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Abstract

In Islamic mysticism, love is not a secondary emotion, but rather an ontological, life-giving reality and the ultimate end of the spiritual
wayfarer’s path. Using a comparative analytical method, this study examines the various dimensions of love—true and metaphorical love,
longing, attraction, annihilation, subsistence, and amorous symbolism—in the diwans of two prominent poets of Persian and Kurdish
literature, Hafez Shirazi and Mulla Muhammad Mahwi. The main objective is to identify the fundamental similarities and differences in
the definition and representation of love in the works of these two poets and to explain the causes of these differences on the basis of their
cultural and linguistic contexts. The findings indicate that both poets regard love as the essence of existence and the sole path to union
with Absolute Truth; nevertheless, Hafez represents love in connection with rindi, ambiguity, artistic aesthetics, and the conscious
integration of metaphorical and true love, whereas Mahwi associates love with inner burning, annihilation, ascetic discipline, and the
mystical experience of spiritual wayfaring. Hafez’s amorous mysticism has a hermeneutic and interpretive character, inviting the audience
to uncover the hidden layers of meaning, while Mahwi’s mysticism is intuitive, existential, and grounded in the direct feeling of the
Beloved’s presence. These differences are rooted in the divergent historical, social, and linguistic backgrounds of the two poets: Shiraz
during the Muzaffarid period, as opposed to Kurdistan during the Ottoman period. Ultimately, through their poetic language, both poets
offered an enduring model of the “religion of love,” which continues to flow within Persian and Kurdish literary culture.
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EXTENDED ABSTRACT
Comparative studies of mystical literature

provide an important framework for
understanding how shared spiritual concepts
are articulated across different linguistic,
cultural, and historical traditions. Among the
central themes of Islamic mysticism, love
occupies a unique position as both the origin
and culmination of spiritual experience. In
Persian and Kurdish literary traditions, few
poets have explored the metaphysical
dimensions of love with as much depth and
artistic sophistication as Hafez Shirazi and
Mulla Muhammad Mahwi. Although separated
by time, language, and sociohistorical context,
both poets belong to the broader tradition of
Islamic mysticism and present love as the
primary means of attaining union with the

Divine. The significance of comparing these

islerl Ll s Sslis (V) nl cas o5 belss 4 015 s
S s e e T ae resl3l L 51pd s Lasl>
Galdibe glad b jlis ae Olas S 53 Ggme oS
s B )b G ye mdin ol el 5o Sls (V) 55 550,
LS (5L O b el o sl 5 3 ey ol F ok 4 Lal>
doye 3 Spa e jas 3 35 Sl a3 L
Caied 55 Sl8 (1) 35 43 25 ol JWES) 5 Gl 50
e ool a4 ey Hsbay B3l JU e Sl
QALED S b 4 e S J s LS 5 ) k) 5 5
LS o ST a4 5 bl S5 oS il 1l S
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o Wlidle Ol o 8 das o DL s G Sl sy )

el S rie glasle ( S0 5 SL ‘vg"”f sl

two figures lies not only in identifying thematic

similarities but also in uncovering the
distinctive ways through which each poet
constructs the discourse of mystical love.
Modern comparative approaches emphasize
the examination of common motifs without
requiring direct evidence of literary influence,
thereby allowing researchers to investigate
convergences and divergences in spiritual
expression across traditions (1). Hafez’s

poetry represents one of the highest

achievements of Persian mystical lyricism,
characterized by ambiguity, multilayered
symbolism, and the fusion of earthly and divine
meanings (2). Mahwi, by contrast, occupies a
foundational place in Kurdish mystical
literature, where love is often expressed
through  existential

suffering, spiritual



1F+0 Jbo (o olad i slgz 0398 ((w il Ol 9 b dad 4 i

discipline, and direct emotional experience (3,
10). Previous studies have shown that Mahwi’s
mystical worldview is deeply influenced by Sufi
the

transformative power of love in leading the

metaphysics and emphasizes
seeker beyond material existence (5, 9).
Similarly, investigations of Hafez’s poetry have
highlighted the centrality of love as a force that
transcends conventional religious boundaries
and challenges superficial forms of piety (4).
Therefore, the present study seeks to conduct
a comparative analysis of the concept of love
and its various dimensions in the poetry of
Hafez and Mahwi, focusing on ontological
definitions of love, the relationship between
earthly and divine love, stages of mystical
love, and the symbolic language employed by
both poets.

The study employed a qualitative comparative
methodology grounded in the American school
of comparative literature, which emphasizes
thematic analysis rather than direct influence
studies (1). The research corpus consisted of
the complete Divan of Hafez and the Divan of
Mahwi (2, 3). Purposeful sampling was used to
identify poetic verses containing key concepts
associated with mystical love, including love,
longing, union, separation, annihilation,
subsistence, ecstasy, wine, tavern, spiritual
guide, beloved, and related expressions. In the
first stage of analysis, approximately 350
verses from Hafez and 210 verses from Mahwi
were extracted and coded according to four
principal dimensions: the ontological status of

love, the relationship between earthly and

divine love, the stages of spiritual love, and
To

strengthen interpretive validity, triangulation

symbolic  representations of love.

was employed through  simultaneous

consultation of the original poetic texts,
scholarly commentaries, and previous studies
concerning the mystical thought of both poets.

The interpretive framework was informed by

classical Islamic mystical doctrines,
particularly  the concepts of divine
manifestation, unity of being, spiritual

attraction, annihilation (fana’), and subsistence
(bag@’), which have long occupied a central
position in Sufi metaphysics (4, 8). Additional
attention was given to stylistic features,
symbolic structures, and recurring motifs in
order to identify broader patterns in each
poet’s representation of mystical experience.
Through this methodological approach, the
study aimed to move beyond superficial
thematic similarities and provide a deeper
understanding of how love functions as both a
theological and aesthetic principle in Persian
and Kurdish mystical poetry.

The findings indicate that both Hafez and
Mahwi
principle of existence and the ultimate purpose

regard love as the fundamental
of creation. For both poets, love is not merely
an emotional state but an ontological reality
that defines the relationship between humanity
and the Divine. Hafez repeatedly portrays love
as a transformative force that initiates the
spiritual journey and leads the seeker toward
higher levels of awareness (2). His famous

declaration that love initially appears easy but
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ultimately reveals profound difficulties
encapsulates the paradoxical nature of
mystical experience. Mahwi likewise presents
love as a consuming force that simultaneously
destroys and renews the self (3). His frequent
use of images related to fire, burning, wounds,
and suffering reflects a view of love as a
process of spiritual purification through pain
and self-sacrifice (7, 9). Both poets connect
love to the classical Sufi concepts of
annihilation and subsistence, yet they differ in
their modes of expression. Hafez tends to
present these ideas through subtle metaphors,
paradoxes, and multilayered imagery,
whereas Mahwi often articulates them in a
more direct and emotionally charged manner.
The study further revealed that both poets
draw upon the shared heritage of Islamic
mysticism in understanding love as a divine
force that transcends rational comprehension
and transforms ordinary existence into a
sacred journey toward ultimate reality (4, 8).

A major area of comparison concerns the
relationship between earthly and divine love.
Hafez is distinguished by his deliberate fusion
of these two dimensions, frequently employing
images of beauty, wine, taverns, and beloved
figures in ways that blur the distinction
between human and divine objects of affection
(2). His poetic strategy invites readers to
engage in continuous interpretation, allowing
earthly imagery to function simultaneously as
a symbol of transcendent reality. This
hermeneutic openness has contributed

significantly to the enduring appeal and

interpretive richness of his poetry (4). Mahwi,
although employing similar symbolic elements,
generally uses them with greater explicitness
and clearer reference to spiritual realities (3).
His references to legendary lovers and
romantic narratives serve primarily as
allegorical pathways toward divine love rather
than as ambiguous symbolic structures.
Studies of Mahwi’s poetry have shown that he
consistently transforms earthly imagery into
vehicles for expressing metaphysical truths
and spiritual aspirations (5, 6). Consequently,
while both poets acknowledge the pedagogical
role of earthly love in guiding the seeker
toward divine realization, Hafez emphasizes
symbolic ambiguity and interpretive
multiplicity, whereas Mahwi emphasizes
spiritual instruction and existential sincerity.
This distinction reflects broader differences in
the literary traditions within which they wrote
and contributes significantly to their
contrasting representations of mystical
experience.

The analysis of symbolic language and
mystical stages further highlights both
convergences and divergences between the
two poets. Quantitative examination of
selected verses demonstrated that symbols
such as wine, cupbearer, tavern, spiritual
guide, tears, fire, and longing occupy central
positions in both poetic corpora. However,
notable differences emerged in the frequency
and function of these symbols. Hafez employs
aesthetic and celebratory imagery—including

wine, the cupbearer, and the Magian elder—

N\.N
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with  considerably  greater  frequency,
emphasizing joy, freedom, beauty, and
spiritual intoxication (2). Mahwi, by contrast,
relies more heavily on symbols associated
with suffering, burning, tears, and emotional
anguish, thereby foregrounding the ascetic
and sacrificial dimensions of the mystical path
(3, 10). Both poets make extensive use of the
moth-and-candle motif to symbolize self-
annihilating love, revealing their shared
inheritance from earlier Persian Sufi traditions.
Yet stylistically they differ substantially.
Hafez’s poetry is characterized by

sophisticated ambiguity, paradoxical
oppositions, and symbolic density, all of which
require active interpretation by the reader.
Mahwi’s poetry, although rich in metaphor,
generally relies on more straightforward
symbolic structures and emotional immediacy
(5, 6). These findings suggest that Hafez
constructs a hermeneutic mysticism in which
meaning emerges through interpretive
engagement, whereas Mahwi constructs an
experiential mysticism grounded in direct
encounters with longing, suffering, and
spiritual transformation.

In conclusion, the comparative analysis
demonstrates that Hafez and Mahwi share a
common mystical foundation rooted in the
Islamic tradition of divine love, yet they
articulate this foundation through distinct
poetic and spiritual sensibilities. Both poets
view love as the essence of existence, the path
toward divine union, and the force that guides

the seeker through successive stages of

spiritual transformation. Nevertheless, Hafez
presents love through ambiguity, aesthetic
refinement, irony, and symbolic multiplicity,
creating a poetic universe that invites endless
interpretation. Mahwi, in contrast, emphasizes
inner burning, existential suffering, spiritual
discipline, and direct emotional experience,
offering a more immediate and intensely
personal vision of mystical love. These
differences reflect not only individual artistic
preferences but also broader cultural,
historical, and linguistic contexts that shaped
the development of Persian and Kurdish
mystical literature. Ultimately, both poets
succeeded in transforming love into a
universal spiritual language capable of
transcending temporal and geographical
boundaries. Their works continue to
demonstrate how mystical poetry can express
humanity’s deepest longing for truth, beauty,
and transcendence while preserving the
unique cultural identities from which those

expressions emerge.
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