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Abstract

The article examines the mechanisms of implementing paradoxicality in aphorisms of twentieth-
century American poetry. Paradoxicality holds a prominent place in contemporary studies, as it reflects
not only the uniqueness of linguistic expression, but also the complexity of cognitive processes. As a
significant object of linguistic analysis, it demonstrates the ability of languages to generate contradictory
yet semantically rich statements, which challenge traditional norms and enhance the philosophical and
cultural dimensions of poetic discourse.

An endeavour is made to scrutinise aphorisms as one of the most effective means of verbalising
paradoxicality, given that they are capable of producing new senses through semantic oppositions and the
violation of habitual models and norms of lexical compatibility, creating a contrast between the expected
and the unexpected. Despite the fact that aphorisms have long attracted the attention of the scientific
community and as a linguistic and cultural phenomenon have been studied by representatives of various
scientific schools, a number of issues still require more detailed consideration. Paradoxicality as one of the
defining features of aphoristic expressions is among such issues. It is precisely the paradoxical approach
to comprehending phenomena and objects of the surrounding world that shapes the distinctiveness of the
aphorism as a form of deep philosophical generalisation and verbalisation of human experiences. Due
to their original and stunning content, aphorisms often transcend traditional criteria of truth and falsity.

The material for the study encompasses the aphorisms selected from the works of twentieth-century
American poetry. This literary corpus represents a valuable source of forms in which the authors’
individuality combines with universal cultural codes. Such expressions not only exhibit the intricate
existential and philosophical ideas of their era, but also remain relevant in the twenty-first century,
shaping our critical engagement with complex and multifaceted issues.

Keywords: paradoxicality, contradiction, semantic opposition, linguistic expression, aphorism,
American poetry.

AHoTauis

VY crarTi JOCHIIKEHO MeXaHi3MH peaji3alii MapaJoKcaTbHOCTI B a(OpPHCTHYHHX BHUCIOBAX
amepukaHchkoi oesii XX cromitts. [TapagokcanbHICTh IOCIa€ BAKIIMBE MiCIIE B CyYaCHUX MOBO3HABUMX
CTyZisIX, aJpKe BOHA BimoOpakae HE TUIBKM CBOEPIIHICTH MOBHOIO BHPaXXECHHs, a I CKJIAAHICThH
KOTHITHBHUX IpoleciB. SIK 3Ha4yIIuil 00’ €KT JIIHTBICTUYHOIO aHaji3y, BOHA JEMOHCTPYeE IOTEHLial
MOBH T'€HEpPYBaTH CYNEpPEUWINBI, aje 3MICTOBHO HACHUCHI BUCIIOBH, SIKI KHJIAIOTh BUKJIMK TPaIHIiHHIM
HOpMaM i 30araqyroTs (GizocoChKi i KyIbTypHI BUMIPH HOCTUYHOTO AUCKYPCY.

IIpoananizoBaHo aopu3Mu sIK OIUH i3 Halle(heKTUBHIMINX 3ac001B BepOai3aLii IapaJjoKCaabHOCTI,
aJ/DKe BOHM 3/IaTHI TMOPOJPKYBATH HOBI CEHCH Yepe3 CeMaHTHYHI OMO3HUINI W MOPYIICHHS 3BHYHHX
MOJIeJIeH Ta HOPM JIEKCHYHOT CIIOTy4yBaHOCTI, CTBOPIOIOYN KOHTPACT MK O4iKyBaHHM 1 HECHIOAIBAHUM.
Ionpu Te, mo adopu3Mu BKe JTaBHO IPHUBEPTAIOTH yBary HAayKOBOi CIIUTBHOTH 1 SK JITHIBICTHYHHI Ta
KyJIBTYpHHH ()eHOMEH BHBYAINCH MTPEACTABHUKAMH Pi3HUX HAyKOBUX IIKLJN, YC€ IIE 3aIHIIAETHCS HU3KA
MUTaHb, SKI MOTPEOYIOTh OLIBII IETAILHOTO aHaji3y 3 00Ky JiHrBicTiB. Cepell TaKuX MUTaHb, 30KpeMa,
HapaJOKCAIbHICTh SIK OJHA 3 BU3HAUAIBHUX O3HAK aopUCTHYHOro BUcIOBY. CaMme mapajoKcalbHUH
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CIOCI0 OCMHUCIICHHSI SIBUII Ta 00’ €KTIB HABKOJIUIIIHBOT AIHCHOCTI BU3HAUA€E crienniky apopusmy sk hopMu
mOokoro (hiocodchbKoro y3arajabHEHHs Ta BepOastizalii JrIChKOro J0CBiay. 3MicT ahopu3MiB 4acTo
BUXOIMTH 332 MEXI TPaIULIHHUX KPUTEPIiB ICTHHHOCTI Ta XUOHOCTI, JEMOHCTPYIOYH HEOJHO3HAYHICTH 1
6araTOBUMIPHICTh CMHUCITIB.

Marepianom pociifpkeHHss 00paHo adOpUCTHYHI BHUCIOBH 3 TBOPIB aMepUKaHChKOi moesil XX
cromitts. Ieit miTeparypHHil MIACT CTAHOBUTH LIHHE DKEPeno GopM, Y SIKUX MOEAHYIOThCS aBTOPChKa
IHIMBIyaJIbHICTh Ta YHIBepCcallbHI KyJIbTYypHI Koau. Taki BHUCIIOBH HE JIMIIE BiJOOpaXKarOTh CKIAIHI
CK3UCTeHIIHI Ta ¢inocoderki imei cBoei modu, a i 30epiraoTh aktyanbHicTh y XXI cTomiTTi,
CTUMYITIOIOYH pedIIeKcito Ha/l MPOOIeMaMu ChOTOJICHHS Ta KPUTHIHE OCMUCIICHHS IIFICHOCTI.

KaiouoBi cioBa: mapamgoKcalbHICTh, CYNEpPEUHICTh, CEMAHTHYHA OIIO3WIis, MOBHE BHUpPaKCHHS,
adopu3M, aMepHKaHChKa Moe3isl.

Introduction. In present-day scholarly studies, paradoxicality emerges as a distinctive
cognitive and philosophical challenge, compelling a reevaluation of language as a reflective
medium for the intricate and ambiguous processes of human cognition. Paradoxicality
in languages constitutes one of the central objects of linguistic inquiry, as it reflects the
capacity of languages to produce contradictory yet valid and meaningful utterances.
These utterances notably enrich artistic discourse through a unique synthesis of stylistic
expressiveness and intellectual provocation, eliciting in a listener or reader a need to
reassess established conceptual frameworks.

Paradox as a linguistic phenomenon reveals tension between form and content, logic
and intuition. It is precisely this contradictory nature that makes it a significant object of
analysis within the frameworks of pragmalinguistics, cognitive linguistics, and stylistics. The
linguistic realization of paradox is frequently linked to the subversion of conventional patterns
and standards of lexical compatibility, creating a contrast between the expected and the
unexpected and disrupting stereotypical models of perceiving and understanding reality. The
study of paradoxicality resides at the intersection of linguistics, philosophy, and psychology,
as paradox reflects the complex mechanisms of human thought and communication.

Analysis of recent research and publications. Paradoxicality, including that of
linguistic expressions, was actively studied as early as the times of antiquity, particularly in
the works by Aristotle (Apuctorens, 2018). Subsequently, the phenomenon of paradox was
examined in philosophical ([lexapt, 2001), literary (Lodge, 1999), linguistic studies (€merp,
2022; 3opuuipka, 2012; Kosansosa, 2021; Koporkosa, 2014), and cognitive linguistics
(Adamson, 2007). New dimensions for the exploration of paradoxicality emerged within
the framework of the approach that O. S. Marina suggested terming semiopoetics (MapiHa,
2014).

According to contemporary scholars, a paradox might arise when the facets of a
linguistic expression or an utterance contradict one another, with the underlying basis of
such contradiction potentially residing in their various aspects — formal-structural, semantic,
referential, or cognitive (Oms, 2022; Sorensen, 2003).

In linguistic terms, paradoxicality is a result of conceptualizing objects, events, or
phenomena of the real or imaginary world through the prism of rational (logical) and irrational
(emotional, sensory) cognition, which is manifested through verbal or nonverbal forms
(Marina, 2018, p. 181). Among these, the aphorism stands out as a distinctive rhetorical mode
that conveys the author’s reinterpretation of the surrounding world in its full complexity and
multifaceted nature. The relevance of studying aphorisms as one of the most potent verbal
means for realizing paradoxicality is determined by their capacity to model new meanings
and to prompt the reader toward a critical re-evaluation of established concepts.

The material of our study is featured by a number of paradoxical aphoristic expressions
collected from the texts of twentieth-century American poetry, as it represents a valuable
source of such forms that reflect a synthesis of an individual style and universal cultural
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codes. These expressions encapsulate complex existential and philosophical ideas of the
era and remain relevant for the twenty-first century, aiding the reader in comprehending
the contradictions of the post-truth epoch through a critical reinterpretation of reality. In
contrast to ordinary speech, which in everyday life serves as a means of communication,
information exchange, and the expression of thoughts and feelings, poetic speech not only
reflects but also evokes such “irrational elements as sensations and emotions” (MapiHa,
2015, c. 108; Freeman, 2013, p. 92). Therefore, it can be suggested that paradoxical
aphorisms, as elements of the twentieth-century American poetic texts, also possess such
potential and fulfill a modeling function, transforming the reader’s worldview, mood,
and general understanding of their environment. Such aphorisms resist unequivocal
determination according to the criterion of logical truth; that is, as a rule, they cannot be
categorically classified as either true or false.

The purpose of this article is to reveal the ways of realising paradoxicality in aphoristic
expressions, particularly by elucidating the mechanisms of creating contradictory
meanings that prompt the reader to reinterpret the established worldview concepts. The
research methods are grounded in a comprehensive integration of semantic, cognitive,
and stylistic analysis, which enable the exploration of the processes of realizing
paradoxicality in the aphorisms of twentieth-century American poetry and their impact
on contemporary reflection on such complex and elusive concepts as existence, freedom,
morality, and the like.

Presentation and discussion of the main research material. Among the countless
aphoristic expressions existing in the arsenal of every linguocultural community, we
can distinguish the so-called independent aphorisms, which were initially created as
autonomously functioning self-contained elements, and contextual aphorisms (I'yminosa,
2013), which constitute an essential part of artistic or philosophical discourse. It is
noteworthy that in texts, particularly in fiction, both prose and poetry, there are so-called
potential aphorisms which may acquire the status of fully-fledged autonomous expressions
outside their original context. Quite often, it is precisely works of fiction that become
an inexorable source of aphoristic expressions which remain in the reader’s memory far
longer than a book itself (Grant, 2016, p. 1). The addressee of a text plays the role of a
mediator who identifies an aphorism that has captured their attention due to its semantic
depth or unusual linguistic form from the macrocontext of an artistic or philosophical
work, thereby granting it the status of an independent expression. To a great extent, this is
conditioned by a number of aphorisms’ unique characteristic features, such as authorship,
conciseness, semantic completeness, universal significance, expressiveness, didacticism,
and paradoxicality.

Despite its centuries-long existence, the aphorism remains an object of persistent
interest for scholars and has repeatedly been the subject of numerous academic inquiries.
Specifically, researchers have focused on its structural characteristics (ILlapmanosa,
2025), linguocognitive features (AnacracweBa, 2017; Ownimenko, 2007; IlIBauko et al.,
2008), and functional-pragmatic properties (AnactracbeBa, 2017; Babenko, 2013). A
number of definitions of the term “aphorism” can be attributed to different approaches
to its understanding and interpretation, as well as to discrepancies regarding which of its
distinctive features are emphasised by the representatives of various academic schools.
Based on the existing approaches, we previously defined it as a complex linguo-cognitive
formation structurally organized in the form of one or two sentences and distinguished
by the presence of a specific author, imagery, and profound, often paradoxical, judgments
(I'ymimosa, 2013). This definition will also be applied in the present article.
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Although aphorisms have long attracted the attention of the academic community
and, as a linguistic and cultural phenomenon, have been studied by the representatives of
various disciplines and academic schools, a number of questions still remain unresolved
and therefore require more detailed scrutiny on part of linguists. Paradoxicality as one
of the key features of the aphorism is among such complex issues. The originality and
expressiveness of many aphorisms stems precisely from the paradoxical mode of
conceptualizing phenomena and objects of the surrounding world. In a broad sense, a
paradox can be interpreted as a judgment that diverges from commonly accepted norms and
beliefs and constitutes an unusual or original negation of what is considered unquestionably
correct (Sorensen, 2003).

Following the suggestion by O. S. Marina, in order to identify and determine a particular
aphoristic expression as paradoxical, we shall apply a number of categorical features
of paradoxicality actualized within it, such as contradiction, incongruity, illogicality,
weirdness, unexpectedness, originality, opposition, and anomaly (Mapina, 2014, c. 129;
Marina, 2018, p. 181). This will make it possible to reveal the mechanisms of semantic
shifts in poetic aphoristic expressions.

One of illustrative examples of paradoxicality realization can be found in the aphoristic
expression from A. Rich’s poetry: “Every peak is a crater” (Rich, 1976). Paradoxicality is
grounded here in the combination of semantically opposite lexemes “peak” and “crater”.
The lexeme “peak”, in its primary meaning, denotes the highest point or a summit, and
metaphorically — the moment of greatest development or success. In contrast to “peak”,
the lexeme “crater” in its literal sense refers to a large hole caused by an explosion or
meteorite impact. In a metaphorical sense, it symbolizes decline and failure, thereby
creating a semantic opposition that conditions the paradoxicality of the aphorism. In the
cited expression, these lexemes realise an opposition of ascent and decline which belong
to different poles of a single semantic paradigm. Their combination within one nominative
chain creates an ontological paradox, where opposing characteristics are superimposed
upon the same object. Declaring their identity violates logic and ordinary perception.
The paradox expresses a dialectical unity of opposites: achievement and downfall are
inseparable, each transforming into the other. Thus, the opposition peak — crater does not
merely illustrate the alternation of rises and falls, but fuses them into a single conceptual
image, producing a paradoxical effect whereby the highest point simultaneously signifies
decline and void, turning success itself into a symbol of impending loss.

A comparable example of a paradoxical aphorism-definition is found in the expression
“Dark is what brings out your light” (Frost, 1916). Here, the paradox hinges on the
antonymic lexemes “dark” and “light”, which, at first glance, lack a direct logical nexus.
“Dark” evokes absence, obscurity, or adversity (literal night or metaphorical despair),
while “light” signifies illumination, clarity, positivity or hope. Consequently, the statement
initially seems illogical, and the situation it depicts — impossible. However, the metaphorical
dimension of the expression, in which darkness can be interpreted as an obstacle or
challenge that enables one to discover /ight, that is, the positive aspects of life, resolves
this apparent contradiction. Their juxtaposition forms an ontological antonymic paradox:
darkness, typically an obliterating force, becomes generative, bringing out or enhancing
light. This paradox blends rationality and definitional character with emotional imagery,
fulfilling a modeling function that alters the reader’s worldview and reality perception.

In the examples discussed above, paradoxicality is manifested precisely through the
categorical features identified by O. S. Marina (2018, p. 181). Specifically, A. Rich’s
expression “Every peak is a crater” exemplifies the features of contradiction and
impossibility, as it combines mutually exclusive concepts. R. Frost’s aphorism “Dark is
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what brings out your light” actualizes paradoxical contradiction and incongruity, since
the opposition between “dark” and “light” is presented not as mutual exclusion, but as a
condition for the emergence of one phenomenon through the other. In the analysed material,
incongruity, as interpreted by V. O. Samokhina, is understood as an alogism, a violation
involving the unification of two logical but incompatible ideas (Camoxina, 2012). Thus,
it can be observed that aphorisms in the twentieth-century American poetry encompass
various types of paradoxical features outlined in the classification, and it is precisely
through these features that they generate a profound effect of semantic novelty.

The paradox in the analysed aphorisms is often rooted in challenging traditional
viewpoints and seeks to disrupt stereotypical modes of interpreting reality. This disruption
may take diverse forms, ranging from critical scepticism toward commonly accepted
judgments to a constructive reexamination of values and experiences. As an example, the
paradoxical aphoristic expression from R. Frost’s Home Burial, “4 man must partly give
up being a man with women-folk” (Frost, 1914), functions as a prescriptive behavioral
directive for men on how to navigate relationships with women, presenting a direct
antithesis to the prevalent slogan “Be a man!”. While the specificity of bringing up men
varies across cultural and social communities, they are typically encouraged to embody
traditional masculine stereotypes, such as physical strength, fearlessness, competitiveness,
and dominance. The analysis of this expression through the lens of paradoxicality, as
categorized by O. S. Marina (2018), reveals that it activates several features: contradiction
between the socially imposed perception of masculinity and the exhortation to partially
abandon it; and illogicality, arising from the apparent contradiction between “being a man”
and “partially relinquishing one’s masculine essence”. More so, the aphorism features
weirdness and unexpectedness, as the suggested behavioral paradigm defies established
social norms via the unorthodox nature of the guidance offered to the recipient. Through
the convergence of these characteristics, the aphorism serves as a tool for reevaluating
traditional conceptions of masculine behavior.

The aphoristic statement “Psychology which explains everything, explains nothing”
(Moore, 1935) refutes the prevalent assumption that psychology functions as a universal
instrument for addressing all issues and explicating human behavior. The paradoxical
nature of this statement stems from the semantic antithesis between its constituent elements
— the universal quantifier “everything” that signifies totality and the negating quantifier
(ITacnarceka, 2005, c. 78) “nothing” which in the analysed example emphasises the
infeasibility of attaining a fully comprehensive explanation. Employing the framework
of paradoxicality delineated by O. S. Marina (2018), the statement exhibits several
categorical characteristics: a contradiction between the widely held belief in psychology’s
omniscience and its actual explanatory limitations; illogicality and incongruity, resulting
from the semantic conflict between “everything” and “nothing”. Consequently, this
aphorism not only exposes the inherent constraints of psychological science but also,
through its paradoxical semantic structure, prompts the recipient to critically reassess
general assumptions about universal methods for comprehending human nature. By deftly
integrating contradictory meanings within a single utterance, it generates cognitive tension
that stimulates rigorous critical reflection, thereby enhancing the aphorism’s intellectual
potency in challenging epistemological stereotypes.

The semantic analysis of aphoristic expressions drawn from the twentieth-century
American poetic texts has identified examples of aphorisms wherein the authors frequently
integrate both positive and negative appraisals of a specific concept or phenomenon. For
example, in the aphorism “The best way to hate is the worst” (Frost, 1929), a contradiction
emerges through the employment of two antonymous evaluative adjectives in the
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superlative form, “best” and “worst” to characterize the same referent — the emotion of
hatred. Irrespective of how hatred is construed — whether as a behavioral pattern intended
to inflict harm on another individual or group, as an emotional response elicited by others’
actions, or as a sentiment accrued through extended interaction — the poet’s judgment is
unequivocal: all expressions of hatred entail detrimental consequences for both the subject
and the object of such emotions. This case exemplifies how poetic aphorisms can provoke
a critical reexamination of entrenched assumptions about human emotions and conduct,
thereby underscoring the constructive role of paradox in literary discourse. By fusing the
incompatible, such aphorisms challenge the readers to transcend habitual perspectives,
fostering deeper insight into the complexities of existential experience and interaction.

Paradoxical aphorisms may be oriented towards either rational or emotional engagement
with reality. Those that are rationally oriented frequently elucidate a specific concept
or uncover novel, often startling, attributes of an object. For example, in the aphorism
“The moment foreseen may be unexpected when it arrives” (Eliot, 1935), a contradiction
emerges from the antonymous lexical units ‘‘foreseen” and ‘“unexpected”, which
juxtapose mutually exclusive characteristics of the same entity — the arrival of an event
that, despite prior anticipation, may nonetheless be quite unforeseen, thereby presenting
an apparently surprising scenario. Likewise, in the aphorism “The flash can make the
spirit visible” (Roethke, 1953), antithetical meanings of the immaterial and the visible are
fused, challenging the orthodox perception of the spirit as an inherently invisible entity.
Concurrently, this paradox illuminates novel attributes of the object, revealing that a specific
experience or a fleeting event (“‘flash ”) can render a person’s inner state or spiritual essence
perceptible. By exploiting similar semantic oppositions, such aphorisms not only disrupt
traditional epistemological frameworks, but also provoke a profound reconceptualization
of human existence, thereby reinforcing their intellectual and philosophical significance in
the literary discourse of twentieth-century American poetry.

The aphoristic statement “The power of the visible is the invisible” (Moore, 1941)
embodies paradoxicality by integrating mutually exclusive concepts — the “visible” and
the “invisible”. Initially, the statement seems illogical, given the apparent opposition
between the visible and the invisible, where one category cannot naturally align with
the other. Yet, the profound significance of the aphorism resides in its articulation of an
incongruous facet of reality: the potency or value of the visible is realized through latent,
unseen processes and attributes. By harnessing this semantic tension, the aphorism not
only confronts customary beliefs, but also invites a deeper philosophical reflection on the
interplay between perceptible and imperceptible realities. Consequently, this empowers the
author to emphasise the intangible facets of the world and highlight the critical role of the
imperceptible.

Let us consider some other examples that elucidate the varied forms and functions
of aphorisms, grounded in the categorical framework of paradoxicality articulated by
O. S. Marina (Mapina, 2014, c. 129; Marina, 2018, p. 181). The paradoxical nature of
the aphorism “In order to possess what you do not possess you must go by the way of
dispossession” (Eliot, 1940) arises from the semantic antithesis between the lexemes
“possess” (to own) and “dispossession” (deprivation). This statement foregrounds an
interplay between acquisition and loss, defying ingrained logical structures and aligning
with the categories of illogicality and anomaly. Yet, within a philosophical context, it
bolsters the imperative of forsaking, for example, material possessions to attain a higher,
immaterial gain. Such a conceptual approach resonates with the traditions of spiritual self-
denial, which are typically oriented toward transcending material attachments to foster
inner tranquility, discipline, and spiritual maturation. The aphorism not only challenges the
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established frameworks of knowledge, but also invites a profound reconsideration of the
dialectics between possession and renunciation, thus enriching the reader’s understanding
of existential tensions through the lens of poetic discourse.

The semantic incongruity in the aphorism “We live in freedom by necessity” (Auden,
1938) emerges from the juxtaposition of the concepts FREEDOM and NECESSITY, which
conventionally operate as antinomies. The paradox manifests through the actualization of such
categorical features of paradoxicality as contradiction, incongruity, and impossibility, since
the combination of mutually exclusive notions generates a semantic and conceptual tension.
Freedom, conventionally associated with volition and the absence of constraint, is presented
here as conditioned by necessity, which appears logically incompatible. This incongruent
relationship creates a profound contradiction that encourages a reinterpretation of the concept
of FREEDOM not as an absolute, but as a relational category co-dependent on necessity. In
this way, the aphorism dismantles the epistemological stereotype of freedom as boundless
autonomy, reconfiguring it within the dialectical interplay of determinism and volition. It
also reflects the existentialist perspective (Sartre, 2007), where freedom is inseparable from
responsibility and is viewed not as an abstract ideal, but as an existential condition that unfolds
through the necessity of making choices within the constraints of being.

In Edwin Arlington Robinson’s aphorism, “Who sees a little may do less than many
who are blind have done” (Robinson, 1916), the contrast between sight and blindness
serves as the source of paradox. Common logic dictates the superiority and preeminence
of the sighted over the blind; yet, this expression subverts this stereotype, emphasizing
the relativity of any assumed advantage. The expression exhibits multiple categorical
features of paradoxicality (Marina, 2018, p. 181): contradiction, as it defies the ingrained
belief that sight inherently ensures greater achievement; incongruity, through the startling
alignment of blindness with superior outcomes; illogicality, as the notion that the blind
may outperform the sighted defies rational expectations; originality, as the aphorism offers
a novel perspective on human potential. The feature of opposition is central, embodied in
the semantic clash between “sight” and “blindness”, which reframes their relationship
not as hierarchical but as interdependent. Consequently, Robinson’s aphorism plays up
paradoxicality not merely as a stylistic ornament but as a profound tool that redefines
human perception, capability, and wisdom.

The aphorism from Carl Sandburg’s poetry, “Things will not get better till they’ve
been worse” (Sandburg, 1936), hinges on the paradoxical statement that amelioration is
contingent upon preceding decline. This stands in opposition to common assumptions
about progress as a linear trajectory of improvement rather than a regressive phase. The
paradox, therefore, emerges from the semantic and logical opposition between “better”
and “worse”, whose regular relationship implies mutual exclusivity. The analysed
expression comprises several categorical attributes of paradoxicality. Contradiction and
incongruity are realised through the inversion of the causal relation between decline and
progress; illogicality arises from the statement’s challenge to rational expectations of
temporal and developmental order; while unexpectedness and weirdness are embedded
in the counterintuitive assertion that deterioration constitutes a precondition for renewal.
Through this intricate interplay of conflicting meanings, the aphorism performs a cognitive
and philosophical function: it compels the reader to reinterpret the concept of progress
not as a steady, unidirectional ascent, but as a cyclical process in which crisis and decline
serve as catalysts for transformation and growth. The paradoxicality of the statement
thus operates as a mechanism of conceptual reframing, urging a deeper reflection on the
dialectical nature of change, the idea that resonates with the broader philosophical and
existential tendencies of twentieth-century American poetry.
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In the aphorism by Allen Tate, “It is a privilege to be dead” (Tate, 1932), a profound
incongruity emerges between the lexeme “privilege”, denoting advantage or honorable
right, and the concept of DEATH, conventionally associated with tragedy and loss. The
semantic contradiction manifests through the positive appraisal of a phenomenon typically
marked as negative. This unexpectedness prompts reimagining death as a unique state,
potentially signifying liberation from the world’s burdens, thus aligning with an existential
perspective on human life and mortality.

Likewise, Sylvia Plath’s aphorism, “Dying is an art, like everything else’ (Plath, 1962),
constructs a paradox by juxtaposing death with art, an unanticipated comparison given
the traditional framing of death as a tragedy and art as creative freedom and mastery. This
interpretation activates the features of eccentricity, anomaly as a divergence from the
common ([sarinesa, 2020, c. 42), and originality, as it subverts the vision of death solely as
a negative event. The paradox resonates with Eastern philosophical paradigms (Rinpoche,
2024), which view death as an integral, natural phase of a life cycle, encouraging the “art”
of mindful acceptance. Furthermore, Plath’s aphorism exemplifies the aestheticisation
of death, reflecting a literary endeavor to reframe it not merely as a biological endpoint
but as a culturally significant phenomenon. By tapping into these paradoxical attributes,
both aphorisms challenge deep-seated beliefs about mortality, compelling a fundamental
reexamination of how it shapes human experience.

Conclusions and prospects for further research. The analysis of aphorisms in
twentieth-century American poetry has demonstrated that they constitute a powerful
instrument of both semantic and cognitive reconstruction. The interplay of mutually
exclusive meanings, the violation of conventional semantic compatibility, and the creation
of linguistic and logical paradoxes enable poets to dismantle established stereotypes and
to propose new perspectives on the perception of reality. Paradoxicality, functioning
as a multidimensional stylistic and cognitive mechanism, intensifies the subjectivity of
expression, stimulates critical and reflective thinking, and enriches both the communicative
and cultural context of poetic discourse. Consequently, the aphorism emerges not merely
as a stylistic ornament but as a philosophical and epistemological tool for exploring and
articulating life complexities.

The prospects for further research lic in adopting a gender-based comparative
approach to the analysis of paradoxical aphorisms in male and female poetry, particularly
of the twenty-first century. Such an inquiry could illuminate gender-specific similarities
and divergences in the verbalization of worldview paradoxes, as well as their role in
shaping universal philosophical ideas within the context of an increasingly globalized
contemporary society.
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