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LANGUAGE MEANS OF ‘ENVY’AND ‘BETRAYAL’
CONCEPTUALIZATION: SPHERE OF SOCIALLY
EVALUATING AND EMOTIONAL CONCEPTS
AND THEIR INTERACTION

Tyshchenko O. V.

INTRODUCTION

Nowadays conceptual studies are one of the most relevant areas of
linguistics, as evidenced by a large number of works on linguo-cultural
concepts which are the verbal embodiment of complex mental formations
that exist “on ethno-cultural, sociocultural and individual levels of
consciousness'.

According to N.D. Arutyunova, common analogues of philosophical
and ethical terms create a vast field of natural languages vocabulary
which reflects the practical philosophy of a person. The latter is the result
of different factors interaction among which there are national tradition
and folklore, religion and ideology, life experience, feelings and values.
The researcher distinguishes two semantic layers of vocabulary —
TRUTH and KNOWLEDGE which include the epistemic concepts
belonging to the sphere of mental notions and mental action and FATE
which describes everything that happens to a person®.

From epistemological point of view, “the inner universum of a
person is described through the interaction of three spheres — will,
feelings and intelligence and, thus, there are few purely voluntary or
emotional and mental predicates in the semantic continuum of a particular
language®.

! Anedupenxo H.®. JIuHrBOKymsTYposorus. LIeHHOCTHO-CMBICIIOBO@ HPOCTPAHCTBO

a3bIKa: yueOHoe mocodue. Mockaa, 2010. C. 5.
ApytionoBa H.Jl. Mentanbubsle aelictBusi: COopHuK crateit / Jlornueckuii aHanus

a3bika. M36panHoe 1988—1995; nmox obur. pea. H.JI. ApytionoBoil. Mocksa: Uunpuk, 2003.
C. 456-461.

® Daniclewiczowa M. Glowne problemy opisu i podzialu czasownikowych
predykatow mentalnych / Studia z semantyki pordwnawczej. Nazwy barw. Nazwy
wymiarow. Predykaty mentalne; pod red. R.Grzegorczykowej i K.Waszakowej. Cz 1.
Warszawa: Uniwersytet Warszawski, 2000. S. 228.
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Language modeling of cultural values includes the formation of
sociocultural vocabulary reflecting the basic categories of culture,
regulatives of a person’s spiritual and practical experience, his/her
emotions and assessments, and also a specification of the semantics, the
forms and the spheres defining the application of language means by
which these categories are explicated. In the process of formation and
development of a certain type of culture, cultural and axiological senses
that have been formed in language (‘clots of culture in language” and
concept spheres) harmonize cultural memory, form ideas about cultural
identity and continuity, moral and ethical, philosophical and life values of
a certain linguistic community and stereotypical views on valuable and
spiritual matters and can be modeled as concept spheres® .

The cognitive orientation of modern semantics is determined by the
necessity to systematize various fragments of knowledge about the world
and to explain the mechanisms of their reflection in the consciousness of
a language personality, in human psychology, socio-cultural stereotypes,
folklore, the language of ethnic culture, etc. It is linguo-cognitive
perspective that distinguishes the inner world of a person as a part, a
fragment of the general picture of the world reflected in the human
psyche and interpersonal relations and verbalized by means of a certain
ethnic language in certain axiological spheres or in the language of values
(«jezyk warto$ci», J. Puzynina, J. Bartminski, R. Grzegorczykowa).

On the other hand, it should be noted that emotional experience is a
part of human psychoemotional and an important component of cognitive
activity, behavior, communication with the external world and other
people. Human emotional sphere was the subject of deep and detailed
analysis by representatives of different scientific fields, first of all by
psychologists, who analyzed envy from the position of human behavior
social models (M. Klein, P. Kutter) as well as by philosophers (Aristotle,
F. Bacon, R. Descartes, I. Kant, B. de Spinoza, A. Schopenhauer) and
linguists  (A. Wierzbicka, Ya.Ya. Stefansky, V.l. Shakhovsky,
Ya.Sazonova, O. Yasinovska, etc.).

The analysis of verbal explication of mental images which
differently reflect phenomena of culture and society and their emotional

* Bamonbckas H.H Cracenne, mo6oBb, Mumocepane: K BOmpocy O S3BIKOBOM
MOJICTUPOBAHNH KYJIbTYPHBIX HEHHOCTEH / DBOIOIMS IEHHOCTEH B SI3bIKAX M KYJIBTYpax;
otBeT.pea. U.A.CenakoBa. Mockaa: IIpo6esn, 2000. C. 37.
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notions makes it possible to observe in culture and society the specificity
of the usage of linguistic means in the form of socioally evaluative
concepts as “clusters of culture and people’s mentality in a language”,
which encompass Envy, Betrayal, Slander and others. We suggest
considering these concepts in linguocognitive and comparative coverage
in the Slavic language and conceptual pictuers of the world based on
lexicographical facts, data of bilingual phraseological and special
dictionaries as well as text corpora of different Slavic languages (Polish,
Russian, Ukrainian, Chesh compared with other not closely related
languages).

This approach allows distinguishing three components in the
structure of the concept: notional (stating distinctive features of primary
nomination in terms of dictionary definitions), associative-imagery
(represented by figurative and metaphorical nominations) and value (that
displays a number of secondary associative meanings related to norms
and evaluations of different aspects of the phenomenon of Betrayal,
Envy, or other analyzed ones.

1. Conceptualization of Envy and Related Concepts

Anna Wierzbicka notes, that there is always some reason for the
motive of envy, that is, the existence of something that “I do not have,
and | suffer from it, | consider it unfair to me and | would like to have
(and therefore I wish I had it, achieved the same thing)”. It is indisputable
that both emotions (envy and greed) have a destructive character, since
their deep structure is characterized by the general idea of suffering and
hatred. For a clearer delineation of these nuances of the investigated
emotions, the researchers use the principle of semantic primitives,
suggested by A. Wierzbicka: 1) X feels envy: “Something good happened
to someone else. It did not happen to me. | do not want that to be the case.
| want such good things to happen to me, not to someone else. Therefore,
I suffer and hate the others”; 2) X feels jealous: “It fear that the person
who is dear for me has good feelings for someone else. I'm afraid that the
person who is dear for me may loose good feelings to me. | do not want
that to be the case. | wish the person who is dear for me the expensive
face had good feelings only to me. Therefore, | suffer and hate the

other’™.

> Wierzbicka A. Semantyka. Jednostki elementarne i uniwersalne. Lublin, 2006. S. 123.
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It is worth mentioning that in Russian predicates that consist of
stable word combinations in some regional language and various Russian
dialects, envy is also a subject of ownership (feel, state) and a verb with
the meaning of movement. For example, 3asucms kuoams “experiencing
feelings of jealousy” (bocamywas, a écé 3asucms Kuoaem, 6cé e malo,
Gonwwe xouem)®. It performs the function of a certain substance, as
evidenced by the combination with verbs “exooums ¢ and the action
from somebody’s side, something external to the subject — the disease as
well as malicious look, etc.: eéxooums 6 ypoc, ypoc nanan “somebody got
sick from an envious, malicious look” (Buepa npuwina uz é6anu, max
xXopowio 0vL10, 0a NPUULLA CYCeOKA U U3YPOUUNA MeHs, No2NA0end Ha
MEHsL HA2YI0 U 8CE, YPOC HANAL HA MEHs: 201084 OOIUM, Hcap NOOHSICH,
cnamos He Mo2y, 6opouarocb 6cto Houb. O, kaka 6Oaba, 632190 eé
msicenot ).

With the same motivation people used the network in the Russian
North to get rid of the evil eye. In Pinega, when they spoke of a “wasting
disease” they cut off a piece from the fishing net and pounded it with
hemp fiber “away from oneself” (that i1s like twisting in the opposite
direction) and read the charm: «Kax om cemu y3na nukmo ne modxxcem Hu
paseszamv, HU PACNyCmums — HU epemuK, HU KIeGemHUK, HU 3A8UOHUK,
mak oice 6wl paby 6odCUIO (UMAPEK) HUKMO He MO2 Obl HU UCNOPMUMb, HU
usypouums»’. In the traditional people’s culture there are folk believes
connected to some notions of timing charged with negative symbolism in
the traditional folk Christian calendar, especially in the traditional leap
year calendar as adverse period. V. Dahl presents the following facts in
the “Dictionary”: 29th February is the day of Kaceauna sasucmaueoco:
Kacvana sznonamamuoeo, ill-willed, unmerciful, stingy personality.
Kacvsan na ckom @3ensamnem, cKOm 8aiumcs; Ha 0epeso, 0epeso COXHEem.
Kacvsan, na umo nu e3ensnem — ace eanem. Kacvan na Hapoo — Hapooy
msiceno; Kacvsan na mpasy — mpasa coxnem; Kacvsin na ckom — ckom
doxnem °. In this respect it is worth mentioning some Russian humoristic

° IIpoxomesa K.H. ®paszeosornyeckuii cioBapb nepmckux rosopos. Ilepms, 2002.
C. 65.

" Ibidem. C. 395.

® Toncroit H.W. OTHOTrpaduUecKuii KOMMEHTapuid K JIPEBHUM CJIaBSHO-PYCCKUM
tekctam. 1. CeTb (Mpexa) / JIuteparypa u HICKyCCTBO B CUCTEME KYJIbTYpPbI; OTB.pE. aKal.
HHOT}gOBCKHﬁ. Mocksa: Hayxka, 1988. C. 122.

Hane B.W. TonkoBelil clioBapb KMBOI'O BEIMKOPYCCKOTO s3blKa: B 4-X T. MockBa,

1989-1991. T. 1. C. 167.
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wishes: [loszopasnsiio ¢ naewwio. U 3azviearom uymiaueo: «Munocmu
npouty K Hawiemy 2pouty co ceoum namaxom!» Bezde, no nocnosuye:
«llpusem 3a npusem u 110606b 3a 110006b, A 3A6UCIUBOMY — XPEHY Od
nepyy, U mo He ¢ Hauteco Cn’IOJZa))lO.

Envy in the Russian language, as in other languages, as a kind of
semantic universal, correlates with the idea of someone else's good and
material well-being, happiness; compare: bepym 3asudku na uyscue
noacumxu, 3asuoxu bepym, umo nam ne oarom,, in the Kuban subdialects
this proverb is fixed in the Ukrainian form bepymo 3a6uoxu na uyorci
noscumku, 3asucms — epae cuacmes . In the Smolensk Russian
subdialects it is fixed that envy is directed to someone’s goodness and
well-being:  Yyocoe 006po  noonupaem pepo  komy'. Partial
correspondence and cultural analogue of the above mentioned statements
can be traced in Polish: Cudza dola pod bok kole®. Compare with
Russian: 3o6acmoiii 6e33060my ne 6 3aeucmv, 3a8Ucmv npexicoe HAc
podunacs, scezda 6vi1a u 6yoem™ .

When referring to the idea of envy, greed and conscience or its
absence in the composition of many dialectal idioms and proverbial
constructions the names of human body parts and, above all, the eyes are
objectified (with ascribed to them corresponding attributes which
reinforce the feature of the subject and have negative connotation,
compare, Russian: epabywue (with augmentative formant), pyxu: Pyxu
epabywue y k020", obnusan 6vr enasa (referring to shame) (Om cmwioa
o6usan 6vl 21aza u yuen)™.

V. Dahl highlights the following contexts of an “envier”: I asuwa
konom meyym, Inaza 3asuoywu, a pyku 3acpedywu, Inazom He

Makcumos C. Kppurateie cioBa mo tomkoBaumio C.B. Makcumosa / mociect. u
kommeHT. FO.M. MenseneBa. Mocksa: Actpens, 2000. C. 240.

“Mokuenko B., Hukutuna T., Huxonaesa E.K. bonbwmoil cnoBapp pycckux
nociyosui. Mocksa, 2010. C. 356.

12 CrnoBapb pyccKHX HapoJHBIX roBopoB. Beim.1-36. MockBa-Jlenunrpaa (CIIO.):
Hayxka, 1965-2002. C. 137.

® Nowa ksiega przystow i wyrazen przystowiowych polskich. T. 1-4. / Red.
J. Krzyzanowski, S. Swirko. Warszawa: Panstwowy Instytut Wydawniczy, 1969-1978.
T. 1. S. 464.

1 Moxkuenko B., Hukutuna T., Hukonaesa E.K. bonbmioii cnoBaps pyccKux mocio-
Bu1. Mocksa, 2010. C. 356.

Moxuenko B., Hukuruna T. CroBapb IICKOBCKHMX MOCTIOBMI] U OTOBOPOK. CaHKT-

[TetepOypr, 2001. C. 66.

®paseonornuecknii croBaps pycckux roBopo Cubmpu; pex. A.M. demopos.
HoBocubupck: Hayka, 1983. C. 124.
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HAsopomuutb, ynycmue, Inasa UenoeeKy 60pocu  HEeHACbIMHOCMbIO,
I nazam-mo cmwiono, a oywa-ma paoa, Y meeo nonosckue a2nasa, Inazvl
amvl, a pyku epabau. Ceunvle 2nasvl He 00amMcs epsasu, 3a8ucmiusvlii
Cc60UX 06yx 2d3 He nooatcaieem, Y 3asucmu enasza 6€Jlul<u17. In some
dialectal phraseological units of the Russian language there also appear
“fingers” as components of phraseological combinations correlated with
another free syntactic prototypes (direct variable phrases) — scenarios of
eating, tasting and licking as a figurative expression of desire to have the
same (Vologda subdialect): Ob6ausvisamo narvuuxku “to  envy
somebody”*®. Concerning the so called “priest’s eyes” S.Maximov
remarks: “Our popular expressions dates back to that time when the
priesthood became so common and obligatory in the terms of national life
of a separate class that the people became to feel some inconveniences
and burdens and began to say: «Om eopa omobwvlocb, om npuKazHo2o
omKynocb, om nona He ommoniocb». Then they recognized that the
latter had «ne xapmanwvi, a mewxu», and they got used to numerous
priests’ customs saying: «Pooucws, Kpecmuco, JHceHucb, ymupat — 3a 6ce
nony denveu omoasati». At the same time “nonosckue enaza 3asudywue,
PYKu 3aepedywue u nonosvl demku Henymuwoié” and are rarely successful,
while the priests’ habits and temper “na kpugoii ne o6sedews”™.

In conceptualization of envy and avarice the somatic code (throat,
mouth) is combined with parametric adjectives (broad) and the idea of
quantity (relative size “c eybou”, obviously, with an omitted implied
adjective “Ooavwon” speaking about envious person: owarems cebe 6
pom “be extremely meager””®, which are usually transformed into images
of insatiability and are marked as derogative in the above mentioned
dictionaries of dialects. The same negative connotation is characteristic
for the following sayings: Iopno wupoxoe “A greedy, stingy person”
(Mano naomsm — wecmvoecsm pyoneu. M donvuie nanonyuym — ece
pasHo mano. I'opno wubko wupokoe y eu, Hem, onu ne oadym. eopio
wupokoe y Hux, 3azpebacmele 2naza). This connotation obviously occurs

' Moxnenko B., Huxutuma T., Hukomaesa E.K. Bombuioit CIOBapb PYCCKHUX
nociyosul. Mocksa, 2010. C. 356.

'8 Moxuenko B.M, Huxomaesa T.I". Bombuoii CJIOBApb PYCCKHUX MOTOBOPOK. MOCKBa,
2007. C. 479.

¥ Makcumor C. Kpsitatsie cioBa mo Ttonkosanmio C.B. MakcimoBa / mocieci. u
komMmeHT. 0. M. MenseneBa. Mocksa: Actpens, 2000. C. 268.

20 Ppazeonoruueckuii  coBaph pycckux roopo Cubmpm; per. AM. ®denopos.
HoBocubupck: Hayka, 1983. C. 69.
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by analogy with “hands”: B dea copra xeamams «begrudge» (Mm ecé
mano, 8 0ea 2opaa xeamarom) [IIpokomeBa: 399]; mopoorcenvie 2naza —
speaking about unscrupulous, arrogant person (71 uwo ema e6peus,
xjaonyuia jeuasa, MOpoaIICeHble NMeou eﬂa3a21, anasa 3amMopodsiHcersl (Hem
cmywerus, cogecmuy. 4é on 6yoem cmvioumovcs koeo-mo? Inaza-mo y
eco 3aM0p09fceHbl)22, I naza paszbezaromcst 8 pasHvie CMOPOHBL Y KO20 —
speaking about the feeling of surprise or envy®; Xoms nuwoii emy 6 2nasa,
on eosopum 602icbss poca. Sometimes some rare examples may be
observed — substances ‘“sweat”and ‘“blood” in combinations with
description of complexion: Ha wexax nomuuxu y Kko2o «o 0€CCOBECTHOM
yesoBeke» (beccosecmmuuiil, y He2o Ha wekax nomHuKu)24.

A psychosomatic and kinetic code in combination with a spatial one
can designate a different degree and character of the following emotional
manifestation: beginning, intensity, growth, gradation: Imaza ne ¢ my
cmopony 3abezarom “Envy flares up” (Ox, y e2o enaza ne 6 my cmopouy
3abezarom; y coceda MOMOYUKL — U emy Hado Hadcumv=), Habupameo
sasucmu “to begin envying smb”*. In this case envy is compared to a
certain substance, liquid which is ladled out and poured into a container:
Body is like a VESSEL, CONTAINER, which is filled with emotions.

Let's consider the nomination of envy in the Polish language picture
of the world. First of all, we have to note that in most European languages
the lexeme envy has wider semantic scope than in the East Slavonic
language and cultural continuum due to interlanguage homonymy. For
example, the Polish lexeme zazdros¢ (compare its semantic variant
zawis¢, Which almost completely coincides with the Ukrainian
3a30picmp) covers the semantic sphere that corresponds in Ukrainian or
Russian to two denotations — zazdpicme and pesnowi (compare scena
zazdrosci — literally “the scene of jealousy”). Proverbial contexts in

2 ®pazeonornueckuil cioBapb pycckux rosopoB Cubupu; pena. AWM. Denopos.
Hosocubupck: Hayka, 1983. C. 42, 47, 60.

2 IIpoxomesa K.H. ®pazeonornuecknii ciosapb nepmckux rosopos. [lepms, 2002.
C. 76.

% Moxwuenko B., Hukurina T. CloBaph IICKOBCKHX TOCTOBHII M MOrOBOPOK. CaHKT-
ITetepOypr, 2001. C. 148.

2" Dpazeonoruueckuii  c1oBaph Pycckux rosopos Cubmpm; pex. A.M.demopos.
HoBocubupck: Hayka, 1983. C. 149.

2 IIpoxomesa K.H. ®pazeonornueckuii cioapb nepmckux rosopos. [lepms, 2002.
C. 76.

2 Mokuenxo B.M, Huxomaesa T.I'. Bomboii CJIOBapb PYCCKUX ITOrOBOPOK. MOCKBa,
2007. C. 238.
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Polish are mainly associated with the spatial idea of a repository (a person
falls in jealousy, as well as in anger): Zazdrosé jest gdyby row: kto w nig
wpadlt, bywaj zdrow.

In many languages moral properties of bad conscience, slander,
gossip are realized with the help of metaphorical signs of impurity, dirt,
stains and, respectively, predicates of purification, ablution: Ukrainian:
Axou cam 6ys Oinuil, mo 6 He yopHU8 Opyeoco; Xmo obxuoae 6010mom
opyeux, y moeo pyku 0Opyoui, Bodowo wo xouew, nuwt cymiuinHs He
cnonouew’; Russian: Mazame/ 3amazame uéproii kpackoii ymo “slander

28 .
someone”", Maszamvs/ 6vimazamev oéemem, Knesema — xax (umo yeonw):

29
He 0609:‘09:‘061’1’1, mak samapaem .

2. Conceptual Sphere BETRAYAL.:
Ways of Representation in Slavic Languages

Let’s consider the individual cognitive metaphorical representations,
where false, deceit, slander and betrayal appear as one-order
phenomena, which belomng to the same semantic row: reside on the
surface or inside: Falsz sie nie zatai, Falsz zawzdy wynurzy¢ si musi,
Falsz wyniknie, jednak zdrada sie wytoczy™. Polish proverbs fixed the
idea that slander is more dangerous than direct and simple betrayal, these
Images are motivated by the idea of sharp teeth, an animal grin: Trudno
sie zlosliwego zebu ustrzec “Trudno si ustrzec obmowy, oszczerstwa”>.
In this respect it's worth paying attention to the interesting old expression
in the Polish language Psim gltosem odszczeka¢ — literally “Bark in the
dog's voice”, which is recorded in the famous and one of the oldest
dictionaries of the Polish language. According to historical evidence, the
person who slandered Queen Jadviga should have had a degrading
punishment for causing offense: in the Sejm, sitting under the bench, bark
in a dog's voice, thereby recognizing his false testimony and betrayal.
Such a punishment was at one time appointed to storekeeper Gnevosh for

" Mnas’ox C. Tlpumosigkm, a6o ykpaiHchKko-Hapomus dimocodis. / 3i6pas,
l'[i,[[l"OTg/BaB 110 IpyKy Ta ony6iaikysas Bonogumup C. Ilnas’rokx. EamonTon, 1998. C. 236.

?® Mokuenxo B.M, Huxomaesa T.I'. Bomboii CJIOBaphb PYCCKUX MTOrOBOPOK. MOCKBa,
2007. C. 178.

? Ibidem. C. 178, 406.

% Nowa ksiega przystow i wyrazen przystowiowych polskich. T. 1-4. / Red.
J. Krzyzanowski, S. Swirko. Warszawa: Panstwowy Instytut Wydawniczy, 1969-1978.
T. 1. S. 560.

*! Ibidem. T. 111. S. 839.
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a slander (oszczerstwo)®. The punishment for slander is inevitable — a
Russian proverb says Jlecko knesewemcs, neneeko omeeuaemcs. V. Dal
recorded Christian motives of punishment for slander, as a punishment
after death, in the afterlife: Kresemnuxu na mom ceeme kanenvie
CKOBOPOOKU Jzuofcym33.

Some Russian dialectal expressions, such as ockazame 310, also
appear similar in their internal form “it is not fair to bring your anger,
irritation, slander on smb.,”**. Some proverbial constructions and idioms
In Russian naturally correspond to the idea of evil tongue, for example,
smeunswiil 5361k "about the evil man who is a slanderer”. The Yaroslavl
dialects of Russia produced expressions: mempossiii sizvik “about the
gossip, slanderer”; Beauuaemcs Kiesemuux, u3pviéast SMY SA3bIKOM
onuoccnemy, u cam énadem 6 uto — such testimony is found in historical
dictionaries of the XI-XVII centuries®. In this respect there are
remarkable contexts where the predicates of gnawing and destruction are
highly frequent: Kresema 6e33y6a, a 2pvizoms epwizem™

In the Polish language consciousness, BETRAYAL can be expressed
through torsion or thread spinning, for example: Niechaj ten zdrajca
takich wici wiecej juz nie kreci 'slip out', Krecisz wici, jezuito®’; identified
by comparison to a fragile item that can be broken (Zdradliwe szczescie,
szklane jest wszystko gdy ldyni sie, wnet sie ztamie)®. Treason in Polish
phrases is motivated by the metaphors of impurity, dirt, stains, directed
towards the subject himself: plamic¢ sie zdradg (Nie wymienie jego
nazwiska, bo splamit sie zdradq, podat gestapo informacje o zZotniezrach
Armii Krajowej)®. Similar moral and ethical ideas are also found in some
Ukrainian dialects (Ukrainian Eastern Slobozhansky dialects)

%2 Nowa ksiega przystow i wyrazen przystowiowych polskich. T. 1-4. / Red.
J. Krzyzanowski, S. Swirko. Warszawa: Panstwowy Instytut Wydawniczy, 1969-1978.
T. 1. S. 376.

% Moknenko B., Huxutuua T., Hukomaesa E.K. Bombmoii CIOBapb PYCCKHUX
mociosul,. Mocksa, 2010. C. 410.

Moxkuenko B.M, Hukonaesa T.I'. bonbmioii cinoBaps pycCKUX ITOroBopok. Mockaa,

2007. C. 255.

* Ibidem. C. 410.

* Ibidem.C. 409.

% Nowa ksiega przystow i wyrazen przystowiowych polskich. T. 1-4. / Red.
J. Krzyzanowski, S. Swirko. Warszawa: Panstwowy Instytut Wydawniczy, 1969-1978.
T 1I. S. 658.

* Ibid. S. 385.

% Muldner-Nieckowski S. Carofano-Bugajska Wielki stownik frazeologiczny jezyka
polskiego.Warszawa, 2003. S. 935.
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characterized by the attributive function (in Ukrainian: [uunumu
numkamu wumuii “to be inclined to treason™®. Let us also pay attention
to the sensations: zdrada enters into phraseological ties with the verbs of
sensation and perception, for example, weszy¢ / wietrzy¢ zdrade,
containing metaphors of taste and smell. The latter objectify treason both
as a direct meaning, in particular, the idea that treason can be felt,
smelled, like a beast sniffs out, searches for its prey (the verb wietrzyc is
used in relation to animals as part of this phraseological expression, to
feel with the help of smell the presence of someone or something, “feel
and anticipate something”), and a series derivative meanings of the verb
Weszyc¢ recorded in the latest explanatory and phraseological dictionaries
of the Polish language: “to constantly search for something, to follow

. . . . 41
something or someone”, “to trace something in something”"", “to suspect

someone of treason, to be afraid of adultery, to trust no one”*,
Conceptually, this frame is associated with the frame of hypocrisy
represented in a set of figurative nominations. Let’s scrutinize it more
deeply. The conceptual metaphor treason — disguise — camouflage is
represented by units of bodily somatic and zoomorphic code (the Biblical
motif of wolf in sheep's clothing), where the heart acts as a container of
different emotions: Zrzuci¢ maske Spada maska, a zdrajca, co pod nig
przebywa®, Wielu sie pieknie ukiada, a w sercu ich skryta zrada™,
Bernardynska postawa, ale wilcze serce. The main motivators are
oriented towards opposing the bodily top and bottom: Z przodu lize, a z
tytu drapie, Gdzie nie staje wilczej skory, tam lisie] nadstawia, often with
actionable predicates — to lick (sickly-sweet, pleasing, kissing someone,
fawning before someone, betraying friendship (approach, false testimony,
prevaricate): W oczy mi sig lizesz, a za oczy krzywa podstegpng swiadczysz
przyjazn, Stowa w jezyku jedwabmne, ale w piersiach serce zradne,
Miodowe albo jedwabne stowka tworzy¢, a zdradliwym sercem, co moze
by¢ najgorszego, mysli¢; to taste differentiation sweet / bitter: Stowka

0 Vixuenko B., Yxuenko JI. ®pa3eonoriuHMil CIOBHHK CXiTHOCTOOGOKAHCHKUX i
crenoBux roipok Jlonbacy. JIyrancek, 2000. C. 214.

*! Dunaj B. Stownik jezyka polskiego. Warszawa, 2005. S. 771.

“2 Muldner-Nieckowski S. Carofano-Bugajska. Wielki stownik frazeologiczny jezyka
polskiego.Warszawa, 2003. S. 935.

“Nowa ksiega przystow i wyrazen przystowiowych polskich. T. 1-4. / Red. J.
Krzyzanowski, S. Swirko. Warszawa: Panstwowy Instytut Wydawniczy, 1969-1978. T. II.
S. 410.

“Ibid. T. 1. S. 852,
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stodkie, a pod jezykiem piotun®™; Ciagxue c10Ba, a O] SI3IKOM IOJIBIH;
Znam cie ziotko, Zes pokrzywka, znamy ziotko pokrzywka: piekna, ale
zdradzi / | know a plant: nettle, beautiful, but unstable *®, Pefno siéw
gladkich, wdzigecznych gebie, a zdrada w sercu, Wielu sie pigknie uktada,
a w sercu ich skryta zrada *'.

According to N.V. Skorodumova, “Treason, like a person, can
manifest itself in different spheres of life, perform some actions, generate
or initiate, send, carry, etc”. To confirm this thesis, let us turn to the ways
of metaphorical expression of betrayal in Polish literary discourse which
presents this phenomenon by conceptual metaphors that are diverse in
their ontology, origin and evaluation, or its figurative cognitive discursive
possibilities.

In the works of G.Senkevich, treason can wait for someone: Bogatym
jestes, lecz nie wiesz, czy jutro nie kazq ci porzuci¢ bogactw; mtodym
jestes, lecz jutro moze ci trzeba bedzie umrzec. Milujesz, lecz czyha na
ciebie zdrada (H.Sienkiewicz «Quo Vadisy, 162).

In Y. Slovatsky, the Treason can act as a symbolic Bottom,
expressed by spatial verbs — wpadac: a precipice or a pit filled with
treacherous snakes: Wiec zdradzitem jq! Boze, w jakqz przepasé
wpadtem! Nie wierz mi! Ona tego sobie nie wyznata I mnie si¢ nie
zwierzyta, z rumienca odgadtem...» (Juliusz Stowacki «Maria Stuarty,
26), Jamy wezowq napetnione zdradg...Powiem... wyroki wypetniajgc
wieczne, ktore to na mnie dzisiaj brzemie ktadg (Juliusz Stowacki «Krol-
Duchy, 1).

The somatic code is categorized through the concept of the Body, its
upper and lower parts for the cognitive representation of human feelings:
le nie zaniepokoili sie tym, albowiem z zapadnigtych, mistycznych oczu
suchotnika patrzyta nie zdrada, lecz jakby gleboka melancholia
czlowieka, ktory jest u brzegu Zycia... (Henryk Sienkewicz «Basnie 1
Legendy», 123).

Occasionally, the cognitive categorization of person’s perception
correlates with the verbs of taste (to taste the betrayal), such as, for
example, in G. Senkevich’s works: Poznasz, jako to fructa zdrady

®® Nowa ksiega przyslow i wyrazeh przystowiowych polskich. T. 1-4. / Red.
J. Krzyzanowski, S. Swirko. Warszawa: Panstwowy Instytut Wydawniczy, 1969-1978.
T. 1. S. 242.

* Ibid. S. 865.

*" Ibid. S. 603.
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smakujq. Bedziesz ty mnie jeszcze za przyjaciela uwazal, ale jesli lepszych
przyjaciot nie znajdziesz, to nie poluj nigdy na niedzwiedzia, chyba ci
skora niemita... (Henryk Sienkewicz «Potop», 194).

The metaphor of the disease ‘object is sick and requires treatment’ as
a key metaphor of different texts and genres was identified in political
communication and publicistic texts by A. Chudinov; it is manifested in
the frame of ‘Treason as an infection’, for example, in the works of
G. Senkevich: W pien ich!... Zdrada najzarazliwsza, mosci panowie!...
Wyrwaé  kgkol, bo inaczej zginiemy wszyscy! (Henryk Sienkewicz
«Potopy», 115), Jakze?... I waépan byt pod Ujsciem? ... i wacpan patrzyt
na to wszystko wlasnymi oczyma?!... Toz to po prostu zdrada byla
najzarazliwsza, w dziejach niestychana! (Henryk Sienkewicz «Potopy,
133), which is represented in particular by comparative constructions:
Straszna rzecz, wiare przechodzgca! — mowit Stanistaw Skrzetuski. —
Gdzie sie cos podobnego dziato? Ratujcie mnie, mosci panowie, bo czuje,
ze mi si¢ w glowie miesza...Dwie wojny, trzecia kozacka... a do tego
zdrada jak zaraza (Henryk Sienkewicz «Potop», 191).

In Y.Slovatsky’s idiostyle, the analyzed concept is combined with
other emotional concepts — conscience, care, that fill or poison everyday
life and human fate imbibed with mother's milk: Gwiazdy winne, ze
knutes cudzq smierc¢ lub zdrade, W kolebce bytes takim jak dzisiaj
zbrodniarzem, Z pokarmu matki ssates dni strute zgryzotg! (Juliusz
Stowacki «Maria Stuart», 22). Pejorative assessment can be attributed to
treason, as evidenced by the combinability of this word with moral and
evaluative adjectives as well as other ethical concepts — honor,
przysiega, grzech, hanba: Nikomu nie ufam — mowit zgryzliwie starzec. —
Bo jakg mi dac kto moze rekojmie?... Przysiege czy stowo honoru?... Za
stary jestem, aby wierzy¢ w przysiegi... Tyvlko wspolny interes jako tako
zabezpiecza od najpodlejszej zdrady, a i to nie zawsze...(Bolestaw Prus
«Lalka» 56), Dokonano okropnej zdrady — odpart Mefres chwytajgc sie
za gtowe... (Bolestaw Prus «Faraony», 527), On umiera! Krolowo,
okropna to zdrada! Nicku! Nicku! i coz mam uczyni¢ dla ciebie? Oczy
twoje Sciemnialy i twarz Smiercig blada... (Juliusz Stowacki «Maria
Stuarty, 76), Mosci zwroce, zanimbym do tej haniebnej zdrady mial
dobrowolnie przylozy¢ reki. Bogu Waszq Ksigzecq Mosc¢ polecam...
(Henryk Sienkewicz «Potop», 185); 4 jak widze, to mnie tu on haniebnie
zdradza I sam pieknie przy wilasnej patronuje sprawie (Juliusz Stowacki
«Mazepayn, 36).
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The conceptualization of breach of faith as a sin and dirt is
represented in Henryk Sienkewicz’s texts: ,,Raz pan nas juz zdradzit,
chyba nie skorzystamy z panskich ustug... (Henryk Sienkiewicz
«Przygody Kanoniera Dolasa», 72), Grzech nieczystosci. Zdradzitem
mojq zone (Henryk Sienkiewicz «Przygody Kanoniera Dolasay, 94).

Artifact metaphors, as a rule, correlate with spatial and sensory code.
So, in «Pharaoh» by Prus, Treason is encoded as a liquid flowing from a
leaky barrel: Zdrada ciggle sqczy sie jak woda z peknietej beczki...
(Bolestaw Prus «Faraon», 925) or it can change in size: grow, increase
(the prototipical agricultural donor sphere), this parameterization of the
trait is observed in Y. Slovatskiy’s works: Czué, zZe na twojej, moj
staruszku, roli Nie rosnie zdrada...(Juliusz Stowacki «Fantazy», 52).

Object symbolic metaphors appear in relation to the scenario of
hunting prey and tools and can be found in the texts of “ Psalterz
Dawidow ” by J. Kokhanovsky (the image of a fishing net as a symbol of
treason, a trap, a bird caught in a net as a symbol of treacherous actions
and deeds) : Strzez mie od fortelow ludzi niezyczliwych, Abych sie nie
pobit w ich sieciach zdradliwych (Jan Kochanowski «Psatterz Dawidowy,
136), Wywiktalismy sie z ich sieci zdradliwych, jako wiec lichy ptaszek z
reku mysliwych (Jan Kochanowski «Psalterz Dawidow», 125); Rybacy to
rgbali Przetlomke biednym rybkom zdradliwg... Nagle okropny krzyk — w
przetomke cztowiek pada (Juliusz Stowacki «Balladynay», 22), Napedzat
zas ryby do zdradzieckiej sieci za pomocg Kinga, ktory, wprowadzony w
wode, mgcit jg i burzyt tak niestychanie...(Henryk Sienkiewicz «W
Pustyni 1 w Puszczy», 239). These Biblical motives are recorded in
dictionaries of symbols, for example, «Co wigcej, cztowiek jest
nieswiadomy swego jutra, jak ryby schwytane w zdradliwe sieci albo
ptaki w sidta. ,,Jak one, tak tez ludzie uwiktani zostang w ztej chwili, gdy
spadnie na nich znienacka» (Koh 9, 12). “Old Testament”, literally —
“Moreover, a person is not always confident in his future, like a fish
falling into a net or birds trapped; people similar to them can get into
adverse circumstances where they are jeoperdised”®.

It is also worth recalling in this respect the action-related predicates
connected to the opposition “to buy- to sell” which in their internal
form is close to Russian “mepemaBatp”’, “sprzedac” or “omctynmathp”’

*®Lurker M. Stownik obrazéw i symboli biblijnych; tt., red.bp K.Romaniuk. Poznan:
Pallottinum, 1989. S. 211.
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(apostasy from smth, oath, faith, ideals, betrayal of Christ): Zarzucomo
mu odstepstwo od wiary®™. The image of lentils as a Biblical symbol
of the betrayal of Jesus Christ is actualized in the Czech linguistic
culture: Prodat, zradit koho za misu cocovice/Cocovici/pro cocovici
(sell, betray someone) — literally for lentil soup (for a bowl of lentils)>
Let us also compare Russian and Polish typologically similar verbal
phrases with the variable lexical and syntactic composition: npoodame
oywy oOwseony, Ni wie, gdzie Boga zdradzono, Nie wie, gdzie go
przedano®, Za pienigdze diablu dusze sprzeda, By¢ dla kogos judaszem
(cztowiekiem falszywym), Patrze¢ przez judasz (otwor w dzwiach),
Judaszowski usmiech, Judaszowski/judaszowy pocatunek, Judaszowskie
srebrniki®’, Russian: Ayoa ausicem 6oda, Hyda ecm u 6e3 6uioda, Hyde
sepumob, He 6eda nonaamumsca>. An echo of the Biblical motives are
represented in the Ukrainian language: I naiiconoowuii noyinynoxk moosuce
oymu sampoenuu (profile “Biblical treason”, “Sin / Devil”, “Soul”,
“God). The insidiousness (with the semantic component “on
the sly”, “secretly”) is conceptualized by the Poles through the idea of
an unjust, black path: Is¢ czarnym szlakiem (borem) ’robi¢ co
zdradziecko, podstgpnie’.

Recurring to the subframe ‘“adultery”, which is the most richly
represented in the Russian dialect language, including the boyfriend’s
treason, it is worth mentioning that the latter is also represented by the slot
“to encroach other’s property”, for example 3awamwvca uyorcounkou
(Mordovian dialects) “betray a partner”, noodowceuv uyscyro macienuyy
“betray somebody” (Novgorod subdialects)*. This expression is part of a
rather extensive synonymous row of phraseological units associated in

% Deren E., Nowak T., Polanski E. Stownik jezyka polskiego z frazeologizmami i
przyslow1arn1 Warszawa 2008 S. 259.

MOklenkO V., Wurm A. Cesko-ruski frazeologicky slovnik. Olomouc, 2002. S. 88.

! Nowa ks&;ga przystow i wyrazen przystowiowych polskich. T. 1-4. / Red.
J. Krzyzanowskl . Swirko. Warszawa: Panstwowy Instytut Wydawniczy, 1969-1978.
T. 11 S 677.

? Deren E., Nowak T., Polanski E. Stownik jezyka polsklego z frazeologlzmaml i
przystowiami. Warszawa 2008 S.146; Nowa ksiega przystow i1 wyrazen przystowiowych
polskich. T. 1-4. / Red. J. Krzyzanowski, S. Swirko. Warszawa: Panstwowy Instytut
Wydawniczy, 1969-1978. T. I. S. 508.

Moxkuenko B.M, Hukomnaesa T.I'. bonbmioii cinoBaps pycCKUX ITOroBopok. Mockaa,
2007. C. 392.

> Moprynosa O.B., KpuBomanosa [O.A., Ocunosa K.B. Pycckuili HaponHsiii
KaJeHJapb. DTHOJIMHIBUCTUYECKUN croBaphk. / Hayd. pea. E. JI. bepesoBuu. MockBa: Act-
npecc kaura, 2015. C. 253.
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different languages with different realities of life, agricultural and other
instruments, cutlery. Compare for example, Russian (Arkhangelsk) ZZapume
Kuwiky 8 uyscom 2opuike “live with someone else's wife”””. In the Ukrainian
language some proverbs are also formed according to the model ‘attack on
someone else’s property, wife, etc”: He ckaxaii y uyscy epeuky, 60 auxo
mobi 6yoe, Yyocas scona — 300po6ve yueco, Kk npomus cornys 600U He
HANUMUCA, MAK 3 4YICOI0 HCOHOIO, ABO 3 MYIHCEM UYHCUM HE HAHCUMUCS' .
Similar notions are found in the Belarusian tradition, according to which
“extramarital relations of married people were perceived as a loss of
individual vital energy” (He naenaoaii na uyoicwix diconax: yi ckaceeut, yi
30ypreew) and the fate of the family: Yorcyro eanybive — cearo cam'io
3eybiyby; it was believed that the most active in terms of extramarital
relations men eventually begin to resemble their genitals: «Yyorcas nadyuxa
awiciny npayspsbiyey’'. The idea of encroaching another's property is
clearly represented in the popular consciousness. Let us compare Russian
3auem scenumpcs, ko2da uyxcas novxcumves’ [BCPIL: 996] and the image
of a sickle in someone else's rye in English idioms: Put your sickle in
another man's corn which means adultery, extramarital contact™, as well as
some parallels, for example, in the Lemky dialect phraseology of
Ukrainians: xodumu oo uyoocozo pesipy — break adultery®.

CONCLUSIONS

All discussed secondary ways of conceptualization of ENVY,
BETRAYAL and SLANDER are united by the universal mental
predicates of action and state in their close relations to the corporal
metaphors and the verbs of destruction and physical influence (whine,
ache, hurt, gnaw, stab, feel hunger, etc.). Similar semantic regularities are
observed in ontologically and pragmatically different conceptual
spheres — TRUTH, JUSTICE, SHAME, MELANCHOLY, YEARNING,

> AJIGKCEECHKO M.A., benoycosa T.II., JIutBunuukoBa O.M. Yenosek B pycckoit

nuanekTHol ¢pazeonorun. CiaoBaps. Mocksa, 2004. C. 97.
Homuc M. YkpaiHcbki npuka3ku, npuciis‘s 1 take iHme. Kuis, 2004. C. 183.

" Campko C., Banmomima T., BacumeBmu V. i imm. Bemapycka Midanoris.
OHIBIKIaNeIpIYHbI cloyHIK. MiHck, 2004. C. 570.

*® Moknenko B., Huxurtuma T., Hukomaesa E.K. Bombuioit CIOBapb PYCCKHUX
nocioBuil. Mocksa, 2010. C. 996.

> Wilkinson P.R. A thesaurus of traditional English metaphors / P. R. Wilkinson.
London; New York, 1993. P. 159.

% Bapxon H., Ieuenko A. ®pa3eonoridnmii CIOBHUK JTEMKIBCHKHX TOBIpok CXigHOi
CnoBauuunu. [Ipsmes, 1990. C. 112.
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CARE, FATE which, except destructive psychical correlates in their
semantic structure (see metaphor of worm or gnawing creature,
conscience as a judge and its actions), have specific means of
correlations between corporal and spiritual, mental notions (as in the
Czech language, where shame is transferred onto the human clothing,
compare: ma z ostudy kabat usity “he has neither shame no conscience” —
lit. “his suit is made of shame”). Let remind in this respect the
mythological and naive ideas that shoes, clothes and hair represent the
human being as a whole.

These and similar moral and ethical aspects require special
consideration both from the perspective of ethnic culture and customs and
in their relations to specific emotions. An old English proverb quoted by
social anthropologists may serve as an example (The greatest shame is to
envy people for their money, clothes or wealth®") or the Ukrainian cycle
of “shaming songs” in Ukrainian wedding traditions which were
performed in case when the bride turned to be impure and the wedding
was claimed “improper”.

Concerning the SLANDER, this concept is closely related to ENVY,
FRAUD and BETRAYAL as well as to hypocrisy (black colour and
sensational metaphors, for example, sweet or sour) manifesting deep
Christian and Bible roots verbalized in the idea of betrayal of Christ and
the punishment for slander and treason (compare, the national and
cultural symbolism of these motives represented in the image of “bowl of
lentil” in the Czech linguistic culture against the background of other
international phraseological units and proverbs, or the idea of punishment
for the calumny in the Polish linguistic culture). All discussed emotions
and axiological expressions from the cognitive treatment of the language
metaphorically codify and actualize the notions of surface and middle and
can function both as objects (to attack somebody ...) and as subjects of
predicative constructions or patient (to overwhelm, encompass, overtake).

Imagery and notional centers of these expressions and idioms are
created by secondary evaluative philosophical and moral senses of good
and evil (pure and dirty in respect to the conscience, slander, betrayal),
mud, stain, purification embodying the principles of religious ethics or
violation of the conventional norms. Envy as betrayal (in Polish

o1 I'enpmyr k. 3aBHUCTH: TEOpPHs COLMUAIBLHOTO TOBEAEHUS / Tep. C aHri.

B. Komkuna; o pen. FO. Kysuenosa. Mocksa: UPUCOH, 2008. C. 30.
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phraseology and literary discourse) manifests itself in the repertory of
similar metaphors — to emaciate, break, etc.; disease and corresponding
physical and psychological sensations; typologically similar spatial
symbolic representations of CONTAINER, BOTTOM, chthonic symbols
of Pit, Gap, Snake, symbols of colour and smell.

The profile “adultery” is directly related to the frame “domestic is
better than alien” and is represented by structural semiotic model that
includes variable optional components united by a certain subframe.

Some ethnic, cultural and psychological notions, Envy as an
example, are projected to the facts of folk calendar (compare the Russian
Kacwsan zasucmuux) and traditional Christian believes about positive or
negative functions of certain Patrons from Slavic folk calendar: one more
circle of notions is linked to the stereotypes of ominous, sinister, ill-
boding eye in Slavonic magical apotropaic actions or objects and their
functioning. This phenomenon, thus, has brought forward numerous
somatic phraseological units in Russian dialects and in other languages.

SUMMARY

“Language modeling of cultural values” includes the sociocultural
vocabulary formation, which reflects the basic culture categories,
person’s spiritual and practical experience regulatives, his emotions and
estimations. In the certain culture type formation and development
process, cultural and value meanings formed in language (“the clots of
culture in language”) harmonize cultural memory, form ideas about
cultural identity and continuity, moral and ethical, philosophical,
ideological, religious and life values of a certain linguistic community.

This chapter presents a figurative and metaphoric component of the
conceptual spheres of Envy, Betrayal and Slander in Polish, Russian,
Ukrainian, Czech linguistic and conceptual picture of the world in their
interrelation and interpenetration. It reveals cognitive semantic and
pragmatic laws and principles of their content representation by indirect
derivational means of secondary nomination — phrases, idioms, stable
comparisons, proverbs, allusions in compared linguictic cultures; their
regional, ethnic and cultural specificity in certain dialects, as well as
bilingual and special dictionaries. It has been analyzed the cognitive
metaphors of BETRAYAL and TREACHERY in Polish fiction discourse
(in J. Kokhanowsky’s, J. Slovacky’s, G. Senkevich’s works,) and means
of their expression correlated with the corresponding cultural codes —
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anthropomorphic, subject, artifact, spatial, colour and others, cognitive
models: “ENVY AND BETRAYAL - DISEASE, PASSION, PIT,
LIVING CREATURE, CAPACITY OF EMOTIONS, TABLEWARE,
LIQUID SUBSTANCE, etc. The chaper represents linguistic
culturological analysis of relevant conceptual spheres correlated with
socio-evaluative, ethical, axiological, calendar-ritual and other ideas
(deception, hypocrisy, revenge, infidelity, betrayal in the Christian
tradition and ideology, for example, some notions of time and Bible
notions associated with betrayal and envy) in their intertextual and
national-cultural aspects.
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