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Abstract

This article examines the cognitive features of the power frame in A. Pushkin’s historical
tragedy “Boris Godunov”. The study of linguistic frames has been of significant interest to
many linguists; nonetheless, there is still a noticeable lack of academic research on the subject.
The author of this study intends to clarify the definition of frame by considering numerous
approaches defining this term in contemporary research. Pushkin’s closet play is dedicated
to the period of Boris Godunov’s reign (1598-1605) and False Dmitry I’s invasion. In this
play, Pushkin depicts a realistic embodiment of the characters’ images, with one of the main
topics raised in the tragedy involving the question of power and the person. According to
Pushkin, any power is violence, and therefore evil.

The theme of the legitimate monarch’s overthrow and the usurpation of power is central to
the work, with the motive for the usurpation of power presented from the usurper’s point of
view, thereby adding complexity and humanity to the villain’s actions.

This study aims to identify the ways of implementing the cognitive framing of power within
the work, especially by examining Boris’ soliloquy, one of the play’s most iconic scenes.
The author integrates different research approaches in order to apply an integrative approach
to the study of literary discourse, combining methods of both cognitive linguistics and
discourse analysis throughout the work. This study distinguishes the features of the power
frame (its use and implementation) and shows that this linguistic frame is indeed the leading
one. It also presents the main character’s dominant personality type based on Renaissance
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dualisms. Finally, this study analyzes conditionally-designated nominations of slots in Tsar
Boris soliloquy from the standpoint of Machiavellian ideas.

Keywords

Frame, power, semantic field, slot, historical tragedy, soliloquy, cognitive discourse.

DOI: 10.21684/2411-197X-2018-4-4-26-40

Introduction

This article is devoted to the study of the power frame, namely its use and implementation
in the historical tragedy “Boris Godunov”’, written by Alexander Pushkin. The relevance
of'this work is made clear by the close attention of contemporary linguistics to the notion
of frame. The affirmation of this notion in research denotes a new degree in comprehending
the ways and features of language, consciousness, cultural interaction, and, consequently,
new aspects of linguistics, cognitive science, cultural studies, psychology, and
philosophical relations. Marvin Minsky introduced the notion of frame in terms of
artificial intelligence — a static informational structure of data that is necessary for a
stereotypical representation of a given situation. Later, frame has found application in
cognitive linguistics denoting a specific structure of human knowledge about stereotypical
situations that are stored in the mind and represent the human experience.

Frame has been of interest to many linguists, such as N. Belozerova, T. van Dijk,
E. Kubryakova, G. Lakoff, M. Proskuryakov, 1. Tarasova, and C. Fillmore. However,
the notion of frame is still not fully comprehended in contemporary research. This
study aims to describe in detail the essence of the power frame and show its value
and use in fiction, which determines the novelty of our work.

The main goal of this work is to identify ways of implementing the power frame
through the example of A. Pushkin’s “Boris Godunov”. To achieve this goal, the
following objectives were set:

1. To identify, review, and summarize the existing points of view on the definition

of frame in linguistics.

2. To determine the notional component of the power frame.

3. To identify and examine the power frame implementation features in A. Push-

kin’s “Boris Godunov”.

Literature Review

Frame is one of the central categories of cognitive linguistics, a relatively new
cognitive science that examines the nature and essence of knowledge and cognition.

This study focuses on the notion of frame essence as well as its development in
linguistic research and also discusses various concepts that relate directly to this notion
in cognitive linguistics. For a broader review, we studied various authoritative sources,
which include “A Framework for Representing Knowledge” by M. Minsky, “Frames
and the Semantics of Understanding” by C. Fillmore, “Language. Cognition. Commu-
nication” by T. A. van Dijk, “The Conceptual Structure of Text” by M. Proskuryakova,
“The Discourse of Power and the Locus Category” by N. Belozerova, and others.
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According to N. Boldyrev, linguistic meanings can transmit only a part of knowl-
edge about the world, and most of the knowledge is in our mind in the form of concepts
(mental structures). They tend to change their characteristics constantly depending
on their complexity and abstractness. As such, the characteristics changing requires
new ways of verbalization [2].

Researchers in the field of cognitive linguistics argue that there are certain cog-
nitive structures or blocks of knowledge behind word meanings that actually provide
words understanding. Scholars have called these a number of names: cognitive con-
texts; Gilles Fauconnier and George Lakoff refer to these as mental spaces; Charles
Fillmore called them frames. Nevertheless, it is well agreed that knowledge is organ-
ized through structural cognitive models [4, 5, 9].

The term frame came to linguistics from the field of IT and spread widely in the
1970s. In a broad sense, a frame is a framework, a cell, a stable cognitive structure,
an image containing information. At about the same time, Marvin Minsky introduced
the term frame into linguistics. It denoted the structure of knowledge in perceiving
spatial scenes and representing stereotypical situations [10, p. 19].

The Concise Dictionary of Cognitive Terms defines frame as a unit of knowledge
organized around a certain notion, but unlike associations, containing data on the
essential, the typical, and the possible for this notion. Frame, as a rule, has a more or
less conventional nature and therefore helps to specify what is distinctive and typical
in a certain culture [8, p. 90].

In cognitive linguistics, a frame is a way of reflecting the structure and content
of a concept. Slots clarify the content of the frame, including some aspect of its con-
cretization. The use of this term in cognitive linguistics is due to the fact that rapidly
increasing streams of language information in the form of electronic sources require
the creation of automated word processing systems in order to retrieve semantic in-
formation from texts according to predetermined parameters.

Fillmore described frame as a group of words, which is studied as a whole. Fur-
thermore, in order to determine the meaning of a word of the group, it is important
to know the meanings of all the words of this group. That is, the frame forms a special
organization of knowledge, a prerequisite for our ability to comprehend closely-re-
lated words [5, p. 58]. Slots are the frame components in the representation of knowl-
edge. They characterize some property or connection of the concepts or objects de-
scribed by the frame, in turn being the elements of the situation that include some
part of the frame.

Teun A. van Dijk defines frame as a unit of knowledge organized around a certain
concept, containing basic, typical, and potentially possible information that is asso-
ciated with a particular concept [3, p. 71].

Some scientists consider frame not just a type of concept but a form of its mental
representation, that is, a conceptual structure, a unit of mental space [12]. Thus, frame
is one of the concept’s mental representation ways — by referring to the conceptual
area in which this concept is interpreted. Other linguists interpret frame not as a con-
cept, but as a higher-level cognitive structure, a type of interaction between concepts,
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as a way of organizing the mental space [14]. Thus, the use of a frame structure fa-
cilitates the analyzing language material task. In addition, it makes it possible to
systematize and examine with more detail the individual units that make up a slot
included in the structure of this model. Frames are directly involved in the process of
speech communication attracting the extralinguistic knowledge about the world,
contained in them.

It is worth noting that not much attention is paid to the question of the frame and
field ratio (lexical, semantic, conceptual). The semantics of frames considers the set
of interpretation frames as alternative ways of seeing things. The differences are de-
termined by where the search for a structure is concentrated — in the language system
or outside it [5, p. 61].

Irina Tarasova also points out the main differences between a semantic field and
a frame. Frame is a more rigid structure that reflects typical connections in typical
situations, while field is an associative-specific structure but also individual-specific.
Frame’s integrative principle is situational proximity; associative-semantic proximi-
ty is the integrative principle in the field. The structural organization of a frame assumes
the presence of nodes (slots); and in a field — the core, the center, and the periphery,
the boundaries between which are very vague and mobile.

As Tarasova notes, when comparing frame and conceptual field as different types
of cognitive structures, it is the degree of typicality (or individuality) of associations,
their rational (or emotional) character that can become the boundary that marks the
frame and field formations [14].

Thus, the frame structure plays an important role in the analysis of linguistic
material, since its use makes it possible to systematize and consider in more detail
the individual units that make up one or another slot included in the structure of this
model. Frames attract the extra-linguistic knowledge about the world contained in
them, directly participating in the process of speech communication.

Methods

The study of the multidimensional nature of discourse is still under development. This
is made evident by the variety of research methods employed within discourse study
as well as relative uncertainty concerning its criteria and characteristics. Thus, it is
necessary to integrate different research approaches — to apply an integrative approach
to the study of discourse that combines methods of both cognitive linguistics and
discourse analysis.

Cognitive discourse analysis is a form of analysis that can affect any statement
(verbal or non-verbal) aimed at communication with another person. The statement
itself refers the speaker to a particular social group, as its specific expression of thought
implies a focus on using language in a particular social context. In “Boris Godunov”,
the role of such social utterance is played by political utterance or political discourse
as a whole [13, p. 63].

Steps of the research process:

— Identification of a problem.
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— Review of relevant literature, definitions of terms and concepts, and clarifi-
cation of the problem.

— Extraction of textual and extra-textual information about the discursive situ-
ation, such as historical and idiosyncratic text creation conditions.

— Identification and discursive interpretation of the power frame that serves to
convey the semantic content of the text.

— Semantization of language units objectified in the text.

— Establishment of a semantic variation of a statement in which lexemes and
phraseological combinations entering into lexical and phraseological config-
urations participate in a variety of semantic increments that reflect the opinions
and values of the character.

— Creation of a holistic understanding of the analyzed discourse fragment.

Results

The communicative function of Alexander Pushkin’s historical tragedy “Boris Go-
dunov” is determined by the content of two interrelated parameters of Roman Jakob-
son’s functional model: context category content and author category content [6]. The
semantic core of the sum of these parameters includes:

1) historical context: the historical period of the tragedy creation associated with
the events related to the emotional arousal of some social communities and
individuals influencing the political situation and the active formation of new
political views in society, such as the Decembrist revolt;

2) A. Pushkin’s belonging to the synthetic (more metonymic) type of authors;

3) a dual intertextual basis of the tragedy that includes Shakespeare’s historical
tragedies, on the one hand, and the relevant parts of N. Karamzin’s work ““His-
tory of the Russian State”, on the other.

Alexander Pushkin’s closet play (not intended to be performed onstage) “Boris
Godunov”, written in 1825, was influenced by Nikolay Karamzin’s “History of the
Russian State” (1816-1826), a multivolume national history that chronicled Russia
from ancient times to the reign of Ivan the Terrible and the Time of Troubles [7].

Although, Karamzin’s work was not the first fictional interpretation of Russian
history, it was a work that made history more broadly accessible for the public. Fur-
thermore, it contributed greatly to the formation of national self-consciousness due
to its high literary merits and the author’s scholarly scrupulousness [11].

Pushkin’s full-length (twenty-three scenes) play in verse is dedicated to the peri-
od of Boris Godunov’s reign from 1598 to 1605 and False Dmitry I’s invasion. The
author used for the story a popular rumor that Ivan the Terrible’s 8 year-old son and
heir to the throne Cesarevich Dmitry was murdered, allegedly on Boris Godunov’s
order. That, however, has not been historically confirmed. It is also important to note
that the tragedy was written in imitation of Shakespeare’s historical chronicles main-
ly in a blank verse and with a few prosaic scenes. Pushkin’s wide interest in foreign
literature and his appreciation of Shakespeare influenced his work, though, without
changing his own style.
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In this play, Pushkin depicted a realistic embodiment of the characters’ images,
with one of the main topics raised in the tragedy being the question of power and the
person. According to Pushkin, any power is violence, and therefore evil.

In the political tragedy “Boris Godunov”, the theme of the legitimate monarch’s
overthrow and the usurpation of power is central to the work, with the motive for the
usurpation of power presented from the usurper’s point of view. One of the play’s
most iconic scenes begins with Boris’s soliloquy, a monologue that denotes the solo
utterance and reveals the character’s inner thoughts and feelings to the audience. In
this scene, Boris Godunov is able to reflect frankly on his position, intensifying the
dramatic effect of the character’s private thoughts, reflections, and transmission of
motives.

Boris Godunov’s dominant type is based on Renaissance dualism, and the char-
acter is showed from two sides — a Renaissance humanist and the ruler with an
unrelenting thirst for power. The following opposition appears in Fig. 1.

HUMANIST &———> POWER-HUNGRY RULER

Fig. 1. Godunov’s Dominant Type Puc. 1. Tunonoruueckas nomuHanta b. [ogyHoBa

Turning to the political metaphor in the tragedy where the usurper is dualistic, we
can see that it goes to the following slots: life, mental illness, bodily disease, econom-
ic activity, love, people, family, nature, immature peace, death, poison. It is worth
noting that such fields as economic activity, nature, and poison are the concepts of
the Renaissance episteme.

First of all, the text of the monologue presents Boris Godunov’s standpoint and,
directly, Pushkin’s attitude as well as the intertextual point of view of N. Karamz-
in. Boris Godunov speaks here as a ruler entrusted with the essential duties of
governing the state, the entity denoted as caring within Shakespeare’s plays. Con-
cerns of the state (its cares) under the management of the crown are elements of
the power discourse determining the burdens of the crown or, in this case, of Mono-
makh’s Cap [1]. However, it should be pointed out that Godunov is represented in
this scene as more than a politician — he is also a statesman with distinctly human
characteristics.

This monologue consists of parts that can be conditionally designated by the
following slot nominations; their relationship with the power frame can be represent-
ed in the form of a triangle (Fig. 2):

1) Godunov — a human,

2) Godunov — a statesman,

3) Godunov — a power-hungry ruler.

Going back to Shakespeare, a similar schema can be applied to the monologue of
one of his power-seeking characters, Richard Gloucester (“Richard III”).
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Human

Fig. 2. The Relation of the Slot Puc. 2. B3anMOCBs3b HOMHHAIINH
Nominations with the Power Frame CIIOTOB C (PPEHMOM «BIACTH

However, there are significant differences between the main motives of these two
historical tragedies and the typological dominants of their main characters. First and
foremost, this is due to the fact that the main idea of Machiavelli’s philosophy — the
idea that “the end justifies the means” according to which morality may be disregard-
ed in support of brute force for the sake of strengthening the state — becomes a clear,
if under-emphasized aspect of “Boris Godunov”. Unlike Gloucester, who plans villainy
outright, Godunov is tortured by his conscience.

So, we turn directly to the text. As already mentioned, the monologue can be
conditionally divided into three parts, in the first of which Boris Godunov appears as
a simple person, a man who is not free from ordinary feelings.

“JlocTur s BBICIIEH BIACTH;

[IecTo yx rox S HapCTBYIO CIIOKOMHO.

Ho cuactes Het Moeii ayie. He tak jin

MEI cMomoTy BITIOOIISIEMCS B alTaeM

VYr1ex mo0BH, HO TONBKO YTOIUM
CepmedHslii TI1al MTHOBEHHBIM 00JIaIaHbEM,
Vk, oxnajieB, cky4aeM u Tomumcst?” [15]

Pushkin suggests that power and reign are equivalent to such concepts as love,
soul, and [ife for Godunov: the first two lines emphasize that life and reign are indi-
visible for him. Then again, though, we see him as a human being who feels and
suffers. He speaks about his dear people whose troubles he is implacably blamed for
by others.

“B ceMbe MO€H 1 MHWJI HAWTH OTpafy,

51 10Yb MOXO MHMJI OCHACTIUBUTH OpaKoM —
Kax Oyps1, cMepTh YHOCHT KCHHXA...

U TyT MONBa TyKaBO HapeKaeT

BHHOBHUKOM J0UEpHETO BIOBCTBA

MeHs1, MeHsl, HecuacTHOro oTual..

Krto HE ymperT, s Bcex yOmidIa TaiHbIH:
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S ycxopun deonopa KOHUHHY,

51 oTpaBuII CBOIO CECTPY LApUILY,
MoOHaxHHIO CMUPEHHYIO... Bce 5!

Ax! 4yBCTBYIO: HUYITO HE MOXKET Hac
Cpeau MUPCKUX Tedajield yCIOKOUTD;
Huuro, HUUTO... €1MHA pa3Be COBECTbD.
Tak, 31paBasi, OHa BOCTOP)KECTBYET

Hapn 3100010, Haj TeMHOM KiieBeTor” [15].

In this part of the monologue, the following opposition can be clearly discernible
(Fig. 3):

RULER  e— PEOPLE

Fig. 3. The Ruler and the People Opposition Puc. 3. Onmnosuiiys mpaBUTEIIb/HAPO.

However, it is better disclosed in the second part of the monologue:

“HampacHo MHE KyJ€CHUKH CYJISIT

JlHu nonrue, AHYU BIACTH OE3MATEKHON —
Hu Bnacth, HM ®U3Hb MEHS HE BECEJIAT;
IIpenuyBCcTBYI0 HEOECHBIH TPOM U TOPE.
MHe cuacThed HeT. S gyman cBOoW Hapox
B noBonbcTBHN, BO ClIABE YCIIOKOUTD,
HlenporaMu T1000BB €r0 CHUCKATH —
Ho otnoxun mycroe noneyeHse:
JKuBast BnacTb 1711 UepHU HEHABUCTHA,
OHH TH0OUTH YMEIOT TOJIBKO MEPTBBIX.
be3yMHBI MBI, KOT/1a HAPOIHBIN IIECK
Wb gpblii BOINTH TPEBOXKUT CepAlle Hate!
bor Hace1an Ha 3eMJII0 HaIlly IV1af,
Hapon 3aBbl, B My4eHBsIX OTHOAS;

S1 OTBOPMIT UM >KUTHHLBL, 5 371aTO
Pacceinar um, st UM ChICKal paboThl —
Onu x MeHs, 6eCHYSICh, TPOKJINHAH!
INosxapHbIii OTHB UX OMBI UCTPEOHI,

51 BBICTPOMIT UM HOBBIE JKUJIUILA.

OH# K MEHS IOKapOM yIpeKau!

Bort vepHu cy: uiy x ee moosu” [15].

Boris Godunov enumerates a string of tragic events for which the people blame
him. Here, his real attitude and intentions towards the people and his true aspirations
become clear: “S qyman cBoii Hapox / B 1oBoibCcTBHH, BO ci1aBe YCIIOKOUTH...” . This
part of Boris’s soliloquy reveals an important isotopy — the recurrent sequence of
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semantic features in the text, the sources of which we find in the IX-X volumes of
Nikolay Karamzin’s work, “The History of the Russian State”, expressed by the words:
“The people scream, then do not speak” (“Hapox 1o KpruuT, TO 6€3MOIBCTBYET”).

The phrase “nHapox 6e3monsctByet” ends Pushkin’s tragedy “Boris Godunov”.
We can also find it repeated in Karamzin’s descriptions of the most important turning
points in Russian history. With the consistency of a formula, the famous phrase goes
from a volume to another. It appears in different contexts and gradually becomes the
bearer of the essential meaning, the quintessence of the Russian Middle Ages history.

However, the historian does not interpret silence as a sign of the people’s obedi-
ence, humility, and non-resistance. We can see that the meaning of the idea is com-
pletely different. People’s silence is a sign of secret and always dangerous hatred to
obdurate rulers.

An irrefutable proof of the strong connection between the historical works of
Pushkin and Karamzin can also be the fact that the first edition of “Boris Godunov”
comes out with a dedication: “To the Memory, Precious to Russians, of Nikolay
Mikhailovich Karamzin, this work, inspired by his Genius, is dedicated with rever-
ence and gratitude by A. Pushkin” (“/Iparouiennoit mis poccusiH namsitu Hukosast
MuxaiinoBnya Kapam3una ceil Tpy TeHHeM ero BJOXHOBJIEHHBIN ¢ 6J1aroroBeHueM
u OnarogapHoctuio nocesimaet A. [Tymkun”).

As for the first part of this isotopy — a repetition of a basic meaning seme — name-
ly “Hapon xpuunt”, it is perfectly expressed in the monologue through the following

EEINT3

metaphors: “HapomHBIH TUIECK”, “ApbIid BOIUIB, “Hapo[] 3aBBUT , “OHM K MEHS <...>
yrmpekanu’”’, “OHU K MEHs, OECHYSICH, MPOKIMHAIN , “depHH Cyd, ‘“KUBas BIACTh .
However, the opposition of the ruler/the people exists in the tragedy not sepa-

rately, but in a system that can be represented in the form of the following schema
(Fig. 4).

SITUATION ON THE
THRESHOLD OF THE
TIME OF TROUBLES

RULER/
PEOPLE

Fig. 4. The System of Powerful Forces Puc. 4. Cucrema BEKTOPOB BIACTH
in Godunov’s Monologue B MoHouore [omyHOBa
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Both the ruler and the people cannot overcome the confines of the Time of Trou-
bles, which undoubtedly impacted both sides. However, these two seemingly power-
ful forces end up under the exorable power of God’s divine justice.

The tsar accepts that God is the supreme power and judge, and that all is ultimate-
ly in his mighty hands. Realizing retribution, Godunov, more and more often, turns to
the theme of remorse that Pushkin presents in the third and final part of the soliloquy:

“Ho eciu B HEl eIMHOE IIATHO,

Enunoe, cnyyaitHo 3aBenocs,

Torga — Oena! kax s13BOM MOpPOBOIA

Jlyma cropurt, HaJIbeTCs CePALIE SITOM,

Kak MOJIOTKOM CTYYHT B yIIax ympex,

U Bce TOmHUT, U TOJIOBA KPYKUTCS,

W ManbuuKy KpOBaBbIE B IVIa3ax...

U pan Oexarp, 1a HEKy/Ia... YKacHO!

[a, *aJiok ToT, B KOM coBecTh Heuncra” [15].

Having sacrificed everything for power and crossed the line by committing crime,
Boris Godunov comes to the understanding that the supreme power remained for him
as before unattainable. God’s wrath, people’s revolt, and extreme gravity of the crime
prevail over him.

The examined material allows us to conclude that the power frame is dominant
within Boris Godunov’s monologue, thereby setting one of the main themes of the
play: the thirst for power for the benefit of the state.

Conclusion

In cognitive linguistics, frame is a model of an abstract image, the minimum possible
description of an object, phenomenon, event, situation, or process essence. Frame is
a way of reflecting the structure and content of concept. Slots clarify the content of
the frame including some aspect of its concretization.

When considering frame and semantic field as different types of cognitive struc-
tures, it becomes obvious that the boundary separating frame and field formations is
the degree of representativeness/individuality of associations and their rational/emo-
tional nature.

Frame is determined by the individual characteristics of the language personality
and the specificity of the encoded representation.

Frame structure plays an important role in the analysis of language material. It
makes it possible to systematize and consider in more detail the individual units that
make up a slot that is a part of this model’s structure.

Traditionally, power is considered among the most attractive and important of
social values to a person. That want explains why all human abilities are involved in
the struggle for power.

This article examined the power frame in Alexander Pushkin’s work “Boris Go-
dunov”, using the main character’s monologue as an example of its implementation.
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In this closet play, the central, metaphorically fixed theme of political tragedies — the
overthrow of the legitimate monarch and the usurpation of power — is displayed
clearly. The idea of usurpation forms the thematic core and is presented from the
usurper’s point of view revealing his real motives.

Tsar Boris’s dominant type is based on Renaissance dualism. Pushkin represents
this character as a humanist, a wise ruler who is not completely devoid of nobility
and mercy. At the same time, according to Pushkin, Godunov is a regicide with a lust
for power who stops at nothing, not even at the murder of the innocent child.

The work clearly traces the main idea of Machiavellianism: the end justifies the
means. However, neglecting the moral standards for the sake of strengthening the
state proves a fatal mistake for Godunov. Pushkin gives a clear definition: any power
is violence and therefore evil.

Thus, this study allows us to conclude that the power frame is the leading one in
Alexander Pushkin’s historical tragedy “Boris Godunov”, demonstrating that this
reoccurring frame has a significant presence in the writings of one of Russia’s most
prominent writers.
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®PEVIM BJIACTH> B IIPOVM3BEIEHNI
A. C. IIYIIIKMHA BOPHC TOYHOB-

CTapIINii peroaBaTens noapasaeneHus «O0meoopa3oBaTeIbHbIE TPOTPAMMBD),
AwmepukaHckuii yHUBepceuTeT B LleHTpansroit Asun (T. bumikex, Kuprimsus);
CTapIINii pernoaaBaTelb Kadeapsl HHOCTPAHHBIX S35IKOB M MEXKKYIBTYPHOMH
npoeccnoHaIbHON KOMMYHHKAINN €CTECTBEHHOHAYYHBIX HAIPABIICHHH,
WHCTHTYT conmanbHO-TyMaHUTApHBIX HayK,

TioMEHCKUI rocy1apcTBEHHbIN YHUBEPCUTET

e.a.lobanova@utmn.ru

AHHOTAIUA

CraTbsi MOCBSAIICHA MCCIICIOBAHUIO KOTHUTUBHBIX 0COOCHHOCTEH (peiiMa «BIacTh» Ha
Mmarepuaie ucropudeckoit Tpareauu A. C. Ilymkuna «bopuc ['ogyHOBY». ABTOp yTOUHSET
onpezenexue QpeiiMa, U3ydas MHOTOUHMCIICHHBIE TTOIXO/bI K Ne(DUHUIINK JaHHOTO TEPMH-
Ha. AKTyaHbHOCTL pa6OTLI ONPCACIIACTCA NMPUCTAJIbHBIM BHUMAHUEM K JTaHHOMY MOHATUIO
COBPEMEHHOH JIMHTBUCTUKH; YTBEPKICHNE MOHATUS «(DpeiimM» B Hayke 0003HAYaET HOBYIO
CTeTieHb B MOCTHKEHHWH CIIOCOOOB M 0COOGHHOCTEW B3aMMOJICHCTBUS SI3bIKA, COHAHUS 1
KYJBTYPBI, & CIEIOBATENbHO, i HOBBIE ACTICKTHI B3AUMOCBSI3U JIMHIBUCTHUKH C IPYTHMHU Ha-
ykamu. Tem He MeHee TTpo0eMbl peiiMa ocTaroTes elle He 10 KOHIa H3y4eHHbIMHU. JlaHHoe
HcCIeIoBaHKe MO3BOJISIET TIOPOOHO OMUCATh CYITHOCTh (hpeiiMa «BIACTh» U MOKA3aTh €ro
3HAaueHHE W HCTIOIB30BAHNE B XYH0KECTBEHHOM JIUTEPaType, 4eM U 00yCIIOBIeHa HOBU3HA
paboTsL. [Tpu BeITOMTHEHNH PaOOTHI OBLTH UCTIONB30BAHBI OOIIME METOJIBI HCCIIEIOBAHMUS Ha-
paay € HaCTHBIMU JIMHTBUCTUYCCKUMU METOJAMHU. HpI/IMeHeHI/Ie KOTHUTUBHO-JUCKYPCHUBHOI'O
aHaJIM3a M03BOJIIIO CYLIECTBEHHO PACHIMPHUTH ITyOUHY MOHUMaHHUs GpeiiMa «BIacThy, 10-
MHHHPYIOIIEro B HCTOpuueckoi Tparequu Ilymkuna. B paccmMaTprBaeMoM HCTOPUYECKOM
NPOU3BEACHUY NPECTABICHA LIEHTPAIbHAS TEMa MOMUTHYECKOM TpareAuu: CBEPKEHUE 3a-
KOHHOTO MOHapXa ¥ y3yprhaius BiacTu. MOTHB y3ypraluu BJIacTi 00pa3yeT TeMaTHIeCKoe

Hutuposanue: Jlobanosa E. A. @peiim «Bnacte» B mpousBeaeHud A. C. [Tymkuna «bopuc
T'omynosy» / E. A. JlobanoBa / BectHuk TroMEHCKOTO rocy1apcTBEHHOTO YHUBepcHuTeTa. ['yma-
HUTapHbIe HccaenoBanus. Humanitates. 2018. Tom 4. Ne 4. C. 26-40.
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AP0 U IIPEACTABIIEH C TOUKHU 3peHus y3ypraropa. Tunonornueckas 10M1uHaHTa 1aps bopuca
0asupyeTcs Ha BO3POXKICHICCKOM Jiyasin3me. [ epoit pecTaBIsieTCs ¢ BYX CTOPOH: BO3POK-
JICHYECKOTO YENIOBEKa, TYMaHUCTA U MPABUTEIIS, aXkKTyIEero BIacTH. B Mpou3BeieHnH 4eTKO
MPOCIICKUBACTCS TIIABHAS MJIes MaKHaBEIUTI3MA: IIeJb ONPABIbIBACT cpeicTBa. OHAKO Jist
[onyHOBa IpeHeOpexkeHne HOPMaMU MOPAJTH PaJIU YIIPOUSHHS FOCYIapCTBA — 3TO POKOBAs
ommoka. [TymkuH naer abcomoTHO YeTKOE OmpenesieHre: JIo0ast BIacTh eCTh HACHIHE, a
3HAYUT — 3710. PACCMOTPEHHBII MaTepran Mo3BOJISIET CIIENATh BHIBOJ, UTO (PPEHM «BIACTHY
SIBISIETCS BEAYLIUM B paccMaTprBaeMoM MoHouore boprca [omyHoBa, 3a1aBast TeM caMbIM
OJIHY U3 TVIaBHBIX TEM TIPOU3BeeHNS. Bee Tpu yacTu MoHoOra 00beAMHEHBI 001IIeH TeMOH
KaKJIbl BJIACTH Pajiy OJlara rocyaapCcray.

Knrouesble ciioBa

@peiiM, BTaCTh, CEMAHTUUECKOE TTOJIE, CTIOT, HCTOPUIECKAS TPareus, COMMIOKBUH, KOTHHU-
THBHBIN IUCKYPC.
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