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Abstract

The paper considers the critical problem of contrastive analysis of conceptual metaphors underlying the
conceptualization of Biblical (the Pentateuch) realia in English and Ukrainian discourse within the cognitive-
discoursive framework. The complex methodology used in the research is based on the procedures of the
contrastive analysis of conceptual metaphors developed in works of A.Barcelona, E.V.Budaiev, and
A. P. Chudynov. It allowed, first, establishing and systematizing (based on the source-domain) the main
shared models of metaphorical conceptualization, namely: anthropomorphic, nature-morphic, phitomorphic,
zoomorphic, sociomorphic, artifact, military, temporal, and economic metaphors; second, reconstruction and
contrastive cognitive-semantic analysis of the metaphorical model GOD IS THE NEED / FOI" € [IOTPEGA
pertinent for the English and Ukrainian, but at the same time not elaborated in the Pentateuch. The heuristic
and axiological potential of the model was established. The frame-slot conceptual domain THE NEED serves
as a source-domain for the target-domain GOD thereby uncovering the cognitive meanings related to the most
important spheres of experience of English-speaking and Ukrainian respondents.

The obtained results account for some subtle contrasts in metaphorical conceptualization of Biblical
(the Pentateuch) realia by present-day representatives of English and Ukrainian linguocultures, and
demonstrate the ethnocultural specificity of the national mentality against the background of the universal and
shared in the process of the figurative interpretation of the world. In addition, it was found that in contrasted
discourses, the concept of GOD figuratively represents the collective idea of the highest spiritual value.

Keywords: metaphorical model, conceptual metaphor, Biblical realia, frame, slot, contrastive analysis.

1. Introduction.

Contemporary cognitive linguistics assumes that surface language structures are
motivated by cognitive structures undergirding them. In this respect, conceptual metaphors —
cognitive formations not only underlying linguistic metaphors but serving as a cognitive
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instrument for structuring and comprehending reality — have become a focus of cognitive
linguistics investigations. Started with the seminal work “Metaphors we live by” (1980) by
G. Lakoff and M. Johnson, for almost half a century, there has been unfading interest among
linguists in issues connected with different aspects of these cognitive formations. A great
deal of present-day research has been conducted to investigate their different significant
aspects: a) typology (J. Grady, A. Hardie, G. Lakoff & M. Johnson, E. Semino); b) structural
specificity (A. M. Baranov, Z.Kdvecses, S. A.Zhabotynska); c) lexico-semantic and
grammatical aspect (L. Cameron, A. Deignan, K. Sullivan); d) pragmatics, functioning in
discourses of different types: political discourse (A. M. Baranov, E.V.Budaev,
A.P. Chudynov, V. A. Maslova, A. Musolff, E. O. Oparynoi, E. Semino, T. H. Skrebtsova,
Yu. S. Stepanov), publicistic discourse (Ye. V. Temnova), scientific and professional
discourse (D. Hordon, S. L. Myshlanova, N. A. Nikitina, O. S. Zubkova,), artistic discourse
(L. V. Kravets, Yu. V. Kravtsova, G. Lakoff, M. Terner, L. lu. Tykha), fideistic (religious)
discourse  (A.Barcelona,  V.I. Karasyk, E. S. Marnytsyna, N. B. Mechkovska,
N. N. Oriekhova, N. M. Orlova, M. A. Sadykova, P. M. Shytikov, E. B. Yakovenko);
contrastive studies (E. V. Budaiev, A. Barcelona, C. Soriano, N. V. Kabantseva, A. Thabet,
W. Al Tohami), and others. Nevertheless, the studies have little to say about the contrastive
analysis of conceptual metaphors of fideistic discourse; thereby, this aspect becomes a fresh
and promising topic of cognitive-discoursive research.

2. Aim and Objectives.

The aim of the paper is contrastive analysis of metaphorical model GOD IS THE
NEED underlying the conceptualization of Biblical (the Pentateuch) realia in English and
Ukrainian.

Obijectives are as follows:

— to describe methodological foundations of the investigation;

—to analyze the consistent patterns of metaphorical expansion to identify the types of
metaphors pertinent to the English and Ukrainian discourse; to consider the similarities and
differences of the contrasted types;

—to identify the degree of elaboration of shared by the contrasted languages model
GOD IS THE NEED, and describe conceptual and lexical metaphors that account for the
cognitive meaning of this model in both languages.

3. Methodology.

The research objectives determine the methodological basis of the study. The study is
conducted on material collected by means of a questionnaire. The participants of the study
are 100 English-speaking and 100 Ukrainian-speaking randomly selected persons. The
respondents were asked to share their thoughts on some realia fixed by the metaphorics of
the Pentateuch. The questionnaire includes open-ended questions that provide respondents
with freedom to use their own language, and trigger their figurative thinking, thereby
revealing individually-specific analogue and associative conceptions existing in their mind
concerning the realia discussed.

Having collected responses, in first place, each language was individually analyzed
following G. Lakoff, M. Johnson, A.P. Chudynov’s methodology for semantic-cognitive
reconstruction and characterization of conceptual metaphors. The types of metaphors
pertinent to the English and Ukrainian discourse were identified and classified by source-
domain. Subsequent contrasting of detected types allowed concluding on differences /
similarities between types of metaphors in the discourses under consideration. Secondly, for
the contrastive analysis of conceptual metaphors, we adopted (with some adjustments)
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procedures of A. Barcelona’s (2012, pp. 117-146), E. V. Budaiev’s (bynaes, 2020), and
A.P. Chudynov’s (Yymuuos, 2003) methodology. Thus, to contrast the conceptual
metaphors we employed the following parameters: 1) existence / non-existence of the
mapping in the contrasted languages (to compare pertinent for the English and Ukrainian
conceptual metaphors but other than found in the Pentateuch); 2) degree of conceptual
elaboration; at this stage, having described the shared metaphorical mappings in each
language individually, we contrast them and discuss the degree of elaboration of shared
mappings in the contrasted languages.

4. Literature review.

According to G. Lakoff, the metaphor is a fundamental cognitive mechanism that
organizes human thinking and language with a conceptual metaphor as “a cross-domain
mapping in the conceptual system” (1993, p. 203). Its essence consists in experiencing and
comprehending one thing in terms of something else. In the process of metaphorization the
structures of knowledge the *source-domain” and “target-domain” interact forming a
particular schema of relation between these notional domains. These systematic
correspondences / mappings are nothing but ametaphorical model. Following
A. P. Chudynov’s view, it can be represented by the following formula: “X is Y” (Uyaunos,
2003, p. 70). For instance, God is the Person, People are Plants, etc. Importantly, in the
mapping not only separate elements of conceptual domains but their whole structures are
involved. That is to say, a speaker is selectively mapping significant (from his standpoint)
characteristics of an object (conceptual domain)-source upon the object (conceptual domain)
that is a target of conceptualization. Consequently, each new source-domain applied to
conceptualize the target changes the angle of its seeing and comprehension, and “we see the
target-differently than we saw it before” (Kdvecses, 2017, p. 17).

Following A.P. Chudynov, we interpret structures of knowledge of a metaphoric
model as “fragments of naive image of the world”, “systems of frames” (slots, concepts)
(Uymunos, 2003, p. 71). In such view, a frame is understood as “aunit of knowledge
attached to a particular notion. The data it encompasses is something essential, typical and
possible for this notion [...]. It structures the holistic conception of the world [...]. The frame
is a data-structure for representing stereotyped situations” (Kyopsikosa, 1996, p. 188). As
M. Minsky puts it, “we can think of a frame as a network of nodes and relations. The ““top
levels’ of a frame are fixed, and represent things that are always true about the supposed
situation. The lower levels have many terminals — ‘slots’ that must be filled by specific
instances or data” (Anonymous, 1975). These are specific lacunas that are supposed to be
filled with information about particular parameters or aspects of an object / situation based
on previous people’s spiritual and practical experience of dealing with the similar situations
or objects.

A way how slots are verbalized depends on the communicative situation. It can be said
that it is a communicative situation that determines the way how the slots are verbalized
(Munckuit, 1979). At the same time, it is also important to emphasize that the frame is an
open-type cognitive structure, and it can expand its boundaries using new information
(Fillmore, 1982).

Overall, it is a system of frames (slots, concepts) of a mental source-domain that serves
as a foundation to model mental target-sphere in a process of metaphorization. Under this
view, a target-sphere not only preserves the structure of the source-domain, but also its
emotive potential, thereby enabling the speaker to affect the emotions and will of the
addressee (Uyaunos, 2003, p. 70).
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G. Lakoff and M. Johnson’s findings show that there are: 1) orientation metaphors
that reflect an idea of spatial orientation (the Spirit come down from heaven in John 1:32
(OSB)); 2) ontological metaphors, the “ways of viewing events, activities, emotions, ideas,
etc. as entities and substances” (Lakoff, 1980, p.25) (The Lord is my Banner in Exodus
17:15 (OSB)); 3) structural metaphors enabling the speaker to use the concepts of one
domain of experience to characterize another one. For example, the God-man relations (God
is Father in Deut. 32:6 (OSB)) can be conceptualized via the earthly father-children
relations, a concept of earthly “fatherhood’. Metaphorical models do not exist in isolation,
they interact, (A. M. Baranov, A.P.Chudynov, Yu.M.Karaulov). Given above
metaphorical model God is Father emerges on the °‘crossroad’ with a number of
metaphorical models. Some of them are: the orientation metaphor God is UP, the structural
metaphorical model God is Person, the ontological metaphor God is Container.

Thus, firstly, the conceptual metaphor is a Kkey cognitive operation of
the comprehension of the world, and at the same time the product of this operation.
Secondly, the structures of knowledge of a metaphoric model are the “fragments of naive
image of the world”, “systems of frames” (slots, concepts). Thirdly, the metaphors
underpinning discourse form the conceptual net of metaphorical models. That is to say, the
analysis of the one presupposes the analysis of another one; this perfectly serves the aim of
our research. Contrasting the metaphorical models involves contrasting the metaphorical
systems and to some degree contrasting the worldviews that will allow the holistic view of
the results of the study.

5. Results and Discussion.

In the course of the analysis the types of metaphors pertinent to the English and
Ukrainian discourse were identified and classified by source-domain. Subsequent contrasting
of identified types allowed us to consider the similarities and differences of the contrasted
types. As a result, no significant differences were established. The common types of the
English and Ukrainian metaphors are: anthropomorphic metaphor, military metaphor, nature-
morphic metaphor, zoomorphic metaphor, phitomorphic metaphor, artifact metaphor,
sociomorphic metaphor, temporal, and economic metaphors.

5.1. The English and Ukrainian metaphors typology.

Contrastive analysis of the identified metaphors showed that the most common types of
the metaphor in the English and Ukrainian discourse (based on the questionnaire) are (due to
the space constraints, only some examples are given):

I._Anthropomorphic metaphor:

1) spiritual properties of the man: a) traits of character: God is kind, Gracious, He is
gentle; bFoe € wedpicms; boe € munocepos; boe ¢ doopoma; b) feelings: God loves; Foe ¢
nmobos; C) desires, motives: God wants, the desires of the Lord; Bor mae 6aorcanns
npocmumu, bor € docepeno namxmnenns; God is the need, He is everything we need; boe ¢
nompeoa,

2) physical properties of the man: a) language / voice: God spoke; the word of God tells
us; max 2osopums Cnoso booice; b) physical sensation: the world can be cold; c) parts of the
human body: God’s_body, the church; at the_right hand ... of God; Bce ¢ pykax Boocux;
6Ce6UOIOYUM OKOM, Bin Cl’lOCl’l’l@piZdG 3a KOMCHUM 3 HAC,

3) mental properties of the man (thinking / intellect): God knows, the mind of Christ,
He can decide everything, He understands, boe smae, Bin ¢ icmuna i 3uanmns, boe ¢
Myopicmb; scumms € 3HanHs; posym Bcecsimy;
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4) physiological properties of the man: God is Life, the bread of life; boe e arcummsnm;
Tocnoow... 3apodarcye 110008; 8ipa Jcuse.

I1. Military metaphor: God is Worrier; God is fighter, He fights for me; God is peace;
He is my Commander in Chief; God is_Victory; He is the peace maker; he has reconciled me
to himself; God will win over all evil; God is Shield; The Lord God ...is my warrior in battle;
He is the ““badge or banner™ | wear; Our Lord is our banner; God is Stronghold; God is my
defender; He is with us always as we go into battle; He is victorious defeat all of our
enemies; He will bless us and raise us up above our adversaries; He has legions of angels
and saints at His disposal; awoouna... € tioco Boinom ceimaa;, I'ocnoov dae siosazy i
nepemocy 8 pPI3HUX JHCUMMEBUX OuUmeax, Mu — NPANOPOHOCUL, HAUCUNLHIUOW 30POE€ €
besmexncna (inkonu wnasime panamuuna) eipa i cuna oymku, boe e 3axucnux; boe €
nepemoza; boe € Cmpamez.

I11. Nature-morphic metaphor:

1) nature (physical /not of physical nature): God is Nature; God is an angel, God is
spirit, a sensational Spirit; Foe € /[yx;

2) the solar system: a) atmosphere (different aspects): God is Air; God is the Wind; Foe
€ nHebo; boe € no2oda; b) the Universe: boe € 3ipka; Foe € Beecsim; Boe ¢ Conye,

3) physical objects / phenomena: a) light: the ray of sun in the darkest days; boe ¢
ceimno; ceimie manbymue; ceimai nomucau ma suunku; b) electricity: He is ... insulator;
boe € padioxsuns; ¢) thermal phenomena: God is Fire; d) water objects: God is water;

4) landscape: a) relief of location: God is mountain, God is Rock; b) section (of the
land): Jesus is the Way, the rock of our Salvation (Jesus); depeso owcumms ma Odepeso
NI3HAHHS — WJsix, Ha OODOZCDC HCUmMmA.

IV. Zoomorphic metaphor (animals / birds) God is Lamb, God is lion, His wings, we
are his sheep; mu Hoezo gisui.

V. Phitomorphic metaphor (parts of plants / processes):

| need God’s Word ... in order to grow my faith, the fruits of the spirit; Croso boorce €
3€PHO.

VI. Artifact metaphor:

1) constructions:

a) buildings: God is shelter, God is asylum, God is castle, He is my strong tower,
construction, the almighty fortress; masx (Foe); b) parts of buildings: God is ..._foundation of
my life, He is my stable foundation, He is the_cornerstone, the Bible is the foundation; Croso
boea € onsa nac ... onoporw;_sxwo bydyeamumemo Hauie MOpAaibHe Ui OYXOBHE HCUMMS; )
ceimauuyi cepys;, 06epi paro;

2) mechanisms and their parts / instruments: God is steadfast anchor; bread (host) and
we receive him as the food that fuels our faith, love is the key; oou- nputimaui,orcumms — ye
oymepane; kioy (Cno6o)0o icmuru;, akymMynsamop Hauux oyu;

3) clothes (outdoor clothes, sign in a way of object): He is the ““badge ...”” | wear; the
Righteous robe of God; psica — ye xpecm;

4) food and ingredients: Jesus ...is the bread of life, He is the bread of life, Word of
God is nutrition, God’s word is food, His word nourishes our soul, eating from the tree of
knowledge death, the Word is nourishment for the spiritual life; xomu ‘imo’ Xpucma
HANOBHIOEMOCS HCUMMAM; BUUHKU HCUBISAAND iZOaVIOmb; ()yx Xap4yenvb i CJZOGOM; noatcuea
011 Oywii; idica onst mozo oyxa; Cnoso Hacuuye 0yxo8Huil 20100,

5) religious objects: The tree of Life is the Cross;

6) printed / handwriting products (signs / sign systems): He is the Alfa and the Omeqga;
boe € ... yenmpanvna gicypa; | have zero idea about that.
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VI1I. Sociomorphic metaphor (punishment / encouragement): life and consciousness are
the major_gifts; Knowing more about God and being closer to him is the ultimate goal and
prize in life; Boowce Cnoso € eenuuesnum dapom; Kumms — natibinouuii oap.

VI1I1. Temporal metaphor (time): He is ... the beginning and the end, God is eternity; hoe
€_8IYHICMb.

IX. Economic _metaphors: Jesus’s sacrifice has paid the price for my sins; Jlioouna,
yraaoawuu y200y 3 boeom, 6epe na cebe nesni 30008’°s3anHa | 32i0HO yi€i yeoou 60HA

OMpUMYe€ O1A20CI08EHHL.

Thus, the analysis has shown that the main shared models of metaphorical
conceptualization are: anthropomorphic, nature-morphic, phitomorphic, zoomorphic,
sociomorphic, artifact, military, temporal, and economic metaphors. Furthermore, in both
discourses the most productive are anthropomorphic, artifact, and military metaphors. The
least productive are economic and temporal metaphors.

Importantly, against the background of shared models, pertinent to the Ukrainian
discourse only, the artifact metaphor sub-model with the source-domain ‘religious objects’ is
single out. It is realized through a single metaphor The tree of Life is the Cross. Nevertheless,
we believe, this mapping is important and accounts for the meaning “the center of the world”
that arises from association between the most central Christian relic and the Tree that is
found in the middle of the Biblical Paradise. The sacred centrality of the Cross was pointed
out by Christian apologist St. John of Damascus’ (c. 645-749) almost 15 centuries ago: “as
the four extremities of the Cross are held fast and bound together by the bolt in the middle,
so also by God’s power the height and the depth, the length and the breadth, that is, every
creature visible and invisible, is maintained” [St. John of Damascus, URL:
https://www.documentacatholicaomnia.eu/03d/06750749, loannes_Damascenus, De Fide
Orthodoxa,_EN.pdf]. Consequently, the Cross is considered to be the embodiment of the
center of the world, both spiritual and material. Therefore, it is such understanding of the
Cross that may allow viewing the Tree of Life in terms of the pivot and sacred center of the
world in the Pentateuch picture of the world. T. A. Pakhareva notes that Biblical Tree of Life
is a variant of universal mythological image the “axis mundi” (*axis of the world”) that in
mythology of different peoples is often embodied in the “world tree” (“arbor mundi). Thus,
the metaphor The tree of Life is the Cross realizes the key idea of the center of the world, of
course, if this particular aspect of the source-domain is highlighted.

Pertinent for Ukrainian discourse also are the metaphors with the source-domain ‘the
solar system’ demonstrating the association of God with the world above, far beyond the
limits of the man and, indeed, out of reach, and natural phenomena which are out of his
control (for example, boe € 3ipka; boz € Bcecsim; boe ¢ Conye; boe € nebo; boe € no2ooa).

At the same time, in English discourse zoomorphic metaphor with the source-domain
‘animals / birds’ has turned to be more productive that in Ukrainian discourse. They
underline the character of the object and are characterized by powerful pragmatic potential
(God is Lamb, God is lion, His wings, we are his sheep). The use of metaphors lion and
lamb, for example, in relation to the same object is the best way to describe its character.
These metaphors invoke the images that in no time, and better than words, reveal the essence
of the object described.

Overall, it should be said that the general similarity of identified groups of metaphors
proves universality of principles of metaphorical conceptualization that goes far beyond
national boundaries preserving, however, some ethnic-cultural peculiarities. In addition, a
broad variety of source-domains indicates the complexity of Biblical realia that to some
degree lie beyond human comprehension and observation. Only employment of total
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experience of dealing with the world ensures the coherence of their (realia)
conceptualization.

5.2. Existence / non-existence of the mappings.

The semantic-cognitive reconstruction of conceptual metaphors allows revealing a
system of mappings underlying the conceptualization of the Pentateuch realia in English and
Ukrainian discourse. As our findings have shown, only one mapping shared by English and
Ukrainian discourse is not elaborated in the Pentateuch. It is the model GOD IS THE NEED /
FOrI € T[IOTPEFA. Although it has Biblical foundation, it is not evolved in the Pentateuch.
However, it also should be added that this model is developed at length in the New
Testament.

5.3. GOD IS THE NEED model: Degree of conceptual elaboration.

At this stage, we discuss the degree of elaboration of the model GOD IS THE NEED in
contrasted languages. The Ukrainian and English language-specific metaphorical entailments
as well as the model-specific sub-mappings, and their inherent cognitive and pragmatic
characteristics are also of our special interest.

As the analysis of metaphorics of the respondents’ discourse has revealed, the
conceptual structure GOD is being conceptualized as a basic NEED of the man in both
languages. In this respect, clarification of the notion ‘need’ and consideration of
classification of human basic needs is necessary. Let us dwell briefly upon these issues.

Following the Merriam Webster Dictionary definition, we interpret the notion ‘need’ as
“a physiological or psychological requirement for the well-being of an organism” (2021).
The author of the first classification of human needs Abraham Maslow emphasizes that,
regardless of the fact that the needs of a man are subjectively determined, and socially and
historically conditioned, their basic elements have remained unchanged. In this context Max-
Neef points out, “Fundamental human needs are the same in all cultures and in all historical
periods. What changes, both over time and through cultures, is the way or the means by
which the needs are satisfied” (Max-Neef et al., 1992, p. 18). Importantly, satisfaction of
lower-order needs of the imaginary ‘pyramid of needs’ leads to actualization of higher-order
needs; this motivates constant activity toward the need satisfaction, and explains the dynamic
nature of human needs.

For the purpose of this study we adopt the classification of basic human needs
established by A. Maslow. Hierarchically, they are categorized as: 1) “physiological needs”
(everything persons need to survive); 2) “safety needs” (safety and security); 3) “social
needs” (fellowship, love and belonging needs); 4) “esteem needs” (self-esteem, recognition);
5) “self-actualization needs” (actualization of potential) (Maslow, 1954).

Consequently, all above said concerning the notion of the ‘need” allows us to present
the conceptual sphere NEED as a coherent structured formation of standardized actual and
potential knowledge about human needs, that is to say a frame. Thus, let us consider the
frame NEED and the conceptual reality it actualizes as the source-domain to construct the
target-domain GOD in English and Ukrainian.

In this paper the frames are given in square brackets (e.g., [Physiological need]), the
slots are in capital letters and in single quotes (e.g., 'LIFE"). In addition, both frames and
slots are marked with bold type.
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The model GOD IS THE NEED / BOT" € IOTPEBA
Frame [Physiological needs]
Slot 1. 'LIFE"

Physiological needs are food, water, rest, etc. In other words, everything a human being
needs to survive, for LIFE. In course of life every person creates his own conceptual layers
of this concept. However, regardless of all peculiarities, the common ground remains
unchanged: from existential standpoint, it incorporates important need of a man. In English
and Ukrainian, this need is metaphorically conceptualized as one of conceptual attributes of
GOD, and it is actualized via linguistic realizations similar in both discourses: God is Life;
God / Jesus is ... the Life; I am... the life; God is my life; He is life; He is life of our lives ;
He sustains us; hoe € ocummsm, boe ¢ JKumms. 1t should be added that Ukrainian and
English respondents identify the concepts GOD and the WORD OF GOD whereby creating a
metonymic connection between two concepts: Croso Booice — docepeno aocummsi; He is the
word of life; Jesus is the Bread of Life and the Word; the Son is the true source of life. The
concept WORD stands for the concept GOD (otherwise is also true).

It must be said that Ukrainian and English respondents’ metaphorics mirrors the
dichotomy of their worldviews. That is to say, it shows that respondents differentiate
between the material and spiritual world, corporal and inner / spiritual man, inner and
outward beauty, light and darkness, physical and spiritual purity, etc. Within such dualistic
frame, the “earthly”, “underground” world, and “the hell” are set against the “heavens” and
the “paradise”. This, consequently, entails the opposition between physical / temporary life
and spiritual / eternal one in both discourses: [yxosue sicumms, sike max camo Heobxione Os
J0OUHU, 5K 1 idica 0ns niompumxu i hizuunoeo icnysanns; the word of God is the thing that
sustains spiritual life, similar to how food sustains physical life and growth.

In addition, as the examination of terms show, antonymic to the notion of ‘life’ is a
notion of ‘death’, that is absence of life. The respondents’ figurative conscience
conceptualizes God as the One who saves from untimely death, terminating physical as well
as spiritual existence. He helps a person not to lose the soul and stay spiritually whole and
not injured: Savior that has prepared; The LORD is my salvation; gracious Savior; He wants
to rescue our souls from death; The one, who decides when to be born, when to die, etc; boe
€ nopamyHnok, Cnacumenw; Bin pamye; 6e3 booxcozo cnosa 0yxoeHy noiosuny no0uHu O4iKye
0YX08Ha _cmepmob, a00uHa nompe 0yxosno 6e3 Cnosa boowcoco, Xpucmoc, Xmo € cepuye
Hawozo 0yxoeHoz2o dcumms, booce cnoso dyxosne xapuysanms; 6e3 AK020 MHOOUHA OYXOBHO
3aHenaoac.

Slot 2. 'AIR’

Among basic needs of a man that are indispensable in sustaining a human body is air.
This need is metaphorically conceptualized as God is Air. It should be underlined that slot
'AIR" is represented by the only metaphoric mapping God is Air detected in English
discourse only.

Slot 3. 'WATER’

The water is another basic human need. Figurative conscience of English-speaking
respondents conceptualizes God as the One who is the WATER himself: God is water;
whoever believes in me shall never thirst”. That is to say, the domain GOD is viewed in
terms of WATER thereby highlighting the capacity of God to satisfy this need.

Slot 4. '"FOOD’

Among basic needs of a man, necessary to sustain a human body is also food,
nourishment in a sense of ‘providing nutriments’, ‘feeding’ a human body with all
‘nutrients’. These concepts are found in the English and Ukrainian respondents’
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metaphorics. They figuratively endow God with a conceptual characteristic the Provider,
who can meet any need.

Such metaphorical conceptualization of God is Biblical. Suffice it to say, that this
idea, the idea of God who is able to provide is, hidden in the very Tetragrammaton
maxwRmay — YHWH, the name the Old Testament God uses to reveal Himself to Moses
(Ex. 3:14). This word is a derivation of Hebrew root ‘to be’. It has been an object of
numerous  etymological research  (W.F. Albright, J. M. Allegro,  G. A. Barton,
R. A. Bowman, F. M. Cross, Jr., F. Delitzsch, G. R. Driver, S. D. Goitein, Y. Kaufmann,
T.J. Meek, J. A. Montgomery, M. North, N. Walker, J. Wellhausen, and others),
philosophical  investigations  (F. Aleksandriiskyi,  Saint ~ Avhustyn,  B. Childs,
A. Kenterberiiskyi, R. Kerni, H. Kokhen, A.Lakok, M. Maimonid, A. O. Olesnytskyi,
P. Riker, F. Rozentseih), and others. Although, the issues raised concerning the meaning of
the divine name have not yet been answered, as our study has shown, the most recognized
interpretations of the Tetragrammaton are: 1) “I will be what I will be”’, “I AM who and what,
and where and when, and how and even why you will discover I AM. | am what you will
discover me to be” (Davies, 1967); 2) “I will be whatever | choose” (Arnold, 1905, p. 128);
3) “the God of redemption will become, will continuously become, to His Church all that
Church needs Him mo become”, according to G. Cameron (as cited in ®eodan (bbicTpoB),
apxum.,1905:56); 4) “Sustainer, Maintainer, Establisher” (Oberman, 1949); 5) “he causes to
be” or “he is” (Surls, 2017, p. 114). As above interpretations reveal, the Tetragrammaton
asserts God’s existence AND reassures people in the fact that He does see, does hear, and is
able to provide for them, whatever they need. As the respondents’ metaphorics reveals, this
truth uttered almost 3000 years ago is relevant even now, and grasped via metaphoric
mappings God is Provider, He is my provider, God is Sustainer, and others.

In English and Ukrainian respondents’ discourse, conceptual closeness between the
‘bread of life’ and ‘the Word’, and God Himself (even to the degree of complete
identification) is observed. The respondents use these three linguistic realizations as
semantically equal, and consequently interchangeable. We find that the respondents’
figurative consciousness conceptualizes ‘the Word’ as ‘physical bread’; it ‘feeds’,
‘nourishes’, ‘provides nutriments’. Of course, such idea is entirely Biblical, and is
reoccurring in different contexts shaped in different lexical items a great number of times. It
can be explained by the fact that it constitutes the conceptual framework for the greatest
Mystery of Eucharist — Holy Communion. Thus, the aforesaid is illustrated by the following
metaphorical realization both in English and Ukrainian: His word feeds and sustains me, the
Word that God is nourishment and sustaining for all things, the Word keeps my soul fed,
Jesus is the word become flesh. He is the bread of life, the Word of God gives nutrition to
the spiritual body, the Word of God is nutrition for soul, His word sustains believers' souls,
Jesus is the Bread of Life and the Word, he became bread to stay with us in spirit until the
end of time, the word of God (Jesus) is bread, God provides, God’s word is food, the Word
of God sustains, We need the word of God to feed our souls, Word of God is the greatest food
for a soul, Jesus said to them, I am the bread of life; whoever comes to me shall not
hunger”, the word of God is a meal for our soul, we must also listen to and “‘eat” the word
of God, the Word is nourishment, “booce Cnoso € Xpucmoc. Xni6 ¢ mino Xpucma. Konu
‘imo’ Xpucma nanoeuroemocs sicummsan’. “bBymu ‘xnibom’ — ye dozsonumu cebe 3’icmu’ .
“Xmo mino moe cnoxcusae ma kpos Moo n'e, mou ¢ Meni nepebysae, a A 6 noomy...” (Bio
leana 6:56). Fooice cnoso ¢ iviceio 0ns oyui.

In this context, it is interesting to see, how the need in food is metaphorically refracted
in the dichotomic prism in both discourses. As the examination of metaphorics has shown,
not merely the conception of the world but also self-conception of both Ukrainian and
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English respondents is strongly influenced by dichotomic view. English respondents
conceptualize themselves as spiritual being, possessing a spiritual body along with a
physical one, living spiritual life, and, consequently, requiring spiritual food. Interestingly,
unlike English speaking respondents, Ukrainians concentrate not on their inner spiritual
being but specifically on their inner man. According to Merriam Webster Dictionary, ‘being’
is “something that is conceivable and hence capable of existing”. While ‘man’, according
to the same Dictionary, is “an individual human” that is a person (oco6a, inauBix). This
human, that is to say, in Ukrainian discourse, the inner man (BHyTpimiHi#i 9010BiK) IS
represented as a living person inside of a physical body of the man. Likewise, a physical
man, the inner man needs food that is, according to the examination of the metaphorics, the
Word of God: boarce crnoso € oyxosua ixca;, Cnoso nacuuye 0yxosuuii 20100; booice crnoso €
oyxoene xapuyeanms, 6e3 sxoz2o aoouna oOyxosno 3anenadac. Taken together, God is
conceptualized as the One who is capable of providing the food for both physical and inner
man/spiritual being.
Slot5. "HEALTH, REST'

Health and rest / recreation is one of the basic needs of people. Especially now in time
of the COVID-2019 pandemic, every man, regardless of race and confession, feels it.
Findings of Jeanet Bentzen show that “By the end of March 2020, more than half of the
world population had prayed to ‘end the coronavirus’” (Bentzen, 2020). It demonstrates that
amid pandemic, when, unexpectedly, a little virus has turned to be Achilles’ heel of the
science, half of globe’s population have entrusted themselves to God’s hands. It is this or
close to it experience that is metaphorically grasped in the Ukrainian and English-speaking
respondents’ discourse as: God is Healer, God can help remedy, God is Comforter, | can
rest in His protection, Foe ¢ Jlikap, Cnoso nixye; boe € uyoomeopyem, momy wo 3yinoe
modetl, donomazae 30onamu nedyeu. In addition, God is experienced as the Comforter. He
provides spiritual balance, harmony, boe € smixoro ..., momy wo 3naxooicy cnokiu y Hoomy.
Moreover, ‘His Word’ is also conceptualized as comforting and healing the wounds of a soul
that physical means have failed to cure: Croso smiwae, Boce cnoso nece moosm naodio Ha
olcumms  GiuHe, 3ULNIOE OVIMEBHI PAHU, WO He MONCIUBO 3ANIKY8AmMU MamepialbHUMU
onacamu. booice cnoso ¢ ... daxcepenom paoocmi, 8iopadu, nopaou.

Slot 6. 'LIGHT"

The English and Ukrainian respondents conceptualize realia connected with God and
Goodness as those possessing attributes of light. These conceptual characteristics account for
God’s nature (Cam boe € csimno, God is Light). God Himself is Light, He radiates it. In
addition, the light is introduced in the very first chapter of the Bible. It is the very first thing
that receives divine approvement in Gen. 1:1-4 (OSB). Therefore, everything that is marked
by light is associated with notions of ‘goodness’ (boe ¢ csimaum obpazom), ‘faith’ (csimno
sipu), ‘salvation’ (Boe € moim ceimaom i cnacinnsm, yo2o s maio 6osmucs?); ‘the dwelling of
the Holy Spirit’ (csimauuxa cepys). Both Ukrainians and English-speaking respondents
conceptualize light as “cleanness’, absence of ‘uncleanness’ (sin): (ceimai nomucau, wucmi
oymku, ceimaa menoodis). Also in Ukrainian discourse Christians (the followers of Christ) are
metaphorically conceptualized as ‘the soldier of light’ (Boir csimna).

Ukrainian Explanatory Dictionary defines lexem svitlo (light) as glowing energy that is
radiated by a body, is perceptible and makes things around visible (bycen, 2005, p. 1299).
Such radiant glowing of light is often a part of theophany. Icon painters communicate this
energy using luminous figures of Saints and God Himself. Importantly, one of God’s names
is the Light. In Ukrainian and English discourse God is conceptualized as a source of the
light (God is the Lighthouse, hoe ¢ masx). In Ukrainian discourse we find metaphorical

68



Bunyck 21’2021 Cepin 9. CyuacHi mendenyii po3eumxky mos

mapping boz ¢ Conye (God is the Sun) that is the source of light and living energy (boe ¢
npomenem ceimaa, the ray of sun in the darkest days).

Importantly, the light metaphors standing for good / God’s phenomena lead to main
Biblical duality Good / Evil (God’s Kingdom / Kingdom of Satan, etc.) that is evident in the
contrasted metaphorics (the discussion of such dichotomy is beyond the scope of this
article).

Frame [Safety needs]
Slot 1. 'PROTECTION, SECURITY"

‘Safety need’ is a typical element of the ‘pyramid of needs’ that integrates human
conceptualization of security and confidence in personal protection, and protection of the
bellowed ones. In both languages God is the one who ensures protection and security. For
example, in English: He is my protector... because He is sovereign, God is protection for me
and my loved ones, My life is under protection of God, He protects me, God is an angel, who
protects our planet, our nature and us, He makes me feel protected, He is a protector and
insulator against the foes that attack and the general weathering of the storm, God is my
defender. In Ukrainian: boz ye moii, Ha K020 Mu MOXNCEMO NOKIACMUCS MA oymu nio 1io2o
saxucmom, Xpanumenw, 3axucnux, oxopona ma 3axucm, mup. One of Ukrainian respondents
conceptualizes God as ‘oberih’ (o6epic) — amulet. In ancient times, such amulets were
ascribed a magic power to protect its holder from unclean spirits, and bring good luck.

Slot 2. 'SHELTER®

In contrasted languages God is conceptualized as the need to have ‘a secure shelter’,
the place where a person can find ‘rest’ and ‘hide’ himself from the troubles of the world:
God is shelter, God is asylum, God is castle, He is my strong tower, the almighty fortress;
boe ¢ Ipumyikom ons moocekoi Oywi. The metaphorical expressions manifest the
conceptualized spiritual experience about the nearness of God that ensures protection and
defense: He is near, guarding and protecting the faithful, He is the secure place. The faith
in Him is salvation.

Slot 3. 'STABILITY, LAW, AND ORDER®

Along with the security, the need in safeness integrates need in stability, law, and
order. In his time, Simeon Novyi Bohoslov wrote that “God is God of order. Disorder is an
attribute of a fallen man; it is a consequence of his fall” (as cited in Jlocckuit & YcneHckuid,
2014, p. 59). Stability, law, and order are conceptualized in God’s appellatives. He is
conceptualized as the King, King of Kings, Lord, Lord of Lords, Judge, Shepherd.
Importantly, one metaphor enhances the sense of another one, makes it sense clearer. For
instance, a king can be unjust sometimes (from a human standpoint) but the metaphor GOD
IS JUDGE highlights the idea of God as the just King. He always has everything under His
control; He always cares about His “subjects”: God is Lord of all, Sovereign over everything
seen and unseen, He ...owns everything, God is Judge, He is righteous Judge, He is ...the
final authority, Keeper of all things, |1 know that God always ...leads us through the
toughest times, He is control, He is a good and mighty King, God is the King, of the_throne
of God, He created and owns everything. Biu € Lap, ['ocnoos, [lacmop, Cmpamea.

God’s appellative ‘Shepherd’ positions the Ukrainians and English-speaking people
along with the rest of the Christian world as ‘sheep’: we are his sheep. The relationships
between Shepheard and his sheep are to some degree archaic and vague for contemporary
people, especially urban residents. However, it is via a prism of this appellative that actions
of shepherd toward his flock, the assurance in a constant care, protection, and leadership has
been modeled: God is Shepherd.
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Frame [Social needs]
Slot 1. 'FAMILY RELATIONS'

The need of belonging to a family, having the family is one of the basic social needs.
English-speaking and Ukrainian-speaking respondents in unison conceptualize this need by
using the model GOD IS FATHER. At the same time, the role of the father is a role of a
dominating person, person in charge. Such role assumes not only parental unconditional
love, but also the right to discipline, and punish children (His daughters and sons).
Importantly, as the analysis has shown, such role of the father is acceptable: Father eternal,
loving Father, he has made me his child, loves me as His daughter and helps in every need,
he has made me his_child, No one comes to the Father except through me, He loves all of us
as His children, God's child, Even though my circumstances are not always happy there is
a contentment that comes with being His child that makes me joyful, God is perfect and we
as His sons and daughters, we are God’s children, as a Father He gives the best to his
children, He lovingly cares but also disciplines His children.

In the discourse of the Ukrainian speakers, this slot is especially elaborated on the basis
of national traditions. God is metaphorically conceptualized as FAMILY, FATHER,
MOTHER, CHILDREN.

In his foreword to “Ukrainian Family Pedagogy” (1996), famous Ukrainian ethno-
pedagog M. H. Stelmakhovych points out that family is a holy knot to bind people in a
society. It is a life-spot that gives to God’s world the highest values — children
(CrenpmaxoBuu, 1996, c. 3). Such appreciation of a family is rooted in the distant past of
Ukrainians, when the cult of the family existed, and people didn’t have an idea of how to live
a happy life without family hearth. In Ukrainian discourse, God is metaphorically
conceptualized as FAMILY (boz ¢ cim’s). In addition, the respondent includes himself to
God’s family circle (Bipio, wo Boe xoue, wo6 Hozco dimu nposxcuru waciuse nogne
acumms). As Etymology Dictionary gives, cognates to the lexems simia (‘cim’st’) / family is
Lettish saime ‘family memebers’, Old German heim ‘motherland’, Greek ‘settlement’
(Pacmep, 1987, p. 600), Thus, it is logical that respondents metaphorically conceptualize
God in the home, that is in the family home where the family members are always loved and
desired (V boza € 0im six mobasiuuii 6amovko 6iH 3a824#cOU 20MOBULL MEHEe NPULMAMU Y CBOEM)
oomi. Mabyms, 015 ipyrouux nooetl 1 ocnods — ye wocw piowne, ye ix oyxoenuti oim). In the
homelike atmosphere God is addressed intimately but with respect as Batko (Father), who
cares, also solemnly and at the same time respectfully Otets (Father), Otets Nebesnyi
(Heavenly Father), or the Holy Trinity (Father, Son and the Holy Spirit). As Ukrainian
respondents rightly noticed, such family harmony is fairly reflected in an old Ukrainian
saying “There is no happiness on the earth without family”. And even today, regardless of
many facts that may testify the opposite, deep down in their hearts Ukrainians remain family-
people. This truth is revealed by metaphorical models: GOD IS FATHER, GOD IS
MOTHER, GOD IS FAMILY, GOD IS CHILDREN AND FAMILY. As our investigation
has shown, the slot 'FAMILY RELATIONS' is more elaborated in the Ukrainian
respondents’ discourse, where the concept of GOD figuratively represents the collective idea
of the highest spiritual value, that is the FAMILY.

Slot 2. '"HELP AND CARE'

Social needs include needs for support, help, caring for someone and expecting support
and caring for yourself. Both English and Ukrainian endow GOD with attributes the ‘helper’
and ‘support’. His help ascertains solution of any situation to the good of a petitioner: God is
support, God helps, Caring Savior, He [...] cares for me in his divine providence, He is the
fulfillment of our every desire. Foe 3asoicou niknyeascs npo meme; smimac meHe 6 200UHU
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cmymky; Bin nikiyemwvcs npo mene, HACMABHUK, NOMIYHUK, 3A8iCOU MeHe 0bepicac i
RIOMPUMYE.

Slot 3. 'LOVE, FRIENDSHIP'

‘Love’ and ‘friendship’ (liubov and druzhba in Ukrainian) are fundamental human
needs. ‘Love’ is a feeling of a deep hearty affection. Love ensures the development and
evolvement of potential of an object of affection (bycexn, 2005, p. 631). ‘Friendship’ is a kind
of relationships based on mutual adherence, trust, devotion, friendly solidarity, spiritual
closeness, mutual interests, goals, etc. (bycen, 2005, p. 329). The English and Ukrainian
respondents metaphorically conceptualize God as perfect embodiment of the response to
these needs: hoe € mwbos, bBoe € dpye, bor ‘modbums’ i Horo mo6os ‘Oeszymosna’, BIH
‘1obums koxcrno20’, boe € opyzom, Hausaxciugiwum 6 moemy scummi, boz € eminenuim
mobosi; God is Love, God loves us despite our sins, God is a friend.

Peculiar to the Ukrainian discourse is metaphorical collocation Foe € Bipa, Haois i
JIwobos that echoes with the names of Orthodox martyrs Vira, Nadiia, and Liubov (Bipa,
Haoisn i Jlio6os) who together with their mother Sofia (Codist) are sainted and hold in
reverence by all Orthodox faithful.

Frame [Esteem needs]
Slot. 'SELF-ESTEEM, RECOGNITION'

Modern society often underevaluates human values and even devalue a human being
himself. Often the measure of a human value is the material status. Nevertheless, every man
remains to be a Man with the need to have self-esteem and recognition by other people. As
the metaphorics of English and Ukrainian respondents reflect, people find “self-esteem’ and
‘recognition’ in God. Based on God-Man relationships, they position themselves as:

a) God’s creation: God created me. God made me, God is my Creator, creator of my
faith; Our creator; boe ¢ meopeyv; Boe ¢ meopuem dcumms Ha 3emii, momy wo Bin
cmeopue Bcecgim, i HAUWOW0 NOABOIO MU MAKoxC 30008 ’s13awi I ocnooy;

b) God’s children: | am a child of God, we as His sons and daughters, we are God’s
children, He created me, God is our creator, Koz xoue, w06 Hozo dimu npoxcunu waciuge
NOBHE HCUMMA, MU Hozo dimu;

c) under God’s authority: He is my Commander in Chief, His is the ‘badge or banner’
| wear, the Lord is my banner, who my king is and who my allegiance is to; 4 epomaodsinun
boowcoeo yapcmea. Jlroouna, saxa yeipysana cmae 6024cor0 100uHo0, Hociamu Hocii Llapcmea
BOO:‘COZO, MU — l’ll?dl’lODOHOCZﬂ Uuboco yapcmeda.

d) His servants: He is pleased with us and in the end says, “Well done my good and
faithful servant’; Boz € I'ocnoow;

e) chosen and valuable: Jesus’s sacrifice has paid the price for my sins. God’s chosen
people who will one day be with Him in heaven; Foe ¢ Biokynumens;

The above Ukrainian and English-speaking respondents’ metaphorics nests dichotomy
of the worldview of people conceptualizing themselves as belonging to material and
spiritual world at the same time. The metaphors that realize this dichotomy of the world
(material / spiritual), a man (physical (corporal) man / inner (spiritual) man), beauty (outward
/ inward), cleanness (physical / spiritual) provide the base for the conceptual metaphor
SPIRITUAL MAN IS A PHYSICAL MAN. However, the analysis of this mapping is
beyond the scope of this paper.

Frame [Self-actualization needs]
Slot. 'ACTUALIZATION OF POTENTIAL'

The need of self-actualization is the need of a personal development. It is a typical
element that integrates the ideas of a man about actualization laid within a man potential.
The mappings of the model convey the confidence that it is in God who is the source of any
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knowledge, the Creator of the Universe and a man, who is Beauty Himself that the need in
knowledge, art, beauty and moral are being met: Lord who is the source of the knowledge;
He is the fulfillment of our every desire; bor € [...] nisnannuam; Foe € moii, xmo éce 3nac;
Poszym Bcecsimy, boe € icmuna; boe — ye abconromue 3HanHig 6cboeo; boe €
cnpasednusicmv; boe € cymuinnsa, momy wo ye HAUBUWUL 3AKOH, MOPANbHULU NPUHUUN |
MOPANbHULL KAHOH, meopuicmy; boe € dobpoma, a dobpoma — ye 3asxcou kpaca; boe ye
Kkpaca i eapmonis; Kpaca € meopuicmo. bor € “xydoorcnux™, “apximexmop”, “naykoseysv”.
Thus, as above metaphoric realizations show, God is conceptualized as the source of all
human abilities, as the Creator who knows strong and weak sides of every human being, and

is able to empower every person, and develop his or her potential.

6. Conclusions.

The findings of the contrastive research account for a high degree of similarity of the
metaphorical conceptualization of the Pentateuch realia in present-day English and Ukrainian
discourse. The main shared models of metaphorical conceptualization of Biblical (the
Pentateuch) realia in the English and Ukrainian discourse (based on the questionnaire) are as
follows: anthropomorphic, naturemorphic, phitomorphic, zoomorphic, sociomorphic,
artifact, military, temporal, and economic metaphors. Identified metaphors were classified by
source-domain. Such broad variety of source-domains indicates the complexity of Biblical
realia that to some degree lie beyond human comprehension and observation. Only
employment of entire experience of dealing with the world ensures the coherence of their
conceptualization.

Against the background of prevailing similarities of the contrasted types of
metaphorical expansion, some differences can be pointed out. For example, artifact
metaphoric sub-model with the source-domain ‘religious objects’ is Ukrainian-specific
projection. It is realized through a single metaphor The tree of Life is the Cross. As the
examination has shown, this mapping accounts for the meaning “the center of the world” that
arises from association between the most central Christian relic and the Tree that is found in
the middle of the Biblical Paradise.

Pertinent for Ukrainian discourse also are the metaphors with the source-domain ‘the
solar system’ demonstrating the association of God with the world above, far beyond the
limits of the man and, indeed, out of reach, and out of his control.

At the same time, in English discourse zoomorphic metaphor with the source domain
‘animals / birds’ has turned to be more productive than in Ukrainian discourse. Zoomorphic
metaphors underline the character of the object that is being metaphorically conceptualized,
and are characterized by powerful pragmatic potential.

Furthermore, in both discourses the most productive are anthropomorphic, artifact, and
military metaphors. The least productive are economic and temporal metaphors.

Taken together, it should be said that the general similarity of identified groups of
metaphors proves universality of principles of metaphorical conceptualization that goes far
beyond national boundaries.

Moreover, in the course of the contrastive analysis, the conceptual metaphor GOD IS
THE NEED / BOT" € TIOTPEBA was reconstructed. This metaphorical model is pertinent for
the English and Ukrainian discourse but, at the same time, is not elaborated in the Pentateuch
(it is developed at length in the New Testament).

In the course of the contrastive study, the analysis of the model GOD IS THE NEED /
BOI" € TIOTPEBA was carried out. It was established that the model can be represented by
the following frames and slots:
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= Frame [Physiological needs]: Slot 1. "LIFE"; slot 2. 'AIR’; slot 3. "WATER'; slot 4.
'FOOD’; slot 5. "HEALTH, REST"; slot 4. ‘LIGHT".

= Frame [Safety needs]: Slot 1. 'PROTECTION, SECURITY"; slot 2. 'SHELTER?;
slot 3. 'STABILITY, LAW, AND ORDER".

» Frame [Social needs]: Slot 1. 'FAMILY RELATIONS'; slot 2. '"HELP AND
CARE’; slot 3. 'LOVE, FRIENDSHIP'.

= Frame [Esteem needs]: Slot 'SELF-ESTEEM, RECOGNITION".

= Frame [Self-actualization needs]: Slot "ACTUALIZATION OF POTENTIAL".

As far as the frame-slot-arrangement of the model, it should be pointed out that the
values for the slots "AIR" and "WATER" were found only in the discourse of the English-
speaking respondents.

In both discourses, the most productive slots of the model are the slot 'FOOD' of the
frame [Physiological need] and the slot 'SELF-ESTEEM, RECOGNITION' of the frame
[Esteem needs]. In Ukrainian respondents’ discourse, in addition to the aforelisted slots, the
productive slot is the slot 'FAMILY RELATIONS' of the frame [Social needs].

The subsequent examination of the slots' value of the model has allowed unveiling the
ethnocultural specificity of the national mentality that is not obvious at first sight. As a result,
it was found, first, that for both Ukrainian and English respondents the concept of GOD
figuratively represents the collective idea of the highest spiritual values, for example, the
FAMILY (interestingly, it is much more elaborated in Ukrainian discourse than in English).
Secondly, the metaphorical conceptualization of the Pentateuch realia by Ukrainian-speaking
respondents is influenced by Orthodox setting and national traditions. This becomes
especially apparent against the English-speaking respondents’ account for the Pentateuch
realia that is rooted in the pure Evangelical tradition. (Here, we believe, historical factors
come into play).

In general, the model GOD IS THE NEED / BOI' € TIOTPEBA accounts for the
motives of the behavior, uncovers the reasons of peoples’ preferences, and constant human
leaning toward spiritual realia regardless of a great deal of scientific evidence against the
existence of God. In understanding of both Ukrainian- and English-speaking respondents the
concept GOD collects the universal GOOD and MORAL.

In addition, as the contrastive examination of metaphorics has shown, not merely the
conception of the world but also self-conception of both Ukrainian and English respondents
is strongly influenced by dichotomic view. It brings forward the idea of spiritual world, inner
/ spiritual man, and afterlife.

Thus, although obtained results testify a high degree of similarity of the metaphorical
conceptualization of the Pentateuch realia in present-day English and Ukrainian discourse,
the identified in a process of the contrastive analysis metaphorical model GOD IS THE
NEED / BOI" € IIOTPEFBA allows uncovering the ethnoculture-specific values related to the
most important spheres of a human experience that is not obvious at first sight. It reveals
subtle contrasts in metaphorical conceptualization of Biblical (the Pentateuch) realia by
present-day representatives of English and Ukrainian linguocultures, and provides the
conceptual foundation for evaluation of human values and behavior.

Further contrastive research of conceptual metaphors underlying the conceptualization
of Biblical (the Pentateuch) realia in languages other than the English and Ukrainian seems
to be a promising vector of investigation.

Abbreviations

Gen. — Genesis
Dt. — Deuteronomy
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Ex. — Exodus
OSB - Orthodox Study Bible
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Anomauyin

Y ecmammi posensidaemocs akmyanvua npodiema 3iCmasHo20 ananizy KOHYenmyaubHux memagpop, sxi
YMOJICIUSTIOIOMb  KOHyenmyanizayito — 0ionitinux — (mexcmie  TI'smuxnudicoics)  peaniilt Y CYYACHOMY
AH2TIOMOBHOMY MA  YKPAIHOMOBHOMY — Ouckypcax. Y pamxax KOSHIMUBHO-OUCKYPCUBHO20 — NiOX0OY
3aNPONOHOBAHO KOMNIEKCHY MEeMOOUKY, AKA 6a3yemuca Ha npoyedypax CUHXPOHIUHO20 3ICMABHO20 AHANIZY
Mmemagopuunux modeneii, pospobnenux y npaysax A. Bapcenonu, E.B. Byoacea ma A.Il. Yyounosa. Taxa
Memoouxa oana 3moey, no-nepuie, 30IUCHUMU KIACUQDIKaAYilo KOHYenmyaibHux Memagop 3a cghepoio-
ooicepenom Memagopuunol excnancii na mamepiani aneniticbkoi ma YKpaiHcbKoi Mo8, I 6useumu HacmynHi
epynu Memagop: aHmponomopdui, npupodomop@ui, gpimomopghui, 300mop@ui, coyiomopui, apmepaxmui,
MIIMapHi, MmeMnopaibHi ma eKOHOMIYHI Memaghopu; no-opyee, peKoHcmpyiogamu cneyugiuny oasi 060x
OUCKYPCiB, 00HaK, Hepo32opHymy ¢ mexcmax I'smuxnusicoest, memagpopuuny modens GOD IS THE NEED /
bOI' € [IOTPEFBA. V x00i 0ocniodcenHs susHaueno ma cxapakmepuzosano gpetimu 0anoi mooeni ma ciomu
Yy 3iCMasHOMy NAaHi. 3’5ICO8AHO HAYIOHANbHI 0COOIUBOCMI MOOeNi, AKYeHmOo8aHo ii especmuuHull ma
axcionoeiunuil nomenyian. Bemanoenena gpetimogo-ciomosa cucmema KOHYenmyanbHo20 0OMeHA-0xcepend
THE NEED oosgonuna cmyxmypysanns oomena-yini GOD, a iomax tioeo eumaymayenuss Ha 0asi
HAUuBANCIUIUUX cqhep HCUMMEQIIbHOCME YKPATHCOKUX A AH2TIUCHKUX PECOHOeHMIG.

Ompumani pezyremamu  ceiouamv NPO HAAGHICMb  GIOMIHHOCMElN Yy Ccnocobax Mmemaghopuinoi
xonyenmyanizayii oioaitnux (mexcmis IT'smukHuicocs) peaniti CyuacHuMu npeocmasHUKAMU YKPAiHCbKoi ma
AHENIUCHKOT IIHe6OKYIbIYD; OEMOHCMPYIOMb eMHOKYIbIMYPHY CReyu@iKy HaAyiOHATbHO20 MEHMANimemy Ha
Ml YHIgepcanibHO20 ma CHLIbHO20 8 npoyecax oopasHoi inmepnpemayii ceimy. [lpu yvomy, 6cmanoeieHo, wo
xonyenm GOD e 36iprnum nowsmmsam, 00pasHuM 6MIiNeHHAM HAUBUWUX 3A2ATbHOTIOOCHKUX YIHHOCTE.

Knrouosi cnosa:, memaghopuuna mooens, Konyenmyanvia memagopa, 6ibniini peanii, gpetim, ciom,
3iCmMasHull aHai3.
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