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On Context: Interpretation Method and Visual Rhetoric Analysis

LLIU Tao

(School of journalism and communication, Jinan University, Guangzhou, Guangdong., 510632, PRC)

[ Abstract] As the metalanguage of the textual practice, the context sets up the interpretation method for
text, the function of which is to “anchor” the meaning. The study of context in the sense of visual
rhetoric aims to explore the correspondent relationship between the visual form and the context of the
visuals, in other words, to explore the form logic and the form language of contextual production along
the dimension of image forms. The intertextual context, situational context and cultural context are the
three basic context forms. The intertextual context depends on the visual imagination regarding the images
and their contexts, which includes syntagmatic context, imaginational context and metaphorical context.
The situational context has a very clear boundary, while the discourse situation, issue situation and space
situation correspond separately to different rhetorical practices and language systems. The cultural context
has paved a kind of normative field of meaning. The visual rhetoric practice, in the sense of practice
subject, reflects the production of some cultural symbols and cultural images that are commonly shared.

[Key words | on context; intertextual context; situational context; cultural context; visual rhetoric

analysis
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