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Abstract: 
   Defamiliarization means relinquishing what is already known; a relinquishment or 
violation which brings admiration to the reader, as the poet or the man of letters creates 
a beautiful and affective language through removing the repetitions from the form of the 
language because words, through repetition, get routine for us so that we don’t notice 
them. The method of the poet or the man of letters is to remove habitude from the 
language, creating a new one the most important aim of which is to foreground the usual 
language. This is the very language of poetry. To achieve this, the poet or man of letters 
needs linguistic means the most important of which is metaphor. In general, two kinds of 
defamiliarization could occur in language: 1) substitute (centered on metaphor); and 2) 
combination or structural (which occurs in precedence or deferment; التفات; addition and 
deletion). Of course it should be noted that any violation is not deemed defamiliarization 
unless the informative aspect of language is also taken into account. And mere use of 
metaphors does not create poetry; rather, it should affect the addressees and have 
aesthetic effect to be enjoyable for them. Defamiliarization is not the aim of poetry; 
rather it is one of the methods which make the atmosphere of the poem mystifying so 
that the reader is burdened to get the meaning and, as a result, is excited and enjoys it.  
Keywords: defamiliarization, substitute defamiliarization, structural defamiliarization, the 
language of the poetry and the language of prose, norm, informativity 

______________________________________________________________________________________ 

Introduction 
   What characterizes literary language and distinguishes it from other forms of language 
is that it changes the usual language in different ways in literature. The usual language, as 
a result, gets supported, dense, distorted, summarized, or even reversed. As a result the 
language gets strange in literature and consequently our customary world gets 
defamiliarized suddenly. In everyday language our perceptions of, and reaction to, reality 
has become repetitive and boring, and, as formalists say, automatic. But in literary 
language defamiliarization drives us towards an exciting, new and lively perception of life. 
As we get away from childhood we get so accustomed to the phenomena in the world 
around us that we no longer see them. One may wonder whether defamiliarization 
makes poetry lofty and prevalent, and whether poetry is only defamiliarization. 
We assume that if defamiliarization suits the context and is proper and appropriate, it 
makes poetry flourish and become beautiful. “[I]n everyday life, we do not see things in 
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their texture, since our perception has become habitual and automatic. The purpose of 
art is to impart the sensation of things as they are perceived, and not as they are known. 
Art ‘defamiliarizes’ objects by making forms strange, and by increasing the difficulty and 
the length of perception, because the process of perception is an aesthetic end in itself 
and must be prolonged.” (Makaryk, 1383, p. 13) 
The achievement of defamiliarization theory is that literature and genuine art impede the 
reader, and, unlike some theories, do not make ideas easy and achievable. Since 
progression gets slower when impeded, one has to stop at each level, and it is here that 
the reader gets another perception and a new view and experience of life (Nafisi, 1368, 
35).  Defamiliarization takes the signification away from its position in the spirit of 
language and gives to it a new significatory feature, that which its creator imposes on the 
language through breaking down the style and meaning of language and enriching its 
texture (Mortaz, 2005, 13). Defamiliarization relates things that are logically impossible 
but poetically possible to be related (ibid, 78). 
 
The Origin of Defamiliarization  
   Great Russian formalist Viktor Shklovskij introduced defamiliarization in 1917 in an 
article named “Art as Technique” with Russian “ostrannenja” in mind. The ideas in this 
article are so important that let it be called The Statement of Formalism. After him 
Tynynov and Jakobson called it “Alienation " .  As Shklovskij sees it, art reorganizes our 
sensory perception, transforming familiar principles and ostensibly durable structures of 
reality. Art changes our habits and makes strange anything familiar to us. It leaves a space 
between us and all that we are accustomed to, “like work, getting dressed, decorating the 
house, spouse and fear of war”. It shows things to us as they “are to themselves” and 
relives everything from the automatic one-way control born out of our sensory 
perception (Ahmadi, 1338, 47).  
 
The Concept of Defamiliarization   
   Shklovskij considers two concepts in relation with defamiliarization: 1) The method of 
writing utilized by the creator intentionally or unintentionally; and 2) the set of 
techniques utilized by the creator to show as strange something that is unfamiliar. 
Writers and poets can, through their power of imagination, recreate the boring and 
familiar world around us, i.e. the automatic language, under the pressure of 
requirements, gets supported, dense, distorted, summarized, and reversed through the 
use of special tactics and techniques, among other things. In this way language becomes 
strange, and, as a result, the customary world suddenly seems strange (terie , 1380, p. 7) . 

Shklovskij believed that the main function of literature is defamiliarization, and art 
and literature reorganize our sensory perception, creating a new structure. He held 
that a major part of our lives is based on habit; getting used to the natural 
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environment around us, to objects, to everyday life, and to everything that become 
quite customary and usual (Alavi Moghadam, 1377, p. 105). From the formalists’ 
point of view, art changes our habits and makes strange anything familiar around 
us. In fact, the task of art and literature is to rediscover the existence of objects, 
things and phenomena. In normal language our perception of reality gets lifeless 
and “automatic”, and the task of literature is to enable us to have a different 
perception of facts, objects and natural phenomena through using literary 
elements. Therefore, our usual and static reactions to these facts and phenomena 
of nature get revived (ibid, p. 106). 
 
Defamiliarization in Arabic  
   Now, if we believe that defamiliarization in Arabic (Al-Enziah) is derived from the 
root (Zih) with the verb (Zah)  and its intransitive verb (Enzah) meaning getting 
away (Ibn Manzour, Zih root), it is the equivalent of French ecart which can be 
traced back to Valery (Al-Mosdi, 2006, p. 100). The term defamiliarization is the 
literal translation of ecart, and the same concept can be referred to with 
“transgression” (to transgress the customary and usual). Alternatively, an Arabic 
term could be coined for this term which men of letters call “violation” in a certain 
register. Through meaning generation one can understand the meaning of the 
English term. From the scientific aspect, stylists hold that whenever the language 
user (speaker) manipulates the structure of significations or the forms of their 
combination in such a way that it is no longer customary nor usual, their speech 
shifts from a predictive aspect to a compositional one (ibid, p. 124). This 
relinquishing the norm and infracting the customary and familiar is that for which 
the phrase “other than that for which it is designated” has been devised in the 
science of traditional eloquence. “Other than that for which it is designated” 
means peripheral, unusual and other-than-the-norm meaning (Shamisa, 1374, 
p.19). 
 
Multiplicity of Terms for Defamiliarization  
   Interestingly, some Western critics, too, note the multiplicity and variation of the words 
referring to this concept. It starts from Valery who proposes a word which can be 
translated as “transgression” (to go beyond the customary and usual, and negate it) and 
also Bally who used the word fault to refer to the same meaning (since when faced with 
the unusual language, the addressee initially assumes it as incorrect, and, after a little 
reflection, understands that the language used is different from what he expected, which 
is the figurative use of language), saying “The first person who used a sail to refer to a 
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sailboat, through metonymy, made an error.” Similarly, German stylist Specter preferred 
and frequently used “deviation” (deviating and going astray, as in the poet, man of letters 
and writer have gone astray in their speeches). Thiri prefers “breakage” (breaking the 
usual and familiar system of language). Jean Cohen uses a word the Arabic equivalent of 
which is “shazuz” (rarely found) and Aragon exaggeratedly calls it “madness”. All these 
terms are virtually close to each other in terms of meaning (Fazl, 1996, pp. 79-80). 
 
Types of Defamiliarization  
   One reason that makes defamiliarization more important is that it is not exclusive to a 
part or parts of the text, but includes different and multiple parts of the text, and since 
the body of the text consists of words and sentences, defamiliarization can occur in many 
parts of these words and sentences. Accordingly, defamiliarization can be divided in two 
basic types. The first type relates to the essence of language which Cohen calls 
“substitute” defamiliarization (Cohen, 1986, pp. 2-5, and also cf. Veis, 1416, p. 60). The 
second type relates to the combination of a word with other words in the register which 
is sometimes lengthy and sometimes short. This kind of defamiliarization is called 
“structural” defamiliarization. 
 
 Substitute defamiliarization  
   This kind of defamiliarization is based on metaphor, which centers on a word and is 
used in the same and at the same time different meaning than the original (O.Dacrot, p. 
354, cited in Veis, 1416, p. 20). An example can be found in a verse from Valery cited in 
Cohen: “This quiet roof, where dove-sails saunter by” (Cohen, 1986, p. 354). In odes 
“quiet roof” refers to the sea and “dove-sails” means “ships” on it. If the poet had used 
sea and ships instead of quiet roof and dove-sails, it would have not been poetry in any 
way. The poem was created when the sea was called roof and the ships were called dove-
sails. Cohen sees it as “breaking the law of language, i.e. linguistic defamiliarization, and, 
rhetorically naming, can be called rhetorical form. It is only defamiliarization that can give 
poetry its real theme” (ibid, p. 17).  
 

Although Cohen does not explicitly refer to metaphor, in a different occasion considers it 
the cause of poetry’s superiority, saying “The origin of any poem is the metonymy of 
metonymies, i.e. the metaphor” (ibid, p. 170) and sees metaphor as “the aim of form” 
(ibid, 205). Cohen is not the first person to pay attention to metaphor, as in Western 
criticism, from Aristotle to contemporary critics; there is a special view toward metaphor. 
As Aristotle sees it “the best style is that of poetry… and this is one people cannot use 
alone and is a sign of being innate (Al-mohibah)”.  
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Structural Defamiliarization  
   This kind of defamiliarization results from the relationship among the signs in a phrase 
or a combination of words or a paragraph. The structure of literary phrase in general, and 
poetic phrase in particular, is different from the structure of usual speech or scientific 
prose. If the words of usual speech or scientific prose are singular, or are used in the 
structure of a sentence, they almost lack aesthetic value. However, a literary phrase or 
structure can have aesthetic value or values in any of its relationships. True creator is the 
one who is capable of producing aesthetic language so that it goes beyond the familiar 
and customary framework and makes anticipation impossible for the reader, making him 
wait forever for a new structure. In putting the language of poetry above the usual 
language, the issue on which linguistic disagreements have always centered comes to the 
mind and that is the issue of words and meanings. It can be said that modern study of 
poems primarily sees poetry as a linguistic structure with new relationships. In Cohen’s 
view, a poet “is a poet through his speech, not his thoughts and feelings. He is the creator 
of words not thoughts and his genius is in linguistic creation” (Cohen, 1986, p. 40). 
Untranslatability of poetry, too, highlights this (ibid, p. 33). Of course, one should not 
satisfy oneself with the surface of the speech or perceive poetry as empty from thoughts, 
as this is a case of fallacious reasoning. In any case, structural defamiliarization occurs in 
precedence or deferment and it is well known that any language possesses comparative 
and general syntactic structures based on which the speech flows. For example in Arabic 
subject follows the verb and precedes object if the verb is transitive, while in English 
subject recedes all. In other words, it is the theme which precedes verb and object. But 
there is a difference between English and Arabic regarding the diacritics representing 
vowels. Arabic relies heavily on diacritics which play a significant role in expressing the 
significations. But English, and other languages, have no such diacritics and expressing 
the significations in these derive from positions of speech. Needless to say, the former 
possesses more structural flexibility and leniency and it is quite clear that precedence and 
deferment are related to syntactic roles, in such a way that result in Cohen’s calling it 
“syntactic defamiliarization” (ibid, p. 179). He believes critics’ and linguists’ familiarity 
“with poetic sources implicit in inflectional and combination infrastructures is very 
limited… but creative writers are in the opposite direction, benefiting from them” (ibid, 
175). Cohen’s analysis in precedence and deferment’s being poetic and referring it to 
simply conflicting the common and usual usage, is a correct but incomplete one because 
conflict alone is not enough for being poetical, and there should be artistic and aesthetic 
values beyond it; an artistic aim indicative of something in being. There are two more 
changes in speech that are included in combining defamiliarization. These are addition 
and omission which are not lost in usual speech; on the contrary, they get noticed. This 
means that things get added to the context which are not added in usual speech. But this 
does not imply that any kind of addition or omission is defamiliarization because addition 
and omission occur in usual speech too, without any effect on the speech. Therefore, 
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when they cause excitement or strangeness, or possess aesthetic value they are known as 
defamiliarization. Some have attempted to relate precedence and deferment, and 
addition and omission, and “see precedence and deferment in terms of addition and 
omission because precedence and deferment involve omitting an element from its 
context and adding it to a different one” (Fazl, 1985, p.87). However, it seems that 
precedence and deferment are independent types of addition and omission and neither 
addition nor omission occurs in them, but are manipulations in contexts of speech; 
manipulation of syntactic structure “does not mean contradicting the regulations; rather 
it means relinquishing the principle” (Shokri, 1998, p. 85). This relinquishment does not 
mean relinquishing the most eloquent to get to the eloquent. Rather, it is relinquishing a 
principle the intrinsic logic of language deserves to effectively and illogically satisfy the 
other, i.e. conscientious effectiveness (ibid, pp. 85-86). Some followers of Chomsky 
believe that “a sentence which contradicts a general rule of syntax (on which everybody 
agrees) is less syntactic and therefore causes more defamiliarization than a sentence 
contradicting a most special rule (on which a special group agrees)” (ibid, p. 83). Shokri 
Eiad, in response to this group, says that “it is better for the artistic language not to 
contradict general regulations in any way because if it does so, it would be unacceptable” 
(ibid, p. 83). This response is convincing if we agree that the facilities and regulations of 
language gives the writer the ability to do different manipulations. Of course it does not 
mean making new regulations; rather, it means the writer uses these facilities to create 
his work in a new way; and it is here that the one who is creative and the one who is not 
becomes clear.  
It should be noted that structure is not exclusive to the sentence and there are two 
further types of structure. Dealing with the first structure seems almost impossible. It is 
evident in sounds and letters because this structure exists before the text is created and 
human generations use it one after the other without commenting on it. This exists in 
Arabic and is away from the context of art. The second type of structure is a set of 
sentences in the text which at the end create the text. Accordingly, there are two types of 
structure which the creator can manipulate: the level of combination of words in 
sentences and the level of combination of sentences in that text. Defamiliarization can 
occur in either of them (Veis, 1416, p. 109). Therefore a text is a set of defamiliarizations 
with different approaches, and is like a flexible and dynamic corpus, one which is  
“strange, with a complicated structure about which one cannot discuss easily unless with 
some overlap and contradiction, in such a way that if one comes across a fixed and 
emphasized speech regarding the text, they could be sure that the writer has neither 
completely tested it nor understood its problems and complexities and rules of its 
essence” (Hamoud, 1992, p. 22). The general view toward the text would better uncover 
the unknown phenomena, like unbalanced distribution of some significant stylistic 
elements (Fazl, 1985, p. 199), like metaphor’s being prevalent in some parts and sparse or 
absent in others, or an element of style breaks and its repetition in the text creates a 
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special and usual appearance, and in other structures of bound and complicated chains of 
sentences creates defamiliarization that is not customary.  

The Standard of Defamiliarization  
   Setting standards for something the most important definition of which is defying 
standards seems strange. How, then, this problem could be solved? The solution to this 
problem depends on our definition of standard because by it we here mean “knowledge” 
rather that its set definition that exists in the minds. In any case, it behooves us to ask 
“How is defamiliarization understood?”, “Does it have a known standard?”, and “What 
are the limitations to the standard and how is it understood?” If what stylists say about 
defamiliarization (which is the most important feature of style) is true, the problem is 
they have not reached an agreement. In fact, it is difficult to set this standard because as 
Moro defines it, standard “is an unstable concept and intelligent corpus that cannot be 
conceived exactly in reality (kabans, 1982, p. 109). And maybe the problem is that “The 
concept of defamiliarization is a complex and changing one.” For this reason it has no 
special standards and different factors are involved in determining defamiliarization.  
Defamiliarization is a complex, changing and brimful concept which can simultaneously 
carry two understandings; right or wrong. It is related to cultural understanding and 
awareness, civilization and underdevelopment, aesthetic awareness and personal 
awareness. Defamiliarization in this relationship is bound up with general and specific, 
social and aesthetic, function. What in one period is the standard, in another period is not 
(Alyafi, 1995, p. 15). In aesthetic studies attempts have been made to create these factors 
and tools, but stylists mostly seek criteria in usual and standard-compliant or scientific 
language. These attempts could be included under Roland Barthes’s Zero Gorge because 
languages need signs of artistic language and hence this can be considered a general rule, 
and defamiliarization can be assessed with it. If we seek the differences between literary 
and ordinary speech we will face many theories, including that of who “sees ordinary 
speech as clear speech the meaning of which is evident and which is like a crystal window 
not obscuring the sight, while literary speech is cloudy and stops the reader and is like a 
crystal obstacle on which pictures with different colors are painted and beyond which 
eyes cannot see (Al-Mosdi, 2006, p. 116). Along the same lines, scientists of rhetoric 
believe “what distinguishes literary speech is cessation of its basic function and task 
because literary speech does not make us aware of an external thing but seeks to make 
itself known. The literary speech, at the same time, is the reference and what is said. 
When the text seeks to prove or negate something for something else, it is both the one 
that says and the one that is said (ibid, p. 116). On the contrary, some people consider 
another feature as standard which accompanies everyday language and can be known as 
getting accustomed to information and data, which reduces their informativity. It seems 
that the more they get away from the tradition, the less one should anticipate known and 
expected speech, and this, through an ordinary and familiar reference, relates to the 
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reality it refers to. Shklovskij, who made this point, says that when we test general rules 
we see that when things get ordinary and usual, they become automatic and this 
automaticity, which results from habit, is that which dominates prose; one whose 
sentences are deficient and whose words are unclear and shows an automatic trend. For 
example, one who lives at the beach gets accustomed to the sound of waves’ breaking on 
the shore, as if he does not hear it. In the same way we don’t hear the words we say or 
people tell us (Fazl, 1985, p. 175). In fact, comparing defamiliarization with prevalent 
usage cannot be considered safe to criticism, a criticism which refers to defamiliarization 
itself, because defamiliarization is also the standard of style. The most important criticism 
is the difficulty of determining the usual method and expression, while “function and 
usage determine the usual method, and as a result the concept of usage is relative and 
the researcher cannot have a true subject standard and scale” (Al-Mosdi, 2006, p. 104).  
Furthermore, new scientists of rhetoric believe “It is not fit to use ordinary and everyday 
language as the approach to determining defamiliarization; rather the language of poetry 
should be compared with theoretical patterns of informativity, like that which separates 
scientific language from music. Therefore, poetic speech distinguishes from scientific 
speech in combining the signification with the symbol; untranslatability of the poem and 
its inability to be summarized or precedence of any of its elements (Fazl, 1985, p. 104). 
Shokri Eiad believes that the existing language which is considered the standard in 
stylistic researches “is sometimes not the colloquial language, but an abstract, subjective 
form and empty from different linguistic traditions and accents (Shokri, 1998, p. 86). He 
further adds that abstract form is “the language which two sophisticated persons from 
two far away Arab lands use to talk together when they meet for the first time (ibid, p. 
86). But another problem related to common and everyday language is that we can know 
today’s common language but it is difficult to know the common language of the past 
eras and we know little about it and setting such knowledge as the standard for 
defamiliarization of poetic language is not correct. Furthermore, assessing old 
defamiliarizations with the modern language, whether written or oral, is not correct 
because language, any language, does not remain the same, but constantly changes and 
it may be the case that this theory enjoys more conformity with other languages. For 
example, an English speaking person cannot understand works of the Elizabeth era, 4 
centuries ago. But this is frequently not true about Arabs, not because Arabic language 
and literature have stayed the same, but because the developments in this language have 
separated those two periods and naturally this does not make evident the signs and 
features special to the two eras. What previously was considered defamiliarization may 
not be deemed so now. The opposite is also true. Relying on usual language in an era as 
the standard of defamiliarization leads one to consider defamiliarization a transient thing 
related to a limited era and makes defamiliarization less valuable because genuine 
defamiliarization is that which lasts a long time. Sustainability of language and its power 
is the cause of appearance and variety of defamiliarization. The opposite is also true, i.e. 
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when the law of language is weak, the abilities of defamiliarization decrease and get 
hidden. The point is sensitive and not easy because literature, unlike other arts, does not 
have its own means and hence there are many delicate intermediate cases and mingled 
forms in this regard. It is relatively easy to distinguish the language of science form the 
language of literature. But mere conflict among “thought” and “emotions” or “feelings” is 
not enough. Literature includes thought too and the language of emotions is in no way 
exclusive to literature. It suffices to remember romantic conversations and usual 
conflicts. But ideal scientific language is exclusively significatory and aims to create one-
to-one correspondence between the signifier and the signified. This sign is completely 
arbitrary and so can be substituted with other signs. This sign also guides to what is 
beyond, i.e. does not guide the attention to itself and points to its reference with no 
ambiguity (Volk and Varin, cited in Movahed and Mohajer, 1373, p. 12). Literary 
language, in comparison with scientific language, appears full of ambiguity and deficient 
in some respects, and, like any other historical language, is replete with puns, unwise or 
arbitrary subjects like (grammatical) gender, and intertwined with historical events, 
memories and associations. In short, this language contains a different meaning. 
Furthermore, literary language is in no way significatory, expresses carnalities and 
conveys the speaker’s or writer’s tone and attitude, and not only expresses its purpose 
but also seeks to affect the reader’s attitude, convince him and finally transform him. 
Another characteristic of literary language that distinguishes it from scientific language is 
that in the former the emphasis is on the sign, i.e. the phonetic component, and all 
devices like metrics, homophony and auditory patters are created for it to get attention 
(ibid, p. 12). But distinguishing everyday language from literary language is more difficult. 
Everyday language is not a consistent concept, but includes many types like conversation 
language, business language, bureaucratic language, religious language and casual 
language among university students. But, undoubtedly, most of what has been said about 
literary language is true for other usages of language except scientific language. Everyday 
language, too, has a rhetorical function although this function includes many types from 
frozen official adds to a spirited supplication born out of an emotional crisis. Everyday 
language, like any other historical one, is full of unwise elements and changes which are 
created on the basis of texture and content of the message, although it sometimes goes 
as far as taking scientific description into careful consideration. Everyday language often 
seeks to get a result and affect actions and attitudes (ibid, p. 14). Hence firstly one can 
quantitatively distinguish literary language from other different functions of everyday 
language. Literary language uses the themes of more orderly and purposeful language. In 
the works of a subjectivist poet we clearly deal with a more consistent and controlling 
personality than those we see in everyday interactions. The language of poetry organizes 
and strengthens everyday language themes and sometimes makes them disorganized to 
the extent that we are forced to be aware and careful. The writer finds those preparedly 
as a result of quiet and unknown work undertaken over several generations. Every piece 
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of art imposes some order, organization and unity on its elements. This unity sometimes 
appears so shaky, as in many adventure stories and plots. But it is elevated to such a 
combined and seamless organization that makes the change of a word or its place 
impossible without doing harm to the general impression of those poems (ibid. pp. 14-
15). In this regard, Na’im Alyafi poses the question of what defamiliarization is and states 
that defamiliarization is the departure of interpretation and expression from the usual 
and known usage. Departure implies a zero point where defamiliarization starts or where 
it gets away from. In other words, there should be some standard or rule from which it 
departs and gets away. Stylistics researchers do not agree on this standard. Is it the 
standard of usual message or that of a compulsory scientific language which pays 
attention only to itself, or neither one, but language in general with its rules, 
organization, hegemony and structure? There are 3 viewpoints that can be summarized 
in one sentence and that is the standard of usual scientific language defamiliarization is 
related to its   principles on one hand and with report and its direct 
relationship on the other (1995, p. 5).     
 He goes on to say that language can be a standard for defamiliarization if we take two 
points into consideration: 1) the movement of standard and its journey, evolution, 
difference, growth, and development from one culture to another and from one era to 
another; 2) movement of the language styles and their transformation from one period to 
another and from one place to another (ibid, p. 5). By putting these two points together 
one can claim that the concept of defamiliarization is a changing one, the best reason of 
which is the destruction of virtual forms as a result of repetition and shifting from an 
indirect meaning to a direct one. In other words, it changes from a multi-dimensional 
literary meaning to a denotative, one-dimensional scientific one. Taking the standard of 
defamiliarization into account one can conclude that defamiliarization and getting away 
from the rule is the necessary condition for the creation of any work of poetry. Now it 
remains to be made clear whether such getting away from the rule happens to it or is 
part of its nature? Jean Cohen believes that getting away from the standard characterizes 
poetry because, he thinks, the only feature which is common in real (rhythmic and 
rhymed) and rhymed prose is being possessed of defamiliarization and getting away from 
the rule (Hashem, 1979, p. 166). Standard language is that which presents the meaning 
while the language of poetry presents the meaning of the meaning. Standard language is 
also the background of the language of poetry because in the latter, consideration is the 
satisfactory principle which, when taken into account, helps one understand 
defamiliarization in special function of language. This is also true of the message which is 
not simply some words coming together; rather, they should be related to each other (Al-
Kabisi, 2004, p. 70). In other words, the words should have some order (following 
syntactic rules, which gives form and meaning to words). What Abd-al-Ghaher (Jorjani, 
1987, p. 65) and other scientists of rhetoric consider disruption in the structure with 
regard to the meanings of syntax, is one of the structural forms which the poet seeks in 
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language, and syntax, with its rules and regulations, cannot contain secrets of the 
language of poetry (Lotfi, 1977, p. 14). According to what has been said, one can consider 
scientific language as the standard of defamiliarization. Scientific language describes 
events as they are and does not seek to give new form to them nor to change their 
contexts in order to surprise the reader and hence make him enjoy the text. In fact, it is 
reporting language. 

The Language of Poetry and the Language of Prose 
   Written language, according to a theory that is widely agreed on, is divided into prose 
and poetry. Poetry, in simple words, aims to find a sustainable principle based on which 
to decide whether a text is poetry or otherwise. If poetry contains signs not found in 
prose, what are they? This is a question any poem seeking to be scientific must answer 
(Cohen, 1986, p. 14). The answer to this question is a methodical result. The customary 
method in this case is a comparative one, i.e. comparing poetry with prose. Because 
prose is the common and prevalent language, one can consider it a standard which odes 
violate. Today, most of the professionals hold that defamiliarization and violation, 
according to sharl Bruno’s definition of reality of style which he gets from Valery, has a 
negative signification. Then style, on the basis of its defamiliarization, is not its essence. 
Style is all that which is rare, uncommon or usual, and not based on the general or usual 
standard (ibid, p. 15).  
 Noweti states that the major difference between the language in poetry and the 
language out of it is that one of them has a more excellent structure than the other. The 
more complex organization used in poetry enables the poet to generally renovate 
different features of language and use them in not the same way (Havks, 1377, pp. 108-
109). Poetic “deviation” from the “normal” usage of language has been studied by many 
linguists, the most notable of whom has been Jan Mukarovsky. His “foregrounding” 
concept has prompted much discussion. He believes that the role of the language of 
poetry is to maximally foreground the speech… This role is not used in communication 
and its task is to foreground the act of expression, the act of speech itself (ibid, p. 109). 
Deviation or “foregrounding” undoubtedly depends to a large extent on the existence of 
a “norm” or “context” which foregrounds it more. In studying metaphor the main 
problem is how the structure of a “standard” from which metaphor can be said to 
“deviate” can be determined. The issue is so important that when metaphor loses its 
deviatory nature and becomes part of “standard” language it is said to be dead. It is no 
longer part of the foreground and goes to the background (ibid, 109). Aristotle believes 
that the language of poetry is different from the language of speech… He holds that the 
poet can choose a special language far from the prevalent and familiar one and can 
further use strange and non-Arabic expressions, as he can coin words and create different 
metonymies and allegories. As Aristotle sees it, the language of poetry should be explicit 
and without banality. In general it should be neither so strange that is forgotten nor so 
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simple that equals prose (Aristotle, 1980, p. 61). 
When reading poems one comes across words that usually do not collocate because 
poets conceive the words from common collocation patterns and provide new 
categorizations of them which we never thought would be possible (Roger et. al. 1381, p. 
112). Shafi’i Kadkani considers poetry as the resurrection of words. He considers one of 
the most important reasons of resurrection of the words to be the context where a word 
is used in such a way that contradicts what was expected (1385, p. 29).  
 
Levels of Defamiliarization 
   In scientific and usual speech, we consider the zero point one where defamiliarization 
begins. Some researchers have limited defamiliarization to three levels of near, middle 
and far, but they seem to be four or five, as follows: 
Level 1: near the zero point; expressions whose content are explicitly understandable and 
there is no need to try hard (Alyafi, 1995, p. 5); e.g. 

         َأسْأُل 

   أرَي       اَل ِا ريَ 

؟ اَط وُب      

 ِسْ ُث َایَي  اُمُصىِر َوْدذي َطِىرال

                                                                                                                 (Al- Mala’ikah, 1997, 75/1) 
The long and the only moving through palaces of pedestrians and I ask where is 
happiness. This has neither multiple significations nor different meanings. Its meaning, as 
Jahez holds, is in the surface of the expression.  
Level 2: it is the possible and acceptable level of defamiliarization and which most old and 
contemporary poets turn to and from which they seek their literary and poetic feature; 
e.g. 

   َرٌأی  ر َح  شُ َفَخ ىِ   أو 

  اَمَو   َعٌُْهَو  
 َعیٌَ کِ َغ َاَخ  ًَخِیٍل سَ عَت  اسََّذ 

                                                            (Al-Syab, 2000, 253/1) 

Eyes like a palm forest in the morning or the balcony that the moon passes through it.  

The poet has expressed face-to-face with his beloved his feeing in an artistic and exciting 
manner in such a way that it is far from common eyes but before long we get its 
signification and as soon as we take one step in the scope of text (a palm forest in the 
morning) the aesthetic dimensions and surface form become clear.  

Level 3: This can be looked for between the two elements of stimulation and culture, the 
former being hidden in the text and the latter being hidden in the means of 
interpretation and this requires more attention; e.g. 

 

 



International journal of advanced scientific and technical research                         Issue 2 volume 6, December 2012          

Available online on   http://www.rspublication.com/ijst/index.html                                                  ISSN 2249-9954 

 Page 742 
 

 

و َحُلىُد  اَلذَظُت ِاي أَاَذً   

ایَخکِ ، َه  أًأی عیٌَکِ     َه  أًَأی َ

                               ِاذ ٌر  

َزَهٌي َجَوَذ   :  وجَِب ُل َدٍم 

  ِایُلىَد َهَذیً َو أجِيُّ ، أَث ر

(ibid, 104/1) 

Still time for me to return what is your house away what is your eyes is far! Seas and 
mountains of blood and time which frozen until back up again I'm mad and I'm 
revolution.  

It cannot be claimed that this poem has a single signification because it can have different 
significations. Each reader interprets it differently according to his feeling. 

Level 4: It is the farthest level of defamiliarization because it is bound by the creator of 
the literary work and shows his closed view; e.g.  

ُرْکَبِخي َهمُصىرٌة ِفي َطَ فِ  ألفِك َو َوجِهي إزَدَدَوْج فیِه  

 اِکخ َا ُث  ابُ وق ِفي  اَىَرِق  ألخضِ  و  اَو ء  

  اُذ وُف  

ُأهٌت ِهَي  ألَهن ، ُهخَ طُبىى وُهکلَُّفىى ،  اطُّیىر إًفَج ْث 

 ُلبِت  ا ِّرخ                        يفِ 

 َکَو  حٌفجُ   اِبئ 

(Alyafi, 1995, p. 5) 

  My knees is closed insides of horizon and Leaf shine, Letters and water waved in my face 
and talk about people and Make invitation, Birds are scattered in the wind Dome as well 
as detonate. In this text it is impossible to find cues to solve its secrets and understand its 
obscure parts. It is possible to associate the motives of creating levels of defamiliarization 
with the social milieu freedom of expression, the view of the poets or the nature of text 
structures they make and insist these are the most complete poetic forms, except that all 
these, at any level, are considered as the deconstruction of the major organization with 
no goal but defamiliarization. 



International journal of advanced scientific and technical research                         Issue 2 volume 6, December 2012          

Available online on   http://www.rspublication.com/ijst/index.html                                                  ISSN 2249-9954 

 Page 743 
 

 Defamiliarization and Communication 
   It is accepted that the main function of language is communication; i.e. a concept gets 
conveyed to the reader or hearer. Taking this principle into account, can the poet forget 
communicative role by simply defamiliarizing words? In other words, can all cases of 
defamiliarization be considered as poetry? As Cohen sees it, poetry is defamiliarizing a 
standard which is the law of language and each form of language breaches one of laws of 
language except the fact that this defamiliarization is not poetic unless it succumbs to a 
law that differentiates it from the unwise. The first process (defamiliarizing the standard 
language) like the second one (defamiliarization’s being poetic if it succumbs to the rule 
that differentiates it from the unwise) is incorrect but with the difference that the firs 
fault can be corrected. This is not the case with the second one (Cohen, 1984, p. 6). This 
correctability is no more than the interpretation of what is correct, and if 
defamiliarization goes beyond a certain level, interpretation faces problems. Extreme 
defamiliarization makes speech unwise and difficult to understand and poses the 
problem of interpretation and in this case the characterizing feature of language (i.e. 
communication) is lost (ibid). Therefore, defamiliarization in the first instance breaches 
the law of the language. In poetry, “The golden rule is that there is no rule” (Al-Mala’ikah, 
1977, 7/2) but is not poetic unless it goes back to undergo correction operations and 
returns to language its consistency and communicative function. Accordingly, it seems 
that the language of poetry has an intermediate position, moving between two poles of a 
wise language free from defamiliarization, the immediate example of which is scientific 
speech, and the unwise language, like “Figure 3 lays eggs.” These two poles are opposite; 
one bears meaning and the other is irrational with no meaning. The language of poetry, 
from the viewpoint of breaking the law of language is related to the irrational and 
regarding interpretability and returning consistency, is related to the first pole (Cohen, 
1986, p. 6).  
 
Evaluating Defamiliarization  
   If there is a strong relationship between literary and poetic features on the one hand 
and defamiliarization on the other, in the case that defamiliarization rules on one of them 
it would conform to the other too. Science of poetry puts multiple and single, different 
and similar, moving and stable, etc. together as defamiliarization, too, is a stylistic sign 
that puts deconstruction and proportion and coordination, substitution origin and 
selection origin, structure of unbiased language and rich language, etc. together.  
Poetic feature derives from the text’s being poetic, and is not something out of text 
added to it to make it poetic. This is also the case with defamiliarization because it is not 
something out of the text, added to it to take it away from the standard. But one can 
hardly accept Cohen’s and others’ belief that poetry is prose that is defamiliarized and 
changed into poetry. Most of researches in this area have come to the conclusion that 
defamiliarization is a principle in the structure of poetry or literature and one of the 
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conditions of their existence and is an internal and constituent element of them (Alyafi, 
1995, p. 5).  

 
Conclusion 
   Defamiliarization seeks to affect readers and give them maximum enjoyment. To this 
end, it demolishes the familiar and usual world of language; words are not used in their 
customary and usual meanings, but are used in a language beyond the standard one and 
this is the language of poetry. In the language of poetry we face the drastic change of the 
relationship between the signifier and the signified, i.e. in the customary language the 
signifiers have specific significations but in poetry signifiers get new significations and the 
reader is burdened to understand these new significations and the process of 
understanding elongates. And because discovery of the purpose after some reflection is 
more enjoyable, it will have a special effect on the addressee. Finally, defamiliarization 
directs to a new interpretation of literature; one based neither on the continuation of the 
past nor following what has gone in the past, but on sudden departures from it and the 
emergence of new artistic rules and breaking the habits, and lays the foundation for and 
introduces a new style. Of course it should be noted that any departure from what is 
customary is not considered defamiliarization unless the communicative aspect of 
language is also taken into account. And simply using metaphors in language does not 
make poems; rather, they should have an effect on the addressees and have aesthetic 
effect to be enjoyable to them. There are two kinds of defamiliarization: 1) substitute 
defamiliarization which centers on metaphors. In everyday language words are used in 
such a way that it seems they are dead and do not get our attention in such a way that 
every word has a specific task to present a specific concept. For this reason we are not 
internally or emotionally passive, but in poetry, by replacing one word with another 
(using a metaphor for another word) the dead get alive and the addressees are internally 
and emotionally passive. When a word is placed in this way in a verse, it revives others. 2) 
Structural defamiliarization which occurs in precedence and deferment, omission and 
addition, etc. Here, too, with a little change in places, words get revived. This can also be 
called syntactic defamiliarization. To evaluate defamiliarization in language, we need a 
standard on which to assess defamiliarization. This can be looked for in scientific or usual 
and everyday language.  
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