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VIIK 94(470)

This present study is an attempt to partake ineter-evolving scholarly activities on the origirfs and the chal-
lenges confronting one of the protagonists of tb&dl@Var - the Russian Federation. The study adtshistorical
approach. This involves exploring, examining anlktreg historical events, processes and their ralee in the
ongoing discuss on the impact of the Cold War yeRetevant data, especially on the Cold War, bapatorld and
Russia’s participation are sourced from bibliograptand archival materials, as well as from crediligernet
sources.
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OLD BLINDERS OR WORRIES: RUSSIA STILL STRUGGLING WI TH THE COLD WAR MEMORIES "

Russia as a successor state to the defunct Somieh With a modicum of democratic institutions {8l strug-
gling with the past policy of containment judginyg its recent behaviour in some of the ex-Sovieubdips. This
study suggests that the Russian attitude towasd®ighbours still bears vestige of the cold wargend this issue,
if thoroughly examined, should provide the politisaientists with new theoretical bases which taldeith the
Russian question. Nevertheless, there is no ddattRussian successful resolution of its myriadl@focratic
problems will invariably have great consequencesherrelation between the component of the form®6R - the
Commonwealth of Independence States (CIS) — (foremmnits of the Cold War) and also exert someugrite on
the satellite states of defunct USSR as well aa setw balance of power in Europe and the worlgkineral.

Introduction
The Cold War in Historical Perspective

Though our primary focus is principally the eveatter the demise of the Cold War and the behawidane of
the belligerents of the event - The Russian Femeratvhich has found it extremely difficult to perdgtself of the
vestiges of the ideological war, going by its recattitude and behavoiur to firstly, its immediateigbours, who
are also disciples of the war and also Russia’sgmtion of global world view as if the era of thel€War is still
very much here with us. Before we proceed to amallie post-Cold War Russia, it is imperative andipent to
trace briefly, the historical perspectives of tr@dC\War.

It is an undeniable fact that Modern day Russigqilea pivotal role in the ambience of the defurmti& Union
while the Cold War lasted. Cold War as the nameligapwvas the state of conflict, tension and contipetithat
existed between the United States and the Sovignand their respective allies from the mid-194®she early
1990s.

The first use of the term "Cold War" to describestpd/orld War 1l geopolitical tensions between thavist
Union and the US has been attributed to Americaantier and US presidential advisor Bernard Barlrclsouth
Carolina on April 16, 1947, Baruch gave a speedittemr by journalist Herbert Bayard Swope, in whiuh said,
"Let us not be deceived: we are today in the midist cold war". Columnist Walter Lippmann also gdkie term
wide currency, with the publication of his 1947 kditled Cold War

Throughout this period, rivalry between the two ewgowers was expressed through military coalitions,
propaganda, espionage, weapons development, iradustivances, and competitive technological develent,
which included the space race. Both superpoweragadyin costly defence spending, a massive comrexitand
nuclear arms race, and numerous proxy wars [3}.4; 5

The Cold War period saw both periods of heighteteedion and relative calm. On the one hand, intemal
crises such as the Berlin Blockade (1948-1949),Kbeean War (1950-1953), the Berlin Crisis of 19@ig
Vietnam War (1959-1975), the Soviet war in Afghsams(1979-1989), and especially the 1962 Cubaniliss
Crisis raised fears of a Third World War. The lasich crisis moment occurred during NATO exerciges i
November 1983. However, there were also periodediiced tension as both sides sought détente.tDmiétary
attacks on adversaries were deterred by the patefioti mutual assured destruction using deliverahlelear
weapons [lbidem].

The Cold War drew to a close in the late 1980sthrdearly 1990s. With the coming to office of UditBtates
President Ronald Reagan, the US increased diplopmaifitary, and economic pressure on the Sovieblirnwhich
was already suffering from severe economic stagnatn the second half of the 1980s, newly appdirgeviet
leader Mikhail Gorbachev introduced tperestroikaand glasnostreforms. The Soviet Union collapsed in 1991,
leaving the United States as the sole superpoweeimipolar world.

" Akin Ademuyiwa, 2010
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Mindful of the numerous invasions of Russia and Swwiet Union from the West throughout history, lieita
sought to create a buffer zone of subservient Eastpean countries, most of which the Red Army (kmas the
Soviet army after 1946) had occupied in the coofg¢be war. Taking advantage of its military occtiga of these
countries, the Soviet Union actively assisted lamahmunist parties in coming to power. AccordingHerrnaan
and Fischerkeller [2, p. 415-450].

The end of the common cause again exposed thelyimgehnostility between the capitalist countrieslahe So-
viet Union. And the favorable position in which tBeviet Union finished World War Il rapidly madetlite prime
postwar threat to world peace in the eyes of Wegtelicy makers. The so-called Cold War that emg:fgem that
situation featured Soviet domination of all of Emst Europe, the development of nuclear weaponséySbviet
Union, and dangerous conflicts and near-conflictsaveral areas of the world.

By 1948 seven East European countries - Albanidgdia, Czechoslovakia, Hungary, Poland, Romaamal,
Yugoslavia - had communist governments [3; 4; $le Boviet Union initially maintained control behitite "Iron
Curtain" (a phrase coined by Churchill in a 1946esyh) through the use of troops, security poliog, the Soviet
diplomatic service. Inequitable trade agreementt whe East European countries permitted the Sdyigon
access to valued resources.

This paper discusses the involvement of Russiharideological war termed the Cold War. It alsoraixes the
post-cold war Russia. | have quoted extensivelynfitbe Internet search machine - wikipedia. Imgicitrelied
heavily on it as my primary source. The paper amhes that though the Russian Federation is novdaocate of,
and protagonist of the western type Democracy quah anarket system, but upon the whole, it has faumtrea-
singly difficult to divorce its past from the pregen view of the fact that its behavior and engagst in recent
time bear tinges of Cold War era with its immedia¢égghbors and in its foreign policy.

Independent Russia and the Cold War Echoes

As stated earlier, relations between Russia anuniisediate neigbours cannot be said to be cordggecially
with Georgia and Ukraine. Ukraine and Russian i@latas observed by The Economist (1993) are bewpmi
creasingly fractious over the issues of apportigrdebts and assets, military disputes, and ethagsiBns. Natio-
nalism is growing in both republics, and Russiamihance threatens the potential independence ikl

In the same vein, the Economist also concluded tRatssian tension with Ukraine continues to edeads talk
of secession in Crimea creates concern about thekE8ea fleet. The two countries will probably wotk their dif-
ferences as they stop vying over who inherits ffwls of the toppled Soviet empire and begin tokvam develop-
ing a relationship based on mutual economic intef8k

The continued skirmishes between Russia and Ukraimeajor worry to the protagonists of peace amegima-
tion in Europe must have prompted David Milibaritk British Foreign Minister to assert that: “Itriet an act of
hostility towards Russia for Europe to support Uhk@abut a positive move towards lasting peace”.

Azerbaijan and Armenia are however friendlier tosfla and Russian’s influence on them is strongeis iB
understandable in view of the fact that their railand leaders are overtly inexorably tied to theomstrings of
Moscow, and have and always doing the biddingd@fdremlin vis-a-vis their foreign and economicipigs. This
explains why eleven of the ex-Soviet Republics hadhoice other than to kowtow to the dictates n§$tan Fed-
eration by joining the Commonwealth of Independatiates (CIS) immediately the Soviet Union ceaseskist as a
subject of international law and geo-political igain December 1991. The other Baltic States difviaa Estonia
and Lithuania decided to move closer to safe Ewaogénion and other European Institutions by joinihg EU,
NATO among others. Curiously however, Georgia detithb go it alone and refused membership of CIS.

Since Georgian President, Mikheil Saakashvili rode power after ousting the Soviet sympatiser tedfor-
mer President, Edward Shevardnadze, who had myalty to Moscow in the ‘Rose Revolution’ of 20(Russia
has not hidden its disdain and hostility to thesRlent. The Russo-Georgian relations could probaale been dif-
ferent if Edward Shevardnadze or his appendage tlierenes calling the shots in Georgia.

The reasons for the present Russian engagemergdrgi@ are obvious. Georgia has been orchestrasirmpal
and readiness to join the North Atlantic Treaty @vigation (NATO), purposely, to spite the Kremlmdafurther
distance itself from the unwanted Russian influeimcthe region. .Russia on the other hand fretted & NATO
base in Georgia could compromise its security, fanither isolates it. Russia’s attitude is in tandeith Weeknik
and Poe [10, p. 63-65] postulation that: “Firss, #narchic and self-help qualities induce statebetqrimarily
concerned with their survival according to Waltz, self-help system, the pressures of competitioighvenore
heavily than ideological preferences or internalitipal pressures.” Self-interested states actt fansd foremost
protect their national interests including, but rimbited to, the integrity of their territory, insitions and
sovereignty.

In a manner reminiscent of the Cold War periognitpowered Abkhazia and South Ossetia, indisputabdy
geographically and nationally part of Georgia, ¢itate for self determination (the two are popudaby ethic Rus-
sians). President Saakashvili had openly declaieediiingness to embrace the West and discar®afisian traces
in Georgia. He vehemently refused that Russianuagg (the official language of the Soviet Union dhalt of
Communism) should be taught in Georgian schoolsdidaot stop at that, he equally banned it asstteond offi-
cial language of the country in contrast to whaswane by the other former Soviet republics, ofefarred to as
countries of ‘near abroad’. Russia, having considall the anti-Russian feelings in Georgia, detittebring the
country to its keens. And this it did by placingr@de and travel embargo on Georgia [1, p. 31].
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Again, the two regions of Abkhazia and South Oasetio are blood relations of Russia have sincalitiate-
gration of the Soviet Union, been under the corbfol bilisi. The desire of the two regions for sditermination
and the insistence and obduracy of President Sheikas bring them into the orbit of Georgia led two wars in
the early 1990s.

In the wars, the ill-equipped, ill-motivated andjteg Georgian army was beaten bruised and hundiliagethe
combination of local fighters, irregulars from tReissian Federation, and stranded ex-Soviet soldibcs found
themselves stuck in the middle of someone elseig Glar and chose to fight on behalf of the seawssts. Geor-
gia made another vain attempt at preservatiorsdgititorial integrity in 1993 by engaging in wagainst the rebel-
lious Abkhazia. The conflict ended in favour of Alalzia. With the series of devastating defeat ofidipiboth
provinces have remained functionally separate f@eorgia for the past 15 years, with their own Ramknts,
economies, educational systems, and armies asawellpowerful narrative of valiant struggle agafasbrgian ty-
ranny. It should be noted however that these twellieus provinces were able to resist the pensigieessure from
Georgia because of the fact that Russia’s attemptitk to its leadership role in the region andlevaff western
intervention in its ‘perceived internal affairs’ melargely responsible. Miliband said further th&the Georgia
crisis provided a rude awakening. The sight of Rustanks in a neighbouring country on the 40thiarsary of
the crushing of the Prague Spring has shown thattémptations of power politics remain. The oldesoand
divisions fester. Russia remains unreconciled ¢ontw map of Europe” [Ibidem].

Russian relations and attitude to Azerbaijan anchékiia are totally different. In many ways, Azerbaijis of
strategic importance to the Russians than Geomgause its oil and gas endowment, while Georgiafantenia
have plenty of minerals, but little energy. The Wharea is critical for existing and planned pipe$i, especially for
gas that can supply Europe while bypassing Rusigseorgia is contending with Abkhazia and Soutketia, so
also is Azerbaijan slogging it out with the autormus region of Nagorniy—Karabakh, over which it fotignd lost
a three year bloody war with Armenia. PresentlypAnia is in control not only Nagorniy—Karabakh, blgo seven
Azerbaijani villages.

The account of the war between Russia and Gearghaigust 2008 varied. The Georgian version clainag &f-
ter several days of skirmishes with the South Qmsdorces, President Saakashvili announced atardleceasefire,
which he said was not observed and violated byRihesians. He then decided to shell and invade mg&hj the
South Ossetia capital and immediately, Russiarps@nd tanks started pouring in from North Osgétiaugh the
Roki tunnel on the evening of"August. The Russians insist that no troops entéredunnel and that the attack on
Tskhinvali was unprovoked. Monitors from the Orgaation for Security and Cooperation in Europe (OpCE
trapped in Tskhinvali, reported that they heardOssetia shelling before the Georgians opened upchiter way
the argument goes, the Russians responded withiveamsd disproportionate force and inflicted heaagualties
on the Georgians before they were pushed back anel farced to abandon the fight. An exasperatetiddild also
warned Russia thus: “Yesterday's unilateral atteimpedraw the map marks not just the end of th&t-pold war
period, but is also the moment when countries egelired to set out where they stand on the signifiégssues of
nationhood and international law.”

He also went further to say that: “Now, the confiic Georgia has been associated with a sharprdeati
investor confidence. Russia's foreign exchangevesdell in one week by $16bn. In one day the eafiGazprom
fell by the same amount. Risk premia in Russia lskyerocketed”.

By not bothering to seek international support teh making no apologies for its unilateral attaokGeorgia,
Moscow distinguished this war from previous casesvhich outside powers have meddled in the SoviEbls
old sphere of influence. This was a pure manifesiaif the level of determination and readinesRo$sia to teach
Mr. Saakachivili a bitter and unforgettable lessmd a signal to the world that Russia was unstdpp&ussia was
not deterred by Georgian government’s stage-manegkes featuring EU flags and calling Europe ésaue the
embattled democracy. On the contrary, Russia’sipublations efforts were feeble and innefectualadies of hap-
less hunger stricken Ossetian refugees cloggedidtussevision screens, but Moscow made few attertgpim-
press its version of events on the internationalimeéBut soon after, some of Georgia’s claims, eisly that Rus-
sian attack had preceded Georgia’'s shelling ofiains in South Ossetia were shown to be highly dfoubConse-
quently, European countries that had initially gnthe United States in promising sanctions agaosisia wel-
comed Moscow’s willingness to diffuse a situatibattmight damage the EU/Russian relationship ihcavsof the
new position of the West reminiscent of the Coldr\ia, Miliband went on to say that: “Russia must learn the
wrong lessons from the Georgia crisis: there candgoing back on fundamental principles of teriébintegrity,
democratic governance and international law. Itdfaswn in the last two weeks what anyone could Haretold:
that it can defeat Georgia's army. But today Ruissiaore isolated, less trusted and less respélotedtwo weeks
ago. It has made military gains in the short teBut over time it will feel the economic and poldiclosses. If
Russia truly wants respect and influence, and #metits that flow from it, Russia needs to changarse” [7].

Another noticeable significance of the Cold War meigs is that Russia has embarked on a new eraisdutar
intervention; taking recourse to its pre-Cold Wea by attempting to maintain its increasingly skimg Cold War
era areas of influence which the former Soviet IB&estates are making readily available to thestMie exchange
for protection from Moscow. Miliband confirmed thassertion by stating that: “Ukraine is a leadirgraple of the
benefits that accrue when a country takes charges afwn destiny, and seeks alliances with othemtdes...its
choices should not be seen as a threat to Russia act of hostility. Equally its independence ddesmand a new
relationship with Russia — a partnership of equad$ the relationship of master and servant” [Ibijle
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The actions of these states have left Russia wdtbption other than to show little faith in multésal institu-
tions, such as the United Nations Security Counmcthe OSCE, in which it exerts considerable inflcee Russian
leaders strongly believe that the exiting multitaténstitutions are unsubtle fronts for promotiimgerests in the
United States and its major European allies, theeping alive the Cold War memories. Through théspssand
convictions, as observed by King: “Russia has nthdduture of NATO uncertain and left the Unite@i8t and its
allies divided over Moscow's role in the world.dfything, the August war laid bare the United Statability to
deter friends from behaving like fools and revedRegsia’s proclivity to see hard power as the tuigency of in-
ternational relations” [6].

While in his own reaction Runner (2008) assets: thathe unresolved conflicts that mark the end ofpire
should not be ignored. The world's attention isrentty on South Ossetia and Abkhazia. But the odsflin
Transnistria and Nagorno-Karabakh must not be owvkdd. Each has its roots in longstanding ethnisitss,
exacerbated by economic and political underdevetopin

Prime Minister Putin according to Miliband has désed the collapse of the Soviet Union as "the g&a
geopolitical catastrophe” of the"28entury: “I don't see it that way. Most peopletu former Soviet bloc or Warsaw
Pact don't see it that way. It will be a tragedyRaissia if it spends the next 20 years believing be the case”.

The West faring the re-enactment of the Cold War heen a little bit cautious in drawing conclusiamnsthe
Russian attitude to its neigbours and the worldrgte as exemplified by Miliband’s submission thatdeed, since
1991 there has been no "stab in the back" of Ruksi@ct, we have offered Russia extensive codfmeravith the
EU and NATO; membership of the council of Européd #éme G8. Summits, mechanisms and meetings have bee
developed by the EU and NATO not to humiliate ge#tten Russia, but to engage with it... The EU apd.hited
States provided critical support for the Russiaznemy when it was needed, and western companiesihagsted
heavily. And Russia has made substantial gains froneintegration into the global economy.

As for Ukraine's relationship with NATO, accorditgyMilliband: “It does not pose a threat to Rus#ias about
strengthening Ukraine's democratic institutions iadépendence — things that will benefit Russidoénlong term” [7].

Conclusion

Whatever may be the position of the West and tis¢ ppatagonists of the Cold War, one thing is deréad that
is isolation of Russia is no longer feasible andcpcable. This would be counter-productive becaRassia's
economic integration is the best discipline orpitstics. It would only strengthen the sense otimitiood that fuels
intolerant national interest and nationalism in rtest virulent form. This would undoubtedly compisenthe
world's interests in tackling nuclear proliferati@udressing climate change or stabilising thenflasints in Europe
and equally Afghanistan. In furtherance of thisndtgpoint, Miliband concluded that: “But the intetioaal
community is not impotent. Europeans need Russian ljut Gazprom needs European consumers andnrergst
The reality of interdependence is that both sid@gehleverage; both sides can change the termsadé .trour
approach must be hard-headed-engagement. That roebstering allies, rebalancing the energy relaiop with
Russia, defending the rules of international in&tins, and renewing efforts to tackle "unresohsahflicts™”
[Ibidem].

The choice today is clear. Not to sponsor a nevd ®@éar, but to be clear about the foundations dfriggpeace.
In fact, the comment by Miliband that the war indBga marked "the end of the post Cold War peribdrowing
geopolitical calm in and around Europe" should lbetseen as another attempt to reignite the flanteotd War.
The newly liberated countries of Eastern Europaukhas a matter of choice be able to aspire to bartembers
and other world institutions of their choice. Rasshould be left alone to undergo its own sepatatelopment
along its culture and tradition as observed by baifid: “Here, Ukraine is key. It has strong linkRiessia and this
is firmly in both countries' interests. But Ukraiisealso a European country. Ukrainian leaders Ispod&en of their
aspiration to see their country become a memb#reoEU. Article 49 of the EU treaty gives all Eueam countries
the right to apply. The prospect and reality of Biémbership has been a force for stability, progpexnd
democracy across Eastern Europe and it should nesmabeyond. Once Ukraine fulfils EU criteria, fitosild be
accepted as a full member” [Ibidem].
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NPEXXHUE BOCHIOMUHAHUS WA TPEBOTH: .
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B nanHO#i cTaThe mpennpUHUMAeTCs MONBITKA M3YYUTh MpoOiaeMbl, Bo3HUKatomue y Poccuiickoit denepanyu, kak OCHOBHOTO
00BEeKTa «XOJIOAHON BOWHBI», C HAYYHOU TOYKH 3peHHs. B Xoze uccnenoBanus NpUMeHsICS UCTOPUYECKUH MOIXO0I K U3YUYCHHIO
poOJIeMBI, YTO IOApa3yMeBaeT aHaM3 M COOTHECEHHE MCTOPHUYECKUX COOBITHH, MIPOLNECCOB M MX 3HAYMMOCTD B TOJBI «XOJIOJ-
HOM BOWHBI». lccrnenoBanme OBUIO NPOBEZEHO Ha OCHOBe OnOnmmorpaduuecknx M apXUBHBIX MAaTEpPHANIOB, HWHTEPHET-
HCTOYHHUKOB.

Kniouesvie cnosa u gppaser: «xonoanas BoiHa»; Poccnst; Bocmomunanus; Coserckuii Coros.

YK 947-957

B cmamwve npusooumcs ananuz menoeHyull usMeHeHuss 0OuWecmeeHHol aKmMuUeHOCMU HACELeHUsT NPOSUHYUATLHOZO
eopooa 6 kouye XIX —nauane XX 6. Ilpocnescusaemes Ounamuka u Cmpykmypa coyuaibHo20 COCMasa 20pOOCKUX
oym na npumepe Ilenzencroti u Camapckou eybepnuii. Kpome moeo, npoananusuposan u coyuanvbusblil cOCmas u3-
bupameneti no pasnUYHbIM OCHOBAHUSIM.

Kouesvie crosa u ¢paser: T'opooBoe NON0KEHUE; H30UPATENH; TIACHBIC; N30UPATEIBHBIN MPOIIECC; COLUATBHBIN
COCTaB.

Ouavbra 'enHagbeBHA APTaMOHOBA

Kagheopa cocyoapcmeenno-npasoswix oucyuniun
THenszenckuii 2ocyoapcmeenHulil yHUGepcUumem
olgartamonov@yandex.ru

COCTAB I'OPOJICKMX JJYM CAMAPCKOM Y IEH3EHCKOM I'YBEPHUM B 1880-1890E I'T.”

BaxHO# XapakTepUCTHKON COCIIOBHOT'O COCTaBa KUTEJICH MPOBUHITMAIILHOTO TOPOJa ABJISIETCS CTENEHb 00IIeCT-
BEHHO akTUBHOCTH TrpaxcaaH. [Ipu ananuse (HakTopoB, BIUSIONINX HA OOLIECTBEHHYIO aKTUBHOCTh TOPOJICKOTO Ha-
cesieHusi, HeoOXoaMMO 0OpaTuTh 0c000e BHMMaHMe Ha I'opomoBoe monokenue 1870r. u 1892r., onpenensBiunx
MOPSIIOK M30UpaTEeIbHON NPOLIEypHl IPH POBEAECHUH BBIOOPOB B OPraHbl CaMOYIPaBIICHHUS.

ITo T'oponoBomy nonosxennto 1870r. n3duparenbHbIM IPaBoM 00J1alalI0 HEOOJIBIIOE KOJINYECTBO XKUTENIEH ro-
poxna. Hooe I'oponosoe nonoxenrne 1892r. ycranaBnnBaio HACTONBKO BBICOKMH M30MpaTeNbHBII [IEH3, YTO YHC-
JICHHOCTh TOpOXKaH, 00JIaJaloNMX H30MpaTeIbHBIM IPABOM, COKPATHIIACh B HECKOJIBKO pa3. Tak, cpeqHuii mpoLeHT
0 YKCITY TOJYyYHBIINX n3bupaTensHble npasa ¢ 5,38 1870r. causmicst 10 18 1892r. [6, c. 20].

K 1884r. kommmuectso xuteneit r. Camapsl qocrurano 754784en., U3 HUX IOJYYUBIIMX M30UpaTENbHbIC paBa
o T'oponosomy nonoskenuto 1870r. — 3246,r.¢. mums 4,3%.B 1897r. gncio ropoxaH, HMEIOLIMX IPABO Y4aCTHs
B BBIOOpax 3HAYMUTEIIHO CHU3UIIOCH. W3 OOIIEro Ynciia )XuTeiei, cocrtapisiBiiero 9167 2qet., n3dupareibHOE IPaBo
moygrty i 935uer, T.e. 1%.

CpaBHUM KOJIMYECTBEHHBIC ITOKA3aTENM CTENICHH OOIIECTBEHHON aKTUBHOCTH HaceneHust o CaMapckoi ryoepHun
C aHaJOTMYHBIMH TOKasateasiMu 1o IlenseHckoi rybepuun. Kommuectso xureneit 1. Ilenssr k 1884 r. cocrarisuio
447354en., n3 HuX 1o I'oporoBomy nonoxenuto 1870r. momyumin uzdupatensHoe mpaso 3062uqen, T.e. 6,8%.K
1897r. uucno xwureneit nocrurno 61851yen., u3 HUX U30HpaTEILHOE MPABO MOMYYHIH Tuib 39249ed., 1.e. 0,6%,4to
B 11,3 paza Mensbiue. M3BecTHBI (akThl, KOrja NPUXOAMIOCH IPOU3BOUTH NEPEOLIEHKY FOpPOJICKHX UMymIecTB: «llo
WHCTPYKLIMH 00 YIPOILICHHOM YIPABJICHHN YHCIO FOPOJCKUX YINOJIHOMOUYCHHBIX HOJDKHO ObLIO cocTaBisiTh 12—15ue-
noBeK. Mexy TeM okasaioch, 4to B I. Tpouike ([lenseHckas ry6.) uzbupareneii Bcero 13 yenosek. B cBsisu ¢ aTum
ryGepHarop oOpatuicst B X03siCTBEHHBIH AenapTaMeHT MHUHHUCTEpCTBA BHYTPEHHHX I 32 pa3pelleHneM OrpaHuuUTh
YHCIIO YMOJMHOMOUYeHHbIX 8—9 uenoBekamu. OHAKO MHUHHCTP BHYTPEHHHX [€7 HOPEKOMEHIOBAJ IPOM3BECTH Iepe-
OLICHKY HEJIBM)KUMBIX UMYIIECTB, BHICKA3aB MPE/IOI0KEHHIE, YTO HEIIPEMEHHO BBISIBUTCS HATMYNE TAKUX HEIBUIKUMO-
CTeif, yCTAHOBJICHHAS OLICHKA KOTOPBIX MHOTO HIKE MX IEHCTBUTEIBbHOM cTonmMocTh» [Tam ke, ¢. 23].
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