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IS SOCIALIST REALISM (DE)COLONIAL? OR,
HOW TO RE-APPROPRIATE THE SPIRIT OF
THE GIFT

Michat Murawski

When | carried out my research on the Palace of Culture and Science in Warsaw, | made a
more or less conscious effort to not elaborate on the colonial/decolonial/postcolonial dimen-
sion of my research (Murawski 2019). The reason was threefold. First, | did not want to ap-
propriate or to suggest an equivalence between the experience of predominantly white Poles
and colonised and decolonising populations in Asia and Africa; or, rather, | was not opposed
to such an equivalence but | simply shied away from straying too deep into it. Secondly, the
postcolonial/decolonial lens in Polish academia is often associated with a rightwing revan-
chist school, which deploys it to maximise the Polish stake to victimhood - as such, it is also
associated with an anticommunist narrative, which reduces the experience of state socialism
exclusively to one of suffering to exploitation. | wanted to show a more nuanced story, and
- running against the current of Polish anticommunist ideological hegemony - to show the
progressive, collectivity-creating power of a communist building.

There can be no doubt, however, that the colonial dimension was there. Poland was colonised
by the Soviet Union in a manner which extended the prior colonial dominion over it by the
Russian Empire. There was economic and military exploitation, there were settlers, complex
and performative forms of tribute were exerted and extracted. It's rather clear cut. The mar-
itime cathexis of traditional scholarship on colonialism prevents a discussion of equivalence
between Russian-Soviet contiguous “imperialism” and Euro-American “colonialism”. | use the
terms colonialism and imperialism interchangeably here, consciously, to move away from the
Youngian/Saidian consensus that posits such a strong distinction between the two terms (Said
1993, Young 2015)®; and that makes it more difficult for a substantive conversation about not
only Russian but also Soviet colonialism to take place.

Now let me turn explicitly to the question of socialist realism. As levgeniia Gubkina (2015) has
recently argued, writing with reference to Freedom Square in Kharkiv, the site of Derzhprom,
on which Constructivist buildings belonging to the same ensemble as Derzhprom, and de-
signed by the same Ukrainian Constructivist architect - Yaakov Shteinberg - were coated in a
thick layer of Socialist Realist décor.

“We need to “critically evaluate the methodology with which [Socialist Realism] has
been interpreted for years. Stalinism is a very important milestone in the understand-
ing of 20th century colonialism. The Freedom Square in Kharkiv is a prime example of
it.”

On 1 March 2022, KhSA suffered a direct hit from a thermobaric vacuum missile and was
burned out and destroyed, killing several dozen people. So, when this building is rebuilt,

89 According to Edward Said, colonialism consists in the “implanting of settlements on a distant territory [emphasis
added]”, whereas imperialism relates to the ideology of overseas expansion.
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should it be “decolonized”? Should it be returned, in the process of reconstruction, to its pre-
war Constructivist appearance, created during a time when Kharkiv was in fact the capital of
a Soviet Ukraine undergoing a substantive process of autonomization and “Ukrainization”.
Should we go further and restore the coherence of the Freedom Square Constructivist en-
semble? On the other hand, are not both Constructivism and post-war modernism, surely,
tarnished with many of the same colonial (even fascist) characteristics as modernism is? Colo-
nialism, surely, is more than a question of style.

Yet, there is a lot that was uniquely imperialist/colonialist about Stalinist socialist realism.
As architectural theorist and culturologist Vladimir Paperny (2002) has shown in his seminal
work on Russian architectural history, “Culture Two" (the architectural culture of the Stalin era)
has a particular affinity with violence, conquest and vertical models of power. Greg Castillo
- especially in his still remarkably relevant early work - has also written extensively on the re-
markable similiarites between western orientalist aesthetic practice and Soviet socialist realist
ones. As he emphasises (1997: 400, this affinity applied even to the level of labour practices

“Socialist realism indeed perpetuated some aspects of fold art, rehearsing a colonial
model of cultural exchange imn the process. Like the Indo-Saracenic architecture of the
British Raj, it provided a stylistic framework in which masters of indigenous construc-
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tion were reduced to specialists working under the supervision of outside ‘experts’.

In any case, there is no doubt that the story of the coloniality of socialist realism - or of So-
cialist Impe-Realism - needs to be written, theorized and considered much more extensively.

The Gift of Noncapitalism

I will focus here on the paradoxical (de)coloniality of the way in which the palace of culture was
framed as a “free gift” from the USSR to Poland. Social anthropologists from Marcel Mauss on-
wards have long described how the gift is a mechanism, which at once ensnares the receiver
in unequal power relations in relation to the giver; but on the other hand has the potential for
creating a sort of far-reaching social solidarity, which is lacking in societies founded upon the
exchange of commodified goods. The gift is the opposite of the commodity. And the very idea
of space in socialist public culture is saturated with the logic of the gift. But the logic of the gift
pervades not only in socialist contexts. As anthropologists including Nikolai Ssorin-Chaikov
(2006, 2006b) and Bruce Grant (2009) have pointed out, this logic of prestation pervaded also
the Soviet and Tsarist expansionist and colonialist projects (albeit in distinct ways).

The Palace of Culture and Science was born at a very precise—and abrupt—moment in time.
The story below, recounted in Jézef Sigalin's [explain] memoirs, is one that a surprising num-
ber of my Warsaw interlocutors were able to recall with some precision. Sigalin recounts how,
on July 2, 1951, he received a telephone call from Central Committee Interior Minister Hilary
Minc forewarning him of a high-level conversation due to occur the following day: “Tomorrow,
in the course of your tour around Warsaw with Viacheslav Mikhailovich Molotov [longtime
Soviet foreign minister], he is likely to come out with a suggestion to build in Warsaw a tower
of the same type as those Moscow towers, which they have recently been building there and
of which they are so proud. This is Stalin's decision, relating to an obligation undertaken by the
Soviets in 1945. The key thing is not to be too surprised by this proposition, to respond to it
in a generally positive tone and to not get bogged down by details” (Sigalin 1986: 422). Sigalin
confirms that the planned conversation did indeed take place. “A quick sentence, interjected
into the conversation by Molotov: ‘And how would you like to see, here in Warsaw, a tower like
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the ones we have at home?' My reply, ‘Well yes, | suppose we would™.*®

The notion of the “gift of friendship,” of obvious anthropological interest, was the primary nar-
rative through which the Palace’s origins were presented in the literature of the time, as well
as constituting a fruitful avenue through which critics (in the 1950s, throughout the PRL era,
and now) underline the brazen one-sidedness of its imposition on Warsaw. It is difficult to find
another source that hammers home so relentlessly the “free lunch” message as the article
from which the below citations are taken, by journalist Karol Matcuzynski in a 1952 edition of
the main party daily newspaper, Trybuna Ludu:

There have been many gifts, it is true. Kings, holy men and magnates have been
bestowing gifts upon each other since ancient times. . . . But for one nation to give
something to another, to simple people? Never before. | have not come across an-
other international treaty like that from 5 April 1952. An eye accustomed to cryptic
diplomatic formulations searches despite itself for another section of this treaty. That
in return, the Polish government ... that the other party obligates itself to. . . . For
nothing? As a proof and expression of friendship? To help a fraternal nation? The
annals of diplomacy have no known no such values. . .. Perhaps one day this Warsaw
treaty will be cited as a precedent in a new chapter of international relations.”

If one was to search the archives of ethnographic knowledge for cases where the “notion of
a ‘pure gift' is a mere ideological obfuscation” - and, as Jonathan Parry (1986: 455) points out,
such examples are not hard to come by—the case of Stalin’s gift to Warsaw would surely be
among the most brazenly articulated of these obfuscations.

Beyond the Trybuna text above, the message of the donor's generosity and the recipient's
fascination and gratitude was repeated ad nauseam in press reports and propaganda ma-
terials before and during the Palace’s construction. On the other hand, the disingenuous na-
ture of the gift was also remarked upon immediately. Writer and diarist Maria Dagbrowska
(whose opinion of the new regime was unenthusiastic), wrote in her diary entry for May 2,
1952 (Dabrowska 2009: 135):

Urbi et orbi, . . .the newspapers [have] suddenly started announcing a “great gift from the
fraternal Soviet Union” . . . to be built not only by Russian machines, but also by Russian
engineers and workers, put together from (allegedly) imported materials. The design itself
is Muscovite, supposedly consulted with Polish architects, but who among them would
be courageous enough to express their own opinion? This design, displayed almost every
day in the newspapers, is—from above, from this and the other side—horrendously ugly,
justified by nothing. The whole of Warsaw will lie at the feet of this monster. ... It has been
unequivocally announced, that “the whole nation has accepted this gift with the greatest
enthusiasm and gratitude”. In actuality, however, the whole of Warsaw has received this
news with consternation, confusion, some with despair. All sorts of comments are being
made; here is a gentle one: “It's for Katyn, they want to show what kind of friends they
are”. Others speculate about what the Russians' intentions could be. And that no one un-
dertakes multi-billion investments of this sort in a foreign country from the goodness of
their heart. The fact remains, that Russia is moving ten thousand of its own people to the

90  Ssorin-Chaikov has commented on the “performative and predictable political means” of ensuring that gifts pre-
sented to Stalin appeared “os if spontaneous” (2006a: 363). The Sigalin-Minc exchange shows that this worked both ways.
An almost identical story - a 2012 conversation between Vladimir Putin and Sobyanin - lies at the genesis of Zaryadye
Park in Moscow. See Murawski (2022), “Falshfasad: Infrastructure, Materialism and Realism in Wild Capitalist Moscow”.
American Ethnologist, forthcoming, August 2022,
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capital of Poland, for whom it is building a whole little town in Jelonki. | heard that some
of their laborers are already in Warsaw, and that there have been a few rather sharp
disputes with our own jacks. Over better working conditions, and the dragging along of
some women to their barracks by force. Of course, these could just be rumors. Either
way, | have fallen into a sort of depressed humiliation. | was reminded of the building of
the Orthodox Cathedral on Saxon Square. This was also the largest building in Warsaw at
the time.

This relatively short page from a skeptic's diary nearly summarizes numerous of the impurities
vested, or seen to be vested, within the Stalinist gift. The allusion to Katyn invokes the notion
of a sort of “apology gift” or, rather, an “amnesia gift" meant to erase the potentially destabi-
lizing memory of an untoward act committed by the giver. Or perhaps a gift whose oppressive
power content is so clearly evident (all the more so through its continuity with previous ges-
tures of architectural domination, notably the nineteenth-century Alexander Nevsky Cathe-
dral on Warsaw's Saxon Square) that it constitutes a sort of direct architectural extension of
the violence of Katyn rather than an attempt to atone or to negate it. And the suggestion of
sexual violence (which | heard invoked several times in Warsaw, especially when visiting the
Friendship housing estate currently situated in the buildings previously occupied by Soviet
laborers) suggests that the prostration of the city before the Palace predicted by Dgbrowska
belongs more to the sphere of outright sacrifice (“contract sacrifice” in Mauss's phrase) than
to accommodation or reciprocity (Mauss 2016: 82).

The Gift of Noncapitalism*'

A number of scholars have drawn attention to and attempted to make sense of the marked
prominence of gift dynamics in the culture, society, and economy of twentieth-century state
socialism. Focusing on the public culture of the Stalin-era Soviet Union, historian Jeffrey
Brooks has assembled an empirically broad catalogue of how Stalinist socialism in particular
functioned as an “economy of the gift” (Brooks 1999: 84-105)). In Brooks's account, this econo-
my was malevolent and disingenuous; it perpetrated a “theft of agency,” relying on a “politics
of obligation” to render the ordinary inhabitants of the Soviet Union (and, after 1945, of the
entire Soviet bloc) into “debtors of the Party, and ultimately of Stalin” (Brooks 2003: 52).
Framed around an examination of countergifts received by Stalin and other Soviet leaders,
Nikolai Ssorin-Chaikov, by contrast, theorizes Soviet gift dynamics as a radically noncapitalist
“intervention in modernity.” Ssorin-Chaikov points out that the centrality and discursive prom-
inence of the gift in the everyday life (and national and international macropolitics) of state
socialism is predicated on a conscious rejection of capitalist norms of economic interaction
(Ssorin-Chaikov 2006b: 13):

The public nature of gift-giving constructed a political economy that followed gift log-
ic, first, on the Soviet, and second, the global scale of the socialist world-system. In
this extensive system of exchange, different forms of wealth were to circulate em-
phatically not in commodity form. . . . Just like goods and services within the Soviet
society were supposed to circulate without the market, international relations of the
socialist states were built on the ubiquitous formula of “brotherly mutual aid.”

Ssorin-Chaikov points out that most contemporary anthropological commentaries have tend-
ed to theorize gift relations as “antinomial to modernity.” (Ssorin-Chaikov 2006a: 357) Indeed,

91 This section of the article consists of an edited version of a passage from Chapter 3 of Murawski's The Palace
Complex (2019: 64-68).
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he suggests, the practice of Soviet socialism does mirror anthropological theory in the man-
ner of its reliance on a rock-hard binary between “gift” and “commodity.” At the same time,
however, in direct opposition to Maussian wisdom, Soviet culture represents the commodity
as evolutionarily anachronistic and recasts the gift as the foundation for the political economy
of the socialist future (as the Trybuna journalist's emphasis on the “never before” suggests). In
Ssorin-Chaikov's terms, this is a “vision of modernity as a temporal negation of the commodity
form. (Ssorin-Chaikov 2006b: 13)"

Following Mauss's own evolutionary logic, Jonathan Parry has argued that more differentiated
societies are likely to place a greater “premium on reciprocity”: “an elaborated ideology of the
‘pure’ gift is most likely to develop in state societies with an advanced division of labor and
a significant commercial sector” (Parry 1986: 467). In the Soviet case, however, the claim to
novelty and economic superiority is predicated precisely on the impossibility of reciprocity in
any condition other than of a fraternal world resting on a foundation of the common owner-
ship of the means of production (including property). At the same time, however, there is no
doubt that this discursive “premium on reciprocity” is heightened by the extent to which the
notion of the pure Soviet gift of socialism constitutes a dissimulation of ensnarement into very
unequal power relations, for which the practice of gifting functions as consolidator. In Ssorin-
Chaikov's description, “the ‘gift—counter-gift idiom’ summed up the entire [Soviet] society”,
not merely as a metaphor but as a determinant political foundation (2006b: 17). The gift is
thus at the heart of the “militant noncapitalism” (to borrow Stephen Kotkin's term) that guides
state socialist ideology, political economy, and culture (Kotkin 1997: 53).

Mauss's theory of the gift is pivoted around the famous Maori hau, the “master concept of
the Essai sur le don” (Sahlins 1972: 149). Hau, the subject of much discussion and rethinking
among anthropologists, historians, and philosophers for the past hundred years, is defined as
“the spirit of the thing given” (Mauss 2016: 69). Hau is the force that binds the gift indelibly—or
inalienably—to the giver and that therefore constitutes the source of the recipient’s “obliga-
tion to reciprocate.” In Mauss's words, “hau pursues anyone who holds it".

For Mauss and his interpreters, hau is the source of the obligation to reciprocate. Hau drives
the “thing given” in one of two directions: either to return to its “place of origin” or—as in
the case of the Palace—"to produce, for the clan and the soil from which it came, an equiva-
lent that replaces it” (Mauss 2016: 73). In this case, the thing given seeks to re-create on the
soil to which it has been transplanted a state socialist political-economic regime, organized
around the eradication of commodity exchange and its replacement by a radically new kind of
noncapitalist, high-modern (rather than premodern) gift economy. In the words of Stalin-era
Polish architectural ideologue Edmund Goldzamt, the role of the Palace gift is to assist in
the “transformation of the infrastructure of social ties,” to act as a material consolidator for
the “foundational gift” of socialism, on which its very existence relies. The Palace's elaborate-
ly articulated “gifting” to the city was preceded by the mass expropriation of property from
private landlords, instituted by means of the October 1945 Bierut Decree. The Palace’s very
foundation, then, rests on a logic of expropriation. In order for the gift to materialize, private
property had to be taken away from its owners and turned into something quite different:
public property. The Palace, then, is a material device for the consolidation of the social effects
of the expropriation of private property and for the communalization of the city. This making
public of property is thus the last-instance purpose of the Palace’s “architectural power,” of its
spatial and aesthetic, or morphological, characteristics.
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Conclusion: Decolonisation-by-varsovianization

Gifts, to reemphasize, are properly holistic phenomena that seep into every domain of social
life. In Mauss's typology, they are “total social facts,” “at the same time juridical, economic,
religious and even aesthetic, morphological, etc (Mauss 2016: 173).” Indeed, it could certainly
be argued that the Palace—through the enormity of its bulk, the extravagance of its form, and
the eclecticism of the functions it contains—weighs upon all of the above aspects of Warsaw's
existence. In Warsaw, then, the Soviet version of hau, Mauss's “spirit of the thing given"—
which binds the receiver indelibly to the giver—obliged Varsovians to approach the building
with a certain official deference (while inspiring a great deal of private hatred) throughout the
communist era. Following the fall of the Polish People’s Republic in 1989 and of the Soviet
Union itselfin 1991 (and the withdrawal of the last Soviet troops from Polish territory in 1993),
the Polish side’s obligation to reciprocate (the interstate-socialist hau) collapsed. But the com-
munist (noncapitalist) “economic morphological” and “economic aesthetic” infrastructure of
architectural and social totality established between the Palace gift and the city—its public
spirit—has not only lingered but has gathered in strength.

In the case of Warsaw, this “public spirit” has provided an infrastructure, thanks to which the
Palace has been “appropriated” by the city of Warsaw. One could call this mechanism decolo-
nization by appropriation. So, perhaps a key political question for architecture today - espe-
cially in post-soviet and post-socialist contexts - is the question of how to create/cultivate ar-
chitecture’s public spirit, which the political economy of socialism created; while jettisoning the
coercive, violent dimension inherent to socialist public culture. This is an aesthetic question,
to some extent - but it is also a question of political ideology; of political economy (especially
of property ownership structures but also of ownership regimes); and especially of solidarity.
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CALLIANICTbIYHDbI POANI3M - LI EI-‘I’
(A2)KANAHIANDbHDBI? ABO AK HAHOY

MPbICBOILUDb CABE AYX NAAAPYHKA
Mixan Mypaycki

3alimatoubica gacnefaBaHHeM [Manaua KynbTypbl i HaByki ¥ BapluaBe, a1 3pabiy 60nbLu
Li MeHL CcBsijoMae HamaraHHe He narnblbnAuua y Sro KanadinHae / A3kanadinHae /
noctkanaHiiHae BbiMsApaHHe (Murawski 2019). Ha Toe 6biii Tpbl NpbiYbiHbL. [Ma-nepLuae,
He xaLley 3amaxBauua abo CTaBilb 3HaK poyHacLi Namidk 4ocBejaM nepaBaxHa 6enackypbix
nanskay i kanaHisaBaHbIx (abo A3kanaHisaublHbIX) HacenbHiuTBay Asii abl Appbiki. He Toe
Kab A Lankam 6bly He 3rofjHbl 3 ThiM, LUTO M3Thl A0CBE/ 3KBiBa/€HTHbI, ane 5 NpocTa nasbsaray
3a rnblboka 3axoA3ilb y raTyro Tamy. MNa-Apyroe, NocTkanaHiiHbIA | A3KanaHiNHbIA akynspbl
Yy NoJibCKal akajsdMidHa CynosibHacLi 4YacTta acaupbltoroLLa 3 PIBaHLUbICLKAN LUKO/AW
npaBail HakipaBaHacLi, sikas 6sp3 raTbia akynspbl Ha y3bpaeHHe 3 M3Tal MakciMizalbli
noJibckara MakyTHILUTBa. M3Tast MAbiHb Takcama 3BA3aHas 3 aHTbIKaMyHiCTbIUHBIM HapaTblBaM,
AKI 3BOA3ILb A0CBeA A3sipXayHara caublafisMy BbIKIKOYHA Aa MakyT i akcrsyaTaubli. MHe
Xauenacs nakasaup 60/blU LIMAaTOaKOBYK KapLjiHy, PyLbllb ManspoK MblHi MNOAbCKal
id3anariyHa aHTbIKAMYHICTbIYHAW rereMoHii i npagsamMaHcTpaBalb NparpaciyHyro ciiy
nabysfoBbl KAMYHI3My, 3aCHaBaHYO Ha KanekTbiBi3Me.

Mpbl r3TbIM He naycTae CymMHeBay, LUTO KajaHiliHae BbIMAP3HHE MpbICyTHIYana. MNonbLuya
canpayabl 6bina kanaHizaBaHasi CaBeukiMm Cato3aMm, Mpbl r3TbIM Nansp3AHse KanaHirHae
naHaBaHHe Pacilicka imnepsbli Haj i bblno NalbipaHae. Mena Mecua skaHaMiYHas | BaeHHas
3KCMayaTaubls, Obli KanaHicTbl, cnaraHanica i YTpbiMAiBanica cknajaHbid Abl NakasHbIA
dopMmbl AaHiHbIl. TyT ycé AoChbiLb ACHa. AMaHTaHacLb TPaAbILbIAHBIM HABYKOBbIM CTay/IeHHEM
Ja KanaHisniamy ¥ Mapckix AsfpXaBax He fa3Bansie Becui AbICKyCito ab poyHacui namix
paciricka-caBeLKiM CyMeXHbIM “iMnepbliafiismam” i eypa-amepblikaHCKiM “KanaHigniamam”. Tyt
TIPMiHbl “Kananisniam” i “imnepbisniam” CBALAOMAa BbIKapbICTOYBaKOLLA Y3aeMa3aMAHANbHA,
Kab agpicui aj sHraycka-caigayckara KaHCIHCyCy, MaBoA/e sikora namix ABymMa naHaTKami
écub BsAnikaa posHiua (Said 1993, Young 2015)%%; rata ycknagHse 3MACTOYHYH ryTapky He
ToNbKi @b paciickim, ane i caBeLkiM KanaHianiame.

Lianep gassosibLe nepancli HaynpocT Aa MblITaHHA CaubISNiCTbIYHAra paaniamy. Ak HAZayHa
cuBapaxana fAyrenia NybkiHa (Gubkina, 2015), niwy4bl 3 aacbiikanm ga naowybl CBaboab!
y XapkaBe, Mecua 3HaxomkaHHsA [3apxnpamy ([JepXnpom), Ha SKiM KaHCTPYKTbIBICLKISA
6yAbIHKi, LUTO Hanexani fa Taro camara aHcambéns, Wro i A3apxnpam, i cnpaekTaBaHbIst TbiM
CaMbIM YKpPaiHCKIM apxiTaKTapaM-KaHCTPyKTbIBiCTaM AkaBaMm LLUTaliHBepram, 6bu1i NakpbIThisd
TOYCTbIM MJIACTOM CaupbIANiCTbIYHA-P3ANICTbIYHAra 43KOpy.

“Ham HeabxofgHa “KpbITblYHa alaHilb MeToAblKy, 3 Janamoraii fKoW ragami
iHT3pnp3TaBayca [caublANiCTbiYHbl p3ani3aM]. Benbmi BaXHbLIM 3TanamM y pasymeHHi
Kanawnianismy XX cT. 3'aynseuua craniHism. Mnowuya CBabogbl y XapkaBe - raTa
HarnsgHasa Tamy inrcTpaubis”.

92 MaBogne 3aBapaa Caiga, kanaHisniam ykntovae ¥ csibe “3acHaBaHHe naceniluyay Ha Aanékai TapbiTopbli”
(Bblly4aHa MHOW), a iMnepbIaniaM agHocilua Aa iA3anorii 3aMopckaii skcnaHcii.
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1 cakaBika 2022 r. XA nauspnena aj npamora TpanasHHA TapmabapbluHan BaKyyMHaw
pakeTbl, bbl1a cnaneHas i pazbypaHasi, 3ariHyna HekanbKi A3acaTkay Yanasek. LLTo X, kani raTel
OyAblHaK bya3e afHOYNeHbI, Ui éH MyCilb ObliLb “A3KanaHizaBaHbl"? Lii ¥ xoa3e pakaHCTpyKLbli
€H NaBiHeH OblLb BEpHYTHI ja JaBaeHHara KaHCTPYKThbIBIiCLIKAra BbIrns4y, Y sikiM €éH naycray y
yachl, kani Xapkay ¢akTbliuHa 6bly cTaniuaii CaBeukan YKpaiHbl, skas npaxoAsina npas iCToTHbI
npauac aytaHamisaupli i “ykpainizaupli”. Lii Tpa6a naricui ganeli i agHaBiLb YHYTPaHYyH N0riky
KaHCTPYKTbIBiCLKara aHcamb6aa naowybl CBaboabl? 3 iHwara 60Ky, Lji X KaHCTPYKTbIBI3M i
nacnsBaeHHbl MaA3PHi3M afHa3HauHa He cancaBaHbla LUMATAIKiIMI 3 ThIX CaMbIX KanaHilHbIX
(abo HaBaT daLLbICTOYCKIX) pbicay, AK i Mag3pHiI3M? KanaHisniam rata syHa 60/bLU YbiM NpocTa
NMblTaHHe CTbIIHO.

Ane ¥ cTaniHCcKiM caupbIficTbIYHBIM p3ani3Me 6bi10 WMaT YHiKanbHa iMAepbianicukara /
KanaHisinicukara. Ak y cBaél HaBaTapckal npaubl ab apxiTakTypHali rictopeli Pacii nakasay
apXITaKTYPHbI T3ap3ThIK | KynbTyponar Ynaasimip MNanepHsl (Paperny, 2002), “KynbTtypa ABa”
(apxiTakTypHasa KynbTypa CTaniHCKal 3Moxi) ajgpo3HiBanaca acabniBa HabnikaHacuio fa
rBajTy, 3axonay i BepTbikasbHbIX Mag3nsay ynagel. I'par Kacuinna (acabnisa y siro garatynb
Ha p3jKacub akTyanbHal paHHAM npaLbl) Takcama WwMaT nicay ab BblAaTHbIX NagabeHcTBax
NaMixXX 3aX04HAN 3CT3TbIYHAN NPaKTbIKal | caBeLKiMi MpakTbikaMi caublSniCTblvHara p3anismy.
Ak éH nagkpacniBae (Castillo, 1997: 400), ratasn pogHacHacLb pacrnayctogxKBanacs HaBaT Ha
YMOBbI NpaLbl:

“Y caublanicTblYHBIM p3aniaMe canpayabl bbiii yBekaBeyaHbl HeKaTopbls acnekThbl
HapojHara MacTauTBa, Hibbl BApTalo4biCA Ja KanaHiiHai Magsni KynbTypHara
abmeHy. AK y iHAa-capalblHCKal apXiTakTypbl bpbiTaHckal IHABI, r3Tan Mag3anato bbii
3afaf3eHbla pamKi, ¥ AKIX KapaHHbIS MancTpbl 6yaayHiuTea Oblii pagyKaBaHbla ja
cneupblgnictay, WTo Npauasani nag Harnsgam npblesnbix “3Hayuay”.

Y nto6bIM BbIMaAKY HSIMa CYyMHeBay, LUTO FiCTOPbIO KanaHiHacLi cauplisnicTbiuHara paanismy
(@60 caublsnicTblyHara iMne-pbisaniamy) HeabxoaHa 3anicalb, 3HaMCLi ANS sie TIapP3ThlUHYH
6a3y i 60nbLU IHT3HCIYHa Npagymalb.

MagapyHak HekaniTanismy

AcHoyHas yBaray ratain yacTupbl 6ya3e 3acapoykaHas Ha TbiM, Ak MapajakcanbHa (43)kanaHiriHa
nanaw KynbTypbl 6bly NagaaseHbl Ak “683BbinaatHbl gapyHak” CCCP MonbLybl. MNMaybiHaoubI
3 Mapcana Moca, caubianbHblg aHTpanonari nagpabsasHa anicani MexaHism najgapyHka, aki
aApa3sy CTaBiub aTpbiMajbHiKa ¥ HAPOYHYIO Masiublto Cislbl afHOCHA JapaBasibHika. 3 iHwara
60Ky, r3Tbl MeXaHi3M Mae NaT3HLbISA CTBaPbILb LUTOChL KLUTaNTy AanékacsxHari rpamagckan
canifjapHacui, SKo He xanae y rpamajCcTBax, 3aCHaBaHbIX Ha abmeHe TaBapami. MNagapyHak
- rata cynpaubiernacub TaBapy. Cama ig38 npactopbl ¥ caubIsiniCTbiYHAW rpamajckan
KynbTypbl Hacbl4aHas norikah fapyHky. MNpel r3TeIM A0riKa JapyHKY pacnayciogxaHas He
TOMBKi ¥ CaubIANiCTbIYHBIX YMOBaX. K Naka3sani aHTpanonari, y TeiM fiky Hikanah CcopbiH-
Yamkay (Ssorin-Chaikov, 2006, 2006b) i bpyc 'paHT (Grant, 2009), raTali norikali akasaHHs
nacnyri 6blai NPacAKHYTbIA CaBelKa-LapbICLKiA 3KCMaHCIaHICUKIA i kanaHianicukia npaexTsl
(xaus i na-po3Hamy).

Manay, KynbTypbl | HABYKi HapaA3iycs § BenbMi KAaHKP3THbI (i panToyHbI) MOMaHT Yy Yace. Hixai
nagajseHyo rictopbito, nepakasaHyto y Memyapax HO33da CiraniHa, 3 nayHall CTyneHHto
JaknagHacui 3marni npeiragaub Ha fA3iBa WIMAaT XTO 3 Maix Bapluayckix cypasmoyuay.
FO.CiraniH ycnamiHae, sk 2 nineHs 1951 r. amy natanedaHaBay MiHICTp L3HTpanbHara kamitaTa
6sacneki Finapbl MiHL | nanapsasiy, WTO Ha HaCcTyMNHbl A3eHb Mycina agbbluua ryrapka Ha
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BbICOKIM Y3poyHi: “3ayTpa ¥ xoA3e 3Kckypcii ma Bapwase 3 BsuyacnaBam Mixannasiyam
MonaTtaBbIM [LUMaTraZoBbIM MiHICTpam 3aMeXHbIx cnpay CCCP] éH, BepaeMHa, Bbl1y4bllb
npanaHoBy nabyaaBalpb Yy BapLuaBe Bexy Takora camara Tbiny, SiK Tbisl Mackoyckisi BeXbl,
AKiS AHbI @aNOLLUHIM Yacam byaasani i akimi Tak raHapauyua. 3Ta pawsHHe CTaniHa, 3BA3aHae
3 abaBs3aHHeM, y3aTbIM Ha csi6e caBeTaMmi y 1945 r. lanoyHae - raTail NnpanaHoBe 3aHajTa He
343iynAuua, Npapaarasallb Y L3bIM Na3iTblyHa i He narnblibnsauua y gstani” (Sigalin 1986: 422).
tO.CiraniH maugapzxae, WTO 3annaHaBaHas pa3moBa canpayabl agbelnacs. “Monartay xytka
ycTaBiy y rytapky Takyto ¢pasy: “A ui xaueni 6 Bbl, kab TyT, y BapLuaBe, 3'aBifacs Takas Bexa,
AKisg cTasub y Hac?” Mol agkas: “Aymato Tak, Xxaueni 6",

MaHaTak “cabpoyckara najapyHka”, 3a fkiM cTaiub AYHbl aHTpananariyHel iHTapac, cray
aCHOYHbIM MaTblBaM, Y AKiM Y niTapaTypbl TbiX Yacoy najasanica BbITOK Manaua, a Takcama
yaynse 3 cabe NNEHHbI HanpaMmak, npas aKi KpbITeiKi (y 1950-bis rr., Ha Npauary icHaBaHHs
MHP i usnep) nagkpacnisatoLb 6ecLbipbIMOHHYHO afHabakoBacLb Aro HaBs3aHHS Bapluase.
Lisxka 3HaricL, A3e Awy3 ratas igsa “6sacnnaTHara colpy” AaHocilLa HacToNbKi HeCTpbIMaHa,
AK Yy apTbikyne >ypHanicta Kapana ManuyxXbliHckara ¥ Hymapbl acHOYHali napTblHaW
LITOoA3EHHal rasetbl “TpblbyHa ntogy” ¥ 1952 r., agkynb NpbiBOA3ALLA LblTaTbl HKI:

Canpayabl, najapyHkay 6bino 6arata. 3 He3anaMAaTHbIX 4acoy Kkapani, CBATbISA
i wnaxuivbl agopBani aj3iH agHora.. Ane najapyHak ajHora Hapoga iHwawmy,
NPOCTbIM NIt0A3aM? Takora He 6b1i10. Hikoni He gaBoA3inaca Yyl nNpa MiXKHapOAHYHO
[aMOBY, aHanariyHyo nagnicaHai 5 kpacasika 1952 r. [pbi3BblYaeHae fa TagMHiUbIX
AblnnamaTblvHbIX GapMynéBak Boka CaMo cabe He BepblLb i LLyKae, LWTo bya3e YiHLWbIM
pa3asene gamosbl. LLITo y3ameH nonbCki ypag... LWTO iHLWbI 60K abaBsa3yeLua... Hivora?
Y fokas i 3Hak cabpoycTBa? Y ganamory 6patHAMy Hapoay? AHanbl AblinaamaTthbli 3
TakiMi BeNiYblHAMI He 3HaéMmbls... MarybiMa, afHOMYbI M3TYO0 BapLUAyCKyto AamMoBY
6yAyLb NpbiragsaLb AK NP3L3A3HT Y HOBbIM pasfg3ene MiXXKHapPOAHbIX agHOCIiHaY".

Kani kamycbLi faBosinaca wykaub y apxiBax 3THarpadivHbix BeAay npbikiagbl Taro, WTO
“NaHsATak “ybicTara NajapyHka” - rata 3BblYaHbl iA3anarivyHbl NSCOK Y BoYbl” (i, K CLBSApAXKae
[xoHataH Mapbl (Parry, 1986: 455), npbiknagbl Tamy 3HAWCLi HAUAXKA), TO CTaNiHCKI
nagapyHak BapluaBe 6ya3e HeCyMHeHHa CSpoJ HanbobLL HeccapomMHa BbipaXxaHbix npasy
Takora “nacky”.

Akpams BbILISK NpaublTaBaHara TakcTy ¥ “TpbibyHe”, gymKa npa w4yojpaclb AapaBanbHika
i 3axanneHHe Abl yA354YHacUb aTpbiManbHiKa fa MJOCHacLi 4acta naytapanacs ¥
naeegamneHHsax CMI i mpanaraHAbiCLKiIX MaTapbisnax ga Abl nacas nabygosbl [Manaua.
3 iHWara 60Ky, agpa3y 3'ABinica Takid, XTO 3BAPHYY yBary Ha HslW4blpacub najapyHka. Ab
r3TbIM Y CBaiM A3€HHIKY 2 TpayHa 1952 r. Hanicana nicbMeHHiLa i ayTapka A3éHHikay Mapblis
[Jlambpoycka (skas 6bln1a He ¥ 3axanieHHi ag HoBara paxeiMy) (Dgbrowska 2009: 135).

Urbi et orbi, . . . y rasetax pantam navani Tpyb6iLb npa “LyAoyHbl NajapyHak ag bpaTHAra
CaBeukara Caro3a"... ki bya3e 36ysaBaHbl He TO/bKI paciickai TaXHiKal, ane i paciickimi
iHXbIHepaMi Abl paboybiMi, a TakcaMa (HibblTa) 3 NpbIBa3HbIX MaTapbianay. Cam npaekT
MacKoYycki, HibblTa Yy3ragHayca 3 noAbCKiMi apxiTakTapami, ane XTo 3 ix acmeniyua
BblKa3alb YyNacHyto AyMKY? 3Tbl MpaekT, WITO aManb LWTOAHS Apykyeuua Y rasetax -
3Bepxy, 3 ratara 60Ky, 3 iHwara 60Ky - naysapHa 6pbIAKi i HiYbIM He anpayaaHbl. Ycs

93 Ab “nakasHblx i NpajkasanbHbIX NaniTel4HbIX CPOAKAX" BbISYNEHHA NagapyHKay, WTo ypydanica CtaniHy, Sk HibbITa
“cnaHTaHHbIX", nicay H.CcopblH-Yarikay (2006a: 363). Ak naka3sae abmeH iHpapmaubisivi namix CiraniHeim i MiHuam,
ratas MaA3nb nNpauasana y abogsa 6aki. 3 amanb iA3HTbIUHara croxaTy (ryTapki namixx ¥Y.MyuiHbiM i C.CabsHiHbIM y 2012
r.) navaycs i Mapk 3apagase ¥ Mackse. ['n. Murawski (2022), “Falshfasad: Infrastructure, Materialism and Realism in Wild
Capitalist Moscow". American Ethnologist, forthcoming, August 2022.
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Bapluasa 6ya3e nsxalb 15 HOF r3Tara MOHCTpa... bbl10 agHa3HavHa 3aayneHa, Wro “raTol
najapyHak 3 BeflizapHbIM 3HTY3if3MaM i YA3a4HacL0 NpbIHAY yBeCb Hapod'. Hacampay
ycto BapLuaBy raTas HaBiHa YKiHyna y HefaymeHHe, pa3rybneHacub, HekaTopbIX i § agyaii.
Bbika3BaroLLla caMblsi PO3HbIA kKaMeHTapbl. Bocb 60nbLW narogHbl: “I3Ta 3a KaTbiHb -
X0uyLb Makasalb, fKis AHbl Ham cA6pbI”. |HWbBIA BbiKka3BaloLub 34arajki ab MarybiMbIX
Hamepax paciiiuay. | LUTo HiIXTo aj AabpbliHi AyLLSYHaN He NpaAnpbiMae LWMaTMiNbAPAHbIS
iHBeCTbILbli Takora KLWTanTy ¥ uyxoii kpaiHe. ®akTam 3acTaelua Toe, WwWTo Pacia y ctaniuy
MonblYbl MPbLIBO3iLb A3eCsAuUb ThiCAY CBaix ftoA3en, Ans Akix y AnéHkax byayeuLa
U3/bl rapagok. 5 JyBana, WTO HekaTopbla 3 iX NpauayHikoy yxo Y Bapliase i o 6blni
HeManbl CyTbIYKi 3 HalbIMi Manag3éHami. 3a fenLbis YMOBbI NpaLbl i Ipa3 reanToyHae
3ausreaHHe kabet ga ix y 6apaki. Bagoma, rata moryub 6bilb NpocTa YyTkKi. Y KOXHbIM
pa3e A ajyyBalo LUTOCbL KLWTANTy MpbirHeYaHar npbiHixXaHacui. Haragana 6yabliHaK
npasaciayHara cabopa Ha CakcoHcKali naoLwYbl. Y TOV Yac rata Takcama 6bly caMbl BAIKi
6yablHaK y Bapluase.

Y r3TbiM afHOCHa KapoTKiM ypbIyKy 3 A3&HHiKa cKenTblka aManb LankaM abarynbHsaouua
LWIMaTAiKia npbIMeci, 3aknaa3eHblss anbbo 3anago3paHblid Y CTafiHCKIM AapyHKy. Hamék
Ha KaTblHb HaBoOA3iLb Ha AYMKY Mpa LITOCbLi KWTanTy “nagapyHka ¥ 3Hak npabaysHHsA"
abo xyTusl “nmajapyHka Asens 3abbiuua”’, Kab cuepui naTaHUbIAHA WKOAHbLI YCrnamiH ab
HeHanexHsbIX A3esdx 3 60Ky JapaBajbHika. AGO MarybiMa npa najapyHak, NpbIrHATaAbHbI
ynagHbl NaATIKCT SKOra HaCTONbKI BiAaBOYHbI (acabniBa Npa3 nepaemMHacub 3 Nansap3AHiMi
X3CTaMi apxiTakTypHara naHaBaHHS, TakiMi Ak cabopam AnsikcaHgpa Heyckara Ha CakcoHcKaw
naowysl Y Bapwase), WwWTo ysaynse cabol wTockbLUi NajobHae Aa nmpamora apxiTakTypHara
npauary reanty y KatblHi, a He cnpoby Aro 3anarogsiub Ui BbIKynilb. A 3aaragka npa
C3KCyanbHbl NpbIMYC (a6 AKiM 9 4yy y BapLuase Hekanbki pa3oy, acabnisa HaBeABaroUbl Xblbl
mMaciy Jpyx6a, ski uanep pasmMsawiyaeua ¥ 6yabliHKax, paHer 3aHATbIX caBeLKiMi paboybiMi)
Mae Ha yBase, LUTO pacnacuipaHHe ropaga nepag Manauam, cnparHasasaHae M.Jambpoyckai,
aAHoCciLLa XyTYaii Aa chepbl Npamora axssipaBaHHs (raBopaubl cnoBami M.Moca, “gamoyHara
axBsipaBaHHS"), UblM Cy>XbILLA abo Y3aemHacui (Mauss 2016: 82).

MagapyHak HekaniTaniamy®*

Ha BbILW3K a3HayaHyo pacnaycrogxaHaclb AblHaMiki nagapyHkay y KyabTypbl, rpamMajcTse i
3KaHOMILbI A3Ap>KayHara caublsnismy XX cT. 3BsipTana yBary i pasabpauua y én cnpabasana
HAMana HaBykoyuay. KaHU3HTpylubicA Ha rpamagckai kynbTypbl CaBeukara Cato3a
CTaniHckam anoxi, rictopbik Axadpbl bpykc cabpay amnipbivHa LWbIpOKi HAbop 3BecTak ab TbiM,
AK CTaNiHCKI caubIaniam, y npbiBaTHacLi, GyHKLbISHaBaY y Akacui “akaHoMiKi gapyHKy” (Brooks
1999: 84-105). MaBoane [Ax.bpykca, ratas 3kaHOMiKa Oblaa 3/10HAYMbICHas | HAWYbIPas.
3 fe fganamoran axbluuaynaycs “Kpag3éx cyb'ekTHacui”, AKi rpyHTaBaycs Ha “nanitbiupl
abaBszaHacui”, kab npocTbIa Xbixapbl CaBeukara Caro3a (a nacns 1945 r. i ycaro caBeukara
610ka) cTani “BiHaBaliLaMi NapThbli, @ ¥ pawwLe pawTay - camora CraniHa” (Brooks 2003: 52).
3acapo3iyLUbICA Ha BbIBYYIHHI MagapyHKayy afKkas, atpbiMaHblX CTaniHbIM i iHLLbIMi caBeLiKiMi
npasagbipami, Hikanali CcopblH-Yalikay, HaaaBapoT, BbinpaLiaBay T30pblto CaBeLkali 3'aBbl
najapyHkay sk pagblkanbHa HekaniTanicTblyHara cBaér cyTHacLo “YMALaHHA ¥ MagapHacub”.
Ak akpacniy H.CcopblH-Yalikay, Bbl3HauanbHasi pons i AbICKypCiyHas pacnaycrofkaHacub
najapyHka Yy LWTOA3EHHBIM XbIULi (@ Takcama Y HaupisHanbHak | MiXHapogHai
MakpananiTbiLpbl) Ba YMOBax A3sipxayHara caublsnismy abymoyneHas cBagomali agmMoBait aj,
KaniTanicTblYHbIX HOPMay 3KaHaMiYHbIX y3aemagayblHeHHSY (Ssorin-Chaikov 2006b: 13):

94 Y raTbiM pasjasene apTbikyna NpbiBoA3iLLa agp3AaraBaHbl BapbISHT ypblyka 3 Pasasena 3 kHiri Murawski The
Palace Complex (2019: 64-68).
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Ha ny6niyHain npblpoA3e fapaBaHHA rpyHTaBanacsa ManiTbldHas 3KaHOMISA, LUTO
KipaBa/siacs orikal AapaBaHHs, HavnepL y mawwTabe Caseukara Cato3a, a 3aTbiM i ¥
rnabanbHbIM hapmaLie caublsnicTelvHara ceeTanapagaky. Y ratari cictame iHTaHciyHara
abmeHy po3Hbii GopMbl AabpabbiTy Mycini Meub abapaysHHe Y mnagkpacsieHa
HeTaBapHal ¢opme... [3Takcama AK y caBeLKiM rpamMaacTee TaBapbl i nacayri Mycini
6biLb Y HasyHacLi 6e3 pbliHKY, MiXHapPOAHbISA aAHOCIHbI CaLbIANICTbIYHbBIX A3ApXKay
6b11i NabyfaBaHbIg Ha yctoablicHa dopmye “6paTapckali y3aemaganamori'”.

H.CcopblH-Yaikay ag3Havae, WTo Y 60nbLIACL CyYaCHbIX aHTpananariuHbIX BbIT/YMaUYsHHSY
aJHOCIHbI  JapaBaHHA T3ap3Tbi3ytouua SK  “cynpaubnernacub cydacHacui”  (Ssorin-
Chaikov 2006a: 357). Canpayabl, naBoAne SAro rinoTa3sbl, NPakTbika caBeLKara caublsniamy
aANoCTpoyBae aHTpananariyHyto TI0PbII0 Y 4acTubl >Kase3abeToHHara AaTpbIMaHHSA
6iHapHacui namixx “magapyHkam” i “TaBapam’. Ane y TOM Xa 4ac, LankaM Hacyrnepak
Mygpacui Moca, y caBeukal KynbTypbl K MepaxblTak npajcraynseuua 3'aea TaBapy, a
JapyHak pasrasjaelua sk nagmypak naniTbl4Hal 3KaHOMIi caublanicTblYHaAM 6yayubliHi (K
nagkpacnisaeua y xypHanicta “TpblbyHbl”, “Takora paHeit He 6b110"). BbipaxaroubiCs C10BaMi
H.CcopblHa-YalikaBa, rata “6a4aHHe MajapHacL,i ik YacaBora agkifjaHHsa TaBapHacui”. (Ssorin-
Chaikov 2006b: 13)”

Mpausareatoybl ynacHyto aBantoubliiHyto noriky M.Moca, [x.Mapbl cusapaxay, Wro ¥ 60abLu
AbldepaHLUbISHaBaHbIX rPaMagcTBax 4Yacuel 60/blubl akLUIHT pobiuua Ha “y3aemMHacui”
“pacnpauaBaHas ig3anorisa “dbictara” najapyHka xyTysli y3HikHe ¥ rpaMaacTBax-A3apiKaBax
3 60/1bLL Pa3BiTbIM Naj3enam npalbl i 3HaUYHbIM KaMepubliHbIM cekTapaM” (Parry 1986: 467).
Afle XXy caBeLKiM BbINaAKy NP3TaH3ig Ha iHaBaLbliHaCLb | SKaHaMiYHYH0 Nepasary rpyHTyewua
MeHaBiTa Ha HeMarybiMacLui y3aemHacui ¥ nobbiM BbIrsA3e, akpams noriki 6partapckara
CBeTy, WTO byayeLa Ha NpblHLbINAX CyrnoabHara BaaogaHHs CpoAKaMi BbITBOpYacyi (y TbiM
niky maémacuto). TbiM He MeHel, y TOM Xa Yac HAMa CyMHEBY, LUTO MTbl AblCKYPCiyHbI “HaLick
Ha y3aemMHacub” NaBbilaella ¥ TbiM Xa ab'éme, y aKiM caublaniCTblYHbI NaHATAK YbiCTara
caBeLKara JapyHKy 3'aynseLa Mackipoykai yusireaHHs Y Be/ibMi HAPOYHbIS CyaZHOCIHbI Cin,
AKiA NpakTblka AapaBaHHA ToNbKi NagMauoysae. ik aniceae H.CcopblH-Yaiikay, “y Bblka3BaHHe
“nagapyHak 3a nagapyHak” yknagaeuua ycsa norika [caBeukara] rpamMagcrsa”, He ToAbKi K
mMeTadapa, ane i BblI3HayanbHasa pbica YcAro nanitbliuHara nagy (2006b: 17). Takim ublHam,
nagapyHak CTaHOBiUUa capuaBiHali “BasiyHivara aHTbIKaniTaniamy” (nasblyatoubl TIPMiH
CuiBaHa KoTkiHa), Ha AKi apbleHTyella caubIgnicTblYHag ig3anorisa, nanitel4Has 3KaHOMISA i
KynbTypa (Kotkin 1997: 53).

Ponto U3HTpanbHara 3BsfHa Y Mocayckal Taopbli MajapyHka ajbirpbiBae 3HakamiTae
Maapsbliickae “xay”, akoe 3'aynseuua “nagmypkasbiM naHaTkam Essai sur le don” (Sahlins
1972: 149). “Xay", sikoe ufram anoLUHsira CTaroas3s Wwmat abmMsapkoyBanacs i acaHcoyBasacs
aHTpanonarami, rictopbikami, ¢inocadami, BbiIzHauaeLua Ak “gyx nagopaHar paybl” (Mauss
2016:69). “Xay" - raTta cina, aKas HeaAj3eNbHa i HaBeK NpbIBA3Bae NajapyHak ja japaBabHika
Abl TbIM CaMbIM 3'aynsfella KpblHiLar “abaBasky agnnauilb TbiM Xa" A8 aTpbiManbHiKa.
Cnoami Moca, “xay iMKHeLLa Aa KOXHara, XTo ro Tpbimae”.

[na M.Moca i aytapay, akia 3aimanica iHTapnpaTaubIfain Aro TakcTay, “xay” - raTa KpblHiua
abaBsA3Ky ajnnauiub TbiM Xa. “Xay” HakipoyBae “nagopaHae” ¥ agHbIM 3 ABYX KipyHKay: Ui
BSIPHyLLLa Aa BbITOKaY, Ui (AK y BbiNaaky Manaua) - “cnapazsiub 415 kKnaHy i 3ami, agakynb sHO
naxoAsilb, payHaBapTacHyto 3aMeHy” (Mauss 2016: 73). Y gaaseHbiM BbiMagky nagopaHae
3aknikaHa agpajsilb Ha 35IMJi, KyAbl THO NepaHeceHa, A35pXKayHbl CaLbIAAICTbIUHbI NaNiTbIYHA-
3KaHaMiuHbl nag, nabyaaBaHbl Ha BblkapaHeHHi TaBapaabMeHy i Aro 3ameHe pajblkajibHa
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HOBbIM BifjlaM HeKaniTanicTel4Haw, Bblcokacy4acHari (a He Jamaa3pHali) SKaHOMILbl AapyHKay.
SAK ckazay nonbCKi apxiTaKTYpHbI iA30nar CTaniHCKix Yacoy daMyHZ MonbasamT, pons Manaua-
najapyHka nanarae y TeiM, Kab nacnpbisue “nepayTBapaHHIO iIHGPACTPYKTYpbl rpaMagckix
y3aemacyBs3qy”, cTalub MaT3pbIaJbHbIM anaoTaM “nagmypkasara AapyHKy” caubisanismy, Ha
AKIM TPyHTyeLLa camo aro icHaBaHHe. CTapaHHa apTbiKyisaBaHaMy “najapaBaHHio” Manaua
ropagy nanspajHivyana macasas KaHoickaubla ynacHacui ¥ npbiBaTHbIX 3eMaeynagansHikay,
CaHKUpbIiHaBaHas ¥ kacTpblYHiky 1945 r. “askpatam bepyTa”. To 60K camo 3acHaBaHHe Manaua
cinkyeula norikai askcnpanpbisgubli. Kab nagapyHak 3Haloy MaTapbisiibHblI Bbipas, Ba
ynacHikay Tpaba 6b1710 3abpaLb NpbiBaTHYO Maémaclpb i nepaTBapbllb fie Y HellTa iHwae:
MaémacLb rpaMagckyto. M3TkiM ublHaMm, Manal, ctay MaTapbISNbHBIM CPOAKaM 3aMalaBaHHS
rpamajckix HacTyncTBay KaHgickaLbli NpbIBaTHaM ynacHacLii arpaMazsaHHsA ropaga. MoxHa
Nivbiub, WTO raTas TpaHchapMaubia YnacHacui 3 npbiBaTHaM y rpaMajckyto ctana 3Bbll-
M3Tali “apxiTakTypHai moupl” Manaua i Aro NpacTopasblX, 3CTITbIYHbLIX bl MapdanarivyHbIX
ynacuisacugy.

BbICHOBbI: i3KaNaHi3aLbif Npas BapLiaBisaublio

BapTa AwWwy3 pa3 nagkpaciiub, WTO NajapyHkKi - 3'aBa KOMMJIeKcHas. fHa npacoysaella Ba
YCé raniHbl Xbiuua rpamaactea. MaBoane Teinanorii Moca, siHbl 3'aynsatouLa “yceaxomnHbiMi
cauplanbHbIMiI dakTami’, “agHavacoBa pPbIAbIYHBLIMI, SKaHAMIYHbBIMI, PIAIriRHbIMI Abl HaBaT
3CT3TbIYHbIMI, MapdanariuHbiMi i r.4.” (Mauss 2016: 173). Canpayabl, AaknagHa MOXHa
cuBapakaub, WTo MNanau, A35KyroYbl cBaéli BenizapHacL,, rpyBacTkacui, IKcTpaBaraHTHacL,i
$opMbl i 3kNeKTbIYHACLI GYHKLBIN, SKiS éH BbIKOHBae, HaBicae Haj yCiMi BbILLI3 nepanidaHbIMi
6akami icHaBaHHSA Bapluasbl. TakiM 4blHam, caBelkas Bepcia “xay”’ abo mocaycki “gyx
nagopaHar pauybl’, aKi Heagf3enbHa MpbiBA3Bae aTpbiManbHika fa JapaBaibHika, Ha
npauary Ycéii kaMyHicTbluHal anoxi abaes3sani BapLlayuay Aa 6yabliHKa cTasiyua 3 nayHam
adiubliHa nNawaHar, Npbl rITbIM Ha Y3POYHi acabiCTbiM YHYyLLAOUbl HEMaNnyt HAHaBICLb.
MNacnsa nag3eHHs Monbckar HapogHai Pacny6niki y 1989 ., ay 1991 r. - i camora CaBeLikara
Cato3a (Abl BbIBady amnoLLHiX caBeLkix BOWCKay 3 T3pbITopbli Monbwybl ¥ 1993 r.) noabcki
60K Masbblyca abaBaA3aHHSA aAnfaauiub y3aemMHaculo Yy agnaBefHacui 3 MixA3spXkayHa-
CaubISNICTbIYHbIM APbIHLbINAM “Xay”. Afle KaMyHiCTblYHas (HekanitTanicTelvHas) “3kaHamivHa-
MapdanariyHaa” i “sKkaHaMiuHa-3CTaTbIYHAA" IHPPACTPYKTYpa apXiTaKTypHail i rpamajckan
yceaxonHacuyj, Wwro ycranasanca namix Manauam-najapyHkam i ropagam (Aro rpaMagckim
ZLyxam), He TONbKi 3axaBanacs, ane i yamauHinacs.

Y BbiMnagky Bapwasbl r3Tbl “rpamaacki gyx” npagactaBiy iHOpacTpyKTypy, A38KyHubl
ako Manay, 6blY “npbiCBoeHbl” ropafjam Baplasai. [3Tbl MexaHi3M MOXHa Has3Baub
JoKanaHisaupial npas npbicBaeHHe. TakiM 4YblHaM, KAO4aBoe NasiTblyHae MblTaHHe, AKoe
CEHHS, HaM3YHa, CTailub Nepaj apxiTakTypal (acabniBa y nocTcaBeLKixX i MOCTCaLbIANICTbIYHbIX
YMOBax) - siK CTBapblUb i Y3ragaBaub “rpaMagcki gyx” apxiTakTypbl, CTBOpPaHai NaniTbluHam
3KaHOMIAN caubifai3My, Npbl r3TbIM BbIKiAaUbl 38 60PT NPbLIMYCOBbI, FMBAaNTOYHbI CKNAAHIK,
ynacuiBbl caubISNiCTblYHAM rpamMagckai KynbTypbl. [3Ta y nayHa cTyneHi, 6e3ymoyHa,
MblTaHHe 3CT3TblvHae. Ane rata Takcama nblTaHHe NaniTbluHar ig3anorii, naniTbluHam skaHOMii
(acabnisa 3BA3aHae ca CTPYKTypaMi ynacHacui, ane i paxbiMaMi BanogaHHS Maémacuto), a
acabniea - NbiTaHHe canifjapHacyi.
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