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S.A. Abdramanova. Conceptualization of South Ossetia conflict by Russian bloggers. The present study
analyzes the narratives by Russian bloggers on the 2008 South-Ossetia conflict. This analysis of political
discourse is underpinned by the principles of cognitive linguistics, developed on the basis of bodily
experience of human beings. The combination of different approaches leads to a more comprehensive
analysis and concise interpretation of events taking place in society. This cognitive-discursive perspective
differs from traditional studies of mass media narratives which mostly base on Discourse Analysis (DA)
and/or Critical Discourse Analysis (CDA), i.e., language in use is studied from the perspective of meaning
on/ above the level of sentences and through the relationship between language and society, as well as
language and power. Methodologically, this study was conducted on the basis of integrative speech analysis,
critical discourse analysis, and cognitive linguistics. From the cognitive point of view, bloggers’ discourse is
based on concepts evaluated positively (BENEFIT, FAIRNESS/HONORABLE CASE), negatively
(CONQUER, PROBLEM, VANDALISM, NEGOTIATED MATCH), and neutrally (DEMONSTRATION,
TEST). From the linguistic point of view, in their discourse, bloggers extensively use metaphors, which
belong to the most effective ways of expressing opinions and are widely used by the media to create vivid
images of the events described. A qualitative generalization of the data of content analysis proves that the
attitude of Russian bloggers to the conflict is quite diverse, there is no consensus about how the war was
fought, about its results, about the current situation and future prospects for the region.
Keywords: concepts, conflict, metaphors, Russia, Russian bloggers, South Ossetia.

C.A. AbapamanoBa. Konnenryamizamis IliBgenno-OceTnHebKOro KOHQUIIKTY  pociiicbkuvn
0s0repamu. Y 1bOMY JOCHIDKEHH] aHAIi30BaHO HApaTUBM POcilicbkux Onorepis mpo koHdumikt y [liBaenniit
Ocerii 2008 poky. Y HaloMy BHUBYEHHI JUCKYPCY BHKOPHUCTAHO KATEropil KOTHITUBHOI JIIHTBICTHKH, SIKi
I'PYHTYIOTBCS Ha TIPUHIIMTIAX TIIECHOTO JOCBiny MtoauHu. KomOiHOBaHMEH MiAXin A0 AOCHIPKEHHS TUCKYPCY
OJsiorepiB crnipusie OibII MPOAYMAHOMY aHai3y ¥ ONBII TOYHIM iHTepripeTallii MOAiH, O BiOYyBalOThCS
B CycmiibCTBI. Takuii mifaxin Biipi3HsAE AaHe MOCIIIPKEHHS Bill TPAJAMLIMHOTO aHaJli3y MEAIMHOTO TUCKYPCY,
JIe B OCHOBHOMY BHKOPHUCTOBYETHCS aHaji3 MOBJICHHS, 1 BiJl KPUTHYHOTO JHUCKypc-aHajli3y, TOOTO
JIOCHiDKeHHS] CEeMaHTHKH TEKCTY Ha piBHi peueHHs abo ab3ally Ta NpoLeciB, L0 BiA0yBalOTbCs y CYCHiNbCTBI
i TIOB’s13aHi 3 MOBOIO Ta il POJUTIO B coliiyMi. METOJOJIOTIYHO 1€ JOCIIKCHHsI TIPOBEJICHO Ha OCHOBI
IHTErPATUBHOTO aHAaJIi3y MOBJICHHS, KPUTUYHOTO JIUCKYpC-aHAJi3y, a TAaKOX KOTHITMBHOI JIIHIBICTHUKH.
BusiBiieHO, 110 3 KOTHITHBHOI TOYKH 30pY JMCKYpC OJiorepiB 0a3yeThcsi Ha KOHIICNTAX, SKi OI[IHIOIOTHCS
nosutuBHO  (I[IEPEBAT'A, YECHA /BJIAI'OPOJIHA CIIPABA), HeratuBHo (3AXOIIJIEHHS,
[IPOBJIEMA, BAHJIAJII3M, JIOTOBIPHHUIM MATY), aGo wueiitpansno (JEMOHCTPALIIS, TECT).
3 NHrBICTHYHOT TOYKH 30pY B CBOEMY JIUCKYpCi OJIorepH BUKOPHUCTOBYIOTH BEJTUKY KiNbKiCTh MeTadop, sKi
€ OIHUM 3 HalOinb eeKTUBHUX CMOCOOIB BUPa)KEHHsS AYMKH i LIMPOKO BUKOPHUCTOBYIOTHCS 3acobaMu
MacoBoi iHQopmarlii Ta X KOpPUCTyBayaMH [JIsi CTBOPEHHS SCKpaBUX OOpa3iB OMHMCAHUX TOZiM.
VY3aranbHeHHS JaHUX KOHTEHT-aHaJli3y TIOKa3ye, IO CTaBJICHHS POCIHCHKUX OJIOTepiB O KOHQIIIKTY TOCHTh
pi3HOMaHITHO, HEMa€e €IMHOT JYMKH PO Te, K Bejacs BiiiHa, Mpo i pe3ybTaTH, MPO HUHIIIHIO CUTYAIiI0
i Mali0yTHI NEPCNEKTUBH [/ PETiOHY.
Kurouosi cjioBa: koH(tikT, KoHIIenTH, MeTadopu, [Tiaenna OceTist, pociiicbki 61orepu, Pocis.
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C.A. AoapamanoBa. Konnenryanuszanusa IO:xuno-OceTnHckoro KoH(pIHKTa poccuiickumMu 0Jiorepamu.
B Hacrosiiem uccienoBaHUM aHATM3UPYIOTCS HappaTHBBI pOCCHHCKHMX OnorepoB o koH(uinkTe B FOKHOM
Ocetun 2008 roga. B Hamem M3y4eHWM QUCKypca MCTOIB3YIOTCS KATeropuy KOTHUTHWBHOM JIMHTBUCTUKH,
KOTOpbIE OCHOBBIBAIOTCS Ha TMPHHLMIIAX TEJeCHOro ombita Jiroaed. KoMOWHMpOBaHHBIM TOAXON K
WCCIIE/IOBAHUIO JIUCKYpca OJOrepoB CrocoOcTByeT Oojiee NpOAyMaHHOMY aHajiu3y M Oojiee TOYHOH
MHTepPIpeTaLK MPOUCXOAAIINX B o01ecTBe coObITHI. Takoi Moaxoa oTiaMYaeT JaHHOe MCCIeNOBaHWE OT
TPaAMLUMOHHOTO aHalIW3a MEAWHHOrO IHMCKypca, I/ie B OCHOBHOM HCIOJIb3YeTCS aHaIW3 pevd, U OT
KPUTHUUYECKOTO HMCKYpC-aHallu3a, T. €. WCCICJOBaHUS CEMaHTHKM TEKCTa Ha YPOBHE MPEJIOKEHHS WU
ab3ama, a TakKe MPOLECCOB, MPOUCXOMAIIMX BHYTPH OOINECTBA W CBA3AHHBIX C S3BIKOM W €ro POJIbIO
B coliuyMe. MeTonoIorHuecky JaHHOe MCClleIoBaHNe TIPOBE/IEHO Ha OCHOBE MHTETPATMBHOTO aHATM3a PeyH,
KPUTHUUYECKOTO JUCKYpC-aHallu3a, a TAKKe KOTHUTUBHOM JTMHTBUCTUKH. Jl0Ka3aHO, YTO ¢ KOTHUTHBHOW TOUKH
3peHuss OUCKypc OmorepoB  GasuMpyeTcss Ha  KOHLENTAaX, KOTOpPble OLEHUBAIOTCS  MO3MTHBHO
(ITPEUMYIECTBO, YECTHOE / BJIATOPOAHOE JEJIO), wneratuBHo (3AXBAT, ITPOBJIEMA,
BAHJIAJIM3M, JIOTOBOPHBIM MATY), muGo meiitpansio  (JJEMOHCTPALIUS, TECT).
C JIMHIBUCTHYECKOW TOUYKM 3pEHUS B CBOEM [HCKypce OJIorepbl HCHOJB3YIOT OOJBIIOE KOJIWYECTBO
MeTadop, KOTOpbIe SBJISIOTCS OJHUM U3 Haubomee 3(p(ekTHBHBIX COCOOOB BBIpAXKEHUS] MHEHHUS U LIUPOKO
UCTIOJNIB3YIOTCS CPEJCTBAMU MAacCOBOM MH(GOPMAIMK U WX TOJb30BATEISIMH JJIsl CO3AaHHs SIPKUX 00pa3oB
ONMUCcaHHbIX cOObITHH. OO0OIIeHHe AaHHBIX KOHTEHT-aHajHM3a IMOKAa3bIBaeT, YTO OTHOILIEHHE POCCHUCKHX
O5iorepoB K KOH(UIMKTY JIOBOJILHO Pa3HOOOpa3HO, HET €IWHOr0 MHEHHMsS O TOM, KaK Belach BOWHA, O ee
pe3yibTaTax, O HbIHEIIHeH CUTyaluu U Oy IyIIuX MepcrneKTHBax Ul peruoHa.

KiwueBble ciioBa: KOHQUIMKT, KOHLENTHI, MeTadopsl, poccuiickue Osorepbl, Poccus, Oxnas
Ocerus.

1. Introduction
In August 2008, a conflict between Georgia and South Ossetia turned to a war into which Russia
got involved as well. As a result, South Ossetia separated from Georgia and declared itself an
independent state. There are contradictory speculations on the issue of who started the war and the
role of Russia in it and, accordingly, the Russian army’s contribution to the present situation; an
ambiguity that accompanies this conflict led to the indefinite status of South Ossetia — it has been
recognized only by a few states. This contradiction accounts for the mutual blaming on
provocations, which found its place in the mass media of both sides; these blames did not stop until
now, ten years after the event.

Mass media and political discourse are considered to be influential actors in society that
reflect social reality and influence the general perception of its processes by the readership
[Fairclough 2013]. Media discourse is defined as “a public, manufactured, on-record, form of
interaction” [O’Keeffe 2012: 441]. If previously media discourse excluded any presence of its
consumers, now, due to technological innovations, media have experienced changes in the way that
two parties participate in it — the producer(s) of discourse and its audience; in other words, the latter
is also engaged in the discourse production. Van Dijk [1988] notes that understanding of the media
discourse presupposes the presence of knowledge about the world, which is presented in the form of
frames or scripts. It is assumed that the background information given in the oral or written text is
familiar to its receptors, though the presence of joint knowledge of the world does not guarantee full
understanding because of different interpretation processes and subjective perception of media
production.

The present study analyzes the narratives by Russian bloggers on the South-Ossetia conflict in
2008 from the cognitive linguistic perspective. Clifford J. Levy, a correspondent of the New York
Times Bureau in Moscow, initiated the discourse on the first anniversary of the event where
Russian bloggers were asked to answer four questions on that controversial issue of Russian-
Georgian relations, still ambiguously treated by both sides.

The present research aims to find out the dominant concepts and to characterize their
verbalization in Russian blogs, i. e., linguistic properties of Russian bloggers” discourse.
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2. Theoretical background
In modern linguistics, different approaches are used to analyze mass media narratives
[Contemporary critical discourse studies, 2014]. The most widely used methods are Discourse
Analysis (DA) and / or Critical Discourse Analysis (CDA), the methods which study the language
in use from the perspective of meaning on / above the level of sentences [Gee & Handford 2012]
and through the relationship between language and society and language and power [Wodak 2001].
Political discourse is also investigated from the linguistic-cultural perspective; for example, Blinova
[2017] studies the media in Great Britain and emphasizes the importance of national-cultural
peculiarities in a political text. In particular, she identifies the most characteristic features of British
political discourse related to culture, such as literary allusions, metaphoric images, and idioms.

There are studies that focus on frame and agent categories of discourse. Simons [2006], for
example, investigates rhetorical frames on war on terror used by Russian political actors in media
discourse. He studies the key means forming the Russian rhetoric which was cast a dominant role in
discourse on terrorism that excludes any opposite opinions to the basic propositions. The following
rhetorical frames have been identified: the categories of sameness / otherness, of double standards,
of diversity / integrity, of unity based on common history and sufferings experienced along that
history. Gallagher [2017] underlies the role of narratives in constructing the collective agency:

“Narrative practices can lead to a collective sense of joint agency (in ways that go beyond
simply the sharing of individual mental events); they can help to shape group identity; they
can solve problems of stability of intentions and projects across time; they can provide
resources for problem solving; and provide ways to track progress toward a goal” [Gallagher
2017: 470].

Sometimes narratives can aim to spread nationalist ideas, as well as the construction of joint agency
can lead to the establishment of in-/ -out group, i. e., to the development of notions of sameness
and otherness. In his analysis of the publications by UK and US newspapers on Palestinian-Israeli
war of 2008-009, Amer [2017] identifies two basic social agents and estimates their role in the
events depicted. Amer comes to the conclusion that Israeli agency is assigned to have done a bigger
contribution to a ceasefire than Hamas actors; according to him, this uneven representation of roles
of agents involved is grounded in the bias of Western mass media.

The Conceptual Metaphor Theory elaborated by Lakoff and Johnson [1980] gave a new
perspective to discourse research. Scholars started to study the language from the point of view of
cognitive linguistics, i. €., the meaning of mass media production is researched through categories
developed on the basis of bodily experience of human beings [Langacker 1991; Lakoff & Johnson
1980; Talmy 2000]. Van Dijk [1997; 1998] believes that ideologies are mentally and internally
embodied by the values, opinions, and knowledge shared in the society and the experiences of its
representatives. Foremost, he acknowledges the existence of conflicting representation of
SELF /US and OTHERS / THEM, where the former are good ones and the latter are bad. The
cognitive models serve as tools of comprehending and interpreting news, or talk, or speech more or
less consciously; a hierarchically organized network of mental models form a fixed schemata which
are then recalled by memory in cases of necessity. The examples of such models are the following
categories: Setting, Social circumstances, Institutional environment, Participants, etc.

In most researches on media discourse, cognitive linguists focus on conceptual metaphors,
their functions and role as well as the concepts that stand behind different events covered by mass
media. Gibbs [1989] investigates the notion of terrorism and defines its concept in terms of “strict
causation, selective survival, and purposiveness” [Gibbs 1989: 339]. Having considered the
mechanisms of a terrorist act and its social nature, he comes to the logical conclusion that
TERRORISM can be conceptualized as CONTROL. Zhabotynska [2016] analyzes the speeches by
Barack Obama and Vladimir Putin in the period of 2014-2015 and elaborates the conceptual
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metaphors typical to their political discourse. She bases her research on the analysis of metaphorical
expressions, target and source conceptual domains, and finds similarities and differences in the way
the presidents refer to their countries, economy, and politics. Thus, she comes to the conclusion that
metaphoric systems of their discourse reflect their worldview, ideology, and the aim to be pursued
to impact their audiences. Shchipitsina [2006] compares the usage of metaphors in Russian and
German mass media while their describing events in Russia. By applying quantitative analysis she
found out that the most used source domains were SOCIAL LIFE, HUMAN BEING, PHYSICAL
OBJECTS and ACTIONS, NATURE, SPACE, and ARTIFACTS. Specifically she notes a wide
usage of VIOLENCE metaphor, within the SOCIAL LIFE domain, by mass media of both
countries, with a slight difference in connotation. Both countries’ media referred VIOLENCE to a
critical notion, though in Russian media there were examples of positive description of events
related to the struggle against oligarchs. Holmgreen [2008] investigates metaphorical constructions
in Danish media discourse on biotechnology, which appears to be a controversial issue in the
society. She underlines the functions that metaphors play in media discourse — they assist in
explaining the topic and persuading the audience in a certain viewpoint.

Thus, a review of publications, given above, shows that a combination of traditionally
applied methods of research and new approaches bring to a comprehensive and diverse study of
mass media. The present research seeks to reveal the way South Ossetia conflict is conceptualized
by Russian bloggers from the cognitive linguistics perspective with few elements of discourse
analysis.

3. Methodology and material
The object of the present research is 92 narratives produced by Russian bloggers at the request of
Clifford J. Levy (the New York Times Bureau in Moscow), who asked them to answer the
following four questions on the South Ossetia events the year after the conflict, in 2009:

1. Do you agree with the opinion, expressed by President Medvedev and other Russian

authorities, that Georgia executed an act of genocide towards people of South Ossetia?

2. What more has that operation brought to Russia — success or problems, both inside the

country and on the international arena?

3. What do you think if the situation in the Caucasus has become more stable, or there is

possibility of a new conflict?

4. According to you, what are the perspectives for recognition of independence of Abkhazia

and South Ossetia by the world community?

The answers to those questions were analyzed to reach the aims of the research, mainly I aim:

e To determine the attitude of Russian bloggers to the conflict;

e To find out the linguistic peculiarities of the language of the Russian bloggers on the

controversial issue of South Ossetia conflict, still ambiguously treated by different sides;

e To reveal concepts implied from the narratives of Russian bloggers on the conflict.

The qualitative data analysis has been underpinned by methodologies applied in Discourse
Analysis, CDA and by the Conceptual Metaphor theory in cognitive linguistics, i.e. content
analysis, frame semantics, and conceptual semantics analysis. A combination of methods has been
utilized to reach the aims of the research. Such combination of methodologies allows investigating a
discourse comprehensively and multifariously [Dirven, Frank & Putz 2003; Hart 2015; Hart &
Lukes 2010; Van Dijk 1997]: “Cognitive Linguistics offers CDA the ‘missing link’ ... it needs to
explain the relationship between discursive and social practices. At the same time, CDA offers
Cognitive Linguistics the opportunity to extend its analyses beyond linguistic and conceptual
structure to include the constraints that these place on societal structure” [Hart 2015: 323]. The
analysis of discourse narratives revealed an application of different linguistic means that
conceptualize the issue under question.
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4. Results and discussion
The context structure elaborated from the narratives of Russian bloggers is rather diverse. There are
few Agents that participate in the scenery: some of them play a bigger role in the scenario and
others fulfil the role of secondary actors. The major ones are Russia and the USA; each of them is
considered to have contributed to the existing situation in the region. Other entities, such as South
Ossetia, Georgia, and the Caucasus, play the minor role, and they are dependent on the rule of
world powers. Also, the world community is involved, and its composition is not homogenous — it
is comprised of West and Western bloggers, Eastern Europe (former socialist countries), and
organizations, e.g. Human Rights Watch (ypoowr uz Xetoman Paiim Bou [urody iz X’jumanrajtvoc]
‘freaks from Human Rights Watch’). Bloggers that call themselves 'patriots of Russia’ assigned
their country a certain status of ‘a chief in the region’ (cmapwuii na paiione [starSyj na rajone]) and
its citizens a label of ‘decent people’ (nopsioounvie n00u [porjadocnye ljudi]).

The USA has received a negative assessment; it is positioned as “a world judge and policeman
in one person’, and it is resumed that for the US it is time ‘to stop poking its nose into anything’:

(1) mposoposasuiuecsa CIIIA [provorovavsijesja sSa] ‘stealing/ falsifying USA .
(2) numnooccroe pvino [pindosskje rylo] ‘pindos snout’.

There are several versions of the etymology of the term ‘pindos’. The most plausible explanation is
that it originates from the Greek language: it is the name of the Pind ridge. It served as a self-name
for Black Sea Greeks; then, Russians in the south of Russia used the word as a nickname for local
Greeks. Greeks were associated with penguins for their short height and black hair. In the 90s in
former Yugoslavia, Russian blue helmets transferred the term to American soldiers whose walk in
their ammunition reminded them of penguins' walk. Later this pejorative term has spread to all
American citizens and to the country as a whole (Pindostan, Pindossia).

The world community and mostly its Western part received a negative evaluation for their
denunciation of Russia’s intrusion into the territory of Georgia. Western states are blamed for their
hypocrisy (cmpoum u3 cebs yenxy [stroit iz sebja tselku] ‘builds a whole/ a virgin of itself’), for
their dependence on the US (koeoa cmpanvr cmanym oymame c6oum ymom, a e cmMompems 8 pom
HImamam [kogda strany stanut dumat’ svoim umom a ne smotret’ v rot Statam] ‘when will
countries start thinking by themselves and not look at the mouth of the States’):

(3) aocusas, nuyemepnas, m.e. sanaonas wacme [lZivaja licemernaja, t.e. zapadnaja cast']
‘lying, hypocritical, i.e. Western part’.

(4)  kposooicaonwvie noxu [krovoZadnye loxi] ‘bloodthirsty fuckers’.

(5) omo ace npocmumymru [eto Ze prostitutki] ‘these are prostitutes’.

South Ossetia is assigned a passive and dependent role of a victim of ‘Saaki’s dictatorship in
Georgia’ (ouxkmamypa Caaxu [diktatura saaki]), which is not able to be independent (necnocobna
camocmosmenvHo cyuwecmeosams [nesposobna samostojatel’no suSestvovat’] ‘unable to exist
independently'). For Russians, South Ossetia is seen, first, as a loose change in political game and,
second, as a burden to Russia:

(6) 63amuL ceco0ns 6 3anoxcnuxu [vzjaty segodnja v zalozniki] ‘are taken now as hostage .
(7) o0b6y3a 6 nuye FOoucnoti Ocemuu [obuza v lice juZnoj ossetii] ‘a burden in the face of
South Ossetia’.

The Caucasus, on the whole, is perceived as ‘a part of Russia’ (vacms Poccuu [Cast' rossii]) and, at
the same time, as ‘a headache for Russia’ (conosnasn 6one ona Poccuu [golovnaja bol’ dlja rossii])
due to the presence in that region various interests from different sides, particularly NATO and the
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USA. One of bloggers expresses a concern for the people of Georgia, Abkhasia and South Ossetia
who, according to him, find themselves ‘between a hammer and an anvil’ (meocoy monomom u
narxosanvietl [mezdu molotom i nakoval'nej]) because of contradictions within world powers.

Georgia is labled as ‘States’ clients’ (uumamosckue knuenmeor u3z I py3uu [Statovskie klienty iz
gruzii]; one of bloggers claims that the conflict in South Ossetia started after the visit of
Condoleezza Rice to Georgia. Georgians are also positioned as:

(8) nunoocmanckue npuxeocmuu [pindostanskije prixvostni] ‘Pindostan’s henchmen’.
(9) pazmennas monema 6 smoti uepe [razmennaja moneta v etoj igre] ‘a small coin in this
game’.

There were mentioned some personages in the narratives of Russian bloggers, such as Medvedev,
Putin, Lukashenko, Kokojty, Rice, and even Hitler, but Saakashvili received the most articulation in
the narratives. Ironically, he was claimed to be ‘a beacon’ of democracy’ (“masax” demoxpamuu
[majak demokratii]), but actually he is percieved as a traitor to his own people (npocmo npeoamens
€80€20 2PY3UHCKO20 HAPOOd, KOMOPblLU 6edem e20 HA 3aKIAHUue 8 MOM 0080bHO 2CPSA3HOM
KoHGhauxme 2no0banvrwix Oepoicas [prosto predatel’ svoego gruzinskogo naroda kotoryj vedét ego na
zaklanije] ‘just a traitor of his Georgian people, who leads them to slaughter in this rather dirty
conflict of global powers’) acting in the interests of the United States (opanorwceswiii cmasnennux
CIIIA [oranzevyj stavlennik sSa] ‘an orange henchman of the US”). Consequently, he is seen as a
threat to Russia’s security — nawum eepxam on kax kocmw 6 eopiie [nasim verxam on kak kost” v
gorle] ‘he is like a bone in the throat for our top’. Saakashvili is also associated with Hitler due to
embedded image of him as the Fuhrer in people’s minds by Russia’s mass media:

(10) epysuncxuii ¢ropep [gruzinskij fiurer] ‘the Georgian Fuhrer’.
(11) noowedghnwiii ropep [podsefnyj fjurer] ‘the sponsored Fuhrer’.

Same / Other

The analysis of narratives revealed the existence of ideology of Us and Them, the ideology
that “seems to be polarized — We are Good and They are Bad — especially when conflicting interests
are involved” [Van Dijk 1998: 25]. There are few models of conflicting interests involved: Russian
bloggers have different attitudes to each other and to their peers from other countries, and they also
oppose Russia to the remaining world, at least to the part unfriendly to Russia. There is no unity
among Russian bloggers themselves — those who oppose to official interpretation of events are
named as:

(12) neymmuwie nroou [neumnye ljudi] ‘unintelligent people’.

(13) mpocpammupyemvie n100u u3z ‘“Oemoxkpamuyeckoz2o” naceps epaxcoan Poccuu”
[programmirujemye ljudi iz demokraticeskogo lagerja grazdan] ‘programmable people
from the ‘democratic’ camp of citizens of Russia’.

And their opponents, vice versa, classify those who believe in the truthfulness of an official
claim as:

(14) “orcepmea nymunosusopa” [Zertva putinovizora] ‘a victim of Putin’s TV".

It is natural to observe different approaches as a reaction to such controversial issue as South Ossetia

events; that illustrates non-homogeneity of the Russian society, and even polarity among its citizens.
Another pair of opposition by Russian bloggers is created towards bloggers of other

countries — in case of their identification, ‘the others’ are instantly pushed out of the discourse:
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(15) xpen nu 6vr mym sabwinu [xren li vy tut zabyli] ‘horseradish, what you forgot here’.
(16) uoume ceoeii dopoeoi [idite svoej dorogoj] ‘walk your own way’.

Finally, Russian bloggers place Russia in opposition to the World community, especially to those
countries which did not support the proclamation of independence by South Ossetia:

(17) mo1, x cuacmoio, s61seMmcsi nampuomamu Poccuu, nosmomy 6e302060pouno 0006psem
6ce ee Oelicmeus Ha MeHCOYHapoOHOU apene. A KMo He ¢ HAMU, MOM, KAK U36ECMIHO,
npomuse Hac [my k scast’ju yavlyaemsya patriotami rossii poetomu bezogorocno
odobryaem vse ee dejstviya na mejdunarodnoj arene a kto ne s nami tot kak izvestno
protiv nas] luckily, we are patriots of Russia, that is why we approve all its actions on
the international arena. And those who are not with us, they are against us.

(18) Hawu npexpamunu eouny [nasi prekratili vojnu] our folks stopped the war (about the
conflict between Georgia and South Ossetia).

(19) Mot ceoux ne 6pocaem [my svoix ne brosayem] ‘we don’t throw our folks’ (about South
Ossetians).

Such attitude to opponents and intolerance to contrasting opinions originated from the time of the
October revolution when the socialist Russia found itself in isolation among the hostile to it
bourgeois world; at that time a slogan ‘Who is not with us — is against us’ has been developed to
unite people in their struggle for independence of the state. The present propagandists continue to
lead this line, which obtained exaggerated forms by present.

The scenarios and frames that have been developed in Russian bloggers’ narratives mostly
relate to the place of Russia in the world and its relationship with the Caucasus, in particular. First
of all, bloggers fairly consider that the first obligation of any state is to protect its citizens no matter
which territory they are on; moreover, the function of Russia is to defend its citizens and its allies
because, as they think, it is a country of decent people. In this case, South Ossetia is positioned as
an ally of Russia which needs protective support:

(20) pyccrux menepo kax poouvix noosm [russkix teper’ kak rodnyx ['they like Russians like
their loved ones’ (about South Ossetians).

By those defensive actions, the country earns a reputation of the power that is able to give an
adequate response, and, of course, it deserves respect of its citizens because people saw that the
state defends them:

(21) Hapoo cmpanvl cniomuics 8 edunoe yenoe [narod strany splotilsja v edinoje celoje] ‘the
people of the country rallied together’ (about Russia).

Another message, which bloggers persistently forwarded, was the revival of Russia and its growing
role in the world; lastly, Russia returned to the level of world power, and other countries should
reckon with it. That message correlates with the idea of Russia’s ‘getting up off its knees’ after the
collapse of the Soviet Union, which was widely utilized by Kremlin propagandists.

The frames and scenario of Russia’s relationship with the Caucasus are not homogeneous. On
the one side, Caucasus is a part of Russia. The history of their ‘cohabitation’ is long enough; it goes
back to tsarist Russia, and joining the USSR was a boom. On the other hand, the Caucasus is a
headache for Russia because Caucasian republics act in their own interests and each pulls the
blanket to its side; so, Caucasus helps Russia to be on alert and not relax. Those comments, of
course, refer to the complex relations between Russia and Chechnya, both sides experienced two
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wars in modern history with a big number of casualties and huge destruction on the territory of
Chechnya, which, consequently, brought changes to the whole structure of the republic aiming to
prevent any attempt at its independence from Russia. The latest tension between Chechnya and
Ingushetia reasoned by land claims of Ramzan Kadyrov adds complexity to the situation in the
Caucasus; and Russia truly cannot ‘relax’ in such circumstances.

The role of Conceptual Metaphor Theory in the analysis of discourse has been mentioned
above; studies documented numerous examples of application of metaphors for communicative
purposes. Scholars note that the choice and function of metaphors in discourse depend on different
factors, such as metaphors’ embodied meaning, individual and cultural background, and the
purposes of interaction, i.e. both cognitive and pragmatic aspects are considered [Holmgreen
2008]. Russian bloggers in their narratives widely utilized metaphors forming a comprehensive
picture of their understanding of South Ossetia events. Those metaphors mostly refer to the spheres
of politics and media; Politics is conceptualized as A BIG GAME (kpynuas uepa [krupnaya igra
[krupnaya igra] ‘a big game’); A THEATRE and A STAGE (urparp nBoiinble cTaHnapthl [igrat’
dvojnye standarty] ‘to play with / to act double standards’; no 6 npunyune smo nuxaxoii posinu ne
uepaem [no v prinipe eto nikakoj royali ne igrayet] ‘but in principle it does not play any grand
piano’.

Western journalists are accused of ‘lies, forgery, and unforgivable mistakes’; their media are
‘supposed to be free and independent’ (sx00wbr c60b00nble U Hesasucumble [jakoby svobodnye
i nezavisimye) — they ‘began to brainwash Western common people by propaganda’ (rauanu
npomwleams Mo32uU 3anaonomy obwvieamento nponazandoti [nacali promyvat’® mozgi zapadnomu
obyvatelju]) and to ‘distort data about the war’ (xosepramov Oannvie o 6oiine [koverkat’ dannye
o vojne). Russian media are also blamed of the distortion of facts by those who do not agree with
the official interpretation of South Ossetia conflict (one of such opinions is expressed by a
Ukrainian blogger):

(22) 3ampeoenvuas n0xco ‘outrageous lie’.
(23) oewesas kpemnsanockas nponazanoa ‘cheap Kremlin (land) propaganda’.
(24) 3ombosuyux ‘zombie player/ box’.

One of bloggers sums up that both sides have their own truth, and each ‘turns it out in its own way’
(u svi80pauuseaem ee kadxcowiil no-ceoemy [i vyvoracivajet e€ kajdyj po-svoemu).

The opponents to Russia are associated with A DOG which barks pointlessly and
ineffectually:

(25) nasmo u xaame — nycmo narom [lajat’ I xajat’ — pust’ lajut] ‘scold and bark — let them
bark’ (about Georgians).

(26) camwiii 6orbuton aail crvnuancs ¢ ux cmopounwst [samyj bol'soj laj slysalsja s ix storony]
‘the biggest barking was heard from their side’ (about Eastern Europe).

(27) kmo noonumaem xeéocm u nHavunaem 2askamo [kto podnimaet xvost I nacinaet gavkat’
‘those who raise their tails and starts barking’.

A certain breed is attached to Saakashvili — he is associated with a sassy pug, a small dog which is
absolutely harmless — it barks, but everybody ignores it (smoii naxarenoii moceke Oauu
noo03amulIbHUK, 4mob 3nana ceoe mecmo [etoj naxal’noj mos’ke dali podzatyl’nik &tob znala svoé
mesto] ‘this sassy pug was given a squad for it to know its place”). Involuntarily, a reader recollects
the fable by Krylov “An elephant and a pug” where the pug considers itself to be scary because it
barks at the elephant. Saakashvili is not perceived as a powerful, or even an equal rival; he is
supported by Western powers, especially the US, but whatever support is, if he attempts to return
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South Ossetia, he will be resolutely repulsed (eciu norezem xycamocs, mo ee nuym noo xeocm euje
pas [esli polezet kusat’sja to e€ pnut pod xvost eSe raz] ‘if the dog bites, it will be kicked again’).

A reference to a dog can be explained by the conceptualization of DOG in the Russian
language. According to Marugina [2009], the concept of DOG has both positive and negative
connotation. Though it is generally considered to be ‘a friend’ to a human being, it is never
forgotten that it is a representative of the animal world. A dog’s barking corresponds to its
aggressiveness, alertness, and fear, but very often a dog barks without any reason, in this case it is
associated with slander, idle talk, lies, and rumors. A bark of a small dog doubles this perception
because of the false notion that the size can be compensated by the loudness. Of course, the symbol
of a pug in relation to Saakashvili is deliberately attached to him to humiliate him and express their
contempt. Interestingly, he is also compared to a Teddy bear due to his first name (0ecenepamusno-
nuowegvlti npomusHux [degenerativno-pljusevyj protivnik] ‘a degenerate-plush enemy’): in
Russian fairy tales and folklore the bear is traditionally named as ‘Mikhail Potapovich’ (a respectful
version) or ‘Mishka’ (in familiarity). In relation to Saakashvili all labels attached to him bear a
sarcastic-ironical character as a result of the Kremlin propaganda where he was not seriously treated
as a president of the sovereign state; some traits of his character also contributed to imaging him as
an impulsive, inadequate, and unstable personality.

It is well known that Medvedev blamed Georgia of conducting an act of genocide towards
South Ossetians. The majority of bloggers agreed with that proposition, some of them stated that it
could be genocide if Russia did not stop Georgia. Another group of bloggers named the conflict as
an act of aggression towards South Ossetia by Georgians, and only a few bloggers expressed their
disagreement and insisted that it was a military operation by Russia aimed at the seizure of the
territory of the sovereign state. Below Table 1 shows the domains of source and target Russian
bloggers utilized to conceptualize the conflict.

Table 1
Cognitive metaphors of Russian-South Ossetia conflict
Target domain / Example Source domain
concept
BENEFIT Ha pyxy Poccuu BARGAIN
Pacwuupsiem epanuyvl ceoeii umnepuu
HONORABLE Cnpaseonusas 6otina EQUITY
COURSE / Poccusa sawuwana opyeoii napoo opyeoi cmpanvl
FAIRNESS
DEMONSTRATION  Jlemoncmpayus nayuonanvroii mowu u cuisl Poccuu SHOW
NEGOTIATED Jlocoeopnoii mamy SPORT
MATCH
VANDALISM be3zzaxonue, omcymcmeue acHbIX nPUYUH DISORDER
COMMOTION / V3en, komopulii nonumuxu 3anymanu A3uIKAMu. PROBLEM
STIR / KNOT 3asapywixy nauana nu I pysus, nu Poccus, 3aeapyuixa
nHavanaco nocie eusuma Konoonuser Paiic
TEST Omo 6vina npoda co cmoponwvt CLLIIA — omeemsam uiu CONTROL
npo2iomsm
CONQUER Boeunnas onepayus no 3axeamy cnopuvix meppumoputi  WAR

As the table reveals, the South Ossetia conflict does not have a homogeneous evaluation by Russian
bloggers; their interpretation of the event has a positive, negative, and neutral connotation. The
domains of source have a wide range of application, such as sport, trial, examination, and war, but,
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on the whole, they all form a general understanding of the perception of the conflict by Russian
people, which, I assume, have not much changed since 2009.

5. Conclusions
The present study analyzed the narratives by Russian bloggers on the 2008 South-Ossetia conflict
from the cognitive linguistics perspective. The qualitative analysis has been applied to learn the
opinions of bloggers and identify the concepts and categories, which they operated with. The
analysis revealed that bloggers used a big amount of metaphors; the most widely used one is an
association to a dog, which barks but does not scare anybody. The issues of sameness and otherness
have been identified; US are considered to be ‘decent and smart’, THEY — to be ‘unintelligent and
programmable’. There were also determined the categories applied, such as Actors, Frames, and
Scenarios: the media were blamed to be biased and misleading; politicians — to be applying double
standards. The basic messages that were forwarded by majority of bloggers was a relief of Russia’s
returning to the level of world powers and satisfaction with the actions of their government in a fair
war for defending Russia’s allies. To sum it all up, I claim that:

1. The attitude of Russian bloggers to the conflict is quite diverse. There is no homogeneous
opinion on the way the war was conducted, on its outcomes, current situation and future
perspectives for the region.

2. Different linguistic means have been utilized to convey the message on the conflict; they
are metaphors, genres, and expressive language tools.

3. The conflict was conceptualized both positively (BENEFIT, FAIRNESS / HONORABLE
CASE) and negatively (CONQUER, PROBLEM, VANDALISM, NEGOTIATED
MATCH), as well as neutrally (DEMONSTRATION, TEST).

These findings show that the linguistic means of conceptualizing and categorizing the world
can provide a deeper insight into the object of research and give additional frame to the meaning of
narratives. Though South-Ossetia conflict has lost its actuality at present, it would be interesting to
research Russian bloggers’ discourse related to the events in Ukraine, to learn if there are any
similarities or differences with the 2009 discourse, and to see how categories and concepts of war
have changed after ten years of events under question.
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