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ABSTRACT
Eurasianist Trends in Russian Foreign Policy: A Criical Analysis

Steven K. Voytek

This paper examines and illustrates the presenagofverful Eurasianist doctrine currently
informing Russian foreign policy. It first presetit® historical evolution of Eurasianism, its
most recent incarnation present in contemporarysiduand later seeks to explicate its
development. The emergence of this particular dextvas the result of a gradual process
that began in 2000 when Vladimir Putin first becaPnesident of the Russian Federation
although its historical roots are traced back &18" century. Over the course of the past
decade a new brand of Eurasianism has emerged Wiscstudy identifies as ‘Geopolitical
Eurasianism’. Various external and internal factwase led to the rise of this paradigm which
now dominates the formulation and implementatioRo$sian foreign policy. Ultimately
Geopolitical Eurasianism is shown to be the prilecgoctrine guiding Russian foreign policy
over the past decade and demonstrates that Rudisiaost likely continue on this current
trajectory.



Funding for my thesis and my MA studies at WesgWila University, Collegium Civitas,
and the University of Tartu was made possible lyTransatlantic MA Program in East-
Central European Studies, an “Atlantis” projectrsgred by the Fund for the Improvement
of Secondary Education of the U.S. Department afdatdon and the European
Commission’s Executive Agency for Education, Audsoxal and Culture.



Table of Contents

l. Takn Yo [8Te3 i [0] o NS RRR 1
A. Organization & MethOds ............ooiiiiiiiim et ee e 3
. EVOIUtION Of BUFASIANISIN ...cenenee e et e e et ee e e e e eaeens 4

A. The Roots of Early Eurasianism: SIavophiliSm e .....cvvvviiiiiiiiieieeeiiieennn. 6

B. The Russian Emigré Community & Classical Eurasianis......................... 11
C. The Re-emergence of Eurasianism: Neo-Eurasianism.............ccccceeeeeees 16
D. Continuity and DIVEIgENCE .......ccccviiiiiiiccceeeeeeeeeiceie e e e e e e e e aeeeeeaaanens 22
[lI.  Towards a New EUraSianiSIM? ........cccoui i ieeeeeeeiiiiniiiaaa e e e e e e e e e e eeeeeeeeesnesnnnnnsenes 23
A. The Disillusionment of the 1990S ..........cccccvviiiiiiiiiiiiiee e 72
B. Early Stages of Putin’s Presidency ... 13

C. Medvedev: A New Foreign Policy CoNCept? .....ummeeeerreiiiiiiiineeeeeennnnnnn. 40

D. The 2008 Russo-Georgian War: Flexing Eurasianissdéis ....................... 42

E. The NSS and BeYONd ........ooiiiiiiiieie e 48

F. The Eurasian Union: Culmination of Geopolitical &sianism .................... 51
V. CONCIUSION ...ttt et e e e e e e e e eennn e e e e e e e nnnes 59
V. BiDHOGraphy .....oooeiieie e —————————— 62



Introduction

The Russian Federation has undergone an extended pétransition since the collapse of
the Soviet Union in the early 1990s. It has seamdtic transformations take place in many
of its core institutions— institutions that werensiltaneously created and later changed to fit
the nebulous definition of what should constitute@dern-day ‘Russia’. This question has
always been the foundation for any academic inquiy Russia—who andwhattruly
constitute Russia and its people? This perennlztgehas stymied policy makers and
researchers alike. Addressing this question ithes of critical importance to understanding
not only contemporary Russia, but to also make guaidy in regards to it. Every institution
in Russia is informed by how its government andppesee themselves fitting into the
international power structure. This is perhaps megtent with how its foreign policy is not
only carried out, but also how it is articulatedi darmulated from within. Over the past
twelve years Vladimir Putin has risen from relatoliscurity to Presidency. His accession,
along with multiple other shifts in internationaldadomestic realties, has fundamentally
transformed the type of foreign policy Russia pats practice.

Yet, widespread disagreement materializes whenr@seto categorize specifically
the type of foreign policy Russia seeks to implemHistorically, Russia has oscillated
between two broadly defined factions— ‘atlanticisisd ‘eurasianists’. These two groups
have traditionally encompassed the largest swatbreign policy thinking in modern Russia.
Since 1992 Russia has undergone a number of bleiftgeeen these two camps. However,
since 2000 Russia has undertaken a longer terrd tosvards the latter. This reshaping is a
mixture of many iterations of Eurasianism throughtaihistory. This combination can best
be described as ‘geopolitical Eurasianism’— a neatihe that most informs Russian
foreign policy. This distinctive type of Eurasiamisias had and will continue to have lasting
implications on Russian foreign policy for the feeeable futuré.t is therefore important to
understand this phenomenon. The reasons are twéiodd, good policy can only be made if
one’s underlying assumptions are based on a goderstanding of the real world. Thus, a
better understanding of the character of Russiegido policy informs good policy
elsewhere. Second, a critical appraisal of Rudsiamgn policy contributes to the broader

study of international relations and post-Soviat&s insofar as it deepens the field’s

! For the sake of clarity and brevity, this mixtwil simply be referred to as Eurasianism for thetrof this
study, although the two are not entirely intercheaigie. If a clear distinction needs to be madefuthéerm
‘geopolitical Eurasianism’ will be used to makeifiedentiation.



understanding of a very influential actor withirtibalisciplines. Clearly the importance of an
in-depth analysis of Russian foreign policy cartmmunderstated.

It is the contention of this thesis that the Rus$taderation, especially since Putin’s
rise to power, has shifted its diplomatic efforigag from collaboration with the transatlantic
powers who compose the West and towards areasgiuhs which are distinctly non-
Western. Simultaneously, Russia has sought toameafthe idea of ‘multipolarity’ in the
international system by opposing the United Statekits allies on a variety of issues in an
effort to undermine what they perceive to be apoiar’ system. In response to changing
demographic realities, as well as a need for a roohesive national identity, the Russian
leadership has increasingly embraced a conceptiBussian statehood which traces its roots
to the development of Eurasianism. Taken togethese developments constitute a wholly
new brand of Eurasianism, which this study termadlitical Eurasianism.” Such decisions
were pragmatic in nature and done to better addtesmsging political, economic, and
domestic realities. These changing realities \atkt be shown to be a main impetus for this
shift in foreign policy thinking. The changes takiplace in these areas represent an
intersection between geopolitics and the creatfamatonal ‘Russian’ identity. Thus, both
external and internal pressures have led to thisisipolicy. The power of ideational factors,
in concert with external constraints, can and balshown to have exerted tremendous
influence over Russian foreign policy decision mgkiOnly in combination could this have
been possible. Consequently, this dichotomy previtie necessary theoretical foundation to
the policy choices carried out by the Russian FadmsT.

To this end it is the aim of this paper to critigalssess and analyze Russian foreign
policy from the beginning of Putin’s presidency2@00 up through his third term recently
begun in May of 2012. This study will evaluate Rwssian Federation’s actions over the past
twelve years in connection to the formulation amgliementation of its foreign policy.

During this process a more accurate characterizafigs diplomacy will emerge. A

sustained Eurasianist pattern will be establisisetthe prevailing doctrine among many
competing for influence in determining Russian igmepolicy. In addition to such an

analysis, it will also be the aim of this papentore accurately predict the trajectory of
Russia’s foreign policy in the short to medium tefirhe range of these forecasts are
constrained both by the relatively small scopehef study and also by recent upheavals in
domestic Russian politics, most notably the stpeetests in Moscow and St. Petersburg. Yet,
the Eurasianist drift since Putin’s ascendancy/stilvides ample evidence to make more

modest forecasts going forward.



Organization & Methodology

The organization of this paper will be as follovige first section of this study will outline

the history surrounding Eurasianism, its placénalarger Russian foreign policy discourse,
and its contemporary proponents and interpretatidast, an analysis section will follow
illustrating specifically what the Russian Fedemathas done to constitute a reevaluation of
how to typify its diplomatic efforts. This analyssll draw evidentiary support from the
period of 2000 through 2012 highlighting specifatians and policies the state has put into
effect that reorient its foreign policy in a Euasst fashion. The final section will summarize
and draw conclusions from the previous sectionglittahally, its intended trajectory will

also be evaluated for the short term.

This study will employ a qualitative content anayapproach. It will investigate a
number of primary source materials to demonstraentiture of Russian foreign policy.
These will come in the form of governmental puldimas, Russian official’s public
statements, and domestic reportage among othgsthimom these varied sources evidence
will be drawn to support the hypothesis that Russaeign policy is inexorably moving
towards a more Eurasianist posture. Moreover, srgrsource material will be utilized to
illustrate the current state of debate over how tmesategorize the nature of Russia’s
contemporary diplomatic efforts. Eurasianist teroogy, its related geopolitical logic, and
even overt references to a more Eurasianist pasiimong other substantiations, will be
shown to be present in all source materials. Gladrtangible evidence will thus be drawn
from both types of sources to demonstrate thig.shif

While this paper is not a singular case study oh@ntself, it will still employ a series
of smaller cases that exemplify a larger geopadalitieurasianist pattern in the Russian
Federation’s foreign policy. The salience of thease studies will be made evident as they
are used during the content analysis. Moreovey, Were selected not only because of their
significance to this hypothesis, but also becadiskeir overall importance in a larger
historical context. Case studies compliment coramalysis research best because they are
useful in demonstrating the specific causal retesiops, inherently present in the
international system, which lead states to implemspacific policies. It illustrates these
relationships in a way that synthesizes an enorraoumunt of variability and complexity into
a more tractable structure for evidentiary supgeutthermore, many examples were chosen
for this study instead of just one. Assigning vagiortance to a singular event and attributing
an exclusive causal relationship with this hypoih@suld not clearly demonstrate a pattern

over a set period of time. Obviously certain cag#lsank higher in importance than others,
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but it is the development of an overall trend ieahost important to this work. Thus, when
particular cases are used, the causal processagslatan be immediately related back to a
larger Eurasianist pattern.

Evolution of Eurasianism: Continuity and Divergence

Eurasianism, as a concept, is a rather nebuloosdspecially within the context of Russian
foreign policy. It means many things, to many dif& groups of people. The concept itself
has undergone many transformations since its immephd has also been variously
interpreted by many different groups. At its cdresia political ideology based on the idea
that Russia inhabits a unique geographical platedsn Europe and Asia. It is therefore
neither Europe nor Asia. Instead it constitutemgusar political space simply known as
Eurasia. This idea is largely borne out of the entibn that Russia “never seemed completely
European to the Europeans, and although most tdriisory was in Asia, it was never
completely Asian to the Asian$.It is this unique mixture of Europe, fused with liistorical
ties to Asia, that have led Russian Eurasianistdl sfripes at the very least to embrace
collectively this type of national identity. Thistional identity in turn is what informs foreign
policy decision making at a most fundamental leizekasianists therefore filter all of their
political and strategic thinking through this idegical prism. While the motivations for doing
so diverge considerably, this is the strongestlbéit tenuous link, between all iterations of
Eurasianism. It is this ambiguous Eurasian idenhiay justifies the many conceptualizations
of Eurasianism that have been espoused over théwmsenturies by various groups and
individuals.

Yet, the importance of place cannot be underst@edarléne Laruelle, one of the
foremost scholars on the subject asserts, “It tejiae view that Russia is on the periphery of
Europe, and on the contrary interprets the cousiggographic location as grounds for
choosing a messianic ‘third way®.This so-called ‘third way’ is the justificationf®ussia to
pursue alternative routes to becoming an indepenmewer pole in the international system.
This had been a recurrent theme in the Slavopifaitiition of the mid-18 century, in the
classical Eurasianism of the 1920s, and also imdge contemporary form which is the

primary subject of this study. Accordingly, Russieould derive its standing in the

2 Peggy Heller, “The Russian Dawn: How Russia Cbated to the Emergence of ‘the West' as a Concépt,”
The Struggle for the West: A Divided and Contekeghcy eds. Christopher Browner & Marko Lehti, 33-52
(London, UK: Routledge Press, 2009), 34.

% Marléne LaruelleRussian Eurasianism: An Ideology of an Empirans. Mischa Gabowitsch (Washington,
D.C.: Woodrow Wilson Center Press, 2008), 1.
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international system from the perceived importaoice Eurasian landmass— an idea that
was a central contention of Halford Mackinder’s &féand Theory’ which argued that
whatever political entity controlled the Eurasiandmass, or the ‘great pivot’, would be
destined to be the most powerful actor in the mgional systerii.Clearly geopolitical
considerations, in their rawest form, were a comelement throughout all stages of
Eurasianism’s development. The salience of geograplocation was not only foundational.
It was also widely regarded as a science among fBamgsianists who argued it was not
simply a theory, but also an objective epistemold@ius, Russian intellectuals and
policymakers who have embraced Eurasianism have slomainly to try and articulate their
state’s national character in the context of gatipsland national identity. In doing so
Eurasianists seek to articulate objectively thetrimoportant national interests for Russia—
an indispensable component to creating good policy.

Eurasianism is best understood as an attempt semwe Russian heritage throughout
a vast empire stretching over two continents. Wetlso was the raison d'etre for its global
political ambitions which can be traced to Russiaiperial past. As one scholar put it
Eurasianism “simply stresses Russia's uniquenasargues that Russia need not Westernize
in order to modernize. But in its hard-line versitre movement envisions the Eurasian
heartland as the geographic launch pad for a gettaMWestern movement . 2 These
contending lines of rationalization are two verypornant threads to understanding the overall
nature and character of Eurasianism throughowxistence. They have alternatively been
used together and separately to justify Eurasiashestiogy. At times the idea of Eurasianism
has been used to maintain national unity amongarraely diverse population. Thus,
Eurasianism has been used as a means of validirdRussia’s multiethnic characterhis
same argument can also be understood as a rejettfm@nceived Western cultural
superiority. Instead Eurasianists sought to empkabie value of Russia’s unique cultural
heritage and historical legacy. In essence Eurssiaocan be viewed as a vehement rejection
of an increasingly globalized world. On the othant, and most important to this study,

* Halford J. Mackinder, “The Geographical Pivot dstdry,” The Geographical Journ&3 (April 1904): 421-
437. 1t should be noted at this juncture that tlability of Mackinder’s thesis will not be evaludteHis
hypothesis is important to this study insofar asfluenced many Eurasianists, past and preseatdirlg them to
focus much of their attention on geopolitical cdiesations. For a contemporary analysis of Mackilsder
Heartland Theory see: Anita Senguptaartlands of Eurasia: The Geopolitics of Politigpace (Lanham,

MD: Lexington Books, 2009).

® Ryszard Paradowski, Liliana Wysocka, and Douglasrih, “The Eurasian Idea and Leo Gumilév's Sdienti
Ideology,” Canadian Slavonic Papersl (March 1999): 25.

® Charles Clover, “Dreams of the Eurasian Heartlatt: Reemergence of GeopoliticEdreign Affairs78
(March - April 1999): 9.



Eurasianism has been used to justify Russia’s greater statusespecially in the face of
massive internal as well as external sociopolitezad economic upheavals. It is this continued
great power status that Eurasianists seek to presespecially by opposing the West as
validation for its significance within the internatal system.

Obviously, it is quite difficult to offer a singulaefinition of Eurasianism. For all the
continuity seemingly present in Eurasianism as alglthere are still many widely divergent
interpretations. Generally speaking the developroéB&urasianism can be placed into three
major transformative periods: the mid1€entury Slavophile movement, the articulation of
classical Eurasianism in the 1920s, and the pogieSperiod. While some commonalities are
characteristic of all three periods, they contitmdiffer in how they each relate to the type of
Eurasianism present in contemporary Russian fongadicy. The reasons for this will become
clear further in this chapter. However, the maiplaration for this variance is largely due to
the historical context in which they were eachtfissmulated. Major social, political, and
economic upheavals have characterized much of &ubsstory. Events such as the January
Uprising in the Polish-Lithuanian Commonwealth, Bigssian Revolution of 1917, and most
relevant to this study the ultimate collapse of Slowiet Union all had a significant impact on
how Eurasianism came to be understood. Clearlgdheept was not created in a vacuum—
it was the result of not only a political and acadeneed to better define Russian identity so
as to create better policy, but also as a reatbionassive historical events and

transformations taking place during the same time

The Roots of Early Eurasianism: Slavophilism

Much of the existing literature on Eurasianism dyrigegins with its most overt emergence
within 1920s émigré circles. It often ignores, argely minimizes, the importance
Slavophilism had on the eventual creation of Ear@sm. Thus, this chapter seeks to
demonstrate and emphasize a strong historicablatween the Slavophile movement of the
mid 19" century and classical Eurasianism of the 1920% ten can a full account of its
modern iterations be placed in a proper histotiggectory. Mainly during the 1830s to
1850s, the Russian Empire was seeking to answerdaimental question: Is Russia truly a
part of Europe or is it something wholly differefitRis seminal debate was framed for much
of this time between ‘Slavophilism’ and ‘Westernisand would have lasting implications on
how Russians identified themselves and also how\leved their place in the international
system. Much like ‘Atlanticists’ and ‘Eurasianistiese contending factions were present

among the Russian political and intellectual ellteey intensely deliberated on whether to go

6



through the ‘window to the Western world’ that Ratee Great had opened during his time as
Tsar or to pursue an alternative path emphasinegihique civilization of the Russian
Empire. Slavophilism, the more dominate of theitaxs during this period, was, “. . . an
expression of an identity crisis within the edudagéte, which was due to certain social and
political developments in late eighteenth- andyenitheteenth-century RussiaClearly, a

more precise definition of what truly constituté&lissia’ was needed.

The brothers Pyotr and Ivan Kireyevsky, AlekseyKlyakov, Ivan Aksakov, and
Yuri Samarin are generally considered to be thadeus and main leaders of Slavophili&m.
These men were prominent Slavophiles who were Yigifluential in founding as well as
leading the movement. Geoffrey Hosking, a renowRessian historian, sums up
Slavophilism’s main contention that Russia wasvaoy European, but instead possessed, “. .
. its own distinctive political system, which isdeal on autocracy and the Orthodox Church . .
" and also contended that, “. . . Russia is aniemit's not a nation-state. And it shouldn't try
to become one, because half of its population isRossian® These are the core pillars of
Slavophilism that informed the concept. It fundataéy rejected the notion that Russia had
to ‘Westernize in order to modernize’— a rejectibat became one of the central tenets of
Eurasianism according to Clover. It advocated fetrang centralized authority that was
deferential to the Orthodox faith. As one delvesgkr into Slavophilism then, it becomes
readily apparent that many of the core ideas urndeirrg much of Eurasianism were first
espoused by many Slavophiles during this period.thierefore vital to trace its origins to this
period.

Interest in Slavophilism was spurred to a greagm@xby increased Russian interaction
with Western European powers. These dealings engatbthe disparities between Russia
and the West and stoked feelings of inferiority &otl their European neighbors. This feeling
was perhaps best encapsulated by the Russiareattell Pyotr Chaadayev, who while not an
overt Slavophile himself, nonetheless was an ingmbifigure in framing the Slavophile-
Westernist dispute. “We do not belong - Chaadayetes- either to the West or to the East,

" Susanna Rabow-Edlin§Javophile Thought and the Politics of Cultural iatlism(Albany, NY: State
University of New York Press, 2006), 22.

8 Frank FadnerSeventy years of Pan-Slavism in Russia: KarazDatoilevski: 1800-1870 (Washington, D.C.:
Georgetown University Press, 1962); See also NashBliasanovskyRrussia and the West in the Teaching of the
Slavophile§Cambridge, MA 1952); Peter Christafffitroduction to Nineteenth-Century Russian Slaviighj 4
vols. (Boulder, CO: Westview Press, 1961-91); Aegli&/alicki, A History of Russian Thought from the
Enlightenment to Marxisr{Stanford, CA: Stanford University Press, 1972-93.

® Geoffrey Hosking, Slavophiles and Westernizers in Russia,” intervigwaldai Discussion ClubMarch 21,
2012, shttp://valdaiclub.com/politics/40240.html




and we do not possess the traditions of the oriaeonther.*° Structuring the debate in such
a fashion clearly resonates with Eurasianists espgisimilar views in the 1920s and
beyond. Chaadayev reinforced the importance ohishef Russian national identity— an
identity that at least both groups agreed was wtbiferent than that of Europe or Asia.
Accordingly, while the two camps may have disagreedhe path Russia should take moving
forward, they both agreed that Russia was diffetfeart Western Europe. Their differences
resided in how they viewed this separateness.

The Westernists viewed Russia’s differences witlsiétm Europe in a highly
negative fashion. They advocated for Russia toevegte itself in an effort to modernize and
to also develop closer ties with the European patrercture. They viewed Western Europe
as the only viable route to economic and politiroaldernization and they embraced the
legacy of Peter the Great. Conversely, Slavoplitgsed that they should go in a different
direction entirely, not modeled on any existingilization’, but instead create a Slavic
alternative. Without a doubt, this debate was sidep Eurasianist ideas and logic even if it
historically preceded the most overt appearand¢bkeotoncept itself. Slavophiles made many
of the same arguments regarding Europe and Rumgitghe classical Eurasianists of the
1920s and neo-Eurasianists of post-Soviet RussiddNater make. They centered on two
core principles that are a recurrent theme througkarasianism’s history— emphasis and
idealization of Russia’s unique civilization andtawal heritage and a stoic opposition to the
‘West’ as a foundation for Russia’s great powetusta

During the period of the 1830s to 1850s Slavoptikes ample opportunity to
compare Russia’s economic, social, and politicabatons to those of Western Europe. In
doing so this educated elite recognized the reddiackwardness of their economy.
Institutions such as Serfdom— still in existencélu861— reinforced the notion that Russia
was somehow not a part of European culture anditadEspecially in the realm of war
Russians were exposed to the more sophisticatéhmeis of the West during the country’s
defeat in Crimea and prior to that in its parti¢ipa in the victory over Napoleon. Exposure
to the advanced militaries and societies of Wedkemope resonated deeply within the
intellectual community in Russia. Clearly Russiathievements abroad were not matched by
the domestic conditions at home. It was clear tbfarm was needed. Yet, how could reforms
take place without subsuming Slavic culture to tifahe West— a region that despite its
advanced social, economic, and technological prewik needed to be saved from Napoleon

19 pyotr Chaadayev cited by Janusz Dobieszewskir ‘®#adaev and the Rise of Modern Russian Philgsbph
Studies in East European Thoudidt (March 2002): 33.
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by a clearly technologically, economically, andiseuolitically inferior state? Slavophilism
was the obvious answer to this need— a strongfhirelibe primacy of Slavic culture and
tradition as a direct repudiation of Western Eusypmfluence.

Slavophiles, especially Ivan Kireyevsky, rejectiee YWestern embrace of rationalism
and instead argued that Russian Orthodox cultutmdiad a superior moral dimension of
understanding. It would take the necessary teclgmsaand practices from the West, but
preserve its Slavic Orthodox culture in the proc&avophiles argued that the West, while
seemingly more advanced in the material world, éaggehind Orthodox culture spiritually.
The prominent Slavophile Stepan Shevyrev, editdhefSlavophile periodicalloskvitianin
(The Muscovite), intensely wrote in 1841 that, &lar relations with the West . . . we are
dealing with a man suffering with a malignant andtagious disease, and exhaling a deadly
breath . . . associating with him so freely we dbmotice the concealed poison . . . we do not
perceive the future corpse of which he already snf#i Slavophilism was thus firm in the
belief that the Orthodox faith, with which Russiasanextricably linked, was the defining
factor in the primacy of the Slavic culture theyasdently embraced. Distinguishing Russia
from the West was therefore a vital imperativeustifying Slavophile ideology and
Orthodoxy provided the necessary validation. Theiant mysticism of this argument would
appeal to some Eurasianists later on. The impagtah©rthodoxy is therefore vital to
understanding Slavophilism and also certain aspgdEsirasianist ideology in the future.

Yet, Slavophilism was also a product of its histakienvironment. Convinced of
Russian superiority— mainly due to Imperial Russi@iplomatic and military performances
despite its obvious economic and sociopoliticavaand reinforced by confidence in
Orthodoxy’s moral supremacy— Slavophiles began eatiog for a rejection of Western
Europe in favor of a state based on shared ‘Slaalties. As one scholar noted, “The lack of
any economic, political, or institutional base,\pded the gentry with a weak sense of
distinct social identityln its place, a feeling of cultural affinity emery&€? The ‘cultural
affinity’ referred to here is Slavophilism distidleat its most fundamental level. This can best
be described as an oversimplified dichotomy betwaeerorally bankrupt Western model
versus a Slavic alternative. Slavophiles emphagizedVest’s spiritual shortcomings because
of its excessive materialism, while extolling thenad qualities of Slavic culture. Bordering

on utopianism, they placed Slavic culture in dirggposition to the West. It is important to

1 Stepan Shevyrev cited by Jan KucharzewBe Origins of Modern RussiéTrenton, NJ: Polish Institute of
Arts and Sciences in America, 1948), 242.
12 Rabow-EdlingSlavophile Though®3. Emphasis added.



note here that the alternative Slavophilism adwext& deeply rooted in Orthodoxy. At times
Slavophiles often used the terms Slavic culture@rtHodoxy interchangeably.To them the
Orthodox Church was the spiritual glue that helgetber all of the Slavic peoples.

This conception expanded into a larger idea thasRuibased on its place in history,
should be gravitational center for all Slavic pegpsuch as Ukrainians, Poles, and
Belarusians? It was also this idea of pan-Slavpholism thattteis ultimate decline as a
dominant concept in Russian intellectual thoughe Toss of the Crimean War had
significantly weakened Imperial Russia. Russiafedemade clear that fundamental political
and economic reform was needed. The death of Nashddlso reinforced this idea and his
successor Alexander Il began to ease the extrenietalorestrictions put into place by his
predecessor. “Contemporaries referred to thesegelsaas the ‘thaw’ . . . the romantic
utopianism of the Slavophiles slowly began to desgnate in favor of practical considerations
that ultimately turned out to reflect the concreltess interests of the gentr{’. Many
Slavophiles felt that their society had been ovélyropeanized’ and traced this back to the
reign of Peter the Great. They argued that his @@eh\Westernization was
counterproductive to the creation of a unified &lawlture and felt that it had created
divisions between the nobility and those who stililbodied true Slavic virtues. Thus, with the
‘thaw’ Slavophiles sought to recapture this conimecbetween the nobility and the ‘common
man’ to recreate an imagined common Slavic heritage

With the emancipation of the serfs in 1861, thev@bdiles felt victorious in liberating
the very Slavic peoples they so ardently spoke &abfai, the thaw also led to turmoil within
Imperial Russia. It arguably led to the Januaryisipg in the Polish-Lithuanian
Commonwealth in 1863. While the uprising itself viemstally suppressed by the Russians, it
nonetheless permanently damaged the Slavophilehdéall Slavic peoples were united in
their interests, which gravitated around RussianyMaading Slavophiles vehemently

attacked the Poles as the “Judas of Slavd§r&ven Samarin, one of Slavophilism’s

13 Irina Livezeanu, “Defining Russia at the MarginB(issian Revie®4 (October 1995): 496. See also: Robin
Aizlewood, “Revisiting Russian Identity in Russi@hought: From Chaadaev to the Early Twentieth Qgritu
The Slavonic and East European RevigyJanuary 2000): 33.

4 Sergei Trubetskoi, “A Disappointed Slavophile,B9R; reprint)Russian Studies in Philosop#§ (Spring
2008): 45-75. It should be noted that there wasesdissent to this idea of pan-Slavism. For exarplestantin
Leont’ev fervently argued that inclusion of all Btapeoples would dilute the relevance of Russiailgvhe was
not considered a mainstream Slavophile, he noreshabarranted responses from important Slavopsilels as
Sergei Trubetskoi. Trubetskoi was not only an ingatrfigure to the Slavophiles, but his son Nikalaiuld
ultimately become a leading figure in the Eurasiimovement of the 1920s.

15 Walicki, A History of Russiafthought, 111-112.

16 Nikolai Danilevsky cited by Dmitry Shlapentokh, &&ssessment of the Relationship: Polish Historytlad
Polish Question in the Imperial Dumd&ast European Quarterl$3 (Spring 1999): 115.
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founders asserted that “Poland was transformedairdbarp wedge driven by Latinism’ into
the very heart of the Slavonic soul with the aimsplitting it into fragments.™’ Clearly
Slavophilism was transforming itself into an ultrationalist conception of Russian statehood.
Thus, the Slavophile ideal of pan-Slavism camentalarupt end and it moved out of
mainstream intellectual consciousness. Althougletiaere later iterations of Slavophilism in
the late 19 century it never again held the same appeal thtid iduring the 1830s to 1850s
within the popular discourse.

Yet, the importance of Slavophilism to Eurasiansmuld not be understated. It was
the first intellectual movement to articulate mariyhe same tenets that would later become
founding principles of Eurasianism. The idea thas$ta did not have to, nor should it,
become an integral part of the West European pstmacture was first stated by the
Slavophiles. The salience of Orthodoxy in defining character of Russian national identity
first emerged here as well. Moreover, SlavophiEaglwere used, as Eurasianism was later, to
justify Russia’s great power status through histdrprecedent and emphasis on Russian
achievements. Most importantly the distinctive elcéer of Russian civilization was
highlighted as a driving force behind many of theissvpoints. So while Slavophilism’s
support eventually withered, most of its main cqusevere later adopted by the Eurasianists
of the 1920s and onwards. The glaring exceptionoésd above, would be the near total
rejection of pan-Slavism and for good reason— it haen catalyst for Slavophilism’s

eventual decline

The Russian Emigré Community and Classical Eurasiasm

Classical Eurasianism first appeared in its moptieik form during the 1920s among
Russia’s émigré community during the interwar peiribhese intellectuals were in exile
throughout Europe following the turbulent 1917 RaisdRevolution'® Yet, they still
possessed strongly held views on how Russia oogtdriduct and represent itself
internationally. This community was by no means bgeneous as it represented all the
various ideologies on the political spectrum whigre rejected by the Soviets. Yet, for a
relatively short period of time from 1920 to 19Frasianism was the dominant ideological
movement of this period among the Russian émigménaanity. It was led by a group of
prominent young intellectuals who diverged from Swyriet regime over differences in policy

as well as ideology. Composed of economists, ptyibers, geographers, ethnographers, and

7 Shlapentokh, “Reassessment of the Relationshig” 1
18 Serguei Glebov, “The Challenge of the Modern: Eheasianist Ideology and Movement, 1920-29” (PhD
diss., The State University of New Jersey, Rutggd84), 43-55.
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even religious thinkers, the classical Eurasiamstement was the product of many diverse
fields of study resulting in its prevalence amoing émigré community. One should also note
that it was this divergence with the Soviet regihmg led to its suppression by late 1929— a
victim of the USSR'’s robust counterintelligence gaingn to root out perceived anti-
Communist ideologies both domestically and abroad.

However, the degree to which Eurasianists oppdsetJESR varied greatly.
Eurasianism was never wholly in opposition to tloei8ts, primarily because Eurasianists
saw Bolshevism as a vehicle for extending the erflee of the defunct Russian Empire. In
essence they saw Bolshevik ideology as a necess#rfurasianists resented the way in
which the Bolsheviks had come to power, forcing smhthem into exile. The Marxist
philosophy of the Bolsheviks, inherently materieéiad atheist, was also rejected by the
Eurasianists because of its natural oppositionrtb@gdoxy and its perceived embrace of
secular Western thinking. Yet, Bolshevik ideologygsome commonly held goals with
Eurasianism, insofar as both sought to expandetaehrof Russia’s borders. The
commonalities ended there, however. The Eurasgas@ty the continuation and expansion of
the Russian Empire as an end in and of itself astified such a position mainly through the
unique geographical location and ethnic composibibRussia. Conversely, the Bolsheviks
did so based on the idea that Communism was theahdinal stage in the world’s socio-
economic development. Hastening this process amdding Communist ideology was
therefore the basis of any territorial ambitionatttesembled a Russian empire.

The main leaders of the Eurasianist movement o1 &29s were Nikolai Trubetskoi,
Pyotr Nikolaevich Savitsky, Peter Suvchinsky, arebfge Florovsky who best articulated its
core tenets. The first truly Eurasianist text, tentby this group, was a collection of essays
titled, Exodus to the Eagiskhod k VostoRuypublished in Sofia circa 1921. Although
influenced by the Slavophile movement of the mitf ¢6ntury, and adopting many of its core
ideas, these newly formed Eurasianists departed fheir intellectual ancestors in some
regards. Instead of embracing the idea of pan-8iaas the Slavophiles had, classical
Eurasianists argued in favor of a more wide-rangtngsian identity which included both
Slavs and non-Slavs. As Nicholas Riasanovsky, dtleecforemost authorities on Russian
intellectual history asserts, “Eurasianism prockinthe new concept of Russia-Eurasia, or
simply Eurasia, a distinct and fundamental cultarad historical entity, entirely independent
from Europe.*® Thus, they argued for a distinct Eurasian natiddehtity which justified the

¥ Nicholas V. Riasanovsky, “Prince N. S. Trubetskdurope and Mankind’,Jahrbiicher fiir Geschichte
Osteuropad 2 (July 1964); 212-213.
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existence of Russia’s multiethnic character. Tleaton of this new Eurasian identity,
primarily founded on a distinctive reading of Rasshistory, was also a critical factor in
justification for the overarching idea of a Russempire.

In this context the Eurasianist’s conception opemalso served as the basis for
Russia retaining its great power status duringna tivhen Bolshevism was advocating for the
eradication of such imperialist states. The Bolghegrsion of communism was thus opposed
to Eurasianism on some level as the former sougptdmote an ideology that rejected the
perceived exploitation of the proletariat. Howevanne Eurasianists did not wholly agree
that such extreme opposition existed between tbhadeologies. The anti-colonial and anti-
capitalist rhetoric, inherently present in Bolstsenj were thus the main basis foratsert
rejection of Eurasianist’s imperialist ambitionow#ver, it should be pointed out that Soviet
ideologysuperficiallyadvocated for the destruction of empire. Objetyivihe Soviets
engaged in just the opposite aligning them, allbavwillingly, with a fundamental tenet of
Eurasianism— primarily the expansion of the stab@slers and influence. As a
consequence, Bolshevism and Eurasianism werecatifi hostile to one another. Yet they
both sought to expand and continue Russia’s g@aepstatus, although they had starkly
different visions for achieving this.

Ironically, the nationalist and imperialist impussef both the Eurasianists and the
later Communists would reconcile to a certain exaédter the collapse of the Soviet Union in
what would be known as ‘Greater Russia’. Howeweil rubetskoi and his colleagues
Russia’s “Bolshevization, operated on the ideolalgioordinates of German Marxism,
[illustrating] the perniciousness of Western ideasCommunism would not have been
possible in Russia without an intense ‘Europeaitirat . .”*° The 1917 Revolution, the
primary impetus for many a Eurasianist’'s own extlas clearly a major illustration for why
the process of ‘Westernization’ was dangerous isdia. Yet, Eurasianists never wholly
rejected Bolshevik communism, they simply resetied it left them largely out of the
policy-making apparatus of the USSR. Thus, the ldgwveent of Eurasianist ideology was
done so under the notion that when Bolshevik comsmuended— and it surely would
because it was primarily a Western conception—Euwatsianism would be poised to fill the
void as the prevailing ideology.

Paradoxically, “The Eurasians tried to preserveRhesian empire by denying its
existence. There was no Russian empire, no RusgiEurasia, a harmonious, sym- phonic,

20 Emanuel Copilg “Cultural Ideal or Geopolitical Project? Eurass@an's ParadoxesStrategic Impac(3
2009): 67.
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organic association of peoples .2 The Eurasianist embrace of Russia’s multiethnic
national identity provided the necessary justifmafor its continued presence in historically
non-Slavic areas of the eastern and southern psrtbRussia. This attitude also reinforces
the Slavophile and Eurasianist shared rejectich@iVestern ‘other’ as a preferred model for
legitimacy. Eurasianist rationale for this is dgemoted in how its leaders read and
understood Russian history— they greatly emphageeidds in Russian history that
arguably led to this wide ranging ethnic compositibhe period of Mongol domination—
known as the ‘Mongol-Tatar Yoke'— is particularlyessed by the Eurasianists as a defining
period in the creation of Russian national identdgorge Vernadsky, a Russian-American
historian, is the most prominent Eurasianist tamesp these views. He constantly reiterated
that only through a combination of geographical histiorical factors could Russia be fully
understood— an entity that he put together” nto the only real unity possiblEurasian
Russia’?* In much of his work, primarily on the history ofifsia, Vernadsky relentlessly
asserted a firm ethnic and sociopolitical conn@chetween Russian Slavs and the non-Slavic
peoples of Eurasia. It was this relationship, Vdeky argued, which was the defining
component of the contemporary state they saw bdéfiera. Establishing a discernible
‘Eurasian’ identity was therefore of critical impance to classical Eurasianists.

It is because of this that Eurasianists make ldiendhat Russia is neither Slavic nor
Asian, but in fact a mixture of the two becauséhad long period of Mongol influence. As
Trubetskoi et al assert in their seminal wantodus of the Easihe “Russian people and
people of the nations of the ‘Russian world’ [liudirodov' Rossiiskogo mira’] are neither
Europeans nor Asians. Fusing with the native elerfstikhiia] of culture and life
surrounding us we are not ashamed to recognizelvessas Eurasian$>Eurasianists
argued that Russia was not constituted of simmyi€lpeoples, but also of ‘Turanians’ the
people of the steppes who consisted of an amalgamait Finno-Urgic, Turkic, and Central
Asian peoples. Even Savitsky rhetorically askedisnessay “Turn to the East” [Povorot k
Vostoku] appearing ikExodus “Is it possible to find in Russia people who ddmve khazar

or polovtsi, tatar or bachkir, mordve or tchouvabled? Are there many Russians who are

L Riasanovsky, "Prince N.S. Trubetskoy’s ‘Europe &ahkind’,” 215.

22 George VernadskyA History of Russiags" ed.(New Haven: Yale University Press, 1961), 7. Emjshas
added.

Trubetskoi et al. cited by Robin Aizlewood, “Retiisi) Russian Identity in Russian Thought: From Qlees
to the Early Twentieth CenturyThe Slavonic and East European RevigyJanuary 2000): 37.
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completely devoided of the oriental mind . 2*Tlassical Eurasianists consequently
embraced the racial lineage that they argued ge@lihem as ‘Eurasian’. As demonstrated
before, this distinctive interpretation of Euraskeritage stemmed from a reading of Russian
history that emphasized the Mongol period of heggm®hey claimed that the intermixing

of Russians and the Mongols during this perioddethe distinctive Eurasian identity they
used to justify other aspects of their ideologysarily its imperial ambitions in areas with
little to no Slavic population.

Another important Eurasianist divergence with thee/8philes emerged when many
Eurasianists began to embrace geopolitics as gocecept of their ideology. The importance
classical Eurasianism placed on the ‘power of pleaenot be understated— it was the main
explanation for its criticisms of Eurocentricismatht shared with the Slavophiles. To them
Russia inhabited a geographical area that madedts power status preordained. On the
other hand, the Slavophiles tended to attributedkstiny more to the mysticism of
Orthodoxy, at least more so than did the Euragmni$us, both Slavophiles and Eurasianists
agreed that Russia should pursue alternative pdtthsvelopment, yet their justifications for
such a position were quite different. Savitsky wes$rumental in promoting the importance
of geographical factors among the early Eurasissnishe was a geographer and economist by
training® His ideas would become highly influential to negr&sianists, especially to the
work of Lev Gumilev. Yet, the main idea Savitskyight to move forward was that Russia
had been blessed with a geographically advantageoason of ‘Eurasia’. Because of this,
Russia was meant to have imperial ambitions thistdred its great power status. Savitsky in
particular saw the study of geopolitics primaris/anatural science whereby his
methodology sought to illustrate ‘Eurasia’ as atguous geographical entity strategically
placed between Europe and Asia. The codificatiosuch a geographic space was thus an
overarching goal for the classical Eurasianistsngduthis period.

Despite the robustness of the Eurasianist movethairig this period, the
Eurasianists still yearned to put their beliefptactical use. This collective desire led to an
eventual split within the movement into two compgtfactions— those who wanted to
ingratiate themselves into the Soviet policy-makapgaratus and those who did not.

However, the Soviet Union did not view the Eurasnpositively. They created a

4 savitskii cited by Marléne Laruelle, “The OrientRussian Thought at the Turn of the Century Rirssia
Between East and West: Scholarly Debates on Euressiaed. Dimitry Shlapentokh, 9-37 (Leiden,
Netherlands: Brill Publishing, 2007), 33.

% An exhaustive account of Savitky’s philosophy, Ineetology, and influence can be found here: Glelibhe
Challenge of the Modern,” 188-202.
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counterintelligence operation known as ‘Trest’ @juwhich ran from 1921-1925 and
undermined the various attempts many Eurasianisténvthe émigré community made to
reestablish contact and influence inside the Saweon. While the operation is still

shrouded in mystery to this day, it effectively gag much of the enthusiasm from the
movement’s leadership. It also led to Eurasianismdpdiscredited and widely suppressed for
much of the Soviet Union’s existence. Those whomdahage to find their way into the Soviet
hierarchy found that they could not freely promibteir Eurasianist ideology under the regime
and so subsumed themselves to Soviet orthodoxyleWWbime Eurasianists managed to
subversively keep classical Eurasianism alive i@ fmnm or another, it would never again

reach its zenith of enthusiasm— at least in itstrolessical sense— of the mid 1920s

The Reemergence of Eurasianism: Neo-Eurasianism

During the Soviet period Eurasianism was heavilypsassed by state officials. Those
Eurasianists who managed to stay within the Sdawmedn and in its political and intellectual
circles, did not actively advocate for Eurasianasra whole. Instead they sought to keep
alive certain ideas that the Eurasianists firsbaspd within these influential groups. Rather
than advocating for a Eurasianist ideology— a nibveg would have blacklisted them and
their ideas— these hidden Eurasianists soughtserirsome tenets of their ideology into
official Soviet doctrine. The success of theserésfavas mixed at best and evidence of
Eurasianist thought inside the Soviet Union didaqympear until the 1980s during Gorbachev’s
perestroika The two most prominent Eurasianists who begandre aggressively assert
Eurasianist concepts at this time were the lat®h# Lev Gumilev, and the controversial
academic Aleksandr Dugin. The tandem helped bridgeap between the Communist
regime and the immediate period following the quika of the Soviet Union. Thus, Gumilev
was instrumental in keeping the Eurasianist flaiive aluring the Soviet period and
immediately up to its collapse, while Dugin was tleatral figure in Eurasianism'’s revival
after Yeltsin took office. Most importantly, Dugwas vital to Eurasianism’s transformation
into a new geopolitical vision for Russian foregplicy.

When the Soviet Union officially dissolved on Glimas day 1991 a massive
ideological void was created in its wake. The papah of the newly formed Russian
Federation was in the midst of a severe identigirit struggled with two fundamental
guestionsWhatis Russia? And alsehois Russian? The Russian leadership was desperately
seeking definitive answers to these fundamentadtiues. Many competing visions emerged

from the Soviet wreckage, from liberals, communistgionalists, conservatives, and
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democrats to list just a few— all tried to put fotheir visions for the future direction of
Russia. Eurasianism too was also undergoing a folwesurgence among the political and
intellectual elite. The focus of this section via# on this resurgence. Yet, it is still important
to note that the prevailing ideology among most toers of the Yeltsin administration was
liberal in nature. Eurasianism, while not the afficddoctrine of Yeltsin’s government,
nonetheless underwent an important formative petdiothg his years in office. The Yeltsin
era’s “inability to clearly situate Russian fromg&allowed Eurasianism to provide the
necessary “ideological foundation for post-Sowiepérialism.® The revival of
Eurasianism— or as it came to be known, ‘neo-Earasin’— can mainly be attributed to its
opposition to Yeltsin's pro-Western shift in foraigolicy thinking and a collective nostalgia
for the imperial past. This antagonistic attitudeards pro-Western elements in Russia
became the centripetal force needed to make Eunrasian attractive alternative to what
many saw as a fundamental weakening of the Rustade.

Eurasianism still existed, albeit in a diminished, immediately leading up to the
Soviet Union’s dissolution. Lev Gumilev, a promih&urasianist historian, is most known
for his theory concerning the development of caations. Terming it ‘ethnogenesis’ his
scholarship was concerned with how groups of peepdmtually organized themselves into
distinct civilizations. He developed most of hisdhies regarding ethnicity mainly during the
1980s, but he did not become particularly relevanhe revival of Eurasianism until
perestroikawhen he was free to more fully articulate hisasleAdopting many of the same
precepts of the early Eurasianists, Gumilev asseh@ the Mongol era served as the key
turning point in the creation of a ‘Eurasian’ idéntArguing that this was an objective,
almost scientific truth, Gumilev regarded this gmoaitive development and the seminal
moment in developing the distinctive conceptiom ofational identity for Russia. According
to his idea of ethnogenesis, this combination af ®thnoses’— Russian and Central
Asian— created a subsequent ‘super-ethnos” whintbeat be understood as a distinct
civilization unto itself. This identity was centtta Eurasianism in establishing a unique vision
of Russia as an alternative civilization to thathef West. Thus, the essence of his ideas can
best be boiled down to the process of creatingiamaJnfortunately, Gumilev would not see
how his Eurasianist ideas and theories would caetio develop past his death in 1993. His
contribution to its revival however, should be rmbter introducing a ‘scientific’ approach to
the ideology and also his emphasis on the Eurdmatage of Russian ethnicity and the

% Francoise Thom, “Eurasianism: A New Russian Fordigticy?” Uncaptive Minds 7 (Summer 1994): 76.
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ensuing geographical formation of a Russian nagtate—concepts that would later become
important parts of neo-Eurasiansism.

Marlene Laruelle, one of the foremost scholars wfaBianism, insists that Gumilev
was not the ‘Last of the Eurasianists’, but instpasited that his successors popularized the
notion.?’ In any case his legacy as the last Eurasianitasat in the most traditional sense,
was promoted greatly by a group he would heavillyénce— the neo-Eurasianistsif
Gumilev is indeed the last Eurasianist in the notestsical sense, then Aleksandr Dugin is
assuredly the first neo-Eurasianist. Much has baéten about this man and his ideas. He is
without a doubt the most prolific author and adiea# neo-Eurasianism. When the Soviet
Union disintegrated, Russia was forced to underfymdamental transformation of its foreign
policy. For the first time in decades the Commuitsblogical impetus for Russian foreign
policy was gone. In its place policy had to be dase rational national interest instead of the
messianic role Marxism had given it. Much of Yeitsitenure, especially in the mid to early
nineties, can be characterized as pro-Western dadt&ist. His regime sought
rapprochement with the West. As a consequencestitasitegy of détente led to a strong and
vocal opposition which vehemently opposed suchrsite cooperation with the West. Many
factions would voice these concerns, but it wasd® Eurasianists who were able to gather
the most support. While they lacked any prominatitipal party, the neo-Eurasianists
nonetheless provided a cohesive foreign policyradiieve to what Yeltsin and his coterie
advocated. While there were many figures who siitsdito tenets of neo-Eurasianism, both
in and out of the policymaking sphere, it is Dugino is most relevant to this study.

The reason for this is twofold. First, Dugin hagiéhe most influential neo-
Eurasianist. He served as a foreign policy adwsanhe former Chairman of the Duma,
Gennadii Seleznev, and some of his publicationk sgbPen(The Day) have garnered “the
support of the chief political directorate of tHugsian] armed force$>Additionally Dugin

has “gained access to the inner circle of Putimasnilin. As a result of these connections,

" Marléne Laruelle, “Histoire d'une usurpation itgetuelle : L. N. Gumilev, ‘le dernier des eurasist?

Analyse des oppositions entre L. N. Gumilev et PSAlickij [History of intellectual theft: L. N. Guilev, ‘the

last of the Eurasianists’? Analysis of contrastsveen L. N. Gumilev and P. N. SavickijRevue des études
slaves73 (2001): 449-459. The author disagrees with mmstern neo-Eurasianists who herald Gumilev as the
last ‘true’ classical Eurasianist and instead asghat Savitsky can more legitimately hold thiketit

2 Stawomir Mazurek, “Russian Eurasianism: Historjgspand Ideology,” trans. Guy R. ToB8tudies in East
European Though®4 (March 2002): 106.

2 Walter LaqueurBlack Hundred: The Rise of the Extreme Right insRugNew York, NY: Harper Collins
Publishers, 1993), 139.
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Dugin played a central role in drafting the 200Gidizal Security Concept® Second, and
just as significant, his abundance of publicatibas provided the most cogent articulation of
neo-Eurasianism. For these reasons Dugin will bgthmary focal point for a discussion on
neo-Eurasianism. While there were others duringtihie period, and even today, who can be
categorized as such it is Dugin who provides tret bepression of how the many threads of
Eurasianism’s development would later be interpréethe contemporary political elite of
Russia. The current type of Eurasianist foreignggolwhich began to be implemented under
Putin in 2000, has largely been informed by Dugataception. While not completely
conforming to it, Russian foreign policy rhetoriedaoverall goals since 2000 can best be
understood with a thorough understanding of Dugi®s-Eurasianist doctrine.

During the nascent stages of Dugin’s work in théyaaineties, most of his
publications appeared in two journal$den (The Day) and his own journ&lementy(The
Elements). Here Dugin began to construct his ne@adtanist doctrine. As mentioned
previously,Denwas particularly influential among the elite irtRussian military. On the
pages of these journals Dugin began to assemldvamerpretation of Eurasianism that
greatly emphasized the importance of geopolitidRussian foreign policy. During most of
the nineties, however, Dugin was relegated to grgpery of Russian politics by those
aligned with Gorbachev’s ‘new thinking’ and alsodnytside observers. He was widely
associated with different elements of Russian natist groups, as well as other conservative
political entities. However, during the Yeltsin ye®ugin slowly ingratiated himself into
more mainstream Russian political discourse thraugbmber of increasingly influential
contacts within the Russian political and militafite >* Culminating with his seminal work,
Osnovy geopolitiki: geopoliticheskoe budushcheesiRpoundations of Geopolitics: the
geopolitical future of Russia] first published @97, Dugin increasingly transformed the
focus of his neo-Eurasianism into a largely gedjali doctrine which still held firm to
certain elements of classical Eurasianism. Thikbeoegarded by many to be moment at
which many of his ideas began to inform Russiacgolaking, a few years before Vladimir

Putin ascended to the Presidefity.
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By 2001 Dugin began to articulate a set of prirespivhich constituted a particular
neo-Eurasianist doctrine which has been assocwgtachim ever since. Supportive of Putin’s
Presidency and agenda, Dugin began to lay outdmeciwvork for his conception of how
Russian foreign policy should look. He distille@ tmain objectives of his doctrine thusly

“Contemporary Russia can be saved as an autonoamoLimdependent political reality, as a valuable

subject of international policy, only in the condits of a multipolar world. Consenting to the ungyo

American-centred world is impossible for Russiacsiin such a world she could be but one of the

objects of globalisation, inevitably losing her é@mndence and originality. The opposition to urgpol

globalisation, the assertion of the multipolar gattis the major imperative of contemporary Russian
foreign policies.®®

Clearly Dugin’s vision is reminiscent of the ‘thiveay’ Laruelle has highlighted as an
underlying current for most of Eurasianism’s higtand he even uses the same term himself
when describing his doctrine. He fully supportsities that Russia should pursue an
alternative course that is entirely its own. Ta tad he argued “that Russia has its own way.
And this way does not coincide with the main rooft&Vestern civilization.* This
alternative path was not necessarily antagonigtibe West, but instead saw everything
associated with it to be destructive and potentiadirmful. Tellingly Dugin, in an effort to
recruit university students, claimed that “Evergiththat comes from America, is impregnated
with poison.® This opposition to the West is indicative of mwfmeo-Eurasianism’s
resurgence. The failed reforms under Yeltsin, cediplith the economic turmoil of the 1990s
succeeded in associating the West with instalaligf chaos. As a result, opposition to, or at
the very least rejection of, Western modes of dgv@lent once more became a cornerstone of
a distinctly Eurasianist doctrine. This tenet ofgidts neo-Eurasianism would become even
more important as it began to be applied to thermational system and Russia’s place within
it.

Significantly, he asserted that his conception ¥mas$ only emotional, but scientific,
based on geopolitics and its methods . . . We agrih&t ‘Eurasia’ is a geopolitical partyf”
Dugin’s conception can therefore be best undersasaa dualistic set of principles. First, it

rejects the idea of a unipolar international syséem instead promotes a multipolar

33 Aleksandr Dugin, “Main Principles of Eurasist Ryl trans. Martino Conserva, 2001,
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alternative. In his view this is the only way fou$gia to regain its great power status— a
recurrent theme under Putin’s regime— by rejecpiegceived American cultural imperialism
and unilateralism. As a consequence, oppositidheédVest is a central tenet of his neo-
Eurasianist doctrine. Second, the guiding prinaiphat inform such a foreign policy
approach rest primarily on a geopolitical strate@jispheres of influence’ and ‘privileged
areas of interest’. As Dugin himself explains, dagtrine “conceptualizes such [a] foreign-
policy course [sic] and substantiates it by thersiific methodology of geopolitics” Much

like Gumilev, who was convinced of the scientifienits of his theory of ethnicity, so too was
Dugin in his certainty that the study of geopofitrevealed an objective truth— a clear set of
understandable precepts which dictate state behaitiin the international system.

As a consequence, Dugin consistently highlightsitiportance of Russia’s unique
geographical location and ethnic heritage as the piflars for Russia’s deserved great
power status. His work after the publicationG¥novy geopolitikbecame saturated in
classical geopolitical theory which can be tracadkto the first geostrategists. Elements of
Halford Mackinder, Alfred Thayer Mahan, Nicholasy8man and even Karl Haushofer all
appear to have influenced Dugin’s geopolitical kivig in some way. Most tellingly Dugin
sees Russia’s challenge to the West not only mdef Russia’s unique ethnic composition
and Orthodox heritage, but through a historicalgnvitable rivalry between land-based
powers {ellurocraciespersonified best by Russia on the Eurasian lansima$eartland’)
and their sea-based adversartbal@ssocraciesepresented by the West, especially
America). According to Dugin this competition waaskd on the former’s inclination to
“respect cultural differences and variety, wherssas-based powers aspire to control their
surroundings through imposing political, econoraiug cultural homogeneity upon thef.”
Consequently, opposition to Atlanticist powers wagrenched in Dugin’s doctrine on a most
basic level. The importance of Russia’s strateggation at the center of Mackinder’s fabled
‘heartland’ poised Russia, in Dugin’s view, to bema major power within the international
system. The teleological unity of Dugin’s argumesdmplimented Russia’s new great power
ambitions that would come to define Vladimir Pusiforeign policy doctrine.

The rhetorical usage dierzhavnosor great power status would become a frequent
motif of Putin’s administration. Significantly, Ratused the term in his official statement
announcing his presidential platform. The import&aatthis rhetoric was not lost on anyone
inside Russia. Th®loscow Timegpointed out the importance of this “imperial term

37 Dugin, “Main Principles,” <http://www.evrazia.orgbdules.php?name=News&file=article&sid=421>
#Yigal Liverant, “The Prophet of the New Russianim,” Azure35 (Winter 2009): 66.

21



‘derzhavnost’, or belief in the state's greatn@b® word is derived from ‘derzhava’, or the
orb that was part of the tsarist regalia and wisignified imperial global react® The
reclamation of Russia’s status as a major pow#rearinternational system was clearly the
overarching objective from the outset of Putin&erto power. Putin’s rhetoric made him an
attractive candidate to Dugin and explains how Dwugent from dissident to government
supporter during the late nineties and into the mellennium. Dugin argued that Putin’s
policies represented "the historical interests sba@al and national majority” which were
based on "geopolitics, implementing national indese@nd accepting the challenge of
history."*® While the amount of reciprocation on Putin’s paith regards to Dugin has varied
and is widely debated by many, the parallels betvesgtain aspects of Dugin’s neo-
Eurasianist doctrine and Putin’s foreign policy strgking. Dugin continues to be a major
voice in Russian political and intellectual lifedanas vociferously maintained his advocacy

of neo-Eurasianism’s inclusion in Russia’s forepplicy discourse

Continuity and Divergence

It has become readily apparent during the courski®tthapter that the idea of Eurasianism is
by no means invariant. Eurasianism is thus bestnstaod through an acceptance of its
heterogeneous character. There are many lineswihody that have been illustrated and
also some differences since its origins in th® déntury. Russia, for a variety of historical
and geographic reasons, has always struggled tsitonception of itself. This perpetual
debate— between those who want to integrate irgontternational system along the same
route as other Western powers and those who wikédd follow an alternative path— has
ultimately shaped how Eurasianism was first establil and how it has evolved into its more
contemporary iterations. Throughout its evolutidiewa threads of continuity exist. First, the
idea of Russia as a distinctive ‘Eurasian’ powerchlis inherently at odds with the West
(albeit to varying degrees) has been present thi@utgeurasianism’s existence. Second, an
innate desire to preserve Russia’s unique culhgatage in a world that it views as
increasingly culturally homogeneous has been pteseatil three stages of Eurasianism’s
development. Third, the notion that the variousthes of ethnicity and geopolitics—
underlying many of its main tenets— are not mergesture, but instead border on objective
truths has been present throughout.

% Garfield Reynolds, “Putin Gives People Paternali®sm,” The Moscow Time©®ecember 30, 1999,
<http://lwww.themoscowtimes.com/news/article/putineg-people-paternal-patriotism/268321.html> (Aceek
June 10, 2012).

0 Aleksandr Dugin, “Putin’s Defensive Anti-Americani,” Vremya NovosteMarch 10, 2003,
<http://lwww.vremya.ru/2003/64/48/34759.html> (Acsed June 10, 2012).
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Conversely, Eurasianism has undergone many chamgeghout its development.
These variances have been emphasized over thesaufuttss section. However, the aspects
that have become the most salient to Dugin’s ne@dtanism warrant the most attention. The
intense focus on geopolitical considerations, alith a reflexive anti-Western doctrine, has
largely found their way into contemporary Russiareign policy in one form or another. The
specific variety of Eurasianism that has foundnigg/ into official Russian policy will be fully
articulated in the following section. Yet, its reaan be traced back to Slavophilism of the
19" century, Classical Eurasianism of the earl,2thd the neo-Eurasianism that appeared in
the post-Soviet period. These three important dgveéntal periods in Eurasianism’s
existence have ultimately led to the creation oatthis study terms ‘geopolitical
Eurasianism’. This new type of Eurasianism is wiest characterizes Russian foreign policy
over the past decade. Its formation was a culnonaidf Eurasianist thinking from these three
distinctive developmental periods. Thus, understanthe historical context in which it was
developed helps in understanding the latest exjpres$ Eurasianism in a contemporary
setting

Towards a New Eurasianism?

For all of Eurasianism’s variance, there still rémsaa core set of principles that sets it apart
from opposing doctrines or philosophies. The resncg of neo-Eurasianism following the
collapse of the Soviet Union has been the mosntanearnation of Eurasianism. As a result,
neo-Eurasianism, specifically the approach prombteBugin, has become the most
significant doctrine to inform a new type of Eueassm that has been slowly developing
since Putin’s ascent to the Presidency in 2006.thHis new variant of Eurasianism that will
be the focus of the remainder of this study. Itta&ken aspects from the various earlier
strands of Eurasianism throughout its history amated a distinctive variety that has found
fertile ground in the post-Soviet era. Most impothg this new type of Eurasianism has
become increasingly salient to the formulation amnplementation of contemporary Russian
foreign policy. This particular doctrine can beidetl as ‘geopolitical Eurasianism’ and it has
come to be a dominant doctrine in shaping Russiemgn policy. At its core geopolitical
Eurasianism is a set of principles that is exteglgiinformed by Dugin’s version of neo-
Eurasianism. It also contains elements of Slavgghibnd Classical Eurasianism although to
lesser degrees. The main tenets of this new Emiasiacan be condensed into three basic

principles.
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First, geopolitical Eurasianism rejects Westerti@conomic and political modes of
development. Instead it seeks an alternative rimatieis essentially equivalent to the idea of a
‘third way'’s, a distinctly Russian path for advamant which has been a hallmark of
Eurasianism throughout its existence. Geopolittaaiasianism does not create a Russia that
is necessarily anti-Western, but instead createdianal identity that is whollyon-

Westera— an important distinction from Dugin’s neo-Eurasgm and even its Classical
variant. It resents many existing internationatitnions and views them as vehicles to
further only ‘Western’ interests. Consequently, g@tical Eurasianism uses these
institutions to promote Russia’s interests and,r@m&cessary, creates its own alternative
institutions when this is not possible. The chaahd tumultuous decade following the
dissolution of the Soviet state has made thesdipasisimultaneously tenable and desirable
from the vantage point of the Russian Federatitwe. flirbulent Yeltsin years scarred Russia’s
post-Communist experience and left an indeliblergapion on them. Associating that period
with the Yeltsin’s administration’s extensive coogg@n with the West has provided ample
justification for this central tenet of geopolitidaurasianism.

The second principle of this particular versiorEofasianism is a reassertion of
Russia’s great power status. It rejects the nadfcem international system dominated by only
one power and seeks to promote a multipolar enmeont with Russia representing one of the
poles. To that end the creation of an alternatetevark of states, composed mainly of former
members of the Soviet Union (particularly in Ceh&sia), are a main foreign policy
objective. Russia has been adamant it does nottwisdsurrect the Soviet Union and has
sought to emphasize that point publicly and ofséet, as Putin himself famously declared,
“The collapse of the Soviet Union was a major géitipal disaster of the century’®
Nostalgia for its past great power status has lgatent in Russia since the Soviet Union’s
collapse. The Russian Empire’s coat of arms wastabkshed as the official symbol of the
Russian Federation in 1993— a double-headed egglbdically looking towards both the
east and the west. Moreover, Putin has even réaastae Soviet Union’s anthem, albeit to
alternative lyrics. Both of these actions consdipsgmbolized Russia’s continued great
power ambitions. Recent military and political aos, such as its 2008 war with Georgia and

Putin’s recent proposal for a ‘Eurasian Union’ gdomRussia reasserting itself as a great

“L Vladimir Putin, “Annual Address to the Federal &swly of the Russian Federation” (The Kremlin, Mmsgc
April 25 2005). <http://archive.kremlin.ru/eng/spbes/2005/04/25/2031_type70029type82912 87086.shtml
(Accessed June 15, 2012). It should be noted tifmttiotation has often been mistranslated astggea
geopolitical catastrophe of the century’. While tiflerence may seem subtle, many scholars argte th
‘disaster’ more appropriately reflects Putin’s amag intention.
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power, especially within its ‘near abroad’. Coneuntty, they also demonstrate a reflexive
rejection of Western involvement in areas the Ruskadership sees as Russia’s ‘privileged
spheres of influencé? These actions are evidence of a pattern of imipgrand neo-
Imperialist impulses as a basis for realizing trisat power status. Eurasianism has
historically been used to justify an imperial Radsy both the Slavophiles and the Classical
Eurasianists. Thus, a strategy of reasserting abower neighboring states— with varying
degrees of success as the series of ‘colored gmodll has shown— is a significant part of
the geopolitical Eurasianist doctrine and coincigiéh its objective of becoming a powerful
successor to the Soviet state. As a result it ysteimatically sought to bring former Soviet
republics back into its orbit and when this is featsible prevent them from gravitating
towards the West.

The third, and final, pillar of this Eurasianistadrine is perhaps the most obvious, but
also the most salient— an emphasis on geopol@espolitical Eurasianism consistently
emphasizes the importance of Russia’s geograploication between Europe and Asia.
Geopolitics is a way of viewing the world as distiae areas of geographic, economic, and
strategic importance all situated in a competiglabal environment. This has also motivated
the additional attention Russia has given to itghteors to its southern and eastern borders
over its more publicized relations with the WedteTmportance of place is not only borne
out of a rationale political calculus, but alsgpolitical necessity. Demographic trends,
mainly in the eastern portions of Russia, havddea dramatic depopulation of ethnic
Russians from economically and strategically imgairtegions such as Siberia and the far
eastern reaches of the courithBimultaneously, this has encouraged a positivenigtation
of Central Asians and Asians into many of thesasr®osening the amount of power
Moscow is able to wield in these places. The coiin of ethnic Russian population loss
with an increase in non-Russian immigration hasedlRussia to question its ability to
maintain control over these valuable areas. Ayes 2000 Russia acknowledged the
growing importance of Asia to its foreign policy wh it attributed to “Russia’s direct affinity

with this dynamically developing region and thechém an economic upturn in Siberia and

“2 Roger McDermott, “Moscow Fears Shift in Centralais Strategic Balance Post-201&rasia Daily

Monitor 9 (June 22, 2012),
<http://lwww.jamestown.org/programs/edm/single/Amxews|[tt_news]=39523&cHash=992b418ce8d96460bc98
ad6bh6ead9237> (Accessed July 23, 2012).

“3VCIOM, “Siberia and the Far East: ‘Forgotten Land*Engine of Development'?”
<http://wciom.com/index.php?id=61&uid=682> (Accedskly 12, 2012).
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the Far East* Moreover, the specter of a rising China has catGes$ia to reevaluate its

role in East and Central AstaAbove all it fears becoming a junior partner toimareasingly
powerful neighbor. The creation of a multiethnientity for Russian statehood—
underpinned both by its geographical location asé@thnic composition of Russians and non-
Russians— is therefore crucial to this doctrinaiderlying geopolitical logic. This logic is
also what has made Geopolitical Eurasianism soadipgeto contemporary Russian foreign
policy— it has helped Russia adapt to changingtresin the international system. Clearly,
the primacy of place, especially as it relatestigdfa’s role in Central Asia, is a significant
aspect of this doctrine.

The emergence of the term ‘blizhneye zarubezhyea abroad) as a colloquial
expression for what Russia sees as its histogicalifeged sphere of influence’ also points to
this refocusing on geopolitics. The term ‘near ablfavas first used during the early nineties
as a “claim by Russia of political interest anduehce in states adjacent to it that were once
part of the Soviet Union*® The term is widely used to delineate what Mosc@ws as
Russia’s areas of privileged influence. The chaoicthis term also points to a reassertion of
Russia’s dominant role in regions that were oncegiahe former Soviet Union. The logic
behind these ambitions is blatantly geopoliticah@ture. Its focus on the creation of ‘spheres
of influence’ is a clear geopolitical objective thussia would like to sustain. Yet, this
Eurasianist doctrine can trace these geopolitieaktbpments back to two of its main
developmental periods. Clearly Dugin’s neo-Eurasmnwith its focus on the logic of
geopolitics, has influenced this doctrine the mG#issical Eurasianists has also embraced
the study of geopolitics as a foundation of théitgsophy. The influence of classical
geopolitical thought, particularly the ideas of Mexler and Mahan, have repeatedly been
used to undergird many Eurasianist assumptione@imiportance of Russia’s geographical
location. Moreover, the political use of Russia@edtion between Europe and Asia
contributes to the idea that Russia is composgeoples that are neither purely Russian nor
Asian, but a mixture of the two. This combinatisrdistinctly ‘Russian’ in nature and allows

for Russia to create a foreign policy based orctreept that it is a uniquely ‘Eurasian’ state

*4 Vladimir Putin, "The Foreign Policy Concept of tRessian FederationMinistry of Foreign Affairs of the
Russian Federatio@dune 28, 2000), <http://www.fas.org/nuke/guidsgia/doctrine/econcept.htm> (accessed
May 26, 2012).

*> Thomas Grove, “Russia's Medvedev hints of Chirleseat to Far EastReuters August 9, 2012,
<http://lwww.reuters.com/article/2012/08/09/russiana-territory-idUSL6E8J98K520120809> (Accessed
August 10, 2012).

“® william Safire, “On Language; the Near Abroadfie New York Time®ay 22, 1994,
<http://lwww.nytimes.com/1994/05/22/magazine/on-lzamge-the-near-abroad.html> (Accessed June 15, 2012)
Article neatly explains the usage of the term dsdhistorical significance.
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straddling the West and the East as Russia’s ddwdaded eagle, looking in both directions
on its coat of arms, suggests. These geopolitamasiderations have been the strongest link to
this new Eurasianist doctrine and its historicghley.

The three main tenets of Geopolitical Eurasianisa+ejection of Western modes of
development in favor of its own, a reassertion o§$ta’s great power status, and a
geostrategic approach to the international systdmave become increasingly present in
contemporary Russian foreign policy. It has becpnogressively more evident, since
Vladimir Putin’s rise to power in 2000, that thedjong doctrine of Russia’s foreign policy is
Eurasianist in nature, specifically Geopoliticar&sianism, as outlined above. This process
has been incremental, but has recently culminatddRutin’s third term as President. A full
understanding of this doctrine is crucial to untsrding the current trajectory of Russian
foreign policy going forward. To that end the folimg section will present a growing body
of evidence as to why this is the prevailing pagadin Russian foreign policy, demonstrate
the process by which it became increasingly momagtanist, and highlight the most

important events in this transformation

The Disillusionment of the 1990s

In the 1990s Russia would experience a very chaotictumultuous decade under the
leadership of Boris Yeltsin. His tenure as Prediddmhe Russian Federation would largely
lay the foundation for the Russian foreign polifieahis resignation. Widely perceived as
incompetent, Yeltsin presided over a series of genous crises that would come to define
Russia’s political landscape— the 1998 ‘Ruble Gtjshe eastward expansion of NATO, and
the Kosovo War. These three events, and Yeltsn@ptiresponse to them, laid the
groundwork for Putin’s rise to power and increagetlappeal of alternative visions for
Russian foreign policy. The decade following thei8bUnion’s collapse ushered in a period
of cooperation and détente between Russia andettahth partners that had never been seen
before. Prospects at the beginning were very hreggecially in Russia where Yeltsin and

his administration were largely seen as Liberadmakrs open to collaboration. As the decade
unfolded, however, it became apparent that a recgbrelationship with the West was not
developing as the Russians had expected. Instedad/dist increasingly took a series of
actions that humiliated Russia internationally edé@imized the Yeltsin regime domestically,
and poisoned future prospects of a mutually beratfielationship. The Western intervention

in Kosovo, its continued expansion of NATO, andogsceived association with the 1998
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financial crisis contributed to the view that comgi®n with the West was untenable because
Russian interests were not being truly respected.

In the immediate aftermath of the Soviet Unioréapse, Western advisors quickly
came to Moscow to help develop a plan for Russldéralize and modernize its economy.
The plan, dubbed the ‘Washington Consensus’, vias-point series of economic
recommendations that was backed by the Interndtdoretary Fund (IMF), World Bank,
and the U.S. Treasury department. When Yeltsintsiagtration implemented many of these
proposals, the subsequent ‘shock’ to the Russianagoy was enormous. Many Russian’s
quickly saw their standard of living decrease driacally, while a select few enriched
themselves on state assets. The growing dispaoeiegeen rich and poor along with the
dramatic decrease in living standards was quickbpeiated with the ‘Washington
Consensus’ and the involvement of the Westerntutgins which were recommending the
policies to the Yeltsin administration. The congdueconomic hardships of the 1990s
strengthened many of Yeltsin’s political opponearts sapped much of his political capital.
Yeltsin, the West (especially the United States)l #tne economic chaos were thus closely
associated with one another. As the head of thedtdted at the time, “the amount of
assistance will depend on progress with econonfiicires,” further solidifying this
associatiort! Leading up to the 1998 financial crisis in Rus¥ieltsin would be forced to
make political concessions with many of his morelHane opponents. The clearest example
was Yevgeny Primakov’s rise to Foreign Minister dater to Prime Minister— a series of
promotions from which Yeltsin tried to leverageipoal support.

By 1998 Russia was in serious economic turmoié ¢ountry had been severely
affected by the Asian financial crisis the previgesar and commodities markets, upon which
Russian government revenue was highly dependeticditapsed. In response Yeltsin
dismissed his entire cabinet, throwing his admiatgin into political chaos. As investor
confidence plummeted, and despite a substantiahéial package from the IMF and World
Bank, Russia would eventually default on its dgbAligust of the same year. This default,
sometimes called the ‘Ruble Crisis’, had a devagjampact on Yeltsin’s credibility as
Russians’ life-savings were virtually wiped outitim aftermath. His administration’s
cooperation with the West, its implementation ofsféen recommendations, and the

subsequent failure of the ‘Washington Consensusildvaltimately discredit Yeltsin and

*" Thomas Friedman, “I.M.F. Head Defends Russia LPalicy Against Criticism, The New York Time
February 2, 1994, <http://www.nytimes.com/1994/@2kbrld/imf-head-defends-russia-loan-policy-against
criticism.html?pagewanted=all&src=pm> (Accessed éatdl2, 2012).
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undermine his administration’s ability to goverreltéin was only able to recover marginally
after making appointments to his cabinet that vpeliical concessions to his opponefits.
Most importantly, however, the crisis reinforcee tiotion popular among Yeltsin’s
opponents that cooperation with the West was maisitive-sum game where both parties
would mutually benefit from collaboration. Insteddnderlined for many that Russia’s
relations with the West would always be zero-sumature and should be approached as
such.

Adding insult to injury, in 1999 NATO conductedastained air campaign in an
effort to intervene during the Kosovo War despitersy Russian protests not to intercede.
Defying the UN Security Council’s veto on militaagtion, NATO conducted extensive
airstrikes against Serbia and its leader SloboddoskVic. As Yeltsin himself forcefully
stated, “This is a very serious step and to taletiiout the UN Security Council is more than
inexplicable.*® Russia, a traditional ally of the Serbs, viewed thtervention as a direct
affront to Russian interests in Europe. The Kosétar would not be easily forgotten. Most
tellingly, years after the conflict, an anonymoussBian Deputy Foreign Minister issued a
warning to the U.S. Embassy in Moscow stating tHasovo's bid for independence from
Serbia -- a move which was favored by the US --ldi¢set a precedent®® The NATO-led
intervention in former Yugoslavia would without aubt have important implications for the
future of Russian foreign policy. While Yeltsin hself famously declared that he would
prevent NATO from ‘touching Kosovo *, his rhetopecoved to be empty. Despite Moscow’s
bluster, NATO successfully intervened in Kosovéaet which would become a festering
political wound for Yeltsin until his resignation.

A few weeks before Kosovo, NATO had just compledadund of enlargement
incorporating Poland, Hungary, and the Czech Repulhich increased Russia’s
frustrations with the West. Yeltsin’s administrativas eventually cowed into a reluctant
acceptance of this, which culminated with the sigrof the “Founding Act on Mutual
Relations, Cooperation and Securifi},4 document that codified Russia’s tepid agreenuent

“8 Yevgeny Primakov is the best example of this. afipointment as Prime Minister after the crisis dbated
largely to the stabilization of Russia’s politielvironment after the default.

9 Melissa Akin, “Moscow Outraged By Attack on SetbBhe Moscow Timesdarch 25, 1999,
<http://www.themoscowtimes.com/news/article/moseaviraged-by-attack-on-
serbs/279062.html#ixzz25irKz1FC> (Accessed Aug@st?D12).

0 Uwe Klussmann, “Cables Track US Diplomatic EffdrsAvert Russian-Georgian Conflicfyer Spiegel
December 1, 2010, <http://www.spiegel.de/internmalbworld/0,1518,732294,00.html> (Accessed Deceniber
2011)

*1 North Atlantic Treaty Organizatiofifounding Act on Mutual Relations, Cooperation &wturity between
NATO and the Russian Federation,” Paris, France; 8¥a 1997,
<http://www.nato.int/cps/en/natolive/official_tex85468.htm> (Accessed June 12, 2012).
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this round of enlargement. This represented a sgmioment that many of Yeltsin’s
opponents viewed as further evidence of his adtnatisn’s weakness. The prominent
opposition leader Gennady Zyuganov complainedthieatreaty was “practically an act of
capitulation” and was a forceful statement in livith his previous condemnation of the
NATO-led intervention in Kosovd? This expansion was possible because it relied 6not
Russian consent, but on Russian weakness," agrigrelicy expert Michael Mandelbaum
explained at the tim& Ironically Yeltsin thought he had extracted suiéfitt concessions
from NATO, emphatically insisting before the docunti ratification that former Soviet
Republics “not be drawn into NATO in any fornf ’After signing the document, Yeltsin
prophetically stated, “If NATO decides to accephfier Soviet republics as its members,
Russia will re-examine its relations with NAT& Clearly, the expansion of NATO, along
with Yeltsin’s inability to stop it, was a growingpint of irritation to Russia. To Russia’s
leaders, the growth of the Cold War military altanwas little more than an unnecessary
provocation by the West during a period of Russvaakness. This political environment
provided fertile ground for alternative visions faow Russia should fashion and implement
its foreign relations.

The ineffectual nature of the Yeltsin years, Wydgerceived within Russia as overly
deferential to the West, was a major trend thainRaimed to reverse. Pro-Western
Atlanticists, many of whom populated the Yeltsimaistration, were gradually
delegitimized by their opponents, especially Ewnaisits, for allowing this to occur. The
replacement of Andrei Kozyrev, a pro-Western Faréjnister, by the less liberal Yevgeny
Primakov was widely viewed as an acknowledgment &ysin that Russia had been “playing
a weak hand>® The appointment of Primakov was more pragmatin thany of Yeltsin's
opponents would have liked, especially since it Ramakov himself who ultimately

acquiesced and signed the founding act with NATI@s Was the historical backdrop when

2 Dimitry Zaks, “Yeltsin Assures Russia Nothing LostNATO,” The Moscow Time$/lay 20, 1997,
<http://lwww.themoscowtimes.com/news/article/yekassures-russia-nothing-lost-to-
nato/307070.html#ixzz25iuZgCS5> (Accessed July229.2).

*3 Thomas Friedman, “Not YetThe New York TimeMarch 24, 1997,
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Putin first became president. It was because eftistorical context that the overarching
objective of the next administration was to redast Russian prestige and power and make a
clear break with the previous regime. Yeltsin’sulenas President of the Russian Federation,
along with Western opportunism, was thus instrumentcreating a fertile environment for

an alternative vision for Russian foreign policytek Yeltsin’s abrupt resignation, Putin

would take office at a time when cooperation with West was widely viewed within Russia
as untenable politically and most importantly ndioly within the scope of Russia’s

interests

Early Stages of Putin’s Presidency

When Vladimir Putin took office in 2000 he commased the drafting of a new Russian
foreign policy concept (RFPC). In this document faviewed itself “as one of the largest
Eurasian powers” whose primary objective was tdi@ee a multi-polar system of
international relations that really reflects theedsity of the modem world with its great
variety of interests® Putin’s most important statement of purpose ferghiding principles

of his foreign policy approach was Eurasianistatune. This foreign policy concept not only
viewed Russia as a major ‘Eurasian power’, but edgected the “growing trend towards the
establishment of a unipolar structure of the wanith the economic and power domination of
the United States>® The rejection of Western unilateralism, whichigéwed as

‘destabilizing’, along with its promotion of a miglblar alternative were clear indications of a
more assertive Russian foreign policy. It woulderger allow the United States and its
Western powers to dictate the conditions of thermdtional system. Instead Russia sought to
promote the use of international institutions saslthe U.N. and increased respect for
international law as the primary framework of italtipolar system.

The National Security Concept (NSC), publishedstume year, also illustrated
Russia’s growing frustration with the current systef international relations. For the Putin
administration the previous decade had been cleizet by the West taking advantage of a
weakened Russian Federation. As the document nateyg states continued to “weaken
Russia's positions in the political, economic, taily and other sphereBhe attempts to
ignore the interests of Russiahen tackling major problems of international tielas . . .
undermine international security and stability”>? This was a departure from the Yeltsin
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administration’s more conciliatory tone with the $t/éAbove all, it was the beginning of
Russia’s reassertion of its role as an importaayqal in the international system. To this end
Putin’s government declared that Russia would litaté the development of an ideology of
the creation of a multipolar world . **The placement of this declaration, as a top pyiori
among Russia’s national interests, demonstratédPilitn had seen the disadvantages to the
previous decade’s ideological confusion. Withoubaararching doctrine to guide its foreign
policy, Russia felt it had been taken advantag&loé creation of such a doctrine was
therefore of critical importance to Putin and hdsngnistration. Both of these documents
provided a clear account of the nascent stagdsisoptocess. These initial declarations point
to a set of guiding principles that were becomimmgeasingly Eurasianist in nature.
However, it should be noted that at this stageutin’s first term, Russia was not
completely hostile to the idea of cooperation wfite West. On numerous occasions these
documents claimed that it was in Russia’s intei@sboperate, in many areas, with its
Western counterparts. The departure from previalisypwas that this cooperation ought to
be done on more ‘equal’ terms. Russia sought ré$pen potential partners and, if such
overtures were made, Russia would respond in Kihi reciprocal logic would come to
characterize much of Russia’s foreign policy a#@00. As the NSC stressed, Russia sought
“equitable and mutually beneficial cooperation. with the leading countries of the worfd.”
The RFPC even offered a tentative olive branchAd ® stating that “The intensity of
cooperation with NATO will depend on its compliangigh key clauses of this document . . .”
and would only be possible. . . if it is based loa foundation of a due respect .°* Clearly,
Russia was open to cooperation with the West iiniterests were taken into consideration. If
the West did so it would inherently reestablish $tais status as a great power— a
cornerstone of contemporary Russian foreign paimy a key tenet of Geopolitical
Eurasianism. The character of Russia’s foreigncgadt this point was therefore highly
reactionary. The course it would take over the nextade was, to a large extent, dependent
on how the West treated Russia and how this tredtmeuld be perceived in Moscow.
Russian willingness to cooperate with the West masnerely empty diplomatic
rhetoric. The terrorist attacks on September 101 2@ainst the United States gave the first

and perhaps greatest opportunity to put this tagke Putin was the first foreign official to
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call President Bush following the attacks. In @teded address to Russia the next day Putin
gave a statement of conditional support that waiséwith both the RFPC and the NSC
stating that
“We believe that, first of all, attention must b&ightostrengthening the role of those international
institutionsthat were created to strengthen internationalriéigcu . It is also necessary to energetically

work on perfecting the international legal baseallow timely and efficient reaction to terrdris
attacks.®

Russia was willing to support an American invasibfghanistan, a state in the strategically
important region of Central Asia, as long as therespected international institutions and
upheld the legal basis for doing so. Putin sawdkian opportunity that could be used to
dampen international condemnation of its own hagsponses to Chechen terrorists, while
also giving his country leverage in future dealimgth the West. In his eyes the Americans
would be indebted for Russian help and this agfoofd faith could be redeemed when needed
in the future. Russian assistance in the US regpnhese attacks was more than symbolic
and required a tremendous increase in US and NAE€Eepce in Central Asia— an area that
Russia had traditionally viewed as its ‘near abread a ‘privileged sphere of influence’.
Russian cooperation was thus defined by Putinactpral terms: 1) intelligence sharing, 2)
use of Russian airspace, 3) diplomatic assistaniteAfghanistan’s Central Asian neighbors,
and 4) military and humanitarian aid to the Afglmvernment?

Putin’s statement also left open the possibilitgdeéper cooperation which he said
was contingent on the ‘quality’ and ‘mutual undarsting’ between Russia and the US. Even
when the Taliban in Afghanistan had approached B\wsn an effort to garner its support
and give Russia the opportunity to do to the UStwiha Americans had done to them in the
1980s, the Defense Minister Sergei lvanov at tine tevocatively responded with the
“universal English term: F*** off.®> The importance of this support indicated thatyeiar|
Putin’s Presidency, Russia was still open to coatjper with the Westf it were treated as an
equal partnerMoreover, this cooperation demonstrated that atdtage in Putin’s
presidency Russian foreign policy was not entiddyoted to the Geopolitical Eurasianist
doctrine. It still allowed for large geopoliticabiecessions enabling a tremendous US and

Western-led military presence in Central Asia. Sadituation, from a geopolitical
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standpoint, is not advantageous to Russia asntifgea competitor to infringe on an area that
Russia has deemed an area of strategic importance.

The key to understanding the development of Rudsiaign policy during the first
few years of Putin’s presidency is how a wide aohWestern actions were perceived in
Moscow. Early in 2001, Sergei lvanov, then Putmasional security advisor, warned that
potential NATO expansion “will create a fundamdiytaew situation in Europe that
objectively infringes on Russia's political anditaily interests. This could lead to a serious
crisis.’®® Obviously already highly suspicious of NATO enlamgent during the 1990s, Russia
became incensed as the military alliance grew climsiés borders. The inclusion of the Baltic
States into NATO was a particularly important tagpoint in Russia’s attitude towards the
West. The RFPC was emphatic that “NATO's presentpdditical and military guidelines do
not coincide with security interests of the Rus$taderation®” Moreover, the NSC
reiterated its ‘negative’ attitude towards the exgan of the alliance and saw the “eastward
enlargement of NATO” as a main threat to its natl@ecurity’® Despite these criticisms, the
United States and its allies moved forward withdh@nce’s single largest expansion in the
post-Soviet era, incorporating three former Soreeublics (Estonia, Latvia, Lithuania), three
previous Warsaw Pact members (Bulgaria, RomanmaRla), along with Slovenia.
Additionally, Georgia and Ukraine were granted ‘Mmarship Action Plans” (MAP) which
included language guaranteeing both states mempexsh to-be-determined date. Russia’s
deep concerns about NATO’s expansion were cleatiypaing heard in the West. Even the
continued existence of the alliance troubled Rusp@icy-makers. With the Warsaw Pact
dissolved and the Cold War ended, what exactlythapurpose of NATO’s continued
presence in Europe? As Putin said in a 2005 irgerViexpanding NATO will not answer the
challenges of the present day . . . There are matrgr questions to which there are no
answers.®® These unanswered questions permeated Russiayatrétinking and fed
Moscow’s suspicions of the West's true intentions.

The United State’s campaign to install a missiledse shield in Europe
tremendously hampered Russia’s willingness to catpeavith the West as well. On

December 1%, 2001, months after profound Russian overturemoperation with the United
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States, George W. Bush officially announced thatuls would withdraw from the Anti-
Ballistic Missile Treaty which had been in effectce 1972. The unilateral American
withdrawal from the treaty greatly angered Moscbut, was somewhat mitigated with the
successful negotiation of ‘SORT’, a strategic areuction treaty® Still this began the
antagonistic campaign of the Bush administratiomstall a comprehensive missile defense
system with facilities in the Czech Republic andBRd. It would become one of the most
contentious issues in US-Russian relations ovecoliese of Putin’s first two terms as
President. The United States consistently clairhatithe shield was intended to protect itself,
its European allies, and even Russia from nuclgacks by ‘rogue states’ such as Iran. Yet,
Russia had a dim view on the planned installataords saw it as a destabilizing force which
undermined its nuclear strike capabilities. Russiagpicions were understandably high
especially after the Clinton administration, theypous year, rejected Putin’s offer to pool
Russian and American resources together to crgatetanissile defense shi€fd— an offer
that was rebuffed by the Americans twice more ysegquent administrations. Russia even
joined with China in denouncing the plan. They e&$a joint statement that argued,
“Implementing this plan will have the most gravdyerse consequences, not only for the
security of Russia, China and other countries alsd for the security of the U.S. and global
strategic stability.” This statement is a clear indication of Russiaswing frustration with
the West and its willingness to create alternagiliances, with non-traditional partners such
as China, to oppose what it viewed as mounting @estnilateralism.

The US-led invasion of Iraq provided yet anothearagle to Russia that the West
would continue to pursue a foreign policy that disenchised Russia or at the very least
ignored or did not consider its interests. DesBiissia’s vocal criticisms, motivated to an
extent by its economic interests in Iraq, and the af its veto power as a member of the UN
Security Council to try and prevent military intention, the US-led coalition invaded Iraq.
Putin denounced the invasion saying that it wasdoantrary to the world public opinion,
contrary to the principles and norms of internaaidaw and the Charter of the UN” and

01t should be noted that the Strategic OffensiveiRéons Treaty (SORT) was a rather hollow victfmyboth
parties. Its primary reason for existence was @ $ace for both sides. Unlike previous arms reidusttreaties,
SORT lacked a mechanism for verification, had rfeedale for reductions, and did not require warh¢adse
disassembled.
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created a “threat of the disintegration of thelglighed system of international security .”>.”

Without a doubt Russia was slowly losing patiendd what it perceived to be unilateral
Western actions predominately led by the Unite@&akhis would become a recurrent
pattern in Russian-Western relations. Despite Bagmt Russian concessions, they were
continuously rebuffed by the trans-Atlantic powespecially during the Bush
administration. The most obvious example beingrhg invasion and the subsequent rift it
created in Russia’s willingness to collaborate it West on a variety of issues, specifically
nuclear non-proliferation. For instance when theagion seemed imminent, Russia resolved
to forge ahead with its previous $800 million inveent in Iran’s Bushehr Nuclear Power
Plant, agreeing to construct two additional reactdrthe site, despite heavy pressure from the
US and the EU? Although Western pressure was successful in dejaigussia’s support to
Iran, the nuclear facility nonetheless received sipments from Russia starting in 2006.
The facility became fully operational in 2011 arakbeen a glaring example of Russian
defiance of the West— the roots of which can beeiidback to Iraq. For Putin, if Russia’s
interests were not to be taken into consideratidnaq, they would ensure he wouldve to
bein Iran.

Russia increasingly felt that the country was bamgounded. They viewed NATO’s
enlargement as an extremely antagonistic gestureiltdneously, ‘colored revolutions’
throughout the former Soviet space were sweepiaghestern governments into office. As
the Russian Foreign Minister Sergey Lavrov expldjrié/e see political provocations,
various kinds of ‘revolutions,’ the cynical praaiof double standards being brought into
play.”” The Rose Revolution in Georgia (2003), the OraReeolution in Ukraine (2004),
and the Tulip Revolution in Kyrgyzstan the followigear all fed Russia’s growing concern
with the West’s increased presence on its bordesised about these revolutions in an
interview, Putin maintained that they wanted anitedple partnership with whichever

governments were in power there, but also thatiRs$#l had “ interests in these countries,
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and in other countries, as we say, in countrigh®hear and far abroaé’’Undoubtedly
Russia still saw these states, as well as othardbEoviet bloc countries, as a contiguous
area of Russian influence. Encroachment by outgamles, specifically Western powers, was
seen as a direct affront to Russian power. Thisagas exemplified when Russia accused
Western NGOs of unduly supporting these movem&€risissia also mounted a serious effort
to undermine or reverse these trefftButin himself was extremely critical of these
revolutions and at one point even insinuated tianext one would be ‘blue’— in Russia
rose and blue are the colors of the gay rights meve’® Taking a more diplomatic tone, he
called the revolutions a “well-tested scheme fatdleilizing society. | do not think it
appeared by itself® Clearly Russia felt that its interests were néhgeaken into
consideration. Despite Russian protests and offilgalarations, NATO expansion continued
along with what they saw as even more pernicioule-istallation of Western-oriented
governments in the former Soviet space.

During the early years of Putin’s presidency apdhrough his second term, Russia
had not been overtly anti-Western. Instead it wiaseiasingly asserting a non-Western
identity by opposing key political proposals by iNest as evidenced by Irag. Starting from
2000 they formed their foreign policy around thedsianist notion that Russia should be
respected once more as a great power regardl&¥ssiern approval. The official language
of the National Security Concept (NSC) of 2000 dieatated that Russia’s overriding
national interest boiled down to “ensuring the seignty and reinforcing the position of
Russia as a great power and one of the influecgiaires [sic] of the multipolar world . "
Moreover, the Russian Foreign Policy Concept (RFéf@)e same year began from the
position that all policy must be “fully consistamith the interests of the Russian Federation
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as a great power . #*However, despite Russian assertion of its greaepstatus and the
creation of a multipolar international system, cGeopolitical Eurasianist tenets were not
formulated under a zero-sum logic where Russiaim@rently at odds with the West.
Instead Russia sought continued cooperation wéhAflest in areas such as anti-terrorism,
non-proliferation, and trade. Only after a serieprovocative actions by the West including
the continued expansion of NATO, real and perceWksstern support for pro-Western
revolutions in the post-Soviet space, pursuit ofissile defense shield in Europe, and the
invasion of Iraq contributed to Russia’s foreighigpbecoming increasingly more
Eurasianist in policy, practice, and rhetoric. Mmsoviewed these series of events as
antagonistic in nature and began to change itsdlbhyrnonciliatory stance into a more
assertive one.

A clear turning point in the nature of Russiandign Policy was evident in 2007 with
Putin’s now well-known speech in Munich. The RasdPresident forcefully declared that
“the United States, has overstepped its nationaldse in every way® Putin articulated the
growing Russian view that the West had overstepgsealithority in unilaterally dictating the
security environment of the international systemthie EU and NATO and denounced the
West's refutation of international law and normg.d&lineating a more assertive course for
Russian foreign policy he justified it in light thife West’s pursuit of a missile defense system
which would ‘undoubtedly create an arms race irogat while also questioning the growth
of NATO. Declaring that NATO expansion “represeatserious provocation that reduces the
level of mutual trust” he also rhetorically askedonthis expansion was truly aimed at— a
thinly veiled remark which revealed that Russia #aelf as NATO's true targéf.

Reinforcing this point, Putin complained of eariomises made by NATO not to expand,
“guarantees that were made and that are not béisereed today® Additionally, Putin
reiterated Russia’s negative view of the influeat®/estern NGOs in the post-Soviet space
stating that “it is clear for all, that when thesm-governmental organisations [sic] are
financed by foreign governments, we see them assarument that foreign states use to carry

out their Russian policie$®Nearly every dimension of this speech was a tistihperceived
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Western actions and wrongs at the expense of Rasdiather states who sought to promote
a ‘multipolar’ system.

Putin voiced Russia’s growing attitude that itemipts to collaborate with Western
institutions had been rebuffed and that the tratianfic powers had begun to “impose new
dividing lines and walls on us . . . ones thattbubugh our continent” Russia’s view that it
had been effectively rebuffed as a potential parhéhe West, by the West’'s own actions,
was an oft-repeated theme. This argument alsdréliezl the Russian outlook that it had been
increasingly isolated from the West. The logic&tiadative to such a position would be to
look for partnerships elsewhere, a key conclustoriife doctrine of Geopolitical
Eurasianism. Another example of Russia’s forthcaniareign policy logic came when Putin
declared that “the system of international relaianjust like mathematics. There are no
personal dimensions”— an allusion to the underlygegpolitical logic of Russian
diplomacy® Russia’s disillusionment with the West was becanradily apparent and laid
the groundwork for an alternative foreign policyhig alternative foreign policy would have
the imprint of earlier thinking and would ultimagddecome more fully Eurasianist in time.
Putin concluded that Russia would still be opeocdoperation, but only on a more equitable
basis. Ending on a rather Eurasianist note, Patiphasized that Russia would ‘carry out an
independent foreign policy’— indicative of the ttiiway’, the doctrine advocated by
Geopolitical Eurasianism.

The first two terms of Putin’s Presidency were k@ater developments in the
substance and practice of Russian foreign polib first priority of Putin’s administration
was to make a clear break with the chaotic Yelsiars and rehabilitate Russia’s prestige
internationally. Russia’s foreign policy started éum, but was still open to cooperation,
especially after the Septembef™adttacks. This horrific terrorist attack offeredrique area
of cooperation between Russia and the United Siratbe area of anti-terrorism. Yet, a series
of controversial actions undertaken by Western ps@specially the United States), coupled
with Russia’s unfavorable reaction to them, sloladgan a process by which Russian foreign
policy evolved. As Fyodor Lukyanov, editor Bfissia in Global Affairs recently observed,
Putin had becomesincerely anti-American,” because of “his expergnwith Bush-era
America.”® Incrementally, Russian foreign policy was becomimagre Eurasianist in nature,

specifically conforming to the doctrine outlinedtla¢ beginning of this chapter. This process
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became most apparent after Putin gave a speechingitRussia’s growing dissatisfaction
with the West and its intended responses to irfated relationship with the trans-Atlantic
powers. During the course of his powerful speeciinRalso revealed the growing
geopolitical logic behind his foreign policy, likexg the international system to mathematics,
where unbreakable laws governing conduct exisbréshadowed Russia’s growing
diplomatic assertiveness which can best be destabéseopolitical Eurasianism.
Consciously or not, Putin’s Munich speech in 20@&\a declaration of Eurasianist principles

that would come to characterize Russian foreigicpah the following years.

Medvedev: A New Foreign Policy Concept?

Due to constitutional restrictions, Putin was ueabl run for a third consecutive term as
President. Instead he supported his Prime Mini3teitry Medvedev in a bid to take over the
presidential reigns in 2008, albeit with the appatenderstanding that Mr. Putin would retake
the office thereafter. This created a puzzling ézaldip tandem where it was widely
speculated who was truly in charge of the RussedeFation— Putin or the protégé?
Ostensibly, it was Medvedev, widely viewed in thedtas a liberal reformer, who was in
charge. Over the course of his presidency it becaiadily apparent that Medvedev was not a
strict adherent to the Geopolitical Eurasianisttdoe like Putin. As the 2008 war with
Georgia would show, Medved&as a voice of restraint in an increasingly Eunaisia

Kremlin. For all intents and purposes however,ould be Prime Minister Putin who truly
wielded power behind the scenes. The question waguivocally put to rest on September
24th, 2011 when Medvedev proposed to the Unitedgi@ymarty congress that Putin should
seek a third term as president. However, duringhBuime as Prime Minister Russia would
codify many of the proclamations he made while ideeg. During Medvedev’s tenure, as
required by the Russian constitution, a new forgigiicy concept was created. This
document would constitute another milestone ingttoeving Geopolitical Eurasianist
character of Russian foreign policy.

In its introduction, the New Russian Foreign Ppl@oncept of 2008 (NRFCP) saw
the international system of competition througltizifizational dimension which suggests
competition between different value systems analdgwment models . .° This echoes
Samuel Huntington’s seminal wor&Jash of Civilizationsand is a clear indication that

Russia views international relations as a systenoofpeting developmental models which is
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a fundamental tenet of Geopolitical Eurasianisnmsdfuwas also starting to view itself as a
main proprietor of a new developmental model sitice cultural and civilizational diversity
of the modern world is increasingly in evidences"aacollective “reaction to the prospect of
loss by the historic West of its monopoly in glopabcesses® This declaration
demonstrated that Russia was growing more confidetg power status, especially at the
expense of the West. The Geopolitical Eurasiamat gf regaining Russia’s great power
status was coming closer to fruition and the NRF€f@cted this attitude. Moreover, Russia
was able to do this despite the West's “continuadipal and psychological policy of
‘containing’ Russia . . % From the document’s opening it articulated a tijecof Western
developmental models in favor of what has been tetyadubbed ‘Sovereign
Democracy’— a distinctive ‘third way’ by which Russia, indegent of international
opinion or pressure, conducts itself domesticatlg enternationally. The NRFPC also is a
primary example of an overall reassertion of Rusgjeeat power status along with the
promotion of the ‘principles of multilateralism’.dgh of these are clear affirmations of the
first two tenets of Geopolitical Eurasianism.

Again Russia declared that its relations with\thest and especially NATO would be
based on the extent to which their policies siguiifa “readiness for equal partnership,
unswerving compliance with the principles and stadsd of international law. .%* This
seemingly conciliatory language was based on Rsss&mative assessment of the West's,
especially the United States’, perceived unilatemalwhich Moscow viewed as
‘destabilizing’. Indicative of Russia’s growing gaalitical logic, the NRFPC stated that this
type of unilateral action “provokes tensions anisrace, exacerbates interstate differences,”
which expands zones of conflict “in the geopolitiaeea around Russid>"This statement
alludes to Russia’s idea of a ‘privileged spherafiience’ in the geographical spaces
neighboring Russia which they term their ‘near abfoAdditionally, Russia reiterated its
great power ambitions by reaffirming the “geopahtiposition of Russia as the largest
96

EuroAsian power, [and] its status as one of thditeaStates of the world . .>’Clearly the

geographical location of Russia, at the heart efgbopolitically important region of Eurasia,
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is an important source of strength and contribtdets ambitions to be an international
power. The reassertion of Russia as a leading vpaneer, in an emerging ‘multipolar’ world
(a recurrent theme throughout the text), is undedigtundergirded by a particular
geopolitical logic. The logic and its foundatiore dound in the Geopolitical Eurasianist
doctrine. Most tellingly, the implementation of Rian foreign policy would be the primary
‘instrument’ for guaranteeing “steady national depenent and of ensuring its
competitiveness in a globalizing world”’Put another way, a robust foreign policy that can
adequately pressure its neighbors— a geopolitited bf control and expansion of influence
over a specific area, region or other geographacep- will result in increased internal
stability while improving Russian competivenessisTik an especially salient issue in
Russia’s southern and eastern regions as mentearédr. Evidently, only through the
implementation of such a foreign policy can Rusgialicy-makers maintain control of the

vast landmass that is Russia

The 2008 Russo-Georgian War: Flexing Eurasianist Mscles

Less than a month after the adoption of the NewsRun Foreign Policy Concept of 2008,
Russia would be embroiled in a short, but interme/entional war with its neighbor Georgia.
This war changed fundamentally the dynamics of Rissselationship with the West. It has
become a major example of Russian foreign policy¢seasing adherence to the Geopolitical
Eurasianism doctrine. The war itself was an exarapRussia’s ambition to reassert control
over areas in the post-Soviet space and also tatestia declaration of sorts that its interests
should and would be heard moving forward. The amjitaction was not just directed at
Georgia, but also at the United States, which lehIsponsoring Georgia diplomatically and
economically since the Rose Revolution broughtptfzeWestern regime of Mikhail
Saakashvili to power. More broadly, the Russo-GiearVar was a message to the West on
the whole, that Russia would no longer toleratetithaewed as a long-term strategy of
containment and encirclement. This strategy, styoalduded to and referenced in the
NRFPC, would become one of the underlying factioas $purred Russia’s preparation for
action leading up to the August war. As former WD8puty Assistant Secretary of State for
European Affairs Ronald Asmus noted in his infligibook on the conflict, “Moscow was
rebelling against a European security architecturavhich from the Kremlin's perspective
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was facilitating a geopolitical shift against 1 Establishing an alternative structure, built
around the geopolitical notion of spheres of infice, was an overarching goal of Russia’s
military action. However, it is also incorrect tartk of Georgia as solely the victim of
Russian aggression— it too was complicit in thefloctnwith its quixotic attempt to retake

the breakaway enclaves of South Ossetia and Ab&klezng a major catalyst for violence. In
reality, Russia had set a trap for Georgia, baiting try and forcefully retake the enclaves, so
that the Russian military had an ostensible reésodeployment. The Georgian leadership
foolishly took the bait and allowed Russia to caruy its most overt Eurasianist action in the
post-Soviet era to that date.

Russia’s underlying motivations for the war werdtifaceted. There was a
relationship between NATO’s continued expansiomr@e’s aspirations to be part of this
expansion, and Russia’s negative attitude towdneset developments. Asked about NATO
granting Membership Action Plans (MAP) to both Ggarand Ukraine at the Bucharest
summit in 2008, then Russian Chief of General Siafi Baluyevsky stated, “This is not the
end of the day," and that "We will live and sé&Four months before the outbreak of
hostilities, he prophetically warned that “Russid take steps aimed at ensuring its interests
along its borders,” and that they would be “notydm¢ military steps, but also steps of a
different nature.*®° Russia evidently had had enough with NATO encroastt into what it
viewed as its ‘near abroad’. Significantly, Russas willing to risk military action to
preserve its interests in this region. Moreoveg,ricent independence of Kosovo, recognized
by many Western governments, was another key factbie lead-up to waf* Putin
declared at a CIS summit meeting after Kosovo’'dattation, that the recognition of Kosovo
set a, “terrible precedent” and that it was, “a.stick with two ends, and one day the other
end of this stick will hit them[the West] on théieads.** For Russia there was a direct
parallel between Kosovo and the two breakaway gaslan the Republic of Georgia. This is
evidenced by Russia’s unilateral and essentially sarognition of both Abkhazia and South
Ossetia as independent states.
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Further insight into Russia’s underlying motivestloe war was also revealed by
Yezhednevny Zhurnal journalist Aleksandr RyklineSplating on a potential rift between
Putin and Medvedev on how far to extend the canfRyklin quoted a source close to the

administration stating that

"Today we can speak about the serious disagreerbetvgen the President and the Prime Minister on
further developments in the Caucasus . . .Thegeasdid not originally intend to go beyond the
peacekeeping mission [in South Ossetia], and aegmint they began to talk about thiae' logic of

the wat and the unexpected opportunity to resolveportant geopolitical objective’*®®

It is important to note that at the time Ryklin washer skeptical of these statements and
assumed the conflict was brought to an end beaafusanflicting financial interests close to
the Kremlin. However, marking thé"4nniversary of the conflict, a controversial
documentary emerged quoting Putin and top Russearefals. Called the “Lost Day”, it
confirmed many of the assertions of Ryklin's souferhis documentary represents a
concerted effort by Putin and a dedicated Eurasiaoterie within the Kremlin to
delegitimize Medvedev, who was evidently hesitarpursue the Eurasianist objective of
total regime change in Thilisi. The ‘logic of thewand the related ‘geopolitical objectives’
were unambiguous. They signified that Russia, $igatly Putin and the Russian military
leadership, sought the total capitulation of Gesmgia move which would have completely
supplanted the overtly pro-Western, pro-NATO Geamgiegime and been a complete
realization of Geopolitical Eurasianist goals. Wlasked about the documentary after its
release, Putin declined to support Medvedev’s astduring the war and instead highlighted
his own high level of involvement in the confliethich contradicted and undermined
Medvedev’s previous account of evetftsPutin’s tone here was implicitly supportive of
General Baluyevsky, who was quoted in documentsugaging that Russia would not have
taken military action “until there was a kick frovtadimir Vladimirovich (Putin) in
Beijing.”*°® It is therefore significant to note that despitgifand his General’s wishes,
Medvedev was able to dilute the potency of the Gktigal Eurasianist doctrine as it was
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implemented in the Georgian campaign, at leastpoiat. This was evidenced by Russia’s
eventual agreement to Sarkozy’s six-point ceaspfar which officially ended the war,
although the degree to which Russia implementecesaiithe requirements varied
considerably.

Nevertheless, the Russo-Georgian war constituttdraatic step forward for Russian
foreign policy’s increasingly Eurasianist naturehil Medvedev was seemingly able to
bring the war to a more abrupt end than Putin dahdraGeopolitical Eurasianists would have
liked (regime change), the then Prime Minister si@lbable to exert enough pressure on the
Russian president to take military action in thistfplace— a move that was indicative of
Russia’s emergence as a great power once agaiiticgkddly, it was a declaration that Russia
should be respected while also allowing Russi@#&ssert influence and control over its
periphery. This periphery, as Medvedev explicitBtad, are “The countries on our borders . .
. [which] . . . are priorities, of course, but qriorities do not end theré® The importance
of this ‘near abroad’ to Russia’s increasingly Eimaist foreign policy was further
exemplified by MedvedeV’s later official statemedtsing and just after the conflict. Echoing
the great power ambitions articulated in the Geitipal Eurasianist doctrine, Medvedev
declared at the height of the war that “Russiatisterically been a guarantor for the security
of the peoples of the Caucasus, and this remaiesdday.**® Russia saw Georgia as part of
its ‘privileged sphere of influence’ and the mitigaaction taken, ostensibly to protect Russian
citizens, was a move to ensure that Georgia rerddiagond a Western security sphere. As
the war ended, Medvedev forcefully stated thatrérere regions in which Russia has
privileged interestsThese regions are home to countries with whiclsmare special
historical relations*° If Medvedev seemed hesitant to embrace core tef@sopolitical
Eurasianism during the war itself, he most assyredis not after its conclusion. The short-
lived war in Georgia was therefore undoubtedly fimaation of such Eurasianist views as it
allowed Russia to project its power into an aresush apparent strategic value.

The geopolitical dynamics of the war should adgmremphasized. As the Georgian
President Mikhail Saakashvili declared during treg,WThey [the Russians] need control of

energy routes . . . They need sea ports. Theytnaesportation infrastructure. And primarily,
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they want to get rid of us*® The geopolitical importance of Georgia’s locatian,important
energy transportation hub connecting the resowttse Caspian Sea to the Black Sea,
illustrates another motivating factor for Russiagitary incursion deep into Georgian
territory. Even though Russian troops stoppedghbstt of taking Thilisi, they nonetheless set
about destroying a large amount of important trartsgion infrastructure and energy supply
lines that had been running through Georgian tayritAs one scholar observed, “the purpose
was clearly to show the vulnerability of Georgiaifrastructure” and that of the “east-west
transportation link.*** The 2005 completion of the Baku-Thilisi-Ceyhanpipeline (BTC),
which was fortunately left untouched, circumveniagssia entirely and allowed for Caspian
energy resources to be transported to the WestlimgoRussia entirely. Its construction was a
harbinger for a larger trend in the Caucasus regioich included the EU-backed Nabucco
pipeline. Russia feared this growing trend in tlas@an region as it diminished its
importance as a vital hub for transporting enesppurces to Europe. As a result, it was in
Russia’s interest to disrupt this trend as mucpassible. In doing so Russia demonstrated a
geopolitical logic, supported by its growing dommua of the energy sector, which falls
directly within the purview of the Geopolitical Eagianist doctrine. Maintaining Russia’s
ability to control its ‘near abroad’ via control tife energy sector, a vital instrument of
Russian power, was thus a geopolitical goal in@ritself and an important feature in
Russian foreign policy’s increasingly Eurasianistune.

The global implications of the Russo-Georgian Ware also not lost on Russian
policy-makers. Speaking a month after the confiRtissian Foreign Minister Sergey Lavrov
stated that Georgia and the West “had decidedsiimgeRussian power for strength. 1'%
Lavrov was again demonstrating Russia’s reasseofiits great power status, a core tenet of
Geopolitical Eurasianism, by taking this point het: “Russia has returned to the world arena
as a responsible state which can stand up foititewes. If somebody [i.e. the West] was
mistaken on that score, then our resolute actiofsrte Georgia to peace . . . should have
dispelled any such doubts® Without a doubt Russia saw the Georgian War dea ¢
demonstration of its renewed great power statussendéral objective of the Geopolitical

Eurasianist doctrine. The conflict was also a wayRussia to indirectly halt the continued
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expansion of NATO and what it perceived as a gjsaté ‘containment’. The conflict gave
Russia the opportunity to maintain control ovesitaitegic energy corridors, which
represented a powerful tool in its diplomatic taxbMoreover, it allowed Russia to roll-back
and subvert, to a certain extent, the series dbfed revolutions’ that had been taking place
throughout the post-Soviet space, by delegitimiar®pakashvili regime that had most
epitomized these developments. These achievemenésall Eurasianist in nature— it was a
reassertion of Russia’s great power status, prahRtessia’s interests in its ‘near abroad’,
and was done with clear geopolitical logic.

Additionally, the war promoted Russia’s perpettatasianist objective of a more
‘multipolar’ world while promoting an independemtréign policy identical to the ‘third way'.
Russia’s policy-makers, specifically the foreigmmsier, argued that such a system was being
created as a result of the war, which was a “muoiipworld in which states are driven by
their national interests” and allowed for the enegige of a “new, self-regulatory international
system.** Such a worldview is distinctly Eurasianist in matas it asserts several of the
fundamental precepts and principles of the GeapaliEurasianist doctrine. As the Russian
scholar Fyodor Lukyanov correctly observed, Rusaia the widespread condemnation of its
actions by Western powers as “more than just aléatbndard, but as unabashed cynicism
beyond the bounds of normal political practice” ava$ “now inclined not only to reject
completely a path determined by Western valuesatually to deny that such values even
exist.”** The vocal condemnation by many leading Westerneggewas a clear illustration
for Russia that its attempts to integrate and igpeinto existing political and security
structures had been not been successful. To Rtlssidailure could be directly attributed to
what it perceived as a continued pattern of mistneat and disrespect by the West. Lavrov
was particularly instructive in expressing thistsaent when he complained that the West's
denunciation of his country demonstrated a subgousdrustration “for the lack of
obedience on the part of Russia”— an attitude gaeat that led to their “policy of
‘containment.”*® At this juncture it was therefore logical for Riass® embrace, more
overtly than before, principles of the Geopoliti€airasianist doctrine which rejected these

Western models of development and relations inrfa¥@ distinctly independent course of
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action. The Georgian War should thus be viewecastampt to convey this message abroad

and also as a hastening of Russia’s embrace @elo@olitical Eurasianist doctrine

The NSS and Beyond

After the Russo-Georgian War of 2008 Russian for@glicy began to become more overtly
Eurasianist. The following year President Medvedawvimissioned a “National Security
Strategy of the Russian Federation to 2020” (NF$ically, both a Foreign Policy Concept
and a National Security Concept are released abajppately the same time. It was therefore
unusual that the Russian leadership waited a &dt pfter the 2008 Foreign Policy Concept
to release this strategy. The format of the NStewhitl slightly from its predecessor in that it
was more wide-ranging, encompassing many diffeaspects of future Russian strategy.
This was most probably related to the Georgian Whach gave its framers a unique
opportunity to incorporate the newly evolved prpies of Russian foreign policy that had
materialized after the short-lived conflict. Thecdment formally articulated the rhetoric and
worldview that the Russian leadership had beenldpiey before, during, and after the
conflict as evidenced by the Russian leadershiphgip statements. Broadly speaking the
NSS had three main themes—economic developmentreesias of accomplishing national
security, emphasis on energy resources as a mkngdiRussian strength and an instrument
of foreign policy, and most important to this stutlg promotion of alternative international
organizations to more adequately promote Russianests. Overall the NSS reiterated many
of the core principles that Russia had been espgssnce 2007, but with a renewed focus on
the above mentioned spheres.

The NSS also reflected a far more assertive dfid@efident Russia. It argued that
over the past decade there had been a “transfamatiRussia into a world leader with
regards to . . . influence over global affaity”’Russia was becoming more confident on the
international stage and in its ability to affealrehange in it. This was largely motivated by
the recent war in Georgia which it saw largely asiecess and also by previously booming
commodity prices which allowed it to leverage itelgy resources for political gain. The
Geopolitical Eurasianist objective of reassertings$ta’s great power status was beginning to
show tangible results. The NSS took note of trasirsg that Russia had regained its ability to
“defend its national interests as a key player witvolving multipolar international
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relations.™® This also demonstrates Russia’s growing confidémds efforts to create a
multipolar international environment, a key objeetof Geopolitical Eurasianism. In total the
NSS contained statements which reflect Russia'wigigpcertainty that its Eurasianist efforts
were beginning to bear fruit. Its formulation ofaeeign policy, independent of Western
influences or models had “broadened the poss#slifior the Russian Federation to reinforce
its influence on the world stagé*®

For all of this noticeable self-praise though, &astill voiced relentless concerns
over Western policies and institutions that it péred to be against Russian interests. For
instance, Russia highlighted, “The inadequacy efdinrent global and regional architecture,
oriented (particularly in the Euro-Atlantic regioiowards NATO . . * |t reiterated the
importance of international law and norms to resw\global problems and maintained its
position that relations with the West and its ingibns would be founded on the ‘basis of
equality’. The NSS specified again Russia’s negadittitude towards NATO's “plans to
extend the alliance's military infrastructure tosBia's borders,” something Russia viewed as
‘unacceptable’ and which did not “recognise Rusdinal interests . .*! Despite these
denunciations of the West which had, by this pdietome common in official Russian
foreign policy documents, they reflected Russiasoive to pursue a foreign policy that was
decidedly independent of Western influence or pnessrlo this end the NSS began to stress
the importance of international organizations argdiiutions where Russia was able to exert
more influence. Rather than trying to influence M@rocesses by doubling down on
relationships with the EU or NATO— organizationatthad made it clear to Russia that
Russian interests were not their top priority. éast Russia took the logical step of promoting
alternative institutions which took their interestsre to heart or at least gave it the
opportunity to more readily influence political oatnes, a feat Russia still had a hard time
achieving even under the UN which the NSS nevestiselully supports. Such a strategy
enables Russia to more easily control the outcarhasstitutional decisions, especially in the
cases where it was the leading member of suchgan@ation.

Although the NSS did state its willingness to liert develop ties to the EU and NATO
specifically, it did so under the usual precongi@f ‘mutual respect’ and ‘equality’'— a
stipulation which illustrated Russia’s serious dgudt the West's readiness to accept such

conditions. Conversely, Russia underscored the itapoe of international institutions where
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it maintained a leading role such as the Commortivedlindependent States (CIS),
Collective Security Treaty Organization (CSTO), &difaai Cooperation Organization (SCO),
and the Eurasian Economic Community (EurAsEC).dasing bilateral and multilateral
relations with CIS countries was “a priority dinect of Russian foreign policy” which would
support the “potential for regional and subregiantdgration and coordination among
member-states . .}#* The NSS also stipulated that the SCO was of ‘palgi significance’

to Russian foreign policy and that “the reinforcemef the political potential of the SCO
[constituted] practical steps towards the enhano¢wiemutual trust and partnership in the
Central Asian region’®® Clearly, Russia saw great potential in expandisgalitical,

military, and economic role in its ‘near abroad’aimy CIS members), significantly in
Central Asia, through increased participation amgpsrt of these international institutions.
According to the NSS, Russia’s preferred avenuedsolving military matters was the
CSTO; for economic and political development theyuld resort to the SCO and EurAsEc
with the more wide-ranging membership of the Cl&®vmting a supplementary role for each.
The strategy of using international organizatiangitrease Russia’s role and dominance over
certain areas it saw as its privileged ‘spherenftfience’ does not fully constitute a policy of
recreating the Soviet Union. However it does ethgilieat power ambitions which Russian
foreign policy has sought to reassert— an objeche¢ falls squarely within the purview of
Geopolitical Eurasianism. As Putin tellingly statesifar back as 2004 the CIS member
countries were “now working to restore what wags Waish the fall of the Soviet Union but are
doing it on a new, modern basi$*International institutions were thus becoming avedul
tool for Russia to implement its foreign policy.i§lprocess, of promoting international
institutions as a viable means of legitimizing sit@te’s actions, would become a recurrent
theme throughout MedvedevV’s presidency and an erglpart of its legacy.

Such a strategy is understandable in light of spdead international condemnation of
Russia following its war with Georgia. Moreoverpproting alternatives to NATO and the
EU marginalize their overall importance when statesh as Russia refuse to fully cooperate
with them or fully submit to their interests. Tlegolving strategy would also come to play a
central role after Medvedev left the presidency Botn retook the reigns of executive
leadership. Existing international organizatiortelcures, such as the CIS, CSTO, SCO, and

EurAsEc presented the unique opportunity to exiuaskian influence into its ‘near abroad’
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while simultaneously refocusing Russia’s diplomafilorts to an area the West would have a
much more difficult time contesting. Consequentpjle the ‘reset’ in relations between
Russia and the West'’s leading power, the UniteteStdrought about a modest thaw, Russia
still pursued this strategy. With Putin’s comingdhterm as president this plan of action
would be cemented as a cornerstone of Russiargfopailicy. Despite a new US
administration and its efforts to repair Russians®®m relations, it would seem that Russia
was unwavering in its course to pursue a policy Wes decidedly Geopolitical Eurasianist in

character

The Eurasian Union: The Culmination of GeopoliticalEurasianism
On September 24th, 2011 Prime Minister VladimiriPannounced, to uproarious applause
in United Russia's party congress, that he wousdlnegeek the Russian Presidency. This
announcement put to rest years of speculationtbegpeculiar leadership tandem that had
materialized since Medvedev had taken office. Ni»edess, Putin’s third term would
coincide with a period of significant economic désis in the aftermath of the 2008 financial
crisis. As Putin noted, the crisis had “forcedestab seek new resources for economic
growth.™? With commodity prices like oil and gas bottoming,dRussia was unable to rely
on high energy prices to finance a large portiogmfernment expendituré® This put
added pressure on Putin, in the face of a contideaetine in population, to spur economic
growth and development among a Russian populatiochahad increasingly grown
accustomed to higher living standards. In the gagin would have sought further economic
integration with the West and its existing insiias.

To an extent this has remained true, with Russetent admittance into the World
Trade Organization (WTO) on August 22, 2012. Howegthes was mainly the result of a
long-term negotiation that preceded Putin’s leddprsThe 18-year negotiation process
demonstrated to Russia the West's reluctance kpihibgrate one of the world’s largest
industrialized economies. This reluctance was oeg&d by the United States’ failure to
repeal the Cold War era Jackson-Vanik amendmehbwitpreconditions. The failure to
exempt Russia from this amendment was due, in lgage to the US Congress’ insistence
that the ‘Magnitsky bill’ be passed alongside sanlexemption. This action would freeze
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the assets and impose visa restrictions on a gignifportion of the Russian political elite.
Deputy Foreign Minister Sergei Ryabkov expressessiun sentiments on this matter by
insisting, “The last thing we want is for the aBtwiet Jackson-Vanik amendment to be
replaced with anti-Russian legislatiotf”Putin’s third term in office was thus faced wittet
task of spurring economic development, a goal wthehNSS insisted furthered Russian
national security, in an environment which requiratbvative policy thinking independent of
the West.

In light of this, a revealing statement of purpémethe future of Russian foreign
policy was made a week after Putin’s presidenilamnouncement on the pages of the
Russian newspapé&vestiya On October 4th, 2011 Putin put forth his visionthe future
trajectory of his state— a “Eurasian Union"— a prsed supranational entity that would
build upon the foundations of the Eurasian Econddammunity (EurAsEc) and increase the
political and economic integration and ties betwRessia, Belarus and Kazakhstan. This
gradual integration is oddly similar to the ardupuoscess of European integration started
with European Coal and Steel Community (ECSC) —eragarison that Putin emphasized
enthusiastically throughout his piece. Neverthel#gs announcement illustrated a new path
and is evidence of the dominating role GeopolitEeatasianism has taken within the context
of Russian foreign policy. As Putin stated, “deepening the integration process in the CIS is
the core of our foreign policy and is our strategjijective.*?® Putin’s announcement is
therefore the culminating event in the incremeptatess of Russian diplomacy becoming
increasingly more Eurasianist. The idea of a Earaklnion is the result of this process, one
that has been highly reactive, but pragmatic naesis. Putin’s spokesperson, Dmitry
Peskov insisted that “The establishment of the &araUnion will be one of Putin’s main
priorities in the coming six years® Clearly, Eurasian Union is the primary foreignipypl
objective of the Russian Federation and is an ualak tool for understanding the character
and future trajectory of Moscow’s foreign policy.

One of the most enduring issues facing the Rugsaeration today revolves around
its national sense of self and its attempts toteragrevailing national identity. Since the

collapse of the Soviet Union, Russia has struggddlly articulate where it sees itself in the
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new world order. Is it a ‘European’ or ‘Eurasiawvper? Or has it perhaps transcended these
categories and tried to create an identity unigtRlssian’? These questions have never been
fully answered by the Russian political elite oeescholars. Geopolitical Eurasianism seeks
to more fully answer these questions and has teasrbe an appealing doctrine to inform
Russian foreign policy. Putin’s proposal for a Eiga Union can and should be viewed
through the prism of these vexing questions. Theld@ment of such a union is a conscious
effort to shift Russian strategic efforts away fransuccessful cooperation with the West and
its institutions such as the EU and NATO and indtediocus its efforts on developing its own
alternatives to such institutions. In doing sofhessian Federation, and Putin more
specifically, are moving to create a “powerful saational association capable of becoming
one of the poles in the modern world and servingrasfficient bridge between Europe and
the dynamic Asia-Pacific regiort® This assertion is evidence of a shift toward a
Geopolitical Eurasianist doctrine and conveys thpdrtance of Russia’s geopolitical
presence in Eurasia as a vital bridge betweenweolds’ while also promoting itself as a
power pole in an emergent multipolar internatisgyatem. As a result, the Eurasian Union is
an embrace of a more Eurasianist Russian idemtfigse interests lie more with its ‘near
abroad’ rather than with further collaboration witle \West.

This is an unambiguous shift away from the ad hppr@ach frequently taken over the
past decade in which Russian identity was manufedtior the specific situation. This
protean strategy is best exemplified in some ofsRis more important bilateral relationships
as well as its various multilatenalationships. In 2000, for instance, Putin spakée Asia
Pacific Economic Cooperation group (APEC) and dedadhat, “Russia always felt itself a
Eurasian country®®! Yet, speaking to the Federal Assembly a few ykeies he insisted that
Russia “was, is, and always will be a leading Eeespnation.**? Obviously, Russian
national identity has been used as a diplomaticitocourting various international
relationships. As these statements suggest, thed&uieadership has sought to emphasize the
multiethnic character of Russia for political gaim many occasions. This represents a core
principle in this particular Eurasianist doctrinedaan underlying geopolitical logic which
informs it. Such an approach did not hamper itatimtically. It was instead used to Russia’s
benefit to create diplomatically advantageous irsagjatself predicated on the most pressing

geopolitical concerns for each particular situatdfhen speaking to audiences in the east, the
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Russian leadership, as Putin did above, stressssidsl Eurasian heritage, and its European
roots when speaking in the West. While this wa®s ssean innovative tactic, it has been
largely ineffective in furthering Russian nationakrests. The unsuccessful engagements
with the EU and especially NATO, analyzed earlrethis chapter, have illustrated to Putin
and the rest of Russia’s foreign policy establishintieat a reappraisal of Russian national
interests was needed, including a reassessmemindsete and with whom they lie. In short,
the Eurasian Union can be understood as a coleeptialization that Russian interests will be
furthered more by refocusing its diplomatic effastsnon-Western areas, specifically Central
and East Asia— a distinctly Eurasianist proposition

The strategy outlined above stems from Putin’scalitobservation that “Russia's
image abroad is formed not by us and as a regslbiten distorted and does not reflect the
real situation in our country . .**® Projecting a positive image of Russia, one that mare
palatable for potential partners, was a cruciaifpr policy objective. The Eurasian Union
helps create a more positive image of Russia abmaalthat looks like an attractive partner
for such an integration project. Moreover, this gmas predicated on the idea of a multiethnic
state that traces its roots to the Soviet Unioneantiraces the powerful global status of
Russia that came with it. In his proposal Putinneaeknowledges this legacy as beneficial
stating, “We inherited a great deal from the Soleion . . . [and] are all interested in
harnessing this resource for developmért3peaking negatively about the demise of the
Soviet state and about the Eurasian Union morergkyeMedvedev declared that “We are
working now to unite on a new basis, and | am aettaat this union will have a very good
future."° Bringing this conception full-circle, Medvedev timied, “We should not be shy
when bringing back the ideas of ethnic unity. Yes,are all different but we have common
values and a desire to live in a single big stalThese statements reflect a collective desire
to reassert Russia’s great power status, basedopranational integration project, which
emphasizes the multiethnic character of such a.sAat Kirill Barsky, Russia’s
Representative to the Shanghai Cooperation Orgamiz¢sCO), specified, “The affinity
between the peoples of Russia and Central Asiangdived in a single state for almost a

century and a half, is self-evidertft” The Russian objective of reasserting itself aseaty
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power via this integration project, based on a mthhic conception of statehood, is a clear
demonstration of the Geopolitical Eurasianist doetrMoreover, by expanding Russia’s
influence into neighboring countries through thisqess, it asserts the geopolitical idea of a
‘privileged sphere of influence’ centered aroune plost-Soviet space.

From its conception, the founders of the Eurasiaimk/understood the impact such
an integration project could have on reversing dgagghic trends in economically stagnant
areas. Siberia and Russia’s Far East have hadlditrer attracting a native labor force
willing to live and work in these areas since tbapse of the Soviet Union. As a
consequence, Russia has needed migrant laborraxettie abundant natural resources in
these areas. This influx of foreign labor has iisencerns among Russian policy-makers,
over their ability to maintain control over termnyowhere Russian citizens are vastly
outnumbered over great stretches of space. Thaamesd a Eurasian Union would diminish
the quantity of Chinese migrants coming to Russe@ahse Belarusians and Kazakhs would
be able to live and work inside Russia, visa-freaking them an economically viable
alternative. As Putin averred, “I believe that participation in the integration processes
underway in this region will boost socioeconomiowth in Siberia and the Russian Far
East.*® These areas have, over the past decade, beentsémmaigrant labor especially
from China. Such migration has been encouragedhya bordering provinces having a
“population density 62 times greater than the Rars&iar East™° Put another way, China
has an abundance of unused labor, while Russiexpesienced a shortage. Russian concerns
are further intensified by a demographic forecastgating a decline in the overall
population of the region from 6.7 million in 20a94.5 million by 2015° This has
increased Russian anxiety over its ability to mramtontrol over these areas in the face of a
rapidly rising China.

Putin’s aspiration, for increased economic develepinis based on a model that is
wholly separate from the West. Though it is basethe European Union’s experience, it is a
model that refocuses such efforts into a projeat i distinctly independent from Western
institutions— a central principle of the Geopokti&urasianist doctrine. Additionally, the
embrace of a multiethnic Russia within such antumsbn, hedges against the dilution of

Russia’s population in such areas. Moreover, tipaesion of this integration project furthers
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Russian influence over its periphery as well aglangs own borders. As one scholar noted,
the creation of a Eurasian Union would inherentyeate new barriers between member
states and the outside world. Indeed, limitingréreech of foreign powers—whether of China
in Central Asia or the EU in Ukraine—appears tabeajor goal of Russid* Placing
Russia at the center of a supranational organizéie the Eurasian Union allows for ever
greater control over its neighbors, prevents eratnognt from outside powers, and further
solidifies their grip on existing areas of strateignportance.

Clearly Russia fears Chinese encroachment intor@leisia. As several analysts
recently noted, “Russia is far more concerned loyvgrg Chinese influence in [central Asia].
The core of Russia’s concerns is the slow but steaoress of the Shanghai Cooperation
Organization [SCO] . . 2 Over the past few years the SCO has developeaiptditical
entity that China has increasingly used to progett power throughout the region. Scholars
have even pointed out that some in the Russiatiqadlelite have already “made clear their
fear that the SCO was becoming a vehicle for Cleiee®nomic penetration of Central Asia
and even Russia itself*As Mankoff points out, “China already accountsdagreater
percentage of foreign trade in Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzsind Tajikistan than does Russia,
gradually eroding Moscow’s economic and politicglience.*** Waning Russian influence
in these key states of Eurasia is therefore pdatigumotivating for Russia to increase its
diplomatic efforts on these areas. Russia’s reagreaements with Kyrgyzstan concerning
Russian investments in Kyrgyz infrastructure, delgiveness, and military basing rights,
highlights this renewed sense of purpose. K®mmersansource in the Russian government
stated, these strategic engagements “build upignédisance of partnership with Moscow for
Bishkek andstrengthen the Russian influence on geopolitite®entire regiort™*> The
creation of a Eurasian Union would not only previemnther encroachment of China into
Central Asia, but also that of the US. As the bgsights agreement with Kyrgyzstan shows,
Russian military bases would be installed at theeese of proposed US bases, thereby
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preventing the US from entering its ‘near abro&léarly, economic, political, and military
incentives— the basis for the Eurasian Union— wWss a geopolitical strategy to maintain
Russian influence in Central Asia at the expensmofpeting powers.

Yet, the specter of a rising China is chief amBugsia’s anxieties. Russia sees
increased Chinese presence in Central Asia paatigudisconcerting. This concern has
manifested itself into Putin’s proposal for a Eiusadunion— by offering economic
incentives to reintegrate (to some degree) withskus will thereby negate any advances
made by China in the region. Further, as the Wadle$ Journal notes, “From a geopolitical
perspective, it is all but certain that Chineséuierice in Siberia will grow as Russia's
population shrinks, and future Chinese governmaenatg well come to have a proprietary
interest in the region**® By creating an alternative to the SCO, Russia sopelampen the
potential for continued growth of Chinese influemctéhe region. The increasing presence
and power of China in Central Asia provides statdbe region an alternative, viable, and
powerful leverage point to diminish Russian inflaenThis classic zero-sum logic is at the
heart of Russian foreign policy and demonstrategyopolitical logic behind this proposed
integration project. As the Russian representdatwbe SCO delicately explained, “. . . one of
the difficult but very important tasks for the foeuwill be to find the optimal option for the
blending of the SCO into an emerging system of &araintegration*’ The Eurasian Union
can thus be understood as a response to growirggde&hinese encroachment in Central
Asia. In this context, such a response is a gerigéneonstration of Geopolitical
Eurasianism— it illustrates Russia’s continued gpeaver ambitions and the underlying
geopolitical logic that motivates those aspirations

A telling example of this occurred at the Valdaieimational Discussion Club on
China. There, a senior Russian defense analysedlla Japanese official’s concern over
Russia’s recent purchase of a Mistral warship tadel in the Pacific. He suggested that
Japan should not “worry about the likely placemarthe Mistral warship in the Russian Far
East, since its main function would be to detem@hhot fight Japan:*®Increasingly it
would seem that Russian fears of a rising China lteeen the one of the main catalysts for
Russia’s most Eurasianist action yet— the potefdiaéconomic, political, and military

rivalry has finally spurred Russia into focusingnmon a region which it has, at times,
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neglected. In doing so, Russian leaders have etb@policy of Geopolitical Eurasianism
that shifts its foreign policy towards a more nugthepproach to periphery and the West. This
shift forces Russia to focus more on its uniquepgébcal location which will ultimately

foster more engagement towards its neighbors asdtdevards the West on the whole.

One can see this policy already being implemergette retaking office, Putin’s first
official presidential visits have primarily beendountries in Russia’s ‘near abroad’,
especially in Central Asia. Significantly, Putin deethe decision not to attend the G8 summit
in the United States, a move that has widely beéewad as a conscious snub to the West and
NATO over various grievancés’ Instead his first extended visit was to China,aahef an
SCO summit. Dmitry Suslov, a defense policy expadged in Moscow noted the importance
of this decision as it shows Putin’s “personalrdist of the US” and that Russia is “not ready
to continue the relationship with the US on the sdevel that [it] did under Medvedev?®
Putin’s actions reflect a fundamental shift in Rassstrategic priorities. More attention will
be paid to its ‘near abroad’ where Russian intsrast better met, and less effort will be made
for further collaboration with the West. The EueaslUnion embodies this policy and
relatedly the Geopolitical Eurasianist doctrinetWthese high profile decisions, Putin has
signaled a shift away from engagement with the VEestits related failures and towards
areas closer in proximity to Russia. These plaess Ihistorically been areas where Russia
has been more successful in exerting its poweirdghaence, a direct contrast with its
attempts at integration and collaboration with \West.

The choice of Belarus and Kazakhstan as membehe&urasian Union
demonstrates that Russia is reprioritizing relaiofith states that they perceive as more open
to cooperation than the West. However, the omissfdgkraine is a point of contention for
Russia. As Putin implored recently, “We regret gyethat fraternal Ukraine has not joined us
in this process. The most independent and objeetipert analyses show that Ukraine would
indisputably stand to benefit from joining this gpo. . . It would be advantageous for all in
economic and social terms, for Ukraine itself, &ardthe entire group*®* This statement is

demonstrative of future Russian foreign policytaglates to the Eurasian Union. Although
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the integration project has started out small, Rusgl seek to expand its scope over time in
an effort to broaden Russia’s influence.

The Eurasian Union is therefore a useful vehictgfosuing Russia’s doctrine of
Geopolitical Eurasianism. First, it allows Russiastablish itself as power pole in an
emerging multipolar system. The integration projacteases Russia’s economic and political
clout in a strategically important region of thendo Second, it does this by rejecting Western
models of development and integration in favor dfstinctly ‘Eurasian’ alternative which
embraces Russia’s multiethnic composition. Echtiregthird way’ Putin declared that,
“Russia's foreign policy has always been independied it will remain so0*? Third, the
proposed Eurasian Union demonstrates a clear gaogblogic. It is an obvious hedge
against outside power encroachment into what Risg®a as its ‘privileged sphere of
influence’ and also a reassertion of Russian cootrer these areas. The Eurasian Union is
therefore the culminating event in Russian forgighcy’s incremental process of adopting
the Geopolitical Eurasianist doctrine. It embodiash of the doctrine’s core principles to an
extent that has not been seen previously. Thisgsgdeginning in 2000, has had various
milestones as illustrated in this chapter. Eachlmsedemonstrated the adoption of this
doctrine to ever increasing degrees. Putin’s gmogosal is simply the most overt

expression of a process that seems likely to coatin

Conclusion

It has become readily apparent over the courskei®ktudy that Eurasianism is, if anything,
an idea that is varied and has evolved over tirhes multidimensional character has been a
strong historical linkage over the course of iteéhmain formative periods. The doctrine of
Eurasianism has been variously interpreted by ngaoyps and individuals and draws upon
an array of disciplines including history, politicgography, economics, philosophy, and
theology. The enormous scope of Eurasianism isgpsrivhat makes it so hard to
comprehensively define throughout its history. Hegre major threads of continuity have
been established in the previous chapters of tadyysAn overarching theme, especially
within Eurasianism’s most recent variant identifiedhis work, has developed in a highly
reactionary fashion, perceiving a world that is@asingly at odds with Russian interests.
Since Vladimir Putin’s rise to the Russian Prestyein 2000, the Geopolitical Eurasianist

doctrine has increasingly guided Russian foreigicpoThis process was incremental, the

1521pid, 4.
59



result of a series of external factors and interegponses which was traced in the analysis
chapter of this study. The doctrine itself was tthesresult of this slow progression, by which
Russia increasingly felt isolated in an internagiosystem they saw as titled towards the West
and the United States in particular. To better esislthese concerns, and also to more
efficiently promote Russian interests abroad, Rus&reign policy has shifted towards this
doctrine to meet these needs.

To this end, the Geopolitical Eurasianist doctgoatains three basic principles which
have increasingly guided Russian foreign policgsif000. First, the doctrine rejects
Western socioeconomic and political modes of dgurakent in favor of a distinctlgon-
Westerralternative. This is most evident in the Russiadérship’s promotion of the idea of
‘sovereign democracy’ and its proposal to credieiasian Union. In particular, the creation
and promotion of international institutions whiate anore easily controlled by Moscow is an
overarching priority. Second, this doctrine encgesaa reassertion of Russia’s great power
status. It rejects an international system it seet®o dominated by one or a few powers and
instead seeks to promote the idea of multipolavith Russia as one of the system’s leading
powers. The Russo-Georgian War of 2008 best entapsthis principle. Third, and most
importantly, this Eurasianist doctrine emphasizesiaderlying geopolitical logic which
informs the creation and implementation of Rus$&weign policy. This logic is a way of
viewing the world as distinctive areas of geograpbaconomic, and strategic importance all
situated in a competitive, zero-sum game enviroriniareover, it emphasizes Russia’s
strategically valuable location in Eurasia as agseurce of strength. The Russian
leadership’s continued usage of the terms ‘neavaabrand ‘privileged spheres of influence’
most directly illustrate this geopolitical foundati Russia’s anxiety over a rising China also
demonstrates the salience of this tenet to thedlation and implementation of Russia’s
foreign policy.

The adoption of the Geopolitical Doctrine was dsone out of a need for a better
articulation for where Russia sees itself in thenmational system. The chaotic and
tumultuous period that came to characterize th®4@®der Yeltsin pointedly demonstrated
this need to the Russian leadership once Putin taipewer. It was also during the 1990s
and into Putin’s first term that Russia began t@weiee the West, especially the United
States, in a more adversarial fashion. Failed gttemt collaboration or compromise on key
strategic issues between Russia and the Westedsnlalienation of Russia from the
international system. While each party was at faulthis failure, it nonetheless encouraged

Russia’s leadership to seek an alternative doctariide its foreign policy decision-making.
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Geopolitical Eurasianism, with its unique and wateay of policy options, was an attractive
alternative that Russia has subsequently embra@edit would be wrong to say that because
of this Russian foreign policy has become oventiy-8/estern or anti-American. Instead it is
wholly non-Westernembracing a foreign policy approach that is didtynRussian in nature
and therefore independent in its own right.

The trajectory of Russia’s foreign policy will mdikely stay on a Geopolitical
Eurasianist course for the foreseeable future.pdrsonalized system of authority in Russia
assures this. It is highly unlikely that Vladimiatih will leave the presidency in the near to
medium-term, especially in light of domestic evemisr the past year. Putin’s unusually
critical comments regarding his protégé Medvedeupted with increasingly authoritarian
legislation this year, has helped solidify Putigigp on power. It is clear that Putin and a
close circle of advisers are sympathetic to thisaianist doctrine. As a consequence, as long
as Putin and his coterie stay in power, the GetpaliEurasianist doctrine will remain the
most salient factor in the formulation and impletag¢ion of Russian foreign policy.
Eurasianism, particularly this Geopolitical variastthus an important doctrine that warrants
further academic inquiry. It will remain the domimgaradigm for Russian diplomacy for
many years to come and is thus an invaluable tyalfiderstanding Russian actions over the

past decade and well into the future.
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