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SHAPING OF THE AXIOLOGICAL STATUS OF
TOMOS IN UKRAINIAN RELIGIOUS MEDIA DISCOURSE
IN THE LIGHT OF COGNITIVE LINGUISTICS

AND RHETORIC

Abstract. The paper is focused on the cognitive mechanisms
underlying the construction of axiological status of Tomos and autocephaly
of the Ukrainian Orthodox Church in Ukrainian religious media discourse
of the last few months from the standpoint of cognitive linguistics and
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rhetoric. The data used for the study are interviews, announcements and
other media texts of the UOC (MP) and UOC (KP) leaders and spokesmen,
published on respective official websites of each jurisdiction in 2018.

As a result of our study, it was found out that discussions around
Tomos and autocephaly gave birth to new allusion-based phraseological
units in Ukrainian media space, while also actualizing the use of religious
terms which had been previously unknown to average citizens, such as
"Tomos", "autocephaly", "canonicity", "Eucharistic communication”,
"Ecumenical Patriarch" etc. In the media context, these specific terms of the
Church law have acquired axiological connotations, turning into
axiologems and anti-axiologems. It was also revealed that the
argumentation of the positive / negative axiological status of Tomos and
autocephaly in Ukrainian religious mass media largely relies on cognitive
metaphors and metonymies. In the media context, these cognitive
mechanisms of knowledge categorization are of great importance in
swaying the public opinion and affecting the value system of the audience.
In the texts under study, the most common cognitive metaphors are "Church
is body", "Church leaders are doctors", "Intra-Orthodox relations are war”,
"Intra-Orthodox relations are play"”, while the most prominent cognitive
metonymy is geographical metonymy, whereby the agency is transferred to
location. The most productive source domains for the metaphors, which
serve to express the evaluation of current processes in the Church, turn out
to be human body, medicine, war, play and crime. Decisions of Church
leaders regarding Tomos are conceptualized as right or wrong diagnosis
and treatment for an illness, expansionist policies or war for peace, raider
attack or fair / unfair play. In the media texts produced by both sides,
negative connotations are also conveyed via geographical metonymy, when
the Constantinople Patriarchate is substituted for by Fanar or Istanbul,
whereas the Moscow Patriarchate is referred to as Moscow or Kremlin. We
have come to the conclusion that cognitive metaphors and metonymies in
Ukrainian religious media discourse are used with the purpose of
increasing the persuasive effect of the text and swaying the audience
towards adopting the viewpoint of the addresser.
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discourse, axiologeme, values, Tomos, autocephaly.
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Jlesxo O.B.

O®OPMYBAHHS AKCIOJIOTTYHOI'O CTATYCY
TOMOCY B YKPATHCBKOMY PEJITTAHOMY
MEIAJIMCKYPCI Y CBITJI KOTHITUBHOI
JIHT'BICTUKHA TA PUTOPUKH

Anomauyin. Y cmammi 00CRiONHCyIOMbCs KOSHIMUGHI MeXaHizMu
gopmysanns axcionoziunozo cmamycy Tomocy i aemokeganii Yxpaincoroi
npasociasHoi  Yepkeu 8  CYHYACHOMY  YKPAiHCbKOMY  peniciiHoMy
MediaducKypci nio Kymom 30py KOSHIMUGHOI JIIHe8ICIMUKYU Mdad PUMOPUKU.
Mamepianamu  docrioxcenHa cmanu — iHmeps’ro, 3aA8u  ma  iHWi
MediameKcmu OYibHUKI6 MA CRiKepie YKPAiHCbKUX NPABOCIABHUX YEPKO8,
wo onyoOniko8aHi HA BIONOBIOHUX OQIYIIHUX Calmax KONXCHOI YepKoBHOI
ropucouxyii 3a 2018 p.

YV pesynemami ananizy ecmawnoeneno, wjo Ouckycii 8 yKpaincoKux
3MI nasxono numans nadanna Tomocy Yrpaincoxit npagocrashiii yepxei
Koncmanmunononvcokum — nampiapxamom — 3yMOSUNU  NOAGY — HOGUX
@paszeonocizmis,  umanpuxnao  "Cmpacmi  3a  Tomocom",  "Tomoc
HlIpvoodineepa", "Tomoc i Jocepi”, ma axmyanizyeanu 8x4CUBaHHs HOBUX OJis
nepeciynoi ayoumopii nowsamv i Cui@ 6 YKPAiHCbKOMY Medianpocmopi,
30kpema  "momoc", "aemoxegania”, '"xanouiumicms", "esxapucmuune
cninkysauna", "ecenenmcoxuil nampiapx" mowo. BusHaueHo, wjo HO8i 014
VKpaiHcbKux —meodia NnoMAmMMA U JleKceMu OMpUManu  aKcionoziumne
sabapenenns y 3MI, nepemeopuguiucey i3 mepminié yepkoGHO20 npasd Ha
axcionozemu abo anmuaxcionozemu. byno maxooic 6usnHaveno, wjo 6 0CHOGI
apeaymenmayii nO3UMUEHO20 / He2aMUBHO20 AKCIONOSIUHO20 CMAmycy
Tomocy 1 asmokepanii 6 YKpaiHcbKux penieitihux media Jaexicams
KoeHimueHi memagopu ma memounimii. Memagopa ma memowimis €
MOOensMU Kame2opu3ayii 3HaHb ma 3acobamu GopmysanHts, apeymeHmayii
ma Hae's3yeanHs yiHHocmeu y nomeHyiunoi ayoumopii. Jo Haubinbw
BIICUBAHUX KOZHIMUGHUX Memaghop Hanexcamv "Llepkea — mino", "Penizitini
oisui — aikapi”, "Mixcnpasocaaeni ionocunu — gitina”, "MisxcnpagociasHi
sionocunu — epa’, a 00 Halbinbw NPOOYKMUBHOI KOSHIMUGHOT MeMOHIMIT —
eeocpaghiuna MemoHimis, 3a AKOW CY0 €EKMHICMb NepeHOCUmbCa Ha
micyesicmo.  Cgheporo-OoHopom Yy KOSHIMuenux Mmemaghopax  Ona
BUPAdICEHH OYIHKU npoyecis, wo 6i00Y8aAIOMbCA 8 MIdHCUEPKOGHUX
BIOHOCUHAX, CMAE MOOCbKe MIN0, MeOUuyuHda, GiliHa, 2pd, 310UUH MOUo.
Piwenns yeprosnux Oisiuie w000 Tomocy KOHYenmyauizylomocs sK
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npasuibHi abo HenpasuibHi TIKY8AIbHI Oii HAO XEOPUM MILOM, GOAIULL YU
HegOanull OiacHo3 NiKaps, 3a2apOHuUybKi Giticbkosi Oii abo e bopomvba
3apaou mupy, pelioepcoke 3axonieHHs abo i wecna / nevecna epa. B
MediameKcmax — YYACHUKIE KOHQIIKMY 3 He2amueHumu  IHMeHYisimu
sarcusaromocss. memonimii, 6 saxux Koncmanmunononvcokuii nampiapxam
samiwgyemoca ax @anap abo Cmambyn, a Mockoscokuti nampiapxam — AK
Mockeéa uyu Kpemnv. Y cmammi 3pobieHo 6UCHOBOK, WO KOSHIMUGHI
Memadghopu ma MemoHiMii 8XHCUBAIOMBCA 8 YKPAIHCbKOMY peniciuiHOMY
MediaducKypci 3 Memoro 6naugy Ha aopecamis OUCKypcy ma gbopmyeal-mﬁ 6
HUX HeoOXiOHOI 3 mouKu 30py aopecanma Ouckypcy "npasunvoi™ nosuyii
wooo Tomocy it asmokeghanii.

Knrouosi cnosa: rxoenimusna memagopa, KOSHIMUBHA MEMOHIMIs,
penieitinutl mediaouckypc, akcionoecema, yinnocmi, Tomoc, aemoxegpanis.

Ingpopmayin npo aemopa: Jleexo Onexcandp Baoumosuy —
Kanouoam  inonocivHux  HAYK,  OOyeHm  Kagedpu  3a2anbHO20
MOB03HABCMBA, KIACUYHOI hinonocii ma Heoewninicmuxy, Incmumym
Qinonocii;  Kuiscoxkuil  HayiowanvHuii  yHieepcumem  imeni  Tapaca
Lllesuenxa.

Enexkmponna adpeca: o.levko@knu.ua.

Jleexo A.B.

OOPMUPOBAHUE AKCHOJOI'MYECKOI'O
CTATYCA TOMOCA B YKPAUHCKOM PEJIMT'MO3HOM
MEJUAJJMCKYPCE B CBETE KOTHUTUBHOM
JIMHI'BUCTUKHU U PUTOPUKH

Annomayus. B cmamve ucciedylomcs KOSHUMUGHbIE MEXAHU3MbI
Gopmuposanusi  axcuonocuveckoco cmamyca Tomoca u aemoxepanuu
Vrpauncxoii  npasocnaenoii  yepkeu 8  COBPEMEHHOM — YKPAUHCKOM
PENUSUOZHOM MEeOUAOUCKYPCe C MOYKU 3PEeHUsL KOZHUMUGHOU JUHSEUCTIUKU
u pumopuku. Mamepuansl UCCIe008aHUsL — UHMEPELIO, 3ASGIEHUSL U OpYeUe
Meouamekcmuvl PyKogoOumenell U CHNuKepos YKPAUHCKUX NPAGOCIABHbIX
yepreei, onyonuUKOBAHHbIE HA COOMEEMCMBYIOWUX OQUYUATLHBIX CAUMax
Kascoou yepkosHou opucouxyuu no 2018 2.

B pezynomame ananuza ycmanoeneno, ymo Ouckyccuu 8 YKpauHcKux
CMU  sokpye eonpocos npedocmasnenus Tomoca — Vkpaunckoii
npasocnasuol yepkeu Koncmanwmunononsckum nampuapxamom  oanu
podicoeHue HogulM @hpazeonocuzmam, Hanpumep "Cmpacmu no Tomocy”,
"Tomoc Ilpeounecepa”, "Tomoc u [wceppu”, u axmyanuzuposanu
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NpUMEeHEeHUs. HOBLIX OISl CPeOHeCMAMUCMUYECKOU ayoumopuy NOHAMuL u
€108 8 YKPAUHCKOM Meduanpocmpancmee, 8 uyacmuocmu "momoc”,
"asmokepanus”, "Kanonuunocms", "esxapucmuueckoe  obuenue”,
"gcenenckuti nampuapx". Onpedeneno, 4mo Hosbvle 0 YKPAUHCKUX Meoud
NOHAMUA U JleKCeMbl NOAYHUIU  aKcuonozudeckyio okpacky 6 CMH,
NpespamusuUCy U3 MEPMUHO8 YEPKOBHO20 NPAsd 6 AKCUOIO2eMbl UlU
anmuaxcuonozemvl.  buino  maxoice  onpedeneno, 4mo 6  OCHOGe
apeymenmayuy. NOAOACUMENbHO20 / OMPUYAMENbHO20 AKCUOTOSUYECKO20
cmamyca Tomoca u aemoxedanuu 8 YKPAUHCKUX PeNUSUOZHBIX Meoud
Jexcam  KoeHumugHvle memaghopvl  u  memonumuu. Memagopa u
MEMOHUMUSL ABTAIOMC MOOCISIMU KAME2OPUAYUU 3HAHUL, CPeOCmEaMu
¢opmuposanusi, apeymenmayuu u HABS3bIBANUS yennocmetl
nomenyuanvrol ayoumopuu. K naubonee ynompeobisiemvim KOSHUMUBHBIM
memaghopam npunaonexcam "Llepkose — meno”, "Penucuosnvie dessmenu —
epauu”, "Mesxxcnpasocnasuvie omnoutenus — eotina”, "Medxxcnpasocnasnvie
omHowenus — wuepa", a K Hauboiee NPOOYKMUBHOU KOSHUMUBHOU
MEMOHUMUU — 2€02PAPUUECKAs MeMOHUMUSL, 8 KOMOPOU CYObeKmHOCHb
NEPEHOCUMCsL HA MeCmHOCMb. J[lisl BbIPANCEHUs. OYEHKU NPOYEccos 6
MEJHCYEPKOBHBIX ~ OMHOWEHUSIX — CepOoti-OOHOPOM 6  KOSHUMUBHBIX
Memagpopax cmaHoSUMCcs ueroseyeckoe meno, MeOUuyuHd, 60UHd, uspd,
npecmynienue. Pewenus yepkosnvix Oesimeneii 6 omuouwtenuu Tomoca
KOHYEenmyamu3upylomcst KaK npasulibHble Wl HENpasuibHble JleyeOHble
delicmausi HaA0 GONLHBIM MENOM, YOAUHBLU UIU HEYOauHblll OUASHO3 6paya,
3axeamuudecKue 8oeHHvle Oelcmsus uiu 6opvba paou mupa, perioepcKull
3axeam unu yecmuas / HeuecmHas uepd. B ummepevlo yuacmnuxog
KOHDIUKMA ynompeousiiomest ¢ He2amueHbIMU UHMEHYUSMU MEMOHUMUU, 8
xomopwix Koncmanmunonoasckuil nampuapxam 3amewaemcs kaxk @anap
unu Cmambyn, a Mockoeckuii nampuapxam — xak Mockea unu Kpemno. B
cmamve cOenan 6vl800, UMO KOSHUMUBHbIE Memadopbl U MemoHUMUU
UCHONL3VIOMCSE 8  YKPAUHCKOM  PENUSUOSHOM MeOUAOUCKypce ¢ Yeblo
8030elicmeus Ha aopecamog Ouckypca U QopmMuposanus y HUx
HeobX00uUMOll ¢ MOuKU 3peHus aopecawma ouckypca 'npaeunvhou”
nosuyuu 6 omuoutenuu k Tomocy u agmoxepanuu.

Knrwouesvle cnosa: xocrnumuenass memagopa, — KOSHUMUBHAS
MEMOHUMUSL, ~ PENUSUO3HBIL  MeOUAOUCKYDC,  AKCUON02eMd, YEHHOCHU,
Tomoc, asmoxedanus.

Hucpopmayua 06 aemope: Jlesko Anexcandp Baoumosuu —
KaHouoam @Quionocuieckux Hayk, 0oyenm Kageopvl 00ue2o a3blK03HAHUSL,
KAACCUYecKou uaonocuu u HeodLuHucmuxy, Hucmumym @unonozuu;
Kueesckuii nayuonanvuwiii ynusepcumem umenu Tapaca Lllesuenxo.

Dnexmponnsiit aopec: o.levko@knu.ua.
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Over the last three decades, Ukrainian religious media
discourse has been marked with interconfessional polemics,
stemming largely from the presence of several Orthodox
jurisdictions, on the one hand, and from discussions over the
autocephaly of the Ukrainian Orthodox Church, on the other hand.
However, some remarkable political and religious events, such as the
2014 Revolution of Dignity, the War in Donbass, the 2016 Pan-
Orthodox Council in Crete, and particularly the appeal of the
President of Ukraine and the Verkhovna Rada to Patriarch of
Constantinople to grant Tomos to the Ukrainian Orthodox Church in
April 2018 raised the intra-Orthodox polemics to a new level, which
has significantly affected Ukrainian religious and secular mass
media. A wealth of terms, which used to be unknown to Ukrainian
laypeople and not wholly clear even to believers, have pervaded
Ukrainian media space, namely Tomos, autocephaly, canonicity,
FEucharistic communication, Ecumenical Patriarchate. Mass media
battles over these religious processes have given rise to new
phraseological units, mostly based on intertextual play, such as
"Cmpacmi 3a Tomocom”, "Tomoc Llpvooineepa”, "Tomoc i Hocepi"”
etc. Moreover, the above-mentioned words, especially Tomos and
Autocephaly, have got axiological connotation in the mass media,
turning from the terms of the Church law into axiologemes and
antiaxiologemes in the discourse of religious leaders representing
different Orthodox jurisdictions. Essentially, the uncertainty of
Tomos’ and autocephaly’s axiological status is what determines the
urgency of linguistic studies which would construe these issues
through the prism of axiological linguistics, linguopragmatics and
new rhetoric. Thus, the purpose of the present study is to identify the
role of cognitive metaphors and metonymies in the construction and
argumentation of the binary axiological status of Tomos and
autocephaly in Ukrainian religious media discourse. The study is
based on 30 interviews, public announcements and other media texts
of UOC (MP) and UOC (KP) leaders and spokesmen, which have
been published on respective official websites of each jurisdiction
from May to October 2018.
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Modern cognitive linguistics and rhetoric have revisited the
role of rhetorical devices and topoi in text arrangement. While in
ancient treatises tropes and figures were regarded merely as
ornamental means, in modern cognitive sciences they are viewed as
cognitive models, helping the speaker persuade his/her audience at a
deeper level of perception, affecting their reasoning processes. Via
cognitive mechanisms underlying common rhetorical devices
(particularly metaphor, metonymy and antithesis), discourse
producers shape the values and beliefs, which they impose on their
audience as either persuasive or manipulative endeavor.

Starting with the seminal work "Metaphors We Live By" by
G. Lakoff and M. Johnson [18], metaphor has come to be recognized
as a universal cognitive model of reception, generation and
propagation of new knowledge and concepts about the world. The
persuasive and heuristic potential of metaphor is emphasized in the
works by P. Ricoeur [8], E. McCormack [6], R. Boyd [12], G. Lakoff
[17], A. Denham [14], G. Fauconnier and M. Turner [16],
N. Arutiunova [1], V. Teliia [9], V. Gak [3]. As noted by G. Lakoff
and M. Johnson, "metaphor is pervasive in everyday life, not just in
language, but in thought and action" [18, p. 3]. The authors also
attach much importance to the cognitive nature of metonymy, which
is no less widespread in common language. Further cognitive studies
have proven that not only metaphor and metonymy, but other
rhetorical devices as well, serve as modi of thinking, patterns of
knowledge categorization and foundation of rhetorical argumentation
[15; 11, p. 145-147; 13, p. 123-152].

Studies in the field of media discourse have begun to actively
incorporate the concepts and theories of cognitive rhetoric and
linguistics. Many authors claim that metaphor plays a key role in
media discourse owing to its gnoseological and heuristic functions,
on the one hand, and persuasive function, on the other hand [10; 5;
7]. A. Baranov and Y. Karaulov assert that metaphor is used in the
political discourse with the purpose of making the audience take a
positive or negative stance toward certain political process or entity
[2, p. 189]. In other words, the axiological aspect of using metaphor
in argumentation is of critical importance. The same applies to the
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role of cognitive metaphor in the segment of intra-Orthodox relations
in religious media discourse, which is the object of our study.

Having analyzed the interviews and announcements of the
heads of UOC (MP) and UOC (KP) press services, published on
respective official websites from May to October 2018, we found out
that metaphor and metonymy are productive cognitive models
underlying the reasoning of Church spokesmen and the construction
of their argumentation. Apart from the leaders’ great authority
among the believers, rhetorical means are another crucial factor
determining the agreement with or refutation of the official Church
position on the issue of Tomos and autocephaly by the believers.

Undoubtedly, media texts of the UOC (KP) spokesmen
position Tomos as a great value for the Ukrainian people, which is
evident in the high frequency of syntagmatic units "saorciusicmo
Tomocy", "ompumanus Tomocy", "nadanna Tomocy", "wexamu Ha
Tomoc" and phrases of the kind "Tomoc, sxuii mu ouikyemo 6io
Bcenencokoco  nampiapxa, 6yoe” (Cerkvalnfo, 10.10.2018);
"[Ipusnauennss ex3apxié O03HAYAE HAOAHHA MOMOCY, Ue e
nezgopomnuu kpox" (Cerkvalnfo, 17.09.2018); "3apas3 aci uexaromo
momocy" (Cerkvalnfo, 17.09.2018); "Tomoc oce nadaec nam npaso
cninkyeanusi i3 ycima npasocirasnumu yeprkeamu” (Cerkvalnfo,
10.10.2018).

Contrariwise, the discourse of UOC (MP) spokesmen
demonstrates their negative viewpoint on the issue of Tomos in its
current state and disapproval of the recent decisions of the
Ecumenical Patriarchate. For example, the following statements are
aimed at discrediting the mere idea of Tomos and autocephaly for
Ukraine: "Te, wo cb0200HI 6edemubcest bazamo po3mos npo Tomoc, we
He 3Hauumv, wo 6iH npunece Ham xopucmyv” (NewsChurch,
28.09.2018); "Mu maemo 3sepmamu ysazy ne na Tomocu, e na yi
beskineuni cynepeuxu: xmo nepwut, xmo ocmannin” (NewsChurch,
12.10.2018); "Tomoc — smo 8ompoc He YepKOSHblU, MO BONPOC
eeononumuku, Haybezonachocmu. Ho, uzeunume, ne 013 3moeo
Lepxosb cozoasanacy” (NewsChurch, 26.09.2018); "4 noka umo,
be3 cozdanus Ho8ol yepkeu, oaxce Tomoc — amo npocmo oymaza”
(NewsChurch, 26.09.2018); "Tomoc obmedcums nauty c80600y, AKy
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MU Ccb0200HI Maemo. Axujo Komyco nompiono, 6yov nacka. Ham ye
nenompiono” (NewsChurch, 14.09.2018).

In the process of our analysis of the religious media texts we
have identified central cognitive metaphors that are used to influence
and shape the public opinion on the UOC autocephaly as either a
value or antivalue. The most common cognitive metaphors include
"Church is body", "Church leaders are doctors", "Intra-Orthodox
relations are war", "Intra-Orthodox relations are play". The above-
mentioned cognitive metaphors actually correlate with the modi of
argumentation of the Church stance on the axiological status of
Tomos and autocephaly.

Cognitive metaphor "Church is body" can be traced back to
Early Christian discourse. In particular, Apostle Paul calls the
Church "the body of Christ" (1 Cor. 12:27) or "the body in Christ"
(Rom. 12:5). Moreover, he conceptualizes the Church in naturalistic
somatic vein so that the believers are associated with certain body
parts — eyes, hands, legs etc. (1 Cor. 12:14-26). Overall, "the image
of body for a community, characterized with closedness and organic
growth, is common to the ancient tradition" [4].

In the texts under study, cognitive metaphor "Church is body"
is used in quite different ways in the statements and interviews of
UOC (MP) spokesmen, on the one hand, and UOC (KP) spokesmen,
on the other hand. However, common to the discourse of both parties
is the initial idea of the schism as a wound of the Church that badly
needs treatment. Thus, the basic source domain of the metaphors
used to evaluate the current processes in intra-Orthodox relations is
medicine. The decisions of Church figures regarding Tomos and
autocephaly are therefore imaged as either right or wrong treatment
for a wounded body. Actually, this is the way in which a more
specific cognitive metaphor "Church leaders are doctors" is
represented in their discourse. The following statements serve to
exemplify it:

"Haunebeszneuniue, wo Micmumaucs 8 piuieHHsax
suopaunvozo Cunody Koncmanmunononvcokoi Ilampiapxii, ye
NOPOOIHCEHHST We 00HO20 YEPKOBHO20 PO3KONLY. 38UYaiino, Wo makxe

97



AKTyaJbHi Npo0jeMu YKpaiHCbKOI JIHIBiCTHKHU: Teopis i mpakTuka
piulenHss He 00’€0HAE NPABOCIABHUX, He 3ULIUmb pAHy po3Koay'
(NewsChurch, 12.10.2018);

"Tlampiapx 3minue c60io OyMKY i c8oimu Jismu panums mino
kanoniunoi Ileprxeu ¢ Yxpaini" (NewsChurch, 13.09.2018);

"llampiapx Bapdponomiti y nawomy eunaoky Rnocmasue
nomunkoeuit 0iazno3 i NPoO0eHCYE 30IUCHIOGAMU NOMUTIKOGE
aikyeannsa' (NewsChurch, 13.09.2018);

"Hanoneznusi ii ynepmi cnpobu Bcenencvrozo Ilampiapxamy
3yinumu po3kon 6 YKpaini wiiaxom HAOAHHA aemoxeghanii He €
aAikamu, a ompymow AK 0aA KaHOHiuHOoi  YKpaincoxoi
Ilpasocnasnoi llepkeu, max i Onsn ecvoco Tina Bcenencvkoeo
Ilpasocnas’s" (NewsChurch, 13.09.2018).

Cognitive metaphors "Church is body" and "Church leaders
are doctors" in UOC (MP) media texts serve to create the image of
Constantinople’s Patriarch Bartholomew as a bad doctor who
"prescribed" Tomos to the Church as a wrong treatment, which
would eventually poison it instead of curing the wound of schism.
Obviously, in this case metaphorization from the field of medicine
has as its goal discrediting the idea of Tomos and granting
autocephaly to the Church in the format offered by the Ecumenical
Patriarchate.

While UOC (KP) spokesmen use identical cognitive model of
imaging intra-Orthodox relations as medical procedures, they present
Tomos as the right treatment for overcoming the schism and
restoring Orthodox unity: "Tomoc — ue 3musanns panu. A me, wo
swume, nosunno we spocmucw” (Cerkvalnfo, 10.10.2018); "ho
3po3ymino, wo, 3 00Ho20 00Ky, ye numawnHsa [yeprosHe], axe mae
Ooymu supiwene, i wum O0ani toeo Gioxknadamu, mum npoodiem 6yoe
auwe Oinbue. e ak nikyeanns 3yoa: xonu 3y6 3a001i6, MOJNCHA
golcumu  mabiemKy, MOJACHA GIOKIAOAMU, ale PAaHo YU Ni3HO
dogedembcst umu 0o Ooawmucma. I wum nizniwe timu, mum 2ipuie
0yoe, mum cxnaoniwe 6Oyoe" (Cerkvalnfo, 15.09.2018). Putting
obstacles in the path of the Church’s receiving Tomos is associated
with the actions that will only prevent wound healing: "4 saxwo pany
nocmiiiHo nocunamu  cinnle, mo 60HA He 3pocmembcea”
(Cerkvalnfo, 10.10.2018).
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Pervasive in the discourse of UOC (MP) and UOC (KP)
spokesmen is also the cognitive metaphor "Intra-Orthodox relations are
war". Their statements create the negative image of Constantinople’s
Patriarch Bartholomew as an enemy, whose actions regarding the UOC
autocephaly are associated with military invasion, provocation or even
annexation of the "canonical territory", e.g.:

"Hacnioox yvoeo kpoky Bcenencokoeo Ilampiapxa eniune na
ece IlIpasocnag’a, momy wo, akwo oour [lampiapx emopzaemuoca Ha
KaHoHiuHy mepumopiro inwoi Llepkeu, mo womy mooi He modice
pobumu ye u inwui?... le sc oyde kamacmpogha” (NewsChurch,
13.09.2018);

"Vee 3anedcums 6i0 moeo, K 0a1eKo nidymb npeocmasHuKu
Koncmanmunononvcbkozo nampiapxamy Ha KAHORIYHIT mepumopii
yHI]" (NewsChurch, 13.09.2018);

"Ane wac ounnomamii exce MumHys, i mpeba 2osopumu
8IOKpumo i 6i0gepmo, MoOMy WO Hebe3neKa 3aspodicye 6CbOMY
IIpasocnas’io” (NewsChurch, 13.09.2018);

"KoncmanmuHonons — peciamenmye — C8010  A2PECUBHY
nonimuky 6ionocno Ykpainu" (NewsChurch, 12.10.2018);

"..He cmanem au osma peuv I[lampuapxa Bapgonomes
uoeonocuyeckum obocrnoganuem 0ns "Bapgponomeesckoii nouu'" ¢
Ykpaune?" (NewsChurch, 06.09.2018).

For UOC (KP), on the other hand, the "ideal enemy" is
Patriarch Kirill, with his actions being represented as hostile to
Orthodox unity, e.g.:

"bo ykpaincwbka yepkea 6yoe corosna 3 Koncmanmunononem, i
ye 6Oyoe mue '"silina" czpexie 3i cnoeé'amamu (ax Mockea ye
Hamazaemovcs nodasamu 3apasz), a ye o6yoe "sitina" mux, xmo xoue
3pYUHYyeamu €OHICMb NPABOCAA8'ss 3apadu IMNEpcbKux ambiyit
Kpemns, 3 mumu, xmo xoue 30epecmu €OHicmb NPABOCIAB'S | pyxamu
tioeo ¢ maubymue" (Cerkvalnfo, 15.09.2018);

"Burxntouumu 3 yvoco npoyecy Ilampiapxa Dinapema...— ye
0y0e ocmanna Oapukaoa, 5Ky 0yoe HAMAZAMUCA GMPUMAMU
Hampiapx Kupun" (Cerkvalnfo, 28.08.2018);

"[le 6ace OyOe OGumea €OuHOi NPAGOCAAGHOI B8CENEHCLKOT
Lepkeu 3 mocxoscokumu ambiyismu" (Cerkvalnfo, 30.08.2018).
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Another way in which the UOC (MP) spokesmen shape the
negative judgment of Constantinople patriarchate’s decisions in the
public is positioning their actions as illegal. To be more precise, the
actions of Patriarch Bartholomew are labeled as anti-canonical, i.e.
violating the Church law (to a certain extent, canons in
interconfessional relations correlate with international law). The
actions of Patriarch Bartholomew are presented as ones that discredit
canonicity — a significant value for Orthodox discourse, which,
however, is often misused in religious mass media. In UOC (MP)
media texts, the actions of Patriarch of Constantinople are
occasionally metaphorically portrayed as criminal offences, with the
lexis being borrowed from criminal law to construct the negative
axiological status of Tomos, e.g.:

"Koncmanmunonons npuilHae make piulenHs, O0OHAK, 3d
BEUKUM DAXYHKOM, Ye DilleHHs 03HAuac peildepcbKe 3aXONnieHHsA
6CIX UEPKOGHUX NPUMIUIEHb, B8CbO20 YEPKOGHO20 MAUHA HA
mepumopii  Ykpaincoxoi Ilpasociasnoi ILlepxsu” (NewsChurch,
12.10.2018);

"l Hasimb 6oHu npemenoyroms Ha Hawe maiHo. Tenep Gonu
8ce ozonocunu cgocio enacticmio. Lle s 6 nazeas beznpeuedeHmuum
Waxpaiicmeom, K 60HO 8u2i10ac 300Ky 015 nepeciunux spomadsn”
(NewsChurch, 12.10.2018).

Occasionally used in media discussions around Tomos is also
less salient cognitive metaphor "Intra-Orthodox relations are play",
which likewise helps the Church spokespeople discredit their
opponents in the eyes of the public, e.g.:

"Mockea nobuna i 1obume cpamu HaA GHYMPIWHIX ZPeUbKUX
npomupiuuax. Ha cynepeuxax wminc Agonom i oghiyitinor
Ennaocekor epresow” (Cerkvalnfo, 29.08.2018);

"I Bcenencoxuui Ilampiapxam zcpae na ooui éopocie nauwioi
Iepxeu" (NewsChurch, 13.09.2018);

"Koncmanmunonoav 3 no3uuii apoimpa, sxuti cmoimv Hao
ecicto  bumeoio, cmae oouum 3 it yuacnuxig” (Cerkvalnfo,
30.08.2018);

Apart from cognitive metaphor, the texts under study are
interspersed with metonymy, which in this case is aimed at affecting
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the public opinion on the axiological status of Tomos and
autocephaly and making the audience take the "right" stance, as they
see it. The most common in religious media texts is geographical
metonymy, whereby agency is transferred to location. More
specifically, the actions of Patriarch Bartholomew are often
presented as the actions of Constantinople owing to his official title
(i.e. in a rather neutral tone) or as the actions of Fanar or even
Istanbul, which conveys the intention to discredit Patriarch
Bartholomew and his administration. The deprecatory effect of the
latter kind of metonymy is explained by the fact that Fanar is only a
small region in Istanbul, where the residence of the Ecumenical
Patriarchate is located. The fall of Constantinople and the renaming
of the city into Istanbul is still a sore subject to the Greeks inhabiting
it. In UOC (KP) media texts presentation of Moscow Patriarchate’s
actions as the actions of Moscow or Kremlin pursues the same
communicative goal, namely discrediting and disparaging the
decisions of the opponent. Here are a few examples illustrating the
use of this technique in the discussion of Tomos: "4 ue 3uaro, yomy
Ha @anapi 3a6ynu npo iHwi nodii 20-x pokis, Koau mypeyvke
KepisHuymeo  cmeoproeanro  TypeyvKy  npagociasny — yepkey"
(NewsChurch, 18.09.2018); "Heyowcenu na @anape naderomes, ymo
Qunapem cuumem ceoti nampuapwuii  kykoav?" (NewsChurch,
13.10.2018); "Mockea zomoea iddamu c80l0 MUMPONOLIIO 8
ropucouxyiro  Koncmaumunonoan?" (Cerkvalnfo, 30.08.2018);
"IIpomucmonns xoue Mockea, sona ix uecadye Hagimo mam, oe ix
ne icnye” (Cerkvalnfo, 17.09.2018); "IJe 3akonne micye
Bcenencokoeo nampiapxa, a Mockea kasce: menep mu Haubiivua
yepkea' (Cerkvalnfo, 10.10.2018).

To recapitulate, as a result of our study we can conclude that
discussion around Tomos and autocephaly in religious mass media
have brought about the appearance of new phraseological units and
actualization of specifically religious terms in Ukrainian media
space. Such words as Tomos, autocephaly, canonicity, Eucharistic
communication have acquired axiological connotations, going way
beyond their functioning as neutral terms in the Church law. We
have found out that the argumentation of positive / negative
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axiological status of Tomos and autocephaly in religious mass media
is marked with abundant use of cognitive metaphors and
metonymies. In this respect, the most common cognitive metaphors
are "Church is body", "Church leaders are doctors", "Intra-Orthodox
relations are war", "Intra-Orthodox relations are play", while the
most salient cognitive metonymy 1is geographical metonymy,
whereby the agency is transferred to location. The above-mentioned
models, being rhetorical inasmuch as cognitive, are intended to sway
the audience towards taking the side of the addresser in the
discussion around the value of Tomos and autocephaly for Ukraine.
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Abstract. The article aims to give a comprehensive account of
innovative theoretical developments in the field of linguistic imageology.
The main objective of the paper is the linguistic analysis of the category of
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