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MTOKAa3HUKU MAlOTh CBOE 3HAUCHHS i B MOB1 OTPUMYIOTh T'paMaTH4Hi (OpMHU BUpaXeHHs (Mopdooriuny
Ta CHHTaKCUYHY).

I. IlleBueHKO y MOBJICHHEBOMY aKTi 3allepeucHHsA BHIUIe Tpu Onoxu. Ilepmum 3 HUX €
AHTPOIOLIEHTPUYHUI OJIOK, IO BKJIIOYA€ aclEeKTH aJpecaHTa, ajpecata Ta iXHI IHTEHIii. AJpecaHT
BH3HAYa€ 3MICT MTOBIJOMIICHHSI Ta HOTO 1TOKyTUBHY MeTy. OCHOBHUMH THIIAaMHU 3all€peUyHUX HTEHLIH €:
Bi1IMOBA, BiJIXWUJICHHS, HETIOTO/KCHHS, HECXBAJICHHS, HEJOMYIICHHS, 32a00poHa.

BinMoOBOIO BBa)KaeThCS ““HEMPUHHSTTS IMPOIOHOBAHOI'O, HE CAHKIIOHYBAaHHS BUMOTH, BiAXHMJICHHS
B3SITTSI IO yBaru IEBHOTO 3MICTy, yXWJICHHS Bii 3iiicHeHHsS meBHOi mii”. bepyun mo yBarum name
BH3HAYEHHs, MOXHA JIe(iHIliIOBaTH “BiAMOBY” y HaHIIMpIIOMY 3HA4YCHHI, SIK MOBJCHHEBY Jil0, IO €
3allepeyHOI0  PEeakIli€el0 yJyacHWKAa KOMYHIKalii Ha momepenHi moaii (KOMyHIKaTHBHI, abo
HEKOMYHIKaTHBHI, BepOaibHi, ab0 HeBepOaibpHi, MHceMHEe abo YCHO 3IilicHeHi Iii mapTHepa IIo
KOMYHiKaii), ab0 iCHyI04i CTaHH.

Henoromkenns (Hesroma) moisirae 'y BH3HaHHI HENIACHOCTI, HEBIPHOCTI CTBEPIKYBaJIbLHOTO
MapTHEPOM IIPOIMO3UIIHHOIO 3MICTy, KOHCTaTalii HETOTOXXHOCTI TOYOK 30py, SK IPaBIIIO, IBOX
cy0'eKTiB MOBJICHHSI BIJIHOCHO SIKOTOCh SIBUIIA JIIHCHOCTi, 400 BHCIIOBIIOBAHHS MOBIIEM HE MiITPUMKHU
SIKOTOCh BHCJIOBJIIOBaHHS {HIIIOTO Cy0'€KTa MOBJICHHS.

Penpesenrariist 3anepeyHoi CTaHAAPTHOI CHUTYyallii y TphOX BUAAX IHCTUTYI[IOHAJIBHOTO OQiliiiHO-
JJIOBOTO JTUCKYpPCY 3JiMiCHEHa 3a JOMOMOTOK (hpeliMo8oco MOOeno8anHs — 3aralbHOl CHUTYyallil
(opMyBaHHS 3allepeUCHHS, a TAKOXX YACTKOBOI CHUTYyaIlil, MPEICTaBIEHOI MOBHUMH 1 MOBJICHHEBUMHU
3acobaMu y cioTax 1 TepMiHajlaX KOHKPETHOTO MJOKYMEHTAa, XapaKTepHUMH MJIsl aHIIHCBKOI H
yKpaiHCBKOI MOB. Y  JOCHI/UKEHHI IpoaHali3oBaHO dYOoTHpH  0Oa30Bi  ¢peiimMoBi  Mopeni
IHCTUTYIIOHATIBHOTO OQiIiifHO-IiI0BOrO0 JHCKypey: 1) mporo3uiis-3amepedeHHs, 2) 3alpoIleHH-
3allepeueHHs, 3)IpoXaHHsI-3a1epedeHHs], 4) HaKka3-3anepedcHHs.

VY Bumajaky 3miHCHEHHS 3alepeueHHs] Ha IPOIO3HIII0 BiIOYyBAa€ThCS MOMEPEIHKEHHS BUKOHAHHS
MOCIYTH, Ha 3alpoIleHHS — BIOXWICHHS IPOMO3UI[IMHOrO 3MicTy, Ha MpPOXaHHS Ta HakKa3 —
BHCIIOBIIIOBAaHHA HeOakKaHHS 3IiHCHUTH HPONMO3HLIHHUNA 3MICT, SK I BiIOyBa€eThCs, HANPHKIAL, Y
HACTYIHUX BUIMAJKAX:

— aHrin. We are not able to produce samples because of the expenses (technical problems) involved;

— YKp. V 6i0nosiov na eawe npoxannanogunui Bam nogidomumu, wo He Maemo 3paskie nauioi
npOOYKYii Ha cKAAOi.
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BIAOMOCTI ITIPO ABTOPA
Banentnna JliopoBa — kaHauaar (iIOJOTiYHUX HAyK, CTapIIui BHKiIamad kKadeapu Teopii i NPaKTUKU IepeKiary
KuiBchbKOro Hal[ioHaJILHOTO YHIBEPCUTETY KYJIbTYPHU 1 MUCTELITBA.
Hayxkosi inmepecu. KOTHITUBHA Ta KOMYyHIKaTHBHA JIIHTBICTHKA.

V]IK 811.81°42
CONCEPTUAL METAPHOR IN ANGLICAN DISCOURSE

MapiarHa [I/1AU (/1bsis, YkpaiHa)

Cmamms  npucesiuena 00CIONCEHHIO AHSNIKAHCLKO20 OUCKYpCY 3 no3uyii meopii KoHyenmyaibHoi
memacgpopu. Poszensnymo munosi 01 ameniKaHcbKux nponosioell Memagopuuni Mooerni, 6CmaHoG1IeHO
Q0HOPCLKI ma peyunicHmui OOMeHU [ KOHYEenmyaibhi 36 SI3Ku Midic HUMU.

Knrouosi cnosa: anenikancokuii OUCKype, nponosiob, KOHYenmyaibHa memagpopa, mMemagpopuina mooenn,
Q0HOPCLKI Ma peyunicHmui OOMeHuU.

This paper is devoted to the study of Anglican discourse from the perspective of conceptual metaphor
theory. Metaphorical models underlying linguistic expressions typical of Anglican sermons, their target and
source domains and conceptual mappings between them are viewed.

Key words: Anglican discourse, sermon, conceptual metaphor, metaphorical models, target and source
domains.

Contemporary cognitive theory of metaphor has supplied valuable resources for unraveling the logic
and determining the significance of religious discourse. Today metaphor is viewed not primarily as a
figure of speech used in order to beautify sacral texts but as a cognitive device for interpreting reality,
understanding deep religious truth and perspective on the world. Religious discourse which is replete
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with metaphorical expressions has a unique character, which distinguishes it from other language uses
and more specifically other uses of metaphorical language [7]. The relationship of this unique and
typical character ofmetaphorical languageand its relevance to world views is the focus of this paper.

The aim of this article is to analyze the features of metaphorical conceptualization in Anglican
religious discourse. This study aspires at providing deeper insight into understanding of Anglican
Christian tradition by showing how religious doctrine is conceptualized in minds of Anglican
Community. The research is conducted on the material of sermons which are viewed as a fundamental
genre of Anglican discourse. Since cognitive approach to metaphor states that metaphor is a matter of
thought rather than language [6], we assume that metaphors found in Anglican sermons reflect a
language picture of the world and a system of world conceptualization unique for the Anglican
Community.

The object of the research is conceptual metaphors used in contemporary Anglican sermons. The
subject of the study is metaphorical models underlying linguistic expressions in Anglican sermons, their
target and source domains and conceptual mappings between them.

In the given research religious discourse is defined as a type of institutional communication,
predetermined by social functions of its participants and regulated both in its content and form by a
specific mechanism of fixing the knowledge of the world. Anglican discourse can be seen as a
confessional, historical and linguistic subtype of religious discourse distinguished by the presence of a
key concept FAITH, the only source of faith — the Bible, an intrinsic link to the Bible as well as such
features as Christ centricity, anthropocentrism, positivism, tolerance, cosmopolitanism.

Metaphoric nature of religious discourse cannot be doubted. Metaphor sets a kind of frame for
religious experience to be fully shaped and understandable for a religious man. As a structure anchoring
experiences not tangible in any other way, metaphor becomes a means of objectivization of religious
word [7: 54]. According to G.Lakoff and M.Johnson there are grounds for thinking that specific
conceptual metaphors have shaped religious traditions. With respect to metaphors in Anglican context, a
cognitive approach has provided valuable insights as conceptual metaphors may contribute to a better
understanding of religious reasoning. Such metaphors have determined how Anglican community
experience what they take to be the divine, and how they comprehend the language that they use in their
attempts to talk about it.

The goal of conceptual analysis according to N.D. Arutyunova is concept modeling and establishing
connections with other concepts, which is implemented not only by describing the meaning but also by
defining the specific features of the whole conceptual field and logical relations between its components
[1]. Understanding is granted due to semantic and pragmatic competence of the speaker. To perform
conceptual analysis means to define conceptual model underlying metaphorical expression.
Metaphorical model consists of source domain, target domain and metaphorical mapping between them.
Source domain (X) is the conceptual domain from which we draw metaphorical expression. Target
domain (Y) is the conceptual domain that we try to understand. A mapping is the systematic set of
correspondences that exist between constituent elements of the source and target domain [2]. In this
way, Y is conceptualized as X, one conceptual domain is understood by referring to another domain of
experience. A target domain is usually less defined and more abstract, and a source domain is more
specific and easier to grasp in experience.

Concerning religious discourse, the target domain is the sacral domain, the reality to which religious
people ascribed, generally speaking, the superhuman power [7: 51]. Source domains can comprise
everything that is comprehensible and can form basis for metaphorical clarification of primarily
mysterious sacral domain. We can find almost all objects of direct experience in the case of source
domain. The metaphorical mapping of certain elements from source to target sacral domain enables us to
understand the latter one by ascribing to it some structure and content borrowed form the area of
experience that is basically comprehensible and thus non-problematic [7: 51].

In the course of the study of specific metaphorical models, many scholars have put forward the idea
that these models must be classified and systemized according to definite principles. A.P. Chudinov
reckons that the process of systematization of metaphorical models is much more important than the
result [3]. This is due to the fact that the possible ways of classification are very diverse and hardly any
of the possible classifications will be accepted by all scholars working in the field of conceptual
metaphor. However, any attempts in this field are highly appreciated since they will allow highlighting
the most productive models as well as give a rich material for understanding the general laws of
metaphorical construal of reality. This study adopts the classification proposed by A.P. Chudinov,
according to which metaphorical models are classified by source domains. The scholar distinguishes four
metaphorical models: anthropomorphic, sociomorphic, naturemorphic and artifact [3]. In the scope of
this research only the most frequent and dominant metaphorical models in Anglican sermons are viewed.

The anthropomorphic model or personification is the metaphorical attribution of human qualities
to non-human phenomena. It refers to human beings themselves, to parts of human body and the
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processes within the human body. In the study of this model the following source domains have been
identified: FAMILY, HUMAN BEING, HEALING etc.

The most productive frame to show relationships between worshipers is FAMILY frame. Christians
are described as one big family. CHRISTIANS ARE A FAMILY: Come and join our church family —
prophesy our faith in Jesus as Lord and Savior or just come to the altar and pray; Dear brothers and
sisters, 1 greet you in the name of the risen Jesus and I pray that my words and the thought so fall our
hearts will be acceptable in the sight of our God and Father.So brothers and sisters, I ask your prayers
for the meeting of our Anglican Consultative Council this week, that in all we do we may assist our
Anglican family to become more deeply a community shaken by the Holy Spirit.

The expression God is our Father that is common in Christian religion can serve as an example of a
typical religious metaphor. Thanks to a metaphor, a transcendent religious concept is put into categories
of common experience that is obvious for every member of a religious community. It will fulfill its
function of explanation of cognitively problematic reality in categories of common experience
irrespective of the fact if it is interpreted by a religious person literally or metaphorically [7: 51].
Metaphors work, according to G. Lakoff and M. Johnson, by drawing our attention to certain features of
things, while simultaneously screening certain other aspects from our attention. Thus, the conceptual
metaphor GOD IS THE FATHER draws attention to certain features of GOD (peace and healing, glory
and so on), for example: We are here because we have learned from God in Jesus Christ that our peace
and healing is to be found simply and definitively when we pray to the Father in the words of Jesus and
so acknowledge the Father's glory as it deserves to be acknowledged. On the other hand it screens from
us certain other purported features that cannot so easily be associated with fatherhood (God as nurturer,
for example) [4]. The metaphor GOD IS THE FATHER may, then, facilitate a certain way of
experiencing the divine, while closing off numerous other possibilities.

An interesting use of the source domain HUMAN BEING in Anglican sermons can be observed in
the following example: Look at the world and see it pregnant with God. And as you see it pregnant with
God understand that this is something you will never contain or control.

The human body plays an important role in the emergence of religious metaphorical meaning.
CHRISTIANS ARE BODY OF CHRIST, for example: We are God’s body, But God also has formed us
Christians as a body, thebody of Christ....As one body we fight the battle of faith, striving together for
the faith of the gospel, according to Philippians 1:27.

The metaphorical conceptualization of CURCH as A HEALER is expressed by means of lexemes
related to various way of improving health condition (heal, cure, remedy, etc.), for example: The church
heals lonely brokenness with love and forgiveness of one another.

We have also revealed a type of metaphorical language which relates to aspects or facets of reality
and God’s existence: GOD IS LOVE, GOD IS JUSTICE, GOD IS TRUTH, etc: Because at the heart of
it all lies our need for the overwhelming reality of love, which is God revealed in Jesus Christ our
Saviour; Samson, rather than 'standing’' in witness to God's inscrutable justice, becomes the agent of
divine judgement through mass slaughter;, Christ eternally responds in such a way to the Father, the
truth echoing the truth. These types of relationships refer to a different kind of analogical relationship,
one that relates to dimensions, aspects or ‘modalities’ of reality or God [4]. Both types of metaphorical
relationships are woven into the warp and woof of God's revelation to humankind. Sermons utilize both
kinds of anthropomorphic images to portray and represent God and human experiences of the
relationship to God.

Various components of the social picture of the word constantly interact with each other in the
human mind. Therefore, the world of religion is metaphorically modeled along the lines of other social
spheres of human activity. The sociomorphic metaphorical model includes among others the following
source domains in Anglican sermons: WAR, KINGDOM, etc.

In the case of the conceptual metaphor FAITH IS A BATTLEthe linguistic realizations of the
identified metaphors suggest a prototypical battle with lexical items, such as ‘fight’, ‘battle’, “winner’,
‘victory’, ‘failure’, ‘defeat’ and others, for example: He [God] has provided every thing that we need to
fight the battle of faith, till the victory is ours. He has given us His Word. That Word is the armor of
God: the sword of the Spirit, the helmet of salvation, and all of the rest of the panoply of salvation;
Easter may tell us that death is conquered, but it doesn't tell us that there was never any contest.

The other common sociomorphic metaphorical models contain the source domain of KINGDOM,
they are: GOD IS A LORD, GOD IS A KING, for example: The kingdom of the world has become the
kingdom of our Lord and of his Christ, and he will reign for ever and ever; CHRISTIANS ARE
SERVANTS, for example: ...you cannot serve two Lords; You cannot serve God and money; CHURCH
IS A SERVANT, for example: The first positive effect relates to the role of the Church of England as a
spiritual servant of all the people of this land, about which there is much more to be said than time will
allow.
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One of the most important structural metaphors in the model investigated is GOD IS A TEACHER,
for example: And when we finally grow up in to the fullness of his life, we shall, like him, be gladly and
unashamedly dependent - open to receiving all God has to give, open to learn all he has to teach.

Animate and inanimate nature for a long time has served as a naturemorphic model in accordance
with which religious reality is structured and linguistic picture of the word is composed. Religious
realities are often understood as concepts of nature that surrounds human beings. The source domains of
metaphorical expansions in this case are the following conceptual spheres: the world of plants, foe
example: There is a hidden seed of glory within us, gradually coming to its fullness; the world of
animals, for example:Lamb of God [Christ] who takes away the sin of the world; and the world of
inanimate nature, for example: But the truth is still an uncompromising one: if you cannot or will not
respond, you are walking away from reality into a realm of trackless fogbound falsehood.

The conceptual metaphor FAITH IS LIGHT in the religious context draws a dichotomous
distinction between faith in God (LIGHT) on the one hand versus lack of faith (DARKNESS) on the
other hand:We pray that thelight of the living Jesus will again give life to the Church, to the religious
life, to the institutional life, the political life (we might even say) of our organizations and our
communities, ...light which enlightens every man; ...Jesus calls through the storms and darkness of
life; O Lord God, at our last awakening into the house and gate of heaven, to enter into that gate and
dwell in that house, where there shall be no darknessnor dazzling, but one equal light.

The artifact metaphorical models are characterized by the common source domain of objects
created by humans for a particular purpose, for example: The Prayer Book is atreasury of words and
Pphrases that are still for countless English-speaking people the nearest you can come to an adequate
language for the mysteries of faith. In the texts of Anglican sermons we often come across conventional
Biblical metaphor conceptualizing GOD as a CREATOR OF THE WORLD, for example: 2000 years
ago in the birth of Jesus Christ, son of God and son of Mary, God himself intervened directly, personally
and actively in the affairs of the world he created for love and yet loved. Furthermore, GOD is often
metaphorically conceptualized as a builder, who is building new lives on the foundation of love: ...the
architect and builder is God; ...praying that on the foundation of his love God will continue to build in
us new lives, new hope, and new promise.

The analysis of the texts of Anglican sermons revealed a number of metaphorical expressions
involving words that are usually used to describe spatial orientation as modifiers for physical and
psychological states. Therefore, within the given research it seems relevant to extend the
A.P. Chudinov’s classification adding spatial metaphorical model. This model often presents the
source domain JOURNEY with reference to which the target domain LIFE is understood.

LIFE IS A JOURNEYmetaphor in the religious context draws a clear, dichotomous distinction
between two ways of life, the right, good, moral life on the one hand versus the wrong, bad, immoral life
on the other hand. This dichotomy runs through all the detailed aspects of the metaphorical model. The
key lexical items which belong to the journey domain and are used in the religious context are journey,
way, path, road, walk, etc: This truth that comes from God — the truth about God and the truth about
human beings — this is a truth that transfigures the world we live in; transfigures us, sets us free, sets us
on the right road.

The source domain JOURNEY has at its heart a clearly delineated PATH schema [5]. Analyzing the
examples that follow we see that its basic structure includes a starting point or SOURCE of motion
[human suffering,the lost and anxious and oppressed], the PATH traversed [following Jesus], and a
GOAL [humanity is saved,everlasting and true life]: If humanity is saved, it is by the grace of the cross
of Jesus Christ and all those martyrs who have followed in his path; We walk along the roads of
human suffering, accompanying the lost and anxious and oppressed in the name of Jesus, To follow
him [Jesus] is to risk stepping into life by recognising that something in us must die — so that everlasting
and true life may live.

The most important structural metaphor in the model investigated is a specification of the simple
LIFE IS A JOURNEY metaphor. The result is a clear moral imperative: .../God] be the teachers of my
way, and my way is peace and justice and love, not violence, bitterness and conflict.

Ignoring and violations of God's commandments are conceptualized as a kind of walking away, a
departure from God's way: But the truth is still an uncompromising one: if you cannot or will not
respond, you are walking away from reality into a realm of tracklessfogbound falsehood; For I have
kept the ways of the Lord, and have not wickedly departed from my God.

In general, metaphors perform an explanatory function in Anglican discourse. Religious issues
could hardly be understood or conceptualized at all without recourse to conceptual metaphor. Abstract
conceptual domains and ideas are made accessible to our understanding by means of metaphor. Through
relating even the most abstract conceptual thinking to sensual perception, conceptual metaphors supply a
physical grounding of cognition, providing coherence and unity of our experience [5: 23]. However, it
should be mentioned that metaphors only supply a partialdescription or explanation of the target domain
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in question, highlighting certain aspects while hiding others. It is this focusingthat makes the difference
between alternative metaphors for the same target domain.

The conducted study of conceptual metaphors may go some way towards a better understanding of
Anglican religious reasoning. The analysis of the corpus of contemporary Anglican sermons has
revealed that the basic concepts of religion FAITH, GOD, CHRISTIANS, CHURCH, LIFE were
predominantly conceptualized as with the help of anthropomorphic model. We collected ample evidence
of the systematic linkage between the analyzed source and target domains of the metaphorical mappings.
Although some of the identified metaphorical models are common to various types of religious
discourse, the uniqueness of Anglican discourse lies in their diversity and frequency of occurrence.

Metaphors can structure not only our thinking but also our activities. G. Lakoffand M. Johnson
argue:“New metaphors have the power to create a new reality. This can begin to happen when we start
tocomprehend our experience in terms of a metaphor, and it becomes a deeper reality when webegin to
act in terms of it. If a new metaphor enters the conceptual system that we base our actionson, it will alter
that conceptual system and the perceptions and actions that the system gives riseto”’[145].In other words,
metaphor provides direct appeal to the man’s intellect and imagination, resulting in a kind of
visualization of the consequences of one’s conscious acts, and thus, influencing his behavior.
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BIZOMOCTI ITIPO ABTOPA
Mapianna Jinaii — xanauaaT QinogorivHUX HayK, cTapluii Bukiagay kadeapy npukiagHoi giHreictuky HanionanasHoro
yHiBepcuTeTy «JIbBiBCbKa MOMITEXHIKAY.
Hayxkosi inmepecu. TUCKypCO3HABCTBO, JIIHTBOIpAarMaTuka, peJiriiHuil TUCKypc, KOHIIeNTyalbHa MeTadopa.

YK 81'33
NPO AEAKI TEOPETUYHI SACAAN AOCNIAXEHHA
NONITUHHOIO AUCKYPCY

Ceimnana JOPAA (Cymu, YKkpaiHa)

Cmamms npucesuena 00Hill i3 npobrem MHSGICMUKU CbO2OOCHHS, a came, aHali3y meopemuyHux 3acad
00CaI0NCEH NS NONTIMUYHO20 OUCKYPCY.

Kniwouosi cnosa: nonimuunuii Ouckypce, ananiz notimuyHoi KoMyHikayii, coyianbuutl incmumym, i0eonoisi.

The article is devoted to one of the problems of today — the analysis of the theoretical basis of the political
discourse.

Key words: political discourse, analysis of political communication, social institute, ideology.

ITocTtanoBka npodjemu. 3 1980-x pokiB JHTBICTHKA CTa€ BCE OUIBIIE IHTETPATHBHOI HAYKOIO.
IHOZI CyCHiNBCTBO CTaBUTH MiA CYMHIB JOLINBHICTH POOOTH JIHTBICTIB Ta iX 3ycmmis. IlogaTkosi
PO3MOBHM PO Te, IO BOHA PO3YMHAETHCS B IHIIMX HaykaxX, BTpayae BJIAacHi 00’€KT 1 TNpeaMer,
3YMUHUINCH ITICIIS TOTO, SIK OyJ0 JOBEACHO MOMINapagurMaabHICTh JIHTBICTUKU. ABTOPUTETHO Y IIbOMY
3B’s3Ky 3By4aTh ciioBa akazemika J[.C. JlixadoBa mpo Te, mo imonorii — «3To Bbicmas (opma
TYMaHUTApHOrO 0Opa3zoBaHus, (opMma, COCTUHHUTETbHAS JJIs BCEX T'YMAaHWUTAapHBIX HAYK, CBSI3b BCEX
cBszeil. OHa HyXKHa BCeM, KTO IIOJIB3YETCSI SI3BIKOM, CIIOBOM; CJIOBO CBSI3aHO C JIIOOBIMH (opMaMH
OBITHS, C JIFOOBIM TMO3HAHHMEM OBITHSA: CIOBO, a €Ie TOo4YHee, coueTaHus cioB. OTCIoma SCHO, YTO
(uUNONOTKs JIEKUT B OCHOBE HE TOINBKO HAyKH, HO M BCEH 4YeJIOBEYECKOH KyJIbTYpbl. 3HAHHE H
TBOPYECTBO OOPMIISIFOTCS Yepe3 CIOBO, M Yepe3 MpeooJieHue KOCHOCTH CIOBA POXKAAETCS KYJIbTypa»
[8: 111-112].

Otxe, Ha moyaTky XXI CTONITTA JIHTBICTHKA MOCTa€ SIK PO3BHHYTa Hayka 3 0araToro icTOpi€ro,
PO3TATY)KEHOK CHUCTEMOI BHYTPINIHIX 1 30BHINIHIX 3B’S3KiB, OKPECICHUMH MPEIMETOM 1 00’ €KTOM
JIOCITIJKeHb. Y CHUCTEeMi TYMaHITapHUX AWCIUILIIH BOHA € JIJIEPOM, «ITOJITOHOM» JUISl BiITPaIltOBaHHS,
3aCTOCYBaHHS Ta MEPEBipKH HOBUX ifiel 1 koHuenii. [2:11].
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