CprKTypa BCTYIIUTEJIBbHOIO UCIILITAHUSA IO HHOCTPAHHOMY SA3BIKY

1. YcrHoe pedepupoBaHuMe TekcTa IO cHenuanbHOcTH oObemMom 2500-3000
MeYaTHBIX 3HAKOB (co cioBapém). Bpemsi moaroroBku — 40 munyT. TekcT mpenocraBisiercs
9K3aMEHATOPOM.

Ilon ycTtHBIM pedepupoBaHMEM TEKCTa IMOHHUMAETCS yMeEHHe: 1) oxapakTepus3oBaTh
IIPOYUTAHHBIN TEKCT C TOUKH 3PEHMSI €70 TEMATHKH; 2) BBIACINUTD ITIaBHYIO MBIC/b, BBIPA3UTh €€
B UYETKOW M CkaToil ¢opme; 3) KpaTKO H3JI0XKUTH COJAEp)KAaHHE TEKCTa, OIMycKas neTanu; 4)
BbICKa3aTh CBoe OTHoumieHne k mpountaHHomy. (I'. A. Illupoxosa. IIpuemsr oOyueHHS
acIMPaHTOB YCTHOMY pe(depHUpOBaHUIO HAYYHO-TIOMYJISIPHBIX TEKCTOB Ha AHTJIMHCKOM SI3BIKE.
https://iling-ran.ru/library/sborniki/for_lang/2019_11/15.pdf)

Obpaszey mexcma x éonpocy Ne 1:

A New Companion to the Gothic. Edited by D. Punter. Wiley-Blackwell, 2012. Pp. 93-
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Ann Radcliffe and Matthew Lewis were the two most significant Gothic novelists of the
1790s, an estimate of their importance shared by their contemporaries. Sir Walter Scott claimed
that Radcliffe stood at the head of her own school of romance, while Nathan Drake compared her
with Shakespeare. Where Radcliffe was famous for raising the romance to new poetic heights,
Lewis was notorious for being both the author of 7he Monk and an MP. That one of the nation’s
legislators should flaunt before the public a work displaying, not only “libidinous minuteness”
(Coleridge, 1936, 374), but atheism, caused a furore (Peck, 1961, 24-9).

Although Radcliffe and Lewis permanently altered Gothic writing, they did so in different
ways. Radcliffe looked back to the novel of sensibility, whereas Lewis opted for “Sadean”
sensationalism. Where Radcliffe strove toward poetic realism, Lewis exulted in pastiche and
irony. And where Radcliffe explained the supernatural as the product of natural causes, Lewis
left it as a problem. Radcliffe famously typified their contrasting styles as the difference between
horror and terror. Radcliffe begins with what it is that induces horror or terror in the viewer,
where terror forms the basis of the sublime. An explicit representation of threat induces horror,
whereas terror depends on obscurity. The difference turns on materiality. Terror is an affair of
the mind, of the imagination; when the threat takes a concrete shape, it induces horror, or
disgust. When Radcliffe’s heroines fear physical injury or rape, they react with horror; when the
inciting object is immaterial, such as the suggestion of preternatural agency or the ghostly
presence of the divine in nature, they experience uplifting terror. Radcliffe’s is a Gothic of
sublime terror; Lewis’s, of horror, of physicality observed with “libidinous minuteness.”

Despite their differences, they had much in common, including their youth: Radcliffe
ended her eight-year publishing career at the age of thirty-two, while Lewis published The Monk
when he was nineteen. The most notorious link between them was made by the Marquis de Sade,
who claimed their novels were “the necessary fruit of the revolutionary tremors felt by the whole
of Europe”. Sade’s simple point is that novelists of the 1790s were forced to ratchet up their
horrors in order to keep pace with the French Revolutionary shambles, an idea supported by the
conservative English press, which sought to tarnish the Gothic novel with the punning smear,
“the terrorist school” (see Clery, 1995, 148-55). But Sade also has a complex point. In some
deep way the Gothic novel was an expression of the historical circumstances that made the
French Revolution possible, and even necessary. Critics may not completely grant this second
point, but as they have come to see Radcliffe and Lewis as significantly representing the period,
so have their reputations risen.
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2) [IpocMOTpOBOE YTEHHE TEKCTA IO CIIEIUATLHOCTH 0€3 CI0Baps U €ro KpaTKHii nepeckas
HAa WHOCTPAHHOM s3bIKe WM YCTHBIA mepeBon. OoveM Tekcra 1000—1200 medaTHBIX 3HAKOB.
Bpems Ha mOAroTOBKY 5 MUHYT.

Obpaszey mexcma x éonpocy Ne 2:

Love is always unhappy in the ballads, a situation all too often repeated in the lyric folk-
song tradition, but here the singer must endure the situation. Many songs are connected with
calendar festivals or life cycle rituals, especially marriage, which was an elaborate affair lasting
up to a week. The category of ritual songs includes poetic laments sung in memory of a dead
person, usually by an older female member of the family or occasionally by a local woman
famed for poetic improvisation. In the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries laments also
accompanied the departure of a son to the army — not surprising when the period of compulsory
service for a recruit was twenty years or more. They were also sung by the bride during the
wedding ritual. She obligatorily lamented her impending separation from her parents and the end
of her unmarried state. Lyric songs not tied to ritual events frequently depict separation, unhappy
love or a hard, lonely life. They included songs that are the property of social groups like barge-
haulers, soldiers, or carters, whose occupations took them away from home for long periods.
(Faith Wigzell. Folklore and Russian Literature. P. 43 // The Routledge Companion to Russian
Literature. London, New York, 2001).

3) MoHonoruueckoe BBICKAa3bIBAaHME O CBOEM HayyHoM wucciepoBanuu (10-15
npeuioxkeHuil). becemga ¢ sKk3aMeHaTOpOM MO TeMaM, CBA3aHHBIM C Y4eOHOW M MpeArnoiaraeMou
Hay4YHOU JeATENbHOCTBIO IOCTYIAIOIIETO B aCIUPAHTYPY.
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