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Аbstract. The aim of the following article is caused by impetuous ongoing research approach to cultural scope of religious popular 
knowledge in language through the matrix format – system of the interrelated cognitive contexts (religious popular discourse texts 
classification). The upcomming complex analysis methodology for such type of matrix composition could have its start-up from the 
evolutional observation of cognitive matrix analysis, which represents discourse as the conscious structure (with its kernel-notion and 
parameter periphery). Such approach displays language form sequences and their mental representations in the concrete culture and in 
the projection to other cultures. Deep mechanisms of religious esthetics formation in the believers consciousness (European languages 
speakers) are identified.The major evolutional premise of reconstruction methodology forming in the Cognitive Comparative Study are 
discovered. Archetype-stereotype sense reconstruction (identified in religious agitational and informative texts) is preconditioned and is 
suggested to be presented as the fractical matrix table. Main research stages of Theological Linguistic Matrix Composition and its 
Reconstruction are provided.  

In the following article we show the stages of term 
“reconstruction” penetration into the Comparative 
Cognitive Methodology and Cognitive Matrix Analysis 
(adapting to discourse representation involving 
etymological commentaries of the concept nomination 
word reconstruction – its form and meaning). Archetype 
cognitive matrix may reflect Pre-Christian sphere modeling 
that laid down the further religious biblical semantics.  

Archetype Cognitive Matrix may reflect the Pre-
Christian Sphere of Knowledge that laid the basis of further 
religious biblical semantics – depict the system of 
interrelation of kernel (notional etymological component 
that laid archetype hyperconcept base Involve into 
Christian Faith in Theological Matrix) and also evaluative 
imaginative component of religious biblical acquired 
metaphorical sense (according to Y.S. Stepanov 2004 and 
А. V. Коrolova 2011), because the “concept structure 
includes notion filling and everything that identifies it as 
the cultural fact — the prime form (etymology); history; 
modern association and evaluation; this is the clot of 
cultural environment in human consciousness. Archetype 
Theological Religious Popular Matrix Composition starts 
from archetype sequences of all its variant senses with 
separate for every of it kernel and periphery cells. From 
word root reconstruction of sense denominants we come to 
broad cognitive world view understanding: religious, 
national and philosophical sense of existtence. 
2. Literature overview: Linguistic comparative studies at 
different times have been operating the term 
“reconstruction” which was commonly associated with the 
pioneer traditions of comparative historical method and 
later, in the period of structuralism development, with the 
name of Ferdinand de Saussure, who, according to 
Trubachov’s suggestion, in his small “Course” (Saussure 
1999:Ch.3), acknowledged reconstruction to be the only 
reliable comparison with the special aim “to record 
linguistic science achievements” (Saussure 1999). Back to 
those days, the perception of historical linguistics as the 
science of language state change appeared to be skeptically 
perceived in particular by Roman Jacobson (Jacobson 
1980), leaving the perspective for future suggestions [6]. 
Although Linguistic Reconstruction is defined as 

4. Results and discussion: 4.1. Reconstruction 
methodology approbation in Linguistic Comparative Study. 

Theoretical assumptions (hypothesis) formulated in the 
first part of my research [6] are based on the concepts that 
are relevant to broad understanding of “reconstruction” 
study in the scope of comparative linguistic evolution that 
can hold or support main postulates of philosophical origin 
of religious doctrines and religious beliefs (and thus 
religious discourse as the object of theological linguistics). 
Such an approach provides reconstruction phenomenon not 
only in its narrow understanding as methodological way to 
protoform identification, but as the theoretical and 
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1. Introduction: Linguistic Reconstruction, as 
polyparadigmatic theoretical and methodolodical problem, 
is associated with interdisciplinary linguistic approach and 
conceptual world view, as the constituent architectonic 
model/matrix of philosophical discourse sense, and is 
presupposed by the dominant lines of general linguistic 
science development, especially nowadays by cognitive 
comparative linguistics [6]. 

polyparadigmatic theoretical and methodolodical 
evolutional phenomenon, in the following article we will 
focuse just on methodological principles, its penetration 
into comparative cognitive linguistics (defined as cognitive 
interpretation of reformed language relictums according to 
L.Dronova and A.Korolova) and in cognitive 
communicative approach to the word semantic change 
based on human operational consciousness concerning 
social cultural historical knowledge of language speaker 
(M.Boldyrev, A.Korolova, L.Dronova, O.Berezovych, 
I.Pryshchepchuk, M.Shutova). We should remind that the 
term theolinguistics is firstly used by Jean-Pierre van 
Noppen in 1976), is oriented to cover the general aspects of 
linguistics and biblical language (Оleksandr Gadomskyy, 
Nina Меchkovska, Оleksandr Chernobrov, David Crystal, 
William Downes, Joshua Fishman), terminological 
definitions of religious discourse as institutional type 
(Volodymyr Каrasyk, Оksana Yasynovska, Тetyana 
Shyryayeva). It is defined as separate science determined to 
find the sequences of religion and linguistics and the 
ongoing relationship between linguistics and theology 
(Shamarova 2013). 
3. Research methods: The aim of the research is to present 
the complex methodology of religious popular discourse 
matrix composition and to represent religious popular 
discourse as the conscious structure, mental unity that has 
notional discourse-formative kernel and parameter-
periphery. Such issue provokes involving elements of 
Classical Comparative Linguistic Methodology: a) 
commenaries of formal word root reconstruction procedure 
– archetype (A. Meillet, V. Abaev, V. Toporov); b) word 
meaning analysis methodology (J.Kurylovych, O. 
Trubachov, V.Dybo, Ch.Watkins) and Cognitive 
Comparative Linguistic Methodology: a) word meaning 
cognitive semantic reconstruction (L.Dronova, 
O.Berezovych, G.Lakoff, Ch.Fillmore); b) complex 
operational procedures to construct matrix (I.Arnold, 
M.Boldyrev, R. Langacker, S. Zhabotynska, A.Korolova). 
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methodological doctrine - from this perspective religious 
popular discourse is defined, foremost, cognitive 
comparative processes and mechanisms of its 
representation in English, German and Ukrainian speakers 
consciousness, starting from classic archetype 
reconstruction stage (with potential Pre-Christian religious 
senses that may be laid down in archetypes) till the modern 
stereotypization of such senses in religious popular 
discourse texts. To settle the following theory, it it is 
presupposed to work out complex methodology of the 
analysis. The methodological part introduces and describes 
steps that explain why and how to solve the research 
problem under study. General research methodology is 
based on 1) the classical linguistic comparative principle 
(historicism, chronology, diachrony, genetic and areal 
principle) and 2) its updated vector (supplemented with 
anthropocentric principles, cultural determinism, discursive 
orientation, functionalism). Such double-vector orientation 
of methodological base preconditioned the development of 
complex methodology of object analysis, in particular its 
two main stages: firstly, religious popular discourse 
theolinguistic matrix composition; secondly, reconstruction 
of already composed matrix (matrix reconstruction). In the 
first case, the reconstruction procedure of theolinguistic 
matrix composition includes: 1) inner (archetypical and 
stereotypical) senses of religious agitational and 
informative texts; 2) mechanism of their metaphoric 
actualization during perception (as discursive unity, 
formation); 3) semantic structure of lexical units, that 
represent these senses, the results of which give the 
possibility to compose matrix model of religious popular 
discourse as cognitive and language structure. In the other 
case matrix reconstruction procedure needs analysis of 
mechanisms reflection in the consciousness of English, 
German and Ukrainian language speakers reconstructed 
and presented in theolinguistic matrix religious senses.  

4.2. An evolution of reconstruction methodologies in 
Linguistic Comparative Studies 

Hypothetical recreation of disappeared language forms 
and systems on the basis of their later reflexions in relative 
languages, taking into consideration possible ways of word 
development – linguistic reconstruction, is interpreted as 
the procedure of prime word forms recreation [21], that 
within the period of structuralism was extended to 
systematic sequences analysis between language units and 
formed semantic principles of genetically related language 
(lexical fond) development. 

Basic analysis methodologies of linguistic 
reconstruction presented prime states of language 
reconstitution techniques – historical interpretation of 
regular shifts, alternations and their sequences, settled on 
the material of actual data of genetically related languages 
for archetype reconstruction (Proto-form/etymon), and also 
diachronic interpretation [25]. It should be recalled that 
traditional methodological reconstruction procedure 
presupposes solving the following tasks: 

1) selection of cognates (single-root words with 
common origin and familiar pronunciation in relative 
languages);  

2) identification of sound sequences;  
3) Proto-sound reconstruction;  
4) sound sequences characteristics (spontaneous or 

combinative);  
5) checking plausibility of reconstructed sounds with 

(linguistic universals and typological expectation) (Steps in 
linguistic reconstruction);  

6) hypothetical conclusion formulation: languages with 
common sound-ancestor may be considered to be 
developed from the Proto-language with that sound-
ancestor [46]. 

Methods of prehistoric ethnography – the way of 
historical comparison, that is more familiar as retrospective 
motion from one language state to the other (earlier), which 
lasts till the only language state, from which all language 
families are derived [18, с. 145-157].  

The first methodical processes and procedures of above-
mentioned reconstruction algorithm were continuously 
improved. For example, developed by Bopp, Grimm, Rask, 
Humboldt, at the “neogrammarian period” 
(Junggrammatiker) in the middle of XIX century 
(Wackernagel, Verner, Brugman, Delbrück, Osthoff, 
Fortunatov) sound shift laws techniques were changed 
according to historical and psychological synthesis and 
afterward corrected the general system of views on the 
language nature, the subject of linguistics, methodology of 
comparative historical researches. They improved 
methodological search for sound accordance between 
separate languages and within one language, such process, 
in its turn, provoked social law determinism – inner 
development of language was called its tendency. Sounds 
that may be changed without consciousness, are opposed to 
word semantics and word form, that are closely related to 
human psychology and is built on the base of imaginative 
associations and apperception [8].  

In 1879 the theory of Indo-European root was developed 
by Ferdinand de Saussure in his “Mémoire sur le système 
primitif des voyelles dans les langues indo-européennes”, 
which is suggested to be linguistic hypothesis based on 
structural postulates, cause it was confirmed later by Jezy 
Kuryłowicz in 1972 analysing Hetska language [26]. The 
innovation of such perception of reconstruction 
methodology is considered to be in adapting morphology 
data into phonological system reconstruction of Proto-
language. The idea that every Proto-language unit 
(phoneme, morpheme, word-part, word combination, 
syntactic construction) may be presented in a way of 
genetically equal element sequences between separate 
languages that have common Proto-language origin, 
reduced all theories to Antoine Meillet's single principle of 
formalization in Proto-language reconstruction procedure 
and its computer data usage, because every Proto-language 
phoneme (and other items) may be taken as a brief record 
of raw in the table of Proto-language phonetic sequences 
(or other units) and may be changed by the numerical order 
in this table (matrix) [33]. It was the first step in linguistic 
matrix construction. Antoine Meillet suggested imperfect 
presentation of previous reconstruction methodologies in 
his “La méthode comparative en linguistique historique” by 
showing that “Indo-European methodological corpus 
excluded the task of historical equivalents and time vector 
identification in the history of language” [33, c.37]. Instead 
of this, the necessity of equivalent system reconstruction in 
Indo-European languages as the formal structure of 
sequences between languages that belong to Indo-European 
family was highlighted and time-space localization of Indo-
European Proto-language with its origin (archeological and 
language data). Those days research methodology, to the 
author's view, could not significantly reconstruct Proto-
language – it is possible to prove that two languages are 
related when they are the results of the same language 
evolution (that was earlier used), extending the 
methodological base of comparison in the same language 
family with general system of equivalents : including 
intergroup equivalents in the historical analysis of 
languages development.  

The Linguistic School of Vladimir Antonovich Dybo, 
that worked out a theory and methodology of the separate 
relation of languages, based on language data paleocultural 
reconstruction, became the center of complex structural 
methodologies, having discovered entire complex concept 
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of Slavic Comparative Historical Accent Paradigmatic 
Type System [14, c. 53]. Popular at the same time the 
Linguistic School of Leonard Herzenberg, developing 
accent reconstruction theories and providing new methods 
of Indo-European Prosody [20], presented research 
“Colloquia Classica et Indo-Germanica”. The discussion 
points raised upon the question of methodologically 
erroneous to equate the reconstructed Proto-Indo-European 
to the concrete Proto-Indo-European and to place it into 
time/space model) [42] in Germanic “Das Germanische 
und die Rekonstruction der Indogermanischen”, 
“Sprachvergleich und Rekonstruktion : Methoden und 
Möglichkeit” , “Probleme der Rekonstruktion : 
Schlusswort und Ausblick” [42]. 

Every stage of linguistic development improved basic 
techniques of Indo-Europen reconstruction, and at the same 
time presented Critical View on inherited methods. 
Rethinking procedures (still controversial) of language 
universals and linguistic typology were directed to: а) 
principles to prehistoric forms, b) inherent characteristics of 
language; c) general language change (always for all 
languages), аnd also grammar and the system of 
reconstructed languages, refreshing shifts within them [23, 
c. 3–4]. In such researches methods of chronological 
language data differentiations (glottochronology) [40; 41] 
in Indo-European Proto-Language-Families identification 
[18]. Methodological application of typology data in the 
theory of linguistic reconstruction of the second part of XX 
century belongs to Tamaz Gamkrelidze. It provoked critical 
discussions concerning typological reconstruction 
possibility based on the results of outer reconstruction [13, 
c.559-568], necessity of being not the ground of research 
process, but empirical identifier of concrete reconstructed 
language structure choice in the way of outer and inner 
reconstruction – this method is more effective for concrete 
reconstruction than those which are based on comparative 
historical analysis of language facts [17, c.145-157]. 
Typological reconstruction methodology provided 
comparative researches of the “Nostratic theory” [22].  

Regular scientific interest to reconstruction methods 
acquired its procedure improvement relevant to updated 
data and new linguistic shift laws search (phonetic or word 
meaning). Finally, international workshop on 
reconstruction methodology approached to its evolutional 
tendency from 1) regular language element shift principles; 
2) updated technique of morphological data consideration; 
3) formalized Proto-language reconstruction technique; 4) 
typological data inclusion to the modern etymological 
codification of “cultural” vocabulary of basic lexicon. 

Generally, having analyzed different recconstruction 
techniques classifications (Proto-language lexicon) for 
language families genetic relation, such methodology is 
apapted nowadays to semantical lexical units of the 
sepatate theme (body parts, animals, plants) [37, c. 161].  

Despite classical or modern approache differentiation to 
methodological study of language sound system 
comparison, word roots or individual morpheme relevance 
(identified in this research as the first stage of 
reconstruction procedure), scientists tried to grasp 
chronological verification (Heider and Dunkel) with a 
throught critical view on linguistic laws [36], and general 
study of phoneme, formulating their ideas according to 
methodologic principle of regular element establishment 
(Delbrück, Brugmann, Osthoff, Paul). 

At the modern comparative linguistic theory 
development and its methodology approbation it is more 
adequate to consider linguistic reconstruction study aimed 
to develop theoretical and methodological approach of 
cognitive procedure of human activity analysis, resulted as 
different world view: from naive linguistic to scientific. 

Classical comparative historical methodology established 
etymon (prime meaning) notion – archetype in the 
language speaker consciousness as the genetic code (the 
prime word root contains accosiations and imaginations of 
subsequent stereotypes).  

4.3.Semantic Reconstruction Methodology as the 
Startup in Cognitive Comparative Linguistic Studies 

Theoretical semantic laws of genetic language relevance 
manifests transformation rules of language family origin 
out of general postulated language model [17]. 

Historical systematization of the following notion in 
ХІХ sentury accuires its meaning as 1) the part of linguistic 
data process analysis; 2) hypothetically reconstructed form 
outlook for linguistic history investigation (instrument of 
word sequence analysis of languages that accomplish 
methodological unity) as research product that has the root 
from earlier forms in order to aknowledge the prime 
language character [23].  

Such compositional elements of linguistic reconstruction 
demanded particular procedural vision, that subsequently 
motivated scientific interest to thorough explanation of: a) 
how the language changed; b) how (according to language 
ansector data) should be the information about Proto-
language obtained; c) what is the authenticity of the results 
and methods of its improvement. Form-meaning word 
sequences [48; 49; 50] in the scientific paradigm of the XX 
sentury have changed linguistic procedure from Proto-form 
search to Semantic Reconstruction Principles. Word 
meaning shift provoked application of procedures opposite 
to those that were used separately at the phonetic, 
morphologic and syntactic level of language. First semantic 
reconstruction operations provided by linguists presented 
system-structural methodological instrument in “General 
linguistic” (Part III) writen by Emile Benveniste in 1954.  

Procedure analysis technique provides a structured 
method for logical justification of the statement “the 
meaning of word form is defined by its distribution”[4, 
c.10]. Such problematic was extended by typological data 
and raised a question “what structural transformations 
formed language states?”[24, c.24]. Within such 
methodology sientists tried to settle diachronical 
transformational postulates of the original structural 
language model and to draw the rules of such 
transformations (diachronical language shifts) in a way of 
subsequent discrete steps, each represents one of its 
synchronic states in language development (the closer 
distance between steps, the more presice is language 
development that reflect subsequent transformations, 
starting from the prime state and later shifts) [24, c.145-
157]. The question of how the similar words have 
penetrated into two languages at the same time out of the 
third one is still hazy. 

Semantic reconstruction methodology didn't emphasised 
on the process of word meaning componant analysis, but 
paid attention on diachronical transformation with a 
detailed systemic representation of discrete steps. 

Popular in the second part of the XX sentury, the 
semantic reconstruction theory was based on component 
methodology of word meaning [3] with etymological 
analysis of formal procedural (prime comparative linguistic 
researches) and semantic reconstruction, because 
“etymologization methodology should be based on 
semantic relations and special reflexion of such sequences 
in the form” [35, c. 35]. Semantic reconstruction specific is 
in its open lexical language system, which covers such 
separate aspects as accent word organisation, its notional 
content, measures of the particular semantic field, word 
meaning formation that came out of familiar semantic 
shifts in the same or different languages. Semantic 
sequences and its functional stylistic character depend on 

24

Science and Education a New Dimension. Philology, V(32), Issue: 122, 2017   www.seanewdim.com



the degree of genetic language relation and presuppose 
lexical and semantic partial reconstruction – diachronic 
invariant root modeling and complex lexical word 
modeling. Germanist Enver Makayev differentiates global 
reconstruction for phoneme and morphem level and partial 
one for syntactic and lexical semantic level [31, c. 90–91].  

Approved by Indo-European and Comparative research 
principle of outer and inner reconstruction (for phonetic 
similarity), led scientists to more reliable genetic lexemes 
correlation within different language groups and confirmed 
hypothesis that outer comarison supplies inner 
reconstruction. Having borrowed statistic, areal linguistic 
and paleontology methodology, the last one extanded its 
understanding and provoked new the problematic – the 
material choice for ancient language form reconstruction 
[26]. The most essensial phonological semantic 
achievements at that period are : 1) opposition and 
correlation term suggestion; 2) language sign theory 
development; 3) rules of regular equivalents establishment 
in the comparison of one family languages. 

Mainly based on improved formal and semantic 
reconstruction procedures with additional modern 
techniques (relevant to cognitive linguistics), the new word 
reconstruction methodology is invented (named as 
cognitive semantic reconstruction : O. Berezovych, L. 
Dronova, A. Korolova, M. Shutova) to establishes 
diachronical semantic sequences between semantic 
complexes (time, place, subject, action) that create the 
kernel of the text and may be the way of its motive, sense 
creation [47]. First methodological presuppositions of 
semantic reconstruction were provided in Nikolay 
Yakovlevich Marr's “Japhetic theory”, denying language 
families existance, genetic language sequences, and 
explained language changes as the result language 
hybridize at language class character [32]. Having used 
paleontological and fourelement word analysis, M. Marr 
compared word form, identified common element and in 
such way produced the word meaning polarization law – 
represented prime word meanings thought and prime 
polysemantic aspect of the word [30, с. 185]. Such ideas 
acquired both – supporters (M.Sugak) and opponents (J. 
Polivanov). In 1956 methodological urge of ancient 
language element and its prime sense perception (with 
cleaning out of word's later semantic shell) prolvoked 
Vasyliy Abaev to discover ideological potency of the word 
and generally language – idiosemantic conception (as the 
comoponent of etymologic analysis). The author shows the 
comparative inseparability of separate lexical units (within 
related languages) and their form equivalents 
correspondance, acccording to such hypothesis the genetic 
offset and reconstruction procedure are possible [2, c. 84]. 
The essense of the following methodology included such 
stages as :  
1) to compare original words with related language words 
and dialects, to trace their formal and content history inside 
the language; 
2) to identify compositional elements, root, stem, formants 
for the derived words within this language;  
3) for borrowings – to find the source of borowing [2, c. 
288]; it is still chosen as the procedure of lexical semantic 
analysis [39], with possible change of stages: 
1) to cover the circle of equivalents of dialects in one 
particular language;  
2) to check form analogues in other languages;  
3) to search etymologically equal word stems in other 
language family. 

Etymological analysis outlined in the theory of 
nomination onomasiological aspect. Semantic devision 
onto onomasyology and semasyology laid the basic ideas 
of creating methodological instrument. 

One of the first methodological researches – semantic 
microfield experience modeling [34], used for plant names 
etymologization, is still used in different variations, for 
example, in Christian lexicon analysis directed to overthink 
human values, personal attitute to natural word [12]. 
Accordingg to Nikolai Tolstoy, such microfield is the 
combination of all names with general context that may be 
analysed from the semasiological point of view in order to 
identify ethnocultural information of names/titles; word 
unification should be motivated on the base of common 
root potential that forms nomination.  

Semasyological approach (1960-1980) in semiotics 
represented by Tartu-Moskow Semiotic School led by Juri 
Lotman language and culture as the sign system [51, c.72]. 
Vladimir Toporov presented at this period systemic 
senchronic analysis of “paradygmatic and syntagmatic 
researches, derivational and other systemic sequences of 
language units in language structure; word combination 
creates the context that concretizate word meaning, 
iinterpreted in lexicographic sourse” [47]. The semantic 
reconstruction principle and word semantic analysis starts 
from the sensual word motivation identification, Indo-
European languages sequences, language speakers sense 
mentality and sense origin process. J.Kuryłowicz suggested 
that “if relative language forms may be explained as the 
result of alive word formation process, they can't prove the 
common Indo-European root origin; such reconstruction is 
based (according to Antoine Meillet) on exceptions, but not 
on grammatical language rules” [26, c.469]. Such 
reconstruction technique reproducts variant inventar in 
different subsystems of one language and classifies them 
according to its anscient origin, what, in its turn, 
presupposes systemic link lack reproduction, relict 
typological implication analysis, distributional analysis. 
Later experimental semantic researches [1, c.17] enabled to 
represent ways of different lexical group analysis and its 
methodological development. Semantic microsystem 
analysis is effective in case of main etymological tasks 
solution: 1) etymon problem and 2) historical penetration 
source. Lexemes are characterized by close semantic 
sequences measured by the quantity of differential semantic 
features. Methods of differential title features and 
unmarked title identification included such procedures as :  

a) to chose lexemes that denote general notion – 
unmarked lexemes (as ліс, їжа in general), out of all 
analyzed semantic lexemes in the modern dialects (in the 
commented by us scientific work – the Slavic one); to 
separate out of differential features those that are kept 
apparently (in the research: хвойний – нехвойний, їстівна 
– неїстивна); в) to chose out of microsystem words of 
ancient (prime) speech; c) to identify prime and secondary 
differential features for Prot-language and to register 
reliable lexical markers. 

Insufficiency of the methodological base and its extreme 
evolutional term definition formation preconditioned 
semantic reconstruction theory change. 

In the second part of the XX century (70-80 years) 
functional pragmatic antropocentric refocusing (cognitive 
and cultural linguistics) allowed scientists to understand the 
process of world perception, categorization, knowledge 
store and led comparative historical method to its 
interdisciplinar character, still keeping traditional line. 
Interdisciplinar scope of cognitive linguistics (Charles 
J.Fillmore, Teun A. van Dijk, George Lakoff, Marvin Lee 
Minsky) became an alternative to the previous theory 
(presented peripheral word meaning) and was based on the 
idea that “language structures were not driven by meaning, 
but governed by principles (as explanatory constructs) 
essentially independent of meaning (Internetional 
Cognitive Linguistics Association Blog 2016); language 
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differentuiation may be described according to proto-drop 
parameter settings in the human mind [7]. 
 

 

 

Reconstruction Procedure represents the evolutional 
impetuous approbation of Classical Comparative Linguistic 
procedures (from the initial formalized procedure of root 
restoration (еtymon - an archetype) to various procedural 
techniques of word analysis to establish diachronic 
sequences between them). Cognitive Linguistic 
Comparative Modeling Discourse Concept Sphere 
(religious popular) is prformed after getting the results of 
context components and expressive components 
reconstruction, that verbalize cognitive structures of every 
text of religious popular discourse. Biblical quotation is 
such a cognitive structure of each texts (informative code 
of the Theological Linguistic Religious Popular Discourse 
Matrix), which is stipulated as the special Christian 
prototext with a particular speech and which under the 
influence of historical events (evolution of the German and 
Slavic languages, and also influence of Christianization on 
the English, German and Ukrainian languages) and also 
mechanisms of believers consciousness mentalization 
(English, German and Ukrainian speakers) obtains new 
contextual sense. 

The first stage of the research we select the actual 
material – texts of a religious popular discourse on the base 
of kernel-periphery principle, which presupposes structural 
organization of kernel criterias and peryphery invariant-
variant parameters. The following stage is resulted in 
religious popular text differentiation into two varieties : 1) 
religious agitational (1) prop -leaf, 2) prop-poster, 3) prop-
brochure, 4) prop-booklet/prop-pamphlet, 5) prop-leaflet/ 
fold-out-leaflet, 6) prop-flyer, 7) pocketcallendar, 8) outside 
prop-text, 9) prop-prayer-booklet; and 2) Religious 
Callendar Guides : а) tear-off callendar; b) Andachtsbuch; 
c)Daily BiblePromises (но адаптирована современная 
версия IphoneBible Promises For Every Day); d) Daily 
Planner;e) Devotionals; f) Meditations; 11) International 
Religious Festival Booklet; 12) Religious Synod Meeting; 
13) Religious Magazine. 

The second stage of the research presupposes deep 
archetype-stereotype sense reconstruction of religious 
agitational and informative texts. It provokes previous 
reconstruction of diachronic semantic complexes 
sequences, that build the kernel of every religious popular 
discourse text and that may be the way of its sense-motive 
composition. These methodological operations with 
metaphoric models of sense stereotipization, encoded in 
English, German and Ukrainian religious popular texts 
must includde sustainable use of the 1) semantic; 
2) onomasiological (motivational); 3) functional. 

Deep archetype-stereotype reconstruction of religious 
senses popularized in texts of religious popular discourse 

presupposes reconstruction of diachronic semantic 
sequences between semantic complexes that create the 
kernel of every particular text and is the way of their sense 
motive composition. Such methodological operations of 
metaphoric model sense stereotypization coded in English, 
German and Ukrainian texts of religious popular discourse 
should keep to the main principles of analysis: semantic — 
analysis ofmodern lexical meanings that form kernel 
conceptual sense INVOLVE INTO CHRISTIAN FAITH 
(common to all texts), coded in Biblical quotation and 
actualized through mechanism of metaphorization of 
multidimentional Religious Biblical Knowledge (defined 
by variant senses); onomasiological (motivational) – 
etymological analysis of language units in order to identify 
their prime motivational base with cultural scope; 
functional – semasiological and onomasiological 
mechanisms of functional pereorientation of archetype 
motive into stereotype. 

Acquired results are depicted in fractal matrix type 
(S.Shabanov 2011). At that poin of the research we involve 
also concurrently the discourse analysis, cause we 
reconstruct also a) individual author's intention (the 
creator(s) of every separate text) through the divinatory 
procedure – the interpretor's desire to decode author's 
intention and to recover religious moment inside us; b) 
pragmatic context – the concrete context of event and its 
precondition interpretation.At the same time the six 
metaphoric models of hyperconcept INVOLVE INTO 
CHRISTIAN FAITH are analyzed : 1) RIGHTEOUS 
LIFE/GERECHT LEBEN/ПРАВЕДНЕ ЖИТТЯ; 2) TO 
FOLLOW JESUS CHRIST/ JESUS CHRIST 
NACHFOLGEN/ НАСЛІДУВАННЯ ІСУСА ХРИСТА; 
3) BEING NOT INDIFFERENT/ NICHT 
GLEICHGÜLTIG SEIN/ БУТИ НЕБАЙДУЖИМ; 4) 
REPENT/DIE RUE/КАЯТТЯ; 5) PURIFICATION/DIE 
REINIGUNG/ОЧИЩЕННЯ; 6) REQUEST/BITTEN/ 
/ПРОХАННЯ; 7) STRENGTH/DIE STÄRKE/СИЛА; 8) 
GRATITUDE (THANK)/BEDANK/ /ПОХВАЛА; also 
mechanisms of their actualization in religious popular texts 
as discoursive formation. 
 

 
Scheme 2. Methodological Operations with Metaphoric Models 
of Hyperconcept Senses Stereotipization  
 

The third stage of the research objectivates the results 
obtained from the kernel religious popular conceptual sense 
and its six metaphoric models as fractical matrix table. 
Finally, the Matrix Reconstruction is provided – filling in 
the cells of Theological Linguistic Matrix. It will enable to 
trace the evolution process of Christian penetration into 
English, German and Ukrainian culture, whereas its 
influence on the society life prejudice, mental forming and 
the way of world view at the particular period (to find out 
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Scheme 1. Reconstruction as the theoretical and methodological
 base for Theological Religious Popular Discourse Matrix 

Composition 



the key to the Informative Theological Linguistic Religious 
Popular Discourse Matrix Code). Conclusions.  

The second model of reconstruction is named (by me) 
matrix reconstruction, which is based (exemplifying 
religious popular discourse) on religious belief 
popularization among social groups in the perspective of 
Christian faith inclination, in the way of multidimensional 
religious knowledge presentation, and using not the 
manipulative, but persuasive influence – Biblical 
quotation/information adaptation/simplification [6].  
 

 
Scheme 3. The Fractical Matrix of The Archetype Life 

Construction (according to etymology of lexemes 
involve/heranziehen/залучати) 

 

Comparative Cognitive Methodology of the Religious 
Popular Discourse Matrix Reconstruction Procedure in the 
scope of my research is based on the notion reconstruction, 
which is viewed not only as theoretical, but also as 
methodological ground for religious popular discourse 
matrix composition and, at the same time, is the instrument 
for this already-composed matrix (having reconstructed 
senses, we may form multidimensional knowledge and 
depict it in matrix-like form, afterwards we reconstruct it in 
order to determine stereotype and archetypical mechanisms 
of sense metaphorization). It presupposes recreation of 
deep (archetype and stereotype) senses of religious texts 
(religious agitational and religious informative character), 
that are popularized, and metaphoric mechanisms of their 
actualization within perception (as discursive formation), 
and what is more – splitting semantic structure of lexical 
items that reflect these senses. All “Church” Latin and 
Greek borrowings (among them words of religious popular 
discourse texts) within long period of time were 
overthought and separated from their prime notional 
sphere. 

 

 
Scheme 4. The Fractical Matrix Model of the Hyperconcept 

INCLINATION TO CHRISTIAN FAITH Stereotipization in the 
Texts of Religious Popular Discourse 

 

Evolutional process of Christian penetration into 
English, German and Ukrainian cultures and its influence 
on social prejudice, mentality and world view in particular 
period – the key to define informative code to Religious 
Popular Discourse Matrix Reading  

5. Conclusions: Comparative Cognitive Methodology 
of the Religious Popular Discourse Matrix Reconstruction 
Procedure in the scope of my research is based on the 
notion reconstruction, which is viewed not only as 
theoretical, but also as methodological ground for religious 
popular discourse matrix composition and, at the same 
time, is the instrument for this already-composed matrix 
(having reconstructed senses, we may form 
multidimensional knowledge and depict it in matrix-like 
form, afterwards we reconstruct it in order to determine 
stereotype and archetypical mechanisms of sense 
metaphorization). The second model of reconstruction is 
named (by me) matrix reconstruction, which is based 
(exemplifying religious popular discourse) on religious 
belief popularization among social groups in the 
perspective of Christian faith inclination, in the way of 
multidimensional religious knowledge presentation, and 
using not the manipulative, but persuasive influence – 
Biblical quotation/information adaptation/simplification 
(Cherkhava 2015). It presupposes recreation of deep 
(archetype and stereotype) senses of religious texts 
(religious agitational and religious informative character), 
that are popularized, and metaphoric mechanisms of their 
actualization within perception (as discursive formation), 
and what is more – splitting semantic structure of lexical 
items that reflect these senses. 

 
ЛІТЕРАТУРА 

1. Апресян Ю. Д. Эксперементальное исследование 
семантики русского глагола / Ю. Д. Aпресян. – М. : Изд-во 
АН СССР, 1967. – 251 c.  

2. Абаев В.И. Вопросы методики сравнительно-исторического 
изучения индоевропейских языков / В.И. Абаев, Б.В. 
Горнунг и др. – М. : Изд-во АН СССР, 1956. – 324 с. 

3. Bendix E. Componential analysis of general vocabulary : the 
semantic structure of a set of verbs in English, Hindi and 
Japanese / E. Bendix. – Bloomington : Indiana University,1966. 
– 230p. 

4. Benveniste E. Problèmes sémantiques de la 
reconstruction[Electronic resource]. – Mode of Access : 
http://linx.revues.org/1183 

5. Березович Е.Л. Русская лексика на общесловянском фоне : 
семантико-мотивационная реконстрвукция / Елена Львовна 
Березович. – М. : Русский Фонд Содействия Образовани и 
Науке,2014. – 488 с. 

6. Cherkhava O.О. Reconstruction of theolinguistic matrix of 
religious popular discourse (based on English, German and 
Ukrainian languages) /O.О.Cherkhava/Science and Education a 
New Dimension / [ed. Dr.Xenia Vamos]. – Philology III(10). 
Issue 47, 2015. – 13–19 pp. – [Electronic resource]. – Mode of 
Access : http://scaspee.com/6/post/2015/03/reconstruction-of-
theolinguistic-matrix-of-religious-popular-discoursebased-on-
the-english-germanand-ukrainian-languages-cherkhava-o.html 

7. Chomsky N. Lectures on Government and Binding / Noam 
Chomsky / Dordrecht: Foris , 1981. – 371 p. 

8. Delbrück B., Brugmann K. Grundriss der vergleichenden 
Grammatik der Indogermanischen Sprachen / Berthold 
Delbrück, Karl Brugmann. – Strassburg : Trübner, 1889. – 568 
S. 

9. Dijk T. Discourse as Structure and Process / Teun A.van Dijk. – 
London : SAGE, 1997. – Vol.1. – 356 p.  

27

Science and Education a New Dimension. Philology, V(32), Issue: 122, 2017   www.seanewdim.com

http://linx.revues.org/1183


10. Dijk T. van A. Text and Context. Explorations in the Semantics 
and Pragmatics of Discourse / Teun A. van Dijk. – London and 
New York : Longman, 1992. – 283 p.  

11. Дронова Л.П. Реконструкция в компаративистике и 
когнитивно-ориентированой лингвистике [Електронний 
ресурс].–Режим доступу : 
http://www.philology.ru/linguistics1/dronova-12.htm 

12. Дубровина С.Ю. Родство по духу : культурно-языковая 
перспектива [Електронный ресурс]. – Режим доступу : 
http://www.philology.ru/linguistics2/dubrovina-09.htm  

13. Dunkel G.Tipology versus reconstruction /G. Dunkel // Bono 
Homini Donum : Essays in historical linguistics / In memory of 
J. Alexander Kerns / [ed. by Y.L.Arbaitman, A.R. Bomhard]. – 
Amsterdam : John Benjamins, 1981. – P. 559 –569 

14. Дыбо В.А.Славянская акцентология : Опыт реконструкции 
системы акцентных парадигм в праславянском / В.А.Дыбо 
//Институт славяноведения и балканистики АН СССР.–
М.:Наука, 1981.– 272с. 

15. Дыбо В.А. Библиография основных трудов / В.А.Дыбо // 
Славистика. Индоевропеистика. Ностратика. К 6-летию со 
дня рождения В.А.Дыбо. Тезисы докладов. – Москва : 
“Наука” , 1991. – С. 3–13  

16. Fillmore Charles J. Frame semantics and the nature of 
language [Electronic resource]. – Mode of Access : 
http://www.icsi.berkeley.edu/pubs/ai/framesemantics76.pdf 

17. Гамкрелидзе Т.В. Индоевропейский язик и 
индоевропейцы.Реконструкция и историко-
типологический аналіз праязыка и протокультуры (в двух 
частях) / Т.В.Гамкрелидзе, В.В.Иванов. – Тбилиси : Изд-во 
Тбилисского ун-та, 1984. – 1423 с. 

18. Гамкрелидзе Т.В. Лінгвістична типологія й прамовна 
реконструкція[Електронний ресурс].–Режим доступу : 

 http://www.testsoch.info/gamkrelidze-lingvistichna-tipologiya-j-
pramovna-rekonstrukciya/ 

19. Герценберг Л.Г. Вопросы реконструкции индоевропейской 
просодики / Л.Г. Герценберг. – Л .: “Наука”, 1981. – 200 с. 

20. Герценберг Л.Г. Проблемы акцентологической 
реконструкции /Л.Г.Герценберг //Сравнительно-
историческое изучение языков разных семей. 
Реконструкция на отдельных уровнях языковой структуры. 
– М.: “Наука”, 1989. – С.29– 47 

21. Greenberg J. Language Typology : A Historical and Analytic 
Overview / Joseph Greenberg. – Netherland : Mouton & Co., 
1974. – 82 p. 

22. Иллич–Свитыч В.М. Проблемы индоевропейского 
языкознания/ В.М. Иллич–Свитыч/ Этюды по 
сравнительно-исторической грамматике индоевропейских 
языков / [отв.ред. В. Н. Топоров]. – М.: “Наука”, 1964. – C. 
9–17 

23. Fox Antony. Linguistic Reconstruction / Antony Fox. – 
Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1995. – 392 р. 

24. Jakobson R. Selected writings / Roman Jakobson // Slavic Epic 
Studies / [edit. by Roman Jakobson]. – Paris : The Hague, 
1948. – Vol. IV. – P. 106-300 

25. Климов Г.А. Реконструкция и диахроническая 
интерпретация в компаративистике [Електронний ресурс].–
Режим доступу:  

Current Trends in Linguistics [ed. T.A.Sebeok, 
H.M.Hoenigswald and R.E.Longacre]. – Berlin/New York: 
Mouton; The Hague. – Vol. 11, 1973. – 658 p. 

27. Kuryłowicz J. On the Methods of Internal Reconstruction / J. 
Kuryłowicz / In: Proceedings on the Ninth International 
Congress of Linguists / [ed by Horace G.Lunt]. – The Hague: 
Mouton, 1964. – P. 27–32 

28. Корольова А.В. Порівняння і зіставлення як дві процедури 
сучасних компаративно-контрастивних досліджень / А.В. 
Корольова // Мова, освіта, культура в контексті 
євроінтеграції : (Київ, 22 берез. 2013 р.) — К. : Вид. центр 
КНЛУ, 2013. – С. 152–155 

29. Lakoff George. Cognitive Semantics: in the heart of language/ 
George Lakoff /In: Fórum Lingüístico, Fpolis. – N. 1 (83-119), 
1998. – pp. 83–119 [Electronic resource]. – Mode of Access : 
https://periodicos.ufsc.br/index.php/forum/article/download/69
16/6379 

30. Левицький В.В.Семасиология : [монографія] / Віктор 
Васильович Левицький. – Винница : Нова Книга, 2006. – 
672 с. 

31. Макаев Э.А. Реконструкция индоевропейского этимона / 
Э.А. Макаев // Вопросы языкознания. – Москва : “Наука”, 
1967. – № 4. – С. 26–33 

32. Марр Н.Я. Яфетические зори на украинском хуторе 
(Бабушкины сказки о Свинье Красном Солнышке) / 
Н.Я.Марр // Уыеные записки института народов Востока 
СССР,1930. – Т.1.– С. 1–86 

33. Meillet A. Les origines indo-européennes des mètres grecs 
[Electronic resource] / Antoine Meillet. – Paris : Hachette, 
1923. – 61 p . – Mode of Access : 
http://www.youscribe.com/catalogue/tous/loisirs-et-
hobbies/animaux/les-origines-indo-europeennes-des-metres-
grecs-286325 

34. Меркулова В.А. О некоторых принципах этимологии 
названий растений / В.А.Меркулова // Этимология 1964. 
Принципы реконструкции и методика исследования. – М.: 
Наука,1965.–С. 72–87 

35. Мотузенко Е.М. Этимология и семантика / Евгений 
Михайлович Мотузенко. – Кишинев:Vector, 2006. – 368 с. 

36. Probert Ph., Willi A. Laws and Rules in Indo-European / 
Philomen Probert, Andreas Willi. – Oxford : Oxford University 
Press, 2012. – 432 p. 

37. Прищепчук І. О. Еволюція процедури семантичної 
реконструкції індоєвропейських дієслівних праоснов / І. О. 
Прищепчук // Вісник Київського національного 
лінгвістичного університету. Сер. : Філологія. – 2014. – Т. 
17, № 2. – С. 160–167 

38. Pryshchepchuk/Прищепчук І. О. Омонімія дієслівних 
праоснов та явище семантичного синкретизму у 
порівняльно історичних дослідженнях (на матеріалі 
праоснов зі значенням “світіння”)/ І.О. Прищепчук/ 
Матеріали міжнародної науково-практичної конференції 
“Україна і світ: діалог мов та культур 2015”. – К.: Вид. 
центр КНЛУ, 2015.– 794 с. – Режим доступу : 
http://www.twirpx.com/file/1882036/ 

39. Сiбрук А., Гульченко Т. Етимологічний аналіз – перший 
етап реконструкції семантики/ А.Сібрук, Т.Гульченко// 
Гуманітарна освіта у технічних вищих навчальних 
закладах. – 2013. – Вип. 28. – С. 98–105 

40. Сафронов В.А. Индоевропейские прародины / 
В.А.Сафронов.–Горький: Волго-Вят. кн. Изд-во, 1989. – 399 
с. 

41. Старостин C.А. Реконструкция общевосточно-кавказской 
системы основных падежей / C.А.Старостин // Славистика. 
Индоевропеистика. Ностратика. К 6-летию со дня 
рождения В.А.Дыбо. Тезисы докладов. – Москва : “Наука” 
, 1991. – C. 35–37. 

42. Schlerath B. von. Ist ein Raum/Zeit–Modell für eine 
rekonstruierte Sprache möglisch? / Bernfried Schlerath // 
Zeitschrift für vergleichende Sprachforschung. – Berlin : 
Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht (GmbH & Co. KG), 1981. – P. 175–
202 

43. Schlerath B. von. Probleme der Rekonstruktion : Schlusswort 
und Ausblick “Incontri Linguistici 10”. – Berlin : Vandenhoeck 
& Ruprecht (GmbH & Co. KG), 1987. – P. 11–18 

44. Schlerath B. von. Sprachvergleich und Rekonstruktion : 
Methoden und Möglichkeit / Bernfried Schlerath // in “Incontri 
Linguistici 8”. – Berlin : Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht (GmbH & 
Co. KG), 1982. – P. 53–69 

45. Шутова М.О. Етнокультурні стереотипні портрети 
англійців і українців (когнітивно-ономасіологічна 
реконструкція фразеоформул) [Текст]. – [монографія]./ 
М.O.Шутова ; Київ.нац.лінгвіст. ун-т. – Київ: Вид. Центр 
КНЛУ, 2016. – 296 c. 

46. Семереньи О. Введение в сравнительное языкознание / 
О.Семеренье. – М.: Едиториал УРСС, 2002. – 400 с. 

47. Иванов Вяч. Вс., Топоров В.Н. Славянские языковые 
моделирующие семиотические системы/ Вяч. Вс. Иванов, 
В.Н. Топоров. – М.: Изд-во МГУ, 1965. – 204 с. 

48. Трубачев О.Н. Приемы семантической 
реконструкции//Сравнительно-историческое изучение 
языков разных семей. Теория лингвистической 
реконструкции. – М.: Наука, 1988. – C.197-222. 
[Електронний ресурс]. – Режим доступу: 
http://www.philology.ru/linguistics1/trubachev-88.htm 

28

Science and Education a New Dimension. Philology, V(32), Issue: 122, 2017   www.seanewdim.com

      http://www.philology.ru/linguistics1/klimov-88.htm 
26. Kuryłowicz J. Internal Reconstruction / J. Kuryłowicz / In: 

http://www.philology.ru/linguistics1/klimov-88.htm
http://www.youscribe.com/catalogue/tous/loisirs-et-hobbies/animaux/les-origines-indo-europeennes-des-metres-grecs-286325
http://www.youscribe.com/catalogue/tous/loisirs-et-hobbies/animaux/les-origines-indo-europeennes-des-metres-grecs-286325
http://www.youscribe.com/catalogue/tous/loisirs-et-hobbies/animaux/les-origines-indo-europeennes-des-metres-grecs-286325


49. Truvachov/Трубачев О.Н.Indoarica в Северном 
Причерноморье : Реконструкция реликтов языка / 
O.H.Трубачев // Этимологический словарь языковых 
реликтов Indoarica(в соавторстве с А.К.Шапошниковым).– 
М.:Наука,1999.–320с. 

50. Truvachov/Трубачев О.Н.Из праславянской этимологии и 
лексико-семантической реконструкции : *krosno / 
O.H.Трубачев // Slawistyczne studia jezykoznawcze. – 
Warszawa, 1987. – S. 427–430 

51. Zvegyncev/Звегинцев В.А. Семасиология /Владимир 
Андреевич Звегинцев. – М.: Изд-во МГУ,1957. – 320 с. 

 
REFERENCES 

1. Аpresyan J. D. Jeksperemental'noe issledovanie semantiki 
russkogo glagola / Ju. D. Apresjan. – M. : Izd-vo AN SSSR, 
1967. – 251 s. 

2. Abaev V.I.Voprosy metodiki sravnitel'no-istoricheskogo 
izuchenija indoevropejskih jazykov / V.I. Abaev, B.V. Gornung 
i dr. – M. : Izd-vo AN SSSR, 1956. – 324 s. 

3. Bendix E. Componential analysis of general vocabulary : the 
semantic structure of a set of verbs in English, Hindi and 
Japanese / E. Bendix. – Bloomington : Indiana University,1966. 
– 230p. 

5. Berezovych E.L.Russkaja leksika na obshheslovjanskom fone : 
semantiko-motivacionnaja rekonstrvukcija / Elena L'vovna 
Berezovich. – M. : Russkij Fond Sodejstvija Obrazovani i 
Nauke,2014. – 488 s. 

11. Dronova L.P. Rekonstrukcija v komparativistike i kognitivno-
orientirovanoj lingvistike [Elektronnij resurs].–Rezhim dostupu 
: http://www.philology.ru/linguistics1/dronova-12.htm 

12. Dubrovina S.J.Rodstvo po duhu : kul'turno-jazykovaja 
perspektiva [Elektronnyj resurs]. – Rezhim dostupu : 
http://www.philology.ru/linguistics2/dubrovina-09.htm  

14. Dybo V.A. Slavjanskaja akcentologija : Opyt rekonstrukcii 
sistemy akcentnyh paradigm v praslavjanskom / V.A.Dybo 
//Institut slavjanovedenija i balkanistiki AN SSSR.–M.:Nauka, 
1981.– 272s. 

15. Dybo V.A. Bibliografija osnovnyh trudov / V.A.Dybo // 
Slavistika. Indoevropeistika. Nostratika. K 6-letiju so dnja 
rozhdenija V.A.Dybo. Tezisy dokladov. – Moskva : “Nauka” , 
1991. – S. 3–13  

17. Gamkrelidze T.V. Indoevropejskij jazik i 
indoevropejcy.Rekonstrukcija i istoriko-tipologicheskij analіz 
prajazyka i protokul'tury (v dvuh chastjah) / T.V.Gamkrelidze, 
V.V.Ivanov. – Tbilisi : Izd-vo Tbilisskogo un-ta, 1984. – 1423 s. 

18. Gamkrelidze Gamkrelidze T.V. Lіngvіstichna tipologіja j 
pramovna rekonstrukcіja[Elektronnij resurs].–Rezhim dostupu: 
http://www.testsoch.info/gamkrelidze-lingvistichna-tipologiya-
j-pramovna-rekonstrukciya/ 

19. Gertsenberg/Gercenberg L.G. Voprosy rekonstrukcii 
indoevropejskoj prosodiki / L.G. Gercenberg. – L .: “Nauka”, 
1981. – 200 s. 

20. Gertsenberg/Gercenberg L.G. Problemy akcentologicheskoj 
rekonstrukcii /L.G.Gercenberg //Sravnitel'no-istoricheskoe 
izuchenie jazykov raznyh semej. Rekonstrukcija na otdel'nyh 
urovnjah jazykovoj struktury. – M.: “Nauka”, 1989. – S.29– 47 

22. Illich–Svitych V.M. Problemy indoevropejskogo 
jazykoznanija/ V.M. Illich–Svitych/ Jetjudy po sravnitel'no-
istoricheskoj grammatike indoevropejskih jazykov / [otv.red. V. 
N. Toporov]. – M.: “Nauka”, 1964. – C. 9–17 

25. Klimov/Klimov G.A. Rekonstrukcija i diahronicheskaja 
interpretacija v komparativistike [Elektronnij resurs].–Rezhim 
dostupu:  

suchasnih komparativno-kontrastivnih doslіdzhen' / A.V. 
Korol'ova // Mova, osvіta, kul'tura v kontekstі єvroіntegracії : 
(Kiїv, 22 berez. 2013 r.) — K. : Vid. centr KNLU, 2013. – S. 
152–155 

30. Levic'kij V.V.Semasiologija : [monografіja] / Vіktor 
Vasil'ovich Levic'kij. – Vinnica : Nova Kniga, 2006. – 672 s. 

31. Makaev Je.A. Rekonstrukcija indoevropejskogo jetimona / 
Je.A. Makaev // Voprosy jazykoznanija. – Moskva : “Nauka”, 
1967. – # 4. – S. 26–33 

32. Marr N.Ja. Jafeticheskie zori na ukrainskom hutore 
(Babushkiny skazki o Svin'e Krasnom Solnyshke) / N.Ja.Marr 
// Uyenye zapiski instituta narodov Vostoka SSSR,1930. – T.1.– 
S. 1–86 

34. Merkulova V.A. O nekotoryh principah jetimologii nazvanij 
rastenij / V.A.Merkulova // Jetimologija 1964. Principy 
rekonstrukcii i metodika issledovanija. – M.: Nauka,1965.–S. 
72–87 

35. Motuzenko E.M. Jetimologija i semantika / Evgenij 
Mihajlovich Motuzenko. – Kishinev:Vector,2006. – 368 s. 

37. Prishhepchuk І. O. Evoljucіja proceduri semantichnoї 
rekonstrukcії іndoєvropejs'kih dієslіvnih praosnov / І. O. 
Prishhepchuk // Vіsnik Kiїvs'kogo nacіonal'nogo 
lіngvіstichnogo unіversitetu. Ser. : Fіlologіja. – 2014. – T. 17, # 
2. – S. 160–167 

39. Sibruk A., Gul'chenko T. Etimologіchnij analіz – pershij etap 
rekonstrukcії semantiki/ A.Sіbruk, T.Gul'chenko// Gumanіtarna 
osvіta u tehnіchnih vishhih navchal'nih zakladah. – 2013. – 
Vip. 28. – S. 98–105 

40. Safronov V.A. Indoevropejskie prarodiny / V.A.Safronov.–
Gor'kij: Volgo-Vjat. kn. Izd-vo, 1989. – 399 s. 

41. Starostin C.A. Rekonstrukcija obshhevostochno-kavkazskoj 
sistemy osnovnyh padezhej / C.A.Starostin // Slavistika. 
Indoevropeistika. Nostratika. K 6-letiju so dnja rozhdenija 
V.A.Dybo. Tezisy dokladov. – Moskva : “Nauka” , 1991. – C. 
35–37. 

45. Shutova M.O. Etnokul'turnі stereotipnі portreti anglіjcіv і 
ukraїncіv (kognіtivno-onomasіologіchna rekonstrukcіja 
frazeoformul) [Tekst]. – [monografіja]./ M.O.Shutova ; 
Kiїv.nac.lіngvіst. un-t. – Kiїv: Vid. Centr KNLU, 2016. – 296 
c. 

46. Semeren'i O. Vvedenie v sravnitel'noe jazykoznanie / 
O.Semeren'e. – M.: Editorial URSS, 2002. – 400 s. 

47. Ivanov Vjach. Vs., Toporov V.N. Slavjanskie jazykovye 
modelirujushhie semioticheskie sistemy/ Vjach. Vs. Ivanov, 
V.N. Toporov. – M.: Izd-vo MGU, 1965. – 204 s. 

48. Trubachev O.N. Priemy semanticheskoj 
rekonstrukcii//Sravnitel'no-istoricheskoe izuchenie jazykov 
raznyh semej. Teorija lingvisticheskoj rekonstrukcii. – 
M.:Nauka, 1988. – C. 197-222. [Elektronnij resurs]. – Rezhim 
dostupu: http://www.philology.ru/linguistics1/trubachev-88.htm 

49. Trubachev O.N.Indoarica v Severnom Prichernomor'e : 
Rekonstrukcija reliktov jazyka / O.H.Trubachev // 
Jetimologicheskij slovar' jazykovyh reliktov Indoarica(v 
soavtorstve s A.K.Shaposhnikovym).– M.:Nauka,1999.–320s. 

50. Trubachev O.N.Iz praslavjanskoj jetimologii i leksiko-
semanticheskoj rekonstrukcii : *krosno / O.H.Trubachev // 
Slawistyczne studia jezykoznawcze. – Warszawa, 1987. – S. 
427–430 

51. Zvegincev V.A. Semasiologija /Vladimir Andreevich 
Zvegincev. – M.: Izd-vo MGU,1957. – 320 s. 

 

29

Science and Education a New Dimension. Philology, V(32), Issue: 122, 2017   www.seanewdim.com

     http://www.philology.ru/linguistics1/klimov-88.htm 
28. Korol'ova A.V. Porіvnjannja і zіstavlennja jak dvі proceduri 

http://www.philology.ru/linguistics1/dronova-12.htm

