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During the creation or invention of literary canon some texts are excluded with 

respect to the aims of the historians. This thesis analyses the process of exclusion in a 

historical context and tries to show how those texts are related to literary canon or so-

called traditional-classical literature by means of intertextuality. It focuses on the 

burlesque pieces of literature of the 18th century and how they are composed with 

regard to the genres and forms they are transforming. 
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Edebi kanon oluşturulurken ya da icadedilirken kimi metinler edebiyat tarihçilerince 

kanon dışına itilir. Bu tez, sözkonusu metinlerin nasıl tarihsel bağlam içinde nasıl yok 

sayıldıklarını inceleyip gerçekte edebi kanonu oluşturan öteki metinlere ya da 

geleneksel edebiyata nasıl eklemlendiklerini metinlerarasılık bağlamında göstermeye 

çalışacaktır. 18. yüzyılda ortaya çıkan alaycı dönüştürme metinlerine odaklanarak kimi 

tür ya da biçimleri tehzîl yoluyla nasıl dönüştürdüklerini açıklamaya çalışacaktır.  
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INTRODUCTION 

 
 

 

As writing histories of other fields writing history of literature also based on some 

presumptions or hypotheses. Since literature and literary criticism are used in 

constitution or invention of a nation, the main texts have to be determined, master 

pieces of the literature have to bring to light and after all literary history would be 

build upon these texts with the literary works which do not contradict somehow with 

the presumptions of the historiography. But this attitude towards the history of 

literature is problematic on the grounds that this type of history would certainly 

neglect, deny lots of literary works. In other words, this history of literature would not 

explain the existence of pieces of literature which do not satisfy the needs of 

historiography.  

In case  we try to construct the history of literature by neglecting “inacceptable” 

pieces of literature, we will not able to explain how a poet like Sünbül-zâde Vehbî 

could write all the poem known as “Sühan Kasidesi” [Poetry on Poem] “PvC ækpÆ kD¡ÛC 

ækCpC ß p×C DF p¥µ ÚDëßÆ ÚDërç ÚCpµDz êCrèOvC ß f¥Û êCpF DzDJ  ÍìÏh MoCl¤ ok éÆ éì×ÔÆ ~ælì¥Â” the 

mesnevi like “Şevk-engîz” and the satire published by Turgut Kut in the special issue of 

tarih ve toplum on obscene literature [208]. Since we would not like to deal with those 

texts we would only cite them as interesting but also eccentric samples of literature 

with no value. 

In this context we have to deal with these texts relying on the literary atmosphere of 

the period and within the frame of intertextuality. Intertextuality is used and discussed 
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in analysing Ottoman poetry. But there is not only one way of constituting 

intertextuality. While creating the literary canon of the Ottoman court poetry 

intertextuality was a fundamental mean. In fact, one of the founding elements 

Ottoman poetry mazmûn is also used to constitute this intertextuality. Besides many 

other ways of intertextuality this thesis would focus on the burlesque texts. The term 

burlesque is used with the meaning of “comic imitation of a serious literary form or 

artistic form that relies on an extravagant incongruity between subject and the 

treatment” relying on the conception of Kristeva’s intertextuality and in accordance 

with the Bakhtinian notion of carnivalesque. Within this context we can also deal with 

the conceptions of nazire, hezel and tehzîl.  

18th century has its own characteristics which make it differ with the others. Within 

the context of this thesis the obscene or grotesque pieces of literature constitutes this 

difference. In fact this is not surprising if we take into consideration the Middle 

Eastern literature. The theoretical frame presented firstly by Ahmet Hamdi Tanpınar 

in his famous uncompleted work 19. Asır Türk Edebiyatı Tarihi simply called “courtly 

metaphor” and developed by Walter G. Andrews in his book entitled Poetry’s Voice 

Society’s Song as three layers of interpretation -god/believer, sultan/man, and 

beloved/lover - allows the reader to receipt the message as if there is a sexual relation 

between two lovers. But in the 18th century poets or writers started to mention this 

implicit relation clear and distinctly. In fact we can surely find some other examples of 

this kind work in previous centuries, but in the 18th century these obscene, grotesque 

and sexually explicit pieces of literature represents the general characteristics of the 

century.  

Whatever the political, economical, social or military reasons are there had been 

several examples of this kind of works and had been a common practice of literature. 

What we have to do is to clarify the relation of these texts to mainstream literature 

based on the literary canon. And to be able to succeed this I would focus on and pick 

three poets of the period: Enderûnî Fâzıl Bey, Sünbül-zâde Vehbî and Sürûrî. These 

poets and other like them were blamed by Nihad Sami Banarlı to make vulgar the 

style of the poet Nedîm, one of the masters of the same century and also the so-called 

localisation movement [784]. But we have to keep in mind that the master of the style 
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had also used the language as “vulgar” as possible while saying the following line in 

Nigâr-nâme written to Đzzet Ali Paşa: Söz söz açar, söz göt açar ey gül-i ra’nâ. 

Within this thesis the literary value of Enderûnî Fâzıl Bey’s Çengî-nâme, Sünbül-zâde 

Vehbî’s Şevk-engîz and Sürûrî’s hezels is tried to be discussed. Though these texts are 

obscene the poets are also choosing to de-construct and reconstruct the traditional 

poetry. The traditional Ottoman court poetry is implicitly referring to the subjects 

written by the above-mentioned and they just made it “clear and distinct”. They had 

problems with the tradition and somehow found this way to overcome the 

boundaries of tradition by using burlesque. They used the same formal elements, but 

changed the subject and the way they treat the subject. And at the end comic, 

humorous and at the same time literary works were produced. In order to make it 

clearer we can refer Rabelais masterpiece and quote a rondo told by Gargantua: 

Rondo is the lyric form of poetry in Latin, French and English literature. While we 

expect a lyric poem, Gargantua reads a poem on “shitting”. This rondo is certainly 

burlesque. The closest form in Ottoman literature to rondo is gazel. And we find a 

similar gazel in the compilation of Sürûrî, but this time the subject is “getting sick after 

being drunk”. The problem is while the work of Rabelais has some literary value, the 

historians of Ottoman literature do not pay attention to those works as Agâh Sırrı 

Levend says: “üslûp ve edası çok âmiyane olduğu gibi, mevzuları da ahlâkî bakımdan 

okunmağa değmezdir; bunların çoğu ağıza alınmayacak kadar müstehcen ve galiz 

kelimelerle doludur”. [Edebiyat Tarihi Dersleri, 345-346.] 

At some point Ottoman literature reached the peak and it started to decline. Ottoman 

literature entered a period of formalism and sophistication, too. Kayahan Özgül 

offers to call this period “baroque” for the same reason [387]. He also adds that one 

of the characteristics of this period was change in the subject, but he relates this 

change to humour. Özgül founds his argument on the grounds that the poets wanted 

to change the tradition and in order not to be criticised they used humour. But I think 

this was not the fact. They certainly knew what they were doing. They were using all 

the literary elements which constituted the traditional Ottoman court poetry, except 

for the subject. They were purely literary and as Jan Schmidt stressed “if the 

metaphors, punning, wordplay, the comic obscenities... were eliminated or cast in the 
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form of dry prose, not much would remain of [these] work[s]” [191]. The period of 

decline was combined with the appearances of burlesque pieces of literature. And 

those texts were the medium for the traditional poetry to reach the end. 
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CHAPTER I 

LITERATURE, HISTORY, LITERARY CANON 
 

 

In an old manuscript from the 18th century an interesting Nasreddin Hoca story was 

related. The story is about the encounter of Saltuk Baba with Nasreddin Hoca and 

based on the conversation they had:  

One day, Sari Saltuk visited Nasreddin Hoca in his house and asked 
him if he owned the property. The Hoca replied that he owned three 
things in this world: his two testicles and a penis. Surprised by the 
audacity of the answer, Saltuk Baba could not bring himself to believe 
that the Hoca meant what he said, so he interpreted the answer 
mystically. By the two testicles, the Hoca might have meant good 
deeds and divine knowledge, but Saltuk had trouble guessing the 
hidden meaning of the penis. The Hoca, divining what Saltuk Baba 
had in mind, said, “The one that you are trying to understand is purity 
of heart.” [Başgöz & Boratav, 8]1 

Đlhan Başgöz interprets the story as a proof of the belief of general public that 

Nasreddin Hoca had mystical power [8]. Even if this interpretation can be well-

founded we have to keep in mind that the interpretation is based from the standpoint 

of Nasreddin Hoca and the story also has another aspect to be thought about.  If we 

change our standpoint and try to understand, interpret the story from the point of 

view of Saltuk Baba we will certainly see another picture. It would not matter whether 

Nasreddin Hoca can know or not what Saltuk Baba has in mind, the way how Saltuk 
                                                 
1 The story can be found in Ottoman script in Saltuk-name: the legend of Sarı Saltuk / collected from oral 
tradition by Ebu'l Hayr Rumi. Text is in facsimile with a critical and stylistic analysis and index by Fahir 
Iz. The book had been published by Orient Press in 1974. But I am not going to use the Turkish 
version of the story. The story was used by Đlhan Başgöz in the book entitled I, Hoca Nasreddin, Never 
Shall I Die: A Thematic Analysis Of Hoca Stories. Since the book was in English he also translated the story 
into English.  
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Baba understands the answer would not change and he would have the same 

tendency how to understand the response. Whatever the literal meaning of the answer 

is, how grotesque or obscene the response is Saltuk Baba would be inclined to 

interpret the story in the way he wants to understand. The answer has to have another 

meaning and has to refer to another frame of interpretation. Otherwise the general 

interpretation, understanding of the world by Saltuk Baba would collapse and the 

unity of the world of meanings would be certainly deconstructed. In other words, if 

Nasreddin Hoca insists that those three things were exactly what he mentioned the 

story would not be included in the manuscript at all.  

My purpose in picking up this example is to emphasize that there is a parallelism 

between the interpretation of a certain thing on a certain moment of the history and 

our attitude towards a special thing related to the history of literature on a certain 

moment of time and within a specific Weltanschauung. The way how Saltuk Baba 

eliminates the grotesque parts of story and understands the answer the way he wants 

to is very similar to the attitude of eliminating, discarding several texts while writing 

literary history. There can be several reasons of this approach towards historiography2 

or history of literature. First of all historians working in the field of literature are 

dealing with some texts with prejudice or at least they do not prefer to deal with them 

at all. This type of approach even includes “misconduct of duty”. In case a text does 

not fit the researcher’s understanding of literature or does not serve for the purposes 

of the historian it can be interpreted in a way that it does.3  

                                                 
2 I use the term with meaning of the study of the writing of history, examining factors such as how the 
style of historical writing, methods of interpretation and tools of investigation changed in the course of 
time. 
3 As an example of this kind of distortion I can cite a recent book written by a group of academicians 
working in the field of “History of Turkish Literature”. The writers include one of the dominant 
figures of the field Prof. Dr. Mustafa Isen who is also Undersecretary of Minister of Culture. The book 
is entitled Eski Türk Edebiyatı El Kitabı [Introductory Book for Old Turkish Literature] and in the 
chapter “Tarihî Gelişim [Historical Development]” we find a quotation from Haluk Đpekten on the 
metre called aruz used by Ottoman poets. According to the quotations Ottoman poets created their 
own version of aruz: “XVI. yüzyılda artık büyük şairlerin elinde hatâsız ve ustaca kullanılan Türk aruzu 
yaratılmıştır.” [88]  

Though what Turkish aruz means and what are the characteristics of this new metre matter for the 
purposes of the book we are not informed about those details. Instead we can easily check the source 
about the details. But what we will find is not going to be the same the authors quoted. On the 
contrary Haluk Đpekten clearly disclose that Ottoman poets used the Persian version of the metre: 

“… Türk şairleri denenmiş ve pek çok değişikliklere uğratılarak ve yumuşatılarak 
yeniden düzenlenmiş olan Đran aruzunu dillerine ve şiir zevklerine daha yatkın 
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The second reason is the outcome of the effect of dominant / official ideology over 

the writing the history. The early republican ideology tried to break off the relation 

with the “old” and the republican “revolutions” physically managed to realise this 

break by changing the alphabet. Changing the Arabic letters with Roman ones 

succeeded in a formal break. This was followed by so-called “language revolution”: 

changing the old vocabulary with the new vocabulary led to break from the mana of 

the old world. This operation had a practical outcome in writing the history itself and 

also the history of literature. Breaking up with the old made people to be able to write 

the history from the beginning; by destructing the continuity the official ideology had 

the chance of reconstructing the past.  

But on the other hand this break led to some difficulties. Since the intellectual 

continuity was damaged the literary canon upon which the history of literature would 

have been based on had to be reinvented. The more the distance between the 

researcher / historian and the subject is, the more difficult to penetrate into the 

subject matter. But, at this point, I have to mention here that Victoria Holbrook 

alleges in the chapter “Inventing Difficulty: Modern Reception of Ottoman Poetry” 

of her book The Unreadable Shores of Love: Turkish Modernity and Mystic Romance that the 

was an invented difficulty as the title of the chapter announces: 

It has often been passionately asserted that a rupture between the two 
was, and is, total. The remarkably successful alphabet revolution in 
1928 (and attending semiotic revolutions of costume, calendar, 
professional title, and surname), followed by comprehensive revision 
of syntax and vocabulary in which large sectors of population 
enthusiastically took part [Hayd, 1954], did make all pre-1928 literary 
artifacts hard to read. The Arabic-based Ottoman script was 
exchanged for a new alphabet based o Roman, and Türkî became two 
languages, distinguished by script: “Ottoman” (Osmanlıca) and 
“Turkish” (Türkçe). [20] 

                                                                                                                                       
bularak benimsemişlerdir… Arap ve Đran aruz kaideleri ve kalıpları hakkında bilgi 
veren bazı kitap ve risaleler yazılmış olmakla birlikte, Arap ve Đran edebiyatlarında 
olduğu gibi aruz ölçülerini inceleyen, tartışarak yeniden düzenlemeye çalışan ve Türk 
diline uygun bahir ya da kalıplar öneren yazarlar çıkmadığı için bu ölçünün 
uygulaması yalnızca onu kullanan şairlere kalmıştır... XVI. yüzyılın başında ise aruzun 
kullanılmasında hiçbir güçlük kalmamış ve önceki yüzyıllardaki aksaklıklar ortadan 
kalkmıştır. Özellikle bu yüzyılın Fuzûlî, Hayâlî, Bâkî gibi büyük şairlerinin elinde 
hatasız ve ustaca kullanılan, ayrıca söze aheng katan bir şiir ölçüsü haline gelmiştir.” 
[27-28] 
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Victoria Holbrook also calls this invented difficulty “euphemism”: “...Turkish 

revolutionaries found it necessary, for the survival of a Turkish state, to submit  

Ottoman poetry to orientalization. ‘Difficulty’ is a euphemism for that surrender, by 

which statements about Ottoman poetry became allusions to the Ottoman state, and 

literary criticism became a field for the articulation of Turkish nationalism” [31]. 

Though Holbrook is right in putting the problem this way she is unfortunately not 

able to dissolve the problem which the young researcher is facing whatever the 

motives had been for using this difficulty. Dealing with Ottoman literature needs a 

special knowledge of that language. In fact this is not only a problem for the young 

researchers but also for the professors. Ahmet Talât Onay4 streses this difficulty in 

the “Preface” of his comprehensive dictionary Türk Edebiyatında Mazmunlar as 

follows: 

[Veled Çelebi Đzbudak’ın] tavsiyesini yerine getirmek için divanları 
dikkatle okurken pek az şeyleri bildiğimi anladım. Eğer üstâda söz 
vermemiş olsa idim, okutmak hevesi icbâr etmeseydi bu işi yarı yolda 
bırakmak pek kolaydı. Bazen bir mısra veya beytin beni saatlerce 
düşündürdüğü, anlamak nasip olmazsa fütûr içinde bıraktığı vâki 
olmuştur. [LIX] 

Though Ahmet Talât Onay had perfect knowledge of Ottoman language and also 

knew the set of references in details, he also had several difficulties in writing the 

“dictionary”. Relying on this fact we have to accept that this break had deep impact 

on the academic study of the field of ottoman literature and history. In order to be 

able to bring up the symbolic value of this break we have to focus on the creation of 

literary canon and invention of history during the early period of republican era. But 

before going there I would like to quote Selim Kuru to summarise the characteristics 

of this canon -I mean the canon of the court literature- as precursor:  

The present canon is well defined in encyclopedias, anthologies, and 
textbooks, and is taught in the Turkish Language and Literature 
departments of universities. The canon relies on an established set of 
categories and generalizations, and portrays Ottoman literature as a 
monolithic entity, devoid of historically determined characteristics. 

                                                 
4 I have to stress here that Onay was one of founding “Hoca”s of academic study on Ottoman 
literature. If you would look at Hatice Aynur’s article entitled “Eski Türk Edebiyatı Alanında Yapılan 
Tezler (Yüksek Lisans - Doktora) Üzerine 1922-2005” and published in the 9th issue of Türkiye 
Araştırmaları Literatür Dergisi you would see that he was the root of academic study in the field of 
Ottoman literature with Ali Nihad Tarlan.  
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And it deliberately neglects many important aspects of Ottoman 
literary culture. For example, according to this canon, Ottoman 
literature is necessarily written in Turkish. Studies of a particular 
author, accordingly, consider his or her Turkish works, and more 
often than not overlook the fact that authors tended to know at least 
one other language. In fact, most Ottoman authors wrote in Arabic 
and Persian as well as Turkish, and their sources could be written in 
any or all of these languages. [Kuru, forthcoming article] 

1.1 Need for Literary Canon 

According to Michel Foucault one of the fundamental and historical achievements 

literary criticism is founding of the framework which is called “literary canon” [Bové, 

322]. Literary canon, shortly described, means determination of the literary classics of 

a nation, making those classics public and putting them into the curriculum of public 

education, publication of those literary works and releasing critics of those texts. But 

if we start to talk about the history of Turkish literature we can talk about a dilemma 

or some kind of schizophrenic split. Since the literary project of Kemalism had been 

based on the neglect of the heritage of Ottoman literature, some kind of reactionist 

understanding of Ottoman literature had been also constituted. This second attitude 

also invented its own literary canon and understanding of literature. But in order to 

do this the history of Turkish language, literature and the history of Turk itself had to 

written.  

Just like the “nation” literary criticism also appeared on a certain point of history. 

There is neither a group of persons representing a nation nor a sum of cultural 

elements referring to a certain tradition. These are both invented:  

“‘Ulus’, kültürün birliğini, onu diğer kültürlerden ayırarak, sınırlarını 
çizerek tanımlar; bu elbette yapay bir birliktir, çünkü, zaten içerideki 
‘biz’in kendisi her zaman farklılaşmıştır. Benedict Anderson’un kendi 
sözleriyle ‘ulus’, ‘hayal edilen toplumdur’ -diğer bir deyişle kendimizi 
evimizde hissedebildiğimiz yerdir ya da kültürdür” [Donald vd, 110-
11].  

Literary criticism, especially when thought in accordance with historiography, is also 

imagined just like the nation, and it appears as a frame which excludes all the 

differences emerging from differentiations of class, culture and gender. For the 

purposes of this thesis we should consider this within the context of modernity and 

literary canon. Starting from the 16th century in the Western Europe modernity 
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appeared as a process changing each society from the others and had several 

characteristics: 

Modernity in this context usually signifies those structural attributes of 
western European society that began taking shape around the 
sixteenth century and that distinguished it from previous periods and 
other contemporaneous societies. These attributes include industrial 
expansion; constitutional restrictions on exercise of political power; 
the rise of civil bureaucracies; the growth of urban centers; the spread 
of literacy and mass education; secularism, the appearance of interior, 
psychological self; and functional differentiation.  [Jusdanis, xii-xiii]  

During this process national culture worked as a fundamental constituting element 

for the state which was the main political form of modernity. The state uses the 

national culture as a mean of constitution of the national identity. This process can be 

followed in Turkey with the foundation of Halkevleri, compilations of folk literature 

samples, purification of the language and constitution of State Theatre, State 

Conservatoire, etc. 

This process can be also evaluated with regard to the constitution of the nation-state. 

Since the final aim of the nationalism was nation-state, literary criticism took part in 

this project from the very beginning: The state needs some kind of mortar composed 

of values common to whole nation which would keep the all together. Inventing a 

nation needs collective narratives, neglect of ethnical differences, creation of citizens 

accepting the ideology of the society [Jusdanis, 28]. 

Literature was imaginary mirror in which the nation reflected itself, 
where people experienced themselves as members of such a union. It 
was both a manifestation of the nation as well as a part of the nation-
forming process. As a collection of narratives, the literary canon 
contains the tales by means of which members of a community 
understand their common links. Literature in a sense is the nation's 
diary, telling the story of its past, present and future. Literary culture 
has been indispensable to ethnic communities wishing to cement their 
integrity as nations... [Jusdanis, 47] 
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The literary canon does not only help in the creation of a whole nation’s identity it 

also protects that identity. While inventing this identity literary canon also finds out 

the masterpieces of a nation’s history. 5  

Since the literary criticism had different tendencies in Turkey we had several problems 

in creating literary canon. Whatever the tendency of the literary criticism was none of 

the notions of literary canon could present us a list of masterpieces [Koçak, 90]. This 

literary canon can be only invented by means of national aesthetic categories which 

are working in accordance with the ideology of national culture. Since those aesthetic 

categories are varying from the attitude towards the literary canon, constituting the list 

of masterpieces of the nation becomes problematic. But whatever the tendency is 

some pieces of literature are blamed to be excluded from the history of literature.  

1.2. Writing History of Ottoman Literature 

After recent studies of Jusdanis, Anderson, Chattergee and several others modern 

linguistic studies and histories of literature are accepted as tools for the constitution 

of the nation-state and the nation itself.6 For the understanding of Turkish practice of 

this process we can refer Suavi Aydın’s article called “30’ların tezlerine geri dönüş: 

Anadolu’da ‘proto-Türkler’in yeniden keşfi” written on the nationalist thesis of 30s 

and its reflections on recent attitudes:  

Bu çerçevede üç temel kaygı ve kabul göze çarpar. Bunlardan ilki, “çok 
kültürlülük” olgusu karşısında ulusun benzersizliğini/biricikliğini ve 
türdeşliğini kanıtlama çabasıdır. Đkincisi söz konusu ulusun üzerinde 
yaşadığı topraklarda otoktonluğunu ya da tarihsel kıdemini kanıtlama 
girişimidir. Üçüncüsü ise ilksel (primordial) bir ulus anlayışına uygun 
olarak, ulus olgusunun modern bir siyasallık/toplumsallık biçimi 
olduğuna ilişkin kuramsal duruşların aksine, ulusun insanlık tarihinin 
üzerinde şekillendiği temel varolma biçimi olarak tarihin 
derinliklerinden modern çağa ulaşan bir temel nüve olduğu kabulüdür. 

                                                 
5 According to the Hatice Aynur’s article “Eski Türk Edebiyatı Alanında Yapılan Tezler (Yüksek Lisans 
- Doktora) Üzerine 1922-2005” the very first PhD theses were also trying to bring the masterpieces of 
Turkish literature to light. 
6 For aims, allegations, thesis, intentions and results of the Turkish example you can check the 
following articles published in the 4th volume of Modern Türkiye’de Siyasi Düşünce under the title 
Milliyetçilik: “Otuzlarda Türk Milliyetçiliğinde Irk, Dil ve Etnisite” by Soner Çağaptay  and “Bir Aidiyet 
Fermanı ‘Türk Tarih Tezi’” by Büşra Ersanlı. But original sources are, of course, the papers presented 
during the early language and history congresses. [continuous applauses] 
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Tarih bu kabulün üzerinde, tarihin ana renginin onun ulusallığı olduğu 
veri alınarak kurulur. [Aydın, 9] 

We should keep this explanation in mind to remember what are included in writing 

any kind of history. It also implies why some types of texts including the ones which 

are the subject of this thesis can be neglected. In order not to be lost within 

theoretical discussion we can limit ourselves with the arguments related to history of 

literature. We can transport the designation of Aydın for the history in general into 

the history of literature and reach at least one single consequence: Studies of literary 

history can be described as the effort for proving the homogeneity of literature 

against the diversity of literary works.  

Linguistic studies and studies of literary history generally are shared by two different 

ideologies. Those persons working in the field of linguistic studies can be described as 

“nationalist” and the remaining persons working in the latter field are mostly 

“maneviyatçı-mukadderatçı”. The academy is also shared in accordance with his 

distinction. This different attitudes towards language and literature also means two 

different attitudes towards history of language and literature. As of history of 

literature they are postulating a certain tradition and a certain kind of literary canon. 

Presumptions in evaluating history of literature and inventing a tradition brings a 

certain set of fundamental literary texts, literary canon, which excludes some others. 

On the other hand, we can easily find several literary works which can be evaluated 

within the general development of Ottoman literature, but would contradict that 

invented tradition and literary history. For the sake of this literary history those texts 

or works are just details which can be eliminated.  

Since the beginning of Turkish literature in Anatolia there had been always such texts 

which cannot be related to literary canon. Even their existence cannot be founded. 

Those works also include grotesque, burlesque, comic or even sexual material. 

Although those texts can be used for the sake of social history, linguistic studies, 

anthropology, sociology or some other fields of study, some of them are not worked 

of transcribed into Roman letters at all. While writing the history of Ottoman 

literature they were only mentioned, but not examined in details. Selim Kuru explains 

this attitude as follows: 
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Kadı sicilleri, fetvalar, tarih eserleri, hikâye derlemeleri, değişik 
konularda gazeller, kasideler, mesneviler, Osmanlılar’da cinsellik ve 
cinsiyet sistemlerine ışık tutacak biçimde okunabilir...  

Osmanlı edebiyatında, hezel başlığı altında değerlendirilen ve 
hezelâmiz olarak tanımlanan eserler arasında letaif mecmuaları ve 
hicviyyeler en genel olarak üretilmiş eserlerdir, ancak bu tür eserler, 
cinselliği yazıyla buluşturduklarından olacak, akademik veya gayri 
akademik tanımlamaya ve sınıflandırmaya yönelik ilgiden mahrum 
kalmaktadırlar. [36] 

Interpretation of Kuru certainly refers to a reality of the field. This reality was also 

described by Murat Bardakçı in his famous compilation of Ottoman texts on sexuality 

Osmanlı’da Seks: Sarayda Gece Dersleri. The first edition of the compilation was released 

in 1992 and Bardakçı said followings on the texts appeared in the book: 

Yüzlerce yıl önce söylenmiş, yazılmış, çizilmiş konulardı bunlar... Ve 
en önemlisi, hepsi “bizim” öykümüzdü. Ama günümüzde her nedense 
üzerlerinde pek durulmamış, incelenmemişlerdi...  [7] 

But we cannot assume that they were completely not interested by the academic 

society. They were not taken into consideration while writing the history of literature, 

but there are still few academicians like Kuru who are working on those items. In fact 

several journals including tarih ve toplum and Kebikeç released special issues on the 

topic. Several thesis were presented on some of the literary works, individual articles 

appeared in journals. However we cannot allege that those texts were subject to 

mainstream academic study.  

Nevertheless the mainstream academic attitude towards those works of literature can 

be divided into two separate inclinations: The first approach denies their existences 

whatever the importance of those works. The more dangerous second attitude agrees 

on the existence, but aims to degrade or misinterpret them.  

As an example for the denial such texts we can refer to two editions of Encyclopaedia of 

Islam. The encyclopaedia had been published in English and then translated into 

Turkish to be published by Ministry of Education. One of the entries was the Persian 

writer Tifâşî. He is known with his work with the title of Rücû’ş-Şeyh ilâ Sibâh fi’l-

Kuvveti alâ’l-Bâh written in Persian. The book had been translated several times into 

Ottoman Turkish and includes stories and scientific texts on sexual intercourse. 
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Though there is a paragraph on the book in the English edition, the paragraph was 

omitted in the Turkish one. 

In order to make the attitude towards this kind of works clear let me give two more 

examples from two separate works from different periods of republican era. Historian 

Agâh Sırrı Levend makes following comment on the genre hezel - opposite of lyric 

poems gazel in grotesque from - and the poet Sürûrî by saying those hezels were not 

worth reading: 

Sürurinin bir de Hezliyyatı Süruri isimli bir mecmuası vardır. Bu 
mecmuada birçok latifeler ve hicviyeler vardır. Fakat bunların çoğu, 
ağıza alınmayacak kadar müstehcen ve galiz kelimelerle doludur.  [364] 

Second example is from a recent work by Tahir Üzgör. In 1991, Üzgör released the 

poems of Fehîm-i Kadîm. Because of his excellence in writing the poet Fehîm had 

been and is presented by literary historians as a “literary genius”.  But on the other 

hand he also had the most obscene version of şehr-engîz genre. Tahir Üzgör while 

exalting Fehîm for his poetry ends the introductory part of the book by saying his 

şehr-engîz had no literary value for its obscenity:  

Fehîm’in divânından başka, hafif bahrının Fe’ilâtün/mefâ’ilün/ fe’ilün 
kalıbıyla yazılmış 273 beyitlik  mesnevî tarzında bir şehr-engîzi , Arap, 
Arnavud, Ermeni, Rum, Yahudi, Tatar, Acem, Kürt, Türk ve kendi 
ağzından olmak üzere on ağzı taklit etmek suretiyle bahr-ı tavîlden 
yazdığı uzunca bir manzumesi, bir tercüme-i letâif-i kibarı ve Durub-ı 
Emsâl-i Türkî gibi eserleri varsa da bunların üzerinde durulacak bir 
değere sahip olmadıklarını söyleyebiliriz. Zira, divânında pek nadir 
olarak ölçülü ve sınırlı bir şekilde karşımıza çıkan ve bir bakıma 
Nedîm’in habercisi olarak telakki edebileceğimiz müstehcenliğin bu 
şiirlerinde çok bayağı bir hüviyette karşımıza çıktığını görmekteyiz. [11] 

Nevertheless the literary works produced during the Ottoman era in a wide geography 

for centuries include varying genres, styles and forms. Since the history of the 

Ottoman literature is written based on principle text, those text constituting the 

literary canon, and supposed secondary text allegedly related to those primary ones, 

the raining works are generally denied or at least not focussed on. When evaluated 

with regard to formal characteristics, vocabulary, and most importantly intertextual 

relation we would certainly find out that many other texts, literary works can be seen 

within this tradition, but from another aspect of view. Taking those literary works 
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into consideration and finding out their relation to others would also have deep 

impact on our idea of history of literature and the last outcome of this attitude would 

be another history of literature. Consequently we would also be able to explain the 

existence of the literary works which are alleged to be outside the literary canon and 

how they appear on a certain moment of time. Just mentioning a piece of literary 

work and isolating it as it is does not have any importance for the writing of history. 

What we need is to disclose those texts and try to bring into light their relation to 

others. But before dealing with this issue a big problem is still standing in front of us. 

In order to be able to write a complete and comprehensive history of literature all the 

literary works have to be brought in light. This is why the departments of Turkish 

literature focussed on texts. This was a necessary measure to be taken for writing the 

history of Turkish language and literature. Unfortunately the number of the works to 

be studied and several other secondary reasons did not allow this list of literary 

masterpieces and works to be completed. One of our pioneer historians Faruk 

Timurtaş clearly puts this problem into words:  

…bir edebiyat tarihi, ancak eserler, şahıslar, edebî neviler, devirler, 
muhtelif meseleler üzerinde inceleme, araştırma ve tahliller yapıldıktan, 
monografiler yazıldıktan, biyografik bibliyografik her türlü malûmat bir 
araya getirildikten sonra yazılabilir. [28]… Edebî mahsullerimizi tam 
olarak bilmediğimiz gibi, edebiyat tarihi kaynaklarını da esaslı şekilde 
incelemiş ve muhteviyatını tesbit etmiş durumda değiliz. Hususî ve 
umumî şuarâ tezkireleri, vefeyât kitapları, Şekayık ve zeyillerinin teşkil 
ettiği ulemâ tabakatı, vezirler, hattatlar vesaireye dair yazılmış 
tezkireler, evliya menâkıbı, nazire mecmuaları, müntehabât 
mecmuaları, Keşfü’z-zünûn ve zeyilleri nev’inden kitabiyat eserleri, 
umumî tarihler, seyahatnâmeler, sefâretnâmeler, ve bunların dışında 
kalan diğer kaynaklar üzerindeki inceleme ve araştırmalar çok az ve 
kifayetsizdir. [28-29]… Şimdi her şeyden önce hangi asırda hangi 
eserlerin yazılmış olduğunu ve bunlardan bize nelerin intikal ettiğini 
tesbit etmekle işe başlamalıyız. Memleketimiz ve yabancı memleket 
kütüphaneleri esaslı surette taranmalı, hususî ellerdeki kitaplar da tesbit 
edilmelidir. Bir taraftan edebî mahsullerin tam olarak tesbiti ile 
uğraşırken, öbür taraftan bilinen ve yeni bulunan eserlerin yegâne 
nüshalarını faksimile etmek ve belli başlılarının tenkidli neşrini 
hazırlamak yoluna gitmeliyiz. Metin neşrine muvazi olarak bunlar 
üzerindeki şekil, uslûb ve muhteva bakımından tahlil, inceleme, 
araştırma ve her türlü mukayeseler yapmak ve edebiyat tarihi 
kaynaklarını en istifadeli bir hale getirmek gerekir. Bütün bunlar 
yapıldıktan sonra sıra umumî ve terkibî edebiyat tarihi yazmaya gelir. 
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Ancak o zaman gerçek ve ilmî bir edebiyat tarihi yazabilmek mümkün 
olacaktır. [30] 

Following expressions of Agah Sırrı Levend he admitted in the “Preface” of Türk 

Edebiyatında Şehre-engizler ve Şehr-engizlerde Đstanbul written on 5 April 1957 also 

determines how determination and publication of different types of literary works 

were critical for the constitution of the idea of literary history:  

Divan edebiyatının başlıca ürünleri divanlar, hamseler, münşeatlar, 
tezkireler ve tarihlerdir. Bunların hepsi de belirli bir sanat anlayışiyle 
kaleme alınmış olmakla beraber, divanlarla hamseler, bu edebiyatın 
daha çok sanat cephesini aksettirir. Mektuplarla türlü yazmalardan 
toplanmış olan münşeatlar birer belge hizmetini görür. Tezkirelerle 
tarihler ise tanınmış kişlerle belli başlı olayları aydınlatan birer 
kaynaktır.  

Ancak, eski edebiyatı bir bütün olarak anlıyabilmek için, bu ürünler 
dışında kalan sayısız eserleri de yakından tanımak gerekir. Bu çeşitli 
eserler arasında, hamselere girmeyen manzum ve mensur hikâyeler, 
dinî, tasavufî ve ahlâkî eserler, “nâme” başlığı taşıyan gazavat-nâmeler, 
sûr-nâmeler, sâki-nâmeler, kıyafet-nâmeler, siyaset-nâmeler, sefaret-
nâmeler, seyahat-nâmeler, sergüzeşt-nâmeler ile, şehr-engizler, 
ta’rifatlar, münazaralar, mizahî, didaktik ve ansiklopedik eserler büyük 
bir yer tutar.  

... 

Bu çeşitli eserleri sosyolojinin ışığı altında dikkatle gözden geçirecek 
olursak, eski türk hayatını, divanlarla hamselerden daha çok, bu sayısız 
eserlerin aksettirdiğini görürüz. bu maksadı sağlamak için en kestirme 
yol doğrudan doğruya metinlere başvurmaktır. [5] 

In this context -if I try to put it with the term of computer sciences- the database 

including all the literary material is filtered in accordance with the above-mentioned 

Weltanschauung and served the use of ordinary users. In other words those literary 

works or texts which are in contradiction with or can undermine the invented literary 

canon or literary history are denied categorically throughout centuries and are never 

evaluated as literary texts. Their names were mentioned at most in the histories of 

literature, and also evaluated as “they were not worth reading”.  

... we should also note its [the literary canon’s] vagueness. Rather than 
relying on lists of masterpieces, this canon is genre-bound, and its 
emphasis on verse over prose parallels the convictions of many 19th 
century Ottoman authors. In effect, prose texts, even those that 
combine both verse and prose, are treated as unproblematic major-
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source material, and rarely subjected to analytic study. Further, the 
addition of a scandalously sexual vocabulary to prose works causes 
these hezel-amiz, or facetious works, to be entirely neglected and 
marginalized as inconsequential to our understanding of Ottoman 
literature. [Kuru, forthcoming article] 

But thinking on the value of these works may lead to new expansions on the history 

of Turkish literature. If we start to list those kinds of literary works we would 

certainly see that there were lots of examples of those grotesque, burlesque and even 

travesty works. And we should also keep in mind that the writers of those texts were 

also high-ranked persons / officials in the Ottoman Empire era. Under these 

circumstances instead of alleging that these works do not have any literary value, we 

should focus on the political, social, and especially literary dimensions of those pieces. 

Though there are academic works based on some samples of those pieces of literature 

there is no comprehensive and systematic study of them. By comprehensive and 

systematic study I mean interpretation of those pieces, but not releasing the text 

itself.7  

                                                 
7 The şehr-engîz genre has a special importance within this frame. Since the genre had been accepted for 
some time to be invented by Turks several studies were released on the issue. But none of them 
included any interpretation of the essence of the genre. In fact, to some extent, the truth was distorted. 
After accepting the truth about the subject matter of the genre, now some articles can be found trying 
to find the roots of the genre in other cultures.  For details you can see my review article “‘Türk 
Edebiyatında Şehr-engîzler’” on the genre published in Türkiye Araştırmaları Litearatür Dergisi spring issue of 
2007.  
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CHAPTER II 

BORDER LINE: EIGHTEENTH CENTURY CASE 
 

 

For most of the historians working in the field of Ottoman literature or history one 

of the centuries is longer than the other relying on the tendency of the historian, on 

the expertise of the academician. For instance, for Mehmed Çavuşoğlu and his 

ancestors or successors 16th century in the longest one, but for the historians like Đlber 

Ortaylı or Ahmed Hamdi Tanpınar it is the 19th century. But every single century 

whether Gregorian or Hijri is unique with the changes and developments they are 

dwelling for. And thus neither of them is longer than the other.  

One of those equally long centuries is the 18th century. This century also has its own 

characteristics which make it differ with the others. Within the context of this thesis 

the obscene or grotesque pieces of literature constitutes this difference. In fact this is 

not surprising if we take into consideration the Middle Eastern literature. The 

theoretical frame presented firstly by Ahmet Hamdi Tanpınar in his famous 

uncompleted work 19. Asır Türk Edebiyatı Tarihi simply called “courtly metaphor” and 

developed by Walter G. Andrews in his book entitled Poetry’s Voice Society’s Song as 

three layers of interpretation -god/believer, sultan/man, and beloved/lover - allows 

the reader to receipt the message as if there is a sexual relation between two lovers. 

But in the 18th century poets or writers started to mention this implicit relation clear 

and distinctly. In fact we can surely find some other examples of this kind work in 

previous centuries, but in the 18th century these obscene, grotesque and sexually 

explicit pieces of literature represents the general characteristics of the century. This 

special status of this century forces us to explain how a poet like Sünbül-zâde Vehbî 
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could write all the poem known as “Sühan Kasidesi” [Poetry on Poem] “PvC ækpÆ kD¡ÛC 

ækCpC ß p×C DF p¥µ ÚDëßÆ ÚDërç ÚCpµDz êCrèOvC ß f¥Û êCpF DzDJ  ÍìÏh MoCl¤ ok éÆ éì×ÔÆ ~ælì¥Â” the 

mesnevi like “Şevk-engîz” and the satire published by Turgut Kut in the special issue of 

tarih ve toplum on obscene literature [208]. In case we would not like to deal with those 

texts we would only cite them as interesting but also eccentric samples of literature 

with no value.  

Whatever the political, economical, social or military reasons are there had been 

several examples of this kind of works and had been a common practice of literature. 

What we have to do is to clarify the relation of these texts to mainstream literature 

based on the literary canon. And to be able to succeed this I would focus on and pick 

three poets of the period: Enderûnî Fâzıl Beg, Sünbül-zâde Vehbî and Sürûrî. These 

poets and other like them were blamed by Nihad Sami Banarlı to make vulgar the 

style of the poet Nedîm, one of the masters of the same century and also the so-called 

localisation movement [784]. But we have to keep in mind that the master o the style 

had also used the language as “vulgar” as possible while saying the following line in 

Nigâr-nâme written to Đzzet Ali Paşa: Söz söz açar, söz göt açar ey gül-i ra’nâ.  

2.1. Enderûnî Fâzıl Bey and His Works 

One of the important historians of Ottoman literature Gibb introduces above-

mentioned three poets in a separate chapter under the title “The culmination of the 

Romanticist Movement”. He stresses that Enderûnî Fâzıl Bey had a special 

importance for the period and had been the start point of the new era:  

Turkish Romanticism culminates in the work of Fazil Bey. Revolt 
against traditional authority, assertion of individuality, local colour, 
unbridled license alike in matter and in manner, whatever in short 
distinguishes this movement from the Classicism which precedes and 
the Modernism which follows, is here present in the fullest measure, 
inspiring and permeating the works of this author, and placing them at 
once among the most interesting and the least beautiful in all the range 
of Ottoman poetry. [220] 

Enderûnî Fâzıl Bey had an interesting character within the history of literature. 

Though we do not know the details of his life Jan Schmidt summarises his life as 

follows:  
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Of Fazıl Beg’s life not much is known. We are provided with some 
data by historians and the author himself. The most important facts 
are: Fazıl Beg came from an Arab family of Madina. His grandfather 
Tahir Beg, as governor of ‘Akka (Acre) and Safad, was able to 
maintain a semi-independent state in the area, but his domain was 
subjected to Porte (central government) in 1090 / 1776-77 by Gazi 
Hasan Paşa. During the fight Tahir Beg was killed, and his son, the 
father of the poet, was killed a year later. Fazıl and his brother were 
transported to Istanbul, where they were taken into palace as slaves of 
the sultan. Fazıl Beg left the saray in 1198 / 1783-84, after a dsiastrous 
love affair, and became administrator of Rhodos (Rhodes) pious 
foundations (evkaf). Not long afterwards he ran into trouble, probably 
after the fall from grace of his protector Reisülküttab Ebu Bekr Ratip 
Efendi, and was temporarily banished to Rhodos (1214 / 1799-1800), 
where he suffered from blindness. He returned to the capital, Istanbul, 
and lived there for another ten years, mostly in ill helath (perhaps 
caused by sexual disease), in Eyüp and Beşiktaş. [183] 

Enderûnî Fâzıl Bey left behind 5 works of literature after such an interesting life.  

Dîvân-ı Fâzıl Bey Enderûnî: The work is the compilation of the poems of Enderûnî 

Fâzıl Bey. Besides many manuscripts of the Dîvân there is also a printed version 

published in Cairo by Bulak Matbaası. Several passages from the work were published 

for several occasions. According to the information released by Saliha Đçen the work 

is also studied by Yusuf Yanartaş as master’s thesis under the title of “Enderunlu 

Fazıl Divanı ve Đndeksi” in 1997.8  

We can also find several manuscripts of the following four works. Few of those 

manuscripts also include miniatures.9 The catalog of printed Ottoman books by 

Seyfettin Özege called Eski Harflerle Basılmış Türkçe Eserler Kataloğu included three 

printed versions of these works.  

Defter-i Aşk, Hûbân-nâme, Zenân-nâme, Çengî-nâme. Đstanbul: Matbaa-i Âmire, 1253/1837 

[including Sünbül-zâde Vehbî’s Şevk-engîz] 

                                                 
8 I did not see the thesis. Unfortunately it is not registered in the catalog of the YÖK. But Hatice 
Aynur cites the thesis in her Bibliography.  
9 Two thesis were prepared in connection with the manuscripts including miniatures:  

Feza Çakmut. “Hûbânnâme-Zenânnâme’nin Minyatürleri” Basılmamış bitirme tezi. Đstanbul: Đstanbul 
Üniversitesi Edebiyat Fakültesi, Sanat Tarihi Bölümü, 1975.  

Saliha Đçen. “Huban-name ve Zenan-name’de Metin-Resim Đlişkisi” Basılmamış yüksek lisans tezi. 
Ankara: Hacettepe Üniversitesi Sosyal Bilimler Enstitüsü Sanat Tarihi, 2001.  

Those miniatures were also used for several purposes.  
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Hûbân-nâme, Zenân-nâme, Rakkâs-nâme. y.y.: y.y., 1255/1839 

Defter-i Aşk, Hûbân-nâme, Zenân-nâme, Çengî-nâme. Đstanbul: Ali Rıza Efendi Matbaası, 

1286/1870 [including Sünbül-zâde Vehbî’s Şevk-engîz]10 

Defter-i Aşk: The work also includes details from the life of the poet and the poet 

relates his relation to four beloveds. The text was studied by Selim S. Kuru. Kuru 

presented a paper on the work and the poet: “Modernizing Sacred Love: Enderunlu 

Fazil’s ‘Love’s Register’ and Poetics of Ottoman Modernity,” Focal Points and Critical 

Perspectives in Turkish Literature Middle Eastern Studies Association 2003 (9 November 

2003). An artcile was also published by Kuru relying on the paper in the A Festschrift 

for Şinasi Tekin in 2005 and the artcile inludes the text itself: “Biçimin Kıskacında Bir 

Mesnevi: Enderunlu Fazıl ve Defter-i Aşk Adlı Mesnevisi”. 

Hûbân-nâme: Kemal Sılay allegedly works on the text: The Book of Handsome Ones: A 

Study on Fazil-i Enderuni and Gay Literature in Ottoman Turkey. On the other hand 

passages from the work had been published: Enderunlu Fâzıl: Hubanname ve Zenanname. 

Haz.: Ercümend Muhib. [Y.y.]: Yeni Şark Kitabevi, 1945. But the text has to be read 

with care.  

Zenân-nâme: The text of the work was studied by Nebiye Öztürk as a master’s thesis in 

the field of folk literature. The thesis has the text of the work as addendum. The 

thesis of Saliha Đçen also includes the text. The work had been translated into French 

in 1879 under the title of Le livre des femmes (Zenan-nameh) de Fazil-bey by J.-A. 

Decourdemanche (Paris: E. Leroux, 1879). 11 

Çengî-nâme: The shorter work of Fâzıl Bey is on the boy dancers of Đstanbul. The text 

was released by me in Ottoman Studies XVII in 2006 [The edition-critique of the text 

can be found in the Addendum of this thesis]. Jan Schmidt also wrote the article 

“Fazil Beg Enderuni: Social Historian or Poet?” [published in Decision Making and 

Change in the Ottoman Empire. Kirksville: Thomas Jefferson University Press, 1993.] 

The work is also known as Rakkâs-nâme.  

                                                 
10 I saw and had the chance to work on the last two, but I did not see the first one.  
11 Selim Sırrı Kuru also presented another paper in 1994 under the title “Fazıl’ın kadınları: Enderunlu 
Fazıl’ın Zenanname adlı eseri” during the seminar XIII. Sanat Tarihi Araştırmaları Haberleşme Semineri: 
Tarih Öncesinden Günümüze Anadolu Kadının Sosyal ve Kültürel Konumu between 9 and 13 May 1994 in 
Istanbul. Unfortunately we did not have the chance to read the paper.  
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2.1.1. Çengî-nâme [Book of Dancers] 

All the works or statements on Çengî-nâme -except for the article of Jan Schmidt- 

agreed on that the work had no literary value, if it had any kind of value it relies on 

the details it provided on daily life of the time. We have to admit at least that there is 

no detail in the poem on daily life just like there is no detail on the life of poet or at 

least those parts are limited. This was also mentioned by Jan Schmidt previously. 

Çengî-nâme is certainly a piece of literature. The failure can be summarised as follows: 

It seems as if historians of literature are focusing on the subject of poem and 

somehow discard the literary characteristic of the poem. The most dangerous side 

effect of this kind of attitude is creating prejudice against these texts. Though Jan 

Schmidt “value[s] the work, primarily for what it is and what it doubtlessly was meant 

to be by the author [as a] work of entertaining, comic literature” [191], his comments 

on the value of the work are important:  

The dominant characteristic of Fazil Beg’s work is literary and poetic: 
if the metaphors, punning, wordplay, the comic obscenities, the 
striking and often original contrasts between the elements of the high 
Divan poetry and low, realistic details were eliminated or cast in the 
form of dry prose, not much would remain of his work, and its 
interest would be completely lost. [191] 

2.2. Sünbül-zâde Vehbî 

Another popular figure of the time is Sünbül-zâde Vehbî. Though he had a Divan, 

two verse dictionaries and an advice book he is mostly known with his poem on 

poetry called “Sühan Kasidesi”. The title of the poem was translated by Kemal Silay 

as “The Kaside On Poetry Written By Imperial Order And Decree During The 

Grand-Viziership Of Halil Paşa In Order To Ridicule And Admonish Those Poets 

Of This Age Who Speak Nonsense”. [The full text can be found in Addendum of this 

thesis] His literary inheritance can be summed up as follows: 

Sunbul-zâde Vehbî wrote a good deal of poetry; his works include a 
bulky Dîwân, a humorous mesnevî entitled Shevq-engîz, or The 
Provoker of Mirth, a didactic poem called Lutfiyya, modelled on the 
Khayriyya of Nâbî, and two riming vocabularies dealing respectively 
with Persian and Arabic words. Besides these productions, which are 
all in Turkish, he left a small Dîwân of Persian poems. [Gibb, 246-247] 
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The information on his life which can be found in several sources are summarised by 

Björkman in the Encyclopaedia of Islam as follows:  

Wehbî was educated in Marash, then went to Istanbul, where his 
writing of kasidas and chronograms gained him influential patrons, 
securing him the rank of müderris, then that of kadı, in which he was to 
to serve for seventeen years or more in number of locations in 
Balkans, in Rhodes and al-Manisa, and with the Imperial Army in the 
Edirne, Sofya, and Nish areas. He also served for seven years in the 
Ottoman scribal institution, rising to the rank of khwadje. [876] 

Though in his “Sühan Kasidesi” he was dealing with the “poets of this age who speak 

nonsense” he was also accused by Şehabeddin Süleyman for being one of those poets: 

“Sühan Kasîdesi” enâfis-i âsârından telakkî edildiği hâlde bile yine 
içinde zevk-i selîmi, hiss-i şâ’iriyyeti rencîde edecek birçok  soğuk, 
birçok âdî sözlere tesâdüf olunuyor... Kendisi bu görünüşte ma’zûrdur. 
Çünkü mevhîbe-yi tabi’ât olan hissiyât-ı şâ’irâneden hassasına pek az 
bir şey isâbet etmiştir.[248] 

As of his Şevk-engîz which was written in the form of münâzarâ, meaning debate or 

contention, we can say that he made two persons to discuss on sexual tendencies. The 

persons, namely Suyolcu-zâde [suyolcu refers to female genital organ] and Kazıkçı 

Yegeni [kazık refers to male genital organ], are introduced at the beginning of the 

poem:: 

naKl eder bir süXan-ArA-yı cihAn 
pĐr-i şUzĐde dil-i tAze beyAn 

der ki var idi iki ehl-i fücUr 
şehr-i isTanbul içinde meşhUr 

birisi sürmeli zen-pAre idi 
biri gök gözlü GulAm-pAre idi 

ikisi biri birinden rüsvA 
iki şeyTAn idiler recme sezA 

her biri mAhir idi kArında 
San'at-ı müfsidin ASArında 

Kullanıp kArların gündeliğe 
işemezdi ikisi bir deliğe 

iki mıSrA' idi gUyA gidiler 
maTla'-ı şi'r hevAyĐ idiler 

geçmedi yerlere ol iki gidi 
Sanki bir çifte çatal KazıK idi [112] 
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After discussion for almost 800 lines whether inclination to women or men is the true 

way of love, the story ends with the allegation that the only true love is the love for 

god.  

2.3. Sürûrî: Life and Works 

Sürûrî was cited or noted in most of the histories or dictionaries.  Bağdatlı Đsmail Paşa 

introduces Sürûrî in his Hediyyetü’l ‘Ârifîn, Esmâü’l Mü’ellifîn ve Âsârü’l Musannifîn as 

follows: 

í×ßpÎC ÙR êßéÜ¬ÓC ívß× lìwÎC ÚF ÚDØSµ - pµD¡ÎC ÚDØSµ êoßpv 
¸wN 1229 øÜv í¾ßN êoßpvF ¦ÏiOØÎC goåØÎC pµD¡ÎC í¿ÜeÎC í¨DÃÎC 
.÷oßè¡× êoßpv MDìÎrç .íÆpN æp�z ÚCßëk éÎ .ÀÎC  ß ÚëOÛD× ß Úëp¡µ ß 

As this short description indicates Surûrî was known with his chronograms and hezels.  

A chronogram is a line or inscription in which letters stand for numerals and 

represent a particular date when calculated. And hezel is the grotesque counterpart of 

lyric poem gazel. Sürûrî is certainly most talented poet in writing both chronograms 

and hezels. In other words Sürûrî was not writing within the rules described by the 

tradition in accordance with the so-called literary canon. That’s why he was not 

accepted a true poet. Ebuzziya Tevfik wrote in the book on Sürûrî following 

paragraphs alleging that he had no talent to write down poems: 

Eğer şiir dediğimiz lisân-ı hayâl bizim kitâplarda ta’rîf olunduğu üzere 
“mevzûn ve mukaffa kelâm”dan ‘ibâret ise Sürûrî’ye şâ’ir ıtlâkı doğru 
olabilir. Çünkü cidd ü hezlden ‘ibâret olan manzûmâtı kâmûsün nısf 
cildini istî’âb edecek mertebededir. 

Hâsılı Sürûrî servet-i şâ’iriyyetten mahrûm ve fakat kuvvet-i tahsîl 
sayesinde kudret-i inşadda  rüsûh peydâ etmiş bir nâzımdan başka bir 
şey değildir. 

Hattâ merhûmun müverrihliğe hevesle o yolda kendinden evvel 
gelenlerin kâffesine isbât-ı rüchân ve kendinden sonra gelenlere gıbta-
resân olacak derecelerde ihrâz-ı muvaffakiyyet edişi dahî o kudretten 
mahrûmiyyetini idrâk etmekliği neticesidir denilebilir. (2-3) 

In his history of literature Şehabeddin Süleyman agrees with Ebuzziya Tevfik in that 

Sürûrî had a special importance in course of Ottoman literature by writing 

chronograms and hezels, but not true poems:  
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Târîh yazmak ve söylemekteki mehâret-i husûsiyyesiyle hezl ve mizâh 
husûsundaki iktidârına binâen Sürûrî târîh-i edebiyât-ı osmâniyyede bir 
mevki’-i mümtâza mâlik olmaktadır. 

Yoksa tabi’at-i şi’riyye, zevk-i selîm, hüsn-i san’at i’tibâriyle hiçbir 
mevki’, hiçbir şahsiyet-i husûsiyyeye mazhar olamazdı. 

Bursalı Mehmed Tâhîr follows them by citing Muallim Nâcî:  

Surûrî’nin Hezeliyyât’ı çekilir belâlardan değildir. Kendisi bu vechle ne 
kadar şâyân-ı muâheze görülse bir şey’ dinlemez. Bunların ba’zıları bir 
mecbûriyet üzerine söylenilmiş olabilirse de gûya sırf eğlence olarak 
yazılmışları dahî vardır. Hâlbuki kendisinin ‘aleyhinde hicviyyeler neşr 
etmiş olan eşhâsa ‘âlîcenâbâne bir sûrette mukâbele etmek elbette 
büyüklüğe daha muvâfık düşerdi. 

Mecbûriyetsiz hezeliyyât yazmak için hiçbir sebep bulunamaz. Erbâb-ı 
kalemin dâ’imâ ahlâk-ı umûmiyyeyi ıslâh ve a’lâya çalışmaları en 
mühim vazâ’if-i medeniyyedendir. (238) 

Sürûrî started writing poems in Adana with the pen-name Hüznî. His real name is 

Osman and the turning point of his life is being brought to Istanbul by future 

Şeyhü’l-Đslâm Tevfîk Efendi in 1193 / 1179-80. He also changed his pen-name from 

Hüznî to Sürûrî upon demand of Tevfik Efendi. He was also known as “Sürûrî-i 

Müverrih” [Sürûrî the chronogram writer] in order not to be confused with another 

poet using the same pen-name [Đbrahim Necmi, 251]. After coming to Istanbul he 

became a kadı and worked in several towns. He also worked with Sünbül-zâde Vehbî 

while he was in Eski Zagra. They became life-long friends and Sürûrî was buried next 

to the Vehbî.  

Sürûrî did not write chronograms for the events of his time, but also of the past. 

After all he compiled his chronograms in a book. Ahmed Cevdet Paşa decribes the 

compilation of Sürûrî in the chapter on chronograms of his book Belâgat-ı Osmâniyye as 

follows: 

Sürûrî Efendi gerek kendisinin ve gerek eslâf ve mu’âsırı olan şu’arânın 
târîhlerinden makbûl ve müstahsen olanları cem’ ile bir mecmû’aya 
kaydedip vefâtında ‘Đzzet Mollâ dahî ‘asrında söylenen târîhlerin 
müntahablarını buna ‘ilâve etmiştir. ba’de vakı’a-nüvîs Es’ad Efendi 
dahî intihâb eylediği târîhleri ona katmıştır. Hakkâ ki eslâf-ı şu’arânın 
en güzîde târîhlerini câmi’ bir eser-i bî-nazîrdir.  

Sürûrî ol mecmû’ayı asıl tevârîh-i müntahabe-i türkiyye için tertîb 
eylemiş ise de ba’zı tevârîh-i fârisiyye ve ‘arabiyyeyi dahî kaydeylemiştir.  
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The real proficiency of Sürûrî in writing chronograms can be seen in the following 

quotation from Süleyman Şehabeddin. Sürûrî wrote a chronogram before a marine 

battle on the victory of Ottoman navy. When he was asked what if Ottoman navy 

could not reach victory, he replied that the chronogram includes both possibilities. 

And though metre becomes problematic if you change the place of only one syllable 

the date remains, but the meaning changes into to the opposite: 

Târîh söylerken pek az düşünür, pez az durur, sanki bil-irticâl 
söylermiş. “1204” târîhinde Rusya seferine mâmûr olan Donanma-yı 
‘Osmânî ile Kapudan Pâşâ’nın Bahr-ı Siyâh’a ‘azimetinde şu târîhi 
söylemiştir. 

Şekl-i gerdân gelir fikre yazarken târîh 
Sürdü yelken kürek a’dâ’yı Kapûdân Pâşâ 

Bu târîhin söylendiği mecliste bulunan zevât “Ya kaziyye bir ‘aks 
olursa ne diyeceksin?” dedikleri zamân “Ne diyeceğim! Benim târîhim 
zâten muzafferiyyet ve mağlıbiyyete câmi’dir.” cevâbını vermiş, ezhâr-ı 
hayretle ne demek istediğini sorduklerı zaman 

Sürdü yelken kürek a’dâ’ Kapûdân Pâşâyı 

sûretine tahvîl ile okumuştur. (255) 

Since his hezels would be discussed on the fourth chapter of this thesis I am not going 

to give examples of those poems here in this chapter. But one single example may 

show his talent in combining both chronograms and hezels -I use the term here for 

both burlesque lyrics and also comic satires. He wrote several chronograms for 

Sünbül-zâde Vehbî and one of them is on the death of Vehbî’s wife. Sürûrî wrote in 

this chronogram how Vehbî killed his wife during sexual intercourse: 

Kulağın dağlasın ol eşşeğin bu târîh 
Koca Vehbî-i har öldürdü yarakla dişisin [1205] (Hezliyyât, 78) 

We have to be careful here in calling Sürûrî chronogram writer and also a humorist 

for his hezels. And Gibb also falls in to this error by calling him humorist: 

Surûrî is famous not only as a chronogrammatist, but as a humorist. 

Had he never written a single chronogram, he would yet have made 

his mark in Ottoman literature by his comic poems.  

But his poems called humorous by Gibb can be divided into three separate parts and 

Von Hammer was aware of this distinction and determined following three kinds of 
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poems in his well-known work Geschichte der Osmanischen Dichtkunst bis auf Unsere Zeit as 

follows: 

Seine Gedichte sind in drei Theile getheilt: Mushikat, D.i. die zum 
Lachen, Heseliat, die Scherzhaften, und Hedschwiat, die satirischen; 
die ersten sind poffenreißerisch, die zweiten zottenhaft und die dritten 
reine Schmächungen. [489] 

The subject of this thesis would be the second type of poems in the forth chapter. 

And I prefer to use the word scherzhaft as facetious or facetiae.  
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CHAPTER III 

THE DEAD END: CHANGE IN THE SUBJECT 

 

 

As a coincidence two separate and important figures for literary criticism appeared in 

1960s in Western languages. Though Mikhail Bakhtin submitted his revolutionary 

dissertation on the French renaissance poet François Rabelais under the title Rabelais 

and Folk Culture of the Middle Ages and Renaissance right after the World War II, it was 

not published until 1965. The book was published under the title Rabelais and His 

World. Almost in the same year Julia Kristeva introduced a new concept to the 

language, vocabulary of literary criticism: intertextuality. The first masterpiece 

changed the evaluation of literary work and the second changed the interpretation of 

the way the literary work related to other texts.  

3.1. Intertextuality 

Before discussing the Bakhtinian notions of carnivalesque and grotesque and going in 

details what burlesque is, how it is created, and how the stylistic versions of the 

burlesque are implemented we have note the use of intertextuality by Julia Kristeva.  

Kristeva used the term intertextuality to analyse and disclose the possible meanings in 

every single text and the layers of a text in connection with previous texts. The 

meaning is not created only by the writer and understood by the reader as it is, on the 

other hand the writer’s intention is transferred to the readers by means of signs 

shared by the writer and reader by means of other texts. Although Kristeva 

introduced the term in to the vocabulary of literary criticism in 60s some 20 years 
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later she needed to make the definition of the notion in order to be understood 

clearly: 

To these we must add a third “process” -the passage from one sign system 
to another. To be sure, this process comes about through a combination 
of displacement and condensation, but this does not account for its 
total operation. It also involves an altering of the thetic position -the 
destruction of the old position and the formation of a new one. The 
new signifying system may be produced with the same signifying 
material; in language, for example, the passage may be made from 
narrative to text. Or it may be borrowed from different signifying 
materials: the transposition from a carnival scene to the written text, 
for instance. In this connection we examined the formation of a 
specific signifying system -the novel- as the result of a redistribution of 
several different sign systems: carnival, courtly poetry, scholastic 
discourse. [59] 

The term inter-textuality denotes this transposition of one (or several) 
sign system(s) into another, but since this term has often been 
understood in the banal sense of “study of sources,” we prefer the 
term transposition because it specifies that the passage from one 
signifying system to another demands a new articulation of the thetic -
of enunciative and denotative positionality. If one grants that every 
signifying practice is a field of transpositions of various signifying 
systems (an inter-textuality), one then understands that its “place” of 
enunciation and its denoted “object” are never single, complete, and 
identical to themselves, but always plural, shattered, capable of being 
tabulated. In this way polysemy can also be seen as the result of a 
semiotic polyvalence -an adherence to different sign systems. [59-60] 

We shall call transposition the signifying process’ ability to pass from 
one sign system to another, to exchange and permutate them; and 
representability the specific articulation of the semiotic and the thetic for 
a sign system. Transposition plays an essential role here inasmuch as it 
implies the abandonment of a former sign system, the passage to a 
second via an instinctual intermediary common to the two system, and 
the articulation of the new system with its representability. [60] 

As Kristeva clearly explains intertextuality does not only imply a relation between a 

present text and older texts, but also includes a change in the reference or sign system 

of the older texts in the new one. This characteristic of the intertextuality creates the 

originality of the new literary work and connects this literary piece to other texts. This 

effect also has the following aspect as Victoria Holbrook stresses: 

Intertextuality is multi-level concept that will serve here to shift 
attention away from the beleaguered influence of nationalized 
“sources” onto varied contexts of imaginative and intellectual play... 
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Every passage between systems -language, culture, literary form- 
involves a reorganisation of subjectivity and signification. It requires 
the destruction of one set of paradigmatic subject-object relations and 
creation of another, and understanding the world changes in the 
transaction. [32] 

There are certainly several ways of constituting intertextual relations or transposition. 

The main means of this relation are citation, reference, concealed quotation, 

plagiarism, allusion, pastiche, parody, burlesque, and travesty. If we try to define 

above-mentioned styles we can make following assertions.  Reference or citation is 

the most common mean of intertextuality. A piece of a text is taken into another text 

by citing the original text or by referring the author of the original text. But on the 

other hand concealed quotation or plagiarism is quoting a text without mentioning 

the original source and even in some case alleging that the “quoted” part was 

originally written by the quoting writer. Another mean of creating intertextuality is 

allusion. Allusion is neither citation nor plagiarism. In this case the writer tries to 

create the same discourse as in the text referred. This also includes reference to an 

older text without mentioning it. The remaining three, namely parody, burlesque and 

pastiche, are closely related and the distinction can be put as follows: Parody is 

creating a new piece of literature relying on an epic narrative or a tragedy by applying 

the stylistic elements of the original source into an ordinary story. This means that 

only a specific piece of literature, a certain story, a poem or a writer, artists, poet can 

be parodied. On the other hand burlesque or travesty is changing subject or content 

of a story by means of grotesque or daily language to ridicule the style or the genre, 

and at the end making fun of the original literary work or style or genre. And lastly 

pastiche is attacks the style of the original source as in a piece burlesque literature. But 

this time the writer does not ridicule the style and create a new text, imitate the 

original. [Aktulum, 133] 

3.2. Grotesque and Carnivalesque 

In his famous masterpiece Bakhtin focuses on the Rabelais’ work. As Stuart Elden 

points out “there are a number of ways we could read Rabelais – as anticlerical 

atheist, a defender of royal privilege, a precursor of rationalism; or as a religious 

disciple of Erasmus, a humanist, a defender of a particular view of religion against the 

domination of Rome” [97]. But what makes Rabelais’ work special or important for 
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him? Besides many other answers to this question we can quote the answer of Henri 

Lefebvre for the aims of this thesis. For Lefebvre one of the most important 

characteristics of the work is its being burlesque: 

Between these two great forms of literature, the work of Rabelais 
represents a transition. Still an epic, it is an burlesque odyssey. Already 
a novel, it is the novel of the first modern individual: Panurge. [31-32] 

And this burlesque effect was constituted by the use of grotesque and carnivalesque.  

The literary theorist and philosopher Mikhail Bakhtin tries to construct a contrast 

between the great carnivals of medieval Europe by means of the grotesque language 

representing those carnivals and the political, economic, social, literary, ideological 

power of the church and also the state representing the values of the church. The 

authority of the church and its rules are lifted during the carnivals and Rabelais’ work 

is representing the formation of this development within the frame of literature.  

Bakhtin’s innovation was to stress the primacy of language in the 
formation of men’s thoughts. Well before Lacan, he argued that man 
thinks, can think, only in and through language. The power 
establishment is therefore able to impose its “official culture” on men 
by creating a language that reflects and embodies the principles of this 
culture. As long as men have only this language in which to think, they 
cannot even conceive of society in a different form. Man is trapped 
inside the language of his thoughts and cannot observe the ideology of 
which it is a product and a reflection other than in terms of the forms 
and values that this ideology has included in its language. Much less, of 
course, can this “monolingual” man conceive of another ideology than 
that of the establishment, since he has available to his thinking only 
the ideological forms that the establishment has embodied in its 
culture and language. 

Herein lay the interest of popular culture for Rabelais, according to 
Bakhtin. Since popular culture was indeed completely district from 
official culture, it was totally free from the conceptual forms of the 
latter. By using the images and language of the marketplace, Rabelais 
was able to throw off the intellectual shackles worn by those who had 
only the language of official culture at their disposal. He and his 
readers became able to think in a language other than that created by 
official culture, and so to see this official culture from the outside, 
objectively, as it really was. [Berrong, 12] 

Rabelais’ work represents the changes in the values of the Medivial Europe during 

carnival and Bakhtin is our guide to follow these changes. Under these complicated 

conditions the essence of the literature is also subject to change. While the old genres 
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are substituted by new ones the grotesque and carnivalesque language has a 

revolutionary impact on the process by making people laugh. The ossified structure 

of the Medieval narratives are changed by means of laughter: 

The Renaissance conception of laughter can be roughly described as 
follows: Laughter has a deep philosophical meaning, it is one of the 
essential forms of the truth concerning the world as a whole, 
concerning history and man; it is a peculiar point of view relative to 
the world; the world is seen anew, no less (and perhaps more) 
profoundly than when seen from the serious standpoint. Therefore, 
laughter is just as admissible in great literature, posing universal 
problems, as seriousness. Certain essential aspects of the world are 
accessible only to laughter” [Bakhtin, 66] 

Bakhtin’s notion of carnivalesque and the laughter are closely connected with the 

conception of grotesque. According to Bakhtin, in creating the carnivalesque language 

and also the laughter effect the grotesque has an important role. The term is used 

mainly to refer to human attitudes like sexual intercourse, eating, shitting. This 

grotesque language of the carnival allows the transition from the rigid narratives of 

the Medieval Europe to the Rabelais’ masterpiece. The comic or humorous effect of 

the work, bad language used are the greatest example of carnivalesque literature for 

Bakhtin.  

The essence of the grotesque is precisely to present a contradictory 
and double-faced fullness of life. Negation and destruction (death of 
the old) are included as an essential phase, inseparable from 
affirmation, from the birth of something new and better. The very 
material bodily lower stratum of the grotesque image (food, wine, the 
genital force, the organs of the body) bears a deeply positive character. 
This principle is victorious, for the final result is always abundance, 
increase. [62] 

Although, for Bakhtin, there had been always a chorus of people laughing through 

the course of life, there had not been always a Rabelais for every single period of time. 

Despite having been the chief of the chorus for the medieval ages Rabelais can be 

regarded one of the important characters of the history literature who put light onto 

the grotesque and carnivalesque language of the public. [Bakhtin, 509] But there are 

certainly other figures who were also special characters for the history of literature on 

special break or turn points by creating the burlesque through the language of 

grotesque and carnivalesque in deconstructing the relations of power and authority.  
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3.3. Burlesque  

In literary criticism, the term burlesque is used as a term in genre criticism. A piece of 

literary work can be described as a burlesque work in case humour is derived from a 

piece of high literature by constituting a contrast between genre, style, and subject. In 

most dictionaries of literature of studies on burlesque, the term is defined almost in 

the same way: “In literature, comic imitation of a serious literary or artistic form that 

relies on an extravagant incongruity between a subject and its treatment. Burlesque is 

closely related to parody, although burlesque is generally broader and coarser.” As the 

definition itself discloses burlesque is closely related to parody. The distinction 

between to stylistic manners can be put into words in a historical frame as follows: 

The modern reduction of parody to a type of burlesque is descriptions 
of it in the eighteenth century and after has already been seen to have 
limited the meaning of the more ancient definitions and uses of 
parody. Not only is the term burlesque of more recent origin than of 
the Greek words for parody, but it is usually described as being 
derived from the Italian burla, meaning a joke of trick, rather than 
from equivalents for the words from which the term parody is 
derived, and is for this reason, and the meanings given to it by its early 
users, less able to describe the way in which the parody (or ‘para-ode’) 
imitates and than comically transforms other works in ambigious and 
often complex meta-fictional ways. [On the other hand] some 
burlesque does not even require a specific literary model, and the word 
has been used to describe a variety of types of comic and even non-
comic entertainments. [Rose, 54] 

While mentioning “some burlesque does not even require a specific literary model” 

Rose is probably trying to stress that only a literary genre can be burlesqued, but not a 

specific literary text. In other words a certain piece of literature can be parodied and 

in this sense burlesque had a broader meaning than parody. So, a burlesque text does 

not need a source text to be referred. While creating a parody the writer directly or 

indirectly has to refer to a previous text, but a burlesque text only refers to a tradition.  

...every parody refers at every point to historical knowledge that that is 
in a sense “outside itself” -that is , previous literary works- and thus to 
more or less probable genres... In parody ... we discover a curiously 
doubled external reference... in reading parody, we make use of 
external reference to other authors in order to understand how the 
parody attacks those same authors: the thing referred to, externally, to 
assist in comprehension, is the same thing referred to, externally, as 
the object of ridicule. [Booth, 123] 
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What constitutes a burlesque piece literature is not this net of references, but on the 

other hand creating a burlesque text lies on the elements of genre or characteristics of 

genre. In fact only a serious kind of genre is burlesqued by means of daily, grotesque 

language and the subject of the artistic work becomes coarser and mostly has 

references to sexuality. Creating the new literary work by means of this literary 

attitude also means that the subject of this new piece of literature targets a certain 

literature and a certain type / genre of literature, but not a specific text of a special 

artist. The very first difference between parody and burlesque lies here. The literary 

procedures can be defined by referring to genres and forms. We can pick an example 

from the field of Ottoman court literature and focus on the difference between hezel 

and tehzîl. Hezel is formally just like the lyric form gazel. The detail on hezel would be 

discussed in the next chapter of the thesis. Though, on the other hand, tehzîl is also 

derived from hezel linguistically, tehzîl has a very different meaning than hezel. When 

we talk about the tehzîl of a poem we mean that the poem is parodied. In other words 

hezel can be translated as burlesque while tehzîl means parody. We refer to a tehzîl by 

Cem Dilçin. The tehzîl is the parody of one of the most well-known stories of 

Eastern literatures: Leylâ and Mecnûn. The title of Cem Dilçin’s tehzîl is as follows: 

“mecnUn-nAme (tehzĐl-i leylA vü mecnUn)”. In fact the introductory part of the 

poem also supports this allegation: 

mecnUnmecnUnmecnUnmecnUn----nAmenAmenAmenAme    

(tehzĐl(tehzĐl(tehzĐl(tehzĐl----i leylA vü mecnUn)i leylA vü mecnUn)i leylA vü mecnUn)i leylA vü mecnUn) 

ey neş'et-i 'aşKı şi're te`śir Kılan 
vezn ile binA-yı naZmı ta'mĐr Kılan 
evzAn u KavAfĐyi girih-gĐr Kılan 
žihn-i şu'arA beynine zencĐr Kılan 

Kılsam Taleb-i hicv ile ĐhAm u mecAz 
tehzĐl bahAnesiyle 'arŜ itsem rAz 
elfAZ-ı KadĐmeyle güni itsem sAz 
emśAl-i zamAneyle düni Kılsam bAz 

luTf ile şeb-i fikrümi çün rUz eyle 
tehzĐlümi telmĐx ile dil-dUz eyle 
naZmumı fuŜUlĐ kimi efrUz eyle 
hezlümi sürUrĐ kimi cAn-sUz eyle [230] 

When we read the whole story of Cem Dilçin we can easilynotice that the work is 

certainly the parody of the love story Leyla and Mecnun. Dilçin tranfers the story into 
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modern times and rewrites the story in a humorous manner with the language of daily 

life. But the language in the parody is not grotesque.  

The second element what constitutes the difference between parody and burlesque 

lies in the language used. While in both styles the language of daily life is used, the 

language in burlesque texts is also grotesque or coarse. We can refer here again to 

Bakhtin. Though writers of burlesque texts are aiming to some extent to create a 

humorous effect they also have some kind of problem with tradition and somehow 

they have some kind of struggle against the tradition. The authority of the traditional 

literature is destroyed and sometimes deconstructed in the burlesque texts by means 

of a coarse language or if we put it with the words of Bakhtin with the grotesque and 

carnivalesque language. By doing this besides creating a humorous effect another and 

more importantly an important effect is created. This new effect brings the possibility 

of breaking the construction of the traditional. After a general burlesque attitude 

towards the literature the traditional cannot be evaluated or regarded same as in the 

past.  

In this context, if we stress once again, burlesque is a much freer style than the parody 

on the grounds that a burlesque work is not limited to a special piece of literature or 

story. Burlesque texts do not focus on a certain artist or poet, but on the contrary on 

a genre or a style to create a special effect of literature on a different level of artistic 

attempt. Within the context of Ottoman court literature this shift in the level of the 

literature also brings a shift in the code of references constituted by the tradition. In 

fact what makes the effect is the language used in the burlesque texts. The language in 

burlesque pieces is certainly grotesque and being grotesque makes the artistic work 

shaking and forces the reader to think again on the presuppositions of the traditional 

literature. How burlesque texts are created and why this period of time is rich of 

burlesque texts would be discussed in the next chapter. But we can quote a short  

hezel by Sürûrî to make the point a little bit clearer. A certain poem of poet was not 

targeted in this poem and the language is simple, daily and also grotesque. What is 

interesting is the rhyme of the poem. The rhyme of this hezel is one of the most 

common words of Ottoman court poetry: “bülbül”, that is nightingail representing 

the lover in Ottoman poetry. 
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yapsın Ko bizim evde yuva boKluca bülbül 
bülbül deresin aNdırır a boKluca bülbül 

baKluK sepedinden Kafesim var Tutabilsem 
boK KarGası Kodum aNa yA boKluca bülbül 

taKlĐd-i kibAr ile sıTanbUlda besler 
kArĐzcilik eden fuKarA boKluca bülbül 

br boK sinegi naGme ile çıKdı XelAdan 
kim uyduramaz aNa SadA boKluca bülbül 

seyrine zemAne çocuGu göt verir elbet 
gösterse GulAm-pAre aNa boKluca bülbül 

bASurlu büzük çır çır edince oSururken 
gUyA kim olur naGme-serA boKluca bülbül 

Sıçdı Sıvadı xASılı KoKutdu yuvAsın 
tebdĐl-i maKAm etse revA boKluca bülbül 

bir çalınıN altında hevAyĐ Sıçıyorken 
etmiş başı üstünde nevA boKluca bülbül 
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CHAPTER IV 

INTERTEXTUALITY, BURLESQUE AND OTTOMAN POETRY 

 

 

In order to constitute a burlesque literary work the composer, creator of the 

burlesque one has to keep some characteristics of the imitated work and change, 

deform some other characteristics. In our case what was changed is the matter, 

subject of the poem. But what remains without any change is also a matter of 

discussion.  

The intertextual relations are constituted in several ways within the tradition of 

Ottoman literature. Though burlesque a medium of this kind constitution Mine 

Mengi did not referred to this type of relation in her article on intertextual relation in 

Ottoman poetry: 

Her metin kendi döneminin başka metinleriyle ya da daha önce 
yazılmış öteki metinlerle yer yer, biçim, içerik, tür ve anlatım özellikleri 
bakımından alıntı, yakınlık, benzerlik ilişkisi içinde bulunur. Bununla; 
edebi metinlerin sürekli bir ilişki içinde başka metinlerin etkileri ve 
katkılarıyla ortaya çıktığını söylemek istiyoruz. Daha açıkçası pek çok 
metin açık ya da kapalı bir biçimde başka metinlerle iç içedir; başka 
metinlere göndermede bulunur. Çünkü her edebi metin doğal olarak 
belirli bir kültürün içinde ortaya çıkar. Bu durum her metnin aslında 
kültür ortaklığı yönünden bir alıntılar mozaiği olarak okunması 
gerektiğini; başka metinleri de içine alabileceğini ifade etmektedir. [593] 

Verdiğimiz tazmin ve tahmis örneklerinden başka; terbi, taştir de yine 
tanzir geleneğiyle bağlantılı olan ve bizi metinlerarası ilişkilerin varlığı 
düşüncesine götürecek kavramlardır. Ayrıca tevarüt, iktibas, vb de bu 
bağlamda düşünülmelidir. [597] 

Divan şiirinde söz sanatları olarak bilinen telmih, benzer teşbih, kalıplaşmış 
istiare ve mecaz da yine yukarıda değindiğimiz aynı kültür içindeki ortak 
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kullanımlar olarak anılan metin ortaklıkları ile bağlantılıdır. Çünkü, 
telmihte bilinen belli bir olay, durum ya da şahıslara gönderme; kalıp 
mecaz, mürsel mecaz ve istiarede ise belli durum, şahıs ve varlıklara 
yapılan gönderme, teşbih ve istiarede ise benzer varlık, durum ve 
olayları anımsatma, dolaylı ya da örtülü anlatım yoluyla yine ortak 
kültürün değişik metinleri arasındaki ilişkiyi sağlamaktadır. [598] 

But burlesque as it is defined in the previous chapter of this thesis is one of the 

fundamental mediums of intertextuality, especially during periods of literary crisis. I 

am going to take the poems of Enderûnî Fâzıl Bey, Sünbül-zâde Vehbî and Sürûrî in 

accordance with the burlesque as defined “witty parody or travesty of piece of 

literature using the same formal elements” [Pala, 306].  

4.1. Formal Element 

Metre 

The metre of court literature during the Ottoman era was aruz. The metre is mainly 

based on the order of short and long syllables. And different patterns of aruz were 

used in the poems of Enderûnî Fâzıl Bey, Sünbül-zâde Vehbî and Sürûrî.  

The metre used in Çengî-nâme was Fâ’ilâtün/Fe’ilâtün - Fe’ilâtün - Fe’ilün/ Fa’lün patern 

of bahr-i remel. We can declare that the metre was used by Enderûnî Fâzıl Bey all most 

perfectly except for few mistakes.  

The same pattern of aruz was used by Sünbül-zâde Vehbî in Şevk-engîz. Though we 

can find more hitches in the poem of Vehbî it is certain that he was also master of the 

metre.  

The important point here is both poets used the most popular metre of the mesnevî 

form while writing their poems in this form.   

On the other hand we cannot mention a single pattern of aruz for Sürûrî on the 

grounds that he had been writing hezel which is gazel-like form and shorter than the 

above-mentioned poems. So also used several pattern of aruz in his poems.  But we 

can refer to “Appendix D” how refined he was using the metre by quoting few 

couplets from two different poems.  

Form 
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Enderûnî Fâzıl Bey wrote his Çengî-nâme with quatrains and using this form is not 

common. But even then the poem can to some extent be evaluated a revised version 

of mesnevî. In fact the genre Çengî-nâme belongs to, which I am going to discuss below, 

is mostly written in mesnevî form.  

Şevk-engîz of Vehbî was also written in mesnevî form. The form was frequently used for 

long poems, especially for love stories. All the couplets are rhymed each other in this 

form and in fact the meaning of the word is double referring to the rhymed couplets. 

Çengî-nâme is 472 lines and Şevk-engîz is almost 800 lines. So the best literary form to 

write both poems was mesnevî and both poets used this form.  

Despite above-mentioned two long poems Sürûrî’s hezels are shorter poems. They 

were written in the form of gazel, which is most frequently used form in Ottoman 

literature. Shortly described, gazels are lyric poems of the tradition. Literal meaning of 

the word is “poem written to a beautiful woman”.  

Rhyme 

Since the poem was composed of quatrains the rhyme order was also related to the 

form. The first three lines of the quatrain have the same rhyme, but the last line has 

always the same rhyme in every quatrain as in the following quatrains: 

evvelA cümleniN aK babasıasıasıası 
köhne kAr-dAn KaranıN da'vAsıAsıAsıAsı   
şöhret-i kAžibedir GavgAsıAsıAsıAsı 
beli yıldız gibi 'AşıKları var 

The parts of the poem are distinguished also with the use of rhyme. In the very first 

quatrain of every part the first, second and last lines are rhymed as follows: 

xamda lAyıK o cihAn dAveri vareri vareri vareri var 
kA`inAtıN heman ol serveri vareri vareri vareri var  
eyleyen hüsnü rıŜA 'aşKı KaŜa 
nice xikmetle tecellĐleri vareri vareri vareri var 

Sünbül-zâde Vehbî wrote his poem in the form of mesnevî and the rhyme was also 

used as it had to be used in a piece of mesnevî. In mesnevî form every couplet is 

supposed to be rhymed within itself. We can see it on an example by quoting the last 

two couplets of the poem:  

belki derler ne güzel naZm-ı laTĐfĐfĐfĐf 
yazmış ol pĐr-i cihAn Tab'-ı ZarĐfĐfĐfĐf 
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lafZ u ma'nAsı 'aceb ževK-AmĐzĐzĐzĐz 
nAmı olsa yaKışır şevK-engĐzĐzĐzĐz 

As we see in these two couplets the rhyme in the former is “îf” an is “îz” in the latter. 

For the hezels of Sürûrî the rhyme is also simple. Since hezel is written formally just like 

the Ottoman lyric form gazel, the rhyme is used in the same way. The first couplet has 

the same rhyme in itself and the same rhyme is used in the second line of every 

couplet: 

kĐr-i Xardan Sanırım boyda uzundur yaraGımundur yaraGımundur yaraGımundur yaraGım 
at sikinden de KalınlıKda füzUndur yaraGımUndur yaraGımUndur yaraGımUndur yaraGım 

KıSa Kalın mı yaXUd ince uzun mu derseN 
işte al baK hem uzun hem de yoGundur yaraGımundur yaraGımundur yaraGımundur yaraGım 

cündiler binse eger oturamaz üstünde 
şAh KalKar yavuz atdan da xarUndur yaraGımUndur yaraGımUndur yaraGımUndur yaraGım 

All these uses are common and accepted by the tradition.  

4.2. Vocabulary 

The vocabulary used in these poems is the most complicated part of the discussion. 

Though the language is much simpler than the language used in the Ottoman court 

poetry we can still register lots of words, compounds or phrases used in most poems 

of the Ottoman court literature. What is special to these poems is not only use of 

fewer Persian or Arabic expressions but also the way how they are excluded. These 

poems and poets evaluated worse followers of the so-called localisation movement. 

The main characteristic of the movement is uncomplicated lines and uses of daily 

language in the sense of Bakhtinian carnivalesque.  

4.3. Characteristics of Çengî-nâme, Şevk-engîz and Hezels 

Three poems under discussion are examples of three different genres. Çengî-nâme of 

Enderûnî Fâzıl Bey is a sample of şehr-engîz genre. On the other hand Şevk-engîz of 

Sünbül-zâde Vehbî is an example of münâzarâ. Lastly hezel is the grotesque counterpart 

of the Ottoman lyric poem gazel.  

The very first samples of şehr-engîz genre had been started to be written in the 16th 

century. There are almost 70 samples of this kind of poems and several academic 
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studies were released on the samples and genre itself.12 The term şehr-engîz is simply 

translated into English as “city-thriller” and the subject of the genre is the beautiful 

boys of a city. The important part of the samples is there are quite few direct 

references to sexuality or sexual intercourse. Though there are few examples of the 

genre explicitly referring to sexuality we can put them aside on the grounds that those 

samples are called hezel just like the şehr-engîz of Fehîm-i Kadîm. 

The formal constitution of genre is summarised by Stewart-Robinson as follows by 

referring to Gibb: 

...they all have three divisions: Prolog, Catalog and Epilog. The Prolog... 
is in several parts. The first, in observance of traditional Islamic 
practice, is an address to God... The sebeb-i te’lîf (reason for the 
composition) usually comes nest in the prolog... The Catalog portion 
[is] in honor of the youths of the city... Every shehrengiz ends with an 
Epilog, the shortest part of the three-part poem. It is used, as a rule, to 
sum up the essential purpose of the poem... [205-6-7] 

If we check the parts of the Çengî-nâme we will find following parts: 

Münâcât: 7 quatrains 
Sebeb-i Nazm: 28 quatrains 
Mâhiyyet-i Çengîyân: 73 quatrains 
Hâtime: 10 quatrains 

As these parts implies the poem is formally just like a şehr-engîz. Münâcât and Sebeb-i 

Nazm are the parts of Prolog, Mâhiyyet-i Çengîyân is the Catalog, and Hâtime refers to 

Epilog. But what makes the difference: First of all the poem is composed of quatrains 

which is certainly a characteristic of pieces of folk literature. Besides the language 

used the way the poem is composed also forces us to make reference what Bakhtin 

calls carnivalesque. But also the subject matter of the poem is the dancing boys and it 

leaves no space for different interpretations than that the poems is certainly on 

sexuality, which we cannot find in other samples of the genre. The poem also has 

explicit references to sexuality.  

Şevk-engîz of Vehbî is a sample of münâzarâ genre. The literary meaning of the name of 

the genre is either debate or contention. There are several samples of the genre in 

Ottoman literature. The genre is based on a discussion between two persons or a 

                                                 
12 As I mentioned in the first chapter of this thesis, for details you can see my review article “‘Türk 
Edebiyatında Şehr-engîzler’” on the genre to be published in Türkiye Araştırmaları Litearatür Dergisi  in 2007. 
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group of persons on a certain subject. Both sides put their arguments in connection 

with the subject.  The samples of genre are mostly allegoric poems. The style was 

described as follows by Mustaf Đsen: 

Belli bir konuda bazı kurallar dahilinde birden fazla kişinin ya da 
grubun katılımıyla yapılan, destekçileri ve karşıtları bulunan karşılıklı 
tartışma, fikir alışverişi. Tartışmacılar kendi düşüncelerini tezler halinde 
ileri sürer ve bu görüşlerini getirdikleri örnekler ve delillerle ispatlama 
yoluna giderler. Eski Türk edebiyatında da, alegorik mahiyette, bazıları 
karışık olmak kaydıyla manzum-mensur pek çok münazara örneği 
vardır. [253] 

In our case two persons discuss on sexual tendencies.  

naKl eder bir süXan-ArA-yı cihAn 
pĐr-i şUzĐde dil-i tAze beyAn 

der ki var idi iki ehl-i fücUr 
şehr-i isTanbul içinde meşhUr 

birisi sürmeli zen-pAre idi 
biri gök gözlü GulAm-pAre idi 

ikisi biri birinden rüsvA 
iki şeyTAn idiler recme sezA 

her biri mAhir idi kArında 
San'at-ı müfsidin ASArında 

Kullanıp kArların gündeliğe 
işemezdi ikisi bir deliğe 

iki mıSrA' idi gUyA gidiler 
maTla'-ı şi'r hevAyĐ idiler 

geçmedi yerlere ol iki gidi 
Sanki bir çifte çatal KazıK idi [112] 

And the parts’ titles are summarised as follows by Jan Schmidt:  

1-8 Introduction: the two protagonists, rather interlocutors, 
debauchers from Istanbul, are introduced 

9-106 A characterization of the behaviour of the first 
interlocutor: a lover of woman (zenpâre) with the telling 
name of Suyolcızâde, «the son of a man responsible for 
the maintenance of water conduits», water conduit 
alluding here to the female sexual organ 

107-200 A characterization of the behaviour of the second 
interlocutor: a pederast (gulâmpâre) with the no less telling 
name of Kazıkçı yegeni: «the nephew of swindler»; kazık, 
meaning literally « pole»; which alludes to the male sex 
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organ − it also is a wrestling term, meaning «putting one 
hand deeply into the opponent’s shorts» 

201-209 Introduction to the following discussion 
210-335 A monologue by Suyolcızâde, singing the praises of 

women and sex with women 
336-449 A monologue by Kazıkçı yegeni, singing the praises of 

boys and sex with boys 
450-532 Criticism of Kazıkçı yegeni by Suyolcızâde, censuring boys 

and sex with boys 
533-623 Criticism of Suyolcızâde by Kazıkçı yegeni, censuring 

women and sex with women 
624-777 The colloquy halts; the two protagonists turn to an old 

sage (pîr) and ask him his opinion on their behaviour; the 
old man answers that only spiritual love provides 
deliverence; the two debauchers repent; colophon by the 
poet containing his pen-name, a captatio benevolentae and 
explanation of the poem’s title. [17] 

Though the poem was written in the form of a münâzarâ, the subject is completely 

different than any other samples of the genre. The formal elements remain, but the 

subject of the matter changes. And the poem includes really explicit uses of sexual 

references and Schmidt cites following lines to found his argument that the poem is 

pornographic work: 

Suyolcızâde fucked Vehbî’s wife 
Kazıkçı yegeni did a good turn to his son’s ass 

He wrote it down for them, composed his Şevk-engîz 
He is the old pander of the world, he loves his prick so much 

vehbînüN 'avratını sikdi SuyolcızAde 
oGlı püştini Sıraya çekdi KazıKçı yegeni 

XaTT edüb anlara naZm eyledi şevK-engĐz 
Koca deyyUś-i cihAndür sever öyle sikini 

Since hezel is written in the Ottoman lyric form gazel, we have to define the form at 

the beginning: 

... the gazel has love contexts. This appears to be true within a very 
broad interpretation of the term “love”. That is, under the rubric 
“love” would come romantic love -man/woman and man/man- love 
of the Divine, love of a ruler or patron or friend, love as the 
contemplation of beauty, love as desire in general, love as intoxication 
and selflessness, etc. Moreover, each aspect and type of love will bring 
with it one or more standard, interrelated sub-contexts; e.g., the 
garden, wine-gathering, the dervish, etc. To say that the gazel is 
“about” love is still rather misleading. Love is in the gazel a strategy; it 
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is a microcosm in which a far vaster world is reflected. Love 
relationships hope, deceit, despair -in the entire range of human 
emotions which may occur for any of the myriad reasons which life in 
this world offers, but which the gazel writer chooses to express 
through the terminology and contexts of love. [Andrews 140-141] 

Within this frame we can focus on the hezel as a counterpart of the gazel. Though hezel 

is mostly described in dictionaries as satire written in a grotesque manner against 

persons, we do not find even a single poem written to a certain person in the Hezliyyât 

part of Sürûrî’s compilation.13 In order to understand the way Sürûrî writes his hezels 

we can refer to Rabelais. At some point Gargantua reads a rondeau which is the lyric 

poem of Latin, French and also English literature: 

RONDEAU 

Yesterday, shitting, I did know 
The profit to my arse I owe 
Such was the smell that from it slunk 
That I was with it all bestunk 
Oh, had but then someone consented 
To bring meher for whom I waited, 
 Whilst shitting! 
I would have closed her waterpipe 
In my rough way and bunged it up, 
While she had with her fingers guarded 
My jolly arsehole all bemerded 
 With shitting [Rabelais 37]14 

                                                 
13 Though there are several hezels in the “Gazeliyyât” part of the compilation I would rather focus on 
the “Hezliyyât” part.  
14 For the Turkish translation of the first book of The Histories of Gargantua and Pantagruel  see: Rabelais. 
Gargantua. çev. Sabahattin Eyüboğlu, Azra Erhat, Vedat Günyol. Đstanbul : Türkiye Đş Bankası Kültür 
Yayınları, 2002. 
The Turkish translation is formally more like a ghazel. Since the form is like a ghazel and the subject is 
“shiting” it turns that the poem is some kind of hezel.  

RONDO 
Anladım geçen gün sıçarken 
Kıçıma ne borçluymuşum ben 
Bu kez bir başka türlüydü koku 
Tüm üstüm başım pis pis koktu 
Ah bir alıp getirseydi 
O beklediğim sevgiliyi 
 Sıçarken 
Çiş deliğini kapardım iyice 
O benim hoyrat usulümce 
Parmaklarıyla da sevgilim 
Bok deliğimi tıkardı benim 

Sıçarken [82] 
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While Gargantua reads a rondeau on “shitting”, Sürûrî writes a hezel on “getting sick” 

by using the lyric form of poetry. Within this frame of interpretation I can allege that 

any kind of hezel should not be regarded as satire of a person, but instead it is the 

satire of the poem or literary style or literary form within the conception of burlesque.  

'araK içmiş idim lakin mey-AlAud eyledim KuSdum 
ne Xalt etdim ke kendim böyle bĐ-Xod eyledim KuSdum 

yüzüne karşı içdim şihneniN SahbA-yı kUn-A-kUn 
ki TAvUs kuyruGu renginde maxdUd eyledim KuSdum 

baKın balıK etinde şuXdur TalyancınıN oGlu 
içip mey 'aşKına ekel-i palAmUd eyledim KuSdum 

zenaxdAnıN taSvĐriNle meze rindAne ey sAKĐ 
münAsib sĐb idi ben nuKlum emrUd eyledim KuSdum 

olup dil-sUXte 'aşKıNla düşdüm Alem-i 'Aba 
ki yan monlA gibi nAmUsu nA-bUd eyledim KuSdum 

yedim semt-i xalebde bir pilAv ismi sU`Al etdim 
'arab KuSKuS deyince bežl-i mechUd eyledim Kusdum 

hevAyĐ-veş muKayyi` xab alıp külXAncı oGlundan 
yudunca kilyemi Ahımla pür-dUd eyledim Kusdum 

4.4. Burlesque and Travesty in Ottoman XVIIIth Century Literature 

Kemal Silay stresses the widespread uses of curses, slang and vulgarity in the 18th 

century while he was interpreting the case Sünbül-zâde Vehbi and his “Sühan 

Kasidesi [Poem on Poetry]” in his book entitled Nedim and the Poetics of the Ottoman 

Court. 

Yet it is also evident that while he is criticizing the poets who 
contaminated their dîvâns with “base” values in a “base” language, he 
himself is doing in his satire what he actually opposes. For example, 
calling the “bad” poets of his time “sons of bitches” and non-sense-
talking impostors exhibits one of the typical characteristics of the 
discourse of the eighteenth century in which numerous poets uses 
curses, slang and vulgarity. Although such elements can be found 
earlier, the use of these kinds of expressions was never before as wide-
spread as in eighteenth century poetry. [114] 

The fact determined by Kemal Silay has a real importance for summarising the 

change in the Ottoman court literature. Though there were other samples of this kind 

uses in the Ottoman poetry, the attitude of using such expressions became somehow 

general characteristics or at least one of the mainstream tendencies in poetry. In fact, 

what should be analysed is this development and the motives of this shift. As 
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Auerbach puts it when dealing with Rabelais work Gargantua “there is developed an 

entirely different, entirely new, and, at the period, extremely current theme -the theme 

of the discovery of a new world, with all the astonishment, the widening horizons and 

change in the world picture, which follow upon such a discovery” [270]. There must 

be certainly reasons of this literary turn. In order to be able to explain this change, 

this turn in the Ottoman literature we can visit for a while another literature. Another 

literary experience can be helpful for our understanding. Đhsan Yarşâtır, expert on 

Persian literature, lists all the accounts of explanations of the decline in traditional 

Persian literature. And he asks how the classical tradition ended with formalism and 

sophistication. He ends his interpretation with a simple explanation:  

This survey apparently leaves us with no explanation for the decline of 
the classical tradition at the end of the Safavid period. It seems to me, 
however, that in all the accounts presented so far, a simple explanation 
has been left out. We have been offered every possible reason for the 
weakening state of an octogenarian without mentioning his age. 
Persian poetry does no more than follow a general pattern of 
development common to all arts. It begins with the simplicity and 
directness that characterize the earlier stages of an art and leads to the 
complexity and exaggerated formalism that plague all arts toward their 
end, when creative energy is expended. 

At the dawn of an art form, as in the springtime of a nascent culture, 
the pulsations of an active and searching spirit give birth to new forms 
and new ideas. If it is allowed to follow its own course and is nor 
stifled or diverted by other currents, in time it gains the elegance and 
the maturity characteristic of middle age. Elegance leads to refinement, 
and this already contains the seeds of decay. Gradually sophistication 
and formalism replace the expression of heartfelt sentiments. Art 
becomes over-intellectualized; clever, but no longer inspired. In the 
end it is halted in “perpetual turning up of new facets of a crystallized 
and undevelopable thought-stock… 

No art form, and indeed no culture, has continued in strength forever. 
Sooner or later an inward erosion sets in, and the art or style loses its 
creative capacity and its inner vitality. [Yarshater 286-287 (234)]15 

At some point Ottoman literature faced the same problem. After reaching the peak it 

started to decline. Ottoman literature entered a period of formalism and 

sophistication, too. Kayahan Özgül offers to call this period “baroque” for the same 

                                                 
15 For the Turkish translation of the article see: Yarshater, Ehsan. “Sebk-i Hindî ya da Tarz-ı Safavî: 
Đlerleme mi gerileme mi?” Sözde ve anlamda farklılaşma: Sebk-i Hindî. [haz. Hatice Aynur, Müjgân Çakır ve 
Hanife Koncu.] çev. Barış Karacasu. Đstanbul: Turkuaz Yayınları, 2006: 192-235. 
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reason [387]. He also adds that one of the characteristics of this period was change in 

the subject, but he relates this change to humour. Özgül founds his argument on the 

grounds that the poets wanted to change the tradition and in order not to be criticised 

they used humour. But I think this was not the fact. They certainly knew what they 

were doing. They were using all the literary elements which constituted the traditional 

Ottoman court poetry, except for the subject. They were purely literary and as Jan 

Schmidt stressed “if the metaphors, punning, wordplay, the comic obscenities... were 

eliminated or cast in the form of dry prose, not much would remain of [these] 

work[s]” [191]. The period of decline was combined with the appearances of 

burlesque pieces of literature. And those texts were the medium for the traditional 

poetry to reach the end. 
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CONCLUSION 

 

 

 

In a series of articles which had been published first in Ottoman Turkish in the 

journal Felsefe ve Đctimaiyyât and afterwards compiled in a book under the title Divan 

Edebiyatı: Kelimeler ve Remizler, Mazmunlar ve Mefhumlar Agâh Sırrı Levend lists the 

sources of the Ottoman court literature. Besides other sources he also counts the 

hezel-âmîz, satirical or humorous works under the title “Diğer Hususiyetler / Other 

Elements” without paying sprecial attention: 

I - Tasavvuf, Din ve Felsefe: Tasavvuf - mjhtelif tarikatler - hurufilik - 
bektaşilik - şer’î akideler, kelâm - hikmet-i kadime - Allah ve kainat. 

II - Đman ve Đtikat: Kur’an - hadis- enbiya kıssaları - mucizeler. 

III - Tarih ve Esâtir: Tarihî şahsiyetler - efsânevî kahramanlar - 
efsaneler - rivayetler. 

IV - Bâtıl ve Hakikî Bilgiler: Kimya - simya - nücum - zâyirçe - reml - 
sihr ve tılsım - kıyafet - musikî - diğer ilimler. 

V - Hayat: Hayat ve edebiyat - ramazan - bayram - hamam - düğünler - 
merasimler - zamaneden şikâyetler. 

VI - Bezm ü Rezm:  Bezm -  işret âletleri - rezm - cenk âletleri - atlar. 

VII - Hâdiseler: Tarihî hâdiseler - tarihler - hâdiselerden ilhamlar. 

VIII - Âdet ve Ahlâk: Sihhat - ilm ve san’at - madde ve tabiat - 
inanmalar - bazı âdetler. 

IX - Âdet ve Ahlâk: Darbımeseller - tâbirler. 

X - San’at ve Güzellik Telâkkisi: San’at ve tasannu’ - edebî san’atlar - 
güzel nedir? 
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XI - Diğer Hususiyetler: Hecv ü müzah - medh ü fahr - tazallüm - rind 
ü zâhid - muamma ve lûgaz. 

XII - Mefhumlar: Tabiat - kadın ve aşk - Türk ve Anadolu - vatan ve 
millet - Đstanbul. [9-10] 

As Agâh Sırrı Levend points out those burlesque and humorous pieces of literature 

had little importance for the historians of literature. But, on the other hand, we can 

easily follow the traces of these pieces of literature through out the history of 

Ottoman literature. Thinking on the value of these works may lead to new expansions 

on the history of Turkish literature. If we start to list those kinds of literary works we 

would certainly see that there were lots of examples of those grotesque, burlesque and 

even travesty works. And we should also keep in mind that the writers of those texts 

were also high-ranked persons / officials in the Ottoman Empire era. Under these 

circumstances instead of alleging that these works do not have any literary value, we 

should focus on the political, social, and especially literary dimensions of those pieces. 

Though there are academic works based on some samples of those pieces of literature 

there is no comprehensive and systematic study of them. By comprehensive and 

systematic study I mean interpretation of those pieces, but not releasing the text itself. 

And after all 18th century is special for the richness of burlesque literature. Even in 

“true” / “genuine” literary works have references to those works. For instance, 

Keçeci-zâde Đzzet makes the following reference to Fâzıl and Vehbî in his famous 

Mihnet-keşân: 

budur berg-i sebz-i diyAr-ı keşan 
n’ola olsa maKbUl-i mixnet-keşan 

degildir KazıKcı xikAyAtı bu 
degildir Su yolcu rivAyAtı bu 

degildir zenAn-nAmesi fAŜılıN  
degil kArı zen-pAre-i cAhiliN [458] 

But, unfortunately, such burlesque pieces of literature were not recognised as a part of 

literary history. In order to constitute a burlesque literary work the composer, creator 

of the burlesque one has to keep some characteristics of the imitated work and 

change, deform some other characteristics. In our case what was changed is the 

matter, subject of the poem. But what remains without any change is also a matter of 

discussion. In fact, besides having close relation to the literary canon of the Ottoman 
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literature they were also closely connected to the tradition by means of formal 

elements like metre, form, and rhyme; vocabulary and literary characteristics.  

In this context, I would like to stress once again, a burlesque work is not limited to a 

special piece of literature or story. Burlesque texts do not focus on a certain artist or 

poet, but on the contrary on a genre or a style to create a special effect of literature on 

a different level of artistic attempt. Within the context of Ottoman court literature 

this shift in the level of the literature also brings a shift in the code of references 

constituted by the tradition. The poems of Enderûnî Fâzıl Bey, Sünbül-zâde Vehbî 

and Sürûrî are proper examples for founding this argument and they represent the 

change in the tradition. And certainly they appeared at the dusk of the classical! 
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