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ABSTRACT: The article attempts to analyze the interaction of the religious language sphere with the Ukrainian
language in the context of the religious discourse. Due to the ability of religious discourse to interact with other types of
discourse, the speech activity of Orthodox believers is realized within institutional and personal discourses, the latter of which
covers the sphere of interpersonal communication in the context of everyday interactions. The objective of the study is to find
out the specifics of the functioning of lexical units expressing religious meanings in everyday language of Orthodox believers
of Ukraine.

The attributive and modus specificity of language of the religious sphere makes it possible to distinguish the language
of religion as a representative of the meaning of the existence of religion and the religious language as the embodiment of
manifestations of religion in the socio-cultural context. The religious language, which is objectified in the everyday language
of Orthodox believers, includes a set of language units and lexical-semantic constructions peculiar to the church-religious
sphere. At the same time, the everyday language of believers is characterized by coexistence of lexical units of sacred and
national languages, an appeal to the emotional sphere of believers, and the use of verbal and non-verbal means of
communication.

The everyday language of Orthodox believers includes theological terms, church Slavonicisms, archaisms,
historicisms, borrowed words. It also contains the phenomena of polysemy, homonymy, synonymy, antonymy and acts as an
additional means of communication in the context of social interactions.

KEYWORDS: religious sphere, religious discourse, speech activity, language of believers, everyday
interaction, lexical unit, communicative situation, sociocultural context

Introduction

To clarify speech interaction of communication participants, scientists use the concept of
“discourse”, which is implemented in a socio-cultural context and is a complex communicative
phenomenon that includes the process and result of speech activity. The subject area of religious
discourse, which is characterized by a high degree of symbolism and metaphoricality, includes
rationally unknowable phenomena that are interpreted as true and accessible for perception as a result
of mystical experience.

The special context of communication, which corresponds to certain communicative situations
within the limits of religious discourse, creates for Orthodox believers the use of Church Slavonic
vocabulary. In Ukrainian society, the problem of using the Ukrainian or Church Slavonic language in
the church-religious sphere is related to the attitude towards the Orthodox Church of Ukraine (OCU)
and the Ukrainian Orthodox Church of the Moscow Patriarchate (UOC MP). The creation of the OCU
ensured the dominance of the Ukrainian language in the environment of this jurisdiction, which
acquired the status of the language of the church sphere?.

Since the speech activity of Orthodox believers is realized within the limits of not only
institutional, but also personal discourse, a type of which is everyday communication, it is possible to
distinguish the book-official and colloquial-everyday components of religious vocabulary. In this
context, the layer of the language of Ukrainian Orthodox believers, which is used in everyday life and

L At the same time, according to the results of the most recent national survey conducted by the Razumkov Center
from November 12 to 19, 2021, among those who identify themselves with the OCU, 6.1% of the respondents,
among believers of the UOC, spoke in favor of conducting services and sermons in their native language, among
believers of UOC MP — 1.6% (OcobauBocrti, 2021, p. 60). That is, in contrast to public attitudes, among believers
in Orthodox jurisdictions, the issue of language use in church practice is not of great importance.
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includes words with a religious content or a corresponding connotation, is of considerable research
interest.

The everyday language of Orthodox believers, which contains a set of language units that
express religious meanings, is usually called a social dialect (sociolect). As a branch of the national
language, the Orthodox sociolect is related to it by its lexical composition, grammatical and phonetic
rules. Elements of the sociolect of Orthodox believers permeate various styles and genres of the
Ukrainian literary language, fiction, cinematography, etc.

Therefore, the relevance of the study of the language of Orthodox believers in Ukraine is
determined, on the one hand, by public interest in the position of Orthodox jurisdictions regarding the
language of church practice, and on the other hand, by the need to study the specifics of the language
of Orthodox believers in the process of everyday communication.

Literature review and methodology

In the context of the study of religious communication, its levels and forms, scholars study the
language of religion as a phenomenon, as well as the languages of specific religions (sacred, liturgical,
etc.), their phonetic and grammatical codification (borauesceka, 2005). In linguistics and linguistic
religious studies, a direction related to the analysis of religious discourse has developed. F. Batsevych
focuses on the specific nature of religious (fideistic) discourse, pointing out its significant differences
from other types of discourse. The specificity of fideistic texts is that they contain signs (words, verbal
formulas, messages, sequences of messages, etc.), which in the process of communication of believers
are attributed certain transcendental properties, in particular magical ones (bariesud, 2004, p. 143). The
phenomenon of religious discourse is studied within the framework of the philosophy of religion (K.
Huber, K. Molari, A. Pellegrini, P. Ricker)?. At the junction of language and religion, theo-linguistics
developed, within the framework of which the manifestations of religion, which were established and
reflected in language, are studied. In other words, theo-linguistics examines the phenomenon of
religious language in combination with the picture of the world, the linguistic means of which religious
language appears (I"amomckuii, 2007).

In the field of constant interest of linguists are various dimensions of the study of religious
vocabulary. The process of conceptualization of the sacred sphere in the Ukrainian language was
analyzed by M. Skab, emphasizing the orderliness of the sacred sphere in the Ukrainian linguistic
picture of the world (Cka6, 2009). The study of the dynamics of the development of the SOUL concept
led the scholar to the conclusion that various aspects of religious meaning became the basis for the
creation of derivative meanings, new words, idioms, figurative expressions (Cxa06, 2010, p. 8). Concepts
are analyzed as abstract units of the mental level that reflect the content of the results of human cognition
of the surrounding world. This approach on the example of the biblical concepts “Adam” and “Eve”
provides an opportunity to describe their new conceptual meanings (Cka0, 2016).

The conceptual sphere of the sacred as a representative of religious meanings and their
linguisticization in language is explored in the works of T. Vilchynska. The concept sphere of the sacred
appears as a field of reproduction of the layering of ethno-cultural traditions and the worldview of native
speakers in a certain sphere of knowledge about religion (Blinbunnceka, 2008, p. 154). The classification
of religious symbols, proposed by S. Kuvychka, is based on the distribution of symbols by the form of
manifestation, by content, and by the number of symbols in one (Kysuuka, 2010, p. 82-84). According
to the form of manifestation, among other things, verbal, gestural and background symbols are
distinguished, which play an important role in the everyday communication of believers.

The sociocultural determinism and specific features of communicative taboos based on the
speech of Ukrainians are investigated by Y. Yelovska (€noscbka, 2013). A. Kovtun points out the
intensive penetration of religious vocabulary beyond the limits of a narrow segment of communication.
The scholar proves that this situation indicates the actualization of religious vocabulary in the conditions
of stylistic reorganization, in particular in colloquial and everyday Ukrainian speech (Kostyn, 2019, p.
67).

Within the framework of the theory of language genres and speech-behavioral tactics,
preaching, prayer, and etiquette genres — greetings, farewells, consolations, congratulations, gratitude,

2 In view of the set goal, the article does not provide a detailed analysis of the works of the specified authors, as
this requires a separate study.
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apologies (BexoOurkas, 1996) are studied. Scholars are investigating language and speech
representations of strategies and tactics of Orthodox preaching of the 20th century (CmuphoBa, 2016).

For the study of the everyday language of believers, the scientific work of representatives of
sociological directions has a significant theoretical and methodological meaning. S. Katayev drew
attention to the nature of the sacred in the context of communication, emphasizing the discourse of the
sacred. According to the scholar, the nature of the sacred is determined by the individual's attitude
towards it (Karaes, 2011, p. 332). In other words, the sacred acquires essential features when all
participants of communication perceive a certain object as sacred. Within the framework of the theory
of communicative action, Y. Habermas emphasized the peculiarities of the subject's life in a community
whose members are united by tradition and language (Xa6epmac, 1993). According to E. Giddens,
social reality consists of social interactions, primarily in situations of “co-presence” — relations of
autonomy or dependence, where communication is a direct interpersonal exchange of messages
(Tumaenc, 2005). 1. Hoffman studied “dramaturgical behavior” that is practiced within personal
interactions, the basis of which is communication (I'opman, 2007). Equating social interaction with
language communication, H. Garfinkel directed the main attention to the norm of communication, that
is, to the “rules of speech” (T'apdunkens, 2007).

The analysis of various scientific directions, the subject of which is communication, in
particular the language of the religious sphere, leads to the conclusion that none of the approaches
reflects diversity and a complex structure of the phenomenon under study. At the same time, despite
the theoretical achievements in the field of humanities, there are no systematic studies of the
confessional dimensions of the language of believers in the context of everyday interactions. Therefore,
the objective of the study is to clarify the specifics of the functioning of lexical units expressing religious
meanings in the everyday language of Orthodox believers of Ukraine. The defined goal involves solving
the following tasks: to analyze the peculiarities of religious language as an actualization of lexemes and
expressions of religious topic; characterize the everyday language of Ukrainian Orthodox believers as
a social dialect; to investigate the lexical and semantic manifestations of the religious vocabulary of the
modern Orthodox sociolect.

The research material was religious vocabulary of a terminological and commonly used
character, represented by church slavonicisms, archaisms, historicisms, borrowed words used in the
everyday language of Orthodox believers of Ukraine. The factual material was obtained through a
continuous selection of lexemes from everyday expressions of church hierarchs, priests, church
workers, representatives of monasticism, and parishioners. Interviews, clarifications, instructions of
spiritual persons published in periodicals on the Internet, messages and comments of representatives of
the clergy and laity on the Facebook social network, excerpts from modern works of fiction are included
in the analysis. The choice of lexical material is due to an attempt to determine the nature of the
combination of religious vocabulary with neutral lexemes in the everyday language of the church and
religious sphere. It is in the everyday language of Orthodox believers of different categories that the
originality, imagery, metaphoricality, contrast, and emotional connotation of religious vocabulary can
be clearly traced®.

The analysis of the religious vocabulary of Orthodox believers involves the use of general
scientific and special linguistic methods that contribute to the understanding of the peculiarities of the
actualization of the phenomenon under study. The methods of analysis and synthesis, inductive and
deductive generalization make it possible to work out and systematize the theoretical basis of the
research. The use of heuristic methods, in particular the method of continuous selection, ensures the
formation of factual material by isolating text fragments containing contextual illustrations of the use
of lexical units of religious topics. The application of elements of the methodology of external
reconstruction of the comparative-historical method in combination with the techniques of the
descriptive method made it possible to consider units of religious vocabulary in combination with other

% The article does not provide an analysis of the specifics of the manifestation of sociolect in the environment of
the clergy, monasticism and laity. Attention is focused on the everyday speech practice of Orthodox believers of
various categories, which is actualized in the Ukrainian socio-cultural context and objectified in religious
discourse.

84



»ORBIS LINGUARUM®, VOLUME 22, ISSUE 3
https://doi.org/10.37708/ezs.swu.bg.v22i3.8

lexemes of the modern Ukrainian language. The understanding of semantic transformations of lexical
units of religious content was achieved thanks to the use of component analysis. Interpretation of
semantic and stylistic parameters of religious vocabulary is provided by functional analysis. The
relevance of the meanings of religious-themed lexemes in the modern speech of Orthodox believers has
been specified using a contextual analysis.

Analysis of the ratio of the main concepts

To achieve the goal, it is necessary to reveal the logic of using the terminological series of
research. In scientific literature, the terms “language of religion”, “religious language”, “sacred
language”, “liturgical language”, “religious discourse™, “religious style”, “religious communication”,
etc. are found, which indicates the ambiguous nature of approaches to the study of the language of
religious spheres.

Researchers define the interactive activity of communication participants, exchange of
information as a discourse, in the process of which various communicative strategies are used, their
verbal and non-verbal implementation in the practice of communication (van Deyk, 1989). Discourse
is a text immersed in life, characterized by special grammar, rules of word usage and syntax. Taking
into account the sociocultural context, discourse can be defined as a complex communicative
phenomenon, an oral speech act that contains information about the participants of communication, and
also includes the processes of creating and perceiving a message (bamesuu, 2010, p. 13). In other words,
discourse is a coherent sequence of language units that is created and implemented with a specific
purpose.

Researchers understand religious discourse as a religious text in a situation of real
communication (borauescrka, 2005), as well as a system of speech interaction regarding religious texts
that contain beliefs shared by all believers. As a verbalized form of social activity, religious discourse
is a type of sociocultural interaction. In religious discourse, knowledge is constructed on the basis of
dogmas and the mystical experience of authoritative persons, therefore this type of discourse is
characterized by the specificity of content, expression, and functioning of language elements.

Religious discourse is a unit of oral or written speech product, which implies an inseparable
connection with the situation and context. It should be taken into account that the original, fundamental
form of existence of the discourse is oral speech, while written discourse is derived from oral speech.
This distinction is related to the channel of information transmission, because in oral discourse the
channel is acoustic, in written discourse it is visual (Cemusanosa, 2004).

Due to the ability of any discourse to interact and converge with related types of discourse, it
can be argued that the speech interaction of Orthodox believers is realized in institutional and personal
discourses. Institutional discourse, in which the speaker is a representative of a religious community,
communication takes place within the framework of status-role relations and involves the goal and
participants of communication. The characteristics of institutional discourse are standardization, the
absence of a personal, individual nature, the mandatory presence of a speaker and an addressee, dialogic
and monologic forms of discourse, certain symbolic speech actions. Instead, personal discourse, which
assumes the presence of an individual with individual characteristics, has an everyday variety, which is
distinguished by the subjectivity of language expression, spontaneity, a lively exchange of thoughts, in
which metaphors, phraseological units, folklorisms, dialectics, colloquialisms and other words with
expressive and emotional coloring are used .

In this regard, we believe that the logic of the study requires a distinction between the concepts
“language of religion” and “religious language”, which are not identical in meaning. The concept of
“language of religion” is implemented in institutional discourse and expresses the property of religious
consciousness to represent meaning, the existence of which is inextricably linked with language. The
way of meaning in the language of religion is the process of its symbolization. The canonized way of
speaking determines the nature of language means and the choice of techniques for creating texts. The
term “language of religion” in a broad sense is used to define a sign system that includes a certain range
of verbal and non-verbal signs. In a narrow sense, the language of religion contains language
components that are used in religious ideology, theory and practice (I"'op6auenko, 2002).

The terms used in the language of religion are mainly used to denote an absolute value — God,
as well as values that express ultimate goals — the Kingdom of God, immortality of the soul, heaven,
earthly means of achieving these goals — religion, church, faith, cult, as well as values of everyday life
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which are sacralized by religion. The sources of the language of religion are the Holy Scriptures and
the Sacred Tradition, as well as fixed liturgical formulas approved by the Church, which include the
structure of the utterance, rhythmic repetition of individual parts, anaphora, emotional or contemplative
coloring that gives the utterances a singing and static character, a mnemonic technique that facilitates
memorization of texts.

In the texts of the language of religion — the Bible, prayers, doctrines, moral instructions, etc. -
respect, reverence and obedience to God are revealed as the main principle of formulating an appeal to
Him. Prayer texts contain an etiquette component expressed in acts of politeness — greetings, requests,
apologies, thanks. It is noteworthy that the way of formulating such an intention of communication in
the religious sphere is regulated by different language patterns from those in secular life. Religious texts
are characterized by epithets, metaphors, and paradoxes: “Haitcnanimmii Boesomo i I'ocmomu, mekia
[epemoxuro! BuzBonenwuii o BiuHoi cmepTH, TBOpiHHA TBOE 1 ciayra TBiil, micHIO MOXBaJIbHY CHiBarO
To6i. A Tu, mo Maemn 6GepMipHe MUIOCEPIs, BU3BOJIH Bijl yCsaKkoi Oiqu MeHe, 110 B3uBato: Icyce, Cuny
Bosxwuit, momunyii mene” (Akadict, 2015).

Unlike the language of religion, religious language functions within the everyday
communication of believers and is used within the framework of religious behavior. Religious language
is constituted by biblicalisms and theological terms that make up a group of words culturally and
historically connected with faith and religious rites: “Y xpami TuM yacoM TUSIKOH 00PYPIOBaB KaHJIOM
1KOHHM Ta IPUCYTHIX. ...MonuTBa NoBUHHA 3aiiiMaTHCs 10 HebecHoro TpoHy Tak caMo JIETKO, K i TUM
nanany. KaxyTe, TUsBOMI 31 CBOIM BUBOJKOM HE MEpeHOCHTH ¢imiamy... Hegapma y Hamiii nexcwuii
BKOPCHHUBCSI BUCTIB “00iThCs 5K 4opT Jdamany’” (Homenko, 2006). The spoken language of believers has
a number of features, including spontaneity and immediacy, which ensures high psychological content,
because the speaker represents himself through utterances: “...Onun cBsIeHUK (...) HAMKCaB COHET,
SIKUM TIPUCBSITHB MEHI, TOAI 1€ MOJOAOMY TUSKOHY (...). Y Tomy coHeTi Oymu crmoBa “Tpumait i
TpUMalcs 3a MOTHP . 3 THX Iip s 3aBXKAM 3TaAyIO Ti CIIOBa, Ko TpuMaro Cesaty Yamry” (MapTHHEHKO,
2021). Necessary elements of language manifestation are sound represented by voice and intonation,
silence (pause), as well as individual motor expressiveness manifested in gestures, facial expressions,
etc.

As we can see, the functioning of the religious discourse of Orthodox believers is not limited
to the use of the language of church service, dogmatic texts, worship, but extends to all speech practices
of the religious community. Thus, spoken language, which is realized in everyday religious discourse
and used in the process of everyday interactions, is a means of live communication of believers.

Everyday language of Orthodox believers as a social dialect

The colloquial language of Orthodox believers is realized in oral form and is used in official or
informal communication. As a means of everyday communication, colloquial language is encouraged
among various categories of Orthodox believers, in particular priests and their family members, students
of theological institutions of education, parishioners, participants of pilgrimages, processions, etc. and
is distinguished by a special flavor: “Ock (...) 3aixmKaB 6yc y MOHacTHp i WIIOB Halll iepoMoHax Jlazap.
Bin daktuuno HivorO He uye. BiH ifie Mo By3pbKOMY MPOBYJIKY 1 MalvHa 33a1y ine (...) CHTHAIUTh, a
BiH (...) HiYoro He 4yye. Hy Tak BiH cMupsie HaBkosuiHix jronei” (Oterp, 2021).

A variety of the language of a certain social community, in particular a religious group, which
is based on a standard language, differing from it only in special vocabulary and word formation, is
called a social dialect. Among researchers, there is still no agreement on the interpretation of the term
“social dialect” and the definition of the criteria for its content. For the most part, the concept of
“sociolect” is defined as a group language that does not have a fully recognized status. The concept of
“sociolect” is also interpreted as a synonym for the language of a certain group, as a general concept
for professional language or jargon, as the language of a certain social stratum. The common feature of
all sociolects is that they always coexist in speech practice with other forms of language functioning,

4 Constatives of the language of religion, functioning in the form of prayer, oath, vow, eulogy, etc., include not
only information about a person's connections with absolute reality, but also contain the creative potential of
believers.
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acting as an additional means of communication of certain social or professional groups (OmiiHHUK,
2019).

Characteristic sociolectic features are manifested in a number of signs (variants) and fully or
partially form a social group, the main feature of which is language. H. Loffler calls only language
variants whose speakers form a separate group in society based on other characteristics as sociolects
(Loffler, 2010). Sociolects are understood as specific and special languages, the defining feature of
which is, on the one hand, in promoting the integration of community members, and on the other hand,
in their isolation from the outside world. The use of special languages is also considered by scientists
as a means of identification for accepting other people into the community (Konig, 1994, p. 133).

In the context of everyday communication, the listener shows a tendency to perceive the
speaker's statement so close to his own position that the speaker is assigned a positive or negative
evaluation in advance. As a result, the listener agrees or disagrees with the speaker under the influence
of the initial and unconscious attitude. The listener cannot do otherwise, because in everyday language
the rules of using words are not strictly prescribed. It is about the consensus that accompanies the
activity of subjects, which concerns, on the one hand, the proposed (objective) content of statements,
thoughts and intentions, and on the other hand, intersubjectively significant expected actions that
accompany statements (Curnuuenko, 1996).

The specified peculiarity of everyday communication is clearly visible in the communicative
structure of the Orthodox parish circle. The church subculture is characterized by a peculiar way of life,
which is regulated by the church order, as well as a mystical worldview, which is distinguished by
linguistic and gestural stereotypes. At the same time, facial expressions, gestures, and body movements
are of great importance in everyday interpersonal interactions. According to the observations of S.
Kuvychka, the existence of religious gestural symbolism is quite natural, since a person conveys most
of the information in a non-verbal way - gestures, facial expressions. Gesture symbols include certain
body movements, as well as actions that have an ideological semantic load and a sacred meaning
(KyBuuka, 2010, p. 84).

It is noteworthy that the possession of a specific version of the language is considered by its
speakers and external observers not only as a sign of belonging to the community of believers, but also
as a mandatory cultural competence. Members of the church subculture can be identified by their
appearance and manner of behavior, which become identifying features, in particular, for the members
of the community themselves. The language of this community is characterized by church vocabulary,
verbal formulas expressing self-deprecation: “SI, rpiuruuii, npoxus y Tpoiue-Cepriesiii naBpi 18 pokis,
TaM s MIPUHHAB MOHAIEChKUi moctpur...» (51 uum, 2023). The speech of “church people” expresses
emphasized modesty, which is demonstrated by lowered eyes: «Uepuurist 3akpuBae oudi, 6epe 10 pyK
YOTKH, TIOBUTLHO Tiepebupae. — Tomy, xTo xuBe 3 borowm, nerme i criokiiiHine” (Berea-A6pamosuy,
2020).

The “bookish” nature of the culture of the church environment determines the knowledge of
Orthodox literature and the understanding of the Church Slavonic language. The use of religious texts
depends on the communicative situation or form of communication. In particular, “spiritual
conversation” involves aesthetically designed genres, and joint prayer is realized in ritualized forms —
spiritual poems, akathists. Unstructured genre formations are used for situational communication: “B
onmHoro crapis y [lodaiBebkiil aBpi MoOMiKaBUBCS PElENTOM BiJl Tpixa (...): HApui KOPiHHA IMOCITyXY,
Ha30Mpaii KBITIB AYyIIEBHOI YUCTOTH, HAPBH JIMCTS TEPIIHHSA, IUIO/IB HETHUIEMIpHUX. YCe 11e BUCYIIH
nocroM, (...) TpPHUIPaB CMUPEHHSM, CIi3bMH IIOKasHHS, CULII0 OpaTono0CcTBa, MIEAPOTAMH
MuitocTrHi...” (Homenko, 2006).

Intonation is a constructive feature of the utterances of believers in the church circle, as it
encourages the interpretation of meaning, therefore, the generation of new meanings. Intonation
establishes, on the one hand, the connection of the word with the extra-verbal context, and on the other
hand, it expresses the contact of the speaker with the listener. As an element of language orientation
and the structure of external and internal speech, silence, a pause in speech is actively used. Silence has
an ambiguous character and can be understood as reluctance to communicate, dissatisfaction,
agreement, etc., that is, it implies the possibility of meaning-making. It is worth paying attention to
communicative prohibitions that are actualized in the process of communication and depend on the
situation and the persons involved in the act of communication. Communicative taboos are associated
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with prohibitions on the use of certain words, phrases and topics (€moBcbka, 2013, p. 175). Restrictions
also apply to certain features of the tone, intonation, and spectrum of sounds: ““...MoHaxuHs, 1110 HAMH
OHiKyBaJ'IaCH, pOSHOBiJ’Ia KOPOTKO IIpO BHyTplIHHl ImpaBuJia. Bona roBopujia TUXO (pOSMOBJ'IﬂTI/I T'OJIOCHO
TaMm He NPUIHATO), @ MU BeIyxajiucs B KoxHe cioB” (ITitu, 2022).

Among Ukrainian Orthodox believers, the Church Slavonic language occupies an important
place, which is due to the creation of a body of liturgical literature based on it, which has a centuries-
old authority®. As the language of worship, Church Slavonic, along with specific clothing, colors and
smells in the temple, appears for believers as a register of inclusion in the regime of religious
communication (Holt, 2006, pp. 1 — 14). It is obvious that the Church Slavonic language influenced the
construction of the language of religion, which is regulated by church tradition, as well as the formation
of the everyday language of Orthodox believers.

As it happened historically that the Church Slavonic language functioned mainly in church
usage and was almost never used in live communication, believers perceived it as a marker of the divine
sphere, an integral attribute of religious practices, which cannot be used in other communicative
spheres. A certain vagueness of the meaning of the Church Slavonic texts was explained by the “sacred
darkness” necessary for the liturgical text. In other words, it was believed that sacred texts should
contain something unattainable by ordinary perception, hidden, intimate, accessible only after going
beyond the limits of human existence and communicating with God without the limitations imposed by
physical reality. However, the clarity of Church Slavonic texts was often misleading, as the lexical
meaning of the words often did not coincide with the “simple” language, because the texts contained
many borrowed words. In Ukrainian culture, according to scientists, the Church Slavonic language has
become a special component of creating an axiological picture of the world, the formation of which
occurs through the production of certain textual information that circulates in society in the language
signs of the artistic form of sacred texts, which are distinguished by codification and canonicity
(TTepemomona, 2008, p. 110).

Therefore, the functioning of the Church Slavonic language on the Ukrainian spiritual soil led
to diglossia (binux, 2016, p. 67), that is, a linguistic situation in which two languages are perceived by
speakers as one, but in higher and lower forms, and the use of one form of the language mutually
excludes the possibility of using another. So, in the perception of Orthodox believers, there is a clear
hierarchical division of languages into simple and sacred, everyday and church. The situation of
diglossia, when the language of worship did not penetrate into other groups of vocabulary and spheres
of functioning in society, contributed to the construction of the original “heavenly” quality of the
language, which was given a contemplative meaning®.

As we can see, for centuries the Church Slavonic language was outside the process of live usage,
turning into a closed codified system that practically stopped developing. However, certain lexemes
and syntactic constructions, which are still used for stylistic purposes, are an important source of
formation of the everyday language of Orthodox believers. At the same time, it is accepted that it is
impossible to study the Church Slavonic language using established linguistic approaches, because
certain features of orthography and grammar are justified not from a linguistic point of view, but from
a doctrinal point of view. So, the word “angel” has different spellings with the opposite meaning (angel
of God or spirit of evil). The lexeme “word” in its usual meaning belongs to the neuter gender, and in
the meaning “God the Word” is declined in the masculine gender.

Therefore, functioning in the form of a sociolect, the everyday language of Orthodox believers
is not a complete system of communication, but is a feature of speech, functioning in the form of words,
phrases, and syntactic constructions. According to the vocabulary and grammatical basis, the Orthodox
sociolect is almost no different from the commonly used language, but it is different from the languages
of other social communities.

5 Church Slavonic is the sacred language of believers of a separate denomination, which does not correspond to
Orthodox theology, but is de facto proclaimed and accepted.
& The reflection of this property of the Church Slavonic language, which contributed to the symbolic structuring
of the Slavic language world, is sometimes difficult to translate into modern literary languages.
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Lexical and semantic representations of the language of Orthodox believers

Numerous homonyms originate from the Church Slavonic language, in particular, “arnens”
(ahnets) — a part of the prosphora, which is taken out at the proscomidia for the celebration of the
Eucharist: “€sxapucriitauit Aruens (...) nepeprimoerses B Tino Xpucrose” (Kamityma, 2013), and
“Armens” (Ahnets) — the symbolic name of Jesus Christ, who sacrificed himself for atonement for the
sins of mankind: “...KpoB ArHus Henopousnoro ['ocniona namoro Icyca Xpucra — cracinus nroneit”
(KamiTyma, 2013). The homonym “rpanesa” (trapeza) denotes eating and drinking at home by the whole
family or in the monastery by the brothers: “[Tepeg KOXHOI Tparnes3oto cecTpm CTakoTb B3A0BX
cTony i umtatoTb Tpy MonmnTen” (Ilitu, 2022). In the language of believers, homonyms that do not
coincide in meaning are also used, for example, in Ukrainian the word “>xuBit” (zhyvit) means a part
of the body (abdomen), and in Church Slavonic — “xuBot” (zhyvot) means life: “I cymmm Bo rpo6ix
(...) XKusot mapysas” (I'ocriozp, 2010).

The everyday language of Orthodox believers, based on the commonly used language, includes
religious vocabulary with theological terms and everyday words represented by Church Slavonicisms,
archaisms, historicisms that express religious meanings. The words of the Ukrainian language that have
a certain origin include, for example, “mycrensuuk’ (pustelnyk) — recluse: “A6u micraTrcs MOHACTHPS,
MO>KHA CKOPUCTATHUCS OE31IIY4I0 CTeXOK ... HIbKHS mponsrae moB3 OpaTChbKy HEpKBY Ta YOTHPH Kedii i
@K JI0 TaK 3BaHOI Kemii myctenbHuka” (3aaHicTpoBebkuid, 2015); “cracinus’ (spasinnia) — salvation
from sin: “...Cnaciaus € 1apoM BoXuM YH IUI0I0M HAIIKX 3YCHJIb, HAIIO1 TypOOTH i cTapanusa?” (Bix
koskHOro, 2021); “Bposymistucs” (vrozumliatysia) — to reconsider, to come to one's senses: “A mu,
PO3YMHI XPHCTHUSIHH, KOKEH MOMOJIMMOCS 3a HBbOTO (Hei), xoua 6 kopoTkum: ['ocnoau, 3mMuiyics i
Bpazymu 1poro (i10) pada (y) toro (10)!” (Biaryku, 2022); “noasusatucs’ (podvyzatysia) — to act, to
participate, to show oneself in something: “Ham monactup OyB iHTepHALiOHAJIBHUM. Y HBOMY
MOIBU3AITUCH JIIOJM Pi3HUX HarlioHamsHOCTeH...” (S muMm, 2023); “rpyxmartucs” (truzhdatysia) — to
work diligently: “Lle maso XT0 i 3p03yMiTH MOXe, TUIBKH Ti, XTO i caMi TpykaatoTbes” (Tuxwuii, 2022);
“mamonenmii” (namolenyi) — a word that characterizes an object or a place near which or in which one
prayed a lot and for a long time: “CromittamMu HamoreHne Mmicie Bke cTano cBatum” (CesTo-
MuxkonaiBebkuii, 2021).. Notably, that some words of the Orthodox sociolect, depending on the context,
can acquire a different meaning or connotative meaning, for example, “Bkymaru” (vkushaty) —
consume, eat (food products): “KosxHa JiroinHa rOTY€ Ha CBSTO Ti CTPaBH, Ki HE MOXKHA OYJI0 BKYIIATH
npotsirom nocty” (Bonuucewskuit, 2021) or know, realize, experience, feel (sin, humility): <Y npocropi
rpixa moauHa BKymae nedais...” (Codiituyk, 2018).

Starting from the end of the 20th century, when the role of the church in social life became
more active, a significant layer of religious vocabulary began to be used in a limited circle of believers,
penetrating into other spheres. It is an outdated vocabulary that includes a layer of Church Slavonicisms,
Ukrainianisms, Russianisms and words borrowed from other languages, for example, Hebraisms,
Greekisms, etc. An example of Church Slavonicism with a changed meaning is the word “61aroBipauii”
(blahovirnyi), which in the religious context means the face of Orthodox saints from among the
monarchs: “brarosipauii kHspke SIpociaBe, Mmosu bora 3a Hac 1 Hamy aepxaBy” (binarosipuuii, 2023),
in the secular context —a married person in relation to his wife. Historicisms include a number of words
that are used in a figurative sense, for example, the word “eneii” (yelei) denotes vegetable oil for use
in the church, but another meaning — “that which soothes, comforts, praises”): ...CmiBaeTbcsi KaHOH
PO OJUBY (...) CBSIIEHUKH TPOCITh ['ocnofia «eneeM MuitocepAs BTIIIUTH AYIIi i Tijeca JFOACHKI”
(Monebumuit, 2022); “manepts” (papert) means the area in front of the inner vestibule of the temple,
instead it is used in the sense of “standing on the porch” — to beg: “Xro  11e TamM Ha manepTi CTOITH?
Yu x 1ie He Ta, 3a0yta Hamu micHa?...” (Ocinns, 2010); “T'onroda” (Holhofa) — denotes the name of
the hill on which Jesus Christ was crucified, and in another sense — the place of execution or torture: “sI
ma T'omrodi, Tocmoaun, croro. TBoi myku, miit Icyce, 6auay” (3amucku, 2020). Among the words
considered obsolete, the lexeme “6inens” (bilets) means a novice in a monastery, “krutop” (ktytor) —
a church elder who takes care of property and performs other functions at the church (Cmupnosa, 2016,
p. 33).

The language of Orthodox believers includes a number of words that have a different meaning
from that recorded in explanatory dictionaries. These are polysemic terms, the vast majority of which
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are ambiguous. So, if the word “proofing” (vychytka) means proofreading or editing a text, then in the
Orthodox sphere it has the meaning of exorcism through special prayers, i.e. exorcism: “...He pa3 y
[ToyaeBi 4yyio SIK MAJOMHHUKH IIYKalOTh (...) crapus TuxoHa, mio npoBoauTs BuunTku (OciaBchbKa,
2021). The word “hlas” (hlas), which means “voice” in the common language: “...T'oioc Hapoay — 11e
I'mac Boxwuit” (barpsawuii, 2013), is a term of liturgical music and has several meanings — sound, sound,
melody, chant, chord scale. The word “vigil” (bdinnia) means a state of intense attention, and as a
religious term in the expression “all-day vigil” (vsenichne bdinnia) has the meaning of worship on the
eve of especially revered holidays: “bainns — 3ayBaxkuiaa matn DeoKCeHish — 3aBXKaAd Mae OyTH
MOB’s13aHe 3 MMOKAsIHHSM, BOHO OYHMIIIA€ PO3yM MOHAaxiB micis AeHHux Typootr” (Hukoaum, 2018).

In the modern lexicon of Orthodox believers, there is a terminologicalization of religious
vocabulary, which is manifested in the transition of common units into a category of terms, for example,
“ciyx0a” (sluzhba) means worship: “Bike aiui ciiyxus boxxectBenny JliTypriro 3a M nepexiagom”
(Maprunenko, 2023); “orerp” (otets) means a priest: “Hy 1o %, BcedecHi oTii, (...) mepea BaMH
MPHUKJIA] ICTHHHOTO TAaCTHps, SKWH AyIIy CBOIO TOKJIamae 3a jgopydeHe Homy borom cramo”
(Taproucekmii, 2017). Instead, determinologizing involves the transition of religious terms into
everyday language through metaphorical use, for example, “sanctify yourself in the pit”: “...ITicis
MpUYACTsl HEe OCBSITUBCS, TOMY 1110 He Oyio Bipu” (TBaps, 2020).

The vocabulary of believers includes the everyday address to the priest “6atromka” (batiushka)
instead of the normatively established “orers” (0tets): “BaTrorika, mOBipTe, KPAIIOTO CBSIICHUKA HIK
Bu rogi Oyino it 6axatu” (Taproucekuii, 2017). The language of Orthodox believers is distinguished
by a special tonality and emotional coloring, which is facilitated, in particular, by the use of diminutives
in the names of objects of religious use (“ixonka” (ikonka) — icon, “mpockypka” (proskurka) —
prosphora: “Yomy mpoCKypu CKJIQJAIOThCs 3 JBOX YacTUH? — BoHM cHMMBOII3YIOTh JBa ecTBa Icyca
Xpucra — boxe i Jlroaceke” (Homenko, 2006); “Boauuxa” (vodychka) — water): “Xaii csita Boaudka
cKpomnuTh Bai audka...” (Ykpaina, 2017). A significant part of the used agionyms are of foreign origin,
but adapted to the norms of the Ukrainian language — Mukomna Hymorsopens, (Mykola Chudotvorets),
IOpiii 3miebopens (Yurii Zmiieborets): “Y waponi Mukona YynorBopellb — NOMYJISIPHUE CBSTHIA™
(Yxpairka, 2018).

The language of believers is characterized by the frequent use of synonymous pairs, among
which one word is a borrowed theological term, the other is of Slavic origin, for example, “xiporonis”
(ordination) —“pyxomonokenns” (rukopolozhennia): “B TIIY 3BepiieHO apXi€peichbKy XipOTOHIO
enuckona BacwibkiBebkoro €dpema (Xom’ska)” (B IILY, 2023); “...Apximangputa €dpema
(Xom’sika) OyJ10 pyKOHOJIOKEHO y caH emnuckona BacunbkiBebkoro” (Ipabunko, 2023); one refers to
literary language, the other — religiolect, for example, “tmxnens” (week) — “cemmunsa” (sedmytsia):
“byna Crpacna Cenmuis, paHOK 4eTBepra, TaMm sikpa3 npudupanu nepen Ilacxor” (Toncroii, 2022);
both words of Slavic origin, for example, “npuknamatucs” (prykladatysia) — “mizysatu™, in particular
an icon or a cross: “...OTpumaBIiH JbHAHY iIKOHY, MuUTpoIoauT BosoanMup npukiiaBcs 10 Hel 1 ClIbo3u
3IBHIMCh Ha ouaX bnaxenniiimioro” (ITomsuenko, 2012); one word is Church Slavic, another is
commonly used, for example, “6narosoninns” (blahovolinnia) — “affection” (favor): “Mu 6auumo B
IUX CIYXKIHHAX 3HAK JYXOBHOI BTiXH, 00KOro OJIarOBOJIIHHS Ta HATXHEHHS HA MOJAAJIBINY MPAIl0 3
oHoBiieHHs Iriei cBaTuHi” (Mutpononut, 2023). Among believers, there are also stable word
combinations and phraseological units, for example, “oap” (odr) — deathbed: “Bartomika loans (...),
HAaBITh JIS)KA4M HA CMEPTHOMY OJIpi, SIBJISIB 4y ieca, rinHi Benukoro nmoauBy” (Pik, 2018); monakhynia”
— Christ's bride: “BinbiricTs uekae He TOUEKAETHCS, KOJIH iryMeHs OJIarOCIOBUTE Ha TIOCTPHUT Y MAHTIO,
o6u cTaTn O6mmsKde 10 HapedeHoro — Icyca Xpucra” (Yonenko, 2006)’.

The language of Orthodox believers includes antonyms in which the opposite is expressed not
S0 much by semantic meaning, but by the frequent figurative use of opposite words in the language
(earth — heaven, heaven — hell, soul — body, mind — heart, Church — world, divine — earthly, etc.):
“3amicTh MHUpChKOTO Beciuis — nyxoBHe” (Homenko, 2012). In the religious sphere, there are facts of
the semantic opposite of words that are not direct antonyms in common language, for example, sin —

" The article does not provide a detailed study of the peculiarities of the use of phraseological units in the everyday
language of Orthodox believers, therefore, for illustrative purposes, separate phraseological units are presented.
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repentance (as a way of getting rid of sin): “Ti, sxi 3i3Har0THCS, CIIOBIAOTH LIEH IPiX..., — PO3MIOBIIAE
irymens” (Berepa-A6pamouy, 2020). The peculiarity of the use of antonyms in the Orthodox context
is their frequent use not only in written texts, but also in oral speech.

Among Orthodox believers, words are used to denote objects or phenomena that already have
names in the commonly used version of the language. Such words include, for example, calling a church
a temple, the use of the word “marinka” (matinka) in cases where it is necessary to address an unfamiliar
woman of any age, the worldly alternative to which are the words “woman”, “lady”, etc: “Uepuur (...)
MOSICHIOE, III0 MATYIIIKa — I1¢ XPUCTHAHChKE 3BepHEHHS 110 iHKu (Berepa-Aopamosud, 2020). This
form of address differs from the normative one, as it is customary to call a priest's wife that way. It is
notable that there is no special appeal to the husband in such cases in the Orthodox sociolect.

A characteristic feature of the everyday language of Orthodox believers is the use of tokens
denoting different groups in the community, for example, “npuur” (prycht) — a group of persons who
perform certain duties at the church: “ILlepkoBuuii mpuur Ha vomi 3 oruem Bacuiem pobuts Garato
KopucHuX crpas...” (Uepsona, 2020); “6maroununmii” (blahochynnyi) — an administrative position of
a priest who manages a church district: “TTo cBoemy mociyxy OJaro4MHHOTO BHIXKIKAIO 4acTo B
micro...” (Oreup, 2021); “xeprByBatens” (zhertvuvatel) — one who voluntarily makes donations: “Mu
JSIKY€EMO 1 iepkaBi Ykpaina (...), 1 puBaTHAM >kepTByBateisiM...” (AHApiiBceka, 2020);, “TpyaHuK”
(trudnyk), a person who lives and works in a monastery on a non-profit basis: “Hac meit mocsiz (...)
HaIUXHYB TeX crpoOyBaTu mnompaioBatd Tpyauumsmu” ([Titn, 2022); “BouepkoBieHuit”
(votserkovlenyi) — a parishioner, an active participant in church life: “...€ moau 6inbII BOIEPKOBIIEH,
SIKi Kpate po3yMiroTh gyxoBre xutTa...” (Ilict, 2021), etc.

Therefore, the presence in the Orthodox sociolect of words that express religious meanings, but
are considered outdated, suggests that the use of these lexical units most vividly illustrates the
specificity of the functioning of the everyday language of Ukrainian Orthodox believers.

Conclusions

Therefore, given the ability of religious discourse to cover not only the institutional, but also
the interpersonal sphere of communication, it can be stated that religious language is a communication
tool of believers in the context of everyday interactions. Religious language expresses belief in the
supernatural and is used within the framework of religious behavior, differing from secular language in
the object of speech. In religious language, faith in God as the source of all values is combined with a
context in which lexemes of common language acquire the highest axiological meaning. Meanings of
religious language are articulated in written and oral texts and with the help of non-verbal language. In
the process of everyday communication, religious language is realized in the form of a social dialect
that serves linguistic needs and determines the speech behavior of believers.

The sociolect of Orthodox believers is a relatively stable subsystem of the Ukrainian language,
which contains neutral lexical units and lexemes expressing religious meaning. The functioning of the
sociolect illustrates the specificity of the combination of this vocabulary in the Ukrainian sociocultural
context. As a form of actualization of everyday language, the sociolect of Orthodox believers contains
a system of non-verbal communication tools, including gestures, body configurations, voice
characteristics. Given the special parameters and multifaceted possibilities of functioning, the sociolect
of Orthodox believers acts as an independent microsystem, which is characterized by lexical, word-
forming and grammatical features.

The religious vocabulary of Orthodox believers of various categories contains lexical units that
express their dogmatic thinking, sacred worldview and mystical experience. An analysis of the lexical-
semantic features of the sociolect of Orthodox believers shows the widespread use of Church
Slavonicisms, archaisms, historicisms, borrowed words of religious themes in everyday speech. The
semantics of the religious vocabulary is being transformed, new connotations are appearing, and the
deatheization of a certain group of words is ongoing. Polysemy, homonymy, synonymy, antonymy are
widespread in the everyday language of Orthodox believers.
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Coyuonoeus. Mocksa: Exuropuan YPCC,. 632 c. (Giddens, E. Sotsiologiya. Moskva:
Editorial URSS, 632 s.)

Bnaue xpucmuancmea ma cmamnoenenns nucemnoi Kyabmypu Pyci-Vxpainu:
@inocoghcoro-peniciesnasuuti acnexkm. Asropedepar. Kuis, [H-T dpinocodii imeni I'. C.
CxoBopomu HAH Vkpaiau, 35 c. (Horbachenko, T. Vplyv khrystyianstva na
stanovlennia pysemnoi kultury Rusi-Ukrainy: filosofsko-relihiieznavchyi aspekt.
Avtoreferat. Kyiv, In-t filosofii imeni H. S. Skovorody NAN Ukrainy, 35 s.)

Xpucmoc Bockpec! I'ocnoob — most nichs: 301pHUK peniriiHux miceHb. JIbBiB: CBivalo,
2005, 656 c. (Khrystos Voskres! Hospod — moia pisnia: Zbirnyk relihiinykh pisen. Lviv:
Svichado, 2005, 656 s.)

Ilpeocmasnenue ceba Opyeum 6 nogceonesnou owcusHu. MockBa: JlUpekT-menua
IMa6mumunr, 546 c. (Gofman, I. Predstavlenie sebya drugim v povsednevnoy zhizni.
Moskva: Direkt-media Pablishing, 546 s.)

Hanepeoooni nedini cuponycnoi, 25 motoro 2023 poky (Drabynko, O. Naperedodni
nedili Syropusnoi, 25 liutoho 2023 roku). Facebook.
<https://www.facebook.com/oleksandr.drabinko> (15.04.2023)

ComioKyIBTYpHHI aCIIEKT KOMYHIKaTUBHUX Ta0y. /] @inonoeiuni cmyoii, Bum. 9, ¢. 173—
180. (Yelovska, Yu. V. Sotsiokulturnyi aspekt komunikatyvnykh tabu. // Filolohichni
studii, Vyp. 9, s. 173-180)

3aonicmposcoxuti O. Y UYepniseywvkiii obracmi € yhikanohuti 6 Ykpaini crkenvHuil
monacmup. (Zadnistrovskyi, O. U Chernivetskii oblasti ye unikalnyi v Ukraini skelnyi
monastyr) <https://pogliad.ua/news/u-cherniveckiy-oblasti-e-unikalniy-v-ukrayini-
skelniy-monastir-130179> (16.04.2023)

3amnucku XPUCTHSIHHHA (Zapysky khrystyianyna.). Facebook.
<https://www.facebook.com/NotesCristian/photos/a.824891404535224/115140501521
7193/?type=3&paipv=0&eav=Afbj_DFgRxOOOnk_D1o-
g8RYtzDSczbpwNkDabeWESINRxdgEYeBc4riGFAW_eNGSBw&_rdr>
(18.04.2023)

I1lo Take €sxapucriitamii Araers? (Kapitula, M. Shcho take Yevkharystiinyi Ahnets?)
<http://rivne-cerkva.rv.ua/statti/1247-kanon.html> (23.04.2023)

CakpanpHe y moBcskaeHHOMY XUTTi. Coyianvni mexnonoeii, Ne 50, c. 331-337.
(Kataiev, S. L. Sakralne u povsiakdennomu zhytti. Sotsialni tekhnolohii, Ne 50, s. 331—
337)

Excripecist Ik YMHHUAK CTHJIBOBOI MepeopieHTarlii pemniriitnoi nekcuku. // Jlineeicmuuni
docnidcenns. 30ipnux nayrkosux npays XHITY im. I'. C. Cxosopoou, Bum. 50, c. 66—75.
(Kovtun, A. A. Ekspresiia yak chynnyk stylovoi pereoriientatsii relihiinoi leksyky. //
Linhvistychni doslidzhennia. Zbirnyk naukovykh prats KhNPU im. H. S. Skovorody,
Vyp. 50, s. 66-75)

Buan penirittnux cumBoiis. // I pani. @inocogin, Ne 4 (72), c. 81-85. (Kysuuka, C. O.
Vydy relihiinykh symvoliv. // Hrani. Filosofiia, Ne 4 (72), s. 81-85)

Komucs naBro oauu cesamenuk. .. (Martynenko, V. Kolys davno odyn sviashchenyk...).
Facebook. <https://www.facebook.com/starsenij/> (17.04.2023).

Boxe nBiui ciyxue Bokectsenny Jlitypriro 3a M nepekiaanom (Martynenko, V. Vzhe
dvichi sluzhyv Bozhestvennu Liturhiiu za tsym perekladom). Facebook.
<https://www.facebook.com/starsenij/> (17.04.2023)

Murpononut Emiganiii Ha Bogoxpuine nposiB ciyx0y B Kueso-Ileuepchkiit iaBpi
(Mytropolyt Epifanii na Vodokhryshche proviv sluzhbu v Kyievo-Pecherskii lavri).
<https://www.ukrinform.ua/rubric-society/3655124-epifanij-na-vodohrese-provodit-
sluzbu-v-kiivskij-lavri.ntml> (15.04.2023)
Monebnuit  cnie.  (Molebnyi  spiv).
penie.html> (17.04.2023)

Bpamin na xonugepenyii 6 Cynpacnvewrin aaepi. (Nykodym. Bratiia na konferentsii v
Supraslskii lavri). <https://lavra.ua/uk/bratiya-na-konferentsiyi-v-supraslskij-lavri/>
(16.04.2023)

Micrie MOJIOAIKHOTO CIICHTY Y CTPYKTYpPi MOBHHX BapiaHTiB HiMelpkoi MoBH. // Haykoei
sanucku. Cepis: @inonoeiuni nayku, Bum. 175, c. 63-67. (Oliinyk, L. Mistse
molodizhnoho slenhu u strukturi movnykh variantiv nimetskoi movy. // Naukovi
zapysky. Seriia: Filolohichni nauky, Vol. 175, s. 63-67)

Ocinnsa nimypeis. (Osinnia liturhiia). <https://www.pisni.org.ua/songs/1132323.htmi>
(17.04.2023)

“I TYT 51 po3yMito, 110 3 MEHE BUT'AHAIOTH AMsABONA”. TeaTp eK30pLUu3My 3a TOAMHY Bif
Kuepa (Oslavska, S. “I tut ya rozumiiu, shcho z mene vyhaniaiut dyiavola”. Teatr

<http://ni.biz.ua/6/6_5/6_53943 molebnoe-
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ekzortsyzmu za hodynu vid Kyieva.). <https://zaborona.com/i-tut-ya-rozumiyu-scho-z-
mene-viganyayut-diyavola-teatr-ekzorczizmu-za-godinu-vid-kiyeva/> (15.04.2023)

Ocobnueocmi  penieilino2o i YepKOBHO-PeNiciliHO20  CAMOBUSHAYEHHS 2POMAOAH
Vrpainu: menoenyii 2000 — 2021 pp. Kuis: Llearp Pasymxosa, 172 c. (Osoblyvosti
relihiinoho i tserkovno-relihiinoho samovyznachennia hromadian Ukrainy: tendentsii

2000 - 2021 IT. Kyiv: Tsentr Razumkova, 172 S.)
<https://razumkov.org.ua/uploads/article/2021_Religiya.pdf> (21.12.2022))
Omeyv Cunveecmp — moHax-6ocamup i 6nacouunnuii Ceamo-Mukonaiecvkoeo

monacmups (Otets Sylvestr — monakh-bohatyr i blahochynnyi Sviato-Mykolaivskoho
monastyria)  <https://www.chernectvo.com/post/oTerb-CHIbBECTP-MOHAX-00TaTHP-1-
0JIarOYHHHUH-CBATO-MHUKOJIAIBCHKOTO-MOHAcTUps> 15.14.2023)

Jin260KyIbMypHi KOOU THMEPMEKCMYATbHOCH YKPAIHCOKO20 XYO0NCHBO20 OUCKYPCY:
Oiaxponiunuti acnekm. Cymu: Bupg-Bo CymJ1V, 208 c. (Perelomova, O. Linhvokulturni
kody intertekstualnosti ukrainskoho khudozhnoho dyskursu: diakhronichnyi aspekt.
Sumy: Vyd-vo SumDU, 208 s.)

“Ilicm nompiben 01 MminecHoeo i OYX08HO20 CRACIHHSL KOJNCHOI HOOUHU ~: BOAUHCHKULL
ceaugenux npo Pizoesnuii nicm (“Pist potriben dlia tilesnoho i dukhovnoho spasinnia
kozhnoi liudyny”: volynskyi sviashchenyk  pro Rizdvianyi pist).
<https://t1.ua/video/62804-pist-potriben-dlya-tilesnoho-i-dukhovnoho-spasinnya-
kozhnoyi-lyudyny-volynskyy-svyashchennyk-pro-rizdvyanyy-pist.html> (22.14.2023)
Iimu 6 monacmup: sax cmoauuni Kkpani cmanu nocaywnuysmu. (Pity v monastyr: yak
stolychni krali staly poslushnytsiamy). <https://ukrainky.com.ua/pity-v-monastyr-yak-
stolychni-krali-staly-poslushnyczyamy/> (15.04.2023)

Bonoxumup J{eHmuKoB: “S — nuire iHcTpyMeHT y pykax Beesumasoro. .. (Polchenko,
O. Volodymyr Denshchykov: «la — lyshe instrument u rukakh Vsevyshnoho...).
<http://svitlytsia.crimea.ua/?section=article&artiD=9840> (17.04.2023)

Pik 6e3 mporoiepess loamna Ximpuyka (Rik bez protoiiereia loanna Khilchuka).
<https://xn--80a3aeudczas.xn--jlamh/rik-bez-protoiiereia-ioanna-khilchuka/>

(15.04.2023)
Casro-MukonaiBcbkuii MoHacTHp y cenunti XKuanunn (Sviato-Mykolaivskyi monastyr
u selyshchi Zhydychyn). Facebook.

<https://www.facebook.com/Orthodox.in.Ukraine/photos/a.2014852958590835/38586
49720877807/?type=3/> (14.04.2023)

OcHogbl aunesucmuieckol meopuu mexkcma u kommynuxayuu. Kues: Bpama; N3n-o
Bogsuok O. FO., 2004, 336 c (Selivanova, E. Osnovyi lingvisticheskoy teorii teksta i
kommunikatsii. Kiev: Brama; 1zd-vo Vovchok O. Yu., 2004, 336 s.)

Iepuwoooicepena komynixamusnoi ¢inocogii. Kuis: JIn6ins, c. 84-91. (Sytnychenko, L.
Pershodzherela komunikatyvnoi filosofii. Kyiv: Lybid, s. 84-91)

IMponoBine y  pemniridHoMy  mpaBoClaBHOMY  JUCKypci XX CTOMITTSA:
JHrBONparMaTu4Huil acnekt. Jluc. Ha 3100yTT4 cTyneHs K. (ijgon. Hayk. Mapiynosns,
Mapiynonscbkuit  nepskaBHuil  yHiBepcurer, 271 c. (Smyrnova, M. Propovid u
relihiinomu pravoslavnomu dyskursi XX stolittia: linhvoprahmatychnyi aspekt. Dys. na
zdobuttia stupenia k. filol. nauk. Mariupol, Mariupolskyi derzhavnyi universytet, 271 s.)
Konyenmyanizayis cakpanwhoi cgpepu 6 ykpaincokiti mosi. Jluc. Ha 3100yTTS CTYINCHS
. dimonm. mayk, Kuis, In-T ykpaincekoi moBu HAH Vxkpaimm, 620 c. (Skab, M.
Kontseptualizatsiia sakralnoi sfery v ukrainskii movi. Dys. na zdobuttia stupenia d. filol.
nauk, Kyiv, In-t ukrainskoi movy NAN Ukrainy, 620 s.)

OCHOBHI HanpsIMH JTOCIIKEHHST B3a€MOJIl YKpailHChKOT MOBH i chepH cakpabHOTO:
3m00yTku Ta mepcrnektuBd. [/ Haykoeutl eicnuk UYepHieeybko2o HAYIOHATLHOZO
yHigepcumemy im. FOpis @eovrkosuua. Cnog sncvka ¢pinonoeis, Bum. 506-508, c. 3-10.
(Skab, M. Osnovni napriamy doslidzhennia vzaiemodii ukrainskoi movy i sfery
sakralnoho: zdobutky ta perspektyvy. // Naukovyi visnyk Chernivetskoho natsionalnoho
universytetu im. Yuriia Fedkovycha. Slovianska filolohiia, Vyp. 506-508, s. 3-10)
KonnenT “€Ba” Ha TJIi KOHIENTY “AJam”, ab0o MPO TeHIEPHE MUTAHHS KPi3b MPH3MY
6i6miiiHux o6paziB. — B: (3a pen. I. Kononenko, I. MurtHik, C. Pomantok) Tenoenyii
po38umky ykpaincoroi aexcuxu ma epamamuxu. Y. 111.. Bapmasa — [Bano-®paHKIBChHK,
c. 102-115. (Skab, M., Skab, M. Kontsept “leva” na tli kontseptu “Adam”, abo pro
henderne pytannia kriz pryzmu bibliinykh obraziv. — V: (Za red. I. Kononenko, I.
Mytnik, S. Romaniuk) Tendentsii rozvytku ukrainskoi leksyky ta hramatyky. Ch. IlI..
Varshava — Ivano-Frankivsk, s. 102-115)

Inmepg’io  npeocmosmena: Illo6 ompumamu 3yinenus, nompiobHO nOCMABUMU
npasunvbhuil diazros. (Coghitiuyk, B. Interviu predstoiatelia: Shchob otrymaty ztsilennia,
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potribno postavyty pravylnyi diahnoz). <https://news.church.ua/2018/03/23/intervyu-
predstoyatelya-shhob-otrimati-zcilennya-potribno-postaviti-pravilnij-diagnoz/#2023-
04-23> (24.04.2023)

Bamiowxa mexc moouna. bBysanswuna. (Tarhonskyi, D. Batiushka tezh liudyna.
Buvalshchyna). <https://www.religion.in.ua/main/36160-batyushka-tezh-lyudina-
buvalshhina.html> (17.04.2023)

“TBapp Takas, 4oro T npuiiiia Ha cnoBias?” Murpononur PIILBY HakuHyBcs Ha
BipsiH uepes emimemiro (“Tvar takaia, choho ty pryishla na spovid?” Mytropolyt RPTsvU
nakynuvsia na virian cherez epidemiiu). <https:/religionpravda.com.ua/?p=43697>
(17.04.2023)

Ieiiiko nooennux omosimans (Tykhyi, S. Dviiko dovoiennykh opovidan).
<http://litforum.com.ua/index.php?r=16&a=8053/> (14.04.2023)

Iepomonax log (Onvwancokuil): “SIKIO CBAIIEHUK Bac HE HAJMXa€, MIyKaiTe iHIIOro”
(Tolstoi, A. lieromonakh lov (Olshanskyi): “lakshcho sviashchenyk vas ne nadykhaie,
shukaite inshoho™).  <https://velychlviv.com/iyeromonah-iov-olshanskyj-yakshho-
svyashhenyk-vas-ne-nadyhaye-shukajte-inshogo/> (15.04.2023)

Bitaemo 3i cesarom Xpemenns I'ocnommsoro! (Vitaiemo zi sviatom Khreshchennia
Hospodnoho!) Facebook.
<https://www.facebook.com/AmazingUA/photos/a.501804686539108/1369518629767
705/?type=3/> (17.04.2023)

22 tpaBus. Becusumit Mukoma. (Ukrainets, S. 22 travnia. Vesnianyi Mykola). Facebook.
<https://www.facebook.com/SolomiaUkrainian/photos/a.1479204768813594/1818281
128239288/?paipv=0&eav=AfbHoN-WF-PojdBargqJH-VYeZTCQvnogOGAT4arlJg-
5l0ZNm_ZJSn4RWOyYfALNOT6E&_rdr/> (17.04.2023).

Teopuss KOMMYHHKATUBHOTO JIeiicTBus. // Becmuux Mockosckoeo ynugepcumema:
Qunocogpus, Ne 4, ¢. 43-63. (Habermas, Yu. Teoriya kommunikativnogo deystviya. //
Vestnik Moskovskogo universiteta: Filosofiya, Ne 4, s. 43-63)

Yepeona  yepkea  Pybaniecokoeo. (Chervona  tserkva  Rubanivskoho).
<https://www.dnipro.libr.dp.ua/Rubanivske_hram_Pokrova> (17.04.2023)
Xpucmogi Hegicmu. (Chopenko, V. Khrystovi nevisty).

<https://zn.ua/ukr/SOCIUM/hristovi_nevisti.html> (15.04.2023)

“Sl HuM He ikaBUBCS 1 He KopuctyBaBca — murpononut YIIL[ MII Bu3Has, mo maB
pociiiceke rpomamsacTBO. (“la nym ne tsikavyvsia i ne korystuvavsia” — mytropolyt
UPTs MP vyznav, shcho mav rosiiske hromadianstvo.)
<https://prolviv.com/blog/2023/04/09/ia-nym-ne-tsikavyvsia-i-ne-korystuvavsia-
mytropolyt-upts-mp-onufrii-vyznav-shcho-mav-rosiiske-hromadianstvo/> (26.04.2023)
Socio-Linguistic Approach to Religious Language. // Australian Journal of Theology,
Ne 6, p. 1-14.

dtv-Atlas zur deutschen Sprache: Tafeln und Texte. Miinchen: Deutscher Taschenbuch
Verlag, 256 S.

Germanistische Soziolinguistik. Berlin: Erich Schmidt Verlag, 222 S.
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