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Abstract. The authors discuss the issues of conceptualization of ideas about Russian 

culture and the culture of Russia (RF) in the Russian language. The chosen issue is relevant 

not only in the light of linguistic-culturological and cognitive research, but also in connection 

with its social significance in modern geopolitical situation. The working hypothesis was 

the assumption that Russian culture and the culture of the Russian Federation are perceived 

differently by Russian speakers: Russian culture remains in the field of traditional and folklo- 

rized ideas, while Russian culture is perceived as modern and industrial. The aim of the re-

search is to make up a cognitive matrix of the fields “Russian culture” and “Culture of 

the Russian Federation” and identify the conceptual components of verbalized ideas about 

culture among its bearers. The study is based on empirical data collected with representational 

and mini-essay techniques. The received corpus materials were quantitatively and qualitatively 

analyzed with structural-grammatical and lexical-semantic analysis, categorial-formal model 

of narrative analysis, clustering and visualization of verbalized cognitive fields. It was found 

that there are no fundamental differences in the ideas of Russian speakers about Russian culture 

and the culture of Russia, however, ideas about Russian culture have greater sensibility, involve- 

ment, which is reflected both at lexical-semantic and syntactic levels, while culture of Russia 

is perceived as more dynamic one and built through the prism of other cultures. The created 

cognitive matrix and the developed methodological approach in studies with new target groups 

will provide new data not only for cognitive theory and cultural linguistics, but also for plan-

ning the state cultural policy. 
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Issues of linguistic and cultural identity and related problems of acculturation 

and inculturation are key in the modern paradigm of the humanities. The problems 

of studying personality in culture and language acquired particular significance in 

the humanitarian paradigm of the so-called “cognitive revolution”, which took 

shape in the late 1980s and continues to this day. Cognitive research applied to 

the interpretation of language and personality provided for re-conceptualization of 

structuralism and generativism as well as behavioral and social sciences (Cienki, 

2007; Fauconnier, 1994; Lakoff, 2004), which led to the elaboration of the con-

cept of linguistic identity (“linguistic personality”, see: Karaulov, 2010). 

One of the key factors in the formation of identity is the social discursive 

field, which produces meanings underlying linguistic and cultural identities. This 

discursive field constitutes a structure with at least two dimensions. The first one 

is determined by the time factor and located on the diachronic scale. Two main 

types of structures are distinguished here: achronic structures, which include vir-

tually all types of traditional culture (fairy tales, myths, folk traditions and customs, 

etc.), and historical structures associated with the valorization of certain events 

and facts, for example, the Great Patriotic war or space exploration1. The second 

dimension is related to the degree of generalization and the nature of the field 

components. These can be structures of existential importance, i.e. the most general 

and deep structures associated with philosophical paradigms, for example, the ideas 

of universal progress or equality of all peoples, or a sense of nature, or contextual 

and situational structures. Situational parameters are specific events or phenome-

na, created at a certain moment or by certain individuals (for example, the charac-

ter of Cheburashka as a social phenomenon dating back to the Soviet era but re-

launched in 2022, or the work of Pyrokinesis as an individual phenomenon). 

Contextual structures, in our opinion, include phenomena whose frequency is 

governed by discursive practices (for example, certain artists and other cultural 

figures who receive more attention in the school curriculum ‒ Shishkin, Aivazov-

sky, Yesenin, Tchaikovsky). 

Such understanding of the identity structure and its conceptual field was 

developed in the works of Russian linguists (Boldyrev, 2021; Karaulov, 2010; 

 
1 Examples from the collected research material. 
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Krasnykh, 2016, etc.). The deep layers of discursive formations, which are not 

obvious, seem to be the most interesting and significant as they date back to dis-

tant eras. Two concepts of nation and national culture, which are key for interpre- 

ting the structure of the fields of Russian culture and the culture of the Russian 

Federation, include the first construing the nation through folk culture and its at-

tributes (Baggioni, 1997; Potebnya, 1976), and the second based on the French 

understanding of nation as a voluntary community of fellow citizens (Renan, 1886; 

Rivarol, 2013). The latter concept is characterized by an emphasis on the ideas of 

progress, the priority of bourgeois culture, and indifference to folk types of culture 

associated with the traditional way of life. Both concepts were inherited and para-

doxically combined in the national ideology and language policy of the USSR and 

later that of the Russian Federation: on the one hand, both declare respect towards 

and interest in traditional culture, but on the other ‒ prioritize construction of 

a single nation. The ideology of the USSR expressed this duality in the formula of 

“culture, national in form and socialist in content”, which implied the creation of 

a single Soviet nation (Bromley, 1991; Lamazhaa, 2010; Chudinov, 2001). Now 

these ideologies are intertwined in discourses about the institutions of Russian 

citizenship and the Russian culture. 

It is not easy to determine the essence of Russian culture as it is part of 

the modernity, has been state and nation-forming throughout the history of the 

Russian state, the USSR and the Russian Federation, and is at the same time 

nourished by traditional ideas and values. The following questions raise: 

1. What is the reason for understanding Russian culture as a culture of 

an exclusively traditional, “folklore” type? Does this understanding really prevail? 

2. Are there any differences in ideas about Russian culture and the culture of 

Russia (Russian Federation)? Are all modern forms of culture associated by Rus-

sians with the Russian Federation? 

3. What is the cognitive and verbal field “Culture” in everyday conscious-

ness, and does it include such phenomena as, for example, space exploration, in-

dustry, education? 

Our preliminary hypothesis implies that Russian culture (RC) and the culture 

of the Russian Federation (CRF) are conceptualized in different ways: the first 

prevails in traditional and folklorized ideas, the second is perceived as modern 

and industrial. This problem is important both from a scientific and social point of 

view, since the reduction of culture (not only Russian, but also any other) exclu-

sively to traditional forms leads to folklorization and overlooks entire layers asso-

ciated with modern forms. 
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In theoretical terms, the study fits into the cognitive paradigm and uses 

the frame theory (Cienki, 2007; Fillmore, 1982; Demyankov, 1996) and the cogni-

tive model (Cienki, 2007; Lakoff, 2004) (for general review of these works, see: 

Skrebtsova, 2018; Cienki, 2016; Rakhilina, 2016). Cognitive matrices were applied 

to analyzing the fields of “Russian culture” and “The culture of the Russian Fede- 

ration”, where “culture” itself is presented as a cognitive matrix (Boldyrev, 2021: 

57‒67). The research is also based on the study by N.V. Ufimtseva and O.V. Ba- 

lyasnikova devoted to the problem of “places of memory of linguistic conscious-

ness associated with key images of national culture” (2021) as well as that of 

M. Sanchez Puig (2021), where an associative network of the concept of Mother-

land in Russian and Spanish is built on the basis of an associative experiment. 

The study of I.A. Bubnova (2021) was used to identify the values of the genera-

tion Z. 

The aim of the study is to build a cognitive matrix and frame for the fields 

of “Russian culture” and “The culture of the Russian Federation”. 

The following methods were used for the purposes of the study: 

‒ quantitative and qualitative analysis of the corpora with representations 

in the form of associative nominations and mini essays, including structural and 

grammatical analysis, lexical and semantic analysis, clustering, visualization of ver-

balized cognitive fields “Russian culture” and “The culture of the Russian Federa-

tion”, comparative analysis, narrative analysis (using mainly the categorial model). 

The empirical part of the study was conducted in April 2022 and was based 

on mini essays on a given topic and lists of representations. The study involved 

68 Russian students of the Faculty of Philology of the RUDN University, aged 18 

to 20, representing the following regions: Moscow, St. Petersburg; North Ossetia ‒ 

Alania, Buryatia, Ingushetia, Crimea, Tuva, Lugansk Republics; Yamalo-Nenets 

and Khanty-Mansi Autonomous Okrugs; Far Eastern Federal District; Belgorod, 

Irkutsk, Kirov, Lipetsk, Moscow, Omsk, Pskov, Rostov, Samara, Smolensk, Tyumen, 

Chelyabinsk regions; Krasnoyarsk, Stavropol, Khabarovsk Territories. 

The respondents were divided into four groups: students of the first (16 people) 

and the second (14 people) groups were asked to write short essays on the topic 

“What is Russian culture for me” and “What is the culture of the Russian Federa-

tion for me” respectively (method of mini essays); students of the third (28 people) 

and fourth (25 people) groups were asked to give at least 10 words or phrases that, 

in their opinion, best characterize Russian culture and the culture of the Russian 

Federation respectively (method of the list of representations). Up to 15 minutes 
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were given to each group to write the text in the form of an essay or a list of rep-

resentations, since the response was expected not so much the first reactions (as-

sociation technique), but rather the reactions supported by reflections. There were 

no other restrictions. The received essays and the list of representations made up 

the general body of the study, where four subcorpuses were identified (Table 1). 

The total volume of subcorpuses for essays was 16,000, or 2,334 words. The total 

volume of subcorpuses according to the list of representations was 6,700 charac-

ters, or 874 words. 

 

 

The combination of different methods is explained by the fact that the list of 

representations allows you to get the maximum number of nominal and adjective 

syntagmas necessary to build a cognitive matrix or frame “Russian culture”/“Culture 

of Russia”, but this method hardly allows you to analyze the emotional involve-

ment of the respondent into the subject of research, and absolutely does not allow 

to reveal the dynamic aspect of the “culture” field, for example, connection between 

modernity and past, the orientation of culture towards past or future, the vector of 

its development (in the views of the respondents). A similar analysis can be car-

ried out on the basis of essays by examining the types of adjectives and verbs. 

Qualitative and quantitative analysis of the obtained data was carried out 

in several stages. Quantitative analysis was carried out using two automatic text 

analysis tools: the Voyant tools2 program, which allows you to work with fre-

quency, correlations, compatibility, and also visualize data. To count the number 

of nouns, adjectives and verbs, we used the capabilities of the platform of the Ka-

zan Federal University “RuLingva”3. Lemmatization and the necessary markup 

were done manually. 

The data of the quantitative analysis of the material enabled us to proceed to 

the qualitative analysis. Based on the thematic analysis of nouns, the frames “Rus-

sian culture” and “The culture of the Russian Federation”4 were built. The analy-

 
2 Voyant Tools. Retrieved from https://voyant-tools.org 
3 RuLingva. NIL ITUT KFU. Retrieved from https://rulingva.kpfu.ru 
4 A fragment of the frame on the material of the representation corpus and without materials 

of the essay corpus was published in the article (Moskvicheva et al., 2022). 
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sis of adjectives identified the parameters of an objective/subjective assessment of 

RC and CRF. The analysis of verbs was carried out according to semantic and 

formal parameters (Active/Passive Voice and degrees of predication abstractness).  

On analyzing all four subcorpuses, we built a cognitive matrix of the fields 

“Russian culture” and “The culture of the Russian Federation”, compared their 

structures and components, and answered the questions that we raised at the be-

ginning of our research. 

In both cases, the field of culture includes ordinary and high spheres, but in 

the case of RC, the ordinary is more detailed. In general, all the slots of the cogni-

tive matrix of the RC are filled more fully than the slots of the CRF. This indicates 

a greater involvement of the respondents into the field of the Russian culture. 

The CRF has a dynamic nature and is oriented both towards the past and 

the future. Respondents emphasized the importance of historical traditions and 

the continuity of cultural practices. Russian culture is perceived as more static, 

which is confirmed by predominantly descriptive constructions and nominative 

sentences characterizing it. 

At the same time, as the analysis of adjectives shows, Russian culture is def-

initely native, “own” culture. Adjectives with emotive connotation are used only 

in relation to RC. The CRF field is construed through the prism of other cultures.  

The volume of the concept of “culture” certainly includes high forms of art, 

folk art and traditions, everyday practices and artifacts. Such significant areas as 

education and industry remain outside the fields of culture, and science and sports 

are located on their periphery. The highest value and the core of culture is the per-

son as its creator. The main tools of culture formation include the language and 

discursive practices. 

The results of the analysis of noun frequency in the corpora of mini essays 

about Russian culture and the culture of the Russian Federation is shown in se-

mantic clouds in Figures 1 and 2 respectively. 

A comparative analysis of two corpora data shows the fundamental thematic 

and semantic proximity of the RC and CRF fields. In both fields, the main catego-

ry is the person/people, however, in the field of culture of the Russian Federation, 

its significance is higher. Everything related to culture as art (literature, painting, 
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music) has a higher status. Russian literature constitutes the core of the “art” cate-

gory. Tradition plays an equally important role in both fields. However, there are 

significant differences between the field of CRF and RC. In the field of RC, 

lexemes associated with metaphysical categories such as spirit, soul and units 

close to them are well represented and significant: mentality, character, behavior; 

in the field of CRF, their frequency is much lower. 

 

  

 

The CRF field is dynamic, it has its past, history, and it is evolving. 

The concepts of evolvement and development and related concepts have the same 

rank in this field as the concept of literature. The RC field is achronic. There is 

time in it, but it is rather a non-historical time ‒ a receptacle of eternal values. 

The hypothesis about the dynamic nature of the CRF field and the achronic type 

of the RC field is also confirmed by the cloud of verb forms of the studied sub-

corpuses (SC_3_RC and SC_4_CRF) shown in Figures 3 and 4. 
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The most frequent verbs in the field of RC are those of descriptive type, 

which are actually used as linking verbs: to be associated, to be reflected, to be-

come and can (in such constructions as it can be and more rarely I can), which 

is not surprising, since the type of texts itself is descriptive. In the subcorpus 

SC_4_ess_CRF, the most frequent verb is to make. In the essays of the majority of 

respondents, the culture of the Russian Federation is presented not as a product 

that is consumed, but as a result of activity, work and creation: the culture of 

the Russian Federation is everything that is made by human hands, by the hands 

of people, by Russian people, in Ancient Rus', in Russia and in the USSR, 

for their descendants. In the field of culture of the Russian Federation, the history 

and continuity of generations is clearly traced: “culture is everything that has 

been formed over a long time”, “everyone participates in its formation”, “culture 

is a combination of the present and the past”, “rethinking the experience of prede-

cessors” for the sake of “future generations”. 

The conclusions about the presentation of the culture of the Russian Federa-

tion as historical and dynamic, and Russian culture as achronic to a greater extent, 

are confirmed by the results of the analysis of verbal indices (by subcorpuses of 

mini essays) on the RuLingva platform, which are presented in Table 2. 

 

‒
‒ 
‒ 

 

The volumes of the two corpora being comparable, the proportion of verbs 

is higher in the texts about the culture of the Russian Federation, which allows us 

to speak about its more dynamic nature. Texts about Russian culture are nomina-

tive and more static. The ratio of verbs and nouns in the texts about the RC is 

0.27, while in the texts about the CRF it is 0.33. The number of verbs in the past 

tense in the texts about CRF exceeds the same indicator in the texts about CRF 

by 1.9 times. This indicates that the respondents see the CRF as immersed in time, 

historical, but, at the same time, modern culture (the indicator of verbs in the pre-

sent tense remains high). Let us recall that the tasks for the two groups of re-

spondents were formulated in the same way: “What is Russian culture for me” 

and “What is the culture of the Russian Federation for me” respectively. The fact 

that 73% of the sentences in the texts of the RC corpus consists of nouns but 
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hardly contain any verbs (Fields. Wild bushes. Forests. Pushkin's fairy tales. 

These are Krylov's fables. This is a strong spirit.) testifies to the greater descrip-

tiveness of the concept of Russian culture. The share of such sentences in 

PC_4_Soch_СRF is 48%. 

Analysis of adjectives allows us to identify subjective assessments of the field 

of culture by the respondents, that is, its axiological aspect (Figures 5 and 6). 

 

 
 

 

Both the RC and the CRF are characterized as large. The CRF is characte- 

rized as multifaceted, great, rich and huge, while CR ‒ as strong and wide. 

The diversity of the culture of the Russian Federation is emphasized, while for 

the Russian culture it is its internal strength and power. Both cultures are modern, 

but Russian culture is also classical. However, the adjective “classical” has never 

been used in mini essays in relation to the culture of the Russian Federation. 

The ideas of the nation are connected with the Russian culture. This culture is na-

tional and multinational: “Russian culture is multifaceted for me. It is possible 

that this is due to the peculiarities of the mentality as well as to the fact that our 

country is multinational. Therefore, different cultures are mixed like smoothies 

in a blender”. CRF is perceived as diverse, but united: multifaceted. Adjectives 

with emotional connotation were revealed only in the field of Russian culture: 

sad, sincere, beloved, unshakable, restrained, compassionate, gloomy, etc. There 

are no such adjectives in the CRF field. “Native” was not used in respect of 

the CRF field. Apparently, this indicates a greater appropriation and emotional 

perception of the Russian culture by the respondents. It is no coincidence that 

the adjective “other” is often used in the CRF field, which is evaluated through 

the prism of the other and compared with it. The index of the adjective/noun ratio 
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(calculated on the RuLingva platform) is 0.42 for the Russian culture, and 0.34 for 

the culture of the Russian Federation. This shows more individual perception of 

the Russian culture. 

Taking into account the data of qualitative and quantitative analyses of 

the vocabulary of mini essays (when defining Russian culture, the most frequent 

lemmas turned out to be human being ‒ 9, tradition(s) ‒ 9, Russia ‒ 10.8, litera-

ture ‒ 10.8, life ‒ 10.8; for the culture of Russia: human being ‒ 9, made ‒ 9.3, 

Russian ‒ 13.3, Russia ‒ 9, people ‒ 14.6), it was necessary to test the hypothesis 

on the material of representations. An analysis of these data showed that the most 

frequent lemmas defining Russian culture are literature ‒ 22.215, folk ‒ 20.4, 

songs ‒ 15.3, Pushkin ‒ 13.6, nature ‒ 11,9; while for the culture of the Russian 

Federation the respondents opted for ballet ‒ 29, Pushkin ‒ 23.2, theater ‒ 23.3, 

music/arts/field/national ‒ 17.4).  

We combined and ranked all the nominations from the subcorpuses, which 

allowed us to build a cognitive matrix (Table 3) with the following frame slots: 

space/time (homeland, history), nature (landscape, climate, flora and fauna), envi-

ronment (sights, city, life ‒ home, clothes, food), people (social groups, figures, 

personalities), activities (traditions, celebrations and holidays, work) and separate-

ly art (literature, music, dance, theater, painting, applied arts), religion, language, 

mentality. The main blocks turned out to be similar in all cases, although with 

somewhat varying content. 

Sports (figure skating, hockey) is represented in the cognitive field of Rus-

sian culture in contrast to the culture of the Russian Federation, but it does not 

mention museums, cinema, modern street art, war. In both fields, science (scien-

tists, Lomonosov, a nuclear reactor), power (president, Lenin) are barely repre-

sented, while space exploration is not represented at all. As expected, national 

symbols are mentioned in the field of the culture of the Russian Federation: Mother-

land, the anthem, the flag (the tricolor and the laws are also encountered in the field 

of Russian culture), certain cities and places (Moscow, St. Petersburg, Red Square, 

the Kremlin, the Hermitage). The Russian culture is associated with the homeland 

(home country), place of birth, home. People of different social groups and their 

descriptions are more diversely represented (Family [friendly, large], People [Rus-

sian, friendly, kind, sensitive, who are always ready to help], People [simple], 

Girls [beautiful, well-groomed (even when they go to buy bread)], Men, Women, 

Gangsters, Bogatyrs, Peasants, Kuban Cossacks, Slavs). 

 
5 Relative word frequency (per million words of the corpus) for each text, obtained with 

Voyant tools. 
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The representativeness of the blocks of the culture cognitive field in both 

cases vary from very specific objects and people (“War and Peace” by L. Tolstoy, 

Sergey Bezrukov) to abstract notions (art, labour, Christianity, etc.). The cogni-

tive field of CRF has more generic notions than specific ones. 

Although the national aspect of culture is mentioned (associative nomina-

tion folk is the second most frequent adjective in both cognitive fields ‒ 17%, 

coming only after literature ‒ 18%), it is more relevant for the field of Russian 

culture, non-folklore nominations still prevail, cf.: folk tales are mentioned 3 times, 

while classical literature – 12; matryoshka is mentioned 5 times, while artists 

(for example, Aivazovsky) – 4; folklore – 3 times, while writers (for example, 

Pushkin) ‒ 8, etc. 

The expression of respondents' ideas about the non-material component of 

the field of culture, namely, the qualities and properties associated with Russian 

culture and the culture of the Russian Federation deserves special attention. Nomi- 

nations with positive connotation prevail in both groups: 33 nouns (with 1 repeti-

tion in both groups) and 4 nominative phrases. Only 4 nominations can be classi-

fied as negative, albeit sometimes ambiguously: anger, loneliness, imperfectness, 

unpredictable nature. This indicates an extremely positive attitude of young people 

towards Russian culture and the culture of the Russian Federation. We see a simi-

lar assessment in mini essays: emotionality and positive evaluation are manifested 

in adverbs (amazingly, extremely, incredibly) and adjectives (important, famous, 

the most beautiful, cute, beautiful, beloved, rich, amazing; great, picturesque, at-

tractive, invaluable, genuine, etc.) 

If we compare the contents of the cognitive fields built on the basis of repre-

sentations (subcorpuses 1 and 2) and mini essays (subcorpuses 3 and 4), writers 

and scientists are less represented in the RC field (while literature is still men-

tioned); new blocks such as “media space”, “fashion”, “education” appear. Singers, 

clergymen, psychologists and clerks appear in the RFC cognitive field; the role of 

man as culture creator is emphasized (“everything in Russia is made by people: 

from masterpieces to photographs of babies”). 

The RC conceptual field based on representations contains a lot of evalua-

tive and specific adjectives, as well as localizers (lacy tablecloth, large friendly 

family, carpet on the wall), which indicates a higher degree of appropriation of 

the Russian culture by the respondents. The analysis of the essays confirms this 

hypothesis: the mini essays about the Russian culture comprise vocabulary of 

sense perception: vision (red (corner, shawl), bright), touch (delicious (smell of 

bread)), emotion (sad, dreary). 

Narrative analysis of mini essays according to categorial-formal model re-

vealed similarities and differences in text deployment to stimuli Russian culture, 
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Culture of the Russian Federation. The analysis shows that the authors of the es-

says of both groups emphasize their individual opinion (it seems to me; for me it 

means; I mean; everything that I associate with; for me; my country’s culture is 

first and foremost) and the personal involvement of the respondents, which is con-

firmed by the use of personal and possessive 1st person pronouns I/we ‒ 23‒26/ 

5‒2 and my/ours ‒ 3‒7/8‒8. 

The essays emphasize the complexity of the concept under consideration 

(many different spheres form it; an immense culture that combines many cultures 

at once), which is expressed in attributive constructions with adjectives (multi- 

faceted, multinational, complex, (extremely) diverse, etc.), including those with 

opposite connotations (Russian culture is something beautiful, bright, but at the same 

time sad and dreary; it is the dullness of ordinary days, but sincere joy and happiness 

on holidays, especially religious ones). The complexity of defining the phenome-

non of culture is also revealed through indefinite and demonstrative pronouns 

(this is something beautiful, this is something that is imprinted, something that can 

affect (RC); this is something great, cannot be reduced to something specific, sin-

gle, standard (CRF)). 

In the mini essays, Russian culture appears dynamic and embracing the past, 

the present and the future (RC: ...not only the famous Russian classical litera-

ture... the literature of the new time, reinvigorated and touching upon new 

themes; modern creativity; CRF: this is a combination of the present and the past; 

it is of great value for present and future generations), which is also reflected in 

attributive relations (eternal, new, first, modern, old, older; long, historical, pre-

sent and past, early, modern). 

Our study has shown that the cognitive fields of “Russian culture” and 

“The culture of the Russian Federation” are quite close. Neither Russian culture, 

nor the culture of the Russian Federation are considered as traditional cultures of 

the folklore type. These are modern cultures, combining both traditional forms 

and stereotypes of behavior and modern practices. The field of Russian culture is 

represented as more appropriated, affectively connotated but at the same time 

more achronic and descriptive. The cultural field of the Russian Federation has 

historical depth and dynamism. In the future, the study can be extrapolated to re-

spondents of other age and social groups. A structural and sematic map of the field 

of culture using mathematical methods of analysis in order to calculate the coeffi-

cient of significance of the cognitive matrix components can be also built. 
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Аннотация. Исследование посвящено вопросам концептуализации представлений 

о русской культуре и культуре России (РФ) в русском языке. Выбранная проблематика 

актуальна не только в свете развития лингвокультурологических и когнитивных иссле-

дований, но и в связи с ее социальной значимостью в современных геополитических 

обстоятельствах. Рабочей гипотезой стало предположение о том, что русская культура 

и культура России воспринимаются носителями русского языка неодинаково: русская 

культура остается в поле традиционных и фольклоризированных представлений, а культу-

ра России воспринимается как модерная и индустриальная. Цель исследования ‒ по-

строение когнитивной матрицы полей «Русская культура» и «Культура России (РФ)», 

обнаруживающей концептуально значимые компоненты вербализированных представлений 
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о культуре у ее носителей. Исследование основано на эмпирических данных, собранных 

с использованием методик репрезентаций и мини-сочинений. Полученные материалы 

корпусов количественно и качественно проанализированы с применением структурно-

грамматического и лексико-семантического анализа, категориально-формальной модели 

нарративного анализа, кластеризации и визуализации вербализованных когнитивных полей. 

Установлено, что принципиальных расхождений в представлениях носителей русского 

языка о русской культуре и культуре России (РФ) нет, однако представления о русской 

культуре характеризуются большей чувственностью, причастностью, что отражается 

как на лексико-семантическом, так и на синтаксическом уровнях, тогда как культура 

России воспринимается как более динамичная и выстраиваемая сквозь призму других 

культур. Использование созданной когнитивной матрицы и разработанного методоло-

гического подхода для исследований на новых целевых группах респондентов позволит 

получить новые данные не только для развития когнитивной теории и лингвокультуро-

логии, но и для планирования государственной культурной политики. 

Ключевые слова: русский язык, русская лингвокультура, культура РФ, когни-

тивное поле культуры, когнитивная матрица, фрейм, концептуализация 
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