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AHHOTAIUA

B cratee umccnemyroTcs MpakTUKUA JUCKYPCUBHOTO KOHCTPYHMPOBAaHHS 00paza COBETCKOro (B TOM
YUCJIE U COBETCKOTO YEJIOBEKA) B JUCKYPCE COBPEMEHHOW POCCHMCKOM cormosioruu. B kadectBe
KOHKPETHOT'O SMIUPHUYECKOTO Keica aBTOopamMu u30mparoTcs TeKcThl «JleBama-llenTpa» (manee —
JILI), KoTOpbIEe aHATU3UPYIOTCS ¢ MPUMEHEHHEM KPUTHYECKOTO MUCKypCc-aHaiu3a B Bapuarusx H.
O®opkio. [lonxon ocHOBaH Ha WCCIeAOBaHUM MHUGOIOTEM M JUCKYpPCEM COBETCKOro Ha 0Oasze
paspabotok P. bapra u I1. bypape. [{uckypc coBeTckoro (4eoBeka) aHAIM3UPYETCsS Kak JTUCKYpC
UMIIIIUIIUTHO HH6epaJII>HOI>'I COIIMOJIOTHUH, KOTOpasd, OTprulad SKCINIMIUTHYIO UACOJIOTUYHOCTD, TIPpHU
9TOM  BOCIPOW3BOJIUT BHEHay4yHble (B YaCTHOCTH, MHQOJOTHUYECKHE, HJEOJOTUYECKHE,
MHUPOBO33pEHUYECKUE) CTPYKTYpbl. IloquepkuBaercs, 4TO Takas MMIUIMLATHAS WAECOJIOrHYECKas U
MHUPOBO33pEHYECKasi aHTaKUPOBAHHOCTh, HE oOlpenaessemMas 00s3aTeNIbHO KaK MHTEHIMOHAJIbHAs
OpucHTaNus, OKa3bIBACT CYIICCTBCHHOC BJIMAHHUC KAK HA IPOTpaMMHUPOBAHHNC HCCHCHOBaHHﬁ, TaK "
Ha OOBEKTHBHOCTh HUX pE3yJlbTaTOB, TaK W Ha JTUCKYPCHUBHbIE NPAKTUKUA HX OINHUCAHUSA U
uHTepnperauyu. IIpuBomsaTcs M aHAIM3UPYIOTCA  TUIMYHBIE IPAKTUKA U CTPYKTYpBI
JTUCKYpCUBH3AIIMU o0pa3a coBeTCKOTo (uenoBeka) B Tekctax JIL[. OTmenbHBIN akIeHT caeliaH Ha
MOJIMTHYCCKUX KOHHOTAIUAX IPCAJIaracMbIX aBTOpaMHU TCKCTOB .H]_[ HOMHHaHHﬁ, AUCKYpPCOB H
o3HauMBaHU. DOpMyIHpyeTcs BbIBOJ OO0 OrpaHUYEHHUSIX OOBEKTUBHOCTU TMOJUTHUECKOH H
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JTUCKYPCUBHOHN pemnpe3eHTalud o0pa3a COBETCKOro (YeloBeKa) B COBPEMEHHOW (B YacTHOCTH,
TuOEepaTbHOM ) COMOIOTHN Ha TpuMepe TekcToB JILI.

KuroueBble ciaoBa: coBeTckuii denoBek, «JleBama-lleHTpy», AuCKypc-aHamu3, KOHCTPYMPOBAHHE,
pernpe3eHTanus, oopas, AMCKypc, TUOepaIbHast COIUOIOTHS.

Abstract

The article examines the practice of discursive construction of the image of the Soviet (including
the Soviet person) in the discourse of modern Russian sociology. As a specific empirical case, the
authors choose the texts of the Levada Center (hereinafter - LC), which are analyzed using critical
discourse analysis in N. Fairklough's variations, based on the study of mythologemes and discourse
of the Soviet based on the developments of R. Barthes and P. Bourdieu. The discourse of the Soviet
(man) is analyzed as a discourse of implicitly liberal sociology, which, while denying explicit
ideology, reproduces non-scientific (in particular, mythological, ideological, worldview) structures.
It is emphasized that such an implicit ideological and worldview bias, not necessarily defined as an
intentional orientation, has a significant impact on both the programming of research and the
objectivity of their results, and the discursive practices of their description and interpretation.
Typical practices and structures of the discoursivization of the image of the Soviet (man) in the
texts of the LC are presented and analyzed. A special emphasis is made on the political
connotations of the nominations, discourses and denotations proposed by the authors of the LC
texts. A conclusion is formulated about the limitations of the objectivity of the political and
discursive representation of the image of the Soviet (person) in modern (in particular, liberal)
sociology on the example of LC texts.

Keywords: Soviet man, Levada Center, discourse analysis, construction, representation, image,
discourse, liberal sociology.

(Post) Soviet: from ignorance to problematization

The disintegration (totality) of the Soviet, which began long before it became politically, socio-
structurally and ideologically obvious and formalized, led not only to the ideological «vacuum» that
researchers of the post-Soviet space have so often pointed out in the past 30 years. Indeed, this
«vacuumy itself turned out to be very illusory: the officially proclaimed rejection of ideology in the
Constitution of the Russian Federation [6] by its very structure turned out to be a liberal act -
precisely from the positions that the priorities and values implicit in the same document represent
and embody the liberal mythologicalum and ideologicalum.

However, it is much more important that, in addition to the ideological «vacuum» [10], this
disintegration led to multiple and active attempts to (re) interpret the Soviet as (continuation) of the
Russian, anti-Russian, counter-Russian, alternative Russian, and so on, on the one hand, as imperial
and (or) anti-imperial, on the other, as emancipatory and enslaving, on the third, as regressive and
progressive, on the fourth, as modernizing [13, 15, 16], de-modernizing, traditionalist, etc. At this
juncture, of course, the leading scholars immediately showed up — at least in terms of quantitative
parameters (publications, citations, media activity, etc.). Even without mentioning of purely
historiographic works and research, as well as political economic, geopolitical, military-historical
and other works that are tangential to the problems of the Soviet, it is just in sociology that it is
worth recalling L. Gudkov [5], V. Petrov [17], V. Maslovsky [13, 14, 15], T. Shanin [21], D. Dimke
[7], A. Filippov [18, 19], G. Batygin [2], E. Koscheev [11], L. Kozlova [9], D. Maslov [12]. In
Western sociology, among one way or another affecting the anthropological, philosophical,
worldview aspects of the Soviet project, it is worth recalling the works of such researchers as M.
Shifman [42], P. Gregory [31], P. Tsatsouline [49], Sh. Fitzpatrick [28], S. Finkel [27], R.
Schlesinger [40], G. Littlejohn [36], K. Menhert [38], D. Bertaux [23], A. Sella [41], B. Simon [44],
T. Starks [47], M. Geller [30], L. Siegelbaum [43], V. Laqueur [33], I. Berlin [22], etc. In the last
half decade alone, attempts to comprehend this complex topic have been presented by such authors
as S. Link [35], V. Smolkin [46], D. Smith [45], D. Rainbow [39], J. McKinney [37], M. Edele [25],
D. Erdozain [26], M. Lewin [34], M. Galmarini-Kabala [29] and others.
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All these attempts have addressed primarily the ontology of the Soviet — or, more precisely, the
ontology of what has been interpreted as Soviet. It does not matter whether it was about a Soviet
person, a Soviet ideological project, Soviet values, Soviet everyday practices - the ontological
aspect of the problem turned out to be a priority. Thus far, a significant role was played by what we,
relying on the metaphor of Alain Badiou, can call «politics of truth» and «politics of truthfulness».
The status «to be the owner of the truth» and «to have a monopoly of speaking the truth» is too
tempting and fascinating for the producers of discourse to carry out at least some deep reflection of
their own position, while the post-communist latent-liberal situation of total domination of illusory
non-ideology combined with the hegemony of anti-Soviet discourses and symbolisms ( given the
state support for such in the overwhelming majority of post-socialist countries) creates all the
prerequisites for the multiplication of critical (often defamatory) in relation to the Soviet (past,
project, person, ideological discourse, value set, etc.).

Over the past thirty years, thus, a fairly large-scale and voluminous array of texts about the
Soviet, in relation to the Soviet and with regard to the Soviet, has accumulated. By itself, this array
of texts is a practically unexplored object, however, its volume, variety (from openly apologetic to
extremely negative and critical), and its polygenre (including monographs, scholarly articles,
publicist articles, memoirs, works of art, etc.) is unlikely to ever let something like an exhaustive
project for its research to be designed. Whereas after more than a quarter of a century after the
destruction of the USSR, these topics are becoming more and more actual. That is why, from our
point of view, although more particular but specific sociological research projects are increasingly
relevant. Thus far, the most illuminating, as it seems to us, will be the analysis of long-term
research projects that have a certain conceptual, epistemological and methodological integrity, as
well as internal heredity in relation to themselves. One of these projects is the Levada Center
project, which refers to the scholarly works of Yu.A. Levada about the Soviet man [5, 6].

That is why the purpose of our research will be to analyze the discourse strategies of the Levada
Center (hereinafter - LC) in relation to its object («Soviet man») from the point of view of their
objectivity, mythicality (according to R. Bart) and ideology.

The theoretical basis of our research will be P. Bourdieu's reflexive sociology of science, Bart's
concept of myth in semiotic systems, as well as critical discourse analysis (CDA) in the explications
of E. Laclos and C. Mouffe.

The empirical basis of this article is the discourse of the Soviet and post-Soviet, represented in
the monograph by L. Gudkov, B. Dubin and N. Zorka «Post-Soviet man and civil society» [6]. This
monograph, while not being voluminous, is, as it will be further revealed, eloquently representative
from the point of view of the implicit and latent way of describing the Soviet and the post-Soviet by
these researchers.

Discourses and Practices: Towards the Methodology

We proceed from the famous maxim of Pierre Bourdieu that:

«At each moment of time there is a hierarchy of research objects and a hierarchy of research
subjects, these hierarchies greatly contribute to the distribution of objects between the subjects....
More often than not, such calls for order are not needed, since it is enough to allow internal
censorship to operate, which is nothing more than internalized social and educational censorship (“I
am not a theoretician,” “l cannot write”). Thus, there is nothing less socially neutral than the
relationship between subject and object» [3, p. 9].

Such a critical view of the social foundations of seemingly strictly and unconditionally
epistemological and methodological acts is useful to us not just because it allows us to abandon the
one-dimensional, primitive and frankly apologetic model of "science in an ivory tower" (R. Merton)
in favor of the objectification of scientific activity as socially rooted, but also because it enables us
to integrate hypotheses about extra-scientific fragments of knowledge and practices into the study
of science - for example, mythical, religious, everyday, «background» (according to M. Polanyi),
practical, doxic (according to P. Bourdieu), etc.

Here, the category of myth is especially important for us, which, as we indicated above, we plan
to investigate using Bart's methodology. Let us recall that R. Barth states:
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«The signifier of myth is two-faced: it is both a meaning and a form, filled and at the same time
empty. As a meaning, a signifier presupposes the possibility of some kind of reading, it can be seen,
it has a sensory reality (as opposed to a linguistic signifier, which has a purely psychic nature); the
meaning of myth is meaningful... As an integral set of linguistic signs, the meaning of a myth has its
own significance, it is a part of some event..., in the sense, there is already a ready-made meaning
that could have turned out to be self-sufficient if the myth had not taken possession of it and turned
it into a hollow parasitic form. The meaning itself is ALREADY something complete, it
presupposes the presence of some knowledge, past, memory, comparison of facts, ideas, decisions»
[1].

This two-facedness of the signifying myth (that is, being as both meaning and form) suggests
that a scientific expression in a scientific text can be simultaneously conceptually «readable»,
having plausible definitions and conceptualizations, but at the same time it has «its own
significance» for those who apply to the discourses from this text - and this «self-significance»
definitely goes beyond the boundaries of the proper semantic and operational definition.

It is on this ground, as R. Barth writes, the parasitic nature of myth in language is based, which
turns language into a victim of myth:

Ordinary language can easily fall prey to myth for another reason. The fact is that the linguistic
meaning is rarely complete from the very beginning, not amenable to deformation. This is due to
the abstract nature of the linguistic concept; so, the concept of TREE is rather vague, it can come in
many different contexts. Of course, the language has a whole set of means of concretization (THIS
Is a tree, a tree, WHICH, etc.). But nevertheless, a kind of halo of other virtual senses always
remains around the final meaning, the meaning is almost always subject to one interpretation or
another. We can say that the language offers the myth an openwork meaning. The myth is able to
easily penetrate into it and grow there, meaning is appropriated through colonization [1].

This «parasitism» of myth in the language presupposes the «smuggling» penetration of
additional meanings and connotations along with the «obvious» and «operationalized» meaning.

That is why, at the methodological-procedural level, we turn to critical discourse analysis, no
matter how differently this methodological trend is understood in the analysis of discourses (see, for
example, the famous works of Teacher and Wodak, Jorgensen and Philips, as well as [24, 50, 48].
The fact is that thanks to its synthesis of criticism of the ideology of L. Althusser, Frankfurt School
and Gramschians, the KDA, firstly, raises the question of the reflexivity and historicity of any
discursive practice (which he takes from Frankfurt School), including the metadiscursive (that is,
discourse about discourse) practice, and secondly, it appeals to the social, and not linguistic,
rootedness of any linguistic practice and any meaning, indicating that the structures of linguistics
and society are closely related.

The key principles of KDA that we formulate in this article can be summarized as follows:

- discourse is a social action, not an abstract operation with signs - and as such, discourse is
subject to social determinations;

- the language is ideological, its practice is doubly ideological (both because of the structures of
the language and because of the structures of practice);

- discourse is historical and contextual, which forces us to pay special attention to allusions,
intertextuality, hints, etc.;

- discourse is socially produced, that is, it is not a product of ideally carried out knowledge
operations, but that of social relations;

- power, discourse and language are directly related.

Discourse itself, according to N. Faircloe, we can understand as «the use of language», as a
social practice, as a text, and consequently, as a sign objectification of discourse in a discursive
event. The text, combined with social activity, forms the genres and orders of discourse. Hence,
giving N. Faircloe, the connection between language and the order of the social is twofold: the first
constitutes the second, but it itself turns out to be socially determined [24] - and that is why the text
inevitably represents the experience of the language operator and the world in which the language
operator practices.

The key procedural aspects of the KDA that we will be implementing are:
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- first, the constant appeal to interdiscursiveness (that is, combinations of discourses and genres
in the text) and hegemony (that is, attention to the problems of power and domination);

- second, the isolation of discursive events as direct units of selection - and in them, respectively,
the isolation of the units of analysis;

- these units, third, constitute the three levels of its existence found in each discursive event:

A) textual level (analysis of the content and organization of the text / that is, in N. Faircloe's
terminology, textures);

B) discursive-practical level - that is, when a discursive event is analyzed as a practice of
discourse, for which it is necessary to single out the so-called key terms. The ultimate goal of
analysis at this level is to describe the relationship between social practice and text;

C) the socio-practical level - that is, the discursive event is analyzed as a social practice, for
which the researcher turns to the study of different levels of social organization: the situation,
institutions, groups, contexts, ideologies, power, hegemony, etc.

That is why we do not intend to single out a large number of discursive events, however, each of
them should be analyzed as deeply as possible from the point of view of isolating and describing the
qualities according to the above criteria. Of course, for this, discursive events must be carefully
selected as relevantly representative of discourse, which remains the weak point of such a
methodological approach - however, as in any sociological study, representativeness and validity
remain the final questions facing the sociologist. Nevertheless, when it comes to a fairly compact
text (as in our empirical case), being an actual self-summary on the part of the producers of the
discourse of their own discursive practice for many years, this potential drawback is weakened.

Soviet «near» and «at a distance», juxtaposed and opposed

The most pronounced axis of comprehension (interpretation, reading) of Soviet in general and
Soviet man specifically in the discourse that is being analyzed, is the juxtaposing of «Soviet man»
to «man of the Western type». This comparison is carried out in a purely evaluative manner,
without a complex philosophical and concrete historical understanding of the fact that the
generalized type of «Western man» is nothing more than a conscious simplification of the diversity
of value and behavioral characteristics of people presented as a citizen of the collective West. This
not only does not correspond to the conclusions of numerous studies carried out by Western social
scientists, but also contradicts the basic thesis of the increasing complexity of social systems. In
addition, the issue of the Soviet as one of the logical and constitutive outcomes of the development
of Western-style modernity is left aside of any study, although such a connection has long been
postulated as fully proven (see, for example, [8, p. 186]).

A good illustration of this juxtaposing would be contrasting of “free” and “state-independent”
«Western man» to the paternalistic, «slave» consciousness of the «Soviet man», which again is
carried out purely mechanistically, abstractly, outside of historical and sociocultural specifics™.

Stigmatization® of «the Soviet» is carried out not only by reduction of the «mirror reflection» of
Western man, but also by reducing a wide variety of forms of interaction between Soviet people and
social institutions and a wide variety of historically specific forms of the Soviet system. In this
transformed form, the state stands out as the only institution responsible for the functions of social
control and social incentives, other social institutions are completely ignored (both, those
«complimentary» to the logic of the authors - for example, party, as well as non-complimentary to
it).

! Hereinafter, quotations from the work «Post-Soviet man and civil society» (mazee mpUBOASTCS LUTATHI M3 KHHTH
«[TocTcoBeTCKHUIi YETIOBEK U TrpaKIaHCKOC 06H1€CTBO»): «HpaBI/IHLHHﬁ» COBETCKHI YE€JIOBEK HE MOT npeACTaBUTH cebe
HHUYCIro, 4YTO HaAXOAUJIIOCh Obl BHE rocyaapcTna... I[J'IS[ HEIro (COBeTCKOFO qu‘IOBeKa) HETOCYAapCTBCHHBIC MCIUIIMHA,
06pa30BaHI/Ie, HayKa, JIUTCpaTypa, 9KOHOMHKA, IMPONU3BOJACTBO — HJIU MPOCTO HEBO3MOXKHLIC BCIIU, UJIH, KaK 3TO CTaJIO
YK€ B MOCTCOBETCKHUEC BPEMCHA, HCJICTUTUMHELIC, Ile(l)eKTHLIe HWHCTUTYLUU. On HECJIUKOM MPUHAJICIKUT TOCYyAapCTBY,
9TO TOCYAapCTBEHHO 3aBUCUMBIHN YCJIOBCK, IIPUBBIYHO OpI/IeHTI/IPOBaHHHﬁ Ha TC (l)OpMLI BO3HArpaxacHus U
COIMATBHOTO KOHTPOJISI, KOTOPBIE HCXOAT TOIBKO OT TOCyaapcTBa...» [6, c. 6].

2 Which can be understood, among other things, not only in Hoffmann's way, but also with the use of those
conceptualizations that are offered by modern researchers [4].
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Such discursivization of the Soviet person in his relationship with the state is paradoxically
challenged by postulated «dishonesty» of the state, its tendency to "deceive"”, which is juxtaposed to
the legal helplessness of a little man, against which the authors unfold an apocalyptic picture of the
universalization of dishonesty” - that is, such a situation in which neither the Soviet person nor the
Soviet state differ with respect to the observance of obligations. Even setting aside the question of
whether the authors are familiar with numerous scientific works that demonstrate that such behavior
is the standard response of people to any actions of the authorities (corporate, family, etc.),
perceived by individuals as unfair, we note that the most important task of any sociological
analysis, that is understanding how society can function at all, is therefore turned by the authors into
something completely absurd. Characteristic is the synonymic range that the authors give, thereby
discursively producing an additional syntactic and semantic emphasis on the ontological deviance
and falsity of their object.

In turn, such a view contradicts the position of the omnipotence of the state in the minds of the
«Soviet man», which highlights the weakness and helplessness of an individual®. Even without
referring to Scott’s «strength of the weak» and to the «tactics» of M. de Certeau, we note that the
decontextualization and dehistorisation of the view allows the producers of discourse to ignore the
well-known historical fact that «statist» sentiments were inherent in the population of the territories
that became part of the USSR for a long time before the emergence of the Soviet Union. This
preterition says as much about the authors' dox as their own words. A number of used semantic
categories (like «deprived of the right to vote» and «power and higher authorities» do not have «full
legal capacity and symbolic significance»”) simply remain unclear, but they certainly fulfill their
function of symbolic-semantic stigmatization and objectification. As well as fulfilling the function
of absolutizing the juxtaposing of «progressive Western» and «regressive Soviet».

Another aspect of this contrasting is depriving of the Soviet person of the ontology of a peaceful,
open, culturally ready for communication with the Other, friendly and empathic subject®. Here the
mythology of the westernized doxa unfolds in its entirety: starting with the dichotomy of
«mechanical and organic solidarity», which was already implied by Durkheim, where, the first is a
sign of a backward and primitive society, while the second is that of progressive and advanced one,
and ending with the implicit legitimization of the break of any communication with such a subject’.
It is curious to observe the resemblance of these discursive techniques with the techniques of
dehumanization, which were historically used in many historical situations, and which, in a filmed,
euphemized form, are introduced into academic discourse.

It is also discursively important to construct a Soviet person as an arbitrary subject: not forced to
turn to self-restraint, not surrounded by enemies® objectively, not placed in a situation of inevitable
forced mobilization, but voluntarily turning to such «uncivilized» and «closed» ontologies. And the
construction of the Soviet man as absolutized in these «freely chosen» ontologies (since the same
self-restraint was seen as a necessity by those generations of Soviet people who had to live during

8 «COBETCKHH YeJIOBEK «BHACT, YTO PCAJIbHOC IrocyaapCcTBO €ro 00s13aTENBLHO OGMaHeT, HC 104aCT 4TO-TO Ja>XE U3 TOro,
4TO €MY «IOJIOKCHO II0 3aKOHY», 6y£[eT BCAYCCKU CTAapaTbCid BbIKATL M3 HETO BCE, YTO MOXKHO, OCTaBUB €MY
MHUHUMAJIBHBIA 00beEM CpCACTB [JId BbIXKUBAHMUS. HOSTOMy OH CYHTAaET ceOs BIPaBC YKIOHATHCA OT TOro, 4TO OT HEIrO
TpeOyeT BIacTh (XalITypHuT, IPUBOPOBBIBALT, H30ETAECT PA3HOTO pojia IMOBHHHOCTEH)» [6, c. 6].

* «Taxoro polia acUMMETpHUsl OTHOIICHWH TOCyAapCTBa W HeloBeKa (TIOJaHHOTO) MPHBOIUT K MPEICTABJICHUIO, YTO
MMOJIHOTOM Z[CCCHOCO6HOCTPI M CUMBOJIMYECKON 3HAYMMOCTBIO o6naz(aeT TOJIBKO BJIACTh MJIM BBIIICCTOANICC HAYAJIBCTBO,
TOTJIa KaK caM YeJIOBEK JIMIIEH MpaBa rojioca, Crioco00B BRIPAKEHHUS CBOUX HHTEPECOB) [6, . 6].

> Isn't this essentially a description of «failed state»? And does this correspond to the doxy picture of the totalitarian
omnipotent Leviathan, who absorbed and immobilized a helpless man?

6 OrnuceiBast €ro Kak 4yejioBeKa «M06I/IJ'H/I3aIII/IOHHOFO, MWINTAPUSUPOBAHHOT'O U 3aKPLITOIO PEIIPCCCUBHOTO 06HICCTBa,
HUHTErpanusa KOTOpOTo oOecrieunBaeTcss TaKUMHU (l)aKTOpaMI/I, KaK BHCHIHUE W BHYTPEHHUC Bparv, a 3HAYUT —
IMpU3HAHUEC UM (XOTH ObI OT'-IaCTI/I) OIlpaBAaHHOCTHU Tpe60BaHI/Iﬁ O JIOSAJIBHOCTHU BJIACTHU, I'OCYAAPCTBCHHOI'O KOHTPOJIA,
OPHUBBIYKA K CAMOOTPaHMYCHHIO (IPUHYAUTENbHBIA aCKETH3M MOTPEOUTEbCKUX 3aMPOCOB U )KU3HEHHBIX IIaHOB)» [6,
c. 6].

" Indeed, how is communication possible with such a subject, which is initially prepared and oriented towards rupture,
which is supported institutionally and politically?

® Without referring to the discussion about how really hostile the environment of the Soviet state was, the discursive
position of the producers of discourse we are studying is important here, and not historical disputes.
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the wars. The generations of Soviet people who socialized in peacetime were not characterized by a
greater desire to self-restraint than Westerners) - and this historical complexity is also ignored by
the producers of discourse. And, finally, we observe the description of a fundamentally irrelevant
object (Soviet society) using fundamentally irrelevant instruments (categories of the capitalist
economy like «consumption», «asceticism», «life plans»). Behind such a description there is an
imperious discursive rejection of any other ontology, except for the ontology of a neoliberal society
of total commodification - and such a doxical instrument of objectification is very indicative,
because it characterizes the producer of discourse as fundamentally closed in his interpretations and
using these interpretations in power-political, rather than analytical and conceptual purposes.

We have been observing similar characteristics for the description of the political ontology of the
Soviet man. Confronting him again with a certain generalized concept of «European mass many, the
producers of the discourse apply the rhetoric of «equalization», «decline» in the description of
Soviet egalitarianism, rather outdated by the time they began to produce this discourse®. Even
ignoring the conceptual point that egalitarianism is fundamentally anti-elite, we should note that the
discursive strategy of opposing the Soviet to the Western here pushes the authors (perhaps even
contrary to their own scientific logic) to juxtapose even what is fundamentally non-juxtaposable -
precisely for the purpose of preserving, producing and reproduction of the distance, in order to
prevent the «Soviet man» from approaching the «Western man» - and thereby from rehumanizing.
With this purpose, Western man is characterized - albeit implicitly, through juxtaposing - as mass
character with its inherent complexity and differentiation'®. The authors identify differentiation of
form and differentiation of content: polemically it could be noted that with all the diversity of life
forms of «Western man», the content of this life is reduced to the desire for material wealth and
financial well-being, which could be meaningfully contrasted in polemics with the growing
complexity of Soviet people’s life, who were opposing various reductions external to the life
world. But this lack of distinctiveness between the form and the content for discursive purposes is
in itself so characteristic that we do not consider it necessary to unfold the arguments presented.

We argue that the discursive construction of the «Soviet as regressive» (intuitively correctly
identified by the producers of discourse as «simple» or «primitive», but instrumentally extremely
controversially defined by them) forces them to use such key terms as «primitiveness», «the
absence of intermediaries between the state and individual»', «simplified», «uncontested», etc."2.
The «Soviet man» is represented and constructed as passive («accustomed» and «forced», «to
follow» and «take into account» - the multiply amplified semantic echo of the text emphasizes these
key terms), inverted and reduced to the most animal models of behavior (“minimization of requests
and value criteria (?!), «passive daydreaming», «somehows, etc.™ ). It is easy for such a subject to
be denied, in fact, subjectivity (to which a whole layer in post-Soviet sociology, indeed, is devoted),
freedom and activity, dynamism and openness, trust and «social capital»**. A characteristic set of
key terms («difficult to change», «easy to manage», «interests of power», «suspicious», «alien»,

9 «B oTIMumMe OT eBPOIEICKOr0 MACCOBOTO UEIOBEKA, STOT THI (COBETCKHil UETOBEK) PA3JENieT STaluTAPUCTCKUE
HOPMBI, HO IOHUMAET WX KaK HOPMBI aHTHURIIMTAPHBIC, CHUKAIOIIC-yPaBHUTEIBHEIE» [6, C. 6].

19 probably, Jose Ortega y Gasset, who cannot be accused of being Soviet in any way, would have been very surprised
at such a correlation.

11 Apparently, the ideals of «direct democracy» at this moment can be forgotten for discursive and power purposes.

2 «[IpocToTa» B CAaMOOMpPEACICHHSIX — 3TO BOBCE HE OTKPHITOCTb MHPY H TOTOBHOCTh K €ro NPHHATHIO, a
NPUMHUTHBHOCThH COIMANILHOTO YCTPOHCTBA, OTCYTCTBHE MOCPEAHUKOB MEXKAY FOCYIApCTBOM M YeloBeKoM. «UenoBek
COBETCKHI» ObUI BBIHYXK/ICH U MPUYUYEH CJIEJ0BaTh U NPUHUMATh B PACUYET TOJIbKO YIPOIICHHbIE 00pa3iibl U CTPATETHU
csymeCTBOBaHm, HO TIPUHUMATh UX B KadecTBe Oe3abTePHATUBHBIX («HEMHOTOE, HO JIJIS BCeX»)» [6, c. 7].
¥ OpueHTamMy HAa CIPOCTOTY» TPEACTABISIOT COGOIl CTPATEIrHH BBDKMBAHHS, MUHAMH3ALMHA 3aI[POCOB U LIEHHOCTHBIX
KPUTEPHEB, HAPSY C MACCUBHON MEUTATEIBHOCTBIO U BEPOii, UYTO B OyIyIIeM KH3Hb KAKUM-TO 00pa3oM yaydmuTes [6,
c. 7].
¥ «310T "enoBeK TPYIHO H3MEHsSIEM, HO MM JIETKO YIPaBIIsTh (110 KpaiHell Mepe, B TeX paMKax, KOTOPIC OKa3bIBAKOTCS
JIOCTATOYHBIMU JUIS HMHTEPECOB CaMOCOXpaHEeHUs BiacTd). OH MOMO3pUTENICH B OTHOIICHHH BCETO «UHOTO» H
«CJIO’KHOT0» (KOTOPO€ MICHTU(GHUIUPYETCS UM KaK 4y>KO€ M yrposkaroliee), HeloBepurB (MO0 He 3HaeT 0oJiee CIIOKHBIX
1 BBICOKHX (hOpM rpaTH(PHUKALNH), TECCHMUCTHYCH (MO0 BECH OIBIT €T0 CBUAETEIBCTBYET O TOM, YTO TOCYJapCTBEHHAS
BJIACTDH UCIIOJIB3YET €ro KaK pecypc COOCTBEHHOI'O CYIECTBOBAHHMS, TBITASICh [0 BO3MOXKHOCTH PELIATh CBOH MPOOIIEMbI
3a CYeT HACENICHHSI, BCETIa IICHOM CHIKCHHUS €T0 YPOBHS KHU3HH U OJIaromoydns) u maccusen» [6, c. 7].
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«threatening», «distrustful», «does not know more complicated ones», «pessimistic», «lower living
standards», «passive») is not only historically and sociologically extremely problematic, but also
highly indicative from the point of view of the strategy of constructing a «Soviet man» as an
«antipode» of all conceivable virtues (even those that he probably does not even possess) of a
«Western man», - in other words, as dehumanized, different, alien, incorrigible. This liberal
discourse is conceptually and ideologically no different from the famous phrase of A. Chubais™ -
especially when you consider that he is naturalized and reified in «psychological traits» (ignoring,
of course, the issue of social constructability and variability of those), also described in an alarmist
and dehumanizing way («envious», «anxious», «chronically», «A mixture of frustration, aggression
and asthenia», «long-term suppression», «paralyzed» - and the contrasting to «planning», «self-
discipline», «work for oneself», «achievement motives», «self-organization»)®®.

Such a psychologization of purely social - and therefore inevitably heterogeneous, multifactorial
and variational - variables inevitably affects the description of the mechanics of thinking of the
«Soviet man»*’. They use the key terms of archaism («particularism», inability to rationalize),
irrationality (mosaicism, unsystematicity), unreliability (willingness to adapt), cowardice
(willingness to reduce the «quality of life») and even mythologizing totalitarianism («doublethink
mode»). Note that while, for example, D. Lane, using this Orwellian metaphor, categorically
stressed that he used it as a metaphor, which he made it clear to the reader [32], his post-Soviet
conceptual allies in the discursive «fight against the Soviet» claim to, obviously, the development of
a scientific category, ontologically tied to the Soviet.

(Post) Soviet in the double construction of the past and the present: discursive production is
functional for retrojection®

The social production of the discourse about the Soviet is also implicit in the production of the
discourse about the post-Soviet. For example, when authors deny (post)Soviet macrosocial®®, the
producers of discourse implicitly contrast in the production process Weber's «rationalized»,
Popper's «open», liberally «free»®” space of the macrosocial - and the «archaic closed», «totalitarian
non-free», «closed» space of the intimate and personal, and this is determined through opinions
about a meeting with injustice (in other words, matching social activity and social protest, which
also quite clearly highlights the doxa and myths of the producers of this discourse). This is done
from the position of the hegemony of «progressivismy, that is, the power of «the one who is ahead

1> «Permission» to die out for thirty million «Soviet people» who «did not fit into the market» is conceptually no
different from this - by the way, we note, also quite liberal - description, produced with the use of scientific weapons.
18 «CoBetcknii 4enoBex BechbMa 3aBUCTIINB U XPOHUYECKH TPEBOXKEH. JII0OBIe COCTOSTHUSI HEOIPEIEIICHHOCTH, PE3KOTO
YCIIOXXHEHHUSA CUTYalluu BBI3BIBAIOT B HEM CMECH q)pyCTpaHI/II/I, arpe€CCu U aCTCHUU, TaK KaK JJIUTCIBHOC IMOOABJICHUEC
HN3BHC MOTHBOB OOCTHKCHMHA, pa6OTBI JUIA ce6;{, CaMOJUCIUILUINPOBAHUSA, ABJIAKOIIETOCT 00s13aTEILHBIM YCIIOBUEM I
HHaHOMepHOﬁ (B O9TOM CMBbICJIIE — MWHCTUTYIHOHAJIbHO noaaepmaﬂﬂoﬁ) JACATCIBHOCTH IIapaiu30Bajio0 B HEM
MEXaHHM3MBbI CaMOOpTraHu3auum» [6, c. 8].
= «HOZ{O6HLII7[ PCKUM ABOCMBICINSA (M03aI/ILIH0CTb CO3HaHUWs, NApTUKYIAPU3M, CII0OCOOHOCTH COCAUHATL KaXYIIUCCH
HCCOBMECTUMBIMU HOPMbI H HpeZ(CTaBHeHI/IH) MOpOKAACT 4YCIIOBEKA, AOCTATOYHO JBJIACTUYHOTIO, yTOOBl BBLIHOCUTH
BHCIIHHUC TaBJICHUC U KOHTPOJIb («pYCCKOG TepneHMe>>), M BMECTE C TEM HECIIOCOOHOr0 K KOJJIEKTUBHOMI COJIMAAPHOCTH
WM CHCTEMATHYECKOH palMoHAIN3alUd COOCTBEHHOTO JEHCTBHUS, TOTOBOTO MPUCIIOCOOUTHCS K JIIOOBIM IepeMeHaM
[EHOI CHIKEHUS 3aIIPOCOB M KauecTBa )KU3HU (BEIOOD MOHIKAIOIINX CTPATEruid )KU3HN)» (6, ¢. 9].
'8 This author's concept, which has not yet received full development, means the processes of discursive and symbolic
production of the past by analogy with design as the production of the future.
19 «Cyns o pacipe/IeIeHHI0 OTBETOB Ha BOIIPOCHI O CITPABENTMBOCTH/HECTIPABEAJINBOCTH OTHOIICHHS K PECTIOHJIEHTY,
obmacte HamboJee YHOPAAOYCHHBIX, COTJIACOBAHHBIX H O,Z[O6p}IeMBIX OTHOIIICHUH OIrpaHNYMUBACTCA HCKIIOUYUTCIBHO
JIMYHBIMHU U He(l)OpMaJ'ILHI)IMI/I OTHOLICHUSAMU B CEMbLE U IPYIKCCKOM KPYTY, 4yTh B MEHBIIIEH CTENEHH — Ha pa60Te nin
B y‘Ie6HOM KJ1acce. 3[{601: MUHUMAJIbHBIE JOJIU OTBETOB O TOM, 4YTO C OIPOIICHHBIM 06XOI[HJIPICL IIJI0OXO0 H
HECpaBCAJIMBO (HpI/I‘IeM HUKAKHUX 3HAYHUMBbIX pa3m/1q1/1171 B COHI/IaJ'ILHO-L[eMOFpa(lJI/I‘IeCKOM IJIaHE HE 3aMeTHO)» [6, C.
43].
20 <<3aMeTI/IM, 4TO AUCKYpPC «CBO6OZLLI» SABJIACTCA KPUTUYCECKHM W KATCrOpUYCCKU 3HAYMMbIM JJid JaHHBIX
HpOHSBOL[HTeHeﬁ, MpeKAC BCETO B YCTAHOBJIICHUU COYJICHCHUA PA3HBIX c1oco0oB u 06pa30B IrereMOHHUH (CM. z(aﬂee) -
HalIpuMEp, «rereMOHUN BECTCPHU3ANNY U (KTCTCMOHUHN CBO60,Z[BI>)Z CB060I13 " IpaBO — JIBa OCHOBHBIX IIOHATHA, C
KOTOPBIMH HAIPSIMYIO CBSI3aHBI HCTOPHS €BPOIEICKOTO MPOCBEIIEHHS M CTAHOBIIEHUE TPAKIAHCKOTO 00IIecTBa» [6, c.
80].
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in development». Objectification here is carried out at the level of texture, the key of which is the
words «limited exclusively» (which lays down a specific perception of this discourse act). Note that
this hegemony is constantly (self) reinforced by historical constructs®, produced from the
standpoint of the unambiguous retrojection of linear history in its almost Hegelian reading of
history as an extension of freedom.

Adjacent to it is objectification from the position of «hegemony of rationality»?2. The strength of
this hegemony is such that it even oversteps the «Weberian commandment of objectivity», pushing
the author to latent deontologization (that is, transferring discourse to the realm of «must», in
juxtaposing of the existing and the necessary - from the position of the author, of course,
necessary). It is from the standpoint of such an ontology that the key terms such as «correlation,
«formal», «legally formalized», «system» are contrasted to the key terms «unexpressed»,
«vaguely», «indefinitely», «implied», «looking at», «different» (repeated many times),
«paternalism», «guardianship», «lack of freedom», «arbitrariness»*. It is with the use of such key
terms that the hegemonic contrasting of the imperious and the strong “rational” (in the register of
«clear» and «formalized») and the dominant and weak «irrational» (in the register of
«unformalized» and «vague») is practiced. This practice gives out the bearers of a specific doxa
oriented towards a westernized system of ethics and practice that claims to be monopoly.

These hegemonic discourses unite in the «<hegemony of democracy»>*. They are reinforced with
the key terms «confused», «amorphous» and «contradictory», any search for an alternative to global
Westernization is branded as «national traditions and specificity» - and, what is significant, this
hegemony of democracy is not even destroyed in the dox of producers of discourse by the
awareness of specific «undemocraticism» of the «Eltsin» Constitution of 1993%. In the production
of this discourse, the reinforcing key term «even», which assigns to the same constitution a special

2 «bypxya3HO-IeMOKpaTHIeCKasi PEBOJIIONNS, KOTOpas Hadajach B Poccuu B Hadane XX Beka M Oblua MpepBaHa B
1917 romy, B HamM IHU MPOJOIDKAeTcs. 1 HET COMHEHHS, UTO MOCIE TOPXKECTBA «IyXa Oyp)KyasHOCTH» M OTKa3a OT
TPaIUIIMOHHBIX, TNPUBBIYHBIX HABBIKOB MBIIUICHHUS HACTYIUT MOMEHT, KOT/Ia y POCCHSH TIOSBUTCS BHYTPEHHSA
NOTPEeOHOCTH B CBOOO/IE, M OHM HAYHYT HE TOJIBKO MIOHUMATh, HO  OTCTAMBAaTh CBOU MpaBa U cBoOoIbI» [6, c. 81].

2 «IloHHMMAaHHUE CTPABETHBOCTH B POCCHE MpEIIonaraeT COOTHECEHHE He ¢ (hOPMABHBIM MHCHMEHHBIM 3aKOHOM HIIH
IOPUIMYECKH OPOPMIIEHHOM CUCTEMOI HOPM M PEryJUpYIOLIHMX ITOBEJCHUE TIOJIOKEHUI U IPaBUIL, & C HEBBIPAXKEHHBIM
WM BBIPAXCHHBIM OYEHb CMYTHO M HEOIPEEJIEHHO MaTepHaIbHBIM (CHTYaTHMBHO M CYOBEKTHO II0/Ipa3yMeBacMbIM)
MOHMMaHMEM I1paBa, [IPEATOJIaraoliM OLEHKY ITOBEJCHUS, «B3Upas Ha JHLA U 00CTOSATENLCTBAY, TO €CTh IPUMEHEHHUE
pa3HBIX HOPM K Pa3HBIM CyOBbEKTaM JEeHCTBHS, MPEJCTABICHHE O MpaBaX, pa3HbIX Ha Pa3HBIX YPOBHSX BIACTH WIH Y
HOCHTENICH pa3HBIX COIUANBHBIX poJieid. OTcroma pa3Has CTENEeHb JXECTKOCTH OIICHKH HapyIIUTellel 3akoHa u
TOTOBHOCTb CMHPHTBCA C Pa3HBIMHA TIOCIEACTBHAMH HApYIICHHS HOPMBI Y pa3HBIX CyOBEKTOB JEWUCTBUSL.
[IpencraBneHns O CIpaBEAIMBOCTH TECHO YBSI3aHBI M C IMOHMMAaHHEM CTEIeHeH COOCTBEHHOW CBOOOABI NMeicTBHSA, a
3HAYUT W COOCTBEHHOW OTBETCTBEHHOCTH 3a €r0 pe3yidbTaThl. BBIpaXCHHBIH TOCYNApCTBEHHBIN ITaTepHAIA3M
POCCHIICKOTO HaCeNeHHs, OXHIAHHWE IIOTICYNTEIbCKONH ITONUTHKH BIIACTEH B ONPEACICHHOM IUIAHE SBIAIOTCS
MPOM3BOTHBIMU OT CO3HAHHS T'paHUI COOCTBEHHOH (a He BHeIIHeH) cBOOOMBI (IAEeKIapupyeMOW WM TpHU3HABaeMOM
cBOOOJIBI APYIUX) U HEBO3MOXKHOCTH M3MEHUTHh PaMKH CYIIECTBOBAHMS, HABsI3aHHBIE YEJIOBEKY BJIACThIO. JTO HE
CTOJIBKO KaKOH-TO MMCTHYECKUH, T€HETHYECKH IpeJIoNpe/ieIeHHbI aTepHaIi3M, Bepa BO BIACTh, HO JIOCTaTOYHO
panMoHaIbHO NOHMMaeMble HECBO0O/A U 3aBUCHMOCTh OT BJIACTH, OT €€ MPOU3BOJIA, HEKOHBEHIMOHAJIBHOCTH 3TOTO
MPOM3BOJIa, HENPEICKa3yeMOCTH ero. B cyMMe Tpu ueTBepTH POCCHSH YBEPEHBI, YTO uYelloBeK B Poccum peako mim
COBCEM HE MOKET HOOHTHCS depe3 CyJ MepecMOTpa HECHPaBEATIHBOIO PEIICHHUS TOTO MM MHOTO TOCYAapCTBEHHOTO
opraua» [6, c. 47].

2% Although, funny, in another place the producers of the same discourse quite apologetically remind the thought of the
European enlighteners that «cBoGoma... He SBJSETCS €CTECTBEHHBIM COCTOSIHHEM oOmiecTBa. YToObl 00ianaTh
CBO0OOJION, YEJIOBEK JIOJDKEH COOTHECTH €€ ¢ MOpaliblo, 6€3 KOTOPOH HEMBICIIMMBI B3aUMOOTHOIICHHS Jioed. [Toatomy
MOJKHO W HY>KHO TOBOPHTB O IPaBax, €CIN JIOINA MBICIATCS BO B3aUMHOM OTHOIICHHWH IPYT K Apyry. [IpaBo — HUYTO
BHE Takux oTHomeHui» [6, ¢. 79]. By itself, the «confusion», «amorphousness» and «non-formalization» of such
relations is not comprehended in any way and is not criticized by the producers of (post) Soviet discourse.

% «Jlaxe crycTs MONTOpa NECATKA JeT IOCIe NPHHATHS HOBOM KoHcTHTyrmu P mpeicTaBleHHs pOCCHAH O
JIEMOKpATHUHU HOCAT CITyTaHHbIH, aMOp(HBII ¥ NPOTUBOPEUMBEIN Xapakrep. bonbmmHcTBO (60%) cunTaeT, 4To B cTpaHe
Hy’KHa JIeMOKpatHsi, Ho jauib 20% BuxsaT oOpasen B 3ananHbix ctpanax u CLIA, orHocutensHoe 6osbmHCTBO (45%)
cuuTaer, 4ro Poccuu HyKHa «COBEpIIEHHO 0CO0asi, COOTBETCTBYIOIAs HAI[MOHAJIBHBIM TPAJUIMAM M CIEHH(PUKE»
ngemokpatus» [6, ¢. 49].

2 «Koucruryuust 1993 roga 6buta cuenana mmaro mox b. Enpuuna. Jins mpoBeieHnst peopM OHA TPEIOCTaBISIIA
MPE3UICHTY TOYTH HApCKHe MOJHOMOYHS, YTO B JAIbHEHIIEM, P CMEHE NPaBHUTENL, 0OCPHYIOCh U IPOTHUB CaMOM
«IEMOKpATHU», U TIPOTHB MOJUTHKH pedopm» [6, ¢. 53].
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mission to democratize the consciousness of post-Soviet people, in no way contradicts the
recognition of the undemocratic nature of the creation and adoption of the same constitution (which
is generally called «legally weak» elsewhere, by the way?!)...

Another powerful hegemonic toolkit that producers of (post) Soviet discourse like to use is the
«discourse of truth». The claim to truth is generally an extremely powerful argument, and
naturalization and reification of truth (especially in socio-political issues) is a powerful means of
eliminating an opponent or stigmatizing him as an obscurantist, stupid, unskilled or even dangerous
to society. The «hegemonic discourse of democracy» synthesized above, due to the problematic
nature of the very idea of democracy in a globalized world, needs to be reinforced by certified and
institutionally true models of democracy, which are solely and monopolistically recognized as
exceptional and absolute®. In this case, the argumentation of the truth is carried out in an indirect
way - through the description of a group of supporters. Key terms, such as «high-yield», «urban»,
«educated», «a wide range of information», «travel abroad», «own eyes», «other life» demonstrate
social practice, brilliantly analyzed by H. Elias in his «The Established and the Outsiders». In such
practice, truth and social status are combined in the mythological logic of kalokagatiya. A
sociologist (co) producing such an argument in such a discursive practice and construction
inevitably takes a position in social conflicts and confrontations on the side of the apologists of the
prevailing order?’ and against its critics.

This argument is discursively reinforced by the latent juxtaposing of the dominant groups
(«established») to a group of outsiders, whose way of life (most often forced) is interpreted as an
argument against their worldview, and their very worldview and values - as «archaic», «not free»,
«undemocratic», «mechanical», «not knowing freedom and rights», etc.?® This is reinforced by the
«discourse of autonomy», in which the (post) Soviet person is described as passive (the key term is
«just to manifest»)?’, dependent and not free (key terms — «habitual dependence», «demonstrative
mass participation», «administrative mobilization», «least modernized», «state-paternalistic
attitudes», «binding»)®, regressive and obscurantist (key terms — «traditionalism», «discrediting

% «Takoe COCTOSHHE MACCOBOTO CO3HAHHS HECIY4aiHO, IOCKONbKY CAMHU IPEICTABICHHS O AEMOKPATHH BO3HUKIIH H3
TPEeX OCHOBHBIX MCTOYHHKOB; OHHM CBSI3aHBl C: @) HEACHBIMH MJIESIMH HOJIMTHYECKOTO IepeycTpoiicTBa,
UPKYJIMPOBABIIMMHU BO BPEMsI IIEPECTPOUKH (CHPaBEINBOE YCTPOHCTBO, BO3MOKHOCTh KPUTUKH BJIACTEH U T.I1.) 1100
0) onbITOM pa3oyapoBaHUs, IOJYYEHHBIM B KPHU3HCHBIE BPEMEHa IOCTCOBETCKOTO Pa3BUTHS («XaoCy, «IEMarorus,
«0€30TBETCTBEHHOCTbY»). JIMIIL O4YeHb HeOONbIas 4acTh OMNPOLIEHHBIX MOJA «IEMOKpaTHel» MOHUMAIOT TO, YTO,
COOCTBEHHO, M COCTaBJIET IEMOKPATHYECKYI0 CHCTEMY: B) pa3A€iCHHE BETBEH BIACTH, CHCTEMa CAEPXKEK U
MIPOTHBOBECOB, KOHKYPEHIMS MNapTHHl 3a MOAJMEPXKKY H30MpaTeneil, MOIMTHYECKAas OTBETCTBEHHOCTb, MapTHIHOE
MIPaBUTENBCTBO, YXOSAIIEEe B OTCTaBKY B CIy4ae BBIPAKCHHOTO HEJOBOJIBCTBA TpaxiaaH. Ot 9-12% pecrmoHIeHTOB
NPE/CTABISIIOT CaMble OOpa30BaHHBIE M BBICOKOJOXOJAHBIC TPYMIIBI TOPOJACKOTO HACENCHUS, JIIOJACH, 00Jalaromux
CPaBHHUTEIBHO IIUPOKHM KPyroM MH(GOPMAIMH, a TAaKXKe XOTA Obl pa3 BBICIKABIINX 33 T'PAHUIY M COOCTBEHHBIMHU
rjla3aMy BHJICBIIHX JPYTYIO )KU3Hb» [6, €. 51-52].

27 What, we note, can be equally powerful as the local order of the state, and the global order of ideological and / or
institutional domination.

% «IlocreuHoe MpUHATHE OPHANYCCKH a0l KOHCTHTYIMH, IPOBOIIANICHHE «CBOGOIBI BHIGOPA» B yCIOBHSAX
pacnaziaroierocs: TOTAIMTAPHOTO PEXUMA IPHUBENIN K TOMY, YTO Ha IIOBEPXHOCTH BBIIUIA CaMble MacCOBBIE, & IOTOMY
caMble KOHCEpBaTUBHBIE CIIOM W TPYIIIBI, HHTEPECHl KOTOPBIX HE LU Jajblle (PU3NUYECKOr0 BHDKHUBAHUS B YCIIOBHUIX
OCTPOTO HKOHOMHUYECKOTO KPH3HCA, & COIMAIBHO-TIOJUTHYECKHE BO33PEHHS HPEICTABISUIN COOOH PYTHHHYIO CMECh
PYCCKOTO BEJIMKOJCP)KaBHOTO HAIlMOHANM3Ma M aBTOpHTapu3Ma. Takas IEMOKpaTusl IMpPEACTaBIseT COOOH YHCTO
MEXaHWIECKUI MEPEeHOC 3aMMCTBYEMBIX MOJENCH MONNTHYECKOW OpTaHW3alid Ha OOIIEeCTBO, HUKOTJA HE 3HABIICE
LIEHHOCTEW U HOPM CBOOOIBI, IPaBa, YEIOBEYECKON aBTOHOMHUH, ONMpAIOIEeecs Ha COBEPIIECHHO Apyrue, yeM B EBpore,
KyJbTYPHBIE, MOpAIbHBIE ¥ YEIOBEUECKHE OCHOBAaHHA. OJTO [EMOKpaTHs ©e3 HeoOXOOMMBIX M Hee
HHCTHTYIIMOHATIBHEIX M KYJIBTYPHBIX opm» [6, €. 53].

% «Ha Bcex BeIOOpax B JJymy (1993-2007 ronoB) u3dupaTeio npepiaraioch JUb MaHH(ECTUPOBATh CBOE TIPHHSATHE
WK HEMIPUHATHE BJIACTH U €€ ONMOHEHTOB, KAHANIATOB BO BIacTh» [6, C. 54].

30 «BBIGOPHI B yCIOBHAX ABTOPHTAPHOIO OCYAAPCTBA, CIOKHUBIIErocst B 2000-¢ TOMBL, M IPUBEIYHON 3aBHCHMOCTH OT
Hero OOJIBIIMHCTBA JIIOJIEH CBOJATCS K 00ecredyeHHI0 JEMOHCTPATUBHOTO MaccoBOro y4dacTus HaceneHus™. B Poccun
CeroJiHs JTO O3HAayaeT aJMHHUCTPATHUBHYIO MOOWJIM3AlMI0 HAauMEHEee MOJEPHU3HPOBAHHBIX TPy (CEIBCKOTO
HaceJIeHHs, JKUTENeH MalblX M CPEAHUX TOpPOJIOB), XapaKTEPH3YIOIIUXCS CaMbIMH CHJIBHBIMH T'OCYIapCTBEHHO-
MAaTEpHATNCTCKIMU yCTAaHOBKAaMHM, 4YTO OOECHedYMBacT ycCmeX M T00eay COOTBETCTBYIOIIEH MapTHH BIACTH,
JEHUCTBYIOIEH HOMEHKIATYPHI (BMECTE C CO3JaHHBIMH €I0 BCIIOMOTATEIbHBIMH M BPEMEHHBIMH OOpa30BaHUSIMH,
CBSI3BIBAIONIMMH MIPOTECTHBIC HacTpoeHus1)» [6, ¢. 54-55].
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changes», opposing «reforms» and «innovations»)**, slavish (and at the same time - paradoxically —
arrogant and narcissistic) (key terms — «imperial», «militarism», «great power», «exclusivity»,
«superiority», «isolationismy», «terror», «archaic») and private (key terms — «protective,
«compensatory», «anti-Western»2, «bastions» versus «critical work»)*. Here the hegemonies are
intertwined: the producers of discourse base their production on an authoritarian-authoritative
source that has no relations to the traumatic experience of collapse, or to the experience of Soviet
civilization, or to the victory in the Second World War®".

Another important hegemony is the «hegemony of freedom». It is close to some of the already
described methods of hegemony, but it occupies a special place in the building concrete of the
architects of the (post) Soviet discourse. (Post) Soviet people and the structures of power they
support are represented as not only not free, but also ontologically, existentially incompatible with
freedom®. This ontological incompatibility is reinforced by the key terms, such as «fear», «block»,
«suppress» - and the discursive contrasting to «independent», «sources of influence», «public»®®. A
less obvious way of producing such hegemony is to discourse the opponent as «indifferent»,
«alienated»®’, «scanty», «not influencing the power», «confused», «passive», «subject to
arbitrariness»>®, as well as «passive», «negative», «paternalistic», which is compared with the key
terms describing the opponent as «unworthy of trust», «obsolete», «outdated», «weak» and
«outsider» (see above on this occasion)®. The characteristics of «distrust» to the «basis of civil
society» also adjoin here (let us pay attention to what exactly is opposed in this construction of the
(post)Soviet!)*.

Here, the connection between retrojection and the production of today's discourse is especially
clearly and vividly traced. The doxically established «totalitarianism» of the Soviet is easily and

3 «TpagunuoHanmu3M («pycckast uues», «ocoOblil myTh» Poccum) mocie mpuxoaa kK BiaacTu [lyTuHA mpeBpaTHiCs B
CPEIICTBO JHUCKPEIUTAIIMA caMoro Tnepuoaa uaMmeHeHud 1991-1998 romoB, a 3HauuT — camoil wueu pedopwm,
BO3MOHOCTEN COLMAIBHO-TIOJMTHYECKMX HHHOBanui» [6, C. 56].

%2 For comparison: we failed to find at least indirect characteristics of "closeness" (xenophobia, Russophobia, etc.)
performed by the same producers of discourse in relation to the Western world.

3 <<3KCHleaTI/Ipy5[ Ppa3HbIC KOMIIJICKCHI HpeIICTaBJ'ICHI/Iﬁ — HUMICPCKYK0 HACOJIOTHIO (uapcxnﬁ MUJIUTapu3M Hu
COBETCKYIO BeHI/IKOILep)KaBHOCTL), 3THOKOH(1)GCCI/IOH3J'H>HyIO HUCKIIOYUTCIBHOCTh U MNPEBOCXOACTBO PYCCKUX HaAI
JpyrMMHU Hapojaamu, nobdeany Bo Bemmkoit OreuecTBeHHON BoiiHe M TpaBmarmyeckuid onbiT pasBaga CCCP,
rocygapCTBE€HHasA nponaranjia croco0cTBOBaJIA YCUJICHHUIO aHTHU3aIraJaHbIX HaCTpoeHHﬁ, pacrnpoCTpaHCHUIO
H30JIAIIMOHMU3MA U TOABEMY KOMIICHCATOPHOTO WJIM 3alMUTHOI'O0 PYCCKOI'0 HallMOHAJIU3MaA. Bwmecte ¢ OCTOPOXCHOﬁ
peabmmmranueii CtannHa MyTHHCKAS aJMUHHACTPAIHS IIar 3a IIaroM Bela JeJ0 K MPEKPAmICHUI0 KPUTHIECKOH paboThI
Haa HUCTOPUYIECCKHUM IPOIIBIM, BBITECCHECHUIO W3 MacCOBOM ITaMATH BCECTO, YTO CBA3AHO C HpaKTHKOﬁ COBCTCKOT'O
Teppopa, npexncrasiasisi KI'b u apyrue penpeccHBHbIE MHCTUTYTBI, @ TaKKe€ apXaudeCKHe HHCTUTYTBl — apMHIO,
IIEPKOBb KaK MOCIeIHIE GaCTHOHBI HAMOHAIBHBIX IEHHOCTEH» [6, . 56].

% To understand the density of key terms in the discourse used by manufacturers of mytho-language: the link is as
follows «On the conservative legitimizing role of neo-traditionalism in authoritarian regimes replacing the missionary
ideology or political religion of totalitarian regimes, see: Linz J.J. Totalitaere und autoritaere Regime / (Hrsg.) von R.
Kraemer. - Berlin: Berliner Debattee Verl., 2000». Perhaps this conglomerate of mythopoetics alone would have been
sufficient for a broad illustration of the inner constitution of the discourse produced.

% Why is the entire discourse of opponents "quoted”, as well as its own discourse is given, often far from obvious and
not indisputable definition.

3 «CTpax mepen «IBETHBIMH PEBOIONUSAMI» (MACCOBBIMH BBICTYIUICHHUSMHU TPOTHB KOPPYMITUPOBAHHBIX PEKUMOB,
Kak 3To OpuTo Ha Ykpamue, B ['py3mm, B Kuprusmm) 3actaBisi pykoBoacTBo Poccun O10KHpOBaTh WIIM HOJABIIATH
JEATENILHOCTD JIFOOBIX HE3aBUCHMBIX OT BJIACTH OPraHM3alliii U HCTOYHHKOB OOIIECTBEHHOIO BIUIHUSA» [6, . 57].

8 «PaBHOZ[YI.HI/IC TIOJABJIAOIICTO OOJIBIINHCTBA n}oz(eﬁ K IIOJIMTUKEC HApacTacT 10 MEPE OCO3HAHUA MMHU MHU3CPHOCTU
CBOMX BO3MOXKHOCTEH BJIWATHL Ha BJIACTb. ... JIIOAW IIEHCUOHHOT'O BO3pacTa, ropa3fo CHJIbHEEC OIMYIIAONINE Ha cebe
JAcrpagaiuio CUCTEMBI COIIMAJIBHOI'O OGeCHe‘{CHI/Iﬂ, HACTPOCHBI ABHO HETAaTHUBHO K IMPOUCXOOANIMM IIEPEMEHAM H C
GOJIBIIUM BHUMaHHEM OTHOCSTCS K TeKyIIeH nonutuke» [6, ¢. 60].

%8 «Cam BOINPOC O BO3BMOXKHOCTH BJIMAHUA I'paXJaH Ha BJIAaCTHU pa3HOT'0 YpOBHA, SaﬂaBaeMLIﬁ B X04€ COIUOJIOTHYCCKUX
OIIPOCOB, BBIZLIBACT Y ONPOLICHHBIX 3aMCTHYIO PACTECPSIHHOCTD. ... Takosa JAOMHUHHUpYIOIas B 06H1€CTBe yCTaHOBKa Ha
NacCHBHOE MPU3HAHUE caMoro (akra mpou3Boa Baactu» [6, c. 63].

% «HOI[06HOC npeacTaBjJI€HUEC O COLUaJIbHOM YCTpoﬁCTBe pOCCHﬁCKOFO 06IHCCTBa SABJIIECTCA HETraTUBOM
ToCyAapCTBEHHOI'0 maTepHalin3ma. Ono XapaKTCpHO B IMEPBYHO O4YE€pEAb Il TIOKHUIIBIX, MaﬂOO6eCl’Ie‘{eHHLIX,
OTHOCHTENILHO ¢1a00 00pa3oBaHHBIX IPaKIaH, XKHUTEIEH cella HId MaJIbIX ropoaos» [6, ¢. 63].

40 «PoccusiHe B Macce CBoeH ¢ pPaBHOOAYIIHUEM OTHOCATCA K JACATCIBHOCTH HEIOJIUTHYCCKUX OpFaHPIBaI_[PIfI,
COCTaBILSIFOIIIAX OCHOBY TPAXJAHCKOTO OOIIECTBA, MAJIO UM JIOBEPSIOT M He COOMPAIOTCS MX MOAIEepKHUBaTh» [6, . 64].
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unobtrusively transformed into «fictitious participation in common affairs», «alienationy,
«detachment»*. This is especially important when analyzing the selection of vocabulary («key
terms»), which in relation to the (post) Soviet is described as «breaking off social ties», «isolation»,
«atomization», while in relation to the Western - as «liberation», «individualization», «Rejection of
paternalism», «activism from below»*. Such particularization is described not as the «internal
locus of control» mentioned pathetically in modern literature, but as an opposition to the
«generalized, social plan of practice» [6, p. 69], destroyed by «fragmentation® society», «the
decomposition of the Soviet», «the inability to innovate» (we pay special attention to the choice of
the key vocabulary and semantics of both co- and opposition). Such a «rejection of the ontology» of
the singular leads to the ultimate «rejection of the ontology» of the universal: «... it is possible to
talk about» society «(respectively, social movements, organizations, etc.) here only in the narrowest
social segments and with very serious reservations». [6, p. 71]. The universal is represented in
discourse as «permeated with mutual distrust and indifference», «negative identity»** [6, p. 73]. At
the same time, the emerging logical conflict between the two ways of describing the (post) Soviet as
atomized and indifferent, on the one hand, and paternalistic, on the other, cannot be resolved at all:
the object of discourse is attributed equally unequivocally negative characteristics of both methods
of description, no matter how contradictory they may be. [6, p. 73], and these characteristics are
enhanced by the description of the (post) Soviet as a purely selfish and appropriating®.

This hegemony articulates with the «hegemony of Westernization», when, both at the level of
instrumentation and at the level of interpretation, the producers of discourse recognize the forms
and methods of solidarity and cooperation characteristic of Western countries (where, in fact, such
conceptualizations were generated), but not necessarily being universal (see [6, p. 77], where these
include «sports clubs, creative unions, charitable organizations or voluntary public associations»). It
is characteristic that this data is presented without comparison with other countries and societies,
without any comparison and relativization, with the assertion of the a priori insufficiency of
manifestations of this in the (post) Soviet without demonstrating in which countries and in what
volumes they are «sufficient», and what level is generally «necessary». Such discursive
absolutization makes it possible to represent any research result as a negative characteristic of the
object of discursive construction - a simple technique, but, admittedly, effective and spectacular
one.

Conclusively, all this closes in on the «hegemony of anti-totalitarianism», where totalitarianism
is compared to the «Soviet past», and the Soviet past itself is opposed to «moral solidarity», «civic
responsibility», «common relations» (how the totalitarian can be opposed to the «common» - the
authors did not find it difficult to explain) and «powerless social relations and organizations»

! «Dukups yuacTus B OBIINX JeTaX B COBETCKOM TOTATHTAPHOM «OOIIECTBE-TOCYIapCTBE» M OCTCOBETCKOI Poccuu
cerojiHs 000paunBaeTcst OTUYKACHHEM, OTCTPAaHEHHOCTBIO, COBHAHWEM HEBO3MOXKHOCTH YTO-TO C/IENaTh, IMOBIUITH Ha
Kakue-1100 BOIIPOCHI MIIM pellieHne Ipo0iieM, Kacaroluxcs kureneil yxe Ha yposHe JKOKa, He roBopst o paiione nim
ropoje, a TeM 6oJiee 0 MOJUTUIECKO#, IKOHOMHIESCKOHN U COLHANBHOM CUTyaluu B cTpane» [6, c. 64-65].

2 «Ilpn pepuumre GazOBBIX PECYPCOB, KOTOPHE B POCCHICKOM COLMyME M OOIIECTBAX IOXOXKEro THIA
KOHTPOJIIMPYIOTCS IEHTPAIM30BaHHON BIIACTHIO, YCTAHOBKA MCKIIIOYNTEIBHO HA aJanTanuio (IIpUYeM aanTaiiio Jalrne
BCETO TOHIDKAIONIYIO) BEIeT K (parMeHTalnu OOIIeCTBEeHHOH >XU3HU. CoKpalmieHHe W OOpBIB COIMAJbHBIX CBS3EH,
M30JISIIMS], aTOMHU3aNNs — HPUHIUIHAIBHBIE YepThl OOIIECTB, MBITAIOMNXCSA BBINTH M3 TOTAIMTapHOTO mopsaka. 13
JAHHBIX BBIMICTIPUBEICHHON TAaOMUIBI BHIHO, YTO COLMAIBHBIM MHp, Ha KOTOPBIH HYEIOBEK MOXXET PacCUUTHIBATH,
MPaKTHYECKH KOHYACTCS 32 MpEeeiaMy KPYTa pOAHBIX B Ou3Kux» [6, c. 66].

** To which the producers of discourse, we note, are extremely unskilful and crudely opposing strongly ideologized
constructions: «Baxno He cMemmBaTh (KaKk 3TO HEPEAKO [ENalT B TeKylledl MyOIUIHMCTHKE) MOM00HYIO
(parmMenTanmio, 3aIUTHYIO U OISITh-TAKH PEAKTHBHYIO 110 CBOMM (YHKIUSIM, C (POPMUPOBAHMEM U YKpelIeHneM
NMPOCTPAHCTB YacTHOI xu3HuU. [locnennee TpeboBano Obl OTCTAMBAHUS U NMOJAEPKAHUS TAPAHTHPOBAHHBIX NMPaB
Ha aBTOHOMMIO NPHBATHOIO CYIIECTBOBAHUs, HE TOBOPS YK€ O YACTHOH COOCTBEHHOCTH, HEMPHKOCHOBEHHOCTH
KOTOPO#, KaK yOexICHBI POCCHsIHE, MM TMOYTH HE rapaHtupoBana». [6, c. 78] (our italics are everywhere, keys are
italicized).

* Incidentally, it is highly controversial, to say the least, definable.

* «ITatepHanMCTCKHE YCTAHOBKH M OXHIAHHS a0COMIOTHOTO OOJBIIMHCTBA HACEICHHS MPEINONATAKT MOTYUYCHHE
HIOMOILIIH, HO HE €€ OKa3aHHe APYTHM, €CIIH TOJIBKO 3TH JPYTHe — He POIACTBEHHUKHU WK Onu3kue aApy3bsa» [6, c. 78].
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(2222)*. The properties of the Soviet are reduced by the key terms such as «repressiveness,
«ideology», «blocking», «lack of individuality», «unnaturalness» - and, what is most paradoxical,
«pure commercialism and cynicism in relation to socially valuable and imperious»*’. Ignoring the
rootedness of the «totalitarian» and «Soviet» in the very genesis of European civilization (and many
researchers, meanwhile, quite reasonably point to the deepest connection between the Soviet project
and European Modernity), the producers of this discourse are again erecting a lifeless, abstract,
paradoxical utopian picture «Freedom as a moral discipline» (with which one could agree outside
the discourse they produced), and the history of the value and ideological system of the Western
world, referential for them, as the history of «enlightenment», «civil society», «human rights»,
«disclosure sense of freedom», «morality in the relationship of people» [6, p. 79]. Such historical
schematism turns out to be a powerful mythological basis for a rather eclectic and selectively blind
construction built by these discursive producers of (post) Soviet.

Conclusion. From the negation of the Soviet to...?

Thus, one of the texts, which we have chosen as representative due to its status of
«summarizing» a long stage in the development of post-Soviet sociology, showed us a whole
arsenal of powerful and hegemonic techniques, which are abundantly illustrated with specific key
terms. Our basic hypothesis, with which we started this study, was fully confirmed.

Certainly, the study of the representation of the Soviet (including man) in post-Soviet (primarily
liberal and Westernized) sociology is just starting. Thirty years of the post-Soviet era provides
researchers with considerable space for an objective study of the imperious and hegemonic
strategies of objectification of the Soviet. For example, we have not touched upon the emotional
equipment of the strategies used by the producers of discourse. We also believe that it is important
to investigate those basic doxes that underlie their understanding of the Soviet. We argue that the
«political ontology of post-Soviet sociology» still awaits its fundamental, conscientious and critical
researcher. We utilized only the epistemological technique of critical discourse analysis, and only in
one version - that is why our analysis is rather limited in scope and research. However, we are sure
that without researching all this, post-Soviet sociology will remain colonized by Westernized
(epistemo)logics and will perform the functions of primarily an apologetic service of the social
order (and it does not matter whether at the macro-level, that is, the state level, or at the mega-level,
that is, the global order). This is what justifies the need for further search within the epistemological
field and heuristic that we have proposed.

46 «O,HHaKO AIMHUHUCTPATUBHO-TOCYAAPCTBCHHAA CUCTEMA YHNPABJIICHHUA MOYTU MNOJIHOCTHBIO BBLITCCHHJIIA MOPAJbHYIO
COJIMAAPHOCTD U I'PpaKAaHCKYH0 OTBETCTBECHHOCTDL U3 C(l)epLI 06HII/IX WJIN KOJUJICKTHBHBIX COLMAJIbHBIX OTHOIHeHIdﬁ, 4To
IMPUBEJIO K MPAKTUYCCKU IMMOJTHOMY OTCYTCTBUIO HECBJIACTHBIX COLIMAIbHBIX CBsI3el U opraHmauMﬁ» [6, C. 78]

* «Ecmu B CCCP MPOCTPAHCTBO COBETCKOrO S3bIKA, IIPOHMU3AHHOIO DPEHPECCUBHOIM WAEOJIOrHei, OJI0KHMpOBaiIo camy
BO3MOXXHOCTb O(OPMIICHHSI M KPUCTAIIM3ALUKM HWHAMBHYyaIbHON YEJOBEYECKOH MBICIIHN, €CTECTBEHHBIX HPAaBCTBEHHBIX
YyBCTB, TO CErOAHS, BbIpaxkasch (MIOCO(PCKUM S3BIKOM, MOXKHO CKa3aTh, YTO HPAaBCTBEHHOE COCTOSHHE YyBCTBA
MOCTCOBETCKOTO YEJIOBEKAa OTIIMYACTCSA OT €0 €CTECTBEHHOTO YYBCTBA TEM, YTO 3TO TO K€ CaMO€ UyBCTBO, HO KakK OBl
«y3HaBmIee» cebs. He ciyuaiiHO OGONBIIMHCTBO POCCHHCKHX PECIIOHJCHTOB OTHOCHUTCS K CBOOOAE KOHKPETHO: y KOTO

JIEHBI'H ¥ BJIACTH — Y TOTO U cBOGoma» [6, c. 79].
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