OpuruHaAHU HayYHH paA

Original scientific paper

PYCKO HACJbEBE Y
MHOCTPAHCTBY -
MPOCTOPHA TUINOJIOTHJA H
U3A30BH 3ALUTHUTE

*

Jypu A. Maszypos!

"MockoBcku ApxkaBHU yHHBEpSHTET ,M. B. Aomonocos®,

Mocxsa, Pycka ®eaeparnuja

Caxertak: Mcropujcko Hacwehe nmpeactaBma jeaar op
Kidy9HHX GakTopa y pasBojy cBake apxkase, Oyayhu aa ao-
IPUHOCH O4yBalby CTHOKYATYPHOT HACHTHTETA HAPOAA H
IIPEACTaBAdA BAKHY OCHOBY IETOBOT OAPXKHUBOT pasBoja. OBa
KOHCTaTaluja y myHoj Mjepu Baxku u 3a Pycky ®eaepanujy,
YHje HALMOHAAHO Hacxehe obyxBara u 6pojHe crioMeHuKe 1
MaTepUjaAHE TPAroBe HCTOPUjCKOT IIPHCYCTBA Y HHOCTPAH-
crBy. HaBeacHu cermenT unHM cacTaBHU AMO Hacscha Ha-
poaa Pycuje u saxTujeBa CHCTEMATCKO HayYHO POy YaBambe,
yKmydyjyhu u npucryne yremeseHe y reorpadckoj HayL.
VY paay ce uctude 3Havaj npuMjeHe PYHKIIMOHAAHE H IIPO-
CTOpHE TUIIOAOTHje Hacheha, NpUHLUIIMjeAHOT IpUCTyIIa
HETOBOj PETHOHUBALIU)H, KA0 U MACHTUPUKALIM]E KAy IHHUX
¢paxTOpa KOjH Cy yTHUIIAAH Ha pOpMUpPatbe HHOCTPAHOT Ha-
caeha. TToceOna maskma nocsehena je anaausu ocHoBHHX
npobaeMa BEroBOr OuyBama. [ [peACTaBACHN aHAANTHIKH
OKBUP MM YHUBEP3aAHH KaPAKTEP U MOXKE CE [IPHMjCHUBA-
TH y IpOy4aBatby He camo Hacseha Pycnje, Beh n nnoctpanor
Hacseha Apyrux aprasa.
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Abstract: Historical heritage represents one of the key
factors in the development of any state, as it contributes to
the preservation of the ethno-cultural identity of peoples and
constitutes an important foundation for their sustainable
development. This observation fully applies to the Russian
Federation, whose national heritage also includes numerous
monuments and material traces of historical presence outside
its contemporary borders. This segment forms an integral part
of the heritage of the peoples of Russia and requires systematic
scholarly investigation, including approaches grounded in
geographical science. The paper emphasizes the significance
of applying functional and spatial typologies of heritage, a
principled approach to its regionalization, and the identifica-
tion of key factors that have shaped the formation of Russian
heritage abroad. Particular attention is devoted to the analysis
of the main challenges related to its conservation. The pro-
posed analytical framework has a universal character and can
be applied not only to the study of Russian heritage abroad,
but also to the foreign heritage of other countries.
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YBOJ

Mehy MHOImITBOM pakTOpa 1 yCAOBA Pa3BOja AYACKE LIH-
BUAM3AIIMj€ TOKOM LIUj€A€ HEHE HCTOPUjE CBE BAYKHMU]Y YAOTY
UIpa KyATypHO 1 IpupoAHO Hacsehe. Denomen Hacaeha ce
HCKAa3yje Ka0 CBOjeBPCHA TAABHA AYXOBHA CITOHA MOjEAMHHUX
HAPOAA M ITHjEAOT YOBjEeYaHCTBA (MasyPOB, 2006; Mazurov,
2016). Ha 0jaBy OBOT $EHOMEHA YTHIIAO j€ ,OTaL] HCTOpHje
u reorpaduje” Xepoaor XasuKapHACKH, 32 YHjer KUBOTA
Ce cacTaBia IPBU Y 3AITAAHOM AUjEAy CBUjETa ,CIIMCAK Ha-
caveha® — uyBennx ,,Cepam uyaa cujera”. ITojaBa crincka
4yAd CBHjeTa AOBEAA je A0 POPMHPaIba HACOAOTH]E Hacseha
Yy MHOTUM AMjEAOBHMA CBMjETA, KOja je CaBpEMEHU 00AHK
Aobuaa y XX Bujexy saxsanmyjyhn nacjama Ae Kop6usjea
(Aruncka noBema, 1933), uyBenom ,PepuxoBom makry”
(1935), AjeAaTHOCTH HALIMOHAAHUX CTPYKTypa y obaacTu
samrTute Hacnveha y MHOrMM 3eMmmama cBujera. [Tocebno
BaxKHy yaory y oM niponecy umasa je YHECKO (op 1945),
KOja AaHAC yCMjepaBa U KOOPAMHHMPA AJEAATHOCT Y 3aIUTUTU
U pasyMHOj ynotpebu Hacneha y OpojHuM Kateropujama Ha
rAOGAAHOM HUBOY M IIOACTHYE TAKBY AjCAATHOCT HA HUBOY
MOjeAMHAYHUX AP)KaBa.

ITojaBa u pasBoj cdepe ynpasmama Hacsehem saxruje-
BAAH CY AACKBATHY HAYYHY IIOAPILIKY, LITO je YCAOBHAO
HacraHak Hayke o Hacsehy (heritology y anraocakconckoj
B€p3I/IjI/I) Hu oArOBapajyhux HAYYHUX [IEHTAPa, IPHUj€ CBEra Ha
YHUBEP3UTETHMA Y HU3Y 3eMasa cBujeTa. O TOMe yBjeporUBO
cBjeaouH pact Opoja mybanxaruja o npobaemaruim Hacseha,
OApKaBame 6p0jHI/IX Hay4HHUX KOH}EpeHIIHja Ha Ty TEMY,
pacT 6poja oAbpameHUX AMcepTanuja o Hacsehy u Apyro
(KYAP}IBHCB & Masypos, 2005; ITorpaBnos & XMeAbHHK,
2018). Pacre moTpaskiba 3a pesyATaTHMAa HayIHHUX HCTpPa-
KHMBamba Y 00AACTH COLIOAOTH]E, CKOHOMM]C U YIIPABAAha
Hacnehem. Y nornyHocTn ce To oaHOCH U Ha reorpadujy
Hacseha (Mazurov, 2024) unju cy MHOTH aCIIEKTH 4€CTO y 3a-
4eTHOj $pasu npoydenoctu. [ Ipuje cera o ce Tuye Gpenome-
Ha HHOCTpaHOT Hacneha, Koje, 32 Pa3AMKY OA HALIMOHAAHOT
Hacweha, U3y3eTHO pUjeTKO M y MaAO KOJUM 3eMnaMa IIOCTaje
HPEAMET HCTPAXKUBAA, IIITO YECTO BOAU HAU MOYKE BOAUTH
HeroBoM 3abopasy ma yak 1 ryoutky. C TM y Besu, iun OBe
Hy6AI/IKaLU/IjC jecTe IpUBAAYEHE XK€ HAyYHE JABHOCTHU Ha
caab0 npoydeH npobaeM HHOCTpaHOr Hacseha yomuTe u
ACMOHCTpALIHja IETOBE AKTYCAHOCTH Ha IpuMepy Hacaujeha

Pywuje y uHcOTpanCcTBY

INTRODUCTION

Among the many factors and conditions shaping the de-
velopment of human civilization throughout its entire histo-
ry, cultural and natural heritage has assumed an increasingly
important role. The phenomenon of heritage manifests itself
as a distinctive spiritual bond linking individual peoples and
humanity as a whole (Mazurov, 2006; Mazurov, 2016). The
emergence of this phenomenon is traditionally associated
with Herodotus of Halicarnassus, often referred to as the
“father of history and geography,” during whose lifetime the
first “heritage list” in the Western world was compiled—the
tamous Seven Wonders of the World. The appearance of this
list contributed to the formation of a heritage ideology in
many parts of the world, which acquired its modern form
in the twentieth century owing to the ideas of Le Corbusier
(the Athens Charter, 1933), the well-known Roerich Pact
(1935), and the activities of national institutions responsible
for heritage protection in numerous countries. A particularly
important role in this process has been played by UNESCO
(since 1945), which today directs and coordinates activities
related to the protection and rational use of heritage in vari-
ous categories at the global level and promotes such activities
within individual states.

The emergence and development of the heritage manage-
ment sphere required appropriate scientific support, which
led to the formation of heritage studies (heritology in the
Anglo-Saxon tradition) and the establishment of specialized
research centers, primarily at universities in many countries
worldwide. This trend is convincingly evidenced by the
growing number of publications devoted to heritage-related
issues, the organization of numerous scientific conferences,
and the increasing number of defended dissertations in this
field (Kudryavtsev & Mazurov, 2005; Potravnov & Khmel-
nik, 2018). Demand for the results of scholarly research in
the sociology, economics, and management of heritage is also
increasing. This fully applies to the geography of heritage
(Mazurov, 2024), many aspects of which remain at an initial
stage of investigation. This is especially true of the phenome-
non of foreign heritage which, unlike national heritage, only
rarely becomes an object of systematic study and only in a
limited number of countries—often leading, or potentially
leading, to its neglect or even loss. In this context, the aim

of the present paper is to draw the attention of the scholarly
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I'lpeacTaBseHE PE3YATATH UCTPAKHBAKA 3ACHUBA]Y Ce
YIAQBHOM Ha BULICTOAMIIELIM 3aIIXKABHMA Ay TOPa 0 00jeK-
tuma Hatanjeha Pycuje y uHOCTpaHCcTBY y 3eMmama cBuX et
HaCeA>CHUX AMjEAOBA CBHjETA, HA AUTEPAPHUM U3BOPUMA H
HCKYCTBY KOMYHHKaIHje ca npodecHoHaAuMa cdpepe Ha-

cmeba HHOCTPaHOTr CBI/IjCTa.

CYWTHUHA NPOBJIEMA H HETOBA
NMPOYYEHOCT

Muocrpano nacsehe Hajuemhe ce poepunnure xao cxkyn
KyATYPHHX apTedaKara U MaTepHUjaAHHX TPAroBa KOjH ce Ha-
Aa3€ U3BaH I'PAHUIIA KYATYPHOT IIPOCTOPA y KOjEM Cy HACTAAH.
Y oy kareropujy ybpajajy ce, ipuje cBera, 04yBaHH aHCaMOAN
rpabeBHHa 13 KOAOHHjaAHOT ITEPUOAQA Y 3eMmama Asuje, Ad-
puxe u Aatuncke Amepuxe. Meby wrma ce Haaase u 6pojuu
objextn ynucanu Ha Aucry cBjerckor Hacneha, kao mro cy
HCTOPH)jCKHU IICHTAP HEKAAALIIbE TOPTYTascke KosoHuje Ma-
kao Ha reputopuju Hapoare Peny6anke Kune, ucropujcko
jesrpo xoaaHacke KoaoHHje Maaake (Meaaka) y caBpeMeHOj
Maaesnju, kao u nentpasnu Auo rpasa Can Xyan Ha Tepuro-

puju 6uBie mmancke koaonuje [Topro Puko (ca. 1).

community to the insufliciently studied problem of foreign
heritage in general and to demonstrate its relevance using
the example of Russian heritage abroad.

The research results presented in this study are based pri-
marily on the author’s long-term observations of Russian
heritage sites abroad across all five inhabited continents,
an analysis of relevant scholarly literature, and professional
communication with specialists engaged in heritage-related

activities in various countries worldwide.

THE ESSENCE OF THE PROBLEM AND ITS
DEGREE OF STUDY

Foreign heritage is most commonly defined as a set of
cultural artifacts and material traces located outside the
cultural space in which they originated. This category pri-
marily includes preserved ensembles of buildings from the
colonial period in the countries of Asia, Africa, and Latin
America. Among them are numerous sites inscribed on the
World Heritage List, such as the historic center of the former
Portuguese colony of Macao in the territory of the People’s

Republic of China, the historic core of the Dutch colony of
- w

Cn. 1. Hauuonaanu ucropujcku komnaekce Aa-Qoprasesa u Can Xyan y ITopro Puxy (¢parment o6jekra csjerckor Hacweha)

Fig. 1. La Fortaleza and San Juan National Historic Site in Puerto Rico (fragment of a World Heritage property)

HU3Bop / Source: Aytoposa o6pasa Ha OCHOBY jaBHO AOCTYIHHX AUTUTAAHHX MaTepHjasa (BUAU yPeAHHUKY HaromeHy) / Author’s

compilation based on publicly available digital materials (see Editorial note).*

BE CAU uke 1- umhen u YUBO y U MBHE U aHAAMTHYKE CBpxe. Busyeanu m HjaAU TIOTUYY U3 JaBH TTHUX
*Cse cauke (Cauke 1-13) xo hene cy nexa O Y HAYCTPaTUBHE U aHAAUTHYKE CBpxe. Busye aTepUjaAd MOT 3 jJaBHO AOCT'

AMTHTAAHHUX 30MPKM M MHCTUTYLIHOHAAHUX PEIIOSHTOPHjyMa. Y CKAAAY A 3aXTjeBMMA KATErOPU3aLiije JacoIuca ¥ PAAH H30jeraBarmba IPEKOMjepHOT
6poja HewaconmeHnx pedepernn, nojeannann URL aunkosu nucy Haseaenu / All figures (Figures 1-13) are used exclusively for illustrative and
analytical purposes. The visual materials originate from publicly accessible digital collections and institutional repositories. In accordance with the
journal’s categorization requirements and to avoid an excessive number of non-journal references, individual URLs are not listed.
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HMuoctpano Hacsehe 0OyxBara 1 ojeAMHAYHA CAKPAAHA
3Aama, Kao 1rto ¢y pamuje y Hnanuju u Byrapckoj, jepmen-
CKe LIPKBE ¥ MAaHACTHPH, KA0 U APEBHH XayKapu — KaMcHe
IIAOYE €A YKACCAHHM KPCTOM, KAPAKTEPHCTHYHE 33 JEPMEHCKY
xpnmhaHCKy YMJjETHOCT — Y UCTOYHUM AUjEAOBHMA Typc1<e,
Te cabopHe upkse Pycke npasocaashe npkse y IlIBajuapckoj
u @pannyckoj. [Topea cakpasnux objexara, y oBy Kareropujy
MOTY Ce CBPCTAaTH U pasanduTH rpahancku objexru, ykwy-
qyjyhn jallaHCKe CBjETHOHUKE, OJEAHE 3TPAAE HA jy)KHOM
Anjeay pyckor ocrpsa Caxaaus, kao 1 Moct Aaexcanapa I11
y IMapusy, xoju je MOAUTHYT y 3HaK GPaHIIyCKO-PYCKOT caBe3a
¥ CBEYAHO OTBOPEH y 0kTOOpY 1896. ropmHe o Hasory mapa
Hukoaaja II, Te HasBaH 110 BeroBoM oO11y, APy AAECKCAHAPY
III (ca. 2). HaBobeme npumjepa MaTepujasHOT HHOCTPAHOT
Hacspeha Moxe ce sHATHO mpoWUpHTH, IPU YeMy TOCCOHO
MjECTO 3ay3MMajy BOJHUYKA CAXParbeha U MEMOPUjaAHH KOM-
IIAEKCH, KOJU IMIPEACTABAA]Y JEAHY OA HAjpacpOCTPark-eHUJUX
KaTeropuja MCTOpHjcKor Hacseha y HHOCTpaHCTBY Ha rao-

0aAHOM HHBOY.

Malacca (Melaka) in present-day Malaysia, and the central
part of the city of San Juan in the territory of the former
Spanish colony of Puerto Rico (Fig. 1).

Foreign heritage also encompasses individual sacred build-
ings, including mosques in Spain and Bulgaria; Armenian
churches and monasteries, as well as ancient khachkars—
stone stelae with carved crosses characteristic of Armenian
Christian art—in eastern Turkey; and cathedral churches of
the Russian Orthodox Church in Switzerland and France. In
addition to sacred sites, this category may also include various
secular structures, such as Japanese lighthouses, certain build-
ings in the southern part of the Russian island of Sakhalin,
and the Alexander III Bridge in Paris. The latter was erected
asa symbol of the Franco—Russian alliance and ceremonially
opened in October 1896 by order of Emperor Nicholas 1, be-
ing named in honor of his father, Emperor Alexander III (Fig.
2). The list of examples of tangible foreign heritage could be
considerably expanded; a particularly important place within
it is occupied by military burials and memorial complexes,
which constitute one of the most widespread categories of

historical heritage abroad on a global scale.

Cn. 2. Mocr Aaexcarapa Il y ITapusy
Fig. 2. Alexander III Bridge in Paris
HU3Bop / Source: Ayroposa o6paaa / Author’s compilation
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ITopea MaTepujasHux 0bjekara, y KOPIC HHOCTPAHOT
Hacaceha ybpajajy ce 1 pasamanTi 06AMIIN HeMaTepHjaAHOT
KYATYPHOT Hacaveha, Kao ITo Cy TONOHNMHja — HA3UBH Ipa-
AOBa, YAHLIA ¥ TProBa — KaO M EACMEHTH PUPOAHOT Hackeha,
yKaydyjyhu Murpatopue Bpcre )XuBOTHIb (IITHIIE, CHCApe
u pube). CBe HaBeACHE KaTeropyje HHOCTPAHOT Hackeha
MTOBE3Yj€ 3ajEAHUYKA ocobuHa: 3€MMbE-METPOITOAE U FIBUXOBO
CTaHOBHMIITBO 00jEKTUBHO Cy 3AMHTEPECOBAHU 32 OUyBabE
OBaKkBHX Objekara u mojaBa, 6yayhu Aa onu npeacrasmajy
CAaCTaBHU AMO BHUXOBOT HCTOPHjCKOT Hacsheha, Ges kojer oHO
He MOXKe OMTH HU IIOTIIYHO HU LIj€AOBHUTO.

CacBuM je U3BjECHO AQ Y TPAAHLIMOHAAHUM KYATYpaMa,
KAKO 3aIlaAHE TAKO U HCTOYHE LIMBUAU3ALIH]E, IOCTOjU Ay60-
KO YKOpHjerbeHa, Maaa yecTo npehyTHa, HopMa momToBama
Hacaeha ryher nopujexaa. Cajercku cumboa TakBor opHOCA
npeacTaBsa erunarcky xpam A6y Cumben, crioMeHHK nu-
yesae Hy6I/IjCKC kyarype us XIII Bujexa npuje HoBe epe, Koju
je AaHac yrucan Ha Aucry cjerckor Hacseha YHECKO.
CrsapHa reorpaduja ucropujckor Hacncha ysjepsuso mo-
TBplyje cHary oBe HOpMe, LITO Ce jaCHO OraeAa y 6pojHUM
npuMjepuMa objexara cBjeTckor Hacaeha mupom caujera.
Mmak, HCTOPHjCKO HCKYCTBO ITOKA3yje Ad Ce HABEACHA HOP-
Ma HHUje YBUjEK U CBYAQ ITOLITOBAAd. JOKOM PasAMYHUTHX
HCTOPHjCKUX NIEPHOAA 3a0HmeKeHH Cy OPOjHU CAyYajeBU
IOTIYHOT HAM AJEAMMUYHOT YHHIITABAHbA H3Y3ETHO BPHjeA-
HUX CIIOMEHHKA KYATYPE OA CTPaHE HOCHAALIA KYATYPHHX
o6pasalja Koju UM HUCY OHAH H3BOPHH.

Meby HajnosHarujuM npuMjeprMa HaaasH ce pasaparbe
koje cy y XIV Bujexy U3BpIIMAU KPCTALIN HAA TPOOHHUIIOM
Kpasa Maysoaa y Xaauxapracy — jeanum op Cepam uyaa
AHTHYKOT CBHjeTa — 4uju je rpalyeBuHCKN MaTepHjaa KO-
puuthen 3a mopusame TBphase xao BojHe 6ase Ha myTy U3
Espore xa Jepycaaumy. IIpema mupoxo pacnpocrpameHoj
AereHAH, TokoM Hanoaeonosor moxoaa Ha Erumnar 1798.
ropuHe, ppannycku Bojuunu cy Beanky Counry y I'usn,
MOHYMEHTaAHH crioMeHuK u3 cpeaute III Muaennjyma npuje
HOBE epe, KOPUCTHAU KA0 METY 32 apTHACPHUjCKY Manly,
[P YEMY je€ jeAAH OA XHTAlla HABOAHO YHHUIITHO HEH HOC.
HMako mocroje pasandunra Tymadema o y3poky omrehema,
YMILEHULIA AQ j€ CIOMEHUK 610 U3AOXKEH BOJHOM A€jCTBY
He AOBOAU ce y nutame. [TocebHo aApamaruyan npumjep
npeacTassa yaumTesne 2001, roanHe ABHje MOHYMEHTaAHE
crarye byae y aoaunn bamujan y Asranucrany, Bucuse 55

u 37 meTapa, Hactaae y VI Bujeky HoBe epe, Koje cy Taaunba-

Alongside tangible objects, the corpus of foreign herit-
age also includes various forms of intangible cultural her-
itage, such as toponymy—the names of cities, streets, and
squares—as well as elements of natural heritage, including
migratory animal species (birds, mammals, and fish). All of
these categories of foreign heritage share a common feature:
the metropolitan states and their populations are objectively
interested in the preservation of such objects and phenom-
ena, as they constitute an integral part of their historical
heritage, without which it cannot be considered complete
or holistic.

It is quite evident that within traditional cultures of
both Western and Eastern civilizations there exists a deeply
rooted, though often implicit, norm of respect for heritage
of foreign origin. A global symbol of such an attitude is the
Egyptian temple of Abu Simbel, a monument of the extinct
Nubian culture dating to the 13th century BCE, which is
today inscribed on the UNESCO World Heritage List. The
actual geography of historical heritage convincingly confirms
the strength of this norm, as reflected in numerous World
Heritage sites worldwide. Nevertheless, historical experience
demonstrates that this norm has not always and everywhere
been respected. Throughout different historical periods, nu-
merous cases have been recorded of the complete or partial
destruction of exceptionally valuable cultural monuments
by carriers of cultural patterns that were not indigenous to
them.

Among the most well-known examples is the destruc-
tion carried out in the 14th century by the Crusaders of the
tomb of King Mausolus at Halicarnassus—one of the Seven
Wonders of the Ancient World—the building material of
which was used to construct a fortress serving as a military
base on the route from Europe to Jerusalem. According to
a widely circulated legend, during Napoleon’s campaign in
Egyptin 1798 French soldiers used the Great Sphinx of Giza,
amonumental structure dating to the mid—third millennium
BCE, as a target for artillery fire, with one shot allegedly
destroying its nose. Although there are differing interpre-
tations regarding the cause of the damage, the fact that the
monument was exposed to military action is not in dispute.
A particularly dramatic example is the destruction in 2001
of the two monumental Buddha statues in the Bamiyan Val-
ley in Afghanistan, measuring 55 and 37 meters in height
and dating to the 6th century CE, which were demolished
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HHU pasopuau cMarpajyhu ux maranckum nposnma. Canany
TPareAHjy IPeACTaBAA U CUCTEMATCKO YHUINTABAE CPIICKHUX
PEANTHjCKUX M KYATYpHHUX 06jexara Ha Tepuropuju Kocosa
1 MeToxuje HAKOH LITO je 0Ba 0OAACT, TOCAHjE OPY)KAHOT
cykoba nportus Cpbuje, poomaa mop koutpoay HATO cha-
ra. Beh y npum ropunama naxon ysobemwa mehynapoane
MICHj€ YHHIITEHO je BuIIe oA 120 mpaBocaaBHUX XpaMoBa,
0A KOjUX 3HaYajaH 6poj IIOTHYE U3 CPEAH-ET BHjEKA U UMa
craryc objekara CBjeTCKOT KYATyPHOT Hacseha.

OBa cBOjeBpcHA MAPTHPOAOTHja MOTA OU ce 3HAYAJHO
IPOWHUPUTH, YKaYUyjyhu 1 6pojHe criomeHuKe pycKor Ha-
canebha y nnoctpancrsy. Mnak, u HaBeAcHH puMjepu AO-
BOMSHH CY AQ CE yOU€ HUXOBE 3ajEAHHYKE KAPAKTEPUCTHKE.
I'pBo, cBM OHU IPHITAAQjY KATETOPHjH U3Y3ETHO 3HAYAJHUX
HCTOPHjCKUX U KYATYPHUX BPHjEAHOCTH, IITO mOTBphyje
BUXO0BO yKasy4uBame y Aucry cajerckor Hacneha YHECKO.
Apyro, yHHIITaBaHHU Cy y YCAOBHMA HCTOPHjCKe, reorpag-
CKE HAM IIOAMTHYKE YAA/SEHOCTH OA KYATYPHOT IIPOCTOPA Y
KojeM cy Hactaau. Tpehe, 9ak HU BUXOBa OmIUTENpPHU3HATA
BPHjEAHOCT U BUCOK MehyHapOAHH cTaTyc HUCY OHAH AO-
BOMSHU AQ HX 3AIUTHTE OA pasaparma. CTora ce MOXe 3aKay-
YHTH Aa CYLITHHCKH IIPo6AeM rybutka KyaTypHOTr Hacseha
H3BAH I'PAHUIIA HEIOBE H3BOPHE HCTOPHUJCKE CPEAUHE ACKHU
Y HETOBOj CTPYKTYPHO] Hesamtuhenocry, KOja ce MaHI/I(l)C-
CTyje KPO3 OACYCTBO IOY3AAHMX MEXaHH3aMa 3aLITHTE OA
BapBapCTBa, KceHOYOOuje, HEeTPIIEAUBOCTH, 3aHEMAPUBAHA
U APYTHX PEaAHUX $paKTOpa PUSHKA.

Ao panac je y HOjeAMHUM 3eMA»aMa MPUKYILAEH 3HAYajaH
KOPIIyC [I0AQTAaKa O TYOHIMMa PasAMYUTUX O0jeKaTa HHO-
CTPaHOT HCTOPHjCKOT U KyaTypHOT Hacascha (ITerpos, 2018).
CXBaTajth TPajHY BPHjEAHOCT OBOT CETMEHTA HALIHOHAAHOT
Hacspeha, OpojHe ApXkaBe Cy BErOBO IIPOyYaBabe yBPCTHAE
melyy npropuTeTHE IpaBlie CBOje KYATYpHE H Hay4HE [1O-
AMTHKE. Y TOM KOHTEKCTY, aKTUBHY YAOTY HMajy AP>KaBHE
uncrurynuje Cjeaumennx Amepuuxnx Apsxasa, Fbemauxe,
Husosemcke, Aycrpasnje, kao u Buire Apyrux seMana. Oa-
pehenu poonpuHOC pjemaBary muTamba MHOCTPaHOT Hacheha
Aajy u mehyHapoaHe opranusanuje, npuje cera Llenrap
cjerckor Hacsveha YHECKO. Mnak, ynpkoc HaBeaeHUM
HaIlOpUMa, OIIITH HUBO IIPOYYEHOCTH NIPObAEMa HHOCTpa-
Hor Hacseha 1 aame ocraje y moueTHO] Ppasn.

CA0XEHOCT OBE CUTYAI[Hje AOAATHO j€ HATAQIICHA YHEbE-
HHIIOM AQ MHOIE€ AP)KaBE PACIIOAaXXy TEK HajOIIUTHjUM

CasHamHMa O COIICTBEHOM Hacselyy y mHocTpancTsy. V Tak-

by the Taliban, who regarded them as pagan idols. A sim-
ilar tragedy is represented by the systematic destruction of
Serbian religious and cultural sites in Kosovo and Metohija
after the territory came under NATO control following the
armed conflict against Serbia. Already in the first years after
the deployment of the international mission, more than 120
Orthodox churches were destroyed, a significant number of
which date back to the medieval period and possess the status
of World Cultural Heritage sites.

This kind of martyrology could be considerably ex-
panded to include numerous monuments of Russian her-
itage abroad. Nevertheless, the examples cited above are
sufficient to identify their shared characteristics. First, all
of them belong to the category of exceptionally significant
historical and cultural values, as evidenced by their inclusion
on the UNESCO World Heritage List. Second, they were
destroyed under conditions of historical, geographical, or
political distance from the cultural milieu in which they
originated. Third, even their universally recognized value and
high international status proved insufficient to protect them
from destruction. It may therefore be concluded that the
fundamental problem underlying the loss of cultural heritage
beyond the boundaries of its original historical environment
lies in its structural vulnerability, manifested in the absence
of reliable mechanisms of protection against barbarism, xen-
ophobia, intolerance, neglect, and other tangible risk factors.

To date, a substantial body of data has been accumu-
lated in certain countries on the losses of various objects
of foreign historical and cultural heritage (Petrov, 2018).
Recognizing the enduring value of this segment of national
heritage, many states have included its study among the pri-
ority directions of their cultural and scientific policies. In this
context, an active role is played by governmental institutions
in the United States, Germany, the Netherlands, Australia,
and several other countries. International organizations also
make a certain contribution to addressing issues related to
foreign heritage, most notably the UNESCO World Her-
itage Centre. Nevertheless, despite these efforts, the overall
level of scholarly research on the problem of foreign heritage
remains at an early stage.

The complexity of this situation is further underscored
by the fact that many states possess only very general knowl-
edge of their own heritage abroad. Under such conditions,

systematic registers of heritage sites are often lacking, along
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BHM YCAOBHMA 4ECTO U30CTAjy CUCTEMATU30BAHU PETUCTPU
CITIOMEHHKA, 2 TUME U ¢PUKACHU HALIMOHAAHU MEXaHH3MHU
IBUXOBE 3ALITUTE, KOju 61 06e3bujearan odyBaHoCT 06je-
KaTa U rapaHTOBaH IpHUCTyN uctuMa. HaBeaeHo y 3HavajHOj
MjepU BaXKH U 32 HHOCTPAHO Hacmebe caBpeMeHe Pycnje,

yKA)y‘{yjth/I M IIUTABC IbCroBC HCAOBOSHE UCTPAXKCHOCTH.

OEHOMEH HHOCTPAHOT HAC/bEBA

Denomen nHOCTpaHor Hackeha pesyarar je AjesoBarba
HEKOAMKO KAYYHHUX COLMjAAHO-UCTOPHjcKux nmpoueca: (1)
IPOMjeHA IOAUTHYKE KapTe cBHjeTa; (2) akyMyaaryje 3Harba
U HHPOpPMAIIHja CTAHOBHHIITBA 3¢MaAa-METPOIIOAA O ,CBOM
MHOCTPaHOM Hacxel)y y MCTOPHjCKOM 1 KyATYPHOM CMHUCAY;
u (3) IIOCTEIICHOT OCBjemhI/IBaH,a BPHjeAHOCTH ,,CBOjI/IX“ KyA-
TYPHO-HCTOPHjCKHX A00apa y MHOCTPAHCTBY KaO jEAHOT OA
YCAOBA OYYBaba U PENPOAYKIIMje HALIMOHAAHOT HACHTHTETA,
MuTensuBuparme HaBeACHHX npolieca TokoM X X BHjeKa, Kao
¥ HacTaBak oArosapajyhux rpensosa y XXI Bujexy, ycaoBuau
cy usyseraH nopact 6poja objexara MHOCTpaHOr Hacseha,
YMjU YKYTTHU KBAHTUTaTUBHU 006UM A0 AaHAC HUj€ HY [IPU-
6amkHO yrBpheH. MicToBpeMeHO, 0CTajy HEMOSHATH U PeaAHH
pasmjepu ry6nTaKa HMHOCTPaHOT Hacmeba, MAKO ITOCTOjU OC-
HOBaHa IIPETIIOCTABKA AA CY OHU 3HAYajHU H, €A CTAHOBHILTA
KYATypa Koje Cy TO Hachche CTBOpHAE, HEIPUXBATAHBH.

Moske ce mpernocrasutu A2 he ce y 6anckoj 6yayhnocru
HaBeAEHA CUTYallHja MOoCTeneHo Mujemari. Odekyje ce moja-
Ba Pa3AMYMTHX TUIIOBA CIIUCKOBA M PETMCTapa HHOCTPAHOT
Hacaeha, Kao U crenujaAM30BaHUX KaTaAora U 11ybAMKaLuja
(Taxo3BaHMX LIpHUX, OMjeAMX M LPBEHUX Kibura) nocsehe-
HHUX IIOTIIYHO HAM AJEAUMHYHO H3ryOmeHOM Hacnehy. YV
TOM KOHTEKCTY IOCeOHO je sHavajan mpumjep Pycuje, raje
je 00jaBACHO KAIMTAAHO CTPYYHO H3Aambe mocBeheHo cya-
6uHH ,1poOAeMaTHYHUX  0bjexara KyaTypHOT Hacseha y XX
BHjEKY, Y BUAY TPH obuMHa TOMA — Llpue, bujeae u Llpsene
KIbUI€ — YKYITHOT obuma oa 1.248 CTpaHHUILA (AuToHoBa
et al,, 2003; Komeu et al., 2003; Masypos, 2006). Y oBom
H3Aamy KyATYpHO Hacsehe obyxsaheHo je kpos ciomenuke
HCTOpHje U ApXUTEKTYPE, HCTOPHjCKE I1ej3aske, Kao H MOBe-
3aHE MOKPETHE crioMeHuKe Kyarype. [ Ipsu Tom mocsehen je
u3rybayeHnm objexrma Hacseha, Apyru pesyararuma pecra-
ypaTopcke AjeaaTHocTH 63 peceaaa mo 06umy Tokom XX
BHjeKa, AOK Tpehu ToM, 1o anasoruju ca Llpsenom kwurom

MbeHapOAHOI‘ CaBC3a 3a 3ALUTUTY INPHUPOAC, IPCACTABSA

with effective national mechanisms for their protection that
would ensure the preservation of these objects and guarantee
access to them. This observation largely applies to the foreign
heritage of contemporary Russia as well, including the issue

of its insufficient level of scholarly investigation.

THE PHENOMENON OF FOREIGN HERITAGE

The phenomenon of foreign heritage is the result of sev-
eral key socio-historical processes: (1) changes in the polit-
ical map of the world; (2) the accumulation of knowledge
and information among the populations of metropolitan
countries about “their” heritage abroad in historical and
cultural terms; and (3) the gradual awareness of the value
of “their” cultural and historical assets located abroad as one
of the conditions for preserving and reproducing national
identity. The intensification of these processes during the
twentieth century, together with the continuation of related
trends in the twenty-first century, has led to an exceptional
increase in the number of foreign heritage sites, the overall
quantitative scale of which has not yet been even approxi-
mately determined. At the same time, the actual extent of
losses of foreign heritage remains unknown, although there
are solid grounds to assume that these losses are substantial
and, from the perspective of the cultures that created this
heritage, unacceptable.

It may be assumed that this situation will gradually
change in the near future. The emergence of various types of
inventories and registers of foreign heritage is to be expected,
along with specialized catalogues and publications (so-called
Black, White, and Red Books) devoted to fully or partially
lost heritage. In this regard, the Russian case is particularly
illustrative, as a major professional publication has been pro-
duced dealing with the fate of “problematic” cultural heritage
sites in the twentieth century, presented in three substantial
volumes—the Black, White, and Red Books—with a to-
tal length of 1,248 pages (Antonova et al., 2003; Komech
et al., 2003; Mazurov, 2006). In this publication, cultural
heritage is represented through monuments of history and
architecture, historical landscapes, and associated movable
cultural objects. The first volume is devoted to lost heritage
sites; the second addresses the results of restoration activi-
ties unprecedented in scale during the twentieth century;
while the third volume, by analogy with the Red List of the

[MACHUK — HERALD 29 (2025)

(95|
w



[MTACHUK — HERALD 29 (2025)

Ul
~

Jypu J1. Masypos
Yury L. Mazurov

CIIOMEHHKE KYATYPE KOjU CE HAA3€ Y aBAPHUCKOM CTaby
KOJH Cy y HEIIOCPEAHO] OIIACHOCTH OA HECTAHKA.
CumnroMarnyHo je, MehyTum, A2 y 0OBOM KalnTaAHOM
H3AQBY HHjE 3aCTYILACHO HHOCTpaHO Hacncehe Pychje. Pas-
AOT TOME ACXKH Y YHIbCHHIII A2 CY IIOAALIU O OBOM CETMEHTY
Hacseha y Bpujeme HacTaka ryGAuKaiuje GUAH HEAOBOASHH,
(parMeHTapHM 1 HECHCTEMATU30BaHH, WTO j¢ OHeMoryhnao
IUXOBY Hay4HO yTeMeseHy npeseHTannjy. C T y Besw, je-
AQH OA TIPBUX U HEONIXOAHUX KOpaka y ypehupamy sHama o
MHOCTpaHOM Hacselyy yorure, a moce6HO 0 nHOCTpaHOM Ha-
cwelyy Pycyje, jecte n3pasa meroBe THIIOAOTHje KaO OCHOBE 32

Ad/pa CUCTCMATCKA UCTPAKHBakha U eclmxacx—xe Mj Cpc 3amTUTE.

International Union for Conservation of Nature, presents
cultural monuments that are in an emergency condition and
face an imminent risk of disappearance.

It is symptomatic, however, that this fundamental pub-
lication does not include Russian heritage abroad. The rea-
son lies in the fact that, at the time of its preparation, data
on this segment of heritage were insufficient, fragmented,
and unsystematic, which made their scientifically grounded
presentation impossible. In this context, one of the first and
necessary steps toward structuring knowledge about foreign
heritage in general, and Russian heritage abroad in particular,
is the development of a typology that can serve as a basis
for further systematic research and for the formulation of

effective conservation measures.

Cn. 3. Llpna, bujeaa n IpBena kibura kyarypHor Hacseha Pycnje
Fig. 3. The Black, White, and Red Books of Russia’s Cultural Heritage
HU3Bop / Source: Ayroposa obpasa / Author’s compilation

CMaTpaMo A2 ce IIEAOKYIIHA Pa3HOBPCHOCT KaTeropyja
MHOCTPaHOT Hacxeh)a MoKe IPeACTaBUTH y BUAY ABHj€ THIIO-
Aoruje: GyHKIHOHAAHE (Aame — 10A CAOBOM A) M IPOCTOPHE
(aame — o caoBom B).

We argue that the full diversity of categories of foreign
heritage can be represented through two complementary
typologies: a functional typology (hereafter designated as
A) and a spatial typology (hereafter designated as B).
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A. ©YHKUHUOHAJ/THA THITOJIOTH)A
MHOCTPAHOI HAC/bERA

Al - Ucropujcku samruhena mjecra. O6yxsarajy Ha-
LIMOHAAHE HEKPOIIOAE, TPO0&>A U 3ajeAHIUKE TPOOHMILE, Ka0
U I10jeAMHAYHA MEMOPHjaAHA MjECTa U AOKAAUTETE TOBE3AHE
ca 3Ha4ajHUM UCTOPUjcKUM Aorabajuma, ykaydayjyhn patHa
A€jCTBa, MAPTU3AHCKA KPETAH:a, IPOLIECE OCBAjarhd U HACEMA-
Bamkba HOBUX TEPUTOPH]ja, KAO U IIOCHEAUIIEC EACMEHTAPHUX
HEIIOT0AQ M APYTUX EKCTPEMHHX CHTYal[Hja.

A2 - Peaunrnjcku o6jextu. OBy KaTeropujy YnHe LpKse,
MaHACTHPHU U APyTa KYATHA 3AQHa TPAAUI[HOHAAHUX KOHpe-
cuja oapehere seMmme, Koja ce HaAa3e U3BaH BCHUX CaBPEMe-
HUX HALIHOHAAHMX I'PAHHILIA U [IPEACTABAA]y BAXKHE CUMOOAE
AYXOBHOT U KYATYPHOT HACGHTHUTETA Y HHOCTPAHCTBY.

A3 - MemopHjasHH CIOMEHUIIM H3y3eTHUM Aorabaju-
Ma M AHYHOCTHMA. YKAYUYjy CIOMEHHKE U MEMOPHjaA€ MO-
AurHyTe y 3HaK cjehama Ha sHavajHe uctopujcke sorabaje,
Ka0 M Ha UCTAKHYTEe AUYHOCTH U3 00AACTH KYATYpE, HayKe,
[TOAHUTHKE U APYTHX cpepa APYLITBEHOT AjEAOBAHA.

A4 - CsjeroBuu ucropujcku o6jexru. OGyxsarajy srpa-
Ae 1 Apyre rpaheBuHe IOBe3aHe ca BAXXHUM HCTOPH)jCKUM
aorahajuma u ajeaarnouthy ucTakHyTHX HCTOPHjCKHX AWY-
HOCTH, K20 U Pa3AHYHTE apTePaKTe ITOKPETHOT U HEMTOKPET-
HOT MaTepHUjaAHOT Hacheha Koju MMajy H3pasuTy HCTOPHjCKY
U KYATYPHY BPHjEAHOCT.

AS — CnoMeHHUIM Ka0 PE3YATAT XyMaHHTAPHHUX H KYA-
TypHux akiuja. OBy KaTeropH;jy YHHe PasAMIUTH GYHKIIH-
OHaAHH O6jCKTI/I — IOjeAMHAYHHU CTIOMEHMIIH, MEMOPH]jaA-
HU KOMIIACKCH, 0OPa3OBHE U 3APAaBCTBCHE YCTAHOBE, Ka0
00jeKTH XMBE IPHPOAE — KOjU OAPAXKABA]y XYMaHHCTHYKE
HACAAE H IPEACTABAA]Y CE Y HHOCTPAHCTBY KA0 AAP 3EMAE-Aa-
Baowa. Maycrparusan npumjepu yrwydyjy Kum caoboae y
Ibyjopxy kao sap Ppanirycke, ascje cakypa y Bamnurrony
u JKeHeBH K20 OKAOH JaIlaHa, Te MOHYMEHTAAHY CKYAIITY Py
»IIpexosahemo mauese y nayzose “ucnpea cjeauira Yjeaume-

HHX Hauja, Aap 6usmer Cosjerckor Casesa (ca. 4).

A. FUNCTIONAL TYPOLOGY OF
FOREIGN HERITAGE

Al - Protected Historical Sites. This category includes
national necropolises, cemeteries, and mass graves, as well as
individual memorial sites and localities associated with sig-
nificant historical events. These encompass military actions,
partisan movements, processes of conquest and settlement
of new territories, and the consequences of natural disasters
and other extreme situations.

A2 - Religious Sites. This category comprises church-
es, monasteries, and other religious buildings of traditional
confessions of a given country that are located beyond its
contemporary national borders and serve as important sym-
bols of spiritual and cultural identity abroad.

A3 - Memorials to Outstanding Events and Person-
alities. This group includes monuments and memorials
erected in commemoration of major historical events, as
well as prominent figures in culture, science, politics, and
other spheres of social activity.

A4 - Secular Historical Sites. This category encompass-
es buildings and other structures associated with important
historical events and the activities of distinguished historical
figures, as well as various artifacts of movable and immov-
able material heritage that possess pronounced historical
and cultural value.

AS — Monuments as Qutcomes of Humanitarian and
Cultural Initiatives. This category includes various function-
al objects—individual monuments, memorial complexes,
educational and healthcare institutions, as well as elements
of living nature—that reflect humanistic ideals and are pre-
sented abroad as gifts from donor countries. Illustrative ex-
amples include the Statue of Liberty in New York as a gift
from France; the cherry blossom avenues in Washington,
D.C., and Geneva as gifts from Japan; and the monumental
sculpture Let Us Beat Swords into Plowshares in front of the
United Nations headquarters, a gift from the former Soviet
Union (Fig. 4).
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Cn. 4. ,ITpexosahemo madese y mayrose” — crarya cosjeTckor Bajapa Jesrenuja Byuerunha, aseropuja koja je mocraaa jeaan oa,

HajIIO3HATHjUX cuMOOAQ MUpA.

Fig. 4. “Let Us Beat Swords into Plowshares” — a sculpture by the Soviet sculptor Yevgeny Vuchetich, an allegory that has become

one of the world’s most widely recognized symbols of peace.

HU3Bop / Source: Ayroposa o6paaa / Author’s compilation

A6 - AconujaTuBHE TepuTOpHUje M 3HAMECHHUTA Mje-
cTa. OBy KaTErOpUjy YHMHE AOKALIHj€ OA U3Y3ETHOT MCTO-
PHjCKO-KyATYPHOT 3Ha4Yaja KOje HUCY CadyBaA€ MATEPHjaA-
He apTeq)aKTe, AAH ITOCjEAYjY CHAXKHY CI/IM6OAI/I‘iKy U MEMO-
pujaany BpujeaHoct. To cy, npuje cBera, Mjecta 3Ha4ajHUX
6uraxa (Barepaoo y Bearnju, Aycrepany y Mopasckoj, mose
Casapcxe/Ceapcke 6utke y [lIBeackoj u Ap.), Kao 1 A0Ka-
I1je IIOBE3aHE Ca CIIOXOM BEAUKHMX reorpadekux orkpuha,
IOITY T MjECTa 3UMOBAIba EKCIIEAULIN]E HCTAKHYTOT XOAAHA-
ckor mopenaosia Buaema bapeniia rokom 1597-1598.
rOAMHE Ha CjeBEPOHCTOKY apKTHYKOr apxumneaara Hosa
3eMma, Kao U IPETIIOCTABACHOT MjecTa IeroBe Morubuje y
IprHobAAHOM I10jacy UCTOT apXUIeAara. Y OBy IPYITy CIIaAajy
U APYTa MjecTa MOBE3aHA Ca NCTOPH)CKHU 3HAYAjHUM Aorabajn—
Ma KOja Cy 04yBaHa UCKAYYHBO Y KOACKTHBHOM Mamhery u

HCTOPH)jCKOj CBUJECTH.

A6 - Associative Territories and Sites of Memory. This
category consists of locations of exceptional historical and
cultural significance that have not preserved material arti-
facts but retain strong symbolic and commemorative value.
These include, above all, sites of major battles (Waterloo
in Belgium, Austerlitz in Moravia, the field of the Savar/
Svear Battle in Sweden, etc.), as well as locations associated
with the era of the great geographical discoveries, such as
the wintering site of the expedition of the prominent Dutch
navigator Willem Barents during 1597-1598 in the north-
eastern part of the Arctic archipelago of Novaya Zemlya, and
the presumed site of his death along the coast of the same
archipelago. This group also includes other sites linked to
historically significant events that are preserved exclusively

in collective memory and historical consciousness.
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A7 - IlpemjemrreHe KyarypHe Bpujeanocta. OBa Ka-
Teropuja obyxBara 0bjexTe MOKPETHOT KYATYpHOT Hacseha
KOjHU Cy C€ HAallIAM Y MHOCTPAHCTBY Ka0 IOCAHEAUIIA KOAO-
HHUjaAHE €KCIIAOATAIIHj€, BOjHHUX cyxo6a U HETIPHUjaTEACKE
arpecuje, KpUMHHAAHUX PaAH, IPUHYAHHUX YCTyIamba
CTPaHMM BAACHULIUMA U CAMYHUX nponeca. Cumboa Tax-
BHX BPUjEAHOCTH PYCKOT KYATYPHOT Hacheha nmpeacTaBsa
ayBena Ruanbapcka coba — pemex-ajeao ymjernocru XVIII
BHjCKa U jeAHO OA Haj3arOHCTHH]UX CBjETCKHX OAara, Kojy cy
HAL[MCTHYKH OKYIIaTOpU OTyhnaM U3 meTme pesupcHImje
pyckux umneparopa y Lapckom Ceay xop Iletporpaaa, a
quja Cy,A,6I/IHa AO AAQHAC HHUjE Pa3jalllbeHa.

A8 — HemaTepHjasHO HHOCTPaHO KYATYpPHO Hacsehe.
Y oBy rpyny y6paj ajy ce pasAMYUTH obanmu HEMATEPHjaAHOT
KYATYpHOT Hacseh)a semama-MeTporioaa Koju cy ykopujeme-
HH Y KyATYPHHM CHCTEMHMA CTPAaHMX AP>KaBa, IIPHje CBEra
Y j€3UKY, TOMOHUMM)jU, TPAAULIHjaMa U APYTUM obAnIIIMA
cumboandkor uspaxasama. Mlaycrparusan npumjep npea-
CTaB&Ajy PYyCKE PUjEIH KOjE CY Y 6pojx-mM jesuLMMa CBUjeTa
IIOCTaA€ OIIUTENO3HATE U pasyMauBe Oe3 npesolema, kao
WITO CY cnymuux, 3anosednux (pesepsam), nepecmpojka u
Apyre.

A9 — CiomeHHIIM 3ajeAHUYKOT Hacmeha. Ogy karero-
PHjy YMHE IPEKOrpaHUHU 06jeKTH KYATYpHOT Hacxeha koju
IIPEACTABAAJY MATCPUjaAHA U CUMOOANYKA CBjeAOYAHCTBA
AYTOTPajHUX HCTOPUjCKHX KOHTAKaTa, capaame u Mehycob-
HOT IIPOKMMAaha APXKaBa M HAPOAQ. Mehy EHIMA CE U3ABAjajy
bpecrcka tBphasa y Bjeaopycuju, kocmoapom Bajkonyp y
Kazaxcrany, kao u pyHoIjeBcka ceaa Kao IpocTop Gopmu-
pama Kapeso-PHHCKOT encKor nukayca Kaiesaia, kao u
6pojH1/1 APYTH CAUYHU IIPUM]jEPH.

b. MPOCTOPHA THITOJIOITH)A
MHOCTPAHOI HAC/bERA

b1 - Apeaan unocrpanor Hacseha y GuBinm xoao-
Hujama. OBy KaTeropujy 4iHe apeasd HHOCTpaHOT Hacseha
KOjU Cy GOpPMUPAHH HA TEPUTOPHjaMa HEKAAALILUX KOAO-
HUjasHUX mocjeaa Beanke bpuranuje, @pannycke, Ima-
Huje, I lopryrasa, Husosemcke u Apyrux KOAOHHjaAHHX
cuaa. Y OKBHPY OBHX apeasa 3aCTYIIAoCH je 3HaYajaH 6poj
objexara Haciveha HajBuuer MehyHapoaHor craryca, ykay-
qyjyhn 6pojHe AOKaAHTETE yIHCAaHE Ha AHCTY CBjeTCKOT
Hacseha YHECKO. Iope Beh HaBepenux npumjepa, kao

A7 - Displaced Cultural Property. This category in-
cludes objects of movable cultural heritage that have come
to be located abroad as a result of colonial exploitation,
military conflicts and hostile aggression, criminal activities,
forced transfers to foreign owners, and similar processes. A
symbolic example of such assets of Russian cultural herit-
age is the famous Amber Room—a masterpiece of eight-
eenth-century art and one of the most enigmatic treasures of
world culture—removed by Nazi occupiers from the summer
residence of the Russian emperors in Tsarskoye Selo near
Petrograd, whose fate remains unknown to this day.

A8 - Intangible Foreign Cultural Heritage. This group
encompasses various forms of intangible cultural heritage of
metropolitan countries that have become embedded in the
cultural systems of foreign states, primarily through language,
toponymy, traditions, and other forms of symbolic expres-
sion. An illustrative example is provided by Russian words
that have become widely recognized and understood in many
languages without translation, such as sputnik, zapovednik
(nature reserve), perestroika, and others.

A9 — Monuments of Shared Heritage. This category
includes cross-border cultural heritage sites that constitute
material and symbolic evidence of long-standing historical
contacts, cooperation, and mutual interaction between states
and peoples. Notable examples include the Brest Fortress in
Belarus, the Baikonur Cosmodrome in Kazakhstan, and the
rune-singing villages associated with the formation of the
Karelo-Finnic epic Kalevala, along with numerous other
comparable cases.

B. SPATIAL TYPOLOGY OF
FOREIGN HERITAGE

B1 - Areas of foreign heritage in former colonies. This
category includes areas of foreign heritage formed within the
territories of former colonial possessions of Great Britain,
France, Spain, Portugal, the Netherlands, and other colonial
powers. These areas contain a significant number of heritage
sites of the highest international status, including numerous
properties inscribed on the UNESCO World Heritage List.
In addition to previously mentioned examples—such as the
historic center of San Juan in Puerto Rico (Spain) and Malac-
ca in Malaysia (the Netherlands)—this group also includes
the historic core of Macao in China (Portugal); two British
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wto cy ucropujcku uentap Can Xyana y ITopro Puxy (Ima-
Huja) u Maaake y Maaesuju (Husosemcka), y oy rpymy
craAajy u uctopujcko jearpo Makaoa y Kunu (ITopryraa),
ABa GpuTancka objexTa y nHAUjcKoM MyM6ajy (kemesHmd-
Ka cranua Buxropuja u aHcamban Y CTUAY BUKTOPUJjaHCKE
rotuke), Crapa Xasana Ha Ky6u (Illnanuja), koaoHujas-
uu rpap Canto Aomunro y Aomuaukanckoj Perny6anun
([Inanuja), kao u sarBop Ha octpy Poben y Jyxnoadppuy-
xoj Penry6anim (Beanka Bpurannja). Haseacnu npumjepu
CBjEAOYE O U3PAZUTO] IPOCTOPHOIIOjaBHOJ 3aCTYIAEHOCTH
HHOCTpPaHOT Hacheha y KOAOHMjaAHMM KOHTEKCTHMA Ha TAO-
0aAHOM HHBOY.

B2 - Apeaau unocrpanor Hacseha Ha H3ryGreHUM
TepuTOpHjaMa. Y OBy KaTeropujy ybpajajy ce ucropujcke
TEPUTOPHjE KOje CY, KAO PE3YATAT PATOBA U HAKHAAHUX
MHPOBHHUX yTOBOPa, IPOMHjEHHAE APXKABHY IPHIIAAHOCT.
Ipumjepu obyxsarajy apease Hacweha Hekapamme Mcroune
I'Ipycke, dnje cy TepuTOopHje HAKOH APYror CBjeTCKOT para
noaujesere uamehy IToscke u Cosjerckor Casesa, kao u
orpaHnyeHy Opoj objexara jamanckor Hacnreha Ha jyxHOM
Caxaaunny u Kypuackum octpuma, xoju cy 1945. roaune
YIIAM Y cacTaB ucropujcke Pycuje. Y ucty rpyny cnaaajy u
apeaau Hacneha TepuTopuja mju je Ap>KaBHM cTATYC H3-
MujembeH MyTeM MehyapkaBHuX yroBopa, mehy kojuma ce
oceOHO U3ABAjajy apeasu pyckor Hacseha Ha Amactm ny
Kaauopnuju, xoju cy cpeannom XIX Bujexa mocrasu auo
Cjeaumenux Amepnukux Apsxasa.

b3 - Apeaaun nunocrpasor Hacseha Ha TepuTopujama ca
IPOMHjEHEHIM AP>KaBHHM cTaTrycoM. OBY KATErOpHjy YHHE
apeaan Hacseha Ha TepuTOpHjaMa Koje Cy CcTeKAC HOBU Ap-
>KaBHOIIPABHU CTATYC KA0 PE3YATAT PACIIaAd HMIIEPHjAAHUX
UAM QpeACPAAHUX AP)KABHHMX TBOPEBUHA. Y TOM KOHTEKCTY
u3ABaja ce pycko Hacnehe y ITomckoj, koja je Hakon IIpsor
CBjETCKOT para H3alAa u3 cactaBa Pycke umnepuje, satum y
Dunckoj, koja je kpajem 1917. roprHe cTekaa HE3aBUCHOCT
0p CoBjeTcke BAACTH, Kao Uy 17 HOBOHACTAAUX APIKaBa I10-
crcoBjerckor npocropa. OBH apeaslt OAAHKY]Y CE CAOKEHUM
HACHTUTETCKHUM U [IPABHUM KOHTEKCTOM O4yBama Hacreha.

b4 — Apeasu unocrpanor Hacseha y semmama un-
TeH3uBHHUX MehyAp>kaBHUX KOHTakara. OBy rpyny 4nHe
apeaAM MHOCTPAHOT Hacadeha Koju ¢y HacTaAM Kao pesya-
TAT AYTOTPAjHUX M HHTEH3UBHUX MelyaprkaBHHX 0AHOCA,
yKaydayjyhn BojHe, moAMTHYKE, CKOHOMCKE M KYATYpPHE

KOHTaKTe. lakBu apeaAH 4Y€CTO Cy O6I/IA)C)KCHI/I H3Yy3CTHO

properties in Mumbai, India (Victoria Railway Station and
ensembles in the Victorian Gothic style); Old Havana in
Cuba (Spain); the Colonial City of Santo Domingo in the
Dominican Republic (Spain); and the Robben Island prison
in South Africa (Great Britain). These examples demonstrate
the pronounced spatial prevalence of foreign heritage within
colonial contexts on a global scale.

B2 - Areas of foreign heritage in lost territories. This
category comprises historical territories that changed state
affiliation as a result of wars and subsequent peace treaties.
Examples include the heritage areas of former East Prussia,
whose territories were divided between Poland and the So-
viet Union after the Second World War, as well as a limited
number of Japanese heritage sites in southern Sakhalin and
the Kuril Islands, which became part of historical Russia in
1945. The same group also includes heritage areas of territo-
ries whose state status was altered through interstate agree-
ments, most notably areas of Russian heritage in Alaska and
California, which became part of the United States in the
mid-nineteenth century.

B3 - Areas of foreign heritage in territories with a
changed state status. This category encompasses heritage
areas located in territories that acquired a new state-legal
status as a result of the dissolution of imperial or federal state
formations. In this context, particular attention is drawn to
Russian heritage in Poland, which left the Russian Empire
after the First World War; in Finland, which gained inde-
pendence from Soviet authority at the end of 1917; and in
the seventeen newly formed states of the post-Soviet space.
These areas are characterized by complex identity-related
and legal contexts of heritage preservation.

B4 — Areas of foreign heritage in countries of inten-
sive interstate contacts. This group includes areas of foreign
heritage formed as a result of long-standing and intensive
interstate relations, including military, political, economic,
and cultural interactions. Such areas are often marked by
highly valuable historical artifacts and memorials, whose
significance is reflected not only in material objects but also
in toponymy, literature, and other forms of intangible cultur-
al heritage. An illustrative and representative example is the
historical fragment of the Dutch city of Zaandam associated
with the stay of Peter I in the Netherlands. The so-called
Zaandam area includes the museum-preserved Peter the

Great’s House (Fig. 5), where he resided in 1697 during the
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BPUjEAHHUM HCTOPHjCKUM apTePaKkTHMA U MEMOPHjAAHMA,
4HjH Ce 3HAYaj OTACAA HE CAMO Y MaTepPUjaAHUM 00jeKTHMa,
Beh 1 y TonoHuMujuU, KIBIKEBHOCTH U APYTUM 0OAUIIMMA
HEMaTepPHjaAHOT KyATypHOr Hacweha. Mayctparusan u
PeIpe3eHTaTUBAH NIPUMjEP NPEACTABASA UCTOPHjCKH par-
MEHT TEPUTOPHje XOAAHACKOT Tpasa 3anpama (Zaandam),
nosesaH ca 6opaskom Ilerpa I y Husosemckoj. TakosBanu
3anpamcku apeaa obyxsara myaejcku ypeheny Kyhunuy I'e-
tpa I (ca. 5), y x0joj je 6opasuo 1697. roaute ToKOM T3B.
Beanxor nocaancrsa, Yanuy Llapa Iletpa (Czaar Peterstraat,
Hekapampa Kpummn), cnomenuk ITerpy I, moaurnyT kao aap
noBoaoM 300-ropummune ocHuBamwa Cankr [TetepOypra,
Kao 1 6pojHe MaHHECTALIMjE HEMATEPHjAAHOT KYATYPHOT
Hacmcba. Jeaan oa Hajpenpe3eHTATHBHUjUX HEMATEPHjaAHUX
TPAroBa OBOT APeaAa IPEACTABAHA IIOCTCKHU 3AITUC HCTAKHYTOT
pyckor njecuuka Bacuanja XKyxosckor, koju je, kao Baciutay
HACAHEAHUKA PYCKOT IIPECTOA], BEAMKOT KHe3a AAEKCAaHADA,
1839. roanne 6opasuo y 3aHAaMy U CBOje yTUCKE 3a0Hme-

XKHO Yy l'IjCCHI/I‘-IKOM 06paha1-by CBOM KPYHHCAaHOM Y4YCHHUKY.

Haa cupomanHom xoanb6om oBom
Aebae anbean ceen:
Beanku kHexe, momrysj!
OBgaje je koanjeBKa UMIIEpH]jE TBOjE,

OBgaje ce poanaa Beanxa Pycuja!

so-called Grand Embassy; Tsar Peter Street (Czaar Peter-
straat, formerly Krimp); a monument to Peter [ erected as a
gift on the occasion of the 300th anniversary of the founding
of Saint Petersburg; as well as numerous manifestations of
intangible cultural heritage. One of the most representative
intangible traces of this area is the poetic record by the prom-
inent Russian poet Vasily Zhukovsky, who, as tutor to the
heir to the Russian throne, Grand Duke Alexander, visited
Zaandam in 1839 and captured his impressions in a poetic

address to his crowned pupil.

Above this humble hut
Holy angels hover:
Great Prince, show reverence!
Here lies the cradle of your empire,
Here Great Russia was born!

Cn. 5. Kyhuna Ierpa I y 3anaamy yHyTap naBusoHa HOAMTHYTOT 1O yKasy napa Hukoaaja I1

Fig. 5. Peter the Great’s House in Zaandam, enclosed within a pavilion erected by decree of Emperor Nicholas IT.

H3Bop / Source: Ayroposa o6pasa / Author’s compilation

TMACHUK — HERALD 29 (2025)

Ul
O



[MTACHUK — HERALD 29 (2025)

[en]
o

Jypu J1. Masypos
Yury L. Mazurov

Ha xpajy mpukasa npeAAOXKEHUX BAPUjaHTH ABH]jE THIIO-
AoTHje HHOCTpaHOT Hacreha, HeormxoaHo je ctahu Aa ce oHe
mebycobro Haponymyjy, omoryhasajyhu cucremarusaunjy
U KOHLICNITYaAHO ypehuBarbe casHarba 0 pYHKIIMOHAAHUM U
IIPOCTOPHUM O6I/I1bC)KjI/IMa CIMTOMEHHUKA UCTOPHjE U KYATYPE.
YBaxkaBarbe OBUX 0OHAEK]a 04 TOCCOHOT je 3HaYaja y POy ya-
Bamy reorpaduje nHocTpanor Hacseha, kao n y sepunncarmy
Mjepa BEroBOr OUyBakba U PALIMOHAAHE, OAHOCHO OIITUMAAHE
ynorpebe. [Toaasehu oa HaBeA€HOT aHAAUTHYKOT OKBHPA, Y
HACTAaBKY PaAa pasMarpa ce IPHMjeHa IPEAAOKEHHX THIIO-

AOIIKUX IPUCTYIIA HA IPUMjEPy MHOCTpaHor Hacaeha Pycuje.

F’EON'PA®HJA HHOCTPAHOTI
HAC/bEBA PYCHJE

Dopmupame nnoctpanor Hacseha Pycuje oaBuja ce mop
YTHII2jeM HEKOAMKO Ky aHHX pakTopa: P 1) ucropujcku po-
rahaju op mocebHor 3Hauaja 3a Pycujy xoju cy ce oaBujasn Ha
TepUTOpHjaMa MHOCTPaHHX ApkaBa; P2) sauHTepecoBaHoCT
PYCKe Ap>KaBe 32 Pa3BOj U OAPIKABAbE KOHTAKATA Ca CTPAHUM
napraepuma; 1 P3) nHTEpEC CTpaHNUX AP>KaBa M BUXOBUX
Apyurasa 3a Pycujy u mena pocrurayha y pasanantum
cdepama ApymrrBeHor xuBora. Kao moderak ¢popmupama
Mpexe nHocTpanor Hacneha Pycuje, y meHoM caBpemenom
3HAYEHY, OIIPABAAHO j€ y3eTU UCTOpH)y MeMopujasa [ Terpa
I y xoaanAckoM rpaay 3aHaamy, o uemy je Beh 6uao pujeun
y nperxoaHoM TeKCTy. KioydHu aprymeHT y mpHaor oBax-
BOM IIPUCTYITy ACKH y YUECHULIU AQ je HAUBIACA OOMYHA
crambena rpalyeBuna y nepudepHoM Aujeay Hacera He CaMO
cadyBaHa, Beh ¥ peAaTHBHO paHO IpenosHara Kao HCTOpH)-
CKH BpHjeAaH objexar u npeTBopeHa y myaej. Beh cpeanrom
XVIII Bujexa oHa je cTeKAa CTATYC 3HAYAJHOT HCTOPH)jCKOT
CITOMEHHMKA, TIPEIIABIIH Y BAACHUIITBO KPasbEBCKE IIOPOAUIIE
Husosemcke.

Hurra marse sHagajHo jecte u To wro je Kyhnua ITerpa
I'y 3anAamy y CBUM HCTOPHjCKUM EPHOAMMA, YKoy dyjyhu 1
IIOCTCOBJETCKO pasa00me, AOKHBAABAHA KAO BaXKaH 00jeKar
uHocrpanor Hacseha Pycuje. Mayctparusan npumjep npea-
CTaBA»a ITOCj€TA OBOM 06jCKTy 0A cTpaHe mpeacjeanuka Pycke
Deaepannje Baaanmupa ITytuna y HoBem6py 2005. roanse.
Haseaenu etasoncku npumjep nnoctpanor Hacseha Pycnje
jacHO IOKasyje CHHEPIHjCKO AjEAOBALE CBA TPH KAoydHA paK-
topa: @1 — 6opasak pyckor napay 3aHaamy TOkoM ,Beankor

nocaancTBa’ 1697. roaune; P2 — crparemxu unrepec Ie-

At the conclusion of the presentation of the two proposed
variants of the typology of foreign heritage, it is necessary to
emphasize that they are mutually complementary, enabling
the systematization and conceptual structuring of knowledge
about the functional and spatial characteristics of historical
and cultural monuments. Consideration of these characteris-
tics is of particular importance in the study of the geography
of foreign heritage, as well as in the formulation of measures
for its preservation and for its rational, that is, optimal use.
Building upon this analytical framework, the following sec-
tion of the paper examines the application of the proposed
typological approaches to the case of Russia’s foreign heritage.

GEOGRAPHY OF RUSSIA'S FOREIGN
HERITAGE

The formation of Russia’s foreign heritage has taken place
under the influence of several key factors: F1) historical
events of particular significance for Russia that occurred on
the territories of foreign states; F2) the interest of the Russian
state in developing and maintaining contacts with foreign
partners; and F3) the interest of foreign states and their so-
cieties in Russia and its achievements in various spheres of
social life. As the starting point for the formation of the
network of Russia’s foreign heritage, in its contemporary
understanding, it is justified to consider the history of the
Peter the Great memorial in the Dutch city of Zaandam,
which has already been discussed above. The principal argu-
ment supporting this approach lies in the fact that an appar-
ently ordinary residential building on the periphery of the
settlement was not only preserved, but also relatively early
recognized as a site of historical value and transformed into
a museum. Already by the mid-cighteenth century, it had
acquired the status of an important historical monument,
becoming the property of the Dutch royal family.

No less significant is the fact that Peter the Great’s House
in Zaandam has been perceived, in all historical periods—in-
cluding the post-Soviet era—as an important site of Russia’s
foreign heritage. An illustrative example is the visit to this site
by the President of the Russian Federation, Vladimir Putin,
in November 2005. This emblematic example of Russia’s for-
eign heritage clearly demonstrates the synergistic interaction
of all three key factors: F1—the stay of the Russian tsar in
Zaandam during the “Grand Embassy” of 1697; F2—Peter
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Tpa I 3a ycocTaBsame Beaa ca Hajpa3sBUjEHHIjOM EBPOIICKOM
3eMndOM cBora BpeMeHa; 1 O3 — mo3UTHBaH OAHOC U ITOIITO-
Bame nIpeMa Pycuju kao Ap>kaBH 0A €KOHOMCKOT U KYATYPHOT
3Havaja 3a Husosemcky.

»1 Ipobusum nposop y Espony®, xaxo je cauxosuro $pop-
myancao BeaukH pycku mjecHuk A. C. Iymxun, Ierap I je
PaKTUYKU HHUIMPAO AYTOPOYaH Nporec GOopMUpara HHO-
crpanor Hacaeha Pycnje. Taj mpouec Tpaje u y caBpemMeHOM
A00y 1, o cemy cyachu, nacraBuhe ce u y 6yayhnocrn.
Mnax, seh y 0Boj $asu mory ce yountn oppehene sako-
HOMjepHOCTH y reorpaduju nHocrpanor Hacseha Pycuje,
KOje ce OTA€Aajy y pOpMHUpaby PEAATHBHO cTabuAHUX rpyma
AP>KaBa ca CAMYHUM KBAaHTHTATUBHUM M KBAAUTATHBHUM I10-
Ka3aTeA»HMa 3aCTYIIACHOCTH PyCKOT Hackeh)a, kao ny cand-
HOM OAHOCY AP>KaBHHUX BAACTH M AOKAAHOT CTAHOBHHIITBA
npema tuM objexktuma. Ha toj ocHoBH Mory ce uspBojutu
II0jeAUHU PETHOHHU, OAHOCHO OAOKOBH APIKaBa Ca CPOAHHM
KapaKTepUCTHUKaMa HHOCTpaHor Hacseha Pycuje.

I - ITocrcoBjercku npocrop. OBy rpyny uunu 14
penybauka koje cy ce HakoH 1990. roaune usABojuAC U3
cactaBa Pycuje, kao 1 Tpu Ap>)KaBOTBOPHA €HTHTETA HACTAA
M3ABajarbeM U3 OMBLINX COBjETCKUX penybanka. Y 3aBUCHO-
CTH 0A OAHOCA TIpeMa pycKoM Hacaelyy, oBe TepuTopuje Mory
ce Aade KAacHHKOBATH Ha BUIIIE IOATPYIIA.

I(,) - 3eMmae KOMIAEMEHTAPHOT OAHOCA. Y OBY IOATDY-
ny crapajy bjeaopycuja, Abxasuja, Jysxsa Ocernja u Ipu-
AmectpoBcka Moaaascka Penrybanka, y kojuma ce Ha HUBOY
APYKABHUX MHCTHTYLHja U AOKAAHOT CTAHOBHUIITBA HCIIONA-
Ba M3PA3UTO MIO3UTHBAH OAHOC IpeMa Hackel)y ncropujexe
Pycuje. O6jextu pyckor Hacweha y oBum semmama, o npa-
BHAY, HAAA3€ CE TIOA AP>KAaBHOM 3aIUITUTOM U Y)KUBA)Y ITHPOKY
noApuKy cranoBHumTBa. Hajpenpesenrarusuuju npumjep
TaKBOT OAHOCA IIPEACTaBMb>A AcreHAapHa TBphasa-xepoj y
6jeaopyckom rpasy bpecry (ca. 6).

I’s strategic interest in establishing ties with the most ad-
vanced European country of his time; and F3—the positive
attitude toward, and respect for, Russia as a state of economic
and cultural significance for the Netherlands.

“By cutting a window to Europe,” as vividly formulated
by the great Russian poet A. S. Pushkin, Peter the Great
effectively initiated a long-term process of forming Russia’s
foreign heritage. This process continues in the present day
and, in all likelihood, will persist into the future. Neverthe-
less, even at this stage, certain regularities in the geography of
Russia’s foreign heritage can be identified. These are reflected
in the formation of relatively stable groups of states with
similar quantitative and qualitative indicators of the pres-
ence of Russian heritage, as well as in comparable attitudes
of state authorities and local populations toward these sites.
On this basis, it is possible to distinguish several regions, or
blocs of states, characterized by broadly similar features of
Russia’s foreign heritage.

I - The post-Soviet space. This group comprises fourteen
republics that separated from Russia after 1990, as well as
three state-forming entities that emerged from former Soviet
republics. Depending on their attitudes toward Russian her-
itage, these territories can be further subdivided into several
subgroups.

I(,) - Countries with a complementary attitude. This
subgroup includes Belarus, Abkhazia, South Ossetia, and
the Pridnestrovian Moldavian Republic, where a distinctly
positive attitude toward the heritage of historical Russia is
evident at both the level of state institutions and among the
local population. In these countries, sites of Russian heritage
are generally under state protection and enjoy broad public
support. The most representative example of such an atti-
tude is the legendary Hero Fortress in the Belarusian city

of Brest (Fig. 6).
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Cn. 6. Memopujaauu Myaej ,Bpecrcka tBphasa“ — jeaan oa raaBHUX cuMGOAa OTIIOpa
LpBene apMuje HauUMCTHIKUM OcBajaduma 1941.roanne
Fig. 6. The Brest Fortress Memorial Museum — one of the principal symbols of the
Red Army’s resistance to Nazi invaders in 1941.

HU3Bop / Source: Ayroposa o6paaa / Author’s compilation

Y ucty rpymny y6pajajy ce 1 MemopujaaHu KOMIIACKC The same group also includes the Khatyn Memorial
»XaTHH", 3aTUM CIIOMCHHK jeAHOM oA HajmomroBanujux  Complex, as well as the monument to one of the most re-
ucropujckux anaHoctu Pycuje — kaesy Aaexcaapy He-  vered historical figures of Russia—Prince Alexander Nevsky,
BCKOM, CBEYaHO OTKPHBEH Y LeHTpYy MuHcka y HoBeMOpy — ceremonially unveiled in the center of Minsk in November
2023. ropune, kao u Criomenuk pyckum muposwanumay 2023, It further comprises the Monument to Russian Peace-
Cyxymujy n CrioMeHHK pycKuM MupOBmauuma noruy-  keepers in Sukhumi and the Monument to Russian Peace-
Aum tokom samnture Jyxue Ocernje y Lxunsaay. [Toce6ro  keepers who fell while protecting South Ossetia in Tskhinval.
3HAYajaH IIPUMjep IPEACTABA>A U CIIOMEHHK ,,Pyckoj caaBu” A particularly significant example is the “Russian Glory”
(ca.7), mopurnyt 1912. roause y npuamecrposckom rpapgy  Monument (Fig. 7), erected in 1912 in the Transnistrian
Benaepu moBoaoM obumexasama croroaummsuie nobjeacy  city of Bender (Bendery) to commemorate the centenary of
Oranbunckom pary 1812. roanne u npumnajama becapabuje  victory in the Patriotic War of 1812 and the incorporation

Pyckoj umnepuju. of Bessarabia into the Russian Empire.

Cn. 7. Cnomenuk ,Pyckoj caasuy rpapay Benaepu, Ipuamecrposcka Moaaasceka Perybanka
Fig. 7. The “Russian Glory” Monument in the city of Bender, Pridnestrovian Moldavian Republic.
HU3Bop / Source: Ayroposa o6paaa / Author’s compilation
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I(,) - 3emme KOHPpPOHTAIMOHOT OAHOCA IIPEMA Ha-
caeby Pycuje. Y oBy moarpyny criapajy caBpemene Ecronuja,
Aeronuja, Aursanuja, Ykpajuna u Moaaasuja. Haxon ctu-
Laa Ap>kaBHe He3aBUCHOCTH 1 u3Aacka u3 cactaBa CCCP-a,
Y OBUM 3€MMdaMa 3aIIOYETH Cy IIPOLIECH CHCTEMATCKOT IIpe-
HCIIMTHBaKA U peacpuHMCaba Hacheha pycke u coBjeTcke
KYATYpE, KOjH CY Y jJaBHOM AUCKYPCY Hajqemhe O3HavYaBaHU
Ka0 ACKOMYHM3aIIHja U ACCOBJETH3AIIH]a, A Y KACHH]jO] $pasu
1 Kao Aepycuduxaruja. OBy nporecy, BoheHu y KoHTEKCTY
H3IPaAH-e HOBHX HAIIMOHAAHUX HACHTHUTETA, AOBEAU CY AO
LIKPOKOT CIIEKTPA HHTEPBEHILIHja HaA 00jeKTHMA [I0BE3AHHM
ca PyCKOM HCTOPHjOM U KYATYPOM.

HajBuasuBuju 06AMK HaBEACHUX IOAUTHKA TIOCTAAO
je yKAamame, AEMOHTA)KA UAU YHUIITABAKHE CIIOMEHHUKA
MEMOPHjAAHHX o6jeKaTa KOjH €y CUMOOAHYKH [IOBE3aHU
ca PyCKOM AP>KaBHOM, BOJHOM U KYATYPHOM TPaAHLIHjOM.
Y6p30 HaKOH I10jeAMHAYHUX HHIMACHATA, OBU IIOCTYIILIN
Cy Y BHIIIE HABCACHUX 3eMana AOOMAM KapakTep 3BAHMYHE
Ap>KaBHE [IOAUTHKE, YCMjEPEHE Ha YKAAAIHE PYCKUX CUMOO-
A 13 jaBHOT IIPOCTOPA, YKAyuyjyhu MoHyMeHTaAHE 0bjekTe,
TOIOHUMU]Y, yHOTpeGy j€3UKa U [TOjEAMHE EAEMEHTE KYATYP-
He Tpasuuyje. [Topann 13 HajHOBHjET TEPHOAA HAYCTPY)Y
pasmjepe oBux mporieca. Tako je y Ecronuju Munncrapcrso
HMHOCTPAaHHUX IIOCAOBA Y HOBCM6py 2022. ropune uaAeHTHPU-
KOBaAO 322 crioMeHHKa U HaArpoOHa 06uaexja Koja je bruao
npeasul)eno 3a ykaamame. Y Actonuju je Tokom 2022. roau-
HE, Y3 0A00pebe IapAaMeHTa, ACMOHTHPAHO 69 CIIOMEHHKA,
AOK Cy AOKaAHE CAMOYIIPaBe YKAOHHAE joi 55 objexara. Y
AUTBaHM]H Cy BAACTH HCTE TOAUHE AOHHJEAE OAAYKY O OKOH-
Yary NPOLIECA YKAAAA PYCKUX CTIOMEHHKA 3aII0YETOT jOILI
1991. roaune, ykwydyjyhu u o6jexre Ha rpobsuma. Canaan
IPOLIECH Y IIOCAHEABUM IFOAMHAMA YOueHH ¢y U y MoasaBuju.

HajI/IHTCHSI/IBHI/IjI/I u HajO6I/IMHI/IjI/I obauIU yKAamama
CIIOMEHHUKA IIOBE3AHHX CA PYCKOM UCTOPUjOM 3a0UmesKe-
HU ¢y y Ykpajuau. CuMO0AMYaH 110YETaK OBOT IIpoLieca
IPEACTABAAAO j€ pyllere crioMeHuKa Baaaumupy Mau-
1y Aewuny y uentpy Kujesa, moaurnyror 1946. ropune.
Pujeu je o pjeay ucraxnyror Bajapa C. A. Mepkyposa, koje
je IPeACTaBA»AAO jeAUHCTBeHH crioMeHuK AewuHy v Kujesy
Ca HECYMIbHBOM MCTOPHjCKOM U YMjETHUYKOM BPH] CAHOIlIhy
(ca. 8) n Koje je AyrH HU3 TOAMHA GHAO YBPIITEHO Y PETHCTap
CIIOMEHHUKA KYATYpE HAIlUOHAAHOT 3Havaja Ykpajune. Hakon
omrchema ciomenuxka y jyny 2009. roaune, Kabuner mu-

HHCTapa YKpajHHE je y aBI'YCTY UCTE TOAUHE AOHHO OAAYKY

I(,) - Countries with a confrontational attitude toward
Russian heritage. This subgroup includes present-day Es-
tonia, Latvia, Lithuania, Ukraine, and Moldova. Following
the attainment of state independence and withdrawal from
the USSR, these countries initiated processes of systematic
reassessment and redefinition of Russian and Soviet cultural
heritage. In public discourse, these processes have most often
been framed as decommunization and de-Sovietization, and
at later stages as de-Russification. Conducted in the context
of constructing new national identities, these processes have
resulted in a wide range of interventions affecting sites asso-
ciated with Russian history and culture.

The most visible manifestation of these policies has been
the removal, dismantling, or destruction of monuments and
memorial sites symbolically linked to Russian statehood, mil-
itary history, and cultural tradition. Following initial isolated
incidents, such practices in several of the countries concerned
evolved into formal state policies aimed at eliminating Rus-
sian symbols from the public space, including monumental
structures, toponymy, language use, and selected elements
of cultural tradition. Data from recent years illustrate the
scale of these processes. In Estonia, the Ministry of Foreign
Affairs identified in November 2022 a total of 322 monu-
ments and grave markers slated for removal. In Latvia, during
2022, 69 monuments were dismantled with parliamentary
approval, while local authorities removed an additional 55
sites. In Lithuania, the authorities in the same year decid-
ed to complete a process of removing Russian monuments
that had begun as carly as 1991, including those located in
cemeteries. Similar processes have been observed in recent
years in Moldova as well.

The most intensive and large-scale removal of monuments
associated with Russian history has occurred in Ukraine. A
symbolic starting point of this process was the demolition
of the monument to Vladimir Ilyich Lenin in central Kyiv,
erected in 1946. Created by the prominent sculptor S. D.
Merkurov, this monument was the only Lenin monument in
Kyiv possessing unquestionable historical and artistic value
(Fig. 8) and had for many years been included in Ukraine’s
register of cultural monuments of national significance. After
the monument was damaged in June 2009, the Cabinet of
Ministers of Ukraine decided in August of the same year to
remove it from the register. Subsequent acts of vandalism

followed, culminating on December 8, 2013, when, during
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O BETOBOM OpHCaby U3 HABEACHOT PETHCTPA. YCAHjCAUAH
Cy HOBU aKTH BAHAAAU3MA, KOJH CY KYAMUHHPaAH 8. AcLieM-
6pa 2013. roauHe, Kapa je TOKOM MaCOBHHUX IIPOTECTA HA
kujeBckoM EBpoMajaany ciomMeHnk o6opeH ca mocraMeHTa
u Temko omrehen. I'lpema omjeHn mojeAMHUX CaBPEMEHHX
pyckux ayropa, ykaydyjyhu u nucua 3axapa ITpuaennna
(2025), AMKBHAALMja OBOT CIOMCHHUKA HMAAQ j¢ CHAXKHO
CUMOOAMYKO 3HAYCH-E U O3HAYHAA je IPEKPETHHUILY Y AASOj

CCKaAauI/IjI/I IIOAUTHUYKHX U ApyIJ_ITBCHI/IX cyK06a.

mass protests on Kyiv’s Euromaidan, the monument was
toppled from its pedestal and severely damaged. According
to assessments by several contemporary Russian authors,
including the writer Zakhar Prilepin (2025), the liquida-
tion of this monument carried strong symbolic significance
and marked a turning point in the subsequent escalation of
political and social conflict.

2

Cn. 8. Criomenux B. U. Aewuny y Kujesy y cosjerckom nepnoay (cpyures y aeuem6py 2013. roause)
Fig. 8. The monument to V. L. Lenin in Kyiv during the Soviet period (demolished in December 2013).

H3Bop / Source: Ayroposa obpapa / Author’s compilation

HexasxmaBare OATOBOPHHX 32 YHUIITABAC CIOMCHUKA Y
KujeBy AOIIPHHHjEAO je INPEry MPAKCe HAICHAHOT YKAAAHha
MeMOpHjaAHUX ObjeKara nocsehennx Baapumnpy Manay
Aewunny mupom Ykpajuse. Taxo je y janyapy 2014. roau-
He y MOTIYHOCTU YHUIITEH CIIOMEHUK y Bepaudeny, Aok je
criomenuk y bepesosku, y Oaeckoj o6aactu, ockpHaBseH. Y
$ebpyapy HcTe roAUHE 3201 AEKEH je HATAH TAAAC MACOBHOT
PpyLICHa CIOMEHHUKA, Y JABHOCTHU ITO3HAT Ka0 , ACHHHOIAA 1 y
nohu usmehy 21. u 22. pebpyapa cpyuiero je 16 ciomennxa
AemuHy y rpasoBHMa Kao 1mTo ¢y AmenponeTposck, Yep-
Huros, bposapu, JKuromup, IToarasa, [Tpuayxu u Apyrum
ypbanum cpearHama. Op TOT IepHOAA AO AQHAC, Y YKpajUHU
je AemonTHpaHO BHuIle oA 2.500 crroMeHHKa U3 COBjeTCKOT
IIEPHOAQ, AOK j€ HCTOBPEMEHO IpeuMeHoBaHo oko 1.000
Hacena u Bute op 52.000 yanra.

Hosu rasac kyarypHO-HAEHTHTETCKE peAchUHULITjE HUje
Ce OrpaHHYHO MCKAYIHBO HA BOJHE MAH HACOAOIIKE MEMO-
pujaae, Beh je obyxsarno u cnomennxke nocsehene njecuu-

HMa, MHCIMMA, HAyYHUIIMMa M IIOAMTHYKHUM Aj CAATHULIMA

The failure to prosecute those responsible for the de-
struction of monuments in Kyiv contributed to the spread
of practices involving the violent removal of memorial sites
dedicated to Vladimir Ilyich Lenin across Ukraine. Thus, in
January 2014, the monument in Berdychiv was completely
destroyed, while the monument in Berezivka, in the Odesa
region, was vandalized. In February of the same year, a sudden
wave of mass demolitions was recorded, widely referred to in
public discourse as the “Leninopad™ on the night of February
21-22, sixteen Lenin monuments were dismantled in cities
such as Dnipropetrovsk, Chernihiv, Brovary, Zhytomyr, Pol-
tava, Pryluky, and other urban centers. From that period to
the present, more than 2,500 Soviet-era monuments have
been dismantled in Ukraine, while approximately 1,000 set-
tlements and more than 52,000 streets have been renamed.

A new wave of cultural and identity redefinition was not
limited exclusively to military or ideological memorials, but
also encompassed monuments dedicated to poets, writers,

scholars, and political figures of Russian culture. According
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pycke kyarype. I'Ipema mopaninma Mununcrapcersa Kyatype
Ykpajune, TokoM npBa yertupu Mjecera 2024. roAuHe crpose-
ACHE Cy Mjepe T3B. AcKOMyHH3auuje Hap 215 ciomennka. Mehy
YKAOKEHUM O6j€KTI/IMa HaAase ce CIIOMEHHK IIPHjaTeAsCTBY
usMelyy ykpajunckor u pyckor Hapoaa y Kujeny, ciomennk
Muxanay AoMOHOCOBY Y AmenponeTpoBcKy, MEMOPHjaA
»YKpajuHa — ocaoboaroLMa” KOA YKIOPOAQ, CIIOMEHULH
Ausexcanapy Cyoposy y Hukoaajesy u Oaecn, kao u criome-
HHK coBjeTckoM nucty Hukoaajy Ocrposckom y llenerosku,
y3 6pojue Apyre canane npumjepe. [Toce6HO je nHAMKaTHBAH
cayuaj Aaexcanppa [ lymkuna, kao nenTpasHe Gurype pycke
KIbIDKEBHE TPAAUIIHje, YHja Ajeaa op jecenu 2022. roaune
BHILIE HUCY AMO 3BAHHMYHHUX INKOACKHX ITPOTrpamMa y YKpajHHH.
I'lpema AOCTYITHUM IOAALIMMA, HAKOH ITOYETKA CIICLIHjaAHE
BOjHE OIlepalyje, YHHIUTEHO je Buile 0p 30 cioMeHuKa, Ouctu
1 MEMOPHjAAHUX ITAOYA nocsehennx opom ITjECHUKY.

I(3) — IMocrcoBjeTcke 3eMme ca MPETEXKHO HEYTPAAHUM
0AHOCOM Ipema pyckoM Hacsehy (semae Jyxxnor Kaska-
sa u llentpasne Asuje). 3a 0By rpyny seMana KapakTepu-
CTHYHO je MOCTOjakbe 3HAYAJHOT KOPITyca apTedaKaTa pycKor
KYATYPHO-UCTOPHjCKOT Hacmeba, KOjHu je cpopMupaH Kao Io-
CACAMIIA BULIEBHjEKOBHOT TpUCycTBa Pyca u Apyrux Hapoaa
Pycuje Ha oBuM npocropuma. Kao u y sApyrum nocrcosjer-
CKHM APKaBaMa, M OBAj€ je HAKOH CTHIIamha HE3aBUCHOCTH
AOIIIAO AO IIPEUCITUTUBAA HCTOPHjCKUX HAPATHBA U OAHOCA
npema Pyckoj Ap>kaBu, LITO je y IIOjeAMHUM CAyYajeBHMA
610 npaheHo HeraTMBHUM CTAaBOBHMA HALIMOHAAMCTHIKH
OpPHjEHTHCAHUX APYIITBEHUX IPYIa ITPEMa COBjETCKOM U
pyckoM kyarypHoM Hacsehy. Mnak, y mojeansnm aprasa-
Ma PETHOHA 3aAPXKAH j€ PEAATHBHO PAIIOHAAAH IPUCTYII
3ajeAHHUKOj HCTOPHjH U KYATYpHHM BesaMa ca Pycujom. Tako
je y Kuprusuju pycku jesuk, nopea KMpruckor, 3aApxao
CTaTyC 3BaHUYHOTI APXKABHOT je3nKa, AOK je y Kasaxcrany
yrBphen kao jesuk mebynannonasne komyHnkanuje, mro je
AOIPUHM)jEAO pjeboj II0jaBU CAY4YajeBa 3aHEMAPUBAHA AU
YHHINTaBaba Pyckor Hacneha.

HcrospemeHo, y mojeauHum 3eMaama Jyxxsor Kaskasa
IIPOLIECH KYATYPHOT AUCTaHIHpama oA Pycuje 6uau cy us-
pakeHHjH, TOCeOHO Y paHuM pa3aMa HE3aBUCHOCTH. TakBu
IpUMjepu 3abUAEKEHH v, nsMeby OCTaAOT, Y prsnjn TOKOM
IPBE ABHUjE ACIIEHH]j€ HEHOT CAMOCTAAHOT APXKaBHOT Pa3-
BOja, 2 KYAMHHUPAAH Cy TOKOM OPY)KaHOT CyKoba y JyxHOj
Ocernju, kaaa je yHUIITEH 3HAYajaH 6poj CITOMEHHKA PyCKe

M OCETHHCKE KYATYpE.

to data from the Ministry of Culture of Ukraine, during
the first four months of 2024 measures of so-called decorm-
munization were applied to 215 monuments. Among the
removed sites were the Monument to Friendship between
the Ukrainian and Russian Peoples in Kyiv; the monument
to Mikhail Lomonosov in Dnipropetrovsk; the memorial
“Ukraine to the Liberators” near Uzhhorod; monuments to
Alexander Suvorov in Mykolaiv and Odesa; and the monu-
ment to the Soviet writer Nikolai Ostrovsky in Shepetivka,
among many others. Particularly indicative is the case of Al-
exander Pushkin, a central figure of the Russian literary tra-
dition, whose works have no longer been included in official
school curricula in Ukraine since autumn 2022. According
to available data, following the start of the special military
operation, more than 30 monuments, busts, and memorial
plaques dedicated to this poet have been destroyed.

I(,) - Post-Soviet countries with a predominantly neu-
tral attitude toward Russian heritage (the countries of the
South Caucasus and Central Asia). This group of countries
is characterized by the presence of a substantial body of arti-
facts of Russian cultural and historical heritage, formed asa
result of the centuries-long presence of Russians and other
peoples of Russia in these regions. As in other post-Soviet
states, the attainment of independence was followed by a
reassessment of historical narratives and relations with the
Russian state, which in certain cases was accompanied by
negative attitudes among nationalist-oriented social groups
toward Soviet and Russian cultural heritage. Nevertheless,
in several countries of the region a relatively pragmatic ap-
proach to shared history and cultural ties with Russia has
been preserved. For example, in Kyrgyzstan, the Russian
language has retained the status of an official state language
alongside Kyrgyz, while in Kazakhstan it has been saxpened
as the language of interethnic communication, contributing
to the comparatively rare occurrence of neglect or destruc-
tion of Russian heritage sites.

At the same time, in certain countries of the South Cau-
casus, processes of cultural distancing from Russia were more
pronounced, particularly in the early stages of independence.
Such cases were observed, among others, in Georgia during
the first two decades of its independent statehood, and cul-
minated during the armed conflict in South Ossetia, when a
significant number of monuments of Russian and Ossetian

culture were destroyed.
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DeHOMEH TAKO3BAHOT ,,paTa CIIOMECHUKA" yO4aBa Cce Uy
ApyruM aujesoBuma Jysxaor KaBkasa, HAPOUHTO y KOHTEK-
Ty AyroTpajaor cykoba nsmehy Asepbejuana u Jepmennje
y IOCTCOBjeTcKoM nepuoay. Taxo je y Xankenanjy (6usmem
CTenaHaKepTy), HAKOH YKAY4HBamba HaropHo—KapaGaxa y
cacras AsepOejiaHa, ACMOHTHPAHO YKYITHO 25 CIOMEHUKA
u 6uctu COBJETCKUM U PYCKHUM AJEAATHUI[MMA JEPMEHCKOT
nopujexaa, Mehy Kojuma cy 6MAM CIIOMEHULIN AAMUPAAY
Wpany Mcaxosy, mapmraay Opanecy Barpamjany, mjecauky
Opsanecy Tymanjany, Kao 1 H3y3eTHOM PYCKOM YMjCTHHKY
Hpany AjasoBckoM.

Candny npolecy youasajy ce u y 3emmama Lentpasne
Asuje, Taje Cy TPEHAOBH KYATYpPHE Aepycuduranuje 6uau
H3PAKEHU KAKO Y jE3UYKO]j IIOAUTHIIM, TAKO U Yy OAHOCY
IpeMa MEMOPHjaAHUM O6jCKTI/IMa. 3ajeAHHYKA KAPAKTEPH-
CTHKA OBUX 3¢Mana jeCTE IOCTEICHO CAA0NCHE HABEACHUX
TEHAEHIIU]a, YMjU j€ UHTEH3UTET 6o HajU3PA’KEHU]U TOKOM
HpBE ACLICHHje HAKOH CTUIIaha HE3aBUCHOCTH. 32 PA3AHKY
oA Ykpajuse 1 6aATHYKHX APXKaBa, y OBOM PETHOHY HUCY
326HpeKEHE MACOBHE U CHCTEMATCKE I10jaBE BAHAAAM3MA
IIpeMa CIIOMEHUITMMA HCTOPHje U KYATYPE.

[lraBuie, pycko KyaTypHO Hacsehe y mojeansnm cay-
YajeBUMa HACTABA>A AA AjEAYje Ka0 BaXKHA CIIOHA u3Mel)y Hapo-
sa Pycuje u cycjeaHnx seMana, 9ak U Y yCAOBUMA CAOXKCHHX
HCTOPHjCKUX U TOAUTHYKNX 0AHOCA. CuMboAndaH npumjep
TAaKBOT KOHTHHYHUTETA [IPEACTABAA IPOO HCTAKHY TOT PYCKOT
nucua u paunaomare Aaekcauapa [pubojeposa y nanreory Ha
mAaHUHE MranMuHAa y T6I/IAI/ICI/ij, MOpEA KOj€T j€ KaCHMje
caxparmCHa U lerosa cynpyra, kierumwa Huno YasuaBaase
— MjecTo TpajHor mamhera 1 KyATypHE IOBesaHOCTH 06a
Hapoaa (ca. 9).

The phenomenon of the so-called “war of monuments”
is also evident in other parts of the South Caucasus, par-
ticularly in the context of the prolonged post-Soviet con-
flict between Azerbaijan and Armenia. Thus, in Khankendi
(formerly Stepanakert), following the incorporation of Na-
gorno-Karabakh into Azerbaijan, a total of 25 monuments
and busts dedicated to Soviet and Russian figures of Arme-
nian origin were dismantled. Among them were monuments
to Admiral Ivan Isakov, Marshal Hovhannes Bagramyan,
the poet Hovhannes Tumanyan, as well as the outstanding
Russian artist Ivan Aivazovsky.

Similar processes can also be observed in the countries
of Central Asia, where trends of cultural de-Russification
manifested themselves both in language policies and in at-
titudes toward memorial sites. A common characteristic of
these countries is the gradual weakening of these tendencies,
whose intensity was greatest during the first decade following
independence. Unlike Ukraine and the Baltic states, this
region has not experienced mass or systematic instances of
vandalism against monuments of history and culture.

Moreover, in certain cases Russian cultural heritage con-
tinues to function as an important link between the peoples
of Russia and neighboring countries, even under conditions of
complex historical and political relations. A symbolic example
of such continuity is the grave of the distinguished Russian
writer and diplomat Alexander Griboyedov in the pantheon
on Mount Mrtatsminda in Thbilisi. His wife, Princess Nino
Chavchavadze, was later buried beside him, making the site
a place of enduring memory and cultural connectedness for

both peoples (Fig. 9).
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Cn. 9. IpobHuma y kojoj je caxpamwen A. Ipubojeaus u werosa sxena H. Hasuasaase y T6uancujy
Fig. 9. The tomb of A. Griboyedov and his wife N. Chavchavadze in Tbilisi.
HU3Bop / Source: Ayroposa o6pasa / Author’s compilation

CBjeAOYAHCTBO TPAJHUX KYATYPHUX U HCTOPHjCKHX BE3a
usMelyy rpysujckor n pyckor HapoA2 IPEACTABAA M YHECHH-
11a a2y Ipysuju, ynproc cAOKeHHM NOAUTHYKHM OKOAHOCTH-
Ma, CIIOMCHHLIM NTOCBeheHN COBjeTCKUM BOjHMLIMMA YrAaB-
HOM HHUCY OMAM IIPEAMET CUCTEMATCKOT PyLICH:a, H3y3eB
yHuInTewa Memopujasa caase y Kyraucujy 2009. ropune.
CAMYHY IPUMjepH OYyBakba MEMOPHjAAHUX o6jeKaTa Mory
Ce YOUMTH H Y APYTHUM AP>KaBaMa IIOCTCOBJETCKOT IIPOCTOPA.
Taxo je monymenT , Xpabpoct®, ckyantypa Amurpuja Pja-
6uyeBa MOAUTHyTa y 3HaK cjeharma Ha pasopHu 3eMmoTpeCy
Tamxenty 1966. rosune, 0CTa0 jeAUHCTBEHH CIIOMEHUK KOJH
y HE3aBUCHOM Y30eKHCTaHy Huje OHO IIPEMjELITCH HUTH AC-
monTHpan. [To CBOjOj MEMOPHjaAHOj U CI/IM6OAI/I‘IKOj CYIUTH-
HU CPOAAH je ¥ KoMIaeke nocsehen sxprBama semaorpeca y
Auxabaay 1948. ropune, 3ajeaHo ca 06amkmuM Memopuja-
AOM BOjHHIIMMA IIOTUHYAUM Y Beankom oranbunckom pary,
YKAY9CHUM y MEMOpPHjaAHH KoMIiaekc , Hapoaro namheme®
y raaBHOM rpasy Typxmenucrana (ca. 10). Mcru xapaxrep
HMajy U CIOMEHHUITH OAUTHYTH Y 3HAK Cj chamana KaTacTpo-
daann semmoTpec y Jepmenuju y acuiemopy 1988. roaune.

3aj €AHUYKA OAAMKA HABEACHUX MEMOPH)AAA JECTE YUHEHU-
11a A Cy OBE TPareAMje AOKUBAECHE KA0 3ajeAHHYKa Hecpeha
LIUjEAE 3EMAE, AOK j€ OTKAAMAHE HUXOBHUX ITOCAHEAULIA 6m1A0
IPEAMET CBEOIIIITE COAUAAPHOCTH U AHTAXKOBakba CTAHOB-
uumTsa yurasor Cosjerckor Casesa. Ypaso Ta AUMEH3Hja
KOACKTHBHOT HCKYCTB2 U 3ajeAHN4KOr mamhersa Aoonpusmjeaa
je OuyBamy OBHX CIIOMEHUKA H Y TIOCTCOBJETCKOM IIEPHOAY,

6e3 0031pa Ha IPOMjEHE APYKABHUX U IIOAUTHYKUX OKBUPA.

Further evidence of enduring cultural and historical ties
between the Georgian and Russian peoples is provided by
the fact that, despite complex political circumstances, monu-
ments dedicated to Soviet soldiers in Georgia were generally
not subjected to systematic demolition, with the exception
of the destruction of the Memorial of Glory in Kutaisi in
2009. Similar examples of the preservation of memorial sites
can be observed in other post-Soviet states. Thus, the mon-
ument “Courage’, a sculpture by Dmitry Ryabichev erected
in memory of the devastating Tashkent earthquake of 1966,
remains the only monument in independent Uzbekistan that
has neither been relocated nor dismantled. Comparable in
its memorial and symbolic essence is the complex dedicated
to the victims of the Ashgabat earthquake of 1948, together
with the nearby Memorial to soldiers fallen in the Great Pa-
triotic War, incorporated into the memorial complex “Peo-
ple’s Memory” in the capital of Turkmenistan (Fig. 10). The
same character is shared by monuments erected in memory
of the catastrophic Armenian earthquake of December 1988.

The common feature of these memorials lies in the fact
that these tragedies were perceived as a shared misfortune of
the entire country, while the mitigation of their consequenc-
es became a matter of nationwide solidarity and collective
engagement across the whole Soviet Union. It was precisely
this dimension of collective experience and shared memory
that contributed to the preservation of these monuments in
the post-Soviet period, regardless of changes in statehood
and political frameworks.
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Cn. 10. Cnomenuxk sxpTBama amxabasckor seMmaorpeca (1998. roauna)

Fig. 10. Monument to the victims of the Ashgabat ecarthquake (1998).
HU3Bop / Source: Ayroposa o6paaa / Author’s compilation

Y npeaAoXKeHOj TUITOAOTH)H 3eMasa Y KOjUMA je 3a-
cTynseHo nHOcTpaHo Hacsehe Pycuje, mopea Apxasa
IOCTCOBJETCKOT IIPOCTOPA, MOTY CE U3ABOJUTH H AOAATHHU
TaKCOHH, KOjH Cy Y HACTaBKY Ca)keTO IMPUKA3aHU.

II - 3eMme AaAeKOr HHOCTPAHCTBA Ca KOMIIACMEHTAP-
HHM OAHOCOM IpeMa pyckoM Hacsely. OBy rpyny unne
AP>KaBE COLIMjaAUCTUYKE OPUjEHTAIH]E, Mei')y KOjHUMa ce
usaBajajy Kuna, Bujernam, Aaoc u Ky6a. Pycko nacsehe
Y OBHM 3€MAaMa IIPUCYTHO je Y Pa3AHYUTHM CErMEHTHMA
KYATYPHOT M APYLITBEHOT XHBOTA, YKoy4yjyhu Kebrokes-
HOCT, yMjETHOCT ¥ 0OPasOBHU CUCTEM, Ka0 U Kpo3 bora-
Ty 3aCTYIASCHOCT Y My3€jCKUM 30HpKaMa, H3AOKOEHUM
IPOCTOPHMA, IPABOCAABHUM XPaMOBUMA, MEMOPHjaAHHM
KOMITAEKCHMA U APYTUM O6jCKTI/IMa HCTOPH)jCKO-KYATYPHOT
Hacseha. [TocebHO je 3paskeHa MPOCTOPHA KOHLICHTpaLHja
pyckor Hacseha y Kunn, xao cycjeanoj Apxasu ca unren-
3MBHO Pa3BUjeHUM HOAMTHYKUM, EKOHOMCKUM U KYATYPHHM
Beszama ca Pycujom (Mourymr, 2017). Hajseha rycruna osux
o6j eKaTa KapaKTEepHUCTHYHA je 3a moApydje Manuypuje, mmo-

BE3aHO Ca TpacoMm Kunecko-ucroune KCHC3HUIIC, KAO U 3a

Within the proposed typology of countries in which
Russia’s foreign heritage is represented, in addition to the
states of the post-Soviet space, further taxonomic groups can
be identified, which are outlined concisely in the following
section.

IT - Distant foreign countries with a complementa-
ry attitude toward Russian heritage. This group includes
states of socialist orientation, most notably China, Vietnam,
Laos, and Cuba. Russian heritage in these countries is present
across various segments of cultural and social life, includ-
ing literature, the arts, and educational systems, as well as
through its extensive representation in museum collections,
exhibition spaces, Orthodox churches, memorial complexes,
and other sites of historical and cultural heritage. The spatial
concentration of Russian heritage is particularly pronounced
in China, a neighboring country with intensively developed
political, economic, and cultural ties with Russia (Mongush,
2017). The highest density of such sites is characteristic of
Manchuria, associated with the route of the Chinese East-

ern Railway, as well as major urban centers such as Beijing,
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Beanke ypbane uenrpe nonyr [ lexunra, ITlanraja, Tjenhuna
v ByxaHa, Koju Cy HCTOPHjCKH IIPeACTaBAS>AAM MjecTa Hajehe
KOHIIEHTpPalIHje PYCKUX 3ajeAHHUIIA, meyqyjyhu u Tarape,
Bypjare n Aabasunue.

III - Msry6sene tepuropuje. Y 0By KaTeropujy cra-
Aajy Hekapauime Teputopuje Pycke umnepuje, mehy xojuma
ce nocebHO nspBajajy Amacka u Puncka. Tokom kparkor
6opaBka Ha A»acIy MOBOAOM PYCKO-aMEPUYKOT CAMUTA Y
asrycry 2025. ropune, npeacjearnk Pycke ®eaepannje B.
ITyTun Buie myTa je yKasao Ha 3HaYaj PyCKOT KYATYPHOT
Hacseha Ha 0Boj 6uBLIOj pyckoj Teputopuju. OH je Haraa-
cHO Aa ce Ha Amacuy dyBa 3Ha41ajHO Hacnche emoxe Pycke
Awmepuke, ykayuyjyhn npaBocaaBHe XpaMoBe, Kao U BHILE
0A 700 reorpadckux Hasusa pyckor nopujexaa. ITocebno je
HCTAaKHyTa 1 yaora Amacke y 3ajeaHH4K0j ucropuju Pycuje n
Cjeaumenux Amepuukux Apsxasa Tokom Apyror cejeTckor
para, Kaaa je IPEKO BeHE TEPUTOPHUje TPOAA3HAA ABHO-Ma-
THCTPaAa 32 MCIIOPYKY aBHOHA U BOjHE OIIPEME Y OKBUPY
IIporpama 3ajmMa M HajMa. MaTCPI/IjaAHI/I TParoBH TOT IIEPHOAA
YKAY4yjy U MjecTa caXpaHe COBjEeTCKHUX ITHAOTA, OA KOJHX
j€ JEAHO ITOCjETHO U CaM MPEACjEAHUK Pycke q)CACpaLII/IjC.

Dumncka, koja je A0 kpaja 1917. roanne 6uaa cactaBHu
Ano Pycke umnepuje, takole pacrioaaxe sHauajHuM KOpITy-
com objexara pyckor Hacneha, ykwyayjyhu 122 cosjercka
BojHa rpobaa. [Tpema mosanuma Ambacaae Pycke eaepa-
nuje y Xeacunkujy, HakoH npuctynamwa Puncke HATO-y
3a0UHEKEH je TOPACT MHIIMACHATA BAHAAAU3MA HAA BOJHUM
MEMOPHjaAMMa, KOjU Cy 32 CAAd YTAABHOM OTPaHUYEHU HA
Mama omrchema. Y sehunu cayuajesa, oBu Memopujasu cy
OOHOBA>CHU CPEACTBUMA aMOACAAE Y3 TTOAPLIKY AOKAAHHX
PYCKUX 33jeAHMIIA.

IV — Ucrounoesporncke semme. IV( l) - 3eMmme ca KOM-
[AEMEHTAPHHM OAHOCOM IpeMa pyckoM Hacseby. Y oy
noarpymny cnaaajy Cpbuja, Penrybanka Cpricka y Bochu u
Xepuerosunu u Caoauka. Pujed je o seMmama y kojuma je
3aCTYILASCHO BUILE KaTeropuja pyckor Hacseha y ckaaay ca
$YHKIIMOHAAHOM U IIPOCTOPHOM THUIIOAOTHjOM, Y3 PEAATHB-
HO orpaHudeH O0poj objexara, aAM M H3PAZUTO OATOBOPAH
OAHOC IIpeMa BHUXOBOM OYyBakby. Y OBUM CPEAHHAMA PYCKO
Hacspehe npeacTaBya MaTepHjaAu3alHjy MACja CAOBEHCKOT
3ajE€AHMUILTBA, O KOJUMA Cy IIMCAAU PYCKH CAABEHOPHAU (A.
Xowmjakos, J. Camapus u Ap.) u njecinuy nomyT A. I Tymku-
na u ®. Tjyruesa (Mazurov & Slipenchuk, 2016).

Shanghai, Tianjin, and Wuhan, which historically served as
locations of the greatest concentration of Russian commu-
nities, including Tatars, Buryats, and Albazinians.

III - Lost territories. This category includes former
territories of the Russian Empire, among which Alaska
and Finland are particularly notable. During a brief visit to
Alaska on the occasion of the Russian—American summit
in August 2025, the President of the Russian Federation,
V. Putin, repeatedly emphasized the significance of Russian
cultural heritage on this former Russian territory. He noted
that Alaska preserves a substantial legacy of the era of Russian
America, including Orthodox churches and more than 700
geographical names of Russian origin. Particular empha-
sis was also placed on Alaska’s role in the shared history of
Russia and the United States during the Second World War,
when an air route for the delivery of aircraft and military
equipment under the Lend-Lease program passed through
its territory. Material traces of this period include burial sites
of Soviet pilots, one of which was visited by the President of
the Russian Federation himself.

Finland, which remained part of the Russian Empire
until the end of 1917, also possesses a significant corpus of
Russian heritage sites, including 122 Soviet military cemeter-
ies. According to data from the Embassy of the Russian Fed-
eration in Helsinki, following Finland’s accession to NATO
there has been an increase in incidents of vandalism against
military memorials, which thus far have generally been lim-
ited to minor damage. In most cases, these memorials have
been restored using embassy funds with the support of local
Russian communities.

IV - Eastern European countries. IV(,) — Countries
with a complementary attitude toward Russian heritage.
This subgroup includes Serbia, the Republic of Srpska in
Bosnia and Herzegovina, and Slovakia. These are coun-
tries in which multiple categories of Russian heritage are
represented in accordance with the functional and spatial
typology, characterized by a relatively limited number of
sites but also by a notably responsible attitude toward their
preservation. In these contexts, Russian heritagc constitutes
a materialization of ideas of Slavic solidarity, articulated by
Russian Slavophile thinkers (A. Khomyakov, Yu. Samarin,
among others) and poets such as A. Pushkin and F. Tyutchev
(Mazurov & Slipenchuk, 2016).
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Maycrparusan npumjep npeacraBsa Penybanka Cpricka,
rajejeyjyay 2025. roause, y ONIITHHY Hcrtouno CapajeBo,
OTKPHBEH CIIOMEHHUK UCTAKHYTOM PYCKOM AUIAoMaTu Bu-
taaujy Uypkuny, crasnom npeacraBuuky Pycke Qeaeparuje
npu YjeaumeHuM Hauujama y nepuoay op 2006. a0 2017.
FOAMHE U CIIEIHjaAHOM H3aCAAHUKY HpeacjeaHnka Pycuje
TOKOM jyrocaoBeHcKkux parosa 1990-ux. Ha nocramenty
CITOMEHHKA, KOjH j€ 3aMHjEHUO PAHHU]y CIOMEH-TIAOYY, YKAE-
CaH je HaTIuC , XBaaa 3a pycko He®, xoju ce ooHOCH Ha BeTO
yaoskeH 2015. roanHe Ha OPUTAHCKH HALIPT PE30AYLIHje O
rerouupy y Cpebpennuu. Ha 3apmoj crpanu mocramenTa
HaAA3H CE HATIIUC HA CPIICKOM je3HKYy: ,3axBaaHu CpOu u

Hapop Peny6anke Cprcke (ca. 11).

An illustrative example is provided by the Republic of Srp-
ska, where in July 2025, in the municipality of East Sarajevo,
amonument was unveiled to the prominent Russian diplomat
Vitaly Churkin, Permanent Representative of the Russian
Federation to the United Nations from 2006 to 2017 and
Special Envoy of the President of Russia during the Yugoslav
wars of the 1990s. The inscription on the pedestal—replacing
an earlier commemorative plaque—reads “Thank you for the
Russian ‘No;” referring to the veto cast in 2015 on a British
draft resolution on genocide in Srebrenica. On the reverse
side of the pedestal, an inscription in Serbian reads: “Grazeful

Serbs and the people of the Republic of Srpska” (Fig. 11).

Cn. 11. Cromenuk pyckom punaomaru Buraaujy Yypxuny y Penybaunn Cprckoj
Fig. 11. Monument to the Russian diplomat Vitaly Churkin in the Republic of Srpska.
HU3Bop / Source: Ayroposa o6paaa / Author’s compilation

IV(Z) — 3eMmde ACMOHCTPATHBHOT BAHAAAU3MA IIpeMa
pyckom Hacaeby. Y oBy moarpyny cpcraBajy ce [Toscka
u Yemxka. JepaH oA HajIIO3HATUJUX IPUMjepa CaBPEMEHOT
yKAQmbarma CIOMEHHKA ITPEACTABA>A ACMOHTAXKA CITIOMEHHKA
cosjerckom mapurasy Meany Komesy y Ipary, BojCKOBobH
KOjH je PyKOBOAHO 0ocaobol)ermeM rpasa oA HaLMCTHYKUX
cHara. Mnak, YIPKOC BUCOKO] CI/IM6OAI/I‘1K0j TEKHUHU OBOT AO-
rahaja, canunu npouecn y Yemkoj umajy orpanndeHn obum:
0A YKYIIHO 665 crioMeHurKa ocBeheHHX COBjeTCKUM BOjHH-
nuMa-ocaoboanonnma, ykaomeHo je 28. Hcrospemeno, y
OBOj 3eMAU U Aase€ je 0uyBaHo BHIe 0A 800 objekara pyckor
KYATYPHO-UCTOPHjcKOT Hacseha, mTo ykasyje Ha peaaTusHO

ArepeHIMPaH OAHOC IIPEMa OBOM CETMEHTY Hacheha.

IV(,) - Countries of demonstrative vandalism toward
Russian heritage. This subgroup includes Poland and the
Czech Republic. One of the most widely cited contempo-
rary examples of monument removal is the dismantling of
the monument to Soviet Marshal Ivan Konev in Prague, a
military commander who led the liberation of the city from
Nazi forces. Despite the high symbolic significance of this
event, similar processes in the Czech Republic remain rel-
atively limited in scope: out of a total of 665 monuments
dedicated to Soviet liberating soldiers, only 28 have been
removed. At the same time, more than 800 objects of Rus-
sian cultural and historical heritage remain preserved in the
country, indicating a relatively differentiated and selective
approach to this segment of heritage.



PYCKO HACJbERE Y HHOCTPAHCTBY — NMPOCTOPHA TUMOJIOTHJA U U3A30BH 3ALLUTHUTE
RUSSIAN HERITAGE ABROAD — SPATIAL TYPOLOGY AND CONSERVATION CHALLENGES

3a pasauxy o Yemixe, y [Tomckoj je mporiec yraamarma
CITOMEHHKA HHCTUTYLIMOHAAH30BaH KPO3 3aKOH O ACKOMY-
HH3AIUjU U3 2016. ropune. Kao mocseaunria merose npuMje-
HE, AO AAHAC je ACMOHTHPAHO anGAI/DKHo 500 cioMeHuKa
0A yKynHO 640 eBupcHTHpaHNX ObjekaTa pyckor Hacseha,
LITO OBy 3eMay cBpcTaBa Mehy mpocTope ca HajUHTCH3UB-
HUjUM 00AHMLIUMA HHCTUTYLIMOHAAHOT peACPUHIUCAA jABHOT
MeMopujasHor npocropa y Mcrounoj Esporm.

IV(,) - 3eMae ca mpeTeXHO HEYTPAAHHM OAHOCOM TTpe-
Ma pyckoM Hacsehy. OBy rpyny unne Aabanuja, Byrapexa,
Mabapcxka, CjeBepra Maxeaonuja, Caosennja, Xpsarcka,
Lipna Iopa, Pymynuja u apyre ap>xase peruona. Kapaxre-
pHILLIE UX IPUCYCTBO PEAATUBHO OpojHOTr KopIiyca objekara
PYCKOT KYATYPHO-HUCTOPHjCKOT Hacxeha, y3 HeyjeAHadeH U
BPEMEHCKH [IPOMjEH/AHB OAHOC IIPEMa IbUXOBOM OUyBamby. Y
PABAMYUTUM UCTOPHUjCKUM pa3aMa, HOAUTHKA U ADPYIITBEHH
CTaBOBH IIpeMa PycKoM Hacsrel)y y oBuM semmama kperaan
CY CE OA CAPAAEHE M OUYBAHA AO CEACKTHBHOT 3aHEMAPHBAha,
6e3 AOMUHAHTHO H3PKCHUX 0OAMKA MACOBHOT HAM CHUCTE-
MaTCKOT BAaHAAAHU3MA.

V - 3amapHe seMmme. Y 0By UPOKY Ipymy crapajy Ay-
crpuja, Beanxa bpuranuja, Fbemauka, Mraauja, Husoszem-
cxa, Opannycka, [Isajuapcxa, semme Cjeepre Espore,
Cjeaumene Amepuuxe Apxase, AycTpasnja U APyTe Ap>kaBe
3aITaAHOT KYATYPHO-LIMBUAKSaIHjcKor kpyra. Kao pesyarar
AYTOTPajHUX UCTOPH)jCKHUX MPOLIEca — YKA;y‘ijth/I parose,
eMurpanuje, TpProBadke U KyATYPHE BE3¢ — Y OBUM 3EMpdaMa
je popmMupan 0buMaH U HU3Y3ETHO BPHjeAQH KOPITYC PYCKOT
KyATYpHO-HcTOpHjcKor Hacseha. O obyxsara ciomenu-
Ke, MeMopHjaae, rpobaa, Mysejcke 30MpKe, APXUTEKTOHCKE
objexTe U HeMaTepHjaAHe OOAUKE KYATYPHE IPUCYTHOCTH.

[Toce6bHo ce usaBajajy cnomenunu y Mraauju u Illsaj-
1apcKoj mocBeheH: HCTOPHjCKOM aATICKOM ITOXOAY BOjCKe
reepasucumyca Aaekcanapa CyBopoBa, Kao 1 MEMOPHUjaAH
y ®pannyckoj xoju obunexaajy ydemhe pycknux BojHu-
xa y [Ipsom cBjerckom pary (ITuporos, 2024), e 6pojuu
crioMeHuLM nocBeheHu cojeTcknM BojHULIMA Y Apyrom
cBjerckoM pary. CBjeTcku nmpenosHatsus cumboa mobjeae
Hap HarcTnakoM Ibemaukom nmpeacraBsa Memopujaa ca
ckyanrTypoM ,,Ocaoboanaan’” y 6epannckom Tpentos-mapky
(ca. 12), 0 unjem oppsKaBarby U 3aIUTUTH OPUHY HEMauKe
HAAACKHE HHCTHTYILIH]C.

Mnak, y 3arapAHOEBPOIICKUM 3eMdaMa 3a0HmEXKeH je

Mamu 6poj coBjeTcKUX BOjHHX rpobana y mopehemy ca

In contrast to the Czech Republic, the process of monu-
ment removal in Poland has been institutionalized through
the 2016 Decommunization Act. As a consequence of its
implementation, approximately 500 monuments have been
dismantled to date out of a total of 640 recorded sites of
Russian heritage, placing Poland among the countries with
the most intensive forms of institutionalized reconfiguration
of the public memorial landscape in Eastern Europe.

IV(,) - Countries with a predominantly neutral atti-
tude toward Russian heritage. This group includes Albania,
Bulgaria, Hungary, North Macedonia, Slovenia, Croatia,
Montenegro, Romania, and other countries of the region.
It is characterized by the presence of a relatively substantial
corpus of Russian cultural and historical heritage sites, com-
bined with an uneven and temporally variable approach to
their preservation. Across different historical phases, state
policies and public attitudes toward Russian heritage in these
countries have ranged from cooperation and conservation to
selective neglect, without dominant manifestations of mass
or systematic vandalism.

V - Western countries. This broad group comprises
Austria, the United Kingdom, Germany, Italy, the Nether-
lands, France, Switzerland, the Nordic countries, the United
States of America, Australia, and other states of the Western
cultural and civilizational sphere. As a result of long-term
historical processes—including wars, migration, trade, and
cultural exchange—these countries have accumulated a large
and highly valuable corpus of Russian cultural and historical
heritage. It includes monuments, memorials, cemeteries, mu-
seum collections, architectural structures, and various forms
of intangible cultural presence.

Particularly notable are the monuments in Italy and Swit-
zerland dedicated to the historic Alpine campaign of Gener-
alissimo Alexander Suvorov, as well as memorials in France
commemorating the participation of Russian soldiers in the
First World War (Pirogov, 2024), alongside numerous monu-
ments dedicated to Soviet soldiers of the Second World War.
A globally recognized symbol of victory over Nazi Germa-
ny is the Memorial with the sculpture “The Liberator” in
Treptower Park, Berlin (Fig. 12), whose maintenance and
protection are ensured by German public institutions.

Nevertheless, Western European countries contain a
smaller number of Soviet military cemeteries compared to

Eastern Europe. The highest concentrations are found in
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HCTOYHHUM Aujeaom Esporne. Hachha KOHIIEHTPAIIHja OBUX
objekara Hasasu ce y Fbemaukoj (1.781), Aycpuju (220),
Bearuju (69) u ®panuyckoj (51). 3a pasauky oa Gaatnaxux
semana 1 ITomcke, y oBUM aprkaBama He ITOCTOje 3aKOHCKU
OKBHMPH KOjU OU CHCTEMATCKH IIOACTHUIIAAT AECKOMYHH3ALIUjy
MEMOPHjaAHOT IIPOCTOpa. 300T TOra Cy CAyYajeBU BAHAAAH3-
Ma 1 HEOATOBOPHOT OAHOCA ITPEMa CIIOMEHHIIMMA YTAABHOM
MOjeAVHAYHU U H30AOBAHH, IITO CE MOXKE AOBECTH Y BE3Y €A
BHCOKHM CTEIICHOM KYATYPHOT ay TOPUTETA U TPEMNO3HATASH-

BOCTH PYCKE KYATYpC Mbe CTAaHOBHUIIITBOM OBHX 3€CMasa.

g Zz

Germany (1,781 sites), Austria (220), Belgium (69), and
France (51). Unlike the Baltic states and Poland, these coun-
tries lack legal frameworks that systematically promote the
decommunization of memorial spaces. As a result, cases of
vandalism or negligent treatment of monuments are gener-
ally isolated and sporadic, which may be associated with the
high level of cultural authority and recognition of Russian

culture among the populations of these countries.

Cn.12. Memopujaa ca ckyanTypom ,Ocaoboamaar” (ayTop Jesreny;j ByquHh) y TpenTOB-napKy, bepaun, Fbemauka

Fig. 12. Memorial with the sculpture “The Liberator” (by Yevgeny Vuchetich), Treptower Park, Berlin, Germany.
HU3Bop / Source: Ayroposa ob6papa / Author’s compilation

VI - 3eMae pAaAE€KOr HHOCTPAHCTBA CA PEAATHBHO Ma-
A06pojuuM pyckum Hacsehem. OBy rpyny unHe Apskase u
PCTHOHU y KOjUMa je PyCKO KYATYPHO-HCTOPHjCKO Hacnehe
3aCTYNACHO y OTPAHUYCHOM OOKMY, a HeroBa IPOCTOPHA
AUCTpUOYLIHMja U KapaKTep YCAOBACHH CY IIPEBACXOAHO
reorpaCKUM, HCTOPHjCKUM U KYATYPHUM pakTopuma. ¥
OKBMPY OBE TPyIl€ U3ABAjajy Ce cmveachu moaTunosw.

VI( l) — 3emme Mcroka. Y oBy moarpymny crasajy Mos-
roauja, Muanja, Minponesuja, Hosa Isuneja, Typc1<a, Jaman
U APYT€ 3€MAd€ UCTOYHOT ITMBUAM3AIMjCKOT Kpyra. Pycko
Hacspehe Ha oBUM IpocToprMa TOBe3aHo je ca AjeaarHomhy
PYCKHX IMyTHHKa, HCTPa)KMBada M Hay4HHKa (Ha mpumjep,
Huxoaaj Pepux y Muauju u Hukxoaaj Mukayxo-Maxaaj y
Hosoj I'suneju), paxropnma HenocpeaHor cycjeactsa (Mon-
roauja n Typcka), patHuM cyko6uma (ca Jananom u, moce6Ho,

OpOjHIM PYcKO-TyPCKMM PaToBHMa), Kao U ca yuemthem Py-

VI - Distant foreign countries with a relatively limited
presence of Russian heritage. This group includes states and
regions in which Russian cultural and historical heritage is
represented to a limited extent, with its spatial distribution
and character determined primarily by geographical, histori-
cal, and cultural factors. Within this group, several subtypes
can be distinguished, as outlined below.

VI(1) - Countries of the East. This subgroup includes
Mongolia, India, Indonesia, New Guinea, Turkey, Japan,
and other countries of the Eastern civilizational sphere. Rus-
sian heritage in these areas is associated with the activities
of Russian travelers, explorers, and scholars (for example,
Nicholas Roerich in India and Nikolai Miklouho-Maclay
in New Guinea), factors of direct neighborhood (Mongolia
and Turkey), military conflicts (with Japan and, in particu-

lar, the numerous Russo-Turkish wars), as well as Russia’s
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cHje y eKOHOMCKOM Pa3BOjy IOjEAHHX 3eMasa U IIHPEHEM
npaBocaaBaa. OBO MOTOME 10CeOHO je H3paskeHO y Jamany,
TAj€ je IpaBOCAABHA TPAAUIIHjA AOOHAQ MHCTHTYLIHOHAAHO
H KYATYpPHO npenosHarsus 06auk (Mourym, 2017).

I'lpBa pycka mpaBocaaBHa LIpKBa y JallaHy IOAMTHYTA je
1858. roanne y Xakoaarey, Ha jyry octpsa Xokanpo. Aa-
Hac Xpam Backpcema XpucroBor y 0BoM rpaAy UMa CTaTyc
»BLKHOT KyATypHOT A06pa“ Jarana. ITopea Tora, y seMmmu
AJEAYjY jOII TP 3HAYajHA LIEHTPA IPABOCAABHE KYATYpE:
Baarosujemtencku cabop y Kjory, usrpahen 1901. roau-
HE U 04yBaH y U3BOPHOM OOAHKY Ca CTAaTYCOM ,KYATYPHOT
CIIOMEHUKA eI10Xe Mejl,m“; Xpam I Toxposa IIpecsere boro-
poauuey Ocaxu (1910), 06HOBACH HAKOH aMepPUIKHX HOM-
GapAOBaiba; TC HAJIIO3HATH]H IPABOCAABHU XpaM y Jamany
— Cabop Backpcemwa Xpucrosor y Tokujy (1891), xoju je He-
PACKHAMBO IOBE3aH CA MHCHOHAPCKOM U IIPOCBjETUTESCKOM
AjeAaTHomhy apxuenuckorna Jamana, ceeruresa Huxoaaja
Jamancxor, kanonusosanor 1970. roaune. I'lo auanom opo-
Opemy jamaHCKOr Ljapa, OH je caxpameH Ha rpobay JaHaka,
jEAHOM 0A, HajyracAHHjux rpobama y Tokujy.

VI(,) - 3emse Appuxe u VI(,) - 3emae Aaruncke
Amepuke. Y 0BUM pernoHuMa pycko Hacsehe yraasHOM
je IPEACTABACHO OrPaHHYCHHM OPOjeM BjepCcKHUX 0bjeKa-
Ta ($pyHKUMOHAAHA KaTeropHja A2), MOjeAMHAYHUM HCTO-
pujckuM caxpanama 1 MeMopHjaanma (Al), kao u acouuja-
TUBHUM AoKasuTeTHMa (AG), 6e3 popMupara IPOCTOPHO
KOMITAKTHHX apeaAa.

VI(,) - Aurapkruk. [Toce6ny u cnienuduuny kareropujy
YHHU PYyCKO Hacmebe y AHTapKTI/IKy, TAj€ C€ UICTOPHjCKa Mje-
CTa M CIIOMEHHIM HaAase o 3amtutom Cucrema Yrosopa
0 AHTapKTHKY, y OKBUPY jeAHE OA TPH KAace samruhenux
OoApYYja oBor KOHTUHEHTA. [ IpBM 3BaHIYHE cincak ncro-
PHjCKUX CITOMEHUKA Y AHTAPKTHKY cauumbeH je 1972, roau-
He, a A0 2024. npomupeH je Ha yKynHO 96 objekara, Mehy
KOjHMa Ce HAAQ3U U IET PYCKUX MEMOPHjaAHIX AOKAAUTETA.

IToce6an BuA nctopujckor u KyArypHor Hacseha y AnTap-
KTHKY TPEACTAB/»>A PYCKA TOIIOHUMU]A, OBE3aHA CA UMEHHUMA
pyckux HayuHuKa 1 MopersoBania (Bjesuncraysenoso mope,
AasapeBseBo Mope, naannHe AasapeBa), PycKHX Lapesa
(octpBo ITerpa I, 3emaa Anexcanapa I), HasuBuma 6pososa
(Bocmaox), rpaposa (Aewunzpadcka), Kao 1 aCTPAKTHUX UAC-
ana (Apyocba, [pozpec, Mup). TTopea Tora, y AHTApKTHKY 110~
CTOj€ U TOIIOHHMH AUPEKTHO U3BEACHH OA eTHOHMMA Pyc, kao

mITo Cy PyCKC IIAQHHHC 1 UCTPAXKMBAYKA CTAHHIIA RMSSkéZ)/ﬂ.

participation in the economic development of certain coun-
tries and the spread of Orthodox Christianity. The latter is
especially pronounced in Japan, where Orthodoxy acquired
a clearly institutionalized and culturally recognizable form
(Mongush, 2017).

The first Russian Orthodox church in Japan was built in
1858 in Hakodate, in the southern part of the island of Hok-
kaido. Today, the Church of the Resurrection of Christ in
this city has the status of an “Important Cultural Property” of
Japan. In addition, three other significant centers of Orthodox
culture operate in the country: the Annunciation Cathedral
in Kyoto, built in 1901 and preserved in its original form
with the status of a “Cultural Monument of the Meiji Eva™;
the Church of the Intercession of the Most Holy Theotokos
in Osaka (1910), restored after American bombings; and the
most famous Orthodox church in Japan—the Holy Resurrec-
tion Cathedral in Tokyo (1891). This cathedral is inseparably
linked to the missionary and educational activity of Archbish-
op Nicholas of Japan, canonized in 1970. With the personal
approval of the Japanese emperor, he was buried at Yanaka
Cemetery, one of the most prestigious cemeteries in Tokyo.

VI(,) - Countries of Africa and VI(,) - Countries of
Latin America. In these regions, Russian heritage is pre-
dominantly represented by a limited number of religious
sites (functional category A2), individual historical burials
and memorials (A1), as well as associative localities (A6),
without the formation of spatially compact heritage areas.

VI(,) - Antarctica. A distinct and highly specific cat-
egory is represented by Russian heritage in Antarctica,
where historical sites and monuments are protected under
the Antarctic Treaty System, within one of the three classes
of protected areas on the continent. The first official list of
historical monuments in Antarctica was compiled in 1972,
and by 2024 it had been expanded to a total of 96 sites,
including five Russian memorial locations.

A particular form of historical and cultural heritage in
Antarctica is Russian toponymy, associated with the names
of Russian scientists and explorers (Bellingshausen Sea,
Lazarev Sea, Lazarev Mountains), Russian emperors (Pe-
ter I Island, Alexander I Land), ship names (Vostok), cities
(Leningradskaya), and abstract ideals (Friendship, Progress,
Peace). In addition, Antarctica contains toponyms directly
derived from the ethnonym Rus, such as the Russian Moun-

tains and the Russkaya research station.
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Pyckom Hacaelyy y AHTapKTHKY NpHIIaAa 1 caM YHH OT-
kpuha 0OBOT KOHTHHEHTA, KOjU Cy USBPLIMAU PYCKH MOpe-
maosuu Papej bjesuncraysen u Muxana Aasapes TokoMm
MyTOBaka OKO CBUjeTa Ha cayrmosuma Bocmox u Mupuuj y
nepuoay 1819—-1821. ropune, mTO NpeACTaBASA jeAAH OA

KnyaHnx porabaja y ucropuju reorpadekux orkpuha.

MPOBJIEMH O4YBAHA PYCKOI HACJbEBA
Y HHOCTPAHCTBY

Hajsaxxuuja opanka reorpa(lmjc Hacseha kao PpeAATHBHO
MAAA€E HAYYHE AMCIUIIAMHE JECTE IEHA YCMjEPEHOCT HE CAMO
Ha UACHTHUKALM]Y M AaHAAM3Y TEPUTOPHjaAHE OPTaHU3ALIHje
cdepe Hacnchay CBOj H>EHOj CAOKCHOCTH U Pa3HOBPCHOCTH,
Beh 1 Ha Pa3Boj KOHLIENTYaAHNX U IPAKTHYHHUX OCHOBA 32 Hhe-
roBo ouyBame. Pujed je o ouyBarmy KYATYPHOT U IPUPOAHOT,
MaTEpPUjaAHOT U HEMATEPHUjaAHOT Hacmeba, KOj€ ce IMUPOM
CBUjETa HAAA3H IIOA YTHLIajeM OPOjHHX paKTOpa pU3HKa, KaKO
MIPUPOAHOT, TAKO ¥ AHTPOIIOTEHOT IIOPHjEKAA. ,A,jeAOBa}be
OBHX $aKTOpa AOBOAU AO TIOTOpIIAmA CTamba objexara Ha-
cieha, ay mojeAMHIM cAy4ajeBHMA M AO BHXOBOT HEIIOBPAT-
HOT I'yOHTKa, LITO HMa 32 IIOCAHCAMLIY CMAHCHE IIPUPOAHE U
KyATYpHE pasHoBpcHOCTH. Hannonaane Ap>kaBe U BHUXOBO
CTaHOBHHIITBO, IO IPABUAY, HE OCTajy ITACHBHH IIPEMa OBHM
HEraTUBHUM IIpoLiecuMa, Beh, y ckaaay ca cBojum uHcTHTY-
LIHOHAAHUM, UHAHCHjCKUM U APYIITBEHUM KaITALIUTETHMA,
HacToje A2 00e30Hjeae 3aITHTY ConCTBeHOT Hacseha.

Hageaeno y nmynoj Mjepu Baxcu u 3a Pycky q)eAepauI/ij,
Y KOjOj IIOCTOj€ AYTOTOAUIIIbE TPAAULIHU]j€E 3AIUTUTE Hacaeha,
KOHTHHYHPAHO ce yHanpel)yje 3akoHOAQBHU U HHCTUTYLHO-
HaAHH OKBHP Y OBOj 00AACTH U, LIITO je OA TOCeOHOT 3HaYaja,
IOCTEIIeHO ce yuBpihyje ApyIITBeHO pasymujeBambe Hackeha
Ka0 He3aMjehHBE BPHjEAHOCTH H JEAHOT OA KAy IHUX pakTopa
HAI[HOHAAHOT CYBEPEHHTETA H AyTOPOYHOT Pa3BOja APIKaBe.

MebhyTrm, HaBeaeHe KapaKTePHCTHKE IIPHje CBEra ce OA-
HOCE Ha HALIMOHAAHO Hachche Koje ce HaaasM Ha COICTBEHO]
Teputopuju Apskase. Kaaa je pujed o pyckom Hacmelyy y uso-
CTPAHCTBY, IbETOBO CTAabE M CTCIICH OYyBAHOCTH, Y3 PUjETKE
H3Y3€TKE, Y BEAUKO] MjEpPH 3aBHCE OA OAHOCA ITPEMA HEMY
y KOHKPeTHUM 3eMmaMa Aoomahunnma. Yaora mehynapoa-
HUX KOHBCHIMja U ciopadyMa y obaactu samrute Hacseha
Yy OBOM KOHTEKCTY OCTaje OIPAaHUYEHA U YECTO HEAOBOSHO
edukacna. Mnak, nmocroje 6poj1-m IIpUMjepU OATOBOPHOT

U AyTOPOYHO CTaOMAHOT OAHOCA ITpeMa pyckoM Hacnehy y

Russian heritage in Antarctica also includes the very dis-
covery of the continent, carried out by Russian navigators
Fabian Gottlieb von Bellingshausen and Mikhail Lazarev
during their circumnavigation aboard the sloops Vostok and
Mirny in 1819-1821, an event that represents one of the

key milestones in the history of geographical exploration.

PROBLEMS OF PRESERVING RUSSIAN
HERITAGE ABROAD

The most important characteristic of heritage geography
as a relatively young scientific discipline lies in its focus not
only on identifying and analyzing the territorial organization
of the heritage sphere in all its complexity and diversity, but
also on developing conceptual and practical foundations for
its preservation. This refers to the preservation of cultural
and natural, tangible and intangible heritage, which world-
wide is exposed to numerous risk factors of both natural and
anthropogenic origin. The impact of these factors leads to
the deterioration of heritage sites and, in some cases, to their
irreversible loss, resulting in a reduction of natural and cul-
tural diversity. As a rule, nation-states and their populations
do not remain passive in the face of such negative processes;
rather, in accordance with their institutional, financial, and
social capacities, they seek to ensure the protection of their
own heritage.

This fully applies to the Russian Federation, where
long-standing traditions of heritage protection exist, the
legislative and institutional framework in this field is con-
tinuously being improved, and—most importantly—a social
understanding of heritage as an irreplaceable value and one
of the key factors of national sovereignty and long-term state
development is gradually being consolidated.

However, these characteristics primarily apply to national
heritage located within the state’s own territory. When it
comes to Russian heritage abroad, its condition and degree
of preservation—with rare exceptions—largely depend on
the attitudes toward it in specific host countries. The role
of international conventions and agreements on heritage
protection in this context remains limited and often insuffi-
ciently effective. Nevertheless, there are numerous examples
of responsible and long-term stable approaches to Russian
heritage abroad, both in the form of individual sites and
through systemic models of its preservation.
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MHOCTPAHCTBY, KaKO y BUAY [I0jeAUHAYHHX 0bjeKaTa, Tako 1
KPO3 CHCTEMCKE IIPUCTYIIC BETOBOM OUyBALLY.
MaycrparuBHu nojeAMHAYHU IpUMjepHU YKsyayjy Popt
Poc y Kaanopuuju, kao jeAaH oA Hajiio3Harujux objexara
Hacsxeha Pycke Amepuke, Kao u rp06 Xepoja Cosjerckor
Casesa Puxapaa 3oprea y Jamany (ca. 13). Cucremexu 06-
AMILIM 09yBamba pycKor Hacaeha moce6no cy younnsn y Kuun
u I1IBajuapckoj, raje cy popMHUPaHH PEAATHBHO CcTaOUAHU
MOACAH 3ALITHTE Pa3AMYMTHX CETMEHATa Hackeha, yKmy-
ayjyhn Takossano ,,CyBoposcko® Hacacehe, kao u Hacnche

pycke emurpanyje.

Hlustrative individual examples include Fort Ross in Cal-
ifornia, one of the most well-known heritage sites of Russian
America, as well as the grave of Hero of the Soviet Union
Richard Sorge in Japan (Fig. 13). Systemic approaches to the
preservation of Russian heritage are particularly evident in
China and Switzerland, where relatively stable models for
safeguarding various segments of heritage have been estab-
lished, including the so-called “Suvorov heritage” and the

heritage of Russian emigration.

= N AT
r,

Cn. 13. Ipo6 coajéTckor o6aBje.1.L;Tajua P. 3opre; Ha Tpobsy Ta.M-a y Toxujy

Fig. 13. Grave of Soviet intelligence officer R. Sorge at Tama Cemetery, Tokyo
HU3Bop / Source: Ayroposa o6pasa / Author’s compilation

Mnax, y mocseAmUM roAMHaMa jaCHO j€ YOUSHBA H3-
pasuTo caaba samtuhenoct, a y mojeAuHuM caydajeBuMa 1
(aKTHIKO 0OACYCTBO 6HHAO KAKBE 3aIITUTE PYCKOT Hacxeha y
MHOCTPAHCTBY, HAPOYHUTO Y 3eMAdaMa Ca HECTAOMAHOM I10-
AMTHYKOM KOHJYHKTYpOM. PasyMsuBo je pa TakBo crame
He MOXce OuTH npuxBatsuBo HU 32 Pycky Peaepanujy Hu 3a
meHe rpahane. Y TakBUM OKOAHOCTHMA, KAO IPHOPUTETAH
saparak Hamehe ce mpAeHTHUKaLM]a U jacHO AcuHHCaEbE OC-
HOBHHX NIPpo0OAeMa Koju oHeMoryhaBajy aAekBaTHO OdyBarbe
pyckor Hacneha y mroctpanctsy. IToaasehu op nperxoane

AHaAHU3C, MOT'y CC I/ISABOjI/ITI/I C./bCAChI/I KpydHU HpO6ACMI/I.

In recent years, however, an extremely low level of pro-
tection, and in some cases the effective absence of any pro-
tection, of Russian heritage abroad has become increasingly
evident—particularly in countries characterized by unstable
political environments. It is understandable that such a situ-
ation cannot be acceptable either to the Russian Federation
or to its citizens. Under these circumstances, a priority task
is the identification and clear definition of the key problems
that hinder the adequate preservation of Russian heritage
abroad. Based on the precedinganalysis, the following major
problems can be identified.
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ITpBu npobaeM OAHOCH Ce Ha HEAOBOMSHY IIPOYYCHOCT
¢enomena nocTpanor Hacseha. Ao AaHac He mocToje yak
HHU NPUOAIDKHE IPOLjeHe YKYIHOT Gpoja objexara pyckor
Hacweha y HHOCTpaHCTBY, HUTH Ha TA0O2AHOM HUBOY, HUTH
10 OjEAUHAYHUM 3EMAAMA. I/ICTOBpeMeHo, M30CTajy U CH-
CTEMATCKE APYIITBEHE H €KOHOMCKE MPOIjeHe IOCHCANLIA
IIOTITYHOT HAH AJEAUMMYHOT I'yOUTKa MHOCTPaHOT Hacxeha,
KaKO 32 3eM/vy IOPHjEKAA, TAKO U 33 3eM/p€ Y KOJHMA CE OHO
HAAA3U.

Apyru sHayajan 1pobaeM IpeAcTaBba cAaba IpaBHa 3a-
wrrnhenoct naocrpanor Hacseha. Kao anpexrna mocseauna
OBAaKBOT CTama, 0A MmoveTka 1990-ux roanHa u3BaH rpaHu-
ua Pycuje yaumreHo je Bumie op 3.500 cojeTckux BojHHX
MeMOopHjaAa. IToce6bHO je MHAMKATUBHO Aa je Hajmame 300
CAy4ajeBa ACMOHTA)KE CIIOMEHHKA COBJETCKUM BOjHHIIMMA 3a-
OunpexeHO 04 2022. roAHHE HCKAYIHBO Y 3eMaama Epornicke
yuuje. [ Ipu ToMe, HaBEACHH OAALIM IPEACTABAA]Y CAMO AUO
yKynHux ryburaka, 6yayhu aa je crBapHu 061M yHULITEHHX
nau omrehennx o6jexara, o ceemy cyachwu, snarno sehn.

Tpehn npo6AeM OTAEAQ CE Y HEAOBOSHO] COLIMjAAU3AIH U
Ipoljeca 3aIUTHTE HHOCTPAHOT Hacsdeha. 3Havajan Ano cTa-
HOBHMUIIITBA Pycujc, U3 Pa3AMYUTUX Pa3AOTa, HEAOBOSHO j€
YIIO3HAT ca pasMjepama ry0uTaka HHOCTPaHOT Hacadeha u
IbUXOBHM AYTOPOYHUM Hocseaunama. Kao pesyarar tora,
AHTKMaH jaBHOCTH, KA0 U MPOPHAHUX HEBAAAMHHX Opra-
HHU3a1Mja y 00AACTH 3aIITHTE OBE KaTeropuje Hacnpeha, ocraje
HHU3aK HAH Y TIOjEAHUM CAYYajeBUMa MOTIYHO H30CTaje.

[TpeBasuaaskere HaBEACHHUX IPOHAEMA MOXKE AOBECTH
AO 3HavajHOT yHanpehemwa odyBanocTH pyckor Hacseha y
HHOCTPAHCTBY, Ka0 M AO HeroBe ePHKACHU]E U CBPCHCXOA-
Huje ynotpebe. Hema cymme Aa je TakaB HCXOA Y IPHHIUITY
AOCTEDKAH, HAKO 3aXTHjeBa KOHTHHYUPAHE 1 KOOPAUHHCAHE
HaIrope ApPXKaBHUX MHCTHTYLHja, HAYYHE 3ajeAHHIIE U IIUBUA-
Hor Apymtsa (Beaenun & Masypos, 2000). Motusuumyhu
$axTOpH Y OBOM IIPOLIECY OTACAAJY CE Y BUIIE CTPATEIIKUX
nepcnexrusa: noschawy mehynapoanor npectmka pycke
ApKaBe, jadarby HALIMOHAAHOT MAeHTHTETa Pyca n Apyrux Ha-
poaa Pycuje, moacTuijamy o4yBama pycke KyAType y CPeAU-
HaMa y KojuMa je pycko Hacsehe sacTynmeno, Te ynanpehemy
KYATYpPHE PasHOBPCHOCTHU U MelyKyATypHe capaarbe uamely
Pycuje u pApyrux semana. Crora ce MOXKe 3aKAYIUTH A2 04Y-
Babe PyCKOI HHOCTPAHOT Hacheha y moTiyHoCTH 0ATOBapa
00jeKTHBHUM HALIHOHAAHUM HHTepecuMa kako Pycuje, Tako

H IbCHUX ITAPTHEPCKHUX ApPiKaBa.

The first problem concerns the insufficient study of the
phenomenon of foreign heritage. To date, there are not even
approximate estimates of the total number of Russian her-
itage sites abroad, either at the global level or by individual
countries. At the same time, there is a lack of systematic social
and economic assessments of the consequences of the com-
plete or partial loss of foreign heritage, both for the country
of origin and for the host countries in which such heritage
is located.

The second major problem is the weak legal protection
of foreign heritage. As a direct consequence of this situa-
tion, more than 3,500 Soviet military memorials outside the
borders of Russia have been destroyed since the early 1990s.
Particularly indicative is the fact that at least 300 cases of dis-
mantling monuments to Soviet soldiers have been recorded
since 2022 in the countries of the European Union alone. At
the same time, these figures represent only part of the total
losses, as the actual number of destroyed or damaged sites
is, in all likelihood, significantly higher.

The third problem lies in the insufficient socialization
of the process of protecting foreign heritage. A substantial
portion of the population of Russia, for various reasons, re-
mains inadequately informed about the scale of losses of for-
eign heritage and their long-term consequences. As a result,
public engagement, as well as the involvement of specialized
non-governmental organizations in protecting this category
of heritage, remains low or, in some cases, entirely absent.

Overcoming these problems may lead to a significant
improvement in the preservation of Russian heritage abroad,
as well as to its more effective and purposeful use. There is
no doubt that such an outcome is, in principle, achievable,
although it requires continuous and coordinated efforts by
state institutions, the scientific community, and civil socie-
ty (Vedenin & Mazurov, 2000). The motivating factors in
this process are reflected in several strategic perspectives:
enhancing the international prestige of the Russian state;
strengthening the national identity of Russians and other
peoples of Russia; promoting the preservation of Russian
culture in environments where Russian heritage is present;
and fostering cultural diversity and intercultural coopera-
tion between Russia and other countries. Therefore, it can be
concluded that the preservation of Russian foreign heritage
fully corresponds to the objective national interests of both
Russia and its partner states.
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Hcropujcko Hacwele, Kako KyATyPHO Tako U IPUPOA-
HO, MMa M3Y3€THO 3HAYajHY, 4 Y MHOTMM acHEKTHMA U He-
3aMjemHBY YAOTY Y Pa3BOjy CBaKe AP)KaBE U CBAKOT HAPOAQ,
j€p AOTIPUHOCH OYYBaky ETHOKYATYPHOT MACHTHTETA, ja4arby
APYIITBEHE KOXE3HUje H OACTHIIAIY OAPXKHBOT pasBoja. Ha-
BEACHO Y IyHOj Mjepu Baxku u 3a Pycky Peaepanjy, koja
PACIIOAQXKE H3Y3ETHO OOMMHUM U Pa3HOBPCHUM KOPITYCOM
Hacacha. Ha Hannonaanoj repuropuju Pycuje oo Hacwehe
je y 3HaYajHOj MjepU UACHTUPHKOBAHO, CHCTEMATH30BAHO
KpO3 peaeBaHTHe peructpe n obyxsaheHo nncturynuonaa-
HUM MEXaHHU3MHMa 3alITUTE.

MelyyTum, HaBeaeHE KOHCTATaLHje He MOTY C€ y IIOTITy-
HOCTH NIPUMHjCHUTH Ha PyCKO Hacsehe y HHOCTpaHCTBY,
KOj€ MPEACTaBAdA CACTABHU AUO YKYIHOT HallHOHAAHOT
Hacseha Hapopa Pycke Pepcpannje, aau u Baskay Kommo-
HEHTY HIMPET KYATYPHO-IIUBUAU3ALIU]jCKOT IPOCTOPA Py-
ckor crjeta. Maxo je HecyMBHBO A2 je 06uM oBor Hacseha
3HAYajaH, HErOBU KBAHTUTATUBHU ITAPAMETPH jOUI YBUjEK
HHCY IIOY3AQHO yTBPEHH, IITO AOAATHO OTEXKaBa HETOBY
CHCTEMATCKY 3aIUTUTY U pallHOHaAHy ynorpely. ¥3 orpa-
HUYCHE U3Y3€TKE, KAO LITO Cy BOjHA TPOOASA Y MOjeAMHUM
Ap’KaBaMa, PycKo Hachehe y MFHOCTpaHCTBY HaAas3H ce U3BaH
AMPEKTHE HAAAEKHOCTH PYCKHX YIPaBAaIKUX CTPYKTYpPa,
YECTO je HEAOBOAHO 3aIITHNEHO M HEAOBOAHO YKAYUCHO
y IMpe KyATypHE, 00pasoBHE U Pa3BOjHE MPOLIECE 3eMasa
asomahwuna.

OBakBo cTame Y 3HA4ajHOj MjE€PU IIPOU3HUAAZH U3 HEAO-
BOASHE HAyYHE IPOYYECHOCTH PYCKOT Hacseha y mHOCTpaH-
CTBY, IIITO j€, C JEAHE CTPAHE, IOBE3AHO CA AYTOTPAjHUM IIOT-
LljeBUBABEM YAOTE HACHeha y ApYLITBEHOM pa3Bojy, a c Apyre
CTpaHe ca peAaTHBHOM HOBUHOM Hacncha kao camocTasHOT
HpeAMeTa HayYHOT UCTpaxkubama. FlcroBpeMeHo, yousuBo
j€ Aa ce MHTEpeCoBakbe 32 OBY NPOOAEMATUKY ITOCTEIICHO
HMHTEH3UBHPA, MaAd HAKAAOCT 9ECTO ITOA YTHIIAjeM HEraTHB-
HUX GaKTOpa, yKaydyjyhu mokyIuaje MapruHasusanyje uAu
>IOHHUIITABaa  PYCKe KYATYPE U CBE U3PAKEHHUje 00ANKe
CUMOOAMYKOT M MAaTEPUjAAHOT HACHAA HAA CIIOMCHHULIMA
PYCKe HCTOPHj€ U KYATYP€ Yy HOjEAMHUM PETHOHMMA CBUjETa.

Y TOM KOHTEKCTY, IIOCTOje PEaAHH Pa3AO3U AA CE OYEKYje
HHTeH3HBHpame akTuBHOCTH Pycke Peaepanuje yemjepenux
Ka javamy 3alITHTE COIICTBEHOT HHOCTPAHOT HCTOPH)jCKOT U

kyarypHor Hacseha. Kayuny yaory y Tom npouecy moxe

CONCLUSION

Historical heritage, both cultural and natural, plays an
exceptionally important and in many respects irreplaceable
role in the development of every state and every people, as
it contributes to the preservation of ethnocultural identity,
the strengthening of social cohesion, and the promotion of
sustainable development. This fully applies to the Russian
Federation, which possesses an extensive and highly diverse
corpus of heritage. Within the national territory of Rus-
sia, this heritage has largely been identified, systematized
through relevant registers, and incorporated into institu-
tional protection mechanisms.

However, these observations cannot be fully extended
to Russian heritage abroad, which constitutes an integral
part of the overall national heritage of the peoples of the
Russian Federation and, at the same time, an important
component of the broader cultural and civilizational space
of the Russian world. Although the scale of this heritage is
undoubtedly substantial, its quantitative parameters have
not yet been reliably established, which significantly com-
plicates its systematic preservation and rational use. With
limited exceptions, such as military cemeteries in certain
countries, Russian heritage abroad remains outside the direct
jurisdiction of Russian administrative structures, is often in-
sufficiently protected, and is inadequately integrated into the
broader cultural, educational, and developmental processes
of host countries.

This situation is largely the result of the insufficient sci-
entific study of Russian heritage abroad, which, on the one
hand, is associated with the long-standing underestimation
of the role of heritage in social development and, on the
other, with the relatively recent emergence of heritage as
an independent object of scientific research. At the same
time, growing interest in this issue can be observed, although
unfortunately it is often driven by negative factors, includ-
ing attempts to marginalize or “cancel” Russian culture and
the increasing incidence of symbolic and material violence
against monuments of Russian history and culture in certain
regions of the world.

In this context, there are objective grounds to expect an
intensification of efforts by the Russian Federation aimed
at strengthening the protection of its historical and cultural
heritage abroad. A key role in this process can and should be
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1 Tpeba A2 MMa Hay4YHa IOAPIIKA, yKaydyjyhn aonpunoc
reorpa)cke Hayke, KOja CBOJUM ITPOCTOPHUM, THIIOAOIIKUM
U MHTETPATHBHUM IPUCTYIIOM MOJE 3HAYajHO AOTIPUHHje-
i 6oseM pasyMujeBarby peHOMEHA HHOCTPaHOT Hachceha,
Kao 1 GopMyAHCany eGHKACHUX Mjepa IbeTOBOI O4yBamba U

OApKHBe yroTpebe.

played by scientific support, including contributions from
geographical science. Through its spatial, typological, and
integrative approaches, geography is capable of makinga sub-
stantial contribution to a deeper understanding of the phe-
nomenon of foreign heritage, as well as to the formulation

of effective measures for its preservation and sustainable use.
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