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Abstract

The article analyzes the specifics of grammatical structures of various types of
constructions with comparative semantics in the poetry of B. Pasternak as a characteristic
feature of his idiostyle and individual-authorial linguistic worldview. Comparison is
considered as a special method of artistic interpretation of reality and one of the most
significant means of artistic expressiveness in the poet’s creative work.
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Introduction

The study of comparative units in B. Pasternak’s poetry is relevant both for investigating
the peculiarities of the poet’s idiostyle and his individual-authorial linguistic worldview,
and for deepening the theoretical and methodological foundations of contemporary
linguistic poetics, whose central ideas include the conception of text as the primary given
of humanistic and philosophical thinking, as well as the idea of language as a constitutive
property of humanity. Multifaceted approaches to comparison allow the fullest possible
representation of the specifics of this linguistic phenomenon.

A simple designation of an attribute in any literary text does not always satisfy the demands
of expressiveness. To directly impact emotions, a specific representation of an attribute is
required, making the described marker visually perceptible and tangible. Comparisons
animate poetic speech, providing concise, clear characteristics of objects, characters, and
actions. Comparison is one of the most widespread tropes in figurative speech and
represents one of the oldest forms of thinking — thinking through concrete images rather
than abstract concepts.
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The study of linguistic means expressing associations of similarity, including comparisons,
belongs to the significant and relevant problems of contemporary linguistics. While
traditionally comparisons were examined predominantly in their ornamental function as a
rhetorical device embellishing speech, currently the cognitive approach to their study is
established, due to which comparison is characterized as a linguistic, cognitive, and
cultural phenomenon.

Literature Review

The multifaceted nature of the phenomenon of comparison and its significant role in
human verbal and cognitive activities determine its study from the perspective of various
disciplines: psychology, philosophy, logic, literary studies, and linguistics.

In psychology, philosophy, and logic, comparison is interpreted as a form of cognition of
reality fixed in language. According to many psychologists (A.A.Gostev, . M.Rumyantseva,
E.S.Samoylenko, and others), comparison is one of the cognitive operations based on
analytical observations and noted similarities between objects of reality; comparisons
initially serve to designate attributes, states, and additional conditions of performing
actions for which no abstract definitions exist. In philosophy, the study of comparison as a
method dates back to Aristotle, who asserted that matter cannot be known in itself; rather,
our understanding arises through comparing various material things. Contemporary
philosophy and logic (V.I.Barton, N.I.Laufer, L.F.Ilyichev, and others) postulate that
“through comparison, the quantitative and qualitative characteristics of objects, as well as
attributes defining their possible relationships, are identified” [6, p. 623].

The literary approach to studying comparisons originates from Aristotle, Cicero, and
Quintilian, each of whom considered comparison as one of the poetic and rhetorical
figures. In modern literary studies, amidst debates about whether comparison is a trope
(A.P.Veselovsky, = M.M.Girshman, V.M.Zhirmunsky, B.A.Larin, ¥ M.Y.Lotman,
B.V.Tomashevsky, and others), it is recognized as an important category of poetics: “In the
system of various poetic expressive means, comparison serves as the initial stage, from
which nearly all other tropes —parallelism, metaphor, metonymy, synecdoche, hyperbole,
litotes — branch out and develop in a gradational manner” [3, p. 280].

The linguistic study of comparative constructions is grounded in the works of
A.A.Potebnya, F.I.Buslaev, A.Wierzbicka, D.S.Likhachev, and V.V.Vinogradov. In
contemporary Russian linguistics, numerous approaches to studying comparisons exist,
including linguo-structural, functional-stylistic, cognitive, and linguoculturological.

In linguo-structural studies of comparisons (A.P.Veselovsky, A.D.Grigorieva, A.I.LEfimov,
V.M.Ogoltsev, M.I.Cheremisina, and others), elements of comparative constructions are
named differently; however, the most commonly used terms are: the subject of comparison
(what is being compared), the object of comparison (what it is compared to), and the
module of comparison (the attribute through which the comparison is made) [4, p. 25].
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The functional-stylistic approach (O.A.Berelekhis, A.F.Efremov, P.A.Morozov,
0O.A.Semenyuk, E.A.Zhelunovich, O.V.Kravets, V.V.Obraztsova, D.M.Potsepnya, and
others) proposes viewing comparative constructions as “elements of verbal form
characterizing the individual-authorial style” [2, p. 8].

From the viewpoint of the anthropocentric paradigm, the necessity of identifying the
specifics of the relationship between mental and linguistic aspects of comparison studies
becomes increasingly evident. Consequently, currently the most relevant research occurs
within cognitive linguistics and linguoculturology frameworks, examining comparative
constructions in connection with thought processes (A.F.Ashimova, L.O.Butakova,
T.A.Golikova, N.M.Devyatova, I.G.Parshina, E.V.Pashkova, I.A.Tarasova, and others) and
national culture (L.G.Boyko, A.Y.Kuznetsova, N.N.Makarenko, ©O.V.Orlova,
L.V.Razuvaeva, S.G.Ter-Minasova, A.E.Shevchenko, and others).

This article suggests combining linguo-structural and cognitive approaches in studying
comparisons in the poetry of B.Pasternak.

Discussion. From the formal-grammatical perspective, comparisons can be divided into
two groups: syndetic (conjunction-based) and asyndetic (conjunctionless). The poetic
heritage of B.Pasternak encompasses the richness and diversity of forms inherent to the
studied phenomenon. Comparative constructions with conjunctions are particularly
representative in his lyrical texts.

1. The most common method of forming figurative comparisons in Pasternak’s poetry is
through comparative phrases. Among these, expressions with nouns in the nominative
case, integrated into a simple sentence with a comparative conjunction, prevail. Two
groups can be distinguished: one in which the comparison module is represented by a verb
or a word of the category of state functioning as a predicate, and another where the module
is represented by an adjective or participle; the subject of comparison, in this case, is the
sentence’s grammatical subject, semantically and grammatically related to the object of
comparison. For example:

Ho sroyiu B Opestokax BHICOKO OPIO3TJIUBBI

U BesKIUBO KaIAT, Kak 3Meu B oBce. («CecTpa MOsI — )KU3HB» )

In this context, the comparative phrase follows the predicate and is introduced by the
conjunction kak; the comparison module is a connected syntaxeme expressing the subject
of action with a transitive verb denoting physical activity. Here, the comparative phrase
functions as a secondary sentence element — an adverbial modifier of manner — which
serves to expand the meaning of the predicate, characterizing the way the action is
performed. The lexical-thematic content of the object of comparison allows associating
human actions with animal movements.

A distinctive feature of Pasternak’s idiostyle, differentiating him from other poets, is that
the subject of comparison is frequently not a human being but nature, with humans serving
as the object of comparison:

M3poii obsiaraeT 3uMMa, Kak OacKak,
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OKHa U 11eYH, HO CTY»Ka B UX KHUTaX... («/[Bop»)

Pasternak’s semantic principle of attributing “animate” qualities to “inanimate” objects is
not limited to isolated instances of comparison as a trope but constitutes a defining
characteristic of his artistic system.

If two objects are compared by an inherent qualitative attribute, the module of comparison
can be expressed by an adjective:

U oceHb, fACHAS, KaK 3HAMEHBE,

K cebe MpHUKOBBIBAET B30OPHI. («ABIYCT»)

The simplest form of comparison usually involves conjunctions or auxiliary words
conveying the notion of similarity: kak, 4yTo, To4HO0, OyZITO, CJTOBHO, ITOZ0OHO, KaK ObI, KAk
oyaro, moxosk Ha. Examples from Pasternak’s poetry:

U coH, KaK OT3BYK KOJIOKOJIa, CMOJIK;

Houam costoBbeM 00J1a/1aTh,

YTO BEAPOM MOJTHOAOHHBIM KOJIOAIIAM;

Bce ABIMKOM CKa30YHOU IIOIEPHETCH,

ITomo6HO 3aBUTKAM II0 CTEHAM;

He urpaer 1o kanaBawm -

CrnoBHO B s160J10KaX PBICAK;

U B 5T0 HEOO, TOYHO B CETH,

Tosina KynaybIIUKOB ILJIBIBET;

W Hamoiobue yxxen

[Tos3yT ¥ BBIOTCS KOJIBIIA IIPSIKU;

ThI co31aHa Kak Obl BUEPHE;

Hap mrymom, noxoxxum

Ha 5103kHbI1#1 TPUOOH MPOKUTOTO U T.II.

2. The selected materials demonstrate the poet’s usage of complex sentences with complete
comparative subordinate clauses:

JIveT moxxap. Ha made csaT /iBa CbIHA,

Kak Tos1bKO B paHHeM fieTcTBe cuAT. («Bropas 6asmaza»)

Comparisons in such sentences rely on associating the compared object with something
universally known or typical — something serving as a standard for comparison. Some
poems even contain two comparative clauses, each characterizing the same quality from
different perspectives:

[Teperopomok TOHKOPeGPOCTH

[Tpotisy HaCKBO3b, PO/, KaK CBET.

[Ipotiny, kak 06pa3 BXOAUT B 0Opas

U kak npeamer ceueT npeaMeT. («BoHbI»)

3. Pasternak’s poetry also features incomplete comparative subordinate clauses within
complex sentences, distinguished from comparative phrases by the inclusion of word forms
that do not define the main word. For example:
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WM BeTep ObLI po3/iaH, Kak 3Be371aM — CBeT. («MeJIbHUIIBI» )

CoJtHIIE TPYCTHO CETO/THS, KaK ThI... («Bce Ha/IeHyT CeroiHs MabToO»)

Such comparative constructions with potential predicativity are entirely focused on the
predicate of the main clause, the repetition of which in the subordinate clause is impossible
due to the need for its temporal and modal specification. The conjunction kak here
indicates a tendency toward expressing the credibility of the comparison, though
distinguishing credibility or non-credibility depends heavily on context.

Pasternak actively uses asyndetic comparative constructions as well.

1. In our selection, sentences in which comparative meaning is conveyed without
conjunctions through compound nominal predicates are present. This is vividly
demonstrated in the poem «Bamnaga»:

A - yepHasa ToukKa LYpHOTO

B Ba/IAMMXCSA XJIOMBAX XOPOIIIETO. ..

A - map orcryuasiiero rpaza... [ -

IlnmomoBas majgans...

A - MY TTOJTHOT/TIaChsI U I0JIOKO JIajia...

This method helps the author better highlight the characteristics of his lyrical persona.

2. Among asyndetic comparative constructions, the instrumental case of nouns is
prevalent:

IIpoHUKIIO COIHIIE yTPOM pPaHO

Kocoto nmostoco magpaHoBOIO

Ot 3aHaBecH /10 IMBaHAa;

BriBaer, kyprepoM Ha 60p30M

Pacckauerca cepare;

OxHO 06HMMAJIO KBaJpaTOM

YacTs cazia 1 Heba KJI0YOK;

Pa3moxkiieit kameHHOM GapaHKOM

B Bozie Benenus 1miblia u T.11.

The instrumental case creates greater proximity between the compared objects, suggesting
transformation rather than mere similarity. Researchers note its expressive power,
producing an effect akin to describing a "manner of action."

3. Pasternak’s idiostyle features genitive constructions for comparisons, based on
reinterpreting the object differently from its standard interpretation, by associating it with
the same predicate as the subject. Types of genitive comparisons include:

a) Comparison by property: Pasternak frequently employs traditional color images, such
as CHer »KacCMHHa, MoXKap 3akara, but is more distinctive when combining multiple
attributes (color, consistency): mebeHb MeTes UM, CTAJIBHOU TJIAIMATOP OpPraHa, PTYTh
OYYMEJIBIX JIOMKIEH.

b) Comparison by function: Early Pasternak frequently used images associated with
traditional functions of barriers and coverings: HameB MoW omedyaraH IJIOMOOU
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Hen30bIBaeMbIX JOXK/eH, N3-3a IIUPMBbI JieHHU. Later, the functional range expands greatly,
supported by context: Tesieromo mpoekTa Hac mepeexaj HOBBIH Y€JIOBEK, 3aBOIH MAIIUHY
MIOJIOBO/IBS, B3AT IO/, y3/IIIbI OUTIOT HeOOCBO/IA.

c) Comparison by form and structure: Pasternak enriches conventional formative words
that denote singular units or collections: caOgUHKN JIBAWH, CTPYIbsl CHEra, BETOK
KyApABbIN AeBUYHUK. Particularly expressive are images based on body parts: B roprausx
3ampy/l, KOCTJISIBOM MeJbHUIIBI KPeCTell, Ieu yKperwieHui, as well as unconventional
forms: B KOBIIIaX OTTAsBIINX TayIOII, OYJIKU (DOHAPEH, IIBIIITKY KPBIII.

4. Less frequent are comparative constructions with adjectives in comparative degree:
CuHee oniepeHbs cesle3HA

Csepxkaut 3a Kamoto paccser. («Ha napoxoze»)

O moii stuct, Th myryuBe meria! («Ompe/iesieHue Ty »)

Typically, comparative adjectives reflect a greater or lesser degree of an attribute in one
subject relative to another. However, Pasternak sometimes employs them to denote
different intensities of an attribute within the same subject at different times:

Bwu1 1eHn, 6e3BpeiHbIN 1eHb, Oe3BpeHEN

JlecsAiTKA MPEKHUX JIHEN TBOUX... («CMepTh 1moaTa»)

Pasternak also occasionally uses unconventional comparative forms, enhancing
expressiveness and highlighting features grotesquely:

U j1eq rosioB cuHes O0e30HHEH

Teruta HarpeThix mpomnacTei. («KaBkas ObLI BeCh KaK Ha JIQJ0HU »)

5. Pasternak’s poetry contains a number of negative comparisons, typically grouped within
brief textual contexts to characterize a single subject:

ITO He PO3bl, HE PTHI, HE POIIOT

Toum, 3T0 371€CH, IIpEJ, TEATPOM — IIPUOOU

3axkoJiebaBiiericss Houu EBponbl... (« BeceHHUM JOXKIb» )

Such comparisons are constructed through opposition rather than similarity, allowing the
poet to highlight the most significant attributes of the compared subject.

6. Comparisons in question form are rare in Pasternak’s work:

Mozxet ObITh, 3a TOZOM TO/T

Crnenytot, Kak CHeT UJIET,

Wi kak ciioBa B mosme? («CHer uzer»)

However, this type of comparison is generally infrequent in Russian poetry and thus not
distinctive of Pasternak’s idiostyle.

7. Pasternak occasionally uses indefinite comparisons:

OH ctas 06pa3yuKoM, 0HOPMAICH

Bo uTo-TO mpouHOe, KaK cosib («BoT ueM JiecHbIe /1e6pu OpaTn»)

Due to their sporadic nature, such comparisons also cannot be considered characteristic of
his creative personality.
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8. Fixed (phraseological) comparisons appear frequently in Pasternak’s lyrics,
demonstrating semantic and structural diversity:

KaBka3 ObLT BECh KaK Ha JIQJIOHU;

I'ne Teneps CBETIIO, KaK THEM;

Kak BoibI Habpasia B poT;

Kak BkonaHHBIN Oy/I€IIb CTOATH U T.II.

These comparisons significantly reflect Pasternak’s deep interest in Russian phraseology
and, consequently, in Russian language and culture overall, representing a notable feature
of his idiostyle.

Conclusion

Pasternak characteristically integrates the subject, object, and module of comparison into
a common circle of semantic correspondences within his poetic texts, enabling the
identification of major thematic groups for subjects and objects of comparison: nature,
everyday life, art, physical and emotional states of humans, and abstract concepts.
Semantic analysis of comparative constructions in Pasternak’s poetic language
demonstrates the presence of both comparisons whose subjects and objects belong to a
single semantic field, and more complex associative combinations linking different
semantic fields.

Thus, the range of grammatical means employed by the poet is quite extensive. Pasternak
predominantly uses expanded and unexpanded comparative phrases introduced by
conjunctions such as kak, TouHO0, 6y/ITO, CJIOBHO, KaK ObI, IOJJOOHO, KaK OYy/ATO, ITOXOK HA.
Additionally, full and incomplete comparative subordinate clauses, comparisons expressed
through predicate structures, the instrumental case of nouns, and genitive constructions
are common in his poetry. Less frequent are asyndetic forms such as adjectives in the
comparative degree, the adjective moxoxx with the preposition na, and fixed
(phraseological) comparisons. Negative comparisons, comparative questions, and
indefinite comparisons occur only rarely.
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