LENNART LONNGREN

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 noxoxcuii. This word is formed from a
word of motion, xooums, but synchronically that seems to be an irrelevant
fact.

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

(1) Cbia nmoxox Ha OTIA.
The corresponding abstract noun is noxoxcecmu, see the nominalisation in (2):
(2) moxoskecTb chIHa Ha OTLA

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:

CobIH noxox (Ha) oTua. MOXOXKECTh ChIHA (Ha) OTLA
v v

Ioxoxcuii has two less frequent synonyms, also formed from the verb
xoo0umuw, namely cxoxcuii and cxoorwui. With them we use the preposition c,
see examples (3) and (4):

(3) ... onuH roOf CXOX C APYrMM, HET MEX/y HUMH OOJIbIIIOTO pPa3jnyMs.
(Bopun)

(4) TIpoGuembl, ¢ KOTOPHIMA B JIAHHOM CJIy4ae CTAlKMBACTCS MCCIIENO-
BaTCJib, CXOJJHbI ¢ TEMU, YTO OXKHUJAIOT apXxe€oJora, O6Hapy>KI/IB]_HeFO
MIPU pacKkonKax rpyy Yepenkos.

The corresponding abstract nouns are cxoxecms and cxo0cmeso:

(5) cxoxkecTb ChIHA C OTIOM
(6) O moIHOM CXOJICTBE C HEll HE TPUXOMIIOCH U MeUTaTh. (AHAIIKEBUY)

Examples (7) and (8) express reciprocity:

(7) Omnu moxosku (Apyr Ha aApyra).
(8) cxopcTBO MEXIY HUMI

Note that in the last example a third preposition is used, mex0dy. 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, noxooums, which can function as a synonym of noxoxcuii:

(9) On noxopui Ha GaGyIIKy.

This verb is an imperfectivum tantum and totally unrelated semantically to the
homonym noxooums ‘walk around for a while’, which is a perfectivum
tantum.
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One more verb should be mentioned in this connection, namely na-
NOMUHAMD:

(10) 3pwurenbhblil 3a1 HanomuHan capaii. (I'paHu)

This, too, is an imperfectivum tantum. Its semantic relation to the aspect pair
HanomHumv/HanomuHams is the same as that between the stative and active
sense of the English verb remind. The “complete” verb nanomrums/nHanomu-
Hamp has a valency frame different from that of ranomuname in (10), for ex-
ample:

(11) On HanoMHMIT MHE O IPEJICTOSIIEN BCTPEYE C TOCTSIMM.

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) JIumom oH cXOX ¢ GpaToM.

(13) Omn He 6bLT MOXOX HA HUX €Ile M TEM, YTO B €ro KOMHATEe HE BHCEJN Ha
cTeHe noprpet matepu. (AHaIIKeB!Y)

(14) Tem, 9TO OH HE COGIFOAAI PEKMMA, OH TIOXOJMIT Ha Ga0YIIIKY.
(AnaikeBuu)

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. Lonngren 2003). This function is traditionally termed instrumentalis
respectus; it is the instrumental we have in examples like On podom wiseo. The
same meaning can be rendered by a preposition phrase, cf.:

(15) Tlo BHemHEMY BUIy OH MOXOK Ha OTIIA.

This very restriction is inherent in the verb ebrena0emsb, which permits several
different expressions in the position of the second argument:
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(16) Homken Tebe cka3arh, YTO Thl BBINISAMILIL Kak upuoT. (Mckanpep)
(17) U ee oty mouemy-To BbITOfHEE BITIIsIETh ci1abakoMm. (IllepGakosa)
(18) BbL10 3aMETHO, YTO OH CTAPAETCs BBIMIISIETh CIOKOMHbIM. (MckaHnep)
(19) Ho xeHupHbI, B Macce, BOOOIIIE CTau BIMsieTh Mosioxke. (lanuHa)
(20) PacreHnst GbUIM UKAMU 1 BBITIISIIEN BECEMA HEB3PAUYHO.

Somewhat more difficult to analyse is an element in the dative case,
which occurs specifically with the verb nanomuname:

(21) OH yeM-TO HAMOMUHAET MHE MOETO JIEfIa.

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) MHe KaxeTcsl, OH YeM-TO MOXO0X Ha HAIIero fiefa.

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’:

OH yeM-TOo<INS> narmtomuaaer MHe<DAT> Moero nema.
\\/\/Wv
The verb poonums 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) DTO0 POAHMT €r0 CO MHOIMMH U3 €70 COBPEMEHHUKOB.

As we see, the element assumes the syntactic form of the subject. This example
can be paraphrased as
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(24) DTuM OH MOXOK HAa MHOTHMX M3 €r0 COBPEMEHHUKOB.

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

(25) Bce nacenenne nmoru6io ot trga. — T moryoun Bce HacesIeHue.
(26) Ha nycThbIpsix MOCTPOEHBLI HOBBIE floMa. — I[IyCTBIPH 3aCTPOEHBI HO-
BbIMU JOMaMU.

where the adjuncts om mugba and Ha nycmubipax 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) On noxox Ha mpe3ujieHTa.

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) On BoirnsiauT kak npesuieHtT. ‘He looks like a president.”’

(Cf. also example 16 above.) Here we use the relation of similarity to create a
description. Whereas noxoxcuti, 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) On Becs B oTIIA.
(30) O BbuTHTBI OTElI.

The verb sbiensidemn, 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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One more synonym of noxoxuti should be mentioned, namely
nooobhuwiii, which governs the dative case:

(31) Arom B HeKOTOpOM cMbiciie nofgodeH CONHEYHOIT cucTeMe.

This word has a larger derivational potential than the words mentioned so far.
The corresponding noun is nodo6ue, as in

(32) cmex, KOTOPBIT 000KKEHHOE KOKANHOM TOpPJIO MPEBPATIIIO B MOJOOME
cumoro Kamuist (ITeneBun)

Interestingly, nooobue is not a true abstract noun, like noxoxcecms, cxoocmeo;
it does not correspond to the predicate expressing similarity, but to the first
argument of this relation (consider the more transparent paraphrase: ... &
Heumo no0obHoe cunaomy kauiaro). The difference is similar to that between
nomen actionis and nomen agentis, as in umeHue KHU2U VS YUMAMeAb KHUU.
Cf. the dependency structures:

YUTaTEh <UUTATh> KHUTH nojiodue <nojloOHbBIN> CUIIIIOTO Kalllis
\_/\_/‘ N
The first argument can also be expressed by the adjective itself, provided
it is used as a noun, as in:

(33) ... u Tomy mojtoGHOE.
From nooo6nwuii can also be formed two adverbs, nooob6ro and nanooobue:

(34) 210T MOIOGHO XOJIOIHOMY JIyIIly OTPE3BIISIOIIMI (haKT
(35) HeGoubIIOE OrpakIeHHOE MPOCTPAHCTBO MOJl HABECOM, HAMOIOOUE 3a/-
Heit mutoraky Tpamsast (IeeBun)

These adverbs take the dative and the genitive case, respectively. In this
connection one more adverb taking the dative case should be mentioned,
namely cpooHu:
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(36) Mow oruyiieHust ObUIM CPOJIHU 3aMENIATENILCTBY HOTH, CTYNAOLICH Ha
THUJTYEO IOCKY. (AHAIIKeBUY)

From nooo6nuwuii can also be formed a verb, ynooobumu/ynooobaame,
which, like poonumeu, 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) ITroGoss ymonoGiisieTcst GOJIe3HM.

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 makoti and
maxoii xe.In S. 1. Ozegov & N. Ju. Svedova, Tolkovyj slovar’ russkogo
Jazyka (1995) we find marxoti—in one of its meanings—explained as “nmento
3TOT, MOIOOHBINA JAHHOMY WJIK TOMY, O 4YeM TOBOPWJIOCH, but as a matter of
fact this meaning is not so often realised in a pure form:

(38) Emie pexke momajainch HaBCTpedy TaKMe XKe, KaK M 3TOT, MEXK/Y-
ropojHbie aBTo0ychl. (Ka3zakos)

The most typical conjunction is, of course, xak, as in:
(39) Ozepo—«ak 3epkaino. (ConoBbesa)!

The noun or adjective standing to the right of xkax 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:

L Cf. the well-known line by the Swedish poet Lars Forsell: "Dina brost ar som svalor som
héckar".
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(40) B coruyToii JieBoil pyke, Kak peOeHKa, jepsKaia rpoMajiHblil OyKeT.
(TpucpoHoB)

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) Yro THI CMOTpHUILIL HA MEHSI, KaK JIOLIA/[b Ha BEJOCUIEN?
The antecedent of the agreement relation can also be implicit, as in:
(42) Ee TsiHYJI0 K MUHUCTEPCTBY Kak MarHuToM. (MapuHuHa)

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

(43) Ha sbIcOH, Kak OUITBbSIPAHBII 1map, roose (Tomob)

Again, what is compared is .bicocmb in two objects, not the objects them-
selves.

The conjunction xak is an extremely multifunctional word. Less
polysemic are the words csa08H0, mourno and 6yomo:

(44) TlommaBok JiexkaJ Ha BOJIE CJIOBHO BrasiHHbIA. (BopoHuH)
(45) OH 6bLI Bech CIOKOEH, TOYHO Byia.
(46) Amxeiny Gyaro TOKOM Mapaxuyio. (Jlamkosa)

The conjunction kax 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
8bl2s0emp.

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) Kupos rasinen co crenbl opyioM. (ITbeiyx)
(48) B pBepsix crosita 6a0yiKa BHYIIMTEILHON TIIBIOON. (AHAIIKEBUY)

In (47), the relation of similarity holding between Kupos and opeax 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:

Kupos risipen (co) crensl opaoM<INS> «korga»

Do =l WA

The noun in the instrumental case can also take the syntactic position of an
attribute (49) or even a predicate (50-51):

(49) Goponka Beepom (YépHbiit)
(50) Poxka—ruudeponatom. (YépHbrit)
(51) TlepBblit GIUH—KOMOM.

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
nooobHubuil, but also by means of the segments -o6pasnbui and -6uonbuii. A
few examples of each are shown in (52-54):

(52) smponoio6ubie Geppa; u3bononobHble crpoenus (IIbemyx); crmyko-
nofo6HbIil Hoc (BoHgapeB); xeHonogoo kI uproiibHUK (CoJIoBbEeBa)

(53) 6eremoroobpasublit GydeT; ropustoodpasubiii rurant (Tomnoss); ya-
ureo6pasHoe yruyoienue (Ilenesun); monatoo6pasHas najoub (BoH-
napeB); capieibkooOpa3sHbie nanbipbl (BoHapes); keneobpasHoe co-
crosiaue (Jlamkosa)

(54) umroBuHAs KeJe3a; CEPIOBU/HbII MPEAMET; ¢ TPAOJIEBU/IHBIMU PYUH-
wamu (ITaneit)
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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) crekunsiHHBII BT, MUPAMUIATIBHBIN TOMOJb

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

(56) prytHO cBepkartorue 6siky nenche (Ornerma)
(57) BepeBku ¢ panepHO Kavarormmcst 6enbem (Y uikast)
(58) Bcst 9Ta yensiib, cTagHO XMyIIasics Apyr K apyry (EBTyiieHKo)

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) Benbe BoIrsUT Kak haHepa, Korjga KadaeTcs (Ha BETpY).

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

¢anepHO <aHepa> Kayarouieecss Oenbe «KOrma»

Examples like weaeobpasrnoe cocmosnue and cmexasaHublil 8ud are
interesting in the respect that they seem to establish a relation of similarity
between words belonging to “incompatible” categories, one word (xceze,
cmeka0) having a concrete meaning and the other (cocmosnue, 8uo) an
abstract one. However, if we add one more element, for instance cmexasrmbLil
8U0 e20 24a3, we can trace this expression back to a more normal relationship:

(60) Ero rnaza BIMISIST KaK CTEKJIO.

We are now close to cases where the relation of similarity is not
expressed explicitly, by words or morphemes, but inferred semantically.
Adjectives like cmekaannwiii do not as such express similarity, as we see in
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cmekaanHaa 6asa. Pycaaouvu 2na3a 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) Tor 3as.
(62) Moe cI0BO KpeMeHb.
(63) AX, KW3Hb MOSI KECTSIHKA.

Cf. also example (30) above.
By suppressing one argument we can transform this types of predication
into referential noun phrases:

(64) A Bot atOT TenerpadubIit cTonbd ¢ 6oposoit! (Bonmapes).
Such phrases are often used in slang:
(65) Han mo yeppiaky 1 CTaBHU 3aKPbUTACH.

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) Teowu ria3za—~kak OTHU.

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) Teowu rnaza oruu.>
Alternatively, we can use a so-called copulative compound:
(68) rnaza-ornu (cf. rmasza-pyouHb)

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

(69) oruum TBOMX rn1a3z?

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

orau TBomx ritaz<GEN>
A N >y

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

(70) Mowu Gaimaku 3anyTajauch B 3esieHoi armiie Tpasbl. (Osiera)

(71) ... rusiast He Ha GEJIOKYPOro JiedTeHaHTa, a B HANpPaBJIEHUU TPY3HON
rJbIObI KanmTaHa 3a ctosioM. (BoHgapes)

(72) HeGonbime, HO crienble sionoku ee rpyuei (Iuton)

(73) MHe TaK 1 9ygUTCsI, YTO IOM HE XOUET HAC BUETH, IPUKPBIB IPYCTHBIE
OKHA BEKaMH CTaBeHb. (AHAIIKEeBUY)

(74) B MEHYTY TIEpENIBIIKT, KOTOPAs! MPEJICTABIISIACH AHPEIO COIOMUHKOM
BO3MOHOro nonnmManust (BoHmapes)

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 dgon &ro eldar

4 Cf. another well-known line by Erik Axel Karlfeldt:
... hogt mot héstmanens roda kastrull.
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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) Maiua Gbi1a MOX0Xa Ha OEJIYIO HOUb C 03€PaMH IJ1a3, U 51 OOSLICS €€ MO-
eJIOBATh, CJIOBHO MOM TOILEyH MOTJIH pa3pymmTh ee. (EBTyieHko)

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

(76) Honro Gyner Kapenusi cHUTBCS,
ByayT cHETBCS ¢ 3THX MOP:
OcCTpOKOHEYHBIX €l peCHULbI
Hajt ronyGeiMu riiazamu o3ep.
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