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Peslome

OneHa BavecnaBoBa. BLNpochT 3a KOCBEHWA CMUCHIT: peTOpUYecKUTe MoanMUKa-
LMK B M306pasnTenHOTO U3KycTBO. CTaTMATa Npefiara Aa ce aaantipa onuTbT Ha PETOPUYHOTO
pasbupaHe Ha TeKCTa KbM ecTeTUYeckuTe Npobremi Ha Tpona B N306pasuTeNnHOTO M3KYCTBO. Pas-
rpaHM4YaBaiky peTopukaTa Ha hurypuTe 1 peTopukaTa Ha TekcTa Kato LSNo, aBTopbT 060CHOBaBa
OMnpedeneHneTo Ha peTopudHaTa (noeTnyHaTa) dyHKLNS B M300pasnUTENHOTO U3KYCTBO KaTo cpef-
CTBO 33 CaMOOTKpMBaHe Ha XYAOXECTBEHWUS! e31K Ha NPOM3BEAEHNETO, yyacTeall B Cb3AaBaHeTo
Ha CMUCBIT 1 KaTo CbBKYMHOCT OT OnepalLiiv, BOAELW A0 CEMaHTUYHI NPOMEHI 1 UHTErpupaHe Ha
TeKCTOBaTa CeMaHTMka. PaskpuTo e 3HaYeH1eTo Ha MeTanoruaMa Kato BiA Ha PETOPUYHA TPaHC-
(hopmal|nst B M306pa3NTENHOTO U3KYCTBO. 3noxeHa e Te3aTa, Ye KaTeropusTa Ha Bi3yanHuTe Me-
TanorMamu BKoYsa onepaLiyn, CBbP3aHu C OTKIOHEHNS OT BU3yarHIUTE NepLEenTUBHY 1 NOTNYeckn
KOflOBe, NMPUCHLCTBALLM B NPOM3BEAEHNETO, KOETO € creludukaTa Ha CbBPEMEHHIUTE CUCTEMM B
1306pa3nTenHoTO M3KYCTBO. BbB Bpb3ka C aHanu3a Ha MeTanor1amiuTe, aBTopbT CTUra 1o U3B0Aa,
ue OTKIMOHEHWETO OT MPUHLMNATE Ha MUMEe3ICa, HaMansIBaHETO Ha ONTUYHATA U3 U CIOXKETHMS
MPUHLMN, XapaKTepH! 3a U3KYCTBOTO B kpas Ha 19-20 Bek, ca HauMHU 3a peanuaupaHe Ha noeTuy-
HaTa (peTopuyHaTa) yHKLWS Ha e3uka BbB BU3yanHuTe U3kycTBa. CTatusTa paskpusa yHKLN-
OHarnHaTa XeTeporeHHOCT Ha pasnuyHUTe BUOOBE MHTEPTEKCTYamHI OTHOLLEHWS, MPEANOXEHN OT
peTopyukaTa Ha TekcTa. Moa4yepTaHo e, Ye enH OT U3BOPUTE, KOMTO Mopaxaa KOCBEHM YyBCTBa B
3KyCTBOTO, & KOMYHMKaTVUBHaTa CUTYaLMs, KOSTO Ce JbIDKM Ha HannuMeTo B NPOMU3BEAEHUETO Ha
LIEHTPOBE CbC CEMAHTUYHA HECUTYPHOCT 11 BOAM A0 aKTUBMPaHE Ha aBTOKOMYHUKALMOHHUTE aKTO-
Be. Baemaitkv npeaBua pasrpaHnyaBaHeTo Mexy e3uKoBaTa 1 eKCTpanuHIBUCTIYHaTa CUMBOSIN-
ka, NPELNOXEHNAT MOAEN MOXe [a Ce NpeBbpHEe B METOAONOrMYHa OCHOBA 3a AndepeHLmaLms
Ha UCTOPUYECKITE BIAOBE CUMBOMMKA B U3KYCTBOTO, BKIOUMTENHO CNELMdUYHIATE 3a U3KYCTBOTO
Ha HeknacuuuTe.

KniouoBu aymu: peTopuka Ha TekcTa, aBTopedepeHLms, urypa, MeTanormsbm, uHTep-
TEKCT, CeMaHTUYHa HeonpeeneHocT

AHoTauis

OneHa BsiuecnaBoBa. [TMTaHHA HeNPSIMOrO CEHCY: NPO PUTOPUYHI MoAudiKaLlii B 06-
pa3oTBOPYOMY MUCTELTBI. Y CTaTTi NPOMOHYETLCS aAanTyBaTh AOCBIA PUTOPUYHOTO PO3YMIHHS
TEKCTY B0 €CTETUYHMX Npobnem Tponocy B 06pa3oTBOpYOMYy MUCTELTBI. [udepeHLiorumn puto-
pUKy chiryp Ta PUTOPWKY TEKCTY B LLIMOMY, aBTOp AOBOAUTb BU3HAYEHHS PUTOPUYHOI (MOETUYHOT)
YHKLiT y 0Bpa3oTBOPUHOMY MUCTELTBI Ik 3ac0DY CaMOBUSIBNEHHS XYA0XHBOI MOBM TBOPY, LU0 Gepe
Y4aCTb Y CTBOPEHHI CEHCY Ta K CYKYNHOCTi onepauii, Lo Be4yTb 40 CEMaHTUYHKX 3MiH Ta iHTerpaLii



CEMaHTWKN TeKCTy. BUSBNEHO 3HAYEHHSI METANOri3My Sk BUAY PUTOPUYHOI TpaHcdopmallii y obpa-
30TBOPYOMY MUCTELTBI. BCYHYTO Tesy npo Te, L0 KaTeropis BidyanbHUX METanorisMis BKMOYaE
onepaluii, NOB'A3aHi 3 BIAXWUMEHHSMM Bif 30pOBWX MEPLENTUBHUX Ta MOTYHWX KOZB, HAsIBHWX Y
TBOPi, L0 € cneundikoto 06pa3oTBOPUMX MUCTELbKIX CUCTEM CydacHoro MucTewTsa. Logo aHaniay
MeTasoriamis, aBTop NPUXOAUTb 4O BMCHOBKY MPO Te, WO BiAMOBA Bif NPUHLMMIB MiME3NCY, 3MEH-
LEHHSI OMTWUYHOI iNHO3ii Ta CHKETHOIO NPUHLMNY, XapaKTEPHi A1 MUCTeLTBa KiHLs XIX-XX cToniTb,
€ cnocobamu peanisadii NOETUYHOI (PUTOPUYHOI) CPYHKLiT MOBM y 06pa3oTBOPYOMY MUCTELTBI. Y
CTaTTi PO3KPUTO (hYHKLiOHAmNBHY HEOAHOPIAHICTL Pi3HWX TUMIB IHTEPTEKCTYanbHUX BiGHOCKH, 3anpo-
NOHOBAHUX PUTOPUKOK TEKCTY. byno nigkpecneHo, Wo OAHUM i3 DKepers, WO NopomxXye Henpsmi
CMUCIIN B MWCTELTBI, € KOMYHIKaTMBHa CUTYyallis, sika 0DyMOBNEHa HasBHICTIO B TBOPI LIEHTpIB
CEMaHTWUYHOI HEBM3HAYEHOCTI Ta NPU3BOAMTL A0 aKTWBALLii aKTiB aBTOKOMYHikaLji. bepyuu 1o yBa-
M PO3PI3HEHHSI NIHIBICTUYHOI Ta eKCTPaniHrBiCTUYHOI CMMBOiKM, 3anpONOHOBaHa MOAENb MOXe
CcTaTi METOLONONYHOK OCHOBOK ANnst AndepeHLiaLii iCTOPUYHUX TUMIB CUMBOMI3MY B MUCTEL(TBI,
BKJT04AKOUM CNELMMIYHI 415 MUCTELTBA “HOH-KIacuKu”.

KntouoBi cnoBa: putopuka TeKCTy, aBTopedhepeHList, dirypa, MeTanoriam, iHTepTekcT, ce-
MaHTW4YHa HEBM3HAYEHICTb

Abstract

Olena Viacheslavova. The Issue of Indirect Meaning: On the Rhetorical Modifications
in Fine Arts. The article proposes to adapt the experience of rhetorical understanding of the text to
the aesthetic issues of trope in the fine arts. Differentiating the rhetoric of figures and the rhetoric
of the text as a whole, author proves the determination of the rhetorical (poetic) function in the fine
arts as a means of self-detection of work’s artistic language involved in creation of meaning and
as a set of operations leading to the semantic changes and to the integration of text semantics.
Significance of metalogism as a type of rhetorical transformation in the fine arts has been revealed.
Athesis that the category of visual metalogisms includes operations associated with the deviations
from visual perceptual and logical codes present in a work, which is the specificity of the fine art
systems of the modern art, has been put forward. Regarding the analysis of metalogisms, author
concludes that the refusal from the principles of mimesis, the reduction of the optical illusion and
the beginning of scene, which were typical for the art of the late nineteenth and twentieth centuries,
are the ways to realize poetic (rhetorical) function of language in the fine arts. The article reveals
the functional heterogeneity of the various types of intertextual relations, suggested by the rhetoric
of text. It has been accented that one of the sources, that generate indirect meanings in art, is a
communicative situation, given by the presence of the centers of semantic uncertainty in a work and
leading to activation of autocommunication acts. Taking into account the distinguishing between
linguistic and extralinguistic symbolism, the proposed model can become a methodological basis
for the differentiation of historical types of symbolism in art, including non-classic specific for art.

Keywords: rhetoric of text, autoreference, figure, metalogism, intertext, semantic uncertainty

Introduction. The current situation, marked by exhaustion of the normative model of
aesthetic cognition and the restructuring of subject field of aesthetic research, encourages
professionals to find theoretical foundations that would provide an opportunity to eliminate the
gap between artistic classics and non-classics. It can be assumed that the harmonization of the
non-classical and classical discourse about an art would have allowed the aesthetics get closer
to the scientific standards accepted in modern knowledge. What could be the approaches to this
integration? Productivity of rhetorical model (“the rhetoric of literary text”) was marked in the modern
Russian aesthetics as a justification of the art’s philosophy (Volkova, 2009, web resource). In our
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view, this approach is worth considering, but requires a methodological reflection, because the
approach proposed by the author of the specified work does not meet the semiotic and structural-
functional concept of the rhetorical and is not relevant with respect to the fine arts, engaged with
a number of other arts as an empirical research base. The need for specification of the concept of
“the rhetoric of text” in the non-verbal forms of art requires an appeal to the issue of representation
and the symbolic nature of art.

Ernst Gombrich pointed the presence of two aesthetic traditions within the meaning of the
symbol — Aristotelian rationalistic and neo-Platonic mystic that represent two fundamental reactions
of a thinking person on the problems posed by the existence of language (1972, p.190). Differentiation
of the extralinguistic and linguistic symbolism has already taken place in the Christian scholasticism
(Meyzerskyi, 1991, p.14), but in the classical art both traditions have always accompanied each
other. Their heterogeneity has sharply declared itself in the second half of the twentieth century,
when the art of post-modernism has refused from a symbol and an image in favor of the simulacrum,
keeping and increasing their rhetorical intentions. Thus, the explication of the discourse about the
fine trope from an array of general problem of symbolism suggests a reference to the issues of
artistic language by which the symbolism is carried out.

The duality of rhetorical phenomenon, combining aspects of creativity and pragmatism of
impact to a recipient, has identified specificity of interest on trope in aesthetic thought and art studies
of the twentieth century. On the one hand, the fundamental problem of visual symbolism and its
historical forms studied by Panofsky, Gombrich (1960; 1982), Goodman (1968; 2001) and other
outstanding scientists “dissolved” inside itself also the rhetorical component while retaining a certain
place for a traditional, since romanticism times, critic assessment of the rhetoric as a sphere of
decoration, ornamentation (Goodman, 2001) as well as an art of “ready” forms and meanings. The
latter position culminated in the structural discourse with its criticism of rhetoric as an “ideology”
(Eco, 1998), giving the term “rhetorical” predominantly negative connotations in the art. At the same
time the actualization of the problem of representation has aroused serious theoretical interest to
the metaphor, giving rise during 1930-1980s of impressive number of philosophical concepts of
Ivor A. Richards, Philip Wheelwright, Max Black, Donald Davidson, Monroe Beardsley, John W.
Miller, Derek Bickerton, Nelson Goodman, George P. Lakoff, Mark L. Johnson, Earl McCormack,
Ted Cohen, John Searle, Samuel R. Levin and other thinkers (The theory of metaphor,1990) that
stimulated interest in the fine metaphor and the formation of indirect senses in the fine arts. The
fine metaphor has been studied by Carl R. Hausman (1989), James A.W. Heffernan (1985), the
rhetoric of fine art in comparison with the literature has been analyzed by Wendi Steiner (1982), the
heterogeneity of the art and rhetoric — still the rhetoric of art — stated Arthur K. Danto (1981), pointing
to the metaphor, expression and style as the main means of expression in art. Nuyen (1989) gives
an interpretation of his ideas, Laurence M. Porter (1983) interprets the space as a metaphor in
painting. Rhetorical categories in classical art have been the subject of attention of Caroline van Eck
(2002) and Jennifer Montagu (1994). Don Bialostosky (2004) traces the ratio of Aristotle’s “Rhetoric”
and Bakhtin’s theory of discourse, Deborah J. Haynes (2002) wrote about the possibility of adapting
the conceptual apparatus of the dialogical concept of Bakhtin on the problems of fine arts, Anthony
J. Cascardi (2004) studied the ratio of aesthetics and rhetoric. Rhetorical category was demanded
also in the studies of cinematography (Bordwell, 1991; Chatman, 1990).

No less important is the range of issues that relate to the problems of semantic change,
but are not marked by the authors as related to the phenomenon of rhetorical in the art. Among
them especially should be noted Goodman’s doctrine on the languages of art (1968; 2001), in
particular, provisions on expression and exemplification as the types of reference in art and studies
that interpret his concepts (Ross, 1981); the works dedicated to the abstraction and deformation in
art (Harrison, 1987; Deregowski, 1984), the ratio of representation and expression (Donell-Kotroso,

11



1980), as well as numerous works dedicated to the artistic formalism and expressiveness (Osborne,
1982; Desmond, 2011; Sowers, 1990; Dziemidok, 1993), including realistic art (Hemingway, 2015).
The theming of uncertainty in the art and the role of artistic form in its production (Eco, 2004;
Stecker, 2003) should be attributed to the same number of issues.

In post-Soviet philosophical thought Meyzerskyi (1991) has identified methodological
possibilities of rhetorical patterns. In modern Ukrainian aesthetics the interest in the phenomenon
of rhetorical in the art takes many forms. Thus, Bondarevska (2005) analyzed the relation of
aesthetics and rhetoric, as well as the rhetoric of icon as a factor of identifying the specificity of
aesthetic in the Ukrainian culture of XVII-XVIII centuries. Fedoruk (2008) considers the poetics
of metaphor as determinant in Ukrainian fine art of the last decades. Indicative is the tendency to
analyze phenomena that have a rhetorical nature apart from the rhetorical model, which is typical
for the works of Karanda (2006), Tarasenko (2007), who studied myth-poetical imagery and visual
reasoning as the basis of polysemy. The ratio of aesthetic norm and its violation, the dialectic of
form and content as the source of a multiplicity of interpretations are considered by Mizina (2006),
Kholodynska (2008) within the hermeneutic approach. Nevertheless these opposite views are
responsible for the procedures of semantic changes in the art, leading to the creation of tropes and
figures, which highlights the issue of the complementarity of rhetoric and hermeneutics as the theory
of creation and understanding of the text, as indicated by Gans-Georg Gadamer (1991).

In the Russian aesthetics and art studies the productivity of rhetorical approach was focused
by Borev, while Daniel (2002), Loktev (2004) paid attention to the issue of pictorial metaphor. It
should be noted that the non-adaptation of concepts of literary studies to the issue of ratio of an
image and a word in the fine arts is a serious obstacle for the further adequate work in this direction,
as evidenced by Zlydneva's monograph (2008), based on a comparative analysis of the rhetoric
of verbal and non-verbal arts. Perhaps that is why there is a tendency in the Russian scientists’
works to consider phenomena of rhetorical nature apart from a rhetorical approach. Thus, the
hermeneutical position prevails in the study of lampolski (1993), containing a number of valuable
observations about the mechanisms of intertext in the cinema and in the fine arts (in the art of
Leger, Dali) that allows us to conclude that any study of this phenomenon is also a study of certain
aspects of the rhetoric of text. Thanks to the concepts of Kristeva, Barthes an intertext becomes
the subject of discussion for a number of years, but its connection with the rhetoric model remains
beyond the attention of Mankovska, Bychkov, Dianova and other scientists who are studying the
aesthetics and the art of post-modernism. In general, the field of intertext reflection is dominated by
stable literature-centrism that is rarely interrupted by the works of art critics. The study of lampolski
(2010) about the semantic uncertainty in the art is worth attention among the notable works of the
last decade.

Thus, even a very cursory list allows to say that the indicated problem was not bypassed
by the researchers’ attention. However, the given review indicates that diverse manifestations of
trope in the fine arts were not considered from the positions of the rhetoric of text, and therefore, the
systemic approach to this phenomenon is still waiting for its wording.

Inlight of the foregoing, our task assumes, first of all, an attempt to integrate, within the model
of the rhetoric of text, the above mentioned aspects of understanding of rhetorical that expresses
aesthetic specifics of the trope in the fine arts; secondly, to clarify the concept of “rhetorical” in the
fine arts, aimed at its adaptation as an analytical tool in aesthetics and art studies.

Presenting main material. The role of interdisciplinary research activities of Roman
Jakobson was significant for the recovery of interest in rhetoric in the first half of the twentieth
century. Having developed a model of the communicative act, Jakobson (1975) emphasized the
poetic function of language, which by providing the autoreference is a major in the art. Researcher
has identified the structural apparatus and the mechanism of realization of the poetic function of
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language, linking the rhetorical operations of forming the tropes and figures with paradigmatic and
syntagmatic axes of language. Jakobson’s ideas were used by theorists of neo-rhetoric (Jacques
Dubois, Francis Edeline, Francis Pire, Jean-Marie Klinkenberg, Philippe Minguet, Hadelin Trinon),
who identified the poetic and rhetorical functions of language for the purpose of structural analysis
of the rhetoric of figures (Dubois et al., 1986). Their position made the structuralist version of the
semantic philosophy of art (Basin, 2012, p.151), considering the rhetoric as an instrument of poetics.
According to this approach, the artistic and rhetorical statements have structural commonality
whereupon the rhetorical model is relevant for the analysis of literary texts, including the fine arts
(Dubois et al., 1986, p.57).

Addressing the rhetorical model of aesthetics, it is necessary to consider the possibility of
different approaches to the understanding of a text. The focus of the interdisciplinary textual discourse
of the second half of the twentieth century was to identify the mechanisms of creation of sense in
the iconic formations, which was accompanied by recognition of the insufficiency of denotation as
the main model of meaning and has actualized the traditional rhetorical issues of generating the
indirect senses. The essential thing was that the rhetorical (poetic) function of language is practically
implemented in the text and serves as a criterion for its definition. In addition to the above-mentioned
concepts, the ideas of Propp, Bakhtin, Levi-Strauss were involved in the formation of rhetorical and
semiotic theories of the text, a significant contribution to their development was made by Greimas,
Riffaterre, Kristeva, Barthes, Van Dijk, Todorov, Genette, Lotman. Meyzerskyi noted the dominance
of interpretive model (1991, p.109) as a certain specificity of the rhetoric of text, which sets it apart
from the textual theories that eliminate position of “author” and are aimed at the presentation of the
text as a process of non-final sense-genesis. Thanks to this the rhetoric of text is methodologically
relevant for both the aesthetics and philosophy of art, as well as for the art studies with its focus on
the work as an object of cognition. According to Lotman, a text for the researcher is an analytical
instrument, “a kind of useful abstraction of artistic unity” (1998, p.271).

The Lotman’s theory of text is of interest for us, given the orientation of his concept not only
to the poetry, but also to the “broader issues of constructing a work of art” (1998, p.104). The original
thesis that poetry is based “under the laws of not a linguistic, but a figurative mark” (Lotman, 1998,
p.153) served as the rationale for his broad aesthetic generalizations. On this basis, Lotman’s analysis
of the structure of a literary text can be regarded as a theory of iconic mark, which allows doing some
explications of a general nature, useful for understanding the rhetoric of text in the fine arts.

Lotman, like Riffaterre, considered that a necessary condition for the rhetoric of text is
the possibility to present a work as a holistic unit (mark) that performs the signifying functions
(Meyzerskyi, 1991, p.110). In the fine arts such a text / sign has the iconic continuum nature,
assuming the primacy of a text as the carrier of sense in relation to the language of its expression.
Dialectical characteristics of a literary text (expression, structure, the presence of boundaries and
immersion in the extra-textual structure) indicate that the two aspects of the rhetorical (“the rhetoric
of figures” and the rhetoric of the text as a whole (Lotman, 1992, p.168)) exist in a work in the form
of a holistic hierarchical structure, inevitably giving rise to the question of how to relate the elements
of such a rhetorical formation.

Considering this position, we believe that the immanence of a text in the fine arts and its
interaction with the extra-textual structures imply the relations between two levels. At the first of
them the rhetoric of figures relates to the intra-textual organization, the foundation of which are
the paradigmatic and the syntagmatic axes of the artistic language. The rhetoric of the text as
a whole includes the rhetoric of figures as the basic subsystem, considering that the work may
include unmodified syntagmas. In turn, the rhetoric of the text as a whole is focused on its relation
to extra-textual structures of two types — the structures of a sender and a addressee of the artistic
message.
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The rhetoric of figures was thoroughly developed by scientists of Liege school (Dubois
1986), the relevance of their approach in the fine arts was previously explicated in our special
studies by the example of the analysis of referential metaphors and rhythmic rhetorical modifications.
The immanent structure of any artistic text is based on two types of relations: the principle of
rhythm, repetition makes the non-equivalent equivalent; the principle of metaphor connects the
unconnected (Lotman, 1998, p.88). The rhythmic repetition is connected with syntagmatics of text,
in classical rhetoric the different ways of organizing repetitions belonged to the sphere of figures of
speech. The metaphor as a semantic trope-figure expresses the paradigmatic relations, performing
the function of creating the text. Meanwhile, when it comes to the fine arts, conceptual asymmetry
becomes apparent: if the concept of pictorial metaphor interpreted in the light of interactionism
theory is generally accepted, the concept of metabola (figure) for the syntagmatics of work in the
aesthetic and artistic discourse is almost never used, though the syntagmatic aspect in context of
the semiotics of icon has been accented by Boris Uspenskyi. A certain difficulty here makes “the
blurring” of the status of a figure in the traditional rhetorical theory.

Should be noted the key points in the rationale of relevance of the “figure” concept in the
fine arts including the isomorphism of visual phenomena and verbal rhetoric modifications. Liege
approach combined aspiration to keep valuable, inherited from the tradition, with the removal
of “substantialist prejudices” inherent in classical rhetoric. As a result, the nomenclatures and
taxonomy were recognized untenable and the metabolas were determined as the procedures,
operations, hence not the “substances”, but the relations (Dubois et al., 1986, pp.232-233). It is
quite obvious that the types of rhetorical operations in the fine arts can not be uniquely consistent
with the models of metabola’s formation proposed by the theorists of neo-rhetoric: it is impossible
in the art to highlight figures that correlate metaplasm; distinguishing between the figures of form
and the figures of content is irrelevant (only in a particular work we can determine what belongs
to the plan of expression, and what to the plan of content); distinguishing between the semantic
and the syntax figures is untenable. The starting chain of conceptualization is the provision on
the asyntactic, the nonlinearity of iconic syntagm, which goes back to the theory of A. J. Greimas
(Meyzerskyi, 1991, pp.77, 81). The hierarchical order of pictorial syntagm implies substantializing
of all levels, both belonging to the plan of expression and the plan of content. The possibility of
such understanding of the figure, which “does not necessarily fit into the boundaries of traditional
linguistic concepts” (Dubois et al., 1986, p.66), was recognized by the theorists of neo-rhetoric. This
makes it possible to interpret the metabolas of the syntagmatic level in the fine arts as a system of
mutually agreed relations with the immanent nature, hence, primarily the compositional relations,
with a plurality of all the modes of expression, forming a holistic product.

Indeed, despite the above-mentioned differences, expressive, stylistic, rhythmic operations
in the fine arts in general meet the key definitions of figure, worked out by the classical rhetoric
(Todorov, 1998) and by the neo-rhetoric theory, for example, position of P. Fontanier who
differentiated a trope as the method of generating an indirect sense and a figure of speech as the
communication relation between two or more words simultaneously present in the saying (Todorov,
1998, p.98); or Fontanier’s functional definition, according to which the rhetorical modifications
“attract attention and create... the effect” (Todorov, 1998, p.122), hence, are the markers forcing
the viewer to “see the language” (Dubois et al., 1986, p.158); finally, pictorial metabolas correspond
with the sustainable (since Quintilian’s times) structural understanding of the figure as a form that
is attached to the thought (Greek schema, schemata — “turn”, “posture” of speech; Latin — forma,
figura), as a “deviation from the usual... expression”, i.e. from the common norm (Todorov, 1998,
pp.61, 71).

Studying classical rhetorical treatises of C.C. Du Marsais (“Des tropes”, 1818), N. Beauzee
(“Grammaire generale”, 1767) and P. Fontanier (“Figures du discours”, 1818), T. Todorov came to
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quite modern interactionist conclusions: the concept of figure is irrelevant to the linguistic level,
but it makes sense at the level of discourse perception (Todorov, 1998, pp.116-117). Based on
Fontanier’s understanding of figure as a non-clichéd formation that always belongs to an author and
is unauthorized in use (Dubois et al., 1986, p.380), any ratio of formal elements and pictorial motifs
can be considered as a figure in the fine arts - this is potential possibility fully dependent on whether
a viewer notices and realizes the effect of impact that is not contained in the figure itself, but arises
in response to a particular stimulus (Dubois et al., 1986, p.71).

What exactly is able to act as such a stimulus shows an overview of rhetorical operations
presented on the pages of “General Rhetoric” (Dubois et al., 1986, pp.121-159), T. Todorov’s
“Poetics”, in the works of V. Shklovsky, R. Jakobson (1975), Yu. Lotman (1998). At the same time
they are present in the traditional and contemporary terminology used in aesthetics, literary studies,
stylistics, that does not negate their rhetorical origin. They are: repetition, symmetry (asymmetry),
pleonasm, ellipse (break, pause, silence), inversion, gradation, framing (“frame in the frame”,
plot in the plot), parallelism, equivalence, analogy, contrast, antithesis, growth, the slowdown,
alternation, highlighting the main, accentuation, rhythmization. They all are related with capabilities
of mutual transformations and are generalized by R. Jakobson, who defined the art as “continuous
parallelism” (1975, p.226), where the decisive role belongs to the rhythmic forms. A key role of
rhythm in organizing the stimulating effect of metabola is confirmed by a conclusion in frames of the
prosody made by A. Kolmogorov: “...the rhythm acts as a norm and as a violation” (Rhythm, 1974,
p.81). In other words, the rhythm has a structure of rhetorical operation.

Itis quite obvious that all of these procedures are presented in various forms in the fine arts,
traditionally being called the formal (imaginative, artistic) means. However, while the term “means”
familiar for us indicates the auxiliary, service nature of these operations, an approach from the
perspective of the rhetoric of text allows to emphasize the synthetic variety of their artistic functions,
including formative, figurative, expressive, function of affective impact on the audience, marking,
autoreference, intensification, as well as semantic, because only “a repetition reveals the structure”,
only “rhythmic figures” (Lotman's concept) divide and connect the visual and expressive elements of
the text, establishing relations in the pictorial syntagm and allowing to highlight semantic units of the
text in order to achieve the articulation (Lotman, 1998, p.135). It should be noted that the operations
of such a type are universal in nature and act as formative principles in all the arts — architecture and
music, choreography and the fine arts, poetry and cinema.

Liege School’s theory is valuable also by the fact that reveals the importance of metalogism
for the fine arts at the level of rhetoric of the text as a whole. Metalogism as the type of metabola
occurs when the author addresses “to objective reality “as such” in order to depart openly from
it later and get a desired effect” (Dubois et al., 1986, p.225). Metalogism assumes a situation of
correlating the text with reality and goes beyond the frames of “normal” relationship between the
mark and the denoted thing, “when the norms... of the specular reflection of truth are affected”
(Dubois et al., 1986, p.241). Metalogism’s function is “to strain the reference situation or context” or
to change the logical significance of a message (Dubois et al., 1986, pp.242, 67).

Pointing out the connection of metalogism with classical rhetorical figures of thought, the
theorists of neo-rhetoric have focused that these are poorly studied and the need to “engage
seriously in the analysis of metalogism” (Dubois et al., 1986, p.230). Pointing out that irony,
hyperbole, paradox, allegory, parable belong to the category of metalogism, the authors of
“General Rhetoric” noted the difficulty of identifying the metalogism that act in the text together
with “the rhetoric of figures”. In order to differentiate them it should be taken into account that
metalogism changes the significance of the entire syntagmatic sequence, while the semantic
“action of tropes applies only to the specific elements of a sequence” (Dubois et al., 1986,
pp.251, 176).
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Based on the foregoing, it is clear that the group of metalogisms in the fine arts includes
not only the named types of figures. More significant is the fact that the metalogical operations
associated with deviations (deformations) from visual perceptual and logical codes, which is the
specificity of the fine art of modern type systems since the late nineteenth century. The characteristic
of the latter is associated in aesthetics and art studies with a departure from the principle of mimesis,
with the movement “from image to mark”. Referring to G. Deleuze metalogism can be regarded as a
manifestation of “orgiastic representation”, “making a difference” and organizing the expressiveness:
“...orgiastic representation turns the things into expression” (Deleuze, 1998, p.64).

The deformation principle in the art attracted the attention of researchers (Deregowski,
1984). The rhetorical nature of this phenomenon would be obvious, if we turn to the question of
the semantic structure of a literary text. According to Lotman, it is a feature of its dual existence:
its belonging to the system of poetic language does not cancel its general linguistic meanings.
The correlation in the perception of both semantic systems and the tension between them creates
an aesthetic effect (Lotman, 1998, p.186). Considering that perceptual visual code performs the
function of natural language in the fine arts, we should note that this ratio is exactly the specifics of
art of the late nineteenth and twentieth centuries. The structure of pictorial metalogism is formed
with overlaying of rhythmic dynamic codes on the visual perception code — double coding serves
as a source of “expressive aureole”, notional “blurriness” inherent for the works of such a type. At
the level of the rhetoric of figures the acceptance of the admissibility of deviations from perceptual
visual code led also to the changes in the way of forming the tropes — to exposing the connector
nature of metaphor, to mounting metaphor, metaphor-metamorphosis (G. de Chirico, “The Great
Metaphysician®, 1924, National Gallery, Berlin).

In our view, the transformations, that have marked the pictorial art of the late nineteenth
and twentieth centuries, were a way of implementing in the art of the poetic function of language,
which consisted of activating of forming the tropes, metalogisms, and enhancing of various forms
of rhythmic development of the space and flatness relations (based on the color, tone, line, stains,
texture), though the latter are rhetorical modifications (stylistic, rhythmic, expressive metabolas) that
perform not only imaging function, but also a function of autoreference. Considering the problem of
referential metaphor, we have noted a consistent pattern: an optical illusion “extinguishes” trope,
the beginning of a plot “dissolves” it, making it imperceptible. Refusing to use optical illusions and
plot, the artists of landmark time “create a language where the reality does not serve as a “bail’, the
basis of which are rhetorical figures (including metalogisms) — “the only means that can take away
the language from its utilitarian role, and this is the first condition of its transformation into the poetic
language” (Dubois et al., 1986, p.60). In some fields of semantic philosophy, for example, in the
works of S. Langer or “common semanticists” (Basin, 2012; Harrison, 1987), these transformations
were characterized as the acts of artistic abstraction. In our opinion, the rhetorical model allows
to differentiate the components of such a formative process, identifying the specific forms of its
realization in a work of art.

Unlike metalogism, the phenomenon of intertext as a way of realizing an extra-textual links
is sufficiently studied within the rhetoric of text, where M. Riffaterre’s works are significant, as well as
outside of the rhetoric model of literary criticism. In the seventeenth century, E. Tesauro first wrote
about a quotation as on the rhetorical operation leading to a semantic change. J. Kristeva introduced
the term “intertext” into the aesthetics as a result of the transfer on a soil of post-structuralism of
a problem of “strange voices”, theoretical comprehension of which has been given by M. Bakhtin.
Leaving aside the known mechanisms of intertextuality, we should note the possible (for this sphere)
typological differences that are significant for the fine arts. As our antecedent study has shown,
intertextuality is realizing also within the rhetoric of figures, in particular, pictorial metaphor has the
intertextual nature, therefore it is necessary to distinguish between the functions of extra-textual
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links at the language level and at the level of text: only the links of the second type integrate the
semantics of text. A particular work can include simultaneously heterogeneous types of intertext,
acting as a source of metaphor, as well as serving as referential mediator, not leading the formation
of a trope, but creating a specific “expressive aureole” (F. Krychevsky's “Family”, the “Life” triptych,
1925-1927, National Art Museum of Ukraine, Kyiv). Actually the issue of differentiating the rhetorical
operations of different levels is a challenge, as shows the analysis of “heraldic construction”, made
by M. lampolski (1993, pp.71-72), in which the author wrongfully mixes “the text in text” that provides
a transformation of sense with the mechanism of doubling, rhythmic figures of a repetition (“frame
in frame” type), the main purpose of which is the effect of semantic resonances that leads to the
transcending of sense, to the destruction of clarity of semantic modality and “overcoming the clarity
of content due to the complexity of form” (lampolski, 1993, pp.82, 90, 196-197).

This brings us to the need to address the issue of extra-textual relations of the second type,
which are specified by the possibility of a mismatch of the codes of a sender and an addressee of
artistic message. It was obvious for C.S. Peirce that no message from one person to another can
be absolutely clear. The development of this idea was the thesis of R. Jakobson on the impact of
rhetorical function on all the participants of a communicative act: “A double sense corresponds to
the splitting of sender and addressee” (1975, p.221). Basing on the conducted differentiation of “the
grammar of speaker” and “the grammar of listener”, Lotman developed the concept of “creolization”
of sender’s language in the act of artistic communication at the intersection with the languages
available for an addressee, in case the latter partially or fully has to construct a decryption code
(Lotman, 1998, p.37). The perspectives of language creolization are also responsible for the
production of indirect and occasional senses, because the presence of the random, spontaneous
in a literary text, taking into account the presumption of its meaningfulness, stimulates the viewer
to organize additional secondary semantic order, to endow them with significance. These ideas get
an extreme degree of expression in the aesthetics of post-structuralism that endows a “reader” with
significance of the main instance producing the senses.

The perspective of language creolization in the projection on a work requires the presence
of the centers of semantic uncertainty in the artistic text as a condition of generating or changing
Senses.

Semantic potential of uncertainty in the artis great, it includes the uncertainty associated with
the “meaningless” or “abstruse”, as indicated by M. lampolski (2010; 1993, pp.337-338). Experience
in the analysis of modernism art has shown that even the radical destruction of cultural symbols
does not lead to the abolition of symbolism as such, but to the secondary semantization in which the
“devastated” form gets occasional senses (lampolski, 1993, pp.324-325; lampolski, 2010, p.503).

All kinds of rhetorical operations to different extent act as the sources of the semantic
uncertainty of work. The rhythmic, stylistic and expressive modifications have this property to the
greatest extent. These modifications existing as the figures, according to the classical rhetorical
theory, entirely is determined by whether or not they will be noticed and perceived by the viewer:
modifications of this type acquire significance during the acts of perception. Belonging to the
‘rhetoric of figures” (the immanent level of text), they simultaneously discover own dialectical
nature orientated on the system of extra-textual relations (the possible addressee’s codes). In
other words, like in the case of the pictorial tropes, we are dealing here with the split reference.
The modifications of such a type and corresponding principles of generating the indirect senses,
where the main role belongs to the acts of autocommunication, receive the key value in the art of
the twentieth century expressing the logic of a transition from representational to expressive model
of art. Indirect senses are created not through transmit of “ready” ideas, but through “differentiating
shimmering of the material itself’, expressive manipulation with it, “inscribing differences in it’
(lampolski, 2010, p.124).
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Conclusion. Summing up we should note the following as the conclusions:

1. The rhetoric of text in the fine arts is a hierarchical structure, the type of artistic unity and
cooperation of immanent and extra-textual links of a text that provide semantic changes.

2. The rhetoric of the text as a whole includes the rhetoric of figures as a “language”
subsystem that organizes the immanent relations of a literary text. Along with the semantic trope-
figures the metabolas of syntagmatic level, which are rhythmic formations, belong to the rhetoric of
figures. All compositionally important repetitions and their variations in the work of art, that have a
structure of norm and deviation from it, belong to the rhetorical modification of such a type. Irrelevant
to the linguistic level they acquire sense at the level of perception of the text and perform a number
of functions in a work, namely: formative, figurative, expressive, function of influencing the viewer,
marking, autoreference, artistic intensification and are involved in realizing the semantic function.
Formal operations, which are the referred rhetorical modifications, acquired the fundamental
importance in forming all the arts, including the fine arts.

The dialectical nature of the metabola belonging to the immanent level of the rhetoric of
figure is expressed in focusing and extra-textual links: the nature of pictorial metaphor is intertextual;
the rhythmic, expressive, stylistic figures are focused on the possible codes of an addressee. As a
result, a split reference forms the basis of the mechanism of semantic changes, realized in a work
and representing the phenomenon of pictorial trope.

3. The rhetoric of the text as a whole assumes types of operations, such as metalogisms
and formation of functionally heterogeneous intertextual links. The metalogism category in the fine
arts, taking into account the nature of artistic systems of modern type, includes transformations
associated with deviations from visual perceptual and logical codes that are present in a work. The
mentioned allows us to conclude that the reduction of optical illusions and plot, the retreat from the
principles of mimesis, that were typical for the art of late nineteenth and twentieth centuries, are the
ways of autoreference, the form of realizing the rhetoric (poetic) function of language in the fine arts.

4. One of the sources generating indirect senses in art is a communicative situation
with a potential mismatch between the codes of a sender and addressee of message, caused
by the presence of the centers of semantic uncertainty in the text and leading to increased
autocommunication acts. All the rhetorical operations in varying degrees are the source of the
semantic uncertainty in a work.

5. The foregoing allows us to characterize the rhetorical function (‘rhetorical”) in art, at
first, as a set of operations leading to semantic change; secondly, as a way of autoreference, self-
detection of work’s artistic language involved in generating the sense and being a key element of
the construction of a content of plan.

The advantage of the considered rhetorical model is orientation on a specific work (object,
artistic act), that in general corresponds to the main trend of modern philosophy of art that is focused
during last decades on issues arising from specific artistic forms (Newall, 2014). Michael Newall
indicates that the two most common aspects of the philosophical issues associated with painting,
namely, the problem of representation and forms overlap. In our opinion, the approach from the
perspective of the rhetoric of text exactly determines the nature and results of their interaction,
enabling system analysis of hierarchical structure of a work, serving to disclose completeness of
its semantic intentions. At the same time the semantic structure undoubtedly includes the levels of
work, traditionally referred to as “formal”, that reveals the falsity of antinomy of representation and
expression. Taking into account the distinction between linguistic and extralinguistic symbolism, the
proposed model provides convincing methodological basis for differentiating the historical types of
symbolism in art, including the specific for the second half of XX — XXI centuries, that are positioned
as the non-classic.
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