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1. Introduction 

Russia faces a necessity to overcome its grave complex crisis that has deeply permeated political, economic, social and spiritual life of the country. It is an objective reality, which every political organization and every politician claiming a leading role on a nation-wide scale will have to take into account.

President of the Russian Federation V.V.Putin in his first Message to the Federal Assembly (June, 2000) noted: “Development of a society is unthinkable without consensus on its common goals. And those goals are not material ones only. Spiritual and moral goals are of no less importance... The main task is to understand what Russia we trust in and what we want to see this Russia like”. About three years have passed since that task was set. However, the tactical tasks and goals obviously dominate over the strategic ones within the changes occurring presently.

In practice, certainly, they managed to achieve a relative social stability, strengthening of the vertical of authority and a comparatively modest and very unstable economic growth. But the country has not emerged from the systemic crisis yet.

Today Russia lacks a strategic plan and a long-term program of development known and shared by the society. There is no critical analysis of what has been happening with it during the last 15 years. And if we, people of Russia, do not determine the path of development, others will do that that instead of us.

2. Analysis of the existing situation 

If one tried to characterize briefly the basic results of reforms of the last decade, they could be defined as follows: In the spiritual sphere the lack of a state ideology and deformation of the system of norms, purposes and values as a consequence of the loss of criteria for adequate evaluation of the social reality; the rejection of national and cultural-historical traditions against the background of a massive penetration of the Western “mass culture” patterns into the public consciousness; the rapid growth of stereotypes and new forms of myth-based consciousness, destructive elements of religious beliefs and cult organizations; the inadequate attitude of the society and the state to the place and role of such socio-cultural institutes as science, education, upbringing etc.

In the social sphere the extremely low standard of living of the majority of population, the mortality rate in excess over the birth rate and the direct threat to the country’s genetic stock; the disintegration of the former social structure without any replacement of it by more progressive forms of social protection of the population; the increasing number of neglected children, the escalation of crime, alcoholism, drug-addiction and prostitution; the growth and aggravation of interethnic tensions and manifestations of nationalist and chauvinist prejudices; the destruction of many forms of communality that in the past performed the functions of establishing bases for norms and criteria to evaluate various types of social interactions, the continuing processes marginalization of substantial groups of the population and much more.

In the sphere of economy the supermonopolized economy, in essence a nonmarket one; the development of the economy based on raw materials as a basic attribute of its backwardness; the low attractiveness for foreign investors; the tendency toward irreparable loss of the “high technologies” production capacity; the strong dependence on imports of foodstuffs and essential goods as a threat to the national security of the country etc.

In the political sphere the lack of consistency in foreign and especially domestic policies and hence the low level of the population’s trust in the state, that fact being manifested in “protest” voting and low turnout of the voters; the increasing process of depolitization of the society and the lowering of the parties’ “independent” status; the growing tendency toward direct state intervention in the process of formation of cells and institutes of the civil society; the low level of political, legal and information culture of the society etc.

In the sphere of state control the no-holds-barred level of officials’ corruption; the lack of mechanisms and culture of strategic and operative control and the phenomenon of “interception” of control; the increasing tendency toward executive authority’s intervention in the activities of judicial bodies, as well as mass media and political parties; the growth of political biases of civil servants and the politization of the state control system; the lack of public (“people’s”) control over the authority structures etc.

The scale of the crisis and the acuteness of the problems allow to understand why many researchers and ordinary citizens very pessimistically evaluate Russia’s prospects in the future, while the psychology and logic of survival dominate the public consciousness and daily practices of control.

Rich and recently powerful country “a superpower” has turned into a poor one, spiritually broken and removed into the category of developing countries.

Having become a victim of collapse of two projects in a row communist and liberal, it is suffering in search of a national or, more precisely, public idea to unify itself.

Russia today has encountered a threat of destruction of its original national civilization and death of the people of Russia as a super-ethnos. Nationalism directed at dissociation of the peoples, destruction of the genetic stock, self-identity and psychology of the Russian people, elimination of cultural-historical values and disorganization of the society are present and provoked here. Conditions have emerged for its transformation into a third-rate power and that fact in itself poses a threat to the future of the country, disintegration of the country’s territorial integrity and its being as a whole. That is, a destruction of the basic civilizational values is taking place, which throughout the whole time of historical development of Russia ensured its independence, indigenousness and uniqueness, making it a necessary stabilizing balance in the development of humankind.

An escape from the state of spiritual and social crisis is not just necessary, but possible as well, if Russia despite all difficulties, obstacles and risks finds a model of its development specific exactly to the same degree, to which it itself is specific.

In order for that to take place there will be a need to develop a strategy and to propose a policy of development comprehensible and acceptable for the majority of the citizens of contemporary Russia [1].

3. Potential for development Russia today possesses a vast potential for development, which is neither adequately evaluated, nor used to solve the strategic problems.

First, we refer to the unique natures of geographical and geostrategic location of Russia in the world as the bridge between the West and the East, the North and the South (in traditional civilizational interpretation of those notions). Being a community of a multitude of peoples and cultures, which has come into being by a natural, organic method, not a migratory one, historically Russia is ready for dialogue, coexistence and cooperation with other worlds, communities and civilizations due not only to its location, but also to its spiritual constitution.

Secondly, we refer to the natural riches, in terms of which Russia many times over surpasses the developed countries of both the West and the East. As regards the safety of natural ecological systems Russia occupies one of the first places in the world [4].

Thirdly, we refer Russia’s civilizational values, which that took shape during its millennium-long development: the diversity of forms of property, the principle people’s power, the system of local self-government, the adherence of the people of Russia to communality, patriotism, craving for social justice, statehood etc. [5].

Fourthly, we refer to the cultural-spiritual specifics of the country’s development, which are expressed not only in a highest level of development of science, population’s level of education, ability to generate new ideas, to produce and deliver intellectual products of a highest class, but also in the nature of the spiritual atmosphere itself stimulating that ability in every possible way. The world-wide recognition of Russia’s spiritual breadth and intellectual power noticeably distinguishes it among the other countries.

Fifthly, we refer to the material values abroad belonging to Russia, as well as the values privatized by illegal means, including those transferred abroad.

Sixthly, we refer to Russia’s nuclear shield for a while guaranteeing it security against a direct aggression by force on the part of other countries and groupings.

As of today, that potential has not been duly made inventory of and used for Russia’s development.

4. Putting the question “What to do?”

 The problem of Russia’s strategy in the 21st century is inseparably linked to, or, more precisely, is an unalienable part of a more general and deeper problem of Russia’s sustainable development. And that implies rather a doctrinal, theoretical level of working on and solving of all problems. Therefore it is quite natural, that the issues related to the understanding of the country’s sustainable development and to its maintenance come to the foreground.

In this connection it is impossible to bypass one of questions of paramount importance from the point of view of ideology of development: What goal does sustainable development and Russian strategy as a special case of the general problem do envisage? The Russian society as a whole, political and public organizations in particular and statesmen and politicians especially have been asking themselves that question during the last 15 years and in fact it is voiced as a formula: “What to do?” Each of the subjects of the state-political relations according to their political views, political positions and interests offers a certain set of concrete actions quite frequently formed as a system of measures or its priorities. In those offers there are many coinciding positions, but sharp divergences also take place, that fact practically leaving no meaningful field for elaboration of a compromise proposal.

But if there is something common among all those positions, views and offer, then it is complete lack of the goal of development. Nobody wants or can give a clear and definite answer to the main question: where to go, i.e. what is the vector of the country’s political development? It is the main question; only after answering it will be possible to talk on the subject of what to do, i.e. in that case the concrete measures proposed acquire a tangible, purposeful and intelligent character without frank political predilections and ambitions.

But, in order to answer the main question, it is necessary to make everything clear as regards the socio-economic, political and spiritual basis that objectively determines the vector of the country’s political development, i.e. makes it possible to answer the question: “Where to go?”.

It seems that it is necessary to search for such basis by means of studying the whole millennium plus long history of Russia as a continuous development, making no cuts and rejecting no periods or stages of that development, no matter how complex and even tragic those were.

In other words, it is necessary to turn to the Russian civilization as an integral parts of the world civilization. As applied to Russia, that civilization in a concentrated form is expressed in such notion as “the people’s being” (in West such terms as “the way of life” and “mentality” has come to be applied more widely). And if we dwell on that notion, we proceed from two moments: First, the notion of “being” is of a deep Russian nature and reflects the things that have emerged in Rus and later in Russia.. It incorporates social, spiritual, cultural and psychological aspects of the life of the population as a whole, of its separate social groups and families as primary cells of the society; And, secondly, the notion of “being” reflects the stable, in a certain sense conservative elements that undergo changes by an evolutionary way taking a long period of time; even evolving into a new quality, those elements are closely connected to their previous contents, that fact making them “recognizible”, easily discernible and thus making it possible to consider them as essential characteristic of the country’s development.

And it was not by chance that Z.Brzezinski, commenting the fact of the defeat of the USSR in the Cold War and “the troubled times” experienced by Russia, rather precisely characterized them as a consequence of the destruction the Russian people’s “concept of being”. Equally not by chance those elements of the Russian being already for a long historical period have been subject to attacks, destruction, criticism and denial.

A different policy is needed for preservation, strengthening and development of the Russian being, which actually, as testified by the experience of the last decades, has been the basic target to be destroyed by forces directed from beyond in alliance with forces that developed a solidarity with them inside the country. It should be based, first of all, on protection and strengthening of those value-based guide-points that make essence of the Russian life and Russian civilization.

5. Value-based guide-points of Russia’s development 

The fundamental value-based guide-points (elements) that have sustained the test of time in spite of all kinds of calamities should necessarily include the following: 

· variety of forms of property; 

· people’s power; 

· communality, congress-spirit, collectivism; 

· aspiration for social justice and public order; 

· patriotism; 

· statehood; 

· family as a primary cell of the society.

Variety of forms of property - state, public (municipal), collective and private(individual) ones, the formation and development of which has the historical specifics of their own. In Russia Conditions have been taking place for centuries in Russia for assertion of a view in the society on the legitimacy of existence of: 

· nationalized (state), 

· public (communal, municipal), 

· socialized (collective), 

· private (privatized) property.

And the problem here is not to assert a priority of some form of property, but to recognize at last the right of every citizen to define his/her adherence to a particular form of property according to his/her views, traditions and experiences. And the state should protect that choice, not allowing group and other corporate interests to impose their will and their solution of the problem of property. All those forms of property without exception existed in various forms and volumes before 1917, while the public (communal) property has, perhaps, the longest history.

Emergence and development of the socialized (collective) property was of a principally great importance by its essence it to the greatest degree reflected the human aspiration for social justice and consensus as a basis of the social order. It is precisely it, being the working citizens collective property, that provides the material and social basis of well-being of its owners (instead of individual persons or a group of persons). Liberation of people from their status of hired hands and their performance as collective owners makes their labor comprehensible to them and really free.

In that connection it is necessary to note, that the Bolsheviks’ main error lied precisely in the fact that, while proclaiming the priority the all-people’s property (“land to the peasants, factories to the worker”), in reality they have failed to realize that slogan. The people’s (collective) property, just the same way as the public or private one, was turned to the state property and in that capacity it essentially satisfied neither the notion of “people’s property”, nor the socialist contents. The indirect ownership of the property through the state as the intermediary expressing common interests and rights as regards the issues of property corresponded to neither the level of development of productive forces, nor the relations of production shape for centuries in urban and rural areas, nor the people’s direct interests as such, nor, accordingly, the psychological attitudes of the people.

The idea of a people’s state was superseded by the idea of an almighty bureaucratic state that appropriated the right to dispose the result of the producer’s work.

From the economic point of view, in the end we got a classical example of state capitalism based on the total predominance of state property and the total power of nomenklatura bureaucratic apparatus and that situation was to result in its acute contradiction with the socialist political form. That occurred in 1980s and finally became a major cause of the collapse of socialism and the disintegration of the USSR.

Nevertheless, it is necessary to admit that the collective property proved its vitality.

The task is not to forbid or permit its existence, but to recognize it as having rights equal to those of any other forms of property, while ensuring and protecting its free development, as well as that of the other forms of property.

Collective property as socialized property opens a path for itself and becomes a real economic force in a number of developed countries of the West, as, for example, in Sweden, Finland, Spain, Italy and other countries. It is its formation, production volumes, place in the national economy that characterize the essence of various models of socialism. Those processes reflect the world-wide tendency toward a change in the attitude to the collective property. From its complete negation before the Second World War the developed Western countries have gradually evolved to not just its recognition, but even to stimulation of its development. That process was most noticeable in the Scandinavian countries, especial in Sweden, which alongside with other factors rendered a significant influence on the formation of the concept of “Swedish model of socialism”.

Position as regards that issue radically changed in the USA as well. According to a state program they plan to turn up to 50% of the industrial enterprises there to the collective form of ownership by the middle of the 21st century.

Two fundamental reasons lie at the basis of that program: 

· first, US experts remark that work productivity, organization level and labor discipline at the enterprises that are collective property is higher than at the privately owned enterprises; 

· secondly, the development of the socialized property allows to solve many social problems and facilitates the burden on the state’s shoulders concerning its pursuit of social policy.

At the basis of all that process there is an aspiration to narrow the possibility of social conflicts, to escape the frameworks of the socially limited nature of capitalism.

For Russia that problem is of a principal importance, as: 

· in our country collective forms of property and collective forms of labor historically have had many adherents among the population; a certain way of life of significant groups of urban and rural population has taken shape on that basis. Violent or artificial destruction of that way of life at the initial stages (and those will take a long time) inevitably results and has already has resulted in a change of the social status of large groups of citizens, their marginalization and, as a consequence, a rapid growth of lumpenized strata of the population and lumpen psychology a social basis of all extremist views and actions and equally the rising crime rate.

· disruption of the equilibrium as concerns the solution of problems of property causes an aggravation of social contradictions based on a the significant gap in incomes between the strata of the most well-to-do persons and the bulk of the population, the general decline of the living standards and the fall of the level of social security of various groups of the population.

· and, most importantly, the rejection of the global tendency and the lagging behind the global processes puts Russia before the necessity to overcome that lag in the nearest future, taking into account that in that regard it possesses alongside with all accumulated costs the most significant experience and traditions.

The problem of the public property with its, perhaps, longest history is of a special meaning for Russia. Both the communal land use and the property of Zemstvo (local self-government bodies in Russia before 1917), in essence, were always seen as property belonging to a particular society (community) - residents of a self-governing territory, a professional estate (Cossacksí communal land property and land use).

The situation concerning that issue presently is still complex and contradictory.

As a result of privatization carried “according to Chubais” the communities have never received any property. The right of the population to municipal property, as proclaimed by the Constitution, and the Presidentís persevering attempts to solve that problem encounter resistance of the bureaucratic apparatus distorting and sabotaging the decisions already made. “The wild privatization” has deprived a citizen of Russia of his/her constitutional right to own, use and deal with property; it has forced him/her to ask for something that rightfully belongs to him/her. The land lots, as well as residential buildings, educational, medical, child care and sport facilities located on the soil of the self-governing territories are still disposed with by state officials of federal or regional level “on behalf of and authorized by” the people.

That question is of a principal importance), as the destiny of the civil society depends on completeness and correctness of its solution. That destiny is formed on the basis of self-governing structures ñ territorial, professional, cultural, national, religious, creative artistic and scientific etc., among which the local self-government plays the leading and main role, since it is precisely the self-government that provides for the basic social needs of the community and the citizens’ political behavior truly independent.

Thus, in the process of property de-statization (stripping it of its state-owned status) the interests of individuals and the society were infringed and even ignored.

However, the heaviest strike was blown against the interests of the state. Before starting the de-statization of property, it was necessary to determine what was and would be left in the state’s hands. It is the state property that makes a state an subject enjoying equal rights in the economic relations, on the one hand, and on the other hand ñ enables it to effectively protect the interests of the society as a whole, to ensure the rule of law, stability (including the social one) and security.

As the world experience testifies, the state sector of economy is defined according to the following criteria: 

· branches that are unprofitable or of low profit, but without which a country can not guarantee its functioning (traditional types of transport, including railway, communications, mail, telegraph, coal industry etc.). It is completely obvious, that neither private, nor collective capital will not invest in the development of those branches. 

· science-intensive and capital-intensive manufacture, including fundamental sciences requiring significant financial expenses. Profits from those can be received, as a rule, in a distant future and that fact constrains investments in that kind of production on the part of private and collective capital. But without these branches there is no possibility of scientific and technical progress and creation of newest technologies, which implies no possibility of a country progressing economic development and economic security (airspace, energy, electronics etc.).

· defense industry ensuring a country’s military security.

As concerns Russia with its spaces and severe climate conditions, the natural monopolies also should be in the state property, as they provide for the preservation of not only the single economic space, but also the political integrity of the territory, i.e. they are an infrastructure and therefore serve the interests of the whole society, not just its separate social groups.

Thus, the state property confirms the single infrastructure of the country, serves as a basis of scientific and technical progress and ensures the defense capacity and security of the country and its economic and eventually political independence.

Evaluating all developments in the sphere of property, one can state that there has been no sound policy of de-statization and consequently a destruction has been going on of the branches that form the infrastructure of economy and provide for the country’s functioning, its defense, security and economic independence. The reason is, first of all, that “the fathers of privatization” did not pursue the goal of ensuring the growth of well-being of the population, but have been solving a totally specific political task: to form big private property owners as a guarantee of irreversibility of the process of turning the society into a capitalist one.

With the reforms started Russia found itself in the environment of the initial accumulation of capital. And in those conditions the state’s role is completely different it serves as “a night watchman”. Its main function is to protect the process of property redistribution, even if the mechanism of that process becomes criminal, completely strips the state of its social responsibility before the society and makes it totally free of its function of control. The testimonies to the failure of the relevant policy are: 

· stripping of millions of Russia’s citizens of property; 

· looting and squandering of the national property; 

· vulnerability of the domestic producers left without state support and protection in the conditions of open economy;

· transfer of advanced basis-forming enterprises into the hands of foreign capital; 

· constantly growing gap in the incomes between a small part of the population (about 10%) and the bulk of the population (more than 90%); 

· existence of about 33 million people below the poverty line;

· absence of a law on property and unwillingness to adopt it a law that should specify in detail the constitutional provision about the variety of forms of property and their equality before law, to define(determine) concepts, principles, criterion and mechanisms of formation of all patterns of ownership;

· absence of personal safety at the majority of the citizens Russia.

Thus, there is little difference between a state that has usurped the rights of individual and society and commits a legal arbitrariness toward them and a state refusing to bear responsibility for social and legal position of its citizens and unwilling to combat crime. In both cases a person, his/her dignity, property and eventually life become victims of that.

Any statesman or politician and any political or social force that has chosen a different model of the process of de-statization of property will, undoubtedly, be able to find support in various strata of the country’s population, including support among the nationally oriented. representatives of private enterprise structures, especially among the medium and small businesses. 

That model should incorporate: 

· equal rights of various forms of property aimed to achieve the main goal to increase the well-being of the population and the society as a whole; 

· following the tradition of continuity in solving the issues of property, while proceeding not from political expediency, but from historically developed adherence of various social and professional groups of the population to its different form satisfying their way of life and enabling them to realize themselves as personalities, without losing their dignity and self-respect (personal social status).

People’s power based on local self-government. A system of local self-government is a system of authority and control, which is built from below to the top and based on economic and organizational independence and initiative of the population.

Without property (public, municipal) and without authority powers inside the boundaries of self-governing territory a people’s self-government turns into a next myth, while its bodies turn to some kind of semi-public, semi-state groups deprived of authority powers. Therefore there can be no earnest talk about a full democracy without people’s power formed throughout the whole territory of the Russian Federation. The right of the people to master its destiny and to determine its being remains non-realized without people’s self-government that is based on public property and has authority powers inside the boundaries of the self-governing territory.

Adherence of Russia’s people to communality, congress-spirit and collectivism, its awareness of involvement of each member of the socium in the common cause, responsibility not only for one’s own destiny, but also for the condition of the society, tradition of mutual assistance in the days of tests and tragedies.

Communality, congress-spirit and collectivism determine the indigenous identity of the Russian culture, the uniqueness of Russia’s civilization and its radical difference from the Western, Atlantic civilization spiritually based on unrestrained individualism.

With the beginning of Russia turning capitalist that value-based orientation of Russia’s civilization became a major target for attacks and destruction. Revival of that spiritual value and open protection and encouragement of its development will inevitably cause sympathy of various social strata and groups toward a force that revives it. The supporters will also include the Russian Orthodox Church that sees congress-spirit as a fundamental of the Orthodox religious teaching.

Aspiration for social justice and social order as a way to achieve consensus and peace in the society as its moral bases. In all times the idea of social justice remained important and easily perceived by the masses of people. Expressed in most different religious teachings and taken as an weapon by various political and social movements (including socialist and communist) in Russia and in the world as a whole, that idea constitutes the humankind’s supreme task. And if some social force in Russia claims a nation-wide role, it is obliged to revive that idea in its program and to make it its practical task.

Patriotism ensuring the integrity and greatness of the people and its inherent ability to overcome all hardships and troubles for the sake of preservation of its being, its land and the integrity of its Fatherland.

Statehood manifesting itself as the population’s belief in the state’s ability to express the interests and will of the people and the country as a whole (instead of separate social and national groups), to protect those interests and to develop the main spiritual and material values of Russia’s society. The spirit of communality and the aspiration to live and work together are the dominant feature of that process.

Family as the society’s primary cell, within which all experiences, traditions and values of the development of civilization are concentrated and the being of the people is manifested. Destruction of families that has been carried out already for long time is a major cause of reduction of the genetic stock of the nation, devaluation of morals and the social diseases. Recently the political regime understood that simple truth, that fact being demonstrated, first of all, by the considerably increased sum of payment per a child born. But that is not enough. A whole number of economic, social, political, spiritual and propaganda measures to change the adverse situation is still required. Among those measures a major place is occupied by those concerning the destiny of mother-woman, who by natural virtues from the start has been the one to ensure continuation of the human race and to preserve kindness and compassion. The deprivation of families of the material basis of their existence primarily delivered a blow against women, turning them into live commodities and profitable object. Female emancipation does not mean providing them with jobs and promoting their political activity. That choice should be done by woman herself only. Actually the main problem is to recognize mother-woman’s work as useful and responsible as anybody else’s and to pay for her difficult lifelong work concerning preservation of family and growing up generation. In that connection it is necessary, first of all, to stop in mass media and movies the information flow that abases the dignity of women and advertising them) as live commodities for profits.

Russia’s history in general testifies that any political regime that worked in the direction of protection and development of civilizational values or at least the majority of them used to progress and became stronger. But any regime that forgot to take care of those values or acted in contradiction to them was sooner or later doomed to disappear.

6. “Where to go?”

 So, let us return to the main question: “Where to go?”. As the experience of the last 12-15 years shows, Russia by virtue of various reasons of objective and subjective nature can not choose capitalism as the vector of its political development.

The socially limited nature of capitalism, its emphasis on external forms of democracy instead of its essence, imposition of individualist ideology that has assumed the form of frank “egocentrism”, denial of congress-spirit, communality and collectivism, social justice interpreted depending on the situation - all that and a lot more objectively comes into contradiction with the value-based guide-points of Russia’s civilization and Russia’s being. “The wild capitalism” that has taken roots in Russia just highlights in a tangible, comprehensible and clear-cut form those extremes, vices and defects that are unacceptable for the people of Russia. If Russia accepts them, if they become it civilizational values, then we are bound to deal not with Russia any more, but with some other country incomprehensible to us or with a number of independent state formations that previously constituted Russia.

At the same time we cannot return to the socialism that emerged in the USSR.

An attempt to build socialism without continuity with the previous historical development of Russia and on the basis of dogmas and stereotypes of class struggle and dictatorship of proletariat - all that resulted in deformation and distortion of socialism, in creation of a horrific state monster that aspired to live according not to the laws of social development, but the internal needs, political expediency and the interests of the ruling party nomenklatura that evolved finally into a class in the 1960s. That is why its path was marked by such tragic milestones as the all-embracing state property, dictatorship of the state and its usurpation of the rights of individual and the society, mass repressions, fight against dissenters, economy’s militarization, imposition of the principle of equal distribution of incomes leading to equality in poverty etc.

Thus, neither capitalism, nor socialism in its Soviet model can be chosen as the vector of political development, as in both cases an ordinary citizen becomes the main victim of the policy in all its displays, forms and directions. That is, it is necessary to avoid the socially narrow nature of capitalism and the economically limited nature of Soviet socialism. It is necessary to search for another, third path of development that has been talked about for years in the Russian society, though there has been no progress beyond the talks.

Quite often the question is reduced to a choice of not the vector of political development, but the form of power: democracy dictatorship monarchy etc. But the form of power is, first, a derivative of deeper processes and, secondly, just a means of solution of political, economic, military and other tasks during a certain period of time.

It seems, that the third way can and should be embodied in the idea of a converged society, the development of which is determined not by party programs, but the patterns of social development of both our country and the world as a whole [2].

The idea of convergence implies a mutual penetration of individual elements (instead of a mechanical imposition) of different political systems (capitalism and socialism) leading to a mutual change of the nature of those systems and their essential and substantial rapproachement.

The first attempt of theoretical and practical solution of that problem was undertaken in Russia in the 1920s, when they tried to combine the apparently incompatible communism and NEP (new economic policy).

After the Second World War in an attempt to overcome the economic and social crisis countries of Western Europe did not waver much, when they adopted and implemented a number of socialist practices, in particular:

· state sector of economy was created;

· collective property was formed; 

· not directive-based, but program-based economic and social planning was introduced; 

· social policy was elaborated.

Despite all negative positions and unfavorable evaluations the theory of convergence in the West has got a completely concrete and real manifestation: models of socialism (Swedish, Spanish, Italian etc) have been included in the program documents of various Western and Central European socialist and social-democratic parties [7].

Maybe to a greater extent than any other country today’s Russia has achieved that idea through much suffering. Russia goes toward it, already having behind its back the experience of capitalism under autocracy, the experience barrack socialism and now the experience of initial accumulation of capital, i.e. early capitalism.

In other words, as early as in 1991 the third path of development was open before Russia: to form a converged society relying on its own economic, scientific and technical and human potential and using domestic experiences and national tendencies. We refer to “Russia’s model of socialism” that has the same right to exist as “Swedish”, “Spanish”, “Chinese” or any other.

In Russia that task was different also due to the fact in the construction of the model it was necessary to move not from private property, but from all-embracing state property toward a multiform one. In view of Russia’s experience, Russia’s traditions and psychology of various groups of the population that way is quite acceptable for the overwhelming majority of the population. And it is that fact that causes the nostalgia for the past among significant groups of the population (and those are numerous and much bigger than the communist electorate as such, who reject and do not accept tragic and criminal phenomena of the Soviet time, but retain interest and faithfulness to many aspects of socialism, seeing in them guarantees of social and public order.

“Russian model of socialism” in comparison to other models has yet another important advantage: it is moral, as the yearning for social justice is generically rooted in the people and not by chance is one of the value-based orientations of the Russian civilization.

A force that will manage to provide that idea with a program embodiment and to carry out a well thought over organizational and propaganda work will also receive real opportunities to attract wide social, professional and national strata of the Russian population and thus to become a truly real national force.

It is a real embodiment of that idea based on a balance of interests inside the country and on the international arena that will also become the main meaning and contents of the country’s steady development of the country, and therefore the realization of the Russian strategy of development and formation of Russia’s strategic elite.

7. Problem of the subjects of development 

The most difficult and dramatic question concerns the subjects of historical action ready to undertake the burden of responsibility for realization of the envisaged goals and tasks. We refer to the availability and the real condition of those public and political subjects (or those claiming that status) that express not only the desire, but also have the will to put the project into practice.

The difficulty of that question is connected to the fact that the society) and the country for already a long time have been ill with the disease of subjectlessness that struck to various extents all major participants of the reform process (state, strata or classes, public and political communities, institutions). The main symptoms of that illness: block of reflexion, inability to adequately perceive and evaluate the existing situation, to rise above it, to carry out self-determination and selfidentification, lack of courageous, well considered “breakthrough” ideas and readiness to implement them in a skilful cooperation with the other subjects. Those symptoms are “roughly and evidently” discernible in the way of thought and action of all major subjects of contemporary Russia, including the authorities, that fact being rather precisely registered by analysts [3].

The mechanisms of manifestation of that illness and destruction of statehood have already been studied and marked. Those include the external interception of initiatives in reforming of the domestic economy by means of non-critical application of Western models (inadequate to the Russian conditions), dragging of the country into dependence on credits, dominant features of orientation on raw materials; creation of a most favorite regime as regards the rapid growth of corruption in the system of state control, penetration of financial and industrial groupings and criminal structures into it; recruitment of some leaders of the Russian control system and use of them for controlling the country “from outside”; imposition of the liberal imperative of “non-interference” of the state in social process as a guarantee of inevitability of truly democratic transformations etc. One has to state that after the disintegration of the CPSU and, accordingly, destruction of admittedly not the most effective, but working mechanisms of making both implementation of state decisions and tasks, no new effective mechanisms of controlling the country and its complex socio-economic system were created.

Subjectlessness is multifaced and in its own way affects the activities of all actors of process of Russian transformation.

Despite huge powers, the control capacities of the President of the Russian Federation are rather limited. In his activities and initiatives he is obviously constrained by the very high level of corruption and “venality” in all branches of authority, as well as by the obvious uncertainty of support to his efforts on the part of the ruling elites. Therefore he is frequently compelled frequently to follow the developments, instead of forming and changing the situation according to his vision and understanding of what goes on in the country. His high rating among the population an important and powerful, but, alas, changeable resource is the main power resource of the President. At present it allows him to preserve the of personal authority and to limit actions of the oppositions, among whom “the right” vigilantly watch for the policy to be “liberal” enough, while “the left” watch for it to be more “social”. But the attitude of the population to the first person of the state already differs from the one that existed under Yeltsin who for a long time was trusted without serious arguments and practical confirmations demanded from him.

That attitude has become more rational: if you promise something, then do it, otherwise the trust might run dry. It is an encouraging sign for the destiny of Russian reforms.

Administration of the President as a matter of fact does not represent a uniform team. None of the groupings colliding inside it has “a project of the future” of their own and consequently the struggle between them is perceived first of all as a fight for power resources. The absence of public discussion is substituted by “leakage” of information and “PR-actions” through trusted journalists in order to support interest of the public to the struggle for influence in the environment of the head of state. Therefore it is hardly possible to consider those groupings as full-fledged subjects of state control.

Russia’s bureaucracy is undoubtedly a powerful and almost uncontrollable. In those conditions the apparatus of officialdom, having become aware its autonomy and independence from the society, has appropriated for itself the rights and functions of the dominant class and the ruling party. But such situation cannot last forever.

It is dangerous to not only the society, but the state too, as due to the lack of control over it the apparatus of officialdom is getting rapidly criminalized and is subject to a wide and deep corruption. Combined with the organized crime and the powerful “shadow” economy that fact poses a threat of a total and final criminalization of both the state and the key public structures.

Many officials through the use of the administrative resource have entered the clan of “newly rich”; they willingly support the alliance of big business and authorities both in the center and in the provinces. Hence comes their loss of feeling of social responsibility for the destiny of the reforms and the country. By and large, the bureaucracy and the power elites cooperating with it are not interested in any serious reforms and changes in the country. Any changes “to the right” or “to the left” pose a threat to the present-day privileged position of those who have evolved in the conditions of the half-closed economy and the regime of “muddy waters”.

That position is well understood and expressed in the activities of the so-called “parties of authority” that yesterday were tenacious sticking to Yeltsin and today are doing the same as regards Putin. The perniciousness of their imitation of “vigorous activities” ñ as a matter of fact on an empty basis (they cannot offer any strategy of development except “support” to the President) ñ consists, in particular, in their discrediting of already hardly popular concept of “centrism”, which in that case acquires an evidently negative meaning.

Political parties and movements, with rare exceptions, are of a sham character, because it is easy to discern and guess their ties with the structures that are the initiators of their formation and functioning. Parties are neither distinctly divided, nor structured according to cultural and world-outlook values (principles): they act as instruments of socially non-addressed political technology, rather than play an independent political role. Their programs, manifestos and slogans cause more questions than answers and consequently they cannot be perceived as subjects ready at any moment to take the authority and to rule the country.

Financial and industrial groups practically possess unlimited influence on all spheres of the country’s life. The supermonopolies completely dominate Russia’s economy and are reliably protected from competition on the part of both domestic medium and small businesses and foreign transnational companies. Structured according to the model of capitalism of the previous century, they aspire to consolidate their economic and financial might by means of merging with the authority and its structures and by means of dictating their own rules of the game in the political sphere too. It is a paradoxical fact that it is precisely the monopolies in Russia today that really possess the status of “subjects” in many respects determining its present condition and its nature of development. However, those well-organized and very influential groups obviously lack the sense of self-preservation and insight in order to detect timely the approaching threat not only to the country, but also to their own existence as well.

Middle class. The number of those who position themselves as the middle class grew almost twice between 1999 and 2002, though in terms of quality of lice many of them do not meet the world standards. But they are connected among themselves by the criterion of priority goals of their life creative self-realization, education, interesting work etc. According to sociological parameters the middle class already today represents a satisfactory potential to strengthen the social stability. It has not so far declared itself a socially and economically active force of the society, but in the conditions of the country’s transition to the law-based order its aspiration and readiness to live under lawful legal rules and norms can play a consolidating role, while it itself can be transformed into a capable subject of accelerated and sustainable development of the country; more precisely it itself can become such. It is precisely the middle class that is adjusted for an innovative strategy of development and is capable to break the existing model of “contract-relations” with the business and to offer an alternative, within which the private interest is united with the public interest, while the individual good is merged with the good of the country.

Scientific and cultural elites, earlier designated by the notion of “intelligentsia”, are nowadays separated, fragmented and oppressed by their unclaimed status.

Even within the scientific community, which has always set exemplary mechanisms of formation of various sorts of communities, its consolidation and cooperative force reduction effect are seriously undermined. Besides, the intellectual creative elite today is struck with bacilli of conformism and self-interest, while the majority of intelligentsia (scientists, teachers, medical doctors, “technical men”, museum and library workers) are humiliated by their unsettled condition. But if the presently undertaken and so far very shy steps and measures to correct that strategic mistake of neoliberal reformers start getting developing more intensively, then the subjective potential of that resource of Russia’s development will increase noticeably and qualitatively.

As for the population as a whole, more precisely the major part of the Russian society, the bulk of which is “declassed” and “depoliticized”, one can also see serious shifts and changes of subject-related nature. They form a complex alloy of very contradictory qualities and features of an “average” individual. The so-called “protest movement” including strikes is of a sporadic and poorly organized nature; it is so weakly structured in ideological and political terms that in the nearest years one should hardly expect its transformation into a powerful social force capable to render serious influence on the flow of events and the course of development. Yet, so far it is the only mass ground, which might serve as a basis for creation of an organized social movement capable to put forward its own alternative to the presentday almost “stagnant” course [1].

Such arrangement of forces according to their potential as subjects allows to answer the question: who objectively and subjectively can be interested in the success of the project of Russia’s development? First of all, those certainly include the overwhelming majority of the country’s ordinary citizens who have suffered the greatest loss from the neoliberal experiment and paid the excessively high price.

Further on, those include the patriotically-minded elite of the country’s special services and the army, businessmen and a part of civil bureaucracy not connected by particular ties with the oligarchs and shadow business structures.

Certainly, it is possible and necessary to rely on the bood-drained, but not yet finally destroyed military-industrial that has preserved certain technological and personnel potential, which it would be a sin not to use (it is even a crime to not that!) in the interests of economic development of the country.

A special role is to be played by the scientific elite that cannot imagine its existence without fundamental research and discoveries so much necessary for the new “knowledge-based economy”, but preserves its adherence to the country’s culture and its way of life. The bulk of those working in the sphere of education also can be included here.

That human and professional potential needs support and engagement on the part of the state and the authority “personally” answering for irreversibility of the process of reforms, determination of target guide-points and adoption of strategic decisions. There is a necessity to organize all creative forces of the society that are ready to take active and constructive part in realization of the project of creation of democratic, rich and prospering Russia.

Such deep changes will be possible, if there are serious shifts in the self-consciousness of social groups and forms and degree of their self-organization and if the moral climate in the country changes and favorable conditions are created to establish a developed civil society.

Certainly, creation of such conditions and formation of the appropriate political course are a prerogative of the state and the authority. But a special responsibility lies on the intellectuals, who lost in the past and obviously lose today to the state bureaucracy in the competition for the citizens’ minds.

A certain optimism is supported by the results of sociological studies registering the prevalence of “modernist” moods among the population. But the people, who can be referred to as “modernists”, do not know that there are many of them in the country and that they constitute the majority [6]. Their huge dynamic potential and breakthrough force are neither realized, nor recognized, nor claimed.

New mind-sets meeting the challenge of time have neither taken shape yet, nor structured, nor voiced distinctly, nor found a language suitable for themselves.

Certainly, all that is up for the elite to do. Its task is to construe strategic guidepoints and crystallize that, which is dispersed in the air; that is also its workshop task for its self-preservation.

Unfortunately, Russia’s elites themselves stay in an atrophied condition and suffer from a low political culture. The task becomes increasingly urgent to form and consolidate a new elite, the nucleus of which could be formed by representatives of Russia’s elites that have not detached themselves from the country and the people and have not lost their state, civil, cultural and ethnic identity. Those chiefly include representatives of scientific, cultural and political communities, small and medium businesses and the military. It is them that are to form the ideology of new Russia and to shape the guide-points of Russia’s development, taking into account the best traditions of the past and the images of the future. That “swarming” intellectual work already goes on, finding the enthusiasts of its own and being also in need of self-organization.

We believe that a need has ripened to create of a Network Club of Strategic Elite of Russia, which would undertake the functions of formation of Russian development strategy, elevation of the level of elite’s political, administrative and spiritual culture, stimulation of processes of creation of various civil society institutions, control over and support to the processes of elaboration of long term goals and solutions in the field of foreign and domestic policy and examination of largescale projects, as well as working out of the ways of civilized pressure on the authority with the purpose of perfection of mechanisms of control of the country.

Actually the reference here is to creation of the second circuit of control of Russia, which should be public as concerns its nature and purpose and should augment and enrich the activities of the executive authority, rather then duplicate them.

The President of the Russian Federation could preside over such Club. Thus, the status of the Club will be raised, while the President will at its disposal a qualitatively new authority resource. The future might see creation of a network public movement “Strategy of Russia” focused on encouragement and support to the socially constructive mechanisms of self-organization and self-government of broad strata of the population [3].

The possibility of realization and efficiency of the proposed civil society institutions is related to the possibilities of creation of mechanisms for embedding them within the structure of all branches of authority and ensuring support and security for them in the conditions of today’s realities of Russia. It seems to us that the task is extremely difficult, but not hopeless. Attempts to make first steps on the path toward its solution are already undertaken and give some grounds for optimistic forecasts.
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