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The work offers joint cognitive semantic and interdiscursive approach to the religious phenomenon of baptism,
particularly the prime participant of situation of baptism — godfather. The lexical unit godfather is a core of investigation
according to its unique and original genesis regarding its meanings within the situation of baptism, post-baptism period,
and its application in other spheres of human activity. The unit evokes structures relating to BAPTISM gestalt, the cognitive
area uniting information on baptism ritual, its pre, and post stages. The latter is analyzed regarding its cognitive and
situational representation through sequential frame, semantic, and definitive analysis in terms of onomasiological and
semasiological interpretations. The action frame structure is selected as a “container” of organized information about
events, participants, and the actions connected with situation of baptism in general and godfather in particular. The issue of
opposite “motions” of meanings is translated through cognitive images of nominative unit godfather and is researched with
respect to the unit's cognitive structures evoked by its inderdiscursive objectivations. The scientific platform ScienceDirect
and the mass-media (cinematography) are viewed as the potential sources of overlapping discourses and are regarded
as valuable interdiscursive spaces, which include various crystallizations developed by investigated nominative unit.
The “motions” of godfather lexical unit are verbalized via interdiscursive explications of its meanings and are interpreted
through action frame structural images. The paper includes the discussion of opposed direction “motions” demonstrated
by interdiscursive crystallizations of meanings the nominative unit godfather actualizes. The investigated meanings in their
turn are analyzed in terms of cognitive images constructing new situations evoked by them. Additionally, the investigation
outlines the presumable linguistic and extra linguistic factors influencing the opposed “motion” processes declared. The
notion of "hollywoodization” is mentioned as one having direct impact on the “motion” revealed.

Key words: baptism, action frame, gestalt, interdiscursivity, cognitive semantics.
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Y pobomi 3anporoHosaHo 06’edHaHHS KOZHIMUBHO-CeMaHmMU4YHo20 ma iHmepoucKypcusHo2o nidxodie Ao aHanisy peni-
2ilIH020 (heHOMeHY XpeleHHs!, a came 00 0OHO20 3 20MMOBHUX Y4YaCHUKI8 cumyauii XpeuweHHs1 — xpeuwjeHo2o bambka. Jlek-
Cu4Ha 00UHUUST «xpeuieHull bambKo» € S0poM O0CiOKeHHs 3a80sKU Ii' YHiKanbHUM 0cobnueocmsM i NnepeuHHo perieit-
HOMY MOXOOXeHH!I0, Wo midmeepdxyembcs i 3Ha4eHHAMU Mid Yac i nicns cumyauii XpeweHHs U y npoueci 3acmocysaHHs1
8 IHwux chepax modcuKoi dignbHocmi. s HoMiHamueHa 0OUHUUS akmusye cmpyKmypu, Wo Hanexams 00 2ewmarnsmy
XPELILEHHS, koeHimusHoI 2any3i, kompa 06°€0Hye iHgbopMaUio rMpo cam pumyarn XpeweHHs, tioeo do- ma nicrspumyarnbHi
cmadii. OcmaHHi 00CridXyrombCsl 8 MeXax iX Ko2HimueHoi ma cumyamuegHoi 06’ekmueauiti 3a O0MOMO20K 104epP208020
¢hpelimosozo, ceMaHmMU4YHO20 U OehiHimuUBHO20 aHasisig i3 3acmocy8aHHM OHOMAcioo2iYHOI ma cemMacionoaiyHoi iHmep-
npemayjit. Cmpykmypa akuioHarbHo20 ¢hpeliMy obpaHa K «KOHMeUHEP» opaaHi3oeaHoi iHghopmauii npo nodii, yyacHukie
ma Qii, noe’a3aHi i3 cumyauieto XpeuleHHs 3a2anom i xpelweHum 6amskom 30kpema. LJocridxeHHs: posKpueae numaHHs rnpo-
MUCMasnEeHHs «pyxie», 3aK000B8aHUX y 3HaYEHHSIX IEKCUYHOI 0OUHULI «xpeweHuli bambKoy i pempaHcibogaHux 3a 00ro-
Mo201t0 ¢hpelimosux KoeHImusHUX cmpykmyp. Haykosa nnamegbopma ScienceDirect i 3acobu Macoegoi iHgbopmauii (KiHemamo-
epacpisi) po3ansdarombcs K MOMeHUilHI xeperna HaknadaHHs OUCKYPCI8 | PO3UiHIOIOMbCS SK IHMEPAUCKYPCUBHI Mpocmopu,
Wwo micmsimb pisHOMaHIMHI Kpucmarniauii 3Ha4eHb, pO38UHYMUX HOMIHamMUBHUMU 0OUHUYUAMU. «Pyxu» HoMiHamueHoI 0du-
3a 0oMoMo20K Hao4HUX Modenell akyjoHanbHo20 ¢hpelimy. [paus Micmumb MIPKy8aHHSI CMOCOBHO MPUYUH 8UHUKHEHHSI
NPOMUIIEXHO HarpaseHux «pPyxigy, KpUCmarniogaHux 3Ha4eHHAMU, Kompi akmyanisye HoMiHamueHa 0OUHUUS «XpelyeHul
6ambKo» 8 pi3HUX munax OUCKYpCy. YKka3aHi 3Ha4eHHsI, y C80H0 Yepeay, aHanisyrombCs 8 mepMiHax imocmpauii KoeHImueHUX
cmpykmyp, Wo CmpyKmypyomsCsl Yepe3 anernbosaHi HuMu cumyaujii. Takox A0c/iOxXeHHs OKPECITOe UMOBIPHI MiH28iCMUYHI
U HeniHegicmuyYHi chakmopu, W0 8rueamp Ha Hasi8HICMb NPOMUIIEXHUX pyXie, onucaHux suwe. [oHamms «aonigydu-
3ayisi» 3a3HadyeHe siKk 00UH I3 YUHHUKIG, skul 30IUCHIOE MpsMUU 8Mu8 Ha 8CMaHOBMEHI MPOUECU «PyXy».

KntovoBi cnoBa: xpeLleHHs, akLioHanbHUM penm, relutansT, iIHTEPANCKYPCUBHICTb, KOMHITMBHA CEMaHTMKa.
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1. Introduction

The 21 century is time of speed and digital
power over everyone, consequently motion is
everywhere, moreover it is the norm of life. While
tendency is being transparent in human activities
and language stops being an exception. Loads
of information elicited in the global network
construct interdiscursive reality by a single click
of a computer mouse. As the result, modern time
information, perceived through lexical units, gets
stored in the form of cognitive structures faster than
ever before. In fact, the process is nothing else but
an extreme expending of already existing concepts
or gestalts that upbuilds the cognitive worldview by
crystallization of additional meanings to the notions
recorded by the mentioned cognitive entities. It
is hypothesized that gestalts being media for
meaning-surface form correlation (Lakoff 1981, p.
354) get continuously extended and complicated
in terms of limitless branching creating new
opportunities for already existing notions. The aim
of the study is to explicate the characteristics gained
via interdiscursive realization of “godfather” lexical
unit. The objectives of the work are: 1) to elaborate
the cognitive-semantic situational representation
of GODFATHER; 2) to illustrate the motion in
cognitive area through building up of interdiscursive
connections; 3) to explore the brightest tendencies
of interdiscursive realization of GODFATHER.
The basic methods of investigation overrun the
composition of onomasiological and semasiological
investigation platforms. The onomasiological
principle relies upon prior situational representation
of a phenomenon switching to its cognitive
and semantic image (Croft, 2004). Whereas
semasiological approach presupposes the elements
of semantic analysis with respect to the situational
realization. Also, contextual and discourse analyses
are among the methods applied in the paper.

Religion and related phenomena can hardly
lose their popularity since religion possesses the
characteristics of social regulator (Cipriani, 2002).
There is a number of modern interdisciplinary
studies related to religion offered by sociologists,
economics, law, anthropology, psychology.
Linguistic studies of ritual, conducted by cross-
disciplinary scientists R.N. McCauley and E.Th.
Lawson and a discourse researcher A.C. Cipriani
(Cipriani, 2002) address verbal aspect of ritual,
thus its participants such as godfather still remain
uncovered.

2. Cognitive-semantic
GODFATHER

The religious discourse can be characterized
as one of the most rigid in terms of flexibility
and alterations since it is strictly regulated by

image of

norms/canons and undermined by Holy Writ.
But the rigidness of religious discourse can be
argued based on the example of ritual of baptism
analysis. The growth of 'BAPTISM' gestalt can
serve as an example. Gestalt 'BAPTISM' is
represented through the situation of the religious
ritual under the same name. Being a situationally
preconditioned it is enclosed by the action frame
(Zhabotynska, 2010) scheme due to the fact that
it 1s applied for description of dynamic events
and presupposes the particular participants' set.
The dynamics arises from strict sequence of
procedures necessary for both a candidate for
baptism and a godparents (godfather/ godmother)
to undergo in order for the first to be accepted as
a true member of a religious group. The number
of participants is preconditioned by the church
canons and should include at least four people
(Kuhrt 1987): a priest, a godfather, godmother,
and a candidate for baptism. The frame serving a
situation of baptism is: WHO Agent (a priest) —
ACTS (baptizes) — WHO Patient (a candidate for
baptism). The participants of 'baptism' situation
in their turn get further represented via cognitive
structures describing AGENTS, ACTIONS,
PATIENT. All three are viewed as subordinate
(sub frames) groups belonging to superior frame
'BAPTISM'. The attention of the paper is focused
specifically on sub frame group AGENTS that
introduces the persons who perform actions
towards a candidate during baptism ritual. The
first example: action sub frame 'Priest': WHO (a
person) — ACTS (immerses into/sprinkles with
water) — PATIENT (a candidate for baptism). The
above mentioned cognitive structures contain the
knowledge on the situation of baptism, but they are
not to be entitled as evoked frames when it comes
to mentioning of lexical units under the same
name. Since evoked frame structure is based on
the previous knowledge on the situation (Fillmore,
1982: 20), the lexical unit godfather is to evoke
the action frame 'Godfather' or 'Godmother' —
WHO (a person) — ACTS (a — acts on behalf of
a candidate for baptism; b — is responsible for
Christian conduct of a future member of the
Christ's church) -- PATIENT (a candidate for
baptism) who specifically pertains to BAPTISM
gestalt referring to person appointed by God to
help the new Christian grow in the knowledge
and love of God, and in their responsibilities as
members of the Church. By contrast, action frame
'Priest' has larger scope of functioning and thus
owns the possibility to be evoked with gestalts
like MARRIAGE, FUNERALS, and other
which include the performance of person acting
in the name of God (a priest). Consequently,
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action frame 'Priest' does not primarily activate
'BAPTISM' gestalt. Thus, during the situation of
baptism godfather as one of its basic participants,
primarily pertaining to gestalt BAPTISM (that is
undermined by the content of action frame under
the same name) undertakes the responsibilities:
to teach, to support, to accompany in faith and
Christian life his godchild (Dunaievska, 2015:
29-32). These obligations have been postulated
by Christian Church for centuries and as the
result are the part of worldview of every baptized
person. Moreover, the previously mentioned
functions of godfather in respect to his godchild
are supposed to facilitate and support the steady
progression or "motion" of a newly baptized
towards Christian life. The motion is launched
by the ritual of baptism and has a life-long effect.
The latter can be depicted through the following

figure (figure 1).

WHO
[godfather] -
ACTS
[teaches/helps/s
upports] —
WHO
[godchild]

Post-ritual period

WHO (candidate for
baptism) ACTS (dies)
WHAT
(sin/devil/darkness)

e —

Ritual part the of
situation of baptism

Fig. 1. Motions depicted by action frames “Candidate
for Baptism” and “Godfather”

Figure 1 describes two opposite types of
motions based on semasiological interpretation
of the action frames' structures. The fist type is
dark-coloured and takes place during the ritual
of baptism. This motion 1is strictly directed
downwards that symbolizes the death for original
sin. The second type of motion is caused by the
ritual of baptism, continues through the whole
life of a newly baptised and is secured by a
godfather or godmother.

3. GODFATHER through the prism of
interdiscursivity

The further investigation of GODFATHER
motion requires the expending of the discursive
edges that means entering interdiscursive space
(Fairclough, 1992; Fairclough, 2010; Jianguo,
2011). The latter, being treated as the scope
where various types of discourses overlap and
coexist, is a potential 'manufacturer' that launches
previously undetected meanings of lexemes

stemming from definite kind of discourse they are
supposed to originally belong to. ScienceDirect
platform, particularly the articles in open
access (preferably year 2018) and mass-media
(cinematography) scope are selected to illustrate
the examples of a areas with characteristics of
intersecting numerous discourses and, as the
result, they can be utilized as the interdiscursive
areas.

Thelexicalunitgodfather within ScienceDirect
platform is applied in four works. The meanings,
the lexeme under investigation is used with, are:

Ecology Discourse: 1) A very powerful
person: “The godfather is a very high-level
person with limited involvement, but who is very
powerful (such as a CEO)”. This example of
usage evokes the action frame: WHO (godfather)
-- ACTS (enjoys power over) — WHO (people/
employees); 2) High level person: “... the
‘godfather’ of innovation”. The meaning evokes
the action frame: WHO (godfather) — ACTS
(holds) — WHAT (high position).

Transport Discourse: 3) An initiator and
founder in: “.. the Saudi Vision 2030 was
presented by the godfather of the vision Prince
Mohammed bin Salman ...”

Medical Discourse: An initiator and founder
“The chemist Alexander Shulgin, is sometimes
called the 'godfather of psychedelics'...”

Political’ HR Discourses: An initiator and
founder “Echoing the godfather of PR, Edward
Bernays ..” The meanings the lexical unit
godfather is used in extracts of transport, medical,
political, and HR discourse evoke action frame:
WHO (godfather) — ACTS (founds/establishes/

launches) — WHAT (method/institution/
settlement/trend/project).
Concerning the results obtained from

interdiscursive environment created by Ecology,
Transport, Medical, Political and HR Discourses
fixed in ScienceDirect platform, three meanings of
godfather were elicited. The point that all of them
differ from those meaning gained by the same
lexical unit in Religious Discourse implies the
fact that they all are quite atypical for BAPTISM
gestalt. The first cognitive structure is: WHO (a
person) — ACTS (has/enjoys) — WHAT (power);
the second one is described as: WHO (a person) —
ACTS (holds) — WHAT (high position); the third
one WHO (aperson) —ACTS (initiates/founds) —
WHAT (method, science branch, institution etc.).
These situations, actions, and their participants
have nothing in common with baptism ritual,
support, and Christian education of a godchild.
To add more, the application of nominative unit
godfather with the meaning of a very powerful
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1) WHO
(godfather) - ACTS
(heads) - WHO
(criminals)

2) WHO
(godfather) - ACTS
(spreads/supports)

- WHAT
(crime)

T

WHO
(godfather)
- ACTS -
(teaches/hel
ps/supports)
-WHO
(godchild)

ass-
edia
discol

~

WHO
(candidate for
baptism) — ACTS —
(is born for) - WHO
(Devi, sin, darkness)

WHO (candidate for
baptism) — ACTS (dies)
WHAT - (sin/
devil/darkness)

Original cognitive image of
godfather

"Hollywoodized" cognitive
image of godfather

frame structures have been launched
due to interdiscursive usage of the
nominative unit godfather. The polarity
of meanings developed by nominative
unit godfather in Discourses of Religion
and Cinematography is becoming
more and more popular among EFL
(English as Foreign Language) users
due to the authentic English version of
F.F. Coppola Trilogy “The Godfather”,
moreover, nominative unit godfather
is becoming admired by gamers
and alcohol consumers due to “The
Godfather” video game and a cocktail
“The Godfather”, which have been

Fig. 2. “Twisted” motions of godfather

person and high level person in fragment from
Ecological Discourse illustrates the tendency
of already functioning as a branch term. The
latter postulates the rigid position of lexical unit
godfather to become multidisciplinary term.

To add more, the mass media, being the one
of the most effective scopes for interdiscursive
space, offers the fourth meaning explicated by
the lexical unit godfather:

Political Discourse

A person with criminal background / mafia
boss: “The man once dabbed the Godfather
of Kremlin had become a shadow of his
former self ” (The Sunday Times, 2015). The
meaning evokes the action frames: 1) WHO
(godfather) — ACTS (heads) — WHO (criminals)
or 2) WHO (godfather) — ACTS (spreads/
supports) — WHAT (crime). The frame corresponds
the situation opposite to that evoked by frame WHO
(godfather) — ACTS (teaches/helps / supports) —
WHO (godchild). These two polar processes can be
depicted through the following figure (figure 2).

Figure 2 depicts the processes explicated
by the spread of nominative unit godfather
into Discourse of Cinematography and
the consequences of the lexeme being
“hollywoodized” or “adapting (a story or series
of events) so as to conform to the supposed norms
of a typical Hollywood film, especially in respect
of being unrealistically glamorous, exciting, or
simplistic”. The latter refers to the process of using
the original godfather's role performed during
the ritual of baptism and continued throughout
his life as the “container” or “skeleton” for
enclosing the negative characteristics, causing
diverse effect totally opposed to that created
by baptism ritual. Furthermore, two contrasting

accelerating popularity since 1970s.
These facts point at the universal
tendency of English vocabulary corpus
to possess the feature of crystallizing
meanings often quite different or even not peculiar
to those primary ones and the religious sphere as
an appealing to sacral and spiritual issues is not
an exclusion. The latter can be supported based
on the example of godfather nominative unit
online definitions review (figure 3).

Only 31% of researched 29 definitions
retrieved from online open access platform
One Look Dictionary Search of nominative unit
godfather don’t explicate those altered by “The
Godfather” characteristics of a person as one with
criminal past; having criminal record; referring
to a criminal word; connected with crime and
mafia circles etc. The remaining 79% (definitions
marked with red colour) contain the traits of “7he
Godfather” main character.

4. Conclusions

To sum it up, the fact that the lexis primarily
circulating within one type of discourse is able
to expand the scope of its cognitive area fixed
in definite gestalt gives the opportunity to view
the process of continuous motion of the cognitive
worldview using cyberspace, interdiscursive
environment, semantic abilities of lexis as
the effective “vehicles” for conquering new
territories. The process is rather transparent and
vast. Due to some extra linguistic factors (e.g.
Hollywood industry) the processes of motion
in different or even opposed directions are
developed. The latter are so forceful that even
the conflict of values (illustrated by opposed
traits reflected by cognitive images from figure
2) cannot prevent them from development and
gaining success and popularity. Since the process
turns to be fixed by dictionaries, the aiding factors
of godfather's motion are prioritized among the
options for future research directions, owing
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modfather Marram-Wabster.com [home, infg]

......... e L Nk e [ Freame aa
godfather: American Heritage Dictionary of the English Languaze [home, infal
sodfather: Collins English Dictionary [home, infa]
modfather: Vacshulary com [home, infal
modfather: Macmillan Dictionary [home, infal
Godfather, modfather, the-modfaths nm hame, infal
godfather: Cambridge Advanced Leamer's Dictionary [home. infz]

Godfathe r: Wiktion, home, infaol

godfather: Webster's New Warld College Dictionary, 4th Ed. [home, infol
gadfather: The Waordsmyth English Dictionary-Thesaurus [home, infs]
modfathe r:mnkﬁunzy haome, infal

Godfather, modfather, the modfather: Dictionary.com [home. infal
modfathar: IJh:lzL'mﬂa Enghish Dictionary [home, info]

godfather: Cambridge Dictionary of American English [home. infa]

Godfather: Onlne Plain Text English Dictionary [home, infol
godfather: Webster's Revised Unabridged. 1913 Edition [home, infal
gaedfather: Bhvmezans [home. infs]

modfather: AllWords com Multi-Lingual Dictionary [home, infal
modfather: Webster's 1828 Dictionary [home, infal

Godfather: Dictionary of Phrase= and Fable {1898} [home. infg]
godfather: Fre= Dictionary [home. infz]

godfather: Mnemanic Dictionary [home. infol
Edfﬂh:r:%"ﬁu ating Dictionany/ Thesaurus [home, infal
sodfather: Dictionarythesawrus [home, infa]

modfather: anline medical dictionary [home. infa
zo-dfather: Urban Dictionary [homa. infa]

Godfather Wle album], Godfather {album]. Godfather {band], Godfather cu:h.:ll Godfather dls.:mb muation Gu-df.:ther1rruwe Godfather
[soundtrack] ather. The rath-er [fairy tal = ather rather [hlm s=res] ather [nowe = father

{scundtrack] Th-: Godfather {wrestler], The Godfather, The godfather: '\'l"lup-:dla,.th: Fres Enc.'clup-:dla ha-rne infa]

Godfather |disambizuation|, Godfather {film], The Godfather | disambizuation ], modfather: Encyclapadia [haome, infal

Onel.ook

Dictionary Search

Fig. 3. One Look Dictionary Search Results on godfather lexeme

to the fact that the lexeme's future total loss of
connection with Religious Discourse appears to
be quite a presumable outcome.
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