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BO3HWKHOBEHWE KOTHUTMBHOW Teopuu meTadop
00bIYHO CBSA3bIBAOT C UMeHamu [xopmka Jlakodda
n Mankna OcbopHa, ogHaKo O4EBUOHO, YTO MCTOKU
3TOV Teopun, NepBble MPEANOoXKEHNS O KOTHUTMB-
HOM (MeHTanbHOM) cTatyce MeTadopbl OTHOCSTCS K
6onee paHHemy nepuogy. OCHOBHLIMWU MPeAnOChIf-
Kamy KOrHWTMBHOIO MOAXo4a K UCCMefoBaHU Me-
Tadopbl «CTanu MOMIOKEHNE O ee MeHTanbHOM Xa-
pakTepe (OHTONOrMYEeCcKUiA acnekT) u nos3HaBaTenb-
HOM noTeHumane (3NMCTEMONIOMMYECKUN acneKT)y.
Kak ykasbiBatoT 3. B. bygaes u A. 1. YyauHos, elle
no k. Nakodpdpa n M. [xoHcoHa Ha deHOMeH me-
TaOPUYHOCTN MbILLNIEHUsT obpalann BHUMaHWe
0. Buko, @.Huuwe, A.Puuapgc, M. Bupacnw,
X. Optera-u-raccer, 3. MakKopmak, 1. Pukep,
3. Kaccupep, M. bnak, M. 3pukcoH 1 gpyrue muccne-
JoBaTenu, ofHako Havboree BaXHbl B 3TOM MraHe
nyonukaumMm amepukaHckmx ydeHbix M. OcbopHa u
k. DxenHca [bynaes, YyauHos 2008: 68; cm. Tak-
xe: bygaes, YyamHos 2006, 2010].

Cratba «Metaphor in Public Address», Hanu-
CaHHas B COABTOPCTBE 3HAMEHUTbIMU aMepuKaH-
CKUMW crneuwanuctamm B 00MacTu  pUTOPUKK
Maiiknom OcGopHom u [yrmacom SnuHrepom,
6bina BnepBble onybnukoBaHa B aBrycte 1962 r.
OTO NMMoOHepcKkoe uccrnefoBaHWe, B KOTOPOM MeTa-
dopa B OTNM4YME OT NpeLlecTBYHOLLMX TEOPUIA pac-
CMaTpUBaETCsl HE KaK «OPHaMEHT CTUIS», a Kak Ka-
Teropusl Mbicnn. Ha coBpeMeHHOM 3Tane pasBUTUA
HayKu, Koraa rocrnofcTByeT KOrHUTUBHAs TeopUsi Me-
Tadopbl, CTaTbsd aMEPUKaHCKUX YyYEeHbIX BOCMPUHU-
MaeTCsl KaK OYeHb BaXKHbI 3Tan CTaHOBMEHWS KOr-
HWTMBHOrO noaxoda k metacpope. CTaHOBUTCH HACHO,
4YTO UMeHHO ydeHne M. OcbopHa n [. QHuHrepa B
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3HaUMTENbHOM Mepe MOBMMSANO Ha  Cco3daHve
Ik, JTakodpdbom KOrHUTUBHOM Teopum meTadopsbl.

B momeHT nybnukaumm ctatbm «Metaphor in
Public Address» (1962) LOyrnacy OHuHrepy 6bino
49 net, a Marikn OcbopH ObiT MnaaLwe ero noyTn
BABOe: eMy ucrnonHunocb 25. B 1949 r. QHuHrep
3alMTUN OOKTOPCKYK AuccepTaumio no teme «Se-
lected Theories of Inventio in English Rhetoric:
1759—1928». [oktop dmnocodumn, npodeccop
. QHuHrep ¢ 1961 no 1978 rr. paboTtan B yHUBEp-
cutete Anosbl. B 1962 r. OcbopH ewe He 6bin
npodeccopoM. CBOKO AOKTOPCKYK AuccepTaumio,
«The Function and Significance of Metaphor in
Rhetorical Discourse», OH 3alUTWUIT TOAOM MO3Xe,
B 1963 r. B yHumBepcuteTe Pnopuapl. Hackonbko
Ham n3BeCTHO, cTaTbsl «Metaphor in Public Address»
Oblna Mx eguHCTBEHHOW coBMecTHon paboton. O6
WX aBTOpUTETE FOBOPWUT, B YACTHOCTW, TO, YTO B pas-
Hble rofbl 06a y4eHbIX BO3rMaBnann Ha npaBax exe-
rOOHbIX MNPE3NOEHTOB aMepuKaHcKyl HaumoHanb-
Hyl0 accoumaumio  KOMMyHukauun (OHuHrep B
1968 r., a OcbopH B 1988 r.).

3HaunTenbHo nosgHee [xk. Jlakodd B KHUre
«The Contemporary Theory of Metaphor. Meta-
phor and Thought» (1993), audpdepeHumpys me-
Tahopuyeckoe BbIpaXEHWE W KOHUEeNTyarnbHYo
meTadopy, MULIET, YTO «NOKyc meTadopbl — B
MbICM, @ He B A3blke» [Jlakodd 1993: 203].
A M. OcbopH n [.3HuHrep B aHanuanpyemomn
cTaTbe aKUEHTUPYIOT, YTO MUMEHHO «MbICIb» CYOb-
ekTa metadopbl (COAepXKaHue) U «MbICIb» are-
MeHTa Anga accoumaumm (0boroyka) CBOMM CMbl-
CNOBbIM B3aUMOLENCTBUEM TMCUXONOrMYECKN On-
peaenstT nosiBneHvne n cmbicn metadopsbl. («The
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“thought” of the subject (tenor) and the “thought” of
the item for association (vehicle) which in their
meaningful action together determine psychologi-
cally the appearance and sense of a metaphor»
[Osborn, Ehninger 1962: 228]).

Y aHrnuickoro cowunocoda, nuHrencta Amnsopa
Puwuapgca, Ha KOTOpOro ccbinarTca B CBOEW CTa-
Tbe OcBbopH 1 DHuHrep, B ero «The Philosophy of
Rhetoric» (1936 r.) Mbl YnTaem o npouecce meTa-
dopusauum: «...4TO NPOUCXOAUT B HalLleM CO3Ha-
HWMW, KaKk Mbl 06benHSAEM ...OABa nNpeaMeTa, OTHO-
cAlmMecs K ABYM BeCbMa OTNUYHBLIM APYr OT Apyra
cdepam onbita. NMNoMmMmMo obLLero CMATEHUSA U Ha-
NPSPKEHWS YYBCTB, Mbl JOCTUraemM Camoro BaXKHO-
ro — ycunusi Co3HaHwusi, YTobbl CBECTM 3TW npea-
MeTbl gpyr ¢ gpyrom» [Puuapgc 1990: 64]. «Ycu-
nns Co3HaHMAY», «paboTa MbICIIN» — BaXKHbIE CO-
CTaBnswLlmMe npouecca MeTadopusaummn, MeTa-
dopa y aBTOpPOB NPUBEAEHHbIX LUMTaT npexae Bce-
ro ABNsieTCA KaTeropnen MbIiCnu.

OnwuceiBas npouecc meTtadopusaumm, yyeHble
YYMTBIBAKOT TEOPUIO WHTepakuun, Hauwbonee us-
BECTHbIM CTOPOHHMKOM KOTOPOW Obln amepukaH-
ckun nornk Makc Bnak. OTOT y4eHbli B TOM Xe
1962 r. B cBoen paboTte «Metaphor» pasBuBaet
naen Puyapgca: «...korga Pudapac roBopwut, 4To
ynTaTenb OOIMKEH ,CBA3bIBaTh ABa NpeaMeTa, OH
HaxoauTcsa Ha BepHOM NyTu. B aTom coeamHeHnmn un
KpoeTtca TamHa MeTtadopbl» [bnak 1990: 163].
B ocHoBe aTOro HanpaBneHus — MNOAXO4 K MeTa-
dope Kak pesynbTaTy accoumaTtMBHOIO B3aMMO-
OeVCTBUS OBYX OOpasHbIX UMM MOHATUWHBIX CUC-
Tem, obo3Havaemoro n obpasHoro cpeactsa. lpo-
eKUMs OOHOM N3 ABYX CUCTEM Ha ApYryto AaeT Ho-
Bbll B3rNA4 Ha ob6bekT u genaet obosHavaemoe
HOBbIM BepOanv3oBaHHbIM NMOHATUEM.

ABTOpbI KOHLIENTYanbHOW Teopun MeTadops! B
ceoenn kHure «Metaphor We Live by» (1980 r.),
amepukaHckne nuHremctol k. Jlakodod n Mapk
IKOHCOH yTBepXAarT, YTo mMeTadopbl KakK fuH-
FBUCTUYECKNE  BbIpaXXEHUS BO3MOXHbl MMEHHO
6rnarogaps TOMy, YTO OHW 3anOXeHbl B MOHATUN-
HOW cucTeme 4yernoseka. [oHATUHas cuctema on-
peagensieT cxembl, NO KOTOPbIM YeroBek AymaeT U
aencteyetr. CorrmacHo Teopuu KOHLUEeNTyanbHOW
mMeTadopbl, B OCHOBe MeTadopmsauum nexuT
npouecc B3aUMOAEWCTBUSA MeXOy CTPYKTypamu
3HaHUN (ppenmMamu N cueHapusiMn) ABYX KOHLUen-
TyanbHbIX [JOMEHOB «chepbl-UCTOYHMKAY
(source domain) n «cdepbl-mueHn» (target do-
main). B pesynbTate ogHoOHanpaBreHHOW MeTa-
dopuueckon npoekuumn (metaphorical mapping) ns
«chepbl-UCTOYHMKAY B «Chepy-MULLEHb» SMEMEH-
Tbl «CEPLI-UCTOYHMKA» CTPYKTYPUPYHOT MeHee
MOHATHYK  KOHLUENTyamnbHYl  «Cdepy-MULLEHbY.
Takum obpa3om, aBTOpbl TEOPUN KOHLIENTYanbHON
mMeTadoopsl, Bcriea 3a A. Pnyapacom n M. briakom,
a Takke M. OcbopHom u [. SHWMHrepoMm Tak xe
YTBEPXAAKT, YTO CMbICIT HEKOTOPbIX MeTadop
MOXHO OOBSACHUTb WCXOAS M3 B3aNMMOAENCTBUSA
OBYX NOHSITUNHBIX NPOCTPaHCTB (cdep, cuctem).

Cratba «Metaphor in Public Address» npegn-
CTaBnseT o0cobbli WMHTEPEC CBOUM ONUCaHWEM
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«npouecca MeTadopbl». 3ammcTBoBaB y A. Pu-
Yapgca ABa pabouvMx TepmMuHa — cogepXaHue
(tenor) n obonouka (vehicle)), — M. OcbopH u
. OHuHrep, onucbiBass M getanusvpys npouecc
meTadopusaunm, BBOAAT TakMe MOHATUS, Kak arne-
MeHT anst accoumauum (item for association), koH-
TeKcTyanbHble (contextual), apxeTunuyeckue (ar-
chetypal), yactHble onpegenuTtenu (private qualifi-
ers) n onpegenutenn obwHoctn (communal qualifi-
ers).

Mpes A. Pnuyapaca, 4to MetadopuyHa cama
MbICNb, Pa3BMBAKOLLAACA Yepe3 accoumaTtuBHOE
CpaBHEHMe, N «OTCloda BO3HMKaOT MeTadopbl B
asbike» [Puyapgc 1990: 47], Haxogut cBoe Mnpo-
pomkeHune B ctatbe «Metaphor in Public Address»
OcbopHa n OHuHrepa. ABTOpbl 0003Ha4vawT B
CBOMX Amarpammax nvHum accoumaumm (lines of
association) 1 NpuMgalT MM BaXHOE 3HA4YeHVe B
npouecce nopoxgeHus Mmetadopsl. Accouunauus,
no OcBOpHY M JHWMHrepy, HaxoguTCs B LEHTpe
cTaguu pesonoumm metagopbl: «At the core of
resolution is association» [Osborn, Ehninger 1962:
231]. JlvHum accouuwauun BOBMNEKAKT WHTEpnpe-
TaHTbl B COOTBETCTBYHOLLYD CMBICIIOBYHO W/vnu
3MOLIMOHaNbHYO CBSA3b, COKpallasi v nUKBUAW-
pys Takum oOpa3oM HanpsikeHue (tension), Bbl-
3BaHHOE MX Ha4vanbHOM BHELHEeN AucnapaTHo-
CTbl0. YYeHble HarmagHo B guarpaMmmax nokasbl-
BalOT, YTO accouuaTuMBHbIE JIMHUM Y «MEpPTBbIX»
MeTadop KOpode, YeM y «CTapbix» U TeM Gonee
«CBeXunx» metagop. B TekcTe cratbu aBTOpbI YT-
BepxpatoT: «Ckasatb, 4YTO MeTadopa SABnsieTCs
,MepTBOMN“, camo no cebe ABnsieTcs meTtacopuye-
CKMM CnocoboM YTBepXOeHus, YTO accoumaTuB-
Hble NUHUKM aTpodMpPOBaHbl MMM COKpalleHbl A0
TOWM TOYKW, KOrga coaepXxaHue u oborovka coegu-
HAOTCA B MPOCTOM 0Oo3Hauvawwmin 3Hak» — «To
say a metaphor is “dead” is itself a metaphoric way
of asserting that the lines of association have atro-
phied or have contracted to the point that tenor
and vehicle are now merged into a simple designa-
tive sign» [Osborn, Ehninger 1962: 232]. Cnegys
fiorvke aBTOPOB B M3OXEHMM BOMPOCA OHTONOMMM
MeTadopbl, MOXHO 3aKM4YMTb, YTO FNIMHUM acco-
uMaumMm — 39TO «TpeTbe MPOCTPaHCTBO», KOTOpoe
nosiBnsieTcs Mexay OBYMS «MU3Ha4varnbHbIMU MNPO-
CTpaHCcTBamMu» — cogepaHuem (tenor) n obonou-
ko (vehicle) metadopbl. Takum obpas3om, BO3-
MOXHO, U WUCTOKA MOEen Teopuu KOHUEeNTyarbHON
uHTerpaumm K. ®okoHbe wn M. TepHepa, «roe
CMbICIT HEKOTOpbIX MeTacop MOXHO OOBACHUTH
TONbKO MWCXOAst M3 B3aUMOZEWCTBUSI TPexX Mpo-
CTPaHCTB (OBYX MCXOAHbIX U 6reHaa)...» [Ckpeb-
yoea 2005: 40], BocxogaT K naesiMm accoumaTMBHO-
ro B3aumogewncteusa A. Pnuyapgca, M. OcbopHa u
. SHuHrepa.

ABTOpbI 3aBEpLUAIOT CBOK cTaTbio «Metaphor in
Public Address» npegnonoxeHUem, 4To Uenb WX
paboTbl OyAeT BbINOMHEHA, €CNW y4eHble NpoJosi-
XaT npeanpuHATbIE MU TEOopeTUYecKue uccreno-
BaHMA MeTadopbl. Kak BMOMM, Takue mccnegosa-
HUS aKTUBHO MPOAOIMKAOTCS [0 HACTOsILLEro Bpe-
MEHMU.
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