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LENNART LÖNNGREN

Means of Expressing Similarity in Russian*

We generally think of a certain meaning as being expressed in a specific way,
either morphologically, lexically or syntactically. But sometimes a particular
meaning can be expressed in many different ways, by means belonging to
different levels. Such a case is the meaning of similarity.

Similarity is a relation holding between two arguments, i.e., we are
dealing with a two-place predicate. Logically, it seems to be a symmetric
relation (if A is like B, B must be like A), but in the language the relation is
often expressed as unidirectional. For example, it is more natural to say that a
son is like his father than the other way round. But of course, similarity can
also be expressed as reciprocal, as in English They are like each other or They
are very much alike.

Being a static two-place relation, similarity is most typically expressed by
an adjective. This is also the case in Russian, where the most frequent word
expressing similarity is the adjective ÔÓıÓÊËÈ. This word is formed from a
word of motion, ıÓ‰ËÚ¸, but synchronically that seems to be an irrelevant
fact.

Unlike English, the second argument of ÔÓıÓÊËÈ is a prepositional
phrase, namely Ì‡ with the accusative case, as we see in example (1):

(1) ë˚Ì ÔÓıÓÊ Ì‡ ÓÚˆ‡.

The corresponding abstract noun is ÔÓıÓÊÂÒÚ¸, see the nominalisation in (2):

(2) ÔÓıÓÊÂÒÚ¸ Ò˚Ì‡ Ì‡ ÓÚˆ‡

These constructions are associated with the following semantic dependency

                                    
* An earlier version of this paper was presented at a conference organized by the Russian
Department of The University of Arizona, Tucson, in April 2002.
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graphs:

ë˚Ì ÔÓıÓÊ (Ì‡) ÓÚˆ‡. ÔÓıÓÊÂÒÚ¸ Ò˚Ì‡ (Ì‡) ÓÚˆ‡

èÓıÓÊËÈ has two less frequent synonyms, also formed from the verb
ıÓ‰ËÚ¸, namely ÒıÓÊËÈ and ÒıÓ‰Ì˚È. With them we use the preposition Ò,
see examples (3) and (4):

(3) ... Ó‰ËÌ „Ó‰ ÒıÓÊ Ò ‰Û„ËÏ, ÌÂÚ ÏÂÊ‰Û ÌËÏË ·ÓÎ¸¯Ó„Ó ‡ÁÎË˜Ëfl.
(áÓËÌ)

(4) èÓ·ÎÂÏ˚, Ò ÍÓÚÓ˚ÏË ‚ ‰‡ÌÌÓÏ ÒÎÛ˜‡Â ÒÚ‡ÎÍË‚‡ÂÚÒfl ËÒÒÎÂ‰Ó-
‚‡ÚÂÎ¸, ÒıÓ‰Ì˚ Ò ÚÂÏË, ˜ÚÓ ÓÊË‰‡˛Ú ‡ıÂÓÎÓ„‡, Ó·Ì‡ÛÊË‚¯Â„Ó
ÔË ‡ÒÍÓÔÍ‡ı „Û‰Û ˜ÂÂÔÍÓ‚.

The corresponding abstract nouns are ÒıÓÊÂÒÚ¸ and ÒıÓ‰ÒÚ‚Ó:

(5) ÒıÓÊÂÒÚ¸ Ò˚Ì‡ Ò ÓÚˆÓÏ
(6) é ÔÓÎÌÓÏ ÒıÓ‰ÒÚ‚Â Ò ÌÂÈ ÌÂ ÔËıÓ‰ËÎÓÒ¸ Ë ÏÂ˜Ú‡Ú¸. (ÄÌ‡¯ÍÂ‚Ë˜)

Öıamples (7) and (8) express reciprocity:

(7) éÌË ÔÓıÓÊË (‰Û„ Ì‡ ‰Û„‡).
(8) ÒıÓ‰ÒÚ‚Ó ÏÂÊ‰Û ÌËÏË

Note that in the last example a third preposition is used, ÏÂÊ‰Û. Under certain
circumstances—see examples 6 and 7—the first and/or second argument can
be syntactically missing.

The verbal origin of these words may not be so irrelevant after all, since
there is also a verb, ÔÓıÓ‰ËÚ¸, which can function as a synonym of ÔÓıÓÊËÈ:

(9) éÌ ÔÓıÓ‰ËÎ Ì‡ ·‡·Û¯ÍÛ.

This verb is an imperfectivum tantum and totally unrelated semantically to the
homonym ÔÓıÓ‰ËÚ¸ ‘walk around for a while’, which is a perfectivum
tantum.
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One more verb should be mentioned in this connection, namely Ì‡-
ÔÓÏËÌ‡Ú¸:

(10) áËÚÂÎ¸Ì˚È Á‡Î Ì‡ÔÓÏËÌ‡Î Ò‡‡È. (É‡ÌËÌ)

This, too, is an imperfectivum tantum. Its semantic relation to the aspect pair
Ì‡ÔÓÏÌËÚ¸/Ì‡ÔÓÏËÌ‡Ú¸ is the same as that between the stative and active
sense of the English verb remind. The “complete” verb Ì‡ÔÓÏÌËÚ¸/Ì‡ÔÓÏË-
Ì‡Ú¸ has a valency frame different from that of Ì‡ÔÓÏËÌ‡Ú¸ in (10), for ex-
ample:

(11) éÌ Ì‡ÔÓÏÌËÎ ÏÌÂ Ó ÔÂ‰ÒÚÓfl˘ÂÈ ‚ÒÚÂ˜Â Ò „ÓÒÚflÏË.

It is possible to restrict the validity of the comparison by introducing a
third element which is typically expressed by a noun or—more often—pro-
noun in the instrumental case:

(12) ãËˆÓÏ ÓÌ ÒıÓÊ Ò ·‡ÚÓÏ.
(13) éÌ ÌÂ ·˚Î ÔÓıÓÊ Ì‡ ÌËı Â˘Â Ë ÚÂÏ, ˜ÚÓ ‚ Â„Ó ÍÓÏÌ‡ÚÂ ÌÂ ‚ËÒÂÎ Ì‡

ÒÚÂÌÂ ÔÓÚÂÚ Ï‡ÚÂË. (ÄÌ‡¯ÍÂ‚Ë˜)
(14) íÂÏ, ˜ÚÓ ÓÌ ÌÂ ÒÓ·Î˛‰‡Î ÂÊËÏ‡, ÓÌ ÔÓıÓ‰ËÎ Ì‡ ·‡·Û¯ÍÛ.

(ÄÌ‡¯ÍÂ‚Ë˜)

Is this new element a complement or an adjunct? That is, does it belong
to the valency frame of the adjective/verb or not? In view of the fact that
similarity, as I said above, is basically a two-place relation, I would like to
regard it as an adjunct. Consequently, the case ending is a semantic morpheme
(cf. Lönngren 2003). This function is traditionally termed instrumentalis
respectus; it is the instrumental we have in examples like éÌ Ó‰ÓÏ ¯‚Â‰. The
same meaning can be rendered by a preposition phrase, cf.:

(15) èÓ ‚ÌÂ¯ÌÂÏÛ ‚Ë‰Û ÓÌ ÔÓıÓÊ Ì‡ ÓÚˆ‡.

This very restriction is inherent in the verb ‚˚„Îfl‰ÂÚ¸, which permits several
different expressions in the position of the second argument:
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(16) ÑÓÎÊÂÌ ÚÂ·Â ÒÍ‡Á‡Ú¸, ˜ÚÓ Ú˚ ‚˚„Îfl‰Ë¯¸ Í‡Í Ë‰ËÓÚ. (àÒÍ‡Ì‰Â)
(17) à ÂÂ ÓÚˆÛ ÔÓ˜ÂÏÛ-ÚÓ ‚˚„Ó‰ÌÂÂ ‚˚„Îfl‰ÂÚ¸ ÒÎ‡·‡ÍÓÏ. (ôÂ·‡ÍÓ‚‡)
(18) Å˚ÎÓ Á‡ÏÂÚÌÓ, ˜ÚÓ ÓÌ ÒÚ‡‡ÂÚÒfl ‚˚„Îfl‰ÂÚ¸ ÒÔÓÍÓÈÌ˚Ï. (àÒÍ‡Ì‰Â)
(19) çÓ ÊÂÌ˘ËÌ˚, ‚ Ï‡ÒÒÂ, ‚ÓÓ·˘Â ÒÚ‡ÎË ‚˚„Îfl‰ÂÚ¸ ÏÓÎÓÊÂ. (É‡ÌËÌ‡)
(20) ê‡ÒÚÂÌËfl ·˚ÎË ‰ËÍËÏË Ë ‚˚„Îfl‰ÂÎË ‚ÂÒ¸Ï‡ ÌÂ‚Á‡˜ÌÓ.

Somewhat more difficult to analyse is an element in the dative case,
which occurs specifically with the verb Ì‡ÔÓÏËÌ‡Ú¸:

(21) éÌ ˜ÂÏ-ÚÓ Ì‡ÔÓÏËÌ‡ÂÚ ÏÌÂ ÏÓÂ„Ó ‰Â‰‡.

It does not at all have the meaning of the dative complement in (11) above,
which is undoubtedly an argument of the verbum dicendi in question. The
dative in (21) can be rendered by a separate clause, provided we replace the
verb with a different expression of similarity, cf.:

(22) åÌÂ Í‡ÊÂÚÒfl, ÓÌ ˜ÂÏ-ÚÓ ÔÓıÓÊ Ì‡ Ì‡¯Â„Ó ‰Â‰‡.

This fact makes me recognize, with some hesitation, this element as an adjunct.
The semantic dependency graph corresponding to (21) thus contains two “case
adjuncts”:

éÌ ˜ÂÏ-ÚÓ<INS> Ì‡ÔÓÏËÌ‡ÂÚ  ÏÌÂ<DAT>  ÏÓÂ„Ó ‰Â‰‡.

íhe verb Ó‰ÌËÚ¸ has the interesting capacity of converting an adjunct
of the instrumentalis respectus type into a true and indisputable argument of a
three-place predicate:

(23) ùÚÓ Ó‰ÌËÚ Â„Ó ÒÓ ÏÌÓ„ËÏË ËÁ Â„Ó ÒÓ‚ÂÏÂÌÌËÍÓ‚.

As we see, the element assumes the syntactic form of the subject. This example
can be paraphrased as
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(24) ùÚËÏ ÓÌ ÔÓıÓÊ Ì‡ ÏÌÓ„Ëı ËÁ Â„Ó ÒÓ‚ÂÏÂÌÌËÍÓ‚.

(Cf. ex. 13 above.) Such a conversion is not uncommon; cf. the following
sentence pairs:

(25) ÇÒÂ Ì‡ÒÂÎÂÌËÂ ÔÓ„Ë·ÎÓ ÓÚ ÚËÙ‡. — íËÙ ÔÓ„Û·ËÎ ‚ÒÂ Ì‡ÒÂÎÂÌËÂ.
(26) ç‡ ÔÛÒÚ˚flı ÔÓÒÚÓÂÌ˚ ÌÓ‚˚Â ‰ÓÏ‡. — èÛÒÚ˚Ë Á‡ÒÚÓÂÌ˚ ÌÓ-

‚˚ÏË ‰ÓÏ‡ÏË.

where the adjuncts ÓÚ ÚËÙ‡ and Ì‡ ÔÛÒÚ˚flı are turned into subjects.

Quite an important distinction should be made between cases where the
second argument is referential and cases where this argument is non-referential.
Cf., for example, the ambiguous sentence

(27) éÌ ÔÓıÓÊ Ì‡ ÔÂÁË‰ÂÌÚ‡.

where we can have in mind either a specific president or a typical president (cf.
He is like the/a president). In the latter case the sentence is potentially
synonymous with

(28) éÌ ‚˚„Îfl‰ËÚ Í‡Í ÔÂÁË‰ÂÌÚ. ‘He looks like a president.’

(Cf. also example 16 above.) Here we use the relation of similarity to create a
description. Whereas ÔÓıÓÊËÈ, as we see, can express both meanings,
referential and non-referential, certain other words or constructions can express
only one of them. For example, only the referential meaning is expressed in the
following sentences:

(29) éÌ ‚ÂÒ¸ ‚ ÓÚˆ‡.
(30) éÌ ‚˚ÎËÚ˚È ÓÚÂˆ.

The verb ‚˚„Îfl‰ÂÚ¸, on the other hand, seems only to be able to take a non-
referential, descriptive second argument, which explains the variety of
expressions in this position (see ex. 16-20 above).
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é ne  more synonym of ÔÓıÓÊËÈ  should be mentioned, namely
ÔÓ‰Ó·Ì˚È, which governs the dative case:

(31) ÄÚÓÏ ‚ ÌÂÍÓÚÓÓÏ ÒÏ˚ÒÎÂ ÔÓ‰Ó·ÂÌ ëÓÎÌÂ˜ÌÓÈ ÒËÒÚÂÏÂ.

íhis word has a larger derivational potential than the words mentioned so far.
The corresponding noun is ÔÓ‰Ó·ËÂ, as in

(32) ÒÏÂı, ÍÓÚÓ˚È Ó·ÓÊÊÂÌÌÓÂ ÍÓÍ‡ËÌÓÏ „ÓÎÓ ÔÂ‚‡ÚËÎÓ ‚ ÔÓ‰Ó·ËÂ
ÒËÔÎÓ„Ó Í‡¯Îfl (èÂÎÂ‚ËÌ)

Interestingly, ÔÓ‰Ó·ËÂ is not a true abstract noun, like ÔÓıÓÊÂÒÚ¸, ÒıÓ‰ÒÚ‚Ó;
it does not correspond to the predicate expressing similarity, but to the first
argument of this relation (consider the more transparent paraphrase: ... ‚
ÌÂ˜ÚÓ ÔÓ‰Ó·ÌÓÂ ÒËÔÎÓÏÛ Í‡¯Î˛). The difference is similar to that between
nomen actionis and nomen agentis, as in ˜ÚÂÌËÂ ÍÌË„Ë vs ˜ËÚ‡ÚÂÎ¸ ÍÌË„Ë.
Cf. the dependency structures:

˜ËÚ‡ÚÂÎ¸ <˜ËÚ‡Ú¸> ÍÌË„Ë ÔÓ‰Ó·ËÂ <ÔÓ‰Ó·Ì˚È> ÒËÔÎÓ„Ó Í‡¯Îfl

The first argument can also be expressed by the adjective itself, provided
it is used as a noun, as in:

(33) ... Ë ÚÓÏÛ ÔÓ‰Ó·ÌÓÂ.

From ÔÓ‰Ó·Ì˚È can also be formed two adverbs, ÔÓ‰Ó·ÌÓ and Ì‡ÔÓ‰Ó·ËÂ:

(34) ˝ÚÓÚ ÔÓ‰Ó·ÌÓ ıÓÎÓ‰ÌÓÏÛ ‰Û¯Û ÓÚÂÁ‚Îfl˛˘ËÈ Ù‡ÍÚ
(35) ÌÂ·ÓÎ¸¯ÓÂ Ó„‡Ê‰ÂÌÌÓÂ ÔÓÒÚ‡ÌÒÚ‚Ó ÔÓ‰ Ì‡‚ÂÒÓÏ, Ì‡ÔÓ‰Ó·ËÂ Á‡‰-

ÌÂÈ ÔÎÓ˘‡‰ÍË Ú‡Ï‚‡fl (èÂÎÂ‚ËÌ)

These adverbs take the dative and the genitive case, respectively. In this
connection one more adverb taking the dative case should be mentioned,
namely ÒÓ‰ÌË:
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(36) åÓË Ó˘Û˘ÂÌËfl ·˚ÎË ÒÓ‰ÌË Á‡ÏÂ¯‡ÚÂÎ¸ÒÚ‚Û ÌÓ„Ë, ÒÚÛÔ‡˛˘ÂÈ Ì‡
„ÌËÎÛ˛ ‰ÓÒÍÛ. (ÄÌ‡¯ÍÂ‚Ë˜)

From ÔÓ‰Ó·Ì˚È can also be formed a verb, ÛÔÓ‰Ó·ËÚ¸/ÛÔÓ‰Ó·ÎflÚ¸,
which, like Ó‰ÌËÚ¸, has three arguments, but still quite a different structure.
It is a causative verb and can be used in the passive voice, as we see in:

(37) ã˛·Ó‚¸ ÛÔÓ‰Ó·ÎflÂÚÒfl ·ÓÎÂÁÌË.

Up to this point I have mentioned words belonging to several parts of
speech, namely adjectives, verbs, derived nouns, and even the preposition ‚
(see ex. 29). Two parts of speech remain to be mentioned, namely pronouns
and conjunctions. The only candidates amongst pronouns are Ú‡ÍÓÈ and
Ú‡ÍÓÈ ÊÂ. In S. I. O¢egov & N. Ju. ‹vedova, Tolkovyj slovar' russkogo
jazyka (1995) we find Ú‡ÍÓÈ—in one of its meanings—explained as “ËÏÂÌÌÓ
˝ÚÓÚ, ÔÓ‰Ó·Ì˚È ‰‡ÌÌÓÏÛ ËÎË ÚÓÏÛ, Ó ˜ÂÏ „Ó‚ÓËÎÓÒ¸”, but as a matter of
fact this meaning is not so often realised in a pure form:

(38) Ö˘Â ÂÊÂ ÔÓÔ‡‰‡ÎËÒ¸ Ì‡‚ÒÚÂ˜Û Ú‡ÍËÂ ÊÂ, Í‡Í Ë ˝ÚÓÚ, ÏÂÊ‰Û-
„ÓÓ‰Ì˚Â ‡‚ÚÓ·ÛÒ˚. (ä‡Á‡ÍÓ‚)

íhe most typical conjunction is, of course, Í‡Í, as in:

(39) éÁÂÓ—Í‡Í ÁÂÍ‡ÎÓ. (ëÓÎÓ‚¸Â‚‡)1

The noun or adjective standing to the right of Í‡Í assumes the “agreement
case”, i.e., is assigned the same case as the noun (or pronoun) constituting the
first argument. For the sake of simplicity, let us call this argument the
antecedent, although it does not always precede the noun immediately governed
by the conjunction. This can be seen in the next example:

                                    
1 Cf. the well-known line by the Swedish poet Lars Forsell: "Dina bröst är som svalor som
häckar".
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(40) Ç ÒÓ„ÌÛÚÓÈ ÎÂ‚ÓÈ ÛÍÂ, Í‡Í Â·ÂÌÍ‡, ‰ÂÊ‡Î‡ „ÓÏ‡‰Ì˚È ·ÛÍÂÚ.
(íËÙÓÌÓ‚)

Of course, here the likeness is not between two objects, but between two
actions directed towards these objects. The same is true in constructions with
clearly implicit verbs:

(41) óÚÓ Ú˚ ÒÏÓÚË¯¸ Ì‡ ÏÂÌfl, Í‡Í ÎÓ¯‡‰¸ Ì‡ ‚ÂÎÓÒËÔÂ‰?

The antecedent of the agreement relation can also be implicit, as in:

(42) ÖÂ ÚflÌÛÎÓ Í ÏËÌËÒÚÂÒÚ‚Û Í‡Í Ï‡„ÌËÚÓÏ. (å‡ËÌËÌ‡)

However, if the antecedent is adjectival, the word following after Í‡Í assumes
the nominative case, as we see in

(43) Ì‡ Î˚ÒÓÈ, Í‡Í ·ËÎ¸fl‰Ì˚È ¯‡, „ÓÎÓ‚Â (íÓÔÓÎ¸)

Again, what is compared is Î˚ÒÓÒÚ¸ in two objects, not the objects them-
selves.

The conjunction Í‡Í is an extremely multifunctional word. Less
polysemic are the words ÒÎÓ‚ÌÓ, ÚÓ˜ÌÓ and ·Û‰ÚÓ:

(44) èÓÔÎ‡‚ÓÍ ÎÂÊ‡Î Ì‡ ‚Ó‰Â ÒÎÓ‚ÌÓ ‚Ô‡flÌÌ˚È. (ÇÓÓÌËÌ)
(45) éÌ ·˚Î ‚ÂÒ¸ ÒÔÓÍÓÂÌ, ÚÓ˜ÌÓ ÅÛ‰‰‡.
(46) ÄÌÊÂÎÛ ·Û‰ÚÓ ÚÓÍÓÏ ¯‡‡ıÌÛÎÓ. (Ñ‡¯ÍÓ‚‡)

The conjunction Í‡Í may also be a connector between a predicate and its
argument, thus forming what I call a conjunction phrase. As we saw in
examples (16) and (28) above, such a function it assumes with the verb
‚˚„Îfl‰ÂÚ¸.

We saw above that a predicate expressing similarity can be accompanied
by a semantic instrumental or dative. But the instrumental case is also itself
capable of expressing this very meaning. The most typical syntactic position is
that of an adjunct, as in:
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(47) äËÓ‚ „Îfl‰ÂÎ ÒÓ ÒÚÂÌ˚ ÓÎÓÏ. (è¸ÂˆÛı)
(48) Ç ‰‚Âflı ÒÚÓflÎ‡ ·‡·Û¯Í‡ ‚ÌÛ¯ËÚÂÎ¸ÌÓÈ „Î˚·ÓÈ. (ÄÌ‡¯ÍÂ‚Ë˜)

In (47), the relation of similarity holding between äËÓ‚ and ÓÂÎ is not in
itself sufficient; it must be restricted temporally by means of an implicit
predicate. Thus the sentence can be represented by the following graph:

äËÓ‚ „Îfl‰ÂÎ (ÒÓ) ÒÚÂÌ˚ ÓÎÓÏ<INS> «ÍÓ„‰‡»

The noun in the instrumental case can also take the syntactic position of an

attribute (49) or even a predicate (50-51):

(49) ·ÓÓ‰Í‡ ‚ÂÂÓÏ (ófiÌ˚È)
(50) êÓÊ‡—ˆËÙÂ·Î‡ÚÓÏ. (ófiÌ˚È)
(51) èÂ‚˚È ·ÎËÌ—ÍÓÏÓÏ.

The last-mentioned type is quite unambiguous semantically, since usually
ordinary predicative constructions do not permit the instrumental case in the
present tense.

Now let us turn to means belonging to another level, namely that of
word-formation. Compound adjectives can be formed using the adjective
ÔÓ‰Ó·Ì˚È, but also by means of the segments -Ó·‡ÁÌ˚È and -‚Ë‰Ì˚È. A
few examples of each are shown in (52-54):

(52) fl‰ÓÔÓ‰Ó·Ì˚Â ·Â‰‡; ËÁ·ÓÔÓ‰Ó·Ì˚Â ÒÚÓÂÌËfl (è¸ÂˆÛı); ÒÔË˜ÍÓ-
ÔÓ‰Ó·Ì˚È ÌÓÒ (ÅÓÌ‰‡Â‚); ÊÂÌÓÔÓ‰Ó·Ì˚È ˆË˛Î¸ÌËÍ (ëÓÎÓ‚¸Â‚‡)

(53) ·Â„ÂÏÓÚÓÓ·‡ÁÌ˚È ·ÛÙÂÚ; „ÓËÎÎÓÓ·‡ÁÌ˚È „Ë„‡ÌÚ (íÓÔÓÎ¸); ˜‡-
¯ÂÓ·‡ÁÌÓÂ Û„ÎÛ·ÎÂÌËÂ (èÂÎÂ‚ËÌ); ÎÓÔ‡ÚÓÓ·‡ÁÌ‡fl Î‡‰ÓÌ¸ (ÅÓÌ-
‰‡Â‚); Ò‡‰ÂÎ¸ÍÓÓ·‡ÁÌ˚Â Ô‡Î¸ˆ˚ (ÅÓÌ‰‡Â‚); ÊÂÎÂÓ·‡ÁÌÓÂ ÒÓ-
ÒÚÓflÌËÂ (Ñ‡¯ÍÓ‚‡)

(54) ˘ËÚÓ‚Ë‰Ì‡fl ÊÂÎÂÁ‡; ÒÂÔÓ‚Ë‰Ì˚È ÔÂ‰ÏÂÚ; Ò „‡·ÎÂ‚Ë‰Ì˚ÏË Û˜Ë-
˘‡ÏË (è‡ÎÂÈ)
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In order to render the meaning of similarity it is not necessary to use
compound adjectives, as we see in:

(55) ÒÚÂÍÎflÌÌ˚È ‚Ë‰; ÔË‡ÏË‰‡Î¸Ì˚È ÚÓÔÓÎ¸

Adverbs, regularly formed from such adjectives, can also express similarity:

(56) ÚÛÚÌÓ Ò‚ÂÍ‡˛˘ËÂ ·Îfl¯ÍË ÔÂÌÒÌÂ (éÎÂ¯‡)
(57) ‚ÂÂ‚ÍË Ò Ù‡ÌÂÌÓ Í‡˜‡˛˘ËÏÒfl ·ÂÎ¸ÂÏ (ìÎËˆÍ‡fl)
(58) ‚Òfl ˝Ú‡ ˜ÂÎfl‰¸, ÒÚ‡‰ÌÓ ÊÏÛ˘‡flÒfl ‰Û„ Í ‰Û„Û (Ö‚ÚÛ¯ÂÌÍÓ)

Here the relation of similarity is restricted in a way that can be demonstrated
more explicitly by transforming the participle into a temporal clause, for
example:

(59) ÅÂÎ¸Â ‚˚„Îfl‰ËÚ Í‡Í Ù‡ÌÂ‡, ÍÓ„‰‡ Í‡˜‡ÂÚÒfl (Ì‡ ‚ÂÚÛ).

In accordance with this, (57) can be represented by the following semantic
graph, which contains an implicit temporal predicate:

Ù‡ÌÂÌÓ <Ù‡ÌÂ‡> Í‡˜‡˛˘ÂÂÒfl  ·ÂÎ¸Â  «ÍÓ„‰‡»

Examples like ÊÂÎÂÓ·‡ÁÌÓÂ ÒÓÒÚÓflÌËÂ and ÒÚÂÍÎflÌÌ˚È ‚Ë‰ are
interesting in the respect that they seem to establish a relation of similarity
between words belonging to “incompatible” categories, one word (ÊÂÎÂ,
ÒÚÂÍÎÓ) having a concrete meaning and the other (ÒÓÒÚÓflÌËÂ, ‚Ë‰) an
abstract one. However, if we add one more element, for instance ÒÚÂÍÎflÌÌ˚È
‚Ë‰ Â„Ó „Î‡Á, we can trace this expression back to a more normal relationship:

(60) Ö„Ó „Î‡Á‡ ‚˚„Îfl‰flÚ Í‡Í ÒÚÂÍÎÓ.

We are now close to cases where the relation of similarity is not
expressed explicitly, by words or morphemes, but inferred semantically.
Adjectives like ÒÚÂÍÎflÌÌ˚È do not as such express similarity, as we see in
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ÒÚÂÍÎflÌÌ‡fl ‚‡Á‡. êÛÒ‡ÎÓ˜¸Ë „Î‡Á‡ can be found either on a mermaid or on
an ordinary woman.

Ordinary predicative constructions with the agreement case can also have
the inferred meaning of similarity, as in

(61) í˚ Á‡flˆ.
(62) åÓÂ ÒÎÓ‚Ó ÍÂÏÂÌ¸.
(63) Äı, ÊËÁÌ¸ ÏÓfl ÊÂÒÚflÌÍ‡.

Cf. also example (30) above.
By suppressing one argument we can transform this types of predication

into referential noun phrases:

(64) Ä ‚ÓÚ ˝ÚÓÚ ÚÂÎÂ„‡ÙÌ˚È ÒÚÓÎ· Ò ·ÓÓ‰ÓÈ! (ÅÓÌ‰‡Â‚).

Such phrases are often used in slang:

(65) Ñ‡Î ÔÓ ˜Â‰‡ÍÛ Ë ÒÚ‡‚ÌË Á‡Í˚ÎËÒ¸.

We now definitely enter the field of literary metaphors.2 Poets and
writers like to create pictures, i.e. put together things which are different but
presented as identical, thus imposing on them the relation of similarity. To give
one example, if we depart from the explicit expression

(66) í‚ÓË „Î‡Á‡—Í‡Í Ó„ÌË.

we can present this more poetically with the meaning of similarity inferred
implicitly:

                                    
2 Of course, I will not be able to add anything to the vast literature in this field (cf., for
instance, Arutjunova 1997), just provide a few fresh examples.
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(67) í‚ÓË „Î‡Á‡ Ó„ÌË.3

Alternatively, we can use a so-called copulative compound:

(68) „Î‡Á‡-Ó„ÌË (cf. „Î‡Á‡-Û·ËÌ˚)

Finally, we can create a genitive construction which is specifically designed to
express poetical metaphors:

(69) Ó„ÌË Ú‚ÓËı „Î‡Á4

The corresponding graph contains a semantic genitive case ending with the
meaning ‘similar’ (cf. also Lönngren 2002):

Ó„ÌË Ú‚ÓËı „Î‡Á<GEN>

I would like to give some more examples of this construction:

(70) åÓË ·‡¯Ï‡ÍË Á‡ÔÛÚ‡ÎËÒ¸ ‚ ÁÂÎÂÌÓÈ Î‡Ô¯Â Ú‡‚˚. (éÎÂ¯‡)
(71) ... „Îfl‰fl ÌÂ Ì‡ ·ÂÎÓÍÛÓ„Ó ÎÂÈÚÂÌ‡ÌÚ‡, ‡ ‚ Ì‡Ô‡‚ÎÂÌËË „ÛÁÌÓÈ

„Î˚·˚ Í‡ÔËÚ‡Ì‡ Á‡ ÒÚÓÎÓÏ. (ÅÓÌ‰‡Â‚)
(72) ÌÂ·ÓÎ¸¯ËÂ, ÌÓ ÒÔÂÎ˚Â fl·ÎÓÍË ÂÂ „Û‰ÂÈ (òËÚÓ‚)
(73) åÌÂ Ú‡Í Ë ˜Û‰ËÚÒfl, ˜ÚÓ ‰ÓÏ ÌÂ ıÓ˜ÂÚ Ì‡Ò ‚Ë‰ÂÚ¸, ÔËÍ˚‚ „ÛÒÚÌ˚Â

ÓÍÌ‡ ‚ÂÍ‡ÏË ÒÚ‡‚ÂÌ¸. (ÄÌ‡¯ÍÂ‚Ë˜)
(74) ‚ ÏËÌÛÚÛ ÔÂÂ‰˚¯ÍË, ÍÓÚÓ‡fl ÔÂ‰ÒÚ‡‚ÎflÎ‡Ò¸ ÄÌ‰Â˛ ÒÓÎÓÏËÌÍÓÈ

‚ÓÁÏÓÊÌÓ„Ó ÔÓÌËÏ‡ÌËfl (ÅÓÌ‰‡Â‚)

The last example demonstrates, again, an “incompatible” comparison of an
abstract meaning with a concrete one.

                                    
3 Cf. the well-known lines by the Swedish poet Erik Axel Karlfeldt:

Dina ögon äro eldar
Och min själ är beck och kåda.

4 Cf. another well-known line by Erik Axel Karlfeldt:
... högt mot höstmånens röda kastrull.



45

As mentioned in the beginning, although the relation of similarity is,
logically, symmetrical, the convertability that one could expect from this
circumstance is very seldom realized. One obstacle lies in the fact that one of
the members of the relation is often referential and the other non-referential.
However, the genitive construction just illustrated is an exception. Here the
order of the members is quite freely convertible. In conclusion, I would like to
present one example of the convertibility of the metaphor. Thus, eyes can be
compared to lakes, as in:

(75) å‡¯‡ ·˚Î‡ ÔÓıÓÊ‡ Ì‡ ·ÂÎÛ˛ ÌÓ˜¸ Ò ÓÁÂ‡ÏË „Î‡Á, Ë fl ·ÓflÎÒfl ÂÂ ÔÓ-
ˆÂÎÓ‚‡Ú¸, ÒÎÓ‚ÌÓ ÏÓË ÔÓˆÂÎÛË ÏÓ„ÎË ‡ÁÛ¯ËÚ¸ ÂÂ. (Ö‚ÚÛ¯ÂÌÍÓ)

But it is also possible to carry out the comparison in the opposite direction, as
we can seÂ in the short verse given in (76), where lakes are compared to eyes:

(76) ÑÓÎ„Ó ·Û‰ÂÚ ä‡ÂÎËfl ÒÌËÚ¸Òfl,
ÅÛ‰ÛÚ ÒÌËÚ¸Òfl Ò ˝ÚËı ÔÓ:
éÒÚÓÍÓÌÂ˜Ì˚ı ÂÎÂÈ ÂÒÌËˆ˚
ç‡‰ „ÓÎÛ·˚ÏË „Î‡Á‡ÏË ÓÁÂ.
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