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Context 

Marginal and interlinear annotations can shift the evidentiary status of a codex, turning 

it from a repository of texts into a witness to the practices of reading, interpretation, and 

cross-cultural philology that shaped its use. A striking example of this emerged during 

my survey of miscellanies of naẓīre (i.e., parallel poems or poetic responses) at the Aus-

trian National Library. Cod. A.F. 343 is a seventy-nine-folio poetic miscellany of Persian 

and Turkish verse, including poems by Ḥāfiẓ, Necātī, Ḫayālī, Bāḳī, Fużūlī, Nawāʾī, and 

Muḥibbī-yi İlbasanī. On fol. 21a, brief Latin glosses accompany two ghazals by Fużūlī. 

The Turkish text is written in black ink in a flowing taʿlīq hand, arranged in two 

columns. The folio is executed on silhouetted paper, a distinctive feature of its material 

and visual presentation. The Latin annotations, in a small early modern European cur-

sive hand and pale brownish ink, appear between the lines and in the outer margins. 

Flügel catalogued the codex as a predominantly poetic collection and noted that Sebasti-

an Tengnagel (1573–1636), a humanist philologist and later prefect of the Imperial Libra-

ry in Vienna, had added Latin explanations of individual words on certain folios.1 Teng-

nagel’s engagement with Oriental manuscripts took the form of  annotation, the super-

vision of copying, transcription, and correction, practices that formed the basis of his 

philological study of Arabic, Persian, and Turkish.2  

These annotations on fol. 21a show how an early modern European reader ap-

proached the Persianate idiom of Fużūlī’s Ottoman Turkish ghazals through Latin 

 

1  Gustav Flügel, Die arabischen, persischen und türkischen Handschriften der Kaiserlich-Königlichen 
Hofbibliothek zu Wien, vol. 1 (Wien: K. K. Hof- und Staatsdruckerei, 1865), 716. 

2  For Tengnagel’s manuscript practices and his work with an Ottoman copyist, see Claudia Römer, 
“An Ottoman Copyist Working for Sebastian Tengnagel, Librarian at the Vienna Hofbibliothek, 
1608–1636,” in Essays on Ottoman Civilization: Proceedings of the XIIth Congress of the Comité 
International d’Études Pré-Ottomanes et Ottomanes, Praha 1996, Archív orientální, Supplementa 
VIII (Praha: Academy of Sciences of the Czech Republic, Oriental Institute, 1998), 330–349. On 
Tengnagel’s “Orientalium linguarum Bibliotheca” and the trajectories of his manuscripts, see Hülya 
Çelik and Chiara Petrolini, “Establishing an «Orientalium linguarum Bibliotheca» in 17th-Century 
Vienna: Sebastian Tengnagel and the Trajectories of His Manuscripts,” Bibliothecae.it 10, no. 1 
(2021): 175–231; Hülya Çelik, Paola Molino, Chiara Petrolini, and Thomas Wallnig, The Oriental 
Outpost of the Republic of Letters: Sebastian Tengnagel, the Imperial Library in Vienna, and 
Knowledge of the Orient in Early Modern Europe, The History of Oriental Studies 17, with a final 
note by Claudia Römer (Leiden and Boston: Brill, 2025). 
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glossing. Rather than constituting a continuous commentary, they preserve an uneven 

process of reading in which lexical extraction sometimes develops into syntactic or visual 

recomposition. In the first ghazal, whose redīf is gördügüñ göñlüm and whose rhyme is 

-ād, Latin annotation begins at the maqṭaʿ (concluding couplet), where two short notes 

accompany the text. Interlinear and marginal glosses, by contrast, attach to nearly every 

line of the second ghazal, whose redīf is görüb and whose rhyme is -ānuñ. 

 

Transcription 

Editorial note:  

The Turkish verses are transcribed according to the readings of Cod. A.F. 343, including 

apparent scribal errors; readings that differ from the edited text of Fużūlī’s Dīvān are 

discussed in the notes rather than corrected in the transcription. For the Latin 

text, gl.ⁱ denotes an interlinear gloss, and gl.ᵐ denotes a marginal gloss. An editorial slash 

(/) separates discrete interlinear glossing units where the manuscript layout indicates 

spatial breaks. The long s of the Latin hand is retained as ſ. 

[f. 21a] 

I. First ghazal3 

Müctes̱-i Müsemmen-i Maḫbūn-ı Maḥẕūf 

• – • – / • • – – / • – • – / • • – 

1.  ṭutışdı ġam odına şād gördügüñ göñlüm 

muḳayyed oldı ol āzād gördügüñ göñlüm 

2.  ne gördi bādede bilmen kim oldı bāde-perest 

 mürīd-i meşreb-i zühhād gördügüñ göñlüm 

3.  getürdi ʿacz görüb ʿışḳ müşkil olduġını 

 ḳamu belālara muʿtād gördügüñ göñlüm 

 

3
  Fużūlī, Fuzûlî Dîvânı, ed. Abdülhakim Kılınç (Istanbul: Türkiye Yazma Eserler Kurumu Başkanlığı, 

2021), 563. 
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4.  firāḳuñ odını gördükde mūm tek eridi 

 sebāt ṣabrda4 fūlād gördügüñ göñlüm 

5.  Fużūlī eyledi āheng-i ʿıyş-ḫāne-i Rūm 

 esīr-i miḥnet-i Baġdād gördügüñ göñlüm 

gl.ⁱ captus / tristis / vid[es] / cor 

gl.ᵐ Inſtrumentum muſicum lugubre ſonans 

in domo compotationis  

 

II. Second ghazal5 

Remel-i Müsemmen-i Maḥẕūf 

– • – – / – • – – / – • – – / – • – 

 

1.  pāy-bend oldum ser-i zülf-i perīşānuñ görüb 

gl.ⁱ compedit[...] / passos capitis cincinnos 

 nuṭfeden6 düşdüm leb-i laʿl-i dür-efşānuñ görüb  

gl.ⁱ labia / coral / conticui 

gl.ᵐ videns labia corallum quasi  

exſpuentia 

2. oda yaḳdum şemʿ-veş cānum baḳub ruḫsāruña 

gl.ⁱ flam[ma] / accensa / vt candela / videns malas 

 çarḫa çekdüm dūd-ı dil serv-i ḫırāmānuñ görüb 

gl.ⁱ fumus cordis / cypreſſi motio quasi 

gl.ᵐ in cœlum gemitum emisi  

 

4  The manuscript omits the conjunction between s ̱ebāt and ṣabrda; the edited Dīvān reads s ̱ebāt u 
ṣabrda. The translation follows the edited reading. Fużūlī, Fuzûlî Dîvânı, 563. 

5  Fużūlī, Fuzûlî Dîvânı, 397. 
6  The manuscript reads nuṭfeden, whereas the edited Dīvān gives nuṭḳdan (“from speech”), yielding 

the idiomatic nuṭḳdan düşdüm, “I fell speechless.” Ali Nihat Tarlan adopts this same reading in his 
commentary on the verse; see Ali Nihat Tarlan, Fuzûlî Dîvânı Şerhi (Ankara: Akçağ Yayınları, 1998), 
115. The graphic proximity of the two forms makes scribal confusion plausible. Tengnagel’s 
interlinear conticui (“I fell silent”) corresponds to nuṭḳdan. See the discussion below. Fużūlī, Fuzûlî 
Dîvânı, 397. 
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3.  gezdürür her yan gözüm eşk üzre baġrum pāresin 

gl.ⁱ abiens / semper / lachrymas / iecur / particulatim  

 ḫilʿat-ı gül-gūn ile raḫş üzre cevlānuñ görüb 

gl.ⁱ vestes / rosa / equus 

gl.ᵐ expansas vt caudam pavonis  

4.  bir zamān geçmez ki dil tīġuñdan olmaz çāk çāk 

gl.ⁱ nullum tempus […] / nutibus / lacerare 

 açılur her dem dutılmış göñlüm iḥsānuñ görüb 

gl.ⁱ semper 

5.  ey Fużūlī munca kim dutduñ nihān ḥāl-i dilüñ 

gl.ⁱ quis / occultum 

 ʿāḳibet fehm itdi il çāk-i girībānuñ görüb 

gl.ⁱ ho[m]i[n]es 

gl.ᵐ vident lacerationem collaris 

 

Translation 

I. First ghazal7 

1. My heart, which you saw as joyful, has caught fire in the flames of grief. 

My heart, which you saw as free, has become bound. 

2. I do not know what it saw in wine, that it became a worshipper of wine— 

this heart of mine, which you saw as a disciple of the ascetics’ path. 

3. Upon seeing the difficulty of love, it confessed its helplessness— 

this heart of mine, which you saw as accustomed to every affliction. 

4. When it saw the fire of separation from you, it melted like wax— 

this heart of mine, which you saw as steel in steadfastness and patience. 

5. O Fużūlī, [my heart] has turned its intent toward the pleasure-houses of Rūm— 

this heart of mine, which you saw as captive to the affliction of Baghdad. 

 

7  See also Tarlan, Fuzûlî Dîvânı Şerhi, 490–91. 
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gl.ⁱ: captive / sorrowful / you see / heart 

gl.ᵐ: A musical instrument sounding mournfully in the house of drinking. 

 

 

II. Second ghazal8 

1. Seeing the tips of your dishevelled locks, I became fettered. 

gl.ⁱ: fettered / the loose curls of the head 

Seeing your pearl-scattering ruby lips, I fell speechless [MS: nuṭfeden, “from  the 

seminal drop”]. 

gl.ⁱ: lips / coral / I fell silent 

gl.ᵐ: seeing lips as if spitting out coral 

2. Looking upon your cheek, I burned my soul in fire like a candle. 

gl.ⁱ: flame / kindled / like a candle / seeing the cheeks 

Seeing your gracefully swaying cypress-form, I drew the smoke of my heart up 

to the heavens. 

gl.ⁱ: the smoke of the heart / the motion of a cypress, as it were 

gl.ᵐ: I sent a groan into the heavens 

3. My eye carries the fragments of my liver everywhere on its tears, 

gl.ⁱ: departing / always / tears / liver / piece by piece 

Seeing you wheel about on horseback in a rose-coloured robe. 

gl.ⁱ: garments / rose[-coloured] / horse  

gl.ᵐ: [the garments] spread out like a peacock’s tail 

4. Not a moment passes without my heart being ripped to pieces by your sword; 

gl.ⁱ: no time / […] / by gestures or nods / to tear  

yet at every moment, this captive heart of mine opens again, seeing your favour. 

gl.ⁱ: always 

5. O Fużūlī, however much you concealed the state of your heart, 

 

8  Tarlan, Fuzûlî Dîvânı Şerhi, 115–17. 
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gl.ⁱ: who / hidden 

people eventually understood it upon seeing your ripped collar. 

gl.ⁱ: people 

gl.ᵐ: They see the rip in the collar. 

 

Discussion 

Tengnagel’s glosses on fol. 21a belong to an early seventeenth-century Viennese scholarly 

milieu in which the study of Oriental languages relied on manuscripts, lexical resources, 

and linguistic assistance. In this context, where books served as “mute teachers,”9 his 

annotations privilege semantic access over literary re-creation. Their unusual concen-

tration on this folio raises a more specific question: by what means did Tengnagel gain 

access to the meaning of these verses? The annotations do not identify his sources, but 

his documented scholarly practices suggest two overlapping possibilities: lexicographi-

cal resources and assistance from a Turkish speaker. 

The distribution of the annotations also preserves evidence of Tengnagel’s progress 

through the page. His glossing begins with the maqṭaʿ of the first ghazal rather than 

with its maṭlaʿ (opening couplet). Since the final couplet is visually set off from the pre-

ceding verses, Tengnagel may initially have taken it for the beginning of a new poem. 

The continuation of the annotations through to the maqṭaʿ of the second ghazal suggests 

that he came to recognise the structure of the poem. Whether this recognition arose 

from Tengnagel’s own reading or from assistance cannot be determined. The latter pos-

sibility deserves consideration, however, since Tengnagel’s study of Ottoman Turkish 

included documented linguistic collaboration with Dervīş İbrāhīm.10 Although fol. 21a 

 

9  Çelik and Petrolini, “Establishing an «Orientalium linguarum Bibliotheca»,” 181–85; see also Nil Ö. 
Palabıyık, Silent Teachers: Turkish Books and Oriental Learning in Early Modern Europe, 1544–1669 
(New York and London: Routledge, 2023). 

10  On Dervīş İbrāhīm as Tengnagel’s Ottoman copyist, see Römer, “An Ottoman Copyist Working for 
Sebastian Tengnagel.” For evidence of his broader role in Tengnagel’s acquisition of linguistic 
knowledge, including as a language assistant and informant, see Hülya Çelik, “Traces of the Captive 
Copyist Derviş İbrahim in Sebastian Tengnagel’s (d. 1636) Notebooks,” in “Buyurdum ki….” The 
Whole World of Ottomanica and Beyond: Studies in Honour of Claudia Römer, ed. Hülya Çelik, 
Yavuz Köse, and Gisela Procházka-Eisl (Leiden and Boston: Brill, 2023), 270–293. 
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names no informant, this collaboration provides a precedent for this kind of assisted 

reading. 

Both lexicographical and oral mediation are therefore relevant contexts for the 

glosses on fol. 21a. Tengnagel’s notebooks preserve multilingual lexical materials; Cod. 

A.F. 26 documents his Persian–Turkish–Latin lexicographical project,11 and Hieronymus 

Megiser’s Institutionum linguae Turcicae libri quatuor (1612) provides a contemporary 

printed point of comparison.12 These two forms of mediation should not, however, be 

separated too sharply, since Tengnagel’s dictionary work itself depended on working 

with a Turkish speaker. Although the manuscript specifies neither a written resource 

nor an interlocutor, the glosses range from isolated lexical equivalents to more con-

textual readings. 

Several glosses display the limitations of word-for-word lexical equivalence, whe-

ther or not a dictionary was directly involved. The gloss to āheng is a revealing case. In 

Fużūlī’s line, āheng eylemek functions idiomatically as “to turn one’s intent toward” or 

“to resolve upon.” Tengnagel’s marginal gloss, instrumentum musicum lugubre sonans, 

invokes instead the musical semantic field of āheng: harmony, sound, or musical perfor-

mance. The gloss thus selects a lexical sense of āheng without recognising its function 

within the idiom āheng eylemek. A comparable problem appears with quis in the final 

couplet. Turkish kim forms part of the concessive construction munca kim (“however 

much”), but Tengnagel translates it with the detached interrogative rendering quis 

(“who?”). Here again, a familiar lexical value is preserved while the word’s grammatical 

function in context is missed. Such cases are compatible with lexicographical consulta-

tion but do not rule out acquired vocabulary or orally supplied equivalents. 

A similar pattern appears in the treatment of leb-i laʿl-i dür-efşān, the beloved’s 

“pearl-scattering ruby lips.” The interlinear labia and coral detach concrete lexical 

 

11  On Cod. A.F. 26 and Tengnagel’s Persian–Turkish–Latin lexicographical project, see Hülya Çelik, 
“Court Librarian Sebastian Tengnagel’s Persian-Turkish-Latin Dictionary Project and a Turkish 
Captive’s Multilingualism in 1614,” DIYÂR 5, no. 2 (2024): 259–287. 

12
  Hieronymus Megiser, Institutionum linguae Turcicae libri quatuor (Lipsiae: Sumptibus authoris, 

1612), especially book IV, a Latin–Turkish and Turkish–Latin dictionary. On Megiser, see Palabıyık, 
Silent Teachers, chap. 3. 
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elements from the compound, while the marginal videns labia corallum quasi 

exspuentia further materialises the metaphor as a bodily act: “seeing lips as if expelling 

coral.” Tengnagel thus replaces the conventional image of pearls scattered from ruby lips 

with the more literal image of lips expelling coral. 

Other glosses, however, show that Tengnagel’s understanding could extend be-

yond the lexical form immediately before him. A particularly revealing case occurs in 

the opening couplet of the second ghazal. The manuscript transmits nuṭfeden düşdüm, 

literally “I fell from the seminal drop,” whereas the edited Dīvān gives the idiomatic 

nuṭḳdan düşdüm, “I fell speechless,” a reading also presupposed by Tarlan’s commentary. 

Tengnagel’s interlinear gloss conticui (“I fell silent”), however, corresponds not to the 

written form nuṭfeden but to the sense of nuṭḳdan. The gloss thus successfully conveys 

the idiomatic sense despite the anomalous manuscript reading. 

A more ambiguous instance occurs in the fourth couplet of the second ghazal. The 

segmented sequence nullum tempus / […] / nutibus / lacerare cannot be securely aligned 

word for word with the Ottoman line, leaving the relation of nutibus (“by signs” or “ges-

tures”) to the Turkish text unclear.13  

These examples show that the interlinear glosses do not operate at a single level of 

interpretation. Many are brief lexical counterparts: compedit[…], apparently a form of 

compedire (“to fetter”), corresponds to pāy-bend oldum. Elsewhere, cor renders “heart,” 

and vestes and rosa separately gloss the components of ḫilʿat-ı gül-gūn. The marginal 

glosses, by contrast, more often recompose such elements into syntactic structures or 

visual imagery. 

The peacock simile in the third couplet is the clearest instance of such visual ela-

boration. Fużūlī describes the beloved as wheeling on horseback in a rose-coloured 

robe, ḫilʿat-ı gül-gūn ile raḫş üzre cevlānuñ görüb. After glossing the main elements 

as vestes / rosa / equus, Tengnagel adds expansas vt caudam pavonis, “[the garments] 

 

13
  Its position raises the possibility that nutibus was intended to correspond to tīġuñdan (“by your 

sword”). If this alignment is correct, the gloss replaces the concrete image of the beloved’s sword 
with one of gesture or nodding. 
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spread out like a peacock’s tail.” The peacock is absent from the Turkish verse: Tengnagel 

introduces it to give visual form to the beloved’s robe in motion. 

These annotations leave behind a partial record of a reading process that appears 

to shift between basic lexical extraction and more expansive visual interpretation. It re-

mains difficult to tie any specific gloss directly to Tengnagel’s lexicographical habits or 

his collaboration with Dervīş İbrāhīm, but such practices offer a plausible context for his 

encounter with the text. The value of the folio perhaps lies in this very incompleteness. 

It offers a glimpse of a seventeenth-century European reader working his way into the 

Persianate idiom of an Ottoman ghazal, at times missing its grammatical or poetic force 

and at times reconstructing meaning beyond the words immediately before him. 
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Facsimile 

 

 


