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Dear Mr. Kordonsky, in your

opinion, is the bureaucracy in Russia

a real social stratum, different, on the

one hand, from business, and, on the

other hand, from the intellectual

class? Can bureaucracy, in any of its

parts, be identified with the middle

class?

In modern Russia there is no
bureaucracy in the classical sense, in
the sense once determined by Max
Weber. However, there are many

groups participating in the distribu�

tion of resources, the existence of

which is determined by the state.

These occupational groups were

created mainly to ensure the preser�

vation of social justice during distri�

bution. These are state and civil offi�

cials, the military, law enforcers, the

judges, the deputies, and many oth�

ers.

Class�specific division of people

according to their position in either

the highest, middle, and lowest

classes occurs in the market. But

occupational group differentiation

is either made by the state or exists

by tradition. Occupational group

division is one phenomenon, and

class�specific division is a totally

different notion. Hence, attempts at

identifying the domestic bureaucra�

cy with the middle class are unjusti�

fied from a methodological point of

view.

There are the rich and the poor in

a class�based society. In a society

based on occupational groups such a

distinction is simply not valid. There

are occupational groups that are

well provided with resources, and

there are occupational groups poor�

ly provided with resources. Outward

resemblance of the poor to those

who are poorly provided with

resources, for example, pushes naive

observers to identify these two

groups as one single group. Outward

resemblance of representatives of

the middle class in a class�based

society to those who are well provid�

ed with resources in a society based

on occupational groups produces

the same effect.

Poverty in a class�based society is

most often explained by people’s

unsuccessful risks in the labour mar�

ket. On the other hand, poor provi�

sion with resources in the society

based on occupational groups is

usually explained by unfair distribu�

tion. Overall, efforts of a socially just

state and the occupational groups

structure are aimed at achieving jus�

tice, at the distribution of resources

in proportion to the importance of

different occupational groups to the

state and to the personal status in

the given occupational group.

In the occupational groups

arrangement, like in Russia, the risk

on the market (leading to class split�

ting) is substituted by a risk in rela�

tions with the state. In the occupa�

tional groups society there are no

businessmen in the same sense as

they exist in the class arrangement,

but rather there are entrepreneurs

taking risks in their relations with

the state when it comes to obtaining

and executing state orders.

We do not have a bureaucracy in a

traditional sense of the word, as well

as we do not have a business or intel�

lectual elite. However, we have offi�

cials, entrepreneurs, and profession�

al people who service the interests of

other officials and businessmen.

The conceptual mechanism, devel�
oped in the course of the analysis of
the class society, is not applicable to
Russia. It is another matter that,

inside occupational groups, people

have different access to resources

and, accordingly, there arise differ�

ences in the levels of consumption,

which can be interpreted as class

differences. But they are not class

differences as such.

In your opinion, which of the

occupational groups of civil servants

has the most significant political

weight and the majority of resources

in the whole system?

In principle, there is no room for

politics in the occupational groups

system. Politics mean achieving ide�

ologically important goals. There

are some basic goals in the occupa�

tional groups system (for example,

‘Orthodoxy, monarchy, nation,’ or

‘For the Motherland, for Stalin’),

which are shaped into a national

idea. Social integration is then per�

formed within the framework of

achieving the great goal, and not in

terms of politics.

Politics emerge in the class socie�

ty in the course of accommodating

the interests of the rich and poor (in

the most simple case). That’s when

parties and parliaments are created.

However, convocation assemblies

(sobors) should be the bodies for this

accommodation of interests, as has

always been the case in Russia. Party

assemblies of different sorts, from

primary party organisations to the
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CPSU Congresses, were the bodies

for accommodation of interests

under the Soviets. Such forms of
accommodation of interests have
been missing in the Russian occupa�
tional groups system since the disso�
lution of the Soviet Union.

Can we say that the most widely

spread type of consciousness among

state civil servants is the bureaucratic

consciousness? Even the Russian lib�

erals, who often criticise the bureau�

cratic consciousness, are themselves

its bearers, which, in particular, is

manifested in their aspiration to

implement modernisation and to carry

out innovations only through the state

apparatus.

It is one thing when the state

apparatus functions in a traditional

state, where the economy is separat�

ed from politics, where there is a

market and a political system, and

they engage in certain relations with

each other. This, for example, might

be called democracy. In our system

the market is not separated from the

state, and neither is the economy.

We have neither a class, nor a
bureaucratic consciousness. There is
nothing but an overwhelming
resource consciousness. Efforts of

representatives of all occupational

groups are aimed at creating an

impression of resource scarcity with

the state in order to justify their need

to obtain ‘what they deserve.’ This is

not bureaucratic consciousness, it is

a corporate one.

At what stage of development is

this corporate consciousness?

It is in some sort of a ‘boggy’ state.

It looks like occupational groups

have been determined by the state,

that laws have been issued, and that

groups have been specified, but the

occupational groups’ conscious�

ness, a required component of the

occupational group order, has been

badly shaped and poorly presented.

But it does exist. Just remember the

recent court rulings, according to

which insulting a representative of

the ‘militia occupational group’ was

legally qualified as kindling hostili�

ties between occupational groups.

Modern domestic occupational

groups are separated from each

other and they are not transparent.

For instance,

representatives of

other occupa�

tional groups do

not have infor�

mation about

what is going on

in the militia.

Hence any

‘leaks,’ such as

Dymovsky’s rev�

elations, are per�

ceived as expo�

sure, i.e. as gos�

sip rather than

credible infor�

mation. As of

now, the militia

corporate con�

sciousness mani�

fests itself only in

conflicts with

other occupa�

tional groups.

There are

i n f o r m a t i o n a l

flows in the class society and in the

political system, but instead we have

flows of rumours and gossip created

by one occupational group about

another. They are usually about one

group having more resources than it

is entitled to. Each group, according

to all others, seems to ‘take not

according to their rank.’

How do bureaucracy and medi�

acracy relate to each other? Can we

say that they are system�based oppo�

nents?

There can be no mediacracy if

there is no bureaucracy. There is an

occupational groups system, and

one of its elements are professional

people, who are viewed here as mass

media employees. But I mentioned

earlier that information in the occu�

pational groups society is substituted

by rumours and by gossip. What is

called the mass media in Russia is a

certain generator and producer of

images not divided into informa�

tional and emotional components.

I would like to emphasise once

again that this conceptual machine,

which you are trying to impose by

the very way you formulate ques�

tions, is not applicable to our reality.

We do not have a bureaucracy, we do
not have procedures for processing
documentation, we do not have pro�
cedures for orderly decision�making,

and there is no proper procedure for
the execution of taken decisions. A

conceptual net is thrown on the

country and on the state, the net

that was created in a totally different

social reality. Sometimes this net

catches something, but this some�

thing is not interpreted. A disso�

nance occurs: it looks like a bureau�

cracy, but it does not seem as such.

It looks like a conflict of interests,

but it does not seem as such.

All occupational groups are
engaged in the same activity – they
create a feeling of a deficit of
resources and of an imminent catas�
trophe as a result. Mass media

employees are no different. Above

all, carving up resources is the main

function of regulators. Everyone is

participating in this activity and, as a

result, deficit of resources occurs.

Everyone is saying that there is a

lack of financial resources, though

there is a lot of money in the coun�

try. They say there is a lack of raw

materials. However, our country is

rich in these resources. What we lack

is a strong resource of authority – it

looks like we have a stable system,

yet we still feel a deficit of power

because necessary decisions are not

duly taken. ��
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with Liubov Ulianova
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