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This article analyses data from a research project on territorial bandit gangs conducted in Kazan.
The project involved 32 interviews with gang members aged between 17 and 35. It addresses the
moral rules applied within the gangs and their interaction with the members of mainstream society.
The author sees the social organization of the gangs as that of male warrior alliances, of pre-
modern associations, where economic, social and emotional ties are tightly interwoven. Using an
ethnomethodological approach, the author addresses the system of poniatiia, the moral rules of
the gangs, and outlines the fundamental principles that underlie their members’ worldview. The
moral obligations created by poniatiia only apply to the relations between the gang participants,
while relations with the non-members are based on predation, exploitation and at best patron-client
dependencies. Violence towards non-members is very weakly limited. Outside the specific activities
which support the social reproduction of the gang, members can also be part of modern institutions
and follow their rules. Gang members are orientated towards double incorporation in legitimate
and illegitimate structures and their respective moral orders. The article concludes with some
reflections on the parallels between the gang rules and the behaviour of the Russian power elite.
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The collapse of the Soviet socialist system was accompanied by a resurgence of popular
violence. Soviet modernity had largely displaced such violence into communal kitchens,
the barracks of army conscripts, prison cells and labour colonies, or on to city streets.
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But with the crisis of the state and the cataclysmic transition to market capitalism, the
country was plunged into a frightening new reality. Exploiting the situation of general
lawlessness, racketeering gangs laid siege to the decaying state and its property, and
began extracting tribute from new private companies. Younger members of these gangs
were involved in the street extortion and harassment of their non-gang peers, burglaries
and theft. Eventually, towards the end of the 1990s, the state seemed to have reasserted
much of its authority, while the power of the bandits declined. Nevertheless, gangs
have remained entrenched in many areas, such as Kazan, Moscow oblast, Ulyanovsk,
Yekaterinburg, Krasnodar region and many other urban and rural settlements.

Although the members of these gangs (“real lads” or bandits, as they refer to
themselves) are now far less visible on the streets; mass culture and public discourse in
Russia are still permeated by cultural references to the gangs of the 1990s, the time of
their meteoric rise. In descriptions of current political developments in Russia, there are
frequent references to “the lads” (patsany) and their moral rules, the “notions” (poniatiia).
These references are now being made not to gangs but to the Russian authorities, who are
themselves seen as behaving according to the same poniatiia, especially when it comes
to the neglect of formal law, unconditional loyalty to the members of one’s own power
clan, a reliance on the use of force, and the persecution of people who are defined as
enemies. For example, making a broad statement about the lack of civility in public life,
the Moscow journalist and historian Nikolai Svanidze said: “Politeness, propriety, mild
manners, readiness to compromise or to have a discussion are equated with weakness
in our country. These are not “lad” qualities” [Larina 2012]. The persistent references
to the behaviour and the code of the lads may reflect traditional Russian concerns with
the rise of incivility and fragility of culture [Neuberger 1993], and express the feeling
among the educated classes that they are confronted by groups who do not share their
values, groups to be found both at the bottom and at the top of society.

While people readily talk about “laddish” behaviour, the behaviour based on
poniatiia remains poorly understood. This is in contrast with the code of Russian
professional criminals (vory v zakone). This clandestine society, the exotic, tattoo-
covered aborigines of the Russian criminal underworld, who are thought to have
penetrated the depth and breadth of Russian society and established their outposts in the
West, have fascinated many filmmakers, writers of crime fiction, and politicians. There
are many descriptions of this code by Russian and Western authors [Likhachev,1935;
Chalidze 1977; Varese 2001]. But this society, born in Soviet prisons, did not fare well
in capitalist Russia, and while some of its representatives did prosper, they were largely
displaced by more entrepreneurial and flexible bandits [ Volkov 2002]. The social orders
of these societies are very different, as are their codes of conduct. While the law of the
professional criminals reflects the almost continuous imprisonment of its members, with
its hierarchically organized prison groups, the bandit code organizes the social relations
of members who engage in illicit entrepreneurial activities in the community.

In this article I analyse the data from my research project on territorial bandit
gangs conducted in Kazan, the capital of Republic of Tatarstan, in 2005'. The project

' For a description of the project see [Stephenson 2015]. The project team included Alexander Salagaev, Alexander

Shashkin and Rustem Safin. I am grateful to Harry Frank Guggenheim Foundation for providing the funding for this project.
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team conducted 32 in-depth interviews with gang members aged between 17 and 35.
These were Russian and Tatar males, who belonged to different gangs (gruppirovki).
The interviews were transcribed, and all the names of participants have been changed.
Among the themes we explored in our interviews were the moral rules applied within the
gangs and the rules of their interaction with the members of mainstream society.

The article has the following structure. I briefly discuss the history of the Kazan
gangs and their social organization, which I see as similar to that of pre-modern male
warrior alliances. I then move on to discuss the system of poniatiia, the moral rules of
these alliances, and the fundamental principles that underlie them. I address the regulation
of violence towards non-members. | show that while having a strong collective gang
conscience, the members are also included into modern institutions and follow their
rules. They carefully position themselves vis-a-vis the system of formal and informal
power, and their behaviour is orientated towards double incorporation in legitimate and
illegitimate structures and their respective moral orders. I conclude with some further
reflections on the parallels between the gang rules and the behaviour of the Russian
power elite.

A brief history of Kazan gangs

Like many Russian urban (and rural) settlements, Kazan has had long-standing traditions
of territorial youth behaviour. For centuries Tatar and Russian young people fought each
other over turf and participated in arranged group fights. With the Soviet urbanization and
industrialization—when new, ethnically mixed city quarters were built to accommodate
migrant workers—youth groups became highly assimilated and no longer fought on
ethnic grounds, battling instead against their young neighbours from adjacent courtyards
and streets.

The first entrepreneurial youth gangs in the city emerged at the beginning of the
1970s. Their existence was covered up by the police and authorities, who did not want to
admit the presence of organized crime and violence in Soviet society, but Kazan gangs
gained notoriety in 1978—1980, when, coinciding with the trial of members of the large
local gang Tiap-Liap moral panic about youth gangs suddenly gripped the city.

Tiap-Liap emerged out of groups of young people who lived around the local industrial
plant Teplokontrol. Initially, they were involved in traditional street pursuits, fights and
demonstrations of force in local dance halls and other areas. But eventually Teplokontrol
street groups were united into a larger gang alliance called Tiap-Liap. This took place under
the leadership of Sergei Antipov, a former local, who came back to the area after having served
a term in prison. Antipov oversaw much tighter organization of the gang and encouraged the
members to develop various criminal schemes. The move of the gang into entrepreneurialism
happened in response to the weakening of state control over the economy. At the time a vast
illicit economic market emerged in the Soviet Union, when the managers of Soviet state
companies began to develop off-the-book production and distribution of goods [Grossman
1977]. Tiap-Liap saw new opportunities in this market and began to provide security for
these shadow businesses and help transport illegal produce. The gang also began to engage
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into its own racketeering business, targeting the managers of state shops and restaurants who
themselves had undeclared black market incomes. Although research here is relatively scarce,
there is evidence that similar processes took place in other areas of Russia, for example, in
Moscow and Moscow region [Belanovsky 1990; Belanovsky 2009].

Gang entrepreneurialism, which made its first tentative steps in the late Soviet
period, began to make large strides at the end of perestroika and during the transition
to market capitalism. When the first cooperatives and private businesses emerged in the
USSR from the end of the 1980s to the beginning of the 1990s, new and existing gangs
sought to lay their hands on their incomes. The first case of racketeering in Kazan was
registered in 1988, when the street group Dom Obuvi (lit. House of Shoes, a shoe shop
in the vicinity of where they lived) attempted to extort protection money from a builders’
cooperative [Safarov 2012, p. 46]. Soon youth gangs set up protection rackets (kryshy,
lit. roofs) for street markets, kiosks, shops, and cafes in their territories, and gang leaders
began to demand tribute from the managers of large food-processing, chemical, banking,
telecommunications and other companies [Salagaev 2001; Safarov 2012].

The leaders of Kazan gangs, together with their close associates, very quickly began
to move away from their territorial roots and by the beginning of the 1990s had already
begun to spread their activities to nearby regions and to Moscow and St Petersburg. They
also set up fraudulent operations with foreign companies [Nafikov 2012, p. 177-178].
Apart from large-scale protection rackets, the leaders (avtoritety), their associates
and their own teams (brigady) participated in various illegal schemes of tax evasion
and money laundering, often hired by representatives of state organizations and state-
controlled companies. They acquired company shares, joined company management
boards, and by the late 1990s and early 2000s many of them assimilated into legal
business. Gang leaders became company owners, State Duma deputies, and heads of
large non-governmental organizations, both in Tatarstan and Moscow. Youth territorial
gangs, so called “streets” and their alliances, however, have continued to exist on their
local turf, mainly in the peripheral areas of the city. They still provide “roofs” for illegal
gaming parlours, set up fictitious companies for money laundering, racketeer taxi and
bus companies, control street prostitution, sell drugs and set up illegal street parking lots.

Kazan gangs are multi-ethnic organizations. They include Russians, Tatars and
representatives of other local ethnic groups. Membership starts at about 16—17. After the
age of 25-30 many members stop actively participating in gang activities and only meet
their mates socially, but they still retain their status as gang members. It is possible to
leave the gang officially, but this involves a ritual expulsion (a severe collective beating)
and sometimes a financial fine. Young people in the gangs are divided into age-based
cohorts, with a supervisor (smotriashchii). The general leadership of street gangs is
performed by the avtoritety.

The gang as a warrior alliance

While economic activities are vital for the social reproduction of these gangs, they are
best seen not as businesses providing protection [Gambetta 1993; Varese 2001], but
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as power institutions: “violence management agencies” [Volkov 2002]. Their social
organization is best seen as traditional, pre-state associations rather than modern
corporate or army-type entities. Modern gangs coalitions of Vikings, Germanic militant
tribes, or ancient Greek colonists who formed their own settlements around the rim of the
Mediterranean and raided the prosperous city-states [Collins 2011]. Max Weber called
such social forms “patrimonial alliances” [ Weber 1978 (1922)]. These bands of warriors
assembled for raiding and conquering, shared tribal loyalties, and pseudo-kinship
obligations.

Writing about mafia organizations, often seen as criminal corporations
[Cressey 1971], Paoli [2004] showed that they instead need to be regarded as quasi-
familial associations. Using the Weberian concept of “fraternization contract”, she
argued that the Calabrian and Sicilian mafia are not rational-legal businesses but male
fraternities. They should not be seen as businesses selling protection services to business,
as they largely offer protection against themselves, while at the same time engaging
in a multitude of other illegal and legal activities. In a more poetic and philosophical
exploration of primitive assemblages, Deleuze and Guattari [1983; 2004] described
nomadic warrior forms, bands, packs and clans, as “war machines”. They argued that
war machines are organized in non-hierarchical, rhizome-type, structures. They attack
the sedentary institutions of the state (particularly where the state is weak), pillage and
take tribute from settled populations. War machines are separate from states, but they
can coexist and compete with them at the same time. All these quintessentially social
conceptions of bands, gangs and mafias as warrior alliances, fraternities, war machines,
I would argue, represent a better fit with the social organization of a Russian bandit
gangs than purely economistic approaches.

From top to bottom, the gang is organized on tribal, quasi-kin lines, rather than
on rational business principles. The leaders of the gangs are not heads of business
firms. They are dominant males who expertly wield power. Such leaders are strong and
cunning rulers, who have unquestioned authority over the members of their alliances.
According to the members we interviewed, the main quality of a leader is the ability to
demonstrate force. This force should be recognised both inside and outside the gang.
Petia (23 years old) expressed the view that “the leader must be a tough and confident
person who loves power and is willing to fight for it by any means possible.” Taking a
similar view, Nafik (27) said that “the leader should be determined, cunning, fair, and
not afraid of anything.” II’sur (26) suggested that “force is the main quality of a leader—
force in everything, in health, in muscles, in intelligence, in connections.” In a gang,
the leader has unquestionable familial authority and demands complete loyalty from the
gang brotherhood (bratva).

Tribal unity was extremely important for the members. They often called their
organizations “a school of life”, an ideal society, which was morally superior to the
modern urban society in which people live without morality, without law (poniatiia),
thinking only about their own selfish interests. The gang for them is not just a place
where they can make money, not only a shortcut to wealth and power with the help of
organized violence. Young men join the gang for a variety of reasons, with economic
profit being only one of a complex range of motivations, which include a search for
protection and companionship, and a belief that in the gang one can become a “real
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man” and acquire authority among one’s peers. The gang is a whole world, in which
material and emotional aspects, work and pleasure, routine and heroism, unconditional
subordination, and a sense of brotherhood are all tightly interwoven.

Despite the variety of organizational formations, which include territorial, street
formations and extra-territorial networks linked to the business of leaders, all these
forms combine in a single bandit gang, which is bound by common roots dating back
to the late Soviet period, the time when most of the gangs emerged, and usually retains
the name of the street or district where it was founded. The social reproduction of the
extended clan of the gang is supported not just by the obligatory payments made by
territorial gangs into the central fund (obshchak), but by common identity, tales about
the founding fathers, the glorious past of the group and perceptions of the bonds of
fraternity that stretch from top to bottom of the gang. Leaders from time to time come
to visit the meetings of the streets, take part in the organization of ritual fights between
the gangs and make sure that the streets retain mobilized structures which have a certain
power in the territory. They help the gangs with the organization of illegal businesses
(using their connections with the local authorities and the police), assist in releasing
arrested members from police stations, or help with closing criminal cases. Analysis of
the system of poniatiia further confirms that we are looking at a warrior alliance rather
than a business.

The system of poniatiia

Poniatiia create a foundation of social order in the gang. They are more than set of
instrumental norms, being a complete worldview. The young men often start acquiring
this worldview in the process of their life on the streets, well before they join organized
gangs, as they spend their teenage years in courtyard (dvor) groups. This worldview gets
further consolidated when they join the gang.

Poniatiia embody collective perceptions of the world and how to behave it. In
interviews, gang members were saying that they lived according to poniatiia. As
with any other moral rules, poniatiia (which I analyse using an ethnomethodological
approach) create the cultural unity among the members of society. These moral rules
are not transmitted as an oral tradition (although some specific poniatiia are cited as
moral maxims, as set formulae, for example “what the lad said, the lad did” or “the
lad is always right”). They do not derive from the law of the other organized crime
community, thieves in law. They are learned in the process of everyday life in the
gang, when the lads observe the behaviour of other members of the group and hear
their interpretations of what is right and what is wrong. While there may be some small
variation in the specific rules from gang to gang, the fundamental principles are common
to all.

According to ethnomethodology, moral rules are not categorical laws. Instead, they
reflect an intuitive understanding of the principles of group behaviour. Poniatiia are
not a list of what the members can or cannot do, but “a schema that produces reality”
[Wieder 1974, p. 198].
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When talking about the code of poniatiia, the members always stressed that
there were many more poniatiia than were being recounted at the time. None of our
interviewees would even attempt to recite the code in its totality. One member, Zhenia
(24), when asked to describe the gang’s code, said:

It is impossible to describe in a nutshell what you learn over the years. I can
say that the poniatiia do not exist in some pure form. There is the life of “a lad”,
about which you learn by being in this environment. You learn how to behave in
specific situations and what you must never do. You can’t learn it the same way
as we learn things at school. You have to go through it yourself and understand
it from within. That is why [ can’t simply say to you, this is this and this is that.
[...] I started understanding the code in my school years, coming across different
situations. Some things I understood myself, others I learned from my friends who
were more experienced.

Poniatiia are flexible, indexical, and the members thought that almost any behaviour
or point of view could be defended if one justified his behaviour by the references to
poniatiia, if one knows how to “speak properly”.

When talking about poniatiia, the members never explained their meaning, but
used them as moral maxims (for example, the above mentioned “what the lad said, the
lad did”). There are many maxims of this kind, but they are based on a fundamental
scheme of perception and behaviour, hidden from the participants. The researcher’s
task is to reveal this scheme. Without this it becomes very difficult to understand
the meaning of specific rules. For example, among poniatiia the members cited a
prohibition against working as ticket collectors on public transport or selling their old
clothes. How can we interpret such prohibitions? Is it because they cannot work in
poorly paid occupations or admit material need? And why does one need to fight if
one is called a trader (baryga)? Is it because members follow the traditional norms of
the society of professional criminals, who see trade as a disreputable profession? How
can we explain the requirement that members be physically strong or the prohibition
on the consumption of drugs? Is this because of the instrumental needs of criminal
business, which require that the gang build an effective force to protect its share
of the market?

From an analysis of gang members’ descriptions of poniatiia, it became clear to me
that in fact other principles underlay these injunctions. Prohibitions on working as ticket
collectors or selling old clothes, and the need to protect one’s name if called a trader, derive
from the fundamental principle of being a member of the elite and never being equated
with “commoners,” whose status is inferior to that of the gang members and who are
fodder for the members to live off. The need to be physically fit and avoid consumption of
drugs relates to the principle of control and integrity of elite male warriors.

I have set out below my own reconstruction of the gang code, made on the basis
of conversations with gang members and their descriptions of poniatiia. 1 list these
poniatiia under each principle.
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Behaving as a Representative of the Elite and Never Being Equated with
“Commoners”

Upon meeting members of other gangs, a lad should always introduce himself
by his nickname and gang name. If asked “Where are you from?” he should never
reply “Nowhere.” He should name his gang. The lad cannot lose face, he cannot run
away from his attackers, thus letting down his gang. He cannot fight with non-lads or
apologise even if he is in the wrong. A lad should not do anything that would equate him
with the dominated categories, non-lads (lokhi), usually other young men, and traders
and businessmen (barygi and komersy). He cannot show that he is afraid to fight, be
victim of extortion, or suffer humiliation without retaliation. If somebody calls him
a non-lad, businessman, or trader, he should respond with violence. A lad cannot be
involved in selling anything personally (only through third parties), including drugs.
He cannot work in the service sector (this includes being a transport conductor). He
cannot sell his own old clothes even if he is in need. A lad is always right. He should
always be able to justify his position or opinion on the basis of the code.

Control and Integrity

The lad should keep his cool and behave with dignity. He cannot consume
drugs or be addicted to alcohol (younger lads are expected not to smoke either).
He should show control over his body and appearance. A lad’s clothes should be
practical and comfortable and not too flashy. The lad should be clean and tidy (some
gangs even punish youngsters who do not clean their shoes.) The lad needs to “watch
his words” (sledit’za bazarom). He should not make empty threats or accusations.
One of the rules is “What the lad said, the lad did” (patsan skazal, patsan sdelal),
meaning that intentions, claims, and promises should have direct and immediate
consequences. Lads are not allowed to make frivolous displays of weapons; if they
produce a knife or a gun, they should be prepared to use it. If asked a question, a
gang member should answer straight away and not respond with a question.

Loyalty to the Gang

The lad’s main loyalty is to the gang. He should always support other
members, both from his age cohort and from his street as a whole. He should
never expose his friends to danger or betray them to the police. He must strive to
prevent any personal conflict, resolve disagreements, and abstain from fighting
with other members of the same gang (apart from non-serious, playful fights). He
should not deceive or steal from other gang members.

Subordinate Position of Women

Women cannot be members of gangs. No female gangs should be present on
the territory controlled by a male gang. Members’ girlfriends are not allowed to
attend the gang meetings. Gang business always takes priority over a member’s
relationships with women. Members should not get into conflict with other members
because of women (except for defending close relatives, such as a mother, sister, or
wife). If a lad flirts with another’s girlfriend, one can only ask him to stop but should
not fight over it. A lad should control his girlfriend and never allow her to show
disrespect to his friends. A gang member is not allowed to perform oral sex on his
girlfriend—this would seriously undermine his status as a lad, and, if any of the
other gang members learn about it, he can be expelled from the group.
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This principle, like all other principles, is applied flexibly. In Russian gangs,
particularly in their higher echelons, women can work as hired accountants or
lawyers, while the wives of leaders can play more serious roles in running the
business of the gang—especially if their husbands are away or incarcerated. But
this does not negate the fundamentally male character of these violent fraternities
and the profound machismo of their members.

In addition to these substantive prescriptions, there are also procedural norms and
norms of fairness, which can be seen as relating to the gang structure and organization.
These norms, however, were also recounted as part of the code and thus also have the
status of agreed-on moral rules.

Democracy and Procedural Fairness

The lad must show respect to older lads and obey the commands given by the
group supervisors and leaders. He must be present at compulsory meetings when
decisions are made regarding the gang. He must pay money (up to two thirds of
his income) to the general fund. Situations that call for moral adjudication need to
be resolved democratically—by the street at a meet-up or by a supervisor. If the
supervisor cannot decide, the dispute is resolved by the leader. Lads expect fair
treatment from their superiors. The older lads are not supposed to humiliate the
younger ones or treat them unfairly.

Social and Ethnic Inclusivity of the Gang

The gang should accept all young men who want to join it if they are ready
to live according to poniatiia and have a good street reputation (for example,
they have never behaved cowardly or succumbed to extortion). Any young men,
including those having parents or relatives in the police, can join. Discrimination
in recruitment on the grounds of social background or ethnicity is prohibited.

Autonomy outside the Organization

The lad can and should have wide range of social connections outside the gang
and use them to benefit the organization. The lad has the right to a private life; he can
have a family and property and spend his free time as he wants. He can work wherever
he wants to (with the exception of working for the police and in proscribed service and
trade occupations) and socialize with anybody outside the gang, including members
of other gangs, unless their gang is the enemy of his group. The lad is also free to earn
money by committing crime that is unrelated to the gang’s business.

Quasi-tribal moral system

From this analysis it is clear that poniatiia support the social order of the group as a male
militant alliance. The members of the group have to be loyal and show bravery and integrity.
While the leaders have unquestionable authority, relations between ordinary members are
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based on primitive democracy and the essential equality of warrior brothers. Any differences
among them (be they ethnic or social) are not recognized, apart from the differences in age
status. Elected supervisors must always justify their decisions on the basis of poniatiia.

Lads adopt a pose of aristocratic superiority in relation to the dominated population
(largely their non-gang peers and businessmen), and extract tribute from them by rule of might,
and on the basis of their own perceptions of what is right. This form of power relationship
was very succinctly characterized by the lads as “To load according to the poniatiia and take
away the money” (zagruzit’ po poniatiiam i razvesti na den’gi). The lads’ demands are not
based on some hypothetical social or economic contract. This is power as violence, which
demands unconditional obedience rather than consent [Arendt 1972]. Poniatiia are used in
order to justify a rent-seeking relationship (“X must pay us because this is our territory”,
or “X must pay us if he wants his business to run without hindrance” or “X must pay us
because he violated our rules”). A patron-client relationship between businessmen and the
gangs may also emerge, whereby the businessmen may be able to use of the gang’s social
and economic resources for their own purposes. They can, for example, use the bandits’
expertise and connections with corrupt authorities for tax evasion, for obtaining information
about their competitors, or to get loans. In these situations the gangs provide support to their
businessmen not as a part of a contract or a business transaction, but because their own
prosperity depends upon the stability of the latter’s business. But rather than a contract, what
we see here is a bond of personal dependency, a bond based on conventions rather than legal
obligations. This bond is only as firm as the gang wants it to be.

There are many accounts of the fickle and volatile nature of gang protection from
different geographical areas. In Kazan gang members typically gave the businessmen their
cell phone numbers to call in case of trouble, but there was no guarantee that if the latter
called them and asked for help anything would be done. If a business was subsequently
attacked by hooligans, or something was stolen from the property, the gang was unlikely
to come to the owner’s aid. Similarly, in Saint Petersburg, the bandits’ protection did not
provide any actual insurance against serious crime, such as robbery, assaults, car thefts,
or burglaries [Konstantinov 2004]. Protection of street businesses in Perm was likewise
unreliable, and Varese gave examples in which racketeers did not answer the phone when
their clients called for help, refused to retrieve stolen goods, committed fraud against a
kiosk owner who paid for protection, or switched to another “customer” and turned against
the earlier customer with deadly consequences [ Varese 2001, pp. 110-120]. For criminals
living by the code, reneging on one’s word, deceiving, and even robbing “their” businessmen
is entirely legitimate. According to the code, bandits only have moral obligations to one
another and can cheat outsiders (kidat' lokhov) with impunity. Stories of successful deceit
were always recounted with great animation and pride. At the same time, outsiders who
had entered a position of dependency had iron-clad obligations toward the gangsters.

The limits of violence

The moral rules of the tribe do not extend to outsiders. The gang world is not a world
of universal or even traditional patriarchal morality. Only extreme violence toward
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businessmen or civilians—particularly old people, women, and children—gets
condemned by the gang as a violation of the rules (bespredel). Such violence undermines
the self-assumed aristocratic status of the group members. Nevertheless, we heard many
descriptions of behaviour that the members described as bespredel, explained away by
as behaviour inspired by “adrenalin”, when they could not stop themselves, or by the fact
that the victims themselves violated poniatiia, even inadvertently. Some of the lads were
more prone to violence, some were less, but the possibility of its use was always present.

As Bogdan (23) said: “To say definitively who you can or cannot beat up [someone]
is impossible. Everything depends on the situation. I’ve used violence against those
older than me, and those younger, but there was always something to punish them for,
so I don’t consider myself an otmorozok [a person who does not follow the code] for
doing it.”

Kirill (25) expressed less aggressive but still very flexible views on the limits on
violence and means of conflict resolution: “I prefer to resolve issues peacefully, without
bloodshed, even though we can come and grind everybody into dust at any time. You
have to know how to find the right solution, make mutual concessions. But even more I
prefer to put people into situations where they are wrong according to the code.”

Ultimately, the limits on violence are imposed by the group itself. At the same time
any violence, it seems, needs moral justification, and the lads usually find that the victim
is to blame for violence, provoking the lads by their inappropriate behaviour, by a lack
of understanding or by a deliberate violation of their own rules.

In encounters with the outside world, members’ constructions of right and wrong
have to work in their own favour. The lads, just like warriors in the Homerian epics or
the heroes of ancient Greek tragedy, are not supposed to feel guilty about what they do
to outsiders. As Yarkho argued, only dishonour and public shame could cause the hero
moral suffering [ Yarkho 1972]. They did not have an understanding of universal morality
which emerged later in Christian culture. The same is true of gang warriors. When it
comes to gang life and gang business, they can lie to outsiders, cheat, abuse, and, if
necessary, kill them, with very few self-imposed limitations. Nevertheless, they think
that without them society would have descended into total chaos. As one Kazan lad,
Aidar (24) answering the question whether he likes Kazan, said, “I like our city because
we have many correct people [a pravil'nyi chelovek or pravil'nyi patsan, a person or lad
who lives by the code] here compared with Moscow, where there are lots of people who
live in bespredel, who do not give a damn. Many people here follow the code, and we do
not have the same mess as other cities.”

Pragmatism of life, pragmatism of violence

A sense of moral superiority over other residents, which can be traced to the members’
identity as members of a consolidated solidaristic group, co-exists with a pragmatic
individualistic attitude to life. The lads are members of a militant clan, mobilized and
disciplined, but each of them has many other interests that stretch way beyond their gang.
They are part of wider Russian society, and they want to achieve success by any possible
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means, including through legal institutions (study or work) and illegal ones (structures
of the gang). In their double spiral of mobility, the criminal and legal parts are tightly
interwoven. The lads believed that membership of a criminal gang does not preclude
social success. On the contrary, it facilitates it, providing access to highly beneficial
connections and opportunities.

The lads were highly pragmatic when it came to their behaviour outside the gang.
They were ready to play by the rules of the modern institutions of school, university and
work. Most of the members we interviewed worked or studied, or did both. Some had
manual jobs in construction sites and industrial companies, others worked as company
managers, or held official positions in security companies, and one was a paediatric
surgeon (a relatively low paid position in Russia which may explain his choice to stay
in the gang). The members recounted stories about how they themselves or their gang
friends tried to make a political career, participated in meetings of political parties
(including the pro-Putin United Russia). In the interviews they often expressed patriotic
views about Russia and condemned those nations that were, in their opinions, hostile to
Russia (in those days mainly the Baltic countries and America). Some expressed their
support for Vladimir Putin, being especially appreciative of his stance in relation to
people and governments who challenge Russian interests. Not long before our interviews
an incident took place in which the children of Russian Embassy workers were assaulted
in a Warsaw park. Putin immediately condemned this assault as an unfriendly act towards
Russia as a state, after which several Poles were attacked in Moscow (allegedly by
members of the pro-Putin youth organization “Nashi”). As II’sur (26) said: “I like Putin
because I like his harsh policies for improving Russia’s image. The incident with the
beating of the ambassador’s children in Poland and the reprisals is just a classic revenge
fight (obratka). Putin has shown that he’s not going to take any crap from anyone. That
sort of guy gets respect, both on the street level and in international relations.”

It would have been impossible to hear such an opinion from members of the
professional criminal community, who defined themselves through total opposition
to the authorities. But the lads are not alienated from the state. On the contrary, they
aspire to having the widest possible social circle outside the gang, and particularly
value contacts with people who have formal power. The lads were very proud of any
family or neighbourhood ties with people serving in the police, in various state security
services, and other representatives of state power. While it is absolutely prohibited
to inform on one’s gang mates, informal connections with the agents of power can
help in the members’ business, help them to avoid criminal prosecution and help to
protect them in various situations of conflict. Having a relative in the police could even
help a member to leave a gang if he wanted without going through a ritual of public
expulsion.

While always happy to use violence against weak and disorganized victims, the
members were full of respect towards those who had, to use their expression, “some
power behind them”. Stories about various assaults and extortions often include
an exposition in which they try to investigate the position of the potential victim in
the local structure of formal and informal power. Meeting a victim in the street, for
example, they may start conversation by asking him where he is from, which influential
local people he may know, and even whether he takes part in sports. If they see that a
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person has friends or family who can come to his defence, the lads can end the situation
peacefully (although in some situations, particularly with younger lads, the desire for
a fight, a seductive pleasure which they define as “adrenalin”, can still get the better of
them). Although they aim to control violence both on the basis of their poniatiia and
through pragmatic investigation of the balance of force, ultimately violence can never be
effectively contained or ritualized; it always overflows [ Girard 2005].

Conclusion

Concluding the analysis of the gang’s organization and moral code, we can say that the
gangs form warrior groups in their communities. They seek domination over businessmen
and civilians on their territories, domination which allows them to extract rent. They share
a sense of moral superiority in relation to weak and disorganized enemies or opponents,
while at the same time leaving themselves opportunities to always act in accordance
with their own pragmatic interests. They believe in the need to defend their own, while
assuming no moral obligations in relation to outsiders, the successful deception of whom
is seen as a matter of special pride. They go wherever money and recognition can be
found; they make no distinction between criminal and legal avenues.

We can find many similarities between the behaviour of gang members and that of
the Russian power elite. The post-Soviet political regimes and systems of governance
are often described as neopatrimonial, where public institutions are run for the private
interest of the power holders [Robinson 2011; Fisun 2012]. As Gelman [2015, p. 11]
argues, “the state apparatus within the “power vertical” is divided into organised
structures and informal cliques that compete with each other for access to rent”. In this
system of power, positions of authority and business opportunities are inseparable,
as are legal and illegal ways of making money. Tax and custom duty evasion, money
laundering, unlawful monopolization of sections of the market—all these practices are
present both in the business of power holders, and in the business of criminal networks.

As the bandits have withdrawn into the shadows of Russian society, they have
remained archetypical figures in the collective imagination. It is likely that their
poniatiia will continue to provide the perfect way to describe the continuing prevalence
of patrimonial relations that coexist with modern bureaucratic authority in Russia.
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HedopMaTbHbIE TIPABOBBIE CHCTEMBI, MACKYJTMHHOCTb, HACHITHE, TOPO/ICKAs COIIMOIOTHS

Kpymenue CCCP BbI3BaI0 KapANHAJIbHOE H3MEHEHHE B IIPAKTUKAX HACHJIMSL, KOTAA B CH-
Tyanuu (QakTHIecKoro 0e33aKoHHs, B KOTOPOE MOTPY3WIIach CTpaHa, PIKETUPbI HaYaIH
B3WMaTh MOOOPHI C pEANPUHUMATENeH 1 YacTHBIX npeanpusaTidi. K koniry 1990-x rr.
TOCYJIapCTBO BEPHYJO ceOe 3HAYUTENLHYI0 YacTh MOHOIIOJNMU Ha BIACTh, H BIHSHHUC
KPUMUHAJIUTETA MOULIO HA yObUTb. OIHAKO B HEKOTOPBIX pernonax (Kazanb, YibsHOBCK,
ExarepunOypr u ap.) TeppUTOpUANIbHBIE IPYIIITUPOBKY YACTUYHO COXPAHUIIM CBOH aBTO-
putet. B nenom e B Poccuu u MaccoBast KyJbTypa, U O0IIECTBEHHBIN JUCKYPC 10 CHX
MOp MPOHU3aHBI CCBUIKAMU Ha «peajbHBIX MalaHoB». ONMO3UIMOHHO HAaCTPOEHHas
WHTEJUTUTEHINS, KOMMEHTUPYS TEKYIIYIO TMOJNTHYECKYI0 CUTYallMi0 B CTpaHe, 4acTo
TOBOPUT O «IallaHax» C UX CUCTEMOM «IOHATHI», U peub UJET HE O KPUMHHAIUTETE,
a 0 POCCHICKO BIIACTH, BEAyIIEH CeOs «I10 TIOHATHSIM.

OpHako MpU MHOTOYMCIIEHHBIX OTCHUIKAaX K 3TOM TeMe caM MOPAJIbHBINA CBOJ Mpa-
BUJI OAHINMTOB, UX IOHSATHS» OCTAIOTCS cabo M3yuyeHHBIM. [0pa3no Gonblie MBI OC-
BEZIOMJICHBI O KOJIeKCE€ YeCTH MpOo(eCCHOHAIBHBIX MPECTYITHUKOB — BOPOB B 3aKOHE,
OJIHAKO TIOCJEHME, OyAy4d TMOPOXKACHHUEM COBETCKHX TIOPEM, HE CIHIIKOM XOPOLIO
aJaNTUPOBAINCH K KAMTAJIMCTUUECKUM peanusiM, ¥ UX OTTECHWIHM Ooiee MpeArnpu-
MMYUBBIC U THOKHE MPEICTaBUTEIN KPUMUHAIBHON Cpeabl B OCHOBHOM HEYT'OJIOBHOTO
MIPOUCXOXKICHUS.
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Cratbst HamucaHa Ha MaTepuajax IOJEBOIO MCCIEIOBAaHUA, INPOBEIESHHOIO
B 2005 1. B cromure Tarapcrana Kazanu. beuto coopano 32 yrmyOeHHBIX WHTEPBBIO
C YIEHaMH pa3IMyYHBIX 0aHIUTCKUX IPYNIHPOBOK B Bo3pacte oT 17 1o 35 ner. Ha ocHo-
B€ ITUX MHTEPBHIO OBUTH BBISBICHBI MOPAIBHBIC TPUHIUIBI, KOTOPEIMH PYKOBOJICTBY-
FOTCS IPECTYIHUKH BO B3aUMOAEWCTBUH JIPYT C APYTOM M C OCTAIBHBIM OOIIIECTBOM.

B crarbe n3noxeHna uctopus Ka3aHCKMX IPyNIMPOBOK M ONKCAHA UX COLMAJIbHAS
OpraHu3anys, MOCTPOSHHAS TI0 MPUHIIMIIAM TPAJAUIINOHHBIX BOWHCKHX COI030B. Takxke
06Cy)KZ[aIOTC$[ (IIOHATHUSA», MOPAJIbHBIC IIpaBUJia 3TUX COIO30B U q)YHZ[aMCHTaJIBHI)IC
MIPHUHIIMIIBL, JISKAIIe B UX OCHOBE. B craThe MOKa3aHO, YTO MOJIOABIE JIFOIH, YICHBI
KpUMHUHAJIBHBIX COO6HICCTB, MOTYyT OBITh BKITFOYEHBI OAHOBpPEMCHHO B @OpMaHLHBIe
1 He(opMabHBIE CTPYKTYpbI 00LIecTBa. B 3akimoueHnr MpOBOAATCS HEKOTOpBIE Ma-
pamenu MeXAy MpaBWIaMU TPECTYMHBIX TPYMIAPOBOK M YCTAaHOBKAMH POCCHUHCKOMN
BJIACTHOM BJIUTHI.

KpaTKaﬂ UCTOPHUSA KAa3aHCKUX I'PYNIIUPOBOK

Kpumunansubie rpynnupoBku Kasanu BO3ZHHMKIM TJIaBHBIM 00pa3oM M3 MOJIOICKHBIX
coobmecTB. Kak 1 Bo MHOTHX pocCHICKUX Topomax, B Kazanu mo pesosrortu 1917 1.
CYIIECTBOBaNA JAaBHSISI TPAJIUIHS JEJICHUS TOPOJICKON TEPPUTOPUH HA «CBOU» U «UY-
KHE» 30HbI, PE3YJIbTaTOM KOTOPOH CTaHOBUIJIMCH IEPHOIUYECKU POBOIUMBIC PUTYaJIb-
HbIE O0M MKy TIPEJCTABUTEISIMH TaTaPCKOH 1 pycckoi Mononexu. OTHaKo COBETCKas
YCKOpEHHAas ypOaHU3aIys MPUBEJIa K BOSHUKHOBEHHIO STHHYECKH CMELIaHHBIX Pad0unX
KBapTaJoB, YTO MOJIOKMIIO KOHEII ACTICHNUIO MOJIOJCKHBIX COOOIIECTB 110 HAllMOHAIBHO-
MY TIPU3HAKY.

[lepBbie MomoAeKHBIE OaHABI TPEANPUHUMATEILCKOTO TOJKAa O0Opa3oBalNCh B
Havanme 1970-x TT.,, KoTrja BO3HUKIIWNA TTOATIONBHBIA OM3HEC COBETCKHX MEHEIKEPOB
MPUBJIEK YacTh CYNIECTBYIOIIMX MOJIOACKHBIX TPYII K 00ECIEYEHHIO OE30MacHOCTH
UX TEHEBBIX CXEM M TPAHCIOPTHUPOBKE HEJETaJIbHO MPOU3BEACHHBIX TOBapoB. [IpuHsB
MOCTETIEHHO 00Jiee CTPYKTYPUPOBAHHBII XapakTep, TH COOOIIECTBA 3aHIINCh PIKETOM,
cobupast 1aHb ¢ pabOTHUKOB Kade, Mara3uHOB M JIPYTUX IMPEACTABUTEICH COBETCKON
cdepsl o6cmyxuBanus. IIpecTynHble opraHu3anny, 3apoAUBIINECS €LIe IPU COBETCKON
BJIACTH, aKTUBU3UPOBAINCH B TOJIbI EPECTPONKH BMECTE C BOSHUKHOBEHHEM B KOHIIE
1980 — navyane 1990-x IT. KOOMEPATHBOB M YaCTHOTO OHM3Heca’. Bckope mosBUIIOCH MHO-
YKECTBO HOBBIX MOJIOJIC)KHBIX OaH, «KPBIIIYIOMINX» MEIKUI OM3HEC, a TOTOM U KPYII-
HBIE TIPEIPHUSITHS.

JloBOnbHO OBICTPO Ka3aHCKHE TPYIIHMPOBKH PACIPOCTPAHMIN CBOE BIIUSHHE
Ha OJM3Jexalie peruoHbl, 3aTeM Ha 00e CTONHIIBI U JiaXke BBIIUTH 3a pyOex. Kpome
OXPaHHOTO PIKETa OHM YYacTBOBAJIHM B HEJETAIbHBIX CXEMaX 10 OTMBIBAHHUIO JICHET
C y4YacTHEM IpPEACTaBUTEJIEH roCylapCTBEHHBIX opraHuzaunii. Co BpeMeHeM, K KOH-
ny 1990-x — nmagamy 2000-X IT., BEpXyIlIKa Ka3aHCKOTO KPUMHHAJIBLHOTO COOOILECTBA
(mocpencTBOM NPUOOPETeHUsT aKLUUI M IPOHUKHOBEHUSI B COBETHI TUPEKTOPOB Hpe-

2 Tlepserii ciryuaii paxera B Ka3anu 6bu1 3adukcuposan B 1988 1.
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MPHUATHAN ) MHTETPUPOBAIIACH B JICTAIBHBIN OM3HEC, BOIILIA B ICMyTaTCKUH Kopiryc [ocy-
JlapcTBeHHOU [[yMbl U PyKOBOJICTBO HEMPABUTEILCTBEHHBIX Opranu3aliuii B Tarapcrane
u Mockse. Ho 3TOT nyTh NpeojoieIn He BCE: HEKOTOPBIE TPYIIIUPOBKU OCTAJINCh Ha
YPOBHE YAUYHBIX OaH/I, TPOMBIIIUISS «KPBIIIIEBAHUEM HEJIeTaTbHBIX UTPOBBIX CAIOHOB,
MIPOCTUTYIIUH, HAPKOTOPTOBIIH, YCTPOHCTBOM HEJIETAJIbHBIX IIATHBIX MMAPKOBOK M OOHA-
JTUYUBAHUEM HEJIETaIbHBIX T0XOJO0B.

CucremMa «IOHATHID)

[lo Turry coumanpHON OpraHW3allMU MPECTYIHBIE TPYIITUPOBKHA CXOXKHU C TPATUIHOH-
HBIMHA OGLGI[I/IHCHI/IHM BOMHOB AOTOCYAAapCTBCHHOTO THIIA, aHAJIOTMYHBIMW BUKWHIAM,
TepPMaHCKUM BOMHCTBEHHBIM IIJIEMEHAM WM AHTUYHBIM [PEYECKUM KOJIOHU3ATOpam, OC-
HOBABIITUM CBOHM TTOCENICHHSI Ha 6eperax Cpenn3eMHOMOPBS B COBEPIIABITNM HaOeTH Ha
ommsnexanue tepputopud. [lo repmuHonornun M. Bebepa, peus uaer o «rmarpuMoHH-
AJBHBIX ANBSHCAX» — MY)KCKHX KBa3WPOJICTBEHHBIX COI03aX, KOTOPHIE OPraHU30BHIBA-
JIUCH JUTSE 3aXBaTa TEPPUTOPHUN U cOOpa JaHU.

UsteHbl 3TUX OTPSJOB ObUTM OOBEIUHEHBI OINPEIEICHHBIM MHPOBO33PEHUEM, YTO
)K€ KacaeTcss COBPEMEHHBIX OaHIWTOB, TO MX WICOJIOTHS ONHCHIBACTCS HA SI3BIKE «IIO-
HSITHI>'I)), KOTOPBIC BLIPpAXKAIOT KOJJICKTHBHBIC IPCACTABICHUS YJICHOB I'PYIINBLEI O MUPE
Y TIpaBHJIAX MTOBEJICHMUS.

Fogopsl O (IMOHATHUAXY, YHACTHUKHU IMPECCTYITHBIX COO6IIICCTB HUKOrga HE 00BsICHS-
JIY UX 3HAYCHUE, alleJUTUPYs K HUM KaK K MOpaJIbHBIM MaKCUMaM, OCHOBaHHbBIM Ha (DyH-
JIaMEHTAJILHON CXeMe BOCIPUSATHA JEHUCTBUTEIBHOCTH. DTa CXeMa COJIEPKUT BOCIIPUSI-
THe ceOs U IOBEICHUE B KAUECTBE WICHOB apUCTOKPATUYECKON TPYIIIIBI, CTAaTyC KOTOPBIX
MPUHIUITHAIBHO BBIIIE CTaTyca HEYWICHOB TPYNIUPOBKUA. OHU JOIKHBI CIEAUTH 32 pe-
YBIO U TEJIOM, BECTHU €051 CACPKAHHO U PEIINTENbHO, OTBEYaTh 32 CBOM CJIOBA U MOAIEP-
’KUBaTh €IUHCTBO TPyMNbl. VX OTHOIIEHUS OCHOBaHBI HA MPUMHUTUBHOW JIEMOKpPATHH
¥ paBEHCTBE YJICHOB BOWHCKOTO OparcTBa (MpU 0e3yCIOBHOM JIOSIIBHOCTH JIHIAEPaM).
B a70ii cpene He MpU3HAIOTCS HUKAKUE pa3iuuus (ITHUYECKHE, COIHANIbHBIE), KpOoMe
pasnuuuii B Bo3pacte. MaunucTckoe OTHOUICHHUE K KEHIIMHAM ONPEAEIIAET, B YaCTHOCTH,
3arpeT MOCIEeTHUM COCTOATH B TPYNIHPOBKAX HWIIM CO3JaBaTh CBOM KPHUMHUHAJIBHBIE CO-
o01IecTBa Ha TEPPUTOPHH, KOHTPOIUPYEMOH OaH0H.

APHCTOKPAaTHYECKHIA CTaTyC YICHOB BOMHCKOTO aJIbsTHCA TPEATIONaraeT ux MpaBo
Ha B3WMaHHE MOOOPOB ¢ OM3HECMEHOB M CBEPCTHUKOB-HENAIIAHOB, MPH 3TOM JaHb C
HAceJICHUSI OCHOBaHA HE HAa TMIOTETUYECKOM PKOHOMHMUYECKOM WM COIIMAJIbHOM KOH-
TpaxTe, a Ha CHIJIe, KOTopas TpeOyeT 0e3yCIOBHOTO MOTYMHEHUS. MexX Iy KpUMHUHAIIb-
HBIMHU 3JIEMCHTAMU U 6H3H€CMGH&MI/I MOTYT BOSHUKHYTH IaTPOH-KJIIMCHTCKHUE OTHOIIEC-
HUS, U B 3TOM CIIydae MOCJIeTHIE UCTIONB3YIOT COIIMAIbHBIC H YKOHOMHUYECKHE PECYPChI
TPYIIIMPOBOK B CBOMX LEJSAX: HAIPUMEDP, MOT'YT 33/I€iCTBOBATh KOHTAKTHI C KOPPYyMIIHU-
POBaHHBIMH IPEICTABUTEISIMU FOCYJAPCTBEHHBIX OPraHOB C LENbIO yXOJa OT HAJIOTOB,
JUTSE TIOJTy9eHUsT OAaHKOBCKUX KPEAWTOB M MHPOPMAIIMK O KOHKYpeHTax U T.1. Ho u B
9TON cuTyanuu OaHAWUTHI 00ECIeUuMBAIOT MOAJCPKKY MpeInpuHUMaTeIeld He B CHITY
KOHTpaKTa MEXIy HUMH, a 10 MPUYHHE 3aBUCHMOCTH CBOETO TMPOIBETaHHS OT TOJIO-
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KEHUS Je] B ogunHeHHoM uM OusHece. [lpu sTom u B Kazanu, u B 1pyrux pernonax
CTpaHbI 3alllnuTa, MPeoCcTaBiIseMasl IPECTYMHBIMA OPTaHU3aIUsIMU, SBISICTCS KpaiHe
HEHAJIe)KHOHU, ¥ MICCIIEJI0BATENIN BBISBIISIOT OOJBIIOE KOTMYECTBO CIIyvaeB, Koria OaH u-
ThI HAPYIIAIH CIIOBO, TPAOKITH «CBOETO» OM3HECMEHA U OTHUMAITH y Hero OusHec. Takoe
MOBEICHUE OBLIO MOJHOCTBIO JIETUTUMHO C TOYKH 3PEHHS KPUMHHAIBHOTO MUPOBO3-
3pEeHHs, TOCKOIBKY MX MOpaJbHbIEC 0053aTeNbCTBA JICHCTBOBAIIH TOJILKO 10 OTHOILIEHUIO
IpyT K Apyry. Mctopun ycrenmHoro ooOMana («pa3Bofay») rmepecKa3bIBaINCh PEICTaBU-
TeJsIMU OAHITPYI B MHTEPBBIO C 0COOBIM BOOYLICBICHUEM U TOPIOCTHIO.

IMpeneansl HacuMst

VY «peanbHbIX MMALIAHOBY» IIOYTU IOTHOCTBK) OTCYTCTBYIOT CAMOOIPAHUYEHUS B IIPUME-
HEHMU HACHUJIMSA, XOTSI PUTOPUYECKHU OHU U CChUIAIMCH Ha TAK Ha3blBaeMblil Oecrpener.
Cry4yau, Korja KpUMHAHAI IPUMEHSUT Ype3MEpPHBII ITPECCHHT 110 OTHOLLICHHIO K OM3HeC-
MEHaM WM TPAXKAAHCKUM JIMLAM, YacTO OOBSCHSUIMCH TaK HAa3bIBAEMbIM aJPEHATMHOM,
HEBO3MOKHOCTBIO OCTAHOBHUTBHCS M OTKa3aTh ce0e B YAOBOJILCTBUU TMOIABICHUS BOIHU
Jpyroro yenoBeka. [IpyruM oObsICHEHUEM CIY)KWIH HapylIeHHE KepTBOH OaHIUTCKUX
«TIOHATUI», HEyBaKEHUE, TIPOSIBIICHHOE K OaHIMUTY, MIIM OTKa3 COITIACUTHCS C €ro Tpebo-
BaHUAMMU. [Ipu 3TOM camu NIPeCTaBUTEIU IPYIIUPOBOK CUUTAKOT CBOK OPraHU3ALMIO,
B OTIMYME OT OKPYXKAIOLIETro MX IOPOJCKOTo O0IIEeCTBA, BHICOKOMOPAIBHBIM COOOIIe-
CTBOM M TIOJIATaf0T, YTO 0€3 HUX MUP MOTPY3MiICS OBbI B IOJHBIN XaocC.

HparMaTuKa KU3HU U HACUJIUSA

Boiiipl 0TpsA10B KPUMUHAIIBHOW MOJIOJIEKH, HAPSALY C YJIEHCTBOM B ITPYyNIIMPOBKAX, pa-
00TaroT, yyarcs U JeNaloT Kapbephl B YaCTHOM U TOCyIapCcTBEHHOM cekropax. «llo mo-
HATUSIM» — 3TO HUX MpaBo. XOTS CpPeAM NpelICTaBUTENEN IPYIIHUPOBOK YaCTO BCTpeya-
IOTCSI TIOJIHOCTHIO MapTUHATU3UPOBAHHBIC JIULIA, ISl KOTOPBIX KPUMHUHAIBHAS Kapbepa
MPEJCTABIACTCS €IMHCTBEHHONH BO3MOXKHOCTBIO BBDKUTH M IPOJBUHYTHCS B KU3HH,
HEKOTOpPBIC HIYT BBEPX IO JBOHHOU CriUpanin MOOUILHOCTH, YU9aCTBYSI B JICTAJIbHBIX U
HEJIeTalIbHbIX MHCTUTYTaX. bonee Toro, ux B3MIsAbl, HE CBSI3aHHBIC C KPUMHUHAJIBHOU
JIeATEIIbHOCTBIO, HE OTJIMYAIOTCS OT MAacCOBBIX IMOJUTHYECKUX HACTpoeHui. MHorue
Ha3bIBAIOT Ce0s MaTpUOTaMU, KICHMST BpaKAcOHbIC, 10 X MHEHUIO, HAIUU U XBaJsAT
Bunagumupa IlytrHa 3a ero ymeHue OTBEYaTh HACHJIMEM Ha MpoBokaluu. OHM cuuTa-
10T, uTo [lyTHH — «TIpaBUIIbHBIN YeoBeK» (4eTI0BEK, KOTOPBIN KHUBET «I10 TIOHATHIM).
31ech MOXKHO HaOIIO/IaTh PAJUKAIILHOE OTIIMYNE OaHIUTOB OT BOPOB B 3aKOHE, KOTOPHIE
B 1I€JIOM HaxOJSTCSI B @aHTArOHUCTUYECKOM OTHOLIEHHUHU K TOCYapCTBY.

UsieHBI TepPUTOPUATBHBIX OAHIUTCKUX I'PYIIAPOBOK MBITAIOTCS TPUCTIOCOOUTHCS
K CyIIECTBYIOIIEMY OallaHCy BIIACTH HA TEPPUTOPUH U BEICTPOUTH MAKCHMaJIbHO IIAPO-
KHE KOHTAKTHI, 0COOCHHO C MPEACTABUTEIISIMH MOTUIIUN U IPYTUX CHIIOBBIX CTPYKTYP.
JIoHOCUTh Ha YJIEHOB TPYIIUPOBKUA BO BIACTHBIC OPraHbl KaTeTOPUUYECKU 3amperie-
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HO, HO HeopMasbHbIE (COCEICKUE, POICTBEHHBIC) CBSA3U C MPEICTABUTEISIMHU BIIACTU
MIPUBETCTBYIOTCA, MIOCKOIBKY 3TH B3aHMOOTHOLIEHHS, BBIXOIAIINE 32 PAMKH TOTO, 4TO
00BIYHO BOCIPUHUMAETCSI KaK KOPPYIIHs, MOTYT OKa3aTbcs MOJE3HBIMU I OU3HEca
TPYNITUPOBKH U TIOMOYb €€ WICHaM M30eXaTh YTOJIOBHOTO MPECIECIOBAHUS, 3alIUTUTD
B KOH(JIUKTHBIX CUTYaIUX.

BriBoabI

«Pea.HI)HI)IC ImagaHbDy, COCTaBIIAA CIIJIOYCHHBIC 6OGBI)IC KJIaHbl, IBITAOTCA CO34aTh CH-
CTeMy TOCTIO/ICTBA Ha CBOHMX TEPPUTOPHSIX, KOTOPas MO3BOJIsUIA OBl UM COOMpATh JaHb
¢ OM3HECMEHOB U, €CJTM PeUb UJIET O MOJIOJIBIX WICHAX COOOIISCTRA, C MX 0€33alUTHBIX
CBEPCTHUKOB-HenaianoB. OHU BEpAT B CBOE MOPaIbHOE MPEBOCXOICTBO HAJI CIAOBIMU
¥ HEOPTaHW30BAaHHBIMU XEPTBAMH, IPH dTOM OCTAaBISAA 3a COOOW MpaBoO IEHCTBOBATH
B COOTBECTCTBHUHU C CO6CTBCHHI)IMI/I HpaFMaTI/I‘ICCKI/IMI/I I/IHTCpecaMI/I. HpeI[CTaBI/ITCHI/I MO-
JIOZEKHBIX OpUTaJl CUNTAIOT ceOsi 00S3aHHBIMH 3aIlUIIATh WICHOB CBOETO KJIaHa, J0-
HYCKaH O6MaH 1 HACUJIHEC I1I0 OTHOIICHHWIO K TEM, KTO HC BXOJHUT B HUX 6paTCTBO. OHI/I
CTPEeMSATCS K JICHbIaM U BIIACTH, HE JieJasi 0COOBIX PA3IMYMi MKy KPUMUHAIHHBIMU
M JIerajbHBIMH CIIOCO0aMHU MX JTOCTHIKEHHSI.

Mo>kHO MPOBECTH ONPEIETEHHBIE NTapaJUIeId MEXIY MTOBEIEHUEM JIMIL], BXOASIINX
B TPYNIHUPOBKH, U JCSITEILHOCTBIO POCCUHCKON 3MUTHL. MHOTHE HCCIIeI0BaTeNN pac-
CManI/IBaIOT IIOCTCOBETCKHUC ITOJIUTHUUYCCKUC pe)KI/IMI)I KaK «HeOHanI/IMOHI/IaHI)HBIe», rae
OpPTraHM30BaHHBIC CTPYKTYPHI M YACTHBIC TPYIIITUPOBKU COMEPHUYAIOT JAPYT C IPYTOM 3a
JIOCTYT K peHTe. B Takoii cucreMe BIacTh U COOCTBEHHOCTD, JIETAIbHBIE U HeJIeTaIbHBIE
CHOCOGBI aKKYMy.TISIHI/II/I KaItnuTaJIOB HepaSHI/I‘-II/IMBI. BHaCTI) Hpenepmamﬂe IICMOHCTpI/I-
PYIOT 0€3yCIIOBHYIO JIOSIILHOCTD K WICHAM CBOUX KJIAHOB, ONOPY HA IPUMEHEHHUE CUIIBI
10 OTHOIICHHH K TEM, KTO Hpe}ICTaBHHeT yI‘pOSy nux HOIII/ITI/IT-ICCKOMy nu BKOHOMI/I‘ICCKOMY
rocroacTBy. [1oka Takoe mojaoKeHue Jel1 OyJIeT COXPAHSITHCS, SI3bIK CIIOHSTHID OCTaHET-
Csl OMTHUM M3 Hamboliee afeKBaTHBIX CIIOCOOOB OMUCAHMS POCCHICKOM MONMUTHYECKOMH
JIEUCTBUTEIILHOCTHU.
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