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ABSTRACT

This study investigates the verbalization of thecept of
"Soul/Ruwx" through the lens of archaisms in thetpo of
William Shakespeare and Ajiniyaz. By analyzing tdiso
words and their historical significance, we expldrew these
terms contribute to the thematic richness of bathtg' works.
The findings highlight the cultural and linguistjgarallels
between English and Karakalpak literature, emphagizhe
role of historical context in shaping poetic exmies. In
addition, the investigation explores the verbal@atof the
concept of "Soul/Ruwx" through metaphors in theo-gpic
poems of Ajiniyaz's ‘Bozataw’ and Shakespedieisry Vand
some pronouns in their poems and sonnets. By dnglyz
metaphorical and archaic images and their histotica
significance, we investigate how these terms erdhahe
thematic depth and emotional resonance of both svorke
findings reveal that the metaphors of the conceput» serve
as crucial linguistic tools that connect the poetgplorations
of identity, heroism, and spirituality. Furthermorehis
comparative analysis highlights cultural parallelsetween
English and Karakalpak literature, emphasizing hustorical
context shapes poetic expression and enriches our
understanding of universal human experiences.

Keywords: Verbalization, love poetry, conceptual analysis,
archaism, pronoun, conceptual metaphor, comparison
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1. INTRODUCTION

The concept of "Soul/Ruwx" has been a focal painliterature

across cultures, embodying complex ideas about titgden
existence, and spirituality. This paper aims to @& how

obsolete words — specifically archaisms — convéy ¢hncept in
the poetry of William Shakespeare and Ajiniyaz. &amining

historical linguistics alongside thematic explovati we reveal
how language evolution reflects deeper culturarataes. The
research paper aims also to find the similaritied differences
of different representatives with diverse backgasunby

comparing their poetic context, particularly in pgeand lyro-
epic lines based on the analysis of some archa{pnamiouns)

and metaphoric language.

2. LITERATURE REVIEW

1. Ferdinand de Saussure, a foundational figuremodern
linguistics, introduced several key concepts thatralevant
to the analysis of pronouns and archaisms. His ryheo
emphasizes the distinction between "langue" (thstratt
system of language) and "parole" (the concrete ofe
language in speech). In this framework, pronoumsesas
critical linguistic elements that embody socialatelns and
identity. Saussure posited that language is a rsyefesigns
where meaning arises from the relationships betvgigms
rather than from the signs themselves.

Pronouns, such as "thy," "thee," "thyself," atfuirie" in
early modern English, or "ani,” "ana," "andin," drsgndin"
in Karakalpak, exemplify this relational aspecte$é terms
not only denote individuals but also convey soatitus,
intimacy, and cultural context. The use of archmimnoun in
literary works like Shakespeare's sonnets and yguis love
poetry enriches the text by invoking historical andtural
nuances that resonate with the reader's understarafi
identity and relational dynamics.

2. George Lakoff and Mark Johnson: Conceptual pieta In
their seminal workMetaphors We Live By1980), George
Lakoff and Mark Johnson explore how metaphors slape
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understanding of reality. They argue that metapbonot
merely a linguistic feature but a fundamental mdrhuman
thought. This perspective is particularly relevamhen
examining archaisms in literature, as these obsdletms
often carry metaphorical weight that transcends titeral
meanings. Lakoff and Johnson assert that our comakep
system is largely metaphorical, influencing how pegceive
experiences and communicate them. For instance, in
‘Bozataw,’ the use of terms likeulbil (nightingale) can be
seen as embodying deeper metaphors related t@sdlind
relationality within the context of Karakalpak auré.
Similarly, Shakespeare’s use of light or fire inéitly V" not
only serves a grammatical function but also eveksesnse of
intimacy, loyalty, and historical continuity.

The relationship between pronouns and metapl®rs i
crucial in understanding how a language functiorithiav
these texts. The kind of forms reflect not onlyglirstic
choices but also cultural values and social hi&iasc By
employing these terms, both Ajiniyaz and Shakespéap
into a reservoir of meaning that enhances theitogafion of
themes such as identity, heroism, and community.

In analyzing Ajiniyaz's ‘Bozataw’ and ShakespgéaiHenry

V, it becomes evident that archaisms serve as agerid
between language, culture, and metaphorical urateistg.
The pronouns used by both poets are steeped ioribadt
significance, inviting readers to engage with te&td on
multiple levels.

In ‘Bozataw, Ajiniyaz’'s use of pronouns reflecte
individual's connection to the collective spirit athe
Karakalpak people. The archaic forms like "an" and
"sendin" evoke a sense of belonging while also ersizing
personal identity within a communal context. Thigres
with Lakoff and Johnson’s assertion that our cotuap
frameworks shape our experiences; thus, the pranoun
become metaphors for the interplay between selsandbty.

In both Ajiniyaz's ‘Bozataw’ and Shakespeatdanry V,
metaphors serve as powerful vehicles for expressingplex
ideas about the soul, identity, and human expegieBy
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analyzing metaphors such as soul-light/fire, soatew'river,
soul-bird, soul-earth/soil, soul-sword/rifle, saulhd/storm,
soul-shadow, soul-poem/song, soul-gold/wealth, aondl-
time, we can see how these literary devices aligth w
George Lakoff and Mark Johnson's Conceptual Metapho
Theory. This theory posits that our understandihgbstract
concepts is largely shaped by metaphorical mappiraya
more concrete experiences.

5. This study employs a qualitative approach, zitif
comparative literary analysis to examine selectetks/from
both poets. The classification of obsolete word$o in
historicisms and archaisms, as outlined by E. Beudatov,
serves as a framework for the analysis. Additignall
conceptual analysis technigques are applied to exploe
thematic representation of "Soul/Ruwx."

3. METHODOLOGY

This study employs a multi-faceted methodologiqgiraach to
analyze the use of language, particularly focusingarchaisms
in their sonnets and poems and metaphors in Ajrsya
‘Bozataw’ and Shakespearéienry V. The methodology consists
of four primary analytical methods: comparative lgsig,
contrastive analysis, interpretation analysis, afabsification
analysis. Each method serves a distinct purposacgovering the
nuanced relationships between the two texts.

1. Comparative Analysis

Comparative analysis involves examining both ‘Bamatand
Henry Vside by side to identify similarities in themesotifs,
and linguistic features. This method allows forexploration of
how both authors address universal concepts suddeasity,
honor, and the human experience through their otispe
cultural lenses. Key aspects of this analysis ihelu

 Theme identification: Identifying central themes in both
texts, such as the nature of leadership, the rbfate, and
the quest for identity.
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e Linguistic features: Analyzing specific linguistic choices,
including syntax, diction, and figurative language
understand how they contribute to the overall ngessaf
each work.

2. Contrastive analysis

Contrastive analysis focuses on the differencewdm the two
texts, highlighting how distinct cultural contexisfluence
language use and thematic development. This method
emphasizes:

e Cultural context: Examining how the historical and cultural
backgrounds of the Karakalpak people in ‘Bozatamd ¢he
English society during Shakespeare’s time shape the
portrayal of characters and events.

e Linguistic variations: Identifying differences in archaisms
and metaphorical language that reflect the unigykstc
choices of each author, revealing how these chafiest
reader interpretation.

3. Interpretation analysis

Interpretation analysis delves into the meanindsirake specific
linguistic elements, particularly focusing on aiish@s in both
texts. This method involves:

e Contextual interpretation: Analyzing how archaisms
function within their respective texts, considerinigeir
historical significance and emotional resonance.

* Reader response Exploring how contemporary readers
might interpret these archaisms differently basedtloeir
own cultural backgrounds and experiences.

4. Classification

Classification analysis categorizes various lingeideatures,
particularly archaisms, within both Shakespearennsts and
Ajiniyazian love poems." This method includes:
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e Archaism categorization: Classifying identified latsms
into thematic or functional groups (e.g., termsated to
warfare, nature, societal roles) to better undedsttheir
usage and significance.

¢ Functional analysis: Assessing how these archaisms
contribute to character development, plot progoessand
thematic depth in each text.

5. Conceptual metaphor analysis

Conceptual metaphor analysis examines the undgrlyin
metaphorical frameworks present in both texts. Tinisthod
focuses on:

e Metaphor identification: Identifying key metaphors related
to the soul and human experience in both ‘Bozatamd
Henry V.

« Mapping conceptual frameworks Analyzing how these
metaphors shape character motivations and thematic
development, using George Lakoff and Mark Johnson's
framework to understand how concrete experienciEsnm
abstract concepts.

By employing comparative analysis, contrastive wsia)
interpretation analysis, classification analysiad aconceptual
metaphor analysis, this study aims to provide aprefrensive
understanding of the linguistic and thematic cotinas between
Ajiniyaz's ‘Bozataw’ and Shakespearé¢tenry V. This multi-
method approach enables a nuanced exploration @ ho
archaisms and metaphors function within each taxiching our
understanding of cultural identity and human exgere as
expressed through literature.

4. RESULTS

e Historicisms: English: Squire, bodkin, cuirass, groat,
caravel, cavalier, samovar

o Karakalpak: camak, Moku, KamXap, XKOJUIaT, MPHUCTAB,
[1ax3a/a, XaH3aJaa, KaplblH, KbIPKaraphl, TyJIbIMIIAK.
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e Archaisms: English hark (listen), fain (gladly), betwixt
(between), hither (to this place), methinks (itragdo me)

» Karakalpak: xacaysur (hamir - order)yrur (agitation) xap
(decree)neuars (seal)

In the poetry of William Shakespeare, a promindgure in
English literature from 1564-1616 and a foundeth& English
written language, obsolete words such as "thoingét' "thy,"
"thine," and "thyself" appear frequently. For exdenp

Whenthou impressest, what are precepts worth
Of stale example? Whehou wilt inflame... 24 p.
In thee hath neither sting, knot, nor confine,
Forthou art all, and all things else are thine. 24 p.
...Thy tooth is not so keen,

Becausehou art not seen,

Althoughthy breath be rude. 32 p.

...But fromthine eyes my knowledge | derive,
And, constant stars, in them | read such art... 55 p.
...Making a famine where abundance lies,
Thyselfthy foe, tothy sweet self too cruel... 69 p.

According to the Merriam-Webster dictionary, thechaisms
"thou," "thee," "thy," "thine," and "thyself" weff@st used before
the 12th century. We consider them pronouns, anewtly, they
have the following forms in English:

e Thou-you
e Thee-you
e Thine —yours
e Thy—your

e Thyself — yourself
« Thence — there, here
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These words underwent significant formal changeshfthe Old
English period to the Modern English period."

Old English Modern English
Case Singula  Plural Singular/plural
Subject pronoun thou ye you
Object pronoun thee you you
Possessive adjective  thy your your
Possessive pronoun  thine yours your
Reflexive thyself yourselves yourself/yourselves

We also frequently encounter them in Shakespeaveiks.
Shakespeare primarily used these pronouns in mset® to
represent the "Soul" in love. For example: “| takee at thy
word...”

Looking closely at Karakalpak literature, the ea@l@énts of
“thou,” “thee,” “thy,” “thine,” and “thyself” in tke forms ofsén,
saia, sendin, san G&ziare frequently used in the works of
Kunkhoja, Ajiniyaz, and Berdak, who lived and cezhtn the
19th century and are considered true pioneers ohK&dpak
literature.

Old Karakalpak Modern Karakalpak
Parts of speech |Bupnuk Kemiuk Bupauk/keruk
ATay cermk Cen/CoH cHU3IIEp cen/cusiep
CHU3IIEP/IH,
P caran/
Tab6ric/6apbic cogalcaran cusiepre,
CH3Te,Cu3Jiepre
Cenepre
Witenux COHUH/CEHWH |CHM3JIEPIUH |CeHWH/CU3JIEpIUH
MEHIIUKIIECTUPHY | COHUKH/CEHUKH | CU3JIEPIUKH |CEHUKH/CU3JIEP IUKH
CEeHMH
CoH  e3uH/CEH|CH3IepIuH
O3IIHK AIMachIK ©3MH/CHU3JIEPANH
03UH O3JIEpUHU3
O3IEPUHI3

IpiFbic CEIUIMK  |CeHMH/CEHHEH [CU3NIepIeH  |CeHHEH/CHu3epIeH

For example Topwmiinuy awifeiinH XaH XaHBIMOHUIKE,
JyHbSHBEIHMaX0yObICeHIMHCAIaFa.

If we look at the discourse of Ajiniyaz's love pgetunlike
Shakespeare, in addition to thé@n (you) pronoun substitution
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(addressing someone directly), thani (she/her) pronoun
substitution is also frequently used in relatiortite beloved, to
convey her description. It is formed in the follogiway:

Ecku Kapakannaxk THIU Xazupru
KapakaJakx THJIN
Ce3 n1akadbl Bupnuk Kennuk Bupnuk/kennnk
ATay cemmuk 01 oJiap Oun/onap
Tabbic/Oapbic aHbl, aHa  |onapAabl/onapra |oFan/oJapra
Witenmuk AHBIH OJIApJbIH OHBIH/OJIAP/IBbIH
MEHIUKIECTHPHY | aHUKH OJIAPAVKHU Onuku/onapauKu
O31MK aJIMachblK  |aHBIH ©3H  |ONAPABIH 63JICPH |OHBIH
o3u/onapabig
e351epu
HIbIFbIC CEeIUINK aHHaH oJlap/iaH oHHaH/oapaaH

TriHOAC KelIe-KYHIU3 KO3UM THPSHEI,
Bonpinman MeH anwiy 6Garpbl OUPSHEL. ..
Xop KuM alTyp ana XoMaam 6oicam Jer,
MobiHaa XaHBIMIB! THAO KBLICAM JICTI. ..
AmmbIK 3uiiyap anbi KOPTEH 3aMaHBbI,
Apak coilytaH eTHu0 akThl 1a KeTTH.

In the Karakalpak language, the reasons for thergsnee of
such forms were studied by B. Ubaydullaev. Accagdia his
opinion, in the Orkhon-Yenisei written monumentseyt were
used in the formsnaza (to me),sara (to you), andana (to
him/her). Therefore, the forrmaia, saia, aia in the accusative
case of the personal pronouns used in the langofgkssical
poets have historical roots, that is, they areugriced by the old
written Chagatai language, which was common to Geatral
Asian peoples widely spread at that time.

At the time Shakespeare lived, these had possibtprne
archaic words in the English language lexicon. Hewe in
Ajiniyaz's time, these are traditionally prominémthe creativity
of poets. This is because in the literature of Tispeaking
peoples, whose literature the poet used as a giidg,are also
frequently used in the poetry of Navoi, Fizuli, Maab,
Magtymguly, Kemine. The fact that the poet studiedn Arabic
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madrasah and learned Arabic also has a signifiogpaict on his
skillful use of them, and a direct influence of #bic language
is felt.

In the poetry of Shakespeare and Ajiniyaz, esplgcial
sonnets and love lyrics, these archaisms are masdy when
longing for a desired one, waiting, yearning; irorshthey are
used in relation to the beloved, and both conveayith their own
rhythm and intonation, which still adds beauty beit poetry.
However, Kunhoja and Berdak did not use them omlyelation
to the beloved in their poems, but also generadgduthem for
people, nature, phenomena, actions, and things:

Tanan ucnen Tamn JyHbsHEI,

CyTTeH aknyp OWICEH anubl,

Kemn ercen e3uH ryHassi,

JKaman atiier 6omaaypcaH.

«Kamran poxamiananypcan» by Berdakh

Here, the poet refers to tlkinyain the preceding line as "ani"
Of course, these are not just included to rhymelitiess of the
poem; with this, the poet's word becomes more lfehand its
impact increases.

By calling his desired belovedni Ajiniyaz also expresses
his respect for her. The reason Shakespeare usgdgb much
may be that he said "I love you" to his belovedhat way, or
that they expressed the endless love of two hedhsy are
particularly noticeable in Shakespeare's sonnet41,0134, 100,
109, and in Ajiniyaz's poems such as ‘A Beauty,” Fairy,’
‘Wrong,” and ‘Sacrifice.’

In conclusion, the occurrence of such a similamgineenon
in the works of these two poets who lived at disfatervals is
not accidental. Thou can be considered equivaetha@u —aner,
con, thee — awa, cona, thy — awwiy, conur. However,
grammatically, only “thou” is close to the pronotyou.” It
would not be in vain if the younger generation dotgdad and
learn from these two sensitive, loving poets a tgreapect for
love in their own right.



164 MUKHAMMADIYAROV AYDOS JOLDASBAEVICH

We will examine our conceptual analysis of the pltaical
lines (with examples in English) of the "Soul/Ruwedncept in
Shakespearedenry Vand Ajiniyaz's ‘Bozataw” poems. Based
on these works, we have created 10 metaphoricairod.

1. Soul-light/fire
Henry V: O for a Muse ofire, that would ascend
The brightest heaven of invention! (Prologue, 1-2)

Now all the youth of England aom fire,

And silken dalliance in the wardrobe lies... (A¢tStene 1)
Bbo3zaray: KuMceHUH KbI3-yFIIbl, ap3bIYIIbI SPHI,

Kumcenus kauiel Kapa, KO3u XyHKApHI...

Kumce k63u KyHKapbIAbIH aipbUIIbI,

bamsina kpiameT TyuTH, bo3aray.

Comparison: In Shakespeare, the soul appears opattiefield
as a “muse” fighting for justice, while in Ajiniyazhe soul
appears as “an eternal struggle” for the peoplegkisg
enlightenment.

2. Soul-water/river
Henry V: There is some soul of goodness in things evil,
Would men observingly distil it out. (Act 4, Seeh)
All the water in Wye cannot wash your Majesty’s Welsh
blood out of your body, | can tell you that. (AktScene 7)
Bozaray: Ke3nuM sinuIbl, MEH KETOPMOH IIapaM HOK,
Bup kynanman 6acka mymThl-niaHam Hok... Tarbiia:
3uityapslyg Xonuiacap K9AUPUHHN O,
Ke3unn simmapTtein, 0arpbIHbI THIIHIL. ..

Comparison: In Shakespeare, the soul floats irrittes of fate,
full of thousands of thoughts, while in Ajiniyazhet soul
resembles a drop falling one by one from the eye.

3. Soul - bird
Henry V: And those that leave their valiant bones in Feanc
Dying like men, though buried in your dunghills,
They shall be famed; for there the sun shall gitesh,
And draw their honours reeking up to heaven. gA&cene 3)
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bo3aray: Cen 0ar equs , 0YyJI0OMJI YIUTBI 3aF KaJ/blI,
TIyTkun cuitHeM >kaH/bl UIITE AAF KAJIJIbI.

Comparison: In Shakespeare, the soul is like at spirving for
the sky, resembling the flight of a bird seekingghes, while in
Ajiniyaz, the soul is a symbol of freedom and sriffg.

4. Soul — earth/soll
Henry V: 1. This story shall the good man teach his son;
And Crispin Crispian shall neggr by,
From this day to the endingtad tvorld,
But we in it shall be rememberéd." (AcBtene 3)
2. WhichSalic landthe French unjustly gloze...
Thatthe land Salic is in Germany...
Was not deviséd for the realm of France,
Nor did the French possets® Salic land.
(Act 1, Scene 2)
Bozaray: 1. Kep xom es1 OHIIOHIYD, €JT XaM Kep OMIIoH,
Kepeus enaus KyHu 1op6a-19p OMIISH. ..

Also, place names such as Kyik Porkan, BozatavfeRfi
Gurgen, Khajar Asti, Sham, Iraq, Gurd, Tehran,Batkans, and
Kungrad help to illustrate this metaphorical pillar

Comparison: Although in both works the soul is dega in
connection with the homeland, in Shakespeare, thiofic
feeling is dominant, while in Ajiniyaz, national iar and spirit
are dominant.

5. Soul — sword/rifle
Henry V: Whose blood is fet from fathers of war-proof,

Fathers that, like so many Alexanders,

Have in these parts from morn till even fought,

And sheathed their swords for lack of argument

(Act 3, Scene 2)

Bo3aray: Coxop yakra KbIpJibl IyNeH aTbLIbI,

Benme 60bIT TYIITAM, KOJBIM IIATHUIIHL. ..

Kana 6y3b61m TypKkMeH OaFpbIM TaFiajsl,

KuMmcenn aynensien, Kumau Oariajpl. ..
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Comparison: In Shakespeare, the soul is a swody ieaengage
in battle for honor, while in Ajiniyaz, the soul ke image of a
person weary of searching for justice.

6. Soul —wind, storm
Henry V: And you, good yeomen,
Whose limbs were made in England,
show us here The mettle of your pasture; let usasw
That you are worth your breeding; which | doubt; no
For there is none of you so mean and base,
That hath not noble lustre in your eyes. (AcB8ene 1)
Bo3aray: Enarblg YCTHUHIMH CepNMJIMN KOUITH,
Xomr amaH 0011, OuzzeH Kanabiy, bozaray.

Comparison: In Shakespeare, the soul is a windrsgéleedom,
while in Ajiniyaz, the soul is a relentless storih;constantly
migrates and drives everything along with it. Herhge
connotation of wind and storm has an explicit catioa.

7. Soul — shadow
Henry V: Tlatma ['eHpy maTImnaibIKThIH TOIIYUIILIEPH TYYPabl

OMJIBI XanarTa:

What infinite heart's-ease

Must kings neglect, that private men enjoy?

And what have kings, that privates have not too,

Save ceremony, save general ceremony?  (Act 4eSke
bo3aray. Ep fiurut 6ambiHa MYIIKHJI UC TYLITH,

JKypek GarpbIM FaMHBIH OTBIHA HLITH. ..

Comparison: In Shakespeare, the soul is the umcesti@adow of
fate, while in Ajiniyaz, the soul appears as a dipghadow that
has settled upon hardship. Shakespeare comparesniiee
human world with glory and wealth. Glory is refledthere as a
shadow falling on a person's head, while in Ajigiyaorrow
casts a dark gloom upon a person's head. Both rara i
metaphorical sense.
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8. Soul — poem/song
Henry V: Tenpux o3 KaybIHrepyiepuH pyyXJIaHABIPBIY  YIIBIH
TOMEHJIETH KaTapJap/bl alTKaH.
Old men forget; yet all shall be forgot,
But he'll remember, with advantages,
What feats he did that day. (Act 4, Scene 3)
bo3aray. Owmupu eTep KypeKTeru mep 0HJIdH,
Kannpuy cenuny 6usre ortH, bo3aray.

Comparison: In Shakespeare, the soul is a divitesgutiful

belief, while in Ajiniyaz, the soul is a song oftim@al spirit.

Shakespeare says that all deeds will be forgotienhthe deeds
they have done will be sung again like a song, evimilAjiniyaz,

the word sher (poem/song) has two different meanioge is
human concern, the other is the endless song o&huife. This

can be viewed from two sides in the poem. Poem/s®nged
metaphorically in English, and in Karakalpak, itused both
metaphorically and literally.

9. Soul — gold/wealth
Henry V: By Jove, | am not covetous for gold,
Nor care | who doth feed upon my cost;
It yearns me not if men my garments wear;
Such outward things dwell not in my desires:
But if it be a sin to covet honour,
| am the most offending soul alive. (Act 4, Sc8he
Bo3aray: Mombermypat nuityanoern Ky 60Jibl,
Kan-uiiManbl, My1axacsl myJ1 00JIblI. ..

Comparison: In Shakespeare, the soul is gold pdrithrough
trial, while in Ajiniyaz, the soul is the inexhaildé wealth of the
people.

10. Soul — time
Henry V: We are in God'’s hand, brother, not in theirs

March to the bridgdt now draws toward night.

Beyond the river we’ll encamp ourselves,

And on tomorrow bid them march away. (Act 3, Scene 6)
bo3aray. OMupu eTep XypeKTeru mep OWIoH,

Komupuy cenuy 6usre ertu, bosaray.
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Comparison: In Shakespeare, the soul is fleetingjlewin
Ajiniyaz, the soul is an eternal concept.

5. DISCUSSION

The exploration of personal pronouns in the poefryjiniyaz
and Shakespeare reveals a fascinating interplayveeat
language, culture, and emotion, underscoring tlteigmg nature
of love across different literary traditions. B. &jlolullaev's study
of the Karakalpak language highlights the histdrig@ots of
forms such asnaia (to me),saia (to you), andaria (to him/her)
in the Orkhon-Yenisei written monuments. These &rmhich
have been carried into the accusative case inick¥gsoetry,
reflect a linguistic heritage that connects conterapy Turkic
languages to the old written Chagatai languagegteat among
Central Asian peoples.

In contrast, during Shakespeare's era, these pnsnoay
have already begun to fade from common usage, titgn
rendering them archaic within the English lexichievertheless,
their presence in the works of Ajiniyaz illustragesich tradition
where such forms are integral to poetic expressidre poet's
education in an Arabic madrasah undoubtedly infteen his
adept use of these pronouns, highlighting the Bagmt impact
of Arabic on Turkic poetic language.

Both poets utilize these archaisms within the cdniaf
longing and desire, particularly in sonnets ancelbwrics. This
shared thematic concern illustrates how deeplygpeisemotions
can transcend cultural and temporal boundaries. rilgthmic
and intonational qualities brought forth by thesenpuns
enhance the beauty of their poetry, allowing foprafound
expression of yearning and affection.

Moreover, while Kunhoja and Berdak employed thesen$
broadly — addressing not only beloved individualst falso
nature, phenomena, and objects — Ajiniyaz's ussnofo refer to
his beloved signifies a nuanced respect and adonitaf his
linguistic choice enriches the emotional landscafphbis poetry,
much like Shakespeare's use of "thou" and its wemjavhich
convey intimacy and depth in relationships.
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The parallels drawn between the works of Ajiniyaxd a
Shakespeare reveal that such linguistic phenomesa nat
merely coincidental but rather indicative of a sthrhuman
experience. The equivalents found in their respedtinguages —
“thou” as “aa” or “san,” “thee” as “s&@a” or “ani,” and “thy” as
“anin” or “sdni” — demonstrate an intrinsic connection hiow
love is articulated across cultures.

As for the metaphorical analysis, the exploratidn tioe
metaphors surrounding the concept of "soul" in both
Shakespeareldenry Vand Ajiniyaz's ‘Bozataw’ provides a rich
tapestry of emotional and cultural significancecttpoet utilizes
various metaphors to convey the complexities of dum
experience, honor, and identity, reflecting the&spective
societal contexts.

The exploration of the concept of "soul" in both
Shakespearedenry Vand Ajiniyaz's ‘Bozataw’ reveals a rich
tapestry of metaphors that reflect the complexitséshuman
experience, identity, and cultural values. In theseks, the soul
serves as a central motif through which the poeisuate their
understanding of honor, struggle, and aspiratiacheshaped by
their respective societal contexts. In Shakespeatrayal, the
soul often emerges as a source of light and fiyeabslizing
inspiration and the drive for glory. This imagenyderscores the
noble aspirations that propel characters towardatgess,
suggesting that the soul's purpose is intricateéiited to the
pursuit of honor. The metaphor of the soul as arrifurther
illustrates this journey, emphasizing the fluiditfiymoral choices
amidst life's challenges. Here, the river represdmth the
potential for growth and the inevitable strugglased along the
way. Conversely, Ajiniyaz offers a more intimataqmective on
the soul, depicting it as a struggle for enlightenmand truth.
His use of tears as a metaphor for personal sohnighlights an
emotional connection to the soul's journey, empirgithe
weight of individual experiences. This contrast wastn
Shakespeare's valorization of glory and Ajiniyafdeus on
personal suffering illustrates how different cudtsirinterpret the
soul's navigation through hardship. Moreover, huilts utilize
the imagery of birds to signify aspiration and ffem. In "Henry
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V," the soul as a bird embodies the valor and hotiat
characters strive to achieve, soaring towards lafigals. In
contrast, Ajiniyaz portrays the soul as one burddme suffering
yet yearning for liberation. This duality capturasuniversal
desire for freedom while acknowledging the paint tbéten
accompanies such aspirations.

The metaphor of earth and soil further underscdhes
connection between the soul and national iden8tyakespeare
emphasizes duty to one’s homeland, reflecting desodhat
values legacy and collective honor. Similarly, Ajee’'s
references to land and honor reinforce how deegated cultural
values shape one's understanding of self and commiBoth
poets illustrate how the soul is intertwined witlotions of
heritage and belonging.

Additionally, the imagery of weapons in both tegignifies
readiness for battle and sacrifice for a greatesealnHenry V,
the soul as a sword symbolizes valor and commitrteetionor
through conflict. Ajiniyaz, however, presents a emgruanced
perspective on struggle, suggesting that the fighjustice is not
solely external but also internal, reflecting peaoand societal
conflicts.

6. CGONCLUSION

In conclusion, the enduring relevance of these quar serves as
a reminder of the universal nature of love and eespvithin
poetic traditions. As we encourage younger germistito
engage with the works of these two sensitive paoetsfoster an
appreciation for the profound ways in which langriabapes our
understanding of love and relationships. By leaynifnom
Ajiniyaz and Shakespeare, readers can cultivateepat respect
for the emotional richness that poetry offers, smding time
and cultural boundaries. In addition, through themgaphorical
representations, both Shakespeare and Ajiniyaz gifefound
insights into the human condition. Their works eefl not only
individual struggles but also broader themes rdldte honor,
identity, and emotional depth within their respeeticultural
contexts. By examining these metaphors, we gaineepel
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understanding of how different societies articuthie essence of
the human experience through poetry. The explorateveals
that while cultural expressions may differ, the damental

questions about existence, purpose, and connectomain

universal across time and space.
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