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OT PEIKOJUIETHUH

Cepusn «Mccaenopanus no doabknopy u Mudosoruun Bocroka», Bhiny-
ckaeMasi [naBHO# pegxakumeil BocTouHOH AMTEepaTypel u3xateancTBa «Hayka»
¢ 1969 r., npu3BaHa 3HAKOMHTh UHTaTeled ¢ COBpPeMeHHBIMH NpobieMaMu
H3yueHusi GoraTefillero ycTHOro TBopuectBa HaponoB Asuu, Adpuxu # Oxe-
anuu. B He'l nybaukyoTcs MoHOrpadHueckue U KOANEKTHBHBE TPYAHI, NO-
CBSILICHHBIE PA3HHBIM acNeKTaM H3ydeHHus (ojbkiopa X MUGOJIOTHH HAPOLOB
BocToka, BxJoYas aHANHM3 HEKOTOPHIX MaMATHUKOB JPEBHHX H CPeJHEBEKO-
BHIX JUTEPAaTypP, BOSHUKIIHX NDH HENOCPeLCTBEHHOM B3aHMOAEHCTBHH C YyCT-
HOH ClIOBECHOCTBIO. 3HAYHTENbHOE MECTO CpPeldH H3JAaHHH CepHH 3aHHMAIOT
paboThl CPaBHHTENbHO-THHOJOTHYECKOr0 H YUCTO TeOPeTHYeCKOTO XapaKTepa,
B KOTOPBHIX BaxcHble Mpobaembl GOJBKIOPHCTHKH CTABATCA HE TOJABKO Ha BO-
CTOYHOM MaTepHalje, HO H C NpPHBIeYEHHEM IOBECTBOBATENBHOrO MCKYCCTBa
ADYTHX PersoHOB, »

Kuuru, panee u3nannsie B cepuu «Mccinenosanus no ¢oabkropy H Mu-
donoruu BocToka»:

B. . I ponn. Mopdoaorus cxasku. 1969.

I'. JI.TepMaxkos. Or noroBopku A0 ckaskd (3aMeTku no obmel Teo-
pux kauwme). 1970.

B. JI. Pu ¢ 1t uH. UcTopuueckas sanones W (OJbKJIOpDHAas TpagHUUSA B
Kurtae (YcTHBle M KHMXHbE Bepcuu «Tpoenapctsusa»). 1970.

E. A. Koctioxun. Axekcauagp Makeponckuii B JauTepaTypHoil u
donsxnopuoit Tpapuunuu. 1972,

H. Poumusany, Tpagduuonusie dopMyasl cka3xu. 1974.

I[I. A, 'punuep. [dpeBHeHHauiickuil snmoc. [eHesuc u THMoaorus.
1974.

Tunonornueckne uccrenosaius no doabkaopy. CO60pHUK craTell MaMATH
Bnagumupa flxosneBuua ITponna (1895—1970). 1975.

E.C., Kotasp. Mud u ckaska Appuxu. 1975.

C.JI. HeBene Ba. Mudoaorus npeBuemnamiickoro smnoca (ITanteon).
1975.

B, §I. I ponn. ®oabkaop u gedcrBuTenbHOCTh. 1976.

E. M. Menerunckuit. [Tosruka muda. 1976.

E. B. Bupcananse. I'py3suHckHH oXOTHHUHH Mup ¥ nossuma. 1976.

X. DwoMesunn b. OceTunckuit smoc u mudoaorns. Iep. ¢ ppanu. 1976.

Mapemuonoruuecknii cbopuuk. I[Mocaosuna, saragka (CTpyxTypa, CMBbICI,
TexcT). 1978,

O. M. ¢dpeiigenbepr. Mud u autepatypa apesHoctH. 1978.

B. JI. Pudrtun. Or muda x pomany (DBoaionns H3obpameHHs Nepco-
Haxa B kHTalickofi aureparype). 1979.

T'oToBATCS K H3AaHHIO

E. M. Measerunckuii. I[lanecasuaTckui  Mudonoruueckuit smoc
(Uukn Bopona).
B. H. Nyrtuaos. Mud— o6pax — necus Hosoit [sunen.
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BMECTO BBEJEHMUA

ONUTeTH M CPABHEHUA CTOJb IWIKPOKO MPEACTABJEHH B TEK-
cre «MaxabxapaTel», 4TO UX 110 NpPaBy MOXKHO OTHECTH K uH-
C/1y OCHOBHBIX €JHMHHUI[ 30UYeCKOf CHCTeMB H300pa3suTeNbHBIX
cpeacts, GopMUpYyIOIWUX 00pas3sl APeBHEMHAUHACKOro 3moca. B Ha-
crosmei paboTe OCBEIAIOTCA HEKOTOpHIE BONPOCH, CBS3aHHbLIE
¢ ynoTpeO/JeHHEeM 3THX NO3THYECKHX NPHEMOB. AHA/JIH3 3JeMEeH-
TOB SMHYECKOH CTUAMCTHKH C TOYKH 3DEHHH COAEepXKaHHA 3IH-
TETOB M CPAaBHEHMIH, HMEIOULEro CaMoe NpPAMOe OTHOLIeHHe K ce-
MaHTHKE LEHTPAAbHEIX 00pa3oB 3m0ca, MNO3BOJAET CHAEJATh
onpejae/ieHHEe BLIBOAL 00 OQHOA H3 CTOPOH HIEOJOrHYECKO
CTPYKTYPH NAMATHHKA ~—— €r0 THYECKUX H 3CTETHYECKHUX Mpej-
CTaBJEHUAX. ,

«3dnoc — perfectum,— nucasa B cBoe Bpemsi A. A. Ilorebusd,—
OTCIOJa CIIOKOHHOE co3sepiaHue, o0beKTUBHOCTE» [23, 531 —532[*,
HO MPOULJAOE XKHUBO JHIIb KAK PETPOCHEKI[HS HACTOSILIEro, 4 Io-
aToMy «Maxabxapare», KaK 0504 3n0mee, HeAb3d OTKA3aTh B
CTPACTHOM, 3aMHTEDECOBAHHOM HU300paXKeHHH COOHTHH, UTO O6y-
CJIOBJIMBAET 3SMOLUOHAJMBHYI0O [PUNOAHATOCTL I[0BECTBOBAHHA,
KOTOpas BbIPAKAeTCA, B YaCTHOCTH, B COOTBETCTBYIOWIEM NOJ-
0ope SONUTETOB H CpaBHeHHH.

[Ipu HegocTaTOUHON HU3Y4UEeHHOCTH CTuUAA «MaxadxapaTs»
aHaJu3 U CHCTEeMAaTH3alus OCHOBHEIX IO3THYECKHUX CpPeJCTB,
UKCHPYIOIUX JOCTATOYHO HMIUPOKYI0 cdepy ¢oabxI0OpHOH 06-
pa3HOCTH, MOr'yT OBITh IOJIe3HBl AJAA paspabOTKH TEOPDUH 3MuU-
yecKoil mo3THKH. M3yyeHHe OJHOTO M3 JDeBHeHIUIUX YpOBHeil Cy-
I1eC TBOBAHUS U306pa3HTENbHEIX NMPHEMOB B JiHTepaType, [O-BHIHU-
MOMY, HeOR3LIHTeDECHO B CBeTe TaKuX npobiem, CTOAWIUX mepern,
UCCJIe 10BATE/ISIME APeBHEHH AUACKOf CJI0BECHOCTH, KK TPaJHLUSA H
HOBATOPCTBO, CJ€J0BAHHE OITUYCCKOMY KAHOHY M HUHAUBHIYA/b-
HOCThL TBOpYECTBa, NPOCTOTA HJH YCJAOXKHEHHOCTb U306pasu-
TeJbHHX CpPeicTB W T. J. HMccaenosBaHue CTUIUCTHKA JApPEBHE-
MHAUACKOr0 300Ca C yueToM crHemuduakd YCTHOH mno3THYECKOH
TpPaJUIUE MOXET CIOCOOCTBOBATH BLIAABJIGHUIO THIOJOIHYECKHX
COOTBeTCTBHH Mexay «MaxabxapaToif» H 3M0COM APYyrux Hapo-
OB, a TaKXe OUepPTUTh CBOeoHpasue ee MO3THUKH.

* 3nech U fajdee mepsas nubpa B KBAXPaTHLIX cKOGkax o0B503HadaeT no-
PALKOBLIH HOMep HCTOYHUKA B GHOnuvorpadHH, nmoMeIeHHOH B KOHIE KHHTH;
nocaefyouide uudprl 0003HAYAIOT CTPAHULEL.
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SUMMARY

The book deals with some questions connected with the use of two
artistic devices—epithet and comparison—in the ancient Indian epos «Ma-
habharatay. Main attention is devoted to the semantics of artistic means,
related to the semantics of the protagonists of the epos.

It would be expedient to single out two most general semantic cate-
gories of epithets: those describing the real distinctive features of ob-
jects (colou, material, size, age, etc.), i. e., stating epithets, and charac-
teristics of a moral nature, or evaluating epithets. In contrast to the
former, the latter can give extremely opposite characteristics of one and
the same object. It is noteworthy that the majority of the so-called sta-
ting epithets is distinguished by a more complex coatent than an out-
ward impression of an object including mythological, emotional, ethical
and aesthetic levels, as well as the evaluation and idealization of what is
described. The semantics of evaluating epithets which characterize the
qualities of the epic hero-warrior and his distinctive features, which are
not directly coanected with heroism, poetically coafirms the thesis about
the multidimentionality of the conteat of the epos.

Speaking about coastant epithet it is necessary to take into account
its three basic characteristics: the frequency of its being used with a de-
finite object, its constant character, and the importance of the distincti-
-on it expresses. The importance of a distinction is determined on the ba-
sis of a complex of the traditional ideas expressed in the monument of
literature, which were partially conditioned by the theme of heroico-
epic genre.

Constant epithet is opposed by situative epithet. Their distinctions
are as follows: definiteness—indetiniteness of an object, constancy—incon-
stancy of a distinctive feature, importance—particular character of a di-
stinctive feature, generality — coacrete character, ordinariness—uniqueness
of the state of an object, independeace from —coianection with a concrete
situation. However, despite their clear-cut distinctioas, constant and situ-
ative epithets cannot be fully opposed to each other, because a definite
situation in an epos is described with a definite set of epithets and ste-
reotyped characteristics, with the number of the types of situations being
finite.

The use of several epithets, aligned in chains, with oae object coa-
centrated in a small portion of text (stringing of epithets) corresponds
to one of the stylistic features of oral poetic speech and serves the pur-
pose of the emotional introduction of the persoa or object described. The
substitution of an epithet for the name of a perso1 or a1 object (substan-
tivization of epithet) ca1 have a dual character: with a maximum commu-
nity of content for the entire category of objects—complete substantiviza-
tion (in sentences of a proverbial type); with an individual content and
the direct correlation of an epithet with the object—the turning of the epi-
thet into an equivalent of a proper noun. The metonymical use of epithet
is connected with at least two pheiomena: the spreading of the syanoaimic
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series of denominations of one and the same notion and the formation,
according to a metonymical model, of the basic sections of the anthropo-
nymic structure of ancient Indian epos (names by relative and names-epit-
hets). On the whole, the epithets of ancient Indian epos seem to be styli-
stically similar to traditional folklore epithets, and in some distinctive
fealtures of their use they show affinity to epic creations of other pe-
oples.

Comparisons of Sanskrit epos are analysed in two aspects: formal and
semantic, with a special role assigned to a systems description of the ob-
jects of comparison. The features brought out as a result of comparison
make it possible to form some idea about the most important ethical and
aesthetic values for epos, which reflect, to some extent, the standards of
social taste. The basis of a semantic classification of the images to be met
in the comparisons of «Mahabharata» is the singling out of the two main
groups denoted as «Man» and «Nature». The first group includes compari-
sons reflecting day-to-day life in all its multiformity, man’s observations
of himself, his behaviour, physical and psychological states with an orien~
tation to opposing anomaly to norm; some aspects of epic outlook, inclu-
ding constructions of a mythological character, as well as socio-political
and ethical ideas. The second group of comparisons unites the following
images: skies and heavenly bodies (the sun, moon, stars, etc.), the natural
power (lightning, thunder, storm clouds, wind, fire), landscape (earth, mo-
untains, etc.), flora (forest, trees, flowers), fauna (animals, birds, insects,
fishes). The range of images used as the objects of comparison is extre-
mely broad, embracing all essential aspects of epic being.

A number of objects of comparison have many-faceted features (Ind-
ra—a regal might, grandeur, courage, splendour, etc.). One can note both
interdependent meanings of distinctive features and those which are not
connected with each other (vajra— might of a blow, crushing force, and
also the force of sound). Contamination of some basic distinctions is a
specific feature of epic comparisons (and epithets): for example, lustre
{radiance) and beauty, might; colour (white) and purity. Depending on the
object, one and the same distinction can have a non-adequate charac-
ter: lustre, strength as real features of weapon, and these very features
are related to a person as a metaphor of might. The distinctive features
of comparison correspond, in the main, to the constant epithets of «Ma-
habharatas.

Contrary to the ideological one-dimensionality of the epithets reve-
aling a more or less direct correspondence to the ethical and aesthetic
aims and orientations of the epos, the epic comparisons are «ideological»
in two aspects: their content directly reflects certain aspects of ideologi-
cal outlook of the given literary monument and participates, through the
features of comparison, in forming the conceptually significant value cri-
teria of the epos. Among the factors of additional motivation of compa-
risons are: conceptual, which presupposes a clear-cut ideological balance
between the object and subject parts of comparison; artistic language..
when the object and subject are connected with each other by alliterati-
on; local-contextual, when the choice of the given object of comparison
is conditioned by the situation described.
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