THE STYLE OF PERSIAN POETRY: A SEMIOTIC APPROACH

A thesis submitted to the University of Hyderabad in partial fulfillment of
the requirements for the award of the degree of

Doctor of Philosophy
in

Applied Linguistics
by

Mozhgan Effati

Supervised

by

Prof. Panchanan Mohanty

Centre for Applied Linguistics & Translation Studies
School of Humanities
University of Hyderabad
Hyderabad-500046, India
July 2014



DECLARATION

I, Mozhgan Effati, hereby declare that this thesis entitled “The Style of Persian
Poetry: A Semiotic Approach” submitted by me under the guidance and supervision
of Prof. Panchanan Mohanty is my bonafide research work and is free from

plagiarism.

| declare to the best of my knowledge that this thesis or any part of it has not
been submitted previously to any other university or institution for the award of any

degree or diploma.

Hyderabad Mozhgan Effati
July 2014 Reg. No: 07THAPHO05
Centre for ALTS

University of Hyderabad



CERTIFICATE

This is to certify that the research work embodied in the present thesis entitled
“The Style of Persian Poetry: A Semiotic Approach” submitted by Mozhgan
Effati (Reg. No. 07HAPHO05) is a bonafide work carried out by her under my

supervision and guidance.

This thesis has not been submitted previously in part or in full to any other
university or institution for the award of any degree or diploma and is free from

plagiarism.

(Prof. Panchanan Mohanty)

Supervisor

(Prof. G. Uma Maheshwar Rao)

Director, Centre for ALTS

(Prof. Amitabha Das Gupta)

Dean, School of Humanities



Acknowledgements

| owe my gratitude to Professor Panchanan Mohanty, Centre for Applied
Linguisics and Translation Studies, University of Hyderabad for supervising this
work. | am obliged to him for his valuable guidance and academic advice during

working on my thesis.

My thanks also go to the other Doctoral Committee members, Prof. G. Uma

Maheshwar Rao and Dr. K. Rajyarama for their help.

| also owe to Dr William Steed at James Cook University, Townsville,

Australia for reading and commenting on earlier draft of my thesis.

My special thanks are for Dr. Seyed E. Hasnain, former Vice-Chancellor,
University of Hyderabad, and to Mr. Swarup Kumar, former officer in-charge, Lake

View Guest House, for their help.
| am extremely grateful to my colleagues in Tehran for their patience.

Finally, I owe a lot to my husband for his tolerance and help during difficult

times.



These symbols have been used to signify phonetic configurations.

Abbreviations

< Yoaldy |z
< J r
b/ o $
2 3 7
< < y
S z X
g /3 o/ h
e/ g - a
d - €
z 0
¢ ‘ a
O s i
J ) u
a 3 ow
3
o=/




Table of Contents

Chapter 1: Introduction

L2 INErOdUCTION. ...
1.2. Motivation of the Research.................ooooiiii e,
1.3. Objectives of the Research..............ooiiiiiii e
1.4. The Research Need for Stylistic AnalysiS..........cooviviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieennn..
1.5. Questions and Hypotheses............ooiiiiiiii e

1.6. Method 0f ReSearch......oovoviiei i,

Chapter 2: Review of Literature

2.1. Jakobson and POCTICS. .......ouueeiieit i
2.1.1. Forgrounding and Parallelism from Jakobson’s Viewpoint.....................
2.1.2. Formalists’ Viewpoint towards Automatization and Forgrounding.........
2.1.3. Leech and his Views on Forgrounding and Parallelism........................
2.2. Barthes and SemiotiCs. .. .....oouiuuieiitiit i
2.3. Derrida and DeconStruCtion...........ovuiiuiintiit i,
2.4. Greimas and SemMaANICS. .. ..o.uettinti i
2.5. Shamisa and his Approach towards Stylistics of Persian Poetry.................
2.5 1. Period Style.....ooiei
2.5.2. Individual Style......cooiniiiii i
2.6. Safavi and his Approach in Stylistics of Persian Poetry...........................
2.7. Sojudi and Semiotics of Persian Poetry...............coooiiiiiiiiiiiii i

T D40 02 ) o

Chapter 3: Theoretical Foundations

3.1 SHUCTUTALISIIL. o oottt e e e

Vi



3.1.2. Langue and Parole...........ooiiiii i 73

3.1.3 Synchronic and Diachronic ASPects..........oovviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieiieeieaines 78
3 14 ReIAtIONS. ..ottt e 84
3.1.5. Syntagmatic and Paradigmatic AXeS.........ccovvveiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieneiiinannnnn. 89
3.2. The History of SemiotiCS......o.uvriiriitiiti et 100
3.3. Language FUNCHONS. .....ooviiiii i e e e 107
3.3.1. EMotive FUNCHION. .. .cviii e 108
3.3.2. Conative FUNCHON. ... ...ooiiii i e 109
3.3.3. Referential Function...............coooiiiiiiiiiiii e, 110
3.3.4. Metalinguistic FUNCHION. ...........ooviiiiiiiii e, 110
3.3.5. Phatic FUNCHION. ..ot 111
3.3.6. Poetic FUNCHION. ....oviit i e e e 112
3.3.6.1. Rule Addition.........coiiiniiii e e 117
3.3.6.2 RUIE OMUSSION. ...\ttt e 119
3.3.6.3. Deviation from Rules and Norms of Language.............................. 120
3.4. SChoOIS Of SEYIISTICS. . vt tutitt ettt e eeaaes 121
3.4.1. LinguiStic StYlIStICS. . ..viut ittt 121
3.4.2. Genetic StylIStICS. . ouuetttt et 122
3.4.3. Affective StyliStiCS. ..ot 123
34,4, Meta SEYLISTICS . . v ettt e 123
3.4.5. Functional and Structural StyliStics..........cooviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiie e, 124
3D SUMMEAIY .. e 126

Chapter 4: Analysis of Data and the Proposal of the Thesis

4.1. Analysis of the Selected 40 Poems.............cooiviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiien . 127
O B Y1 13 10§ 260
4.2. Proposals of the Thesis........covviiiiiiiiii e, 263

vii



421, INtrOAUCHION. oo ettt e e e e 263

A.2.2. PrBIMISES. ...ttt et 264
4.2.2.1. Viewpoint: a Factor Involved in Creation of Style..................... 264
4.2.2.2. Forgrounding: a Factor Involved in Creation of Style.................. 266
4.2.2.3. Understanding is Based on Conventions.................ccevvvieneen.n. 268
4.2.2.4. The Unit of Meaning Understanding is Sign....................cccooeenne. 269
4.2.2.5. Semiotic System of Literature is the Extended Semiotic System of 270
Automatic Language........o.ovuiiniitii i e

4.2.2.6. The Reader has a Reading apart from the Creator of Literary 270

4.3. The Methods of Stylistic ANalysiS..........oovvvriiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiaieiennnn. 271
4.3.1. Linguistic Level.... .o 272
4.3.1.1. Phonological Level...........coooiiiiiiii e 272
4.3.1.2. Lexical Level......oooiniiiii i 272
4.3.1.3.Syntactic Level. ..o 272
4.3.2. Literary Level. ... ..o 273
4.3.2.1. Semantic OPeratorsS. ... ....vueeurereantenteite et eiteeeeieerneaeeneeanns 274
4.3.2.2. Semantic COTe. ... ..ouuuitent ettt 276
4.3.2.3. Semantic CONStItUSNES. ......ouiueieietiie e, 277
4.4, Semantic Reading.......c.ooviiiri i 278
4.5. Meaning Formulation..............c.oooiiiiiiiiii e 280
4.6. Meaning and Interpretation in Classic and Modern Poetry.................. 281
N 1111111 ) o 284
Chapter 5: ConClUuSION. ... ... 286
RETEIENCES. ...t . 289

viii



Chapterl: Introduction

1.1. Introduction

Semiotics, considered as the science of signification, is often said to have been
derived from two sources: the American philosopher Charles Sanders Peirce, and the
Swiss linguist Ferdinand de Saussure. In his Course in General Linguistics
(originally published in 1916), Saussure postulated the existence of a general science
of signs, i.e. semiology, of which linguistics would form only one part. Semiotics is a
specific point of view; a perspective which asks how signs become carriers of

meaning.

Stylistics, on the other hand, deals with the form, function and structure of
language in discourse which can be usefully applied to interpretive approaches in

analysing literature.

It may be argued that the combination of stylistics and semiotics is necessary in
order to overcome some problems encountered in traditional stylistic analysis. The
focus of this thesis is the principles of semiotics and its aim is to propose an approach
which is theoretically rigorous and which, at the same time, enables the reader to
engage with literary texts. Here, too, our goal is to bring to light the usefulness of

stylistic research based on the concept of semiotics.

1.2. Motivation for the Research

The aim of the research presented here is to suggest an approach to stylistics,
considering more theoretical concerns with the factors that may determine or interact
with the elements appearing in the poetic text. That is, special characteristics and
distinctive aspects of Persian poetry that have been neglected will be analysed in
order to find the underlying conventions in poetry, rather than surface meaning, or

even the underlying symbolism of the text.

We will try to analyse the texts using a semiotic model. An emphasis on the semiotic

function of signs will help us to avoid traditional reading of the term “style”.



1.3. Objectives of the Research

Using a diverse set of poems, this thesis focuses on the principles of semiotics as
it applies to the interpretation, description and theorising of literary texts. It also aims

to reveal the interdependencies between semiotics and stylistics.

Firstly, this thesis aims to show that traditional literary studies in the field of
stylistics in Persian literature do not have a valid theoretical basis. A new proposal

has been presented for such studies and it is methodologically rigorous and verifiable.

Secondly, a new description of style using the semiotic criteria is necessary and it
should be applicable to all literary texts in a systematic manner. In this model each
poem will be analysed in two layers, i.e. external and internal. The external level
consists of three levels, i.e. phonological, lexical and syntactic. In the internal level,
we will deal with the literary level, considering a semantic pyramid for every poem.
This pyramid has three aspects; semantic core, semantic operators and semantic

constituents according to which every poem will be analysed.

Finally, style should be studied from a universal viewpoint. Thus, the task of the
thesis will be to present an approach towards the functional and formal distinctions
operating within literary texts, to establish underlying conventions, syntagmatic and
paradigmatic relations, distinctions and rules of selection and combination employed

in respect of stylistics based on semiotics and structural points of view.

Therefore, the discipline of stylistics must be dealt with through the principles of

semiotics.
1.4. The Research Need for Stylistic Research

In spite of a long history of stylistics in Iran, few theories seem to have provided
a satisfactory and reliable methodology for a stylistic analysis of Persian poetry. This
is the reason for which more research should be conducted with reference to style in

Persian poetry.

On the other hand, methodological inadequacies show that classifications of

styles in Persian literature are not truly acceptable. The classification of literary texts



according to geographical, political and historical concerns, e.g. Indian, Iraqi,
Qaznavi style, etc, rather than by linguistic standards suggests that more research is

needed in this area.

1.5. Questions and Hypotheses
This research will address three main questions:

1. What are the criteria for determining the style of a text? That is, are there

special characteristics that can be presented for individual style?

2. Can we achieve a precise pattern for distinguishing the style of poems
through the grouping of common characteristics of individual styles?

3. Can we consider the function of syntagmatic and paradigmatic axes as precise
instruments for determining literary criteria? This consists of two sub-

questions:

a. Within the domain of semiotics of literature, can we reach explicit

consequences regarding semiotic analysis and stylistics?

b. And, can we consider a new field called semiotic stylistics, keeping in

mind that “meaning relation is a criterion to determine the style”.

In attempting to reply to the above mentioned questions a hypothesis has been
presented:

A semantic pyramid (see Figure 1) can be considered for analysing any kind of
poem. Based on the three aspects, i.e. semantic core, semantic operators and semantic
constituents, the common features of all the poems of a poet can be determined.
These common features are quite reliable for defining the style of a poem. The
construction and theoretical justification for this pyramid will be explained in Chapter

four.



Figure 1

Semantic core

Semantic constituents

This thesis will show how the semantic pyramid can be used to classify the stylistic

characteristics of Persian poetry and group them according to their common features.

1.6. Method of Research

This thesis aims at developing an approach, with this point in mind that we are
not much devoted to parallelism and traditionaly recognized rhethorical figures as we
are aware of the deficiencies in traditional stylistic analysis. Our intention is not how
to define these terms, but how to get at the realities behind them that are the basic
characteristics of poetic language. First, we must consider a poem as a unified entity
and understand the overall structure. We are not too much concerned with describing
the parts of a poem, as the whole is greater than the sum of its parts. This approach
focuses on the general properties of poetic language without particular attention to a
given writer, a given poem, or a given period, since a concern for global structure has

priority over a concern for more stylistic details.

The method of research used here is analytic using induction. Selecting forty
poems of some celebrated Persian poets in different eras, the hypothesis will be

examined.



This research can be applied productively in semantic studies, stylistic analysis,
text analysis, discourse analysis, classification of literary texts and will offer a

broader insight towards literary and linguistic criticism.



Chapter 2: Review of Literature

2.1. Jakobson and Poetics

Roman Jakobson (1896-1982), the Russian linguist and scholar, has made
significant contributions in different fields such as phonology, literary criticism,
literary theory, etc. He laid the foundation of Moscow Linguistic Circle in 1915 and
simultaneously played a key role in the Russian Formalist Movement. At the end of
1920 along with Trubetzkoy and Mokarovsky established the Prague School of
Linguistics. After the occupation of Slovak by Nazi army, he moved to United States
of America and taught linguistics and communication science at Harvard University,
Colombia University and Massachusett Institute of Technology till the end of his life.

As the pioneer of structural analysis of language, he developed techniques to
analyse the poetic function of language and expanded the syntagmatic and
paradigmatic axes of language to metaphoric and metonymic poles and in this way
opened a new insight towards literary criticism.

According to Erlich (1981:94), Jakobson calls poetic function "aesthetic function
of language” and "systematic and conscious attack to every day language".

From this viewpoint, texts fall into two categories. First, there is a kind of text
in which special message is being conveyed through a simple and clear language far
from any complexity. In reading this kind of texts we are not aware of language.
Language is clear and maybe it can be said that language "is omitted"”. Our attention
is towards the ultimate meaning of message and language is nothing except an
instrument to understand the message. Scientific texts fall into this classification. In
the second kind of text, message depends on the way of expression. Complexities and
linguistic mysteries are advantages in this kind of texts, because the message is
nothing except this complexity. In these texts either ultimate meaning does not exist
or is hidden behind numerous interpretations. While reading these texts, language is
present. Language is alive and forces us to think about it, sometimes it is difficult and
sometimes we feel it is an obstacle for understanding. In the first kinds of text,
creation of reader has the least function. Scientific knowledge and average
intelligence is enough to understand the message, but in the second kind of texts the

readers have to create the meaning through thinking about language complexities.



Jakobson (1960:356) believes that poetic function of language concentrates on the
message itself. The cardinal notion of Jakobson’s theory about poetics results from
this general linguistic fact that sign is different from referent. The principal point
from Jakobson’s viewpoint according to Erlich (1981:181), is the recognition of
difference between "sign™ and "referent' or the recognition of the poet’s attention to
the language not the reality. The distinction made by Jakobson between sign and
referent was expressed earlier by Husserl (1983). This philosopher made a difference
between subject as a linguistic reality and meaning in its general sense; a way
through which subject is being expressed. In other words, Husserl did not consider
meaning as meta-linguistic phenomenon, but as a part of linguistic sign.

According to Markiewiez (1974:192), Jakobinsky remarks that if language is
being used in a way in which verbal expression including phones, morphological
elements, etc do not have independent value then, they are being considered just as
instruments for communication purpose. While we can consider another system in
which practical aim is of secondary importance and linguistic expression has
independent value. Poetry is the best example of this "another linguistic system”. In
authomatic language, we bring nonlinguistic elements into account and the centre of
attention is on the content conveyed between addresser and addressee, while the
centre of attention in literary or poetic language is on the language itself or on the
form of language.

After making a distinction between literary language and automatic or ordinary
language, Jakobson paid attention to semantics of poetry. In his opinion, in poetry the
semantic system of lexemes is the same as automatic language and it can be
considered as a secondary semiotic system. This signification of lexemes results from
syntagmatic position of words in poetry. This is the reason why Jakobson and other
formalists (Jakobson & Pomorska 1983:110, 111) believe that the translation of
poetry from one language to another is impossible. Jakobson explicitly remarks that
in translation of poetry the interpretation of translator is being translated not the word
itself. Jakobson considered "intralinguistic" translation, exchange of verbal signs of
language into verbal signs of another language as "one kind of different kinds of

translation™ and tried to discover the general rule of exchanging linguistic signs. In



Linguistic Aspect of Translation (1959), Jakobson distinguished three kinds of
translation:

a) Intralinguistic translation: In this type of translation two kinds of sign belong
to the same language. What has been done is the interpretation of linguistic
signs to other linguistic signs within the same language is taken into
consideration.

b) Interlinguistic translation: it is the interpretation of linguistic signs of a
language into linguistic signs of another language.

c) Non verbal translation: it is the interpretation of signs of another sign system
into language; like the execution of a film according to a literary work.

Even synonymous words have subtle differences. On the other hand, with change in
form, meaning also changes. Since equivalent words in a language do not have
equivalent meanings, equivalent words in different languages also do not have the
same meaning. Every word has "implicational meanings" which can not be translated.
So the whole meaning of a word is untranslatable.

In poetry, language is being used to create multiple meanings. In poetry, the
language itself is important and the aim is verbal creation. Conveying of
implicational meanings or emotional effects created in a special language into another
language is impossible.

But what would happen if the reader does not expect a precise translation, if the
reader confronts the new poetry as a new reality and does not try to corrolate the new
text with the old one. Jakobson (Ibid.) and other formalists accept that in translation,
"new poetry” or "second text" is a new event. This "new literary reality” has
intertextual relation with "original text", but they are two different semantic worlds.
Jakobson emphasises that the word should be considered as "the word itself" not
"signifying to something out of language". In poetry the aim is the word itself not
something which the word expresses. Jakobson, in last years of his life, remarked that
this notion of him originates from Hussrel’s viewpoint. The meaning of poetry is
poetry itself and its signifying aspect is not important. The formalists believed in
independency of poetic language from referent.

Sartre (1948:63) in his book What is Literature? has considered a distinction

between poetry and prose. He believes that poetry does not use words in the same



way that the prose does. Even poetry does not use words and poets do not consider
words as instrument.

It is obvious that this view point pays attention to application of language in literature
not in social life and this does not mean that Sartre or formalists have not considered
this point. Art is "a part of social reality" and its social aspect is very important for
society. Poetry destroys "language”, changes our viewpoint to the world and
existence and changes us accordingly. Through reading poetry, people feel in a new
way. They express their feelings in a different way, they live with love in a different
manner and they talk about politics in a different way. Then one aspect of poetry is
defamiliarization.

According to Jakobson (1971:254-259), in verbal art and in poetry, the act of

communication is based on the message itself and the emphasis is on the message
itself and its structure, not external conditions and situations. In poetry internal
correlation of elements is important. Jakobson has suggested a general rule for
understanding these correlations; two important linguistic principles: selection and
combination.
The addresser selects the constituents of a sentence amongst similar signs. Up to this
point the reader’s act relates to paradigmatic axis. The other important point is the
combination of words which constitute the sentence and this is something which
relates to syntagmatic axis. Words are combined according to parallelism and
similarity. Every poem is a structure consisting of elements which are combined with
each other and the analysis of poetry is just the analysis of these combinations and
selections.

According to (Culler 1975:53, 54), the aim of Jakobson and Lévi Strauss in
analysis of the poem Cats was to understand the constituents of the poem. From one
hand, the grammatical and phonemic similarities, symmetries, and from the other
hand, grammatical and phonemic oppositions were taken into consideration.

The poetic aspect of language is basically ambiguous and its meaning can not be
easily achieved. There are so many poems which destroy syntactic or verbal rules.
There might be odd combinational rules of words such as combination of phonemes
which has no meaning or combination of words out of syntactic and grammatical

rules which are ambiguous or meaningless from a semantic point of view. These



ambiguous cases do not have aesthetic effect but in some cases they are close to
poetic function of language, because going beyond the semantic codes art works
attract the attention of the addressee.

Many aesthetic scholars emphasise the effect of art works on the addressee,
instead of defining poetic function and emphasizing the form of message. Eco
(1976:262) believes in what is felt not why it is felt. In other words, Eco is seeking to
find a more precise answer to "how can a work of art be effective and influential"?
What Jakobson (1960:350, 351) states is fundamental point in analysing aesthetic
text. "Poetics deals with problems of verbal structure, just as the analysis of painting
is concerned with pictorial structure. Since linguistics is the global science of verbal
structure, poetics may be regarded as an integral part of linguistics”.

Where is the position of poetry in aesthetic verbal art? To answer this question
Jakobson (1960:353) uses the concept of "dominance” which caused debates amongst
formalists. He defines “"dominant factor" as content of art work which dominates
other elements. We can find "dominant factor" not only within the works of a literary
man, in poetic rules or in a special poetic school, but also in art works of a special era
which is propounded as a whole. For example, the art of painting was dominant in
Europe during New Ages. Music was the dominant art in 18" century. By utilizing
the concept of "dominance”, Jakobson could criticize the first works of formalists. He
mentioned, this assumption that poetry has just artistic function is not correct.
Internal aims and intention of poetry is interrelated to philosophical and social
matters, as a poem does not confine to aesthetic function, aesthetic function also does
not confine to poetry. Jakobson (lbid.) believes that literary work should be
considered as a linguistic message which its dominant aspect is its aesthetic function,
but this "dominant factor" is not stable. Within literary rules, those elements which
have secondary importance become main elements and on the other hand those
elements which were dominant become optional and arbitrary. So, development of
poetry is in the way of expression applied by the poet.

Therefore, in first works of formalists like Shokolovsky, every literary work was
considered as ultimate specimen and no attention was paid to its literary

development, but in later works of formalists, every literary work was considered as a
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structural system which was based on its internal literary elements, and literary
development resulted from a change in its fundaments.

In special genre, these fundaments change and consequently influence other genres.
Utilizing the theoretical parameter of dominant factor, formalists rewrote the literary
history of Russia. This kind of analysis connected synchronic and diachronic methods
of studying language. This kind of formalist’s research proved that development is
not merely successive historical changes, but it is synchronic phenomenon which is
directly gained.

Jakobson (Ibid.) brings forth another point regarding the dependency of literary
work on tradition in which it has been formulated and separation from that tradition.
The reader of a poem is aware of two different systems.

1- Traditional rules.
2- Art innovations which are manifested as deviations from those traditional
rules.
The innovations usually are against traditions and separation from them involves the
value of every literary work.

Another important aspect of Jakobson’s work (1983:125-135), is his discussion
regarding metonymy and metaphor which originates from the notions of Korozovsky.
Jakobson proposed two kinds of art works according to two kinds of technique; one
on the basis of similarity and the other one on the basis of contiguity. Research on
realism on art in Prague clarified this reality that metaphor is based on similarity and
metonymy is based on contiguity. He remarked that realistic work means creation of
"pictures” which are related to each other through contiguity. At that time Jakobson
thought that metaphor depends on the intention of writer while metonymy depends on
the conditions in which a literary work is being created. But in cinema research he
realised that the basis of art in cinema is metonymy, since pictures are based on
contiguity not similarity. Some years later in investigating of aphasia, he (1971:58)
discovered that two kinds of aphasia are based on contiguity and similarity.

It should be noted that Saussure (1983) once mentioned syntagmatic rule is
different from paradigmatic rule in language since they may be related to distinctive
mental performances. Saussure just referred to this point and as this matter related to

a discussion out of language he did not continue it. But Jakobson returned to this

11



point and stated that metaphor has systematic order while metonymy has contiguity
order. Therefore, there are two different kinds of technique. Sometimes both
metaphor and metonymy are presented but one is dominant. Theatre is based on
metaphor and cinema is based on metonymy. In surrealism, everything is being used
instead of everything else, so it is based on metaphor but cubism is based on
metonymy. In prose, the dependency of semantic constituents is important, so it is
based on metonymy but poetry, due to selection and substitution significance, is
based on metaphor. According to Jakobson (1960, 1971:255), realism school’s writer
uses metonymy and romanticism and symbolism’s writer use metaphor.

Genette (1972:41-66) explains that although internal function of memories is
metaphoric, their way of manifestation is metonymic. Metaphor and metonymy are
not antonymous. They are interrelated and the main point is the function of
metonymy in metaphor.

Lodge (1977) criticises the Jakobson’s viewpoint and remarks that in all arts the
key point to understand metonymies is "background”. What is metaphoric in a special
background can be formulated according to metonymy in another background. He
believes that many poems which are metaphoric according to Jakobson’s opinion can
be considered metonymic according to the interpretation of reader.

Many linguists have criticised this belief of Jakobson that poetry is based on
metaphor. Jakobson’s theory attracts our attention to formal characteristics of poetry
such as understanding of poetic rules, meter, etc. He expands the discussion of poetry
to its general background; which is language. Jakobson does not accept that the poet
follows a system of signs which is different from the sign system of authomatic
language. In investigating poems, he has tried to show these two systems are
identical. This point has been criticised by linguists like Scholes (1974:29, 38, 39)
who thinks that sign system of poetry is different from sign system of authomatic
language, so we should not try to prove these two systems are identical. He mentions
that structural investigation does not solve the main problems of poetry. The grammar
of language and syntactic structure could help to recognise the literary work. Scholes
(Ibid.) also believes that since every literary work, especially poetry, is a
phenomenon which happens between addresser and addressee, so any interpretation

of it should go beyond the verbal structure. On the other hand, some linguists are
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trying to recognise the ultimate meaning of literary work and poetry. But Jakobson
explicitly remarked that his object is to find the answer to the question what does
make poetry, not what does poetry say. Only through answering this question we will
enter the semiotic domain. It seems that this kind of analysis is not enough to find the
ultimate meaning of poetry, but the point is that Jakobson is not seeking for ultimate
meaning. Modern theories do not care about the ultimate meaning of a text so,
Jakobson tries to analyse the special language of poetry through linguistic analysis of
it. He believes this language is different from every day language, but he does not
believe that the sign system of poetry is different from the sign system of automatic
language. His work is a main step towards "semiotics of poetry" and is the most
important step in literary theory, since he has found the main trend to achieve
semiotic horizon of poetry (Jakobson 1987).

In the 1960’s the structural analysis and investigation of poetry continued using
Jakobson’s method. According to Culler (1961:92), besides semantics of poetry
propounded by Jakobson, Riffaterre proposed that every poem formulates when we
read it. The way of our reading is important for understanding the metaphor of
poetry; selection of elements. He emphasised that every literary work is not merely a
text. The reader of a text and all reactions of the reader are important elements to
create a literary work. In this performance the role of reader is as important as the
writer. Every literary work is like a game and that text determines its regulations. In

this game, there is no difference between "I" in an autobiography and other pronouns
in other texts; the writer is not present in the text. He/she, like other elements of the
text, enters the domain of language and becomes "a linguist”. The reader creates the
writer as text and there is so much difference between the writer created by the reader

and the writer who exists as a historical character.

2.1.1. Forgrounding and Parallelism from Jakobson’s Viewpoint

Mukarovsky believes that "the function of poetic language consists in the
maximum foregrounding of the utterance” (quoted in Culler (1975:56), but for
Jakobson foregrounding is not using deviant and even ungrammatical sentences, but

the use of highly patterned language.
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In other words, in poetic function of language phonologically or grammatically
related items are placed in sequence. In poetry, repetition of similar items is both
more common and noticeable compared to any other kind of language. These
repetitions manifest in the form of patterns and in Jakobson’s opinion they could be
discovered through linguistic analysis of a text (Ibid.).

We can achieve patterns in a text, if we mechanically follow the procedures of
linguistic analysis. This viewpoint presents a discovery procedure, if followed
correctly, can lead to precise explanation of patterns which are present in the text.
There is no doubt that a comprehensive grammar of a language can reveal the
structural description of any sentence. If this grammar is explicit, two analysts will
achieve the same stage and start discriminational analysis. But even a comprehensive
and explicit grammar will not be able to present a precise method. One can begin by
analysing the distribution of any grammatical category like subjects and objects,
objects of singular verbs, objects of plural verbs, tense of the verbs, etc. So, we can
reach unlimited number of distributional classes, and if we wish to discover a pattern
of symmetry in a text, we can always produce some classes whose members will be
appropriately arranged. For example, if we want to show that the first and last stanzas
of a poem are related by a similar distribution of some linguistic items, we can
always find a category whose members will be symmetrically distributed between
two stanzas.

Besides the syntactic parallelism and grammatical tropes in poetry, linguistic
analysis enables one to identify the ways in which stanzas or couplets are linked by
the symmetrical distribution of grammatical units. Jakobson’s technique in analysing
poems is to divide them into stanzas and show how symmetrical distribution of
grammatical items organises the stanzas into various groupings.

According to Culler (1975:59, 60), what is important is not the point that
sometimes Jakobson treats grammar carelessly in order to show balanced figures, but
is the way of analysing symmetries which sometimes indicates the irrelevance of this
kind of numerical symmetry. For example, to give importance to such numerical
balance implies that the poem is better organised if one considers manner adverbs but
not possessive adjectives as qualifiers. If these techniques of Jakobson have no effect

on one’s viewpoint to a poem, he has rejected this claim of Jakobson as he does not
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present any reason to convince us of the importance of symmetries and that this work
is something more than numerical balances. In addition to the discovery of patterns
which link stanzas of poems, Jakobson claims that central line or lines of the texts in
some respects are distinct from other lines, as if a well-formed poem should have
such a kind of characteristic. In this case also Jakobson does not present a logical
reason.

Jakobson’s emphasis on validity of such distributional patterns of lexical
categories is susceptible for some reasons:

First, the presence or absence of some of these patterns sometimes depends on the
factors which are not important and main factors which have not much effect in
analysing the nature of a poem (such as whether a special word in a poem can be
considered as a direct qualifier or not).

Second, linguistic categories are so numerous and flexible that one can use them
as evidence for any kind of organisation. If we claim that Jakobson’s method allows
us to find any kind of organisation which we look for it in a poem, then we have to
accept that structures which one distinguishes in a poem will have no validity within
the domain of distinctive characteristics, since we can find other structures using
different methods. It seems that Jakobson has no complaint to this kind of conclusion.
Jakobson’s main claim regarding his analytic method is not clear despite numerous
discussions, theories and analysis of different poems. If he claims that some type of
organisations, apart from other types is actualised in a poem, then one can show that
there is no organisation which could not be found in a particular poem. On the other
hand, since he is looking for especial symmetries in different types of poem, one can
claim that due to Jakobson’s special viewpoint regarding literary function of language
that equivalence is constitutive device of sequence, one can discover numerous
symmetries in any kind of poem and this characteristic distinguishes poetry from
prose. But, by this method of Jakobson one can find the same symmetries of odd and
even, external and internal, anterior and posterior in a given piece of prose.

The same kind of problem is recognisable in sound patterns. In this case,
linguistics can be helpful only in one stage. We can distinguish distinctive feature
matrices and rewrite the poem or stanza but linguistics do not help us to realize the

relationship of equivalence. If we are going to consider two phonemes as related, how
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many distinctive features must they share? How much can two phonemes be apart
from each other but remain in a meaningful relation and whether this distance relates
to syntactic or semantic consideration.

Jakobson discovers phonetic play and meaningful repetitions, but he does not go

beyond this stage and can not present a comprehensive theory for relevant and
irrelevant relationships among sounds. Even where linguistics provides definite
procedures for classing and describing elements of a text, it does not present a
method for the discovery of patterns.
According to discovery procedures manipulated by Jakobson, repetition of
constructions are recognisable in all texts and for this reason this kind of repetitions
can not be considered as distinctive features of poetic function of language. In fact,
instead of analysing complete poems, Jakobson analyses individual lines. He will not
pay attention to distributional patterns rather he will explain poetic function of
language according to the effect of these patterns. So, we can have an instance of
poetic function only when we can point to effects as a result of projections of the
principle of equivalence from the axis of selection into the axis of combination.

There are some evidences for proving this claim of Jakobson. For example if we
treat rhyme just as phonological repetition "it would be an unsound
oversimplification to treat rhyme merely from the sound point of view. Rhyme
necessarily involves the semantic relationship between rhyming units" (Ibid: 66-74)
and "In poetry, any conspicuous similarity in sound is evaluated in respect to
similarity and / or dissimilarity in meaning. Equivalence in sound, projected into the
sequence as its constitutive Principle, inevitably involves semantic equivalences”.

Riffaterre (1966:207) argues many patterns of Jakobson consist of constituents
which are not perceivable for the reader and for the same reason remain unknown to
the poetic structure. So, his "law of perceptibility" can not find a way to distinguish
poetic structure from non—poetic structures, as we refer to a pattern and then we argue
that this pattern is not perceivable. Furthermore; there is no criterion to prove what
readers have perceived for these reasons. Firstly, the readers do not know which
patterns contribute to effects experienced, secondly, nobody wants to lose the
opportunity of understanding a point which he has not perceived as a reader but a

critic has clarified it and thirdly, offering optional rules, we separate Jakobson and
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other individuals like him whose understanding is considered as a criterion of
perceptibility.

According to Culler (1975:66-74), Jakobson has explicitly remarked the effects of
grammatical devices in phonological and syntactic parallelism. In order to find out
whether grammatical patterns have real effects or not, we can use a substitution
device. Substituting one pattern instead of others will show whether they all have the
same effect or not, although this method is not always simple as understanding and
isolating of effects will be more difficult. Then, Jakobson takes one step further and
instead of using linguistic analysis as a technique for the discovery of patterns inside
a text, looks for data regarding effects of literary language and presents a theory
about the explanation of these effects. He uses linguistics as a critical device in this
respect and instead of analysing the complete poem he explains some effects hidden
in it.

Therefore, when encountering phonetic or grammatical parallelism, one of the
procedures which readers are allowed to do is attempt to achieve a kind of semantic
relation between two parallel units. This relation can be taken either as equivalent or
opposed. As an example in a poem (lbid.) "A soul as full of worth as void of pride",
if we consider that "full of worth" and "void of pride” maintain a grammatical
relationship and are in structural accordance with each other, then we assume that
they are either equivalent or opposed in meaning. As "full* and "void" are
positionally equivalent and antonyms, "worth™ and "pride™ should be considered as

antonyms too.

In a broader context Jakobson analyses Shakespear’s 129™ sonnet (Ibid: 71, 72).
Th’expense of Spirit in a waste of shame

Is lust in action, and till action, lust

Is perjured, murderous, bloody, full of blame,

Savage, extreme, rude, cruel, not to trust,

Enjoyed no sooner but despised straight,

Past reason hunted, and no sooner had,

Past reason hated, as a swallowed bait,

On purpose laid to make the taker mad.
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Mad in pursuit, and in possession so,
Had, having, and in quest to have, extreme,
A Dbliss in proof, and proved, a very woe,
Before a joy proposed, behind a dream.
All this the world well knows, yet none knows well

To shun the heaven that leads men to this hell.

Jakobson discovers an instance of grammatical parallelism and draws from it
semantic conclusion:

I A) hated B) as a swallowed bait C) on purpose laid D) to make E) the taker F) mad.
IV A) non knows well B) to shun C) the heaven D) that leads E) men F) to this hell.
Given the parallelism, Jakobson argues that the first line of the sonnet ‘introduces the
hero, the taker’, who is manifestly a victim, and that ‘the final line brings the
exposure of the malevolent culprit, the heaven that leads men to this hell, and thus
discloses by what perjurer the joy was proposed and the lure laid’.

If we consider Jakobson’s theory as an influential one on interpretation and
reading a text, then we can claim that Jakobson’s theory will be useful in analysing
poetic language. Through this theory, grammatical construction can help readers to
perform their role in the interpretation of the poem. It is not important to know there
are many parallelisms and repetition in literary texts. What is important is the effects
of this patterning, in other words, how does the reader of a text take up and structure
the elements of a text? Jakobson who always thinks about distributional words in text
believes that the place of elements in text is crucial factor in its interpretation.

If we come to conclusion that linguistics presents a method for the discovery of
poetic patterns, this does not mean that we should neglect all the ways in which
grammatical patterns operate in poetic texts, for a simple reason that poems contain
structures more than grammatical structures. As a result of these structures,
grammatical structures may function in a way which is not expected by the linguist.
In this way, we have to start our work with meanings which exist in the poem and
then to see how grammatical structures contribute to convey that meaning, and how

they can be useful in explaining that meaning. Only in this condition we can avoid
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mistakes which result from acceptability of grammatical analysis as a method in text
interpretation.

The task of linguist is not to tell us what sentences of language mean, rather his
task is what interpretation speakers of language make from sentences. Therefore, if
linguistic analysis presents a meaning which is not acceptable by the reader, it is the
linguist who is wrong, not the speaker of the language. The same is true in poetic
function of language. The meanings of a poem constitute data to be analysed. We
should pay attention to the point that the central task is to explain how poetic
structures emerge from a large number of potential linguistic structures, not that

linguists present authomatic discovery procedure for poetic patterns.

2.1.2. Formalists’ Viewpoint towards Automatization and Forgrounding
Following Russian formalist’s thoughts and Jakobson’s theories, Havranek and
Mukarovsky proposed "foregrounding theory". Formalists distinguished two
linguistic processes, automatisation and foregrounding. Havranek (1932:3-15)
believes automatisation is the utilisation of language elements in order to express a
subject in a way that the method of expression does not attract the attention, while
foregrounding is utilising language elements in a way that the method of expression
is not ordinary and attracts the attention.

Mukarovsky (1932:19-35) believes that poetic language has the ultimate
foregrounding. In his opinion, foregrounding is a deviation from normal features of
language. He expands Havranek’s viewpoint and achieves this conclusion that
literary language is not used for communication, but it is used to refer to itself. In
fact, it is self-referring. According to Fowler (1996:81), this is Jakobson’s viewpoint
who believes language has poetic function when the orientation of message is
towards the message itself.

The matter of foregrounding can not be neglected, but what seems to be difficult is
recognising the language which merely has communicative function. What is called
"norm" is a socio-psychological phenomenon, because it is different from one society
to another and it is different from one individual to another. This has always been the

case of debate amongst linguistics.
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Although all these viewpoints are interesting but they do not explicitly distinguish the
boundary between “foregrounded language” and "norm" language. Amongst these,
there are linguists who have tried to recognise rules of norm language and present a
pattern for it, although linguists like Short (1973:149-157) showed that it is
impossible to determine "norm™ rules within the domain of grammatical — lexical
relations.

Thorne and Ohman (1970:185-197) tried to investigate grammatical "norms"

through theory of generative transformation theory. They believed that the grammar
of poetry is highly different from the grammar of norm language which exists in deep
structure. A deep structure sentence in norm language changes into surface structure
in literary language through some optional transformations. Thorne and Ohman
(Ibid.) called this kind of transformation "stylistic transformation™. Their viewpoint
was not methodologically reasonable, since the number of these transformations was
not limited and there was no restriction for functioning of these transformations.
In response to this question that what kind of deviance is deviation? Leech (1969:56-
69) has described actual deviations. He believes that literary language is more
complete than other kinds of language variants. It is more self-referring and less
authomatic.

Linguists agree with each other in this point that language is a communication
device. In every communicative event a message is being sent to the addressee on the
part of addresser. This message is being conveyed through words of language which
are in syntagmatic axis. The contiguity of words on this axis follows some rules and
the result of this contiguity is data which is conveyed through the message. This data
is tested through stored propositions in the minds of addressee. If a message is being
conveyed in a way that it is worth more than the message it conveys, in this condition
we enter the domain of literature. However, we should emphasise this point that there
is no definite boundary between this function of language and other functions.
Fowler (1996:82) believes that Jakobson admits this point even in case of poetic
function of language. In epic poetry, language has expressive function. He uses
syntagmatic and paradigmatic axes to distinguish intrinsic characteristic of language.

In his opinion the way of selection of a word amongst equivalent words relates to
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paradigmatic axis and the way of putting them in syntagmatic axis orients the

language from communicative function towards poetic function.

2.1.3. Leech and his Views on Forgrounding and Automatization

From two processes of foregrounding and automatization, formalists believe the
first one involved in creating literary language. Leech (1969:56-69) classifies
foregrounding in two kinds. He believes foregrounding is possible in two ways; first,
through deviation from rules which dominate automatic language and second through
adding rules to the rules of atomatic language. Therefore, from Leech’s viewpoint
foregrounding is possible through deviation and rule addition. Leech considers
limitation and framework for these two kinds of foregrounding. In his opinion,
foregrounding should go to the extent that does not cause disorders in communication
and it should be interpretable.

Although foregrounding is the deviation from rules of automatic language, any
kind of deviation can not be considered as foregrounding and art creation, since a
group of deveations lead to ungrammatical structures. Leech ( lbid: 59), in order to
distinguish between any kind of false deviation from norm language and also for
distinguishing deviation which is considered as a kind of foregrounding, considers
three possibilities :

3-2.1-1  Foregrounding happens when it expresses a meaning. In other words

when it is functional.

3-2.1-2  Foregrounding happens when it expresses the purpose of speaker. In

other words when it is directional.

3-2.1-3  Foregrounding happens when deviation expresses a meaning from

addressee’s viewpoint. In other words, when it is purposeful.

In his opinion, case 1 is very general and covers any kind of deviation, since any kind
of deviation can bear a meaning and present data. For example any kind of inaccurate
writing or speech which shows that writer is not familiar with rules of language can
be fallen into this category like:

A e gy deal 350 ) eyl
méadaram az dared-e favadsel (instead of mafésel) ranj mibarad.
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‘My mother from pain of athoritis (instead of arthritis) suffers’.

The second possibility is useful when the purpose of speaker or writer is determined.
Literary texts usually have numerous interpretations and in many cases the purpose of
writer will remain unknown.

And finally the third possibility is less satisfactory, since distinguishing meaning
without paying attention to the purpose of writer will be the task of reader. In this
way, the creator of work will not have any role in his work.

Leech (Ibid: 42-53) classifies deviation into 8 groups.

3-2.1-4 Lexical deviation: This kind of deviation results from
morphological deviations from norm language; new lexeme is created.

A8 S Gl i b)) e

sab sahr rd b4 nafasdoodhéyas térik karde ast

night the city with breathsmoke dark has made.

3-2.1-5Syntactic deviation: The poet displaces the elements of a
sentence and achieves a kind of syntactic deviation from
norm language like: )35 ollexs teegh&mén, tiz (our knife,
sharp) in which the adjective has come after prepositional
pronouns.

3-2.1-6 Phonological deviation: In this kind of deviation the poet
eludes phonetic rules and uses a form which is not used in
norm language.

3-2.1-7 Graphological deviation: In this kind of deviation, the
poet uses a kind of writing which has no phonetic
equivalence. In other words, he uses a method in writing
which does not cause any change in meaning but adds
second meaning to the main meaning of the word like
(Leech 1969:48):
seeker of truth
follow no path
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3-2.1-8

3-2.1-9

3-2.1-10

3-2.1-11

all paths lead where

truth is here

This poem ends with the statement the “truth is here”,

wlile “truth is” must belong to the clause begun in the

previous line and “here” is left on its own.
Semantic deviation: semantic field of language considered as the most
flexible part of language in literary foregrounding. The contiguity of
words according to semantic rules dominant in norm language follows
special limitations. Literary figures like metaphor, metonymy,
paradox, etc, can be investigated in domain of semantic deviation
(Kadkani 1368:37).
Dialectal deviation: In this kind of deviation, the poet uses structures
from dialects except norm language. This kind of deviation from norm
language is a dialect deviation.
Deviation of register: In this kind of deviation the poet eludes the main
layer of the poem, which is standard writing and uses syntactic
structures or lexemes of spoken variant of language in writing.
Deviation of historical period: In this kind of deviation the poet can
use forms which were common in former times and today they are
dead words or dead syntactic structures. In fact, in this kind of

deviation the poet eludes time variant of norm language.

Although Leech’s method can be considered as a valuable method in evaluating
individual styles, it lacks justifiable criteria in realm of signification and semiotics of
literature. He does not consider that it is semantic deviation which deferentiates
poetic function from referential function and gives signs semiotic independency. In
poetic function signifiers are free from their stable and unchangeable signifieds in
referential function of language.

On the other hand, all deviations do not act at the same level. For instance, the
frequency of semantic deviations is more than other kinds of deviation in poetry.
Moreover; all kinds of deviations do not act on the content. Sometimes syntactic

deviation or phonological deviation is an instrument to create what he calls “echotic
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aspect of language”. And finally what is important in domain of semiotic of literature
is that how deviations contribute to the interpretation of poem. These are the points

we have taken into consideration in analysis of data in this thesis.

Leech (1969:74) considers parallelism in context of a broad schemes or figures
of speech and investigates it as the ECHOTIC aspect of literary language. He
distinguishes between obtrusive irregularity (poetic deviation) and obtrusive
regularity (parallelism). Forgrounded regularity is on the whole a feature of
phonology and surface grammatical structure and predominates in linguistic
expression, while forgrounded irregularity predominated in linguistic content.
Schemes, figures such as alliteration, are forgrounded repetitions of expressions
whereas tropes, figures such as metaphor and irony, are forgrounded irregularity of
content. When we talk of semantics we are not involved in the perceivable pattern of
a sentence but rather in the underlying choices of meaning. He gives an example
(Ibid: 62):

-When I am dead, | hope it may be said:

“His sins were scarlet, but his books were read”. (Hilaire Belloc, on his books)

This contains no violation of rules, but we are conscious of two simultaneous
interpretation “read” and “red”. Our attention is focused upon a phonological
equivalence which would normally be unobserved.

The point is that he uses two kinds of deviation to describe the distinction
between schemes and tropes in traditional rhetoric. In this way, he distinguishes
between expression and content but does not explain that most of what is considered
characteristic of literary language use of tropes such as metaphor has its own root in

the every day language.

2.2. Barthes and Semiotics

Barthes (1915-1980) wrote an authobiography, called Roland Barthes by Roland
Barthes (1977). In one part which is called "stages"”, he drew a diagram which shows
his thought development according to historical hierarchy of his works, up to 1974.

He confessed that his works have a kind of intertextuality with the works of Andre
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Gide who motivated his willingness to writing, Sartre, Marx Bresht who taught him
social mythology, Saussure who influenced him in the field of semiology and
Kristeva, Derrida and Lacan who helped him in the fields of text, structure and
function.

Barthes is a writer who tried to prove the applicability of semiotics in the
investigation of every social phenomenon.

He, in his book, Writing Degree Zero (1967) criticised a method which puts
aside the text itself and pays attention to events of the writer’s life and the elements
out of text. He showed that the history of literature from the viewpoint of "old critics"
means mixture of historical and psychological events. As a result, they did not write
literary works, rather the history of the writer’s life. In this way, literary history
declines to history and literature disappears respectively. Barthes emphasised that we
should not consider the writer’s life as fundaments of meaning signification of his
work. On the other hand we should not neglect the life of writer, but we should
investigate it in its true place.

There are so many similarities between Wriing Degree Zero (1967) and Sartre’s
book Qu’est ce que la Litterature (What is Literature?) (1948). In this book, Sartre,
investigates the art of writing without any prejudgment; what is writing? Writing is
for whom and writing is for what? The first chapter What is Writing (Ibid: 25), has
the same title of first chapter in Barthes Writing Degree Zero. In this chapter, Sartre
explains that poetry should not be compared to other arts like music, painting, etc,
because all arts are not the same, and an identical essence has not been manifested in
all arts. On the other hand, he distinguishes between poetry and prose. He believes
poets do not use language as an instrument. He considers words as objects not as
signs. Words for poets are like mirrors which reflex themselves, but for the writer of
a prose, words are like instruments which help the writer to come out and enter the
world. Poets do not construct sentences they create objects and these words as objects
constitute sentences as elements of poetry. The writer of prose is someone who uses
the words. The writer wants to clarify the world and mankind for others. But
everyone who is going to write is not a writer, the writer presents speech in a special

way and the significance of prose is because of its indefinite style.
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In the second chapter (lbid: 48), Sartre, explains that the motivations for different
arts are different. One does art work sometimes for capturing and sometimes for
escaping. There are so many other ways for achieving these goals, but why do we
write? Sartre believes that clarifying is the task of people. We have the capability to
clarify the world issues. Mankind only clarifies the existence, but does not create it.
In other words, the ultimate goal of art is to impose the world upon another insight.

Sartre, like his contemporaries, believes that the act of reading entails the act of
writing. The writer and the reader both create the literary work with their effort. Art
does not exist except for others and through others. Reading is a combination of
creation and perception. According to him, if the writer calls the reader to finalise the
act which he has created, then the writer believes in complete liberality and the
creation of power for the reader.

In the third chapter (Ibid: 70), “Writing is for Whom”, Sartre explains that
although the writer addresses all human beings, it is just an ideal and in fact he speaks
to individuals whose liberality is hidden. The writer himself knows also he does not
have ideal liberality. The writer acts in a framework of racial, historical and class
discriminations.

The literary work is based on omission and condensation. Therefore, there is a
better and clear relation and understanding between the writer and his
contemporaries. The writer also chooses the addressees according to his taste. In this
part, Sartre talks about style. In the classic style in 17" century, the meaning of
literature for the man of art was defined by tradition. The writer and the poet are in
their true place in social hierarchy.

Sartre believes that the 18™ century was the heaven for writers but a heaven which
lost very soon. In the 17" century the agreement between reader and writer was in its
maximum ideal rate. In the 18" century, the writer was confronted with two types of
reader. In the 17" century the dominant style was the classic style which was
accepted in national level. Noone could recognise that this kind of writing is in fact a
kind of style, a special way of writing which has been confronted in definite time and
place. The writers who used this way of writing felt that it was the only "correct” and
"reasonable” way of writing. Hawkes (1977:107) believes that in fact they thought

this way is not a style but the essence of writing reflection of reality and was suitable
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in every time and in any situation. Barthes considered it as decieve of aristocracy
which has always tried to inspire its own way of living as universal, natural and
inevitable.

The similarities between Barthes’ and Sartre’s viewpoints are that both believe in
the necessity of literature. In summary, we can say that from Sartre’s viewpoint,
literature is different from style. Language is common and it is in the writer’s control
with a collection of conventional signs, but style is the way of conveying what the
writer wants to express. Therefore, language is a common decision on the part of
society, while style is an individual decision. But Barthes thinks that the matter is
more complex than this. He adds a third factor to style and language which is the way
of writing. In his opinion, style, language and way of writing are three aspects of
literary creation. Sartre believes that style is a factor in service of literary theme of
the work, but Barthes has opposite viewpoint. He considers style as a closed
individual process which is careless of society. Style is not the result of selection and
curiosity in language, rather a personal matter which raises deep down from the
writer’s existence and goes beyond the control of writer. Style is the most individual
part of literature, while language is a common contract. The discovery of Barthes is
the way of writing which is affected by historical and class distinctions. Language
and style are objects but way of writing is function and that is the correspondence
between creation and society. The literary language from Barthes’ viewpoint is the
way of writing and Barthes believes that this language is correlated with social aim,
for example, the way of writing in totalitarian societies is very similar to each other.
The writers do not have the power to choose their way of writing, but they can select
it under the pressure of tradition and history. This especial way of writing is far from
art. The emptiness of way of writing from art essence is one of the most brilliant
discoveries of Barthes on Writing Degree Zero (1967).

The most disputable matters in this book are concepts of “writing degree zero”
and “white writing”. Barthes, unlike Sartre, believes that it is the writer’s
undertaking, if there is any, to create self-consciousness not the fundaments of an act
or performance. The writer can consider himself as a obligor writer as long as his
literary liberality is within the framework of society boundaries not conventional

boundaries or common thoughts. Undertaking can be the cause of self—-consciousness
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not performance. Barthes (1967:6-20) uses the expression of “white writing” for
literary language which has no undertaking. In this case, social or mythic
characteristics of language will be neglected till form finds a neutral situation.
Barthes emphasises that this viewpoint is an idealist one and white writing manifests
in a short moment and can exists only in a theoretical world.

Following the effort for making literary language free from any undertaking, the
“white writing” emerged. Barthes (1967:97-99) makes an analogy with linguistics in
order to clarify the matter. Some linguists consider a third feature between singular—
plural and past—present tenses. This feature is neutral. Consequently, indicative aspect
can be considered between conditional and imperative aspects. “Writing degree zero”
is an indicative writing, a writing which has no form. In absence of style, this kind of
writing goes beyond literary language. The mythic and social characteristics of
language have been neglected in order to achieve a neutral silent situation in which
language reaches a pure equation. But, unfortunately this kind of writing is not stable
and society makes it the prisoner of formal myths.

Therefore, both Sartre and Barthes investigate the literary history of French from
17" century up to 19" century (Barthes 1967) and (Sartre 1948). Barthes is going to
prove that for the first time after the collapse of aristocracy in 19" century, the
concept of style was proposed and the writers tried to find a style for themselves.
Some writers, like Hemigway and Camus, tried to put aside any kind of style and this
was a movement towards "writing degree zero". This non-style became a kind of
style very soon and Barthes, as a structural critic, tries to show that writing in its
every form has its own special style and non — style or white writing is impossible.

Hawkes (1977:113,114) believes that in this case Barthes uses a formalist
viewpoint. Painters do painting and they would like us to pay attention to the colors
and form, just like the writer who writes and imposes his writing as a work of art. But
authors use the signifiers in their work which have not signified, and we have to pay
attention to the signifiers and achieve the signifieds. Their work demands a creative
reading. The reader has creative presence in the writing activity, and these works are
written again and again and every time the process of reading is involved. Then,
Barthes in this way achieves a new classification in literature. In S/Z (1974) he

classifies literature into two groups. The first type is a kind of literature which
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considers a function for reader and reader has an active presence in recreation of it,
and the other category is a kind of literature in which the reader is a neutral consumer
and he can just accept or reject the text. He calls the latter "lisible” or "readable” in
which signified is predetermined and obligatory. But in the former kind of literature
which is called "scriptable™ or "written”, there is reciprocal interaction between
reading and writing. In this kind, signifiers are free to signify signified, and this is the
literature which attracted the formalist’s attention. It has both the pleasure of being
the author and the pleasure of participating in reading.

Barthes (1977), distinguishes between two types of writers. He considers the verb
"writing" as passive verb for a writer who "writes something” and calls it "ecrivant”
or “writer". In this case, we are involved in "something" which the writer has written.
The writer is present in his writing and he uses "referential function” of language. On
the other hand, the second type of "writing "occurs in a condition that this verb is an
active verb. The writer who is called "ecrivain™ or "author" who "writes™ uses "poetic
function” of language, and we are involved in his writing. In this condition, the reader
like the writer is the creator of literary work because he rereads it. The writer in "the
death of author" is the one who "writes", and the reader has creative presence in
reading his literary work. This writer is the one who is called "ecrivain™ by Barthes.
Then "death of author” happens in literary work, and "poetic function™ is being used
for a writer who uses knowledge of poetics and literary creation instruments in his
work.

Therefore, "death of author" is a positive and not a negative concept. It means that
while reading a poem, as we can not exactly achieve the writer’s intention and it is
not important to achieve it or not, we interpret the poem for ourselves. Therefore, a
poem has especial meaning each time we read it. So, firstly this expression can not be
used for every writer and secondly it relates to the writer’s work and not the writer
himself. The author might die in one of his works, be alive in another work, and he is
more alive in the work he dies in. His presence has no function in reading his work,
since reading a "poem" is a matter which relates to the reader. This is the reason why
we say that the interpretation of a "poem" is of no use. When we make interpretation,
we believe that the “poem” is not a "poem", and we claim in syntagmatic axis we can

achieve the same "selections" which the writer has selected while creating his work.
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The subject of Barthe’s works is in different fields such as literature, music,
cinema, painting, politics, dressing, etc. But the central point in all his works is not
the discovery of the hidden reality of works, but the recognition of the language. He
IS not going to discover the meaning but the rules which language provides for
understanding of meaning. According to Hawkes (1977:109), Barthes considers
literature as a conventional system in which the relationship between signifier and
signified is under the influence of the code itself. Every literary work, beyond its
content, signifies the generality of literature. This literariness can take place through
using special lexemes or style instruments. The important point is not the message
but the code. The linguist does not consider the meaning of a sentence he wants to
recognise the formal structure. His main object is to recognise this point that how
human beings give meaning to things. This is the common theme of all works. The
subject of his book, Writing Degree Zero (1967), is the discovery of meaning
signification of language and knowing the way of attributing meaning to signs. In his
opinion, this book is not the history of language but the history of literary signs; signs
by which literature becomes literature. Literary work is not a relationship between
writer and reader, rather a correspondence between the performance of signification
and the world. Barthes tries to achieve a structural analysis and this objective can
only be achieved through language.

Barthes has a theory similar to Jakobson’s communicative theory. Addresser
sends the text to the addressee. In all his works addresser is the writer and addressee
is the reader. The values of text are gained through signification. Interpretation has a
general meaning which consists of personal experiences and function of social
powers. Political, moral and religious presuppositions are important factors in
reader’s understanding of values and significations. Barthes believes that prose has
the function of conveying meaning and message while it is not the case in the poem.
In poetry, lexemes are not used to clarify or convey meaning, rather make them
ambiguous. The poet is aware that meanings are numerous and unachievable. There
are so many possibilities of meaning in every lexeme in a poem. The literary
language consciously or unconsciously goes beyond the rules. In his opinion,
literature is deviance from "language dominancy” and "continuous revolution of

language”. Barthes believes that the writer is being attracted by the language as an
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instrument. Language is the main object for him. He is dealing with the word not the
world. He is not seeking for ultimate meaning. He knows well he is creating a world
of meaning. The reader thinks that the writer knows what he would like to say and
encounters a question. How has it been said? This judgment is due to the fact that he
is encountering "final product" of the writer’s work. But when the writer wants to
start writing encounters a question: What should be done with the language? In
challenging with language he says something beyond his intention. Then language is
not just an instrument, but the main subject and object of literary work.

Barthes distinguishes between two kinds of reading; reading for the sake of
pleasure to know the story and its end, and semiotic reading in order to discover the
hidden and internal meaning of story. These two kinds of reading happen
simultaneously. The latter kind develops unconsciously and does not reflect the logic
of every day life. It is the investigation of text and understanding its structure.
Barthes is seeking multiple meanings even the topic of his book S/Z (1967) has
multiple meanings. /S/ and /Z/ can be pronounced instead of each other and Sarrasine
can be read as Zarasin or Zarazin. He is just the interpreter of literary texts. Despite
other structuralists, he is not going to reach a method which is applicable in "every
kind of text". He proved that there is not such a kind of method.

In The Pleasure of Text (1973), Barthes does not ask why do we get pleasure from
text? But simply he says we feel pleasure while reading a text, because it has been
written by pleasure. The pleasure creates a direct relation between the reader and
language. The pleasure of text is "basically internal™.

It is usually been thought that every body can recognise the reality through the
text. Barthes believes it is the task of critic to clarify this "alteration™ that text is a
world of signs, a world of conventional significations. The task of critic is to destroy
the viewpoint which considers signs as natural phenomena. In his book Impire of
Signs (1970:107), he states that the text does not signify reality, rather signifies other
text. In every semiotic system, there is a system of conventional elements which are
based on selection. A relationship between these elements and reality could not be
determined. We treat many signs in our every day life as "natural” because we are

used to them.
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Barthes (Ibid: 69-77) emphasises this point that text has not ultimate meaning and
critics literary theoretician should not attempt to achieve meaning, rather they should
make a new creation. The negation of sole meaning and belief in numerous meanings
in text and disability in finding the ultimate and definite meaning made him unique.
Every possible meaning of a sign which is discovered by a man of art is nothing more
than a lie. But the sum of meanings is the reality of writer. For any individual, literary
work is a collection of meanings. If a literary work has multiple meanings in one
moment, it is not because of incability of reader rather it is due to the text structure.
Therefore, interpretation of text is not the discovery of a more or less true meaning,
rather knowing the how of having multiple meanings. When Barthes claims that
literature is a technique and nothing more and the technique of literature is the object
of literature, in fact he emphasises the multiplicity of meaning and lack of ultimate
meaning. At least, there are two meanings regarding literary work. One is a clear
meaning with writer’s intention and the other is a meaning which reader achieves it.

We have already discussed that Saussure (1983:16) considered linguistics as one
element of the knowledge of semiology and believed through finding the basis of
semiology, a more valid method would be found for linguistics. Barthes (1964)
presents an opposite view point. He proved that if semiology is going to be preserved,
there is no way except using linguistic methods. In his opinion, human language is
the basis of meaning in general. Therefore, only through linguistic methods we can
understand internal correlation and main structures of cultural phenomena. For two
main reasons:

1- Cultural phenomena are meaningful subjects and are being considered as

signs.

2- Their pattern and function are just like linguistic signs. They are recognisable

in terms of correlations and relations they have with each other.

Structuralism is based on this point that if performances of human are
meaningful, then a set of distinctions and correlations should be between the elements
of a system which provide the condition for the presence of meaning. Rules of
English language make the combination of phonemes in lexeme or sentence
meaningful. Special cultural rules give the possibility that special performances have

the meaning to be polite, impolite, etc. Semiotics is practical for this reason that every
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subject is considered as a sign or sum of signs and their internal relations are
important. In linguistics we can recognise simply the conventional meaning of signs,
but in non linguistic systems there is the possibility of considering "natural meaning"
for signs. Barthes (1974:20) was dealing more with aesthetics rather than science.
Barthes considered a system of "codes" in all aspects of social life.

In food system, for example, different kinds of food can be arranged in a
paradigmatic axis according to the similarities and in a syntagmatic axis according to
successive order in eating. On a menu of a restaurant, if you consider vertical order
you will find different kinds of food in a paradigmatic axis, of which you can make
your choice. On the other hand, if you look at the horizontal order you will find
different kinds of things you have chosen from a paradigmatic axis and put them in a
successive order in a syntagmatic axis. In the first case we confront language and in
second we consider parole. Barthes proved that this method is applicable in all fields
of our life.

Barthes believes that linguistics imposes itself to all branches of semiotics and
language imposes itself to all "signifying systems". His work in the field of fashion
(1976) shows that even in this field, linguistic’s rules and principles are dominant.
Fashion, like literary text, is the world of signs. As recognition of meaning of text
relates to semiotics of literary language, understanding the meaning of mode system
is possible through semiotics. Fashion is a kind of language. Apart from personal
style, it is a system of rules and signs. In the language of mode system, the domain of
system is being determined by a special group, while in language it is not so. "Parole"
in mode system has various manifestations; rules and codes of this system is
changing continously and finding “ultimate rules and main language” of it has
become very difficult

In order to find out the function of system, he investigated the portraits and
writings of fashion newspapers. The "way of reading” in the system of fashion, is a
personal matter and is being considered as parole, but the language is a general matter
and is being considered as language. In any way, Barthes’ object in this regard was to
create a complete grammar for the language of fashion.

Regarding a close analogy between fashion and literature, according to, Batrhes

states: "Both are what | should call homaestatic systems: that is to say, systems
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whose function is not to communicate an objective, external meaning which exists
prior to the system but only to create a functioning equilibrium, a movement of
signification...If you like, they signify "nothing"; their essence is in the process of
signification, not in what they signify" (quoted in Culler (1975:32-34).

Just as the most important function of a poem is not its meaning, but the way of
creating meaning, the rhetorical strategy of fashion is more interesting than fashions
themselves. One of the characteristics of this level is the variety of procedures to
"motivate" the signs and tries to convert them into natural facts. In order to fulfill this
object, this system uses descriptions or assigns functions to garments without being
any logical reason behind it. Finally the fashion system, in order to naturalise its
signs, uses various syntactic forms. The present and future tenses, reflexive pronouns
all are used to prove the fact that the nature of fashion, as a semiotic system, lies in
the strategies utilised to naturalise its arbitrary signs. In this way, the arbitrary
decision for being fashionable is being converted into a reality which has the right to
exist.

The distinction itself is important in the fashion system and not the content. The
description of garment rather than the garment itself formulates the fashion, since
fashion gives signification to trivial characteristics. As Barthes states (lbid:39):
"Fashion thus becomes an exemplary form of the act of signification and in this way
unites with the essence of literature, which is to make one read the signifying of

things rather than their meaning".

2.3. Derrida and Deconstruction
Derrida’s notions, as a pioneer of the post structuralism movement, have been
introduced in his most famous works, Grammatology (1976), Writing and Difference
(1978) and Speech and Phenomena (1973) more than his other works. While
criticising  the  western  thought, he utilises the expression of
"deconstruction” in order to show how the fundaments of hierarchical oppositions of
this thought are "deconstructed".
According to Culler (1976:123), Derrida’s analysis leads to critique of
"logocentrism” of the western thought. The expression of deconstruction made by

Derrida criticises the misguided assumption of western thought, logocenterism;
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consideration of a realm of truth existing prior to and independent of their
representation by linguistic signs and material manifestations. Western
philosophical-scientific thought is always the prisoner of binary oppositions. It has
created these elements and then has thought they are true; absence against presence,
non-existence against existence, false against true, lie against fact, mental against
material, death against life, writing against speech. Not only is this duality based on
the conflict of two poles, but also that these two poles are in a hierarchical order in
which one is much worthier than the other. Sometimes it is the case of debate which
one is better.

Jakobson (1956:47-49) believes that these oppositions exist in the nature of
language and in the first linguistic performance of children. He achieved the concept
of distance, similar to Derrida’s, through binary oppositions and emphasised the
distance between signified, our mental interpretation and reality. He (1983:93-98)
stated if we believe in binary oppositions, this duality exists in every sign and it leads
to distance from meaning.

In Derrida’s opinion (1976:71), binary oppositions are the basis of "logocentrism"
and the most important and the simplest form of communication in phenomena in
western thought. Derrida begins his analysis with writing and speech. He showed that
in western thought, speech is prior to writing because in every verbal communication,
the speaker and listener are present. Meaning is completely gained in presence and
"logic of communication™ resides in the presence of speaker. The belief in presence
of meaning is what has been called "logocentrism™ by Derrida, as if the presence is a
guarantee to believe that what we are conveying is meaningful and understandable
and we understand the meaning of our speech. The speech is complete because of
using phones. Derrida calls this viewpoint "phonocentrism™ and considers it as the
clearest example of logocentrism.

Logocentrism and especially phonocentrism has a long history and originates
from Plato’s viewpoint. According to Robins (1977:37-42), in Plato’s opinion speech
is the "origin of meaning™ and writing has the second position. The clearest example
of logocentrism is the belief that meaning is separated from “written discourse".
Derrida, unlike Plato, has emphasised that speech is not based on the presence of

meaning. Every sign is based on a difference, and between signified and signifier
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there is always a distance. On the other hand, in domain of "logocentrism™ it can be
proved that speech has presence and only when conversation is going on, it seems
that conversation is possible and leds to meaning. While finalising, it exchanges into
a closed text which has no presence any longer and only its written form is present.
This reasoning is also possible in framework of "logocentrism and metaphysics of
presence”. The assumption that behind every sign there should be a meaning is called
"metaphysics of presence” from Derrida’s viewpoint; the assumption that form and
meaning simultaneously are present in the mind. According to this, every written text
as a system of signs should have meaning. But the pure meaning which every text
should have is not present. Amongst pioneers of semiotics, Pierce was the only
person who considered an incomplete aspect in the sign. He (1958:136, 137),
believed that every sign needs an explanation and that sign along with the explanation
creates another sign which needs an explanation.

Derrida refers to "metaphysics of presence™ which is opposed to Husserl’s
viewpoint (1983). In fact, there is satirical point in his view that the signified of any
signifier is "present™ all the time, while in physical condition there is not such a kind
of presence.

Then, there is no complete meaning and there is only difference. The meaning of
every sign resides within the system of language. In order to perceive the meaning of
everything, we have to place it in the categories. We should consider a difference
between that thing and other things in other categories. Signification is always based
on difference. Difference is the meaning condition of every sign after Saussurean
linguistics, and it is the basis of text, while negation of difference is the basis of
logocentrism. Discourse, both in its written and verbal form is formulated based on
distance from meaning. In any way, Derrida believes that our justifications are
always in domain of logocentrism and metaphysics of presence. It makes no
difference whether, like Saussure and Plato, we believe in the priority of speech or
we consider written text as a permanent material manifestation of speech. Either way,
we justify within the domain of logocentrism.

Derrida has rejected every discussion regarding the priority of speech to writing.
Even in response to historical investigation of societies who have speech but are not

able to write, he proved that there is no society without writing. It would be possible
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that some societies do not have alphabet and script, but signals, marks and symbols
have the same function of alphabetic scripts. There is no reason that a single pattern
like the alphabet or script has to be considered as the pattern of writing. On the
contrary, the lack of it does not mean the lack of writing.

In fact, Derrida does not believe in the priority of speech to writing and rejects the
basis of logocentrism and phonocentrism. In his opinion, consideration of writing as a
subtle matter resides in a misunderstanding of characteristics and functions of
language. He does not accept that meaning is present in speech and is absent in
writing. Derrida believes that meaning is absent even in writing. He does not believe
in priority of presence to absence. He notes that speech is also based on difference
and distance, and it does not have any difference with writing. When we make
interpretation, it entails the fact that meaning is not the interpretation. He suggests the
word "difference"” for this gap which exists between meaning and interpretation.

The rejection of meaning signification and logocentrism implies a new reading of
texts. Derrida does not seek for the ultimate meaning of text. Like other structuralists
he believes author is an inventor who is of no use any longer and text is the initial
point of reading. Every text, its logocentrism basis and its domain of metaphysics, is
deconstructed while reading. Numerous meanings are being created during the
reading of text and this is the negation of ultimate meaning. Deconstruction is not a
concept but a performance. Deconstruction of a text is not destroying the text rather it
deals with analysing the text. By analysis, he means neutralisation. The object of
Derrida on neutralisation of a text and the meaning of a performance is not a
deconstruction of a text, rather a deconstruction of meaning, signification and
legocentrism of a text. In a deconstructed text the domination of one aspect of
signification upon other aspects has gone. Derrida believes that deconstruction has no
negative meaning. It is something beyond the analysis, beyond a method and beyond
critique. In structuralism the correlation of elements are important not the elements
themselves. So, it is useless to deconstruct a text to its constituents. We can not guide
a text toward something except the text itself, like a signified or a historical or
metaphysical fact. The basis of this viewpoint originates from structuralism and
formalism but its philosophical fundaments comes from the notion of Heidegger

(1971:134), who believes we are prisoned in language and language can not signify a
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reality out of itself . We will have no way to recognise the reality if we consider it
beyond language. The reality is a word inside language and like any other word can
not go beyond the domain of language.

In this way, every signified is like a signifier for another signified and there is no
end for this continum; from one sign we reach another sign. The ultimate meaning is
hidden behind numerous interpretations. According to Derrida (1976:308), through
the logic of substitution which is the logic of sign, we go beyond the things and we
think we have achieved the deep meaning but meaning is postponed for ever.

This viewpoint may have aesthetic validity in philosophy but not in language and
science. We introduce sign according to the connection between signifier and
signified; the identity of one implies the other. Signifier without signified is
meaningless and vice versa. In spite of some structuralist's viewpoints that the
signifieds are not present in poems, we would mention some points. If there is no
signified we can not talk about signifier. Suppose that we are reading a poem and
confront with "narges/ narcissus™ which means "eye" in Persian poetry. First of all,
we connect the signifier of "narges/ narcissus”, which is a semantic image of its
referent in the world out of language, to the signified of "narges”. In the next step, we
understand that the "sign™ of "narges/ narcissus™ has been substituted for the "sign" of

"cesm/ eye". It is likely that we have not achieved the signified of "narges/ narcissus”,

but if we think that the signifier and signified could be separated, the result of this
viewpoint would be ridiculous. In this case, at least in literature, every signifier could
connect every signified according to arbitrariness and of course within the
conventional rules of literature. This is the reason why "narges/ narcissus" and not
other signs has been used to refer to the "eye™ of beloved.

Derrida uses the interpretation of Saussure’s notion in order to deconstruct the
hierarchical oppositions of writing and speech and remarks that what Saussure has
been suggesting regarding insufficiencies of writing is also true about speech.
Saussure (1983:23) considers sound image and not sound as part of language system.
However, he believes that the subject of language analysis is not the mixture of
written and pronounced word but merely the pronounced word. Saussure believes
that writing is conservative and for this reason can not represent speech and can not

be utilised in the study of language. However, he refers to the point that the best way
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to show the meaning of differential element is to use writing as another system of
signs. Then, he offers the transcript of /t/ and explains that it can be written in
different forms as far as the distinction between /t/ and /I/, /f/ , /i/ and /d/ is preserved
(Ibid: 119). In this way, writing is considered as an instrument to express the units of
language; it is the writing which is being used to judge the nature of speech.

If we criticise the notions of Derrida from a methodological point of view we
should consider the following points:
First, we must examine his discussion of writing. All discussions of Saussure are
based on the priority of speech over writing, because he pays attention to the study of
"language” not "literature”. When he talks about anagrams, he pays attention to
writing alone. Then, Saussure knows what he should emphasise through speech and
through writing.
Second, regarding Derrida’s notion on signifying of one signifier to another and
postponement of meaning, we have to say that what Derrida considers a signifier is
not Saussurean signifie. Because Saussure does not consider "signifier" as an identity
independent of "signified" and consequently “signified" is not independent of
"signifier". Then, we can talk about "signifier" which has a "signified", even an
empty one. Otherwise, we do not talk about language system, because we do not
consider it as a system of syntagmatic and paradigmatic relations.
Offering an example we clarify the matter. Suppose that we do not know the meaning
of one word and we search for it in a dictionary. A word has been written in front of
it. If we do not know the meaning of that word too, we look for its meaning in a
dictionary. In fact, in front of each word there is a word which is another entry in the
dictionary. This example has usually been offered for Derradia’s views regarding
signifier's substitution. Derrida believes when we see the first lexical item in the text,
we have achieved the signifier but it has taken some time for us to achieve the
signified and signified has been delayed. In other words the connection between
signified and signifier has been delayed. While in our opinion when we are searching
for the meaning of a word in a dictionary, we are dealing with written or phonetic
form which has not been changed into a "signifier" because it has no "signified" and
it is out of a language system. As long as we have not found the signified we have not

entered the domain of language system. In this case nobody can claim that something
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has been delayed. We should consider a word in opposite of other lexical items in
language system and this is possible only when we consider signifier and signified as
interrelated not separate identities.

We have to accept that Derrida is a post structuralist and his notions are based on
structuralism. Then, he exactly knows the meaning of "signifier" and he refers to
"signifier" of Saussure. The matter is that he does not pay attention to "playing of
signs according to similarity”, because what lies on a syntagmatic axis is not a
"signifier" but a "sign" and what associates in a paradigmatic axis according to
similarity is another "sign". Then, when Derrida believes signifying a "signifier" to
another "signifier" postpones the meaning, he believes that understanding of meaning
could not be achieved through "signifier". Otherwise, the postponement of meaning is
meaningless and something else creates meaning and if meaning is not achieveded,
the discussion about language and his viewpoint about it is meaningless too.

The third matter is Derrida’s viewpoint towards language. Unlike Sapir and Whorf,
for Derrida, structuralists and poststructuralists it is our language that creates our
world. According to Harland (1987:141), Derrida’s philosophy is that the world is the
same as language.

In fact, Derrida as a linguist certainly believes in language change. Then, what he has
proposed does not relate to the material world. The matter relates to the thought.
Language constructs the thought and outside the world is nothing except what is
being formulated in thought. So, if language changes thought changes respectively.
Back to our discussion, deconstruction from Derrida’s viewpoint (1976:306-310) is a
way of reading in which the writer should discover what he does not know is said in
his work. If modern art is the creation of a new world, it is unknown even for the
writer while writing his text. The object of Derrida was to achieve "the mystery of
composition science™ which is based on difference. Investigating the effect of
deconstruction and difference in western metaphysics, grammatology is the science
of composition and the critic of this science.

Derrida has a new understanding of meaning which has no relation to the
movement from symbols on paper and achieving mental concepts and
representations. He gives a simple answer to the long lasting question about signified.

There is no signified, and that is a useless illusion which is the invention of human
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being. When we try to find the meaning of a word in our mind, we never reach a
concrete conceptual representation in our mind rather we are confronting absence
(Harland 1987:134,135). Signifiers are not materials on the paper, they signify other
signifiers. In linguistic theory of Derrida, moving from signifier to signified is not
possible. On the contrary, the movement happens from one signifier to another. It is
natural that this movement is endless. In usual interpretation, signifier signifies
signified. Signified exists in the mind as a mental representation and it is the end
point in which meaning is achieved. But in Derrida’s theory, a signifier signifies
another signifier and the last signifier also signifies another one and this continuum
continues for ever. This is the unusual attitude of Derrida towards meaning
signification.

In Derrida’s opinion (1978:178), the meaning of meaning is the endless reference of a
signifier to another signifier. Its power is an endless ambiguity which does not give
tranquility to the meaning. In this way, in every moment signifier signifies and
meaning is being postponed. According to Harland (1987:135), this manner is called
"dissemination™ by Derrida. Dissemination is no achievement of meaning in absence
of all signifieds.

Here the difference between Saussure and Derrida emerges (lbid: 136).
Jakobson’s and Saussure’s theory consider a synchronic system for signs in order to
avoid dissemination. Signs could be stable only through other signs. This can happen
only in a synchronic system. In order to preserve the complete balance, signs should
be in a relational system.

Derrida has rejected the general synchronic system which is called "langue” in
Saussurean system. He does not believe in a traditional viewpoint that every sign has
a special place in the system of language. Derrida’s theory is based on difference.
This word for Derrida (1973:129) means to postpone what has not been actualised in
the present time and is being postponed to the later time. This postponement
continues for ever.

The importance of investigating Derrida’s theory is the influence of his theory on
literary studies. Bradford (1994:185) believes that there is so much similarity
between Derrida’s viewpoint regarding writing and poetic function in Jakobson’s

theory. This kind of thought manner, rejection of metaphysics of presence and belief
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in an endless continuum of signifier’s signification to another signifier and
postponement of meaning while having difference, is true about literary text. The
main distinguishable feature of literary language and standard language is that literary
language postpones itself and resists against a definite meaning and maybe for this
reason it is permanent. At least it should be accepted that literary language has a kind
of sign playing and in this case the factor of time distinguishes literary system from a
general synchronic signifying system. Meaning is present in every moment and then
it disappears. The creator of literary work also exchanges into the reader of his own
work. His work, exactly in time of separation from the writer, begins its independent
life.

Literary criticism in its traditional position is an effort to restrict this system of
playing signifiers to one of the interpretations which is possible in every moment. All
these interpreters consider their own interpretation as the meaning which was
considered by the writer. The critic is the reader but a reader who tries to impose his
reading and his mind as "reality” identical to the mind of the literary creator and
restricts other readings and endless playing of signs. As Culler (1975:132) states
"Interpretation on this model is a matter of making present what is absent, of
restoring original presence which is the source and truth of the form in question™.
There is a concrete similarity between viewpont of Derrida and Jakobson. Both of
them pay attention to the poetic function of language. What Derrida has proposed as
the rejection of metaphisics of presence and endless chain of signifiers could be
judged through poetic function of language, where signifiers can separate from their

signifieds in the referential function of language and contribute to playing of signs.

2.4. Greimas and Semantics

Componential analysis as an approach to the description of words and phrases
has been the centre of attention for structural semanticians. According to Lyons
(1977:317, 318), this approach is based on the theory that the sense of every lexeme
could be analysed in terms of its sense components. The most influential figures of
componential analysis in the Post-Saussurean structuralist tradition were Jakobson
and Hjelmslev. They both believed the principles that Trubetzkoy (1939) had

introduced into phonology could also be applied in grammar and semantics. Hawkes
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(1977:87), believes that Greimas as one of the followers of this thought has
postulated his views in two important works Structural semantics (1966) and Du
Sense (1970) in field of narrative semantics. In essence, his work attempts to describe
narrative structure in terms of linguistic model derived from Saussurean notion of an
underlying langue or competence which generates a specific parole or performance.
Binary oppositions originated from thoughts of Saussure and Jakobson have had
important role in formulating Greimas’s approach (Ibid: 88). Through binary
oppositions, he achieves a dual system. One is the deep structure semantics which
consists of performance pattern [modele actantiel] and the other is surface structure
which roots from deep structure.

According to Culler (1975:77-85) the basis of Greimas’s theory consists of
semantic features or "semes" which result from oppositions like masculine / feminine,
old / young, human / animate, etc. In his theory, there is oppositions between
"immanence”; possible features independent of any language and "manifestation”;
actual categorising of these features in lexemes of a language. Every word in every
language manifests a particular combination of these features. For example; the
lexeme woman combines a phonological shape and features like "female” and
"human" which are the result of immanent oppositions.

The main problem of this viewpoint is that language lexical items consist of
semantic features. These semantic features are the lexical items of language too and
consist of some semantic features. This theory proposed by Greimas is similar to the
function of projection rules proposed by Katz and Fodor (1963: 170-210). There are
S0 many sentences in language which are not described according to these rules. The
sentence "The water is boiling™ is acceptable according to projection rules while the
sentence "The chair is boiling" is not. We confront a problem when we are using
metonymy in language too; "The kettle is boiling". The meaning of this sentence is
“The water in the kettle is boiling” which can be justified by metonymy. The
projection rule is unable to give explanation for such kinds of sentences. Considering
Greimas theory, in a sentence like "He is a bitter person ", we should consider two
semantic features of "taste" and "human™ in order to describe this sentence.
Moreover; in semantic theory of Katz and Fodor (1963: 170-210), semantic reading

of a sentence is possible according to selection limitations. These selection
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limitations also do not function in metonymy. A sentence like "He made this
university", is acceptable according to these rules while the sentence "This university
made him" having the interpretation that this university trained him is not possible
through both Greimas and Katz and Fodor’s theory.

Greimas considers an invariant core for every lexeme which consists of one or
some fixed features and a series of contextual semes or features which vary from one
context to another. In order to determine the features of invariant core, we have to
consider all readings a lexeme has in the corpus and find out the features which are
common in all readings as features of invariant core.

If we try this notion of Greimas in the simplest case like combination of a subject
and a verb or of an adjective and a noun, we will see that this approach is in contrast
with our semantic competence. For example, the sense of sweet is not the same in "a
sweet person” and "a sweet food", as Greimas believes that the selection of
contextual features of one lexical item is determined by the presence of one of these
features in other item. It means that the entry of "sweet" should have both the feature
of "material object” and "human™ in order to distinguish between food and person,
but it is not the case.

Therefore, in Greimas’s theory, correct reading can be based upon the repetition of
semes which is called "classemes” and are involved in coherence of text. Just as the
repetition of semes leads to the formation of classemes, repetition of classemes leads
to the coherence of the text. In his opinion, we have to show how according to the
concept of "isotopy" a set of signifiers can be interpreted as meaningful whole.
Unfortunately, the unity of text as a result of repetition of classemes could not be
proved in the examples Greimas cited.

When one can identify the isotopies of a text, then one will be able to devide a text
into layers, although he believes that this procedure is influenced by subjectivity of
an analyst. He defines two basic isotopies "practicalor” or "cosmological” which
relates to the outer world and "mytic” or "noological” which concerns the inner world
(Ibid: 82).

The next step in semantic description is the "normalisation” of series which are
isolated in a single isotopy. This stage is the reduction of sentences into subjects and

predicates. According to this hypothesis, the process of reading a text implies the
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classification of actantial roles of nominal groups, qualifications of them, actions or
functions which form the action of a text. Again Greimas has not presented enough
examples in order to prove the application of this theory. Unfortunately he does not
show how one might start from semantic features and go on to determine clasemes,
isotopies, and finally global structures of meaning, instead he uses a distributional
analysis in its traditional sense. For example, in an instance of Bernanons’s imaginary
world, he extracts the oppositions between life and death and considers it a main
isotopy and then he discovers all qualifications situated on this isotopy and then all
the contexts in which they appear. Therefore, using distributional analysis, he extracts
concepts like life, fire and joy opposed to death, water and sadness and then proceeds
to determine the qualifications which appear with these terms. Finally the whole text
is classified in this way.

Unlike Greimas, we believe that the meaning of text is not automatically derivable
from the meaning of lexical items and it may be impossible both in principle and
practice to consider a model which would derive the meaning of a text from the
meaning of lexical items.

The main problem of reading according to Greimas (lbid: 87), "consists in
discovering the isotopy of text and in remaining at that level”. Ideally, the explicit
description of the isotopies of a text "should account for all possible coherent
readings. Without going so far as explicitly listing each reading, it would define the
condition of each".

Maybe this theory of isotopy can be useful in semantic interpretation of poem. For

example in a poem like:

b dale gllsan b Ja 2l laS Jila gwin (3 K 5 7 50 a5 S i ud

sab-e téarik o bim-e moj o gerdébi cenin ha'el

‘Night of dark and fear of wave and hole like obstacle’

koj& dénand hal-e ma sabokbéran-e séhelha

‘How know feeling of us free of beaches’

(Hafiz 1373:9)

The first isotopy can be related to sailing. In this condition "Sab-e tarik/ dark night”,

could be interpreted as a starless night which makes a ship to be lost and "bim-e moj/
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frightening wave" is the frightening wave. The second isotopy can be related to love.
In this condition "Sab-e tarik/ dark night” means sorrow and "bim-e moj/ frightening
wave” is the condition which ruins this love. The third isotopy can be related to
political matters. "Sab-e térik/ dark night” is the critical social and political situation
and "bim-e moj/ frightening wave” is the attack of the enemy.

But we have to consider two points: first, isotopies do not proceed by the simple
repetition of semantic features and that to consider a text as an “organic whole” may
be misleading. The unity of a text does not result from semantic features of its
constituents, rather this unity concerns to totality of the interpretive process. Greimas
realises that this is not possible to move automatically from lower levels of text to the
higher level. This is the problem which relates to the diachronic aspect of his
discovery procedures. Theoretically it should be possible to reduce a text to a series
of semes, then show classemes are the result of combined semes and by determining
isotopies we achieve "global meaning™ which is a structured context of a text. While
Greimas states that "reduction presupposes the hypothetical representation of
structures to be described, but that structuration, in its turn, if it is to be successfully
carried out, presupposes a complete reduction” (quoted in Culler (1975:92).

Greimas has suggested some formal procedures for "conditions for the perception
of meaning”. How one must organise the semes into content after recognising
isotopies. He argues that mind defines the "conditions of existence for semiotic
objects”. The most "elementary structure of signification™ is a four—term homology
(A:B: -A:-B) and "furnishes a semiotic model designed to account for the initial
articulations of meaning within a semantic micro—universe” (Greimas 1983:18-29).
As meaning has oppositional nature, every meaning depends on these oppositions.
This structure consisting of four—term structure covers an item and its converse and
its contrary like black: white: non black: non—-white. Depending on how a text is read
syntagmatically; as narrative or paradigmatically; as lyric, this structure functions
either statistically or dynamically. A narrative text, in order to have meaning, must
form a signifying whole. There should be a relationship between initial state and a
final state and also a relationship between initial thematic situation or problem and a
thematic conclusion or resolution and a correlation between these two oppositions.

But in lyrics, there is no reference to temporal development.
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Therefore, semantic structure of a poem is based on a pair of semantic classes which
are opposed to one another and at the same time are correlated with another pair of
classes, so as to produce thematic interdependence and as Van Dijk states " one may
postulate that the occurrence of a thematic seme requires the existence of an opposing
thematic seme which serves as its partner” (quoted in Culler (1975:94).

Therefore, we just do not seek for oppositions within a poem but seek opposition
based on which a poem constructs its semantic value. In this sense, the opposed pair
of every seme can form the second oppositions of four—term homology. In this way,
according to Greimas "a hierarchy of semantic isotopies, some more "profound” than
others " is involved.

Then, Greimas’s semantics (Ibid.) seeks to account for the articulation and the
narrativisation of the semantic universe as a totality of meaning. In his theory there is
a distinction between the deep (semantic) structure and surface syntax which can be
divided into narrative structure. The process of narrativisation consists of a series of
conversion horizontally from fundamental syntax to surface narrative syntax and then
to discoursive syntax. The object of semiotics, to Greimas, is this process of
transformation, which is the production of meaning.

Central to this system is the semiotic square in the deep semantic structure; the
perception of an idea, with its opposition and negation. In other words, the semiotic
square, "the universal” for Greimas, is the basic mode of signification both in human
thinking and all forms of discourse, including the narrative. Therefore, Greimas does
not seek to explain the literary works he tries to understand the nature of grammar
which creates literary works. He starts his work with binary oppositions which are the
basic of human perception. He makes analogy between the structure of narrative and
structure of language. He goes beyond the sentence which is the ultimate domain of
the linguist. He tries to postulate a grammar of narrative and the language of literature
or competence of narrative. In abstract level, the structure of story is reflexive of
syntactic structure, subject, verb and object, a structure in its framework makes the
perception of world possible for humans. According to Culler (1975:77), in the
narrative, there are three pairs of actants as binary oppositions; subject/object,

sender/receiver, and helper/opponent.
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The central operation of Greimas’s semantics is, on the one hand, the description
of signification as a process of conversion from the deep structure to the surface
syntax, and on the other hand the analysis of linguistic or verbal texts through the

"semiotic reduction” to their more fundamental mechanisms of meaning.

Both Greimas and Jakobson have tried to apply linguistic patterns to discover the
semantic patterns of literary texts. The most important lesson of their method is that
the direct application of linguistic methods can be useful in the study of literature,
only if it begins with literary effects and attempts to account for that. These methods
are not in itself for literary analysis; the main reason that the writer and the reader of
literary text apply the knowledge more than their linguistic knowledge to the literary
text. The discovery of this knowledge is the task of poetics.

Another significant aspect of Greimas viewpoint is the similarity between his theory
and what Saussure has considered as langue and parole. He considers a binary
opposition and achieves a twofold system. One is generative and resides in deep
structure and the other is surface structure. Deep structure is always stable and what

changes is surface structure.

2.5. Shamisa and his Approach towards Stylistics of Persian Poetry

Before discussing about meaning in literature and its applicability in definition
of style, we have to present a brief explanation regarding the history of style in
Iranian poetry during 14 centuries, in order to prove that this kind of classification is
not based on scientific criteria.
Shamisa (1383:13) categorises style in different ways:
- Style based on specific individuals such as Ferdowsi’s style, Hafiz’s style,
Molavi’s style, etc.
- Style based on simplicity or difficuly of a text such as difficult style, simple
style and moderate style.
- Style based on the kind of language such as scientific style, newspaper
style and sophism style.
_ Style based on historical eras. He considers it as the most important

method of defining and categorising style.
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Islamic era (new era) has begun 14 centuries ago with the change of language,
religion and transcription. In this era, first poems began from third century. At that
time, capital and centre of power was located in the Khorasan province and the
eastern part of Iran, and poets were living there. For this reason, the style of poets
who were living in that part of Iran is called “Khorasanian" or "Torkestanian". The
subject of poems has been the description of nature, preaching and praising presented
in a simple and clear language. Literary figures are rarely used and for this reason
their poems are far from ambiguity. Increasing use of Persian words is observable in
their works. Since Persian was the mother tongue of poets and they didn’nt learn the
language through former literary works, their language is simple and fluent.
Sometimes the occurence of Arabic words are observable, where simple Persian

words could be used; like “Xasm” insead of “dosman” (enemy). The variety of rhyme

and measure is limited and poems are in the form of satiric and Mathnavi (two-fold
poem). The content is epic with pieces of advice in terms of moraliy (Ibid: 21-24)
like:

WP WOPESIF SRR Py | ye 3l hsal 31 (sai adla )
‘zamane pandi azdvéar dad mara zamaéne ra co nekoo benghari hame pand ast’

‘Life advice freely gave to me life if well you look at all advice is’

At that time the political and financial situation in Iran was so prosperous
and for this reason their poem is full of happiness. It is realistic and
manifests the relationship between kings and slaves. The poet is extrinsict
not dealing with emotions and spiritual matters. He describes tangible events
like wars and always talks about joining, not separation. Beloved has no
good position, sometimes he is male and sometimes he is slave (Ibid: 63).

In fourth century, lyric poem had the utmost attention. Mystical
expressions emerged in the poems.

Sixth century is the middle era of “Khorasanian style " and " Iraqi". The last stages
of growth in satiric occurred in this era. The language is similar to Khorasanian style,
but the content is different. They refer to science, Christianity, customs, folklore
thoughts and medicine in their poems. Poets exaggerated in application of literary
figures, religious expressions, astronomy, philosophy and plays like chess and
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backgammon board in detail. Shamisa (1383:134) believes that the centre of poems
in this era (sixth) was the west part of Iran. For this reason it is called “Azarbayijani”
style. Non Persian words such as Turkish and Arabic came to our language. The
realm of vocabulary expanded and two cultures, Iranian and Iragi mixed up. The
standard of simplicity converts into ambiguity because of using literary figures in its
utmost way. The poets did not accept other poets and they praised themselves.
Prejudice in religion, exaggeration, complains about lack of knowledge and wisdom,
social critics, complexity of poems and not appreciating other poets were amongst the
characterisics of poem in this era (Ibid: 136, 162, 170, 172).

According to Qelichkhani (1386:14), the style of Persian poem after
Moqol’s attack till 300 years after it, called “Iraqi". As most poets were
living in Iraq, mystical love poem brightened up in this era. The capital at
that time was “Harat".

Shmisa (1383:187, 189, 192, 200, 202), considers social change as a dynamic
motivation to change the style. The attack of Moqol to Khorasan and other parts of
Iran in the 7™ century caused very drastic damages to social, agricultural and
financial situation in Iran. The defeated spirit of Iran demanded mystcisim. So, poets
like Nezami and Sanayi had religious, moral, advice and punishment content in their
poems. They criticised those poets who talked about wine, beloved and all material
issues. In fact, this was the beginning of mysticism in poetry in Iran.

He explains that the core of mysticism is the unity of existence. It has got
different stages such as desire, pain, love, recognition, faith, astonishment,
need and annihilation. Some stages have been considered for mysticism.
First there is motivation, a passionate love inspires and recognition occurs. In
the next stage, it is the beloved who is free from any kind of need. The last
stage is seeing the beloved and nothing else and finally annihilation in
beloved and becoming permanent.

The language is the same as Khorasanian style, but it has lost some old
characteristics and has gained new characteristics. Shamisa (lbid: 246-248),
mentions that basically the most important lingsuistic characteristic in this
era is the mixture of old and new characteristics and he differentiates them as

follows:
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Khorasanian Style/ lraqi Style

Praising wisdom / prasing love

Equinalence in exaggeration/ exaggeration

Happiness/ sorrow

Joining / separation

Realistic/ idealistic

Paying attention to external world/ paying attention to internal world
Will/ destiny

Beloved does not have important place/ Beloved has important place
Not paying attention to different sciences/ paying attention to different
sciences

According to Qelichkhani (1383:15), the style in the tenth century i.e.
middle era between “Iraqi" and "Indian" style has been called “Voqu". At
this time the beloved achieves a great position, so that friendship even with
the dog of beloved is a great honor. The language of poem, which has been
in its outmost maturation during “Iraqi’’ style, goes towards weakness. The
only advantage of the poetic language in “Voqu” era is its simplicity and
fluency. “Love poem” is the most popular kind of poem in this era.

Shamisa (1383:266) mentions that “Iraqi” style must has been finished in
the 8™ century but the social situation did not change and as the result new
poets did not come. The style between “Iraqi” and “Indian” prolonged for
100 years. The language in this era is not as fluent as “Iraqi” style and not as
folkloric as “Indian” style. The most specific characteristic of it 1s the
emergence of folklore words and usage of ill-formed sentences. The
language is simple not using literary figures and if there is any, it is old
metaphors or old similes. The content is based on love stories in detail and
beloved is male.

The style of poem in the eleventh century and first years of the 12"
century is called "Indian". In this era, the economical situation was
prosperous and arts like architecture and calligraphy expanded. Some poets

protected their relation with the Safavi court and some moved to the Indian
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court. Qelichkhani (1386:14) believes that these poets paid attention to single
couplets more than the whole structure of it, and tried to find subject matters

which could be included just in one couplet, like:

Gl i by ad g eardtglaal Gl A Lt BA ) 2lis) JLS b

bé& kamaéla ehtiydj az xalq esteqné xos ast

‘With complete need from people selfsufficiency happiness is’
b& dah&ne tesne mordan bar labe darya xos ast

‘With mouth thirsty dying beside the sea happiness is’

Shamisa (1383:273) states that a social revolution which made a drastic
change in the style of Persian poetry was the Safavi era. In this era, the
change of religion was one of the most important factors in changing thought
and style. This style lasted 150 years during the 11th and 12th centuries.
India was the place where the poets of this style were living.

According to Shamis (1383:287,288), people who didn’t have literary
education became poets at that time. In this way, the language of ordinary
people came into poems. In one hand, the vocabulary expanded and in
another hand old words were not utilised any longer. The language was new
Persian. One of the reasons that old characteristics of language disappeared
was the attack of Mogol. The books in libraries vanished and people did not
have access to old sources. Turkish words came into language and Persian
language became weak. Some people used Turkish language as the language
of their poems. In some aspects, the language in Indian style should be
considered as a realistic languge. It was the real language of people, although
some Eeuropean words came into the languge as the result of expanded
relations.

Indian style considered meaning more important than form. The poets in this
style used every subject to make poems, but they couldn’t produce great
works such as Ferdowsi, Molavi, Sanayi, etc. Indian style poems were
decorative; not going beyond one couplet. They translated past philosophical
and mysticical subjects in a simple word and they made complex subjects

easy for ordinary people. They were not devoted to literary figures.
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Qelichkhani (1386:15) believes that Overindulgence in finding new subject

matters, encouraged some poets to release “Indian” style and wuse
“Khorasanian” and “Iraqi “style. In this way, style from the middle of the
12" century till the end of the 13" century has been called “Bazgasht”
(Returned era). With attack of Nader Shah Afshar to India, the centrality of
Iranian poets in India collapsed.
The language of poets in this style was completely raw and initial. They had
completely been unfamiliar with the OIld Persian literary works. Little by
little they improved their language in a way that after sometimes their
language could have hardly been distinguished from an old poet’s language.
The similarity between them was astonishing. So many chracteristics of Old
Persian which had been forgotten for a long time were renewed in this era.
They tried not to bring ordinary matters in their poems in order to make their
poem near to old poems. They believed that every word should not have
been used in poems and every subject should not have been the subjects of
poems. Shamisa (1383:301, 302, 306) believes that their poems explained
the subject of love and mysticism not political and social matters. In this way
they imitated old works and resisted against creativity. However, there were
some details that differentiated the languages in different eras.

Qelichkhani (1386:15) believes that literature in “Qajar’’ era decreased
due to political and social chaos. In constitution era, translation of European
literary and scientific works made some changes in current traditions and
thoughts. Literary translation of other countries made poem to be more
dynamic and developed. Except new lexemes, some foreign words came into
Persian language, and presentation of their equivalence expanded the
capacity of Persian language. Poems with political, social, patriotism and
critical subject matters were formulated.

According to Qelichkhani (1386: 15), from the end of the 14™ century, a
very deep revolution happened in Iranian poems which created ‘“Nima” and

"Sepid" poems. Scholars who were tired of one thousand years of concepts
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and poetic style, tended to use the new style. From that time, the meaning of
poems from a rhymed and rhythmic word, changed into a universal meaning.
Freedom in using all words in “New Style” in Persian poetry is a
characteristic which distinguishes it from ‘“Khorasanian” or “Iraqi style”,
while limited words and combinations could be used in traditional styles.
Moreover; subjects were limited too, the poet did not pay attention to
political and social matters and private matters were not mentioned in the
poem. In the new poetry, the addressee is an ordinary person and the poet
uses a veriaty of subjects. Sometimes he mentions private matters of life and
sometimes pays attention to political and social matters. There is intimacy in
the poem so that the reader is being shared in experiences and emotions of
the poet. Similies and metaphors were new and the language was familiar to
people. There was verisimilitude in the new poetry, as it reflected ordinary

matters.

According to this wide explanation regarding the style in Iran, we realise that
the style has been based on the name of the places and the places where
poets were settled down.

Shamisa (1386:345), takes one step further in the history of Persian poetry style,
and considers period style for each era and individual style for each poet.

2.5.1. Period Style

When we analyse the works of special era, we find common features
regarding meaning, language and rhetorical matters which differentiate
works of that era from other periods. For example, in the third, forth and fifth
centuries frequency of literary figures was not high. Poems were in the form
of fragment and satirical.
In seventh and eighth centuries, Iraqi style was the dominant style and
mystic was the frequent theme of poems which were in the form of ode.
In the eleventh and twelfth centuries, vulgar words can be found. The
thirteenth century was the returned era in which satirical poems and odes

were regular forms.
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2.5.2. Individual Style

While investigating the works of a period, we may confront a poet or
writer whose work is different from his contemporary scholars. In this case,
in addition to common linguistic features, philosophical viewpoints and
literary figures dominant in that era, we may find special features which
differentiate this work from the others. Individual style is like colour which
is distributed in one's work. By individual style, we mean style of writers
whose work has been typical in the whole literature history. In this case, only
few scholars have individual style. This is one of the differences between
literature and stylistics. In the history of literature we talk about all scholars
who have a hand in literature, but in stylistics we talk about writers who have
style. The discovery of features of each individual style is a dream of any
stylist. The more specific discussions on style are held, the more details will
be discovered. In narrow analysis, the stylistic features will be omitted little
by little and one main feature will be achieved by the stylist as the most
dominant feature of a work.

In order to discover individual style, we should search that colour, that
distributed spirit and that blossom which overwhelms all other features in
one’s work. The stylist should be fond of his work that hidden feature shows
itself in one moment and strikes a click in stylist's mind. In this way, all
mysteries will be cleared and stylist would be able to prove his finding.

For example, Hafez's poem is based on ambiguity and scoffing and its structure is
contradictory, as opposite concepts have been expressed by opposite phrases in his
poems. Sometimes it seems that he is expressing a real meaning, while regarding
metaphor and metonymy figures, a vice versa meaning is being expressed. For
example in a poem like:
PSBTRR A PUSWEL Y Gt a3 )8 (se i) B
magar zanjir-e muyi giradam dast vagarna sar be Seydéyi bardram

(Hafiz 1373:161)
‘If chain of hair takes my hand otherwise head to craziness | will take’

If he enamored with one's hair (love), he would be love—sick!
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We may find this feature; contradiction and scoffing in other's work too,
but the matter is that we should consider its frequency. We should find
evidences which refer to oppositions, even in poet's life and character. In this
way, first we may find that special central feature in the work and then
search for evidences to prove it.

Therefore, if we consider ambiguity as the method of Hafez it is of
importance when it is employed to create contradictory structures. The most
important strategy of Hafez to express contradiction is to use ambiguity;
ambiguity in lexemes, ambiguity in sentence, ambiguity in couples and
ambiguity in the whole poem. These contradictory concepts lead to scoffing
which is one of the features of his poems. To achieve individual style a
matrix should be presented in which all features of a poet’s work should be
mentioned. In addition to linguistic features, philosophical and literary
features can be helpful in defining the style of a poet. Stylistic features
should be recursive.

Shamisa (1383:211) mentions that sometimes there could be no
specific point in defining a poet’s style unless we say the simple and sweet
language is the main characteristic of the poem. For instance, Sadi uses
literary figures in a moderate way. The surface structure is simple but the
deep structure is complex. He is the greatest one amongst Khorasanian poets.
The language of his poems is Khorasanian but the content is Iragi. The
content of Sadi’s poem is love and sometimes mysticism, while the content
of Hafi’z poem is political and historical. On the other hand, Molavi is the
greatest poet in mysticism. His metaphors and similes are new. His poem is
effective and echoic manifesting the truth. He uses symbolic language but

his poem is epic in deep structure.

2.6. Safavi and his Approach in Stylistics of Persian Poetry

Safavi (1383:192) considers a prototype for style in each era. For
instance, he considers Ferdowsi’s individual style as the prototype of
Khorasanian style or Nezami’z style as the prototype for the style in the sixh

century. In this way, for each era a diagram could be drawn, in which the
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closest style to the prototype should be considered at the peak of the diagram
and the others on a hierarchy order and in comparison with the protype at the

continuum.
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The diagram in horizontal axis shows the poets who had used combination or
metonymy pole in their poems and the vertical axis shows the poets who
tended to use selection or metaphor pole in their poems. In this way he
shows that the changes have been gradual and somehow helps to improve
stylistics from a completely traditional viewpoint towards a more

contemporary stylistic approach.

2.7. Sojudi and the Stylistics of Persian Poetry
Sojudi’s (1384:129) main concern about the poem is that in poems we can
attribute  features to the signs which are not acceptable in automatic language. For
instance, we attribute the feature of “+ plant” to a sign which has the feature of
“plant”. In the following poem “hand” has got this feature:
1)
pIS o4l o)) als G
Alld (e caild (o caild oo e aal A S
dasthdyam ra dar bagce mikéram, sabz khdhanm shod midanam, midé&nam,
midanam.

‘I will plant my hands in the flowerbed, I will sprout, 1 know, I know, I know.’

“My hands” is the object and has accepted the feature of “+ plant”.
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Sometimes we attribute the feature of “liquid” to a sign which does not have this
feature. For instance:
2)
G oaiad lsa sl S osslia W A4S sy sléle S uld suSa
man Sabname xdbalude yek setdre’am ke ruye alathdye tiriki cekide’am.

‘I dew of sleepy of one star am that upon grass of darkness have dropped’

In this poem “I”” has got the feature of “+ liquid”.
And sometimes we attribute the feature of “+tangible” to a sign which
has got the feature of “+abstract”. For instance:
3)
Db SA el ) Al e 404 manad
Sabihe hic Sodeh’i cehre’at rd be sardiye xék bespair.
‘Similar to nothing you have been your face to coldness of soil you

leave’

“hic/ nothing” is an abstract concept, while “to/ you” is “tangible”.

Citing some examples (Ibid:137), he proves that the signifier can go further
than signified in the referential function of language and expands its domain
of signification in language of poetry. In this way the poem is being created.

2.8. Summary

While reading theoretical viewpoints of Russian Formalists and contemporary
structuralists, we expext more concrete analysis in what they have offered in their
practical works. If we claim that we could distinguish between automatic language
and literary language through analysis of components of a poem, we expect to have at
least one new instrument to use in literary criticism apart from traditional ones. For
instance, Jakobson (1973:420) in analysing of Baudelaire’s poem refers to different
kinds of parallelisim and symmetrical distribution of grammatical units like
adjectives. All the techniques which act on the content of language including

metaphor, simile, metonymy, etc. and the techniques which act on the surface and
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form of language such as alliteration, rhythm and meter could be found in automatic

language too. The only difference is the way we use them in literary language.

This chapter consists of two parts. In one part we have mentioned the works of
contemporary structuralists and formalists on forgrounding and parallelism. By
taking into granted the process of forgrounding, Leech distinguished two types of this
process, i.e. deviation and parallelism. The models proposed by Jakobson (1960) and
Leech (1969), considering forgrounding in literary language, are being investigated in
this chapter. We cited some exmples of their work with comprehensive review and
analysis. In other section, we have had a review on what Iranian scholers have
presented in the field of stylistics and semiotics of Persian poetry. In both sections we
have considered the defeciencies of their works and this thesis is a suggestion

towards more detailed analysis from a new structural viewpoint.
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Chapter 3: Theoretical Foundations

3.1. Structuralism

It is usually thought that structuralism is a method of studying language
originated in Saussure's Course in General Linguistics (originally published in1916)
that has been converted into American structuralism with the emerging notions of
Bloomfield (1933), while structuralism in America refers to the viewpoint and
opinions of Bloomfield and his followers who caused the emergence of "Post-
Bloomfieldean school” dominant after World War 1l. Lyons (1977:230) calls
European structuralism’s viewpoint "Saussurean structuralism,” including Post-
Saussurean structuralism and believes that many principles of Post-Bloomfieldean
structuralism are different from Saussurean structuralism.
Although it was Saussure who is considered the founder of Structural linguistics, with
fertility of his principles in Course in General Linguistics (originally published
in1916), his notions rooted in Post-Kantian German idealist philosophy and
originated from the views of Herder, Humboldt, Leibniz (Lyons 1977:231) or even
the Stoics in ancient Greece (Safavi 1373:22, 23).

Robins (1977:200) states that a number of ideas on language and the study of
language correlated with those of Saussure had been expressed nearly a century ago
by Humboldt, although the extent to which Saussure was directly influenced by him
iS uncertain.

Safavi (1383:23) believes that Saussure’s notions of semiology in general and his
viewpoint regarding signifier and signified in particular was influenced by his
contemporary philosopher Taine and his book Del'Intelligence which was inspireded
by Buddhist philosophy. This philosopher’s viewpoint has been the origin of
Derridas views regarding the substitution of the signifier.

Jakobson (1973:15) believes Saussure has been under the influence of
Korozhovsky’s notions while propounding his views of semiology. Amongst these, it
is only Culler (1973:83) who has insisted Saussure has been influenced by Taine’s
Views.

The term structuralism refers to a particular movement of thought whose central

principle is a special viewpoint about language. According to Lyons (1977:231, 232),
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the main thesis of structuralism and lines of Saussure’s doctrine is "every language is
a unique structure or system and those units which we identify or postulate as
theoretical constructs, in analysing the essence of a particular language (sounds,
words, meanings, etc.) derive both their essence and existence from their relationship
with other units in the same language—system".

It means that we cannot consider different stages of analysing the units of language
separately in the way that: in one stage we identify them, in another stage we
recognise their interrelations. The units of language do not have independent
existence. Language is a network or system of relations and its units are the points
whose existence is interrelated.

Lyons (Ibid: 232) gives an example to prove this cardinal notion of Saussure. This
notion is mostly manifested in the phonological system of a language. The word 'pit'
whether in the written or the spoken form, consists of three segments. The
pronunciation of every user of English language is different from the other. How then
can we identify different forms as tokens of the same type? How is it different from
other segments like 'bit', 'fit’, etc?

Structuralists believe that a linguistic unit is a point in a relational structure and
has its existence and essence through its relation with other units of language in a
functional contrast. We say that there is a /p/ phoneme or /b/ phoneme, because there
is a relationship of functional contrast between the pairs of forms like 'pit' and 'bit'.
This is something which happens in all aspects of language like grammar, vocabulary
and sentence structure.

Robins (1977:201) states that "any language must be investigated and described
synchronically as a system of interrelated elements, lexical, grammatical, and
phonological, and not as an aggregate of self—sufficient entities. Linguistic terms are
to be defined relatively to each other not absolutely".

Language is a system or structure consisting of related units. There is no linguistic
unit independent of each other. Lévi-Strauss (1963:31-51) also believes that we
cannot consider each unit independently from other units, and this was the most
important lesson of "phonological revolution”.

According to Ahmadi (1382:18), Benveniste confirms Saussure’s notion and

believes this matter that language is a system makes the structural analysis of it
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inevitable. Every system consists of elements which influence each other. Every
system is distinguished from any other system through its internal regulation of the
units, a regulation which shapes its structure. Some combinations are rare and some
combinations are frequent. Some are possible from the theoretical point of view, but
they have not been actualised yet. Investigating a language or one part of a language
like the phonological system or morphological system which can be defined as a
structural phenomenon entails a structural viewpoint.

The fact is that structuralists have found only some of the axioms of linguistics,
amongst various axioms and concepts, effective in their work and some of the notions
have been important for them. The most dominant person has been Saussure, whose
distinction between “langue” and “parole” made langue the subject of investigation in
linguistics. This Saussure’s viewpoint and his concentration on the underlying system
of speech sounds became a pattern of study for the Prague Linguistic Circle,
particularly Jakobson and Trubetzkoy.

Making a distinction between the study of actual speech sounds, (i.e. phonetics),
and the study of functional aspects of sounds in a particular language, (i.e.
phonology), Trubetzkoy insisted that phonology should distinguish which phonic
differences cause differences of meaning. Culler (1975:7) states that the importance
of phonology for structuralists was that systematic nature of the most familiar
phenomena were shown and moreover; phonology could be distinguished between a
system and its realisation. This has been done not through substantive characteristics
of individual phenomenon but through abstract differential features which could be
defined in terms of their relations with each other.

Hjelmslev and the Copenhagen school emphasised more the ruled based nature of
linguistic systems. As Hjelmslev writes, "A priori it would seem to be a generally
valid thesis that for every process there is a corresponding system, by which the
process can be analysed and described by means of a limited number of premises”.
This thesis became one of the axioms of the structuralist method (quoted in Culler
(1975:7).

Finally Chomsky whose generative grammar according to Culler (Ibid.) has no

role in structuralism, considers Structural Linguistics as the study of linguistic
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competence, while structuralists applied discovery procedures in order to analyse the
language.

It should be known that structuralism is not confined to linguistics, and methods
employing in linguistics can also be used in analysing other cultural and social
phenomena too.

Barthes introduced structuralism as a method of analysis of cultural artifacts
following the contemporary linguistic modes. He (lbid: 4) writes: "I have been
engaged in a series of structural analysis which all aim at defining a number of non
linguistic "languages” and Lévi-Strauss says: "by following the linguist's example the
anthropologist might reproduce in his own discipline the "phonological revolution™.

Employing linguistic principles, which apply to the study of a special system that
is language, to the study of symbolic systems originated from Saussure (originally
published in 1916) propounding a field that he called semiology. Semiotics is the
general knowledge of studying signs. If we consider rites and customs as a sign
system, linguistics can be the source of illumination and a suitable device for an
analyst who is searching for conventional principles of the phenomenon he is
investigating. It will be clarified whether meaning of each sign is the result of
conventions and agreements of a cultural system or not.

This assumption that linguistics can be effective in studying other cultural

phenomena is based on two fundamental insights. The first is that social and cultural
phenomena are not material objects; they have meaning. In other words, they can be
considered as signs. The second point is that these events do not have essences and
they are defined through a network of internal and external relations.
According to Culler (1975: 5, 6), Lévi-Strauss states "particular actions of individuals
are never symbolic in themselves, they are elements out of which is constructed a
symbolic system”. He defined anthropology as "the bona-fide occupant of the domain
of semiology".

We should note that semiotics first of all studies the conventional signs. The more
we move towards natural signs, the more our interpretation of signs depends on our
encyclopedic knowledge. Second, in the field of art we should pay attention to the
point that we are confronting the play of signs. If in art we consider conventional

signs, we cannot claim that art is being created on the basis of a deviation from
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norms. In that case semiotics becomes one part of art not a scientific field which its
aim is the study of signs.

For instance, Lévi-Strauss applied the principle of Saussurean structuralism in the
study of phenomena such as myths, ceremonies, manners, relationships, habits,
customs of eating, etc. He has considered these fields as signification systems and
employed Saussurean linguistic pattern in studying them. It means that he did not pay
attention to experimental or functional subjects, but he considered myth or custom as
a set of relations and a structural system, structure in which meaning is the result of
signifying components not the result of referring to outside world realities.

Linguistic function as a pattern for understanding those aspects of reality which have
nonlinguistic basis was the spark for formulation of structuralism in the 1960.
Structuralism appeared against positivist and empirical methods of analysing
phenomena.

But why does Saussure consider linguistics as "general pattern” of semiology.
Saussure (1916) postulated a science which deals with the investigation and study of
sign’'s life within the society and called it semiology. He believed that linguistics
constitutes only one part of it. To discover the real nature of language, we have to
take into account the common aspects of language and other sign systems. From this
viewpoint, since language is more complex and more universal than other signifying
systems, it can be considered as “general pattern™ for other branches of semiology.
With the establishment of structuralist movement in its vast aspects, this notion of
Saussure became applicable in other fields and scholars like Lévi-Strauss, Lacan,
Barthes, etc, tried to manipulate linguistic study patterns of language in case of other
semiotic systems and present an overview of structural and distinctive relations of
other semiotic systems.

On the other hand, arbitrary nature of signs is another reason for being linguistics
as a general pattern of semiology. Non-linguistic signs seem natural for their users
and it is not difficult to clarify them. For example, the politeness or impoliteness
aspect of a certain behaviour is not really its intrinsic and necessary characteristic, but
it is only a conventional concept. If linguistics has been considered as the pattern of
these kinds of studies, the analyst would inevitably take into consideration the

conventional and arbitrary basis of the phenomenon under investigation.
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Saussure (1983:68) states: "every means of expression used in society is based, in
principle, on collective behaviour or-what amounts to the same thing-on
convention...signs that are wholly arbitrary realise better than the others the ideal of
the semiological process, that is why language the most complex and universal of all
systems of expression, is also the most characteristic for all branches of language is
only one particular semiological system™.

The more powerful a culture is the more successful it is in taking its signs as
natural signs. People emphasise that their behaviour is based on experimental
foundations not conventional and symbolic. They eat the food they like, they wear
clothes they are comfortable in, etc. This is the reason why semiotic analysis needs a
pattern which emphasises the conventionality of signs, i.e. cultural foundation of
signs. This pattern should be opposed to the viewpoint which considers signs as
natural ones. In linguistics the arbitrary nature of signs gives the possibility of
explaining a functional oppositional system which creates signs. In other cases also
important oppositions, meaning bearing oppositions, will be taken into consideration.
This is the condition in which we can ask for instance what differentiates polite
greeting from impolite greeting or what differentiates in fashion cloth from the out of
fashion one. In this case the signs will not be investigated indirectly, but the matter is
a system of oppositions in which the meaning of its components will come from their
relations with other units in a system.

The individuals of a culture are unconscious of that kind of meaning. So, the main
aim is to make explicit the implication knowledge which makes possible the
behaviours and understanding of those behaviours amongst people. A knowledge
which defines which behaviour is polite and which is impolite. Whenever there is
knowledge, inevitably there is a system. This is the fundamental principle which
leads the application of linguistic methods to other disciplines (Culler 1976:107, 108,
111).

Other aspect of structuralism emerged on the basis of this notion of Saussure that
language as a sign system should be investigated synchronically, in a separate time
sections, not diachronically.

The diachronic aspect of language, language change during time has second position.
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Saussure believed that linguistics should go further than diachronic study of
language. The linguistics should go beyond the historical changes and it should
consider language as a system which operates in a sole time levels, i.e. periods
relatively well separated in time.

By synchronic analysis of language is meant the investigation of language as it is, or
was, at a certain time. By the diachronic analysis of language is to be understood the
study of changes in the language between two given points in time. Lyons (1977:243)
mentions that in each language system, the language behaviour of people in a certain
time should be studied independently of the other. What is the subject of diachronic

study is the transformation of a language system into a later system.

3.1.1. Sign
According to Robins (1977), stoics for the first time brought up the distinction
between signifier and signified and form and meaning. Their viewpoint was accepted
by Saussure in the last years of his life. Signified based on Stoic viewpoint has a
definition which in some respects is similar to Saussurean definition. Stoics believed
that signified is something which is being created in the mind of hearer through his
linguistic knowledge when he encounters a linguistic utterance.

It may be argued that the signifier and the signified are intralinguistics
Phenomena. According to Lyons (1977:198), Frege propounded two signifiers which
signify only one signified. He used two expressions, "morning star" and "evening
star" which refer to the same planet; Venus.

Lyons (lIbid.) criticises the Frege's viewpoint when he brings forth the discussion
of sense and referent. He believes two signifiers, morning star and evening star, have
two different senses but only one referent. It means that referring to the same planet,
they bear different senses. He gives two examples for his reasoning.

(1) The morning star is the evening star.
(2) The morning star is the morning star.
Sentence (1) is acceptable in language but sentence (2), due to tautology, is not
acceptable. For this reason, he considers "sense" as an intralinguistic and "referent"” as
an extralinguistic phenomenon. Therefore, expressions may differ in the sense but

have the same referent.
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He gives another example of Husserl to prove this claim (lbid: 199).
"The victor at Jena", "The looser at waterloo” in which both expressions refer to
Napoleon.

Culler (1975:16-20) considers "form" equivalent to signifier and "meaning"

equivalent to signified. Amongst various typologies of signs, he pays attention to
three fundamental classes proposed by Peirce: icon, index and sign proper. He
explains that every sign consists of a signifier and a signified but the relation between
them is different in each kind of sign.
To give a brief explanation, icon is a sign in which the relation between signifier and
signified is according to resemblance, like a portrait of a person. Index is a kind of
sign in which the relation between signifier and signified is casual: smoke indicates
fire. Fire is the cause of smoke. And finally when the sign is proper the relation
between signifier and signified is arbitrary or conventional. This is the sign which has
been taken into consideration by Saussure. Arbitrariness is the most important factor
in defining the sign of language or any other system. The relation between the
signifier and signified is not according to resemblance or casual connection but by
virtue of a law.

Lyons (1977:99-109) also amongst ten different classes of sign and their
subdivisions recognised by Peirce, considers only one of the dimentions of his
classifications consisting of three kinds of signs: symbols, icons and indices. He
believes Peirce’s definition of symbol is based on conventionality and this is the sign
employed by Saussure while icon in Peirce’s term is non—arbitrary sign.

The establishment of linguistic sign on the part of Saussure created a new
perspective in the study of meaning and made possible the introduction of a new
knowledge, semiology. It was Course in General Linguistics (originally published in
1916) which initiated the movement now known as structural linguistics and it is
from Course that much of the standard terminology of structurslism derives.
According to Culler (1976:28), Saussure believes that language is a social institution
which in respect of some characteristics is different from other institutions such as
social, political, etc. Language is a system of signs. Sounds are meaningful only when
they convey or express thoughts. This is the reason why they should be considered as

part of conventional system which relates sounds to thoughts.
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In Saussure’s opinion (1983:67-70) every sign is based upon a convention. There
is no reason why we use arbitrariness for the signs of language. In other words, there
is no substantial relationship between signifier and signified. They have no relation
except semiological relationship.

"Sign is the union of signifier and signified, both of which are forms rather than
substances” (quoted in Culler (1975:18).

This combination is the union of form and meaning which rests upon the
conventionality or arbitrariness of their relationship. Signifier is a form which has a
meaning: "it is not phonic or graphic substance itself but those relational features
functional in the system in question, by which it becomes a component of the
sign”(lbid.). According to Engler (1968:153), this union of form and meaning has
arbitrary innate, this complex basic principle if properly perceived, is the basic of
analysis and understanding of language, as there are so many variable and numerous
realities behind the consequences of this fact.

Lyons (1977:100-102) believes that Saussure made what he called "arbitrariness
of the linguistic sign”, one of the most basic principles of his whole theory. He
mentions that although most linguistics have followed Saussure on this point, they
have not accepted his notion of linguistic sign, but they accept that most of the time,
the relationship between a word and what it stands for is arbitrary. It means that every
language has its own stock of forms and its own system of meanings and concepts.
"Arbirtrariness" can be defined through an example. In Lyon’s opinion (Ibid.) for a
word like "tree", we have other expressions in other languages but we assume that all
these words refer to the same signification and to the same class of objects
accordingly. These expressions are quite different. None of them is representative of
a tree. It means that there is no natural connection between a word and concepts they
signify. In other words, there is no intrinsic reason or no reason in nature why the
English lexeme "tree” should be associated with forms “tree" and "trees".

Sign in Saussure’s viewpoint does not join an object to a name but it connects a
concept to a sound image. Sign is a union generality which results from the
connection of signifier and signified. He (1983:67) states: "l mean by sign the whole

that results from association of the signifier with the signified".
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Sign is a mental and abstract relationship between a sound image and the concept
of that form. Saussure uses the term "signifier" for the sound image and "signified"
for the concept resulting from the sound image, and linguistic sign means mental
relationship between signifier and signified which is on the basis of conventionality
and arbitrariness. In this respect, there is no natural reason for employing a sound
image to a certain concept. A sign has two surfaces. Signifier without signified or
signified without signifier is impossible. Signifier and signified are like recto and
verso of a sheet of paper which can not be separated from each other. Saussure (Ibid:
113) writes: "language can be compared with a sheet of paper; thought is the front
and sound the back, one can not cut the front without cutting the back at the same
time". It suggests that for every signifier there is a particular concept hidden behind
it. For each phonological sequence there is “definable concept attached to it, a
meaning invisibly inscribed on it" (quoted in Culler (1975:18).

Saussure (lbid: 12, 14, 15, 66) believes signifier and signified have psychological
aspect not material aspect. They belong to an abstract and social system which is
called "langue™ by Saussure. Both of them are form not substance. Linguistic sign is
not a relation between an object and a name, but it is a relation between a concept and
a "sound image". This sound image is not sound, because sound is a material and
physical entity. Sound image is the hearer's psychological impression of sound, as it
is perceived by senses. In fact, sound image is mental impression of sound and this
image is material only from one aspect. That is the representation of our senses
perception. Therefore, sound image can be distinguished from other elements which
exist in linguistic sign, this other element is generally more abstract and is called
concept.

Then, Saussure distinguishes between "sound” and "sound image". He believes
"sound” is a physical form of different pronunciation of phonemes which are
physically different in any production compared to other pronounciations of the same
phonemes.

As an example, our pronunciation of the word "river" is different from other’s
pronunciations and even it differs from our pronunciations in each time we
pronounce it. But these differences are to the extent that we feel we have pronounced

the same word "river” not "fiver", "rivet" or "giver

. In this case, we deal with two
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rivers. One is a chain of sounds which is physically different from latter and former
pronunciation in each time of pronunciation. The other river is the one which belongs
to language system and is opposed to other units of language. Saussure calls the latter
as signifier and believes that it is the "sound image" of the first one. Therefore,
signifier or sound image is a phenomenon which belongs to language system.

On the other hand, "river" in the world is flowing water. Every river in the real world
is a referent of "river", because it is not stream, spring or fountain. There are a
number of rivers which are considered referent of "river”. Then, in language system
we have a concept which is opposed to concepts of stream, spring or fountain. This
concept is not exactly the same thing which exists in the real world as referent, but it
is @ mental phenomenon which belongs to language system. Saussure (1983:66) calls
this mental phenomenon "signified" and the relationship between signifier and
signified is "sign" which has an arbitrary nature in his opinion.

Every signified can have any signifier and every signifier also can signify any
signified. For this reason the relationship between them is arbitrary. But it is the case
before socialisation of signs. Speakers of language, for communication purpose and
referring to that special signified, have to manipulate the signifier which have
selected for that signified. This happens after the relation between signifier and
signified has been persevered. Therefore, signifier is not sound and signified is not
something which exists in a real world, but both of them are mental phenomena and
belong to language system. Sign is the relationship between signifier and signified,
since these two phenomena are mental, their relation is also mental. Linguistic signs
compose the units of a system, as they are the units of system they have reciprocal
relation with each other.

"Referent” has no place in Saussurean's pattern. Signified is not equivalent to
referent. It is a mental concept. In fact, signs signify concepts not objects.

In our given example, what is “river” in language system is river because it is not
stream, fountain or spring. In fact it is our “"concept image" of referent. This mental
phenomenon is being considered as signified which belongs to language system.

The arbitrariness of sign is true only if we accept that language is not a
storehouse of lexemes. If it was, if language was just a sum of names used for

concepts, in this case concepts would not change during the historical change of
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language. But the fact is that concepts change, a sequence of phonemes which is in
connection to a special concept changes and it implies another concept. On the other
hand, the domain of concepts in lexemes continuously changes and these concepts
define the world in a different way from one era to another (Culler 1976:28-37).

Therefore, signs have a relational identity. By identity we mean the function of
differentials in language system. Inside language system every thing is dependent on
relations. There is no sign which has meaning independently from other signs.
Saussure refers to "value™ of a sign which is determined through its relation with
other signs. Both signifier and signified are differentiated concepts based on their
place and relations with other elements of the system .Saussure (1983:118, 121)
writes: "A unit is a segment of the spoken chain that corresponds to a certain concept,
both are by nature purely differential™.

Therefore, from the Saussurean viewpoint, language is a system of functional
oppositions and differentiates. Relational identity of signs inside a system is a
fundamental principle of structuralist theory. In structural analysis emphasis is on
structural relations. Saussure emphasises the oppositional and negative distinctions.
His perception regarding meaning which is the result of a relational network inside a
system is differential. He emphasises the differentiation of signs and states that "The
value of word is therefore not fixed so long as one simply states that it can be
"exchanged" for a given concept, i.e. that it has this or that signification: one must
also compare it with similar values, with other words that stand in opposition to it"
(Ibid: 112, 113, 115).

With this explanation, relational meaning of language is the result of a reciprocal
function between a positive process and a negative process. Positive function of a
sign, the signification of a signifier to a signified, creates a signifier from a sound
image which implies a meaning and distinguishes it from non- linguistic and non-
signifying sounds. Negative function of a sign makes the function of a sign possible
inside the system. In other words, it makes possible the function of language system.
It restricts the domain of signification inside a sign opposed to the domain of
signification inside other signs and in this way through negation of other signs gains
its positional value in the system. This duality could be considered as the strong point

in Saussure's theory. Therefore, sign in a differential manner, restricts the domain of
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its signification through negation of other signs and creates a system. On the other
hand inside a domain which has been negatively defined, it holds its positive
signification.
According to Culler (1976:38), the contradiction point in Saussure’stheory (1983:120)
that "in language there are only differences” has been clarified.
We have so far discussed that sign lies upon a convention which causes an image in
the mind in absence of that thing and makes communication possible. The aim of
semiotics in literature on one hand is to find out the correlation between signifier and
signified. The second aim on he other hand is the discovery of correlation between
what the writer has presented and the recognition of those fundamental conventions,
which gives any literary work the power to construct meaning.
Structuralism is an effort to enter "the world of signs in any literary work", to
discover new codes and signs and to understand the internal relations of them.
Construction of a literary text means the internal correlation of text’s signs. To find
out the meaning implication of signs in literary work is not a simple thing, but when
the internal correlation of signs is being discovered, understanding deep meaning of
literary work will be much simpler. Meaning key is the major allegory of literary
work.
We, as speakers of language, in our discourse, manipulate a sum of signs and create
our own personal style or “expression method" which is special for any speaker. We
manipulate signs which according to pre-accepted conventions imply signifieds or
images in the mind of the addressee. We, in our every day language, do not use signs
beyond the possibilities which conventions make them possible. Our goal is to
communicate and communication is based upon familiar conventions. Any literary
work is not only a set of selected signs which create signifieds in the mind of the
addressee, according to predetermined conventions, but also it is a sum of new
conventions, new signs and new signifieds accordingly. Recognition of meaning is
the result of interaction between literary work and the addressee.

Culler (1976:122) believes that the system of literature is a knowledge which
should be learned beyond linguistic knowledge. Through this knowledge literary
works can be discovered and interpreted. This system does not consist of explicit

codes like traffic. Traffic signals do not change the codes of signals, but literary
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works constantly change their codes and this is the reason why literature is always a
tempting domain.
In literature like language and any other semiotic systems, the important thing is
"identity”. In literature we do not confront fixed signs, signs which their forms have
only one meaning in any situation. On the contrary, literary works combine the signs
and continually draw from them new meanings.

Any literary work creates its own special signs and its own meaning implication.
So, it is an ambiguous reality and every signified, in the mind of the addressee, is “a

case of interpretation”. So, we confront different interpretations of any literary work.

3.1.2. Langue and Parole

Lyons (1977:239) defines the distinction between langue and parole in terms
of language-system and language-behaviour. Langue is the language—system which
underlies language behaviour and parole of a particular language community. He
criticises this doctrine of Saussure and believes that there is no precise equivalences
for Saussure’s langue and parole. Saussure emphasised the social aspect of langue and
on the other hand has insisted that langue has psychological validity, being stored in
the brain of every member of language-community and this is the subject of
controversy.

Robins (1977:200, 201) claiming that Saussure, much influenced by the
sociological theory of Durkheim, exaggerated the supra personal reality of langue
over and above the individuals, especially as he recognised that changes in langue
proceed from changes made by individuals in their parole, while he yet declared that
langue is not subject to the individuals power of changes.

Safavi (1373:26, 27) believes that this distinction made by Saussure is similar to
the distinction between "code" and "message" by Martinet, competence and
performance by Chomsky and even "inner and outer form" by Homboldt.

Saussure considers two levels for language. Language is the underlying system which
provides function of language and parole is the actual manifestation of language as
applying in daily life.

The emphasis of Saussure on langue as a signifying system was simultaneous with

changes in formalist criticism. The impact of his thoughts and trainings on formalists’
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followers in literature such as Barthes, Todorov, Greimas, Genette have been of great
importance.

According to Harland (1987:12), while Saussure considered parole prior to
writing, he believed that the whole of language is prior to the sum of the actual
utterances in real world. This viewpoint was in contrast with the assumption of
natural sciences that only definite material realities can be considered as considerable
witnesses. In any way, Saussure has explicitly remarked that physical realities are not
enough for justifying language in its linguistic sense as a signifying and data bearing
system.

Sausuure (1983:13, 14) writes "if we could embrace the sum of word-images
stored in the minds of all individuals, we could identify the social bond that
constitutes language. It is storehouse filled by the members of a given community
through their active use of speaking a grammatical system that has a potential
existence in each brain, or, more specifically, in the brains of individuals. For
language is not complete in any speaker, it exists perfectly only within a collectivity"”
(quoted in Culler (1976:39). Saussure (1983:14) states "It is the social side of speech,
outside the individual who can never create nor modify it by himself, it exists only by
virtue of a sort of contract signed by the members of a community".

Engler (1976:31) states "Language is a social product whose existence permits the
individuals to exercise his linguistic talent”. According to Saussure (1983:14) parole
is practical aspect of language, "an individual act" which in Saussure’s opinion
consists "the combinations by which the speaker of language uses the language code
for expressing his own thought; and the psychological mechanism that allows him to
exteriorize these combinations” (quoted in Culler (1976:39).

In speech, the speaker of language selects some units from language system and
combines them in the form of phonemes and meanings and gives them tangible
phonetic manifestation. If we separate speech from language, in fact we have
separated what is social from what is individual and what is principle from what is
accidental accordingly.

The distinction between speech and language is the logical and necessary
consequence of arbitrary intrinsic of signs and the matter of identity in linguistics. If

sign is based on a convention, it will have relational identity and if we are going to
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define it, we should pay attention to system of relations and distinctions which create
signs. Therefore, we should distinguish between different substances which signs are
actualised in the form of them and real forms which create signs. In doing so, what
will be distinguished is a system of forms which is the foundations of linguistic
behaviour or manifestation.

Saussure clarifies his notion regarding langue and parole making an analogy with
chess. At first glance, it seems that the movements of chessman in this play are the
most important perceptible data to study it. But the truth is that every movement in
this play has been chosen amongst a large collection of possible movements. This is a
point essential in considering chess as a play. To study it perfectly, the synchronic
system beyond determining principles of these movements should be investigated.
This system is present in every moment beyond every movement, at least for this
reason that the player should internalise it before starting the play. The system of
language is prior to each utterance at least for the reason that the speaker of language
should internalise it before starting language performance. The speaker who can
produce only words can not apply language as signifying and data bearing system and
his utterance will be like the sounds of birds. Therefore, for a true justification of
language, we have to understand synchronic system of language correctly, a system
which with no doubt is present in every moment beyond every word.

This is true not only in case of speaker of the language but also the hearer of
language. Language should be common between the members of the whole society,
as Saussure believes that langue is the social aspect of parole.

A member of society can avoid explicitly the knowledge which society teaches
him, he also can abstain from the beliefs which society imposes on him, but he has
already accepted the words and concepts which are the conveying channel of this
knowledge and beliefs for him.

In Saussure’s opinion, the most important duty of linguistics is to take language
into account. What should be investigated in analysing the language is not the act of
speaking but determining of units and combination rules which creates language
system. In studying language as a system of signs, we try to find out the fundamental

characteristic of this kind of system.
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While the study of language covers a sum of distinctions which cause signs and
combinational rules, the study of speaking leads to an explanation of language
manipulation and consist of relative repetitions which are manifested in application of
forms or combination of forms in real speaking (Culler 1975:44,45).

Saussure (1983:15) states "In the study of language as a system of signs in which the
only essential thing is the union of meanings and sound images" (quoted in Culler
(1976:41). We try to recognise the fundamental characteristics of this kind of system:
those elements which are essential in signification function of language or those
elements which are applicable in a system in which signs are created through
distinctions between them.

The study of signs leads us to language a suitable subject of linguistic studies.
Selection and consideration of "language™ as the subject of study is not optional as
understandable from Saussure’s book, but it is the consequence of sign’s nature.

According to Culler (1976:43), the concept of language inevitably leads to a
concept which is called "value" by Sausure. He differentiates between "value" and
"signification”. Linguistic units have value in language system, and their meaning is
the result of their oppositions with other units in language. If language is a signifying
system which depends on the selection of one linguistic unit amongst a collection of
units, it means that it will be defined not through the special characteristic of what
has been uttered, but through the formal distinction between what has been uttered
and what has not been uttered. Harland (1987:40) offers an example regarding this
concept. He explains that a sentence which has been uttered with a loud voice or
which is nicely written compared to a sentence which has been uttered quietly (to the
extent that it can be heard) or which illegible (to the extent that it is readable) has no
extra information. In the signification process, preservation of identical structure of
formal relations is important. What is important is that illegible "A" has the same
relation with illegible "B" which nicely written "A" has with nicely written "B" and
"A" which has been uttered quietly or loudly with "B" which has been uttered loudly
or quietly. The equivalence between signs and different phonemes which can
introduce "A", does not depend on a simple physical similarity but it depends on the

equivalence of situation which these signs have in their systems.
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According to (Culler 1976:43), Saussure believes that we have only one meaning
and this is the meaning or relational value which is based on language system. The
other meaning or signification is the meaning which consists manipulation of
linguistic elements in real speaking situations; manipulation of contextual meaning.
For instance if a French speaker says: "J,ai vu un mouton" and a speaker of English
says: "I saw a sheep”, their utterances have identical signification, but these two
words "mouton” and "sheep™ as the units of their linguistic system have not the same
value. Since "sheep™ in English is defined in opposition to "mouton™ but "mouton” is
used both for animal itself and also its meat. Saussure uses the expression of "system”
instead of "structure” and for the same reason believed that systematic nature of
language differentiates it from speech. This is the essence of language which
differentiates what is social from what is individual.

It seems that literature as a semiotic system more than any other system is suitable
for a structuralist insight. Because the material of literature is langue and literature is
manifested in langue. Therefore, in structural literary criticism, the emphasis is on the
conventional systems which make literature possible. The writer, historical conditions
in creation of literary work, meaning and reference are not important. As langue is a
signifying system in which the relations between units have great role, literature also
IS a set of systematic codes and rules which provides the opportunity of functioning
as a semiotic system.

Structural theorists consider literary texts as parole, which are understandable in
terms of underlying signifiying system of literature or language of literature.
Therefore, structuralists are concerned with a knowledge called poetics. This
knowledge investigates the language of literature or systematic rules and codes which
create literature. In other words, in poetics the general knowledge of literature is
being investigated. Therefore, for structuralists the individual literary works are the
manifestation of general characteristics of literature. For them, these works are just
specimens. According to Sojudi (1384:36), Jakobson believes that the subject of
literature knowledge is not literature but is literariness’ i.e. what causes a work to be
considered as literary work.

The type of literary study which structuralism proposes is not interpretive. This

type of studies does not offer a method where by applying it to literary works, new

77



and unexpected meaning is being produced. Instead of being a kind of literary
criticism for discovering and assigning meaning, this kind of study is a kind of
poetics which intends to define the condition of meaning. It attempts to specify how
we make sense of texts, what are the interpretive operations on which literature is
based upon. The followers of this viewpoint believe just as the speaker of a language
has internalised a complex grammar which enables him to define a series of sounds
or letters as a meaningful sentences, the reader of a literary work also, through
implicit mastery of semiotics conventions is able to read a series of sentences as
poems or novels when he encounters literary works. He also is able to assign form
and meaning for the sentences. According to Culler (1975: viii), the study of
literature is not the study of individual works, rather is an attempt to understand
conventions which make literature possible.

If we consider literature as a structural system, it acts in two levels of langue and
parole. Langue is the abstract system of literature and parole is the individual
manifestation of literary creations.The raw material of literature is langue. As langue
is a signifying system in which relations, rules and codes make it a semiotics system,
literary texts are parole which can be understandable based on underlying signifying

system or language of literature.

3.1.3. Synchronic and Diachronic Aspects

Safavi (1383:29) states that the distinction between two viewpoints of
synchronic and diachronic aspects first established by de Courtenay. What Saussure
has propounded is exactly the same thing proposed by de Courtenay.
What differentiates Suassure from others is his emphasis on the importance of
synchronic study of language versus its diachronic study. Jameson (1972:5) believes
that Saussure’s emphasis on synchronic study of language rely on this fact that
language as a general system is complete in every moment. Any change even a
change which happens a second before in language does not influence language
which is considered a synchronic system.
Saussure (1983:101) defines synchronic investigation of language as analysing
relations between the units in language system and states: "the aim of general

linguistics is to set up the fundamental principles of any idiosynchronic system, the
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constituents of any language—system™ and diachronic study of language as continuous
changes of language between points in time. He states (Ibid:140) "what diachronic
linguistics studies is not relations between coexisting terms of a language— state but
relations between successive terms that are substituted for each other in time". In
other words, in synchronic investigation, the situation of language is being studied at
a certain time, and in diachronic study, special elements of language is being studied
at different points in time like the study of phonemic changes.

Therefore diachronic viewpoint without considering synchronic view point is not
possible methodologically. We have to consider two synchronic points in language
system in order to study the linguistic changes between these two points. If we claim
that the meaning of a word has changed into another meaning, first of all we have to
consider a point in which the so—called word has been used in its first meaning and
then invoke second point in which the second meaning of word has been used. Any
change between these two points is subject to study only synchronically. In other
words, diachronic study of language is nothing except the sum of synchronic studies.
Saussure (lbid: 90), decisively remarked that the basic work in recognition of
language system is synchronic study, "synchronic viewpoint predominates, for it is
the true and only reality to the community of speakers”. Saussure defines it as
"language position”, a position in which the attributions and correlations are
important and not linguistic units. This axiom of Saussure is therefore a separation
from historical linguistic trend in the nineteen century. In Saussure’s opinion, since
the situation of any language at any point of time is a complete situation, "historical
evolution™ in language is meaningless.

Synchronic method is an effort to regularise language system from functional
viewpoint, while diachronic study is an effort to understand historical evolution of
linguistic units in different stages of evolution. The value and similarity of language
units are differentiated through their position in language system and not their
history.

According to Culler (1976:37), in Saussurean example, language compared to
chess play. Past events of this play have formulated the present position of this play.
But these events like chessman movements and different forms in order of elements

are not important any longer. Now the possibilities of play are defined through
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present correlation of chessman, discussion and debate about past movements for
making decision at present time is no longer useful. There is no doubt that from an
overall viewpoint, when we want to investigate the nature of chess rules, the way of
mental function of two players, the history of play or the whole movements and
matters like these will be important. But regarding the most important point that is the
"recognition of the correct movements”, the correlation between chessmen will be
taken into account. The only manifestation of "history and rules of play" is these
correlations.

Therefore, the only manifestation of linguistic rules is the present situation of
linguistic units which is defined through synchronic study. Every usual speaker of
language manipulates non historical language. If we are going to describe a language,
there is no need to explain the point that how different parts of language has gained
their present form after passing historical evolution process. In describing a language,
first of all we must know what the attributes of language units are at present and how
they formulate a system.

Unfortunately, the Post Saussurean linguists did not pay any attention to this subtle
point and propounded "panchronic™ studies. This point also was brought forth in era
in which Saussure lived, since he has referred to it in his book (Ibid: 95).

Safavi (1383:30) believes that Saussure rejected panchronic study of language from
the methodological point of view. As long as he believes in diachronic study of
language as sum of synchronic studies and do not believe in any study out of
language system, diachronic study is meaningless in its turn.

According to Culler (1976:45), the distinction between synchronic and diachronic
study of language is the consequence of arbitrary nature of sign. If there was a natural
relation between signifier and signified, the sign would also have a fundamental
centre which was not influenced by time. This unchangeable innate could be
considered as opposed to "accidental” characteristics which change from a time point
to another. But the fact is that no aspect of sign does function out of time; every
aspect of phoneme and meaning changes. The sign, due to its arbitrary nature, is
being governed by the history. The union of signifier and signified in a special point

at time is the result of historical process. Since language is a historical entity and
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changes continuously, in defining its elements those relations will be taken into
account which exists in synchronic position.

On the other hand, just for this reason that sign does not have a centre which should
be protected, it must be treated as relational existence which is defined based on its
relations with other signs. The reliable relations are those which exist in special point
at time, synchronically. Saussure (1983:80) believes that "language is a system of
pure values which are determined by nothing except the momentary arrangement of
its items".

According to Culler (1976:49), Saussure refers to unreliability of historical or
diachronic realities in the study of language by giving priority to synchronic study of
language. He believes that diachronic information is invalid in language
investigation. The historical changes of any word in any way, is not important in
describing of new English, since that word in English language is subject to define
regarding its relations with other elements and its function in a synchronic position
accordingly. In his opinion, diachronic remarks result from synchronic studies.

For instance, according to Saussure (1983:182), the recognition of phonemic change
of a phoneme like /a/ to another like /e/, is possible through the change of one form to
another. We claim /a/ has converted into /e/ and /e/ at the end of word has been fallen,
only through considering the relation between "mare" and "mer".

Culler (1976:49, 50) believes that change from one form to another does not cause
any change in real meaning of that form. These two forms have identical synchronic
identity in language system. In this case, diachronic identity depends on a set of
synchronic identities.

Historical relationships are not only the consequence of identical synchronic
identities, but also are realities of different rank.

Linguists who are opposed to a definite distinction between synchronic and
diachronic methods try to present a combined method, panchronic study of language.
They give evidences regarding the combination of synchronic and diachronic realities
to support their method. Saussure sharply rejected this viewpoint and stated that the
analysis of language is possible only through distinction of these two aspects, because
these are different kinds of realities and the condition of their existence is also
different.
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According to Engler (1968:169), from Saussure’s viewpoint, linguistic elements
have their special historical change. This change is completely unknown. Since no
signifier is prior to a signifier for a special signified, phoneme changes happens
independent of the system of values.

A diachronic reality is an event which posses its special logic and synchronic
results which come consequently are totally different from that diachronic event.
Saussure (1983:87) writes "changes never affect the system as a whole but rather one
or another of its elements they can be studied only out of the system. Each alteration
doubtless has its counier effect on the system, but the initial fact affected only one
point; there is no inner bond between the initial fact and the affect that it may
subsequently produces on the whole system”.

Saussure's remark is complex in this respect. In his opinion, the manner of
diachronic realities is different from synchronic realities, since historical changes
happen out of language system. Historical changes results from linguistic
performance, from parole not langue and what changes is the individual elements of
language system. Historical changes at the end influence the system, it means that
system harmonises itself with these changes and the system manipulates consequent
results from historical changes, but it is not the system which causes these changes.

Saussure (Ibid: 84) disagrees with this premise that there is teleology for language
and changes undertake a process which leads to an ultimate. What happens is "never
is the system modified directly. In itself it is unchangeable; only certain elements are
altered without regard for the solidarity that binds them to the whole".

Individual changes have general consequences for language system, because they
change relational network of language system. This does not mean that a system
creates another system, but it does mean that an element from the initial system has
changed and it was enough to create another system.

Saussure (1983:85) states "neither was the whole replaced nor did one system
engender another; one element in first system was changed, and this change was
enough to give raise another system™ (quoted in Culler (1976:52).

In fact, the diachronic reality is substitution of one form instead of another form.
This substitution does not have any meaning and is not functional in language. This is

of great importance as Saussure (1983:116) states "A value— so long as it is somehow
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rooted in things and in their natural relations, as happens with economics (the value
of a plot of ground, for instance, is related to its productivity) — can to some extent be
traced in time if we remember that it depends at each moment upon a system of
coexisting values" (quoted in Culler (1976:51).

Then, the relation or opposition between two contemporary forms, two forms
which exist at the same time, is a synchronic reality. This relation in language has a
meaning and only when linguistic change has consequences for language system are
considered important realities. On the contrary, diachronic realities influence
individual elements and not language system which can define those elements only as
language units. What is necessary is not historical explanation, this kind of
explanation deals with language elements and not with language itself. The
explanation which linguist presents is based on structure: forms and rules of
combination are defined through underlying relational system in a synchronic
situation which define and create the elements of that synchronic system.

The last point to be mentioned is that in all discussions, Saussure (1983:141)
has considered only phonemic changes. In his book, he has not referred to semantic
changes; the diachronic changes of "signified". He only superficially states that going
beyond phonemic domain, the matters of distinction between what is synchronic and
what is diachronic will become more difficult.

What matters in this thesis is to consider the imporance of these two kinds of studies
in literature. Literary studies in which poetics is its main part, consists of two kinds of
synchronic and diachronic studies like linguistics. Synchronic description not only
pays attention to literary production in each era, but also considers that part of literary
tradition which has emerged or flourished in that era and remained vital.

Selection and renewed interpretation of classic works in a new way is the major task
in synchronic studies of literature. This is what is being carried out in this thesis.
Synchronic poetics like synchronic linguistics should not be confused with static
studies.

In order to understand the distinction between static study and synchronic study,
we should refer to Martinet’s viewpoint (Ibid.). He, according to Saussure’'s notion,
divides the synchronic study of language into two parts: static study and dynamic

study. Static study does not concern to language change, while dynamic variant of
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synchronic study deals with language change. In this way, synchronic study of
poetics is of two sorts: static and dynamic. He calls dynamic synchronic study of
poetics "synchronic poetics” and believes that in this kind of study, a part from the
investigation of poetic function in verbal behaviour, factors involved in language

change should also be examined.

3.1.4 Relations

Saussure states,"Language is a system of relations and oppositions whose
elements must be defined in formal differential term" (quoted in Culler (1975:11).
This theory expressed in Saussure’s term that "language is form not substance”, is
another dichotic differentiation made by Saussure. According to Robins (1977:201),
each unit in language should be identified by their place in the whole system not by
their actual substantial composition. In fact, relations between elements not the
elements themselves are important.

Saussure's emphasis on form as against substance is also the most important
element in phonology. In phonology the terms are not defined as independent entities,
rather as relational units whose existence are based on relations among terms. This is
what Lévi-Strauss considers as the most important lessons of "phonological
revolution”. The identity of two utterances of a phoneme which is considered as a
unique identity is due to the form not substance. "The units of a system are not
positive entities, but they are the nodes of a series of differences" (quoted in Culler
(1975:11). Therefore, the result of combination between phonetic form and thought is
not a substance but a form.

Accordining to Culler (1976:36, 37), Saussure believes that linguistic sign is
form not substance, it is conventional and arbitrary not natural. He makes an anology
between sign system of language and chess play. It is clear that the material of
chessman and chessboard has no effect on the play itself. For example, two
individuals in a face to face play can use any other object instead of lost chessman.
That object can have the same function of lost chessman according to a convention
between the players. The point is that the chess is an abstract play in which chessman

and chessboard have formal characteristics and the material of them is not important.

84



We have already discussed the linguistic signs are arbitrary and their meaning
result from their relation in a network of relational system, not from referring to the
world out of language. Saussure tries to present a perspective of this relational
network and differential system of language offering a distinction between
syntagmatic and paradigmatic axes. Saussure (1983:114) believes that "language is a
system of interdependent terms in which the value of each term results solely from
the simultaneous presence of the others”. "In a language—state everything is based on
relations”. Two dimensions of these relationships are syntagmatic and associative
(Ibid: 122).

Hawkes (1977: 26, 27) gives an interpretation regarding these relations. He claims
that "The mode of language is fundamentally one of the sequential movement
through time, can be explained through horizontal relation that each word have a
leaner relation with the words that precede and succeed it, and its meaning derives
from this pattern of positioning. In every sentence the meaning "unrolls" as each
word comes in syntagmatic axes and it is not complete until the final word appears.
The important point is that Hawkes believes this linear contiguity aspect of language
can be thought as "diachronic™ aspect because of its commitment to the passage of
time.

According to Harland (1987: 14, 15), Saussure believes that the important
components of a word are not the phonemes but phonemic distinctions which
differentiated one word from the other. It is the same with the differentiation between
signifieds. Signifieds are concepts. They are distinct not due to their positive sense
reality, but according to their relation with other constituents of system and because
of their negative sense. Their precise characteristic is what the others are not. As
Harland (Ibid: 15) states that concepts are like holes in tulle, their boundaries make
them distinguishable, they are empty by themselves.

Every system consists of units which are opposed to each other. It means that each
unit has characteristics which are not found in other units and its value depends on
the differential characteristics. This is what Saussure considers as form and substance
in language. When we pronounce a word several times we simply understand that our

pronunciation is different each time we pronounce it. It means that the substance is
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different each time. In spite of differences the form is the same as the functions are
identical.

According to Culler (1976:37), Saussure gives an example to illustrate this point;
8.25 p.m Geneva — to — Paris train each day is the same, although the coaches,
passengers and personnel may be different. This train is considered as form not
substance. It is defined by its relation with other trains. The identity of the train is
different from its substantial concerns and manifestations.

Having an example from writing system, we present an evidence for this influential
principle of Saussure. A letter like "t" can be written in various ways, but its identity
is kept and it is not confused by other letters like "f", "b", "k". The important point is
that it can be kept distinct from other letters and can be distinguished, no matter in
what manner it is written and regardless of its physical manifestation.

The concept of "relational identity" is of great importance in structural and semiotic
analysis of all phenomena including cultural and social. When an analyst formulates
the underlying rules of a system, he must be conscious of this point that on which
units they are operating. In this condition, different manifestations of a single unit
will be discovered. For instance, the important relations in the system of language are
those which are functional. When an analyst constructs the underlying system of rules
in the language, he does not pay attention to historical matters as they do not define
the units as elements of language.

Two words may have the same historical background but are considered as two
different units. Then, the historical identity has no role in their present function. For
example "narenj” and "narenji" are two different linguistic units in Persian. They are
opposed to each other regarding form and meaning. However, their historical identity
is the same. This historical identity has no function on their present identity in new
language system.

According to Culler (1975:12, 13), Saussure considers the construction of
underlying system of language as a functional whole, in domain of synchronic study
of language. This kind of study is an attempt to define a language system like English
in different eras. On the other hand, a diachronic study of language is an attempt to
clarify the historical changes of language units in various stages. Again an example
given by Saussure cited in Culler (1976:37) will clarify the matter. The 8.25 Geneva
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to—Paris train may be, at an earlier time 4.50 Berne—-Geneva train. In the system of
trains, the 8.25 train has the same place regardless of historical and substantial
identity.

Language is a system of relations, a system of interrelated items. What is

important in recognising the identity of items is their place in the system not their
historical background.
Now, we consider an example of language system in order to explain these relations
in language. The word "be" in its phonological structure is different from "bread",
"bled", "bend", "abed", "deb. Its vowel should be distinguished from the vowel in
other words such as "bad", "bud”, "bid", "bade" and its consonants from those of
"bet", "beg", "bell", "fed", "led", "red", "wed",etc. At another level it can be replaced
by words like table, chair, floor, ground and it can be combined with words like the,
a, soft, is, low, etc. Benveniste (Ibid.) believes that "the relations between elements of
the same level are distributional, those between elements of different levels are
integrative”. According to integrative relation, phonemes are combined to create
morphemes, morphemes are recognised by virtue of their ability to form the units of a
higher level in language, and sentence which is the biggest unit of language system
can be defined in terms of form and meaning. The form of a sentence is composed of
its constituents and its meaning is the meaning of these constituents and their
contribution in making the sentence.

We can use any phoneme like /b/, /i/, It/, etc to construct a phonological unit. The
phonemes like /b/, /i/, and /t/ have distributional relation with each other but when we
use them to construct /bit/ they have integrative capacity to be combined with each
other. In other words the relation of each phoneme with the unit /bit/ is integrative.
For Benveniste the unit of sentence is the biggest unit. The meaning of every
sentence is the result of each unit’s function in relation to syntagmatic and
paradigmatic possibilities. This potential to create a unit larger than itself is called
integrative capacity (lbid.).

From reciprocal and nonreciprocal he means syntagmatic possibility. For example
/old/ and /book/ has reciprocal relation but /book/ and /aged/ has non reciprocal

relation.
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Therefore, the units of a language, due to different identities and through relations
in a system, are differentiated. Jakobson (1960:21) believes that proposing of these
relations provides a description of generative aspect of language. According to
Saussure a relation based on similarity is called associative and a relation based on
combination is called syntagmatic or discursive. These two expressions amongst
others have been commonly used, although their interpretations and their relations
with each other have undergone a considerable alteration.

Saussure claimed that language is an interrelated system. It means that everything
is inextricably related to everything else. Despite of the importance of this notion, it
has always been questionable and dubitable. Hjelmslev admits that "the famous
maxim, according to which everything in the system of language is related, has often
been applied in too rigid, mechanical and absolute a fashion" (quoted in Culler
(1975:13), and structuralists like Lévi-Strauss believes that a structural analysis
reveals a system of "elements such that modification of any entails modification of all
the others".

This principle notion of Saussure according to which the investigation of any unit
should be based on the description of all units requires a methodology which is too
rigid even in linguistics.

Culler (Ibid: 14) gives an example and believes that "relations are important for
what they can explain: meaningful contrasts and permitted or forbidden
combinations”. If a word like mutton drops from English, the value of sheep will
change because it can be used both to refer to a kind of animal and also its meat. The
words like beef, pork, veal, omitting of one of their paradigms will be meaningless,
but this change will not affect the units which are far from this domain.

This notion that the units of a certain level are defined according to their integrative
capacity and this capacity determines their meaning, has direct influence in literary
criticism. Therefore, in this case the meaning of one item has oppositional role in a
whole. To understand integrative capacity of items, first of all its relation with other
elements in the same level should be determined. According to Saussure (1983:122),
these relations are of two sorts; syntagmatic and paradigmatic relations. Two units
can have reciprocal or non — reciprocal implication, either they can combine or they

can not be combined with each other. On the other hand, paradigmatic relation
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provides the possibility of substitution for two units which are in the same level.
These relations are important in analysing a system. These kinds of analysis require
the analyst to specify paradigmatic relations, functional contrasts, syntagmatic
relations and combinational possibilities.

In fact, in structural analysis the most important relations are the simplest. Binary
oppositions are considered the simplest relations in structuralism. In every field of
study, structuralists can find functional oppositions. Binary oppositions can
methodologically describe any relation and lead to simplification of research
framework and description of units. Structuralists followed this viewpoint and
accepted binary oppositions as fundamental operation of mind in creation of

meaning.

3.1.5. Syntagmatic and paradigmatic axes

Saussure (1983:122) presents two dimensions of sign's relations as
syntagmatic (or horizontal) and associative (or vertical) relations. This originates
from his notion that all aspects of language are "based on relations".

According to Safavi (1380:97) Saussure has used the expression of "paradigmatic”
in no where of his book. What is today called paradigmatic relation is quite different
from his associative relation. In fact, Saussure postulated the associative relation, of
which paradigmatic relation would form only one part. In other words, paradigmatic
relation is one part of the concept he has developed in his mind as associative
relation. What is perceived from these two concepts today is that syntagmatic relation
is the relationship between the components in combination with each other to form a
unit in another level. For example, /c/, /a/, [t/ are put in a presumptive syntagmatic
axis and form the unit /cat/. /1/, /saw/, /him/ in combination with each other form the
unit /1 saw him/.

It has been pointed out by Hawkes (1977:26) that "the mode of language is
fundamentally one of sequential movement through time". It means that each word
has a linear or "horizontal™ relationship with the words that precede and succeed it. In
the example above, the meaning of sentence /I saw him/ is not complete till the final
word comes into place. The meaning unrolls as each word follows its processor. So,

every sentence consists of some limited linguistic units which are put in a linear
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sequence. According to Saussure (1983:124), this principle of "linear nature of the
signifier" specifies that the syntagmatic order of linguistic units defines the meaning
of each utterance in language. As an example the sentence "Mayor has built this
building”, the meaning of "built" is defined only by virtue of its special position in
the sentence. In other words, its meaning depends on the relationship of the verb with
other words, grammatical principles and syntactic rules. In this case, the meaning of
"puilt" in this segment is a special meaning which is different from other signifying
meanings of the word "built". On the other hand, it is the structure of sentence which
gives the possibility to substitute one unit with another one. The units of a sentence,
apart from syntagmatic relations, have other kind of relation with other units which
are not present in the sentence. The sentence "Tolstoj has written this book™ can be
substituted by the sentence "Mayor has built this building”. Or in first example
[called/ can be chosen instead of /saw/ and form the new unit/ | called him/. The units
in new sentence have syntagmatic relations but with the words of first sentence are in
paradigmatic relation. Therefore, each word also has relationships with other words
in the language that do not occur at this point in time but are capable of doing so.
Paradigmatic axis is the relationship between words of a language which can be
chosen instead of each other and form a new unit in the same level. These other
words are part of the inner store house that makes up the language of each speaker.
Lyons (1977:240-242) considers these relationships between units in language—
system. The syntagmatic relation of a word is defined by virtue of its combination
with other words in the same level. He gives the example of "the old man™ and states
that the lexeme "old" is syntagmatically related with the article "the" and the noun
"man”. In his opinion, although syntagmatic relations are manifested in language
behaviour, they are part of language— system. In the example above "the old man" is
grammatically correct. The combination possibility is a fact which relates to
underlying language— system by which grammaticalness of it can be determined. Its
grammatical structure is article + adjective + noun which is described as a "noun
phrase”. Even the semantically correctness of this noun phrase is associated with
underlying language—system. On the other hand, the paradigmatic relation contracted
by the relation between units which are substitutable in the same segment. For

example "old" can be substituted by "young" or "tall" and creates “the young man",
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"the tall man". It is possible also to substitute other units like "man" with "woman" or
"dog" and create the units "the old woman™" and "the old dog".

From semantic viewpoint it should be noted that according to the rules of the
signaling—system, paradigmatically related units are not necessarily different in
meaning, they may be synonymous, antonymous, etc by not being chosen, help to
define the meaning of the word which has been chosen. So, we come to the notion of
language as a self—contained structure that "absence™ of certain words creates and
refines the meaning of those that are present. According to Saussure (1983:122-127),
these kinds of relationships, as vertical, constitute the word’s associative aspect, and
form part of it "synchronic" relationship with the whole structure of language as
opposed to syntagmatic aspect which can be thought of as "diachronic™ because of its
commitment to the passage of time.

The discussion of Saussure regarding "absence™ brings forth the distinction
between paradigmatic and syntagmatic axes. This distinction has been of great
importance in modern literary theories and also in structural analysis of poem.
Postulating the syntagmatic and paradigmatic axes which are descriptively useful in
all aspects of language, Sussure improved the traditional classification of language
consisting syntax, phonology, morphology, etc. These two forms could define the
form and meaning of each linguistic sign.

This kind of classification presents language as a system of "substitutions™. It
means that the value of any linguistic "item" is wholly and finally determined by its
total environment. This notion that every unit should be investigated by its relation
with the whole system of which it constitutes only one part, is the fundament of
structuralism.

For instance Hawkes (1977:27) states that it is impossible to fix even the value of
the word signifiying "sun™ without first considering its surroundings. In some
languages it is not possible to say "sit in the sun" (Saussure 1983:116). So, Hawkes
(1977:27, 28) mentions that concepts a language expresses are defined and
determined by their structure. As Saussure (1983:116, 117) states "they exist, not
intrinsically, as themselves and not positively, by their actual content, but negatively,
by their formal differentiating relations with the other terms in the structure™. "Their

most precise characteristic is in being what the others are not".
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This notion of Saussure has been the source of illumination in domain of

literature. Jakobson, who is one of the influential scholars of Russian formalists and
Prague structuralists, presents a literary theory based on structural linguistics. Robins
(1977:201) believes, these two fundamental dimensions of synchronic linguistic
structure; syntagmatic, in line with the succession of utterance, and paradigmatic
(associative), in systems of contrastive elements of categories, are Jakobson’s main
illuminations in presenting his poetics theory. He (1960:358) states that "poetic
function projects the principle of equivalence from the axis of selection into the axis
of combination™. The relationship between the words of a poem is distinctive and non
linear. Therefore, Jakobson as a formalist presents an account of poetic function of
language, but according to Hawkes (1977:76), he persuades it under a larger umbrella
of a comprehensive linguistic theory, the notion of "polarities” and the notion of
"equivalence”. These two concepts are derived from Saussurean syntagmatic and
paradigmatic axes, and also binary oppositions.
The bipolar oppositions between metaphor and metonymy are crucial to our
understanding of Jakobson's notion of language and literature as at once co-
dependent and autonomous systems. . The distinction between poetry and non poetry
is a linguistic matter. Therefore, it can be defined through knowledge of semiotics.

We have already discussed that while constructing a sentence,"the most basic
organisational unit of language”, we consider both the conventions of syntagmatic
chain, grammatical rules, and conventions of paradigmatic axis. Now, we will discuss
how the paradigmatic and syntagmatic relations are involved in what Jakobson
describes as metaphor and metonymy in language. Consider the following sentence:
-His car moved along the road.

In the above mentioned example, the syntagmatic chain consists of a main verb
moved along two nouns "car" and "road" and a pronoun and define articles, "his",
"the". If we convey this message in any other form, we have to maintain the
syntagmatic structure, but use other choices from paradigmatic axis like:

-The man's motor vehicle progressed along the street.

If we indicate that the car is moving faster than we normally expect, we may use this
sentence:

-His car flew along the road.
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Bradford (1994:10) believes that Jakobson associates the paradigmatic pole with the
construction of metaphor, a linguistic device that is generally classified as a literary,
or more specifically a poetic figure.

In the above mentioned example, although we have maintained the regulations of
syntagmatic chain, we have chosen unexpected words from paradigmatic axes. Cars
do not fly but we have offered a similarity between the flight of birds and car in order
to show the degree of speed.

Now we investigate the metonymy. Metonymy has usually been considered by
conventional literary critics and theories to be an element of subdivision of metaphor,
as synecdoche, the substitution of part for whole or vice versa. Jakobson (lbid)
believes that all sentences of a language rest upon an axis between metaphoric and
metonymic poles. He does not define metonymy rather considers it as the "other half"
of linguistic design, structure and construction. We clarify metonymy by giving an
example. If we use wheels instead of car in our example we will have:

-His wheels moved along the road.

An element has been substituted for the whole;"wheels" instead of "car". We have
deleted one element of semantic construct. According to Hawkes (1977:77), Bradford
states that metaphor is based on a similarity or analogy between the literal subject and
its metaphoric substitute, whereas metonymy is based on a sequential association
between the literal subject and its "adjacent"” replacement.

Bradford (1994:11) believes that Jakobson’s distinction between the metaphoric
and metonymic poles is a heuristic device, a tool which enables the analyst to
categorise the structural and functional element of language.

We have so far argued that syntagmatic or combinative process manifests itself in
a linear order, one word being placed next to another and the selective or associative
process manifests itself in similarity, one word or concept being "like" another.

According to Hawkes (1977:78), the mode of syntagmatic process is metonymic
and the mode of paradigmatic process is metaphoric. Their opposition represents the
opposition between the synchronic mode of language, its immediate, coexistent,
vertical relationship, and its diachronic mode, its sequential, associative, linearly

progressive relationship.
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Jakobson in one of his famous articles (1966) investigates the metaphoric and
metonymic poles which originates from Saussurean notion of syntagmatic and
paradigmatic axes (1983). In his opinion metaphor is a process which places a sign
from paradigmatic axis instead of another sign and metonymy is a process which
operates on syntagmatic axis and places signs beside each other. The function on
paradigmatic axis is based on "similarity”, a unit is being chosen instead of another
unit for the reason of similarity. On the other hand, function on syntagmatic axis is
based on contiguity. The signs can be ordered in a sequential linear only if they have
the possibility of contiguity. A speaker of language benefits from two processes. A
speaker who is unable to use each of these processes has a kind of aphasia. If he is
unable to select a word instead of another word, it means that he can not understand
"similarity” and is unable to use metaphor pole and when the speaker of language is
unable to put the signs in a sequential order, in fact he is unable to use metonymy
pole.

In contiguity disorder, the function of syntagmatic axis fails and inability of
combining units will be emerged in production of ungrammatical sentences; simple,
one word and childish sentences. The parole of speaker is confined to syntagmatic
axis, and has metaphoric nature. In similarity disorders on the other hand,
syntagmatic chain operates correctly. Produced sentences are grammatically well—
formed but the recognition of similarity and syntagmatic axis fails.

Jakobson gives an example for a person with similarity disorder " when he failed
to recall the name for "black" he described it as "what you do for the "dead". As
Bradford (1994:16) states:"such metonymies may be characterized as projections
from the line of a habitual context into the line of substitution and selection: A sign
(fork) which usually occurs together with another sign (knife) may be used instead of
this sign"™.

Jakobson (1966:254) states "The development of a discourse may take place along
two different semantic lines: one topic may lead to another either through their
similarity or through their contiguity. The metaphoric way would be the most
appropriate term for the first case and metonymic way for the second, since they find

their most condensed expression in metaphor and metonymy respectively. In aphasia
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one or the other of these two processes is restricted or totally blocked—an effect which
makes the study of aphasia particularly illuminating for the linguists",

This part of Jakobson's article which can be considered as summary of it clarifies

how two syntagmatic and paradigmatic axes and two processes, metonymy and
metaphor, construct the structure of language and how the insufficient function of one
of them causes disorders in speakers of language.
According to Bradford (1994:16-19), Jakobson's investigation of aphasic disorders
seems to correlate with the condition of the poet. What makes his thesis different is
that the Jakobsonian poet is someone who deliberately and consciously creates
imbalances between the syntagmatic and paradigmatic axes. Moreover; "The poet
projects from the selective to the combinative axis, while the aphasic projects from
the line of habitual context to the line of substitution and selection™ (lbid: 16). In
comparison of both cases what happens is that the matching of two axes has failed.

Jakobson extended the distinction between two kinds of aphasia into the
classification of incoding and decoding. Bradford (1994:16-19) tries to present a
simple summary of Jakobson’s model which is complex and confusing. Encoder is
speaker and decoder is listener. The difference between encoder and decoder, in
aphasic and normal individuals, is the order in which they come across with
syntagmatic and paradigmatic axes. For encoder, paradigmatic axis is the first
antecedent (in Jakobson’s term) and the second is syntagmatic (consequent). It means
that the encoder first selects the unit from paradigmatic axis and secondly combines
them on syntagmatic axis. What happens for the decoder is quite different. The
decoder first of all encounters syntagmatic axis; combined units in a sequential order
which are selected from paradigmatic axis. For encoder, syntagmatic axis is
antecedent and paradigmatic axis is consequent. So, the ultimate aim for the encoder
is selection. Jakobson believes that in different types of aphasia consequent is
impaired and antecedent is intact. Therefore, in decoding aphasia, combination, and
in encoding aphasia selection is deficient.

Jakobson illuminates this pattern in making distinction between literary genres, lyric
and poetry especially. In this way, in verbal behaviour we manipulate both
syntagmatic and paradigmatic relations, but in a narrow investigation it becomes

clearer that, one is preferred due to cultural pattern, verbal style and personality. In
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manipulating these two kinds of selection and combination, an individual indicates
his personal style and preferences. The interaction of these two elements is of great
importance in verbal art. He gives examples of Biblical poetry, Finic, Fussian oral
traditions in which compulsory parallelism between adjacent lines exists. Jakobson
(1966:255) states "This provides an objective criterion of what in the given speech
community acts as a correspondence. Since on any verbal level-morphemic, lexical,
syntactic, and phraseological—either of these two relations (similarity and contiguity)
can appear—and each in either of two aspects, an impressive range of possible
configurations is created. Either of two gravitational poles may prevail. In Russian
lyric songs, for example, metaphoric constructions predominate, while in the heroic
epics the metonymic way is preponderant”.

Safavi (1383: 98, 99) states that in Jakobson’s opinion the manipulation of these

two axes and tendency of using them in creation of literary and artistic styles is the
subject of semiotic studies.
Bradford (1944:20) believes that in lyric poetry, the poet has the position of a
speaker, while in epic the poet has the role of listener who is supposed to recount
deeds by hearsay. So, we can conclude that according to his pattern, poet and
especially lyric poet is encoder who deals with paradigmatic axis (metaphor). Of
course any speaker of the language especially story writers are considered as
encoders, but their difference with poets is that the centre of poet's attention is on the
code itself (vertical) axis and not the message or content (horizontal axis).

There are different motives which are determined factors for selecting of one pole.
This preference of metaphor pole is acknowledged in literary schools like
"romanticism” and "symbolism"”. On the other hand, metonymy is dominant in
"realistic”" trend, although Jakobson (1966:256, 258) believes that this point has not
still sufficiently realised. "Realistic" school is opposed to both and belongs to an
intermediate level; the decline of romanticism and the rise of symbolism. Offering an
example in Anna Karenina's suicide, in which Tolstoj as a realistic writer focuses on
the handbag of heroine, he believes that realistic writer is willing to the details. He
follows the contiguous relations and metonymically passes from the plot to the

atmosphere and from character to the setting in space and time.
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The domination of one of the poles is not confined to verbal art. It is evident in non
linguistic sign systems too. The best example is a cubism style of painting which has
metonymic orientation, while surrealist painters use metaphor in their work.

The structure of a language or any semiotic system as a bipolar system and the
fixation of one pole in aphasia with respect to the domination of the same pole in
certain styles and personal habits require comparative and systematic study. The
precise analysis and comparative study of these phenomena along with the symptoms
of aphasia is a joint research which should be taken by psychologists, linguistics,
poetics, semiologists and psychopathologists. Jakobson (lbid.) mentions that the
nature of studies and researches in the field of metaphor is much more than
metonymy. The relation between romanticism and manipulation of metaphor pole has
been understood while the relationship between metonymy and realism school is
remained unnoticed yet.

There are some reasons why metaphor has been taken into consideration more
than metonymy. As the poem relies on signs but prose focuses upon referent, tropes
and figures are considered as tools of poetic creations. Poetry is based on similarity.
Phonic equivalences, rhyming words causes semantic similarity or contrast in poetry,
while in prose contiguity is dominant. The most obvious characteristic in poetry is
metaphor and in prose is metonymy. On the other hand, an observer finds metaphor
more suitable than metonymy for interpretation of poetical tropes. Similarity in
meaning links meta-language symbols to signifying symbols in language. Similarity
links a metaphoric utterance to another utterance which has been substituted instead
of it, while metonymy is based on a principle which is far from these interpretations.
Therefore, Jakobson (Ibid: 259) states that "The actual bipolarity has been artificially
replaced in the studies by an amputed, unipolar scheme which, strikingly enough,
coincides with one of the two aphasic, namely with contiguity disorder”. In fact
Jakobson blames those observers who mix these two poles and investigate them as
one pole, satirising that these observers are unable to understand “contiguity” besides
"similarity”.

We have so far argued that operating on paradigmatic axis leads to metaphoric
pole and operating on syntagmatic axis on the other hand, leads to metonymy pole

named by Jakobson.
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Safavi (1380:101) believes that manipulation of signs on syntagmatic axis on the
basis of contiguity is the factor which approximates signified to referent and tendency
to manipulate metaphoric signs, selection of signs on the basis of similarity, remotes
signified from the referent. He uses the concept of "markedness™ in semantics to
clarify this notion. He classifies markedness into “semantic syntagmatic markedness”
and “semantic paradigmatic markedness”. Offering an example, he proves that the
ultimate result of using contiguity on syntagmatic axis is to signify referent through
“semantic syntagmatic markedness”. For example, if we select the sign "mutten”
instead of ""sheep’, in fact we have selected a marked signified instead of an unmarked
signified. On the other hand, with the contiguity of "sheep" and "male" on
syntagmatic axis, we produce the expression "male sheep” which is parallel to
“mutten”. Selection of "mutten" instead of "sheep" is a process called “semantic
paradigmatic markedness” and if we continue the contiguity on syntagmatic axis by
putting more words in a linear position with respect to markedness, we will
approximate the referent, and this chain of markedness can be continued like:

(1)
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“A white mutten which its horn has broken and has sat under that tree, etc, belongs to
me.”

We give another example to show how we can approximate the signified to the
referent through syntagmatic markedness. Consider “river” and “karoon” in the
following example:

()
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"That river, which sources from Yellow Mountain and flows into Arvand River is
called “Karoon.”

Therefore, contiguity or what Jakobson calls metonymy pole, approximates the
signified from language system to referent which is a phenomenon exists out of
language. This is the point which has to be brought forth in respect to realism style.
Jakobson uses metonymy pole without considering it from the viewpoint of the

relationship between signified and referent. On the other hand, manipulation of
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paradigmatic axis, selection of a sign instead of another sign on the basis of
similarity, what Jakobson calls metaphor pole, remotes signified from referent and
this is what Jakobson has propounded in respect of style in romanticism and
symbolism.
For example consider the word "river” in "Karoon River". If we use signs like
"blood" or "sad" instead of "karoon" and put them in a linear order with the sign
"river", what would be the meaning of "sad river" or "blood river"?
This is what happens in poetry. In fact, in poetry the process in which the signified
remotes from referent is the cardinal principle.
While applying the referential function of language, the writer uses the “semantic
syntagmatic markedness” and benefits from explanation through contiguity. In fact,
he is trying to approximate the language signifieds to the referents out of language.

In a vice—versa process, the writer selects a sign instead of another sign, decreases
the explanation and tries to remote the signified from the referent and creates a
condition in which the addressee involves in playing of sign. In this case, the
addressee is unable to achieve referents out of language and he is dealing with
creation through literary language.
The process of conveying concepts is the same in both cases. Both of them select
units from paradigmatic axis and put them in syntagmatic axis. Addressee in first step
achieves the selections which are manipulated by the writer. The difference is that the
addressee of the first writer achieves the desired selections of the writer, but the
addressee of second writer does not achieve the selections of the writer. He selects his
own selections and considers his own reading which is allocated to him. Like these
examples:
-The climate of London is rainy today.
-1 am rainy in my heart today.
This situation of signified and referent complies with translation too. The writer or
speaker makes his selections from paradigmatic axis and puts them in syntagmatic
axis and his tasks finalises after puting his selections on syntagmatic axis based on
contiguity. The reader or hearer involves in a vice—versa activity. He encounters

syntagmatic axis and then tries to reach the writer's selections. The possibility of
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achieving the writer’s selections depends on the extent to which the signified is near
to referent.
If the signified is too removed from referent, the translator will choose his own
selections instead of the writer's and will put them on the syntagmatic axis of target
language. In this situation, the reader of his translation also will choose his own
selections.

Therefore, the kind of manipulation of axes is an individual and personal matter.
This difference makes the translator a writer, a writer who achieves a new creation
and his translation is a new work which results from his own selections and

combinations.

3.2. The History of Semiotics
There is a general knowledge called semiotics. According to Safavi

(1379:34), this knowledge is the study of meaning perception of which semantics, the
study of linguistic meaning by means of language, would form only one part.
Language is one of the sign systems. Human beings communicate with each other by
means of other tools as well as spoken and written language like body gestures, food
and wearing systems. Semiotics is the science of recognition of these communicative
systems. Saussure, in his book, Course in General Linguistics (1983:16) writes:

"Language is a system of signs that express ideas, and is therefore comparable to a
system of writing, the alphabet of deaf-mutes, symbolic rites, polite formulas,
military signals, etc. But it is the most important of all these systems. A science that
studies the life of signs within society is conceivable; it would be a part of social
psychology and consequently of general psychology; | shall call it semiology.
Semiology would show what constitutes signs, what laws govern them. Since the
science does not yet exist no one can say what it would be; but it has a right to
existence, a place staked out in advance. Linguistics is only a part of the general
science of semiology; the laws discovered by Semiology will be applicable to
linguistics, and the latter will circumscribe a well-defined area within the mass of
anthropological facts".

By proposing Saussure’s notions regarding the signifier and the signified,

signification, arbitrariness of linguistic signs, language system, differentiation of
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meaning in language system, synchronic characteristic of language etc, the
fundament of semiology was laid. Linguistic tradition of Saussure continued by

scholars like Jakobson, Barthes, Hjelmslev, Kristeva and Budrillard, etc.

Peirce was a logician who worked simultaneously along with Saussure. The
origin of this expression; semiotics, originates from John Locke’s book "Essay
Concerning Human Understanding in 1690. Peirce states (Eco 1976:15) "l am, as far
as | know a pioneer, or rather a backwoodsman, in the work of clearing and opening
up what I call semiotics, that is the doctorine of the essential nature and fundamental
varieties of possible semiosis . According to Ayer (1968:130), Peirce believed that
“every sign is a relation between interpretant and object...all mental concepts are
sign or representamen and his expression of this definition is that a
REPRESENTAMEN is a subject of a triadic relation to a second, called its OBJECT,
for a third, called its INTERPRETANT, this triadic relation being such that the
REPRESENTAMEN determines its interpretant to stand in the same triadic relation
to the same object for some interpretant ". He writes somewhere else:

"A sign, or representamen, is something which stands to somebody in some

respect or capacity. It addresses somebody, that is, created in the mind of that person
an equivalent sign or perhaps a more developed sign. That sign which it creates I call
the interpretant of the first sign. The sign stands for something, its object. It stands for
that, not in all respects, but in reference to a sort of idea, which | have sometimes
called the ground of the representamen "(lbid.).
In this pattern what exists in the real world which is not necessarily materialistic is
called "representamen™. This "representamen” refers to an "object™ and what connects
the "representamen” to an "object" is called "interpretant”. For example "traffic light"
has a "representamen™ in our mind. Maybe there are many different kinds of traffic
light but we all call it "traffic light". The "object” in this example is "stop”. This
object also may have different manifestations; it can be slow, fast, etc but the "object”
of all is the same as "stop". What makes us stop is something which relates to our
"Iinterpretent”, since we know that the "object"” of this "representamen™ is "stop".

Postulating of “interpretant” on the part of Peirce is very practical in

deconstruction and modern hermeneutics. The "interpretant” presented by Peirce is
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much clearer than "signified" proposed by Saussure. Peirce like Saussure believed
that both linguistic signs and non-linguistic signs are the subject of semiotics.
Furthermore; he, like Saussure believed that signified is a mental concept. In
Saussure’s opinion, sign is the combination of signifier and signified. Both of them
are form not substance. Signified is not phonemic or graphic substance, but that is the
sum of relational characteristics which are functional in language system. But in
Peirce’s opinion, "sign for somebody, states something instead of something else", so
sign is based on "absence". He is the only person who has referred to incomplete
aspect of sign due to "meaning absence". He believes that every sign has this
incomplete aspect, for the reason that every sign should be accompanied by an
explanation or reasoning in order to be applicable. According to Peirce (1931:136,
137, Culler 1975:20), a sign with its explanation compose another sign and since this
explanation also becomes a new sign, it will require another explanation . This notion
of Peirce is applicable in literature in this way that complete meaning could not be
achieved there is only differentiation and distance. The signified is perceivable only if
it is interpreted, this interpretation differentiates the signified from other signifieds,
but it is also being recognised through these differentiations. Smoke indicates fire, the
trace of an animal on the soil indicates that the animal has passed this place in a near
time. But the place where the fire is lighted or the time that animal has passed is not
clear. Therefore, some part of meaning is absent.

Despite various classifications presented for various kinds of signs, Peirce’s
divisions of sign are a three—fold form, i.e. icons, indices and symbols. This
categorization has been the most famous and widely accepted by others. First
category, icon, is said to be "a sign which refers to the object that it denotes merely
by virtue of characters of its own, and which it posses just the same, whether any
such object actually exists or not" (quoted in (Ayer 1968:149).

For an Icon in order to function as a sign, existence of object is necessary. So,
"anything whatever, be it quality, existent individual, or law, is an Icon of anything,
in so far as it is like that thing and used as a sign of it" (Ibid.). Therefore, the relation
between signifier and signified is based on similarity. The painting of a person,

according to its similarity with the person is considered as "lcon".
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An index is defined as "a sign which refers to the object that it denotes by virtue of
being really affected by that object™ (Ibid.).

In this case, the relation between signifier and signified is based on a cause and effect
relationship. Smoke is the result of "fire", that is fire which causes smoke. What
makes it a sign is not its resemblance to its object but its casual dependence on it.

Finally, a symbol is said to be "a sign which refers to the object that it denotes by
virtue of a law, usually an association of general ideas, which operates to cause the
symbol to be interpreted as referring to that object” (lbid: 150).

Sign in its special concept, "symbol™ results from a conventional relationship
between signifier and signified and this is the kind of sign postulated by Saussure.
The chief consequence of this categorisation is that only the real sign is the main
subject of semiotics, and others have secondary importance. The study of how a
painting of a horse can represent a horse may be considered as part of semiotics, but
it is more concerned to a philosophical theory. Semiotics introduces icons but the
study of icons is not suitable to stand in the centre of semiotic investigations.

Peirce’s way was continued by Morris, Richards, Agden and Sebeok. Eco (1973:3)
also was a scholar who worked in this field and considered a design for a general
semiotics:

a) A theory of codes

b) A theory of sign productio
The latter takes into account a large range of phenomena such as the common use of
languages, the evolution of codes, aesthetic communication, different types of
international communicative behaviour, use of signs in order to mention things or
states of the world and so on. Eco believes in semiotics of signification as semiotics
of communication and states that "in principle, a semiotics of signification entails a
theory of codes, while a semiotics of communication entails a theory of sign
production” (lbid: 4).

It may be noted that "signification” relates to syntactical principles and finally
leads to the concept of "langue” in its general sense, while "communication” relates
to practical aspect of "langue™ which is called "parole”. But Eco did not accept this
distinction and believed in his theory of signification, many aspects of practical usage

of language pragmatics, have also been propounded. Eco states that "A sign is
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everything which can be taken as significantly substituting for something else. This
something else does not necessarily have to exist or to actually be somewhere at the
moment in which a sign stands in for it" (Ibid: 7).
Eco in an review of Saussure’s views regarding signs states that Saussure’s notion of
sign as a two-fold entity has covered all definitions of sign-function and his
semiology would be a rigorous semiotics of signification, although he has not defined
the signified too clearly, leaving it half way between a mental image, a concept and a
psychological reality, he clearly stressed that the signified is something which has to
do with the mental activity of anybody receiving a signifier. So, he concludes that
both a theory of signification and communication rely basically on his notions. On
the other hand, proposing "interpretant” on the part of Peirce was criticised by Eco.
He believes that Peirce has introduced sign as "anthromorphic phenomenon”, when
he stated that "By semiosis | mean an action, an influence, which is, or involves, a
cooperation of three subjects, such as a sign, its object and its interpretant, this tri-
relative influence not being in any way resolvable into actions between pairs" (Ibid:
14, 15).

Peirce has considered three abstract semiotic entities, as subjects of his studies not
human subjects.
"Interpretant” is applicable in Peircean semiotic categorisation. He used the
expression of "non-conventional signs” instead of “lcons". An Icon defines the object
according to the quality of object itself and beyond any convention. Therefore, Peirce
(1931:247, 281, 391, 544) expands iconic signs to "mental model™” and believes that a
complete and pure icon is similar to the form of that iconic sign and nothing else.
In a theoretical discussion, he uses form and meaning instead of signifier and
signified. By form he means the internal correlation of a construction. A picture of a
tree and the tree itself are identical for the reason that their features are correlated.
The perception of this similarity also results from a kind of “interpretation™. Here also
we should mention "interpretant™ is defined as "mental effect produced by the sign™.
Peirce believes that the correlation between icon and object depends on the addresse
interpretation. In this kind of sign the similarity between form and meaning is

perceivable not through form but through interpretation.
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In Lyonrs opinion (1977:102), "recognition of resemblance between a sign and its

object is based on our knowledge of certain cultural conventions of interpretation”. It
may be pointed out that although iconicity basically rests on formal resemblance
between sign and object, but just for the same reason of interpretative function of this
correlation, cultural criteria become important.
For instance, surrealist paintings in which there is no resemblance between form and
meaning is not considered as iconic signs. The portrait of a young and innocent
woman painted by a painter in Renaissance is iconic only by virtue of its implication
to that person, but when it is considered as a portrait which signifies Holy Mary does
not have the same function.

Lyons (1977:103-105) refers to primary and secondary iconicity and explains
secondary iconicity through "metaphor”. Offering an example he clarifies this point.
Suppose that there is an onomatopoeic word in English which resembles the cry of
owl as pronounced. If the word meant "owl" it would be a case of primary iconicity
and if the word no longer meant "owl!" but "wise" or "wisdom", then it would be a
case of secondary iconicity relying upon the generally accepted association of owls
with wisdom.

Both of these associations in primary and secondary iconicity are considered
natural rather than conventional in the past. Lyons mentions that speech figures like
metaphor, metonymy, synecdoche, etc employed by Stoics are the natural extension
of meaning from an original sense to a secondary related sense. But the important
point is that culturally recognised relationships between owls and wisdom may or
may not be based on anything in nature. Within the culture which is supported by
convention, the relationship is certainly not arbitrary. So there is no sharp distinction
between what is biologically and what is culturally determined between nature and
nurture (Ibid). In "icon™ the correlation between elements and constituents of an
object may be repeated while in "metaphor” the distance between iconic signs and
object is considerable. So, icons logically can be produced even its object is not
present. Peirce (1931:278) believes that the only way in a direct connection with an
idea is to use icons and even he believes that interpretation is possible only through

converting a sign into an icon.
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According to Culler (1975:19), Mounin believes that semioticians should restrict
their investigations to examples in which signifiers have clear concepts. He
differentiates interpretating and decoding and claims that indices should be
interpreted, while conventional signs should be decoded. The ideal case of a
communicational code is traffic signs. One can looks up a signifier in the book and
discovers the signified. But this approach is not suitable for complex sign systems
like literature; code, encoding, and decoding do not function. This approach of
Mounin is the background of what Derrida calls "metaphysics of presence”; a
moment of original plenitude when form and meaning were simultaneously present to
consciousness and not to be distinguished. But, if this approach functions properly in
parole, it will be ill- suited in literature, writing and poetry where signifieds are not to
be presented and their empty space will be filled in various ways.

Peirce’s tradition in semiotics was continued by Morris, American pragmatics and
philosophers. Morris’s main work (1971:278), concentrates on semantics and

signification in linguistics. In every communicative event, signs have one of these

aspects:

1- Determinant like: "I" and "now".

2- Designator like: "white", "material”, "larger".
3- Explanator like: "beautiful”, "rough".

4- Imperative like: "come", "see".

5- Formulator/logical like: "or", "no".

Morris (Ibid.) believes interpretant does not cause an immediate and conditional
reaction. Therefore, the interpretation of every sign depends on interpreter's thought
and prior experiences. This notion of Morris is useful in new literary theory. The
language of a literary text is the interpretation of the realities which the reader should
discover them.

Therefore, the recognition of forces which influences our perception power to
discover meaning or interpretation is as important as the recognition of correlation
between text features and real object. The text along with influential forces composes
meaning. Morris believed that these forces can be defined in metaphor and began his
work by a linguistic study of texts. In his "meaning theory" instead of classic concept

of “meaning”, he used two different terms: "interpretant" and '"semantic
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signification™. He (1971:226), like Peirce, emphasised the"interpretant” and believed
that a sign is a sign only for this reason that the interpreter regards it as the indicator
of another sign.

Morris (1939:415) uses icons to analyse the aesthetic aspect of speech and states that
an art work is a special aesthetic sign, an icon with its special values. Morris
considered three aspects for semiotics including semantics, syntactic and pragmatics.
Semantic aspect investigates the relation between meaning and sign. Pragmatic aspect
alluded to the relationship between signs and interpreter or addressee, and syntactic
aspect deals with the correlation between signs.

Carnap (1942:9) presented three new practical aspects regarding Morris's
categorisation. If the focus of attention is on the addresser, we deal with pragmatic
aspect. If we concentrate on the relation between meaning and expression, we deal
with semantic aspect and finally if we pay attention to different forms in expressing a
meaning, then we confront with syntactic aspect. He has called this aspect "logical

aspect"”.

3.3. Language Functions

Most linguists have taken into consideration different functions of language,
while investigating it as a social fundament. Amongst them the views of Martinet
(1960), Halliday (1973) and Jakobson (1960) can be considered as representative, but
Jakobson's work in this respect is often quoted. His principal objective was to provide
a methodological framework within which the intrinsic properties of poetic and non
poetic texts can be discussed. But before discussing the poetic function in his famous
article “Linguistics and Poetics” (1960), he tries to give a picture of various functions
of language and state the position of poetic function amongst them.

Jakobson (1960:353) presents a general diagram of speech event and states that in
any verbal communication there are constitutive factors which are involved in
defining language functions. Therefore, to present an outline of language functions,
these factors should precisely be investigated.

According to him what happens in a verbal communication is as follows:
Addresser sends a message to addressee. This message is effective if only it consists

of content. In other words, this message should refer to a context. The message
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should be conveyed through a code known to the addresser and addressee, i.e.
encoder and decoder of the message. And finally there should be a contact, a physical
channel between the addresser and addressee in order to enter and stay in the domain
of communication. These six factors shown in the following diagram determine the

functions of language.

CONTEXT
MESSAGE
ADDRESSER ... ADDRESSEE

CONTACT
CODE

Addresser conveys a message to addressee through a contact and a code, referring to
a context. Code can be a language like English and contact can be the air through
which addressee receives the phones forwarded by the addresser. In a communication
event through phone, the wire can also be a contact which connects two persons
involved in communication. If the addresser is a writer not speaker, the paper and pen
in its traditional form are considered contact in this kind of communicative event.

In fact, Jakobson illuminated Biihler's viewpoint (1934) which embodies three
functions of language; emotive, conative and referential. Jakobson expanded it to six
functions. In each of these six functions, an orientation of message is towards one of
the factors involved in communication event. Suppose that a sentence produced by
addresser is important for him, in this condition we say the orientation of message is
towards the addresser. So, the expression of "orientation™ shows the tendency of the

addresser’s message towards one of the constituent factors of communication event.

3.3.1. Emotive Function
In Jakobson's opinion (1960:354), in emotive function, the orientation of
message is towards the addresser. A message of this kind tends to produce an

impression of a certain emotion, whether true or feigned. Expressions like "Tut Tut"
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and "Alas" have emotive function. We produce an utterance which is important just
for ourselves.

For the first time, this function was presented by Martinet according to Safavi
(1380:54), and Biihler, according to Lyons (1977:52). Biihler has proposed it as one
of the language functions and has called it "expressive function™. According to Safavi
(1380:54), Martinet has expanded it to "emotional expression”.

The interjections are different from referential language in respect of their sound
and pattern. They have special sound pattern and syntactic role and they are equal to

sentences.

3.3.2. Conative Function

According to Jakobson (1960:355), in this function the orientation of message
is towards the addressee. Mostly perceivable in vocative and imperative structures
which are not liable to a truth test. The addresser conveys a message to the addressee
which causes a reflection on the part of addressee or hearer. Jakobson brings an
example. When Nano, in Oneill’s play The Fountain, says "Drink", as it is imperative
it is not subject to false or true test. While in constructs like "one will drink" or "one
would drink", the question "is it true or not"? could be easily asked. Moreover; we
can convert imperative sentences into interrogative sentences: "did one drink”, "will
one drink™ or "would one drink™?

In fact, according to Safavi (1380:54), what Martine advocates as "emotional
expression” is a mixture of emotive function of language and some of the vocative
constructions in conative function. Constructions like "Alas" or "o God" can be
categorised as "emotional expressions”. But in Jakobson’s opinion "o God" can be
considered as emotive function and should be classified among constructions which
relate to conative function of language.

We should pay attention to this point that in many cases, declarative sentences can
also have conative function. Consider the situation in which one does not use an
imperative sentence like "go and bring a glass of water for me", and instead uses the
sentence "I am very thirsty". This sentence will lead to the same reaction on the part

of hearer, and the hearer will bring a glass of water for the speaker.
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3.3.3. Referential Function
In this function of language, the orientation of message is towards context. It is

better to say, towards predicate which exists in the speaker’s utterance. All declarative
sentences can be classified in domain of this function of language. This is the reason
why the sentences which have referential function are subject to a true or false test. A
sentence like "Ali has gone to the university” or "The weather is rainy today" can be
tested through environment as true or false sentences. Lyons (1977: 50, 52, 53) calls
this function "descriptive” and Bihler (Ibid.) calls it "representational™ function.
It should be noted that Jakobson's work is on the basis of traditional model of
language elucidated by Buhler. According to Safavi (1380:270), Bihler's model was
confined to the three functions noted above; emotive, conative and referential. His
model was formulated according to three factors; the "first person” or addresser, the
"second person” or the addressee, and the "third person” who is someone or
something which is being addressed. First person deals with "ausdruck™ function,
second person with "appell function™ and third person with "darstellung” function.
Jakobson has expanded Buhler's model and considered three more factors effective in
verbal communication event: "message”, "contact” and "code" and he has
methodologically completed and modified his scheme.

Jakobson's modification consists in substituition of "conative" for "vocative",
"referential” for "representational™ and "emotive" for "expressive" function (Jakobson
1960:355).

3.3.4. Metalinguistic function
In this function the orientation of message is towards code. A distinction has
been made between two levels of language; "object- language™ speaking of objects
and "meta-language" speaking of language. According to Jakobson (1960:356),
meta -language is not only a tool for logicians, it has important role in our every day
language. In fact that level of language which talks about internal relations of
language elements is called meta-language. It has been utilised in descriptive
dictionaries.
Safavi (1380:271) states that new logic differentiates object language from meta-

language. Object-language is a language which refers to subjects existing out of

110



language and meta-language, on the other hand is a level of language which talks
about internal subjects of language. This distinction originates from Carnap’s and
Tarsky’s views (lbid.).

In metalinguistic function of language, addresser and addressee would like to
make sure that the code they are using is common between them. In other words, they
want to check out whether they use the same code. In a conversation when we say: "I
do not follow you, what do you mean"? or when we ask the addressee: "Do you know
what | mean™?, we are checking the code.

Lyons (1977: 10, 11) claims that the terms object-language and meta-language are
correlative, in this respect that one depends upon the other. We use language to talk
about language or describe it. Sometimes even we use a language to describe another
language instead of describing itself. In this case language being described is object—
language and the language which is used to describe another language is meta-
language. In this example: The French word "home™ is a noun, French is object-
language and English is meta-language and this statement is a meta-linguistic
statement.

From another point of view, meta-language in a restricted sense contains terms to
refer and identify the elements of object-language including sounds, words and
letters. For example "man" is the name of a particular word and "home" is the name
of a particular French word. Examples like "uncle means brother of father" or Ali is
"subject” in the sentence "Ali is a student", are specimens of meta-linguistic function

of language.

3.3.5. Phatic Function

According to Jakobson (1960:355), in this function of language the orientation
of message is towards the contact. The aim is to establish, prolong or discontinue the
communication. Sometimes we want to make sure that the channel of communication
works. So, we use sentences like: "Hello, do you hear me?”, "Are you listening?”.
We use them in order to attract the attention of hearer or to confirm that he pays

attention.
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3.3.6. Poetic function

In this function of language, the orientation of the message is towards the
message itself. In this condition, the centre of attention is the message itself. In
Jakobson's opinion, research on this function of language without bringing into
consideration the whole characteristics of language, will be useless. On the other
hand, investigation of language entails investigation of poetic function (lbid: 356).
In fact, poetics is the study of literature and poetic function is the literary function of
language. The language we use for communication purpose is called automatic
language in which we try to convey the content without highlighting the form. In this
condition addresser does not pay attention to the form and for the addressee also form
is not important. In literary language we change the rules of automatic language. The
addressee confronts utterances which are defamiliarised and form becomes important.

We should pay attention to this point that there is no precise distinction between
"automatic language"; every day language and "foregrounded language"; language
dominated by poetic function. It frequently happens that a "foregrounded structure"
converts into an "automatic one" and becomes a part of automatic language.
Manipulation of poetry, metaphors and metonymies are evidences for applying poetic
function of language in automatic language. This is the reason why Jakobson
rightfully believes that comprehensive study of language entails precise analysis of its
poetic function. He insists upon this point that the poetic function of language is not
confined to poetry. For this reason we use the term "literary function”. According to
Safavi (1380:56), this function is called "aesthetic function" by Martinet.

In fact poetics from the Jakobson’s viewpoint is an internalised part of linguistics.
He defines poetics as "The linguistic study of poetic function in context of verbal
message in general and in poetry in particular" (quoted in Culler (1975:56).

In addition to poetic function which is the dominant function, other functions are
also influential in creation of poetry. In epic poetry the orientation of message is
towards third person. The poet remains out of epic and describes the event. The
poetry of Ferdowsi and Homer are good examples of epic. Therefore, epic poetry has
referential function besides poetic function. In lyric poetry, on the other hand, the
orientation of message is towards first person and indicates emotive function and a

poetry in which the orientation of message is towards second person, conative
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function will participate along with poetic function. So, there is no precise boundary
between poetic function and other functions of language, as linguistics and poetics
are interrelated.

The sixth function of language, poetic function, manifests itself in form of the

utterances of language and not merely in "meaning” or "content”. As Hawkes
(1977:75) states"the interest in form implied by poetic function enabled the Prague
linguists to salvage the healthy elements of the OPOYAZ doctrines and to promote
formalism in terms of what Erlich calls "the close cooperation of linguistics and
poetics".
We have mentioned so far that the poetic function of language is defined as the
orientation of message towards the message itself. According to Culler (1975:56),
what Jakobson means by "message" is not propositional content of a sentence, as it
confines to referential function of language. "Message™ is an utterance which is
produced as a linguistic form. Jakobson states that “ The function of poetic function
consists in the maximum of forgrounding of the utterance...It is not used in the
services of communication, but in order to place in the forground the act of
expression, the act of speech itself” (quoted in Hawkes (1977:75).

Foregrounding happens in different ways and even it composes the manipulation
of ungrammatical sentences. But foregrounding for Jakobson is a "technique” which
leads the manipulation of a completely patterned language. His famous definition of
poetic function is "The poetic function projects the principle of equivalence from the
axis of selection into the axis of combination" (Jakobson 1960:358). "Equivalence is
promoted to the constitutive device of sequence”. In other words, application of
poetic function of language entails putting constitutes in verbal chain which are
grammatically or phonetically relevant. These patterns which are formulated by
means of repetition of similar vocabulary items are considerable in poetry more than
any other language variants.

Principle of equivalence means the equivalence of two linguistic units from
semantic or phonological viewpoint. Achieving forgrounding, we utilise the
equivalent units being chosen from paradigmatic axis and combined in syntagmatic
axis. The units can be equal regarding form or meaning. In other words, unit A can be

equal to unit B if there is a similarity between them regarding form or meaning. For
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example "javan™ (young) is equivalent to "bornd" (young) in respect of meaning and
equivalent to "ravan” (streaming) regarding form. In this condition, semantic relation

between similar phonetic units can be explained in rhymed units like:

1)

R N e ) A oo Sl s 2D
besno az ney cun hekéyat mikonad
‘Listen from reed how it complains’
az joddyiha sekdyat mikonad
‘from separation it complains’
(Molavi 1372:51)
"sekédyat" (complain) may be the same as "hek&yat"(a tale) which is going to be
expressed.
Here is anoher example:
)

Gl 0z i m Sl @18 Dl 4yl da d aal A A
sine xdham $arhe Sarhe az fardq

‘A bosom | want torn from separation’
t4 beguyam sarh-e dard-e eStiyaq
“Till I unfold the story of pain of love-desire’
(Molavi 1372:51)
"fardq" (separation) and "estiyaq"(love-desire) are opposed to each other in respect of
semantic consideration.
According to Bradford (1994:84), Jakobson presents a diagram in which
constituent elements of communication event and six functions of language in a

combined form are shown.
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CONTEXT
(Referential)
MESSAGE
(Poetic)
ADDRESSER........itiiiiii ADDRESSEE
(Emotive) CONTACT (Conative)
(Phatic)
CODE
(Metalingual)

This diagram shows that the orientation of message towards any of six factors
involved in a communication event creates one of the functions of the language. We
should be aware of this point that in many sentences we do not encounter only one
function of language. In a sentence like "How is your family?”, although the
dominant function is phatic, the addresser forces addressee to answer the question.
So, in this sentence we will have conative function respectively. On the other hand,
we can not consider a definite boundary between the functions of language. For
example, what is the boundary between poetic and emotive function of language in
creation of poetry? How is it possible to distinguish “metalingual” function from
referential function? Therefore, it will be more logical if we imagine these six
functions of language interrelated.

Jakobson believes that each of these six factors have determining role in functions
of language. Although we make distinction between six fundamental aspects of
language, to find a verbal message in the framework, only one of these functions is a
difficult task. He (1960:353) states "The diversity lies not in a monopoly of someone
of these several functions but in a different hierarchical order of functions. The verbal
structure of a message depends primarily on the predominant function”.

What Jakobson raises here is of great importance in investigation of his views. He
does not confine a verbal message to only one of the functions rather he believes that
each message can have different functions. However, one of the functions will be

dominant. In this condition, one function of language has priority to other functions.
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If a message is investigable in domain of poetic function, it means that in that
message poetic function is more important than other functions.

Giving some examples, we will clarify this matter.

(1)

Al 5 sl 5 Sl Cain ) ) Sl Al el 50 e g axlisl y KLy

biya t& gol barafSdnimo gol dar sdqar anddzim
‘Come till flower spreed and flower in bowl throw’
falak ra saqf beskafimo tarhi no darandazim

‘Sky roof break and design new create’

(Hafiz 1373:186)

(2) Go and bring some water. | am very thirsty.

(3) If you do not bring a glass of water for me, | will die of thirst.

In example (1), three functions including poetic, emotive and conative are
recognisable.

Example (2) has referential and conative functions and example (3) has conative and
emotive functions beside referential function.

Therefore, in example (1) poetic function, in example (2) and example (3) conative
function are dominant. All examples have conative function. This function in
examples (2) and (3) is prior to other functions, while in example (1) it has secondary
importance.

Now the question is what is the characteristic of poetic function of language? To
answer this question Jakobson pays attention to two aspects of poetry manipulated in
verbal behavior, i.e. selection and combination. According to Jakobson (1960:358),
"selection is produced on the basis of equivalence, similarity and dissimilarity,
synonymy and antonymy, while the combination the built up of the sequence, is
based on contiguity".

Equivalent element which exists in selection axis becomes the constituent parts of
combination. This equivalence has different aspects stated by Jakobson as follows:
"One syllable is equalized with any other syllable of the same sequence. Word stress

is assumed to equal word stress, an unstress equals unstress, prosodic long is matched

116



with long, and short with short, word boundary equals word boundary no boundary
equals no boundary, syntactic pause equals syntactic pause, no pause equals no
pause..."(Ibid.).

We have already noted that the sequence is an important factor in poetry and
Jakobson believes its measurement has no function out of poetic language. It happens
that only in poetry, due to reiteration of equivalent units, we feel the time flow as it
happens in music which is also a semiotic system.

Experience has proved that nature of verse is based on reiteration. This is the reason
why structures which are verse based can remain in memory for a longer time like a
multiplication chart in Persian.

Regarding the relation between linguistics and poetics, Jakobson (1960: 350, 352)
believes that poetics deals with the matters of verbal structure just as painting which
deals with pictorial structure. Linguistics is general study of verbal structure of which
poetry would form integrated part of it. He puts poetics in first position, since the
main subject of poetics is to determine distinctive aspect of verbal art from other
kinds of art and other variants of verbal behaviour. Poetics deals with this question
that "what makes a verbal message a work of art?”. The expression of poetics does
not investigate only "poetry” amongst other literary variants such as verse and prose.
In fact it is the study of poetic function of language and not "poetry" exclusively. It is
the linguistic study of processes which convert automatic language into foregrounded

language.

3.3.6.1. Rule addition

Despite of deviation, rule addition is not deviation from the rules of norm
language. It is applying extra rules on rules of norm language, and it is naturally
different from deviation. Safavi (1383:36, 37) believes that rule addition is based on
parallelism and happens in three fields of phonology, morphology and syntax. Rule
addition functions on substance of language not on its content and has no effect on
meaning. For this reason, the result of rule addition is highlighting the musical aspect
of poem. So, what in literary studies is called alliteration cannot be considered as a

technique in versification, like:
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1)

e Jladianlsa s e a8 b e Jlsa Ba e | 5e e | ye b

yéar mard gar mari eSq-e jegarxar mara

‘Friend for me voice for me passionate love for me’
yér toyi gar toyi x&je negahdar maré

‘Friend you are voice you are my Lord keep me’

(Molavi 1386:92)

()

sarv-e caman-e man cerd meyl-e caman nemikonad

‘Green cypress of me why desire of grass does not have’

hamdam-e gol nemiSavad, yad-e saman nemikonad

‘Companion of flower does not become remind of jasmine does not make
(Hafiz 1373:99)

The frequency of /r/ in first couplet is more than the frequency of /c/ in the second
couplet, but it does not convey any meaning. While many experts believe that /c/ is a
mimic of nightingale’s sound and since it conveys a secondary meaning can be
considered as a device of versification.

What we can say about automatic language and foregrounded language is that
these two kinds of language variant should be considered as prototype. Every unit,
according to the result of selection and combination functioning on syntagmatic and
paradigmatic axes, can be classified in a continuum between these two prototypes.
For example, consider the following examples:

1- For a while I thought about her.

2- For moments | was deep in her.

If we accept that first example is the result of the most unmarked function of
selection and combination, we can claim that it can be considered as prototype of
automatic language. Then, perhaps we can claim that according to the function of

selection and combination example 2 is the most marked and has tendency towards
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foregrounded language. According to this claim, it can be said that the most
unmarked form of language manifests in referential function of language. In this
function, the orientation of message is towards the subject of message and these kinds
of sentences are subject to true and false trial. In other words, the referents of outside
world can determine these sentences as true or false. Then, the more the signified is
near to the referent, the more clear will be the referential function of language. On the
other hand, the more the signified is far from the referent, the more clear will be the
poetic function of language. For this reason, we can claim that the text of a physic
book has referential function, since signifiers signify signifieds which are very near to
referents of outside world and exactly for the same reason they are subject to false
and true trial. For example, signified of 100 times" in physics has exactly the same
referent in outside world, while in a sentence like "I told you one hundred times do
not do that" is not the case. Maybe for the same reason, we can say that a signified
which does not have any referent or is not going to have a referent, is special for
literary language. In poetry referent is not considered. Like:

AnealaSlhaaal sdaduws

xiyal-e xal-e to ba xod be xak xdham bord.
‘Dream of spot of you with me to soil I will take’
(Hafez 1373:135)

In this way perhaps we can emphasise the point that if functioning of selection
and combination creates a signified, which is closer to referent in outside world, then
this functioning will be unmarked and will have tendency towards referential function
of language. On the other hand, if the signified goes far from referent, then the
function of selection and combination will be marked and the orientation of message
will be towards the message itself. In this case, the poetic function would be
highlighted.

3.3.6.2 Rule Omission
Safavi (1383:37) uses the expression of rule omission instead of "deviation” and
considers it as a device of poetic creation. According to Haghshenas (lbid.), poetry

functions on the content of language. The substance of poetry is deviation from

119



norms of automatic language and depends on the content of language, while the
substance of verse depends on the form of language. The written form of automatic
language is prose which through rule omission changes into poetry and through rule
addition changes into verse. If background remains prose and devices of poetry
creation are being applied on it then, we will have literary prose. Then literary prose
is distinguishable from prose through stylistic deviations. In this condition devices for

creation of literary prose are rule addition and rule omission.

3.3.6.3. Deviation from Rules and Norms of Language

In order to clarify the meaning of rule omission, first of all we should know
what versification rule is. In other words, what are the rules of automatic language
and how do they function that we can deviate from them? We start our discussion
with Saussure’s examples. Saussure (1983:37) uses two examples of the 8.45 am
Paris- Geneva train and chess play when he wants to explain form versus to
substance. Form is equivalent to "function” in his viewpoint. Saussure refers to this
point that the material and the appearance of chessmen have no effect on the play
itself. If we loose a chessman, we can use another object instead of it, provided that
this object performs the function of the lost chessman.

Now we return to our discussion of rule omission. If "knight" does the movement
of "elephant” or if instead of 64 rooms we use 128 rooms in this play, then the system
of play will not be chess any longer. But, suppose that instead of "knight" we use a
"rose" in order to convey our partner that we love her. Or, if we use a "ring" instead
of "knight" we are going to tell her that we are willing to marry her. In this way, the
play is the same but an additional meaning is being conveyed. In this condition, that
"rose" will remain with the same function as "knight" and it will have the meaning of
love too. This is how the elements are functioning on the content.

The same is true regarding automatic language and literary language. We have
choices. Either we should accept we remain in language system and literary language
is one part of this system, or we should believe that the system of literature is a
semiotic system independent of the semiotic system of automatic language. The
second belief has methodologically two deficiencies. First, some of literary variants

like "simple literary prose™ or "verse™ do not remain in the framework of this new
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semiotic system. Secondly, the elements of new semiotic system would have opposite
relations and will perform a special function. For example, "narcissus™ will be used
instead of "eye". Then, if one day "window" is being used instead of "eye", a new
semiotic system would be proposed and these systems will be continued forever and
According to Safavi (1383:78), we will not understand what we are reading and in
which semiotic system. In this way, methodologically, we have to accept that literary
creation happens within the semiotic system of automatic language.

Now we return to our example. From what has been said about chess play, a
conclusion could be drawn. If we use a "salt cellar" instead of "knight", that object
will have only the function of "knight" but when we use "rose" instead of "knight", an
extra meaning is being conveyed in addition to the meaning of "knight". In other
words "rose™ has marked function while "salt cellar" is unmarked.

Now, we investigate the matter from the viewpoint of signified and referent. By
substituding "salt cellar" for "knight", the function of "salt cellar" changes into the
function of "knight". Although “rose” can have the function of “knight”, it is not the
only function of it. According to "selection™ from the axis of paradigmatic, it will
have characteristics which could not be found in "knight". It means that "rose" will
have a function beyond "knight". On the other hand, this "rose" is different from all
roses which could be found in florist’s shops. It has gone far from referent and
signifies a signified which can not be found in other roses. It is neither like other
roses nor like other chessmen. This is exactly what happens in the units of language
when foregrounding happens; a marked application of what is not being used in

automatic language or is used as an unmarked unit of language.

3.4. Schools of Stylistics

3.4.1. Linguistic Stylistics

The Russian Formalists in their movement (1916-1928) believed in the
priority of form over content in literature, but later they changed their
viewpoint and believed content was closely linked to its form. In their
opinion, it is the concept of defamiliarisation which changes ordinary

language to poetic one. They concentrated on the formal aspect of literary
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texts, while paying attention to the literariness aspect. They made language
central to their definition of literature and this overindulgence stopped them

to extend a theory of language to other dimesions of literary object.

3.4.2. Genetic Stylistics
It pays attention to the factors which create style. In addition to semantic
and linguistic analysis, psychological, historical and social reasons which
cause a literary work to be created should be considered. Also some factors
result from the spirit of the writer. Spitzer (1887— 1960) is the founder of this
method. He was influenced by Karl Vossler (1932) who believed there was a
kind of art and creativity in language, and we should search beauty and style
in language. Language changes from one generation to another, since new
social and political matters cause new emotional excitements. The language
of a poet is special for himself, because he internalises common experiences
of happiness, sorrow, etc. Analysing the language, we can find out the
mental and psychological structure of a poet. According to Spitzer
(1948:27), Stylistics is the result of talent, experience and faith. To achieve
inward life-centre or creative principle of text we should:
1- Analyse the superficial features before analysing thoughts and psyche
of the poet.
2- Classify them and try to find a relationship between them and the psyche of
the poet. Every word is the manifestation of an emotion and feeling.
3- Take a glance into features in order to prove our claim and find out whether
that creative principle can explain those features or not.
In this way, in first step we should be familiar with the work till one feature
strikes in our mind, and then we should relate it to the spirit of the poet and
finally we will find evidences to prove our theory. For example, in the novel
of Marcel Proust ambiguity and long sentences result from the ambiguous
viewpoint of its writer towards the world.
Therefore, the stylist should use his talent, experience and intuition in
order to be successful, since the nature of individual style is something

mysterious. That click, that sentence or word which is the initial mechanism
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may never be found. Spitzer’s method seems logical and practical. We
should read a work again and again till one or more features become clear.
These features have high frequency and should be gathered and analysed.
However, there is no guarantee to explain one's style correctly.

3.4.3. Affective Stylistics

Propounded by Fish (1973: 148-151) who argues that the message of a
work depends on the reaction and understanding of the reader. First of all,
we should consider words, sentences and their function, not their meaning.
Functions are determined according to the reaction of the reader. What have
words and sentences done with the reader and what kind of relation has been
created between the text and reader is important. Meaning is being
formulated in the mind of reader. Important matter is the reading process of
text not the text itself. Validity of every reading for any reader depends on
the hypothesis and strategy of reading which that reader is shared with
interpretive communities.
Then, this approach considers an active role for the reader in the process of
sign signification. Fish's reader is a dynamic one who aims to know the
poem. Meaning is produced during the act of reading. The formal features of
a text which affect the reader's process of reading are important. Fish
(1980:14-16) mentions that the meaning of the text is determined not by the
text itself, but by the reading norms of the community. Readers in different
communities read the texts in different ways. How a community imposes its
authority in reading literary texts rooted in cultural ethos is a matter
considered by Fish.

3.4.4. Meta Stylistics

Riffaterre is the follower of the reader—response theory. Literary work is
not merely a text, the reaction of reader towards text is also important. The
role of reader is not less than the writer. Text determines the relationship
between the reader and text. The term meta-stylistics was used first by

Riffaterre. He (1959:154) distinguishes his approach from the earlier
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structural and functional approaches and the later reader oriented theory of
Fish. According to Riffaterre (1966:213), in this approach, reader is in a
close relationship with literature as a sign system. It is the reader who
recognises significations in the text. So, amongst poetic structures, those
elements which evoke a reader's response are important.

Riffaterre’'s viewpoint towards poem can be found in his book Semiotics

of Poetry (1978: 23) where he states "understanding of a poem demands
reader's linguistic competence but interpretation of a poem demands reader's
literary competence."
It means that the analysis of ungrammatical sentences and deviations needs
literary information. This analysis leads to a matrix; a core which may not
exist in the poem itself but justifies all couplets, and hypograms which are
sentences and phrases related to the matrix. Every poem has a subject matter
which is called matrix and hypograms are expanded themes which are
expressed in deviations. In reading a poem, first of all we should read it to
understand its usual meaning. Then, we should find ungrammatical elements
which prevent from interpretation. In the next step, we should discover the
hypograms and from hypograms we will find out the matrix which can be a
word or a sentence which creates a text and hypograms. Then, the study of
meaning is still considered as a study of reading, and a semiotics of poetry is
in essence an account of the way readers process or make sense of a text.
From this viewpoint, style is viewed as linguistic regularity which creates
expectations in the reader and the task of stylists is to indicate the points in
the text where the language creates an effect of surprise

3.4.5. Functional and Structural Stylistics

It is based on the notions of scholars like Saussure (1916) and Jakobson
(1960). In structural linguistics there is an arbitrary or conventional
relationship between signifier and signified. Domain of studies is sign and
structuralists are trying to find universal rules for language. In analysis of
literature, structuralism pays attention to structural patterns and does not

evaluate individual texts. The argument of meaning is based on the fact that
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every unit is to be considered in relation to other units and single unit does
not have meaning. In other words, the elements of a text should not be
analysed individually and independently. For example, in analysing a poem
we shouldn't consider the rhyme independent of the music of poem which is
a general system. There is a relationship between the music and message of
the poem. Structuralists want to show that different components are involved
in constructing the whole system of a literary work. They do not ruin the
whole system to show the components. A literary work can be analysed in
three levels: Phonological, lexical and syntactic levels. In a phonological
investigation, rhyme, meter is applied in relation to music and meaning of a
poem; whether that rhyme is suitable for the message of a text or not.
Formalists pay attention to all components; lexemes, phonemes, sentences,
rhyme and meter. They consider form more important than content and
paying attention to the content results from paying attention to the form.

In lexical analysis, the selection of lexemes in respect of syntagmatic and
paradigmatic axes is taken into consideration. In syntactic level, the relation
of lexemes with each other is important. After these three stages, we should
determine the relation between these elements. How the system of lexemes,
phonemes and syntax have created style which is precisely in relation to the
message of work and suitable with its meaning. In process of
communication, encoder sends a message to decoder. Message has a code
and a form. In conveying the message there are deviations. Decoder tries to
discover the message. Every language has unlimited possibilities which is
the potential aspect of it and every writer uses limited possibilities which is
its actual aspect. Therefore, we can not ignore any small structural matter
without concerning it to the whole work. Even some stylists try to find a
relationship between one work of a poet and his other works. Structural
stylistics is a method which depends on the ability of stylist. Structural
stylistics is the complete form of functional stylistics which emphasises
literary figures and deviations. Therefore, in analysing a poem we do not

ruin the magnificent structure of the poem to show the bricks. The goal is to

125



show how different components are combined to each other to create that

magnificent structure.

3.5. Summary

This thesis is based on functional and structural stylistics based on which
language has two aspects, i.e. function and structure. This is the basis of structural
and functional stylistics. In spite of Russian formalists, Prague School of Linguistics,
concentrated their approach on content and structure rather than form. Their theory
had the main principles of Saussure's structuralism. Considering literary text as a set
of Saussurean signs, they believe signifiers and signifieds are governed by a system
of relationships, as they are the elements of a structure. Literaure as a semiotic system
is exposed more than other fields to structural analysis. The focus is on the system of
conventions that has made a work to be considered a literary work. Considering
communicational functions of language in the centre of studies, Jakobson (1960) used
the communication theory and Barthes (1967) propounded the relation between style
and writing. What functional stylistics studies is the role of communication theory in
linguistics and stylistics, i.e. the function of language and style, the relation between
form and function in literature, the relation between style and writing and the

linguistic and literary effects of a work. It treats the text as a functional structure.

This chapter captured structuralism, language functions and schools of stylistics
in which we have considered the main principles of structuralism as a comprehensive
movement in literary studies. We intended to describe how we could distinguish
between automatic language and literary language through introducing functions of
language proposed by Jakobson (1960). Moreover; we explained how structuralism
was formed based on the notion of Saussure (1983) that language is a system of signs
and must be primarily investigated synchronically.
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Chapter 4: Anlysis of Data and the Proposal of the Thesis

4.1. Analysis of the Selected 40 Poems
Based on what has been discussed above, an analysis of the selected 40 Persian
poems chosen randomly from different historical periods will be presented in order to
evaluate the validity of our theory in achieving the semantic pyramid of any poem.
1)
b a)lR Jadigiy e WlhahaSa,i ot (AU
Alhasl pan s BaSaa s Caunsi ae slze 4S 20ly 738 (S
t& key gam-e &n xoram ke daram yd na  in omr be xo$deli gozdram ya na
“Till when feel sad that I possess or not this life happily | spend or not’
por kon gadah-e bade ke malumam nist in dam ke foru baram baréram yé& na
‘Fill up the bowl of wine that it is not certain this moment that | breathe in I will

breathe out or not’

Were it not folly, spider—like to spin

The Thread of present life away to win

What? For ourselves, who know not if we

Shall Breathe out the very Breath we now breathe in.
(Khayyam)

(Fitzjerald 1386:126)

Semantic core
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Semantic constituents:
dastan, naddstan/ having, not having
x08$1, gam/ happiness, sorrow
foru bordan-e dam, baravardan-e dam/ breathe in, breathe out

gadahe bade/ bowl of wine

In this poem phonetic parallelism has been achieved through rhyme and phonetic
reiteration. They contribute to the echotic aspect or form of the poem like:

déram yé na/ bardram ya na / gozaram ya na.

Semantic oppositions contribute to the interpretation of poem as follows:
dastan/ nadastan , Having/ not having
gam/ xosdeli, sorrow/ happiness

“We should never feel sad for what we have or what we do not have in this world.”

Semantic operators: growth and security
The poet has got the new insight regarding the way of life that we should not care
about what we have and what we do not have. He needs to achieve security through

enjoying the present time.

T .

R >R, Security and growth

Logical Paraphrase:

We should not care about what we have and what we do not have. Semantic
operator— growth

Being free from all worldly matters and appreciating the present moment, he achieves

security. Semantic operator—security
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Semantic core:

Do not feel sad about what you have and what you do not have. Do not think

about the ‘how’ of life. Do not think about this matter that you will be alive a

moment later or not. Be happy and drink wine. Be free from all those things

which cause the imprisonment of mind and soul.

2)
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besno az ney cun hekéyat mikonad az joddyiha Sekdyat mikonad
‘Listen from the reed how story tells from separations complains’
kaz neyestén t4 mard bebride'and az nafiram mard o zan nalide'and

‘From the time reed-bed till me parted from my lament man and woman has moaned’
sine x&ham Sarhe Sarhe az fardq ta beguyam Sarh-e dard-e estiydq
‘Heart | want torn from separation till I tell explanation of pain of desire’
har kasi ku dur mand az asl-e xis§ béz juyad ruzegar-e vasl-e xi$
‘Everyone who away remains from origion of him again seeks days of joining of
him’

man be har jamiyati ndlan Sodam joft-e xoshélén o badhilan Sodam
‘I to every company crying | became pair of happy and unhappy | became’
har kasi az zann-e xod $od yar-e man  az darun-e man najost asrér-e man
‘Everyone from opinion of him became friend of mine from inside of me did not seek
secrets of me’

serr-e man az nale-ye man dur nist leyk caSm o gus ré dn nur nist

‘Secret of me from plaint of mine away is not but eye and ear that light does not
exist’

tan ze jan o jan ze tan mastur nist leyk kas ra did-e jan dastur nist
‘Body from soul and soul from body hidden is not but nobody vision of soul
command has’

atas ast in bang-e ndy o nist bad har ke in dta$ nadérad nist bad

‘Fire is this sound of reed and it is not wind everybody who this fire does not have

exist may not’
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atas-e eSq ast kandar ney fetad juses-e e$q ast kandar mey fetdd

‘Fire of love is that in reed fell fever of love is that in wine fell’

ney harif-e har ke az yéri borid pardehdyas pardeha-ye ma darid

‘Reed comrade of everybody who from friend parted its strains strains of our pierced’
hamco ney zahriy o teryaqi ke did? hamco ney damsdz o mostiqi ke did?

‘Like reed poison and antidote who saw like reed sympathizer and longing lover who
saw’

ney hadis-e rah por xun mikonad gesseha-ye e$q majnun mikonad

‘Reed story of way full of blood makes tales of love Majnun makes’

mahram-e in hus joz bi hus nist mar zabin rd mostari joz gus nist

‘Confide of this conscious except unconsciouss is not for tongue customer except ear
does not exist’

dar gam-e md ruzha bigéh Sod ruzhé ba suzhd hamréh Sod

‘In sorrow of our days untime became days with griefs hand in hand became’

ruzh@ raft gu ro bak nist to bemén ey &nke con to pak nist

‘Days went tell go fear there is not you stay who like you pure thereis not’

har ke joz mahi ze dbas sir Sod har ke bi ruzist ruzas dir Sod

‘Every one except fish from its water full became everyone who is without daily
breas his day late became’

dar nayébad hal-e poxte hic xam pas soxan kutdh bdyad vassaldam

‘Does not understand state of ripe any raw then word make short must farewell’
band begsal 4zad bas ey pesar cand basi asir-e sim 0 zar

‘Chain burst free be Oh son how much you be bondsman of silver and gold’

gar berizi bahr ra dar kuze'i cand gonjad gesmat-e yek ruze'i

‘If you pour sea in pitcher how much holds store of one day’

kuze-ye casm-e harisan por nasod td sadaf qéne naSod por dor naSod
‘Pitcher of eye of convetous man did not became full till oyster-shell did not content
did not became full pearls’

har ke ra jame ze esqi cik Sod u ze hers o jomle eybi pak Sod

‘Everyone whose garment from love is rent he from conventousness and defect is
purged’

$4d bas ey eSq-e xo8 soda-ye ma ey tabib-e jomle ellathd-ye méa
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‘Be happy O love of sweet thoughted O physician of all ills of us’
ey dava-ye nexvat o0 ndmuse ma ey to aflatun o jalinus-e ma
‘O remedy of pride and rainglory of us O you Plato and Glenus of us’
jesm-e xdk az e$q bar afldk Sod kuh dar rags dmad o cédldk Sod
‘Body of earhy from love on skies soared mountain in dance began and nimble
became’
esq jin-e tur &mad dseqd tur, mast o xarra musa sa'egé
‘Love soul of Tur (Sinai mountain) inspired O lover Tur (Sinai mountain) drunken
and swoon Moses thunderstorm’
ba lab-e damséz-e xod gar joftami hamco ney man goftaniha goftami
‘With lip of accompany of mine if in accordance like reed | all that may be told I tell
har ke u az hamzabani Sod joda bi zabén Sod garce dérad sad nava
‘Every one who from those who speak the same language became parted dumb he
became although he has one hundred songs’
con ke gol raft o golestidn dar gozast nasnavi zin pas ze bolbol sargozast
‘When flower went and garden faded you do not hear from then from nightingale
story’
jomle masuq ast o dSeq parde'i zende masuq ast o 48eq morde'i
‘All beloved is and love a veil alive beloved is and love a dead’
con nabédsad e$q ré parva-ye u u co morgi ménd bi par vay-e u
‘As there is for love no fear of you you like a bird left without wing alas for him’
man cegune hus ddram piso pas con nabdSad nur-e ydram pisSo pas
‘I how consciousness have before and behind when thre is no light of my beloved
before and behind’
esq xdhad kin soxan birun bovad ayene gammaz nabovad cun bovad
‘Love wills this word out to be mirror reflective is not how it should be’
ayene'at déni cerd gammaz nist zdn ke zengér az roxa$§ momtaz nist
‘The mirror you know why reflective is not because the rust from its face separate is
not’
Song of the Reed

Listen to this reed how it complains
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It is telling a tale of separation.

Saying, Ever since | was parted from the reed—bed,

Man and woman have moaned in (unison with) my lament.

| want a bosom torn by severance,

That I may unfold (to such a one) the pain of love—desire.
Every one who is left far from his source,

Wishes back the time when he was united with it.

In every company | uttered my waitful notes,

| consorted with the unhappy and with them that rejoice.
Every one became my friend from his own opinion,

None sought out my secrets from within me.

My secret is not far from my plaint,

But ear and eye lack the light (whereby it should be apprehended).
Body is not veiled from soul, nor soul from body,

Yet none is permitted to see the soul.

This noise of reed is fire, it is not wind:

Whoso hath not this fire, may he be naught.

Tis the fire of love that is in the reed,

"Tis the fevour of love that is in the wine.

The reed is the comrade of every one who has been parted from a friend:
Its strains pierced our hearts.

Whoever saw a poison and antidote like the reed?

Whoever saw a sympathizer and a longing lover like the reed?
The reed tells of the way full of blood

And recounts stories of the passion of Majnun.

Only to the senseless is this sense confided:

The tongue hath no customer save the ear.

In our woe the days (of life) have become untimely:
Our days travel hand in hand with burning griefs.
If our days are gone, let them go! this no matter,

Do Thou remain, for none is holy as Thou art!
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Except the fish, every one becomes sated with water:
Whoever is without daily bread finds the day long.

None that is raw understands the state of the ripe:
Therefore my words must be brief. Farewell!

O son, burst thy chains and be free!

How long wilt thou be a bondsman to silver and gold?

If thou pour the see into a pitcher,

How much will it hold? One day's store.

The pitcher, the eye of the covetous , never becomes full:
The oyster — shell is not filled with pearls until it contented.
He (alone) whose garment is rent by a (mighty) love

Is purged entirely of convetousness and defect.

Hail, our sweet — thoughted love

Thou that art the physician of all our ills.

The remedy of our pride and rainglory,

Our Plato and Galen!

Through love the earthly body soared to the skies:

The mountain began to dance and became nimble.

Love inspired Mount Sinali, o lover,

(So that) Sina (was made) drunken "and Mosses fell in a swoon".
Were | joined to the lip of one in accord with me,

| too, like the reed, would tell all that may be told.

(But) whoever is parted from one who speaks his language
Becomes dumb, though he has a hundred songs.

When the rose is gone and the garden faded,

Thou wit hear no more the nightingale's story.

The beloved is all and the lover (but) a veil:

The beloved is living and the lover a dead thing.

When love hath no care for him,

He is left as a bird without wings. Alas for him then!

How should I have consciousness (of ought) before or behind

When the light of my beloved is before me and behind?
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Love wills that this word should be shown forth:

If the mirror does not reflect, how is that?

Dost thou know why the mirror (of my soul) reflects nothing?
Because the rust is not cleared from its face.

O my friends, hearken to this tale:

In truth it is the very marrow of our inward state.

(Molavi)

(Imami 1372:51)

Semantic constituents:
ney/ reed

neyestan/ canebrake
jodayiha/ separations
esq/ love

zahr/ poison

teryaq/ antidote
mahi/ fish

ab/ water

morde/ dead

zende/ alive

aseq/ lover

masuq/ beloved

gol/ flower

golestan/ garden
bolbol/ nightingle
aflatun/ Plato
jalinus/ Galenus

parde/ veil

Semanic deviaions in this poem are more frequent than other kinds of deviation and

they contribute to the interpretation of poem as follows:
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1-Metaphor:

ney/ ‘reed’: “It is the perfect human who has the breath of god and is free from
worldly matters.”

neyestan/ ‘reed—bed’: “It is the spiritual world where the man has lived before the
material world.”

Mabhi, ab/ fish, water / love, lover: “The life of lover is love and without it he can not
live like the fish which can not live without water.”

2-Equivoque:

nist bad, nist bad/ ‘It is not wind, be naught’: “The sound of flute is the word of God
not sensual desires. If someone does not have it, he must be naughted.”
parva-ye u/care for him , bi par va-ye u/ without wing.

3-Metonymy:

aflatun, Plato/ ‘jalinus, Galenus’: “ Plato is spiritual medicine and Galenus is physical
medicine; Love is the medicine of all physical and spiritual pains.”

Parde, aseq/ ‘veil, lover’: “Worldly existence of lover creates a distance between him
and God.”

4- Co-occurrence

aseg o masug/ lover and beloved, gol o bag/ flower and garden, sim o zar/ gold and

silver.

Semantic oppositions in this poem contribute to the interpretation of poem as follows:
zahr, teryéq/ ‘poison, antidote’: ““Poison is separation and antidote is joining.”

gane, haaris/ ‘contented, greedy’: “Those who are in the prison of world can not
understand the truth.”

zende, morde/ “alive, dead’: < The lover is dead and the beloved is alive.”

Parallelism has been achieved through rhythm and rhyme. They contribute to the
echotic aspect or form of the poem like:

hekdyat mikonad/ sekayat mikonad

bebride’and/ nilide’and

faréq/ estiyaq
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asle xis/ vasle xis

Semantic operators: growth and security

The best thing is to achieve God and truth. Loving God releases man from greed and
anxiety and sets him free from all worldly matters. It is the medicine of all pains. All
the life of a lover is his love and this love reflects the internal secrets of him; all the

states of lover are shown in the mirror of love.

B
p

R >R, Security and growth
R

Logical paraphrase:
He has the knowledge that his sorrow is the result of separation from the real origin.
Semantic operator—growth

To love God is the origin of peace. Semantic operator—security

Semantic core:

The poet complains about separation from his real origin. He expresses the sorrow of
soul from the time he has come to this world. He believes nobody can understand the
internal secrets of a perfect human. People who are in the prison of body can not
understand the soul. Only the perfect human can understand the truth and the
meaning of life is achieving the truth.

He expresses the sorrow of separation through the song of flute which is the word of
God not the sensual desires. Worldly matters have caused distance between god and
human being. For this song he can not find a person to be trusted; a person who is
free from greed .Therefore, he has nothing to say like a nightingale which does not
sing while it is far from the flower and garden. He considers himself as a lover who

loves nobody except God.
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‘Many after from you autumn and spring has been’

3am o sobh dyad o lailiy o nahéri bisad

‘Night and morning comes and night and morning has been’
del nagah dir ke bar $dhed-e donyé nanehi

‘Heart keep that witness of world do not depend’
kin na yarist ke u r& gam-e yéri basad

‘That not the friend that he sorrow of the friend has’
to ke emruz co kajdom hame ré ni$ zani

“You that today like scorpion all bite you’

munes-e gur-e to nang ast ke méri basad
‘Companion of grave of you shame that snake be’
yek del-e suxte benvéaz ke karist azim

One heart of burnt care that job is great

‘varna azér-e del-e xalq ce kéri basad’

Otherwise annoying of heart of people what job is
xakséran-e jahén ra be hegérat manegar

‘People of world humulating do not look at’

to ce déni ke dar in gard saviri basad

“You what know that in dust knight is’

Many a Spring shall Autumn follow when thou'rt passed away:
Many an evening, many a morning, many a night and day.

To the World thy heart incline not, though it seemeth fair;

Deem it not a faithful friend who for its friends doth care.

Thou to-day who like a scorpion everyone dost sting,

Snakes shall be thy tomb's companions, shame to thee shall bring.
Comfort some afflicted spirit; that is worth thy while;

Else to vex thy follows' spirits easy is and vile.
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Look not on earth's humble dwellers with a glance so proud:
Knowing not what Knight is hidden midst the dusty cloud.
(Awhadi of Maragha)

(Browne 1969:145)

Semantic constituents:
kajdom/ scorpion
del-e suxte/ afflicted
azordan/ vex

xaksaran-e jahadn/ humble dwellers

Semantic deviations consist of the following deviations which contribute to the
interpretaaion of poem as follows:

1- Metaphor:

donya, dust-e vafadar/ ‘world, faithful friend’: “The world is not like a faithful
friend.”

to, kajdom/ ‘“Thee (human being), scorpion’: “You are like a scorpion which annoys
people.

2-Metonymy:

Humble dwellers / ‘xdksardan-e jahdn’: “It refers to human being. The poet says do not

look humulatingly at human being.”

Parallelism comes through the alliteration of the following words as rhythm and
rhyme. They contribute to the echotic aspect or form of the poem like:

bahari basad

nahari basad

yiri basad

méri basad

kdri basad

savari basad

Semantic operators: growth and security
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The poet has achieved this point that this world is not faithful. What remains from

human being is what they have done for caring people and not for harming them.

T .

R >R, Security and growth
R

Logical paraphrase:
Do not incline your heart to this world. Semantic operator—growth

Care about human dwellers. Semantic operator—security

Semantic core:
There has been life before us and after us. Do not depend on this world which is not
faithful. Do not be proud as you do not know the destiny and do not vex the friend's

hearth like the scorpion which stings. Comfort afflicted spirits.
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dar &n nafas ke bemiram dar &rezu-ye to basam

‘In that moment that | die in dream of you am’

bedén omid daham j&n ke xdk-e kuy-e to basam

‘In that hope I give soul that dust of land of you am’

be vaqgt-e sobh-e giydmat co sar az xab bardram

‘In time of morning of resurrection as head from soil bring out’
be drezu-ye to xizam be josteju-ye to basam

‘With dream of you | wake up to seek of you am’

hadis-e roze naguyam gol-e behest nabuyam,

‘Story of day I do not tell flower of heaven | do not smell’
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be suy-e hur napuyam dar drezu-ye to bdsam

“Towards angels I do not go in dream of you | am’

On the day of life's surrender | shall die desiring Thee:

I shall yield my Spirit craving of thy street the dust to be.

On the Resurrection Morning, when | raise my head from sleep,
I shall rise desiring Thee, and forth to seek for Thee shall creep.

I will smell not blooms of Eden, nor of Heavenly Gardens speak,
Nor, desiring Thee alone, shall I Celestial Houris seek.
(Humamud-din-1 Tabrizi)

(Browne 1969:153)

Semantic constituents:

arezu-ye to/ desiring thee

xak-e ku-ye to /thy street the dust to be
josteju-ye to/ seek for thee

Parallelism comes through the alliteration of words as rhythm and rhyme. They
contribute to the echotic aspect or form of the poem like:

dar drezu-ye to basam

x&k-e ku-ye to basam

be josteju-ye to bdsam

Semantic operators: growth and security
The poet has achieved this point that he has an ultimate beloved; a unique one who
can be desired and loved by him everywhere and at any time. He achieves a kind of

security through having such a kind of willingness and passion.
Logical paraphrase:

Having someone in anywhere and anytime is releif. Semantic operators—growth and

security
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Semantic core:
My desire for you is so wild. I am with you everywhere and in all conditions; when |
am going to die, when | am rising in resurrection day and when | am in heaven, | am

seeking for you.
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key rafte-i ze del ke tamannd konam to ra

‘When you gone from heart that | crave for you’
key bude-i nahofte ke peyda konma to réa

‘When have been you hidden that find you’

geybat nakarde-i ke Savam tdleb-e hozur

‘Absent did not you that become seeker of presence’
penhén nagaste-i ke hoveydd konam to ra

‘Hidden are not you that make apparent you’

bé& sad hezar jelve borun &madi ke man

‘With hundred thousand manifestations out come you that I’
b4 sad hezir dide tamdsa konam to ra

‘With hundred thousand eyes watch you’

When didst thou depart from the heart that | should crave for Thee?
When wert thou hidden that | should find Thee?

Thou hast not disappeared that | should seek Thy presence:

Thou have not become hidden that I should make Thee apparent.
Thou hast come forth with a hundred thousand effulgennces

Th may contemplate Thee with a hundred thousand eyes.

(Forughi)

(Browne 1969:336,337)
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Semantic constituents:
tamannd/ crave

nahofte, penhan/ hidden
peydd/ find

disappeared/ absent
hozur/ presence
hoveydd/ apparent
tamasa/ contemplate

jelve/ effulgennces

Semnantic oppositions contribute to the interpretation of poem as follows:
nahofte, peydd/ ‘hidden, apparent’: “You are always apparent, you are not hidden.”
geybat, hozur/ ‘disappearing, presence’: “You are always present not disappeared.”

hoveyda, penhan/ ‘apparent, hidden’: *“ You are always apparent not hidden.”

Parallelism comes through the alliteration of following words as rhythm and rhyme.
They contribute to the echotic aspect and form of the poem like:

tamanna konam to ra

peyda konam to ré

hoveydé konam to ra

tamasa konam to rd

Semantic operators: growth and security
The poet has achieved this point that he can see and feel his beloved every where and
at any time, as he has been so over influenced by the love. This mtter gives him

security.

T .o

R >R, Security and growth

Logical paraphrase:
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He is able to see and understand hundred thousand effulgences of the beloved
everywhere. Semantic operator—growth

Existance of beloved gives him peace. Semantic operator— security

Semantic core:

The poet's beloved has been with him everywhere at any time. The beloved has never
been departed from the heart and has never been hidden. He has been appeared with
hundred thousand effulgences, and the poet contemplates with hundred thousand

eyes.
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ruz-e vasl-e dustdaran yad bad yad bad &n ruzegéran yad bad
‘Day of joining friends recall recall that days recall’
kdmam az talxi-ye gam con zahr gast  bang-e nus-e §ddxdran yad bad
‘My palate from bitterness of sorrow like poison became sound of cheers of drinkers
recall’
garce yaran faregand az yad-e man az man i$dn rd hezdrdn yad bad
‘Although friends are free from recalling me from me they thousand recall’
mobtald gaStam dar in band o bald kus$es-e dn haq gozaréan yad bad
‘Fettered in chain of misfortune efforts of that gratefull people recall’
garce sad rud ast dar ceSmam moddm  zende rud-e bdg karén yad bad
‘Although hundred rivers are in my eyes continuously alive river of gardeners recall’

réz-e héfez bad az in ndgofte mand

‘Secret of hafez after from this untold remained’

ey darigé razdaran yad bad
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‘Alas secret keepers recall’

That day of friendship when we met Recall;

Recall those days of fond regret, Recall.

As bitter poison grief my palate sours:

The sound: "Be it sweet!" at fears of ours Recall.

My friends, it may be, have forgotten long;

But | a thousands times that throng Recall;

And now, while fettered by misfortune's chain,

All those who grateful sought my gain Recall.

Though thousands rivers from my eyes descend,

| Zindarud, where garde'ners tend, Recall;

And crashed by sorrow that find no relief,

Those who brought solace to my grief Recall.
No more from HAFIZ' lips

Shall secrets pass:

I, alas! Recall.

(Hafiz)

(1875:151)

Semantic constituents:

vasl-e dustdaran/ joining friends
yarén/ friends

talxi-ye gam/ bitter grief

yad bad/ recall

Semantic deviation consists of the following deviation. It contributes to the
interpretation of poem as follows:
Metaphor:

gam, zahr/ ‘sorrow, poison’: “ Sorrow is like bitter poison.”
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Parallelism has been achieved through alliteration of words like. It contributes to the
echotic aspect and form of the poem like:
yad bad

Semantic operators: growth and security

The poet achieves growth and security through recalling friends.

B
p

R >R, Security and growth
R
Logical paraphrase:
The poet has gained this knowledge that recalling friends and joining them is a relief
for the pain of separation. Semantic operators— growth

His will is joining friends and in this way he achieves security. Semantic operator—

security

Semantic core:
The poet complains about separation from his friends. However, he has great wishes
for them. His will is joining friends.
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"be koja cenin Setdban"

‘To where like rushing’

gavan az nasim porsid,

‘Goat’s thorn from breeze asked’
del-e man gerefte zin j&,”

‘Heart of me gloomy is from here’
havas-e safar nadari

‘Willingness of trip do not have’
ze qobare in biyaban?"

‘From dust of this desert?’

hame arezuyam amé

‘All desire am but’

ce konam ke baste pdyam..."
‘What do | that closed is my feet’
"be koja cenin Setdban?"

“To where like rushing’
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safar be xeyr

‘Have a safe triP’

"be har 4n kojé ke basad be joz in sard sardyam..."

“To every that where that is except this land my land’

"safarat be xeyr amd, to vo dusti xodé ré

‘Have safe trip but, you and friendship god’s sake’

co az in kavir-e vahsat be saldmati gozasti,

‘As from this desert of fear safe went you’

be Sokufehd be barin beresidn salame mara".

‘To blossoms to rain send regards of mine’
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Have a safe trip

"Where are you rushing to?"

Asked the goat's thorn of the breeze
Don't you want to take a trip away
From the dust of this wilderness?

"I am all desire, but,

No hope, since | am shackled here".

"Where are you rushing to?"

"To any better home than this home ..."

"Have a safe trip, but, for the sake of our friendship,
And for God's sake,

When you have safely passed this fearsome desert,
Give the blossoms, give the rain,

Our regrets...".

(Shafiei Kadkani)

(Qlicxani 1386:321)

Semantic constituents:

gavan/ goat's — thorn

baste pa/ shackles

nasim/ breeze

Setdban/ rushing

safar/ trip

pé-ye baste/ closed feet

qobér-e biyaban/ Dust of fearsome desert
arezu/ desire

biyaban/ wilderness
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Senmantic oppositions contribute to the interpretation of the poem as follows:

nasim, gavan/ ‘breeze, goat’s thorn’: “The breeze is moving while goat’s thorn is
stable. Breeze is free and goes away, while goat’s thorn is prisoned.”

Setdbdn budane nasim, baste pd budan-e nasim/ ‘rushing of breeze, closed feet of
goat's thorn’: “The breeze is rushing, while the goat’s thorn is closed feet.”

gobér-e biyibén, Sokufehd va bardan/ ‘dust of wilderness, rain and blossoms’: “The
breeze could get rid of dust of wilderness and goes to a place full of rain and

blossoms, while goat’s thorn could not.”

Parallelism has been achieved through rhythm and rhyme. They contribute to the
echotic aspect and form of the poem by means of rhythm and rhym as follows:
setdban, biyabén

payam, sardyam

khoda ra, mara

Semantic operators: growth and security

The breeze has achieved this point that he should go everywhere except the place he
resides now. It is only in this way that he will gain security. On the other hand, the
goat's-thorn has the same desire and has reached the same decision. However, he
knows that departure is impossible for him and there is nothing to be done. He just

sends his regards to freedom.

B
p

R >R, Security and growth
/

p

/

R

Logical paraphrase:
The poet has achieved this point that he has to gain freedom. The trip of breeze and
desire of goat's-thorn for departure from wilderness is an effort for gaining freedom.

Semantic operators— growth and security
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Semantic core:

The breeze is leaving his hometown, while being tired of wilderness and present
situation. He encourages the goat's thorn to accompany him. The goat’s- thorn would
like to go but the closed feet prevents. He wishes a safe trip for the breeze, hoping for

the freedom.
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Oasis in moment

be sordg-e man agar mi‘ayid,
“To me if you are coming’
post-e hicestdnam.

‘Behind of oblivion I am’
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post-e hicestén jayist.
‘Behind of oblivion a place is’
post-e hicestan raghdy-e havé, por-e gasedhdyist ke xabar mi-avarand, az gol-
e vaSode-ye durtarin bute-ye xak.
‘Behind of oblivion veins of air full of dandelions are who news they bring, from
flower of blooming from the most faraway’
ruy-e senha ham, naqshéa-ye som-e ashan-e zarifist ke sobh
‘Upon sand too design of footprints of horses of delicate that morning’
bar sar-e tappe-ye meraj-e $aqiyeq raftand.
‘Upon head of hill of mounting of poppies they went’
post-e hicestén, catr-e xdhes baz ast
‘Behind oblivion umberella of desire open is’
td nasim atas$i dar bon-e bargi bedavad,
“Till breeze the fire in root of a leaf runs’
zang-e béran be sedd mi-ayad.
‘Ring of rain to sound comes’
adam inja tanhast
‘Human here alone is’
va dar in tanhdyi, saye-ye nérvani t4 abadiyyat jarist.
‘And in this loneliness shadow of an elm till eternity exists’

be sordge man agar mi‘'dyid,

‘To me if you are coming’

narm o aheste bi'yd'id, mabéada ke tarak bardérad
‘Gently and softly come that lest cracks’

cini-ye nézok-e tanha'i-ye man.

‘China of fragile of loneliness of me’

Oasis in a Moment
If you are coming to me
| am beyond oblivion.

Beyond oblivion is a place
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Where dandelions run into the veins of air,
Bringing news of a faraway blooming bush:

The sands bear the footprints of delicate horsemen
Mounting the hilltop of poppies ...

Beyond oblivion, the umbrella of desire is open.
As soon as thirst blows onto the root of a leaf
Rain sings songs of freshness.

One is lonely here.

Where an elm'’s shadow streams into eternity.

If you are coming to me

Approach gently, softly lest you crack
The fragile china of my solitude.
(Sepehri 1385:78,79)

Semantis constituents:
hicestan/ oblivion

raghaye havé/ veins of air
gasedak/ dandelion

asb/ horse

merdje sagdyeqg/ mouning of poppies
nasim/ breeze

atas/ thirst

barén/ rain

xahes/ desire

abadiyyat/ eternity

tanhd/ alone

cini-ye ndzok-e tanhayi/ fragile china of solitute

Semantic and lexical deviations contribute to the interpretation of poem as follows:
1-Metaphor:
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ragha-ye havé/ ‘veins of air’: *“ The poet considers semantic feature of +animate
for‘air’ which has got veins. He believes that in oblivion the air is full of good news
brought by dandelions.”

catr-e xdhe$/ ‘umbrella of desire’: “ In oblivion one is free to make any desire.”
zang-e baran/ ‘ring of rain’: “In oblivion rain is ready anytime.”

cini-ye nézok-e tanhdyi/ fragile china of salitude’: “loneliness is like china which is
very fragile.”

davidan-e atas/ ‘blowing of thirst’: “ The poet considers the semantic feature of
‘“+tangible’ for © thirst’ which is ‘-tangible’. In oblivion when the plants are thirsy,
rain is ready.”

2-Metonymy:

merdje Saqdyeq/ ‘mounting of poppies’: ““ In oblivion one can join God (this
symbolic expression is being used for people who die for the sake of God).”
3-Lexical deviation

Oblivion/ hicestan: “The affix ‘estdn’ is being added to ‘hic’ and has made a new

word.”

Semantic Operators: growth and security
The poet has achieved this point that solitude is the best thing and oblivion is the best

place. In this way he will have security.

B
p

R >R, Security and growth
R

Logical paraphrase:
The poet is interested in solitude and oblivion, having knowledge that everybody can
find everything in solitude and oblivion. Semantic operators—growth

He wants to achieve tranquility through loneliness. Semantic operator— security
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Semantic core:

The poet believes that oblivion is the ideal place, where he is alone and everything is
ready and beautiful; dandelions with good news from blossomed flowers, horses
which go to the hilltop of poppies, rain when it is needed and permanent shade of
trees. So, he says do not disturb my solitude when you are coming to me. Come

smoothly and gently.
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daryé
‘Sea’
ah, ey del! to zarf daryayi
‘Ah, heart you deep sea are’
kas ce danad darun-e daryé cist
‘One what knows inside of sea what is’
bas Segefti ke dar nahén-e to hast
‘Many wonders that in inside of you exist’
vaz borun-e to hic peydé nist,
‘And outside of you anything apparent is not’

tig-e xorsid - béd borandegiyas
‘Blade of sun with its sharpness’
del-e darya-ye tire rd naskaft
‘Heart of sea of dark did not cut’
moj-e mahtdb — &n gobar-e sefid
‘Wave of moon that dust of white’
andar in raz-e sabz, réh nayaft.

‘In this secret of green did not way make’

ruy-e darya david buse-ye bad

‘On top of sea ran kiss of wind’
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leyk az vey asar be jay namand

‘But from it trace place did not remain’
celcerdqg-e setaregén dar u
‘Candelabrum of stars in you’

Sab Sekast o sahar be jdy naménd.

‘Night broke and day place did not remain’

ah, ey del! to zarf daryayi

‘Ah, heart! You deep sea are’

hic kas darnayaft raz-e to ra

‘Nobody could find secret of you’

kas ze ndz-e negéh, bade narixt

‘One from graceful look wine did not pour
séqar-e delkas-e niydz-e to ra.

‘Bowl of delightful of desire of you’

suxti..suxti ze garmi-ye esq

“You were burnt...burnt from the passion of love’
hame con yax fesorde'at goftand

‘All like ice depressed you were told’

har tape$ az to jdn-e saxti dast

‘Every heart beat from you soul of hard had’
Xalq, xdmus$ o morde'at goftand!

‘People, wordless and dead you were told’

ba hame tiregi ke dar daryast

‘With all darkness that in sea exists’

bas kasén raxt suy-e u bordand

‘Many people cloth towards it took’

baz darya hezér munes dast

‘Anyhow sea thousand companions had’

garce nagSude riz-e vey, mordand.
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‘Although did not reveal secret of it, died’

xun $od in del ze dard-e tanhayi

‘Blood became this heart from pain of loneliness’
kas ceré suy-e u nemi'adyad?

‘One why towards of you does not come’

ah! daryast del, cerd dar to

‘Ah! Sea is heart, why in you’

kas pey-e josteju nemi‘ayad?...

‘One for search does not come’

The Sea

Oh heart! You are a deep sea

No one knows what's inside the sea
You harbour many a secret

Your outward is a mystery to everyone

The blade of the sun — though sharp it is —
Failed to slash open the heart of the sea
The wave of the moon — that white dust —

Failed to penetrate the green mystery

The wind kissed the face of the sea
Yet, it left no mark
With the candelabrum of the stars therein

The night shattered and no dawn cracked

Oh heart! You are a deep sea
No one could fathom your secret
Out of graceful look, no one poured

Wine into the delightful goblet of your desire
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You burned.you burned in passionate love
Like thawing ice, everyone said

Every heartbeat of yours was hard to kill
People called you mute and dead!

With the darkness in the sea
Many a people made for it
The sea had a thousandfold friends

Who died without fathoming its secret

The heart bled in agony of solitude
Why does no one go to it?

Oh! The heart is a sea, why does no one
(Behbahani 1386:34-37 )

Semantic constituents:

Heart/ del

Deep sea/ zarf daryd

Inside/ darun, penhan

Outward / borun, peyda

Blade of sun/ tig-e xorsid

Heart of sea/ del-e darya

Wave of moon / moj-e mahtab

Green mystery / raz-e sabz

Kiss of wind / buse-ye bad

Candelabrum of stars / celcerég-e setéregén
Night / Sab

Dawn / sahar

Wine / bade

Graceful look / ndz-e negah

Delightful goblet of desire / sdgar-e delkas-e niyaz

Burning in passionate love / suxtan az garmiye es$q
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Thawing ice / yax-e fesorde

tapes/ heart beat

xdmus§ o morde/ mute and dead
tiregi/ darkness

hezéran munes/ thousand fold friends
nagSude réaz/ fathoming secret
dared-e tanhayi/ agony of solitude
xun Sod/ bled

josteju/ seek

Semantic deviations consist of the following deviation which contribute to the
interpretation of poem as follows:
Metaphor:
del, daryd/ © heart, sea’: “The heart is like a deep sea.”
celcerag-e setdregédn/ ‘candelabrum of the stars’: “ many stars broke the darkness of
the sea, but the brightness did not last long.”
tig-e xor$id/ ‘blade of sun’: “The sun with all brightness couldn’t capture the dark
heart of the sea.”

moj-e mahtdb/ ‘wave of moon’: “The moon with plenty of brightness couldn’t
capture the dark heart of the sea.”
buse-ye bad/ ‘kiss of wind’: “The wind with many blowings couldn’t capture the
heart of the sea.”

séqar-e niyaz/ ‘goblet of desire’: “No body could understand the real need of poet’s
heart.”
Semantic oppositions contribute to the interpretation of the poem as follows:
darun-e daryé,inside the sea/ borune daryé ,outward the sea

peydd, nahan/ apparent, hidden

Sab, sahar/ night, dawn

Passionate love, thawing ice/ garmi-ye esg, yax-e fesorde

tapes, morde/ heartbeat, dead
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Parallelism comes through alliteration of phrases. They contribute to the echotic
aspect or form of the poem like:

ah, ey del! to zarf darydyi/ oh heart, you are a deep sea

Semantic operators: growth and security
The poet has achieved the point that she considers her heart like a deep sea which has
so many wonders.The poet would like people come to her heart and discover it and

release her from the pain of loneliness.

B
p

R >R, Security and growth
R

Logical paraphrase:
The poet is willing to be released from loneliness. Semantic operator— security
Considering heart as a deep sea, the poet believes it is full of mysteries. Semantic

operator— growth

Semantic core:

The poet says her heart is like a deep sea that nobody could discover its secret, its
wonders, its passionate love and its desires. Nobody paid attention to the needs of her
heart. It is like that so many people became the friend of sea inspite of its darkness
and they went to the sea and died without discovering its secret. Even sun, moon,
wind and stars couldn’t discover its secrets. Nobody could discover the poet's heart

which is like a sea and bleds in agony of solitude.
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jadu-ye sokut
‘Magic of silence’
man sokut-e xi§ gom karde'am.
‘I silence of me have lost’
lajaram dar in hayédhu gom Sodam.
‘No way in this din have been lost’
man ke xod afséne mipardaxtam,
‘I that me legend told’
agebat afsane-ye mardom sodam!

‘Finally legend of people | became’

ey sokut! ey médar-e faryadha!

‘O silence! You mother of cries’

sdz-e janam az to poréavaze bud,

‘Melody of my soul from you famous was’

td dar dqus-e to rahi distam,
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“Till in hug of you way | had’
con Sardb-e kohne Seram tdze bud.

‘Like wine of old my poem new was’

dar panéhat barg o bar-e man Sekoft,

‘In your shelter my leaves blossomed’
to mara bordi be Sahr-e yadha,

“You took me to city of memories’

man nadidam xostar az jadu-ye to,

‘I did not sea happier than magic of you’
ey sokut! ey médar-e faryadha!

‘O silence! You mother of cries!’

gom Sodam dar in hayidhu gom Sodam,

‘I was lost in this din | was lost’

to kojayi té begiri dad-e man?

“You where are you till you take my pain’
gar sokut-e xi§ rd midastam,

‘If silence of mine I had’

zendegi por bud az faryad-e man!

‘Life full was from cry of me’

The Magic of Silence
I have lost my silence.
In this din, | was eventually lost.
Being a legend — maker myself,

| became the legend of people.

O silence! O mother of cries!
From you, the flute of my soul found its tune.
As long as | had recourse to your arms,

My poetry was as fresh as old wine.
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In shelter of you, my leaves blossomed
You cried me to the realm of memories
No magic have | seen sweeter than yours.

O silence! O mother of Cries!

I was lost in this din. | was lost in this din.

Where are you to take my revenge?
Should I have my silence,

Life would overflow with my cries.
(Mushiri1386:34, 35)

Semantic constituents:
sokut/ silence
hayéhu/ din
faryadha/ cries
afsane/ legend

séz-e jan/ flute of soul
dad/ revenge
jadu/ magic

madar-e faryadha/ mother of cries

Semantis deviations consist of the following deviations which contribute to the

interpretation of poem as follows:

-Metaphor

afsiane, man/ ‘legend, I’: “The poet likens himself to a legend.”

Sardbe kohne, Ser/ ‘old wine, poem’: “Th

sokut, madar-e faryadh/ ‘silence, mother of cries’: “Silence is like the mother of

cries. Everything could be expressed in si
séz-e jan/ ‘flute of soul’: “The poet cons

melody was full of silence.”

e poet likens his poem to old wine.”

lence.”

iders his soul like a music instrument whoes
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aqus-e sokut/ ‘arms of silence’: “The poet considers the semantic feature of
‘+animate’ for silence which has got arms in this poem. He believes that he was
completelylost in silence.”

barg o bér-e man/ ‘my leaves’: “The poet considers himself like a plant which has

grown up. He has achieved maturity through silence.”

Semantic oppositions contribute to the interpretation of the poem as follows:
sokut, faryad/ silence, cry
sokut, hayahu/ silence, din

kohne, taze/ ‘old, new’: “ old wine and new poem.”

Alliteration in words and phrases act on echotic aspect or form of the poem like:
ey sokut, ey médar-e faryadha/ Oh silence! Oh mother of cries

gom Sodan dar in haydhu gom Sodam/ | was lost in this din

Semantic operators: growth and need to security
The poet has achieved the point that with silence he can gain everything, he can

express everything and he achieves tranquility.

B
p

R >R, Security and growth
R

Logical paraphrase:
Everything is in silence. Semantic operators— growth

He achieves tranquility by silence. Semantic operator —security

Semantic core:
Silence is everything for the poet. He used to tell the legends in silence and now he
has become a tale himself. As long as he had silence, he could compose poems, he

could remind memories, he could express his feelings and he was happy. Loosing
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silence, he has been lost in din, and now he would like silence to take his revenge. If

he had silence, he could express everything.
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tavalodi digar
‘Another birth’

hame-ye hasti-ye man dye-ye tarikist

‘Entire of existence of me verse of darkness is’

ke to rd dar xod tekrarkonan

‘That you in itself reiterating’

be sahargédh-e sekoftanhi va rostanha-ye abadi x&had bord

“To dawn of blossomings and burstings of eternal they will take’
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Man dar in dye to rd dh keSidam ,&h!
‘I in verse you I sighed, sighed’

man dar in &ye to ra

‘I in this verse you’

be deraxt o db o dta$ peyvand zadam

“To tree and water and fire | grafted’

zendegi Sdyad

‘Life perhaps’

yek xiyaban-e derédzast ke har ruz zani ba zanbili az &n migozarad
‘Street of long is that every day a woman with a basket from it passes’
zendegi Sdyad

‘Life perhaps’

risméanist ke mardi ba én xod ré az $dxe mi-avizad

‘A rope that a man with that himself from branch hangs’

zendegi Sayad teflist ke az madrese barmigardad

‘Life perhaps a child is who from school comes back’

zendegi $dyad afruxtan-e sigiri basad, dar fasele-ye rexvatndk-e do hamaqusi
‘Life perhaps lighting of a cigarette is in intervals of two lovemakings’

ya obur-e rahgozari basad

‘Or passing of a passerbye is’

ke kol&h az sar barmidarad

‘Who hat from head takes’

va be yek rahgozar-e digar ba labxandi bi mani miguyad: "sob be xeyr"
‘And to one passerbye of another with a smile without meaning says: “Good
morning”

zendegi Sdyad dn lahze-ye masdudist

‘Life perhaps that moment blocked is’

ke negah-e man, dar ni ni-ye casmaén-e to xod ré virdn misazad

“That look of me in pupils eyes of you herself destroys’

va dar in hesist

‘And in that a feeling there is’
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ke man &n ra ba edrék-e méh va ba daryaft-e zolmat xdham amixt

‘That | that to perception of moon and to perception of darkness will mingle’

dar otéaqi ke be andaze-ye yek tanhayist

‘In a room that to the size of one solitude is’

del-e man

‘My heart’

ke be andéze-ye yek esqast

‘That to the size of one love is’

be bahanehé&-ye séde-ye xosbaxti-ye xod minegarad

“To the pretexts of simple of happiness of herself looks’

be zaval-e zibédy-e golha dar goldéan

“To withering of pretty flowers in flowerpot’

be nahéli ke to dar bagce-ye xdnemaén kaste'i

“To a sapling that you in flowerbed of our home plantted’
va be dvéz-e ganariha

‘And to songs of canaries’

ke be andéze-ye yek panjare mixanand

‘That to the size of one window sings’

ah

sahm-e man inast

‘Lot of me this is’

sahm-e man inast

‘Lot of me this is’

sahm-e man

‘Lot of me’

asemanist ke dvixtan-e parde'i &n rd az man migirad
‘A sky is that dropping of a curtain that from me takes’
sahm-e man payin raftan az yek pele-ye matrukast

‘Lot of me going down from one stairway of abandoned is’
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va be cizi dar pusidegi va qorbat visel gaStan

‘And to something in decay and nostalgia joining is’
sahm-e man gardes-e hoznaludi dar b&g-e xaterehdast
‘Lot of me walk of cheerless in garden of memories is’
va dar anduh-e sedayi jan dadan ke be man miguyad:
‘And in sorrow of a sound dying that to me tells:’
"dasthdyat ra

“Your hands’

"dust mid&ram”

‘I love’

dasthdyam ra dar bagce mikéram

‘My hands in flowerbed I plant’

sabz xdham Sod, middnam, middnam, middnam
‘Green | will be | know I know | know’

va parastuhd dar godi-ye angostan-e johariyam

‘And sparrows in hollows of fingers of my inky’
toxm xdhand gozast

‘Eggs will lay’

qusvéri be do gus mi-avizam

‘A pair of earings to two ears | hang’

az do gilés-e sorx-e hamzad

‘From two cherries of red of twin’

va be naxonhdyam barg-e gol-e kokab micasbdanam

‘And to my nails leaf of flower of dahlia I stick’

kuce'i hast ke dar &nja

‘An alley there is that in that place’

pesardni ke be man 4Seq budand, hanuz

“The boys who to me in love were still’

b& haman muhé-ye darham o gardanhé&-ye barik o paha-ye lagar
‘With the same hair of disheveled and necks of thin and legs of gaunt’

be tabasomhé-ye masum-e doxtaraki mi'andiSand ke yek Sab u ra
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“To smiles of innocent of girls who they are thinking of that one night she’
bad b& xod bord

‘Wind with itself blown away’

kuce'i hast ke galb-e man &n ré

‘An alley there is that heart of me that’

az mahalehé-ye kudakiyam dozdide'ast

‘From places of my childhood has stolen’

safari hajmi dar xat-e zaman

‘A journey volume in line of time’

va be hajmi xat-e xosk-e zaman rg dbestan kardan
‘And to a volume line of dry of time impregnating’
hajmi az tasviri agah

‘A volume from an image conscious’

ke ze mehmani-ye yek ayene barmigardad

‘That from the feast of one mirror returning’

va bedin sénast ke kasi mimirad

‘And in this way is that one dies’

va kasi miménad

‘And one remains’

hic sayyadi dar ju-ye haqiri ke be godéli mirizad

‘No fisherman in stream of small that into a ditch flowing’
morvaridi seyd naxahad kard

‘A pearl catch will not’

man

o

pariy-e kucak-e gamgini ra

‘Mermaid of little of sad’

misendsam ke dar oqyanusi maskan dérad

‘I know that in an ocean dwelling’
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va delas ra dar yek ney labak-e cubin

‘And her heart in a flute wooden’

minavézad aram aram

‘Plays softly gently’

pariy-e kucak-e gamgini

‘Mermaid of little of a sad’

ke $ab az yek buse mimirad

‘Who night from one kiss dies’

va sahargah az yek buse be donya x&had d&mad

‘And dawn from one kiss to world will come’

Another Birth

My entire soul is a murky verse

Reiterating you within itself

Carrying you to the dawn of eternal burstings and blossomings
In this verse, | sighed you, AH!

In this verse,

| grafted you to trees, water and fire

Perhaps life is
A long street along which a woman
with a basket passes every day

Perhaps life
Is a rope with which a man hangs himself from a branch
Perhaps life is a child returning home from school
Perhaps life is the lighting of a cigarette

Between the lethargic intervals of two love makings
Or the puzzled passage of a passerby
Tipping his hat

Saying good morning to another passerby with a vacant smile
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Perhaps life is that blocked moment

When my look destroys itself in the pupils of your eyes
And in this there is a sense

Which I will mingle with the perception of the moon

And the reception of darkness

In a room the size of one solitude
My heart
The size of one love

Looks at the simple pretexts of its own happiness,

At the pretty withering of flowers in the flower pots
At the sapling you planted in our flowerbed
At the songs of the canaries

Who sing the size of one window

Ah

This is my lot

This is my lot

My lot

Is a sky, which the dropping of a curtain seizes from me
My lot is going down an abandoned stairway

And joining with something in decay and nostalgia

My lot is a cheerless walk in the garden of memories
And dying in the sorrow of a voice that tells me:

"I love

Your hands"

I will plant, my hands in the flower bed
I will sprout, | know, I know, I know
And the sparrows will lay eggs

In the hollows of my inky fingers
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I will hang a pair of earrings of red twin cherries
Round my ears

| will put dahlia on my nails

There is an alley

Where the boys who were once in love with me,

With those disheveled hairs, thin necks and gaunt legs
Still think of the innocent smiles of a little girl

Who was one night blown away by the wind

There is an alley which my heart

Has stolen from places of childhood

The journey of a volume along the line of time
And impregnating the barren line of time with a volume
A volume conscious of an image

Returning from the feast of mirror

This is the way

Someone dies

And someone remains

No fisherman will catch pearls

From a little stream flowing into a ditch
I

Know a sad little mermaid

Dwelling in the ocean

Softly, gently blowing

Her heart into a wooden flute

A sad little mermaid

Who dies with a kiss at night

And is born again with another kiss at dawn
(Farroxz&d1386:88-93)

174



Semantic constituents:

aye-ye tariki/ murkey verse
rostanha-ye abadi/ eternl burstings
tanhayi/ solitude

zaval/ withering

pele-ye matruk/ abandoned stairway
pusidegi/ decay

gorbat/ nostalgia

hoznélud/ cheerless

kastan-e dasthéd/ planting hands
sabz Sodan/ sprout

safar dar zaman/ journey in time
morvarid/ pearl

pari darydyi/ mermaid

Semantic deviations which contribute to the interpretation of poem are as follows:
1-Metaphor:
lahze-ye masdud/ ‘blocked moment’: « life is like a short moment in which my look
cross your look’s path and destroys itself in your pupils.”
késtane dasthéd/ ‘planting hands’: “l will plant my hands like seeds and I will sprout”.
Garden of memories / bag-e xaterat/ ‘garden of memories’: “Memories are like
gardens. I can have a journey in time to the past memories.”

abestan kardane xate zamdn/ ‘impregnating the line of time’: “I can merge in time
and have a journey in past and future.”

mehmani-ye dyene/ ‘feast of mirror’: ““l can have a journey in time and get back with
all truth inside me. | can reflex the truth like a mirror.”

tasvir-e agah/ ‘conscious image’: “I can be like an image which is aware of the truth
and manifests the truth.”

xane'i be andéze-ye yek tanhdyi/ ‘a room the size of one solitude’: “l think about the
pretexts of my happiness in my solitute.”

galbe man be andaze-ye yek e$q/ ‘my heart the size of one love’: “bearing love in it,

my heart is thinking about the pretexts of happiness.”
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avéze ganéri be andéze-ye yek panjare / ‘song of canaries is the size of one window’:
“The song of canaries is short like the size of one window.”

obur-e gij/ ‘puzzled passage’: “Life is like the puzzled passing of a passerbye.”
2-Metonymy:

kastan-e dasthd / ‘planting hands’ ““ I will have eternal life”.

godi-ye angostian/ ‘hollow of fingers’: ““ I will be alive and birds will ley eggs in my
hands.”

Sekoftanhd va rostanhd-ye abadi/ ‘eternal burstings and blossomings’: *“ | will have
eternal life.”

deraxt, ab, dtas/ ‘tree, water, flower’: < I will be alive in elements of nature.”
3-Semantic oppositions:

téariki, sahar/ murky, dawn

ab, atas/ water, fire

zavél-e ziba-ye golha/ Pretty withering of flowers

Alliterations of words and phrases contribute to the echotic aspect or form of the
poem like:

ah/ alas

aye/ verse

zendegi/ life

sahme man in ast/ this is my lot

Semantic operators: growth and security
The poet believes that life is simple and she will have eternity and be alive after

death. This hope gives her security.

T .o

R >R, Security and growth

Logical paraphrase:

176



She has got the knowledge that life is as simple as the daily affairs. Semantic
operator— growth
She believes in eternal burstings and continuing life in another world. Semantic

operator— security.

Semantic core:

The poet believes life is eternal, when she says my whole life is the alas of loosing
someone who will have eternity in another life and will be manifested in tree, water,
and fire. I will plant my hands and they will grow. | will be a cherry tree and the
sparrows will lay eggs in my fingers. | will be dahlia flower in the alley of my
childhood. I will return to those days with a journey in time.

This is the way that I will remain .This is the great result of my planting. Like a
fisherman who catches pearls from an ocean not from a small stream. Perhaps | will
be a little mermaid who tells her story in the song of her flute.

On the other hand, she believes Life is as simple as a long street in which a passenger
walks, a rope for a man to commit suicide, lighting of a cigarette after love making,
greetings of passengers or the coincidence of one's look which is being destroyed in
another look. And finally, simple pretexts of her happiness are beautiful withering of

flowers, the planted sapling in flowerbed and songs of canaries.
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zemestan
‘Winter’

saldmat ra nemixahand pasox goft,

“Your greeting do not want answer said’

sarh& dar gariban ast.

‘Heads in collars are’

kesi sar barnayard kard pasox goftan o didar-e yaran.
‘One head do not take answer said and visiting of friends’
negih joz pis-e pa rd did, natvanad,

‘Look except in front of feet see can not’

ke réh térik o lagzén ast.

‘That the way dark and slick is’

vagar dast-e mohabbat su-ye kas yazi,

‘If hand of friendshiptowards one take out’

be ekrah dvarad dast az bagal birun;

‘Not willingly he takes hand from his side out’

ke sarmé saxt suzan ast.

‘That winter bitter burning is’

nafas, kaz garmgah-e sine mi'dyad borun, abri Savad tarik.

‘Breath that from warm chest comes out cloud turns dark’
co divir istad dar piS-e caSmaénat.

‘Like wall stands in front of your eyes’

nafas kinast, pas digar ce dari caSm,

‘Breath which is like that then what do you have eye’

ze caSm-e dustan-e dur ya nazdik?

‘From eyes of friends of distant or close’
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masiha-ye javanmard-e man! ey tarsé-ye pir-e pirhan cerkin!
‘Messiah of young of mine oh monk of old of dress dirty’
havé bas ndjavdnmardan-e sard ast ... dy...

‘Weather very ungently cold is’

damat garm o sarat xo$ bad!

“Your moment warm and your head happy be’

salamam rd to pasox guy, dar bogsiy!

‘My greeting you answer tell door open’

manam man, mihmén-e har $abat, luli vas-e magmum.

‘It is me me guest of ever night of you drunk like defeated’
manam man, sang-e tipd xorde-ye ranjur

‘It is me me stone of kicked up of suffering’

manam man, do$ndm-e past-e dfarines, nagme-ye najur.

‘It is me insult of low of creation melody of untuned’

na az rumam, na az zangam, haman birang-e birangam.

‘Neither from white people | am nor from black people the same colorless of
colorless I am’

biya bogsdy dar, bogsay, deltangam.

‘Come open the door open cheerless | am’

harifa! mizb&n&! mihman-e sél o méihat post-e dar con moj milarzad .
‘Partner host guest of year and your month behind of the door like wave shivers’
tagargi nist, margi nist

‘Hail there is not death there is not’

Seddyi gar Senidi, sohbat-e sarma va dandan ast.

‘Sound if you hear talking of cold and teeth is’

Man emSab dmadastam vdm bogzdram.

‘I tonight have come loan put’

hesédbat ra kenér-e jam bogzéram.

“Your bill beside of bowl | put’
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ce miguyi ke bigdh Sod, sahar Sod, bamdad damad?

‘What you say that late became morning became dawn became’
faribat midahad, bar &seman in sorxi-ye bad az sahargah nist .
‘Deceive you give on sky this redness of wind from dawn is not’
harifd! gus-e sarma borde ast in, yadegar-e sili-ye sard-e zemestén ast.
‘Partner ear of cold taken is this reminder of slap of cold of winter is’
va gandil-e sepehr-e tang meydan, morde y& zende,

‘And column of sky of narrow place of war alive or dead’

be tabut-e setabr-e zolmat-e noh tuy-e marg andud, penhan ast

‘With coffin of firm of darkness of nine sections deadly hidden is’
harifé! ro cerdg-e bade rd befruz, ke Sab ba ruz yeksén ast.

‘Partner go light of wine make that night with morning identical is’

salamat ra nemixahand pasox goft. hava delgir, darha baste, sarha dar
“Your greeting do not want answer tell weather gloomy doors closed heads in’
gariban, dastha penhén.

‘collar hands hidden’

nafashd abr, delhd xaste vo gamgin,
‘Breaths cloud hearts tired and sad’
deraxtén eskeletha-ye bolur &jin,
“Trees skeletones of crystallized’
zamin morde, saqf-e &seman kutéh,
‘Earth dead roof of sky short’

gobar alude mehr o méh,

‘Dusty sun and moon’

zemestan ast.

‘It is winter’

Winter

They are not going to answer your greeting
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Their hands are in their collars

Nobody is going to raise his head

To answer a question or to see a friend
The eyes can not see beyond the feet

The road is dark and slick

If you stretch a friendly hand towards anybody
He hardly brings his head out of his pocket
For the cold is so bitter

The breath coming out of your chest

Turns into a dark cloud

And stands like a wall in front of your eyes
While your own breath is like this

What do you expect from your distant or close friends?

My gentle Messiah, o, dirty dress monk

The weather is so ungently cold

You be warm and happy

You answer my greeting and open the door

It is me, your nightly guest, an unhappy gypsy;
It is me, a kicked up, affilicted stone

It is me, a low insult of creation, an untuned melody.

| am neither white nor black

I am colorless

Come and open the door, see how cheerless | am

O, my dear host, your nightly guest is shivering outside
There is no hail outside, no death;

If you hear any sound, it is the sound of cold and teeth.

What are you saying, that

It is too late, it is dawn, it is day?

What you see on the sky
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Is not the redness after dawn

It is the result of the winter's slap
On the sky cheeks

O, partner go and get the wine ready

Days and nights are the same

They are not going to answer your greeting
The air is gloomy, doors are closed,
The heads are in collars, the hands are hidden,
The breaths are clouds, the people are tired and sad,
The trees are crystallized skeletons, the earth is low—spirited
The sun and moon are hazy
It is winter.
(Axavan Sales)
(Mohit 1386:91-94)

Semantic constituents:

sarhé dar gariban/ heads in collar

dast-e dusti deréz kardan/ raise friendly hand
fardtar az pis-e pa ra nadidan/ eye can not see beyond the feet
sarmd/ cold

saxt/ bitter

massih/ Messiah

tarsd/ monk

rum/ white

zang/ black

birang/ colorless

jam/ bowl

lulivas-e magmum/ unhappy gypsy

sang-e tipaxorde-ye ranjur/ kicked up afflictes stone
dosndm-e past-e afatines/ low insult of creation

nagme-ye najur/ untuned melody
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mizb&n/ host
sili-ye zemestan/ winter’s slap
gandil-e sepehr-e tang meydan
tabut-e setabr-e zolmat-e nohtu-ye margandud/ firm coffin of deadly dark sky
cerég-e bade/ light of wine
eskeletha-ye bolurdjin/ crystallized skeletons
delgir/ gloomy
penhan/ hidden
xaste/ tired
gamgin/ sad
delmorde/ low-spirited
gobarélude/ hazy

Semantic deviations contribute to the interpretation of poem as follows:
1-Metaphor:

dast-e mohabat / ‘hand of friendship’: “ People are not interested in having friendly
relations.”

sili-ye zemestén / ‘winter's slap’: “The strangulation is so strong in the society.”
tabut-e zolmat / “‘coffin of darkness’: “Ignorance causes death in the society.”
cerég-e béde / “light of wine’: “ Wine is the symbol of rescue for society.”

zamin delmorde / “earth is low-spirited’: «“ The earth is like a low-spirited person who
is disappointed nd hopeless.”

nafashd abr / ‘breaths are like clouds’: “The breath of people is like cloud. They are
frozen and are not motivated.”

nafas abri térik, divar / * breath like dark cloud or wall’: *“ People are frozen without
hope and motivation.”

deraxtén eskeletha-ye bolur &jin / ‘trees are crystallized skeletons’: “ Trees are like
crystallized skeletons . Even the nature is frozen in this society.”

man: sang-e tipaxorde-ye ranjur / ‘I: kicked up, afflicted stone’: ““ I am like an
afflicted stone which is kicked up.”

man: doSman-e paste dfarines / ‘I: low insult of creation’ : “I am like low insult of

creation who has no value. | am the worthless creature.”
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man: nagme-ye najur / ‘I: untuned melody”’ : “I am like an unturned melody. | can not
tolerate and mix with this society.”

2-Metonymy:

zemestan/ ‘winter’: “Winter indicates strangulation dominant in the society’”
gandil-e sepehr-e tang meydan/ sun

tabut-e bastar-e zolmat-e nohtu-ye margandud/ night

béde/ ‘wine’: “ Wine indicates rescuer’”

3-Amphyboly:

Two phonologicaly equivalent words have two different meanings like:
caSm, caSm / expect , eye

4- Deviation of historical period:

Some forms of Old Persian are being used in the new era like:

sar barnayévard kard, istead of sar bar nemi-avarad

dmadastam, instead of &made-am

dast-e mohabbat yazi, instead of dast-e mohabbat derdz koni

bigéh Sod, instead of dir Sod

5-Syntactic deviation:

nemixahand pésox goft, instead of nemixahand pasox dahand

did natvénad, instead of nemitavénad bebinad

6- Deviation of register:

sarat qarm o delat xo8$ bad / ‘be happy and warm’: “ This structure normaly is used in

spoken language not written language.”

Applying adjectives of human for non human beings like:

“ndjavan mardan-e” for weather/ ungently

Applying two or more adjectives for one noun like:
pir-e pirhan cerkin for monk/ old dirty dressed
sang-e tipaxorde-ye ranjur/ kicked up afflicated stone
xaste va gamgin/ tired and sad

luli vas-e magmum/ unhappy gypsy

térik o lagzén/ dark and slick
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Parallelism happens through rhythm and rhymethe. They contribute to the echotic
aspect or form of a poem like:

tarik o lagzén ast/suzan ast

vam bogzdram / jam bogzéaram

xaste vo gamgin / bolur &jin

kutdh / mah

ranjur/néjur

birangam/ deltangam

Alliteration of following words:

salamat / pasox / sar / sarma / nafas / sahar / dseman / zemestén / dasth& / nafashé /
bogsdy / harifa

Alliteration of sentences:

saldmat ra nemixahand pasox goft/ they are not going to answer your greeting

Semantic operator: growth and security

The poet has gained a viewpoint about the world around in this way that the
relationship between people is as cold as winter. Srangulation dominates society and
the only shelter in this cold world is the warm wine. He wants to be free from the

gloomy condition through wine and achieving security.

B
p

R >R, Security and growth
R

Logical paraphrase:

He has gained a new viewpoint towards people, world around and society. The
relationship between people is as cold as winter. The earth is sorrowful, weather is
gloomy, sun and moon are dusty, the roof of sky is short and the society dominated
by strangulation. He considers himself as unhappy gypsy, kicked up afflictes stone,
low insult of creation who cannot do anything for this society. Semantic

operator— growth
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He seeks for a rescuer. Semantic operator—security

Semantic core:

No one cares about human beings, every body is busy with himself. There is no real
friend. Strangulation dominates society. The weather is gloomy, the earth is
sorrowful, the roof of sky is low, sun and moon are dusty and he is nostalgic. He
seeks for a rescuer and still hopes to find one when he says: | am the coquettish
miserable creature of this world.l am free of deceit. Do not reject me. Do not tell that

it is late and dawn is near. Still sun is hidden in the darkness of night.
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gazal bara-ye deraxt
‘Ode for the tree’
to gdmat-e boland-e tamannéyi ey deraxt.

‘You statue of tall of desire oh tree’

hamvire xofte ast dar dqusat 4semén

‘Always slept has in your bosom sky’

bélayi ey deraxt

‘Magnificent you are oh tree’

dastat por az setdre vojanat por az bahér

“Your hand full of star your existence full of spring’
zibayi ey deraxt.

“You are beautiful oh tree’

vaqti ke badha
‘When winds’
dar barghé-ye darham-e to la&ne mikonand

‘In leaves of intertwined of you nestle make’

vagti ke badha gisu-ye sabzfdm-e to ra $ane mikonand

‘When that winds hair of green of you comb make’

gogéayi ey deraxt.

188

s s 5
as ) i)

A )y (o) (SLELE (35 s il o

LS pla b gatd )y Hla b
S (oo dign

Xy )OSl

LA G G S Sl

Lo el O g3 4S o2 () OIS
A0 () e 5 a0 ) e b



‘Magnificent you are oh tree’

vaqti ke cang-e vahsi-ye bardn goSude ast
‘When that harp of wild of rain opened has’
dar bazm-e sard-e u

‘In ceremony of cold of it’

xonydgar-e gamin-¢ xo$ dviyi ey deraxt.

‘Singer of sad of melancholic you are oh tree’

dar zir-e pay-e to

‘In under of feet of you’

inja Sab ast o Sabzendegéni ke ceSmesan
‘Here night is and night strickens that their eyes’
sobhi nadide ast

‘Morning not seen has’

to ruz ra koja?

“You morning where is’

xor$id rd koja?

‘Sun where is’

dar dast-e dide garq-e tamasiyi ey deraxt?

‘In greenery of eye absorbed watching you are oh tree’

con ba hezér reste to b jén-e xakiyan

‘As with thousand bands you with soul of people of soil’
peyvand mikoni

‘Connected you make’

parva makon ze ra’d

‘Do not be afraid of lightening’

parva makon ze barq ke bar jayi ey deraxt.

‘Do not be afraid of thunder that on place you are oh tree’

sar barkes ey ramide ke hamcon omid-e méa

‘Stand proud oh that like hope of us’
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b& méyi ey yegane vo tanhayi ey deraxt.

‘With us you are oh unigue and alone you are oh tree’

Ode to the Tree

Oh tree! The tall statue of desire!

The sky is ever sleeping in your bosom

Oh tree! you are soaring

Your hands are full of stars and your soul full of spring
Oh tree! you are beautiful!

When the winds

Nestle in your intertwined leaves

When the winds

Comb your green tresses

You are magnificent

When the wild harp of rain

Begins playing

In its cold orchestra

You are the melancholic singer!

Under your feet

Here is night and the night-stricken people whose eyes
Have never seen a sunrise.

Where is the day

Where is the sun

That you are so absorbed watching, in the greenery of your eyes?
Since you are connected

-With so many bands — to our soul

Don't fear the thunder

Don't fear the lightening, you are strong.

Stand proud! you are like our hopes:

With us and alone!

(Siyavsh kasrayyi)
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(Mohit1386:105-108)

Semantic constituents:

gamat-e boland-e tamannad / tall statue of desire
gisu-ye sabzfam / green tresses

bazm-e sard-e béran / cold harp of rain

cang-e vahsi-ye barén / wild orchestra
xonyagar-e gamin-e xosava/ melancholic singer
xakiyan / our soul

omid / hope

ramide / strong

yegane / alone

In all the following metaphors, the poet likens the tree to human being and uses
personification to attribute one of the characteristics of human being to it. Semantic
deviations contribute to the interpretation of poem as follows:

-Metaphor:

gémat-e boland-e tamannd / “tall statue of desire’: “ The tree is like human being and
has all desires in it.”

aqus-e to / ‘your bossom’: “ The sky is in its bossom.”

dastat / ‘your hand: “Its hand is full of stars.”

janat / “your soul’: < its soul is ready for springing.”

pa-ye to / ‘your feet’: “ In its feet there are night-stricken people who are waiting for
dawn and have never seen the sunrise.

dast-e dide / ‘greenery of your eyes’: “The tree is so absorbed in watching the days
and nights.”

garg-c tamasa / ‘so absorbed watching’: “The tree is so absorbed watching days and
nights.”

peyvand ba jan-e x&kiyan / ‘connected to our soul of human being’: “The tree is
connected to the soul of human beings.”

parva makon/ ‘do not fear’: “The verb ‘to fear’ is being used for the tree.

badha lane mikonand / ‘winds nestle the wind combs the leaves.’
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gisu-ye sabzfam-e to / ‘your green tresses’ : “The wind combs the green tresses of
tree.”

badha sane mikonand / ‘winds comb’

cang-e vahsi-ye barén / ‘wild harp of rain’: “The sound of heavy rain is like wild
harp.”

xonydgar-e gamin-e xo$dva /  melancholic singer’: “when rain is coming, the tree is
like melancholic singer.”

Parallelism contributes to the echotic aspec or form of the poem. It comes through the
alliteration of following words:

bélayi/ you are soaring

zibayi / you are beautiful

b&mayi / you are with us

tanhayi / you are alone

gogéayi / you are magnificent

garg-e tamésdyi / absorbed watching

r’ad / thunder

barq / lightening

Semantic operators: growth and security
The poet believes that "hope" is like the tree which always stands proud and is alone

and strong under any condition and this gives him security.

B
p

R >R, Security and growth
R

Logical paraphrase:
Being hopefull, alone and strong and being aware that we never loose hope is the new
knowledge of poet. Semantic operators—growth

The poet achieves security through being hopeful. Semantic operator—Security
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Semantic core:

There is no fear of thunder and lightening for a tree when it stands alone, proud and

strong. The tree is connected to our soul and hope is like a tree which always is

beautiful, alone, proud and never is being lost.
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buse
‘The kiss’

goftamas:

‘I told him’

"Sirintarin &vaz cist?"

‘The seewtest song what is?’

caSm-e qamginas be ruyam xire mind.

‘Eye of sad his to my face staring remained’
gatre qatre aSka$ az mojgén cekid.

‘Drop drop his tear from eyelashes dropped’
larze oftddas be gisu-ye boland.

‘Shiver fell him to tresses of long’

zir-e lab gamnak xand:

‘Under of lip sadly sang’

"néle-ye zanjirha bar dast-e man"
‘Groaning of chains upon hand of me’
goftamas:

‘I told him’

"angah ke az ham bogsaland?"

‘When that from each other they separate’

xande-ye talxi be lab &vard o goft:

‘Smile of bitter on lip brought and told’
"arezuyi delkas ast, amma dariq

‘A dream fascinating is but alas’

baxt-e Sumam rah bar in omid bast.

‘Destiny of my bleak way on this hope closed’
va én taldyi zorag-e xorsid ra

‘And that golden boat of sun’

saxreha-ye séhel-e maqreb Sekast."
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‘Rocks of beach of west broke’

man be xod larzidam az dardi ke talx

‘I to myself shievered from a pain that bitter’
dar del-e man bé del-e u migerist.

‘In heat of me with heart of him was crying’
goftamas:

‘I told him’

"bengar dar in darya-ye kur

‘Look at this sea of blind’

casm-e har axtar cerag-e zoraqgist."

‘Eye of every star light of a boat is’

sar be su-ye dsemén bardast, goft:

‘Head towards sky took told’

"caSm-e har axtar cerég-e zoraqist

‘Eye of every star light of a boat is’
leykan in Sab niz daryayist zarf.

‘But this night too a sea deep’

ey darigd Sabrovin kaz nime rih

‘Alas night travellers that from half way’
mikesad afsun-e Sab dar xébesén!"

‘Pulls enchantment of night in their sleep’
goftamas:

‘I told him’

"fanus-e méh

‘Lantern of moon’

midahad az ceSm-e bidari nesan."

‘Gives from eye of waked up sign’

goft:
‘Told’
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"ammad dar Sabi ingune gong

‘But in a night like mute’

Hic dvéyi nemi'dyad be gus"

‘No sound does come to ear’
goftamas:

‘I told him’

"amma del-e man mitapad

‘But heart of me beats’

gus kon 'inak ' sedé-ye pé-ye dust!"

‘Listen now sound of foot of friend’

goft:

‘Told’

"ey afsus! dar in ddm-e marg
‘Alas in this trap of death’

béz seyd-e taze'i rd mibarand
‘Again prey of new they take’
in sedé-ye pa-ye ust! "

“This sound of foot of him is’
gerye'i oftad dar man bi aman.
‘A cry fell in me without stop’
dar miyén-e askhé porsidamas:
‘In within of tears | asked him’
"Xostarin labxand cist?"

‘The sweetest smile what is’

Sole'l dar caSm-e térika$ Sekoft.

‘A flame in eye of his dark blossomed’
jus-e xun dar gune'as &tas fesand.

‘Boiling of blood in his cheeks fire made’

goft:
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‘Told’

"labxandi ke az eSq-e sarboland

‘A smile that from love of proud’

vaqt-e mordan bar lab-e mardén nesénd! "

“Time of dying on lip of men remained’

man ze ja barxastam,
‘I from place stood up’
busidamas.

‘Kissed him’

The Kiss
| asked her:
"Which is the sweetest of all songs?"
Her sad eyes stared at me,
Tears dropped from her eyelashes

A tremble passed through her tresses.

She whispered in a remorseful voice:
"The groaning of chains on my hands"
| asked her:

"What if the chains are untied?"

With a bitter smile on her face she answered:
"What a wonderful wish, but alas!

My bleak fortune has blocked the way to this hope
And the rocks from the Western coast have broken
The golden skiff of the sun."

| was shaken by the pain

Weeping in her heart with mine.
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| toled her:

"look ! Each star's eye in this blind sea is the light of a boat."”

She looked up at the sky and said:
"Each star's eye is the light of a boat
But this night is a deep sea as well

And alas! The night's enchantment

Puts many travellers to sleep midway! "
| told her

"The moon's lantern is the sign of a wakeful eye.

-But in a night as mute as this one
She said:

-No song can be heard.

-Look, my heart is beating

| answered:

-Listen, it is the footsteps of a friend!
-What a sorrow!

She replied:

-"In this death trap

They are taking another prey;

These are his footsteps!"

| was suddenly overcome by weeping;
| asked her, in the midst of the trees, lamenting;

-" What is the sweetest of the smiles? "

A flame blossomed in her dark eyes,
Boiling blood brought fire to her face.

She said:

-" The smile that the proud love

Plants on the lips of the men; at the moment of death! "
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| stood up,

| kissed her.
(Hushange Ebtehaj)
(Mohit 1386:129-132)

Semantic constituents:

néle-ye zanjirhd/ groaning of chains
baxt-e sur/ bleak fortune

daryé-ye kur/ blind sea

afsun-e Sab/ night’s enchantment
dam-e marg/ death trap

dard/ pain

gerye/ crying

seyd-e taze/ another prey
vaqt-e mordan/ at the moment of death
labxand-e esq-e sarboland/ smile of proud love

Semantic deviations which contribute to the interpretation of poem are as follows:

1-Metaphor:

néle-ye zanjrha / ‘groaning of chains’: “The poet likens the sound of chains to
groaning and considers it as the sweetest of all songs.”

daryé-ye kur / “blind sea’: “The poet likens the sea to a blind person.”

casm-e axtar / ‘star's eye’: “In this blind sea every star is like an eye.”

dardi ke migerist / ‘pain weeping: “The poet likens the pain to a person who is
crying.”

taldyi zorag-e xorsid / ‘golden skiff of sun’: “The poet likens sun to a golden skiff.”
saxreha-ye séhel-e magreb / ‘rocks of western coast’: “The poet likens the west to a
sea which has rocks.”

casm-e axtar, ceréq-e zoraq / ‘star's eye , light of boat’: “Every star is like an eye for
each boat.”

daryé-ye kur, dasemén / “blind sea, sky’: “The poet likens sky to a blind sea.”
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darydyi zarf, Sab / ‘deep sea, night’: “The poet likens the nigh to a deep sea.”
fanus-e méh / ‘moon's lantern’: “The poet likens the moon to a lantern.”

sab-e gong / ‘mute night’ “The poet likens the night to a mute person.”

dam-e marg, seyd / ‘death trap, prey’: “The poet likens death to a trap which haunts
the prey.”

ju$-e xun &tas$ fesand / ‘boiling blood brought fire to her face’: “The poet likens the
blood to the fire.”

2-Synaesthesia:

Sirintarin &véz / ‘the sweetest of all songs’: “Attributing sweet taste to song.”

talx migerist / ‘weeping bitterly’: Attributing bitter taste to weeping.”

xande-ye talx / ‘bitter smile’: “Attributing bitter taste to smile.”

Semantic operators: growth and security
He is happy at the moment of death because of proud love. He considers it as the best

and sweetest kind of death.

B
p

R >R, Security and growth
R

Logical paraphrase:
The poet has achieved the point that death for love is the best and in this way he will
achieve security.

Semantic operators— growth and security

Semantic core:

The poet complains about being prisoned, and is completely disappointed of gainig
freedom. In this dark night, even moon, stars, footsteps of a friend could not be
helpful. However, he believes that the death for proud love is the best and the smile at

the moment of such a kind of death is the sweetest.
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mahtéb
“The moonlight’
mitardvad mahtab
‘Dribbles moonlight’
mideraxSad Sabtéb,

‘Shines glow-worm’

nist yek dam Sekand xdb be casm-e kas o leyk
‘There is not a moment breaks sleep to the eye of one but’
gam-e in xofte-ye cand xab dar casm-e taram misekanad.

‘Sorrow of this sleeping of several the sleeping in eye of my wet breaks’

negaran ba man estade sahar

‘Worried with me has stood dawn’

sobh mixahad az man

‘Morning wants from me’

kaz mobdarak dam-e u dvaram in qom-e be jan baxte ré balke xabar

‘That from blessed moment of him I bring this crowd of lost soul perhaps news’
dar jegar leykan xéri

‘In heart though thorn’

az rah-e in safaram miSekanad.

‘From way of this my trip breaks’

nézok &rdy tan-e ség-e goli

‘Delicate body of stem of a flower’

ke be jin keStam
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‘That to soul I planted’

va be jidn dddamas &b

‘And to soul | gave it water’

ey darigd! be baram miSekanad.

‘Alas to my side it is breaking’

dastha misayam

‘Hands I scratch’

td dari bogsdyam

“Till the door I open’

bar abas mipayam

‘In vain | keep an eye’

ta be dar kas dyad

“Till to the door one comes’
dar o divér-e be ham rixtes$in
‘The door and wall of their mess’
bar saram miSekanad.

‘Over my head breaks’

mitardvad mahtab

‘Dribbles moonlight’

mideraxSad Sabtéb;

‘Shines glow-worm’

mande pa-ye dbele az réh-e deraz

‘Remains foot of blisters from way of long’
bar dar-e dehkade mardi tanh&

‘next to the door of village a man alone’
kulebéras bar dus

‘His knapsack on back’

dast-e u bar dar, miguyad ba xod:

‘Hand of him on the door, says with himself’

gam-e in xofte-ye cand
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‘Sorrow of this sleeping of several’
Xdb dar caSm-e taram miSekanad.

‘Sleep in eye of my wet breaks’

Moonlight

Dribbles moonlight

Shines glow-worm,

Not a moment do they break the sleep in my eyes, but
Worrying for these sleeping few

Breaks the sleep in my wet eyes.

The dawn is standing with me, anxious

The morning wants me

To bring the news of its blessed breath to this crowd of lost souls
In my heart but breaks

A thorn of this journey's road.

The delicate body of a flower stem
| planted with my life
And watered with my life

Alas! is breaking next to me.

| constantly scratch with my hands

For a door to open

| watch in vain for someone to appear at the door
Their mixed up door and walls

Break over my head.

Dribbles moonlight

Shines the glow-worm;

With blisters of the long road on his foot
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A man is standing at the entrance of the village
His knapsack on his back
Worrying for these sleeping few
Breaks the sleep in my wet eyes.
(Nima Yushij )
(Mohit 1386:59-62)

Semantic constituents:

mitarévad/ dribbles

mahtab/ moon light

Sabtéab/ glow-worm

mideraxsad/ shines

xofte-ye cand/ sleeping few

xdb rd miSekanad/ breaks sleep
negaran/ worriying

sahar/ dawn

mobdrak dam/ blessed breath

gom-e be jan baxte/ crowd of lost souls
nézokardy/ delicate

ség-e goli/ stem of flower

be baram miSekanad/ breaks next to me
dasthd misayam/ scratch the hands
mardi tanha/ a lonely man

xabar/ news

xar/ thorn

abas/ in vain

Semantic deviations contribute to the interpretation of poem as follows:
1-Metaphor:
mitardvad mahtdb/ ‘dribbles moonlight’: “The poet likens moonlight to the cley jar.

Dribbling normally is being used for the jar made up of cley. While the water remains
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inside it for a while, it starts dribbling. Here, it has been used to describe the
continuous beauty of moonlight.”

2-Metonymy:

xab dar ceSm Sekastan/ ‘to break the sleep in the eyes’: “Something which disturbs
sleep. Here, worrying about lost people breaks the sleep in the poet’s eyes.”

xdr dar jegar Sekastan/ © to break a thorn in the heart’: “To bear deep sorrow.”

dar o divér bar sar Sekastan/ ‘to break the door and walls over the head’: “There is no
hope to rescue lost souls”.

xofte-ye cand/ ‘sleeping few’: < lost people”.

gom-e be jan baxte/ ‘crowd of lost souls’: “ People who are permanently misled and
are away from the truth”.

xar/ ‘thorn’: “Symbolises dissapointment.”

nazok ardy tan-e sdg-e goli/ ‘delicate body of a flower’: “It symbolises hope to rescue
the misled people.”

be baram mishakanad/ ‘is breaking next to me’: “Breaking delicate body of flower
symbolises losing hope to rescue misled people.”

sahar/ ‘dawn’: “It symbolizes hope to rescue the misled people.”

3-Style deviation:

gom-e be jan baxte / lost soul: “Using ‘be’ before adjective is the feature of Tabari
dialect.

4-Deviation of historical period:

estade sahar instead of istdde sahar / dawn standing with me:* The verb ‘estade’ used
to be the characteristic of old Persian.”

5-Lexical deviation:

nazok aray / ‘delicately decoratd’: “The adjective “ndzok” plus the verb “drdy”

creates a new word.”

Parallelism comes through the alliteration of words and phrases. They contribute to
the echotic aspect or form of the poem like:

misekanad/ breaks; the last line of all five stanzas has the same rhyme.

Xdb dar caSm-e taram misSekanad/ breaks the sleep in my wet eyes

az rah-¢ in safaram misekanad / breaks of this journey's road
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ey darigd be baram misekanad / Alas! is breaking next to me

bar saram miSckanad / break over my head

xab dar caSm-e taram miSekanad / breaks the sleep in my wet eyes
Alliteration of pharases:

mitardvad mahtab / dribbles moonlight

mideraxSad Sabtdb / shines the glow-worm

Alliteration of syllables:

mahtéb, sabtdb / moonlight, glow-worm

misédyam, bogsayam, mipdyam / search, open, watch

dyad,bogsayad/ comes, opens

Semantic operators: growth and security
The poet's need for security demands awakening lost souls, but he believes people are
so deceived that there is no hope to awake them and he is not able to do his mission

for their rescue.

B
p

R >R, Security and growth
R

Logical paraphrase:

The poet breaks the sleep for the crowd who has lost their souls, having desire to
rescue them. Semantic operator—security

He is aware that people have lost their soul and they need someone to rescue them,

although there is no hope to awaken them. Semantic operators— growth

Semantic core:

All people are sleeping, but the sorrow of these people does not let the poet sleep in
this dark night. The moonlight and glow-worm are awake and along with the poet are
against the sleeping people. The dawn is waiting for the poet to give news to the
people, but he is disappointed from the lost souls and can not do his mission. The

flower of hope which has been planted and watered with poet’s life breaks. He is
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seeking for a man who opens the door and gives response, but the deep

disappointment breaks the door and walls over his head. Again he finds himself alone

in the dark night. He achieves no result out of this journey, worrying for the lost

people with his hand on the door without gaining any response.
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pendarha

‘Imaginations’

vaqti ke tab biydyad to biazgaste’i

‘When the fever arrives you have returned’
man réz-e in naxandan r4 midanam

‘I the secret of this un-reading know’

va in sokut-e sangin

‘And this heavy of silence’

jens-e hozur-e maré dérad

‘Nature of presence of me has’

dar sd’ati ke rafti

‘At that time that you left’

Sardast ...amma

‘It is cold but’

vaqti to bdzgardi tab mi’dyad

‘When you return fever comes’

va astane dar taldtom-e ddméanat

‘And the enterance in wave of your skirt’
gor migirad

‘Sets on fire’

man réz-e in Sekastan rd middnam

‘I secret of this burning know’

in marg-e xosk jens-e hozur-e mara dérad
“This death of dry nature of presence of me has’
dar laze’i ke eyvin

‘In a moment that veranda’

be sise-ye Sekaste-ye atri manest

“To bottle of broken of a perfume it looks’
(jasn-e Sekaste —motreb-e rafte)

(The broken merriment- the entertainer is gone)
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va kaf$-e vénahade-ye to

‘And shoes of abandoned of you’
mesle do béal-e kucak-e morde

‘Like two wings of small of dead’
ketf-e mara be parvazi td améq
‘Shoulder of me to a flight till depths’
xand

‘Called’

man réz-e in nesastan rd middnam

‘I secret of this sitting know’

vaqti tab biyayad to bdz gaste’i
‘When fever comes you have returned’
vagti to bézgardi tab &made ast.

‘When you return fever has come’

Imagination

When the fever arrives you will have returned

| know the secret of this un-reading
And this heavy silence
Is of the nature of my presence

At the moment you left

It is cold...but
When you return the fever will come

At the entrance will be set on fire by the wave of your skirt

| know the secret of this breaking
This dry death is of the same nature as my presence
At the moment the veranda

Looks like a broken perfume bottle
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(the broken merriment — the entertainer is gone)
And your abandoned shoes
- Like two small dead wings—
Called my shoulders to
- Aflight to the depths
- I know the secret of this sitting
- When the fever comes, you will have returned
- When you return, the fever will have come.
(Manucehr-¢ &tasi)
(Mohit 1386:171,172)

Semantic constituents:

tab/ fever

sokut-e sangin/ heavy silence

jens-e hozur/ nature of presence
talatom-e ddman/ wave of your skirt
kafs-e vanahdd-e/ abandoned shoes
bal-e morde/ dead wing

ketf/ shoulder

parvaz/ flight

naxandan/ unreading

SiSe-ye Sekaste-ye atr/ broken perfume bottle
Sekastan/ breaking

gor migirad/ set on fire

Semantic deviations contribute to the interpretation of poem as follows:
1-Deviation of historical period:

astdne/ ‘enterance’: “’‘astane’ was used in old Persian.”’

2-Metaphor:

sokut-e sangin, jens-e hozur-e man / ‘heavy silence, nature of my presence’: “The

poet likens the heavy silence to the nature of his presence.”
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marg-e xosk, jens-e hozur-e man / ‘dry death, nature of my presence’: “The poet

attributes the adjective of “dry” to death.”

Parallelism comes through the alliteration of phrases. They contribute to the echotic
aspect or form of the poem:

man raz-e in naxandan ra midansm / I know the secret of this unreading

man raz-e in Sekastan rd midanam / I know the secret of this breaking

Man raze in nesSastan rd middnam / I know the secret of this sitting

Semantic operators: growth and security
The poet is aware that the beloved has gone, however he believes that finally the

beloved will be back.

B
p

R >R, Security and growth

R

Logical paraphrase:

He is aware of loosing somebody by evidences such as heavy silence, abandoned
shoes, dead wings, breaking, etc. Semantic operator —growth

He is hopeful for returning and joining by evidences such as fire, fever, wave of skirt,

etc. In this way he achieves security. Semantic operator— security

Semantic core:

The poet talks about separation; heavy silence, dry death,unreading , breaking ,
abandoned shoes, dead wings and broken perfume bottle all are the manifestations of
this separation. However, he hopes he will achieve beloved; fever, fire and wave of

skirt are the manifestation of this achievement.
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1350 4 3o ) s 4inen Lo

donyéd hamiSe biyad ziba basad

GRS e O 0 548 K
S iy

“The world always should beautiful be’

pust az morvérid barddstam.
‘Skin from pearl I took’
notfe-ye méh dar an mitapid.
* Sperm of moon in it was palpilating’
be andarun-e gu-ye Sabnami Sodam
“To inside of globe of dew | became’
cekide, &ftdb dar an mitabid.

‘Dripping sun in that was shining’
ab-e daryahé ra varaq zadam,
‘Water of oceans | turned over’
abriSam-e dvaz-e mdhiyin dar &n migozast.
‘Silk of song of fishes in it was passing’
raxse’i az xorsid
‘A ray of sunshin’
milisid nime-ye roxsar-e anari xofte ra.
‘Leaked half of face of pomegranate sleepy’
goftam:
‘I said’

-jahéin az haminak &qéz Sod!
‘The world from now began’
nasimi ke az masreq-e musiqi mivazid
“The breeze that from east of music was blowing’

nesian-e to migereft.
‘A sign of you asked for’

goftamas:
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‘I told him’
kube bar darvéze-ye daryahé forud &r!
‘Knock at entrance of oceans’
ya, dar talar-e birang-e barén
‘Or, on hall of colorless of rain’
bebuy hasrat-e rahgozari ra!

‘Smell of passerby’s regret’

yi, dusize-ye sepid-e andri ra
‘Or white virgin of pomogranate’
avazi reside bexan!
‘Song ripe sing’
-bésad ta to rd biz guyand!

‘Maybe you they recall’

goft:

‘Said’

-e$q az haminak dqéiz Sod!

‘Love from now began’

az tébes-e xatere-ye to

‘From radiance of memory of you’

Abi misavad delam.

‘Blue becomes my heart’

az jelve’at bar darvize-ye bdmgah
‘From your glory on gate of dawn’
Safif misavad morvirid-e zamin!
‘Transparent becomes pearl of earth’
t& bar &stan-e to rah yébam

“Till on doorstep of you way I find’
daman-e daryahé& rd migiram

‘Skirt of sea | appeal’

Zira;
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‘Because’

-donya hamiSe béayad tar basad!

‘The world always should wet to be’
t&4 be mihmaéni-ye to dardyam sar midaham durtarin nagme ra
“Till to banquet of you | come I sing the farthest song’
zirg;
‘Because’

-donyd hamise bayad zamzame bésad!

“The world always should whisper to be’
cenin ast &nce hast
‘In this way is what there is’
hengdm ke to dar &n minegari
‘When you into it look’

-td zibdya$ koni!

“Till it beautiful you make’

The World, Should Always be Beautiful

| skinned the pearl,
The moon’s sperm palpitated inside.
I entered the dew’s globe
Dripping, The sun was shining in it.
| run over the waters of the oceans,
The silky song of the fish was passing through
A ray of sunshine
Leaked the sleepy pomegranate’s cheek;
| said:
-The world was born at this moment!
The breeze blowing from the eastern horizon of music
Was asking of your whereabouts
| said:

Knock at the enterance of the oceans
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Or, smell a passer-by’s regret
In the colourless hall of the rain
Or, sing a ripe song
For the white virgin of a pomegranate!

-And they may repeat you!

She said:
-Love started at this instant!
Of the radiance of your memory
My heart turns blue.
Of your glory at the gate of the height
The earth’s pearl turns transparent!
To reach your doorstep
| appeal to the oceans
Since;
-The world should always be wet through
To come to your banquet
| sing the farthest song
Since;
-The world should always be a whisper
So, this is how it is
When you look at it
-To make it beautiful!

(Mirza Aga Asgari)
(Mohit1386:235-238)

Semantic constituents:
morvérid/ pearl

gu-ye Sabnam/ dew’s globe
daryé/ sea

aftab/ sun
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esq/ love

nagme/song

Semantic deviations contribute to the interpretation of poem as follows:

1-Metaphor:

notfe-ye méh/ ‘moon’s sperm’: “ Pearl was bright like moon.”

gu-ye Sabnam/ ‘dew’s globe’: “Dew was like a globe in which the sun was
shinning.”

abrisam-e dvdz-e méhiyan/ ‘silky song of fish’: “Song of fish was as silky as the
water of oceans.”

guneye anar-e xofte/ ‘sleepy pomegranat’es cheek’: “Pomegranate is like a sleepy
face and the sun is leaking in its cheek”.

darvéze-ye darydhd/ ‘entrance of oceans’: “ The sea was like a place that | knocked
the enterance of it to find you.”

talar-e baran/ ‘hall of rain’: “The rain was like a hall that you passed through it.”
bebuy hasrat rd/ ‘smell regret’: “The poet has attributed the characteristic of ‘smell’
to ‘regret’.”

dusize-ye sepid-e anér/ ‘white virgin of pomegranate’: “the pomegranate is like a
virgin and when it is ripe you are back.”

tabes-e xatere/ ‘radiance of memory’: “ Your memory is like the radiance which
brightens my heart.”

morvérid-e zamin/ ‘earth’s pearl’: “The earth is shining like a pearl from your
glory.”

dbi miSavad delam/ ‘my heart turns blue’: “My heart turns transparent like blue
water from your memory.”

ab rd varaq zadam/ ‘run over the water’: “The ocean is like a book that I turn over the
pages till you come back.”

2-Lexical deviations:

New words are being made:

bédmgah / height: “ The suffix “gdh” is being used to create a new word “b&dmgah”.
raxse’i az xorsid /a ray of sunshine. “A new word is being created from the word

X9 9

‘dzaraxs’.
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3-Deviation of historical period:

The following phrases were used in Old Persian.

be andarun-e gu-ye sabnami Sodam / I entered the dew’s globe
kube forud ar / knock at the entrance of oceans

basad td to rd baz guyand / they may recall you

haminak / at this moment

t4 bar &stan-e to rah yabam / to reach your doorstep

t4 be mehmani-ye to dardyam / to come to your banquet

sar midaham nagme réa / | sing

hengam ke / when

Semantic operators: growth and security
With love you see the world beautiful, and you see the world in a way you want it to
be.

B
p

R >R, Security and growth
R
Logical paraphrase:
The poet is aware of the beauties of world; dew's globe, silky song of fish, white
virgin of pomegranate, etc.Everything is beautiful with love. Semantic

operators—growth

He achieves tranquility by being a true lover. Semantic operator —Security

Semantic core:
The beauty is everywhere in this world. Inside the pearl there is the moon trace,
inside the dew's globe there is the ray of sun, and inside the sea there are songs of

fish. Love has begun from you. Every thing is beautiful as long as I have you.
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bedingune ke tdbestédn o bahdr miravand va xazan o zemestan bdz miresand

‘In this way that summer and spring go and autumn and winter again come’

bedingune ke Sabnam

‘In this way that dew’

pavarcin pévarcin

‘slowly slowly’

be pec pec-e bargi gus midahad

‘to whispers of a leaf ear gives’

va be sangi mimirad.

‘And to a stone dies’
ma
LWe,
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be jahéani digar gu$ midahim —
“To a world another we are listening’
va sedé-ye barén ra
‘And sound of rain’
bar bdmhé-ye dur va biSehé-ye xaste misenavim
‘Upon roofs of faraway bushes of tired we hear’
seda-ye mahgerefte-ye raft o damadhg, xiyal-e cék cék-e parandegén
‘Sound of foggy of goings and comings imagination of torn out birds’
sofdlha-ye xaze baste, madreseha-ye madfun dar barf
‘Ceramics of moss covered schools buried in snow’
angostin-e cehelsale’i ke parande-ye binesin ra
‘Fingers of forty years old that birds of anonymous’
dar hardrat-e k&mva mibafand

‘In movement of yarns knitting’

va barf

‘And snow’

va sokut

‘And silence’

va forud-e sangi be daryéce-ye godi
‘And falling of a stone to the sea of deap’
hamcon soqut-e mé be jahani digar
‘Like falling of us into a world another’
ke sedé-ye béran réa

“That sound of rain’

digar hicgéh

¢ Anylonger never’

bar sang-e sard o fanus-e xaste

‘Upon stone of cold and tired lantern’
naxahim Senid.

‘We will not hear’
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This way that summer and spring go and fall and winter comes
This way that the dew

Slowly, slowly

Listens to the whispers of a leaf
And dies on a stone.
We
Are listening to another world —
And hear the sound of the rain
Over the distant roofs and tired plains
The foggy sound of comings and goings,
The torn out imagination of the birds
Moss covered ceramics, the schools buried under snow
The forty year old fingers knitting
The anonymous bird in the warmth of the yarn

And snow
And silence
And falling of a stone into a deep lake
Like us falling into another world
Where we will no longer
Hear the sound of the rain
On the cold stone and the tired lantern
(Shames Langrudi)
(Mohit 1386:290,298)

Semantic constituents:

jahéni digar/ another world

bisehid-ye xaste/ tired plains

madresehé-ye madfun/ buried schools
sofdlh&-ye xaze baste/ mos covered ceramics
fanus-e xaste/ tired lantern

sang-e sard/ cold stone

seda-ye béran/ sound of rain
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Semantic deviations contribute to the interpretation of poems as follows:

1- Metonymy:

jahéni digar — sedé-ye jahani digar/ another world — sound of another world
angostin-e cehel sale —angostin-e zan-e cehel sale / forty years old fingers —
fingers of forty years old woman

2- Metaphor:

Sabnam gus§ midahad / ‘dew listens’: “the poet likens ‘the dew’to human being and
attributes the characteristic of ‘listening’ to it.”

Sabnam mimirad / ‘the dew dies’: “The poet likens ‘the dew’ to human being and
attributes the characteristic of ‘death’ to it.”

bisehi-ye xaste / ‘tired plains’: “tired” as an adjective is normally being used for
“human being.”

seda-ye mahgerefte-ye rafto &madha / “foggy sound of comings and goings’: “foggy”
as an adjective normaly is not being used for “sound.”

xiyal-e cék cék-e parandegén / ‘torn out imagination of the birds’: “torn out” as an
adjective is not being used for “imagination”.

fanus-e xaste / ‘tired lantern’: “tired” as an adjective is not being used for “lantern”.
forud-e sang, soqut-e ma / “falling of a stone, falling humans into another world’:
“the poet likens falling of stone into a deep sea to falling of human being into another
world.”

3- Graphological deviation:

In this poem, either a sentence has been written in three parts with intervals or one

word has been written in one line.

Semantic operators: growth and security

We will be in a world away from all manifestations of this world.

T .o

R >R, Security and growth
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Logical paraphrase:

We are aware of the existence of another world. Semantic operator— growth

We should be away from all worldly matters when we will be no longer in this world.

Semantic operators— security

Semantic core:

We realize that time is passing. Seasons are coming and going. In the passage of

time, life is going on and we become nearer to another world. We listen to the sound

of another world through the manifestations of this material world. We fall into

another world like a stone which falls into the water .We will no longer hear the

sound of rain on the cold stone and tired lantern in another world.
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kar-e Ser

‘Work of poem’

Sa’er

“The poet’

peyk-e bidarist

‘Messenger of awareness is’

vali az viqe’iyyati soxan miguyad
‘But of reality speaks’

ke fagat dar x&b

‘That only in dream’

zaher misavad

‘Apparent becomes’

kéqgaz-e sefi

‘Paper of white’

dust-e man ast

‘Friend of mine is’

harf-e xod r& be u miguyam
‘Speech of myself to you | tell’
va javéb-e xod ra

‘And answer of mine’

az u misSenavam

‘From it | hear’

harfi daram
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‘The speech | have’
ke &n rd tdkonun
“That till now’
Naneveste’am

‘I did not write’

zirg sefidtar

‘Because more white’
az kagaz ast

“Than paper is’

ceqadr biyad $d’er

‘How much should poet’
bud

‘Be’

t& goli ra betavén did

“Till the flower could see’
ta goli ra betavan

‘Till the flower could’
goft

‘Tell’

The poet

Is the herald of awakening
But speaks of a reality
That appears

Only in dreams

The blank paper
Is my friend
| convey my words to it

And receive my answers

Poem’s Work
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From it

| have a word

That I have not

Yet written

Since it is more white

Than paper is

How much a poet should one be
To see

A flower

The flower

(Bijan Jalali)
(Mohit1386:195,196)

Semantic constituents:

Sa’er/ poet

peyk-e bidari/ herald of awakening
kaqaz-e sefid/ white paper
betavanad did/ could see

betavénad goft/ could tell

Semantic deviations contribute to the interpretation of poem as follows:

1-Metaphor:

peyk-e bidari, $d’er / “herald of awakening , poet’: “ the poet has the responsibility of
awakening people.”

kagaz, dust / ‘paper, friend’: “the paper is like a friend to whom the poet could tell
everything.”

2-Graphological deviation:

The poet brings just one word in one line like:
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$4’er / ‘the poet’: ““ this word has come at the beginning of the poem in order to
emphasise the poet's role which is writing the truth. For this reason, the word ‘goft/ to

write’ has come at the end of the poem to show the same function.”

Semantic oppositions contribute to the interpretation of poem as follows:
xab, bidari / ‘dream, awakening’: “ the poet believes awakening people is just a

dream.”

Semantic operators: growth and security
The poet has achieved this point that you have to be able to see the beauties in order

to be a writer. He needs to reach security through telling the truth.
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Logical paraphrase:

Being a poet as herald of awakening, you must be able to see the truth and write the
truth. Semantic operator— growth

The poet achieves tranquility through telling the truth. Semantic operator— security.

Semantic core:

The poet talks about reality but he believes that the reality does not happen in the real
world, it exists only in dream. There is a mutual interaction between the paper and the
poet. The poet has a word that has not been told yet. He believes, one has to be so

poetic both to understand a flower and to write about the beauty of a flower.

Now we will analyse 20 poems of Khayyam in order to prove the validity of our
theory in defining the style of him.
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daryéb ke az ruh joda xahi raft dar parde-ye asrér fané xahi raft
‘Find out that from soul apart you will go in hidden of secrets annihilation you will
go’

mey nus nadini ze koja dmade'i x0$ bds nadini be koji xdhi raft
‘Wine drink do not know from where come you happy be do not know to where you

will go’

Yesterday This Day's Madness did prepare
To-morrow's silence, Triumph, or Despair:

Drink! For you not know whence you came, nor why;
Drink! For you know not why you go, nor where.
(Khayyam)

(Fitzjerald 1386:70)

Semantic constituents:
parde-ye asréar/ secret veil
mey nus$/ drink

fand/ mortal

ruh/ soul

Semantic deviation contributes to the interpretation of poem as follows:
Metaphor:
parde-ye asrér/ ‘secret veil’: “The poet consides the creation and annihilation of

human being as a secret whose nature is unknown for us.”

Parallelism comes through the alliteration of following words as rhythm and rhyme:

xahi raft / xahi raft / xahi raft

Semantic operators: growth and security
He is aware of the fact that he knows nothing about this creation. The beliefs of
different philosophers and nations could not satisfy him. Why do we come, where do

we go, when has the world begun and what is the reason and the result of this
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creation? These are questions for which he doesn’t find the answer. He wants to

achieve security through living at the present moment.
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Logical paraphrase:

He has got the knowledge about himself; being ignorant of the secret of creation.
Semantic operator— growth

We have to be happy by living in the moment and enjoying at the present time.

Semantic operator— security

Semantic core:
The poet wants to tell that we, as the creatures of this world, will be annihilated and
the secret of our creation will not be revealed for us. Then, be happy at the moment as

you do not know where you came from and why, where you will go and why.

2)
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ey kas ja-ye dramidan budi yé in rah-e derdz ra residan budi

‘I wish place of sleeping were or this way of long arriving were’
kas az pey-e sad hezér sél az del-e x4k  con sabze omid-e bardamidan budi
‘I wish from after one hundred thousands year from heart of soil like grass hope of

growing were’

Would but the Desert of the Fountain yield

One glimpse-if dimly, yet indeed, reveal'd,
Toward which the fainting Traveler might spring,
As springs the trampled herbage of the field!
(Khayyam)
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(Fitzjerald1386:50)

Semantic constituents:
jay-e dramidan/ fainting traveller
sabze/ tramples herbage

bar damidan/ springs

Semantic deviation contributes to the interpretation of poem as follows:

Simile:

sabze, bardamidan, ja-ye &ramidan / ‘herbage, to spring, fainting traveler’: < The poet
likens human being to herbage and wishes he could spring like that after death.”

Parallelism comes through alliteration of infinitivesand functions as rhythm and
rhyme:

Using infinitives as rhyme:

aramidan/ residan/bardamidan

Alliteration of words as rhyme:

budi/ budi/budi

Semantic operators: growth and security

There is no beginning and no end for this world. If there is a reason for this creation
and if there is a creator, we can not understand the nature of it. Death is definite, but
the life after death is doubtful. So, death causes him to think about creation; all things
will be annihilated and our desires could not affect the decision of the creator. All

creatures are just like toys.

T .o
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Logical paraphrase:
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Having knowledge about this matter that we do not understand the secret of creation,
life and death, he wishes human being could spring like herbage and could reveal a

glimps of life philosophy.

Semantic core:

Wandering in the creation of the world and its secret, not finding rational reason for
the beginning and end of the world, he goes towards this thought that the world has
been and will be for ever. What has been created and vanished is the creature and
substance of the world. So, he does not find any sign for the fact that there will be
another life and resurrection. Therefore, he wishes creatures could have life after
death and also he wishes he could find signs to answer the question towards life after
death.

3)
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ey dust biya t4 gam-e farda naxorim  vin yek dam-e omr rd ganimat Semorim
‘Friend come till sorrow of tomorrow do not have this one moment of life appreciate
count’
farda ke az in deyr-e kohan dargozarim b& hafthezérsalegan sar be sarim
“Tomorrow that from this land of old we go with seven thousand years old head to
head be’

Oh, my beloved, fill the cup that clears

To-day or past regrets and future Fears-
Tomorrow? Why, Tomorrow | may be

Myself with Yesterday's Seven Thousand Years.
(Khayyam)

(Fitzjerald 1386:26)

Semantic constituents:

deyr-e fand/ land of mortality
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gam-e farad/ regret of tomorrow
dam-e omr/ moment of life
haft hezar salegan/ seven thousand years old

qanimat Semodran/ fill the cup

Semantic deviations contribute to the interpretation of poem as follows:

-Metonymy:

deyr-e fand/ ‘land of annihilation’: “It refers to the world which is not permanent.”
yek dam-e omr/ ‘One moment of life’: “ We have a short life”

haft hezérsalegén/ ‘seven thousand years’: “We will be the companion of people who

have died many years ago.”

Parallelism comes through the following words as rhythm and rhyme and functions
through alliteration:

naxorim/ Semorim/ dargozarim/ sar be sarim

Semantic operators: growth and security
He understands the reality of life which is too short. He is patient instead of being
sad. Instead of suffering from incompatibility of fortune, he makes life tolerable and

pleasant.
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Logical paraphrase:
Having knowledge that we should not regret tomorrow, we have to care for every
moment of life in this land of morality.

Semantic core:

The poet wants to tell that we shouldn't regret the past and tomorrow. We should

appreciate the present time.
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har sabze ke bar kendr-e juyi roste ast  guyi ze lab-¢ fereste xuyi roste ast
‘Every grass that on beside of stream has grown asif from lip of angel temper has
grown’
pé bar sar-e sabze t& be xari nanehi kén sabze ze x&k-e lale ruyi roste ast
‘Foot on head of grass till ignorance do not put that grass from soil of tulip face has

grown’

And this delightful Herb whose tender Green
Fledges the River's Lip on which we lean-
Ah, lean upon it lightly! For who knows
From what once lovely lip it springs unseen-
(Khayyam)

(Fitzjerald 1986:158)

Semantic constituents:
sabze/ grass
roste/ springs

lab-¢ fereste xu/ lovely lip

Parallelism comes through alliteration of words as rhythm and rhyme as follows:

roste ast/ roste ast/ roste ast

Semantic operators: growth and security
Continuous change of nature awakes the thought of annihilation in his mind. Then, he
has achieved this point that life is not permanent. He knows that he will die and the

elements of his body will be greenery of another spring.
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Logical paraphrase:
He is aware of this fact that every herb (creature) springs of the soil of a lovely

creature, so we are not permanent and we should appreciate all creatures.

Semantic core:
Do not contempt the grass as it is composed of the body elements of a lovely

creature. Appreciate the creatures even tiny ones.

5)
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mé lobateganim o falak lobatbédz az ruy-e hagiqati na az ruy-e majaz

‘We pieces of games are and destiny player from upon truth not from upon not truth’
bazice hami Savim bar not'e vojud oftim be sandug-e adam yek yek béz

‘Being played are we nature of life fall we to cave of nothing one by one again’

But helpless pieces of the Game he plays
Upon this chequer-board of Nights and Days;
Hither and thiter moves, and checks, and slays,
And one by one back in the close lays.
(Khayyam)

(Fitzjerald 1386:258)

Semantic constituents:

lobategén/ pieces of game

lobatbaz/ player
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not'e vojud/ chequer-board
bazice/ hitcher and thiter moves
sandug-e adam/ close lays
hagigat/ truth

majaz/ imagination

Semantic deviations contribute to the interpretation of poem as follows:
-Metaphor:

falak, lobatbédz/ ‘destiny, player’: “The poet believes that destiny is like a player.”
ma4, lobategénim/ ‘we, pieces of game’: “The poet believes that destiny is like a
player and human beings are like pieces of game.”

sandug-e adam / ‘close lays’: ““ the poet likens another world to close lays.”

-Semantic oppositions contribute to the interpretation of poem as follows:
hagigat, majaz / ‘truth, imagination’: “ It is pure truth not imagination that we are like
pieces of game in the hand of destiny.”

Parallelism comes through the alliteration of following words as rhythm and rhyme:

lobatbaz, majéz, baz

Semantic operators: growth and security.

He finds his mind and thought unable to know about the origin and end of the world.
All things will be annihilated and have been considered as pieces of game and all
efforts of life would be worthless.

T .o
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Logical paraphrase:

He has got the knowledge that every creature is a piece of game in the hand of
fortune. It plays the creatures as a hitcher and thiter and finally they will be back to
the close lays. He seeks security and meaning for life.

Semantic core:

Creatures are like chess elements and player of fortune moves them. If creation
exists, it should be based on rationality. As he has not found the rational and wise
philosophy of life while he hopes for, he considers the fortune as the player of to be

and not to be.
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mahtab be nur ddman-e Sab besekéft mey nu$ dami behtar az in natavén yaft
‘Moon to light skirt of night cut wine drink moment better from this can not find’
Xo§ bis o mayandis ke mahtéb basi  andar sar-e xak yek be yek xahad taft

‘Happy be and do not think that moon very inside head of soil one by one will shine’

Ah, Moon of my Delight who know'st no Wane,
The moon of Heave'n is rising once again:

How oft hereafter rising shall she look

Through this same Cardon after me-in Vain!
(Khayyam)

(Fitzjerald 1386:82)

Semantic constituents:
mahtab/ moon
x0$ bas/ be happy

mey nus/ drink wine

Semantic deviation contributes to the interpretation of poem as follows:
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1-Metaphor:

daman-e Sab, mahtab / ‘skirt of night,moon’: - Moon is like a sharp device which
splits night’s skirt.”

2-Metonymy:

Mey nus / ‘drink wine’: “Do not think, just be happy at this beautiful moment.”

Parallelism comes through rhythm and rhyme and functions through alliteration:
Alliteration of syllables:
besekaft/ yaft/ taft

Semantic operators: growth and security
Thinking about the past and tomorrow causes anxiety and ruins the present moment.

Philosophical thought of poet towards life is enjoy the present time, life is temporary.
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Logical paraphrase:
He is aware that we are not permanent. We should be happy and be pleased of the

present beauties of life. In this way he achieves security.

Semantic core:
Do not loose the opportunity of using beautiful moments in your life. Watch the

moon at this moment, as after death it will rise on the graves one by one.

7)
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Xayydm agar ze bade masti xo§ bd§  bd méh roxi agar neSasti xo$ bis
‘Khayyam if from wine drunk you are happy be with beautiful if you sit happy be’

con &gebat-e kér-e jahén nisti ast pendar ke nisti con hasti xo$ bas
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‘As end of work of world nothing is think that you do not exist as you exist happy be’

And if the wine you drink, the lip you press
End, in the Nothing all things end in-Yes-
Then fancy while Thou art, Thou art but what
Thou shalt be-Nothing-Thou shalt not be less.
(Khayyam)

(Fitzjerald 1386:94)

Semantic constituents:

bade/ wine

maéahrox/ beautiful companion
x0$ bas/ be happy

nisti/ nothing

hasti/ to be

Semantic deviation contributes to the interpretation of poem as follows:
Semantic opposition:

nisti, hasti/ ‘nothing, to be’: “The end of this world is nothing, now that you exist be

happy.”

Parallelism comes through the alliteration of words as rhyme and rhythm:
Alliteration of words:

XoS bas/ xoS bas/ xoSs bas

Semantic operators: growth and security

The only wise fact is that a creature like human being has been created in this world
based on a phenomenon called “life". This is the opportunity between two
nonexistences which we must appreciate. In this way we could calm down the upset

soul.
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Logical paraphrase:
He is aware of the fact that the end point of life is annihilation. So, we have to be
pleased of the world pleasures; wine, beautiful companion, etc. As there will be

nothing after death, be happy now that you are alive.In this way he achieves security.

Semantic core:
If you have the opportunity to use the beauties of life appreciate it, as the end of this

world is annihilation. Now that you are alive be happy.

8)
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in gafele-ye omr ajab migozarad daryab dami ke ba tarab migozarad

‘This caravan of life alas goes understand moment that with happiness goes’
sé&qi qam-e farda-ye harifén ce xori pis &r piydle rd ke Sab migozarad

‘Saqi sorrow of tomorrow of enemies why you have bring bowl that night goes’

One moment in Annihilation;s Waste,

One moment, of the Well of life to taste-

The stars are setting and the Caravan

Starts for the Dawn of Nothing-oh, make hastel
(Khayyam)

(Fitzjerald 1386:46)

Semantic constituents:

gafele-ye omr/ life caravén
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dam/ moment

gam-e farad/ sorrow of tomorrow
piyéle/ bow! of wine

tarab/ well of life

Semantic deviation contributes to the interpretation of poem as follows:
Metaphor:
gafele-ye omr/ ‘life caravan’: “ The poet likens the life to a cardvn which passes and

believes that life is short.”

Parallelism comes through the alliteration of following words as rhyme and rhythm:

migozarad/ migozarad/ migozarad

Semantic operators: growth and security
The main principle is that life is not eternal. We come because we should go. We are
created as we have to be annihilated. He has achieved this fact that the present

moment is ours, neither yesterday nor tomorrow.
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Logical paraphrase:
Being aware that the life passes quickly, we should not fear tomorrow. Just have the

bowl of wine and enjoy the well of life at the moment.

Semantic core:

Life is passing very fast. Understand the moment which you could be happy in. Do
not fear tomorrow and be happy at the moment.

9)

L'uaﬁnﬁli‘)gﬁﬁéﬁﬁg_@)i Moﬁéwﬁwa‘}yjdgéu

242



Cc o2l CSLEA 5 a5 s oad S (K G0 Gas s K5 s a
séqi gol o sabze bas tarabnik Sode ast daryab ke hafte-ye degar xik Sode ast
‘Saqi flower and grass very pleasing become understand that week of next soil has
become’
mey nus o goli becin ke td darnegari  gol xdk Sode ast o sabze xdsdk Sode ast
‘Wine drink and flower take that till you look flower soil has become and grass dust

has become’

Saki, The roses and foliage have become most pleasing

Make use of them. For a week's Time They will be dust

Drink wine and pick the rose for as thou art looking on.

The rose will have become dust and the verdure will have become dust. (Khayyam)
(Fitzjerald 1386:80)

Semantic constituents:
gol o sabze/ rose and foliage
xdk o xasak/ dust

mey nu$/ drink wine

Semantic deviation contributes to the interpretation of poem as follows:

-Co occurrence:

gol o sabze, xdk o xasdk/ ‘rose, foliage, dust’: “The poet believes that roses and
foliages will be dust after a while, so we should enjoy the beauties of life at the

present moment.”

Parallelism comes through alliteration of syllables and words as rhyme and rhythm:

tarabnik Sode ast, xdk Sode ast, x4Sdk Sode ast

Semantic operators: growth and security
He has achieved this viewpoint that we should see the beauties of life. The scary
thought of death should be forgotten through drinking wine and living at present. In

this way he reaches security.
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Logical paraphrase:
He has got the knowledge that beauties of life are temporary. So we should enjoy

them at presnt time and be happy.

Semantic core:
The opportunity of being alive should be appreciated since the life is too short. Enjoy
the roses and foliage as long as they exist, since they will be dust in a twinkling of an

eye.

10)
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‘This one two three days turn of life went as water to stream and as wind to desert’
hargez gam-e do ruz mara yiad nagast  ruzi ke naydmade ast o ruzi ke gozast
‘Never sorrow of two days we didn’t remember the day that has not come and the day

that has gone’

Into this universe, and why not knowing,
Nor whence, like water willy-nilly flowing:
And out of it, as Wind along the Waste,

I know not whither, willy-nilly blowing.
(Khayyam)

(Fitzjerald 1386:34)

Semantic constituents:

omr/ life
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ab/ water
bad/ wind

gam/ sorrow

Semantic deviation contributes to the interpretation of poem as follows:
-Simile:

omr ,&b 0 bad / ‘life, water and wind’: “Our life is passing like water and wind.”

Parallelism comes through following alliterations as rhythm and rhyme.
Alliteration of syllables and words:

gozast, dast, nagast, gozast

Semantic operators: growth and security.

Do not care about past and tomorrow, as life is too short. Understand it.
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Logical paraphrase:
Do not feel sad for the future and the past, because life is passing like water and

wind.

Semantic core:
Life is passing like the water in stream and the wind in the desert. We have never

think about two things; the day which has not come and the day which has passed.

11)
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az di ke gozast hic az u yad makon farda ke nayamade ast faryad makon
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‘From yesterday that went nothing from that remind do not tomorrow that has not
come scream do not’
bar ndmade vo gozaste bonydd makon  hali xo$ bds o omr bar bad makon

‘For what has not come and has past do not rely now happy be and life do not waste’

Ah, fill the Cup:-what boots it repeat
How Time is slipping underneath our feet:
Unborn tomorrow, and dead yesterday
Why fret about them if To-day be sweet!
(Khayyam)

(Fitzjerald 1386:48)

Semantic constituents:
di/ yesterday
farad/ tomorrow

x0$ bas/ be happy

Parallelism comes through the following alliterations as rhythm and rhyme.
Alliteration of syllables and words:
yad makon/ faryad makon/ bonyad makon/ bar bad makon

Semantic operators: growth and security
Do not think about the past and tomorrow. Just be happy at the moment and use the

opportunity of living.

B
p

R >R, Security and growth
R

Logical paraphrase:
The poet has gained this knowledge that we should not feel sad for yesterday and

tomorrow. Semantic operator— growth
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He seeks tranquility by being happy at the present time. Semantic operator— security

Semantic core:
Yesterday has past, so do not remind it. Tomorrow has not come, so do not talk about
it. Do not rely on what has passed and what has not come. Just be happy at this

moment and do not waste your time.

12)
APPSR IR S0 51 Béle e g3 0558 ()
G2 (50 GR84S Cad i oo 3l GR84S A
in kuze co man dSeq-e zari bude ast dar band-e sar-e zolf-e negéri bude ast
‘“This vessel like me lover of passionate has been in thought of hair of beloved has
been’
in daste ke bar garden-e u mibini dastist ke bar garden-e yari bude ast

“This hand that upon neck of him you see hand is that upon neck of beloved has been’

| think the vessel, that with fugitive
Articulation answer'd, once did live,

And merry-made; and the cold lip I kiss'd
How many kisses might it take-and give!
(Khayyam)

(Fitzjerald 1386:24)

Semantic constituents:
kuze/ vessel
zolf-e negar/ hair of beloved

garden-e yér/ neck of beloved

Semantic deviation contributes to the interpretation of poem as follows:
-Simile:
kuze, 48eq-e zdr/ ‘vessel, love sick’: “The poet likens the vessel to himself and syas

this vessel has been a lover one day like me.”
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Parallelism comes through the following alliteration as rhythm and rhyme.
Alliteration of syllables and words:
zari bude ast/ negéri bude ast/ yari bude ast.

Semantic operators: growth and security
After death we will be decomposed to the elements from which we have been

created; water, fire, dust and air. Enjoy yourself when you are alive.

B
p

R >R, Security and growth
R

Logical paraphrase:

The poet has got this knowledge that every thing in this world is made up of the
composed elements of other creatures. He understands that life is temporary.
Semantic operator— growth

He achieves tranquility by enjoying himself at the time of living. Semantic

operator—security

Semantic core:
One day, the vessel has been alive just like me and maybe its holder has been a hand

around the neck of a beloved. All creatures are temporary.

13)
GLR Pladld 4y (e 5 iy IR len a& Hsda 5 Sad n
O1Ra ) sl a5A s Cuss a5 oy 8 Olea b
barxiz 0 maxor gam-e jahan-e gozardn bens$in o dami be $ddeméni gozarin
‘Be aware and do not have sorrow of world of temporary sit and one moment spend
in happiness’
dar tab'e jahan agar vafayi budi nobat be to xod nayamadi az degaran

‘In nature of world if faithfulness is turn to you itself wouldn’t come from others’
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Get up and forget the cares of the ephemeral world
Enjoy yourself and spend your brief moment in fun
For if the world were faithful by nature

Your turn would not come before others.
(Khayyam)

(Fitzjerald 1386:72)

Semantic constituents:

gam maxor/ do not feel sad
jahén-e gozaran/ ephemeral world
vafd/ faithful

sademani/ be happy

dam/ moment

Parallelism comes through the following alliterations as rhythm and rhyme:
Alliteration of syllables and words:

gozaran/ gozarén/ degaran

Semantic operators: growth and security.
The poet has accepted the viewpoint that this universe is ephemeral and is not

faithful. So we just be happy in our short life and do not care about the mortal world.

B
p

R >R, Security and growth
R

Logical paraphrase:
The poet is aware of the fact that we should not care for the ephemeral world, as it is
not faithful. Semantic operator—growth

He seeks for tranquility by being happy at the moment. Semantic operator— security
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Semantic core:
Do not feel sad for the mortal world. Spend a moment in happiness. There is not

faithfulness in the nature of world.

14)
piad Qe jas a3 S (0 s 138 ad ULy Cass g3 6
s 4n g ol at La Gy Causl 0 48 ALK 4 i (ieSa
ey dust biya t4 gam-e fardd naxorim vin yek dam-e omr ganimat Semorim
‘Friend come till sorrow of tomorrow we do not have and this one moment of life
appreciate count’
bi hokmas nist har gonahi ke marést pas méa gam-e dyande ze bahr-e ce xorim
‘Without his command is not every sin that for us then we sorrow of future from

benefit of what we have’

Ah, my Beloved, fill the cup that clears
Today of past Regrets and future Feras,
Tomorrow ? — why tomorrow | may be
Myself with yesterday's sev'n thousand years.
(Khayyam)

(Fitzjerald 1386:26)

Semantic constituents:

gam-e farad/ sorrow of tomorrow
dam-e omr/ moment of life
hokm/ destiny

qanimat Semordan-e dam/ to make the most of the moment
Parallelism comes through the following alliterations as rhythm and rhyme:
Alliteration of syllables:

nNaxorim / $emorim / Xxorim

Semantic operators: growth and security
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Do not feel sad about tomorrow and make the most of life, as our destiny is in the
hand of God.

We should live at present not in the past or future. We can not do any thing without

the decision of god and destiny.

B
p

R >R, Security and growth
R

Logical paraphrase:

The poet has achieved this knowledge that we should live at present not in the past or
future. Semantic operator— growth

He wants to reach security through the fact that we could not do any thing without the

decision of god and our destiny. Semantic operator—s security

Semantic core:
Do not think about the past and future. Just be happy at present and make the most of

your opportunities, since everything is in the hand of God and destiny.

15)
Db 3 oot I Ko ) D1k L3l a5 R s 558 (52

3 n S 1m0 5 saab (ga O e bda by Bl
di kuzegari bedidam andar bazar bar pare geli lagad hami zad besyar
“Yesterday potter | saw in market upon piece of clay thumping many’
van gol be zabédn-e hal b4 u migoft man hamco to bude'am mar& niku midar
‘And that flower in language of present with him was saying | like you was | good
keep’

For in the market-place, one dusk of Day,

| watch'd the potter thumping his wet clay:
And with its all abliterated Tongue
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It murmur'd-"Gently, Brother, gently, pray!"
(Khayyam)
(Fitzjerald 1386:56)

Semantic constituents:
péare gel/ wet clay
kuzegar/ potter

lagad zadan/ thumping

Parallelism comes through the following alliterations as rhythm and rhyme.
Alliteration of syllables:
bézar, besyar, dar

Semantic operators: growth and security
After death we will be returned to the nature. Dust is one of our body elements, so we
should care about it. Life is not permanent and we will not be alive after death.

Appreciate all creatures and enjoy the life when you have the opportunity to live.

B
p

R >R, Security and growth
R
Logical paraphrase:
The poet has got the knowledge that all dead things, like the wet clay which the potter
is thumping, have been alived one day. Semntic operator—growth

Appreciate all creatures and enjoy the life at the time of living. Semantic— operator

security
Semantic core:

The clay talks to the potter thumping it that one day I have been a human being like

you. So life is not permanent, appreciate all creatures.
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16)

25 s b Ba n dal ) 2y 5om S agle g 4S (s g
25 (s alle )il J)sal 4 G5 3 e 4S lea o ) 2l S
afsus ke sarméye ze kaf birun Sod vaz dast-e ajal basi jegarhd xun Sod

‘Alas that investment from hand out became and from hand of death many hearts
blood became’

kas namad az an jahan ke porsam az vey kahval-e moséferén-e dlam cun Sod
‘No one came from that world that | ask from him that situation of passangers of

world how became’

Strange, is it not? That of the myriads who
Before us pass'd the door of Darkness through,
Not one returnes to tell us of the Road,

Which to discover we must travel too.
(Khayyam)

(Fitzjerald 1386:62)

Semantic constituents:
ajal/ death
mosaferan-e dlam/ Passengers of world

an jahan / another world

Semantic deviations contribute to the interpretation of poem as follows:
1-Metaphor:

mosaferdn-e dlam/ ‘passenger of world’: “ Human beings are like passengers who
will stay in this world just for a short period of time.”

2-Metonymy:
jegar xun Sod/ ‘heart blood became’: “ Death made people to feel sad”.

Parallelism comes through the following alliterations as rhythm and rhyme.

Alliteration of syllables and words:

birun $od/ xun Sod/ cun $od
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Semantic operators: growth and security
The ambiguity of another life is confusing. By death all investment of life would be
lost and we do not know what will happen after death. Enjoy the life when you are

alive.

B
p

R >R, Security and growth
R

Logical paraphrase:

He has got the knowledge that no passenger of this world would give us information
of the world after death. Semantic operator— growth

Enjoy the life when you are alive. In his way he achieves tranquility.Semantic

operator— security

Semantic core:
Life is not permanent and everybody is offended by death. Nobody has come from
another world to explain to us about the passengers of that world. Appreciate life as

long as you are alive, as we do not know what will happen after death.

17)
Can g (518 4 S Sl oain £ G o 5l 5 Jd 5 5 e ) Uiy
Cansd 9 (5 )83 i S ya ) ) B0 0 S st pdaSla
pis$ az man o to ley o nahari bude ast gardane falak niz be kari bude ast

‘Before from me and you night and day has been revolving sky too to a job has been’
har ja ke gadam nahi to bar ruy-e zamin &n mardomak-e ceSm-e negéri bude ast

‘Every where that step put you upon of earth that pupil of eye of beloved has been’
Before you and me there have been nights and days

And the revolving sphere has also been. Active

Be aware, tread gently on the dust
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For it may have been the pupil of the eye of a beloved
(Khayyam)
(Fitzjerald 1386:78)

Semantic constituents:
mardomak-e ceSm/ pupil of eye
gardande falak/ revolving sephere
Sab o ruz/ night and day

Semntic deviation contributes to the interpretation of poem as follows:
-Metonymy:
gardande falak/ ‘revolving sepehr’: “ The world of being has always been eternal.”

mardomak-e ceSm/ ‘pupil of eye’: “Creatures are in constant change.”

Parallelism comes through the following alliterations as rhythm and rhyme.
Alliteration of syllables and words:

nahéri bude ast, kari bude ast, negari bude ast

Semantic operators: growth and security
There is no beginning and end for this world. Continues change of creatures is the

sign to tell us that our life is not permanent. So, we should appreciate life.

B
p

R >R, Security and growth
R

Logical paraphrase:
He has got the knowledge that revolving sephere has been eternal, but creatures are
temporary. Semantic operator— growth

He seeks tranquility by ppreciating life. Semantic operator— security
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Semantic core:
Before us there has been life. Every component of this world is the element of past

creatures. So we should appreciate life, as it will not last long.

18)
) asalal 3a 0 g 4t 4GRSy (oS e AS 4lS
) adale o sl 4ulS G aulS (o EE A 4 ) )
in kdse ke bas nekus pardéxte'and beskaste vo dar rahgozar andéxte'and

“This bowl that much good they have made broken and on way thrown away be
aware’

zenhér bar u gadam be xari nanehi kin kése ze kaseh&-ye sar saxte'and
‘Upon it step humiliating do not put that this bowl from bowls of head they have

made’

This bowl that ona was so beautifully fashioned

Has been broken, and its fragments thrown upon the highway
Before you tread not on it wantonly

For this bowl has been made from the bowls of human

(Khayyam)

(Fitzjerald 1386:110)

Semantic constituents:
kase/ bowl
be xari/ wantonly

ké&seha-ye sar/ bowls of human

Semantic deviation contributes to the interpretation of poem as follows:

-Metonymy:

bar u gadam be xéri nanehi / ‘do not tread on it wantonly’: “Appreciate the creatures,

because they have been made up of human body’s elements.”

Parallelism comes through the following alliterations as rhythm.

256



Alliteration of syllables:

pardaxte'and/ andéaxte'and/ séxte'and

Semantic operators: growth and security.
Continuous change of nature raises the thought of annihilation. We will be

decomposed to our elements after death .So, appreciate the creatures.

B
p

R >R, Security and growth
R

Logical paraphrase:

He has got the knowledge that we should not treat objects wantonly even a broken
bowl, as it might be made of human's head bowls. Semantic operator — growth

He wants to reach security by appreciating the creatures and every component of

world. Semantic operator— security

Semantic core:
Be aware, this bowl that has been broken and thrown away has been made of the
elements of human body. Then, we should appreciate the components of this world.

19)
Bk Claial gediagle a2 2% Al g Juzad aima 4S Ul
Bk s 3 5 ) adlusd 2 O B S8 d ey
anan ke mohit-e fazl o ddéb Sodand dar jam-e olum Sam-e ashab Sodand
“Those who dominant knowledge and customs became in the whole sciences candle
of people became’
rah zin Sab-e tarik nabordand borun goftand fesdne'iy o dar xéb Sodand

‘Way from night of dark did not take out said legends and in sleep they became’

Then to the rolling Heaven itself | cried,

Asking "what lamp had Destiny to guide

257



Her little children stumbling in the Dark?"
And "A blind understanding " Heav,n replied.
(Khayyam)

(Fitzjerald1386:66)

Semantic constituents:
fazl/ knowlegde

Sab-e tarik / dark night
fesane/ legend

Sam’e ashab/ candle of people

Semantic deviation contributes to the interpretation of poem as follows:
- Metaphor:
Sam’e ashéb/ ‘candle of people’: “The poet likens knowledgable people to candle”.

Sab-e térik/ ‘dark night’: “The poet likens ignorance to dark night.”

Parallelism comes through the rhythm and rhyme and functions through alliteration.
Alliteration of syllables and words:
adib Sodand/ ashib Sodand/ xdb Sodand

Semantic operators: growth and security
The fact is that even the men of knowledge do not know the secret of the world and

what they have said is not more than a legend.

B
p

R >R, Security and growth
R

Logical paraphrase:
The poet needs to gain knowledge about the essence of the world. Semanic operator

—growth
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He needs to get tranquillity by knowing the nature of world. Semantic

operator—security

Semantic core:

The poet believes that even wise men could not discover the truth of the world.

20)
aly (e g 1 JLA sl adl s o) 3 leaS Sdd & e

piil s sl Nl AS )y (52 e wisilialle 5 lae) ja nd A
in carx-e falak ke ma dar u heyrdnim  fanus-e xiyél az u mesali déanim
“This weel of sky that we in it are astonished light of imagination from it an example
we know’
xorsid cerdqdén o dlam fanus ma con sovarim ke andar u heyréanim
‘Sun is the source of light and the world is lantern we like shadows are that in it

wondering’

For in and out, above, about, below

"Tis nothing but a magic shadow-show

Playe'd in a box whose candle is the sun,

Round which we phantom Figures come and go.
(Khayyam)

(Fitzjerald 1386:54)

Semantic constituents:

carx-e falak/ the world of being
sovar/ phantom figures

xiyal/ imagination

fanus/ lantern

cerdqdin, xorsid

Semantic deviations contribute to the interpretation of poem as follows:
1- Metaphor:
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sovar, md/ ‘figures, we’: “Creatures are like figures.”

fanus, dlam / ‘lantern, world’: “The world is like lantern.”

ceréqdan, xorsid / ‘candle, sun’: “The sun is like the candle of universe.”
2-Metonymy:

carx-e falak/ ‘wheel of sky’: “We are wondering in the world of being.”

Parallelism comes through the following alliteration as rhythm.
Alliteration of syllables:

heyranim/ danim

Semantic operators: growth and security
We are not real creatures but like phantom figures in the world of being. We do not

know the essence of the world.

B
p

R >R, Security and growth
R

Logical paraphrase:
The poet has achieved this point that he has no precise knowledge about this world
and he needs to know more about the nature of the world. In this way he will feel

relief. Semanttic operator— growth and security

Semantic core:
Our imagination from the world is not real but figurative. Life is nothing except the
change of forms. Creations are souls which appear on the screen and disappear. They

are being created in a way that we do not know the nature of.

4.1.1. Discussion
Khayyam's Robaiyyat is the reflection of his thoughts. He thinks about the
mystery of creation and world, and seeks the ultimate goal of creation.

Concept of annihilation in his thought is an undeniable fact, but he does not
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understand the process of creation and annihilation in the world. The moon
shines and makes him happy, but he reminds that the moon has been shining
thousands years before him and will be shining thousands years after him.
The potter kicks the clay and this sparks a point in his mind. This clay which
is contemptible under the feet of the potter might have been the head of the
kings in the past. When he watches a ruined place, he reminds the
magnificent palaces of kings which have been made up of the artist's and
worker's power and now they are the nest of foxes and ringdoves. All
knowledge and growth he has acquired regarding life, death and creation acts
as sematic operator in his poems.

The spring flourishes from the body elements of dead human beings. Then,
he understands that he will die and the composed elements of his body will
refresh another spring. He drinks a bowl of wine to console himself. Human
beings are alive but they do not live at present they think about future, the
future which nobody knows will come or not. They regret the past; the regret
of past and the anxiety of tomorrow ruin their present. Human being knows
that he will die and he will not leave anything except a name in historical
legends, but he builds a palace from his imaginations and delusions and
builds up an imaginative world. Khayyam achieves security through
appreciating the present time which operates as the semantic operators in his
poems. We can say Khayyam's thought rounds around two axes; why do we
die without our decision? And what is the beginning and the end of this
world? His thought does not find the answer to these questions and states
"rah zin Sab-e tdrik nabordand borun" (way from this night of dark didn’t
take out of). This knowledge he has achieved is the main semantic operaor in
his poems. The human being is made of elements and is continuously being
decomposed and annihilated. It is impossible the decomposed elements to be
returned to their original form. The dust of king's head does not vanish, but it
changes into a bowl which can be filled by wine. Then, all matters which
engage his mind, loose their worth and just one fact remains; "unreturned
life". We understand this fact as we are alive. Then, what belongs to us is the

moment we are living in; we smell the flower, we breathe the fresh air and
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we watch the sun rising. His main thought is this matter: "the puzzle of death
and life".

Khayyam does not pay attention to literary figures. The main
characteristic of his poems is simplicity. He expresses a logical subject in a
simple word. His semantic constituents show his viewpoint towards constant
change of nature. The vessel is being made of human being and the grass
awakes the annihilation thought in his mind. So, we shouldn't loose the
opportunity of life.

The expressions like “sabze” (grass),” “gadah-e bade” (bowl of wine),

“gam” (sorrow), “dam-e¢ omr” (moment of life) “carkh-e falak’’(created
world), “kuzeh” (clay), “kuzegar’® (potter), “fazl’> ( knowledge) are
interrelated by the subject of death and life, and contain the main semantic
constituents in his poems. These semantic constituents lead to semantic core
in his poems; life is not permanent and we should not regret the past, just we
should live in the moment. We confront with disappointed viewpoints, and
we do not find the passion of other poets in his word. Wine is a device which
unawares him, and he thinks less about the death and life. The creation of
world is a closed mystery for human being, and the philosophers do not
believe in coincidence. The validity of Khayyam’s work is his viewpoints
which are beyond the public opinions. His dignity is valuable because of his
doubt and his knowledge about this matter that “he knows he doesn't
know’’. Why human beings are annihilated and reproduced again? What is
the goal of this construction and deconstruction? In his opinion, the creation
of human beings does not have any ultimate and special goal. And if there is
any we are unable to understand. Death is truth and returning to life is
doubtful. We come as we must go and we are created as we must be

annihilated.
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4.2. Proposals of the Thesis

4.2.1. Introduction

One of the most controvertial subjects in linguistics is the formulation of meaning
and its understanding in a foregrounded domain of language application which is
being created according to deviation of norms dominant in automatic language.

In 20" century, most attention has been paid to syntax analysis and
meaning study of language due to its complexity is confined to meaning
categories, meaning relation, etc in semantics and pragmatics books. In other
words, we confront with synopses which introduce semantics without
defining the applicability of them. So many examples have been presented,
which are cliche ones and are repeated in most books. Apart from the
educational atmosphere, there is no kind of meaning study in its applied form
in defining the style. For instance, specialists like French structuralists who
claim they apply linguistics and especially semantic instruments in literary
studies have expressed the notions of traditional study of literature in a more
complex format. For instance, what Greimas (Culler 1975) has introduced as
semantics of literary text and it was a pattern of Propp's (1968) evaluation
regarding the structure of folk tales could not be considered as a primary
pattern for more analysis and research in this domain.

What we are going to present here is an attempt to answer this question
that how does meaning formulate in literary text. We should reply this
question explicitly, so that we have the possibility to evaluate its correctness.

On the other hand, what we are going to say in this part regarding the
meaning in literature is a hint towards finding a response to this question that
how can we define the style through meaning which is being conveyed
through the signs of language. Therefore, we are going to prove that this
method is applicable for every kind of poem. We choose some poems
randomly from different poets and just prove that we can find the semiotic
pyramid of any poem. Achieving this, we should find out the base, sides and
peak of the pyramid. It is obvious that every poem has its own special

pyramid. If we are going to find the style of a poet, we should find the
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pyramid of all his poems and extract the common characteristics of these
pyramids and by comparing them with each other we will know the style.

Therefore, we will consider two layers for every poem. External layer
consists of the lexical, phonetic, syntactic deviations and parallelisms of
poem. In internal layer semantic core which is the peak of pyramid, signs or
semantic constituents which are being used to achieve this peak, and
semantic operators involved in this procedure will be taken into

consideration.

4.2.2. Premises
If the meaning analysis of literary text is possible within the framework
of semiotics and in the field of language study, we should define the

assumptions which are the basis of this kind of analysis.

4.2.2.1. View point: a Factor Involved in Creation of Style

Style results from poet’s special viewpoint towards internal and external
world which manifests itself in a special way of expression. In other words,
every special viewpoint is expressed in a special language, and for
conveying new mental concepts we have to use new forms using metaphor,
metonymy and so on. Language and mind are two sides of one coin and are
interrelated. The words of a poet who has pessimistic viewpoint carry dust of
sorrow and disappointment. Style of any work reflects the writer's character
and viewpoint towards the world and reality.
A writer writes as he thinks. If his thoughts are traditional, his language is
traditional and natural. If his thoughts are ambiguous, his writing is
ambiguous. The passionate life of Molavi mixing with Sama dance and his
adventures with Shams, have created his dynamic language. Mysterious
poem of Hafez shows that his life has been full of disturbance and his
thoughts have been hidden in literary figures like ambiguity. Sohrab Sepehri
has had very soft moments in his life, when he says “If you are coming to
me, approach gently, softly, lest you crack the fragile china of my solitude”
(Sepehri 1385:78).
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Stylist should find a relationship between recursive features, recurrent
stylistic traits of a work and the philosophy of the writer. This is what Spitzer
(1948:27) has presented in his method called “philological Circle”. In this
method, stylist should read a work again and again and be involved in the
work till he finds recurrent stylistic idiosyncrasies. In second stage he should
find a relationship between these features and the spirit of writer. In third and
last stage, he should find some evidences to prove his theory.

Style is the result of choosing lexemes and phrases. Different writers use
different lexeems to express a unique concept, and this creates different
styles. Each of these expressions is different from the other regarding
expressiveness. From a linguist’s viewpoint, a writer is free to make his
selection from the paradigmatic axis. Language is unlimited possibilities and
speech is the limited use of every language user from that unlimited store.
When a sentence is being created, we are confronting with parole. Parole is
the external manifestation of thought. Thinking is an internal process while
speech is an external process. Thinking is our internal conversation while
external conversation is our thinking sound. Every selection defines a goal
and a specific style. In works of poets, we are confronting with the most
effective and suitable selections which have artistic and stylistic aspect. In
literary language, words have both musical relationship and meaningful
relationship and the poet preserves these relations in his selections and
sometimes it is conscious like:

2 s U sl ) e adia Hlate 23Sy e (a5 e o (S ol ) G

pis az in kin saqf-e sabz o tdg-e miné barkesand

‘Before from this that roof of green and dome of sky create’
manzar-e ceSm-e mara abru-ye janén taq bud

‘Perspective of my eye, eyebrow of beloved sky was’
(Hafez 1373:106)

The metaphor used in this poem is the conscious selection of “dome of sky”

and “eyebrow”.
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Ullmann (1966: 132) believes that unconscious selections are more
expressive and show the social and psychological aspects while conscious
selections are more impressive.

Therefore, if we compare the writings which have common meanings,
we will find their differences in metaphors and expressiveness. On the other
hand, sometimes the selections are the same and the difference results from
syntax or syntagmatic axis. Therefore, when writers use different language to
express a unique subject, there will be differences in their style.

By the way, the selection is interrelated with expressiveness and aesthetic
aspect. In this way, stylist goes beyond linguistics and enters the realm of
literary criticism and may judge which selection is more expressive and more

beautiful.

4.2.2.2. Foregrounding: a Factor Involved in Creation of Style

“Foregrounding’’ as a literary creation is rooted in the heart of the language. We,
as the followers of Russian formalists, consider foregrounding based on the function
of two kinds of rule, i.e. “rule addition” and "rule omission™" (Safavi 1383:36, 37,
Leech 1969:56-69). For this reason, we consider literary creation as an open
collection which formulates according to the act of two closed collections.

Style is the result of deviation from norm, and stylistics is the study of
forgrounded elements in language. High frequency of foregrounding is one
characteristic of literary work. Foregrounding in literature is important when
it causes a pause and attracts the attention. It is true that literary language
correlated with  foregrounding, but finding foregrounded elements are
important when they are oriented to define a theory and gain a result. On the
other hand, all literary matters are not based on foregrounding. In literary
language the language itself is important. In literature, foregrounding is
being considered in compare to standard language and it should be
comparable to the norms of literary language too. The poet uses metaphors
which are different from the metaphors used by ancient poets. So, his
language has deviation from norms of literary language and has invention in

using new metaphors.
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Then, special mental behavior leads to special linguistic behavior which
demands special selections and deviations from norm. Style is a matter of
language and mind; a kind of integration which differentiates a work from
others. Special mental matters manifest themselves in a special language. A
subject matter has not style by itself. When it is expanded and a theme is
achieved we can talk about style. Different poets may choose common
subject but the difference is in the theme. A poet confronts a subject with his
viewpoint and in his own way. In a literary work if deviation is to some
extent that attracts the reader's attention, it can be considered as stylistic
feature.

Normal language is automatised and conventionalised. According to
Leech (1969:56), in literature we de-automatise the language through
foregrounding. Therefore, the function of literary language in Prague School
is foregrounding and de-automatization. Odd lexemes and phrases decrease
the fluency which is specialized for automatic language. These words and
phrases cause pauses in reading and the result is artistic aspect of literary
work. Therefore, deviation from norms makes a work different from normal
language. The instruments in every literary work which cause pause is
different from one work to another.

However, there are literary works which have no kind of deviations but have
stylistics value and there are works with high deviations which have not
stylistics value.

Riffaterre (1966:36) believes we shouldn’t consider the standards out of text.
We should extract this standard from the text itself and whatever which has
not harmony with the text can be considered as stylistics features. Defeated
expectancy has stylistics motivation. When we read a poem like:

1)

Do a2 6 58 Cinpai o) a3

dar caragéh-e nasihat gavi didam seer
‘In pasture of advice a cow | saw full’

| saw a cow surfeited with advice (Sepehri 1385:24, 25).
Or
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man gatéri didam ke siydsat mibord o ce xali miraft.
‘I a train saw that politics was carrying and how empty it was going’
| saw a train carrying politics and how empty it was. (Ibid: 26, 27)

The reader does not expect “advice “after " pasture ". This word in its
syntagmatic axis in normal language is unusual. The “pasture” is a place in
which a cow is feeding and normaly we give advice to human being not
animals. In this poem there is a metaphor based on which the “pasture” is a
place full of “advice”. In the second example a train carries people not
politics. In this poem also the contiguity of “politics” and “train” is a
deviation from automatic language. Therefore, in this kind of poems we

confront with stylistic phenomenon.

4.2.2.3. Understanding is Based on Conventions

Understanding is based on conventions. These conventions are in the
form of terms like p — q. We have a perception from what exists in the
world. This perception has been gained through our senses and has been
recorded in our memory. Every perception is called p and this p has been
connected to the information which is called g. The relation between p and q
can be demonstrated as p—q. This relation is based on convention. Then, all
information which we have in our mind is recorded based on conventions in
the form of p—q. Our new information can affect our old information and
change the recorded p—q(s). Therefore, our knowledge is based on p—q.
One part of this knowledge has social aspect and is called linguistic
knowledge which is common between the members of society, and some
part of our knowledge is based on our individual experiences. This
knowledge can create a language which is special for individual.
Then, our understanding of signs is based on conventions which are

synchronically absolute. This assumption means that in a special time and
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space, human has no understanding of “relativity” and the relativity either in
physics or language study is the result of comparing two absolute
conventions. When we start from “A’’ point towards "B" point and "C" point
is in our right side, our understanding of "C" point is absolute. This
understanding is based on convention which defines our right side of our
body to “C’’ point as ’right”” side. When we start from "B" point towards
"A" and "C" point is in the left side, it is because of this fact that "C" point is
close to that side of body which is conventionally called "left" side. The
premise that we, according to relativity hypothesis, claim the facts in the
world outside are classified in different forms in natural languages is merely
possible through comparing conventions which dominate natural languages.
This hypothesis may not be acceptable by the majority of readers however its
rejection is a reason to its correctness. For a simple reason that the reader
finds it different from his approved conventions!

This assumption might be practical in literature. According to Jakobson
(1960:253), every literary creation is based on selection and combination.
Our perception from the world around is based on collected p—q(s) in our
mind and our creation is limited to these p—q(s). We create a literary work
according to our knowledge and this knowledge is confined to our
understanding which is based on p—q. In creation of literary work we use

linguistic signs and every literary sign is based on p—q.

4.2.2.4. The Unit of Meaning Understanding is Sign

If according to above mentioned hypothesis we accept that every
convention is following p—q, we should accept that understanding of
meaning is possible through sign accordingly. In other words, the unit of
meaning understanding is linguistic sign. In this condition, “meaning’’ is the
product of brain reaction against an imagination which is recorded in our
memory through segments of phonemes. This hypothesis is based on
Saussure's notion regarding signifier and signified (1983:67). The difference
is that Saussure considers the nature of linguistic sign arbitrary, while in our

opinion this arbitrariness is based on convention. In other words,
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arbitrariness in  language is understandable according to predetermined

conventions.

4.2.2.5. Semiotic System of Literature is the extended Semiotic System
of Automatic Language

Considering poetic function for language as one of six functions, Jakobson
(1960:356) presents basic equipment to literary analysis which is acceptable.
According to this assumption, literature is not an independent semiotic
system of semiotic system of automatic language. This viewpoint is logical,
since in some literary texts especially in poem as if the reader confronts a
semiotic system except from language system while it is not the case. The
fact is that if these two systems were independent of each other, there would
be a definite boundary between automatic language and literary language,
and at least we could find a technique in literary semiotic system which is
not applicable in automatic language. According to this premise, we can
define the characteristic of literature based on the characteristic of auomatic

language.

4.2.2.6. The Reader has a Reading Apart from the Creator of a Literary
Work

The last premise relates to the kind of text reading. We do not accept that
the reader of a text can achieve all characteristics of literary creation and the
same reading which is being considered by the creator of literary work.
Safavi (1379:41) believes that is due to the difference between encyclopedic
knowledge of language speakers.

We interpret a literary work according to our individual experiences.
This point is the reason why the interpretation of every speaker is special for
him. On the other hand, individual interpretation can not be the only criteria
for text interpretation. The matter that we are allowed to achieve any
interpretation of every text is not practical in meaning analysis of text. Any
reader always deals with information which is involved in markedness of the

text. Only in this condition we can claim that social reading of a text is
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practical in meaning analysis of the text, and this kind of reading is

formulated through common characteristic of individual readings.

4.3. The Methods of Stylistic Analysis

As we are going to discuss the construction of a literary work and its

structure regarding internal relationship of its constituents, we should
investigate it using two levels, i.e. linguistic and literary.
Therefore, analysis of word selection, literary figures, kind of words and
sentences, situation of paragraphs and every linguistic aspect are being
considered as important factors. Then, stylistic features may consist of
phonological, syntactical and lexical aspects.

One important point is that amongst the numerous characteristics of a
text, which results from linguistic analysis of a text, only some are functional
in the stylistic analysis of a text. The stylist should define which
characteristics have frequency and are foregrounded, which characteristics
exist in the special text which does not exist in other texts. Otherwise,
finding the literary figures of a text is not something new. Every literary text
has ambiguity, metonymy, metaphor, etc. What is important is that stylist
should use them as raw materials in order to justify the style. Therefore, we
should consider those characteristics which are functional and meaningful. In
other words, we should find a relationship between them and our theory, and
this depends on the ability of stylist.

The style of a text is interrelated with the subject of it. If a poet is describing
the spring, in analysis of his style we should know how he has used a
suitable language to define that subject. First of all, we should find the
subject and then we will see how the poet uses the linguistic possibilities to
convey his feeling. The ability in discussing the style of a text depends on
the ability in discussing the writer's language. This matter that how the
language of text has created the suitable feeling depends on how much we

have identified the subject.
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4.3.1. Linguistic Level
The linguistic level consists of phonological, lexical and syntactic

levels. This level has been considered as the external layer of a poem.

4.3.1.1. Phonological Level
In phonostylistics we analyse the musical aspect of text. External level
like rhyme, metere and music result from alliteration, pun, homophony,

riming prose, etc.

4.3.1.2. Lexical Level
Sometimes the frequency of some words attracts our attention, and is useful in
defining the individual style. On the other hand, sometimes the poet has special

mental behaviour with some words and carries a special feeling or meaning such as

"div-e sepid/ white devil”, "tahamtan/ hero”, "avardgah/ place of battle” in

Ferdowsi’s Shahnameh, “rend/ clever” and “pir-e mogan/ knowlegable man” in

Hafez’s work. Therefore, some words are recursive in the work of a poet like the
name of flowers or birds in Manuchehri’s poetry, name of body members like head,

eye, hand and heart in Sadi’s poems.

4.3.1.3. Syntactic Level

Analysis of the sentences in syntagmatic level in which the stylist will
consider the syntactical deviations is important. For example, sentences are
long or short like Jalal-e al-e Ahmad's work in which short sentences are
being used, using or omitting of some propositions like using “ra” after
object in Buf-e Kur, and even using redundant pronouns in works of Molavi
or Hedayat. We should mention that we can not consider all above—
mentioned characteristics in a text. Every literary work demands special
attention. In a novel we do not search old words, or in an old literary work

we do not seek new words. When stylist involves in the text, he will find his
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way. A poet may insist on using special lexemes or syntax. Therefore, stylist

should seek the points which lead to a stylistics result.

4.3.2. Literary Level

This level has been considered as internal layer of a poem and consists of
semantic operators, semantic core and semantic constituents. Since literature is
nothing except language and since structuralism and poetics is based on linguistics, a
linguist can analyse a poem in case of phonology, syntax and semantics. The second
duty is the analysis of these aspects in respect of their function in a poem, and this is
what we do in literary level. This is the reason why structuralists and Russian
formalists consider linguistics as the core of literary studies. Application of poetic
function of language implies choosing the items which are syntactically, semantically
or grammatically related to each other. This repetition formulates a pattern which is
more reputable in poem rather than other language varieties. Besides, we should try
to achieve a kind of semantic relation between grammatical or phonological
equivalents. Then, what is important is not to discover the grammatical and
phonological equivalents, but how the reader of a literary text understands and
organizes the elements of a text. In other words, how a literary text imposes its
reading to the reader. Analysis of literary level helps us to find out how those
elements convey the meaning to the reader.

In this level we Pay attention to the frequency of words which have been
used in their second meaning. Literary figures like metaphor, metonymy,
ambiguity and every literary deviation are considered in this level. How they
contribute to the interpretation of poem and achieving the semantic pyramid
of it would be taken into consideration.

Formalists emphasise the literariness, i.e. the way of expression and presentation
of a subject matter in its literary form. In this level, the text itself leads stylist to
search the right characteristics. For example, in a contemporary literary story, literary
figures are not so important. Every stylist pays attention to special matters. All
characteristics have not stylistic value and just help us to understand the structure.
Stylistic characteristics are those ones which are recursive and unique to attract the

attention of reader, or those ones which are hidden in the components of literary
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work. Stylist can feel them and discover them. Then, stylistics is a domain in which
we can not just use a special method to reach the style, but we should use the
intuition too. The stylist should consider frequencies, essential characteristics and
hidden lexemes which can be analysed in literary and linguistic levels.

The analysis of poems in the above mentioned levels would be done considering

parallelism and all kinds of deviations explained fully in chapter two.

4.3.2.1. Semantic Operators

Based on their needs, human beings show a behaviour which is a kind of
achieving process from a “to be” to a “to become’. This process functions
within the domain of subsistence characteristics of humans. Taking a glance
into literary texts and human creations in field of literature, we can find out
every creation is a description of human limited needs in diagram (1):
Not having tranquility [=to be] — trying to achieve tranquility — achieving
tranquility [=to become].
Every "becoming" can change into a new “to be’” and become the start point
in the diagram (1). According to Malinowsky (1944:66-67), whole needs of
human can be fallen into three major categories:
2-1 Need to tranquility and security
2-2 Need to superiority and growth

2-3 Need to sexual reproduction

2-1 Need to tranquility and security

It consists of whole needs of human being to protect individual and social
confidence. Need to metabolism, feeding, breathing, need to prevention and
treatment of diseases, need to protection against natural events, human and
non human creations and in general whole needs to preserve life.
2-2 Need to superiority and growth

It consists of whole needs to be superior of homogeneous and non—
homogeneous creations. Any kind of training is done to achieve this
superiority.

2-3 Need to sexual reproduction
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It consists of whole needs of human being to sexual tranquility and
reproduction and whole needs to continue generation.

Every process which according to diagram (1) complies with needs 2-1, 2-
2 and 2-3 is being considered as semantic operator. Every semantic operator
according to person, space, time is being marked. The factor of person | [+
human, zsingular], you [thuman, #singular] and he [thuman, £ singular],
can be functional in markedness of semantic operators. The factor of “tense’’
is understandable at present time. What has been considered as “past” or
“future” is a convention based on “present’’ time. This factor defines the
time in which the factor of “person” is present. The factor of “space’ also is
understandable in space where the factor of “person” is present.

A poem may consist of one or more semantic operators. Every semantic

operator follows a logical proposition which can be shown as diagram (2):

p

R Security

/

P

This logical proposition can be considered as the motivation to achieve
another logical proposition which is the result of operation of the first one

and can be shown as diagram (3):

B
p

R >R, Security and growth
7/

p

/

R

For example, if a poem consists of two semantic operators as security and
growth, achieving security is a motivation to achieve growth and has
preiority to growth. The poems which are based on two logical propositions
may not declare the two operators clearly, but focusing on traces between the
operators and finding out the relationship between them can lead to "what is

the meaning of the poem",
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4.3.2.2. Semantic Core

Every literary text consists of a semantic core. This semantic core or
subject of the text is composed of a selection of one or more semantic
operators. Every semantic operator can function as a semantic core after
markedness through three factors, i.e. “person”, "tense"” and "space". This
happens in a condition that semantic core of a text is composed of only one
semantic operator. Otherwise, combination of some semantic operators will
establish the semantic core of the poem. The shortest description of the
content and subject of a text is the semantic core of the text. Every semantic
operator depends on other semantic operators. For this reason, semantic core
of a text consists of a segment of operators which are indispensable. Every
reader may present his own understanding and interpretation of the poem as
the semantic core of a poem which is based on his linguistic knowledge,
encyclopedic knowledge and literary competence. As Riffaterre (1978:23)
states “understanding of a poem demands reader’s linguistic competence but
interpretation of a poem demands reader’s literary competence”.

Formulation of meaning in poem is based on A: -A oppositions. Every p—q
could be considered A and functional in core meaning of the poem when it is in
contrast with — A. In this case, we should accept that formulation of A depends upon
the selection of semantic operators of the text and meaning signification of semantic

constituents depends upon understanding of A as the opposite characteristic of — A.
Therefore, if we consider a pyramid which its sides are semantic

operators, its head will be the semantic core and its base will be a system of

linguistic units which are functional in creation of a poem.
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Semantic core

4.3.2.3. Semantic Constituents
Semantic constituents are units which are chosen from the language
system, which convey the semantic core of the text to the reader according to
semantic operators. In other words, lexical units which are chosen amongst
language signs on the paradigmatic axis and have created literary text on the
syntagmatic axis are semantic constituents. These constituents are in service
of the semantic operators of a text.
According to this perspective, we can claim that only in respect of base's
features of semantic pyramid where the semantic constituents are, the kind of
literary text and its constituent features are determinable. The kind of
selections and combinations of semantic constituents inside the text is
different from one text to another, however it is not unlimited. Taking a
glance into literary creations, we can find out that literary creation is
confined to the kind of language function. Language in its speech form
manifests itself in time aspect and in its written form manifests itself in space
dimension. Therefore, if we consider written form of language as the
instrument for literary creations there will be two possibilities:

1- Textin its unmarked form on space dimension.

2- Text in its marked form on this dimension. Markedness of the text

influences the interpretation of the reader. For example, we consider

marked and unmarked form of a text on the space dimension.
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1- The cold weather in Tehran closed the schools.

2- The cold weather

in Tehran

closed

the schools.
Sentence 1 has referential function and it is in unmarked form.
Sentence 2 is marked form and provides different interpretation for the
reader. In this condition, cold weather can be interpreted as
“strangulation” even "a meaningless and boring lecture". Therefore, our
interpretation for sentence 2 is different from sentence 1 which is a
sentence in referential function. This kind of writing changes our
viewpoint and our expectation towards the text. We try to achieve
something more than what has been said in sentence 2. Although there
are no formal patterns such as phonological or metric patterns, we change
our kind of reading. It seems that there are some conventions which
dominate a literary text and these conventions are different from those in
referential texts. They affect our reading and even impose a kind of
reading which is special for literary text.

What is important here is not the kind of reader's interpretation but the
process of interpretation. The reader can only interpret any semantic
constituent in respect of the presence of other semantic constituents in
base of pyramid. This interpretation is possible according to the sides of
pyramid and achieving to the head of pyramid. This is the limited
conditions which the readers confront while interpreting the text. The
semantic constituents of a text are selected and combined on the basis of

semantic operators and semantic core of the text.

4.4. Semantic reading

Every literary text has two kinds of reading; formal and content
reading. The reader of literary text, according to this kind of pre
knowledge he has of this kind of texts and even before decoding of text,

is ready to enter the text. For example, every reader who is familiar with
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the kind of written literary texts, confronting with cursive text or
discontinued writing even changes the way of his reading. By the way,
literary text even before decoding according to reader's encyclopedic
knowledge has characteristics which are important in defining the variety
of literary text.

Decoding of a text or its semantic reading starts when the reader reads
the verbal segment according to graphological system of rules. The reader
with respect to semantic constituents on syntagmatic axis tries to achieve
the selections of literary work's creator. These selections are classified in
three levels; phonetic, lexical and syntactic. Every selection from these
three levels which are functional in semantic reading of the text can
influence the semantic reading of the text. As reader confronts with
semantic constituents, semantic reading of text will be confined to this
condition. In other words, every selection of signs in literary work is
interpretable both according to linguistic knowledge and encyclopedic
knowledge of the reader.

Semantic reading of text is according to conditional structure of p—q.
Interpretation and understanding of the text depends upon this
convention. Every reader is familiar with this convention according to his
linguistic and encyclopedic knowledge. Every reader is familiar with this
convention either from before or achieves a new convention through pre
—recognised conventions. Therefore, when the convention of p—q orients
towards zero, the semantic interpretation of text will be stopped and there
will be no interpretation.

If we accept that linguistic knowledge of readers has social nature, we
can come to the conclusion that the difference in semantic reading of text
is based on encyclopedic knowledge of the reader. This is the reason why
this kind of knowledge has individual nature. In a simple word, if a
selection from phonetic, lexical and syntactic level is functional in
semantic reading of the text and the readers have no common
understanding of it, the difference will be due to the difference in

encyclopedic knowledge of readers.
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4.5. Meaning Formulation

The meaning which formulates in literary text is not understandable
outside meaning in authomatic language. In a simple word, no meaning is
understandable in literary work unless it can be interpreted in authomatic
language. Therefore, in our belief every p—q as a meaning unit from
literary language can be interpreted according to a p—q as a meaning unit
in authomatic language based on conditional structure of p—q. We have
mentioned before that every literary text has two kinds of reading; formal
and content. Meaning constituents of text formulate a net of meanings
which are understandable either from external leyer of constituents, or
internal leyer of constituents. For example, different kinds of alliterations
like phonetic, lexical or syntactic are classified within the framework of
formal reading of text, while techniques such as metaphor are
understandable within the content reading of text.

According to Safavi (1383:8-14), in this example, semantic reading
is understandable through symmetry in the text, like:

(6)

ol s Godie cila ) SER ALl 38 pBae 4S 3l G s A

xizid o xaz arid ke hengdm-e xazén ast

‘Stand up and bring rustle that the time of autumn is’

béade xonak az janebe masreq vazén ast (Manuchehri 1370:153)

‘Wind cool from east is blowing’
If the alliteration of consonants like "x" and "z" conveys the meaning of autumn
leave's rustles, it is only for this reason that there is symmetry in text for this formal
reading of autumn.

Safavi (1383:11, 12) believes that every formal reading which is done without
symmetry in text is based on linguistic knowledge of readers. For example, when we
consider a metaphor as a dead one and we do its content reading without symmetry in
text, it is for the reason that reading of this kind of metaphor is based on our linguistic
knowledge. This means that understanding of a dead metaphor is based on our
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linguistic knowledge, and it is not related to any other semiotic system beside this

knowledge.

4.6. Meaning and Interpretation in Classical and Modern Poetry

According to what has been said till now, we have accumulated p—q(s)
of literature dealing with literary texts from childhood. Some part of this
knowledge is related to the form of language like rhyme and metre, and
some part to the content like literary figures. The reader of literary text
increases his knowledge of literature during reading different literary texts.
For example, he knows some lexemes are specialised for this kind of text.
But, the question is that how do we employ this kind of knowledge in
interpreting the poem?

Achieving meaning is somehow complex in classic poetry due to the
existence of complex literary figures. In this kind of poems, the addresee
achieves a meaning which is in accordance to the horizon of his mind and he
finds the answer to the question "what is the meaning of this poem"?, when
he can find the true signified. In this way, we are confronting a text which is
odd comparing to automatic language and understanding of the poem is
confined to an experimental movement which presents a meaning which is
being achieved whether with an obstacle or without the obstacle through the
following diagram based on two possibilities of a single sign:

1: signl —sign2
2: signifier—signified

It is natural that a meaning which is being achieved through the rule 1 is
more ambigious and it happens when there is simile, metonymy, metaphor
and other literay figures in the poem. In classic poem, the poet has
considered a predetermined meaning for the poem and consciously has
hidden it behind literary figures. However, there are evidences for the reader
to lead him towards meaning even with delay.

On the other hand, what happens in new poetry is that the reader can not
achieve meaning through the rules mentioned above. The background of the

poem and the way of expression is in the way that the reader can not achieve
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an experience correlated with the horizon of his mind and his expectations
from signifids. Moreover, there are not evidences in the poem itself to lead
him towards possible signifieds. Therefore, the reader considers different
possibilities for the signification of signifieds and tries to select the one
which is more correlated with the background of the poem. In old poetry,
most of the literary figures are being known for the professional reader,
while modern poetry is somehow unknown in this respect. In most cases, the
reader achieves a new interpretation based on his p—q(s).

It is natural that this reader is an active reader and his mind activity has
an important role in the discovery of meaning. This process can be
considered as the interpretation of the poem. The reason why we do not
achieve meaning easily in this kind of poem is that in spite of classic poems,
the meaning which is going to be expressed in this kind of poem is not a
predetermined meaning, or if it is predetermined it has been expressed in
different strategies which are unfamiliar to us. This kind of poem is the result
of motivation of the poet to play with the signs and eventually to create a
poem which has the potential to have different meanings. In this way,
reader’s interpretation is being marked under the spiritual, time and space
conditions. This is the reason why each interpretation is unique interpretation
and every literary work is valuable when it has the potential to activate the
hidden meanings in the mind of reader. Therefore, when there is odd
meaning which is not predetermined we can not achieve a definite meaning
which is considered by the poet himself. Then, we as the reader achieve
something which we have not been aware of it before. The pleasure of this
achievement is more than achieving a predetermined meaning. When the
process of meaning discovery is through this activity, we should not expect
that what different readers in different situations discover would be identical.
Different minds, different expectations from the text can lead to different
selections of signs and as the result different meanings from the poetry
would be revealed. It is natural that these meanings are not the meanings
which the poet himself has achieved. In the process of writing and the

process of selection and combination, meanings from the unconscious comes
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to the conscious and in this movement a special work is being created that
the poet himself becomes one of the readers who can achieve a new
meaning. Now, the question is that what is the best interpretation and which
criteria are involved in validity of the interpretations? If we claim that the
poem is a kind of speech which the reader considers it as a poem and the
meaning of the poem is the meaning which the reader considers it as the
meaning of the poem, we have neglected all criteria to judge about the poem,
the poet and interpretation.

The poet creates his poem according to the p—q(s) which he has in his
mind. These p—q(s) are the result of living in a special society, culture and
history. The reader as the member of that society has some common
knowledge with the poet and other members of the society. The other
element is the poem itself in the process of interpretation. The reader is not
the only element to discover the hidden meaning of the poem however, the
poem itself helps him to activate the potential and talent of the reader. This
reciprocal activity has a unique result which is related to both the reader and
the poem. Then, we can just expect to find out the most likely interpretation
of the poet. Therefore, every interpretation which corresponds to the general
background of the literary work and its structural possibilities can be
considered as valuable as the interpretation which is expected to be
considered by the poet himself. Basically, there is no definite meaning in the
literary text. Creation of meaning is up to the reader and the reader creates
this meaning not for the writer but for himself. The whole possible meanings
of the readers create the horizon of meaning of the poem. Therefore, we can
claim that every reader, according to his experiences can achieve an
interpretation which can be individual. Of course this reading is special for
the present time and it can change when the same poem is being read in
another time (death of author). The interpretation is based on our linguistic
knowledge, encyclopedic knowledge and literary competence. Every literary
text can have different interpretations which are different from the author's
interpretation and reader's interpretations. The important point is that these

interpretations act in domain of litearay signs and these signs confine our
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interpretation. For instance, we can choose "narges” instead of "eye" of the
beloved, but we can not choose "hole” to refer to it. So, the substitutions of
signs should be in domain of reader's p—q(s). Apart from the factor of
similarity in playing signs, collective consciousne is involed which is

different from one society to another.

Then, an interpretation is valuable as far as it is in accordance with the structural
requirements of a text. It is not one way relationship which the reader exposes to the
text, but the result of a mutual activity between the reader and the text. What a text
imposes on the reader is an interpretation which the reader is able to achieve and the
text is able to accept it!

In the process of creation of a literary work, the selection of every sign has
important role in the selection of other signs. The creation of every couplet restricts
the creation of another couplet and even the whole poem. This is the limited
condition of creation and interpretation of literary work which is imposed on the
reader and the writer on the part of linguistic signs. The selection and combination of

signs is based on rules which dominate what we call a literary work.

4.7. Summary

In this chapter, we explained the main proposal of the thesis. We proved that we
could consider a semantic pyramid (see Figure 1) for analysing any kind of poem.
Based on three aspects, i.e. semantic core, semantic operators and semantic
constituents, the common features of all poems of a poet could be determined. These
common features are quite reliable for defining the style of a poem. The construction
and theoretical justification for this pyramid explained in this chapter.

Figure 1
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Semantic core

Considering the correlation between external layer of a poem, i.e. lexical,
phonological and syntactical levels and internal level, i.e. semanic constituents,
semantic core and semantic operators, we could achieve a semantic pyramid for every
kind of poem. Our study was focused on the discovery and determination of style of
Persian poetry through a semantic pyramid by involving deviation and parallelism
under thr broad area of forgrounding. We explained that how forgrounding could
contribute to the interpretation of any kind poem to achieve the semantic pyramid of

poems and consequently the style of Persian poetry.
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Chapter 5: Conclusion

The human beings’ literary creation is confined to their understanding. We can
perceptualize our world based on our p—q(s), and we achieve the creation through
their selection and combination. The reader understands and interprets our literary
work based on his or her linguistic knowledge and literary competence. It might be
possible that the analysis of a literary work’s style, utilizing semantic triangle, can
present a discovery procedure which its descriptive adequacy can be determined by
literary competence of language users. If I choose “sarv’ (a kind of tree which is the
symbol of beauty in Persian literature) to describe my beloved and someone else in
other parts of the world uses another expression to describe his or her beloved, this is
based on the information we have accumulated in our mind. In literature we have two
kinds of knowledge; individual and social. The matter that we use ‘’sarv’’, to
describe our beloved relates to our social knowledge in literature, while the matter
that we distinguish a text as a literary one is based on our literary intuition which is
common amongst the speakers of all languages.

Every literary work embodies three needs which convert a “to be” into a “to
become”. We choose a subject and based on three kinds of needs, we create a
possible world. What causes us to understand the playing of signs is the information
we have accumulated through reading literary works. The playing of signs is confined
to reader’s understanding. The writer can not choose any sign instead of another sign
and expects the reader to achieve the writer’s selections. As our understanding of
language depends on our command of phonological, syntactic and semantic of
language system, our understanding of literature depends on our experience and our
command of literary system; the conventions which dominate literature. As literature
is a semiotic system based on language system, we really do not know from which
point our understanding depends on our complementary knowledge in field of
literature. We have to gain remarkable experience regarding conventions which rule
literature; the conventions which we have acquired and internalized through reading
literature. Our litearary creation should be based on conditions which lead reader and

writer to achieve meaning based on literature’s conventions. Our linguistic and our
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individual knowledge is not enough to make us an adequate reader to understand
literary texts, we have to achieve that kind of knowledge through reading different
kinds of text. The matter that what reader should know in order to react appropriately
is important. In fact, the possibilities of reading and interpreations are important. In
linguistics the intuition of readers allows them to distinguish wellformed and
illformed sentences, however, in literature it is the literary competence that makes
interpretation possible. The reader should find a correlation between her or his
literary knowledge and the meaning he or she attributes to the poem. The meanings of
a poem are those ones which are acceptable to the language users. In other words,
what readers should have as undelying knowledge in order to react appropriately, is
important. Structural analysis tries to discover and define the conventions which are
important in production of meaning. Structural analysis does not intend to discover
the hidden meaning of the text, rather intends to define the function of conventional
systems which lead to meaning. How we achieve meaning and what are those
conventions which literature depends on them are important.

As our reading is individual, semantic core is different from one person to another.
There are some common aspects between semantic cores identified by different
readers. If we analyse all readings and extract the common aspect of different
readings, we will achieve semantic core. Semantic core is based on some semantic
operators and semantic constituents are in service of semantic operators in order to
express semantic core. Common aspects of readers and writer’s p—qs are related to
linguistic knowledge, and different aspects of them relate to individual knowledge
which leads to different interpretations. It might be possible that two writers have
unique semantic core and unique semantic operators, but they will have different

creation based on different selections and combination of semantic constituents.

Although what has been said in this thesis is confined to meaning formulation in
literature, it seems that it can be applied as a systematic method to define all kinds of
human’s creations to evaluate cultural characteristics of societies. The fact that how a
member of society formulates and understands meaning and puts it in contrast to
meanings perceived by other members of society is valuable not only in linguistics

but also in psychology, sociology, anthropology, etc. Human in his understanding
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domain is confined to his life limitations. On the other hand, human understanding is
confined to his biological plans, and more than that is confined to his limited
perception domains. Every field of social conventions creates understanding

limitations for human and could be evaluated from different perspectives.
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