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THE LEVELS OF IMAGERY IN THE POETIC TEXT
PIBHI OBPA3HOCTI Y HIOETUYHOMY TEKCTI

Anomauin. Mema cmammi — oxapakmepu3yéamu OCHOBHI Pi6HI 0OpazHocmi
Y noemuyHomMy meKcmi, GU3HAYUMU iX CNi6BIOHOWEHHS, hopmu ma 3acodu penpe-
3eHmayii.

Y ecmammi npoananizosano ocoonusocmi penpesenmayii 4Omupbox OCHOBHUX
pisHie obpaznocmi y noemuunomy mekcmi. Busnaueno, wo pisHOpiGHe8a cmMpyK-
mypa obpa3zy 8idobpadcae npoyec 11020 Hopmy8anus — 8i0 «mighy 00 no2ocy», 0e
Migh — ye nepeO3HaHHs ma NePeUHHI 3HAHHA, ONUCAHI Y BUTIAOL apXemunie i wym-
mesux obpazis, a 1020¢ — 3HAHHS, ONUCAHI Y hOPpMI CIOBECHUX 00pa3is.

Oxapaxmepuzo6ano npeoMemHo-yymmesuti pieeHb 00pasHocmi, 30Kkpema 8u-
3HAYeHO, W0 GiH NpPedCmasieHull apxemunamu, abo nepuioobpaszamu, a MmarKo;#C
yymmesumu 0opazamu, sKi, Ha 8iIOMIHY 610 apxemunis, Wo € KOJeKMUSHUM nepeo-
SHAHHAM, hOpMYIOmbCs y npoyeci Ni3HaAHHA K 81000PANCEHHS Y TH0OCHKIU C8i00-
MOCMI peanbHux npeomemis.

IIpoananizosano ocobausocmi npedcmasienHs MeHMAIbHO20 Mad MOBHO20
pienie obpasnocmi. 3’1c08aHO, WO MeHMANbHUU pPieeHb nepeddbauae Gopmysanms
KOHYEeNnmyanbHOi pamMKu 06pa3zy — KOCHIMUBHO20 Nepuiooopasy, 8 OCHOBI K020 6HYM-
piwnsa gopma crosa. Moenuil pieenb 00pasHOCMi Yy NOEMUYHOMY MeKCmi npeo-
cmasnenuti noemudHumMu memagopamu, gpazeonocizmamu ma cumsonramu. Oxpec-
JIEHO NOCNI008HICIb NPoYecy hopMyBaHHsL CLOBO0OPA3Y HA NIHEBAILHOMY PIGHI.

Oxapaxkmepu3068a1o KOMYHIKAMUEHO-NPAMAMUYHUL PiBeHb 00pA3ZHOCMI, Oe
KIIOYOBUM € NOHAMMS KOHYENMyalbHO-CEMAHMUYHOI CROTYYY8AHOCTI CTI0800ODPA3Y.
Busnaueno ancopumm onucy mexanizmy @opmysanHs ci08ecHo2o 0opasy Ha Ybomy
PDIBHI.

ITiocymosano, wjo y noemuyHoMy meKcmi 6 OCHOBHOMY NpeoCmaesieni Yomupu
PIBHI 00pasHOCMI: NPEOMEeMHO-4YMMEBUL, AKOMY BION0BI0AE NePeOKOHYENnmyalb-
Ha popma 06’ ekmusayii obpazy, meHmarbHull (KOHYenmyaibHa Gopma); 1iHe6anb-
HUL, WO penpeseHmye 6epoailbHO-noemuyHe KOHCmpYyo8anHs obpasy (MoeHa ¢op-
Ma); KOMYHIKAMUBHO-NPAZMAMUYHUL, O0e 00 €KMOM O0CTIONHCEHHS € CUCMEMHI 36 513~
KU C108eCHO20 0bpa3y 3 mexcmom (ouckypcuena ¢gpopma). Ilepcnexmusgy docnio-
JHCeHHs1 80AUAEMO )y 0eMaNlbHOMY AHANI3l KOJHCHO20 PIGHA CIMPYKMYPY68AHHA 00pa3sy
Ha NPUKNAO0i KOHKPEeMHUX NOeMUYHUX MeKCMIs.
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Knwuogi cnosa: obpas, obpasnicme, npeomemuo-yymmesuil oopas, apxemun,
Memaghopa, cumso.

Formulation of the problem. Semantics of the poetic vocabulary has some
peculiarities. Language image as a complex mental-linguistic category that organi-
cally combines stereotypical and author’s models of a certain fragment of reality is
in its basis. An analysis of the language-poetic essence of the image is associated with
the levels of its structuring. There is a differentiation of the image in the collective
unconscious at the sensory level with the outline of archetypes and perceptual chan-
nels of psychological communication with the material. The mental level of struc-
turing the image is associated with the definition of its semantic framework based
on the basic concepts. At the verbal level image is objectified in metaphorical,
phraseological and symbolic units. And, ultimately, the communicative-pragmatic
level is an image in its intra- and intertextual ties.

Analysis of the investigations. The concepts of imagery and image are very
important in modern linguistics, in particular in such areas as cognitive linguistics
and linguistic culturology. The leading Ukrainian researchers in these fields have
repeatedly addressed them, in particular L. Bieliekhova («CnoBecHuii moeTnuHuit
o0pa3 B ICTOPUKO-TUTIOJIOTIYHIM MEPCIIEKTHBI: TIHTBOKOTHITUBHMIA actekTy, 2002),
T. Vilchynska («KonmenTyanmizaiiisi cakpaJJbHOTO B YKPaiHCBKIHA MOETUYHIA MOBI
XVII-XVIII cT.», 2008), M. Holianych («Brytpimnsa ¢opma cioBa i auckypey,
2008), V. Kononenko («KosnmenTosoris B JIHTBICTHYHOMY acmiekTti», 2006), N. Slu-
khai and Yu. Mosenkis («MoBHa cumBoitika i Miporoetnka TekcriB Tapaca Illes-
yeHka», 2006). An image is a psychological category which plays an important role
in cognitive processes [8, 101]. It is a «base, on which symbol and sign is built above»
[2, 310]. A basic difference between languages, after R. Langacker, is that they
«code the same conceptual structure by means of substantially different images»
[21, 109].

The term of «image» is multi-valued. For example, O. Potebnia uses the term
of «image» in several ways: as a means of reality representing, «an act of cons-
ciousness» [12, 42]; the structural element of the symbol, its «internal form» [12,
47]; an idea (component of the word) [12, 119]; objectified in the «external form»
(word) artistic and poetic construct [12, 47]. Consequently, there is an internal con-
tradiction in the interpretation of this notion which can be avoided by considering
the image at different levels of its structuring.

With the image begins the process of learning, and the means of image’s
naming is the linguistic sign [1, 101], therefore it is necessary to distinguish bet-
ween the sensory image and the language image. The sensory image as the initial
stage of cognition is considered by most researchers (in particular M. Alefirenko,
N. Arutyunova) as the basis for the creation of a concept, symbol, metaphor, and
other linguistic categories: this is the structural element of each of them, whereas
the linguistic image is a complex reflection of the element of reality by means of
the language [1, 101].
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The purpose of the article is to characterize the main levels of imagery in
the poetic text, to determine their correlation, forms and means of representation.

Presentation of the main material. The multilevel structure of the image
reflects the process of its formation — from «myth to logos», where the myth is a
pre-knowledge and primary knowledge, described in the form of archetypes and
sensory images, and logos is knowledge, described in the form of verbal images.

At the subject-sensory level, the verbal image is related to the concept. Accor-
ding to V. Kononenko, «the basis of the concept lies in the collective unconscious,
the archetype» [10, 6], consequently, the concept arises from a certain archetypal
image. K. Jung identified the terms «archetypal image» and «symbol». After K. Yung,
the system «archetype/archetype image» operates as the background of the image
of reality designing. It is based on the understanding of human’s psychics as an ele-
ment of the collective irresponsible, which reflects in the human’s consciousness
through sleeps, myths and legends by archetype images [18]. The archetype is «a nerve
of a verbal poetic image», since it «provides the formation and the functioning of
the latter» [4, 224]. Archetypes are the pre-conceptual form of the representation of
a verbal image, its bridge to the sphere of the collective unconscious, where the
infinity of manifestations and reflections of the human spirit is encoded.

The sensory image is also differentiated at the subject-sensory level of ima-
gery. Unlike the archetype image, which is the collective pre-knowledge, sensory
image is a reflection of the real objects in the human consciousness [1, 115]. It is
formed in the process of knowledge as a reflection in the human consciousness of
real objects, «the original form of thought» [12, 44]. He arises up as a result of mas-
tering of the object’s quality features by the man’s sense-organs. A basic source of
such image is a visual perception, «although it combines the information, coming
from the different channels of the human connection with the world» [2, 315].
According to M. Alefirenko, despite the fact that the subject-sensory image exists
outside the language, it is the first source of verbalization of knowledge, which is
transcoded in the semantic structure of the linguistic sign in the form of its visual-
figurative semantic component [1, 112]. Having formed on the subject-sensory le-
vel, the image becomes a part of consciousness.

The mental level of imagery involves the formation of a conceptual frame-
work of the image — a cognitive primary image. Archetype is a pre-knowledge and
the cognitive primary image is the result of knowledge. A basis of the latter is the
internal form of the word. By V. Rusanivskyi, the center of the image in the poetic
work is an internal form [13, 14].

By M. Holianych, the internal form is a «semantic value associated with na-
ming and creating of the image» [7, 34]. The internal form as the basis of the ety-
mological meaning of the word combines the semantic-conceptual features that for-
med the basis of the name of the concept into a single image and gives knowledge
about this unity. It is «not the image of the object, but the image of image» [12, 34].

Within the framework of a poetic work, the internal form of the word is the
unity that integrates various conceptual features of the verbal poetic image through
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which the act of knowledge is carried out [4, 157], becoming an internal form ima-
ge. The latter, as well as the internal form of the word, is a part of the emotional and
appraisal qualifying activity of consciousness [7, 87]. A characteristic feature of the
internal form image is that it is a category of discourse. Combining the meaning of
the substantive, attributive, cognitive, axiological nature, which conceptualize the
universal attitude of / — text — world and determine the structure of discourse [7,
88], the internal form image determines the pragmatic orientation of the latter. The
differentiation of the internal form image is the fixation of a certain conceptual frame-
work by the sensory image that defines the parameters of the semantic content of
the verbal image.

The structural element of the internal form image is the basic concept, or cog-
nitive metaphor. The notion of «cognitive metaphor» was introduced by M. John-
son and J. Lakoff. These researchers emphasize that metaphors are formed not just
in language, but in everyday life, they participate in the structuring of the surround-
ding reality and control the intellectual activity of man [11, 25]. The emergence of
everyday metaphors is associated with the conceptualization of one mental domain
through another. It is the way of mental ordering of reality [20, 185]. The domain
in the cognitive theory of metaphor is a knowledge structure, and the process of
metaphorization is based on the interaction of two knowledge structures — the do-
main of the source and the target domain [11, 9]. Knowledge within the domain of
the source is organized according to the pattern of «image schemasy, which include:
«containery, «surface», «subject», «object», «pathy», «part-whole» and others.

Consequently, the cognitive processing of the image is carried out at the mental
level, as a result of which the image transforms in the «frame», which determines
the possible set of meanings.

The linguistic level of imagery in the poetic text is represented by poetic
metaphors, idioms and symbols. The metaphor transmits figurative information by
individual experience, idioms — by synthesizing collective experience, and the sym-
bol transforms the image into a sign of ethnic culture.

The poetic metaphor is an extension of our daily established system of figu-
rative thinking [20, 232]. It can be understood as the author’s version of everyday
metaphor. However, if the latter is based on the cross-conceptualization of the two
systems of knowledge, the source of the poetic metaphor is linguistic imagery [20,
215]. The artistic metaphor, by analogy with figurative, is a result of the modeling
of a verbal poetic image on the subject-sensory basis of another mental image.

A metaphor can be explicitly and implicitly manifested in the artistic poetic
language [5, 147]. Considering the relation between the concepts of «comparison»,
«metaphorical comparison» and «metaphor», A. Vezhbitskaya notes that the dif-
ference between them is in deep structures. The researcher offers a way of modeling
the semantic differences between these concepts, according to which the comparison is
described by the formula «we can say that it could be...», a metaphorical com-
parison — by the formula «we can say that this could be not ... but...» and the me-
taphor — «we can say that it is not..., but ...» [5, 144].
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The metaphor is a significant «structuring force in semantic change» [22, 19].
It operates so deep and pervasively that speakers consider an inter-domain connec-
tion to be as natural as the connections within the same domain [22, 19].

Consequently, the metaphor is regarded as one of the ways of conceptualize-
tion at the mental level, and as a means of creating the imagery of a word on the
linguistic level. Accordingly we distinguish two stages of metaphorization: the ba-
sic conceptual (at the mental level) and verbal-poetic (at the linguistic level).

The process of idiom formation also plays an important role in the creation of
a poetic verbal image. Idioms contain a system of images in which people’s world-
view is fixed and which are connected both with the material and with the social or
spiritual culture of the linguistic community. They are a reflection of its cultural
and national experience and traditions [16, 215].

Important role in the formation of the linguistic image is played by the sym-
bolization, which is «the method of transforming abstract thought into an image»,
the process of moving the image from the mental plane to the sensory material form
[17, 8]. This is a mental activity that involves not only the functioning and trans-
formation of object images, but also the establishment and disclosure of new con-
nections and relations between them. N. Cherepovska notes that the symbolic level
of reproduction of reality involves both the symbolization of forms of reality and
the symbolization of the contents of displayed, when the image of the form repre-
sents something different [17, 8]. The symbolization of reality in the texts of fiction
is associated with the expression of the abstract emotional-sensory code through
specific subject-sensory images.

As N. Arutyunova notes, metaphor brings the image closer to meaning, and
the symbol leads it in the opposite direction — to stabilize the form [2, 329]. Kee-
ping a special place in the system of language, symbol «serves as a semantic bridge»
between the image and sign, because there are both symbolic images and symbolic
signs [2, 329].

Consequently, the process of forming of verbal image at the linguistic level
can be written in the following sequence: 1) explicit comparison (a metaphor-com-
parison); 2) implicit comparison (a metaphor); 3) idiom creation process (a phrase-
logical unit); 4) symbolization (acquisition of a symbolic value).

The communicative-pragmatic level of imagery involves including the ima-
ge into a text where it is in the corresponding «semantic environment» (O. Simo-
vych). As a component of the poetic discourse verbal image has complex multiple-
vel relations with the text, therefore, the analysis of the linguistic image at the text
level should include a method of identifying the conceptual-semantic connectivity
of the verbal image.

Traditionally, in lexical semantics, the term of «connectivity» is understood
as the semantic harmonization of words that does not depend on their grammatical
characteristics [3, 81]. By the term of «conceptual-semantic connectivity» we mean
typical combinations of the name of the image with the words-attributes, which
specify or complement its content (intra-image connectivity). These are also syn-
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tagmatic relations with other images (inter-image compatibility). By O. Simovych,
«the compatibility of words with certain meanings contributes to the deepening of
the semantics of the word» and «the creation of a new symbolic unity» [14, 4-5].
The integrity of the image can be grasped by its individual components (intra-image
connectivity) and by other images (inter-image compatibility). The finding of intra-
image and inter-image connectivity is the first stage in the study of the text rela-
tions of the verbal image. The second stage involves its consideration as a complex
communicative unit, an element of the cultural code, serving as a kind of mediator
in the poetic communication. The text as a «macro-communicative act» includes
multitude artistic speech acts, the effectiveness of which depends on the reader’s
knowledge of the cultural code.

As J. Bartminsky notes, the image of an object in specific statements depends
on the communicative purpose [19, 76]. For the most part, this is the desire to
convey the emotion that has become a stimulus for the formation of a more comp-
lex image. Thus, the process of including of the cultural code into the artistic text
can be described as follows: «nonverbal title» (emotion, feeling) is transformed in
the author’s mind into «complex image» that acquires a symbolic generalization, and
eventually unfolds in the text, the basis of which is the linguistic image [9, 190].
Therefore, the mechanism of forming a verbal image on the pragmatic level can be
written in such way: the collective unconscious / author’s consciousness — «non-
verbal headline», or communicative stimulus — cultural code (a set of concepts and
symbols formed from «non-verbal headline») — text (concepts and symbols actua-
lized in verbal images) — reader (decoding).

Conclusions and perspectives of further research. Consequently, there are
usually four levels of imagery in the poetic text: subject-sensory, which corresponds to
the conceptual form of image objectification, the mental (conceptual form); linguis-
tic, representing the verbal-poetic design of the image (language/verbal form);
communicative-pragmatic, where the object of research is the systemic connections
of a verbal image with a text (a discursive form). The prospect of the study is seen
in a detailed analysis of each level of image structuring for example of specific
poetic texts.
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THE LEVELS OF IMAGERY IN THE POETIC TEXT

Abstract. The article analyzes features of the representation of the four basic
levels of imagery in the poetic text improving the concept of the language image:
analyzed notion is considered as a dynamic category providing four consistent forms
of the image transformation: psychological, cognitive, verbal, discursive corres-
ponding to four levels of imagery (sensory, mental, verbal and communicative-prag-
matic). It is determined that multilevel structure of the image reflects the process of
its formation — from «myth to logos».
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