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B craTtbe npennpuHsTa MOMBITKA YCTAHOBUTH CBSI3b A3BIKOBBIX 0COOEHHOCTEH MOATHYECKUX TEKCTOB
H. C. 'ymnieBa ¢ OCHOBHBIMH HJICHHBIMH YCTaHOBKAMH aKMEHCTOB, CPEId KOTOPBIX — TpeOOBaHNUE BHUMa-
HUSL K BEIIHBIM JIETasIM M TpeOoBaHKeE JOTHYHOCTHU. IIpuBeieHbl KONUYeCTBEHHbBIE JaHHbBIE 00 MCIIOIb30Ba-
HHUM KOMIIAPaTUBOB C LEJIbIO0 CO3[JaHUs YETKOW JIOTUYECKOW CUHTAKCHUYECKON CTPYKTYpbl B 033uu ['ymuiie-
Ba. Ha OonbIIoM WITFOCTPaTUBHOM MaTepHualle MOKa3aHo, YTO B KOMIIAPATUBHBIX KOHCTPYKIHSIX, YIIOTPeO-
JSIeMbIX T03TOM, OOBEKT CpaBHEHUS MPEACTaBiIeH (opMON pOOUTENBHOIO Majeka UMEHU Pa3HbIX JICKCHKO-
TEMaTUYEeCKHUX TPYIMI, KaK TO: Ha3BaHUS HEOAYILEBICHHBIX peauii, MpeaAMeToB ObiTa (0AexIbl, MeOenu u
MOCY/bl; BEIIECTB, MaTepUANIOB, MHILIU; YacTell Teja 4yeloBeKa; apXUTEKTYpHBIX COOpYKEHUIl); Ha3BaHUA
SIBIIEHUH TIPUPOJIBI (TPUPOIHBIX CTHXUIH M aTMOC(HEPHBIX SABIEHHUI; BPEMEH rojia, 4acTe CYyTOK; PacTeHUH U
KUBOTHBIX) M Ha3BaHHUs OTBJICUCHHBIX peanuil (OeHCTBHM, 4yBCTB, GU3MUECKUX M (PU3MOIOTHUECKUX OLIY-
menuit). Ocoboe BHUMaHUE YAEJICHO Ha3BaHMSM KHBBIX CYIIECTB, KOTOPhIE B KaueCTBE OOBEKTa CPAaBHEHUS
Yaiie MmpecTaBIeHbl Hanboiee O0IUMH 0003HAYCHUSIME (4el106eK, HCeHWURA, Jcend, 0e8a), YTO MPUAaeT
oco0yro adopuctuyHocTh mo33un H. I'ymuiieBa. OTMeueHo, YTO HECBOMCTBEHHOE €ro MO33UHN 0TOOpaKeHHUEe
WHTHMHOTO MHpa ONPEAETHI0 MY YacTOTHOCTh YHNOTPEOJICHHH W B TO3WIMH O0BEKTa, M B MO3UIUH
cyObeKTa CpaBHEHHS JINYHBIX MecTonMeHHi. [1okazaHo, Kak Py KOHBEPreHIIMN CPAaBHEHUH C IPYTUMH CTH-
JUCTUYECKUMH NPHUEeMaMH (CHHOHMMHS M aHTOHUMUSL, TUIIep0oia, pa3HbIe BUIBI TIOBTOPOB, CJI0BOOOpa3oBa-
TEeJbHBIE CPEJICTBA, HATHETAHWE KOMIIAPATUBOB) CO3Aal0TCs Oojiee sipKue U BbIpa3uTebHbIE 00pa3bl. ABTOp
CTaTbU NPUXOJIUT K BBIBOJY, YTO PEATMCTUYHOCTh aKMEHU3Ma BBIPAXKAETCS Y I103Ta YETKOM Iepeaadeil mpo-
CTOH BBICOKOW MYJPOCTH, YTO B OTIPEJICIIEHHOMN CTENeHN KOHKPETU3UPYET OMUCHIBAEMOE COOBITHE.

KuroueBble c1oBa: akMen3M; KOMIIAPATHB; UMS IIPUJIAraTeIbHOE; BEITHOCTD; IOTHYHOCTD.

doi 10.17072/2037-6681-2016-3-59-66

OBJECTS OF COMPARISON IN NIKOLAY GUMILEV’S POETRY

Olga G. Tverdokhleb
Associate Professor in the Department of Linguistics

and Methods of Teaching Russian Language
Orenburg State Pedagogical University

The article attempts to establish the relationship between the linguistic features of poetic texts by
N. S. Gumilev and the basic ideological principles of acmeists, including the requirement of attention to ma-
terial details and the requirement of consistency. Quantitative data on the use of comparatives in Gumilev’s
poetry with the aim of creating a clear and logical syntactical structure are provided. Based on a large bulk of
examples, it is shown that in comparative structures used by the poet the object of comparison is presented
by the form of the genitive case of nouns belonging to different lexical-thematic groups. Among these there
are names of inanimate realia, household items (clothes, furniture and utensils; substances, materials and
food; human body parts; architectural structures); names of natural phenomena (natural disasters and atmos-
pheric phenomena; seasons, parts of the day; plants and animals) and names of abstract realia (actions, feel-
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ings, physical and physiological sensations). Special attention is paid to the names of living creatures as
comparison objects, those mainly presented by general designations (a man, a woman, a wife, a virgin),
which adds aphoristic nature to Gumilev’s poetry. It is noted that personal pronouns are only occasionally
used both as objects and subjects of comparison, which is caused by the fact that representation of the inti-
mate world is not typical of the poet’s works. It is described how more vivid and expressive images are cre-
ated when comparison is converged with other stylistic devices (synonymy and antonymy, hyperbole, repeti-
tion, word-formation means, injection of comparatives). The author comes to the conclusion that in the case
of Gumilev literalism of Acmeism manifests itself through clear communication of plain high wisdom,
which to some extent specifies the event being described.
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