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ABSTRACT

Themesen!paperamistostudytheway a text meanswhat it meansby exploring a
powcrful shapingprincipie ¡u language,namelythat of iconicity. 1 shallbriet’ly survey
the psychological-cognitivegroundingof such a principie and the different ways in
which iconicity manifestsitself at thevariousleveNof language.SpecialattentionwiIl
be paid to certain iconie phenomenaat the level of syntax that play an important
expressiverole in a particulardescriptivetext.

INTRODUCTION

Pie presentpaperis an attemptto studytbewaya text meanswhatit nieans
by exploringa shapingprincipie iii language,namelythatof iconicity. lconicity

operatesovertly at textual level and it is a pervasive—though hidden—
motivatingforeein the internalstructureof languageitself.

Therelationbetweenlanguageaudmeaninghastraditionallybeendescribed

asarbitrary: following Botinger(1980:17ff4 «diereisnothingin theword “tree”
that hints at its meaning&Piereare countlessanduncontroversialarguments:
arbitrariness¡Sanintrinsicpropertyof anycodedsystem(gdnetie,mathematical,
telegraphic).As such,languagerequiresa set of niinimai arbitraryunits Un!
whencombinedaccordingto certainruleswill constitutethe physicalbulk of a
language.Arbitrarinessis not only a requircment,but also a differentiating
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property of human language,when comparedlo non-humaneommunieation

systems.For languageto grow, form liad to be divorced from meaning,as
Karcevskij alreadynotedjo 1929: «it is duetothe asymmetriealdualismof the
siructureof linguistiesignsthaI a linguistiesystemcanevolve(p. 93, my traus-
lat ion)».

Without Ibis reduetion,asBolinger (1980: 38 It) has pointed out, human
languagewould beatIbestageofacommunicativesystemwherepartieularsigns

are in a ene-fo-onorelationshipwith whaí they signify. The multiplication of

communicativedemands,iii quatityandin number,thetimitationsperhapsofthe
gestural-vocaliehumanapparatus,overleadedby suchdemands,lcd fo areeycling
of ihe smallestunhisas empty,meaninglesselemenísavailableffir arbitraryand

unlimited combinatorybehavicurpotentialal a higlier Joyel.
Te claim thai Ihere may be a relation betweenthe werd and dic world is

laughedat asnensenseor fantasyat Ihe leastby linguistie orthodoxy:

The modern sejences of language with their fundamental shift froni a referential lo
an internally-relational semanties, wonld eradicate Ihe Iast vestiges of [he heresy
debated iii Ihe Cratylus. (..) There is in words and sentences no pre-established
affinity with ohjects, no rnystery of conconance with tk world. Nofigara ofthings,
perceived a yel u, be revealed, inheres in Ihe (purely arhitrary) art¡culations of
syntax. ( The linguistie marker is as «coded» as [healgebraic symbol (Síciner.
1989: 105-6).

Despitetheapparent[y everwhelmingameuntofrationalevideneesupporting
anddemonsiratingihe arbitrarynatureof many aspecisof the linguistie cede,
tbereisroomforthinking andexploringtheintuitive feelingthai languagerneans,
and thaI Ihe word andthe world are related.Wordsdo actuallyhurí and soelbe

and theycanovenbesaid te preservea certainpewerof invocation¡acurdaily,
subjeetiveexperienceof language.Theremustbeanareain which linguistiesand
the actualexperienceof languagemecí. The eontrary would meanthaI the

sejenlifiemethodis boundfo beseveredfrom what Steiner(1989:106)calls«ihe
empirical, dic historical, dic Cratyleanblas» asid thaI experiencecanonly be
apprehendedthreughnen-scientificpaths.Literaturescholarsandphilesophers
such as Steiner have exprcssedthe wish that linguistic inquiry bridge Ihe
contradictionderivingfrom Ihefact thai during dic XXth century,languagehas

beenmadeihe centreof humanphenomenelegymí the onehandand lías made
of th¡scentrea formality, an algorithm,en thc other The aim of linguistiesis 11w
studyof naturallanguagewhcremeaningandreality are «realpresences».

Iconicity or iconismlis oneof dic concepísthai arecentralte Ihe studyof the

relationword-world,te explainwhy languageis dic way it is asid why it means
what it means.Etymologicallyspeaking,the word icon is relatedlo Ihe visual



Between£extanágrammar: Meprincipie of iconiciiy 113

demain,that is, te eneof themost fundamentalandbasicperceptiveprocesses

thatstructureeurpsyche,eurknewledge.Thedrawingefatableisan icenofthe
table, i.e. Ihereis a relatienof samenessnr resembtancc—j.c. an ¡cenie tela-
tion—, which can be apprehendedimmediaíely by a pereeptíve-cegnitive
processthaI involves11w spontaneonsidentificationof lisies andvolumes.An
icen is «a sign which referste the ebjcctwhieh it denotessimpiy by its own

features»(Peirce,1940,cit. in Sebeek,1986:328). In art history, the Ierm has
traditionallybeenusedtereferte dic ByzantineCliristianculture,wherean icen
is an absíracíandsimplified imageof the divinity. According le Slebin (1985:
221),íheiníage,the seen—le. dic sign—coníainedllie unseen,thedivinity, Le.
thc eencept.Divinity residedin dic icenwhich Ihereferedeservedveneralion.

1. LCONICITY IN LANGUAGE

1.1. General aspects

Cognilive scienees,Artificial Iníelligenceand psycholegyeffer eneugh

greundsfor eensideringthat languageis closely iníerrelatedte cegnitienand
perception.Talmy (1990)evensuggeststhat it seemsquitereasonabielo think
thaI languageevelved after ‘isbn, asid thaI Ihereforeit miglil li-ave partly
ineerperatedlIs organization.Lakeff & Johnson(1980)haveshewnthat cur
conceptualsystemis ultimately greundedin basicspatial andontological ex-

periencethroughmetaphers.Theypeint tea certaincerporalityefeurceneeptual
aud cegnitive system,keepingtrack of Merleau-Ponty’sphenenícnolegyae-

cerdingte which meaningcannetemergew¡thoutbedily experience.
in languagewe shallcensiderthat a sign (werd,sentence,text) is icenie~<if

II exhibitssorne“sirniiarity” er “resemblanee”wilh thaIwhich Ihesign isa “sign

OF”» (Verhaar,1985:21). Icenieaspectsof languagexvill reflectin a syntheíic,

direct, immediaíe,visnal-likeway meaningsof varjeuskinds.
As Giván (1985:188ff.) suggests,linguislie fermsareefíenIhewaytheyare

becausetheyresembletheconceptualstrucíurestheyareusedte cenvcyand they
citen resembie each ethcr becausedic different cenceplualdemainsthey
represeníare Ihosiglil of iii 11w sameway. ‘l~hcse relatiosisof resemblanceare,
respectively,pheneníenaof iseníorphismandautomerphism.

A cleartunetionalmotivatienseemste acconotterdieseplienomenaasiddic
underlyingprincipie of iconicity: «(...) A cededexperienceis casier te store,
retrieveandcommunicateit Ihe cedeismaximallyisomerphictotheexperience»
(Givón, 1985: 189; emphasisoriginal). Iconicitv is ihus relatedte threebasic
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communicativeprincipiestlíat gev&n tbestructuringof languagesystems:the
principies of clarity, of expressivenessand of precessability(Síebin, 1977;
Givón, 1979b).

Despiteits intrinsic funcienality,thenatureof ieenism,ishewever,insidious.
It pervadestbrougblanguage,butwitb varyingdegreesof transparency,er ratber
of opacity. It is thereferenecessarylemakea seriesof preliminary remarks:

i. The plienemenenof iconicity is a generalprincipie andit can eniy be
fmitfully analysedwhenappliedtedifferenllanguages,sincean indi-
vidual languagemayefferjusta few clearexponerlís.

u. Tetry tefind iconjerelatiesisin tbecedemeanste~<crackdxc cede»,in
1-lalliday’s (1985:xxxi) terms.Thecedeis hardtepenetrate,becauseof
diceemplexfunetionalandbisloricallayerings.Fereachsinglelanguagc,
therearevarbeuskindsofadjusíementsmadeby íhesystemtecentextual
pressure(pragmatieadequacy)andte histery(íypolegicaiadequacy).
In sorne casesdiere wiJJ only be vestigeser sedimentsJefi by this
fundamentalshapingprincipIe.Thereareaswell cempetingmotivatiesis
(ecenemy,effectiveness,preeessabuliúy)diat interfere in andmedify

the linguisticcede(Haiman,1983).
iii. Different levels of languagedispaly different kinds and degreesof

icenism.The smaller the units, Ilie merearbilrary Ihe behaviour.In
otber werds, the lewer flie units in Ihe linguislie hierarchy, Ihe Jess
probablewifl anicenicrelatienbe. As Belinger(1980:18) notes,~<f..)
arbitraryandcenventienalis afitíing descriptienof dislinetiveseunds,
lessseof werds,evenlessof senlences,audbeyendthat, scarcelyfits
ataB.ThelargerIhe scepe,dic leeserandlessarbitraryflie structure».

The lerm deesnet only apply te simple, signs.but can also be
extendedte 11w erganizationof signsitself, resulting in ~<anisemer-
pbically censtructedcede»(Givón, 1985: 188).

iv. Thereare Ihusdifferentdegreesof iconiciíy, which weuldthenbe a
gradiení froni lesstemoreabstract/general(Givón, 1984:213),wbich
eouldbe representedas ja Figure 1 belew:

[—— abstraet~_________________________________________ [± absírací]
[lhingj (icenj [metapherj[symboij [sign~

Fig. l.—Thegradien oficonism.

y. At sorneleveNieonieityis hisertedin thelinguistiecede,andtherefore
no manipulafienis pessible.At etherlevels(phenic,textual), icenicity
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is a strategythat may be diesenby the speakerfor communicative
purposes.

1.2. Ieonicity st the level of sound

Within thisframe,Ihe level of soundhasbeenexíensivelyexploredin poetry
—andperhapslo a Iesserextentin etherregisters—throughthe useof varjeus
andwell-knownstraíegies:allilerativepatternsandassonance,e.g.Ihe paredical
eriticism of the techniquein Shakespeare’sAMidsummer’sNight Dream,

(1) Whereatwith blade,witLx bloody blarnefulblade
He bravelybroachedhishoiling bloody breast.

Thesyrnbelismassociatedwith certainseunds,asin Coleridge’sTheAncient
Mariner,

(2) Thefair breeze blew, the white foam flew
The furrow followedfree;
Wc were the first thateverburst
hito [batsilent sea.

as well as differentdegreesof contrasíbetweenshort andlongvowels,stress,
everallplioniepatterns,ele. ]3y expleitingthesephonicresources,it seemsthat
«the physical (auditery) ferm reseníbles,and by Ihat resemblance,suggesls,
semethingin nature(er in our natures)»(Bolinger, 1980: 19).

In written language,and particularly in contemporaryIext-lypessuch as
advertisemenís,grafitti, poetryin generalandideogramníatiepeetryin particular,
thc potentialof the graphicmediurn itself and of the lay-eut fer conveying
meaningsicenically is extrerneLysuggestive.The texísarevisual emblenísof
their centent(asin fer insíance,George1-lerberíspeernEasternWings),andtan-
guageis endowedwith acertainpalpability2(Jakobson,1960).

From thc perspcctiveof linguistic studies, there have been interesting
attemptsatdescribingandexplainingbothsoundsaudgraplisin termsofmimesis
er icenicity: enthe onehand,linguisíssuchasJakobson(1978),Ulían (1984),
Malkiel (1987)Woedworth(1991) inter aL, havefocuseden aspectsof sound
symbolism andlanguagestructureand bistery. On the other hand, as Harris
(1986)hasinterestinglynoted,mestatíempísalexplaining11w icenie erigin of
the lettersof the alphabetarebaseden Ihe idea thaI «11w audiblesoundhasa
visibleer atlcastvisualisablecorrelate,namelythepesitionormovementof the
speeehorgans;andit is thiswhich6ws/zapeof the lettercopies»(Harris, 1986:
94; my empliasis).
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1.3. Iconicity at the level of word

Onernatopeeias,andtea Iesserexteníphonesthemesaretypical instancesof
an iconie relation. They are usually felí by speakersas invelving a certain

naturalness,er righíness,beíweensound and sense.Thesewerds, however
represenía reducedportionof te lexicon,and IhereforehaveLittle significance.

The lexicon of a languageis epaque:werds, ebjectively spcaking, are
arbitrarysigns. Ihe isemorphicor mimetierelatienbetweenthe werd andthe
reality it denotesis anything but self-evident. However, frem a subjective
perspective,froní the perspeeíiveof the userof language,wordscan be saidte
be icenie, displaying a ene-te-enecorrespondencebetweenthe werd and its
referent,a relatienwhich is unique.Thenaturalrelationpointedat indic Cratylus
asid subsequentlyexpleredby pects, is a legitimate ebject of síudy, and it is

actuallynecessaryif eneaimsal understandingthe way languageis used.As
Bolinger (1988: 237) puísit, «a word “soundslike’ whatit means,for a native
speaker,whe will prebablyfeel that “pigs are apíly namedbecausethey are so
dirty”». The kind of icenisní reflectedal this level is furtherspecified(ibid.)’:
«Whenawerd hasacquireda central meaningit is iceniewhen usedin ways

appropriatete thatmeaning.It neednetbeseud-symbelictebepermeaíedbythat
meaning»(empliasisoriginal).

Words may suffer processesof semantiefading: they often beceme
gramníaticizedandepaqile.When Ihis is tbe case,dic tendencyis for speakers
te re-analysethem,and te re-icenisethem, as Bolinger(1988)hasextensively
demenstrated.

Conversely, euphemismsweuld be instancesof de-icenisingstrategies

axming at dissociatingdic word from the reality it carneswith it.
Felketymolegyasidword-fermatien(cempeunding,redupticatien)arearcas

whereIhe iconie, transparentprincipie is powerful andcreativeand of a mere
visible kind, althoughthe underlyingexpenientialperspectiveis Ihe samc.

1.4. lconicity aL tite level of grammar

11w morpbo-syntacticlevel of Ihe cedemaydisplayfeaturesthaI arexceníc.
Morpholegyas suchis moreeften thannol opaqueandthe kinds of meanings
carried by gramníarless accessible.Cross-linguisticsíudies(Bybee, 1985),
however,haveshownthat it may becensidereda censtructiveprincipie, ascan
be seenfrom a few illustrative cases:a) closenessbetweenverb stemsand
inflectionalcategeriestendtereflecttheconceptualcloscnessof dic conceptsthe
merphologicalcategoriesexpress;the mereimportant a category,i.e, Ihe more
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it affectsthe meaningof tbe verb, 11w cleserwill Ihe inflection bete the lexical

partoftheverb.b) Thecorrespondencebetween,entheenehand,familiarity and
predictability(i.e. lesseffertrequiredfer its precess)andphoneticreductionen
theetherhasbeenanalysedextensively(Zipf, 1935;Meiliel, 1912;Havers,1931;

Meinhef, 1936). Re articles are efíen unstressedferrns of demenstrative
determiners:phoneticreductionandlossof acceníin 11wchangefronídeixis dic
anapliora mirrors the less of prorninencefrom somethingnew te Ihe mere
expressienof someíhingas already knewn (Greexterg, 1985). c) lxxical
causativesdiffer in meaningfrom analyticalexpressionsof causativity.In (3) (4)
below, 11w secondinember of each pair expressesa direct, nen-mediated

causation(physicalproximiiy) whereasdie first may refer te indirect, external
causers(physicatdistance).

(3) a) He caused dic tree te fail.
1,) He felled [hetree.

(4) a> She had thenx lic down
1,) She laid them down.

Al the level of sentenee,word-oíderarrangemenisthai haveoftenbecome
fixed signal meaningsin correspendencewith cegnitivereality. An aspectof
sentenceerganizatienwhich is particuJarlyicenie andubiqileus is proximity:
physiealproximity is iconicallyrelatedte semantieproxiníityormutualrelevance.
Thereis a Iendencyfor adjectiveste be next te ihe neun they qualify, fer Ihe
subjectte becloselo 11w verbit goveres,fer thecomplementte benearits verb:
notefor instance,themarkedflaveurofObject-frontinginEnglish,asidlis restricied

use iii (5) belew:

(5) These chairs 1 like!

As Dik (1987: 85 ff.) seemste suggesi,diere is no reasonlo diink thai a
gramínarshou¡dbe neutralas betweenpreducingandundersíandinglinguistie
expressions,sincethatis Ihefunctionof granímar.1 weuldventurethaI,tealarge
extent,grammarsare actuallycognitivegrammars.

1 .5. lconicity at dic leve! of text

Texts are instancesof languagewhere the funetien of iconism is besí
analysed,andwhcre iconisní is clearly a communicaiiveopilen.Re studyof
icenicity is then a steptewards the analysisof the text’s expressiveness.A
comníenfigura in classicalrhetoricswas Ihe correspendencebetweenIhe ordo
naturalis asid the ordo artificialis: «In naturalorder (...) texí and disceurse
(Sermo)havethe sarnearrangementasthings in the universeof discourse(ordo
rerum)»(Enkvisí, 1981:98).
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Linearity is an icenof sequence4,i.e.the erderof mentionin thespeechchain
maps ¡he erder in which dic cencepis,or ¡he events,eccur.Certain relaliesis,
temporal (as in stories andnarratives),spatial (asin guide-books)as well as
causalenesareoften preservedin Iheguiseof linearrelatienswithin tethaI.Re
texíis then,accordingloEnkvist(1981),anicenofexperience.Thisnaturaliconie
order,whic ispereeption-based,is rxormally perceivedas unmarked(everybody
telísastory in moreor lessthesameorder).It maybeniodifiedif thespeakerhas
otlíercompetingmetivations(personalinteresí,focas,maintenanceofperspective,
climaxcreation,etc.)(Chafe,1980). ThelalterwiIl befelt as salientandwill be
necessarilysignalledby markedsyntaeticandlexical sírategies.

The following tal ¡llustrateshewmeaningis conveyedbothby thelexicon

andgramníar,aswelI as by textual síructureandprogressien.

TEXT

TITIJS is seven.His confines, Gormenghast. Suckled on shadows; weaned, as it
were on websof ritual: for bis ears, echoes, for bis oyes, a labyrinth of stone:and set
within bis body something other —-other than this unihragcous legacy. For first asid
fore¡nost he is child.

5 A ritual, more compelling than ever man devised, is fighling anchored darkness.
A ritual of the bloed; of thc jumping blood. ihese quicks of sentience owc nothing
to bis forbears, but to Ihose feckless hosis, a trillion deep, of the globos ebildhood.
ibe gitt of the bright bloed. Of lloyd thaI laughs when Iho tenets mutter «Weep».
Of blood that mourns whcn the sero laws croak «Rojoice!» O Little revolution in great

10 shades!
Titus the soventy-seventh. Meir lo a orumbling .summit: to a sea of netiles: lo an
empire of red rusí: to rituals footprints ankledeep iii stonc.
Oormenghast.
Withdrawn and ruinous it broods in umbra: the immemorial masonry: the towcrs,

15 tho tracís. Ls ah corroding? No. Through an avetine of spyres a zephyr floats; a bird
whistles; a freshet hears away lYon a ohokcd river. Deop in afístofsione adoll’s haud
wriggles, warm rcbellious on tho frozen palní. A shadow shifts its length. A spider
stirs...
Anddarknesswindsbelwcen thecharacters.

Gormenghasí,M. Peake(1950)

2. TRE TEXT’S EXPRESSIVENESS

2.1. Tite lexical level

The text is a descriptionand as such deals witb phenomena(entities,
relatiosis,pesition,qualities)in space(Werlich,1983).Temymmd,Ihedominant
(Jakobsen,1935),i.e. ¡hefecal elementwhichgevernsthe tcxt is the expression



Between text and gramrnar: 11w principie of iconicity 119

of (DENSITY). The semantie featuresassociateswitb (DFNSITY) are
(OPACITY)and(ABSENCEOFMOVEMENT) (bethspatial,i.e. inumobility,
and temporal,i.e. atemporality). (DENSITY) is parly expressedthrough the
lexicon, andisihus referential,external.

a) (IMMOBILITY) is suggestedthreughthe explicit descriptienof the
castleandits relatedarchitecturalelements:towers(1. 18);masonry(¡.18);
labyrinth ofstone(1.3); avenueofspyres(1.19);stone<1.3, 15, 20).

b) (A-TEMPORALLTY) is referredte by Ihe expressions:imniemorial
(1.17); anchoreddarkness(1.6); legacy(1.4); heir (1.13); ritual (1.7);
footprints(1.14).

c) (OPACITY) is suggestedby tbe choiceelwerdssuchas:shadows(1.1);
umbrageous<1.4); darkness(1.6).

Coritení,heweveT,isnot only aninhereníexpressivepetentialof thelexicen.
Meaning is ratherthe resulí of the referentialityof lexemesand the meaning
potentialof syntaxandof textualprogression.

2.2. Tite syntact¡elevel

The fellewing aspectsof syntax conveythe meaning(DENSITY) in an
iconicway: a)Physicalproximity betweensignsis an iconof conceptualproxi-
mity; b) Formalsamenessreflects semantiesemeness,ande) Categorialityof
verbsreflectsdisceursefunclien.Froníthis perspective,densityis a struetural,
internalprepertyof ¡he text.

a) Physicalproximiiy betweensignsis an icon ofconceptualproximiiy

The text reliesbasicallyonjuxtapesitionandparatactieconstructionsfer iís
expansion.Fronícress-culíuralstudies,parataxiscanbedefinedasasymmetrical
relationwhiclí presentstbingssimultaneeusly,aspartsor aspectsof awhole, in
unity of time, withoutprogressienand witbout the depthcontrasts(foregreusid
and background)offered by subordination.Juxtapesitionis a primary iconie
linking straíegy wbererelaíionsare establisheden a spatialbasis (physieal
contactbetweentwoclauses)withoutanyinterveningelements,sucbasconnectors.
Thisspatialproximity,immediacyor densityicenicallycorrelateswithsemantie
proximity and density, follewing l-Iaiman’s principIe (1983: 788) that «11w
conceptualdistancebetweentwo conjoinedclausesvaneswith Ibe presenceof
an overt conjunetionbetweenthem».
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Owingtephysicalproximity, Ihe readeris forcedlo acceptsorneconceptual
proximity and te activate interpretivestrategieslii erder te find cuí er ereate
meaningrelationsthaIare left epaque.

Syníactiedevices—suchascoordinatien¿mdsubordinatien—aresubstituled
for by puncluation.Wc find anextensiveuseof coleas(Unes2,3, 13, 14,17, 18)
andof scrni-colons(unes7, 11, 19).

Ihe use of colens is a restrieteddevice ter expandingclausesjato lexís.
Accerdingte Quirk eta]. (1985: 1620), ifisa measisfer estabuishing«sharper
separatienIban a cornmaand closer interdependenceIhan a serni-colen».lts
rncaningsare assoeiatcdwidi explanalienor «with a kind of fulfilrnent of Ihe
expecíationcreated».PorHalliday and1-tasan(1976: 69) a colon is simply a «a
purely erthographicconvention,serviagprecisely le signal Ihe presenceof
cataphericcohesion».

In Ihetexí, the colon mechanicallybranchesstructuresferward, in a linear,
physicalway. Semaníically,diereis, howcver,no fulfilmení of theexpectalien
crealed,so thaI the progressionforward inherení lo lincarity is broken mío
fragments,revealinga certainlaek of mevemeat.

Ihereareonly two instancesof explicit parataxisexpandingthe meaning:
andyet(1.3)(extension:adversativeadditien)andfor(1.4) (extension:addition-
result).1-Iowever,the Linkers suggesía relatienwhich is somewhatdisturbiag.
asid opaque.

Juxtapositionasid parataxiscontribule lo creating density (physical and

semantieclescness),opacily(non-explicitrclatiens)andimmobilily (untulfilment
of predicíions).The secoadiconicprincipie is relatedte this featureof maxiníal
linkage:

b) Formal samenessrejlectssctnanticsanwness

Gormenghastisa world wherenothingchanges,wherethingsrepealeach
olber, andas such,dic text is extremclyrepetitive:

i. Lexical repetitien is probably dic prirnary mode of inlersentential

cennectien(LongacreandThornpson,1985)aadIhe tightcstcohesive
device.Thewordsritual, bloed,sume,darkness,shadowarecxteasively
used aad they bind 11w text togelher aeresssentencesand aeross
paragraplisbolh al Ihe termaland seníantielevels.

u. Anothermodeoftextualcohesionis achievedIheughsynlacticrepetition.
As shownin Figure2, 11w texídisplaysaconsiderablenumberof parallel
andsymrnetricalstructures.Ihis strategyis commonlyused—andterny

mmd, over-exploited—----throughoutthe novel (Lecch& Shorl, 1981).
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Titus is seven.

His confines,Gomengbasl.

[Suckled enshadows;
[for bis ears,echees,

[weaned,(...) en websof ritual ¡
[for bis eyes,a labyrintb of stone

andyet,wilbin bis body,sometbing[other-

[olber Ihan Ibis umbrageouslegacy

Por firsí andforemosí,he is clijid.

[A rituai, merecempelling(... is figbíing ancboreddarkness.

[A ritual [of Ibe bloed;

[of ¡he jumpingbleod

Tbe gifí of the bright bloed.

Of bloedthat Iaughswbenthe tenelsmulter«Weep».

Of bloedthaIníournswhentbe serelawscreak~<Rejoice».

Fig. 2.—Thetcxtsarchitecture(Unes 1-II).

Granímaticalparallelismis usedas a main deviceter línking sentences,a
kind of packagingstraíegy.In asemiaalartiele,iakobson(1966)claimedthatthe
repelilion of a syníacticpatternbasIbe effeel of tigbtening tegelbersyntagms

wbicbatfirsí sighíappearjuxtaposedin amereor lessboseerunspecífiedway.
The effectpreducedin the text by this reseurceis also relatedte Ibe expression
of density,allhough in adifterentway. Languageis un asymmetricalcede,¡e.
linear. Lincarity is suitable for encedingsequence,but net for eneoding
symmetricalsimultanceusconceptualizaliens.Simultaneity,a fealureimplying

immobflity andIackof progression,canbe expressedby morpholegy,diacritics
(Haiman, 1985)and by parallellisni. Moreover,dic propertiesof blank verse
foundin thetexí(Leech& Short,1981),namelyrythm andparallellisms,actually
imply the Iack of movemeníforward associatedwith proseand Ibe rewrn
movementimplicit in versewriting5. Thetextmovesforward—how couldit be
etberwise—,buí it is eenstantlymovingbaekwardtoe,unfoldingin arepetitive
andfrustratingprogressien.

Maximal linkage,realizedthroughvarjeussyntacticasidtextualstrategiesis
aaexponentof the text’s density.Tbe texí is, formally andcenceptually,a tight,
compactwhole.
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The tbird principIetbatwiIl bediscussedoperalesatthe cressroadsbetween
grammaranddisceurseandhasbeendescribedin HopperandThomson(1985).

e) Categorialityofverbsreflectsdiscoursefunction

Re fe-ature(TEMPORALIMMOBILITY) in tbedescriptionof Gorníenghast

derivesfremthestylistically relevantabsenceofverbs.Consequently,tberewill be
ábsenceof tenses,indefinition of temporalrefereneeandof aspectualcontrasís.

Tesaytbalthereareno verbsasidproeessesis perbapsloo strongaclaim,so
letusexaminethisindetail.Tbesemanliefeaturesassociatedwithaprototypical
verbare,aecerdingteGivón(1979:320-1)visibíli/y, mc’vemen4andeffectiveness
(i.e. prototypicalae/ion processesin Hallidays,1985: chap.5, terminology).A
closeanalysisof Ibe surfacerealizationaadsyntacticbehaviourof verbsreveals
tbattbesemanticpropertiesaboyearenotsufficientfor anidentificationof actien
precessesin disceurse.Por a forní «te qualify as a prototypicalverb (it) must
asserttheocurrenceojaneventin 11wdiscourse»(Hopper& Tbompson,1985:
155, empbasisoriginal). Actually, they claim lhat the prototypical semantic
propertiesandIbe fuil rangeof granimaticalcontrastsof aparticularverbderive
from its djscourserole as presentativeform. In ollier words, the more averb
introducesan evení in disceurse,tbe more it will display the prototypical
semantieprepertiesandthe fuil rangeof gramniaticalcentrastsassociatedwith
Ihe categoryverb.

i. In the fragmeníthatdeseribedTitusandthecastie,Ibereareverbstems
which, from a semantiepoint of view, eeuU qualify as prototypicai
verbssincetheydisplaytbeappropriatesemanticfe-aturesofmevement,
effectivenessasidvisibility.

(6) suckled(1.1), weaned(1.2),anchored,Ñmped(1.7), withdrawn(1 ti),
choked(1.20).

Hewever,theseverlisde net introduceevenúsin ihe disceurseand

assucharenot apprebendedasrealisingpropotypicalprecesses:theydo
nol have Ibe fuil gramniaticalpotential of proíotypical verbs, and

Ibereforehavethe restrictedbehaviourof adjeetives.
u. In Ibetext, therearealsoacertainnumberof stativeverbs.Stativeverbs

are ~<less»verbs Ihan action verbs, since they are lesseffective ja
mov~ngthedisceurseferward:«astativerelationprofilesacenfiguratien
Ibal isconstruedatemporallyandaceessedasasimultaneouslyavailable
wbole» (Langacker,1984: 111).

(7) owe(1.8),brood(1.17).float(19).
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Their nen-differentiateddjsceurserole is ieonically reflected in
their lower degreeof categoriality(narrowerrangeof grammatical
contrastssuchas aspect,etc.).

iii. Existentialand relational sentences,wbich are «peorexemplars»of

event-reportingdisceurse,are likely tedisplayaveryreducednumber
ofgrammaticalcontrasís:tbeexistentialcenstructienin English6allows
for tensecontrasís,bowever,numberconlrastsafe neutralizedasin (8)

(8) Thcre’s Iots of people in here

andthereare no aspectualcontrasísas in (9)

(9) *Therels being...

The 10wcategorialityof existentialprocesses—mappingthe 10wdynamism
potential—is furtherreflectedin the ellipsisof the existenlialmarkers<there +

bel, astrategywbich is extensivelyillustrated in Ihe texí:

(10) (...) for his ears (therc were)echoes,for bis eyes (therewas)a labyrinth of
stone: asid yct, within his body (therewas) somethingorber(...)

Relationalsentences,which do not introduceeventsat ah are«likely lo be
cededwith no lexical ítem linking Ibe subjectandtbe predicate»(Flopper&
Thompson,1985: 170).Tbis feature,systematicin manycreolelanguages7,is
berea stylistic —lboughverycemnion—iconiestrategyfor the expressionof
stative,non-dynamicmeanings.(zero-copula)deesnot allow fer temporaland
aspeetualreference,it is the clearestexpenentof atemporality.

(11) His oonfines (1) Oormenghast; (1) suckled on shadows; (1) weaned (...) on
webs of ritual; (/) Heir to acrumbling summit; (/)10 asca of nettles: (1) toan empire
of red rust: (1) to rituals footprints ankle-deep in sume.

CONCLUSION

The kind of analysistbat hasbeenundertakenin tbis paperspringsfrom a
confessedlypartial reading,as in fact, ah readingsare. According lo Toelan
(1990),linguistiecriticism orstylistics couldbeseenasastrategicreadingfrem

a specific place of observalien.In this case, Ibe place of observationis a
funclional tbeoryof languagewhich amongotberclaims,statesthatlanguageis
a metivatedcede,andmorespecifically,thaItbereis muchin thedeepgramníar
of alanguagethat can be not only described,but explained.Iconicity is eneof
such deepprincipies that eperateat ah levels in language,particularlyat the
crossroadsbetweengrammarandtext.A closeanalysisof Ibisphenemenonmay
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enableuslo geta deeperinsight into thewaygrammarorganizesandstructures
meaningsas well as into Ibe kindsof meaningsit carnesalong.

NOTES

¡ Eco (1972), notes the fact that Ihe term ¿con isa kind of «umbrella term”, covering various
kinds of phenomena.

2 lnterestingaspectsonthistopiccanbefound u: Carro Marina, L. (¡988).Aproxunacwnes

al métodoideogramáticode Fenollosa,Madrid: UniversidadCompIntonso.(iood illustrations can
be fonud in surroalistic French poetry atad iii the contemporary journal Doc(k)s (France).
contomporary Spanish poets of the grup Zaj (Brossa, Sarmiento, Arzo) aud in tho British joornal
Wast.

Bolingors views coincide with Verhaar’s (1.985) more elaborate analysis. Tho oxperience of
the use of ssioh sigus (referential lexemes) is that of iconic signs. Tho experience of the referential
lexeme (naountain)as namebelonging to the object /inountain/, is different from tho oxporionce of
the lexeme ,nountatnas word, rneta-representation,idealizationof the name (moantain). The
differenco is botwcen subjective vs. objective experience. i.e., betwoon nomovs. word. When Wc

speak, we refer to Ihings, we name them; Wc dont simply USO exornes, i.e. a” abstraction consisting
of a series of phonemes ¡ml ¡o//u//nl /t/ Ial Ii! ¡nl. The useof a wnrd makes it a name.

Ihe iconio principio of temporal soquence is more pervasive, more grammalical, Ioss
stylistic, in isolating languages (suoh as Chinese) whioh Iack an elaborato morphology to establish
syntacticrelatioas and wherc thoreforc sequence is part of Ihe grammatical .structure (TAl, 1985).

Jakobson (1966/1973:234) recalís the etymology of Lat. oratio prosa(< prorsa < proversa),
disoourse that moves forward, asid Lat. vcrsu.s;roturn.

In sorne langiiages [heexistential construction does not oven involve an element of [heclass
ver!~, hut rather an existential morpheme or partido. Soo Hopper & 1hornpson, 1985.

Relational sentences in English hayo often contracted vorbal forms: thcy’re a nico couple.
Contraction would he an iconic structi¡re, implying phonetic reduction rcsulting from reduction in
ovont reporting potential.
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