icine kan ine ve yap yap buylye, zamani gelicek kopa, dise. Keza fi Kamdsd'l-
lugat.
Bu da ma‘lum ola ki ahudan munfasil oldukda koki virmezimis. Ba‘dehu ba‘zi mu
alecatla terbiye iderler ki ma‘hud kokiyi virar. Ba‘zilar didiler ki “Misk her oti otlamakdan
hasil olmaz; belki lale ve stinbll otlamakdan olur.” Nite ki Asafi dimis:
Beyt
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Pes turreyi nafeye ve sabayi musk-furtisa ki nafe-gusadur tesbih eylemis ve yureklere

kan diusmege sebeb tevakku® ve intizardur.
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Be-mey: ba “bile” ma‘nasina
Renginde ya nisbet ve nin te’kid iglndur.
Kon: fil-i emr-i muhatab “koniden”den. “Eyle” dimekdr.
Ma‘lim ola ki masadirui ahiri ‘ntn’ olur ve ‘nun’'uit ma-kabli ya ‘ta’ olur veya ‘dal’,
“‘danisten” ve “h“anden” gibi, ve ‘dal’'ui ma-kabli ‘ya’ olursa, “amuziden” gibi, cemr
mustakkat andan geltr. Amma ol iki suretde olan masadirdan mazi ile ism-i meful geltr
ancak. Bu UslUbi zabt idince, cemi® mustakkat-1 ‘Acem kiyasi olur; hi¢ bir nesnesi sema‘
olmaz.
Geret: ger harf-i sart, “eger’den muhaffef; ta zamir-i hitab, zamir-i menstb-1 muttasil ma*
nasina. “Eger sana” dimekdur.
Mugan: mugui cem‘idir. “Kesis”e ve “oda tapan kafir'e ve “mutlaken kafir"e dirler. Nite ki
Sahidi dimis:
Beyt
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Pes pir-i mugandan murad bunlarufi ulusidur.

Guyed: “guyiden”den mustakk, fi‘l-i muzari‘-i mufred-i gayib. Bunda “diye” dimekdur.
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Ma‘lim ola ki fi'l-i muzari‘ ve emr-i gayib sigalari Farside musterekdur. Bunda muzari’
ddr. Cumle-i sartiyye vaki‘ olmisdur. Cevabi takaddim eylemisdur ve bu dilde cayizdir
mutlaka.

Ki: harf-i ta‘lil

Salik: “yolci”ya dirler. Bunda pir-i mugandan kinayetddr. Ya'nt “mey-haneci.”

Resm: ‘adet

Menzilha: menzillerden murad mey-hanelerdur.

Mahsiil-i beyt: “Eger safa pir-i mey-hane ya‘ni bade-furus seccade ve esbabuii meyle
alude eyle dirse sdzin kabul eyle. Zira ol, bade-nuslar tarikinuf salik-i murtazidur ve
mey-hanelertf risum U ‘adatindan bi-haber deguldir.”

Zira her gun nige ‘arif 4 kamiller kondirup gégirmededir ve rindler tarikini hub zabt
eylemisdur ve herkesun tabi‘atini ve mesrebini a‘la anlamisdur ve herkese ne layikdur
guzel bilmisdur. Pes ana bi’z-zaruret ittiba“ lazimdur ki sonra nedamet humarin
cekmeye. Zira emrinde hikmet-i ‘azime vardur ve ol hikmet anufi ve emsalinin ma‘

[Gmidur ancak.
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Merada mim zamir-i mitekellim-i vahdediir. Ra nige ma‘naya geliir. insa’ Allahv Te‘ala
her birini mahallinde beyan ideriz. Bunda mef‘uliyyet ma‘nasini ifade ider. ‘Arabide
“‘lyyaye” gibi.

Menzil: “konak”dur. Kiyas, “menazil” dimek idi beyt-i sabikda gibi. Amma zaruret-i
veznicun mufred rad eyledi. Zira canana vusul menzili bir yire minhasir deguldir. Belki
nice menzil olmak gerekdur ki ‘asik canana vusulde kulli mihnet ve ta‘ab ¢eke ta ki
vuslatun kadrini bile ve daman-1 hidmetine muhkem tesebbus eyleye.

Canan kiyas budur ki canufi cem‘i ola mibalaga tarikiyle. Glya ki cemi* ‘ugsakun
canidur. Nite ki sa‘ir dir:

Misra“
Cralle Ola S Jla SO aied fn laa
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Yahud muzaf mahzuf ola. Aslinda “can-1 canan” ola, “canlar cani” ma‘nasina. Sofra
galebe-i isti‘malle muzafi hazf idip muzafur ileyhi'1> mahalline ikamet eylemis olalar.
Ce emn-i ‘ays: ¢e kelime-i istifham, “ne” dimekdlr. Emn masdardur “emine,” “ye’
menu”dan, ya‘ni “alime” babindan. ‘Ays “ayn’uii fethiyle “dirlik” dimekdur, “hayat” ma*
nasina. Emn muzafdur ‘aysa. “Emnle dirlik” dimekddr. Ba‘zilar emne ‘aysi “atf ider. Likin
selika-i ‘Aceme muvafik degul egerci RUmileriin ba‘zisi kabul eylemisddr.

Cin: bunda ta‘ll ma‘nasinadur, “glnki” dimekdar.

Her dem: her lafzi “kill efradi” ma‘nasinda mista‘meldir. Dem bunda “vakt” ma‘

nasinadur, “sepide-dem” ve “subh-dem” gibi. Amma “nefes’e!'6 Thamindan hah
degulddr.
Ceres: “can”dur ya‘ni develeriin ve katirlarufi boynina asduklari.

Feryad:
“Feryad-res” dirler medede irisen kimseye. Beliyyelerde ve musibetlerde musta‘meldar:

meded meded’ diyl ¢agirmag”a dirler. “Figan” lafziyla ‘atf-1 tefsirm vaki‘ olur.

Beyt
W) A Cupean Jg ) o S8 AS p
Al oS (63 el gy Gl ol 3 S
Amma bunda “bang u avaz” ma‘nasina tazmin olunmisdur ve bu karinedur ceresi
insana isti‘are eyledugine.
Bu da ma‘lum ola ki evvel zamanda seferlerde gé¢mek vaktinde ceres étdurdrlermis
herkes mutenebbih olsun diyid. Amma ‘Osmaniyan bori ¢alarlar.
Mi-dared: Farside mi lafzi ma‘na-yi1 haliyyet ve ba-y1 mifrede!'” istikbaliyyet ifade ider
ve gah olur ki biri birinii ma‘nasinda musta‘meldur ve gah olur ki her biri makam-i
istimrarda vaki‘ olur ve gah olur ki ‘mim’ufn evveline bir ‘h@’ ziyade iderler te’kid iguin:
“hemi reved” ve “hemi resed” gibi. Dared fi‘l-i muzari‘dur “dariden”den. Amma bunda
maksud istimrardur.
Ki: feryadi beyandur.
Ber-bendid: ber ve “der” kelimeleri ki ef‘al evayilinde vaki‘ olur, ekser te’kid ifade ider.

Gah olur ki her biri bir ma‘na ifade ider. insd’ Allahv Te‘ala mahallinde beyan oluna.

115 Written as /leyhin MS 1641
116 Written as nefesin MS 1641
17 Written as ya-yr miifrede in MS 1641
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Bendid fi‘l-i emr-i cem’-i muhatabdur “bendiden”den. “Baglai” dimekdur. Fi‘l-i mazinun
mufred-i gayib sigasiyla musterekddr.

Mahmilha: mahmiluf cem‘idur, “yUkler” dimekdur.

Mahsiil-i beyt: “Bana canan konaklarinda emnle dirlik ne miyesserdir.” Ya‘ni
“miyesser degiil.” istifham-1 inkaridiir. “Ciin her vakt ve her nefes ceres feryad ider ya'ni

tenbih ider ki yUklerintz baglai” ve canana fizcek vasil olun ki firsat ganimetdur.

5
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Seb: gice

Tarik ve “tar”, “karanlik” ma‘nasinadur.

U: izafet-i beyaniyyedar.

Bim: havf

Mevc: deiiz talgasi.

U: izafet-i lamiyyedr.

Girdab: “gevlik” ma‘nasinadur. ‘Arabca “durdur” dirler. Ya‘ni “su gevrindisi ve dondugi
yer” ki gark olmak havfi olur.

Ya vahdet veya tenkir icinddr. “Harf-i masdar” tutanlar ma‘nay1 bilmemisler.

Cunin: mirekkebdr ¢in ile inden. Clin bunda edat-1 tesbihdr. Tn ism-i isaretdir karib
ictn. Terkib sebebiyle ¢unlfi vavi ve inuf hemzesi hazf olinmisdur.

Hayil: “hevl”denddr, “korku” ma‘nasina.

Kuca: kanda

Danend: fi'l-i muzari‘; “daniden”den mustakk; cem®-i g&’ib sigasidur. Emr-i ga’ib sigasiyla
musterekdur. “Biltrler” dimekddir.
Hal-i ma: hal “emr G se’n” ma‘nasinadur. Ma “biz” dimekdur “nahnu” ma‘nasina.

Sebik-baran: sebik-barufi cem‘idur. Elif ve nun ile cem® olmisdur zevi’l-‘ukule sifat

oldigiciin. Takdir-i kelam, “merdan-i seblik-baran” dimekdir. Sebik “yeyni” ya‘ni “hafif’
ve bar bunda “yuk’dir. Pes ma‘na “yeyni yukliler” dimekddr.

Sahilha: sahilun cemidur Gslab-1 ‘Acem Uzre; “deiiz kenar1”, “sati’’'l-bahr’” ma‘nasina.
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Mahsiil-i beyt: “Seb-i hicran zulmeti ve rakib korkusi ve mi’ebbed firak girdabinda
kalmak havfi. Pes biz ki bdyle olavuz, kanda bilUrler bizim halimuzi sahil ve salda olup

bim-i agyar u havf-1 infisalde olmayanlar.”

6
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Heme: ihata-i efrad icundur; “kall” ma‘nasina
Kar: bunda “is”, “fi'l” ma‘nasinadur.

Zi hod-kami: hod “kendi” ma‘nasina. Kam bunda “murad” ma‘nasinadur. Hod-kami vasf-

| terkibl aksdmindandur, “kendi murad-i dili” dimekdur. Ya harf-i masdar.

Be-bed-nami: ba harf-i sila, keside mute‘allikdir. Bed “yaramaz”; nam “ism”; ya harf-i

masdardur. Bed-nam istilahda “risva” ma‘nasina; bed-nami “risvaylik” ma‘nasina.
Kesid: bunda “inkilab ve tahavvil” ma‘nasina fi‘l-i lazimdur. Mate‘addi degiildir ba‘zilar
zann eyledugi gibi. “Cekildi” dimekdur sarab sirkeye ve sid yogurda ¢ekildigi gibi. Nite ki
Hazret-i Molla Camr'niin bu beytinden zahirdur:
Beyt
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Ahir: kelime-i te’Kiddlr sabika beyan olinan gibi.
Nihan: aslinda “pinhan” idi. ‘Pa’y1 hazf idip tahfifen, ‘ntin’a kesre hareket virdiler. “Gizli”
dimekdur; “hafl’” ma‘nasina.

Key: Farside “kacan” dimekdur.
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Maned: fi‘l-i muzari‘-i mifred-i §&’ib. Bunda “kalur” dimekdir. “Maniden”den mustakkdur.
Lafz-1 musterekdir. “Kalmak” ve “komak” ma‘nasina geldr. Bir ma‘na dahi vardur ki
“‘benzemek” ya‘ni misabehet ma‘nasina ki “manisten” masdari da bu ma‘naya gelur.
Amma ma nahnu fihi masdaruf birisi dahi1 “manden” gelur istirak Gzere ya‘ni lazimla
mute‘addi ma-beyninde. Pes Gllistanda:
Beyt
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Mute‘addidur. Lazim deguldur cemi‘en surrahuf zann itdukleri gibi. Ya‘ni “afitab-i
temmuz berf-i ‘dGmrden az kodi1” dimekdur. Pes ma nahnu fihide “kalur” dimekdir [azim
ma‘nasina.
An: ism-i isaretdur.
Raz: “gizli is”
Ya: vahdet veya tenkir icindur.
K'ez-0: ug kelimeden muterekkibdur: Kiden ve ezden ve udan. Kiden ha-yi resmri ve
ezden ve dan hemzeler hazf olinmisdur. U zamir-i merfa‘-1 minfasildur “huve” ma‘
nasina, raza raci‘dir.

Sazend: fi‘l-i muzari‘-i cem‘-i gayib; “saziden’den “eylerler” dimekdur. Bir ma‘nasi dahi

vardur. ins& Allahv Te‘ala yirinde beyan olina.

Mabhfilha: mahfiluf cemidur Uslab-1 ‘Acem tzre. Mahfil “mecma”™ ma‘nasinadur.

Mahsiil-i beyt: “Cemi’ ef'al i ahvalim; kendi muradum ve makstdum muktezasinca
oldugumdan, ya‘ni kendi muradum husuliyle mukayyed olup canan muradiyla takayyud
eylemedugumden, bed-namlhga ya‘ni risvayliga muncerr ve minkalib ve mutehavvil
oldi.”

Hasil-1 kelam: Mukteza-yi ‘iIsk u mahabbet, canan gonlini ele getirmekdur malla ve
canla ve makbul-i hidmetle ve kemal-i edeb U erkanla. Belki ekarib U eba‘id-i mate
allikatinun, belki dergah-1 devlet-fer U sudde-i sa‘adet-makarrini pister U balin idinen
kelbinifi riayetini iltizam eylemek lazim (i vacibdiir. Nite ki dimisler: “issini agirlayan
itine kemuk atar.”

Pes misra‘“-1 saniyi bu takrire irsal-i mesel idlip buyurur: “Kagan mahfi kalur bir raz ki

andan mecma‘lar peyda ideler.”
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Ya'ni, bir sirr ki mecami‘ i mahafilde sdylene kacan gizli kalur. Elbette gizli kalmaz. Zira
gl Y jgls e IS Nite ki sair dimisdur:
Beyt
Ol alu ol 58 (M 315 Cp )b
Q1) addle Jeadl )l gl 4 as
Razdan mahafil G mecami‘ peyda eylemekden maksud, ca-be-ca ani sdylesmekddr.

7
Bila gdia il o) (A1 b S g paa
Lelar) 5 Lall £ (o 95 (0 (3L La S

Huzdr: nakiz-i “grybet’dir ve “sefer” mukabilinde de musta‘meldir. Amma bunda murad
“istirahat"ddr.

Ya: vahdet veya tenkir icinddr.

H"ahr: fil-i muzari‘-i mubatabdur; “h"ahiden”den mustakk. “Eger huzur dilersei”
dimekddr.

Ez-0: G zamiri misra‘-1 saniniii mazmanina ya‘ni fehvasina masrafdur. izmar kable’z-z
ikr tarikiyle zat-1 BarT'ye irca‘l efhes-i hatayadandur.

Gayib: mukabil-i “hazir’dur. Amma bunda “gafil” muraddur. Nite ki ba‘zi niisahda vaki*
dar.

Me-sov: fi'l-i nehy-i muhatabdur. “Olma” dimekdur.

Hafiz: minadadur. Harf-i nidasi hazf olinmisdur. Aslinda “Ey Hafiz” dimekddr.

Meta: esma’-i menkusadan iki fi‘l-i muzari‘i cezm ider. Mlsterekdur sartla istifham
beyninde. Bunda sart igundur.
Ma: harf-i zayid; te’kid igtin.

LT3 - ((C

Telka: fi‘l-i muzari‘-i muhatabdur. “Lakiye”, “yelka”; ya‘ni “alime” babindan. Lamu’l-fili

cezmle dismisdur. “Bulisasin” dimekdur. Takdir-i kelam
8 Gl @) e dimekdir ta ki ma‘na miistakim ola. Nite ki 3 sball () 28 13) 'dag
boyledir.
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Men: ism-i mevsuldur; “ellezi” ma‘nasina. Ekser zevi’l-‘uktlde musta‘meldur. Meful

bihidar telkanuf. “Ez-Uda olan zamir-i gayib men lafzina raci‘dir izmar kable’z-zikr

tarikiyle” diyen hem tenakuz sdyledi ve hem hata eyledi.

Tehva: “alime” babindan fi‘l-i muzari-i mubhatabdur. “Seversin” dimekddir. ism-i

mevsulin silasidur. Aslinda “tehvahu” idi. Mevstle raci® olan zamir-i mensub hazf
olmisdur.

Da‘ ed-dinya: da‘ “teda”dan muistakk emr-i muhatabdur. “Terk eyle” dimekduir. Masdari
ve mazisi musta‘mel deguldir. Amma ism-i fa‘ili ve ism-i mef‘lli nedretle mista‘meldur.

Ed-dunya: dinya “cihan” dimekdur.

Ve ehmilha: ehmil emr-i muhatabdur “ehmele,” “yuhmilv”’dan ya‘ni if‘al babindan. “Terk

eyle” dimekdir “da” gibi. Ha zamir-i menslb-1 muttasil; raci‘dur dinyaya. Ahirinde elif-i

te’nis oldugindan ana te’nis zamiri raci‘ oldi.

Mahsiil-i beyt: “Eger huzur ister isen ey Hafiz, andan gafil olma” ya'ni “sevdugune vasil
olmak dilersen dinyayi terk eyle”; ya‘ni yolina bezl eyle ve hidmetine sarf eyle.

Zikr-i mahall U irade-i hal kabilindendur. Emval G esbab-1 diinyeviyye muraddur beyt-i
sabikda zikr olan gibi. Zira esbab-i vuslatui akvasi maldur. Andan sofira bezl-i nefs ya*

ni sayeste-i hidmet, andan sofira canan murad idindrse ‘ilm G ma‘rifetdur.

Gll

1
MOM&J&JJJ‘MDU.&JJQ~L§‘
Ledi G1addj ol ) 6d 59 &

Ey: harf-i nida; minadasi mahzuif. “Ey canan” dimekdur. Ma-ba‘di maksudin bi’'n-
nidadur.

Furag: ismdur “ziya” ma‘nasina.

Mah: ay; lafz-1 mUsterekdir. Bunda “cirm-i kamer” muraddur.

Husn: glzellik

Ray: yuz
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Rahsan: sifat-l musebbehedlr “rahsiden”den; “yildiragan” ma‘nasina

Suma: siz; “entim” ma‘nasina. Zamir-i merfa‘-1 minfasildur.

Ab-riy: yliz suyi; “irz” ma‘nasina.

Huab: glzel

Ya: harf-i masdar

Cah: kuyi; bunda “gukur” muraddur.

Zenahdan ve “zenah”, “efiek” ma‘nasinadur.

Mahsiil-i beyt: “Ey canan, guzellik ayinui ziyasi sizif yildiragan yuzinuzdendir.”
Ya‘ni felegun ayi ginesden nur aldugi gibi guzellik ay! sizden nir u ziya alur dimekddar.
Mahun hisne izafeti isti‘are tarikiyleddr.

“Ey canan, guzellik yuzi suyi sizuf efieguiuz kuyisindandur”; ya‘ni gukurindan. Hasili:
Cemi‘en hisn U letafet sizin zenahdanufuzda mahsurdur, her glizel hisni andan alur,
ay gunesden aldugi gibi.

iki misra“ tekerriir-i haber kabilindenddir.

2
A g Olidad AS Gy b g S ()l Cawd A S
Ladi Ol g i La £ sana balA

Key: bunda “kagan” dimekdr.

Dehed: fi'l-i muzari‘-i mifred-i gayib; “dehiden”den “virar” dimekddr.
Dest: el

Garaz: bunda “murad” ma‘nasinadur.

Ya Rabb: bunui gibi yirde “acaba” ma‘nasinadur.

Hem-destan: hem edat-1 mukarenet; “hem-hane” ve “hem-hiicre” gibi; “hanedas” ve

‘hlcredas” dimekdur. Destan, “dastan”dan mubhaffef; “hikayet” ma‘nasina. “Hikayet-das”
dimekdir. Bir ma‘nasi dahi vardur. insa’ Allah mahallinde beyan olina.

Sevend: fi‘l-i muzari‘-i cem‘-i gayib; “seviden”den; “olalar” dimekdur.

Hatir: aslinda “géndle gelen”dur. Sofira “gonul’e itlak eylediler zikr-i hal ve irade-i mahall
tarikiyle.

ZUlf: “kulak 6iinden inen saglar"dur.
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Perisan: “taguk” dimekdur.

Mahsiil-i beyt: “Acaba bu murad kacan el virtr ki musahib ola bizim hatir-1 mecmu
umuz ve senun perisan zulfun.”

istifham-1 inkarT tarikiyle ya‘ni ikisinifi musahabeti ve mukareneti miiyesser degdildiir.
Zira bizim hatirumuzuin cem‘iyyetine ba‘is zllfde karar eylemekle olur. Bu ise

muhalldur. Zira zilfde karar mica“ad ve tab-dar olmagla olur. Pes bu garaz el virmez.

3

sdal ql Gla 2,0 g8y a e
Lach (a2 o il e b 238 3

‘Azm: “kasd u niyyet” ma‘nasinadur.

Didar: “yGz” ve “gérme” ma‘nasinda musta‘melddr. Vasf-1 terkibidir. Aslinda “arende-i
did” idi, “gérme geturici®, sofira “yuz’de ve “gérme”de isti‘mal eylediler.

Tu: vav-1 resmiyle “sen” dimekddur; “ente” ma‘nasina. Gah olur ki ‘vav’ini zarlret-i vezn-
icun telaffuz iderler.

Can: “rah-1 hayvanr’ye dirler; rah-1 insaniye “revan”.

Ber-leb amede: ber bunda edat-1 isti‘ladur; “alad” ma‘nasina. Leb bunda “dudak” ma’

nasinadur. Amede “gelmis” ma‘nasina; maziden bir kismdur. Turkide ism-i mef Gl
deguldur ba‘zilar zann eyledugi gibi.

Can lafzi ber-leb ‘ibaretine muzafdur bu beytdeki gibi:

Beyt
sdal Al s Ol ) (S e )50 s
\)ﬁeJMQM}J)}m;JJeA\P&\J

Asafr:
b e Jlay (el A
20 80a Vg sl il (| e 48
Ve lehu:

) eal by (s 5 U gl
I3 (lage 45 jy el p3S (A1 52 )Xo
Pes “Can ber-leb amede cumle-i haliyyedlr” diyen hata eyledi.

Baz: bunda “gert” dimekddr.
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Gerded: fi'l-i muzari*-i mufred-i gayib; “gerdiden”den. “Donmek”dur “avdet” ma‘nasina.
Makam-i istifhamda vaki‘ olmis; “dénstiin mi” ma‘nasina.

Ya: harf-i “atfdur; ‘Arabide “ev” [is‘] gibi.

Ber-ayed: bi-hasebi’l-luga “yukar geltr” veya “yukari gele.” Amma bunda “gcikmak”dan
ta‘birddr; “hurdc” ma‘nasina. “Ciksun mi” dimekdur istifham tarikiyle.

Ferman: “buyruk™dur; “emr” ma‘nasina.

Mahsiil-i beyt: “Lebe gelmis can seni gérmek kasdin tutar. Girl dénsin mi yohsa ¢iksun
mi? Emrandz nedar?”

Ya'ni: ‘Can-1 ‘azizi sana teslim ideyin mi yohsa yine yirine varsun mi? Buyruguiuz

nedur?’ dimekdr.

4
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Dar: “irak™dur; “ba7d” ma‘nasina.
Dar: emr-i mubatabdur “dariden”den. “Tut” dimekdur.
Hak: toprak

Damen ve “daman”, “etek’diir; “zeyl” ma‘nasina. insanda ve gayride miista‘meld(ir.

Cu: harf-i ta‘ll; “¢cin"dan mubaffef.

[133

Ber-ma: biziim Ustimdize; “aleynd” ma‘nasina.

Be-glzeri: ba harf-i te’kid; gizerr fi‘l-i muzari‘-i muhatabdur; “glzeriden’den; “gegersin”
dimekddr.

Kenderin: tg¢ kelimeden muterekkibdur: Birisi kidur ki harf-i ta‘lildur. Ve birisi de

enderddr ki edat-1 zarfdur ki “der” bundan muhaffefdlr. Ve birisi de n ki ism-i isaretdir

karibe. Pes terkible, kiden ha-i resmi ve enderle inden hemzeler hazf olmisdur.

Reh: “rah”dan muhaffefddr; “yol” ya'ni “sebil” ma‘nasina.

Ma‘lim ola ki Farside ‘vav’dan ve ‘ya’dan ve elifden sofira ki ha-yi asliyye vaki‘ olsa bu
harfleri hazf eylemek cayizdir. Mesela “tag”a “kuh” ve “kuh” ve “kdy”e “dih” ve “dih” ve

“ay’a “mah”, “meh” dirler ve kis ‘ala haza.
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Geste: ‘gaf'un fethiyle “olmis” dimekdur. Maziden bir kismdur; “gesten”den. “Gesten” ve
“gerdiden” masdarlardur; “sayruret” ma‘nasina. Bu cihetdendur ki “intikal” ma‘nalarinda
musta‘meldir. Gah olur ki “donmek” ma‘nalarinda mista‘meldur. Mesela “giderken
dénmek” ve “Mevleviler gibi donmek”.

Bisyar: “cok” dimekddr; “kesir” ma‘nasina. Bisyarend lafzindaki ‘nin’la ‘dal’ “est” lafzinui
edat-1 cem‘idur. Bunda ma‘na cihetinden gesteye mukayyeddr. Zariret-i veznigin te’hir
olmisdur.

Kurban: lugatde “sol seydur ki anufila Allah’a yakin olasin”. Amma bunda “Allah igtin
kesilen koyun ve gayrisi” muraddur.

Mahsiil-i beyt: “Biziim Ustimuizden ge¢dikde ya‘ni yanumuza ugradukda etegufi
kandan ve toprakdan irak tut”; ya‘ni etegun ¢cekerek ekabirane geg. “Zira bu yolda ki biz
yikilup yaturuz ¢ok kimseler sizUn kurbanufuz olup yaturlar”; ya‘ni ‘ussak, yolunda
Kirllup yatur.

Maksud, canana sefkat idip andan merhamet taleb eylemesidur.

5
4#45“))\4544.'\5#‘_’.."}‘}4
Ladi gl 9 (re Gl il (o) i)

Harab: yikik; “imaret”iGn ziddidur.

Ya: harf-i masdar

Mi-koned: mi harf-i hal; koned fi‘l-i muzari‘-i mifred-i gayib; “eyler” dimekddir.

Dil-dar: vasf-1 terkibidlr; “dariden”den; “goéndl tutic” dimekdur. Ma‘na-yi 1azimisi “gofdl
alic’dur ya'ni “kabz idici”. Aslinda “darende-i dil” idi. Pes edat-i fa‘ili ki ‘nun’ ve ‘dal’ ve
ha-y1 resmidir hazf idip ma‘na-y1 ‘amm-i terkibiden ma‘na-yi hass-1 ‘ilmiyyeye nakl

eylemek-igun muzafun ileyh takdim idup “dil-dar” didiler. Cemr'en mustakkatden olan
vasf-1 terkiblerde bu ka‘ide canduar. “Mal-dar” ve “diz-dar” ve “ser-dar” bu kabildendur.
Hasil, dil-dar bunun gibi makamlarda “canan”dan ‘ibaretdur.

Ra: edat-1 mefaldar.

Ageh: “agah”dan muhaffefdir ka‘ide-i sabika Uzre; “agah” da “agahiden”den. Cemrisi

lazimla mite‘addi beyninde muisterekdir; “duymak” ve “duyurmak” ma‘nasina.
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Konid: fil-i cem‘-i emr-i muhatab; “eylei” dimekdur, “ageh eylei” ma‘nasina; ya‘ni “dil-
dara tuyurun”.

Zinhar iy dustan: Zinhar ‘ya’nui subutiyle bunda te’kid icundur; “elbette” ma‘nasina. Gah

olur ki ‘ya’sini hazf idiip “zinhar” diler. ly hemzen(ii kesri ve ‘ya’nufi siikiniyle Farside
harf-i nidadur. Dustan elif ve ‘nun’la cem® olmisdur zevi’l-‘ukilden oldugigun.

Can-1 men u can-1 suma: Farside bu ‘vav’, ‘Arabide 4izua da JS vav gibi

mukarenet ma‘nasini virur. Nite ki sa‘ir dir:
Beyt
Jled 5 e s 5 SisiAe a2 )
Gl oo 5 Buie (e bl 5L

Ba‘zilar didiler “ ‘vav’ sektdur, zaruret-i vezn-igin gelmisdur”.
Takdir-i kelam, “can-1 men can-1 sumast” ya‘ni “beniim canum sizifi canufuzdur”.
Hasili, ‘kendi canufiuza ne layik ise benim canuma ani eylefy’.
Mahsiil-i beyt: “Génul harablik ideyorur, ya‘ni ifsd’-i raz ideyorur, dil-dari agah eylen
elbette ey dustlar Zira benim canum heman sizif canufiuzdur” yahud “benim canum
sizUn canunuzladur; her ne ki benim canuma olursa sizif canunuza ol olur”.
Hasil-1 kelam: ‘Gonul bi-karar olup ah-1 atesinle cihani yakup yikayorur ve siz de dil-dar
da cihana dahilsiz. Pes dil-dari agah eylen ki gonlume merhamet eylesun, halas
bulasiz’.

Zinhar lafzi iki vechle te’kide kabildur: harabi mi-konede de ve agah konide de te’

emmuldur.
6
e ) Cunnl Bl S 5 ) g3y S
Lo Ql:u.ug (6 Suna MJJAS AS 4y
Kes: kimse

Be-devr: ba harf-i zarf; devr ve “devran” ‘Arabide “donmek”dir amma ‘Acem “zaman”

ma‘nasinda isti‘mal ider.
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Nergis: Rim'’da “zerrin kadeh” didukleri gigekdir. “Go6z"i su‘ara ana tesbih iderler tegbih-
i kinaye tarikiyle. ‘Arab ta‘rnb idlp “nercis” dir zira anlar ta‘ribde kaf-1 ‘Acemi[y]i ‘cim’e
ibdal iderler, “beng’e “benc” didlkleri gibi. Pes sol ma‘hud sari gicege “nergis” diyen ma
nada hata eylemis:
Beyt
DS A3 53,5 S0 )8 oS
DL 58 0 Gl 4i ) s )
Rum’da “zerrin kadeh” diduklerine “Acem “nergis” didlgine Katibrnin nergis redifli
kasidesinde bu beyt sahiddur:
Beyt
DAL ju i Ay
S i e 5 Adldy Hl Cusl 4BuSS 0
Ve bu riba‘l-i Bushak:
RibaT
Dsie iR gl # ) l (ep 48 (S50
030 e il as ay &
A 92l )4 Glan a2
e e alda S 53l K b el
“‘Nan-1 teng” diyu “yufka etmegi’ne dirler.
Ve Hilal’nun bu beyti:
Beyt
DS 3 38 e e 8 sl L
Gl 50 s S )30 (Y AS S B
Ta: zamir-i muhatab
Tarf: ‘ra’nuf sukdniyle ‘Arabide “g6z” ya‘'ni “gesm” ma‘nasinadur. Amma ‘Acemde
“canib” ve “fayide” ma‘nasinadur. Bunda “fayide” ma‘nasinadur.
Ya: vahdet veya tenkir icindur.
‘Afiyet: bunda “perhiz-karlik” ma‘nasinadur.
Bih: “yeg” dimekdur.
Ne-flrusend: fi'l-i nefy-i mistakbel-i cem‘-i gayib; “satmayalar” dimekdur. Masdari

“fardsiden” geltr. NUn-1 mufrede Farside harf-i nefydur.
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Mestart: ‘ya’ harf-i masdar; mestariden “perhiz-karlik” muraddur. Tefennin fi'l-‘ibaret
eyledi.
Be-mestan: ba harf-i sila; mestan elif ve ‘nin’la cem*® eyledi zevi’l-‘ukll mertebesin ilhak
eylemekle. Zira murad “cesm”dlr ve “cesm’i elif ve ‘ntn’la cem® idegelmislerdur:
Beyt
AN R Al S o Olada g Adad )
OaatiS% A4S L 4S ol atiis
Mahsiil-i beyt: “Kimse senufi gesmun zamaninda perhiz-karlikdan fayide baglamadi ya*
ni mustefid olmadi”; Zira her kimse ki seni gordi mest-i ‘iskuii oldi. Hasih, ‘tamam-i
alemi esruk U divane eyledun’ dimekddar.
Pes “Yegdur ki perhiz-karlik ve mesturluk satmayalar siziin mestane gesmunuze”. Zikr-i
cuz’ irade-i kill kabilindendir. Ya‘ni murad kendidir. Cesme nisbet mesturluk hub vaki

olmis.

7
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Baht: tali; mu‘arrebdur; ‘Arabisi “cedd”dur.

b: “uyku” ve “dis” ma‘nasina; “h"abiden”den

<L
QI

p

|Gd: ismdur “aliden”den; “bulasmak” ma‘nasina.

“ab-alud: “uyku bulasigl” dimekdur.

L

Bidar: uyanik

H ahed sod: h*ahed “diler” ma‘nasina. Sod fi‘l-i mazi-i mifred-i gayib; bunda masdar ma

‘nasinadur. Zira mazi muzari‘e mukarin olsa masdar ma‘nasiI murad olur; “h"ahed
soden” ma‘nasina.

Meger: bunda “ki-ennehu” ma‘nasinadur.

Zan ki: aslinda “ez an ki"dur: an ism-i isaret; ki harf-i ta‘il.

Zed: fil-i mazi-i mufred-i gayib; “urdi” dimekdur “zeden”den.

Ber-dide: ber bunda ba-yi sila ma‘nasinadur; dide bunda “g6z” dimekddr.

AbT: ya harf-i vahdet veya tenkir. Bunda abi riya muzaf eyleyen hata eyledi.
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Mahsiil-i beyt: “Ki-ennehu biziim h*ab-alud ve h ab-nak tali‘imuz uyanisardur zira
sendn ray-1 rahsanun bahtumun gozine su sepdi”.

Ya‘ni: ‘senun ruy-1 rahsanufil gérmemduz tali‘Umuzin bidarligina ba‘isdar’. Zira
meshurdur ki bir kimsenun talii h"abda olsa kendl elemde olur amma tali‘i bidar olsa

kendi rahat olur. Pes “Baht-1 h"ab-alud, baht-1 bed ma‘nasinadur” dimek bedddr.

8
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Ba-saba: ba “ma‘a” ma‘nasina; saba sabika beyan olmisdur.

Hem-rah: hem edat-1 mukarenet; hem-rah “yoldas” dimekdur.

Be-firist: fi'l-i mUfred-i emr-i muhatab; “firistiden”den.
Ez-ruhet: ez bunda min-i teb‘iziyye ma‘nasinadur. Ruh “yanak”dur. Bunda “yz”
muraddur zikr-i ciz’ ve irade-i kill ma‘nasina.

Gol-deste’i: hemze harf-i tevessul veya harf-i vahdet; nite ki sabika tahkik olmisidi. “Bir

tutam gul” dimekdr.

Bu ki: bu bunda “boved” lafzindan maksdrdur. Bu ki “ola ki” dimekdur. Bu Ki ‘ibareti
lazimdur, ansiz musta‘mel deguldar.

Mahsiil-i beyt: “Ey canan, ruhun gulseninden sabayla bir deste gll irsal eyle, ola ki
ayagui basdugi bustanun turabindan bir kokucuk tuyayduk”.

Ya‘ni: Ayagun basdugi bustanun tlirabir heman gul kokusin virtr. Pes ruhsarui gulin
istismam, heman hak-i payun istismamidur.

Ba‘zilar bu beyti gayrinin terzik-i takdiratiyla takrir idip beyan eylediler ve ziyade
pesend eylediler. Hakk bu kim tab‘inda zerre mikdari istikameti olan kimesne bu makule

hezeyanati jaj-1 Bakil kabilinden “add ider.

9
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‘Omr-e tan: lafzindaki ta hitab icln ve elif ve ‘ntn’, zamiri cem* igundur. Zira Farside
zamayir elif ve ‘nan’la cem® olur. Mesela “dil-e tan” ve “dil-e san” ve “dil-e man” dirler ve
bu zamayirin ma-kabli meftuh okinur. Gah olur ki zaruret-i vezn-igiin sakin okinur:

Beyt
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Bad: emr-i gayib sigasidur. “Boviden’den mustakk; “olsun” dimekddir. Mevaki*-i du‘ada
isti‘mali ekserdur bundaki gibi.
Bezm: meclis
Cem: Hazret-i Sileyman Peygam-ber’dir. Nite ki H ace Hafiz buyurur:

Beyt
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Cam: ayakli kadeh
Por-mey: sarabla tolu
Be-dovran: ba harf-i zarf; dovran ‘vav'ui sikuniyle Farside “zaman” ma‘nasinda musta’

meldir. Bunda bezme nisbet hub vaki® olmis.

Mahsiil-i beyt: “Omriifitiz uzun ve muradufiuz hasil olsun ey padisah meclisiniifi sakileri
egerci bizim kadehimiz sizif zamanuiuzda plur-mey olmadi”.
Muradi, padisah-i1 Yezd'e ta‘rizdur. Zira H ace ani medh eylemis imis ve medhine
mukabil sila ve cayize virmemis imis. Nite ki bir kit‘ada buyurur:
Beyt
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Pes muradi Hace’nin budur ki ‘Ey sah-1 Yezd ‘6mrUfi ve devletiin uzun olsun egergi

beni behr-mend idlip muradum virmedufn’ dimekddr.

10
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Bu beytuf nushalar muhtelif vaki‘ olmis. Ba‘zisi mestur olan gibi ve ba‘zisi:
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Ve ba‘zisi:
S il iy 5 Lea il 24
Du‘ayide ve aminide yalar vahdet veya tenkir igindur.
Ruzr: “nzk” ve “nasib” ma‘nalarinda mista‘meldar.
Sekker-efsan: vasf-1 terkibidur; “efsaniden”den; “seker sagicl” ma‘nasina. Aslinda

sekker muhaffefdir, zartret-i vezn-iglin musedded kilinmisdur. Zira Residi’d-din Vatvat

Artanda “Lugat-1 ‘Acemde tesdid yokdur” dimis. Hatta “hurrem” ve “ferruh” aslinda
mubhaffefdar, galebe-i isti‘malle misedded kilinmisdur.
Mahsiil-i beyt: “Hafiz du‘a eyler ey canan, sen isit ve amin di”. Ol du‘a budur: “Bizim

nasibumuz olsun sizif seker sagici dudaguiuz”.

11
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Ba‘zi nishada Ol (5 S dismis. ikisi de glya munasibddr.

Murad “sehr-i Yezd'Gii sakinleri’nden sah-1 Yezd kendidur. Ta’Zimen cem* eylemisddr.
Ve sehr-i Yezd “Siraz’dan U¢ gunlik yoldur” dirler ve Rukn-abad suyi ki menba‘l
Siraz’dur Yezd'e akar ve suyuni iki canibi sdgudle kavak dikilmisdur. Soyle ki yolcilar
glnesden hic zahmet gérmezmis. Ve bu iki sehrifi ma-beyni gayetle ma‘mar imis
Tokatla Amasiyye ma-beyni gibi. Ve'l-‘uhdetu “ale’r-ravi.

Hakk na-sinasan: “kifran-1 ni‘met” ma‘nasinadur.

Guy: top

Cevgan: cim U kaf-1 ‘Acem-ile bir “uzun degnek”dur; uci egri, kesisler ‘asasi gibi ki

anunla at Uzerinde oyun oynarlar. Ya‘ni bir top1 meydana salarlar ve ol gevganla ani
ortadan kaparlar. Her kim ki kaparsa devlet anundur.

Mahsiil-i beyt: “Ey saba, sehr-i Yezd'de sakin olan padisaha ve a‘yan-1 devlete sdyle ki
kufran-1 ni‘metUilz olanlaruf basi sizlin ¢evganunuz topi olsun”.

Misra‘-1 sani hasv-1 melih tarikiyla vaki‘ olmis. Asl-1 makul-i kavl, gelecek beytdar. Ya'ni:
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Bisat: “désenen esya”da mista‘meldir.

Kurb: “yakinlik"dur.

Himmet: Kesr-i ‘ha@’yla ve fethiyle lugatdur “iradet” ma‘nasina.

Mahsiil-i beyt: “Ey Yezd'un sakinleri, egergi sizden vicudumuz ve teniumuz irakdur
amma himmetimuz irak deguldur”; ya‘ni génlimuzden ¢ikmazsiz. “Padisahuiuzufi kul
ve sizun du‘acunuzuz”.

Muradi padisahi istitafdur.

13
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Sehensah: “sahansah”dan me’huzdur. Asli “sah-1 sahan” idi. “Padisahlar padisahi
dimekdur, “begler begi” gibi.
Bolend: ‘ba’nuf fethiyle ve zammiyla lugatdur.
Ahter: Farside “yildiz"dur amma “tali* i baht” ma‘nasinda isti‘mali gokdur:
Beyt
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Hoda-ra: Hoda Tanri; ra edat-1 tahsis veya edat-1 kasem

Himmetide ya vahdet veya tenkir

Ta: harf-i ta‘lil

Be-blsem: ba te’kid iglin; bUsem ba’-i ‘Arabiyle fi‘l-i muzari‘-i mutekellim-i vahde
sigasidur. Bunda “6pem” dimekdur.

Hem-gu gerdin: hem harf-i te’kid; ¢u “gtin”dan muhaffef, edat-1 tesbihdir. Gerdun

“felek” ve “kanlh” ki iki tekerlekli olur, Anatoli vilayetinde “araba” yirine isti‘mal

eyledukleri hep oldur. Bunda “felek” muraddur.
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M ve ivan hemzenln kesriyle ‘Arabide “blyuk suffa’ya dirler. Amma ‘Acem feth-i
hemze ile “blylk ¢ar-tak” ma‘nasinda isti‘mal iderler.

Mahsiil-i beyt: “Ey bulend-tali‘ padisah, Huda hakki-¢in veya Hiuda icin himmet eyle ta
gerdun gibi hak-i eyvanun opeyin”; ya‘ni gerdina musabih veya gerdun opdugi gibi

Opeyim.

Glll
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Saki: munada

Be-nir-1 bade: ba “ma‘a” ma‘nasina; nur “atesun ziyasi’na dirler; bade, hamr. Ndrui
badeye izafeti misebbeht" bihtii misebbehe izafeti kabilindendir. “Safvet’den
kinayetdur.

Ber-efriz: ber harf-i te’kid; efriz “efrlziden"den mustakk, fi'l-i emr-i muhatabdur.
“Efrtbten” ve “efriziden” lazimla mute‘addi beyninde musterekdur; “yaliilanmak” ve
‘yalinlatmak”. Bunda mute‘addidur.

Mutrib: ism-i fa‘il; “atrab?, yutribv”; if‘al babindan; “sevindirici” ma‘nasina. Amma istilahda

“sazende’ye ve “glyende’ye dirler.

Be-gu: bunda emrdir “irla” ma‘nasina.

Ki: harf-i ta‘lll veya rabita-i kavl G makal.

Mahsiil-i beyt: “Ey saki, nar gibi safi ve halis bade ile bizim camumuzi risen ya‘ni pur
eyle. Ey mutrib, irla zira cihan isi ya‘ni ahval-i cihan muradumuzca oldi”. Yahud ‘bu

mazmuni 1rla’ ya‘ni ‘misra‘-1 sani mazmunin oki’ dimek ola.

2
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Piyale: LamiT Celebi “bos kadeh” dimis amma lugatlerde “sagrak” dimisddr.

Madam ve “midame”: Cevhert “Sarabdur” didi. Pes “Mudam cem®-i ‘midame’dur” diyen
mubhalif sdyledi. Bir de mudam “dayim” ve “sabit” ma‘nasina gellr. Pes surb-i midam
“srb-i dayim” ma‘nasina olur.

Mahsiil-i beyt: “Biz piyalede ya‘ni nur-1 piyalede yarun yuzi ‘aksini goérmisuz ey bizim
dayima ickimuzden yahud bade igdigumuzden bi-haber kimesne”; bizi ma‘zur tut.

iki misra“ ma‘na cihetinden takdime ve te’hire mahmaildiir.
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Girisme: kaf-1 ‘Aceminuf kesriyle “naz” lafzina maradifdir. Ba‘zi ristayilerti feth-i kaf-1 ©
Arabiyle okiduklarini fusaha vl zarefa-i ‘Acem kabul eylemedi.

Seht: ‘sin’ti fethi ve kesriyle lugatdur “togri” ma‘nasina. Ekser “serv’e sifat olur.
Sehi-kadan: elif ve ‘nun’la cem® olmis vasf-1 terkibidir; “togri kametli mahbublar”

dimekddr.

Be-cilve: ba harf-i sila; LamiT Celebi cilve “salinmak” dimisdir amma lugatlerde “arz-i
cemal” ma‘nasinadur.

Sanevber-hiram: vasf-1 terkibidir. Sanevber, cam agaci; murad bunda serv seklinde

olanidur, mutlaki degul. Hiram “hiramiden”den mistakkdur; “salinmak” ma‘nasina. Ya‘ni
“sanevber salinisl serv”.

Mahsiil-i beyt: “Mevzun kametli mahbublarufi naz G sivesi ol zamana degdur ki bizim
sanevber salinisl servimiz ya‘ni mahbubumuz salina veya ‘arz-1 cemal eyleye”. Ya'ni
bu gelince anlara i‘tibar kalmaz.

Pes bunda istifham-1 inkariye hikm eyleyene inkar ideruz.

4
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Ne-mired: fi'l-i nefy-i istikbal; “6lmez, la-yemut” ma‘nasina.
Zinde: “diri, hayy” ma‘nasinadur.
Ceride: bir durlt defterdar ki kagiddan yelpaze gibi duriltr, iki canibden bile okinur. Bu

zamanda isti‘mali mehcurdur. Ceridenui ‘aleme izafeti beyaniyyedur.

Mahsiil-i beyt: “Sol kimsenun ki goili ‘Isk u mahabbet-i cananla zinde oldi, ol hergiz
O0lmez. Pes bizum ceride-i ‘alemde devam ve bekamuz sabitdur” Zira biz ol

zindelerdenulz.

5
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Sarfe: “ziyade” ma‘nasinadur istilah-1 ‘Acemde. Mesela evvel zamanda altliini akgeye
sarf eylesek bir iki akge ziyade virtrlerdi. Ol ziyadeye “sarfe” dirler. Amma bunda mutlak
“ziyade” ma‘nasinadur.

Ya: harf-i vahdet ve hemze harf-i tevesstl

Baz-h ast: kiyamet

RUz-i baz-h ast: “yevmi’s-su’al” dimekdur, “kiyamet guni’nden ta‘birdir.

Nan-1 helal: kinayetdur “nan-1 vakf’dan. Zira ekser-i mesayih hankahlarda ve
zaviyelerde olup vakf etmegin yirler.

Ab-1 haram: kinayetdir “hamr’dan.

Mahsiil-i beyt: “Korkaram ki kiyamet gliininde fazileti olmaya seyhuf helal diyu yidugi
vakf etmeginufi bizim haram diyl igdigumiz sarab Uzerine”.

Ya‘'ni ‘anui zerkle ve riyayla gecindigi ve bizim rindlikle gecindigumuz beraber gele’.

6
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Ahbab: dustlar; ve “habib”Un cem‘idar.

Gol-sen ve gol-zar “gullik” ma‘nasinadur.
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Ahbabdan murad canani ve s&’ir ehibbasidur. Yahid bunda mufred muraddur ya‘ni
canan; ta’zimen cem‘ eylemisdur.

‘Arze: “arz” ma‘nasinadur. Ha-yi1 resmi edat-1 nakldir; ya‘ni ‘Arabiden ‘Acemiye.
Ber-i canan: izafetle “ind” ma‘nasinadur; ya‘ni “canan katina”

Peyam ve “peyem” ve “peygam” ve “peygam” “haber”ddr.

Mahsiil-i beyt: “Ey bad, eger dustlar meclisinden gecersefi elbette canan huzurina
bizim haberumuzi ‘arz eyle”.

‘Arz eyleyecegi, gelecek beytin mazmunidur.

7
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Yad kerden: “afimak”dur.
‘Amd: kasd
‘Amden: kasden

Mahsiil-i beyt: “Ey bad, canana séyle: Bizim adumuzi kasdla hatiruiidan ne gidertrsin?
Ol zaman hod gelur ki adumuz hergiz anilmaz”.

Ya'ni ‘6lUrdz ve nam u nisanumuz defter-i ka’inatdan mahv olisardur’.

8
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Mestide ya harf-i masdardur.

Be-gcesmde ba harf-i zarf. “Ba-y1 sebebiyye” diyenden sebebini sormak gerek.
Sahid: “mahbib” ma‘nasinda mista‘melddr.

Dil-bend: vasf-I terkibidir “goiul baglayici” ma‘nasina. Gonidl mute‘allik olan zat
muraddur.

Hos: iyi; bunda “yarasik” ma‘nasinadur.
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Sipurde-end: “sipurden” lugatde “Ismarlamak” ve “teslim eylemek” ma‘nasinadur. Bunda
fi‘l-il mazi-i cem®-i gayibdir “havale” ve “ihale” ma‘nasina.

Be-mestide ba, harf-i sila; ya, harf-i masdar.

Zimam: lugatde “uyan, dizgin” ma‘nasinadur. Bunda muzafu" ileyh mahzufdur. Takdir-i
kelam “zimam-i ihtiyar-1 ma” idi, “inan-1 ihtiyar” didukleri gibi.

Mahsiil-i beyt: “Bizim génlimiz kendlye mite‘allik eyleyen mahbubuf ¢cesmine
mestanelik yarasik ve yakisikdur. Ol vechdendur ki bizim zimam-i ihtiyarumuzi
mestanelige havale eylemislerdur”.

Ya'ni: ‘Ol mestane-¢cesm oldugicin biz mestligi ihtiyar eyleduk’.

9
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Esk: g6z yasi
Ya: harf-i tenkir; “vahdet-igiin” degil ba‘zilar didtigi gibi.
Hemi: te’kid icun.

” i

Fesan: emr-i muhatab; “fesaniden” “sagcmak, nisar’ ma‘nasina.

Murg: mutlaken “tayr” ma‘nasinadur, izafetle tahsis kesb ider. Mesela tavuga “murg-i
haneg” dirler.
Kasd-1 dam: ba‘zi nishada “kasd” yirine “meyl-i dam” dismisdir. Dam “duzak”dur.
Mahsiil-i beyt: “Ey Hafiz, gbzufiden esk ya‘ni g6z yasi danesini sag, ola ki vasl murgi
bizim duzagumuza meyl eyleye”.
Ya‘nr: ‘Adla, ola ki canan gézun yasini gorlp saina rahm eyleye’:
Beyt
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Beyt-i Hafizda iltifat vardur mubatabdan miutekellime.
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Ahdar: yasil
Kesti: gemi

Derya-y1 ahdar musebbehtin bih, felek mtusebbehddr.

Derya ahdara ve ahdar felege muzaf olmisdur izafet-i beyaniyye kabilinden. Mezkar

tesbih ahdar deryaya sifat oldug@i takdircedir. Amma felege sifat olinca, derya
musebbehin bih, felek-i ahdar misebbeh olur. Likin kalbe mahmaldur. ‘Ala kall hal,
izafet-i beyaniyyedir. Kesfi-i hilal de bu kabildenddr.

Kivam: feth-i kafla ve kesrle lugatdiir. Nite ki imam-1 Zevzeni, Lebid-i ‘Amirrniif

kasidesi, ki Mu allakatun birisidur, anun serhinde dimisdur:
goad) a5 (i) g s Lo a5 Sl 4l 8 5 () ) 8
Haci Kivami’d-din Hasan, Sultan Hasan-1 llhanrnifi ve anui ogh Sultan Seyh Uveys’in
vezir-i a’zami idi. Nite ki H"ace Hafiz anuin vefati tarihinde buyurmisdur:
Beyt
el g padi ades a1 )5
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Zira ‘Acem “sahib” ‘ibaretini ekser vezirlerde isti‘mal iderler. Hususen “sahib-kiran’a
izafeti mezkur mudde‘ayr mu’eyyiddur. Bundan evvel vezir-i a’zam Kivam-1 Ekber idi ki
Hafiz anun vefatl tarihinde “A‘zam-1 Kivam” dimekle ta‘bir ider:
Beyt
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Bundan sofira Haci Kivamu’d-din Hasan on yil vezir-i a‘’zamlik surmisdur. Nite ki ikisinan
tarihlerinden mefhumdur. Ve bu Haci Kivam, H ace icun bir medrese binyad eylemisdir
ve Hace nige yillar tedris U tezkire mesgul olmislar ve Tefsir-i Kessafuih nice muglak
yirine hasiyeler ta‘lik eylemisler ve Sekkakr'ye de ca-be-ca hasiyesi vardur.
Mahsiil-i beyt: “Yasil felek deryasi ve hilal kestisi, ya‘ni eflak G nicim, bizim Hacr
Kivam’'umuzui ni‘metine garkdurlar”.

Hasil-1 kelam: Bu sahib-i sa‘adetun veliyy-i ni‘'met oldugina mubalada tarikiyle i‘tirafdur.
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Safi: ism-i menstbdur. “Suf”, “koyun yafi’ne dirler. Bu t&’ife ekser yun esbabini
giyduklerinden buia nisbet idlp “sufi” didiler. Harf-i nida hazf olmisdur.

Biya: fi‘l-i emr-i mubatabdur; “ayiden”den.

Ka‘ide-i killiyedur ki bir kelimenui evvelinde hemze olsa, “ameden” ve “agaziden” ve
“asayiden” gibi, edat-1 hal veya istikbal veya harf-i nefy U nehy evveline dahil olsa
hemze ‘ya’ya muinkalib olur. Mesela “beyayed” ve “neyayed” gibi ve kis ‘aleyhi s&’ire.
Fam: “reng” ma‘nasina

La‘l-fam: Ia‘l renkli

Ma‘lim ola ki su‘aranui ‘adetindendur zerrak ve mura’ sufilere ya‘ni sufiler seklinde
olan saluslara ta‘riz iderler. Amma ehl-i mesreb sufilere dahl eylemezler. Zira anlar
kendu halleriyle mukayyed olup kimsenun tanz u ta‘niyla takayyud eylemezler.

Pes mahsil-i beyt: “Ey sufi, gel ki camui ayinesi safidur”. Maksud, safvet-i badeddr,

cam degul. “Ta la‘l rengli meyun safasini goresin” ya‘ni seyr eyleyesin ki ne halet virur.
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‘Anka: Srhah-1 Cevheride “bir ulu kusdur meveudd’l-ism, mechali’l-cism”.

Hasil-1 kelam: ‘Ankanuin zuhurinda intilaf eylediler. Kimi didi ki “Hazret-i Musa
zamaninda Allahv Te‘ala bir ¢ift kus yaratdi Kudis-i mibarek etrafinda. Hazret-i Musa-*
aleyhi’'s-selam—-muteveffa olinca Mekke taglarina gitdiler.” Ve kimi didi ki “Ress
kavminin zamaninda geldi ki anlarufi peygam-beri Hanzele bin Safvan idi”. Ba‘zilar
didiler ki “Muddet-i ‘6mri Hazret-i Halid bin Sinan Isd zamanina dek surdi ki ol bir

peygamber idi, Hazret-i ‘Isa ile Hazret-i Muhammed ma-beyninde geldi”. Salavatu’llah ©
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aleyhim ecma‘in. Cahiz dir ki “Cemr’-i Umeme-i salife ‘ankayi darb-1 mesel eyler bir seyde
ki isidilir amma goérinmez. ‘Kibrit-i ahmer’ de bdyledir”. Ve didiler “Anka anufigin didiler
ki boyninda ak tavk varidi” ve ba‘zilar didiler ki “boyni uzun oldugicin” ve didiler ki
“Farsice ‘simurd’ didiler kemal-i ‘azametinden guya ki otuz murgdur”. Hasil-1 kelam,
ankanun ahval U tefasilini bilmek isteyen Makamat-1 HarirmGi ellinci makamenun, ki
ahir-i makamatdur, Mutarrizi serhine nazar eylesun.

Sikar: “av’dur. Meshur-1 kird’at, sikar kese izafetledir ve ba‘zilar ‘anka-sikari vasf-i
terkibr okidi ve terkibi takdime ve te’hire haml eylediler.

K’inca: ki, harf-i ta‘lil

Hemise: “dayima” ma‘nasina

Mahsiil-i beyt: “Anka kimseye sikar olmaz” yahud “Kimse ‘anka-sikar olmaz, duzaguf
devsir”. Ya‘ni canan ki ‘anka-misaldur, ‘azametde ‘ali-cenabdur; fennle ve san‘atle ve
hile ile kimseye iltifat eylemez. “Zira bunda dayima duzag elinde yilden gayri nesne
yokdur”; belki yil de yokdur zira yile hayil olur nesne yokdur.

Ya'ni: ‘Canan vusulinde terk-i tedarik eyle ki sa‘y-1 bi-fayidedur’.
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‘Ays: lugatde “dirlik"ddr; “hayat” ma‘nasina. Amma bunda “zevk U ‘isret” ma‘nasinadur.
Nakd: bunda “hazir” ma‘nasinadur.

Kas: emr-i muhatabdur; “ktusiden”den; “dirismek” ve “galismak” ma‘nasina.

Ki: harf-i ta‘lil

Ab-hor: “suvar” ya‘ni su igecek yer

Bi-hist: ba-y1 meksure harf-i te’kiddir. Hist ‘ha’nui kesriyle fi'l-i mazr; “salivirdi” ya'ni
“terk eyledi”; masdari “histen” ve “hiliden” geldr.

Ravza: lugatde “gemen”dir amma bunda “bagge” muraddur.

Darl’s-selam: dar “ev’dur; “beyt” ma‘nasina; selam “cennet’in adidur. “Cennet evi”

dimekdur. Ravzanun darl’s-selama izafeti beyaniyyedur.
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Mahsil-i beyt: “Hala, hazir el virdlgi zevk U safaya sa‘y eyle, mistakbele nazir olma.
Zira Hazret-i Adem’ifi ki cennetde nasibi kalmadi terk idiip diinya evine geldi”.
Ya'ni: ‘Zaman-i istikbale multefit oldugiguin cennetden ihrac oldr’:
Beyt
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Bezm-i devr kinayetdir “bade meclisi’nden.

wr

Der-kes: der te’kKid icundur; kes emr-i muhatabdur “kesiden”den; “¢cek” ya‘ni “i¢
Be-rev: “git” dimekdur; ya'ni “ziyadeye tama‘ eyleme”

Mahsiil-i beyt: “Dinya bezminde kalil U kesir ellf irdlgiyle kani ol, ziyadeye tami*
olma”. Misra‘-1 sani, misra‘-1 evvelli mahsuliddr: “Ya‘ni zevkim dayim ve mutevasil
olsun dime” bade-nuslar gibi ki bir iki kadehle kani‘ olmayup yigilinca iger, sofira humar
elemin ceker.

Maksud, nasihatdir: da Q-“L" R @-54 @3 < dimekddr.
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Sebab: “yigitlik”ddr.
Pirane-ser: “pirlik vakti’; zarfiyyet ifade ider.
Neng: “ar U gayret” ma‘nasinadur.

Hanert: huner “menkabet’dur; ya, harf-i vahdet.

Nam-ra: nam bunda “namdas”dur; ra harf-i tahsisddr.

Mahsiil-i beyt: “Ey goéil, yigitlik zamani gitdi. Hal bu ki ‘émrden bir gul dirmeduf.” Ya‘ni
‘dmrden bir fayide ve netice gérmedun; hasil civanlikda vasil-1 canan olmadun. “Pes

imdi pirlik vaktinde bir hiner eyle, ‘asikane bir neng G nam tahsil eylemek-i¢cin.”
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Ya'ni: ‘Civanlikda vuslata bir sebeb tahsil idemedun, bari sa‘y eyle pirlikde bir halet

eyleyesin’.
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Derun: “i¢” ma‘nasinadur ya‘ni “igeri” ki ‘Arab “dahil” dimekle ta‘bir ider. Mesela “dahil’’l-
beyt” dirler “evli igerisi’ne.

Rindan: “rind”Gn cem‘iddr. Lami‘i-i merhdm “Rind: korkusuz” dimisdir amma ‘Acem
“bade-nus”a itlak ider.

Kin: kaf harf-i ta‘lll ve Tn ism-i isaretdur karibe; ya'ni raz-1 derina.

Mahsiil-i beyt: “Perde icindeki razi ya‘ni gizli sirn mest ‘asiklardan sor. Zira bu hal ‘ali-
makam zahidlertn hali degdldur”.

I

Zira tarik-i zuhd, tarik-i ‘iIskuii gayridur. Yahud zahid-i ‘ali-makamdan murad “omrini ‘i1sk-

I cananede gecgurenler’dur ki anlar tarik-i ‘iIsk u mahabbetUn ihtiyarlarnidur ve sirr-i
cananely]i kimseye ifsa eylemezler; belki raz-1 canani canlarinda ve canlarini dillerinde

ketm iderler. Pes ‘raz-1 dertin-1 perdeyi ifsa eylemek anlaruii hali degul’ dimek olur.

7
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Ma-radaki ra tahsis ifade ider “biziim” ma‘nasina.

Bes: “gok” ma‘nasinadur; “bisyar” gibi.

Baz: boyle yirde te’kid ifade ider ancak. Pes, bunda baz lafzina “giri” ma‘nasini virenler
ilersini ve girUsini ve ardini ve 6ndni fikr eylemezler imis.

Ba‘zi nishalarda hidmet yirine “ni‘met” vaki‘ olmis. Hakk budur ki asitan ve hace ve

terahhum ve gulam lafzlarina hidmet ensebdur.

Mahsiil-i beyt: “Bizim senli asitanuida ¢ok hakk-1 hidmetimuz vardur. Ey h'ace,

gulamuna terahhumla nazar eyle”.
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H ace bunda “efendi” dimekdur ki canandan ‘ibaret ola ve ihtimaldur ki H ace Kivamui’d-

din Hasan ola veya Kivam-1 Ekber ola. Sabika zikr olunan gibi, vezirlere “hace” dirler.
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Bendegi: bir kelimenun ki ahirinde ha-i resmi ola, ana ya-y1 masdar veya elif U ‘nan’-I
cem’ lahik olsa ha-yi1 resmi[y]i kaf-1 ‘Acemiye tebdil idlp bendegi ve “bendegan” dirler.
Seyh-i Camdan bunda maksid Seyh Ahmed-i Namiki Hazretleri’dir ki Hazret-i Mevlana
Cami ile bir sehrdendur ki “Cam” dirler. Nite ki Hazret-i Mevlana Cami buyurur:
Kita
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Ve her yerdeki su‘ara-y1 ‘Acem “Seyh-i Cam” dirler, murad Seyh Ahmed-i Namiki
Hazretleri’diir ve kissasi tafsiliyle Nefehat-1 Unsde mezkir ve mestirdur ki ol kitab-i
mustetabufi cumle-i ‘acayibindendur.
Mahsiil-i beyt: “Hafiz, talib-i cam-1 meydur. Ey saba, var dahi ben bendeden izhar-i
bendegi eyle Seyh Ahmed-i Cam Hazretleri’ne” ki ne vechle mimkin ise bize bade
peyda eylestn, ol ma‘hud zamanda kendlye peyda eyledigi gibi.

Bu telmihi bilmeyenler, bu makamda ¢ok ‘indiyyat sdylemislerddar.

GV
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Ber-hiz: ber bunda te’kid ifade ider; hiz emr-i muhatabdur “hiziden” masdarindan; “kalk”
ya‘ni “Ord tur’; “hasten” de masdardur bu ma‘naya.

Der-dih: der harf-i te’kid; dih emr-i muhatabdur “dihiden”den; “vir” dimekdir; “daden” de
masdardur bu ma‘naya.

Cam-ra: ra edat-1 mefaldir.

Mahsiil-i beyt: “Ey saki, kalk dahi cami vir. Ey saki, gam eyyaminui basina toprak eyle”.
Ya“nT: ‘igiip mest olalum ve gam eyyami nesyer mensiyyen feramas idelim’ ki-ennehv ki

hak altina medfundur.

2
RV Al e Sl
1o ek @0 Bla () aeiS

Sagar: kadeh
Nih: emr-i muhatabdur “nihidenden; “ko” dimekddr.
Ta: harf-i ta‘lil

Zi-ber: mim-i matekellim mukadderdir; ya‘ni “zi-berem?”; “Ustimden” dimekdur.

Kesem: fi‘l-i muzari*-i mitekellim-i vahde; “cekem”
Delk: hirka
Ezrak: g6k
Fam: reng; ya‘ni “gok reng”
Ra: edat-1 mefl
Mahsiil-i beyt: “Ey saki, sadar-1 meyi avucuma ko ya‘ni elime vir ta bu gok rengli
hirka[y]1 Gzerimden ¢ekeyin”. Ya‘ni mest olup hirka[y]i ¢cak idup yabana atayin.
Bu beyt ta'rizdir Seyh Hasan-1 Ezrak-pus’a ve tevabi‘ine ki anlar bi-esrihim gok cameler
giyerler, nite ki mahallinde beyan olsa gerek insa’ Allahv Te‘ala. Ve her yirde ki “ezrak-
came” veya “ezrak-libas” zikr ider anlara ta‘nz muraddur:
Beyt:
ejyagbﬁjdimevc
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Mahsiil-i beyt: “Ey saki; egerci bade iclp, mest olup, camelyli ¢ak idup yabana atmak
akiller katinda bed-namlikdur, biz nam u namus u neng U ‘ar istemezuz”. Zira ‘biz

Mahmud-1 Rind muridleriytz’. Nite ki tafsili geltr insa’ Allahv Te‘ala.

4
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Bad-1 gurdr izafeti beyaniyyedar.

Na-fercam ve “bed-fercam”, “akibeti yaramaz ve islaha kabil olmayan nesne”.

Ra: tahsis icln.

Mahsiil-i beyt: “Ey saki, bade vir elbette. Nice bir bu gaflet yilinden, ya“ni ururla, ‘6mr
zayi‘ eylemek? Toprak basina ‘akibeti hayrsiz nefsin”.

Ya‘ni: Bade-nuslukdan gayriya, muktazayat-1 nefse tabi‘ olmak tazyr-i ‘éGmrdar.
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Dud aha ve ah sineye ve sine suzana muzaf olmisdur. Tetabu'-1 izafat bu dilde mutlaken
cayizdur.

Dud-1 ah izafeti beyaniyye ve sine-i suzan izafeti izafet' mevsufn ila sifatihi.

Sizan: sifat-1 misebbeheddr; “stiziden’den mistakk; “yanagan” ma‘nasina.
Efstirdegan: cem-i “efsirde”; ‘ha’ gafa tebdil olmisdur ka‘ide-i sabika tzre.

Ham: “¢ig, na-puhte” ma‘nasina

Mahsiil-i beyt: “Benim yanagan sinemun ahi dittni bu ham tofimislari yakdi”; ya‘ni bu

ezrak-puslari.
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Zira H acenun bunlarla ¢ok ‘arbedesi ge¢gmisdur. Nite ki mahallinde beyan olur insa’
Allahu Te‘ala.

EfsUrdegan-1 ham ta‘biri de ziyade na-kabiliyyetlerinden ‘ibaretdur. Zira iki sifat bile her

seyde mezmumdur ‘ale’l-husus ki insanda.

6
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Mahremun raza izafeti masdarui meftle izafetidur ve dilin seydaya mevsifun sifatina.
‘Amm-rada ra kese masrafdur; “kes-ra ne-mi binem” takdirindedr.

Mahsiil-i beyt: “Divane gonlume mahrem-i raz ya‘ni sirrina mahrem kimsel[yli
goérmiyorum havass u ‘avammdan”.

Ya‘ni: ‘Alemde bir hem-raz bulinmaz ki adem afa kesf-i raz eyleye ki bir mikdar bar-i

gam-i dil tahfif ola. Zira meshurdur ki “Soylemezsem 6lurem, sdylerisem raz acilur.”
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Ba: bi-ma‘na “ma‘a”

Dil-aram: vasf-1 terkibi “aramiden” masdarindan; “génal diflendirici” ya“ni “rahatlik virici”
ma‘nasina; elifi hazf idip “armiden”, ‘ya’yr da hazf idip “armeden” dirler.

Ya: vahdet-i neviiyye

Merada ra tahsis igunddr.

Yek-bare: bir ugurda; “def‘aten” ma‘nasina

Aram: rahat U karar

Ra: edat-1 mefl

Mahsiil-i beyt: “Bir dil-aramla benum hatirum hosdur ya‘ni iyidur ki géinlimden bir
ugurdan iletdi karar U rahati”.

Murad bundan, canani yahud piridar ya‘ni Seyh Mahmud olmak var.
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Nengered: fi'l-i nefy-i mustakbel; “nazar eylemez”; “nigeriden”den.
Diger: bunda “dahi” ma‘nasinadur.

Be-serv: ba harf-i sila

Diger bunda “girli” diyene duiger gerek.

Sim-endam: sim “gumis”, endam “sekl 4 sima” ma‘nasina; sim-endam ve “sim-sima” bir

ma‘nayadur.
Mahsiil-i beyt: “Dahi serve cemende nazar eylemez her kim ki ol gumis simali servi
gordi”.

Ya‘n: ‘insan glizelini géren bir dahi ¢lib-1 na-tirasideye nazar eylemez’ dimekd(ir.
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Be-sahti: ba cayizdlr ki “ma‘a” ma‘nasina ola yahid harf-i sila.

Ta: harf-i ta‘lil

Be-yabi: “yabiden”den; ba harf-i te’kid; yabi fi‘l-i muzari*-i muhatab.

Muanteha: nihayet U gayet

Kam-ra: ra tahsis igtuinddr.

Mahsiil-i beyt: “Ey Hafiz, gice vi glindiz siddetle sabr eyle” yahud “siddete sabr eyle ta
ki nihayet-i muradufii bulasin” zira )& 7Uida yuall dar.
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Sururi's Introduction and His Commentary on Hafiz’'s Opening Poeni*®

El-hamdv Ii’-llahi ellezi hafiza ez-zikr ‘an tahnf reybe’l-mintn. Kema kale “inna
[nahnu] nezzelna ez-zikra ve inna lehu le-hafiztine.”119 Ve's-salatu ‘ala hafazahu bi't-ta‘
lim lafazahu kema fi levh mahftuzihi. Ve ‘ala sahbihi ve alihi el-mahftzine bi-rimuzihi ve
melhuzihi.

Amma ba‘d bu Sururi-i sikeste-dil ve rizgardan munfa‘il sdyle takrir-i makal ve
beyan-1 ahval kilur ki ashab-1 halden selef-i salihin—ridvan Allahv te‘ala “aleyhim ecma“
In—ahval-i tarikati ve esrar-1 hakikati remz G 1ma ve ta‘miyye vu ihfa tarikiyle beyan
itmislerdur ki Hazret-i Mevlana—kaddese Allahv sirrahv el-‘aziz—buyurur:

Beyt
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Ve bu zimrenun iginde lisanU’l-gayb ve tercemani’l-esrar lakab virilen Semse’d-
din Muhammed el-Hafiz es-Sirazi-kaddese Allahu sirrahu el-‘aziz—cemi* es‘arinda,
remz U elgaz ve suret-i mecazda esrar-i tarikati ihtiyar idup amma ahval-i stlukden gafil
ve esrar-1 tarikatden zahil olanlar kusuar-1 fehametden inkar-1 kallr kilup ve ba‘zi
mutehayyir kalup

Sir
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M8 The transcribed text of Sururi’'s commentary isobsn MS Ayasofya 4056, which is located in Siileyiye
Manuscript Library, Istanbul.
191 the manuscript, the wortezzeld is written asenzeld.
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ve ehl-i dilden zirefa ve erbab-1 kulubdan ‘urefa gahi bu fakire ma’il olup ba‘zi esrari sa’
il olup bu hakir dahi bildugi kadar tahkik-i meram ve takrir-i kelam idup ba‘dehu takrir
tahrire tebdil kilinmak ve Tarki dil ile ta‘bir olunmak taleb olunup ba‘zi evkat afia masruf
kilinup “ala vechi’l-icmal ma‘na-y1 mecazi beyan ve ma‘na-yi hakiki ‘iyan olundi ta ki
kasir u nakislar tamm u kamil ve ‘amri v gafil olanlar ehl-i dil olalar.

Lakin mutekabir ve mu‘anid olanlar beyyinat-1 Hazret-i Huda'dan ve mu‘cizat-i
zahirat-1 enbiyadan mute’essir olmazlar ve hakka tasdik ve 1kan kilmazlar. H ace Hafiz
anlarun gibi bi-fehm olanlaruf hitabinda, latife ve lutf vechiyle cevabinda bu matla‘l dé
mis:

Beyt
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La-cerem bi-idrak mu‘anidler ve hod-bin hasidler cehl-i cibilll perdesinde ve ‘inad-
| ehli d&’iresinde kalurlar. Ne‘Gzv bi’llah el-Hafiz min zalike. ihfazna ya Hafiz an el-

mehalik. Fe-Allahv ahyar hafizen ve Huve erhame’r-rahimin.
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Ela harf-i tenbihdiir ve ya harf-i nidadur ve eyyY ism-i mibhemdur, mu‘arref bi’l-lam olan

isme harf-i nida dahil olmak i¢lin vesiledir ve afa ha’-i tenbih dahil olmisdur te’kid iglin

M

ve lafz-1 es-saki sifatdur eyyv lafzina ve edir emr-i hazirdur “edare”, “yiidiru”dan ve ke’s

sol kadehe dirler ki iginde sarab ola ve navil emr-i hazirdur “navele”den ve ke’s mi’
ennesdUr anui¢ln aiha mi’ennes zamiri irca‘ olunur.

Ma‘na-y1 misra‘ budur ki “Agah ol ey saki, devr étdir tolu kadehi ve sun ani.”

Ve sakiden murad va‘iz G nasih ve ragbet U zevk viricidir ve ke’sden murad sol vaz U

nasihat U kelime-i hikmetdur ki ademe sevk U ragbet virar.

1b
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“Ki “isk-1 ilaht asan gorundi evvel veli dusdi muskiller.”
Pes: Salik-i tarikat ve talib-i hakikat olana sevk U zevk virmek gerek ta kehillenmeyup

vusul-i ila’llah hasil olinca sa‘y-1 belig ide.
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Ahirinde ‘ha’ olan lafzda hemze vahdet ifade ider, nafeT gibi, ve lafz-1 ahir bunuf gibi
mahalllerde Farsidur, harfdir, ta‘riz makaminda isti‘mal olunur ve saba gin togisi yiline
ve seher vaktinde esen yile dirler ve turre alina dokulen saga dirler.

Ma‘na-y1 misra‘ budur ki “Bir nafe kokusi sebebiyle ki ahir saba ol turreden agar.”
Turreden murad hicab-1 cemal-i kibriyadur, sabadan murad tecelli-i ilahidir, nafe

kokusindan murad eser-i feyz-i Hakkdur.
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Ca'd: “kivircik” dimekddr.

Tab: bir nice ma‘naya geliir. Bunda “hararet” ve “ziya” ma‘nasi minasibdar.

Ma‘na-y1 misra‘ budur ki “Anufi muskin zulfinGf kivircigindan ne hararet ve nar disdi
gonallere.”

Ve ca‘ddan murad, tabakat-1 hicab ve meratib-i istitardur.

3a
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Geret lafzinda ta hitab icunddr.

Mug ve mugan “ates-perest” dimekdur.

Ma‘na-y1 misra‘ budur ki “Sarab ile seccadely]i rengin eyle ya‘ni boya eger sana pir-i
mugan dirse.”

Sarabdan murad ‘iskdur, pir-i mugandan murad seyh ve mirsiddir ki hararet ve sevk
sahibi ola.

Ya‘ni: Seccadede ‘ibadetin ‘isk ile olsun, zahid-i husk olma eger sana mursid dirse.

3b
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Makul-i kavl budur; ya makul-i kavl “Be-mey seccade rengin kon” mazmunidur, bu afna
ta‘hidar.

Ya‘nr: “Salik bi-haber gerekmez ya salik bi-haber olmaz menzillerif resminden ve
rahindan.”

Ya'ni: Vusul-i ila’'llah menzillerinifi resm U ‘adeti ve rah-1 vuslati ‘isk ile olmak gerekdur

ki akreb-i turuk-1 ila’llah tarik-i ‘ussakdur.
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“‘Bana canan menzilinde ne emn ne ‘ays ¢unki her dem”

Canandan murad Hazret-i Hakkdur ve menzilden murad siluk mertebeleridiir ki gokluk °
akabelere seytan 1zlal ider, ilhada dustirmek vardur.

Pes: Ben ki salikem meratib-i siilikda ve menazil-i vusilda ¢ok hatarlar vardur. Oyleyse

vusul-i ila’llah hasil olmadin bafa ne emn ve ne devam-i tins-i Hakk vardur ki dayim:

4b
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“Can feryad dutar ya'ni feryad idup dir: Baglai mahmilleri” ki bu menzil hatarlu yirdur,
bunda karar itmen.
Ceresden murad tarik-i Hakkuf hatarlu yerlerin beyan idenlerdidr. Nitekim Hazret-i

Mevlana buyurur:

Beyt
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Pes: salik vusul-i ila’'llah hasil kilmayinca ve temkin tahsil itmeyince telvinden halas olup

emin olmaz ve devam-i Uns hasil kilmaz.
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“Karafu gice ve mevc korkusi ve girdab; buncilayin korkung”

Seb-i tarikkden murad zulmet-i hubb-1 dinya ve zulmet-i nefs G hevadur ve bim-i
mevcden murad “akabat-1 bahr-i stluk ve temevvic-i derya-yi ‘isyan ve teheyyic-i igva-
yI seytandur ve girdabdan murad ilhada dusmek ya “tarikatde kemal buldum” diyG bir

yirde kalmakdur.
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“Kanda bildrler bizim halimizi defiz kenarinufi yuki yeynileri”
Bunlardan murad vusdul-i ila’llah hasil kilanlar ve cezbe-i ilahiye iristp vasil olanlardur.

Ba‘zilar murad “mel@’ikedir” dimisler.

6a
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“‘Dukeli isum kendl muradumca olmakdan bed-namhga ¢ekdi ahir”

Murad budur ki seyh ve muirsidsiz suluk itdigim i¢tin bed-nam oldum.

6b
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“Kacgan gizlu kalur ol bir raz ki andan duzerler mahfilleri?”

Ya‘ni: Kagan meclisler ve mecma‘lar olsa, hadise sdylesur olsalar, ol razi sdylesur
olsalar, ol raz kagan mahfi ve mestur olur?

Pes: Tarikat ehli gerekdlr ki seyh irsadiyla salik ola ta ki bed-nam beyne’l-enam olmaya

ki “ed-delilv summe es-sebil” dimisler dahi “er-refikv simme et-tarik” buyurmislardur.
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Huzuri lafzinda harf-i ya vahdet igiindur ve h"ahi lafzinda harf-i ya hitab icinddr.

Ez-0 lafzi misra‘-1 sani mazmunina isaretdir ve ma‘na-y1 misra‘ budur ki “Bir huzir

istersef ondan gafil olma Hafiz”

7b
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Meta zarf-1 zamandur ve fi‘l-i muzari‘ cezm ider ve ma zayidedur ve telka “telka” idi,

cezm igun ahirinden elif sakit olmisdur ve lafz-1 men ismdur, ekseriya ehl-i ‘akl olanlarda

itlak olinur ve tehva dordinci babdan muzari‘dur, bu babdan “heva” “mahabbet” ma*

[ L ] [ 1}

nasinadur, ve da‘ emr-i hazirdur; “vada‘a”, “yada‘u”dan ve ehmil emr-i hazirdur ifal

babindan ve dunya mi’ennesdur, anuigin ana mu’ennes zamiri irca® olinur.
Ma‘na-y1 misra‘ budur ki “Ol zamanda irisursin sevdigun kimseye ki dinya[y] terk eyle
dahi ihmal eyle.”
Ya'ni: Ani salivir, berk dutma ve afa kalbuni mute‘allik kilma ki ta‘alluk-1 dinya “abdi
Mevla’dan ba‘ld ider ki “diinyake ma yeb‘aduke ‘an Mevlake” ve Hazret-i Mevlana
buyurur:
Beyt
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Ve Seyh Sa‘di dimis:
Beyt
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Sem‘i’s Introduction and His Commentary on Hafiz's Opening Poeni?°

Hamd-i bi-payan sani‘ra ki aftab-1 mnir-i bedin bllendr ez-kemal-i sun‘es yek
zerre est ve derya-y1 muhit-i felek-i bedan pehnayi yek katre. Ve sena-yi bi-giran
hafizira ki be-lutf-i hod asman u zeminra nigeh dared ve ruz u sebra be-kemal-i h'Ts
pedid ared. Zihi subhani ki masnu‘at-1 vey bedin kesret ez kalemes yek nokta hata ne-

reft:

Beyt
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Ve hezaran vird U salavat ve surud-1 tehiyyat ber habib-i ekrem ve evlades bad ki
sahib-i “lIi ma‘a Allah” ve mahrem-i esrar-1 dergah est. Ve an vird U surud ber ashab-i
kirames bad ki her yeki kevkeb-i rah-1 hidayet est ve sem‘-i bezm-i serrat. Radiy2 Allahu
Teala ‘an hum ecma’n.

Ba‘dehu in bende-i kemine a‘ni Sem‘i-i pay-mal-i gumum ve sikeste-i hUmum Ki
ez-devr-i zaman asufte-hal ve perisan-bal budem ki tarik-i kana‘at ihtiyar kerde der
gusel niseste budem ki na-gah yeki buzurgterin-i cihan ve kerimterin-i zaman Ki ‘arif-i
devran, vahid-i ‘alemiyan, ferid-i zamaniyan bud amma be-merteber ki derin cihan-i fani-

vicud, nam-1 nikes be-seha vu cud, meshurter ez-Hatem bad:

Beyt

A AS 5l o piaila Bl
Al s alias

An sahib-i devlet be-serh nivisten-i in Divarnra isaret kerd. In bende-i kalilirl-biza‘a
her ¢gend ki be-sad zeban-i ‘acz be-kusur-1 his i‘tiraf kerdem, makbdul-i an hazret

neyoftad. ‘Akibetl’l-emr pes ez ilhah-i bisyar ve ibram-i bi-sumar be-emr-i serif-i an

120 The transcribed text ¢fem'‘i’'s commentary is based on MS Kadizade Mehméj which is located in
Slleymaniye Manuscript Library, Istanbul.
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buzurgterin-i buzurgan be-serh kerden-i an surt® kerdem. Ve imid mi-darem ki her kes

ki ezin serh mustefid gired ve sarih u ba‘is-sudera ez-du‘a-yi hayr feramus ne-koned.

Beyt
Cuwd g 1 58 8l e el
Cad 93 i glae 2 )l 4SS ja

Teyemmunen be-nam-i serif-i U Inra be-ahir resanidem:

Misra“
OIS 3 sana iAol

G. |

1a

Lol g Lads ué\.ul\ (VERERY

“Agah ol ey saki, ke’si devr itdlr ve ani sun”

Navil: bunda “Sen i¢” ma‘nasina olmak evladur. Zira “edir” ma‘nasi ile tekrar olur. Nite

ey 0

kim Camrnin bu beytinde “i¢” ma‘nasinadur:
Beyt
Dbl Gl ad K553 s (el sl
Lol 5 ledslad an (e S L 1)

Ela: harf-i tenbihdur, misra“-1 saniye masrafdur.
Ya: harf-i nidadur.

Eyy: munadadur.

Ha: zayiddur.

Saki: eyyv lafzinui sifatidur.

Edir: if‘al babindan emr-i hazirdur.
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Navil: emr-i hazirdur mifa‘ale babindan.
Ke’s: dirler ki “icinde bakiyye ola.”

Ke’sden murad cam-1 mahabbetdir. Sakiden murad mursid-i kamildur.

1b
LdSiia L) J g Jo) 3 gad Gl (Bdis 4S

“Ki “isk-1 ilaht visal-i Hakk ile ‘alem-i ervahda evvel asan gorindi amma ba‘de’l-visal
‘Iskuin muaskilleri disdi”; ya‘ni ‘alem-i nasuta gelmek ile zahir oldi. Bu vech dahi cayizdir:
“Ibtida-i stilikda ‘1sk asan gorindi”:
Beyt
Jm s 23aly Ul 3505 (ga (Gl (3
28 )58 i ) yae (slepasal U
Muride lazimdur ki her dem seyhinden mustefiz olup visal-i canana isti‘dad hasil ide.

2a
LS 0k () ) La JALS ASU (6 g

“Bir nafe imidi ile ki saba ol turreden acar”; ya‘ni aga diya.
Turreden murad hicab-1 cemal-i kibriyadur. Sabadan murad feyz-i ilahidir. Nafeden

murad cezbe-i Hudadur:
ARl dae (551 58 an ll Cldas (e dada

2b
L ) 058 Ap CiSda il x5

“‘Anui maskin zulfinufi kivircigindan havassun dillerine ne kan dusdi”

Ya‘nr: Bir cezbe hasil idince ne kanlar yutmislar ve ne riyazetler ve micahedeler
eylemislerddr.

Zulfden murad zulmet-i kevndir ki visale hicabdur. Nite kim Cami dimisdr:

Beyt
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) 523k a2 a8 Culls
Sl Al e 813 ddass
Ve gahi “esrar-1 ilahiyye” ma‘nasina gelur. Ca‘ddan murad zulmet-i kevnii mateza‘if
olmasidur.
Pes: Salik bu cimlenui mahabbetinden gegmek gerekdur ki ta Hakk ile asinalik
eylemek mumkin ve kabil ola.

Nafe bunda “rayiha” ve bly “Gmid” ma‘nasinadur.

3a
39S Glia S O a8 03 pa

“Pir-i mugan eger safia mey ile seccadeni rengin ve alude eyle diye anui emrine imtisal
idUp rengin eyle.”
Pir-i mugandan murad mursid-i kamildur ki misra“-1 sanide olan salik lafzi afia karinedur.

Meyden murad ‘isk-1 Hudadur.

3b
L e a5 01 J A sl g Sl 4S

“Zira salik stluk menzillerinii ‘adetinden ve rahindan bi-haber deguldir.”

Salikden murad bunda salik-i muntehidur, salik-i mubtedr deguldur. Bi-haber ne-boved

kelimeleri ana karinedur.

4a
ad R 05 (e 9 (ral A Ol J3da Ja ) e

“Bana canan menzilinde ne emn U ne ‘ays, ya‘ni olmaz, ¢cinki her dem”

Zira eger gaflet idip emn U ‘ays Uzre ola, hasil itdlgi tabakalardan dismek l1azim gelur.
Canandan murad Hakk Te‘ala hazretidur, menzilden murad seyr-i ma‘nevide olan
tabakatdur.
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4b
Ledana byady 0 4S 3 lase 2L 2 (w2
“Zeban-1 hal ile ¢an feryad tutar ya‘ni feryad idup bdyle dir ki yUkleri baglai” ki bu
menzilden 6te dahi menzil cokdur, hentiz dahi murad olan makama irismedifilz.

Ceresden murad mursid-i kamildir. Zeban-1 hal kaydi ceresin kendusine goredar.

5a
HR Gia (S 5 E s an s Sl

“Karalu gice ve mevc havfi ve buncilayin korkunc bir girdab”
Seb-i tarikden murad mahabbet-i dinyadur, mevcden murad tekazi-i nefsdur, girdabdan

murad sU’-i hatimeddr.

5b
Ledaba ()b S L Jla kil Las

“Bizim halimUzi kanda biltrler derya kenarinui sebuk-barlari.”
Sebuk-bardan murad evliya’-1 Allahdur ki ‘isk-1 ilaht ile mest olup bu halleri feramus

itmislerddr. Ba‘zi kimseler “Murad mel&@’ikedur” dimisler.

6a
AT 288 by alS a4d 5 a LS 4aa

“‘Dukeli ‘amelim beni hod-kamligumdan bed-namliga ¢ekdi”

Ya‘ni: Nefse tabi‘ oldugumdan 6tird bed-nam oldum.

6b
Lediae i sl 938 (531, O Aila (S g
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“Kacgan mestar kalur bir raz ki andan meclisler duzeler”; ya‘ni o razi bir nige mahfilde

soyleyeler.

7a
Bila gdia il 9 (A1 b S g paa

“Eger bir huzar ister isen Allah’dan gayib olma ey Hafiz”; ya‘ni dayim anui emri Uzere
ol.

Hafiz munadadur.

Ey harf-i nidadur, lafzen hazf olinmisdur.

7b
Lelar) 5 Lall £ (5 95 (0 (3L La S

“Ol zamanda ki sen mulaki olmagi murad idinesin sol kimseye ki ani seversin dinyayi
terk ve ihmal eyle.”

Meta ma-telkada bu mahallde iradet ma‘nasi mukadderdlr zira mukadder i‘tibar

olinmasa bu vechle su’al varid olur ki “Cun dinyanui ‘adem-i terki malakata mani
olmaya, pes niye terk itmek gerek?” Nite kim “iza kumtum ila es-salat’da mukadderd(ir.
Ve misra‘-I sani ma‘nada misra‘-1 evvel Uzere mukaddemdur.

Meta zarf-1 zaman ve ma zayiddlr zira metd masiz dahi ‘amel ider.

Telka aslinda “telka” idi, meta gelmek ile ‘ya’ hazf olindi.

Men ism-i mevsuldur, silasi tehvadur.
Tehva doérdinci babdan fil-i muzari*-i mubatabdur, “mahabbet” ma‘nasina olan

‘heva’dan mustakkdur.

Ez-Uda olan zamir-i gayib men lafzina raci‘dir izmar kable’z-zikr tariki ile.
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TRANSLATIONS

Notes on Translations

1. My transliteration and translation of Hafiz'sespng couplet are given in square brackets.
2. All of my additions inserted into Sudi’'s texedndicated in brackets.

3. In the translation, some technical words use8unyi are italicized. Translations of these
words are given in brackets. At times, these wardsexplained in the footnotes.

4. In the translation, the lemmas listed by Sudiaso 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 expiastiences and knowledge, the
immaculate language of Arabs, and the learned Eggwf Persians. Blessings and peace be
upon His most virtuous created being Muhammad, wehthe most eloquent and noble in
lineage, and upon his holy family and righteousofwérs.

Then let it be known that the writer of these paged the narrator of what is written, this
humble and sinful servant, namely, Sudi, the psays as follows:

One day, at the most auspicious of times and atdppiest of hours, the governor of (the
city of) Madina, Omer Efendi, who was the mostrirate of companions and the most special of
friends, may God bless his soul and may doubledvi@rd in Paradise, came, unceremoniously
as usual, into my humble house, kissed my hane timees and said: “this is what | ask of you:
you should write a commentary on HafiDs/an (poetry collection) in such a way that it would
be useful to seekers and beneficial for the begsre short, it would not suggest any extended
meaning or mystical interpretation but just expl#e grammar (of the text) following the
methods of the Arabic grammarians and restriclfitsghe basic meaning of the verses.”

Decorated with different kinds of knowledge andnatzes of science, Omer Efendi was
the compendium of merits and honors, the posseddmnevolence and beneficence, the abode
of generosity and munificence, and the source okfaetion and bounteousness. If Hatam saw

his nobility and generosity he would be mourningéese of his zealous jealotSy Omer

121 Hatam is the name of a legendary Arab charac#iitred in pre-Islamic times and was famous far hi
generosity
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Efendi is such that the world has not seen his legjnae the nine revolving spheres started to
rotate.

Upon his saying so, | took his request to be a camimand his behest a godsend.
Because the deceased and forgiven (Omer Efendi)seagenerous and benevolent to this
praying man that neither is so a father to hisrsmma 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 mayforgiet to bless the deceased as well as
this base Sudi as they bless Muhammad and his fepli¢y. It is expected from the people of
justice that they correct with the pen of forgiveseand indulgence those places in this
commentary where errors and mistakes occur, andnadée an effort to show and reveal its
shortcomings. Because | confess it is not withingagacity and limits to write a commentary on
such an intricate book. However, as mentioned ptsly, | was importuned to do so.
Nonetheless, | ask the readers of this commentacgdt a fair eye on it.

Couplet

The eye of contentment is dull to all faults
The eye of discontentment, however, reveals tbe@mings

Let it be known that the noble name Kifiajah Hafiz is Shams al-Din Muhamma®?
Among the learned men, he is famous as “the Too§tiee Hidden” and “the Teller of Secrets.”
His lustrous poems are the envy of the spring fef knd the daughters of his thought are the
cause of jealousy for maidens and boys of ParaBigesolid words he sweetened the palate of
the common people, and by clear meanings he addetbghe mouths of the elites. Thus the
doors of acquaintance of the men of the Seen haee bpen to him and the splendor of the light

in the eyes of the men of the Unseen has grown.elfery learned man he composed poetry

122 The wordkhajahmeans lord, master. It is an honorific title ahan of great dignitary.
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suitable to their occasions. He invented pleasamd eare meanings for everyone and
encapsulated abounding meanings in few words. Hiddwonqueringghazas (lyric poems)
reached the borders of the countries in Turkistaoh ladia in the least period of time, and his
heart-pleasing words arrived the regions and dtstrof the two Irags and Azerbaijan in the
shortest space of time. Without having his excitetstirring poems recited, the ritual music and
dancing of the dervishes would not become fervantl without the tasty sweetmeats of his
taste-arousing words having uttered, the gatherrfighe rulers would not be embellished and
adorned. Still more, the outcry of his incitemermtuld make the hues and cries of the passionate
possible, and the chant of the wine-worshippersldvacquire splendor with the gurgle of his
poems. This has been allegorized as follows:

Verse

Theghazaisinging of Hafiz reached to such an extent that

The firmament forgot the melodies of Venus andgieasing lyre

In time he did absolute justice to lyric poetry

In a way no poet compospdetry in that way

As you memorize his pleasant-flowing poetry, say:

May a thousand mercies of God be on the soul ditHa

However his diligent study of th@ur’an, his regular appointment as teacher of the

Sultan, his annotation of théashshafand theMiftah, his perusal of th#&latali* and theMisbah
his studies on literary techniques, and his admitimerest in the works of the Arab poets
prevented him from bringing his dispersgithzas together and withheld him from assembling
his heart-pleasing couplets on a string of neckl@gam al-Din Hasan used to bring up in
conversation the rough draft of these couplets @ret over again in the study room of the

madrasah(college) which he built for Hafiz and say, in theurse of conversation, that he

should string these unique gems of value on a aeekhnd arrange these illustrious pearls in a
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line, so that it would become a necklace for thecgful necks of the people of the time and an
amulet for the jeweled girdles of the men of timeeti
Hafiz entrusted the raising of this edifice of pgdb the unwarranted times and offered
excuses amounting to the excuses of the peopleeopériod until, in the year 791 A.H., he
committed the life entrusted to him to the guardiafi God’s decree and determination and
carried the garment of existence out of the nawestibule of death. His immaculate soul joined
the dwellers of the sublime world, and he becarpara companion of the black-eyed maidens
of Paradise after separation from his body.
Chronogram
In theAbjad year ofba, sad andzaf*®
From the day of the auspiciottjra*** of Ahmad
He set out toward the highest Heaven
The unique man of the era, Shams al-Din Muhammad
When | passed by his pure grave
| beheld the purity and splendor of the tomb
After Hafiz passed away, some of his companiont) aommitment to companionship
and obligation to respect friendship, arranged amdnized his disperseghazas into adivan
May God set his soul at rest and perpetuate hisperdgy in the rooms of Heaven. Amen, Lord

of the worlds! God is the one who grants succesthénroad of righteousness. And He is

merciful to his subjects, and sufficient for ussied, and He is the best Disposer of affairs.

123 The Abjadis a decimal numeral system in which the 28 Isttéithe Arabic alphabet are assigned numerical
values. According to this system, the lettet§<], sad [u<]andzal [3] have the numerical values, respectively, of 2,
90 and 700. Therefore, the sum of the numericalesabf the three letters (792 A.H.) gives Hafizsedof death,

which is 1389/1390 C.E.
24 Hijra is the migration of the Prophet Muhammad and diisWers to the city of Madina in 622 (Common Era).

Alternate spellings of this Arabic word in EngliaheHijrah andHegira.
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Gl
la
Lt sh g Lals ol AL L by
[Ala ya ayy'ha al-saqi adir ka'$" va ravilha]

[O cupbearer! Pass around a cup and hand it (tp me)

This line (originally) belongs to the second caif a quatrain composed in thazaj
meter by Yazid bin Mu‘aviyd®® The original complete text of the quatrain is @ofvs:

| am poisoned,

and | have no antidote or incantation
Pass around a cup and hand it (to me),
O cupbearer!

Transposing the (last) two lines (of Yazid’'s qaatj to make them correspond with the
rhyme of hisghazal KhajahHafiz incorporated these lines into his poem and put thetne
beginning of hidivan. It is for this reason that some poets criticiteelKhajah (Hafiz). For
instance, Ahli of Shiraz writes as follows:

One night in a dream | sahajahHafiz

| asked him “O unparalleled in virtue and in kegge:
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 athajahHafiz,

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 igan?

Though the property of an unbeliever is

lawful to a believer, and regarding which theraasdispute,
it is, nevertheless, a great shame

for a lion to steal a bite from a dog’s mouth.

125 Hazajis the name of one of the common prosodic patterns
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Ala is the opening particle, which occurs as sucthénfollowing Qur’anic verse: “Surely, there
is neither fear nor grief for the friends of Gdd® The author of th&€ashshaf{The Discoverer)
argues that itgla) is in compound form while Ibn Malik contends tltas in simple form. The
arguments of both (scholars) are mentioned in #tailed grammatical works.

Ya is the vocative particle.

Ayyis the addressee, which is definite and singular.

Ha is a particle of admonition. Since tlzafetis required after the womlyy', ha is used a
substitute for the noun in the genitive c&Se.

Al-saqi is, by principle, in the nominative form. It is adjective to the wordyy'. Actually, the
saqr (cupbearer) is the addressee. In order not théetwo definite articles (i.e., the partickgs
andal- respectively) come together, he (Hafiz) put thedwayy' in between and usdd as a
particle of admonition. Lexically, it (the wosdqr) means “the one who gives water”, but as a
term it refers to “the one who serves a cup atreewathering”.

Adir is a second-person imperative verb and is offthiepattern:?® It means “pass it around”,
but not, as some would assume, “have it passechdiou

Ka’'s means “wine cup”. Some say it me&asleh(goblet), but the wordladehhas a more
generic meaning than the wadtd's.

Va navilha: navil is a second-person imperative verb and is ofrttia‘ale pattern. It means
“hand it”. Its original form isva mvilniha, which includes the:in of protection (-n-) and the

first-person pronoun suffiya (-1). Ya is omitted due to the prosodic requiremétit.is a

126 TheQur'an, Chapter 10, Verse 62.
127 As a grammatical term, the woizhfetrefers to the annexation of one noun to another.
128|fal is the name of one of the Arabic verbal patterns.
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feminine pronoun, and it refers to the wéals. Let it be known that (in Arabic) all of wine-
related nouns, adjectives and other vocabularysitara treated as feminine.
The summary of the line is as follows: O cupbeaPads 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 ib&mg passed from one hand to another.
(Rhetorically,) the line is a type of synecdochenys) the meaning of the line is: Pass the wine
cup around, and when it is my turn, | will drink it
One argues that “it is more probable that herevéitbnavil means ‘Let you drink it up! 7, and
he brings Jami’s following couplet forward as evide for his argument:

Couplet

O Jami! The purity of the wine cup wipes off thest of grief from the heart!
Whenever you have something that distressessgmk the wine cup and drink it!

By arguing so, he goes completely astray in drawicgrrect relation between the evidence he
provides and what the evidence stands for. Alsas necapable of distinguishing between
offering (someone a cup of wine) and receivingug@ af wine from someone). And particularly,
what is meant (in Hafiz's line) is not that the beprer drinks from the cup. Rather, it is the poet
himself who drinks it. This is attested to by Ydgi(bwn) words—*I am poisoned”. Likewise, |
made this (point) clear in my (previous) explanatioat (in its original form) the vemuavil is
followed by the first-person pronoun suff (-1). 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 fragrafige musk.

To argue that “the particl#a is connected with the second line” is a complétergence from

the correct path (of interpretation), fal is used to begin a sentence and occurs at tharbegi
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of a statement. As such, it only indicates accdittnaAnd sinceala is used for calling upon the
addressee, it is (grammatically) related to the itwperative verbs (in the first line). (In shoiit,)
has absolutely no connection with the second line.
1b
LelSiia L8} S g Jg) 3 gad Gl (B A4S
[Ki ‘ishq asan nunid avval vai uftad mushkilta]

[For love seemed easy at first, but (then) diffied arose]

Ki consists of the Arabic (lettek)if (<)), vowelled withkasra and the word-finaha (=).**° It is
either a noun or a particle. If used as a noumférs to human beings, such as in this couplet
from theGulistan(Rose Garden):

Whose hand and tongue can fulfill
the obligation of giving thanks to Him?

If used as a particle, it serves to connect twogsj such as the inchoative and the predicate, an
adjective and its substantive, the cause and feeteén intention and the intended action and so
on. Here it ki) serves as a particle of cause; in other worasptains the reason behind the
imperative utterance (in the first line).

‘Ishq is pronounced with kasraon the (letter)ayn (¢). It has various definitions, but the most
common definition is “the excess of love”.

Asan means “easy’.

Numid is a verb in the past tense. It can be transdivetransitive. Here, it is intransitive.

Valr is a particle of limitation, like the Arablakin (but/however).

Uftad is a verb in the past tense. It is like the Arglierb)vaqga‘a (&8s / ‘fell upon’). It is used

with two meanings, one referring to the act oflffeg down”, the other referring to “the

129 Kasrais a diacritical mark () used in Arabic script to indicate that a leteepionounced with short /i/.
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happening of something”. The verb is also usedias g Turkish. For example, they say “it
happened thus and so.”

Mushkilmeans “hard” in the sense of “difficult” (to bear)

Ha is a plural suffix used with non-humans. It is targmatical to use this suffix with animates.
The summary of the couplet is as follows: O Cupbedsive me wine, for love of the beloved
seemed easy at first, but then difficulties arose.

The reason (for Hafiz's saying so) is as followsenw one falls in love with a beloved, at first
s/he treats the lover with all sorts of kindnesst Bhen the lover’s love becomes stronger and
stronger, the beloved begins to act as if s/he weifferent to him. Unable to endure his
beloved’s indifference, the desperate lover triesansole himself sometimes with wine,
sometimes with opium, laudanum or opium-based @degf sometimes with hashish or coffee in

order to find some relief and tranquility.
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Sururi’s Introduction and His Commentary on Hafiz’'s Opening Couplet

Praise be to God who protected wr’an from being changed by the adversities of
the world. As He said, “Surely, we have sent doaQur’an, and we are, indeed, its
guardians.**° Blessings be upon the one (the Prophet Muhammbd)maintained it (the
Qur’an) through instruction and recited it as itaand in the preserved tablet (of God’s
decrees). Blessings be also upon his companiongaarnily members, of whom the
Qur’an speaks with compassion and who are protédmtele signs of th@ur'an.

Disgruntled with the world, this broken-hearted8iiexpresses his words in this
manner: the righteous predecessors with mystiqgaéance—may God be pleased with
all of them—have explained the conditions of the path to mgkperfection and the
secrets of the spiritual doctrine through the mediallegorical expressions, metaphors
and allusions. Thus Mavlana (Jalal al-Din Ruripay God bless his secretvrites 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-Shirazmay God bless his secrebelongs to the
class of mystics, where he is given the honorified of “the Tongue of the Hidden” and
“the Expounder of Secrets”. In all of his poems andach of his allegorical, enigmatic
and figurative expressions, Hafiz intends to comfeysecrets of the mystical path. But

those who are unaware of and detached from theteammxland mysteries of the mystical

139 TheQur'an, Chapter 15, Verse 9.
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path either completely deny this due to their stwrtings in comprehension or remain
confounded.
Couplet

How many have condemned a correct statement!
The problem lies in their weakness of understagndi

Quatrain

The ignorant repudiate knowledge,

they do not know it due to ignorance and illitsra
Indeed, their only creed is that

if they do not know it, they blaspheme it.

Now and then, the ingenious men of spiritual ustderding and the possessors of
divine spirituality were visiting this poor Surda ask some questions about mystical
secrets (in Hafiz's poetry). Accordingly, this pdiiruri was investigating the (individual)
inquiries to the best of his knowledge and was anis\g each of them verbally.
Afterwards, | was asket write down all these answers in the Turkish leage.

Hereupon, | spent some time putting them into wgitiAccordingly,) | briefly elucidated
the metaphorical (i.e., mystical) meaning (in tems of Hafiz) and thus made the actual
meaning (of his poems) evident, so that those waaleficient and incomplete (in
mystical knowledge) would become (mystically) coetpland perfect and that the
ignorant and the uninformed would become men ofs(rogl) sensibility.

But those who are arrogant and obstinate folloitheethe manifest verses of God
nor the obvious miracles of the prophets. (Doing ey do not submit themselves to the
(eternal) truth, nor do they surely know it. In foaowing couplet Khajah Hafiz speaks

to such people who lack understanding by respondinigem ironically:
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Couplet®!
O Friend! You are not well-versed in speech, thdtfia 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 andawithinderstanding are not able to go
beyond the veil of ignorance, and those who affecegitered and envious remain within the

circle of obstinacy. May God save us from such peEdph God, the Keeper and Preserver!

Protect us from dangers! God is the most caringd?ver, and He is the most compassionate.

Gl
la
L sl 5 Lals ol Bl Ll L Y
[Ala ya ayy'ha al-saqi adir ka'$" va ravilha]

[O cupbearer! Pass around a cup and hand it (tp me)

Alz is the particle of admonition, aryd is the vocative particle, arayy' is an indefinite
noun that is used to attach the vocative partkiaé noun in definite form, aridi, which is
attached tayy', is the particle of admonition and indicates ataation, and the wordl-saqi is
an adjective to the woralyy', andadir is the second-person imperative and is a deriwatf\(the
conjugated verb formg)dar® (Ulal) andyudr” (»), andka’sis a cup that is filled with wine, and
navil is the second-person imperative and is a derieatf\(the conjugated verb formyval

(J34), and sincéa’s is feminine, it is referred to by the feminine pooin fa).

131 |n Siiruri’s introduction, the lines of the coupdee transposed. In the ‘standard’ version of theptet, the
second line above is the first line (Bfivan-i Hafiz ed. Abu al-Qasim Incavi-i Shirazi, Tehran: NasBhahab,
2004, 28).
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The meaning of the line is as follows: Arise, loearer! Pass around the full cup and
hand it. What is meant by (the womd)y: is a preacher or a person who offers advice. Also
intended (by the wordiq) is that which attracts and gives pleasure. (Adicmly,) what is
meant by (the word§a’s is the sermon, advice or word of wisdom that iresppsomeone and
attracts him.

1b
LglSiia L8} S g Jg) 3 gad Gl (Bdis 4AS
[Ki ‘ishq asan nunid avval vai uftad mushkilta]

[For love seemed easy at first, but (then) diffied arose]

(The meaning of the line is:) For divine love apeebeasy at first, but difficulties fell upon.
Accordingly, (what one should infer from Hafiz'sy#ag so is that) it is necessary to give
encouragement to those who follow the mystical jpaith seek the mystical truth, so that they
would not be discouraged (on their way to mystafection) and would continue to pursue

their endeavor until the state of union with Goddhieved.
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Sem’i’s Introduction and His Commentary on Hafiz's Opening Couplet

Everlasting praise be to the Creator! The spleadd magnanimous sun is a mere
particle of His perfect creation, and so are theans surrounding the world. Immeasurable glory
be to the Protector! He preserves and maintaineeéagens and the earth through His grace. He
brings the day and the night into view through pisfect creation. Endless glory be to God! His
pen (of creation) made no single error despitethkiplicity of created beings:

Couplet
| did not see any mistake on this page (of Coeati
for wherever 1 look, | see (nothing but) the woifkHis atelier

Thousands of prayers and blessings be upon Hisgeogrous companion (the Prophet
Muhammad), who is honored by the statement of Vehatime with God” and is (thus) the
confidant of God, and also upon his children. Pragad blessings be on his most esteemed
companions, each of whom is the guiding star ofpith of salvation and the candle of religious
ceremonies. May God be pleased with all of them!

This humble servant, namefgm’i, the one trampled upon by sorrows and affticigth
grief, had embraced sadness and been in a ruiatedveith the passing of time. (Accordingly,) |
had chosen a moderate life and secluded myself finemnwvorld. It was during this period of
seclusion that, quite unexpectedly, one of the entistatesmen of the time visited me and
implied that | should write a commentary on tBisan (poetry collection). A person without
equal in knowledge, he was the unique of the agsuth an extent that in this world of vanities
he was renowned with generosity and munificence ,es@n 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 confessisdown incapacity hundreds of times,
it was not accepted by His Highness. After so ndens of importuning from His Highness,
who was the most eminent of the notables, | fineflgan writing a commentary on tbevan at
his behest. | hope that this commentary would befliefor everyone and that readers would not
forget to pray to God for the commentator and fier ane 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, | mention His hormable name here:
Verse

May God make its end fortunate!

Gl
la
Lt sh g Lals ol AL L by
[Ala ya ayy'ha al-saqi adir ka'$" va ravilha]

[O cupbearer! Pass around a cup and hand it (tp me)

(The meaning of the line is:) Arise, O cupbeare$daround the cup and hand it.
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It is more probable that here the vervil means “Let you drink it up!”, for such meaning is
also reinforced by the meaning of the vadir. Likewise, the verlmavil has the same meaning
in Jami’s following couplet:

Couplet

O Jami! The purity of the wine cup wipes off thest of grief from the heart!

Whenever you have something that distressessgmk the wine cup and drink it!
Ala is the particle of admonition, and it is conneaoteth the second line.
Ya is the vocative particle.
Ayy'is the addressee.
Ha is a redundant particle.
Saqr is an adjective to the woaly'.
Adir is the second-person imperative and is a derigatitheif'al pattern.
Navil is the second-person imperative and is a dereatithemufz‘ale pattern.
Ka's is the name of that at the bottom of which theesdregs (of wine).
What is meant by (the wordtp’s is the cup of (mystical) affection. (Accordinglyyhat is meant
by (the word)saqi is the (mystically) perfect guide.

1b
LelSiia L8} S g Jg) 3 gad Gl (Bdis 4AS
[Ki ‘ishq asan nunid avval vai uftad mushkilta]

[For love seemed easy at first, but (then) diffied arose]

(The meaning of the line is:) For divine love apeeleeasy at first when the state of union with

God was achieved in the world of spirituality, lafter the union the difficulties of love fell
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upon. That is to say, the difficulties (of lovepse by coming to this world of mortality. The line
can be interpreted in that way too: love appeassy at the beginning of the mystical path:
Couplet
With the hope of union, love appeared easy st, fir
But the despair of separation made it so difficul
(Therefore,) it is necessary for the one followss iystical path to receive the benefit of his

master’'s knowledge every single moment and prepanself for union with the Beloved.
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OTTOMAN TEXTS

Sudi, Serh-i Divan-1 Hafiz,

MS Hazine K. 933, Topkapi Palace Library, Istanbul folios, 2b—4a
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Sudi, Serh-i Divan-1 Hafiz,

MS Feyzullah Efendi 1641, Fatih Millet Library, Istanbul, folios, 1b—3a
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Sdruri, Serh-i Divan-1 Hafiz

MS Ayasofya 4056, Suleymaniye Manuscript Library, stanbul, folios, 1b—2a
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Sem'i, Serh-i Divan-I Hafiz

MS Kadizade Mehmed 403, Sileymaniye Manuscript Likary, Istanbul, folios, 1b—3a
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