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The article traces the main vectors of syntactic studies in ancient poetics in a bid to prove that the latter has
laid a solid foundation for the linguistic and cognitive analysis of the syntactic organization of literary texts in
current cognitive poetics and cognitive linguistics. The conducted research has revealed that the theoretical and
methodological framework of cognitive poetics has adopted a range of terms, methods, and approaches to the
analysis of syntactic constructions, which appeared in ancient rhetoric and stylistics. In particular, the present
study refers to the prominent philosophers and rhetoricians of the antique period whose works introduced the key
notions of poetic syntax such as figure, schema, construction, iconicity, and others linking them to their current
interpretation and usage in modern cognitive poetic studies. The article thus claims that present-day linguistic
and cognitive analysis of poetic syntax dates back to ancient poetics and considerably overlaps with the classic
antique tradition of examining syntax. In particular, the research has shown that ancient scholars underlined
the significant role of syntactical means in actualizing cognitive categories making first attempts to study syntax
with regard to human cognitive activity, which is reflected in the analysis of syntactic constructions as pairings
of form and conceptual content within both scientific schools. The research thus attempts to show that current
cognitive studies of poetic syntax resonate with the ancient interpretation of syntactic organization of poetry
texts, which allows the proponents of cognitive poetics to effectively integrate the achievements of the antique
school into the present-day studies of poetic syntax.
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Introduction. During the antique epoch, people
made the first attempts to understand the world in
the diversity and complexity of its manifestations
by expressing their thoughts and feelings through
language units. The rapid development of art and
science stipulated the need for effective means of
communication [4, 53-54; 13 20-21; 14, 28], which
would allow organizing utterances and texts. Hence,
grammar, and syntax in particular, as a study of
composing sentences, took a central place in ancient
poetics [13, 26-29, 31-32].

The topicality of analyzing the study of poetic syntax
in ancient poetics stems from the fact that present-day
cognitive poetic analysis of syntactic constructions has a
close connection with the theoretical and methodological
framework of ancient poetics whereby many of the
terms and principles of examining syntactic units have
been adopted and expanded in further cognitive studies.
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Analysis of recent researches and publications.
In their works, the representatives of current cognitive
linguistics (M. Johnson, G. Lakoff, M. Turner) [15;
16; 19] often turn to the achievements of ancient
poetics as a field where the prototypes of many
cognitive terms such as image-schema, iconicity,
conceptual pattern, etc. emerged. Thus, in his work
“Figure”, M. Turner emphasizes that ‘schema’ (Latin
translation — figure) (the central notion of present-
day cognitive linguistics) used to be a technical
term of Greek rhetoric defined as a pairing of
form and meaning, or conceptual pattern [19, 45].
Further, the prototype of the popular cognitive term
‘image-schema’ introduced by M. Johnson [15]
also appeared in ancient rhetoric alongside with the
idea that people experience syntactic forms image-
schematically [19, 49]. Notably, the mechanism of
matching the form's image schema to the meaning's
image schema — known in current linguistic tradition
as ‘iconicity of form’ — was also first described by
ancient rhetoricians [19, 49].
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The purpose of the article is to reveal the points
of intersection and resonance between the study of
poetic syntax in ancient and cognitive poetics in
a bid to prove that ancient poetics has laid a solid
foundation for the cognitive research of poetic syntax.
The tasks of the paper are to give a short overview
of the main directions of poetic syntactic studies in
ancient poetics, to highlight the notions and terms,
which have been adopted by cognitive poetics, and to
reveal how the achievements of both schools can be
effectively integrated into the present-day research of
poetic syntax.

The methods of the research encompass general
scientific methods, including induction, deduction,
analysis, and synthesis. The linguocognitive analysis
of the syntactic organization of poetry abstracts
necessitated the application of the methods of
conceptual and contextual-interpretative analyses.

Results. Analysis of early syntactic studies in
ancient Greek rhetoric shows that the latter has given
birth to a number of terms of cognitive linguistics
and cognitive poetics. To begin, the philosophers and
rhetoricians of the ancient period emphasized the
role of grammatical means in objectifying thoughts
through words. The materialistic philosophy of
atomism gave rise to an ancient doctrine of language,
which set the foundation for the subsequent
formation of the grammar theory [13, 20-21]. Thus,
in his works, Democritus projected the philosophical
concept of the universe structure onto linguistic
material deducing the form of the word (‘name’) from
letters by analogy with the universe structured by
atoms. Proceeding from this definition of the word,
the sentence, as a unit of higher order, was defined
as a link of words, or ‘names’. Accordingly, the
correlation between the universe and linguistic units
was presented as follows: atom — thing — universe
= letter — syllable — name = name — phrase —
sentence [7, 37].

Notably, it was during the antique period that
philosophers and rhetoricians went far beyond
exploring the structural potential of syntactic units.
In fact, as cognitive scientist M. Turner writes,
“classical rhetoricians had anticipated some of
the most influential discoveries about the nature
of form-meaning pairs” [19, 45-46], the most
important of which was that “linguistic patterns
prototypically have conceptual anchors” [ibid., 47].
This approach resonates with present-day cognitive
syntactic studies which focus on constructions as
pairings of form and content whereby the latter is
mapped onto the former [17].

To achieve accuracy and clarity of verbal
expression, ancient writers and poets put special
emphasis ontherole of word orderand cohesion, which
was achieved chiefly by using conjunctions. Based
on the relations set between the parts of the sentence,
conjunctions fell into linking, dividing, replenishing,
causative, and concluding [9, 145]. Conversely,
the absence of conjunctions and interrupted speech
were viewed as factors contributing to obscurity
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and ambiguity of sentences [6, 205]. In this regard,
solecism, i.e. the absence of agreement between the
preceding and the following words, was considered
an obstacle that might prevent orators from achieving
purity of speech [11, 203].

Syntax as a study of ordering words and their
agreement within sentences and texts formed a
separate area of grammar during the ancient period
whereby syntactic studies were realized with regard
to the semantic compatibility of parts of speech
and grammatical categories [13, 28-29, 32]. The
first attempts to describe the syntactic dimension of
literary language were made by studying phrases and
compatibility of language units with a focus on word
order, period, and rhythm as well as figures of speech
[3,223-224].

The rapid development of rhetoric, the science of
oratory, soon resulted in a clear distinction between
prose and poetry. The latter was defined as metric
and rhythmic speech avoiding dullness through
linguistic enrichment [10, 201]. Correspondingly, it
was necessary to differentiate between the means of
prose and the means of poetic speech. In this regard,
meter, or poetic rhythmic structure, was recognized
as a specific feature of poetry [2, 193]. The primary
focus of ancient orators was on effective means of
artistic expression. Among the methods, which could
help turn a usual statement into a more powerful
one, figures of speech took the main place. The term
“figure’ (Lat. figura — outline, appearance), borrowed
by the ancient rhetoric from the art of dance, was
first used by Anaximenes from Lampsak [3, 223].
Ancient rhetoricians viewed figures as syntactic
means based on syntagmatic relations, whose specific
feature was to break stable syntactic models. In this
regard, violation of word order played a special role
in forming figures [5, 206-207]. The most accurate
definition of that period was the definition of the figure
as “conscious thought deviation from an ordinary and
simple form of expression” for the sake of a greater
poetic effect and eloquence; “revitalization of the
speech form through art” [8, 276]. The use of figures
of speech was aimed at achieving conciseness and
clarity of statements and was chiefly justified by
the orator’s desire to make the speech beautiful, the
reason why figures are referred to a separate section
of the ancient rhetoric ‘ornatus’ (decoration).

Gradually, the hierarchy of the figures of speech
was expanded and detailed. Thus, the writers of the
4% century mentioned only three figures: antithesis,
assonance of columns, and parisosis, which are
based on opposition, similarity, and equality
respectively [1, 183; 2, 195]. In the 1* century, a
complete classification of figures of speech appeared.
The most detailed was the division of figures into
the following groups: 1) figures formed by adding
parts of the sentence (e.g., anaphora, asyndeton,
and polysyndeton) [8, 284; 11, 281, 284]; 2) figures
constructed by reducing the elements of the sentence
(e.g., zeugma, reduction) [8, 28; 11, 286]; 3) figures
based on assonance (e.g., equality of columns) [ibid.,
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288]; 4) figures based on the opposition of parts of
the sentence (e.g., antithesis).

Notably, each figure of speech was characterized
by certain syntactic and semantic relations. Some
philosophers of classical antiquity already viewed
figures as anchored in conceptual patterns [19, 47].
In this regard, knowing a language was equaled to
knowing its schemata [ibid., 44]. Thus, for example,
Aristotle analyzed asyndeton and polysyndeton as two
different form-meaning pairs standing in oppositional
relations. While asyndeton was viewed as partitioning
(of concepts) expressed through the formal means
omitting connectives, polysyndeton was defined
as chunking (of concepts) actualized by means of
connectives [ibid., 48]. In this regard, the emphasis
was put on learning a range of schemes as effective
tools for making one’s speech eloquent and powerful.
Grammar, in its turn, was considered to consist of
form-meaning pairs while its main goal was defined
as conveying the meaning in the corresponding form.
The opinion that utterances may have image-schematic
structure and the image-schema of meaning can be
mirrored in its form was first expressed by Longinus
and Demetrius [idid., 50].

At present, some of the above-mentioned ideas
can be found in cognitive studies of poetic syntax
where meaning is chiefly viewed as embodied, based
on common human bodily and sensory experience
represented by schematic patterns known as image-
schemas. As people understand the surrounding
world as structured by discrete objects [15, 122],
cognitive linguists and poeticians interpret syntactic
constructions in terms of the image-schema OBJECT
whose conceptual features are existence in space and
ability to interact with other objects. The structure
of the syntactic construction can be interpreted
through the image-schema PART-WHOLE whose
conceptual features are configuration (mutual
location of parts), integrity, unity [17, 135]. Thus, for
example, a sentence is understood as WHOLE whose
elements (words, word-combinations, or clauses)
are PARTS having certain CONFIGURATION.
The configuration of WHOLE is not arbitrary, it
is based on the image-schema LINEAR ORDER,
whose conceptual features are horizontal extension
and succession [16, 126; 17, 135]. Hence, as
spatial image-schemas are grounded in human
pre-conceptual experience, readers understand the
syntactic meaning of constructions of a poetic text
in general, schematic features. For example, in the
abstract of D. Rampspeck’s poem “The Marriage We
Carried in Our Pockets”: “And often we imagined
that // the years were a locked door against which //
we kept knocking to be admitted” (Rampspeck PO),

the analyzed sentence can be interpreted in terms
of the PART-WHOLE image-schema whereby the
subordinate clauses are PARTS having specific
CONFIGURATION determined by its syntactic
organization: object clause (“‘that the years were a
locked door”) and attributive clause (“‘against which
we kept knocking to be admitted”).

The realization of the motivated connection
between the form and the content of linguistic units
in antique tradition also laid a foundation for the
present-day studies of iconicity in language and
literature [18]. While modern cognitive linguistics
focuses on analyzing the iconicity of syntactic
constructions, cognitive poetics aims at revealing the
iconic features of the syntactic composition of the
textual space (e.g., position, distribution, and length
of poetic lines), different types of sentences (simple,
compound, and complex), types of connection
between clauses (coordination (syndetic/asyndetic)
and subordination), word order, expressive means,
and syntactic stylistic devices [12, 2]. Consider the
abstract from Allison Funk’s poem “Spiral Woman:

Insomniac, she tosses, turns every which way

until wound

in her sheets, she can 't stop spinning inside

where voices entangle, one son'’s with another s,

her fathers bass,

mother s countervailing treble. Ne te dépéche pas!

(FVJ Funk)

The abstract is characterized by an iconic
organization of the syntactic space whereby the
text itself reminds of a spiral due to the winding
graphic form created through the interplay of specific
dispersion of poetic lines and complex sentences,
which together convey conceptual complexity

Conclusions and research prospects. The
theory of the figures of speech, which emerged
in ancient poetics, revealed the structural as well
as logical and semantic resources of syntactic
units. The systematization of figures, proposed by
the rhetorical tradition, laid the groundwork for
the current classification of rhetorical figures in
literary studies and syntactic expressive means and
stylistic devices in stylistics. The appearance of
such terms as schema and image-schema in modern
cognitive linguistics can also be traced to the works
of ancient philosophers and rhetoricians. Further
research on the topic may relate to revealing the
points of interception between cognitive poetics
and formal poetics with regard to the method of
deautomation, ‘estrangement’, and ‘the device of
complicated form’ as the basic means of creating
poetry texts.
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AHTUYHA MOETUKA SAAK TPOBICHUK KOITHITUBHUX CTVYIIN
INOETUYHOI'O CUHTAKHUCY

Mociiiuyk AHTOoHIHa BikTOpiBHA
KaHouoam @QinonociuHux Hayx,
doyenm Kageopu anenilicokoi ginono2ii
Binnuyvrozco deparcasnoeo nedazociunoeo ynieepcumemy imeni Muxaiina Koyroouncokoeo
eyn. Ocmpo3zvkoeo, 32, Binnuysa, Yxpaina

I'pavoBa Ipuna €BreniiBHa
Kanouoam inonocivHux Hayx,
ooyenm kagedpu auenilicokoi ¢inonoaii
Binnuyvkoeo oepoicasnozo neoazoeiynoeo ynisepcumemy imeni Muxatina Koytobuncokoeo
eyn. Ocmpo3svkoeo, 32, Binnuys, Yrpaina

Memoiro cmammi € po32zz;zd OCHOBHUX 6€KMOPI6 CUHMAKCUUHUX oocniddcenb 8 aHMuuHil noemuuyi, AKULL 00800UMb,
WO OCMaHHA 3aK1ana MiyHe nzdrpyumﬂ 0715 NiH28OKOCHIMUBHO20 ananizy CUHMAKCUYHOI Op2aHizayii nimepamypHux
MeKcmie y CY4ACHiU KOSHIMUBHIU noemuyi ma KoeHimueHiu ninesicmuyi. IIposedene 00CniodceHHs NOKA3AN0, WO
MeopemuKo-memo0oN02iuHULL anapam KOSHIMUBHOI NOeMmuKy 3an03u4us yiny Hu3Ky mepminie, memoois i nioxodie 0o
auanizy CUMMAKCUYHUX KOHCMPYKYIl, AKI 3 A6Unucs 6 anmuyuii pumopuyi i cmunicmuyi. [ana possioka siocunae
00 guoamuux (hinocoqhie i pumopie aHMuuHO20 Nepiody, y Yuix meopax 3 ’SIGUNUCS KIOHO08I NOHSAMMS NOEMUUHO20
CUHMAKCUCY, MaKi K (ieypa, cxema, KOHCMPYKYis, IKOHIYHICMb, W0 00360J8€ NPOCMENCUMU 36 130K i3 IHMepnpemayicto
ma GUKOPUCTHAHHAM YUX MEPMIHI8 Y CYUACHUX KOSHIMUBHO-NOeMUYHUX cmyoisx. Y cmammi cmeepoocyemocs, wo
JIH2BOKOCHIMUBHUL AHATI3 NOEMUYHO20 CUHMAKCUCY bepe NOYAmOoK Y AHMUYHIl noemuyi i nepezyKyemucs i3 K1acuuHo1o
AHMUYHOIO MPAOUYIEI0 BUBHEHHS CUNMAKCUCY. 30KpeMa, 00CTIONHCeHH s NOKA3AN0, WO AHMUYHI 6UeHi HA20NOULYBANU HA
BANCIUBIU PONT CUHMAKCUHHUX 3ACO0I8 6 AKNyanizayii KOSHIMUGHUX Kame2opill, MaKum YuHoM 3pobusuiu neputi cnpoou
00CTIOUMU CUHMAKCUC 3 021510V HA MUCLEHHERY OINbHICIb TIOOUHU, WO HAUMIO BUPAICEHHS 8 AHANIZT CUHMAKCUYHUX
Koycmpym;id AK 0BOCMOPOHHIX YMBOpeHs hopmu i KOHYeNMyanbHo20 HANOBHEHHS 6 000X 00CTiIOHUYbKUX HANPAMAX.
Y cmammi 30iticnena cnpoba dosecmu, Wo Cy4acui NiH260KOHIMUGHI cmy()lz NOEMU4H020 CUHMAKCUCY Pe3OHYIoMb i3
AHMULHUM MIYMAYEHHAM CUHMAKCUYHOI Op2aHi3ayii noemuyHux mekcmie, wo 0036014¢ NPUOIYHUKAM KOZSHIMUBHOT
noemuKu epeKmueHo inmezpygamu Ha0OAHHA AHMUYHOL WIKOTU Y CYHACHT O0CTIONCEHHS NOCMUYHO20 CUHMAKCUCY.

Knitouogi cnoga: anmuuna noemuxa, KOCHIMUGHA NOEMUKd, NOEMUYHUL MeKCm, HOeMUYHUll cunmaxcuc, Qieypa
Mo8nenHs, 0bpaz-cxema, KOHCMPYKYis.
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