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Discourse about United Russia in the Post-imperial Context

Abstract. This article investigates the substance of discourse about United Russia in years from 2000 to 2008 in the context of the semiotic approach of Yu.M. Lotman. The author introduces the idea of United Russia as the “product” of the Russian imperial state’s evolution. The author argues that the discourse about United Russia can be regarded as one of the options for the new cultural identity of Russia. Author’s reasoning is that the purpose of this discourse is to modernize society and offer a new perception of the state authority as higher cultural value embodied in government institutions.
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Introduction
Although in fact the Russian Empire ceased to exist at the beginning of the 20th century, some Russian researchers see the connection of modern Russian civilization with the imperial tradition in the aspect of philosophy and culture. Russian philosopher A.S. Akhiezer described Russia at the end of the 20th century as a “large society,” which was an association of local societies in the form of a state based on an abstract value system protected by law. The “large society” is formed with the aim of giving an adequate response to the next civilizational “challenge” (Arnold Toynbee). Relying on his concept of sociocultural evolution – he recognized the development of the moral ideal its driving factor – Akhiezer came to the conclusion that the main task of Russian society at the turn of the 20th and 21st centuries is to overcome the split between the authoritarian ideals and those of sobornost. Since the Russian civilization had faced this task more than once, Akhiezer doubted the rapid democratization of Russian society and offered to critically comprehend the entire historical experience of Russia so as not to repeat fatal mistakes. A.S. Akhiezer, “Russia as a Large Society” [in Russian], Voprosy filosofii, no. 1 (1993): 3–19. V.K. Kantor, a Russian culturologist, claims that the empire is an exclusively European idea and opposes it to the idea of Eastern despotism. Kantor suggests the following understanding of empire: 
The empire is a political and social structural entity intended by history to introduce multi-tribal and multi-confessional peoples into regulatory and civilizational space. V.K. Kantor, St. Petersburg: Russian Empire against Russian chaos. To the Problem of Imperial Consciousness in Russia [in Russian] (Moscow: ROSSPEN, 2007), 19. 
From Kantor’s point of view, the task of the empire includes the organization of social chaos and the control over primitive instincts in the legal field. According to this logic, both the Holy Roman Empire and the EU can be described as empires. In any historical state, one can observe elements of despotic rule and imperial rule. The criterion of strengthening the imperial element, according to Kantor, is the subordination of power to the law. Kantor believes that the normal development of Russia outside the empire is impossible; however, it should be a supranational state that unites peoples based on the idea of tolerance to the Other, which is expressed in its ideal form in Christianity. Akhiezer and Kantor considered the events of the early 21st century in Russia as a transitional period, a new stage in the development of Russian civilization. Foreign researchers Jeremy Adelman, J. Adelman, “The Russian Revolution and Global Empires,” Ab Imperio, no. 2 (2017): 45–52. Richard Pipes, R. Pipes, Russia under the Old Regime (New York: Charles Scribner's Sons, 1974).  Jeremy Smith, J. Smith, “The Soviet State and the Individual,” Ab Imperio, no. 3 (2002): 279 – 284. Ronald Suny, R.G. Suny, The Revenge of the Past: Nationalism, Revolution and the Collapse of the Soviet Union (Stanford: Stanford University Press, 1993).  and David Hoffmann D.L. Hoffmann, “Power, Discourse, and Subjectivity in Soviet History,” Ab Imperio, no. 3 (2002): 273–278. also pointed out the signs of the imperial form of social and political being at various stages of the history of Russian society and state. The opinion of foreign authors will not be considered in this article, since this is a task for a separate study. 
This study is focused on such a sign of the empire as the desire of the authorities to establish the maximum (extremely unlimited) form of domination over society within the framework of discourse based on the ideas of state legitimacy adopted in a particular period in the international environment. In the context of the semiotic approach Yu.M. Lotman justified the possibility of identifying/constructing a culture code through which cultural discourse can be explored. By culture code he meant the structural elements of local sign systems, as well as the principles of their application in these systems. Lotman believed that the culture code identification offers a researcher the possibility of constructing a semiotic situation of the culture being studied, which allows him to apply a certain interpretational scheme, giving events some values or meanings. Culture is a historical phenomenon, so one may seriously talk of the development of culture as well as of the existence of historical memory of culture. Lotman interpreted social and cultural history in the context of the ideas of the synergetic approach of I. Prigozhin and Georges Cuvier’s theory of catastrophes as well. The thinker believed that culture becomes aware of itself under the conditions of cultural explosion. Yu.M. Lotman, Culture and explosion [in Russian] (Moscow: Gnozis; Progress, 1992), 30.  By cultural explosion he understood the situation that arose as a result of the interaction between semiotic and extra-semiotic reality, or the situation of interaction between cultural traditions that have very little in common. At the moment of cultural explosion “those mechanisms of history are turned on which should explain to it what happened.” Lotman, Culture and explosion, 30.  In this situation, the researcher may take the place of an external observer. What happened as an accident in the past is constituted as a pattern in the mind of an observer. Lotman shared the idea of Prigozhin about the non-linear evolution of a self-organizing system and by the bifurcation points he meant “cultural explosions.” Lotman associated the emergence of relatively stable states of culture with the formation of the language and culture code, on the basis of which the discourse of the culture is formed. 
Lotman offers two scenarios for the constitution of a cultural explosion theoretically designed in the form of a binary and a ternary model of culture. The binary model of culture is characterized by the orientation at destroying the basic values of the “old” culture and replacing them with the true values of the “new” culture. The binary model is focused on the implementation of the utopian ideal in life by radical methods. Lotman, Culture and explosion, 258.  In ternary culture, the basic values of the “old” culture are shifted from the center to the periphery, remaining recognized but less significant. Abstract ideals are adapted to reality. Its consequence is the recognition of cultural pluralism affirmed within the framework of social and political compromise. Lotman, Culture and explosion, 257.  Lotman viewed Russian culture as a binary one, which catastrophically experienced cultural explosions. Lotman considered cultural explosion of the end of the 20th century as a historical chance for Russia to move to building a ternary model of culture; to miss the chance would mean to face a new “historical catastrophe.” Lotman, Culture and explosion, 270 – 271. 
Following Lotman’s logic and also taking into account the thesis of historians that it is customary to call the events that happened five years ago history, one may conditionally take the position of an external observer in relation to the national culture of the late 20th – early 21st centuries and consider it as a culture experiencing an explosion, which is a “consequence” or an echo of the cultural explosions of previous eras, i.e. the “consequence” of the revolution of 1917 and the reforms of Peter the Great. Thus, one can consider the Russian culture of the late 20th – early 21st centuries in post-imperial context. From the perspective of the retrospective vision in the history of Russian, and, wider, national culture, the following cultural explosion situations can be distinguished, whose context formed the texts containing knowledge of the culture code of a particular period: the formation of the concept of the “Third Rome” at the turn of the 15th – 16th centuries, the idea of the Russian Empire of the 18th century, the idea of the Soviet state of the beginning of the 20th century, and the idea of United Russia of the beginning of the 21st century. The purpose of this article is to research the discourse about United Russia in years from 2000 to 2008 in the context of the semiotic approach of Yu.M. Lotman as a “product” of the evolution of the Russian imperial consciousness, and to justify the possibility for considering the idea of United Russia as an option for the new cultural identity of Russia. 

Main body
At the turn of the 15th – 16th centuries the concept of the Third Rome was formed in Russian culture. The concept itself was formed both during the dialogue with the Catholic West on the issue of the eschatological prophecies of those years and during the dialogue of the Russian Orthodox Church with the princely authority. The main ideas of the Third Rome concept were set forth in 1523 in the “Epistle to the Astrologers” by the Elder Philotheus of Pskov, a Yelizarov Monastery monk, addressed to M.G. Misyur-Munekhin, a government official and emissary of the Grand Prince of Moscow in Pskov. A. Korenevskii, “By Whom and When was ‘Moscow is Third Rome’ Theory Invented?” [in Russian], Ab Imperio, no. 1–2 (2001): 121. According to Philotheus, the true Christian kingdom must be a unity of material and spiritual substance. After the fall of Byzantium, the Moscow state remained the only major politically independent Orthodox state. Philotheus identified Muscovy with the “Third and the Last Rome,” where the Christian Church would find its eternal peace. The existence of the Third Rome depends on the divine patience, which, in its turn, depends on the moral education and spiritual transformation of Christians, and above all, of “the one who reigns.” Appendix no. 1. Ca. 1523–1524. Epistle of Philotheos, the monk of Pskov Eleazarov monastery, to the government official M.G. Misyur Munekhin with the refutation of the astrological predictions of Nikolay Bulev and outlining the concept of the Third Rome [in Russian], in N.V. Sinitsyna, The Third Rome. The origins and evolution of the Russian Medieval Concept (15th–16th centuries) (Moscow: Indrik, 1998), 336–346. Referring to a detailed analysis of the epistle of Philotheus, historian N.V. Sinitsyna concludes that Philotheus created the Orthodox version of the translatio imperii theory, according to which the Third Rome moved to the northeast. N.V. Sinitsyna, The Third Rome. The Origins and Evolution of the Russian Medieval Concept (15th–16th centuries) [in Russian] (Moscow: Indrik, 1998), 327. Two historical processes, the design of the autocephaly of the Russian Orthodox Church and the formation of the Russian autocracy, went in parallel and presupposed each other. The initiative associated with the spread of Christianity in Russia was traditionally originated and encouraged by the authorities. Many of the church leaders saw special Divine Providence in that. This fact was first pointed out by V.V. Zen'kovskii: 

The theocratic idea of Christianity develops in Russia not in the sense of the primacy of spiritual power over secular power, as it happened in the West, but in the direction of assimilating the state authority of the sacred mission. This was not a movement towards caesaropapism: the Church itself approached the state in order to bring into it the gracious power of sanctification. The point of the Divine Providence application in history is state power – this is the whole “secret” of power and its connection with the mystical sphere. And that is why, developing the theocratic idea of Christianity, the church consciousness seeks to find ways to sanctify power. The state authority must incorporate the tasks of the church. V.V. Zen'kovskii, History of Russian Philosophy [in Russian], vol. 1 (Paris: YMCA-PRESS, 1989) 46.  

Thus, state-building was justified by realizing a new cultural and moral ideal in history during the dialogue between the authority and the church, the authority and the society. Having conducted semiotic analysis of the concept “Moscow is the Third Rome,” Yu.M. Lotman and B.A. Uspenskii concluded that this idea was inherently ambivalent. This ambivalence, from their point of view, suggested two equally probable perspectives of cultural orientation, and, consequently, two possible variants of historical development of the Russian state. 

On the one hand, it [the idea that Moscow is the Third Rome] implied the connection of the Moscow state with the highest spiritual and religious values. Making piety the main feature and foundation of Moscow’s state power, this idea emphasized the theocratic aspect of orientation towards Byzantium. In this version, the idea implied isolation from the “unclean” lands. On the other hand, Constantinople was perceived as the second Rome, i.e., imperial essence was emphasized in the political symbolism associated with this name – Byzantium was viewed as the world empire, the heir to the might of the Roman state. Yu.M. Lotman and B.A. Uspenskii. “Echoes of the “Moscow is the Third Rome” Concept in the Ideology of Peter the Great” [in Russian], in Artistic Language of the Middle Ages, ed. V.A. Karpushin (Moscow: Nauka, 1982), 238.  

As the cultural predominance of the symbolism of consciousness over the psychism of the language was characteristic for the Russian religious culture of the 15th – 16th centuries, “the formation of a cult and the establishment of authority in the national culture begin to be designated by the same linguistic structure.” L.A. Klyukina, “Constituting the Mythologem of Empire in the Russian Cultural Consciousness (15th–16th centuries)” [in Russian], Mezhdunarodnyi zhurnal issledovanii kul'tury, vol. 14, no. 1 (2014): 67.  The harmonious combination of “sanctity” and “kingdom” in this idea was ensured by the fact that “Rome” was used not only as a language object, but as a symbol that was immanent to the consciousness itself and denoted itself. In the culture of the 15th–16th centuries, the Third Rome was a linguistic structure directly referring to such a cultural universality as the Christian empire. Klyukina, “Constituting the Mythologem of Empire,” 68.
Transformation of “Moscow is the Third Rome” idea in the semiosphere of Russian culture of the 18th century resulted from the cultural dialogue with the West. The dialogue was initiated by the authority which carried out cultural reorientation in order to ontologically substantiate the construction of a new social formation, the Russian Empire. In 1721, Peter the Great assumed a number of new titles: “Emperor”, “Great”, and “Father of the Fatherland”. As B.A. Uspenskii points out, the title “Father of the Fatherland” had a dual meaning. In the Western tradition, the title Father of the Fatherland (pater patriae) was the honorary title of the Roman emperors. In the context of the pre-Petrine culture, the title “Father of the Fatherland” could only be applied to the patriarch. B.A. Uspenskii, Sketches of Russian History [in Russian] (St. Petersburg: Azbuka, 2002), 80. Due to the fact that after the adoption of this title the patriarchate was abolished and the monarch was declared the “Supreme Judge” of the Spiritual Collegium, the title mentioned earlier was perceived in the sense that “Peter headed the church and declared himself patriarch.” Uspenskii, Sketches of Russian History, 80. Having conducted semiotic analysis of the works of Theophan Prokopovich, as well as texts of Petersburg architecture and literature of the 18th and 19th centuries, Lotman and Uspenskii concluded that in those texts, the image of the Apostle Peter is transferred to the image of Emperor Peter, Uspenskii, Sketches of Russian History, 244.  and St. Petersburg is perceived as the “holy city of Peter” and its holiness lies in its statehood. Uspenskii, Sketches of Russian History, 241.  The transformation of “Moscow is the Third Rome” concept was expressed in the fact that the ideologists of the era of Peter the Great chose the paradigm of power as a guideline. In “The Truth of the Will of the Monarchs,” Theophan Prokopovich connected the theory of the divine origin of the supreme power with the theory of natural law and the theory of social contract. Theophan Prokopovich argued that the authority was given to the monarch by God and while managing the public good he is responsible only to God. E.V. Anisimov, The State Transformations and Autocracy of Peter the Great in the First Quarter of the 18th Century [in Russian] (St. Petersburg: Dmitrii Bulanin, 1997), 273 – 275.  In order to justify the emperor’s autocracy, Peter the Great knowingly supported the situation of semiotic bilingualism in culture. The juxtaposition of the old and the new political and state symbols can be considered as modernization of the old binary structure of Russian culture. 

Religious culture was understood as “wrong” and “nonexistent”. However, it was needed as an alternative, because communication with the specified primary symbol, the Third Rome, was made through it and by means of it. L.A. Klyukina, “The Idea of Empire as a Way to form Russia’s Cultural Identity” [in Russian], Uchenye zapiski Petrozavodskogo gosudarstvennogo universiteta. Seriya: Obshchestvennye i gumanitarnye nauki  no. 7(136), vol. 2 (2013): 87.  

The idea of the special mission of “the one who reigns” was transformed into the idea of the emperor enlightener, and the process of enlightenment was interpreted as a God-pleasing work. The West was understood as a temporary and unworthy carrier of the Enlightenment values. The texts of the Western culture were transferred to Russian culture without reproducing the semiotic situation, i.e. the new sign system itself was used as a code, as a scheme to organize the message. In the situation of semiotic distinction between the cult and the culture, the idea of the empire was perceived by society in ambivalent way: either as a means of cultural self-identification, or as something “alien” having a negative meaning. 
The situation of the next cultural explosion is connected with the events of 1917, which led to the collapse of the Russian Empire and the emergence of a new state, the Soviet Union. The culture of the Russian Empire was replaced by Soviet culture. In Soviet culture, a new concept of power was being formed. The people were recognized as the creator of history and the subject of authority. However, in order to keep the gains of the socialist revolution under the conditions of war and economic and cultural backwardness of the country, the Bolsheviks established the dictatorship of the proletariat, which later transformed into the dictatorship of the CPSU. N. Vert, History of the Soviet State. 1990– 1991 [in Russian] (Moscow: INFRA-M, Ves' Mir, 1998), 187.   Party ideologues argued that they were the only ones who knew how to implement the ideas of Marxism-Leninism in order to create “the new society of common destiny.” The creation of a new type of society presupposed a new moral and cultural ideal, that of a well-rounded and emancipated personality. Vert, History of the Soviet State, 171.  Based on the semiotic approach of Lotman and Uspenskii, L.G. Ionin characterizes Soviet culture as representative and mono-stylistic. Soviet culture is representative because it was a scheme for interpreting all the events and facts of human history and was at the same time a tool for legitimizing the existing social order. L.G. Ionin, Sociology of Culture [in Russian] (Moscow: Logos, 1998), 182.  This culture can be called mono-stylistic because all its elements have an internal coherence and are actively separated or passively accepted by all members of society. Ionin, Sociology of Culture, 181–182.  The new understanding of power corresponded to a new version of the understanding of transcendence. The highest meaning was identified with eidetic space – the Idea as such. Russian philosopher N.A. Berdyaev N.A. Berdyaev, The Origins and Meaning of Russian Communism [in Russian] (Moscow: Nauka, 1990).  was the first to describe the Soviet state as typically ideocratic. The achievement of socialism was declared a matter of the future; therefore all the resources of society were aimed at implementing the idea of the Soviet state as a preparation for this achievement. According to Ionin, the idea of the Soviet state was based on the following principles: the principle of totality, the principle of hierarchy, the principle of teleology. According to the principle of totality, all events should be understood unequivocally, in ideological terms. The right to speak on behalf of the Truth, which belonged to the leader of the party, Stalin, was based on the principle of hierarchy. The principle of teleology focused on the achievement of the socialist ideal in the future. Ionin, Sociology of Culture, 168–169.  The imperial culture of Russia and the modern culture of bourgeois states were declared “wrong” because they justified societies of social injustice. The advantages of socialism, compared with other types of societies, were recognized as objective, based on the following beliefs. Under socialism, a harmonious combination of private and common interests is achieved, and the living conditions of all members of society can be gradually improved. Party leaders are infallible, as they are guided by the correct ideology, and even if they make mistakes, the latter are an objective moment on the road to progress. Ionin, Sociology of Culture, 186–190.  Soviet culture gave rise to a kind of “metaphysics of authority,” which was based on the sacralization of the activities of high-ranking party officials, and of the activities of the party leader in the first place, which resulted in deification of Stalin’s personality. D.A. Volkogonov, Triumph and Tragedy / Political Portrait of I.V. Stalin. In 2 Books, book 1, part 2 (Moscow: APN, 1989), 135–136. Thus, the transformation of Marxist-Leninist ideology into cultural ideology led to the transformation of the CPSU at the end of its existence from a political institution into a cultural one. Ionin, Sociology of Culture, 211.  The CPSU played the role of cultural dominant, around which the rest of the cultural ensemble was organized. One can speak about the common genetic code of the Russian Empire’s culture and Soviet culture only relatively. The idea of the Russian Empire was ontologically justified because the enlightened state was understood to be the realization of the Kingdom of God on Earth. The idea of the Soviet state, declared as the paradigm of the people’s power, essentially expressed the sacralization of the power of the CPSU. 
The new Russian culture began to take shape in 2000–2008, which was connected with the activities of the President of the Russian Federation V.V. Putin. Accordingly, a new concept of authority was being formed, which can be seen in the Presidential Addresses to the Federal Assembly of those years that were understood by the leadership of the country as a form of dialogue between the authorities and the people. According to the 1993 Constitution, the essence of authority in Russia is democracy. According to Putin, “the source of Russia’s wellbeing and prosperity is the people of this country.” The Annual Presidential Address to the Federal Assembly, May 10, 2006, accessed August 30, 2018, http://www.consultant.ru>documents/cons_doc_LAW_60109/.  Putin notes that the government and the people are united by a common intention – the desire for the new, for creativity. However, the people, in his opinion, while possessing potency, do not have the knowledge of how to realize their potential. Only the authority has the right to creativity and knowledge of the truth.
 
No matter what times we have lived through, be it revolutionary upheavals or the stagnation years, we have almost always yearned for change. True, each of us has our own idea of what kind of change we need, our own priorities, our own preferences and dislikes, and our own vision of the past, present and future. This is natural and understandable, for we are all different. But there is also something that unites us all without exception: we all want things to change for the better. But we do not all know how to achieve this. You and I, all of us present here at the Kremlin today, are not only duty-bound to know how to achieve this, but are duty-bound to do everything possible to come up with plans for practical, concrete action. We must do everything we can to convince the majority of our citizens that these plans are effective and to genuinely involve them in this constructive process. The Annual Presidential Annual Address to the Federal Assembly, April 26, 2007, accessed August 30, 2018, http://www.consultant.ru>documents/cons_doc_LAW_67870/. 

Thus, power is recognized as a condition for the existence and understanding of social being. Putin sees Russia’s place in the world among the leading world powers that decide the fate of the world: 

Russia’s military and foreign policy doctrines must also provide responses to the issues of today, namely, how to work together with our partners in current conditions, to fight effectively not just terrorism but also the proliferation of nuclear, chemical and bacteriological weapons, how to settle the local conflicts in the world today and how to overcome the other new challenges we face. Finally, we need to make very clear that the key responsibility for countering all of these threats and ensuring global security will lie with the world’s leading powers, the countries that possess nuclear weapons and powerful levers of military and political influence. This is why the issue of modernizing Russia’s Armed Forces is extremely important today and is of such concern to Russian society. The Annual Presidential Address to the Federal Assembly, May 10, 2006, accessed August 30, 2018, http://www.consultant.ru>documents/cons_doc_LAW_60109/.  

Recognizing Russia as a world power, Putin believes that there is no need for searching for a national idea. He compares this occupation with the search for the meaning of life, which is a never-ending pursuit, so one should not waste time on it. The Annual Presidential Address to the Federal Assembly, May 10, 2006, accessed August 30, 2018, http://www.consultant.ru>documents/cons_doc_LAW_60109/.  The President justifies the unification of peoples within the framework of a great power with historical necessity: 

Having a unique cultural and spiritual identity has never stopped anyone from building a country open to the world. Russia has made a tremendous contribution to the formation of European and world culture. Our country has historically developed as a union of many peoples and cultures and the idea of a common community, a community in which people of different nationalities and religions live together, has been at the foundation of the Russian people’s spiritual outlook for many centuries now. The Annual Presidential Annual Address to the Federal Assembly, April 26, 2007, accessed August 30, 2018, http://www.consultant.ru>documents/cons_doc_LAW_67870/.

In his addresses, Putin formulated the solution of the following tasks: strengthening Russia’s status as a great world power, building civil society and civil institutions, developing market economy, improving the material and social well-being of citizens, developing Russia as a unique civilization, and developing historical traditions without specifying which exactly. In 2001, in order to maintain the general political course of the president, the United Russia party was created. This party cannot be identified by a class-stratified basis, although the members of this party were wealthy people. All those people were united by an actual political idea, the so-called Putin’s Plan. Therefore, United Russia was named “the party of power.” In 2007, Putin headed the list of party candidates during the election campaign to the 5th State Duma. Political analyst Sergei Markov described this situation as a process of institutionalizing the personality of the President of the Russian Federation: 

Having decided to head the federal list of the United Russia party, Vladimir Putin remains the nation’s moral political leader. Putin remains the nation’s moral and political leader and his position is becoming more and more institutionalized; there is no doubt that it will be more stable, express and clear, because we have spoken a lot about moving from personality-based stability to institution-based stability. “Markov: After the Presidency, Putin Will Remain the Leader of the Nation” [in Russian], Vzglyad, accessed August 29, 2018, https://vz.ru/news/2007/10/1/113798.html. 

Deputy Chief of the Russian Presidential Administration, Assistant to the President of the Russian Federation V.Yu. Surkov stated that the concept of Russian democracy cannot be understood without taking into account the typical features of Russian political culture and Russian national consciousness. In Russian cultural consciousness, “synthesis prevails over analysis, idealism over pragmatism, figurativeness over logic, intuition over reason, and the general over the particular.” V. Surkov, Russian Political Culture. A Glance from Utopia. Materials of the Discussion in “Nezavisimaya Gazeta” [in Russian] (Moscow: Nezavisimaya gazeta, 2007), 6. Surkov suggested using the idea of the integrity of Russian culture as an axiom to determine the parameters of real politics. Based on this cultural standpoint, he highlighted three features of Russian political practice. 

First of all, this is striving for political integrity by means of centralization of the functions of the authority. Secondly, this is idealization of the goals of political struggle. Thirdly, this is personification of political institutions. And again, all these things exist in other political cultures, but in our culture they are somewhat above the average. Surkov, Russian Political Culture, 6.  

Centralization of the functions of the authority in the Russian Federation manifested itself in the fact that the majority of the members of the State Duma and of the Federation Council of Russian were members of the United Russia party; the same situation existed in the local authorities. According to Surkov, the image of Russia as a state was successfully expressed in the image of President Putin’s charismatic personality, and the program of the United Russia party is perceived as the “Putin’s Plan.” Surkov, Russian Political Culture, 7.  By idealizing the goals of the political struggle, Surkov meant the orientation towards utopia, which, from his point of view, creates an important stimulus for social development. Surkov rejected the Messianic concepts of the past: the Third Rome and the Third International. He proposed to replace the idea of messianism with the idea of the Russian national mission which needs clarification but is unconditionally connected with the establishment of Russia’s role among other world powers. Surkov, Russian Political Culture, 7. He explained that he was talking about fulfilling the desires in the future and suggested looking at the problems of Russia “from the future.” 
As the denotation of the United Russia idea, the Russian Federation was assumed in the future to be a strong world power headed by a charismatic leader, where civil society and democratic institutions have been built in the market economy using high-tech and innovative technologies. The United Russia idea was ambivalent primarily in terms of culture. On the one hand, the authorities officially adhered to the course of democratic modernization of Russian society, which implied decentralization of power, cultural pluralism, and co-existence of various discursive practices. On the other hand, fearing social chaos inside the new society, as well as the threat of terrorism and extremism from the outside, the authorities planned to preserve and secure Russia’s status as a strong militarily world power. Therefore, the authorities officially announced the absence of the national idea and declared this task a matter of the future. Building an open democratic society and strengthening the status of a world power were considered by the authorities as equally probable options. In the Presidential Address, Russia was declared a unique original civilization, formed on the basis of Russian Orthodox culture and incorporating the best values of world culture. In this connection, historical events that contribute to the unification of peoples into a single centralized state began to be given special importance in the media: Christianization of Russia by Prince Vladimir, the formation of the Moscow State, overcoming the Time of Troubles of the late 16th – early 17th centuries, the reforms of Peter the Great, and the victory of the USSR in the Great Patriotic War. In this context, the Russian Federation began to be thought of as the stage of progressive development of the Russian civilization, which is constantly striving to build open society, but is forced to overcome the danger of external threat to its peaceful existence. Since the declared ideal of Russia was supposed to be realized only in the future, the authorities turned to the sacralization of the discourse about United Russia. The perception of the abstract ideal became possible through the personification of the government institutions. The image of a strong charismatic president was projected by the ideologists of power onto the image of Russia as a strong world power and onto the image of the United Russia party as the party of power. 

Conclusion
The United Russia idea can be represented as a “product” of the evolution of imperial Russian consciousness. The contents of this idea incorporates the same characteristics as other imperial discourses of the Russian consciousness do: the orientation towards building a society of social justice with rich spiritual culture in the future; implementation of this project can be carried out under the leadership of the authority as only the authority has knowledge of how to modernize the reality; building a strong centralized state for protection against external threats; strengthening belief in the abstract ideal by forming the image of a strong charismatic leader of the authority; simplification by interpreting borrowed cultural ideas in native terms and reducing them to already familiar cultural material. Thus, the discourse about United Russia can be considered as a variant of the new cultural identity of Russia, as it aims at modernizing the society and at the perception of the state authority as a higher cultural value impersonated in government institutions. 
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