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Publications of recent years and decades demonstrate that, in addition to writing mono-
graphs and publishing collections of articles, Hannah Arendt (1906-1975), throughout her
academic career in the United States, actively used the lecture genre and non-fiction articles
to clarify and popularize the ideas of her political philosophy and her approach to the prob-
lems of our times. The publication of these lectures provides us with a fresh perspective on
important aspects of her ideas regarding the political world and the role of political freedom,
as reflected in the words and actions of humans in their common world. The focus of this
paper is on Arendt’s lectures from the 1960s, which were dedicated to clarifying her two key
works from the second half of the 1950s and the early 1960 — “The Human Condition (1958)”
and “On Revolution (1963)” — as well as interpreting the central concepts of her political
philosophy: Action, Freedom, Politics and Revolution. The article pays special attention to
Arendt’s interpretation of human freedom as a gift and a miracle, which is proposed in these
lectures. Freedom’s negative contribution to the world of human actions and words is to in-
terrupt the automaticity of inertial social reproduction, while its positive contribution is to
“save” the common political world for future generations.
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In “The Life of The Mind”, a book that Hannah Arendt wrote in her final years, she com-
pared the work of human mind to the web of Penelope, a mythical character, who was the
wife of the legendary Odysseus. “The business of thinking”, she said, “is like Penelope’s
web; it undoes every morning what it has finished the night before” (Arendt, 1978: 88).
These ideas are based on the assumption that the philosophical journey of the mind does
not lead to any final conclusions that are not open to further reconsideration, but rather
consists in an ongoing dialogue that the philosopher engages in not only with others, but
primarily with himself throughout his lifetime, satisfying his need for thought through
the very act of thinking. This principle is perfectly in line with Arendt’s own ideas, as has
been repeatedly emphasized by scholars of her political philosophy". This trait of her
thought is well illustrated by her lectures and articles from the 1960s, recently published
by Penguin as a separate volume (Arendt, 2020) in the “Great Ideas” series2.

1. Bearing in mind this precise feature of Arendt’s thinking as a philosopher, Claude Lefort speaks even of
the “requirement to think, which lies at the heart of her work” (Lefort, 1986: 65).

2. In addition to Arendt, the thinkers of the 20th century whose works were honored with publication
in this series include Sigmund Freud, George Orwell, Thorstein Veblen, Albert Camus, Leon Trotsky, Walter
Benjamin, Frantz Fanon, Michel Foucault, William James, W.E. B. Du Bois, Theodor Herzl, Vladimir Lenin,
Peter Kropotkin, Simone de Beauvoir, Simone Weil, Martin Luther King, and Peter Singer.
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These lectures and articles, although delivered and published at different times, were
chosen in such a way that Arendt’s thoughts unfold sequentially in three interrelated stag-
es. The problems raised in the previous texts smoothly turn into those of the subsequent
ones, creating an excellent impression of a coherent presentation. The first text provides
an interpretation of Arendt’s understanding of the conditions of human existence, as pre-
sented in her work “The Human Condition” (Arendt, 1998 [1958]). The second lecture
reveals her understanding of politics as the highest form of human being-in-the-world,
the source of which she sees in humans’ ability of beginning something new and free
from the pressure of vital necessity. In turn, Arendt sees revolutions — these fundamen-
tal events of the modern era, aimed at constituting a new public space for political free-
dom (constitutio libertatis) — to be the ultimate expression of such a new beginning in
the political life of contemporary worlds. The third text in this collection focuses on the
background and importance of the great revolutions of the modern era. Thus, the drama
of the political aspect of human existence, as discussed in Arendt’s lectures and articles,
takes place within a theoretical framework defined by her three main philosophical con-
cepts: action, political freedom, and revolution.

Political thought, true to its purpose, for Arendt is always a test of events. She believed
that, «the significance of a historical period shows itself only in the few events that il-
luminate it» (Arendt, 1998 [1958]: 42). Only by hermeneutically thinking and interpret-
ing such fateful events, if you will, Events with a capital E, that define the essence of the
modern era, can one truly understand its nature. Thoughts that evade comprehension of
fateful events are objectively empty, and events that are not affected by thought compre-
hending their significance are meaningless in their bare factuality. “My assumption is’,
Arendt wrote in the preface to her work «Between Past and Future», “that thought itself
arises out of incidents of living experience and must remain bound to them as the only
guideposts by which to take its bearings” (Arendt, 2006 [1954]: 14). Arendt remained
faithful to this idea that the philosopher’s political thought should be substantially linked
to the fateful events of our time, not only in her written works, but also in her public
speeches, reports, and lectures.

At the same time, it's important to remember that the lecture genre, as the genre of
non-fiction articles which requires presenting the most important information in a lim-
ited time frame and printed space and making it understandable to an unprepared au-
dience, demands a lot from those who choose to share their thoughts publicly. In this
regard, we, Arendt’s contemporary readers, are very fortunate, because she was able to
explain complex and structured ideas that were initially understandable only to academ-
ics and experts, in simple and clear language. This is exactly the case with her first text
“Labor, Work, Action” (Arendt, 2020 [1964]: 1 — 32), published in this collection, which
is dedicated to presenting the main outlines of her understanding of the human condi-
tion. In this text, Arendt comprehensively examines three basic forms of human practice:
Labor, Work or Production, and Action. She explores their specifics, the unique features

3. Arendt addressed this issue a separate work “On Revolution” (Arendt, 1990 [1963]).
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of their historical evolution, their interrelation with one another, and their impact on the
political space.

To recap, in her philosophy, Arendt divides all human activity into two basic catego-
ries — theoretical (vita contemplativa) and active (vita activa) (Arendt, 1998 [1958]: 7 —
17). The latter, in turn, is further divided into three primary types — labour, production/
manufacture (work), and action. If, in the course of their labour, humans are entirely
dependent on the natural processes of life, compelled to reproduce their physical and
mental existence and fulfill their basic needs, then through the second form of practical
activity — work — they «render themselves the masters and possessors of nature» (as
Descartes put it) and shape the world of objects around them. However, it is only through
the third form of human activity — action and speech — that an individual engages with
others and the world, serving as the backdrop for this engagement, and can realize his
freedom. By making themselves known to others through speech, humans thereby make
their presence in the world public. This is an elementary action from Arendt’s perspec-
tive.

Politics belongs precisely to this last, highest type of human activity. It is the delib-
eration and solution of common problems through speech, which involves the active
participation of citizens in socially significant processes of verbal communication+. That
is why, according to Arendt (Arendt, 1990 [1963]; Arendt, 1998 [1958]; Arendt, 2006), the
normative model of a political community in her works is the ancient polis and the Ro-
man civitas. Both represent a political community of free and equal individuals united by
a shared commitment to a particular political way of life and a collective willingness to
participate in solving common challenges.

This notion of interdependence between freedom and politics stands in contradic-
tion to the social theories of the modern age. With the growing world-alienation of man
in the modern age political action as a form of practice recedes into the backgrounds.
This is why politics is often mistakenly associated either with work, or with labor. Work
refers to the manufacture of durable consumer goods, while labour refers to activities
aimed at meeting immediate human needs. In this case, politics can be reduced to either
bare administration, where speech-mediated interaction between people is likened to the
management of things, or to a specific type of politics that, with the support of Michel
Foucault and his followers, has been called “biopolitics”s. The result of these trends in the
development of political practices and institutions, as well as political theory, in the mod-

4.Arendt defines as “political” those matters of common public interest for which there is no certain
technical solution and which therefore are a suitable subject for public debate. From her point of view, «Public
debate can only deal with things which — if we want to put it negatively — we cannot figure out with certainty.
Otherwise, if we can figure it out with certainty, why do we all need to get together?» (Arendt, 1979: 317).

5. It is worth mentioning that Arendt is referring to the “the world-alienation of man of the modern age”.
Other concepts of alienation that have become widespread in modern social thought, such as “the disen-
chantment of the world” (Weber) and “alienation of man (Marx)”, are perceived sharply critically by her on
the grounds that they “often involve the romanticized notion of the past” (Arendt, 2006: 64). The question of
whether the concept of world-alienation in Arendt’s «The Human Condition» can be compared to the criti-
cism of romanticizing ideas about the classical past is a matter for the readers to decide.

6. Cf.: Foucault, 2004.
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ern world is that «the entire modern age has separated freedom from politics» (Arendt,
2020 [1960]: 37).

However, historical experience tells us that freedom and politics have not always been
understood in this way. Arendt presents several arguments to demonstrate the close re-
lationship between freedom and politics in the history of the Western world. Summing
up, we can say that these arguments refer to «the oldest historical memories that have
deposited themselves in our language, as well as the tradition of political thought and
the experiences of the present» (Arendt, 2020 [1960]: 40), related to the experience of
the right and left wing totalitarianism of the XX century. From a linguistic perspective, it
is crucial for Arendt that «in all European languages we use a word for politics in which
its origin, the Greek polis, can still be heard. Not only etymologically, and not only for
scholars, this word is drenched with associations stemming from the community where
politics in its specific sense was first discovered» (Arendt, 2020 [1960]: 37). Arendt also
connects the idea that «tyranny is the worst of all forms of state» with the polis origin
of both the term itself and politics as a free human activity. She believes that this idea
is highly relevant for the self-understanding of statesmen and political theorists of the
Western world in the second half of the 20th century. This unanimity is motivated by the
fact that «<among the classical forms of government tyranny is the only one that in prin-
ciple cannot be reconciled with freedom» (Arendt, 2020 [1960]: 37 — 38). Consequently,
this shared use of symbolic representations of the political realm by both the ruling elite
and academic circles in the Western world prompts Arendt to suggest that the interests
of security and reproduction of life, now encompassed in political thought by the con-
cepts of “biopower” and “biopolitics,” as introduced by Michel Foucault, cannot be the
overarching priority in the interpretation of modernity’s political objectives. After all, in
this case we would have to admit that tyranny is not the worst way to govern the Earth, as
it is possible to ensure safety and basic needs for those who are dominated. “If we really
believed”, Arendt points out, “as the theories of the modern age attempt to convince us,
that in politics security and life interests are all that is at stake, we would have no reason
to reject tyranny; for it can certainly deliver security, and it has often proved itself supe-
rior to all other forms of state in protecting mere life” (Arendt, 2020 [1960]: 38). In other
words, «the original coincidence of freedom and politics, which was self-evident to clas-
sical antiquity» (Arendt, 2020 [1960]: 38) but then faded away, was partly preserved or
revived in the symbolic understanding of Western modernity during the second half of
the 20th century. All these arguments, taken together, offer an understanding of modern
politics that not only “goes far beyond contemporary political theory and its conceptual
framework’, but also presupposes «a different consciousness of freedom and a different
concept of politics to those we are accustomed to» (Arendt, 2020 [1960]: 41).

It is not without reason that Arendt places freedom at the heart of her understand-
ing of man and politics. Human beings are unique creatures living in the world precisely
because they have freedom. At the same time, Arendt does not understand freedom itself
neither as freedom of will, in the sense of liberum arbitrium, or freedom to implement a
rational project. Rather she sees it as an individual’s capacity to transcend the “given” and



RUSSIAN SOCIOLOGICAL REVIEW. 2024. Vol. 23. No. 4 253

start something new. This capacity to start something new empowers human beings to
liberate themselves from the constraints of imperatives of vital necessities and disrupt the
inertial momentum of societal developments. This capacity to disrupt the automaticity
of historical evolution and introduce something new into the world, from Arendt’s per-
spective, is primarily connected with the realm of politics. It culminates in the historical
experience of the great revolutions of modern age.

In the work «On Revolution» (Arendt, 1990 [1963]), whose key ideas are explained
and clarified in the lecture “Freedom to Be Free”, which eventually gave the name to the
entire collection, Arendt settles accounts with two of the most influential intellectual
traditions of the twentieth century — liberalism and Marxism. In her opinion, both these
venerable traditions of political thought failed to fully understand the significance of the
great modern revolutions — the American Revolution of 1776 and the French Revolution
of 1789 — because they overlooked the central event: the establishment of a new public
order based on political freedom, in which free and equal citizens could collectively deal
with their common affairs. They failed to grasp the true political significance of moder-
nity’s great revolutions, because they viewed politics not as an independent and ultimate
form of human activity, but rather as a means to achieve other, non-political objectives.
This was the case for both liberals, who sought to pursue personal gain without bounds,
and Marxists, who aimed to establish a classless society where citizens would be free and
equal (Wellmer, 2006: 220).7

From Arendt’s point of view, the main thing in the experience of modern revolutions
is the coincidence of the idea of freedom with the beginning of something new: «the idea
of freedom and the actual experience of making a new beginning in the historical con-
tinuum should coincide» (Arendt, 2020 [1966/1967]: 104)8. It is freedom, which is at the
origin of the revolutionary movement that serves as an unmistakable criterion for distin-
guishing authentic revolutions from those that are not. For this reason, Arendt is clearly
pleased to agree with Condorcet’s words, who believed that the “word ‘revolutionary’
can be applied only to revolutions whose aim is freedom” (Arendt, 2020 [1966/1967]: 81).
Arendt saw the main advantage of the American Revolution in that it not only declared
independence from the British crown and founded a new state, but at the same time it
was also able to establish a new political freedom space based on the 1787 Constitution,
whose authors were inspired by the idea of separation of powers.

Speaking about the revolutions of modernity as an experience of a new beginning,
Arendet first of all emphasizes the novelty of the modern interpretation of the concept of
“revolution” Despite the fact that the word “revolution” can be used in a generic sense
without taking into account either the word’s origin or the temporal moment when the
term was first applied to a particular political phenomenon, from a point of view of po-

7. Regarding the Marxist ideal of a classless society, Arendt in her notes from the 1950s rather sharply
noted that Marx’s vision of a society without classes, in which management of things would take the place of
domination over people, was not apolitical but anti-political. Instead of not having any political government
whatsoever, “it actually can only be rule by nobody, that is, bureaucracy, a form of government in which no-
body takes responsibility” (Arendt, 2005: 77).

8. On the antinomies of this understanding of the idea of revolution in Arendst, see: Fine, 2001: 127 — 130.
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litical philosophy a more differentiated approach is required that takes into account the
termy’s historical context and its entry into the lexicon of modern political thinking. As
Arendt emphasizes, “prior to the two great revolutions at the end of the eighteenth cen-
tury and the specific sense it then acquired, the word “revolution” was hardly prominent
in the vocabulary of political thought or practice” (Arendt, 2020 [1966/1967]: 82). In the
seventeenth century the term is used in its original astronomical meaning, which signi-
fied the eternal, irresistible, ever-recurring motion of the heavenly bodies, meanwhile its
political usage was metaphorical, describing a motion, a swinging back to a preordained
order. Therefore, until and including the 18th century, this word-concept in the European
cultural and civilizational area meant nothing more than “restoration’, the content of
which was recovery of former freedom, or rather, restoring of former liberties (Arendt,
2020 [1966/1967]: 83). This applies not only to the English Revolution of 1640-1660 and
the “Glorious Revolution” of 1689, but also to the American Revolution of 1776 and the
French Revolution of 1789. Thanks to the latter, which impacted the whole Europe, there
was a significant change in the political meaning of the term, as a result of which it begins
to denote the process of liberation of all people under the principles of liberty, equality
and fraternity. Thus, Arendt concludes, «what actually happened at the end of the eigh-
teenth century was that an attempt at restoration and recovery of old rights and privileges
resulted in its exact opposite: a progressing development and the opening up of a future
which defied all further attempts at acting or thinking in terms of a circular or revolving
motion» (Arendt, 2020 [1966/1967]: 84).

Like the concept of revolution, the concept of freedom underwent similar, although
more complex, substantial changes during the great revolutions of modern times. At the
dawn of modernity, it was still identified with those rights and liberties we today associ-
ate with constitutional government and call civil rights. However, the problem was that
those rights have nothing in common with the political right to participate in public
affairs. Arendt attributes this to the fact that «liberties in the sense of civil rights are the
results of liberation, but they are by no means the actual content of freedom, whose es-
sence is admission to the public realm and participation in public affairs» (Arendt, 2020
[1966/1967]: 85). On this basis, Arendt draws a broad distinction between civil liberty and
political freedom. While the former, based on civil rights, is inherently negative in nature,
protecting human life from excessive interference by the state and society, the latter, in
its essence, is a positive phenomenon associated with the right to participate in political
decision-making about public affairss.

According to Arendst, it «was a passion for this new political freedom, though not yet
equated with a republican form of government, which inspired and prepared those to en-
act a revolution without fully knowing what they were doing» (Arendt, 2020 [1966/1967]:
87). At the same time, Arendt sees the squaring of the circle of the great revolutions
of modernity in the fact that, while they were associated with both liberation from the
constraints of the “ancient regime” and the establishment of political freedom, the «lib-

9. For a discussion on the contradictions in Arendt’s interpretation of the concepts of “freedom” and “lib-
erty’, see: Pitkin, 1988: 523 — 552, in particular 523 — 528.
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eration is indeed a condition of freedom — though freedom is by no means a necessary
result of liberation — it is difficult to see and say where the desire for liberation, to be free
from oppression, ends, and the desire for freedom, to live a political life, begins» (Arendt,
2020 [1966/1967]: 86). If the desire to be free from oppression could have been fulfilled
through the establishment of limited constitutional monarchy, then freedom as a political
way of life requires the formation of a new or rediscovered form of government, namely,
the constitution of a republicr. From Arendts perspective, authentic revolutionary ac-
tion aims to establish a constitution of freedom (constitutio libertatis), and the establish-
ment of this constitution requires the formation of a republic that represents a constitu-
tional government that guarantees not only basic civil rights but also the access of free
and equal citizens to the political public sphere.

At the same time, Arendt reproaches the French Revolution, and with it, the symbolic
universe that legitimized a specifically modern understanding of democracy’s theory and
practice, for putting a new absolute — the nation — in place of the old sovereign. This was
a pernicious attempt to pour new wine into old bottles. In this case, we are dealing with
the feature of the “modern social imaginaries™, which has long been observed by soci-
ologists and social theorists, that «the old understanding of power and authority, even if
their former representatives were most violently denounced, almost automatically led the
new experience of power to be channeled into concepts which had just been vacated» (Ar-
endt, 1990 [1963]: 155). And this, in turn, led to the deformation of new political concepts,
forcing contemporaries to perceive and understand them in accordance with the patterns
familiar from the old world. However, from Arendt’ perspective, sovereignty and freedom
in politics are not compatible. According to her, «<where men, whether as individuals or in
organized groups, wish to be sovereign, they must abolish freedom. But if they wish to be
free, it is precisely sovereignty they must renounce» (Arendt, 2020: 57). This is another pro-
grammatic idea of Hannah Arendt — to create a democratic political theory that would be
based not on the concept of sovereignty, whether it is the absolute sovereign of the “ancient
regime” or a new sovereign represented by a single and indivisible modern nation.

Here we come to the most important — from the perspective of the relationship be-
tween philosophy and politics, thought and action — point in Arendt’s political thought.
The central place given by the author to the concepts of action, freedom, and revolution
paints a normative picture of political life that is so at odds with the main trends in the
development of the modern world and the prevailing approaches to these concepts that
its implementation would, by the author’s own admission, be a real “miracle” in practice.
Consequently, numerous indications suggest that we are witnessing the emergence of a
new secular redemptive theology, developed within the context of political philosophy,

10. Cf.: Arendt, 1990 [1963]: 33.

11. Some contemporary scholars believe that Arendt’s position on constitutio libertatis is aporetic in nature,
since “political freedom has an antinomical relation to the possibility of its own founding” This view is echoed
in the work of Miguel Vatter, who interprets a political undertaking as a Machiavellian return to the origins
(Vatter, 2000: 221).

12. The concept of “modern social imaginaries” is revealed in great detail today in the work of Charles
Taylor: Taylor, 2004; Taylor, 2007.
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where political action itself serves as the primary instrument of collective salvation, If
not for free and equal citizens acting individually — death and life law will take its toll
anyway — but at least for the common world as a public space where political freedom
dwells. According to Arendt, «only the world and men in the plural can anticipate salva-
tion through the miracle that is possible in all political affairs — at least as long as free-
dom, the human gift of interrupting ruin, remains intact. No miracle is required to save
life as such since by nature it endures with the species, nor can a miracle ever save man in
the singular, who must always die as an individual. These ruinous processes can be inter-
rupted only for the world that is common to us all, which outlasts our life or at least can
outlast it, and which is the specific concern of politics. From this it follows that, although
the ability to begin may be a gift of man in his singularity, he can only realize it in relation
to the world and in acting together with his fellow men» (Arendt, 2020 [1960]: 72 — 73).

It seems that within the framework of this new secular theology of redemption, the gift of
freedom, the ability to begin and its revolutionary refractions as acts of forming something
new and interrupting automatic inertial processes of social reproduction play a role similar to
that played by “miracles” in religions of revelation. Where political action, as ability to begin
and freely take initiative, disappears from society for one reason or another, then «the pro-
cesses that freedom first brought forth also become automatic, and an automatic process pro-
duced by men is no less ruinous for the world than automatic natural processes are for the life
of the individual» (Arendt 2020 [1960], 75). If it weren't for the miracle of freedom, as Hannah
Arendt called it, then today, humans would be completely subordinate to these automatic
processes that could only destroy their political existence in the world.

Therefore, as Arendt emphasizes, «this time, no less than the continued existence of
men on earth may depend upon man’s gift of performing “miracles,” that is, bringing
about the infinitely improbable and establishing it as a worldly reality» (Arendt, 2020
[1960], 76). In the context of this unorthodox view of the world and human action, Ar-
endt and her followers can only hope that not only human freedom, as a way of being
in the world, but above all, the gift of freedom itself, which was not created by humans
but was given to them, will be preserved along with the opportunities they provide for
revolutionary new beginnings: «without action, without the capacity to start something
new and thus articulate the new beginning that comes into the world with the birth of
each human being, the life of man, spent between birth and death, would inevitably be
doomed beyond salvation» (Arendt, 2020 [1964]: 31). Thus, the promise of saving the
common world of politics by word and deed through free human action becomes for
Arendt not only an imperative for political life, but also a promise of salvation for both
the humans and their freedom in the world.
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My6nukaummn nocnegHmX neT 1 AecaTUNeTUi NOKa3biBatoT, YTO NOMMUMO HaNMCaHUsA
MOHOrpadpuueckmx nccnefoBaHnin n n3gaHua cOOPHUKOB CTaTel, 3HaUUTeIbHasA YacTb
KOTOPbIX Obl1a NepBOHAYaNIbHO OMYy6/IMKOBaHa B Pa3/INYHbIX FYMaHUTaPHbIX U34aHWSAX,

XaHHa ApeHaT (1906 — 1975) Ha NPOTAXKEHNM BCEWN CBOEN akafgemmnyeckon kapbepbl B CLUA
AKTMBHO MCNOJIb30Bana TakXe »kaHpP OTAENbHbIX IEKLMOHHbIX BbICTYNIEHWI A1 Pa3bACHEHNA
1 nonynsapusauumn ngen ceoer nonutuyeckon rnocodum 1 cBoero Nogxosa K akTyanbHbiM
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npobnemam COBPeMEHHOCTU. VX ny6nvKauma no3BosieT BO MHOIOM MO-HOBOMY B3rIAIHYTb

Ha BaXkKHble acneKTbl ee NpeACTaBAeHNi O MUPE MNONUTUYECKOTO 1 O POSIN NOSINTUYECKON
CBOOO/bI, NPENIOMIISIOLLENCS B CJIOBAX U MOCTYMKAX JI0AEN B 3TOM 06LeM Ajis HUX Mupe. B ueHTpe
BHUMaHUA A@aHHOW CTAaTbW HAXOAATCA NeKUMn APEHAT 1960-X FOA0B, MOCBALLEHHbIE MPOACHEHNIO
3aMblCJ1a ABYX €€ KIoUYEBbIX NMOIUTUYECKUX PAabOT BTOPOW NMOMOBMHbI 1950-X —

Hayana 1960-x — «The Human Condition» (1958) n «<On Revolution» (1963), — a Takxe
WHTepRpeTaumm LeHTpasbHbIX 418 AUCKYpCa ee MONUTUYEeCKON drunocodun NOHATUIN AencTeus
(Action), ceob6ogbl (Freedom), nonutuku (Politics) n pesontoumu (Revolution). Ocoboe BHMMaHue
B CTaTbe yAensaeTcA npefnoXeHHOMY APeHAT B 3TUX NIeKLMAX TONKOBaHMIO cBOOOAbI UenoBeka
Kak fapa (gift) n uypa (miracle), HeratuBHasa paboTa KOTOPOW B MMpPE YerloBEUYECKUX CIIOB

1 fen 3aKJioYaeTcs B NpepbiBaHUN aBTOMATN3Ma MHEPLIMIOHHbIX MPOLECCOB COLMaIbHOro
BOCMPOM3BO/CTBA, a NO3UTUBHAA — B «CraceHnm» (salvation) obliero Mvpa nonntTuyeckoro ans
HbIHE XMBYLUMX 1 OYYLLNX MOKONEHWIA.

Kntouesble ciosa: XaHHa ApeHAT, nonutudeckas ¢unocodus, gencrere, ceobona, Myup
MOMUTNYECKOrO, PEBONIOLUSA, CrlaceHve.



