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MIMETIC IMAGERY IN ENGLISH BIBLICAL ECODISCOURSE

Introduction and scientific novelty. Sensory and spatial imagery, which might be interpreted as manifestations
of verbal holography [4; 12; 13; 16], in English biblical ecodiscourse is represented in two ways statically, in narrative
situations, where numerous images rotate around a single point miming the mechanisms of sensory perception [8], or
dynamically, through mimetic strategies, thus creating an allusion of spatial and/or sensory perception [4, p. 49, 53]. To
reproduce an object as part of a multidimensional space the narrator usually needs at least three projections [6, p. 27],
imitating its holographic vision based on various interpretations of the object in focus [2, p. 84].

This article examines mimetic imagery in English biblical ecodiscourse manifested via its sensory and spatial nar-
rative tools, which outline physical and spiritual boundaries of things permitted and not permitted, accepted or unaccepted
by God, man and nature.

Recent researches and publications. Sensory and spatial images as iconic representations of reality are associ-
ated with the phenomenon of mimesis (in Greek “imitation™) as a reproduction of “certain characteristic features of an
object through iconic nomination and pastiche” [9, p. 418]. In his book “Mimesis” M. P. Potolsky [23] notes that mimesis
imitates “a dizzying array of originals: nature, truth, beauty, mannerisms, actions, situations, examples, ideas” [23, p. 1].

At the same time, other scholars interpret the phenomenon of mimesis as the “imitation” that reproduces only
insignificant primary features of objects or things [24, p. 259; 3, p. 332]. According to such a viewpoint, mimetic similar-
ity refers not to “imitation” in form and color, words and sound, but to their "embodiment" which is seen and perceived
[3, p. 348]. A well-known scholar of ancient arts K. Otfried understood mimesis as a category and an idea through which
any object of the external world is not just imitated, but “manifests” its innate spiritual essence [3, p. 335].

Traditional definitions of mimesis explain it as “the imitation or representation of aspects of the sensible world,
especially human actions, in literature and art” [18]; treat it as “representation and interpretation of reality in literature
of different historical epochs” [1, p. 9]. Mimesis is also described as the main principle of artist’s creativity in ancient
aesthetics [14; 17]. Thus, the creation of mimesis embraces three main processes: observation, imitation, and rehearsal
[20, p. 3]. As M. Riffaterre claimed [25, p. 141], “the reader’s response to a mimesis consists in a rationalization tending
to verify and complete the mimesis and to expand on it in sensory terms (through visualizations)”.

From a linguistic point of view, mimesis might be also approached as a rhetorical device defined as “intentional
reproduction of certain characteristic features of one language in another one for the purpose of showing an inadequately
repetitive speech, imitating or mocking the opponent, distracting attention from the topic under discussion etc.” [15, p. 3].
In such a case it involves imitation of gestures, pronunciation, utterances, or the repetition of the opponent’s words
[22, p. 102; 11, p. 25] to downscale the status of the interlocutor.

Purpose of paper. The paper aims to systematize and interpret verbal means of creating mimetic imagery in
English biblical ecodiscourse. For that purpose, the following tasks should be performed: 1) to identify verbal means of
mimetic imagery in English biblical ecodiscourse; 2) to demonstrate sensory and spatial images as means of creating the
effect of multidimensionality through three projections in the space of biblical narrations; 3) to reveal hidden senses of
the respective biblical narrations with regard to their mimetic imagery in various projections. The object of the paper is
mimetic imagery in English biblical ecodiscourse, and its subject-matter is constituted by linguistic means employed for
its creation as a multidimensional verbal phenomenon.

Results and Discussion. Based on the methodology developed by O.P. Vorobyova [4], we analyze multidimen-
sional spacial mimetic images used in biblical narrations taken from Genesis and Exodus of Old Testament [19] through
three projections: preparatory, instructive, and executional.

At the preparatory stage of construing a multidimensional mimetic image, its spatial locus in biblical narrations
is highlighted, which shows where and how the biblical event will unfold. In Exodus it describes the exodus of the Isra-
elites from Egypt through the desert to the Sinai mount. The latter does not only symbolize the emergence of God, but
also outlines a new spiritual dimension of the relationships between God and man. The top and bottom of the mountain
are presented as markers of space delimitation and, at the same time, unification of heavenly and earthly beings. In the
story of the fall in Genesis such a preparatory stage of mimetic imagery construal points to the space of the Garden of
Eden, focusing upon the tree of knowledge of good and evil as the spatial and narrative-conceptual centre of events.

Next stage of creating a multidimensional mimetic biblical imagery, which involves its instructive projection, depicts
such a spatial arrangement of objects that iconically reproduces the boundaries of permitted and not permitted (e.g., God
asked to set bounds around the mountain — people cannot cross the borders of the mountain in order not to be stoned).

Finally, the executional projection as the bases for a closing procedure of creating a multidimensional mimetic biblical
imagery provides a spatial arrangement of the characters, depending on their fulfillment or violation of God’s commandments.
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Sensory and spatial imagery in Exodus is grounded in classical mimesis with its three projections, when the effect
of the narrative depth and volume is created with the help of various means of space designation. Here belongs the de-
scription of Lord, Moses and the Israelites changing their location with regard to the narration’s pivot — Mount Sinai. The
latter symbolizes the appearance of God and God’s covenant with Israel for regulating Israelites’ way of life.

According to the book of Exodus, on having left the land of Egypt, the children of Israel travelled through the des-
ert for three months and finally camped in front of the mountain — “2. there Israel camped before the mount” (Ex 19: 2).
To create the illusion of visual perspective the respective biblical narration describes the Lord addressing Moses from the
top of the mountain (out of the mountain) while the latter, in his turn, ascended the mountain (went up): “3. And Moses
went up unto God, and the LORD called unto him out of the mountain” (Ex 19: 3). From this perspective God’s actions
and His care for Israelites are compared to the protection of eagles’ wings: “4. how I bare you on eagles’ wings, and
brought you unto myself” (Ex 19: 4), when He hopes for their obedience (will obey my voice; keep my covenant) as His
greatest treasure (a peculiar treasure): “5. if you will obey my voice indeed, and keep my covenant, then ye shall be a pecu-
liar treasure unto me above all people: for all the earth is mine” (Ex 19: 5). The whole scene is perceived as a preparation
for something very important — the appearance of God in front of the people. That is why Lord’s address to those who are
at the bottom of the mountain, through Moses as a mediator, may be regarded as a preparatory projection in creating the
respective mimetic imagery, i.e. the projection of the people’s preparation for the acquisition of God’s knowledge.

The next address of Lord to Moses and to people through Moses is realized through the instructive projection of
space imagery. By the end of the conversation between God and Moses the latter is still on top of the mountain, further
coming down to the people: “/4. Moses went down from the mount unto the people” (Ex 19: 14). The illusion of the
verbal picture’s narrative depth is achieved through spatial arrangement of Moses and people. He gives instructions to the
children of Israel: they should be placed at the foot of the mountain (upon mount Sinai) to observe the appearance of God
in majesty on mount Sinai (will come down): “11. the LORD will come down in the sight of all people upon mount Sinai”
(Ex 19: 11), which is emphasized by the image of natural phenomenon — a thick cloud: “9. I come unto thee in a thick
cloud, that the people may hear when I speak with thee” (Ex 19: 9). The cloud ought to point to the people the place of the
Lord on the mountain and prepare them to be ready to hear His voice (the people may hear). They were supposed to come
to the mountain after the signal of a trumpet: “13. when the trumphet soundeth long, they shall come up to the mountain”
(Ex 19: 13) and hear the voice of God. Here sensory imagery comes into play. The idea of the inviolability of the holy
mountain is intensified by the expression set bounds round about: “12. And thou shalt set bounds unto the people round
about” (Ex 19: 12), further supported by the phrases with the semantics of warning (fake heed; go not up into the mount;
not touch the border of it) and death (shall be surely put to death; shall surely be stoned or shot; shall not live). It proves
the Israelites’ obedience to the Lord and their readiness to follow God’s instructions.

The executional projection combines the two previous ones. At the beginning of the story people camped in front
of the mountain gathered at its foot (at the nether part of the mount), waiting for the appearance of the Lord to get His
commandments. Spatial arrangement of the participants — the Lord, Moses and the children of Israel — comes to the
following. The Lord descended to the people from the heavens to the top of the mountain (descended upon, the top of
the mount) in fire, which demonstrated an extraordinary character of the event: “18. the LORD descended upon it in fire”
(Ex 19: 18), “20. And the LORD went down upon mount Sinai, on the top of the mount” (Ex 19: 20). Sensory images (fire,
a thick cloud, mount Sinai in smoke) and sound effects (a loud signal of trumpet, thunder and lightning) jointly create the
mimetic imagery of God’s emergence at the Sinai mount — “/6. There were thunders and lightnings, and a thick cloud
upon the mount, and the voice of the trumpet exceeding loud” (Ex 19: 16).

Finally, Moses descending from the Lord’s location (went down unto the people), announced to the people the gist
of God’s speech concerning the Covenant, which laid down the rules for regulating human way of life.

Thus, mountain functions here as the central spatial image that, together with the accompanying sensory and
spatial imagery, creates the effect of multidimensionality. Israelites obeyed all God’s commandments: they had a ritual of
sanctification and obedience to Lord (none of the Israeli people violated the rules and crossed the boundary around the
mountain); they obeyed the orders of the Lord (washed clothes, abstained from coming to women) and, thus, they were
ready to hear the Lord’s speech.

In addition to classical mimesis, deep semantics of narration and the relationship between characters can be re-
vealed by means of dialogic mimesis demonstrated by imitation and mimetic distorted phrases with manipulative purpose
[10]. Let’s describe the space of the story of the fall in Genesis as a multidimensional image of the Garden of Eden based
on dialogic mimesis.

The preparatory projection stage of the narration is localized in a certain closed space, namely the Garden of Eden:
“8. God planted a garden eastward in Eden” (Gen 2: 8), “16. every tree of the garden” (Gen 2: 16). It is indicated with the
following lexical units: eastward, in Eden, every tree. The locus of the closed space is characterized through the descrip-
tion of the river watering the trees in the garden (to water the garden) and, at the same time, going out of the Garden of
Eden with four heads connecting the outer space of the environment. That is why the spatial locus of the Garden of Eden
symbolizes the ideal, harmonious world opposed to the initial chaos (Gen 2: 5-6).

At this stage two trees (the tree of life and the tree of knowledge of good and evil) function as the central spatial
image of the Garden of Eden: “9. the tree of life also in the midst of the garden, and the tree of knowledge of good and
evil” (Gen 2: 9).

The preparatory projection points to a condition for the realization of the instructive projection that outlines a spa-
tial arrangement of the characters, depending on their violation of God’s commandment not to eat of the tree of knowledge
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of good and evil: “I7. But of the tree of the knowledge of good and evil, thou shalt not eat of it” (Gen 2: 17) and becomes
the narrative focus of the realization of the fall story.

The executional projection is also connected with the spatial locus of the deployment of events, because the fall is
in disobeying God’s prohibition against eating fruits of the tree of knowledge of good and evil. As soon as the first sinners,
Adam and Eve, ate the fruit of the tree, their eyes opened (the eyes of them both were opened) and they saw that they were
naked (they knew that they were naked; they sewed fig leaves). At this point the idea of committed sin and disobedience
arose as a result of uncertainty and shame (hid; was naked), cowardice (Adam and his wife hid themselves; I (Adam) was
afraid, because I was naked; and I hid myself) and obedience to temptation (beguiled) and, of course, it leads to a sense
of separation from God — spatial, associated with expulsion of people from the closed space (the Garden of Eden), as well
as spiritual.

During Eve’s temptation by the Serpent, the latter pronounces the original statement of the Lord imitating it (of’
every tree of the garden, of the trees of the garden). The significance of God’s statement repetition is based on various
modal verbs — shall with the particle not and may. In the first example it points out on a mimetic order phrase — not eat
of every tree of the garden, it was likely a push for Eve to answer. In the second example, it sounds like a possibility to
eat fruit of the trees of the garden: “16. LORD God commanded the man, saying, Of every tree of the garden thou mayest
freely eat” (Gen 2: 16); He (the serpent) “1. said unto the woman: hath God said, Ye shall not eat of every tree of the gar-
den?” (Gen 3: 1); “2. And the woman said unto the serpent, We may eat of the fruit of the trees of the garden” (Gen 3: 2).

The purpose of the mimetic strategy repetition in the story of fall in Genesis is to influence subconsciously on the
interlocutor (Eve) through the use of a provocative question as a manipulative, considered in advance speech act. Eve
repeats the statement using an affirmative form of the sentence (We may eat of the fruit of the trees of the garden). Continu-
ing the conversation, Eve specifies why and of which tree it is impossible to eat fruit and thus her next phrase (expanded
response phrase) becomes a push to the temptation: “3. But of the fruit of the tree which is in the midst of the garden, God
hath said, Ye shall not eat of it, neither shall ye touch it, lest ye die” (Gen 3: 3).

The response phrase for the Serpent was necessary to provoke Eve changing the modality of her expanded re-
sponse phrase (Ye shall not surely die): “4. And the serpent said unto the woman, Ye shall not surely die” (Gen 3: 4)
explaining why the fruit can be eaten and what they can await after that (your eyes shall be open, ye shall be as gods,
knowing good and evil). That is, people will be free, they will become like the gods, they will know new moral categories
of good and evil.

As a result, Eve’s attitude to God’s commandment has changed because she followed her instincts and desires,
and neglected her Creator’s prohibition (LORD God commanded the man) not to eat fruit from the tree of knowledge of
good and evil. Relying on R. Girard’s theory of mimetic desire [5; 21], the desire includes not only the subject (one who
wishes) and the object (what is desirable), but also the mediator who wishes to possess a particular object. The mediator
is an example for imitation, so the subject wishes this particular object. The mediator unites the subject and the object of
desire, so the latter is always tripartite [7, p. 205]. Thus, in the biblical narration of the fall Eve is the subject of desire, the
Serpent is a mediator, and fruit is the object.

Initial ecological relations God — man (Adam) points out on the obedient fulfillment of God’s commandments,
following relations Eve — the Serpent show a conflict situation and attitude to God, and at last — the reaction of man (Eve
and Adam) to eat fruit or not, which determined the end of the narration.

Conclusion. The research proves that mimetic imagery involves sensory and spatial images, sound effects, classic
and dialogic mimesis, which create the effect of multidimensionality through three projections in the space of biblical
narrations.

It helps to reveal the hidden senses of biblical narrations in Genesis and Exodus, representing new perspectives for
understanding the importance of mount Sinai and the Garden of Eden, the tree of knowledge of good and evil, relation-
ships with God for the future life on the Earth. Each part of respective biblical story contains information about the whole
providing information to reproduce the whole narrative, and each individual episode of the narration reveals the content
of previous one, providing information to reproduce the complete narrative, thus explaining it.

Perspective studies are connected with the issues of narrative mechanisms of creating imagery which reveals the
relationships between people in English biblical ecodiscourse.
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Summary
O. ZHYKHARIEVA. MIMETIC IMAGERY IN ENGLISH BIBLICAL ECODISCOURSE

This paper focuses on verbal means which create mimetic imagery and highlights the mechanisms of its generation
in English biblical ecodiscourse. The research proves that sensory and spatial images and sound effects create a powerful,
ecologically charged multilayer three-projection mimetic imagery in biblical narrations.

Key words: biblical ecodiscourse, biblical narration, mimetic imagery, sensory and spatial images.

AHoTanis
0. FKUXAPEBA. MIMETUYHA OBPA3HICTh B AHIJIOMOBHOMY BIBJIINHOMY EKOAUCKYPCI

JocnikeHHsT TIOB’s13aHe 3 BUSBICHHSAM BepOalbHHUX 3ac00iB, 3a JOIOMOIOI SKHX CTBOPIOETHCS MIMETHYHA
o0Opa3HicTh 1 MeXaHi3MH ii TOPOKEHHS B aHTIIOMOBHOMY Oi0OmiiHOMY exomuckypci. s po3KpHTTS MiMETHYHOT
00pa3HOCTI OyJI0 3ay4eHO CEHCOPHI 1 MPOCTOPOBI 00pa3u, 3ByKOBI C(EKTH, 5KI CTBOPIOIOTH MOTYKHY, CKOJIOTIYHO
3apsiPKeHy OararonrapoBy TPHUIIPOCKIIHHY MIMETHYHY 00pa3HICTh y MpOCTOpi Oi0MIHHIX Haparii.

Kuarouosi caoBa: 0i6niiiHuil ekoauckypce, 010iiiHa Hapamnis, MiMETHYHA 00pa3HICTh, CEHCOPHO-TIPOCTOPOBI
obOpasm.

AHHOTAIIUSA
E. "KUXAPEBA. MUMETUYECKASI OBPA3SHOCTD B AHIVIOSI3BIYHOM BUBJIEMCKOM JANCKYPCE

HccrienoBanre OCHOBaHO HA BBISBICHUU BEPOAIbHBIX CPEICTB, C MOMOIBI0 KOTOPBIX CO3IACTCS MHUMETHYCCKAs
00pa3HOCTh M MEXaHU3MBI €€ MMOPOXKICHUS B aHIVIOS3BIYHOM OMOICHCKOM dKOMUCKYpee. st pacKpBITHS MUMETHYCCKOM
o0pasHoCTH ObLIM 3a/eiCTBOBAHBI CEHCOPHBIE W MPOCTPAHCTBEHHBIE 00pa3bl, 3ByKOBbIC 3(DDeKThI, GopmupyroIIne
MOIIHYO, IKOJIOTHUECKH 3apsSKEHHYI0 MHOTOMEPHYIO TPEXITPOCKIIMOHHYI0 MUMETHUECKYIO 00Pa3HOCTh B IIPOCTPAHCTBE
OuOIeiicKX HappaIuii.

KaroueBble ciioBa: OuOneiickuii skomuckypc, Oubielickas Happaiusi, MUMETHYEeCKass 00pa3HOCTh, CEHCOPHO-
MIPOCTPAHCTBEHHBIC 00PA3kI.
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