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TO APROBLEM OF LINGUISTIC RESEARCH OF SYMBOLS
IN RUSSIAN SYMBOLISTS’ POETRY

Syromlia N. M., Krasniuk S. O.

INTRODUCTION

Symbolism, as A. Losev writes, “differed from artistic realism not by the
use of a symbol (these symbols are no less used in any realism), but by
purely ideological features <...> The symbolists wanted to understand how
real that is supernatural, supersensible, preternatural or at least a
philosophical construction™.

In the studies of culturologists, special attention is paid to the role of
Russian symbolism, which should be assessed in a new quality — as a trend
that stood at the origins of domestic culturology of the 20°th century, as a
direction that gave impetus to its further development?.

Scientists write about the serious impact of ideas of V. lvanov and P.
Florensky on A. Losev, whose theory of a symbol acts as the foundation of
ontology and culturology, is an experience of philosophical symbolism, the
purpose of which is to explore various spheres of the existence of a symbol,
and the main ones are language, myth, religion and art®.

The emergence of symbolism is associated with the work of French poets
of the 1870’s, who sought to “expand the framework of perception” of the
surrounding world: “The imagination of the creator does not care about the
accepted rules, legalized models <...>, authorities™. For French symbolism,
in contrast to the later formed Russian and German, artistic principles were
important above all.

Researchers note the special role of the development of the ideas of
symbolism in Russia and Germany for the further development of
modernism in Europe. Let’s dwell on Russian symbolism.
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1. Features of the understanding of the category of symbol
by Russian symbolist poets

It is customary to characterize Russian symbolists according to
chronological, geographical and ideological characteristics. Thus, there are
“senior” (1890’s) and “younger” (1900’s) ones; authors of St. Petersburg
and Moscow; writers of individualistic orientation — “decadents” and the
followers of V. Solovyov and his doctrine of “total unity”>.

S. Timina notes that symbolism in Russia had roots in domestic culture:
in 1884 an attempt was made in Kiev to create a pre-modernist society “New
Romantics” (representatives — Nikolai Minsky and Jerome Yasinsky)".

Many researchers in one way or another turn to the artistic experience of
Russian symbolists: M. Bakhtin analyzes the work of Viach. Ivanov,
M. Lotman investigated the works of A. Bely, A. Blok’.

Yu. Stepanov calls the teaching of the symbolists the initial stage in the
conceptual evolution of the New Age, since in the context of symbolism, a
symbol is a concept, an idealized representation of what we now call a
concept®. This point of view reflects the most recent view of a symbol
category within the framework of the poetics of Russian symbolism.

N. Kozhevnikova writes about the individual understanding of the symbol by
each poet: the symbol “for Bryusov is an allegory, for Bely A. — “an idea-
image”, for Vyach. Ivanov — a sign, the meaning of which is revealed in a
myth™. The author rightly notes the peculiarities of the role of a myth and the
associative field of a symbol: “Symbolists construct the text in such a way as to
direct possible associations in a certain direction. This is served by an indication
of a certain myth, explicitly or implicitly present in the text™'°.

According to Z. Mints, the peculiarity of a semantic structure of a
symbol among the Russian symbolists is as follows: “naming the
phenomenon of the earthly, “terrestrial”, a symbol simultaneously “marks”
everything that “corresponds” to it in the “other worlds”, and so as the
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worlds alrle endless, then the meanings of the symbol for a symbolist are

So, A. Bely understands a symbol as a “window into Eternity”, which
connects “the eternal with its spatial and temporal manifestations”.
“A characteristic feature of symbolism in art”, the poet writes, “is the desire
to use the image of reality as a means of conveying the experienced content
of consciousness. An imag%e, as a model of the experienced content of
consciousness, is a symbol™*2,

N. Molchanova gives the definition of K. Balmont’s symbolic poetry:
“I call symbolic poetry that kind of poetry where, in addition to concrete
content, there is also hidden content, organically connected with it and
intertwined with the most delicate threads” and, commenting on it, writes
that for the poet’s “hidden content” is the second };lan of a symbolic image,
but by no means “ideological, abstract content”™*. The author emphasizes
that on the poetic language, “threads” are metaphor, associativity, hints,
rhythmics, melodic and other means of expression. So, the analysis of the
symbolic meanings of the element of earth in the lyrics of K. Balmont
showed an explication of traditional and author’s semantics™.

In N. Kozhevnikova’s works, it is said about the heterogeneity of
symbols in the poetry of the early twentieth century: “Some of the symbols
are based on wide cultural traditions. They are, as it were, introduced into a
literary work from the outside, with a characteristic meaning for them that
one needs to know. Some of the symbols arise on the basis of those semantic
relationships that develop within a work or a whole series of them™,

Hansen-Loewe A. substantiates the originality of interpretations of a
symbol by symbolists by the peculiarities of the world outlook — the
visionary nature of symbolist poetry. All linguistic signs and texts, on the
one hand, according to the researcher, continue to represent the “objective
world” if they are used by the “uninitiated”, on the other hand, the “sighted”,
or a visionary, is able to see the “prototype” of their absolute equivalent in
primitiveness. “Energy “radiation” is inseparably connected with such
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imaginative “insight”: both together create the symbolic effectiveness of
“things as signs” of the world text”".

We cannot agree with the opinion expressed in the literature that the
peculiarity of a symbol among the symbolists is that “its meaning, as a rule,
is not derived from the linguistic meaning of words. Only in a number of
cases the immediate environment of the word is constructed in such a way
that it indicates not so much the meaning of the word as its allegorical
character <...>"",

Following E. Shelestyuk, we believe that the main reason for the
formation of a “symbolic aura” in the signified of a linguistic symbol is that
the direct denotational meaning in it itself induces a figurative meaning
based on metaphorical and metonymic associations between them®®.

Thus, A. Bely in his work “The Emblematics of Meaning” notes that
symbols in the form of lexemes have their own content, i.e. semantics,
changing in this context, when “monotony at the level of emphasizing
symbolic content” is removed by changing the context, due to which new
interpretations and “readings” arise™.

Researchers of A. Bely’s works pay attention to the concept of the word-
body. The presence of complex sign systems and cultural models inside and
outside the poetic code is noted, which is complicated by the desire of the
symbolists to displace, redefine and cross the boundaries between art and
religion, philosophy and science, theory and practice, etc.

The abstract names of these cultural systems, writes Hansen-Loewe A.,
often appear in verses in the form of personified “symbols”, and then,
presented in the clothes of mythological “heroes”, they play out the drama of
“kulturkampf”, the collision of heterogeneous semiotic, medial and
axiological codes, cultural institutions and its carriers. The scientist refers to
such examples of abstract concepts written with capital letters: “Time”,
“Symbol”, “Word”, etc. or philosophical concepts “Dionysianism”, “music”,
“idea”, etc.”.
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A. Bely’s and A. Blok’s theoretical heritage is mostly thoroughly studied
regarding the understanding of a symbol by poets. Let us comment on some
statements from these studies.

According to scientists, interpreting the concept of a symbol, A. Bely
proceeds from the Kantian-Rickert separation of the phenomenal and
noumenal world, a symbol for him is the connection between these worlds,
giving rise to an attempt to comprehend the world of noumena in the poetry.
Speaking about a structure of a symbol, we note that for A. Bely, the object
perceived by consciousness and the state of this consciousness are combined
in it, in other words, the word-symbol combines the image of experience and
the image of visibility, moreover, the image of experience breaks down into
the artist’s own mental activity in creating a symbol and the idea that this
symbol is the carrier of; the image of visibility is for the first the reality
embodied in the work (what is given at the input), and for the second the
material given of the work, what has already been embodied®.

Thus, the word-symbol was originally an abstract “word-term” of
ordinary language for those who direct their receptive ability to the
linguistic-semiotic side of the sign, writes A. Hansen-Loewe, but to “people
of a symbol”, creative people (in the sense of a religion of art in modernism),
the symbolic appears at the right moment in life in the form of insights and
visionary experience™.

Analyzing statements about A. Blok’s symbols, E. Sventsitskaya rightly
notes that the symbolic word is a poet’s word that unfolds in a specific
cultural context, it is “personal, an individual creative space is imposed on
the element of life, but in such a way that the element in it remains alive and
effective”?. Thus, a symbol for Blok A. is the recreation of the integrity of
the world, which at the same time is not distracted from the consciousness of
its original separation (into the world of noumena and phenomena).

Returning to the philosophical origins of the theory of correspondences,
which is widely discussed by researchers of symbolism (works by Ermilova,
1989; Iskrzhitskaya, 2000; Mineralova, 2003; Sventsitskaya, 2003, 2005;
and other scientists), one should say about its correlation with Plato’s
ontology and the doctrine of emanations. According to this doctrine, the
cosmos forms a vertical hierarchy of layers of being, in which the “content
of being” decreases as they move away from absolute primordiality, which
has a cosmic origin. According to researchers, it is the ability of a word to be
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associated with something outside of it (a signified entity, with a person) that
defines the symbolic nature of the word, which determines the appeal to the
etymology of the concept “symbol” — the ancient Greek “simballo” —

“I connect together’*,

2. Semantic content of the concept “symbol”
in Russian symbolists’ poetry

Symbolists repeatedly refer to the etymology of the word “symbol”: for
example, V. Bryusov, D. Merezhkovsky make a start from the interpretation
of a symbol as “connection”, A. Bely interprets it as “fusion of meanings”®.
For the poet, the symbol is “only the exponent of the experience, and the
experience (personal, collective) is the only reality”?.

To clarify the general and individual author’s understanding of the
category of symbol, let us turn to the conceptual analysis of the name
“symbol” in K. Balmont’s, A. Bely’s, A. Blok’s and V. Brusov’s works.

We have identified fragments containing the lexeme “symbol”, the
analysis of it allows us to highlight the semantic content of the concept in the
symbolist poetic discourse.

The analysis of the meanings of the concept “symbol” in the poetry of
K. Balmont, A. Bely, A. Blok and V. Brusov made it possible to identify
common semes: the emotional-sensual world of a human, the connection
with mythology and religion.

M. Sventsitskaya E. also notes that the idea of the symbolic word as a
mediator between the phenomenal and noumenal worlds, the world of
essences and the world of phenomena is common to all symbolists?’.

So it is worth to pay attention to the fact that the symbolists were
distinguished by exceptional knowledge in mythology and hermeticism, they
were well acquainted with the scientific knowledge of their time: “every
mythological poet-symbolist was highly “reflexive”, extremely committed to
theoretical thinking <...>”, all this can explain the peculiarity of a symbol
which causes a highly ambivalent feeling of vision and illusion, imagination
and fiction, the immediacy of ecstaticism and the mediation of reflexivity?.
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Summarizing the diverse understanding of a symbol by symbolists, we
can, following A. Hansen-Loewe, summarize the symbolist “symbol-myth”
in its main features: each symbol has semiotic (linguistic in a broad sense)
and real-objective properties; it is simultaneously a sign of something
“other” (metaphysical “other world”) and “itself” (as a component of the
“cosmic world of things”, “word-thing”). And vice versa: anything, any
reality of the earthly life is a sign, a part of a universal language as the
“world text” of the cosmos is presented. However, such an imaginative
presence is not inherent in things and signs in the form of a material
substance, but is achieved only by experience, the principle of
“experiencing” pervades all symbolist theories of a symbol and those
thinkers in the history of religion whom symbolists appeal to?.

Having determined the general and individual features of understanding
the category of a symbol by Russian symbolist poets, we will analyze the
existing linguistic approaches to studying a symbol.

A feature of studying a symbol from the standpoint of cognitive
linguistics is the synthesis of various approaches to the analysis of a
linguistic phenomenon.

The culturological direction is presented, first of all, in the works of
Yu. Lotman. According to the scientist, the symbol is associated with the
memory of culture and a number of symbolic images pervades the entire
history of mankind or its large layers vertically, while the artist’s
individuality is manifested in actualization of archaic images and creation of
occasional symbols®.

The cognitive aspect of a symbol, from the point of view of linguistics
and cultural linguistics, is presented in the works of V. Maslova. The author,
referring a symbol to the stereotyped phenomena of artistic culture, comes to
the conclusion that “a symbol is a thing awarded with meaning”®, it has a
number of distinctive features: imagery, motivation, the presence of an
archetypal nature, national specificity; “as a result of cognitive activity, a
system of meanings is created that relates to what the individual knows and
thinks about the world. The study of how a person operates with symbols,
comprehending both the world and himself in the world, has combined
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linguistics with other disciplines that study a human and society, and has
created cognitive linguistics™*.

It should be noted that Yu. Stepanov, analyzing the role and place of the
studied category within the framework of symbolism, defines a symbol as
“an idealized representation of what we now call a concept”®.

One of the points of view is expressed in the works of V. Kolesov, he
develops his understanding of a symbol as a meaningful form of a concept
and writes about a typical for Russian mentality construction of synthetic
expression models: “a symbolic image appears <...> as the main
manifestation of a concept <...> it is “a kind of a concept” which is
constantly recreated by superimposing an image on a well-known symbol”*.

We find a linguistic approach to the study of a symbol in the works of
A. Potebnya, V. Vinogradov, E. Usovik, E. Kravchenko, N. Afanasyeva,
A. Eliseeva, L. Svarichevskaya and other scientists.

A. Potebnya made the first attempt at a linguistic study of a symbol
based on folk poetry: he identified three ways of expressing a symbol —
comparison, opposition and the relation of causality. The researcher noted
that the most difficult way of expressing a symbol in a language is causal
relations, which “live out their days” in folk methods of treatment, rituals,
they can be found in the highest forms of folk poetry™.

According to A. Potebnya, a symbol is explicated with the help of a word
and reflects not the entire content of the concept, but one of the features that
seems to be the most important to the popular view*.

E. Kravchenko analyzes symbols in the early poetry of A. Bely and
offers a number of definitions of a symbol, that represents a multilayer
structure and consists of different types of meanings. So, for example, a
symbol is a special image of a literary text, a sign in which the following
constituents are synthesized: the objective meaning (the image of reality),
the meaning arising from the inner form of the word, sometimes turning into
the mythological, deep meaning of the poet’s unconsciously experienced
consciousness, and the meaning that arises in the perceiver®.
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This definition, in our opinion, unites the literary, linguistic,
psychological aspects of the concept of a symbol, which quite fully reflects
the essence of the phenomenon and the peculiarity of understanding of a
symbol by A. Bely, however, it does not allow to distinguish it from the
interpretation from the literary point of view. Studies often note that the term
“symbol” is understood differently by literary scholars and linguists.
Yu. Stepanov, for example, claims that a symbol is not a scientific concept,
it is a concept of poetics; every time it is significant within the framework of
a certain poetic system, and it is true only in it*,

A special place in scientific discussions is occupied by the question of
the contiguity of the concepts “symbol” and “image”.

Indeed, according to many researchers, a symbol is based on an image.
Following A. Losev in the works of modern linguists a special poetic image
in a series of tropes, designated by a word or phrase, in which the ideal
content is embodied is understood as “a symbol in a narrow sense”>.

The correlation of a symbol with an image is presented in the dissertation
of M. Elisova, the author uses the definition of a symbol formulated in the
works of N. Slukhay: a symbol is “an ambiguous subject-conceptual image,
located at the intersection of different planes of reproducible reality, which
has the features of internal similarity”*.

E. Usovik’s analysis of the fairy tales by M. Saltykov-Shchedrin, shows
that “a symbol is a polysemantic image”, one of the features of which is a
multilayered semantic structure*’, however, the given definition does not
indicate the boundaries of the expression of a symbol and its difference from
an image, it complicates linguistic analysis.

For example, V. Maslova writes that any symbol is an image, but an image
can be considered a symbol only under certain conditions. N. Fry identifies the
following criteria for the “symbolism” of an image in the poetry: 1) the
presence of an abstract symbolic meaning is explicated (manifested) by the
context; 2) the image is presented in such a way that its literal interpretation is
impossible or insufficient; 3) the image implies (hides) the association with a
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myth, a legend, folklore*’. All these signs of a symbol are correlated with the
structural elements of a linguistic symbol as a semiotic concept and reflect our
vision of the structure of a linguistic symbol.

According to N. Arutyunova, in contrast to an image, a symbol is a
reflection of the structure of a semiotic concept (the idea of a three-
component structure: the signified, the signifying, a sign). Linguists note the
following peculiarity of the names “symbol” and “image”. An image is not
used in a copular position: one cannot say that a ruby is an image of life
force, and a symbol is peculiar to use in a relational sense: “Space is a
symbol of a person’s power, time is a symbol of his powerlessness; The
circle is a symbol of eternity™*.

A. Eliseeva, analyzing symbolism of the “thingish” world in the lyrics of
I. Annensky, considers a symbol “in contrast to an image, which is unstable
and closely related to the context, and from the concept, which is
semantically limited and in which the national shades are leveled out, to be a
definite and stable representation of the concept” and she calls a symbol a
“figurative concept”®. We agree with the opinion of the researcher that a
symbol is a form of existence of a concept (see also: V. Kolesov, 2004),
since in this positioning of a symbol, the relationship between a symbol and
a word as a form of its expression is clearly traced.

Close attention to the functioning of a symbol in a literary text is due to
the understanding of the text as a cultural communicative system: in modern
studies, a symbol is called a living creation of the new in the guise of the
old®, scientists note the text-forming function of a symbol“.

In literary criticism and linguistics, there are works devoted either to a
symbolism of one author as a whole (Muryanov, 1996; Kravchenko, 1994;
Ivanyuk, 1997; and other scientists), or to individual symbols in the works of
different authors (Gorchak, 2005; Eliseeva, 2004; Elisova, 2006;
Magomedova, 1990; Mnih, 2002; Petrichenko, 2004; Rakhimova, 1996;
Samodelova, 1992; Samusenko, 2004; Snitko, 2002; Chaginskaya, 1991; and
other researchers).

The work of Z. Vasilko (2003) is devoted to the study of the process of
symbolizing the meaning of a word on the material of Ukrainian names of

42 o
MacnoBa B. JIMHIBUCTHYECKUH aHaIHM3 SKCIIPECCUBHOCTHU XY OXKCCTBCHHOTO

TekcTa : yuebHoe nmocobue. Munck, 1997. C. 99.

# Pedepennus W NPOGIEMB TEKCTOOOPA30BAHMS : COOPHHK HAYYHBIX TPYLIOB.
Mockga : Hayka, 1988. C. 119, 127.

“ Emmceea A. CHMBONHKA «BELIHOTO» Mupa B Jmpuke . AHHEHCKOTO.
Qunonozuueckue Hayku. 2000. Ne 6. C. 56.

* Komecos B. SI3sik u MeHtaneHocth. Cakr-Tlerepbypr : IletepGyprekoe
Bocrokosenenue, 2004. C. 79.

4 Cononyd 1O. TekcrooOpasyromas ¢(yHKIHS CHMBONA B XyI0KECTBEHHOM
npousBeeHun. Punonoeuueckue nayku. 2002. C. 46-55.
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fauna in folklore; L. Belekhova (1999, 2002) explores verbal images-
symbols at the junction of cognitive and semiotic approaches based on the
material of American poetry; the work of a generalizing nature “Symbols of
the Ukrainian language” is presented by V. Kononenko (1996) and others.

3. Justification of a linguistic approach to the research of a symbol

According to N. Afanasyeva’s remark*’, in the existing linguistic studies
of a symbol, either its individual features are given (E. Rakhimova drew
attention to the repetition of a symbol in the article devoted to the symbolic
image “blue / fiery red flower and a swan” in “Kalevala” neo-
romanticism)“, or the sources of the appearance of symbols in the author’s
work are revealed.

Such sources can be folklore texts (see the work of E. Samodelova
“S.A. Yesenin’s symbolism of color and the wedding poetry of Ryazan
region”), myths and philosophical teachings of ancient thinkers (see the
works of D. Magomedova “Symbol of “soul” in “The Heavy Lyre” of
V. Khodasevich, 1990; E. Chaginskaya “Symbolism of a number in the
lyrics of Federico Garcia Lorca”, 1991) or “a purely author’s perception,
giving rise to a special intratextual conjugation of nominative and figurative
meanings of a word sign”*.

Symbols as one of the components of the semantics of an image within
the framework of the logical-semiotic framework method proposed by
N. Slukhay are analyzed by the author on the basis of the poetry of
T. Shevchenko and M. Lermontov. The analysis of the symbolic meanings
of the paradigm of the images of the elements of fire, water, earth and air in
the works of N. Gumilyov and V. Khlebnikov can be found in the studies of
O. Petrichenko, in Russian teletexts — in the dissertation of O. Samusenko.
However, these works do not provide criteria for assigning an image or its
meaning to a symbol.

In the work of N. Afanasyeva, dedicated to the linguistic study of symbols
in the works of M. Tsvetaeva, clear criteria for assigning a word to a symbol
are proposed: the immediate surrounding of the word-explicator of a symbol
contains a mythologeme and archetypal oppositions (according to lvanov
Vs. Vyach. and V. Toporov), also a symbol has access to the cultural context.
The researcher has developed a technique for identifying and analyzing

" Adanacresa H. CHMBOJBI KaK CEMHOTHYECKHE KOHIEIITBI SI36IKOBOM «MOE/IH MHPay
Mapuns! LiBeraesoit : auc. ...kaux. ¢utoin. Hayk: 10.02.02. Yepenoger, 2001. C. 4.
PaxumoBa D. IloBTOpsieMOocTh cHUMBOJIIMYECKOTO oOpa3a (rosy0oii / OrHEHHO-
KpacHbIH LBETOK M JieOellb) B KaJICBAJIbCKOM HEOPOMaHTH3ME. Punonosuieckue HAyKu.
1996. Ne 6. C. 23-31.
® Emuceea A. CHMBONMKA «BEIIHOTO) Mupa B Jmpuke . AHHEHCKOTO.
Qunonocuueckue Hayku. 2000. Ne 6. C. 46.
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a linguistic symbol, examples of conceptual analysis of traditional and author’s
symbols in the language “model of the world” by M. Tsvetaeva are given™.

Thus, there are various criteria for highlighting a symbol in a text and
approaches to its study. Here is the statement of V. Vinogradov, who also
takes the position of the linguistic analysis of a symbol: “<...> a characteristic
feature of a symbol is the conditioning of its meaning by the entire
composition of a given “esthetic object™", that is, a symbol for a scientist is a
modus of a lexeme, a word transformed in the context of a given work.

Thus, as A. Potebnya rightly noted, only from the point of view of
language the symbols can be put in order®.

The first researchers of the poetic language of the symbolists were the
poets themselves: V. Bryusov, A. Bely, Viach. lvanov, I. Annensky™, since,
according to V. Vinogradov, “within the framework of modernity,
comprehension of the originality of the individual 5poetic style can be
especially acute as a closed system of linguistic means™>*,

N. Kozhevnikova defines an unevenness of the study of the symbolists’
language in connection with the interest of philologists in the works of
A. Blok and against this background insufficient attention to the language of
his contemporaries. The author of the book “Word usage in the Russian
poetry of the XIX—XX centuries” refers to the paper of V. Hoffman “The
Language of the Symbolists” as the most competent. To the number of
recent studies in this area at the junction of linguistics and literary criticism
works by A. Hansen-Loewe can be added: “Art as religion. Poetry of Early
Symbolism”, “Russian Symbolism: A System of Poetic Motives.
Mythopoetic symbolism” and others, in which the most complete
bibliography of studies of the poetry of Russian symbolism is presented.

The creative heritage of the Russian symbolists from the point of view of
linguistics has been studied from different points of view: dissertations by
E. Akastelova (1996), N. Aksarina (2001), Yu. Vishnitskaya (2003),
I. Gazheva (2002), A. Kopacheva (2003), T. Korneeva (2001), Yu. Lazebnik
(1996), V. Rozsohi (1995), I. Soina (1996) are devoted to the problems of
the syntax of symbolist prose and poetry, the peculiarities of the use of

% Adanacrea H. CHMBOIBI KaK CEMHOTHUECKHE KOHLENTHI S3BIKOBOM «MOJIEIH
mupa» Mapunsl LBeraeBoii : muc. ...xkaHn. ¢uion. Hayk: 10.02.02. Yepenosen, 2001.
C. 88-90.

5 BunorpanoB B. M30pannbie Tpynsl. [loatmka pycckoit smrepatypbl. MockBa,
1976. C. 374.

%2 Tore6us A. O HEKOTOPBIX CHMBOJIaX B CJIaBSIHCKOW HapoaHo# moasuu. Crogo
u mugh 6 Hapoowuou kynvmype / A. TloredbHs. Mocksa, 1989. C. 289.

% Koxesnuukosa H. CriooymnorpeGienne B pycckoii mossun Hadana XX B. Mocksa :
Hayxka, 1986. C. 4.

* Koxesuukosa H. CroBoymoTpe6ienie B pycckoif mossun Hauana XX B. Mocksa :
Hayxka, 1986. C. 4.
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complex adjectives, studies of color symbolism, mythologemes, etc. Works
by O. Agapkina, P. Bitsilli, A. Grigorash, A. Grishunin, N. Kozhevnikova,
E. Kradozhen, L. Krasnova, L. Kurilova, E. Makarenko, S. Nadirov,
L. Novikov, T. Petrova, N. Pinezhaninova, Yu. Proklov, V. Solovieva,
N. Shanskiy and other scientists are appealed to the issues of innovation in
word usage and word formation, the study of emotional vocabulary,
metaphors and comparisons in symbolist poetry, etc.

The linguistic features of a symbol as the main, nuclear, element of a
work of art in the poetry of the symbolists and the means of its creation,
linguistic means of expressing the traditional and author’s symbolism of
universal symbols are studied in our papers.

CONCLUSIONS

Thus, in a situation of a variety of contexts, the word-explicator of a
symbol falls into a different linguistic environment, is filled with a set of
attributes and begins to possess a special property — “reflexivity”
(G. Vinokur’s term), i.e. facing itself. Bringing together words in the text
that have long lost the mutual connection that they possessed due to the
etymological kinship, or even never had this connection, a poet, as if,
discovers new, unexpected meanings in them™.

Reflexivity in poetry is more relevant than in prose: in a small text space
it is necessary to express maximum meaning, which increases the semantic
load of the word. The emergence of new meanings is especially important
for a symbol as a “plot gene”, according to M. Lotman (1996), synthesizing
and storing them.

Scientists note that one of the features of the functioning of a symbol in
the poetic speech of Russian symbolists is its inclusion in the structure of
aphorism: A. Bely defines an aphorism as “a bridge to a symbol”®.
M. Gasparov also draws attention to a similar relationship, saying that, for
example, in the works of M. Tsvetaeva, whom researchers rank among the
“second conscripts of the symbolic army” and call the “epigone of
symbolism”, a thought is most often expressed in aphoristic form,
compressed to a symbol®’.

Thus, any concept can exist in the mind of the author and the researcher
and, at the same time, function in a language in which it has its own specific
content — primary, influencing both an author and a researcher as users of a
language.

® Bunokyp I'. O s3bIKe XyIOKCCTBEHHOH JHTEpaTypsl : ydebHOE mocobme s
(busoornueckux crenuanbHocTel By30B. Mocksa : Boiciiast mkosa, 1991. C. 30.

% Bembiit A. CHMBOIH3M Kak MUporonnMarue. Mocksa : Peciy6imka, 1994. C. 250.

% I'acniapoB M. AHTHHOMHYHOCTb TIOSTHKH PYCCKOTO MOJEPHH3MA. C6s3b GpeMer.
Ipo6remvl npeemcmeennocmu 6 pycckoul aumepamype kouya XIX — nauana XX 6. |
M. TI'acnapos. Mocksa, 1992. C. 9.
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The review of approaches to the study of a symbol and its interpretations
clearly shows that there is no consensus among scientists, but the material
we study — the poetry of Russian symbolists — requires precisely a linguistic
foundation that allows us to identify and analyze the meanings of symbols.

SUMMARY

The article is devoted to the analysis of various approaches to the study
of symbols in poetic speech. The linguistic approach to identifying and
interpreting a symbol in the lyrics of Russian symbolists against the
background of cultural and cognitive ones is substantiated, which makes it
possible to study the explication of traditional symbolism and individual
author’s content of the symbol, as well as to highlight the paradigm of
meanings of the analyzed phenomenon common to the symbolist worldview
based on the poetry of K. Balmont, A. Bely, A. Blok and V. Brusov.
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