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Abstract

The article represents a methodological
algorithm for interpreting intertextuality in the
English Orthodox sermon, which contains the
following five successive stages. The first stage
identifies the scientific and methodological
backgrounds of the study of intertextuality,
including in interdisciplinary coverage, as well
as it traces the evolution of scientific views on
notions of “intertextuality”; the diversity of
approaches to the typology of intertextual
relations have been revealed and the problem of
intertextuality functions in modern texts has been
outlined. The intertextual fragments have been
singled out at the second stage. The types and
subtypes of intertextual connections, their
systematization and classification, different level
means of actualization and marking of intertext
in the English sermon, as well as the definition of
features of semantic transformation and
functional purpose of different types of intertext
in the recipient text have been revealed at the
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AHoTanisa

Y cTarTi  NpeicTaBieHO  METOAOJIOTTYHMH
QITOPUTM IHTEpIpeTallii IHTepTEeKCTYAIBHOCTI B
AHTTIHCPKOMOBHIN  TIPaBOCABHIA TMIPOIIOBII,
Leit  anroputM  ckIajaeTrscs 3 ISTH
MTOCTIIOBHAUX €TaIliB. Ha MEpIIOMY eTari OyJo
OKpECJIEHO TEOPETHUKO-METOAOJIOTIUHI 3acaau
I0ZI0 PO3YMIHHS TOHSTTS IHTEPTEKCTyaIbHICTh
y MDKIUCUMIUTIHAPHOMY pPO3yMiHHI, IOJIaHO
€BOJIIOLIII0  HAYKOBHX  IIOJIOXKEHb  WIOJO
CEMaHTHUYHOTO HaroBHEHHS TOHSATTS
"IHTepPTEKCTYaJIbHICTh",  YCTAHOBJEHO  pi3Hi
MiAXOAM  IIOJO  TUOOJIOrIT  MIXKTEKCTOBO-
JIMCKYPCHBHUX 3B'SI3KIB Ta BU3HAYEHO NPOOIEMY
(YHKIOIA  IHTEPTEKCTYallbHOCTI B CYYacHHX
TEeKCTaX; Ha JpyromMy erami OyJaum B3ATI
(parMeHTH  TEKCTiB, JIe¢  IPOCTEKYIOTHCS
IHTepPTEeKCTyalbHICTh; Ha TPETHOMY eTari Oyio
Ha3BaHO OCHOBHI THITH 1 MIATUIH MIKTEKCTOBHX
3B'SI3KIB, JI¢ aKTYalli3yIThCcid pi3HOPiBHEBI
3acobun MapKyBaHHS IHTEPTEKCTY B
AHIJIOMOBHUX IPaBOCJIAaBHUX MPOIOBIIIX, a
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third stage. The sources of intertextuality
identified and systematized in the previous stages
of the study have been divided into nuclear, near-
peripheral and far-peripheral at the fourth stage.
The functions of intertextuality in the English
Orthodox sermon have been determined in view
of the compositional-structural, semantic,
pragmatic, linguistic and cultural and other
aspects at the fifth stage.

Key words: methodological algorithm,
interpretation, intertextuality, the Orthodox
sermon, the English language.

Introduction

At the present stage of development of scientific
knowledge, the phenomenon of intertextuality as
a constitutive category of the Orthodox sermon is
actualized. It determines the verbal, structural,
semantic and semiotic characteristics of texts of
such a genre. Although the phenomenon of
intertextuality appeared in 1967 in the article
"Bakhtin, Word, Dialogue and Novel™" (Kosikov,
2000, p. 429) of Julia Kristeva, the French
scholar of literature and language, psychoanalyst,
writer, semiotician, philosopher and orator of
Bulgarian origin, some scholars (Liashko, 2019;
2020) noticed two dimensions of the Orthodox
text, i.e. two texts that are, in fact, not new, but
such that need to be understood and
reconstructed.

Thus, the text serves as a point of intersection
(Chernyavskaya, 2014, p. 18) and the object of
research (Shchirova & Goncharova, 2007,
p. 10-21) of many humanities: Hermeneutics,
Exegesis, Aesthetics, Cognitive Studies, Cultural
Studies, Linguistics, Linguistics and Cultural
Studies, Literary Studies, Translation Studies,
Poetics, Pragmatics, Psychology, Rhetoric,
Semiatics, Sociology, Stylistics, Textology,
Philosophy. In this case, "a broad understanding
of the text from the standpoint of semiotics
includes the text in the notion of the noosphere
proposed by V. I. Vernadsky" (Arnold, 1999, p.
351), which is formed when the processes
occurring in the biosphere, the human mind
becomes dominant.

The purpose of the article is to represent a
complex  methodological  algorithm  for
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TaKo)X BU3HAYEHO XapaKTEPUCTHKH CMHUCIIOBOI
TpaHchopmarii i (YHKIIOHATIBHOTO
MIPU3HAYCHHS Pi3HUX BUIB IHTEPTEKCTY Y TEKCTI
pelHrITieHTi; Ha dYeTBEpTOMY eTami  OyJo
31ifICHEHO PO3MEKyBaHHS JOKEpeIt
IHTePTEeKCTYyalIbHOCTI, 0 OyJTH BCTaHOBJICHI Ha
MOTIEPEIHIX eTamax HayKOBOTO JOCIHiIKEHHS,
cepen SAKUX STIepHi, OJIN3BKO- Ta
nanekonepudepiiii; Ha m'sTomy erami OyJo
Ha3BaHO (yHKWii IHTEpPTEKCTyaJbHOCTI B
AHIIIICBKOMOBHIH TIpaBOCIaBHINA NpOMOBiII 3
MO3MIi  pI3HUX  AaCleKTiB, cepel  SKUX
KOMITO3HLIIHHO-CTPYKTYpPHHH,
JHTBOKYJIBTYPHHUH, NpAarMaTUYHUI, CMUCIOBUH
Ta iH.

Kii04oBi ci1oBa: MeTOMONOTIYHUA aNTOpUTM,
IHTEepIpeTais, IHTepPTEKCTYaIbHICTB,
IIPaBOCIIaBHA MPOIIOBI/Ib, aHIJIIHCHKA MOBA.

interpreting  intertextuality in the English
Orthodox sermon.

The following objectives will be solved in the
article:

— to consider the phenomenon  of
intertextuality in the context of humanitarian
knowledge;

— to provide definitions and represent a
taxonomy of the Orthodox sermon in
modern linguistics;

— to represent methodological algorithm for
interpreting  intertextuality — within  the
English Orthodox sermon.

The data material of the article is English
intertextual fragments containing direct citation,
indirect citation, various manifestations of other
intertextual connections (metatextuality,
paratextuality, architextuality), taken from
written texts of the modern (XXI century)
Orthodox sermons, in particular from Orthodox
Church in America (2021) represented on the
official web-site https://www.oca.org/.

Research background

The key concepts of the article are
"intertextuality” and  “"sermon": if the
intertextuality is studied in the context of genre
text (Chernyavskaya, 2014; Shchirova &
Goncharova, 2007; Beaugrande & Dressler,
1981; Chouliaraki & Fairclough, 1999),
philological (Arnold, 1999; Krasnykh, 2003;
Kuzmina, 1999; Piege-Gro, 2008; Fateyeva,
2006; Fairclough, 2003) and philosophical-
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poststructuralist (Bakhtin, 1997; Kristeva, 2004;
Lotman, 1981; Barthes, 1977; Riffaterre , 1987)
approaches, the sermon was the object of study
of theological (Alfeyev, 2016), theolinguistic
(Kuklev, 2012; Cherkhava, 2017), philological
(Barysheva, 2012; Istomina, 2013; Itskovich,
2007; Krylova, 2005; Prokhvatilova, 2000;
Savin, 2009; Smirnova, 2016), as well as
multimodal and intermedia (Lepakhin, 2012)
works.

Besides, the definition of the intertextuality in the
Orthodox sermon has been given by O. Liashko
(2020), the main characteristics of the
theolinguistic aspect has been outlined by O.
Cherkhava (2017) and the fundamentals for
methodological algorithm has been suggested by
different scholars: Y. Kapranov et al. (2020,
2021) paid attention on stages, T. Nasalevich
(2020) tried to investigate linguostylistic
expressive means and T. Riabukha et al (2019)
observed the methodological principles
concerning the phenomenon of intertextuality.

Methodology

To conduct a comprehensive methodological
algorithm for the interpretation of intertextuality
in the Orthodox sermon, the main focus is made
on general scientific and specialized (directly
linguistic) research methods.

First, the following general research methods
have  been  used: analysis, analogy,
argumentation, hypothesis, deduction, proof,
induction, generalization, justification, synthesis,
comparison.

Second, the following specialized (linguistic)
research methods have been used. The functional
method with the following submethods
(contextual-interpretive analysis of the text,
methods of dialogic interpretation of the text, the
method of prototype semantics, elements of
linguocultural and ethnolinguistic methods, etc.)
was the most efficient one.

For example, contextual-interpretive analysis
helped to determine the semantic transformations
and functional purpose of the intertext in the
recipient's  text; methods of dialogic
interpretation of the text (Selivanova, 2008, pp.
532-536) or hermeneutic method (as a set of rules
and techniques of text interpretation, which
occurs on the basis of three main procedures:
understanding,  explanation, interpretation)
approved intertextuality as dialogic texts. In
addition, the method of prototype analysis
(Rosch, 1978; Lakoff, 1990; Taylor, 1995) was

used to determine the prototype intertextual
source of the Orthodox sermon, which embodies
the most essential features (discourse, text,
genre), inherent in all members of the "category".
Moreover, it was necessary to turn to the
elements of linguocultural, ethnolinguistic
methods (Komarova, 2012, pp. 508, 538) and
linguosemiotic analysis, which helped to identify
linguistic and cultural codes embodied in
intertextual means. They were involved in
distinguishing the intertextuality criterion
fragments.

Results and Discussion

Intertextuality in Context of Humanities
Studies

Intertextuality in Philosophical Research

R. Barthes (1989) distinguishes between "text"
and "work": a work is a thing that can be held in
the hand or stored in a library; a text is a "field of
methodological operations™ that "are placed only
in the language, it exists only in discourse ", it is
characterized by a plurality of meaning. The
author is considered the father of the work, but
the text has no paternity (pp. 415-420). The text
arises in the process of reading with many
associations that fall into it due to the life
experience and cultural baggage of the reader, so
"any text is an inter-text in relation to some other
text, but this intertextuality should not be
understood as having some origin", on the
contrary, the text "is formed from anonymous,
elusive and at the same time already read
quotations, i.e. from quotations without
quotation marks" (Barthes, 1989, p. 418;
Yampolsky, 1993, pp. 35-36).

Yu. Kristeva, referring to M. M. Bakhtin, points
out that he considered the "literary word" as a
place of intersection of text planes, as a dialogue
of different types of writing — the writer,
addressee (or protagonist) and, finally, the letter
formed by today's or previous cultural context"
(Kristeva, 1993, p. 428). The scholar considers
the text as "such an intersection of two texts,
where one can read at least one more text", the
intersection of texts means horizontal (subject —
recipient) and vertical (text — context) axes. If in
M. M Bakhtin these axes are considered as
dialogue and ambivalence, in Yu. Kristeva "any
text is built as a mosaic of quotations, as the
absorption and transformation of some other
text" intersubjectivity and it introduces the notion
of intertextuality (Kristeva, 1993, p. 429).
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Further, the term intertextuality is actively spread
among  semioticians-poststructuralists.  The
principle of "decentralization" of the text
structure with infinite references to one text to
another and to all texts in general was explained
by J. Derrida and emphasized the openness of the
text to infinity (Chernyavskaya, 2014, pp. 196-
198; Kuzmina, 1999, p. 13). M. Riffater
supplemented R. Barthes’ ideas with his
mechanism of “intertextual reading"”, which is
actualized only with the participation of the
reader's perceiving consciousness
(Chernyavskaya, 2014, p. 197). R. Bart was also
influenced by J. Genette, who in the 1960s was
one of his closest associates. Speaking about the
connections of the text with other texts and non-
textual realities, J. Genette first uses the term
paratextuality, then he replaces it with architext
(or architextuality, meaning types of discourses,
ways of presentation, literary genres), and later
he calls the subject of poetics, i.e. transtextuality
as "all explicit or implicit connections of the text
with other texts" (Genette, 1997a, p.1). In this
context transtextuality is broader than
architextual, which includes up to 5 types of
transtextual ~ connections  together  with
intertextuality.

Thus, in poststructuralist philosophy there is a
large number of works on the theory of
intertextual relations (Kristeva, 1993, 2004;
Lotman, 1981; Eko, 2006; Genette, 1997a;
Riffaterre, 1987, etc.), the intertext itself is a
huge text, "in which everything was once said"
(Kuzmina, 1999, p. 13).

Intertextuality in Philological Research

There are a lot of philological disciplines
(Literary Studies, Linguistics, Linguistic and
Cultural Studies, Stylistics, Translation Studies,
Cognitive Studies, Critical Discourse Analysis,
etc.) that helped to form the semantic field of
intertextuality.

The literary perspective of the study of
intertextuality is better known by analysing the
type of relationship between a particular text with
other texts or between the text and its fragments,
as a problem of borrowings and influences,
internal motives (such as stylization, parody and
collage), quotations, allusions, various forms of
foreign language and reminiscences. One of the
tasks is to try to classify and differentiate the
types of relationships in a particular text and
between texts. Not all scholars consider this
approach promising and relevant because it
"repeats under the new label the old views of
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literary criticism, rhetoric, classical philology"
(Chernyavskaya, 2014, pp. 200-201).

Thanks to a number of works, classifications of
various forms of a foreign language, quotations,
allusions, reminiscences, literary influences,
borrowings are formed and improved (Arnold,
1999; Kuzmina, 1999; Fateyeva, 2006;
Fairclough, 2003). New terms related to
Linguistic and Cultural Studies are introduced:
the precedent phenomenon (Krasnykh, 2003) and
the preceding precedent text (Yu. M. Karaulov
first used this term in his monograph "The
Russian Language and Language Personality"
(1986)), defining certain features of such text: 1)
significant for this or that person in cognitive and
emotional relations; 2) has a suprapersonal
character, i.e. well-known to the general
environment of this person, including his
predecessors and contemporaries, and 3)
reference to the precedent text is repeatedly
reproduced in the discourse of this language
person (Karaulov, 1987, p. 216).

In the decoding stylistics, 1. V. Arnold draws an
analogy between intertextuality, which she calls
text inclusions and types of foregrounding.
According to the scholar, the latter focus the
reader's attention on important elements of the
message, establish semantically and
hierarchically relevant relationships between
them, enhance the emotional, evaluative,
expressive potential of the text, promote
implication, irony and various modal nuances
(Arnold, 1999, p. 368; Arnold, 2002, pp. 50-58).

It should be noted that such a narrow
understanding of the intertext has become the
most common in science, so it covers a huge
number of works on this phenomenon (Denisova,
2003; Dzera, 2017; Allen, 2000; Orr, 2003).

In addition, within the framework of linguistic
research, the study of intertextuality as a text
category is formed. It is called system-text or
prototype / typological (Chernyavskaya, 2014, p.
69). For example, in the study of W. Dressler and
R.-A. de Beaugrande (1981) intertextuality
(typological) is analysed as one of the seven
properties of textuality, without which the text is
considered "non-text".

Any text exists as a representative of a certain
type of text, which differs in the corresponding
system of specific features assigned to it, on the
basis of which it can be attributed to individual
texts. Thus, typological intertextuality is a typical
for the text type, which is constructed and
determined by a set of invariant, strictly
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mandatory text-forming features that have
prototype repetition in the process of creating
new texts of one typological affiliation
(Chernyavska, 2014, pp. 68-70).

During the study of the Orthodox sermon texts,
the category of typological / prototypical
intertextuality is manifested by nuclear, near-
peripheral and far-peripheral text sources and
their correlations with the source texts.

The analysis of the scientific literature on the
problem of intertextuality gives fundamentals to
consider this phenomenon as a complex
interdisciplinary category. A large number of
works  (Arnold, 1999; Kuzmina, 1999;
Piege-Gro, 2008; Fateyeva, 2006;
Chernyavskaya, 2014; Beaugrande & Dressler,
1981; Fairclough, 2003; Genette, 19974, etc.) are
devoted to the study of intertextuality, in which
various definitions of this notion and
classification of intertextual relations are given.
The following different approaches to
understanding the notion of intertext should be
mentioned:

1) philosophical-poststructuralist (Bakhtin,
1997; Kristeva, 2004; Lotman, 1981,
Barthes, 1977; Genette, 1997a; Riffaterre,
1987) corresponds to a cultural-semiotic
approach that focuses not only on the texts,
but on the relationship between them in
boundless text space;

2) philological (Arnold, 1999; Karaulov, 1986;
Krasnykh,  2003;  Kuzmina,  1999;
Piege-Gro,  2008;  Fateyeva, 2006;
Fairclough, 2003) is identified with the
problem of literary influences, borrowings
or creative dialogue of authors, internal
motives of the work (such as stylization,
parody and collage), quotations, various
forms of foreign language, allusions,
reminiscences,  precedent texts and
phenomena. More often in the scientific
environment it is called as a "narrow or
literary" approach, but it is better to call it
philological, because it combines the
achievements not only of literary criticism,
but also Classical Philology, Stylistics,
Linguistic and Cultural Studies, Critical
Discourse Analysis;

3) genre-text (Chernyavskaya, 2014;
Shchirova & Goncharova, 2007;
Beaugrande & Dressler, 1981; Chouliaraki
& Fairclough, 1999) provides a "reflection
of the relationship of texts belonging to one,
created on the basis of different principles of
the text class" (Vorobyova, 1993a, p. 43;
Vorobyova, 1993b). Intertextuality is

characterized as a system-text and prototype
category (Chernyavskaya, 2014, pp. 69,
201), i.e. with an emphasis on the
typological  properties of  textuality
(Beaugrande & Dressler, 1981).

In the perspective of the modern cognitive-
discursive paradigm, the integrative perspective
of studying intertextuality as a complex
interdisciplinary ~ phenomenon,  with  the
involvement of certain achievements of
poststructuralist, literary and linguistic studies of
intertext, acquires special significance. The
creation of a unified classification and derivation
of a list of functions of intertextuality in a
linguistic perspective remains relevant.

The Orthodox Sermon in Modern Linguistics:
Definitions and Taxonomy

Today the sermon should be understood from
two vectors: if in a narrow sense it is "speech of
religious and instructive content, which is
proclaimed in the temple during worship"
(Salakhov, 2013, p. 46), then in a broad sense it
is "the spread of any ideas, views" (Ibid.).

In ecclesiastical and homiletic literature, the
sermon is replaced by the following synonymous
notions: "church interview" (Taushev, 2001, p.
6); "Church Eloquence” (Pevnitsky, 1908);
"homily", i.e. conversation; "word" (Taushev,
2001, p. 25), as well as ‘"kerygma"
(proclamation), "Gospel" (Annunciation, good
news) (Savin, 2009, pp. 44-45).

In this case, the Orthodox sermon embodies "the
testimony of God's truth, the testimony of Jesus
Christ, the Saviour of the world, which must be
based on the inner gracious life of the preacher
and expressed in the word" (Feodosiy, yep.
Polotskiy i Glubokskiy, 1999, p. 78); proclaims
"the gospel doctrine of our salvation in living
speech before the people” (Taushev, 2001, p. 7)
and calls for "salvation through the Word"
(Synopsis on Homiletics, 1970, p. 4).

In our opinion, the Orthodox sermon is addressed
to the addressees of speech, the main purpose of
which is to acquaint and teach the basics of
Christian truths, explanation (exegesis) of sacred
texts, a call for change in accordance with
Christian values.

Traditionally, the Orthodox sermon is classified
into 4 types (Taushev, 2001, pp. 24-40): homily
(explanatory talk), word (subject to the content of
the church year), catechetical teaching (lessons
of faith, teaching, worship), journalistic
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(publicistic) sermon (answers modern questions
and challenges) (ltskovich, 2007, p. 28).
According to the content, the following types of
sermons are  distinguished:  exegetical,
catechetical, dogmatic, instructive, apologetic
and missionary (Feodosiy, yep. Polotskiy i
Glubokskiy, 1999, pp. 221-305).

In  general, scholars (ltskovich, 2007;
Prokhvatilova, 2000; Savin, 2009; Salakhova,
2013; Smirnova, 2016) conditionally classify
sermons into diachronic, synchronic and both
diachronic and synchronic. A more detailed
classification of sermons is offered by L.V.
Levshun (cit. in: Salakhov, 2013, pp. 49-51;
Savin, 2009, pp. 47-57), defining a number of
taxonomic criteria:

1) according to the time set for worship, i.e.
taking into account the annual church circle
(Christmas, Easter, fasting, etc.), weekly
(i.e. on different days of the week) and daily
(evening, liturgy) circle;

2) according to the place of proclamation of the
sermon: temple and non-temple (liturgical
and missionary);

3) according to the addressee: monastic (before
the clergy, the brothers of the monastery),
secular (religious communication with the
faithful), missionary (communication with
non-church people);

4) according to the content: a) exegetical; b)
liturgical and panegyric; c) sermons-
teachings;

5) according to the purpose: missionary,
catechetical, dogmatic,
instructive;according to the way of
presentation: analytical (the preacher offers
an in-depth verbal analysis of a fragment of
the biblical text, parables, prayers,
traditions, etc.) and synthetic (a fragment of
a sacred text is the theme of the sermon and
the preacher reflects on this fragment and
enters into non-verbal dialogue with the
recipient);

6) according to the form: oral and written
sermon.

Methodological Algorithm for Interpreting
Intertextuality Within the English Orthodox
Sermon

The methodological algorithm for interpreting
intertextuality within the English Orthodox
sermon is of complex character and it involves
five successive steps, which we will try to outline
below.

www.amazoniainvestiga.info

At the first stage the scientific and
methodological fundamentals of studying
intertextuality are to be determined, including in
the interdisciplinary character, as well as the
evolution of scientific views on conceptual
meaning of the term “intertextuality”, the
diversity of approaches to the typology of
intertextual relations are to be revealed and the
problem of functions of intertextuality in modern
texts is to be outlined. These procedures will be
covered with the help of general scientific
methods of analysis, analogy, argumentation,
deduction, proof, induction, generalization,
substantiation, synthesis and comparison

In the second stage, intertextual fragments are to
be sorted out on the data material of the English
Orthodox sermons, arranged according to the
authors’ classification, which generalizes and
develops the existing taxonomies of intertextual
connections.

The third stage includes conducting various
aspects of intertextual analysis to identify types
and subtypes of intertextual connections, their
systematization and classification, multilevel
means of actualization and labelling of intertext
in the English sermons, as well as identifying
semantic transformation and functional purpose
of different types of intertext in the recipient text.

At this stage, a number of interrelated methods
were used, including the method of intertextual
analysis, elements of structural distributive
method, contextual-interpretive analysis,
semiotic analysis and dialogic interpretation of
the text (Selivanova, 2008, pp. 531, 533-536),
which allowed separation of types (relation of the
new text with the pretext: intertextuality as direct
and indirect citation, metatextuality,
architextuality, paratextuality) and means
(quotation, allusion, reminiscence, paraphrase,
etc.) of intertextual relations.

The method of intertextual analysis, which
includes procedures for identifying intertext
(based on the means of its marking), determining
the "status" of different intertextual links (given
the relationship of the recipient text with the
donor text) and their systematization, allowed to
identify and classify types and subtypes of
intertextuality in the English Orthodox sermon.
The are: 1) intertextuality as a direct citation:
precedent  (local-precedent, confessional-
precedent, universal-precedent) / unprecedented;
2) intertextuality as indirect citation;
3) metatextuality (manifested by interpretation,
commentary, addition, etc.); 4) architextuality as
a homogeneous-heterogeneous connection of
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nuclear, near-peripheral, far-peripheral

intertextual sources; 5) paratextuality as a
connection of the text with its structural parts.

Let us illustrate with a few examples from the
English Orthodox sermon, where the use of
different variants of intertextual connections are
represented (see: Mollard, 2017).

The fragment from the Easter message to the
American flock (2017) shows several types of
intertextual connections. The last words of the
fragment are graphically highlighted in italics
and they contain a direct quotation-fragment of
the text from the confessional-precedent
liturgical ninth song of the Easter canon. The
second paragraph traces the presence of an
unmarked indirect quotation in the form of the
paraphrase "there is no human being who lives
and still does not sin™ from the confessional-
precedent Old Testament texts (2 Chron. 6:36; 3
Kings 8:46; Eccl. 7: 20): "there is no one who
does not sin" (2Ch 6:36; 3Kg 8:44); "For there is
not a righteous man on earth Who does good and
does not sin" (Ecc 7:20). In this paragraph there
is also an unmarked paraphrase in the form of the
phrase "the new drink from the fountain of
incorruption™ (cf. the English and Church
Slavonic original from the Easter Canon) (Irmos
3 Song): Come, let us drink a new beverage, not
miraculously drawn from a barren rock, but the
fountain of Incorruption springing from the tomb
of Christ in Whom we are established.

In addition, in this paragraph the direct allusions
to the Old Testament fall of the first humans,
Adam and Eve (Gen. 3: 1-7) may be found: "the
consequences of the Fall" and to modern world
events: "war, terrorism, and human misery".

In the first paragraph of this passage from the
sermon four references to the universal precedent
events of the Resurrection of Christ
(reminiscences) may be found: 1) "the
Myrrhbearing Women standing by the open
tomb"; 2) "the Apostles on the road to Emmaus";
3) "the Mother of God who remained ever at the
side of her Son"; 4) "those who previously denied
or deserted the crucified Lord". Moreover, in the
last paragraph the preacher gives an
interpretation of feelings (as a means of
metatextuality), which is a reflection of the
experience of the life of the risen Lord: "This
courage and hope are not simply fleeting
emotions of the moment but rather an experience
of the life of the risen Lord." There is also direct
quotation-fragment of the text, indirect
quotations (paraphrases, allusions,
reminiscences), metatextuality (interpretation).
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They are considered to be prototypical (reveal
the most significant features of the category and
are often repeated) to New Testament and Old
Testament  sources and  they  reflect
architextuality or prototype intertertextuality of
the Orthodox sermon. It should be noted that the
above-mentioned  types of intertextual
connections also correlate semantically and
textually with the title of this English Easter
sermon: ARCHPASTORAL MESSAGE OF
HIS BEATITUDE METROPOLITAN
TIKHON PASCHA 2017 and with the strong
initial: CHRIST IS RISEN! INDEED HE IS
RISEN! and final: With my archpastoral
blessing and love in the Risen Lord (bold is
ours) positions of the preaching text indicating
paratextuality as a connection of the text with its
structural parts.

Thus, in this fragment of the English sermon 5
types of intertextual connections are displayed,
which are expressed by different means of
actualization and perform several functions at
once. The means of intertext create the
composition of the sermon in its various
structural elements (text-forming function),
provide semantic integrity and coherence of the
content of the text of the Orthodox sermon
(meaning-making function), are involved by the
preacher in interpreting the text (exegetical
function), affect feelings and motivate to action
(e.g. This courage and hope are not simply
fleeting emotions of the moment but rather an
experience of the life of the risen Lord Who fills
our hearts with such joy that every day and every
moment of our existence we can sing paschal
hymns such as this) as a manifestation of
pragmatic function, highlight prototype function
when using multiple prototype text sources, etc.

At the fourth stage, the sources of intertextuality
identified and systematized in the previous stages
of the study were divided into nuclear, near-
peripheral and far-peripheral. The method of
prototype analysis (Rosch, E. (1978), G. Lakoff,
J. Taylor) in combination with the method of
quantitative calculations was involved, which
allowed to substantiate the nuclear and periphery
of the intertextual space of the Orthodox sermon
with the emphasis on the degree of detection of
certain types of intertext categories.

At the fifth stage, in order to determine the
functions of intertextuality in the Orthodox
sermon with regard to compositional-structural,
semantic, pragmatic, linguistic and cultural and
other aspects a functional method with the
elements of Linguistic and Pragmatic analysis
was used.
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Conclusions

Given the diversity of approaches to the typology
of intertextual relations in linguistic and
interdisciplinary ~ works, the  following
understanding of intertextuality in the Orthodox
sermon is proposed: 1) intertextuality as direct
citation; 2) intertextuality as indirect citation;
3) metatextuality; 4) architextuality as
homogeneous-heterogeneous  connection  of
texts; 5) paratextuality as connection of the text
with its structural parts. Every type of
intertextuality is characterized by the specifics of
the means of implementation.

The method of interpreting intertextuality in the
English  Orthodox sermon involved five
successive stages: the first stage identified the
scientific and methodological fundamentals of
the study of intertextuality, including in
interdisciplinary coverage, and traced the
evolution of scientific views on the conceptual
content of the term "diversity" to the typology of
intertextual relations and outlines the problem of
intertextuality functions in modern texts; at the
second stage intertextual fragments are singled
out; at the third stage the types and subtypes of
intertextual connections, their systematization
and classification, different level means of
actualization and marking of intertext in sermons
in English, and also definition of features of
semantic transformation and functional purpose
of different types of intertext in the recipient text
were revealed; at the fourth stage, the sources of
intertextuality identified and systematized in the
previous stages of the study were divided into
nuclear, near-peripheral and far-peripheral; at the
fifth stage, the functions of intertextuality in the
English-speaking  Orthodox sermon  were
determined in view of the compositional-
structural, semantic, pragmatic, linguistic and
cultural and other aspects.
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