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FUNCTIONAL MACROFIELD OF LIKENING IN MODERN ENGLIS H. STRUCTURAL TYPES OF ITS
CONSTITUENTS

TopieHsinus (YynooibHenHs) K PO3YMO8A ONEPayisn 00ePICYE HA PI3HUX PIGHAX MOGU HAUPIZHOMAHImMHIW (opmu eupa-

JHCEHHL, CYKYRHICMb AKUX YMEOPIOE MaKponoae ynooionenns. Lle maxponoae asnse coboio cucmemy, wo, ax i 6y0vb-aKa

iHwa, 8oN00I€ QeAKUMU YHIBEPCATbHUMU O3HAKAMU. Y cmammi po32/isiHymo 06a (DYHKYIOHAIbHUX NOJISI. KOMNAPAMUG-

Hocmu ma memagpopuunocmi. Cmpykmypa yiei cucmemu mModice Oymu po3ensiHyma sk no eepmuxani(napaduema muka)
max i no zopuzonmani (cunmazmamuxa)i.

Comparison (likening) is one of the main logicalywaf cognizing the objective reality. "Cognitiohany object or
phenomenon begins with our distinguishing it froirother objects and determining its resemblanceskated objects.
Cognition is the process in which discriminatiorddiing present an indissoluble unity”On different language lev-
els comparison (likening) as an operation of thigkiicquires a broad variety of material forms whosality makes up
the functional macrofield of likening.

This microfield is a system, which possesses seuaigersal features inherent in system as suckyTre as fol-
lows:

1. Integrity of the system notwithstanding its elemeamposition (in the present instance in-
tegrity of the system is ensured by the semantiariant of the field constituents).

2. A certain sphere of application (language in tresent instance).

3. Presence of stable bonds forming the structureebystem (in the present instance this sta-
bility is considered as possibility of mutual tréarsnations of the constituents within the micrddiel
limits). "The main principle ensuring the reliabjliof the system functioning under changeable condi
tions of the environment is the principle of doption.”

4. Possibility of characterizing the system structboth horizontally (syntagmatic relations)
and vertically (paradigmatic relations). In the@®t case one can distinguish between differentideve
of the system and establish the hierarchy of theges (morphological, lexical, word-formative and
syntacticalf.

In every mental operation of likening (comparisoanfrontation, establishing of identity, etc.) tabligatory con-
cepts are involved: the subject of comparison &edobject of comparison which find their expressiothe language
as a denotative name, Binda comparative name,NHowever, the obligatory presence of the subjedtthe object in
thinking does not mean the obligatory explicit egsion of Nand N in utterance.

While analyzing and generalizing conceptions uphmsldR.Jacobsdh T.Todorov, D.Bouverot and Yu.l.Levid,
I.V.Shenko comes to the conclusion that the figurespeech traditionally termed as simile and nmetagan be di-
vided into two large groups:

1) Expressive means with explicit, ldnd N; 2) Expressive means in which only one of the hames is explicit,
whereas the other is not though it is implied ia tontext clearly enou§hwe also share this opinion on condition that
the first group should comprise comparative cowrsions (similes), and the second group should peesented by
metaphors. However, each of the two groups in h€rko’s classification includes both similes andaphors, their
categorial features being defined as lexical ekpkss vs implicitness of the idea of likeness.

From our point of view simile as a trope is impb#siwithout explicit N and N. The vast variety of tropes of lik-
ening with explicit N and N should be brought to the functional field of sienil

The absence of one of the two names should bededas the main reason of bringing a certain ttoghe func-
tional field of metaphor. As to lexical explicitr@snplicitness of the idea of likeness, we belithat while differentiat-
ing simile and metaphor this feature should benagghnot as categorial but as an optional one.

The recognition of the so-called ‘binomial’ metaphand ‘monomial’ similes seems incorrect to sayldast of it.

It would lead to the confusion of the tropes coeséd due to ignoring their main categorial feature
The ‘binomial’ metaphors cited by I.V.Shenko aré tvansformational variants of usual comparativestaictions:
Ny N, N LY
Yyma Oblaa Ipo3Ha, Kak /rpo3nHas/ mapuna — Llapuma rposHas, yyma.
Ny Y Ny N
Love was like a country he knew nothing abeut.ove was a country he knew nothing about.
N N N N
/...l the tracks resembling a great seav.../ the great scar of the tracks.

The constructions regarded by 1.V.Shenko as ‘moabrsimiles are, as a matter of fact, two-membeucitres as
well. They should be regarded as similes with flipsés of the tautological M

N 2N

A moBepXy ropoj Kak 0yaTo B3opBaH/HbIH ropo/.
N
/... but then, as if (she were) appoled, she didn't.
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Another drawback of the classification considemedhie fact that it gives no room to epithet, arerefore it is not
clear what place it takes in the functional maa@idfiof likening.

If we regard the explicitness of,ldnd N as the obligatory (hence categorial) featuresroifle, the parameters of
the functional field of simile will prove to be ceiderably wider than they were limited traditiopall

The functional macrofield of likening can be prasenas a diagram in which: S — simile, M — metapBor epithet,
MLS — modulus-lacking simile, CE — comparative kpit ME — metaphorical epithet. The shaded sedatfahe dia-
gram shows the boundaries of the functional fididsimile, the unshaded section represents the ifuralt field of
metaphor:

Traditionally it is maintained that everyfunctidrild comprisesanucleus regarding which theeottonstituents
are peripheral. In our diagram such a central Zoneleus) is represented by S. The scholars irgagsty functional
fields draw our attention to the possibility of arfial crossing of the field constituents and aéa partial overlapping
of the fields within the boundaries of the macriofign our diagram: MLS, CE, ME)

In our opinion, the functional field of simile (itrain categorial feature being the explicit &d N ) should com-
prise:

I. Constructions with lexical explicitness of tliea of likeness (with a modulug.m

1. Simile (N and N):

His lips are sweet as honey (O.Wilde). His fack &id he pouted his lips like a scolded child (WIi&ugham). He
lived in Paris more lonely than an anchorite indleserts of Thebes (W.S.Maugham). /.../ still théa little figure,
head bowed as though under the weight of the sglestehaunted me (K.Mansfield). | would have likedveep, but
the ducts were as dry as the hot-water pipes (@r&)e It came from the second mate, a small nattyhgster not
unlike a pale and well-brushed monkey (J.B.Prigktle

2. Simile with the ellipsis of the tautologicab(Nl; m /N/):

Walter Nazing /.../ had a face /.../ that slightly nesded Shelley’s (J.Galsworthy). Except for the datlk in his
eyes, the sick man lay as if dead (D.Lawrence). Jtbay look on his one-sided face made his mougmsevisted
(A.J.Cronin). She mounted the stairs behind thégponer head bowed in the ascent, her frail slevaldurved as with
a burden, her skirt girt tightly about her (J.J9yce

3. Comparative epithet (Nm N,):

It always made her jump, that furious wasp-like Zmrz(A.Huxley). /.../ he should have floated Antindike with
the Emperor Hadrian to the music of flutes andsviol./ (R.Aldington). Whispers sank to intimidatektisce, dramati-
cally prolonged by the hawk-faced man /.../ (R.Aldomg.

One should clearly distinguish between metaphodaaa comparative epithets. Up to now, as far akmaesv, these
two kinds of epithets have not been differentidftetiough the difference between them is quite otsjicfuve take into
account the above-mentioned categorial featuréfes(explicitness of Nand N).

Comparative epithets can be divided into two subgsonhich is proved by their different transforroatl abilities:

He had an egg-like head, frog-like jaws (G.Chestgrt

An egg-like head- the head is like an egg.

Frog-like jaws— * jgxvis are like frogs.

We term_direcepithets of the first subgroup, epithets of theosdcsubgroup being regarded_as indir&tie com-
mon feature of the two subgroups is the explicgnals N, and N categorial for comparison (simile). The difference
between them is proved by the fact that in the &iese N and N are explicitly expressed within the limits of theie
thet configuration (egg-like head), whereas in $beond case they are expressed within the limitsefvhole com-
parative utterance: o N{

Ni N

He had frog-like jaws.

II. Constructions with lexical implicitness of tigea of likening (absence of the modulus m

1.Modulus-lacking Simile (M N,):
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The shadows were theatrical. We might have beenmmgpany of barnstormers (G.Greene). It is very tfrae dying,
you are roses still in bud (J. Mansfield). An iy musketry of applause escorted her also asdathe piano
(J.Joyce). The white wisps of spray from the seaewmellets from a 20-gauge shotgun at ten yardgerdn./
(J.Aldridge).

2.Modulus-lacking Comparative Epithets;(h N,):

A very old, tottering, scarecrow man, he swayeddaffvn the path (D.Lessing). From the little cireutauilding,
with its mushroom dome, the slopes plunge steeplyndvard /.../ (H.G.Wells).

Beyond the boundaries of the functional field ohié¢ we distinguish some constructions with theliekpess of
only one of the two names. These constructions ropkbe functional field of metaphor:

I. Constructions with lexical explicitness of tliea of likeness (with a modulug.m

1. Metaphor (N m N):

The world was tipsy with its own perfections (A.Hey). After a while they hear the lorry growl, theumble, then
purr into silence along the road (D.Lessing).

It seems that 1.V.Shenko misinterprets the strectof such constructions. Firstly, without any sowedson,
I.V.Shenko maintains that it is;Nbut not N which is missing in this structure. Secondly,histcase 1.V.Shenko does
not find any modulus. To our mind the first of teamples considered above contains the modulugip@swith its
own perfectionsvhich becomes clear on expanding metaphor intdesifor this purpose we have ‘to invent’ a poten-
tial N,:

The world was tipsy with its own perfections likesmart dandy (N+ m + 1 + N).

2. Metaphorical Epithet (Nm N,)

To metaphorical epithets one should bring onlydases where Nis not expressed within the limits of the com-
parative utterance, being only vaguely implicit:

/...l the long, tired, dirty-faced evening rolled dothe narrow valley /.../ (J.Jones).

II. Constructions with lexical implicitness of tidea of likeness (absence of modulus m

1. Metaphor-periphrasis (Nn N,): —

The simple heroism of mankind /.../ was so exploiaty the rhinoceri and tigers of high life (J.Galsthy). /.../
the young poplar leaves twinkled and trembled él#st gusts, shaking down rapid chains of diam@Rdaldington).

From our point of view, this classification desesblanguage facts adequately enough. We believeét thas the
following positive features:

1) it collects all the forms and varieties of lingigseéxpression of the mental operation of comparison
(likening) within the limits of the functional micfield of likening;

2) it determines the structurial categorial featurésimile and metaphor which enables one to distin-
guish between the two corresponding fields withia functional field of likening;

3) it determines obligatory and optional componentdhefcomparative constructions;

4) it establishes the nucleus of the field of simitie periphery and overlapping zones;

5) it regards the so-called monomial similes as twanlper comparative constructions with the ellipsis
of the tautological M

6) it determines the difference between comparativeraetaphorical epithets;

7 it states that metaphor can lack not onbylbht also N which allows subdividing this trope into meta-

phor proper and metaphor periphrasis.
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Cacuna B.I1. @ynkyuonanvhoe Makponoie KOMRAPAMUEHOCHU 6 COBPEMEHHOM AHZAUIICKOM A3blKe. CmpyKmyp-
Hble KOHCMPYKYUU U ROCIMPOEHUA.

Cpasnenue (ynodobnenue) Kax MblCAUMENbHAS ONEPAYUsL NOLYHACT HA PASIUYHBIX YPOGHSX A3bIKA CAMble PASHOOOpA3-
Hble POpMbL BbIPANCEHUSL, COBOKYNHOCTG KOMOPBIX 00pazyem Makponoe ynooooienus. Imo mMakponoie npeocmaeisi-
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em cobotl cucmemy, KOmopas, Kax u 6CAkas Opy2as cucmema, 061adaem HeKOmopbiMi YHUBEPCATbHbIMU NPUSHAKA-

mu.B cmamoe paccmampueaemcs 06a (YYHKYUOHATbHBIX RO NOJE KOMRAPAMUSHOCHIU U NOJIE MEMAGOPULHOCHII.

Cmpykmypa 3moti cucmemvl paccmampusaemes kax no eepmuxaiu (napaduemamura) max u no 2opusonmanu (cum-
MAazMamuxa).

Sasina V.P. Functional Macrofield of Likeningin Modern English. Structural Types of its Constituents.

Comparison (likening) is one of the main ways of cognizing the objective reality. On different language levels
comparison (likening) as an operation of thinking, acquires a broad variety of material forms the totality of which
makes up the functional macrofield of likening. This macrofield is a system, which possesses several universal features
inherent in system as such. The article deals with two functional fields: the field of comparativeness and the field of
metaphor. The structure is regarded on paradigmatic and syntagmatic levels.



