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METAPHORICAL MODELS

IN CONTEMPORARY POLITICAL DISCOURSE

The article focuses on the notion of conceptual metaphor, which belongs to the cognitive-discursive
paradigm, aimed at finding out how this linguistic phenomenon satisfies discursive and cognitive
requirements through the internal, mental activity of human consciousness, as well as the use of this
phenomenon in the process of communication. The principles of cognitive and cognitive-discursive
analyses are considered, the basic formulas of metaphorical modelling of political campaigns are
studied. It is established that political discourse exerts a manipulative influence on the masses
with the help of special discursive strategies and tactics (deliberate appeal to universal values
and emphasising the most beneficial aspects of life), as well as grammatical and stylistic means,
among which the military metaphor prevails. It is proved that political bias and the choice of specific
linguistic means are based on metaphorical models, such as: war as politics, state-individual,
model of a rational personality, fairy tale of a just war, mathematisation of risks, rational action,
expert metaphor (Clausewitz metaphor, metaphor of a rational performer). It is established that
the demonstration of actions as commercial transactions in the course of metaphorical modelling
facilitates the application of manipulative strategies in practice. The basic metaphorical models
are distinguished, and it is established that conscious and unconscious systems of metaphors are used
to understand and understand the surrounding reality through mental processes based on concepts
and having a source and target sphere. When studying the source spheres of metaphorical models,
the regional, political, economic and cultural specificity of the discourse is taken into account.
In the cognitive discourse approach, a metaphor is seen as a part of a narrative consisting of many
interconnected tests that have a common context in the form of a political situation or ideas. Most
metaphorical models are based on attempts to rationalise the costs of military action through
mathematical and economic calculations, the use of metaphorical definitions and other techniques.
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Statement of the problem. Political prejudices,
which are reflected both in the choice of a certain
discourse strategy and in the choice of specific
linguistic means, are based on metaphorical models
and stereotypes that can be identified through the
analysis of frames and concepts of political discourse.

Analysis of recent research and publication.
Modern cognitive studies of political metaphor
originate from the study by D. Lakoff and M. Johnson
“Metaphors we live by” [11], which, along with
conceptual metaphors, examines military metaphors
in the discourse of political figures, which proved
that metaphors devoid of emotional colouring allow
to hide the inhumane nature of state policy in any
type of economy. From this theory emerged: the
theory of primary and complex metaphors (D. Grady:
1996); the model of conceptual projection (C.Ahern,
S.Chang: 2003); the coherent model of metaphor
(G. Spelman: 1993); the theory of blending (M. Turner,
G. Fauconnier: 1994; 1998); the connective theory of
metaphorical interpretation (D. Ritchie: 2003; 2004).

Task statement. The purpose of the article is
to consider metaphor within the framework of the
cognitive discourse approach, the main areas-sources
of conceptual metaphor that are characteristic of
contemporary political discourse.

Outline of the main material of the study.
Most of the studies of conceptual metaphor belong
to the cognitive-discursive paradigm, which aims
to find out how this linguistic phenomenon satisfies
discursive and cognitive requirements through the
internal, mental activity of human consciousness, as
well as the use of this phenomenon in the process of
communication [4, p. 112]. The difference between the
cognitive-discursive and cognitive approaches lies in
the identification of the connection between metaphors
and the factors that determine their implication in
discourse in the discursive-cognitive approach, and to
study the metaphorical model as a mental phenomenon
with a detailed description of its source and target
spheres, as well as a detailed description of the
frames, slots and other elements of this metaphorical
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model using the cognitive approach. In the cognitive-
discursive approach, a metaphor is seen as a part of
a narrative consisting of a set of interconnected texts
that have a common context in the form of a certain
political situation or ideas [12, p. 10].

Metaphors describe complex and abstract
situations. Atthe sametime, thereisalargeunconscious
system of metaphors that people use automatically.
The use of a metaphor that has a number of meanings
that vary depending on the context can be detrimental
if it hides a “painful” reality. It is necessary to
distinguish between the metaphorical and the non-
metaphorical, because the suffering of entire nations,
which is often hidden by metaphor, is real.

Contemporary trends in the study of political
narrative:

— study of metaphors related to a specific military
campaign (D. Lakoff, D. Luehl, etc.);

— study of metaphors characteristic of a particular
political period (R.D.Anderson, etc.);

— study of metaphors related to a specific political
event (A.O.Kaslova, O. Santa Ana, etc.);

— study of metaphors reflecting a certain political
position (V.Benoit, H. Kelly-Holmes, J. Zinken, etc;)

— studying the metaphorical idiostyles of
individual political figures (D.Berkho, D. Cherteris-
Black, etc.);

— comparative studies of political metaphor
(A.Musolf, E. Semino, J. Zinken, etc.).

Metaphorical models are divided into three groups:
occasional, secondary and dominant (O. Santa Ana).

The main spheres-sources of conceptual metaphor,
characteristic of the discourse of contemporary political
figures (A.Berkho: 2000, D.Goodnight: 2004, 1994,
H.Kelly-Holmes: 2004, D.Lakoff: 1991, A.Musolf:
2001, O’Regan: 2004, J.Zinken: 2002): metaphors
of size, superiority, subordination; the state is an
individual; the villain is the hero,; wild — developed;
movement, road, speed; container — the balance of
containers; immigration — environmental pollution,
immigration — invasion, disease, burden; home, family,
school (pupil — teacher), house, building, construction;
healthy — sick; body, organism; war; plant world,
theatre, sport, animal world, mechanism, etc.

When studying the source spheres of metaphorical
models, the regional, political, economic and cultural
specificity of the discourse is taken into account. Often,
differences in metaphorical models are manifested at the
level of individual concepts. Thus, some models may be
incomprehensible to representatives of other cultures.

Basic metaphorical models:

1) war as politics; politics as business (in the
modern understanding of the military metaphor,
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war is often actualised through business. American
strategists in international and military relations use
the metaphorical model of cost-benefit analysis);

2) State — Individual (metonymic transfer of
the image of the state to a specific individual, for
example, its leader: “lraq is Saddam Hussein”;
comparing the state with a minor child and vice
versa with an adult; the implicit logic of using this
metaphorical model is a rational approach to military
action and personal gain);

3) the model of a rational personality (the desire
to increase income and reduce expenses, often without
taking into account the costs of the other party);

1) a fairy tale of a just war. Actors: hero, criminal,
helpers. Standard scenario: a crime is committed by a
criminal against an innocent victim (e.g., hostage-
taking, robbery, kidnapping). The hero gathers
helpers or takes action to protect the victim alone. The
criminal is evil and a monster who upsets the balance
of everything moral in society. The fairy tale is based
on asymmetry: the hero is moral and brave, the
criminal is immoral and cruel. The hero is rational, and
although the villain is often rational, the hero cannot
negotiate with him because the villain is immoral. The
hero must defeat the criminal. Thus, the metaphorical
model of the ‘enemy as a demon’ emerges;

2) such metaphorical models (‘the enemy as
a demon’) form a separate scenario of metaphorical
definitions, aimed at structuring a given fairy tale
in order to justify the moral basis of the situation.
Metaphorical definitions are used to answer questions
that define the main criteria of the conflict: “Who
is the victim?”, “Who is the hero?”, “What is a
crime?”, “What is considered a victory?”. The use of
metaphorical definitions in answering these questions
makes it possible to replace concepts and values and
simplify the implementation of a manipulative strategy;

1) risks, mathematisation of metaphor. The source-
sphere metaphors of “casual commerce” and “risks
as a game” have become perceived through the prism
of our everyday understanding of risky military
actions, and as a result, their metaphorical nature often
goes unnoticed. Thus, social scientists believe that
the principle of literal application of mathematical
calculations used in gambling is applicable to all
forms of risky actions. Thus, a scientific basis is
being created for the study of risky actions in order to
minimise risks using metaphorical models;

2) rational action (performed by a rational
individual acting in his or her own interests to improve
material well-being). In casual commercial systems,
rational action is metaphorically translated into profit
maximisation and cost minimisation, in other words,
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rationality is benefit maximisation. The formula for
this metaphorical model can be presented as follows:
casual commercial metaphor + risk as a game
+ mathematical calculation of gambling + risky
action with possible application of the metaphorical
model “state — individual”, resulting in the model
“international politics is business”;

1) international politics is a business (the Rational
Actor is at the centre of the metaphorical construction,
increasing profits and reducing costs. The model is
based on mathematical calculations of income and
expenses and game theory, which are usually studied
in the final years of international relations faculties);

2) expert metaphor. Most metaphorical models are
based on attempts to rationalise the costs of warfare
through mathematical and economic calculations,
the use of metaphorical definitions, the development
of a fairy tale about a just war, etc. These techniques
are studied by experts in international relations,
forming an additional system of metaphors of the
“rational” approach. The two main models of this
system are the metaphor of the Rational Actor and the
Clausewitz metaphorl [11].

To understand Clausewitz’s metaphor (and the
reality that expert metaphors can conceal), let us
consider a system of metaphorical models that imply
its existence:

— the system of casual commerce

This system helps to understand actions aimed
at achieving positive results or those that lead to
negative effects, its components are:

1) the metaphor of casual transfer. As a result, the
object is transferred from the cause of the action to
the affected party (transfer of the results of a potential
action to the cause of the victim’s difficulties);

2) the metaphor of “exchange for value™: the value
of something is how much you are willing to pay for it;

3) the metaphor of “well-being is success™:
expensive items represent well-being, thus,
an increase in well-being is “profit”, a decrease is
“loss”. Such a metaphor is aimed at converting the
qualitative into the quantitative [11].

The combination of the above metaphors
demonstrates actions as commercial transactions.
Thinking of actions as transactions is key to applying
ideas from economics to them.

— risks as a game (a game consists of “winnings”,
“bets” and the possibility that someone may
“lose”. Use of “gambling vocabulary”. The use of
such metaphors allows you to publicise strategic
information if necessary);

— mathematisation of the metaphor;

— rational action;

— rationality is the increase of benefits;

— international politics is a business.

Since it is unprofitable for the ruling elite to speak
directly about their personal benefits, which pushes
them to launch military actions, the expert metaphor,
in particular the Clausewitz metaphor, becomes a
tool to justify selfish goals. If politics is a business,
war becomes a cause of maximising political benefits
and minimising costs. Clausewitz’s metaphor
suggests that immoral actions during war can be
justified if they result in maximum profit. Morality
is completely absent, except when acting immorally
becomes economically unprofitable. The justification
of war is often possible only from the point of view of
pragmatism. Otherwise, the Clausewitz metaphor is
used in conjunction with the Just War Tale, in which
case a balance must be struck between “costs” and
“benefits” in the Clausewitz metaphor and “costs”
and “victory” in the Just War Tale.

The Clausewitz metaphor is a typical expert
metaphor. Its formation requires experts in calculating
political costs and revenues, knowledge of
mathematical theories, probability and decision-
making, and game theory. Its properties include:
perception of implicit information as literal truth;
transformation of qualitative effects of influence on
the recipient into quantitative ones; consideration of
political processes as economic ones, which means
that the priority is to rationally increase profits and
that war is viewed within the framework ofits political
orientation, which is conceptualised through business.

The concept of an expert metaphor can be
asymmetrical: the moral can go beyond the
metaphorical model, but is brought to the fore when
necessary (Clausewitz’s metaphor of War as a Crime).

Since this type of metaphor involves the calculation
of profits and costs, the costs are the costs incurred by the
Hero country. The opponent’s losses are either ignored
or underestimated. This raises the problem of the moral
price of using the metaphor of “cost”: by not discussing
the moral price of killing, we qualify the results of the
war as qualitative, ignoring the real pain and suffering.
The system of calculating costs and profits is “zero-
based” — the enemy’s costs are considered profit.

Conclusions. Thus, conscious and unconscious
systems of metaphors are used to understand and
comprehend the surrounding reality through mental
processes based on concepts and having a source and
a target sphere. When studying the source spheres
of metaphorical models, the regional, political,
economic and cultural specificity of the discourse
is taken into account. In the cognitive discourse
approach, a metaphor is seen as a part of a narrative
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consisting of many interconnected tests that have a  attempts to rationalise the costs of military action
common context in the form of a political situation through mathematical and economic calculations, the
or ideas. Most metaphorical models are based on use of metaphorical definitions and other techniques.
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Kocouu O.B. META®OPUYHI MOAEJII B CYYACHOMY INOJITUYHOMY JUCKYPCI

Y emammi ysaea 30cepedarcena Ha nonammi KOHYenmyaibHoi memaghopu, AKa Ha1exCums 00 KOSHIMUEHO-
OUCKYPCUBHOI napaouemu, o cnpsamMo8ana Hd 3 CY8AHHA MO20, AKUM YUHOM OaHe MOBHe A8UULe 3A00B0IbHAE
OUCKYPCUBHI MA KOZHIMUBHI 8UMOSU 3A NOCEPEOHUYMBOM GHYMPIUHbOL, MEHMANbHOIL JIIbHOCI I00CHKOI
CBI0OMOCI, a MAKOMC BUKOPUCMAHHA OAHO20 ABUWA 6 npoyeci Komyuikayii. Posenamymo npumyunu
KOSHIMUBHO20 MA KOSHIMUBHO-OUCKYPCUBHO2O AHANIZI8, BUBUEHO 3ACaOHUYi Gopmynu memapopuino2o
MOOenio8anHsa NONIMUYHUX KAMAAHIN. YCmanoeneHo, wo NoaimuyHull OUCKYPC YUHUMb MAHINYAAMUGHUL
BNIUE HA MACU 30 OONOMO20I0 CReyianbHUX OUCKYPCUBHUX cmpameziti i makmuk (HasmucHoi anenayii 0o
3a2ANbHOMIOOCOKUX YIHHOCME [ NIOKpecleHHs HAUBUSIOHIWUX ACNeKMI8 JHCUMMEOILILHOCMIE), A MAKONC
2PAMAMUKO-CIMULICIMUYHUX 3AC00i8, ceped AKUX Nepesa)cde 8ilicbKosa Memagopa.

Jlosedeno, wo 6 0cHo6i NONIMUYHOI YnepeodceHoCcmi ma 8UbOpi KOHKPemHUX MOBHUX 3AC00i8 1excamp
Memagopuuni mooeii, maki, IK: GiliHA sIK NOITMUKA, 0epaiHcasa — iHOUBIO, MOOelb PAYiOHAIbHOT 0COOUCMOCHI,
KA3Ka npo CApasedusy GiliHy, Mmamemamusayis pusuxis, payionaibHa 0is, ekcnepmua memacgopa (memagopa
Knaysesiya, memagopa payionanvrnoeo suxonasys). Bcmanosneno, wo oemoncmpayis Oitl AK KOMePYILIHUX
MPan3axyitl nio yac memagopuinoco MoOen08aHHA CHPUAE 3ACMOCYBAHHIO MAHINYIAMUSHUX CIpamezili Ha
npakmuyi. Buoxpemieno 6azo6i memagopuuni mooeni, a makoxic 6CMaHO81eHO, Wo C8I00MI ma Hec8i0OMI
cucmemu memaghop BUKOPUCNOBYIOMbCA Olisl YCBIOOMAEHHA | PO3YMIHHA HABKOIUUHBLOI peanbHOCmi 3a
00NOMO20I0 MEHMAILHUX NPoYecis, wo OYOyromsbcs Ha 6aszi Konyenmis i maiomo cghepy-odicepeno i cgepy-
miwens. 11i0 uac euguenns cghep-oocepen memagopuyHux mooenel ypaxosyemvpcs pe2ioHaibHa, NOIIMUYHa,
EeKOHOMIYHA Mma KYIbmypHa cneyuixa ouckypcy. ¥ pamxax KoeHimueHo-OUCKYPCUBHO20 nioxody memaghopy
PO32n10aoms K YACMUHY HAPAMUBY, WO CKAA0AEMbCs 3 0e3niui noe’si3anux mixc coboio mecmis, SKi
Maoms 3a2anbHUll KOHMeKcm y 8uensaodi noaimuynoi cumyayii abo ysaenenn. binvuicme memagpopuunux
Mmooeineti 6y0yiomvCsl Ha CNpooax payionanizyeamu sumpamu Ha 8itlcbKosi Oii 3a 00NoM02010 MAMeMamudHux
ma eKOHOMIYHUX PO3PAXYHKIB, BICUBAHHS MemadopuyHux Oeiniyitl ma inuiux nputiomie.

Kniouosi cnosa: memagopa, nonimuuna memagopa, KOHYyenmyaivHa memagopa, memagpopuune
MOOent08anHsl, OUCKYPC, NOTIMUYHUL OUCKYPC, OUCKYPC-CMPamecii.
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