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ABSTRACT:
The contents and main directions of historic cultural
heritage actualization are considered in the article. The
main dysfunctions of the practices of historic cultural
heritage actualization in the Russian Federation are
defined: the blurring of the limits of authorities’
responsibilities, the duplication and simultaneous
fragmentation of management functions, the presence
of authorities at different levels of power. The analysis
of the legislative base revealed the following problems:
there are no accurate mechanisms of historic cultural
heritage preservation; the issues of differentiation of
ownership rights to objects of cultural heritage between
federal, regional and local levels are insufficiently
handled. By the results of the poll of the regional
authorities’ heads, the following problems of historic
cultural heritage actualization are revealed: the lack of
financial resources for maintenance and development of
historic cultural heritage objects, the absence of
qualified specialists capable to be engaged in
reconstruction and restoration of objects, the
insufficient level of interaction of the authorities of
different levels on preservation of historic cultural

RESUMEN:
Los contenidos y directrices principales de la
actualización histórica del patrimonio cultural se
consideran en este artículo. Se definen las principales
disfunciones de las prácticas de actualización histórica
del patrimonio cultural en la Federación Rusa: la
difuminación de los límites de las responsabilidades de
las autoridades, la duplicación y la fragmentación
simultánea de las funciones de gestión, la presencia de
autoridades en diferentes niveles de poder. El análisis
de la base legislativa reveló los siguientes problemas:
no existen mecanismos precisos para la preservación
histórica del patrimonio cultural; las cuestiones de la
diferenciación de los derechos de propiedad a los
objetos del patrimonio cultural entre los niveles federal,
regional y local no se manejan de manera suficiente.
Según los resultados de la encuesta de los jefes de las
autoridades regionales, se revelan los siguientes
problemas de actualización histórica del patrimonio
cultural: la falta de recursos financieros para el
mantenimiento y desarrollo de objetos históricos del
patrimonio cultural, la ausencia de especialistas
calificados capaces de participar en la reconstrucción y
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heritage objects, etc. The following mechanisms of
historic cultural heritage actualization are offered: the
legal regulation of the questions of possession and use
of cultural heritage objects, the multichannel system of
cultural branch financing, the social partnership of the
power, business and public organizations in the sphere
of heritage, the training and retraining of the personnel
for cultural sphere. 
Keywords: historic cultural heritage, preservation,
regeneration, actualization, resource, socio-economic
factors, mechanisms.

la restauración de objetos, el nivel insuficiente de
interacción de las autoridades de diferentes niveles
sobre la preservación de objetos históricos del
patrimonio cultural, etc. Se ofrecen los siguientes
mecanismos de actualización histórica del patrimonio
cultural: la regulación legal de las cuestiones de
posesión y uso del patrimonio cultural objetos, el
sistema multicanal de financiación de la rama cultural,
la asociación social del poder, las empresas y las
organizaciones públicas en el ámbito del patrimonio, la
formación y el reciclaje del personal para la esfera
cultural. 
Palabras clave: patrimonio cultural histórico,
preservación, regeneración, actualización, recursos,
factores socioeconómicos, mecanismos.

1. Introduction
The formation of cultural values, the mentality of peoples and maintaining traditions in many
respects depend on historic cultural heritage. The objects of cultural heritage of the Russian
Federation which are of special value for the entire multinational people of the Russian
Federation are also an essential part of the world cultural heritage. At the same time, the
preservation of cultural heritage, being the constitutional duty of any citizen, acts as the basis
for not only spiritual development of the society, but also as an economic resource for the
development of a territory.
 The historic cultural heritage of a territory is "the basis, forming, first of all, the market of
tourist services of a territory. Maintaining the historical appearance of a territory, protection and
reconstruction of cultural monuments and architectural complexes, and paying attention to
national peculiarities, traditions and customs promote the formation of the tourist appeal of a
territory" (Kabanova et al., 2016).
At the present time, the condition of the majority of objects of the Russian Federation’s cultural
heritage which are under the state protection is characterized as unsatisfactory. Unfortunately,
the preservation of historic cultural heritage has not been the priority direction of the state
cultural policy for many years.
The problems of cultural heritage actualization are of special interest for humanities and social
sciences today. The questions devoted to understanding the essence of cultural heritage and
the mechanisms, increasing the demand for it in modern society, found their reflection in the
works of such researchers as Baller (1987), Vedenin (Vedenin), Dyachkov (2005), Kuchmayeva
(1987), Lisitsky (2005), Likhachev (2006), etc.
The questions connected with the mechanisms of the policy realization in the heritage sphere
are mentioned in the works by Dragilevich-Sheshich (2000), Carman (1991), and Lipe (1984).
The interpretation of heritage in the context of tourism is considered by Newby (1994),
MacCannell (1973), Peterson (1990), Urry (2005), etc.
The research objective is the analysis of conditions and factors of preservation and regeneration
of historic cultural heritage of the Russian cities as well as the emphasizing of directions of
historic cultural heritage actualization in the Russian Federation.

2. Methods
The information base of the research is federal and regional standard acts, statistical data,
information and analytical materials of the federal, regional and local government authorities.
In the course of the research, general theoretical methods were used: analysis and synthesis,
deduction and induction, generalization, theoretical modeling, as well as empirical methods -
analysis of documents, expert poll. The poll of the heads of local authorities on the subject
"Development of Tourist and Cultural Potential of Municipal Units of the Russian Federation" was



conducted in 2015 by the All-Russian Council of Local Self-Government (with contribution from
the authors). The sampling is multistage territorial random. 514 experts were interviewed.
The received results of the research are confirmed by the data of the Ministry of Culture of the
Russian Federation, the All-Russian Society for the Preservation of Historical and Cultural
Monuments (VOOPIiK), the Scientific Design Institute of Reconstruction of Historical Cities
(INRECON), the materials of the Report on research work on the subject: Research of
Perspective Forms of the Use of Russia’s Cultural and Natural Heritage Objects for Tourist and
Recreational Purposes, Development of Recommendations on Improvement of Objects for the
Increase in their Competitiveness in the Global Market. The use of the above-mentioned
materials allowed providing for the validity of the carried-out analysis, theoretical and practical
conclusions.

3. Results
In Russia, the Convention "On Protection of the World Cultural and Natural Heritage" was
ratified only in the late 1980s. Now the basic law regulating questions of cultural heritage
preservation is the Federal Law No. 73-FZ "On the Cultural Heritage Objects (Historical and
Cultural Monuments) of the Peoples of the Russian Federation" dated June 25, 2002. However,
the last word has not yet been said on the question of optimization of powers in the field of
cultural heritage preservation and actualization. It is the sphere of culture that suffers most
from the blurring of responsibility limits, duplication and simultaneous fragmentation of
functions, the presence of the same authorities at different levels of power. In particular, the
questions of cultural heritage preservation at the municipal level are regulated by two federal
laws: The Federal Law dd. June 25, 2002 No. 73-FZ "On the Cultural Heritage Objects
(Historical and Cultural Monuments) of the Peoples of the Russian Federation" and the Federal
Law dd. October 6, 2003 No. 131-FZ "On the General Principles of the Local Self-Government
Organization in the Russian Federation". In the original version of the Law No. 131-FZ,
practically all authorities to solve local issues in the field of cultural heritage preservation were
transferred to the settlement level. Thus, according to the plan of legislators, these authorities
have to be carried out in the location of monuments and existing of national art crafts. It is
difficult to agree with such position, especially concerning historical and cultural monuments, as
in the settlements there are no experts of sufficient profile and corresponding qualification.
Therefore, " certain mechanisms of interaction between local government bodies of different
levels which are, as a rule, provided by authorities delegation and also providing for the
municipal order for rendering cultural services" are necessary (Ignatyev, 2011, p. 2-12). But
the introduction of such a mechanism requires the presence of trust and partnership relations
between the authorities of different levels.
According to Art. 14.1, Art. 15.1 and Art. 16.1 of the Law No. 131-FZ, the local government
bodies have the right for creation of the municipal museums. However, the realization of this
right is possible only at the corresponding condition of the local budget. The vast majority of
municipal units has deficit-ridden and showing extreme loss budgets. In view of this, the
question of creation of municipal museums has to be ensured not in the rights of local
government bodies, but in the questions of local value.
So, it should be noted that in our country the sufficient legal conditions of preservation and
regeneration of historic cultural heritage have not been created. There are still no accurate
mechanisms of heritage preservation; the issues of preservation of non-material cultural
heritage are insufficiently handled; the issues of possession rights differentiation, the use of the
objects of cultural heritage which are owned by the authorities of different levels; there is a
problem of differentiation of property questions from the questions of heritage objects
protection; the issues of competence differentiation of the authorities of different levels in
possession area and use of cultural heritage objects.
The preservation of cultural heritage is within the competence of public authorities. At the same
time, 25 thousand monuments out of 80 thousand have the federal status (exclusively of



archaeological heritage). The financial opportunities of public authorities allow providing the
carrying out of this task for about 10% of the minimum responsibility.
According to the data of the Main Information-Computing Center of the Ministry of Culture of
the Russian Federation, only 4% (6,962) objects of cultural heritage were on restoration in
2014 (see Table 1).

Table 1
The quantity of cultural and archaeological heritage objects

 Quantity of cultural and
archaeological

heritage objects

Quantity of restored cultural
and archaeological heritage

objects

Cultural heritage objects

including:

monuments

ensembles

sightseeing attractions

Monuments as part of ensembles

Archaeological heritage objects

In total across Russia

91,726

 
86,601

4,317

808

22,785

80,812

172,538

6,717

 
6,527

177

13

588

245

6,962

However, the financing of restoration works on the cultural heritage objects has increased
almost twice for the last 5 years (Fig. 1).

Figure 1
The dynamics of expenses on carrying out repair-restoration 
works on cultural heritage objects (2010-2014), mln rubles.



Beginning from 2001, the financing of restoration works on preservation of cultural heritage
objects was carried out according to the federal target programs. On average, "annually, works
on 400 objects of cultural heritage are financed from the government budget. At the same
time, it should be noted that a considerably larger number of historical and cultural monuments
of federal importance needs carrying out of repair and restoration works" (Institute of Heritage,
2013).
According to the data of the All-Russian Society for Preservation of Historical and Cultural
Monuments, the ecological factors (flooding, ground and industrial waters, soil slips, etc.),
economic factors (the active economic development of regions), infrastructure factors
(transport vibration, the uncontrolled building of cultural layer), administrative factors (the
absence of owners of cultural heritage objects, the inefficient activity of authorities and bodies
for protection of monuments), anthropogenic factors (the pollution of air basin, plowing of the
territory of monuments, vandalism), etc. are the main reasons for physical destruction of the
objects.
Thus, despite the stable dynamics of allocating financial resources for restoration of cultural
heritage objects, in this sphere, according to a number of experts, the two key problems are
observed: "the justification of public support of cultural heritage, the need of allocation of
budgetary funds demanded for its preservation, including carrying out repair and restoration
works; the introduction of cultural heritage objects for market turnover, that is, the adaptation
of the monuments for commercial use in modern conditions of economy management"
(Rubenstein, 2016).

4. Discussion
Using historic cultural heritage objects, the authorities can define the priority directions of social
policy. At the same time, in the sphere of cultural heritage the tendencies of creating threats
and challenges in relation to cultural heritage are accurately shown. At the same time, even the
results of implementation of this or that municipal or regional program, the features of cultural
policy implementation, the increase in rates of economic and industrial development, etc. can
act as such threats.
At the present time, owing to actualization, the heritage becomes a real socio-cultural fact. The
actualization of historic cultural heritage objects will happen if the inquiries of society are
adequate, the social adaptation is stimulated, and the objects themselves are unique.
The historic cultural heritage actualization represents the activity of various subjects directed to
preservation, as well as to inclusion of cultural heritage into modern culture and social and
economic development of the territory.
At the same time, the questions of historic cultural heritage actualization are of particular
importance in historical and small cities having unique historic cultural heritage. So, "in 2014,
within the program of support of rural territories and small cities of the Russian Federation
nearly 3 billion rubles were aimed at the complex development of cultural institutions, 38 small
cities received grants on reconstruction and preservation of historical centers. The majority of
small cities, including historical settlements, are not capable of solving numerous problems of
municipal 13th economy independently". At the municipal level, the problem of heritage
preservation is particularly acute, as the majority of objects of cultural and historical heritage
are concentrated in the territories of municipal units, and the local government bodies in the
conditions of budget deficit are not able to provide full reconstruction and modernization of all
historical and cultural monuments. As a result, in small and mid-sized cities (especially in
historical settlements), the majority of cultural heritage objects are in unsatisfactory condition,
and the works on restoration of historical building works often contradict the economic interests
of such cities.
The results of the poll of regional authorities’ heads on the subject "Development of Tourist and
Cultural Potential of Municipal Units of the Russian Federation" also testify it. About 80% of



experts noted the need of reconstruction of historic cultural heritage objects in connection with
their unsatisfactory condition. However, at the municipal level, according to local government
officers, the lack of financial means on maintenance and development of historic cultural
heritage objects (71%) is the key limiting factor of heritage actualization. In addition to the
problem of insufficient funding of the cultural sphere, the experts emphasized such problems as
the absence of qualified specialists capable to be engaged in reconstruction and restoration of
the objects (36%), the insufficient level of interaction of authorities of different levels on
preservation of historic cultural heritage objects (17%), etc.
The experts also revealed the priority measures promoting actualization of cultural heritage
objects. These were the work on the preservation and restoration of cultural heritage objects,
museum values, archival documents, library stocks (39%), the maintenance of cultural heritage
objects in proper condition (34%); the identification and support of young talents in the sphere
of culture and mass communications (26%); the increase in the number of festivals, theatrical
tours, and exhibitions (25%). The obtained data allow noting that first of all the realization of
measures’ package, directed to preservation, restoration and maintenance of these objects, is
necessary for the increase in actualization of cultural heritage.
Various polls are devoted to assessing the activities of regional and municipal authorities for
reorganization of city space (Frolova, 2016). In particular, according to the poll "Studying of
Opinion of the Citizens of the Historical Cities Concerning Historic Cultural Heritage: Degree of
Knowledge, Consolidation and Readiness for Active Actions in the Solution of Problems of
Preservation and Modern Use of Cultural Heritage Objects", the assessments of the authorities
by the population considerably varied depending on the city, where survey was conducted. So,
"among the regions’ heads" the activities of the governors of Kaluga, Pskov and Tver Regions
for preservation of cultural heritage objects were most positively assessed, whereas the work of
the Tatarstan Head was perceived most critically. Among the mayors of the historical cities, the
maximum quantity of positive assessments was received by the heads of Kaluga, Veliky
Novgorod and Pskov, whereas the activities of the mayors of Irkutsk, Tver and Kazan were
perceived by adult population of the respective cities rather ambiguously (i.e. the shares of
negative and positive estimates were comparable in number)" (All-Russian Society for the
Preservation of Historical and Cultural Monuments, 2011).
The opinion of residents of the capital on the policy of the Government of Moscow for
preservation and restoration of cultural heritage objects is not so unambiguous. Though the
majority (47.9%) highly appreciated the work of the Moscow Government in this sphere, the
research revealed an apparent information gap on its work. At the same time, in society and
media the subject of preservation of the Moscow cultural monuments had been rotated quite
widely, and was far from always appearing in the aspect, favorable to the Moscow Government
(Research Institute of Sociology, 2012). The Muscovites noted the progress in preservation and
restoration of historical and cultural monuments, the historic center of the capital, but at the
same time they pointed at the lack of attention in the field of involvement of tourists and
information support of cultural monuments. Just a few in the city knew about carrying out of
the archeological excavations, designed to enrich cultural heritage of the city. Considering high
significance which Muscovites attach to cultural monuments of the city, the direction of
information support of the Moscow Government work in the sphere of protection and
restoration of cultural monuments can be expanded.
The differentiation of the population’s assessments of the authorities’ activities for preservation
of historic cultural heritage is in many respects caused by various social and economic potential
of the regions of Russia.

5. Conclusion
Thus, the carried-out analysis allows drawing the following conclusions.
The historic cultural heritage is the major foundation for development of the intellectual and



spiritual, moral and creative person and also for national self-esteem. It penetrates literally in
all aspects of life and activity of a person. The cultural heritage has two important aspects. The
first is the creative aspect – living culture – the folk art and crafts, which are continuously
developing and renewing. The second aspect of cultural heritage concerns its historical value –
the monuments of architecture and history, the museum exhibits reminding of the past. The
architectural monuments being a part of cultural economy attract tourists.
Today the cultural richness of our country is being steadily reduced. By various estimates, from
50 to 70% of historical and cultural monuments protected by the state are in unsatisfactory
condition. Most of them demand urgent measures to rescue them from destruction and
damage.
Besides natural or anthropogenic destructive influences, it is also necessary to emphasize
uncontrollable redevelopment of historical territories and zones of protection of many of the
most valuable monuments. A large number of cultural heritage objects suffer from the
processes connected with industrial and housing construction, road building, oil pipelines and
other routes; the special hazard is represented by extortionate excavation and also by private
construction.
The foreign and Russian experience illustrates the need in regeneration, preservation and
development of historic cultural heritage, identity of the territory, local culture, traditions and
customs, which assumes active participation of the population (Frolova et al., 2016).
The preservation of historic cultural heritage has not been the priority direction of the public
cultural policy for many years. In this country, the sufficient legal conditions of preservation and
regeneration of historic cultural heritage have not been created yet: there are no accurate
mechanisms of heritage preservation; the issues of preservation of non-material cultural
heritage are insufficiently handled; there are issues of differentiation of the rights for objects of
cultural heritage into the federal property, the property of territorial subjects of the Russian
Federation and municipal property, etc. The analysis of economic conditions showed that in the
sphere of preservation of cultural heritage objects the disproportions in allocation of financial
means on restoration of these objects are observed: if at the federal level the dynamics of
financial expenses allocation is stable, then at the municipal level the financial resources are
limited that has significant effect on the process of heritage actualization.
At the same time, in recent years the historic cultural heritage acts "as a new factor of social
and economic life of many territories and as a special indicator of regional economy
development" (Shulgin, 2004). The cultural heritage for a number of territories (in particular,
the historical cities) can act as a strategic resource, which can promote both social and
economic recovery of the municipal units (Makushkin et al, 2016). "So that the historic cultural
heritage can become a resource of sustainable development of a territory, it is necessary to use
various instruments of financing, the choice of which in many respects depends on features of
carrying out the public cultural policy, the level of development of patronage and charity
systems, mechanisms of social partnership" (Medvedeva, 2016, p. 258).
Thus, the legal regulation of the questions of possession and use of cultural heritage objects,
the multichannel system of cultural branch financing, social partnership of the power, business
and public organizations in the sphere of heritage, the training and retraining of the personnel
of cultural sphere have to become key mechanisms of historic cultural heritage actualization.
As a result, the cultural heritage will play a special role in the development of the country,
being, on the one hand, a part of the resource potential of the country, and, on the other hand,
being of special value for the development of society. Respectively, the complex use of cultural
and historical potential contributes to the social and economic development of the state in
general, having the great impact on the role of the state in the world space.
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