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As the style of elevated diction had been dominated by parallelism
in the field of meaning’ by the time the magamat of Badi® az-Zaman
al-Hamadani were being written, it is not at all surprising that the style
of the magama genre may best be characterized by the abundant use of
parallelism where the parallel structures have a kind of simple (conso-
nantal) rhymes - though it is to be stressed that the two phenomena
were originally independent of each other?. It is not our aim here to
give a definition of parallelism, but it must be emphasized that in our
view no difference can be stated, at least from a strictly linguistic point
of view, between what may be termed as literary (or regular and volun-
tarily made) parallelism and parallelism occurring randomly in everyday
speech or in a non-literary text. Generally speaking, that means that the
linguistic analysis of the so-called “literary” or “poetic language” should
always form a natural extension of the linguistic forms of the “common
language™, Parallelism means in reality very seldom the use of precisely

! Cf. Beeston 1974:134.

? See Beeston 1974:143 who suggests to avoid using the term s4¢ and its European
rendering, “rhymed prose”, considering them ‘somewhat dubious’ See also id. 1990:126ff.
and Horst, Heribert. 1987:221ff. It is also to be noted that of the two most important
magama authors, al-Hamadani perhaps lays more emphasis on parallelism, while al-
Hariri on rhyming.

? This is the question of whether poetic language should be analyzed on a ‘different
level’ from non-poetic language (Abu Decb 1990:379-380), or as a ‘deviation’ from it
(Ricoeur 1986:136ff).
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synonymous members (words or syntagms)*. The parallel line does not
simply repeat what has been said, but enriches it, deepens it, transforms
it by adding fresh nuances and bringing in new elements, renders it
more concrete and vivid and telling - that is, it generates new (contex-
tual) semantic reality from the lexical (word) meanings of its compo-
nents’. The purpose of parallelism then, like the general purpose of
imagery, is to transfer the usual perception of an object into the sphere
of a new perception - that is, to make a unique semantic modification®.

4 Beeston, though speaks about “straight semantic synonymity” as one of the main
features of parallelism in his fundamental article on the theme (1974:134-135), reveals in
the actual analyses much more in the couplets than simple and mechanic synonymity.
Alcer 1985:10, speaking about Biblical Hebrew verses, states that “literary expression
(though thrives on parallelism) abhors complete parallelism, just as language resists true
synonymity, usage almost always introducing small wedges of difference between closely
akin terms.”

5 The remarks of P. A. Boodberg on parallelistic couplets in Chinese poetry
(Boodberg, 1954, cited by Jakobson 1966:402) may be cited here to illustrate our point of
view: the function of the second line of a couplet is, he argues, “to give us the clue for
the construction of the first. Parallelism is not merely a stylistic device of formularistic
syntactical duplication; it is intended to achieve 2 result reminiscent of binocular vision,
the superimposition of two syntactical images in order to endow them with solidity and
depth, the repesition of the pattern having the effect of binding together syntagms that
appear at first rather loosely aligned.”

Jurij Lotman’s words about peetry (Lotman 1977:126-127) also applies to Arabic
belle-lettristic prose: “Strictly speaking, unconditional repetition is impossible in poetry.
The repetition of a word in a text, as a rule, does not mean the mechanical repetition of
a concept. Most often it points to a more complex, albeit unified, semantic context.”

® This operation was nicely perceived two centuries ago by J. G. Herder (1784:23)
that “the two [parallel] members strengthen then heighten, empower each other.”
Shilovsky (1965:21) defines this process as follows: “The perception of disharmony in a
harmonious context is important in parallelism. The purpose of parallelsim, like the
general purpose of imagery, is to transfer the usual perception of an object into the sphere
of a new perception — that is, to make a unique semantic modification”.
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There are several types of semantic modification in Badi® az-Zamin
al-Hamadani’s maqamar’. There are some seemingly straight synony-
mous balancing phrases the members of which, however, appear to have
a special type of semantic difference:

(1) (fa-ga‘altu) anfihi wauthitubu * waunkiruby waka'anni
a‘rifubu  (reject/D; prove/D * refuse to acknowledge/§;
know/S$)®

) yansitu wa-ka'annabu yafbam * wayaskutu wa-ka’annabu la
ya'lam (listen/D; comprehend/D * be silent/S; know/S)

In the above two examples there are always at least two lexical ele-
ments with similar or quasi-synonymous meanings, but at a closer look
we may become aware of a significant (though not necessarily self-evi-
dent) difference. One of the couplets always refers to a condition, that
is, it is static; while the other implies movement or action, that is, it is
dynamic. Or, more precisely: non-static, because state can more easily
be defined than dynamism. The words anfi, atbata and ansata and
Jfabima represent an action or process necessary to reach a state or condi-
tion while the words ankara, ‘arafa, sakata and ‘alima express the condi-
tion or state itself’. The formation of the sense of a sentence or better

7 Only the Beirut edition of Muhammad “Abduh was used. The examples cited in
this paper are only a fragment of the many hundreds of cases of semantic parallelism in
the text. The results of a complete analysis of the text and a list of different types of
semantic parallelism will be presented at the 2nd Shaban Memorial Conference in Exeter,
September 1994.

* In defining the dynamic or static character of a word or expression mainly the
Lisan al“arab was used, beside taking into consideration the usual textual contextsof the
words in question.

The Lisan states the difference between nafi and ankara in the following way: nafi
assay’ tanahha; al-inkar al-§ubid wa-l-munkar bilaf al-ma‘rif. For the sake of brevity re-
ferences to Lisan have been left out from the paper in the following.

2 Naturally, both terms denote relative attribute, and a static meaning can be re-
garded as relatively dynamic in another relation. If, for example, “arafa and ‘alima were
to be contrasted with each other, the first would be considered active while the other its
static counterpart. In this case, however, “rafs contrasts with atbata and in this pair the
latter has a more action type meaning.
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to say text(ual unit) does not end with the choice of the appropriate
words — that is, sentence meaning is not simply the outcome of the
meanings of its word components®. So here the seemingly synonym-
ous words obtain special shades of meaning when confronted with each
other by ‘way of coupling them in balanced phrases.

The conjunction of two words having almost the same meaning ex-
cept for one semantic feature (static vs. dynamic), or a small bunch of
features, serves to designate their common semantic field or common set
of semantic features. This can also be considered neutralization with
regard to the semantic feature in question, since the new semantic unit
resulting from the conjunction will certainly be neutral as to static or
dynamic characteristics'.

Let us consider now some parallelistic word pairs which are used
quite commonly and so they can be considered as common language ex-
pressions':

(3) tavaktubu wa-nsarafiu (L left/S him and departed/D)
(4) fitna wa-daka’ (intelligence/D and cleverness/$)

10 See, for example, Ricoeur’s opinion (1986:129ff): “Taken in isolation, the word still
has only a potential meaning, made up of the sum of its partial meanings, themselves
defined by the types of contexts in which they can participate. They have actual meaning
only in a given sentence, that is to say, in an instance of discourse”.

1 Ao F L. Beeston deals in his fundamental book, The Arabic Language Today with
slightly similar cases of lexical couplets. He says (p-112) “Arabic has been alleged to be
unusually rich in synonyms, but it is doubtful whether it is exceptional in this respect.
Most cases of alleged synonymity are at best partial, and this is a phenomenon of all
languages. What is unusual about Arabic is the extent to which this phenomenon is
countered by the device of hendiadys: the use of two words with different but over-
lapping semantic spectra to denote the area of overlap”. Then he takes use of the rule of
logical conjunction, pointing out, that such expressions like hukm wa-qada’ and hukm wa-
sultan “are in no way tautological, as they would illusorily appear to be ... they represent
a single concept” - eliminating those meanings or shades of meaning which are not
common in the two lexemes.

12 A< 2 matter of fact, they have been taken from Taha Husayn's al-Ayyam (47,
occurring many times) and from al-Hamadani’s magamat (3, where it occurs two times),
but each of them can be encountered in today’s newspaper language, too.
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5) hass wa-su'iir (perception/D and consciousness/S)"
6) gumidd wa-ibham (obscureness/S and ambiguity/D)
mut‘aban makdiidan (tired/S and overworked/D)
) bi-masaqqatin wa-gahdin (with hardship/S and great efforts/D)
They seem to be made up of conventionally fixed (synonymous)
pairs. But if we try to analyze further these pairs we find that the mem-
bers of these formulae can be differentiated from each other according
to various semantic attributes, one of which is the feature dynamic wvs,
static. One of the pairs, usually the first, expresses a dynamic version of
about the same bundle of semantic features of which the other is a static
variant. In these examples taraka, daki’, su‘sr, gumid, mut‘ab and
masaqqa may be considered as static, while on the other side insarafa,
fitna, hass, ibham, makdid and gabd may rightfully be labelled as
dynamic. The difference in meaning between the two members may ex-
tend, however, to more than one semantic features. The extended use
of these and similar pairs of expressions in the Classical and Modern Lit-
erary Arabic (and not only in the literature, but in everyday usage, too)
indicates that this device may be more than simply a rhetoric device and
also points to the basically linguistic (and not stylistic) roots of the phe-
nomenon we called here semantic conjuction.

I, however, semantic conjunction of two lexical items is an accept-
able linguistic means to express a single concept, parallelism containing
conjunctions cannot be simply looked upon as a rather superfluous sty-
listic device". So, before we would speak about tautology and a much
rhetorical style in the parallelism of the magamat and any other Arabic
genre, we must at first analyze linguistically the given parallelistic struc-

aSﬁﬁ

" Although this expression does not occur in al-Hamadani’s text, both words occur
separately once:
lamma ahassii bi-l-gissa * wa-sarat bi-qulabibim gassa (m. saymariyya) and wa-nisi’un qad
nasarna Su‘urabunna * yadribna sudirabunna (m. mawsiliyya).

* Roman Jakobson (1960:377) speaking about poeticalness, as the poetic function of
any form of the language, says: “Poeticalness is not a supplementation of discourse with
thetorical adornment but a total re-evaluation of the discourse and of all its components
whatsoever.” '
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tures whether they have or have not real linguistic function. Of course,

we are not taking now in consideration the special effect, which is

reached by using unnecessarily frequently or excessively one and the

same linguistic device. It seems, however, that with at least al-Hlamada-

ni such is not the case. Let us consider other examples of similar nature

from the “magama is fahaniyya” (no. 10 in our edition):

) atawaqqau l-qafilata kulla lamha * wa-ataraqqabu rrahilata
kulla subha (expecting/$ * looking for/D)

(10)  wa-bi l-gammu l-muq‘idu l-muqimu fi fawti l-qafila * wa-l-bu'di
“ani r-rabila (passing away/D * remoteness/S)"

(11)  wa-ana atasalla nara s-sabri wa-atasallab * wa-ataqalla ‘ala gamri
I-§ayzi wa-atagallab ([in the meantime] I am warming/$ myself
by the fire/D of patience/S and show myself hard/$ (in it) *
and I am roasting/D myself on the embers/$ of enragement/D
and tossing and turning/D)*

(12)  wadaysa i illa ssukitn wa ssabr * awi lkalam wa-lqabr
(silence/S; patience/D * speaking/D; being in the grave/5)”

(13)  sabbala llibu -mabrag * wa-qavraba lfarag (way out/D * re-
lease/$)

The whole situation in this magéma is built on the very sharp and
manifolded contrast created between movement and rest, action and
condition, that is, the semantic feature dynamic vs. static may be found
not only in separate entities - words and expressions - but it governs
the whole situation or rather a series of situations and thus the whole
story. That means that from a lexical feature it has in reality become

15 The word fawt is many times contrasted in al-Hamadan1’s text with the absolute
static condition of death (mawt), while b#d can be regarded as alike to death.

16 The series of static and dynamic expressions are only interrupted by the words nar
Y P y ptec by

and gamr which are used reversely, first because the verb tasalla usually goes with ir and

secondly because the disharmony caused by this reverse usage animates the whole passage.

7 Of course, sabr can only be considered as dynamic in this context where it is
contrasted with an even more static item, gabr.
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here a textual feature®. First, the story-teller’s waiting anxiously for
the arrival of the caravan, then his hesitation whether he should remain
among his fellow travellers or go to the prayer and his suffering during
the long prayer and finally, on top of all, the appearing of an impostor,
who, appealing to the extreme religiosity of the community detains him
from returning back to the travellers - all these four situations are por-
trayed by a powerful utilization of the possibilities given by dynam-
ic/static couplets. These are usually not words but whole sentences®
and the semantic parallelism is reinforced by a perfect syntactic parallel-
ism, the word order in each of the halflines exactly mirroring the
other, with each corresponding term in the same syntactic position.
Finally, it must be emphasized that not all parallelistic couplets, of
course, exhibit the parallelism of the semantic conjunction of dynamic
and static lexemes or any other type of semantic conjunction. And
because the comparison is between senses and not just words, there is
often enough room for debate over whether a particular B-line is more
dynamic than its A-line and vice versa. It is, however, a common
enough feature of Arabic parallelism to make it worth asking of every
parallelistic couplet whether any gain in understanding may result from
applying the present concept to it. The new feature that has emerged
from this study of the parallelistic couplets is not so much the
identification of a particular relationship of the lines of the couplet
(dynamic vs. static feature) as a movement towards a statement of
relationships within the poetic couplet. We must also note that in most
cases there is an overlapping of several heterogeneous types of paral-
lelism (semantic, syntactic, prosodic, morphological, phonetic, and so

8 It may rightfully be supposed that it is in many cases the text or a part of it (and
not one or more lexical entities) that shows dynamic or static character.

"% All this may be considered a general characteristic of parallelism as is described by
Alter (1985:19) speaking about Biblical parallelism “In semantic parallelism the charac-
teristic movement of meaning is the heightening or intensification of focusing, specifica-
tion, concretization, dramatization”,
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on) so that no single element may be considered as purely dominant or
as purely concomitant®.

In conclusion, let Ibn Haldin’s wise words stand here (Rosenthal
1958 TII, 193): “The secret and spirit of speech ... lie in conveying ideas.
The perfect way of conveying ideas is eloquence. Eloquence is conform-
ity of speech to the requirements of the situation. After perfect indica-
tion (of the requirements of the situation has been achieved), the word
combinations ... have their different kinds of artistic embellishment. In
a way, they give them the brilliance of correct speech. Such (kinds of
artistic embellishment) include ornamental use of rhymed prose, the use
of phrases of identical structure at the end of successive cola. The spon-
taneous occurrence of rhetorical figures causes no comment, because (in
such case) they are no way forced, and the speech (in which they occur)
cannot therefore be criticized as (linguistically) faulty. The forced and
studied use of rhetorical figures leads to disregard of the basic word
combinations of speech and thus destroys all basis for indication (of the
meaning of speech).”
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