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ABSTRACT. The article contains a
brief retrospective assessment of the reasons
given by various scholars and observers
for the breakdown of the Soviet Union
under Mikhail Gorbachev’s leadership and
it situates that crisis in the larger context
of history and the imperial legacy of the
Russian state. It particularly looks at the
issue of nationality as an ethnic, cultural and
linguistic concept vis-a-vis the universalistic
notion of empire as a community of destiny
among diverse people. The author compares
the Soviet Union’s structure as a ‘non-
classical’ empire to those of other European
states and especially to Germanys which
has also evolved from being a loose Central
and East European Reich’ inspired by
the Roman and Carolingian heritage - to
becoming a federal nation surrounded by
smaller countries that share with it ancient
civilisational and political legacy. Whereas
Germany is gradually asserting leadership
among many of its former dependencies
and in the post-Brexit European Union as
a whole, Russia is led by geographical and
strategic compulsions to rebuild a Eurasian

confederal association with erstwhile Soviet
Republics and possessions of the Tsarist
Empire, in conformity with its location
between the ‘West’, the Islamosphere and the
Chinese world. Will Russia be able to create
a synthesis between the Slav Orthodox
Oikoumene envisioned by Nikolay Dani-
levsky and the Eurasian syncretistic model
promoted by Lev Gumilyov?
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My first visit to Russia took place in
1991. I was invited there to meet officials
who were considering options to make
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commercial use of certain space facilities
and platforms in then dire economic cir-
cumstances. I remember crossing Luby-
anka Square while the statue of the Che-
ka’s founder Felix Dzerzhinsky (Cheka is
the historical predecessor of the KGB “se-
cret police”) was deliberated to be replaced
by a large orthodox wooden cross. I caught
glimpses of the dignified but anguishing
poverty in which many people had fallen,
especially those in the older generations
such as the war veterans who seemingly
only had their frayed, medal studded uni-
form jackets to wear.

I came to Moscow from Switzerland
where I lived at the time, after having re-
cently returned from years of life in the
USA. My views of the Soviet Union were
intensely influenced by the non-academic,
journalistic literature one got accustomed
to read everywhere as well as by the disap-
proval of the Marxist approach to handling
society that was part of western upbring-
ing, especially after the 1970%. The USSR
was described through a filter of suspicion,
fear and commiseration as a land of wast-
ed opportunity and unnecessary scarcity;
in other words, a naturally rich country in-
habited by people made poor by their so-
cial and economic system. Visiting Mos-
cow and its surroundings at one of the
most tormented periods in its history (al-
though the country, of course had seen
much worse times earlier in the century)
could not but confirm my perception that
many things had gone disastrously wrong
in that huge and great nation a long time
ago. However, I also got glimpses at the
embers of a sophisticated and proud cul-
ture flickering beneath the ashes of down-
fall like cheery blossoms breaking through
muddy snow. While the main idea of this
article is to throw light on the develop-
ments in the late Soviet Union that ulti-
mately paved the way for the downfall of
the superpower - it also concentrates on
the dynamics of the post-bipolar evolu-
tion, with the purpose of comprehending

the reasons standing behind Russia’s most
recent revival.

I was often reminded of a long series
of articles published in Paris-Match maga-
zine (unfortunately, not available on-
line) written in the 1960’s and the 1970’
by Raymond Cartier, the famous report-
er, about the Soviet Union [Cartier, 1961].
His overall intent was to explain that the
West would win the contest with its soci-
alist rival because of the former’s econo-
mic wealth and dynamism, socio-political
freedom and ability to evolve. Raymond
Cartier was treating the USSR under Leo-
nid Brezhnev’s command as “sclerotic en-
tity”. Its government was addressed as
“gerontocracy” and “alien” to any kind of
development despite the continuing push
for military expansion and space explora-
tion. Since the time Cartier wrote his tra-
velogue, many theories and explanations
[Strayer, 1998; River, 2019; Sheets, 2012]
have been given for the gradual decline
and final collapse of the Soviet Federation
built by the Bolsheviks. Among the caus-
es of decline and fall described were: pa-
ralysis of the political hierarchy under the
“iron law of oligarchy”, lethargy and cor-
ruption of the state- run monopolistic
public sector, lack of spiritual ideals and
religious fervor which help sustain even
“ideologically” materialistic societies, fail-
ure to catch the wave of the new electronic
and information technologies, inefficien-
cy in the production and distribution of
goods and services, lack of incentives for
talented individuals and isolation from the
booming global financial networks, not
forgetting internal ethnic divisions within
the unwieldy ‘empire’ and the bitter fruits
of the Afghan war. All these factors played
arole as they all contributed to the growth
of disenchantment and dissent in the pop-
ulation, and not only in the Jewish, Turkic,
Baltic and Caucasian minorities. Helene
Carrere d’Encausse, the renowned French
academic of Georgian ancestry (née Zour-
abishvili) misdiagnosed the state of the
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federation when she predicted, following
earlier analysts, both Soviet and foreign,
that the revolt of Central Asian Soviet Re-
publics would bring it down [Carrere ’En-
causse, Schram, 1966; Carrere d’ Encausse,
1978]. Her Georgian native heritage seems
to have influenced her perspective on the
Russian equation in the Caucasian and
Turkic “underbelly”

In fact the aforesaid Central Eurasian
states/socialist republics remained most-
ly quiet throughout the turmoil of the ear-
ly 1990’s, which engulfed Russia and the
westernmost “sister” Soviet republics. It
took place, as we know, mainly, in the plac-
es geographically and culturally closer to
the Central European “satellites” and “al-
lied” states, where the earthquake struck af-
ter several lesser “tremors’, beginning with
the Polish uprisings of the late 1970’s - ear-
ly 1980’ and “velvet” revolutions of the late
1980 ultimately culminating in the fall
of the Berlin Wall in 1989. (As is known,
among the Soviet socialist republics, only
two, that is Russia and Azerbaijan, were the
donors whilst the rest enjoyed the status of
recipients, the most significant and need-
lessly lavish investments (called “subven-
tions”) being directed to Ukraine and the
now-independent Baltic states).

In a “non-classical” empire, it was logi-
cal that the Russian “centre”/core” would
choose to break free from a cumbersome
and often restless periphery which saddled
it with costly obligations. The age-old con-
cern of successive Russian governments
has been to expand buffer zones around
the “core of the land” (now called the “Near
Abroad”) in order to protect it from exter-
nal threats: Mongol, Polish, Turkish, Per-
sian, Swedish, German or French. This had
thrust upon them a semi-colonial (in a way,
“tributary”) burden that post-Communist
Russia was initially happy to shed.

However, geopolitical realities which
are stronger than ideologies and economic
ambitions soon made a comeback. Releas-
ing the Soviet peripheral lands from their
bond with the “mother country” inevitably
brought predatory neighbours closer and
opened the door to unpredictable trouble
in the newly independent nations. From
Ukraine to Tajikistan and from Lithuania
to Azerbaijan where large ethnic Russian
populations remained or had to be repa-
triated, threats arose while conflicts boiled
over, even within the autonomous repub-
lics within Russia itself in the Caucasus and
elsewhere. The traditional task of the Tsars
as “gatherers of the Russian lands” had to be
resumed in order to keep at bay the NATO-
driven pressure on the western border and
the latent threat posed by overpopulated
China, revivalist Turkey and Islamic mili-
tant forces around the Caspian Sea.

In a newly-emerged and temporarily
unipolar world dominated by America,
now the “lonely” superpower, the United
States and its Anglo-Saxon confederates
grew confident of having won the Cold
War and eager to extend their socio-poli-
tical and economic hegemony to the rest of
the world, especially to the broken up, for-
mer Soviet territories (at present, post-So-
viet space). After two hundred and fifty
years of uninterrupted contest and com-
petition in many areas since the days of
Empress Catherine II, the erstwhile Rus-
sian empire was the greatest prize, to be
brought into the Atlantic fold, like Germa-
ny had been after 1945.

Historians of various academic
“streams” have been engaged in seri-
ous studies of the complex relationships
and the parallels between Germany and
Russia: both states were initially linguis-
tic-cum-cultural areas which achieved
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strategic autonomy and political unity
rather recently in comparison with many
of their neighbours. From the early seven-
teen hundreds and even earlier until 1945,
the “German World” and the Greater
Slavic-Russian Area overlapped and went
through alternative phases of conflict and
symbiosis in their borderlands, in the
field stretching from the Baltic States and
Prussia in the north - to Ukraine, Roma-
nia and the Slav lands in the south. Both
Russia and the dominant German states
(Austria, Prussia and Saxony) expanded
and annexed areas that formerly lay out-
side their respective ethno-political con-
fines. The once central and now peripheral
position of Austria in the German cultu-
ral and geopolitical area can be compared
with that of Ukraine, “the borderland”
(literally) of the Russian neo-byzantine
sphere. Both the German and Russian
“imperial projects” were derived from
the concept of the Imperium Romanum
in its respective western and eastern “ava-
tars”. Later the Russian Tzars sought to
imitate the neo-Roman “imperial model”
and compete with the German Kaisers
in several territorial domains. Large and
ancient German settlements dotted west-
ern Russia and adjoining Slavic and Bal-
tic majority lands. Reciprocally, the Tsars,
who through many marriages became in-
creasingly Germanic genetically, played
a meaningful role in the “Teutonic Con-
cert” They became de facto protectors
and balancers between the German pow-
ers (Prussia, the bigger member-states of
the Frankfurt League and Austria) at the
Congress of Vienna, following Napoleon’s
defeat and the dismemberment of the
French Empire. Saint Petersburg’s influ-
ence on the German states increased from
1833 as a result of its enduring alliance
with Austria which was only shattered by
the Crimean war some twenty years later
[Fenenko, 2021].

Indeed, as a result of successive par-
titions of Poland and the Seven Year War

(1756-1763) Russia had acted as a major
stakeholder in eastern German lands as
much as France was for the western part of
the “Holy Roman Empire” until the Austro-
Prussian war of 1866.

The gradual rise of Prussia as the new
hegemonic power in Central Europe, cul-
minating in the proclamation of the “Se-
cond” Reich by Bismarck in 1871 heralded
the reunification of the former Holy Ger-
man Empire and led Russia to ally with
France and the United Kingdom in order
to contain Berlins resurgent expansio-
nism. In my humble opinion, the historical
memories of these times may be of con-
temporary geopolitical relevance.

The 1914-1918 war put an end to the
German, Austro-Hungarian and Russian
Empires and resulted in an extensive re-
drawing of borders within Europe. Hit-
ler’s interwar annexations and the conse-
quent Second world war brought about
further turmoil, and, after the 1945 Allied
victory, allowed the Russian/ Soviet geo-
political “recovery” in the form of Eastern
Prussia (whose centre was the city of Koe-
nigsberg) and the extension of the USSR’s
domain/ “protectorate” over oriental Ger-
man lands (since 1949 referred to as the
German Democratic Republic), embracing
some of the territories formerly existing
under German and Austrian suzerainty
(Western Prussia, Silesia, Bohemia and
Slovakia, Hungary, Western Ukraine and
Galicia, Transylvania) while Yugoslavia
and Austria remained more or less neu-
tral (“maverick”) between the Eastern and
Western political-cum-military blocs.

After the end of the Second world war,
the “bipolar system” materialised and the
Soviet Union obtained enough power to
play a role similar to that of the Tsarist
Russia that was acting as an efficient buf-
fer to the tentative Teutonic expansion and
a viable counterweight to the “ubiquitous”
North Atlantic Anglo-Saxon “axis” domi-
nant in continental Europe, the Levant,
Persia/Iran and East Asia.
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It became evident that this new ba-
lance of power, the by-product of the Se-
cond world war functioning around and
beyond the “iron curtain’, ceased to ex-
ist with the breakup of the Warsaw Pact,
the dissolution of the COMECON and the
subsequent dismemberment of the USSR.
Reunified Germany, henceforth, resumed
its traditional geopolitical Drang nach Os-
ten in terms of economic strategy and ex-
panded its financial and industrial domi-
nance over Central, South East (former
Yugoslavia) and Eastern Europe by meticu-
lously absorbing this area into the Euro-
pean Union and NATO [Hoffbauer, 2014].
These twin organisations rapidly expanded
up to the boundaries of Russia in the Baltic
North and around the Black Sea, sowing
the seeds of the Ukrainian internal conflict
(“conceptual schism” as argued by the emi-
nent Russian scholar Tatyana V. Yudina)
[Kozhokin, 2014, p. 4] and of the sharp ten-
sions and “regime change” operations re-
cently supported by Poland and the Bal-
tic States in Belarus. However, the age-old
contestations between Poland and Germa-
ny have also been revived to the extent that
the current government in Warsaw regards
Germany and Russia as almost equally ini-
mical state entities. One may therefore
wonder, along with many perceptive ob-
servers like George Friedman', if the ter-
mination of the bipolar European order
has not increased the risk of war by rekin-
dling ancient national rivalries and suspi-
cions.

Other indirect consequences of the
USSR self-dissolution include the loss of
ideological moorings in the “free” world
where the need to fight communist in-
fluence (“counter centre’) more or less
disappeared. Turkey for one has moved

from being a pillar of the “secular libe-
ral” western alliance to its current position
as a Neo-Ottoman Islamic power playing
a complex diplomatic game between the
USA, the EU states, Russia, Iran, the Arab
nations and China. The old territorial dis-
putes between Greece and Turkey have
come back to the fore in the Aegean Sea,
and Ankara has grabbed the opportuni-
ty to revive the pan-Turanian vision of
the late 19" century by staking leadership
claims in the former Soviet Caucasian and
Central Asian Republics and Russia. Even
in ethnically Turkic parts of the Central
Asia the success of the Turkish outreach
in these linguistically kindred nations has
been mixed but the policy has accelerat-
ed the drift of President Erdogan’s state
away from the West in general and the
EU in particular. Turkey is once again, af-
ter an interregnum of more than a hun-
dred years, a challenger and a poten-
tial foe to both the European states and
Russia.

On the other side of Asia paradoxical-
ly, post-communist Russia has forged a
strong agreement with post-Maoist Chi-
na, its socialist rival and foe during the se-
cond half of the 20" century. India which
had formally declared itself socialist in
1975 and was informally a Soviet ally or
at least a special strategic partner gradual-
ly opened up to liberalisation in the wake
of the USSR’ eclipse and has come close
to the USA and the latter’s allies in the
Asia-Pacific.

For its part, India is actively participa-
ting in forging international cooperation
in the Indo-Pacific region, as broadly as
possible and at different levels. This con-
cept of world politics is usually addressed
as a “loose geometry of international rela-
tions” with traditional ideological differ-
ences gradually substituted by commona-
lity of “situational” interests.

1 George Friedman on the Future of the EU (2016). The Sounding Line, December 21, 2016. Available at: https://thesoundingline.
com/george-friedman-on-the-future-of-the-eu/, accessed 18.09.2021.
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As a whole the geostrategic bipolarity
of the last century (American-Soviet “con-
dominium’, according to Henry Kissin-
ger) hasbeen replaced by pragmatic and op-
portunistic multipolarity. The coming in-
ternational order addressed by some intel-
lectuals as “After Empire” does not revolve
around America. “Nor is it dialectical -
the United States versus China, the West
against Asia, or democracies versus autoc-
racies. The developments ... have cumu-
latively led to an international order with
multiple poles, cooperating and competing
with one another, with no single pole being
allowed to act as the hegemonic power.
Quite simply, the age- old balance of power
is back at work” [Hiro, 2010, pp. 5-6].

The “after empire” situation is in no
way and form unprecedented for global
history as certain nations such as “neutral”
Austria and Yugoslavia and even post-
NATO Gaullist France managed in post
World War IT years to stay astride the “ideo-
logical” divide. The point is that the “after
empire” scenario seems to be far more ki-
netic and confusing nowadays. The revi-
talised American-English “League” (man-
ifest in the Five Eyes Pact concluded by
the US, Britain, Canada, New Zealand and
Australia during the Second world war,
in December 1941) is attempting to re-
turn to a “new” cold war of sorts. It is stir-
ring up divisions between the EU and Rus-
sia and spearheading an alliance to “con-
tain” and curb China’s rise. Still, despite
BREXIT, the Ukrainian imbroglio and the
ardent pro-American stance taken by the
Baltic states, Poland and some Central Eu-
ropean entities — the convergence of in-
terests between Germany and Russia and
to a somewhat lesser extent between Italy,
France and Russia has not allowed bilateral
relations to fully break down. Berlin, in its
own strategic interests (not only econo-
micbutgeopoliticalalso),hasheld steadyon
to the Nord Stream pipeline projects and
continues to regard trade with Russia as a
critical factor for its economic prosperity.

Rifts between the Atlantic partners be-
came more visible under Donald Trump’s
presidency and it is unlikely that Joseph
Biden’s claims about the USA’s return on
the European scene will change the newly
emerged geopolitical reality.

It has often been pointed out that the
fall of Soviet Socialism, apart from evin-
cing its failure, at least in the eyes of those
who opposed its principles, freed “liber-
al” or hitherto mixed economies from the
need to build and maintain generous so-
cial welfare polities and limit inequality by
heftily taxing the more financially privi-
leged section of society. The deregulating
reforms launched from the late 1970’ by
Margaret Thatcher in the United King-
dom and Ronald Reagan in the United
States were followed by most other coun-
tries in one way or another and resul-
ted in the disappearance of the industrial
working class, further attrition of the ag-
ricultural population and gradual impo-
verishment of the middle classes in general,
as a flip side of the enormous growth in
the wealth of the now legendary “one per
cent”. We have reached such an excess in
this new kind of financial and high-tech
“feudalism” that a few hundred billionaires
in the world now own and control more
resources than the rest of the population
which are increasingly looking like “serfs”
of the global oligopolies that manipu-
late and influence governments, indus-
tries, the media and NGOs. That is sure-
ly at least in part an effect of the removal
of the USSR as the champion of an alter-
native system which had, until decline set
in, a major influence on the West’s poli-
tical economies and its dependents from
the international “chessboard” Put dif-
ferently, it was “cold war sobriety” (Allan
Bloom) that “disciplined Western states to
raise their game and confront rival ideas in
a way that would never have ensued if geo-
political rivalry had not prevailed” [Daulet
Singh, 2020, p. 129]. The demise of the So-
viet Union enabled the neo-liberal econo-
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mists, like Milton Friedman their prophet,
to proclaim the notoriously famed logo
“TINA”: There is no alternative (to the theo-
retically understood free market which
however turns out to concentrate power in
fewer and fewer hands).

E Fukuyamas End of History “para-
digm” [Fukuyama, 1992] and S. Hunting-
ton’s Clash of Civilisations “prediction”
[Huntington, 1996] came in the wake of
that sudden consecration of America’s su-
premacy by default. The tide has turned
since then and the United States increa-
singly finds itself, with its major western
allies, in a situation comparable in some
ways to the failing and “ailing” Soviet Union
of the late eighties because of Americasina-
bility to repair the disastrous aberrations of
its political and financial operating system.
The world system is being continuously
diversified and the geopolitical clout being
proactively dispersed. Nowadays, it is a
statement of fact that a brief era of uni-
polar American hegemony is now waning
fast partly as a consequence of inner pro-
cesses of decay and disintegration in the
USA and partly because of the rapid rise
of the Asian giant states of China, Indo-
nesia and India - from which many coun-
tries such as Australia and even the USA
are becoming economically very depen-
dent. Also, serious attention deserves the
revival of Russia, along with the increasing
autonomy of Latin America under the aegis
of Brazil and the undefeated defiance of a
few “resistant” states such as Iran, North
Korea, Cuba and Syria, backed to a certain
extent by the new great powers of the East
and South. This process is complemented
by the internal developments in the United
States. As aptly argued by the Indian ana-
lyst and strategist Z. Daulet Singh: “An
overwhelming majority of Americans

have been alienated in the otherwise dy-
namic age of globalisation, and a distor-
ted political system has utterly failed to sal-
vage this structural decline of the middle
class in the US. The neoliberals have strug-
gled to advance their global governance
and trade ideas because they are, in many
instances, the source of the problem. As a
result, even more latent divides in the US -
questions of race, identity and culture -
have surfaced and increased the prospect
of civil strife” [ Daulet Singh, 2020, p. 128].
Russia’s gradual reconstruction and re-
turn to a position of transcontinental and,
in certain areas and aspects, global power
gives birth to a new version of the ances-
tral division of Europe into rival spheres
of influence, broadly the Protestant Ger-
manic North, the Catholic Latin South and
the Slavic East. The increasingly resented
preponderance of an often heavy handed
Germany in the European Union is pu-
shing many countries to support a new
balance of power. Some are relying on the
long-standing American Big Brother and
others welcome Russia’s and China’s influ-
ence in order to retain some reasonable
freedom of action. The fissiparous trend
in the European Union is likely to intensi-
fy in view of the oppressive imposition of
the so-called “European values” on mem-
ber-states, used to browbeat and control
smaller countries by appointed unelected
EU authorities commandeered by the two
largest remaining member-states.
Widespread dissatisfaction is percep-
tible with the undemocratic management
of the European Union whose leaders
make no secret of their desire to eliminate
the ability of the less powerful countries to
make sovereign decisions for themselves.
The insistent calls from Germany (a socie-
ty politically fragmented as the most re-
cent parliamentary election has demon-
strated convincingly) to abrogate the una-
nimity rule in the EU Council and replace
it by simple majority procedure is another
nail in the coffin of the cumbersome or-
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ganisation which is not expected to last in
its present form for many years to come
[PostScript Insights, 2021]. As the Russian
scholar Alexei Fenenko writes in the ear-
lier cited article: “{this} situation is based
on the stability of the EU institutions that
keep Germany within the Atlantic sys-
tem”. The author tries to answer a central
question: will the imperial idea be revived
in Germany? His survey of the “German
idea” which shaped its evolution through
history either as a loose cultural confede-
racy, an inheritor of the Euro-Roman Em-
pire or as a nation-state co-existing with
other Germanic nations - is rather pene-
trating. It is surely applicable to other na-
tions including Russia and the “Slav ortho-
dox world” in relation to the Pan-Slavic
doctrine crafted in the late 18" - early 19
century and elaborated by a Russian econo-
mist, ethnologist and historian Nikolay Ya.
Danilevsky (1822-1885), an ardent propo-
nent of the “circular” paradigm of global
history.

A weakened and internally conflicted
United States may not be able to retain a
decisive influence in Eurasia for long and
a splintered EU will provide opportuni-
ties for Russia to form mutually benefi-
cial agreements with some European states
which need to secure and develop the vital
land road and rail routes to and from Chi-
na and the rest of Asia. The recent Franco-
German proposal to engage Russia through
a bilateral summit between Brussels and
Moscow was scuttled as a result of the op-
position of smaller pro-American mem-
bers, primarily Poland and the Baltic states
which are part of the anti-Russian “cordon
sanitaire” created by NATO. Nonetheless,
that failure does not foreclose the possibil-
ity for Berlin and Paris to conduct separate
talks with the Kremlin and pursue a foreign
policy line of their own.

Instead of the largely segregated and
closed Soviet space which for decades was
surrounded by hostile neighbours to its
west (NATO), south (Turkey, Iran and Pa-

kistan) and east (China, South Korea, Japan
and the US bases in Alaska and the Pacific -
Russia, buttressed by stable and improving
economic and political relations with Iran,
Syria, Turkey, the Gulf States, China, the
two Koreas, Japan, ASEAN countries and
India is beginning to fulfill its geopolitical
and geoeconomic calling as the heartland
and crossroads of Eurasia, linking the ma-
jor civilisations and economies of two con-
tinents, with the further potential to tie in
overland with the Americas through a fu-
ture Bering road and rail connection. The
Asia of 2030, notes Z. Daulet Singh, “will
look very different from the Asia of today
and will most likely be an amplified ver-
sion of the interdependence that has al-
ready been established over decades...
Greater Eurasia has the energy resourc-
es and strategic commodities of Russia in-
cluding its strong scientific base of human
capital, as well as the commercial technol-
ogies of Japan, China and Korea. It also has
the human capital and the demography to
maintain a self-sustaining political econo-
my” [Daulet Singh, 2020, p. 291]. “Greater
Eurasia’, the cradle of several civilisations,
could be synonymous to a new project cen-
tred around Lev Gumilyovs (1912-1992)
“Eurasian idea” in which Russia is destined
to play a pivotal role. Connecting history
and modernity, the so-called “Third Rome”
can emulate its Byzantine ancestor which
for more than a thousand years linked the
Mediterranean oikoumene with the lands
of Rus’ and western Asia.
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Touka 3peHuna

AHHOTAIIVA. Hcmopuoepagpuue-
CKoe 88edeHue cIamvll COOePHCUmM pempo-
cnekyuro pabom 3apyOercHvix U Poccuii-
CKUX YHEHDIX U IKCNEPIO8, 0CBEUAI0ULUX
npuuunvt pacnada Cosemckoeo Corosa.
Asmop, ananuzupys ocobeHHOCMU NOMU-
muueckozo nudepcmea M.C. Topbauésa,
nomeusaem No30HeCO8EMMCKUTE KPUUC 6
KOHmMeKcm Pycckol uUcmopuu u umnep-
ck020 Hacnedust Poccuu. Ocoboe sHumanue
06pauieno Ha npobremy HAUUU KAx eOuH-
CM6a IMHUUECKUX, KYTbMYPHbIX U TUHE-
BUCUYECKUX COCTNABNISIOULUX ee dTIeMeH-
M08 8 NPOmueosec YHUSePCAnNUCmcKomy
NOHUMAHUIO UMNEPUU KAK coobusecmea
Hapo00s, 00vedUHeHHVIX 00uell Ucmopu-
weckoti cyovboil. Aemop conocmasnsem
Cosemckuti Cot03 kax umMnepuio Hekaccu-
4ecK020 MUNA ¢ e6pPONeticKUMU UMNEPCKU-
MU 06pA308aHUAMU, 6 HACHHOCHU C 2ep-
MAHCKOU, chopmuposasuieiicss us «korge-
depamuerozo» 00vedUHeHUs 20Cy0apcme
Henmpanvroii u Bocmounoii Espono. Iep-
MAHCKULL «peilx» ONUPAncs Ha Ucmopu-
ueckue mpaouyuu Jpesrezo Puma u Ou-

nacmuu Kaponumeos u eénocnedcmeuu
mpancopmuposancs 8 c6oeobpasroe pe-
depamusHoe 20cy0apcmeo, OKpyxeHHoe
HeOONLUUMYU  MEPPUMOPUATLHLIMU  e0U-
HUUAMU, KOMOPble NPUHANU YUBUAUZALU-
OHHOe U NoMUmMu1ecKoe Hacneoue «petixar.
B nacmosuwee spems Iepmanus nocmenen-
HO ymeepicodaem céoe TUOePCmeo Kax cpe-
OU 6 NPOULTIOM 3ABUCUMDIX O Hee teppu-
mopuii, mak u Ha npocmpancmee Espo-
cowsa, numusuwezocsi Benukobpumanuu.
Poccust e, nobyxoaemas eeozpaguuecku-
MU U cmpamezuvecKumMu Umnepamued-
MU, NbiMaemcs 60cc030amp e8pa3UTicKyio
«KOHPedepamueHy» accoyuauuio ¢ 6vie-
WUMU COBEMCKUMU PecnyOnuKamu 6 co-
omeemcmeuy co cmpamezuseckoi 3ada-
ueli G038pawseHUs Ccebe 3HAHeHUS CUTbL,
cesasyroweti 3anad, ucnamcxuii mup u Ku-
mail. B 3aknouumenvroti wacmu cmamou
asmop 3adaemcss 60NPOComM: YOAcmcs au
Poccuu cozdamv cunmemuyeckyo mooens
20CY0apCcmeeHH020 NPOCMPAHCBA HA OC-
HoBe cumOU03a udeil «CABSTHCKOU NPaso-
cnasroti ouxymenvr» H.A. Jlanunesckoeo
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