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METAPHOR AS A MEANS OF CONCEPTUALIZATION
OF THE ACTUAL RUSSIA'S POLITICAL SITUATION
IN THE DISCOURSE OF FRENCH MASS-MEDIA

Metaphors are largely used in different types of discourse as a top-rank means
of conceptualization. Their impact is especially important in political discourse
where they are considered an instrument of realization, modeling and evaluation of
political processes and a means of manipulating public consciousness. This article
analyses different types of metaphors that represent Russia in French mass media
and which are classified according to their source domains.
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META®OPA: YHUBEPCAJIbHOE VS
KYJbTYPHO-CIIEUU®PHYHOE

Meradopa, ABassChL AIBIKOBOH M MEHTAJNLHOH YHMBEpPCAJIMEH, HECMOTpA Ha
YHHUBEPCAIBHYIO CMTOCOOHOCTL KOHLIENTYAIM3UPOBAThL NCHCTBUTENLHOCTS, 00na1aeT
crieuupuuHbLIMM, CBOMCTBECHHBIMM IS JlaHHOTrO coobliecTBa {(coldyma) monei u
OTACNBHO B3ATOI'0O UHAMBHU/IA XAPAKTCPHCTUKAMH, B OCHOBE KOTOPAIX JIEXKHT COLIM-
JIbHO-KY IbTYPHBIH ONBIT.

Knioueenie cnosa: meradopa, KoHUeNTyanbHas meradopd, YHUBEPCaNbHbIMA,
KYNLTYPHO-CrEeNH(HIHBIHA

MeTadopa ecTh yHHBEpCanHsA CO3HAHUA H A3biKa. «MeTtapopHyeckoe BH-
JEHHE MUPa COBPEMEHHBIE TICHXOJIOTU CKIIOHHBI CBA3bIBATL C FEHE3UCOM YENO-
BEKa W, COOTBETCTBEHHO, Y€JIOBE4ECKOH KynbTyphl» [Macnosa 2001: 81). Mup,
OTPaXXEHHBIHA CKBO3b NPU3MY MEXAHH3Ma BTOPMYHBIX OLLYIUEHHH, 3ane4yar-
JIEHHBIX B MeTadopax, CpaBHEHHUAX, CHMBOJIAX — 3TO IVIaBHbIN (axTop, KO-
TOpBLIA onpelensieT YHUBEPCANLHOCTE M CHEUH(HUKY JH000H KOHKpPETHOM
HallMOHAJIbHOH A3BIKOBOW KapTHUHBI MUpa [Macnosa 2001: 64}.
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B pamkax KOrHUTHBHOW TEOPHH B 1I€JIOM H KOTHHTUBHOH JTMHIBUCTHKM,
B YaCTHOCTH, OLHO M3 LEHTPaIbHBIX MECT 3aHMMaeT MeTtadopd. Tlo MHEHHIO
OCHOBOTIOJIOXKHHKOB TEOPHH KOHLENTYaJbHOH (KOTHMTHBHOM) MeTadopsl
(TKM) (Conceptual Metaphor Theory) Jx. Jlakodda u M. Hxoncosa [La-
koff, Johnson 1980] n pana yuensix (M. Tumer, R. Gibbs, Z. Kdvecses
d ap.), Mbicab MeTadopryHa N0 CBOCH Npuposie, MeTadopsl NPOHH3LIBAIOT
BCIO Hally »W3Hb, 4, CJICAOBATENIbHO, U YenoBeyecKui a3biK. C 3TOH TOUYKH
3pEHUS, A3bIKOBbIE METAOPbI — MPOCTO OTPAXKEHHS IYOHHHBIX KOHUENTY-
anbHbIX accolmalvi. BropbiM BaxknbiM noctynatoM TKM ssaserca 10, 4To
KOHULENTYalbHble METAdOpPhI ABNAIOTCA PE3yNbTATOM MOBCEAHEBHOTO B3au-
MOZEHCTBUA 4YEIOBEKA C OKpYxalomei neiicteurensHocTbio [Lakoff, John-
son 1980; Evans, Green 2006: 295]. CornacHo naHHON KOHUENIWN KOHLEN-
TyaJIbHbie MeTa(opbl NOJHOCTBIO WM, 10 KpaHHEH MEpPE, YaCTHYHO MOTH-
BHPOBAHbI JKU3HEHHBIM OIBITOM YEJIOBEKA.

B nanbreidwem TKM nonyuuia cBoe KpHTHYECKOE PasBUTHE B TPYIax
MHOI'MX y4eHbIX, B YacTHocTH, [[xo3eda ['peiian [Grady 1997] u ero reo-
puu nepsu4HOit MeTadopsl (Primary Metaphor Theory), cornacio koTopo#
KOHLENTYyalIbHbie MeTadopbl MOIyT ObITh EPBHYHBIE (primary) M CJIOXKHbIE
(compound, B jap. Tepmuuonorun complex). Ilepsuunsie meragopsl — 0cC-
HOBONONAraloIlUye, B TO BpeMaA KakK CJIOXKHbIe MeTaophl CIpoATCs Ha OCHO-
Be nepsuuHbIX Metadop. Ilepsbie, B CBOKW ouYepesb, MpoCrbie MeTagopsl U
OTPaXarT CyObEKTHBHBIA 4YBCTBCHHBIH ONBIT, T.€. NMPOCTbIC KOHUENTbI M3
KOHKpeTHbIX oOsacreii-ueneii. Bropbie yCTaHaBNHBAIOT CBA3b MEXAY
CJIOKHBIMH KOHLENTYaIbHBIMA oOnacTamMu d4enoseyeckoro omnbita. O0-
NacTb-UCTOYHHUK U 00NacTb-Uesib NEPBUYHLIX MeTadop OCHOBLIBAIOTCH HA
accouMalmMAX, BOZHHKAIOUMX M3 Yenoseveckor duiunonoruu v obueii cpe-
bl OOWTaHUA, H, BEPOATHO, PENPE3CHTHPYIOT JIMHIBUCTHUECKUE YHHBEPCA-
nun. Hanporus, cnoxuele metadops, 6ynyun ocHoOBaHHbIMH Ha Gonee ae-
TAILHOM, Ccrienn@uUYHOM 3HAHUY, BEPOATHEE BCErO ABIMOTCA KYJIbTYPHO-
cneurpruHbiMU. COrjjlacHoO HaHHOW TEOpPHHM COOOLIECTBa C CYILECTBEHHO
pasnuyarLencs MaTepyalibHOW/ TyXOBHON KYJILTYpOH OyayT no-pasHoOMY
CTPYKTYPHPOBATH CAOXKHYIO KOHLENTYanbHy10 MeTtadopy. ABTOP IPHBOAUT
npumep koHuenrtyaibHod meradopsl THEORIES ARE BUILDINGS B 3a-
INaaHom DGIHECTBE, HO B Cp€a€ KOYECBHHKOB WIH Y NELUECPHOIro 4€JiOBCKA
MEHEE BEPOATHO, YTO TEOPHH OYayT NMOHMMATLCA B TEPMHHAX 3/aHHM, CKO-

pec Ha MEHTAIbLHOM YpoBHe OyleT 3ajlelicTBOBAH ApPYron KyJbTYPHO 3Ha-
YUMbIH KOHLET.
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OcHOBbIBasiCh Ha MaciuTaOHLIX HccnenoBannsx, 3. Képeueln oOHapyx i,
410 Haubonee 4YacTOTHLIMM OONACTAMU-HCTOYHMKAMH, YYacTBYIHOUIMMU B
npouiecce Meradopusaimy, ssasiores YEJIOBEYECKOE TEJIO, MHP
XUBOTHBIX, MUP PACTEHUH, EJA, CHUJIbl. Haubonee 4acToTHbIC
obnacTh-uen¥ BKIOYAIOT TakMe KoHuenThl, kak OMOLIMH, MOPAJID,
MbICJIb, YEJIOBEYECKUE OTHOLLUEHWA U BPEMSI [Kovecses 2002].

B cBoeii MmoHorpadum Metaphor in Culture: Universality and Varia-
tion 3. Késeueln BbIACAAET «TPU KPYMHBIX CHUCTEMBI», KOTOpbIE, TO €ro
MHEHHIO, Wrpal0T BAXHYIO POJib B BONPOCE YHUBEPCAILHOCTU H pasjiMyusd
KOHUENTyalbHbIX MeTadop: TenecHuldi onbiT (embodiment), couxanbHO-
KYJbTYPHBII onbiT (context) 1 KOTHHUTHBHBIE NMPE/INOYTEHUA H CTHIH (COg-
nitive preferences and styles) [Kovecses 2005: 285]. Bo-nepsbix, cpena,
COUHMANIbHO-KYAbTYPHBI KOHTEKCT M KOMMYHHKaTWBHas CHTyalus CO00-
IECTB JIKoJIeH WM MHAMBHAOB O0OECNEYUBAIOT 3THU IPYNIbI ONbITOM, NpPH-
CYIUM TONIbKO WM. COOTBETCTBEHHO 3TO BJIMACT HAa METadoOpbl, KOTOPbIE
Mbl mnopoxpaaeMm. Bo-BTopbix, Ha cneuu@UYHOCTL MeTadop OKazbiBacT
BJIMsIHHE MCTOpUYECKHi koHTekcT. Ha npomyuwpoBanue meradopsi Bo3-
AECACTBYET HE TONLKO MCTOPUS JAHHOTO COLMYMA, HO ¥ UCTOPHA OTHEJILHO
B3ATOrO 4YenoBeka. B3Arbie B IHaXpOHUYHOM acliekTe, 3TH HCTOPHMH TaKkKe
BBICBEYHBAIOT pa3iinyue B MeTadopax. B-TpeTbux, HAllK YassHUs U MHTEpE-
Chl MOTYT ObITh KOJUJIGKTHBHBIMY WIH JIWYHBIMH, U TO, M JIPYro€ BIHSAET Ha
TO, KaKkHe MeTadopbl Mbl 3a1eHCTBYET Ui NOHHMAaHHWA OKpYXKarolleH Hac
neHcTBuTENBHOCTH. Bce 3TH  (akTopbl aBTOp Ha3bIBAaET COLMAJIBHO-
KYJbTYPHbIM O1IbITOM [Kovecses 2005: 286]. Cp., Hanpumep, «CyObeKTHB-
HbIH OTIBIT COACPKUT U OOLENOCTYITHBIE 3HAHMS, CTABLUME AOCTOAHMEM Ca-
moro cybnekia. Hannuue obiieaocTynHbIX 3HaHMH MO3BOJIAET HHAMBHIAM
MOHWMATHL APYT Apyra HOTOMY, 4TO UMEHHO MeTtadopbl NMO3BONSIOT HANTH
KaHaJjl CBA3MW CO CTpPYKT1ypamu 3Hauui» [Kanauwinukosa 2011: 70}

BriBoabl 3. Késeuema noarsepxaarot U J.B. bynaer u A.Il. YynuHos,
yKasblBas Ha 10, YTO «NPHYHHBI KYJIBTYPHOIro CBoeoOpa3nsa HalMOHAIbHBIX
meTagop AOBOJLHO Npo3payHbl. MX OLEHOYHBIE CMBIC/ILI CBA3AHBI C I'€O-
KIUMATHUYECKUMH YCJIOBHAMM TOrO apeajia, Ha KOTOpOM (opmupyercs
KYJIbTYpa, ¢ TPAJHULIMAMH, NMPEIIIUChIBAIOLUHMMH COOTBE1CTBYIOIIHE CTEPEO-
THIIbI NIOBEACHHA, U APYFMMH (PakTOpaMH, MMEKLIIMMH MHOIOBEKOBYH) HC-
TopHio» [Bynaes, Uy aunos 2007].
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METAPHOR: UNIVERSAL VS CULTURALLY SPECIFIC
(GENERAL OVERVIEW)

The paper generalizes the contemporary status quo in cognitive metaphor
theory recognizing the universality of metaphor both for mind and language. It is al-
so argued that not only bodily experience influences the creation of a metaphor, but
culture and history in a broad and narrow sense are those factors that make concep-
tual metaphors culturally specific.
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