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Abstract

This study examines the semiotics of mystical terms in the poetry of Abd al-Mu‘t1 Hijazi and Hafez of Shiraz and seeks to
demonstrate how mystical vocabulary and terminology in the poetry of these two poets move beyond the level of lexical
meaning and become multilayered and interpretive signs. Hafez, as one of the most prominent poets of the Persian mystical
tradition, employs terms such as wine, cupbearer, tavern, Magian elder, and libertine to express amorous, intuitive, and
epistemic experiences. In his poetry, these terms oscillate between apparent and esoteric meanings and construct a rich
network of mystical and philosophical significations. By contrast, Abd al-Mu‘tT Hijazi, a prominent contemporary Arab
poet, draws on the capacities of symbolic and mystical language to express human, social, and existential experiences,
recreating traditional concepts within a new and modern context. The findings of this study indicate that, in Hafez’s poetry,
mystical terms primarily serve the expression of the unity of being, spiritual wayfaring, and the experience of divine love,
whereas in Hijazi’s poetry, these terms sometimes become instruments for articulating alienation, anxiety, historical defeat,
and the search for meaning in the contemporary world. Accordingly, the comparative study of these two poets shows that
mystical terms in both poetic languages, while maintaining their connection with tradition, possess the capacity to generate
new meanings within different cultural and historical contexts.

Keywords: Hafez, Abd al-Mu ‘tt Hijazi, mysticism, semiotics.
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EXTENDED ABSTRACT
The present study examines the semiotics of

mystical terms in the poetry of Abd al-Mu'ti
Hijaz1 and Hafez of Shiraz, with the aim of
explaining how mystical vocabulary moves
beyond its lexical and denotative function and
becomes a multilayered system of symbolic,
interpretive, and culturally mediated signs.
Mystical literature, in both Persian and Arabic
traditions, is one of the richest domains in
which language exceeds ordinary referential
communication and enters the realm of
symbolic signification, allusion, paradox, and
hermeneutic depth. From a semiotic
perspective, terms such as wine, cupbearer,
tavern, eye, scent, surrender, and satisfaction

cannot be reduced to their surface meanings;
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rather, they function as signifiers whose
signifieds are shaped by poetic context,
mystical tradition, cultural memory, and the
reader’s interpretive competence (1, 2). In
Hafez’s poetry, such terms are deeply rooted
in the Persian mystical and lyrical tradition,
where verbal

ambiguity, symbolic

displacement, and semantic  plurality
constitute the main mechanisms of meaning
production (4, 13). By contrast, Hijazi, as a
modern Arab poet, reactivates symbolic and
quasi-mystical motifs within the horizon of
modern  human

experience, especially

alienation, existential  anxiety, social
displacement, and the search for meaning in a
fractured world (5, 7). Accordingly, the study
situates both poets within two different but
interrelated poetic systems: the classical
Persian system of mystical signification and
the modern Arabic system of symbolic and
existential expression.

The theoretical framework of the study is
based on a synthesis of structural semiotics,
poststructuralist semiotics, intertextuality, and
the hermeneutics of mystical language. In the
structuralist dimension, the poem is treated as
a signifying system in which the relation
between signifier and signified is neither
natural nor fixed, but conventional, relational,
and context-dependent (1). This perspective is
particularly useful for analyzing mystical terms,
because the same word may produce different
layers of meaning depending on its placement
within the poetic structure, its relation to other

terms, and its resonance with prior literary

traditions. In the poststructuralist dimension,
the study emphasizes the instability and
fluidity of poetic meaning, especially in
mystical discourse, where language often
gestures toward what cannot be directly
expressed. Thus, terms such as “wine” and
“tavern” in  Hafez’'s poetry operate
simultaneously within literal, symbolic, ethical,
social, and metaphysical registers (3, 9). The
study also benefits from intertextual theory,
since the mystical lexicon does not appear in
isolation but emerges through dialogue with
earlier Sufi discourse, Persian ghazal
conventions, Qur’anic and religious imagery,
and the broader symbolic heritage of Islamic
literature. In this respect, Hafez may be viewed
as a central cultural source for the
transformation of mystical signs, while modern
Arab poets such as Hijazi may be read as
writers who encounter inherited symbolic
forms and adapt them to modern concerns (6,
8). The hermeneutic dimension further clarifies
that mystical terms are not stable lexical units
but interpretive symbols whose meaning
depends on the movement between
appearance and inwardness, expression and
indication, language and silence.

The analysis of Hafez’'s poetry shows that
mystical terminology in his ghazals forms a
dense network of signs through which spiritual
love, divine attraction, surrender, poverty,
contentment, and the critique of superficial
religiosity are articulated. Hafez's poetic
language is marked by semantic ambiguity,
musicality, rhetorical delicacy, and symbolic
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condensation, all of which allow a single term
to generate several interpretive possibilities at

once (14, 15). Terms such as “wine,”

” 13 ” 13

“‘cupbearer,” “tavern,” “Magian elder,” and
“‘libertine” do not merely refer to material
objects or social figures; instead, they become
semiotic nodes through which the poet
expresses inner freedom, spiritual intoxication,
epistemic rebellion, and the rejection of
hypocritical piety (4, 12). The concept of
surrender and satisfaction is especially
important in Hafez’s mystical semiotics. In the
verses analyzed in the study, surrender is
represented through expressions such as not
complaining of sorrow, accepting one’s
allotted sustenance, remaining silent before
divine decree, and drinking whatever has been
poured into the cup of destiny. These verbal
and imagistic structures transform ethical and

mystical concepts into poetic signs, so that

” L ] ”

“‘poverty,” “contentment,” “silence,” “narrow-
eyed devotion,” and “dust at the threshold”
become signifiers of absolute submission to
the beloved’s will (10, 16). In this system, the
beloved is never merely a human figure;
rather, the beloved becomes a polyvalent sign
that may indicate earthly beauty, divine
presence, metaphysical authority, or the
hidden center of existence.

The analysis of Abd al-Mu‘tt Hijaz’'s poetry
indicates a different mode of mystical
signification. Unlike Hafez, Hijazi does not
systematically employ  the technical
vocabulary of Islamic mysticism, nor does his

poetry primarily revolve around classical Sufi

concepts such as annihilation, unity of being,
or spiritual unveiling. His poetic world is closer
to the social, emotional, and existential
concerns of modern Arabic poetry, in which
the individual confronts alienation, historical
crisis, loneliness, and the instability of
meaning (5, 8). Nevertheless, certain images
in his poetry acquire mystical or quasi-mystical
force when they are read through a semiotic
lens. The “eye,” for example, is not simply a
bodily organ or a conventional image of
beauty; it becomes a sign of true love, infinite
light, spiritual attraction, and the desire to
reach a source beyond the visible world.
Similarly, “scent” and “fragrance” function as
signs of love’s unavoidable disclosure, since
the fragrance of spring, like love itself, cannot
be hidden or confined. Through these images,
Hijaz1 transforms sensory phenomena into
symbolic structures that connect bodily
perception with inward experience. This
process corresponds to the broader
tendencies of modern Arabic poetry, in which
inherited images are often resemanticized and
transferred from traditional metaphysical
frameworks to modern existential and human
contexts (6, 7). Therefore, while mystical
terminology is marginal rather than
foundational in Hijazr’s poetry, it still reveals
how modern poetic language can reactivate
spiritual signs  without reproducing the
complete doctrinal system of classical
mysticism.

The comparative findings demonstrate that the
major difference between Hafez and Hijazi lies
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not merely in the presence or absence of
mystical terms, but in the semiotic function
assigned to those terms within each poetic
system. In Hafez’'s poetry, mystical signs are
central, organic, and structurally embedded in
the worldview of the ghazal; they organize the
relation between human desire, divine love,
destiny, knowledge, and spiritual liberation (13,
17). In Hijazr’s poetry, however, mystical signs
appear more episodically and symbolically,
often serving to intensify emotional states,
illuminate existential longing, or express the
modern subject’'s search for depth within a
disenchanted world (5, 7). The study also
shows that Hafez’'s symbolic language
depends heavily on the tension between
apparent and hidden meanings, whereas
Hijaz’'s symbolic language tends to move
between sensory immediacy and existential
implication. In Hafez, the sign frequently opens
toward metaphysical transcendence; in Hijaz,
it often opens toward human vulnerability and
the crisis of modern consciousness. Yet both
poets demonstrate that mystical or symbolic
language is capable of renewing itself across
historical and cultural boundaries. This
confirms that poetic signs are not closed
semantic units but dynamic structures that can
shift, expand, and acquire new meanings
when transferred from one literary system to
another (1, 9). The comparative approach
therefore reveals both continuity and
transformation: continuity in the persistence of
symbolic language, and transformation in the

changing cultural functions of mystical terms.

In conclusion, the semiotic study of mystical
terms in the poetry of Hafez and Abd al-Mu'tr
Hijaz1 shows that mystical vocabulary is not a
fixed lexical inheritance but a living system of
signs capable of producing new meanings in
different literary, historical, and cultural
contexts. In Hafez's poetry, mystical terms
operate as central instruments for expressing
divine love, spiritual surrender, unity, inward
knowledge, and the critique of formalism. In
Hijazr’s poetry, similar symbolic possibilities
appear in a more limited but meaningful form,
especially through images such as the eye,
light, scent, and love, which convey alienation,
longing, disclosure, and the search for
existential meaning. The comparison of these
two poets reveals that the same symbolic field
may function differently according to the poet’s
worldview, genre, historical position, and
relation to tradition. Hafez transforms ordinary
words into signs of metaphysical experience,
while Hijazi relocates symbolic and mystical
resonances within the emotional and social
landscape of modern humanity. The study
therefore contributes to comparative literary
studies by clarifying how mystical terminology
can preserve its connection with tradition while
also becoming a flexible medium for new
forms of poetic signification. It also shows that
semiotics provides a productive method for
analyzing the movement of meaning between
word and symbol, surface and depth, tradition
and modernity, and Persian and Arabic poetic

cultures.
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