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ABSTRACT

The article makes the following novel claims theaetics of
noun-noun compounds which is activated by metaphdror
metonymy (often termed as “exocentric” compounds in
linguistics and generally regarded as semanticallyaque)
can be accounted for with the help of conceptuahpteor and
metonymy theory; there are regular patterns of rpleta and
metonymy-based compounds, depending on which temti
is affected by conceptual metaphor and/or metonyieye we
have looked at a subtype of metaphor and metongsgeb
noun-noun compounds, where the simultaneous aictivalf
both metaphor and metonymy affects the meaninggasedan
account of the productive patterns that underlis tiipe.
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INTRODUCTION

What is the nature of Greek gods? It is a largerandh-debated
question. The questions posed in this chapter anewer: how
did Greeks talk about gods’ involvement in our wpdnd how
did they talk about talking that? For all that ttistoriography of
religion has in recent years expanded to includesay and
experiential approaches, and hence gives ever merght to
material-cultural evidence, it remains true thatsmof our
testimony for Greek thought about the gods is embddin
language. First, we need to understand better dbgren of that



674 ESHMURATOVA DILDOR UROLOVNA

mediation. All representation mediates, but thereaispecific
problem with the representation of gods in humascalirse.
Gods are by definition superhuman, and thereforge ha
tendency to overspill the capacities of naturagleage. Human
language is inferior to that of the gods, and thugeeless able to
capture the essence of the divine. My second ciaithat the
Greeks themselves addressed the issue of lingurstitiation,
and analyzed it in rhetorical terms. Modern sctstand to view
rhetoric as inimical to “true” religion: a secontder,
intellectualized phenomenon, cynically instrumestalrather
than affective. This prejudice in part reflects fresistence of a
nineteenth-century, romantic conception of Greektdny in
terms of the decline from a state of pure origigalinto
Hellenistic frigidity. To understand how the Greeksagined
their own theology — their own discourse about gloels — we
need at least to begin with their own categoriedirgjuistic
analysis [15:126].

Conceptual metaphor theory has always shown gnésrest
in the analysis of metaphor as a ubiquitous vealbal cognitive
phenomenon. Some linguists In their pioneering wonk this
topic, thirty years ago (Andrew Ortony, George Lfakdark
Johnson, and Mark Turner) and dozens of scholdfswing
them, have firmly established conceptual metapheory as a
powerful, hence also often criticized, paradigmdaalyzing the
complex interplay of linguistic, social, and cogret dynamics.
Over the last thirty years, Conceptual Metaphor offiehas
clearly evolved from a first generation contaimgliistic account
for deriving pre-linguistic experiential structuréem readily
accessible linguistics (language as a direct gatdwahe mind)
to one of the empirically and interdisciplinary gnoled methods
currently applied to obtain a better insight in twmplexity of
meaning and cognition [6:234].

Metaphor has traditionally been viewed as the most

important form of figurative language use, andssally seen as
reaching its most sophisticated forms in literary moetic
language (Saeed 1997: 302). For over 2000 yeatspmer was
studied within the discipline known as rhetoric. thifi this
approach, metaphor was characterized by the sclefoan: A
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is B, as in Achilles is a lion. As a consequencetaphor has
been identified since the time of Aristotle with pheit
comparison [2:23].

However, in cognitive semantics, metaphor is sesmam
important mode of thinking and talking about the rido
Metaphors allow us to understand one domain of riaipee in
terms of another [8:135]. Examples of this includgen we talk
and think about life in terms of journeys, abougusments in
terms of wars, about love in terms of journeys, arahy others.
A convenient shorthand way of capturing this vidwr@taphor
is the following: conceptual domain a is conceptdamain b,
which is what is called a conceptual metaphor. Aceptual
metaphor consists of two conceptual domains, inclwhone
domain is understood in terms of another. A conedpiomain
is any coherent organization of experience. Comnzpt
metaphors are distinguished from metaphorical Istgu
expressions. The latter are the words or other uigtig
expressions that come from the language or termgyobf the
more concrete conceptual domain. The conceptuahoiofrom
which we draw metaphorical expressions to undedstarother
conceptual domain is called the source domain, ewlfiie
conceptual domain that is understood this way i tdrget
domain shows that in personification, human queitire given
to nonhuman entities [7:310]. Personification ismowon in
literature, but it is also abound in everyday disse, as the
examples below show:

His theory explained to me the behavior of chickeased in
factories.

Life has cheated me. Inflation is eating up oufiso

Cancer finally caught up with him.

The computer went dead on me.

Theory, life, inflation, cancer, and computer ao¢ humans, but
they are given qualities of human beings, such xgdaimming,
cheating, eating, catching up, and dying. In pefgog
nonhumans as humans, we can begin to understamdhibtter.
[7:39]. Three types of ontological metaphors astinljuished in



676 ESHMURATOVA DILDOR UROLOVNA

cognitive metaphor theory. The first entity (or substance)
metaphor. A typical example of an entity metaphor is the
metaphorical concept inflation is an entity, whishinstantiated
in expressions such as inflation makes me sick ifutkere is
much more inflation, we’ll never survive. Examptdcontainer
metaphorsinclude states are containers (He's in love, veeoait

of trouble now). Finally,personification is the third type of
ontological metaphors. A case in point is the cota
metaphor facts are persons, instantiated in expressuch as
“This fact against the standard theories.” [5:144).

Mohamed Shokr Abdulmoneim explains the linguistic
creativity of the Quran through applying the coiyeittheory of
metaphor to religious metaphor “Life is a journelde believes
that the domain of religion should be largely dejmarm on
metaphorical conceptualization. He reasons thatishilue to the
fact that it is not only a highly abstract domanmitg removed
from sensual experience, but also its central ssfiéGod”, “the
soul”, “the hereafter,” and the freedom of morabice have
traditionally been regarded as the metaphysicalsde

The Bible constitutes the basics of faith for roifis of
Christians of different denominations, as well as the Jews
who were the first authors and readers of the Biblee hHoly
scripture, and especially its oldest part, The Dé&$tament, is
also respected by numerous Muslims, and by bebeg&other
religions. Also, those who do not believe in thed@d the Bible
read it and describe its various literal, linguistr philosophical
merits. The history of the chosen nation descrilbedhe Old
Testament is a history of a dialogue between Godlae People.
The notion of God seems to be central to the BiBiblical
authors use different strategies to describe Himg among
others, metaphors and metonymies. The object sfdtticle is to
analyse these phenomena with reference to the toagtieory
of conceptual metaphor and metonymy by George Lfalamd
Mark Johnson (2003). In this view metaphor and matty are
not merely ornamental devices used for rhetoricalpoetic
purposes, but they hold a fundamental functionun apgnition
and understanding ofreality. The New Testamenbisamalysed
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as the idea of God in it is extended into threesqguas:God the
Father, God the SomndGod the Holy Spirit[16:151]

Let’s interpret the word “God” is a unique becatGed” is
transcendent by His nature. This means that Heysridd human
empirical cognition, and is different from anythipgople know.
Dictionaries differentiate between the word Godlispeth a
capital letter, meaning the being worshipped in istianity,
Judaism and Islam, and a god or gods used as a @omoun
referring to male spirits in some other religiolmsthe Bible God
introduces His name YHWH (pronounced Yahweh or ‘&hv
which can be interpreted as “He exists” and waetpfe to call
Him in this way. This shows that the nature of GedHis
existence, and that is all we learn about God'senfirv: 38].

For instance,Oxford Advanced Learners Dictionary of
Current English God noun | (God) [sing.] (not used with the) (in
Christianity, Judaism and Islam) the being or spihat is
worshipped and believed to have created the urd@veFor
example,

1. Do you believe in God?; | Good luck and God blexmd;y the Son
of God(Christ)2 [CJ (in some religions) a being or spirit who is
believed to have power over a particular part dtireaor who is
believed to represent a particular qualMars was the Roman god
of war.; | the rain/sky god are Hindu gods

2. Moses then said to GptlLook, if | go to the Israelites and say to
them, ,, The God of your ancestors has sent meutyand they
say to me,, What is his name?” what am | to tell them? Godisai
to Moses, “I am he who is.”"And he salhis is what you are to
say to the Israelites, | am has sent me lo you."tiGarther said to
Moses, “You are to tell the Israelites, Yahweh, @ed of your
ancestors, the God of Abraham, the God of IsaacthedGod of
Jacob, has sent me to yoiThis is my name for all time, and thus |
am to be invoked for all generations.

From the linguistic point of view it is impossible attribute to
God any common or general names: He cannot beedassHe
is not a member of a class of objects. Actuallgait be said that
God is a “class” for himself. No properties can qdEely
describe God since being transcendent He is byétg nature
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indescribable. However, despite this fact theolagtempts to
describe God in a few ways. Authors write aboutesded
attributes of God, found in the Bible, and abouurel attributes,
which are all possible positive properties in thimast possible
degree. Among the revealed attributes there ark ascbeing
omnipresent, omnipotent, omniscient orimmutable.tuid
attributes are deduced by theologians in their adisge, for
instance the property of being infinite or the asti

There are four groups metaphors and metonymiesgtidh
religious discourse:

1. Metaphorsfor God in The Old Testament

2. Personifications: God is a creator-artist; God is a father;
God is a friend; God is a judge; God is a king; Gisda
lover; God is a mother; God is a provider; God is a
shepherd; God is a teacher; God is a warrior

3. Structural metaphors for God are as following: God is
love; God is a hideout.

4. Orientational metaphors for God are as followings: God
is far; God is up.

This article reviews, four groups of biblical metaps and
metonymies were analyzed. Personifications, whiehrestances
of ontological metaphor, structural metaphors, rdegon
metaphors and metonymies. These phenomena seene to b
widespread in the Old Testament since they appedifferent
biblical books. They definitely do not function grds stylistic
figures, but allow the readers to learn about God &elp
understand Him. Thanks to grounding the processonteiving
of God in people's everyday experiences, the reafdére Bible
receives a multifaceted and complex picture of Gddreover,
not only do these metaphors and metonymies prevtik Bible,
but they are also present in today's religious uagg and our
culture. Conceptual metaphor and metonymy haveentted the
way people conceive of God and speak of Him. Mdtheo
examples analyzed in this article have implicatians the
theological language: God is frequently perceivied,instance,
as a creator-artist, father, king, and judge iigi@lis discourse,
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and as a friend or lover by mystics; believers pgmaysod - the
hideout when in trouble or raise their eyes up éaven, where
He “lives”.
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