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The Reintepretation of Irony from The Perspective of Semiotics

Ni Aizhen

Abstract: Irony occurs in all kinds of sign domains not in the sign of language’s. So it is

necessary to study as a semiotic rhetoric. From the point of view of semiotics irony contains two

conflicting meanings interpreted by the addressee in a sign text which is based on C. S. Peirce’ the—

ory on signs . There are three kinds of connotation in semiosic representation : intention of the ad-

dresser meaning of the text and interpretation of the addressee. From the perspective of happening

every two of the three connotations conflict that could form irony. The two conflicting connotations

aren’ t reversal but contrast. However they do not enjoy the same status with one the primary

while the other secondary. Otherwise it is the “vortex of interpretation”.

Key words: semiotic rhetoric; irony; happen; contrast; vortex of interpretation
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