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From the editorial board

The history and fate of geopolitics as a science is paradoxical. On the one hand, the concept
itself seems to have become familiar and is actively used in modern politics. Geopolitical
magazines and institutions are multiplying. The texts of the founders of this discipline are
published and republished, conferences, symposia are organized, geopolitical committees and
commissions are created.

But, nevertheless, until now geopolitics has not been able to get into the category of
conventional generally recognized sciences. The first geopolitical works of the German
Ratzel, the Swede Kjellen and especially the Englishman Mackinder were met with
hostility by the scientific community. Classical science, which fully inherits the
hypercritical spirit of early positivism, believed that geopolitics pretended to be over-
generalized and, therefore, was only a kind of "charlatanism."

In a sense, the sad fate of geopolitics as a science was also associated with the
political side of the problem. The opinion was established that the war crimes of the
Third Reich were expansion, war, deportation, etc. were to a large extent theoretically
trained by German geopoliticians who allegedly provided Hitler's regime with a
pseudoscientific base. (I meant, first of all, Karl Haushofer, a German geopolitician
who at one time was quite close to the Fuehrer.)

However, at the theoretical level, German geopolitics was essentially no different from
Anglo-Saxon geopolitics (Mackinder, Mahan, Speakman), French (Vidal de la Blache),
Russian "military geography" (Milyutin, Snesarev), etc. The difference lay not in
Haushofer's specific views, which were completely logical and adequate to the
discipline itself, but in the methods by which a number of his geopolitical positions
were implemented. Moreover, the specificity of Germany's international politics in the
1930s and 1940s in its most repulsive manifestations sharply contradicted the ideas of
Haushofer himself. Instead of a "continental bloc" along the Berlin-Moscow-Tokyo
axis, an attack on the USSR, instead of an organicist (in the spirit of Schmitt's theory of
"peoples’' rights") understanding of the Lebensraum doctrine, "living space" vulgar
nationalism and imperialism, etc. It should also be noted that the Haushofer school
and his magazine "Zeitschrift fur Geopolitik" were never elements of the official Nazi
system. Like many intellectual groups of the so-called. "Conservative revolutionaries"
in the Third Reich, they led an ambiguous existence, they simply tolerated, and this
tolerance varied depending on the current political situation.

However, the main reason for the historical oppression of geopolitics is the fact that it
too openly reveals the fundamental mechanisms of international politics, which
various regimes often prefer to hide behind vague rhetoric or abstract ideological
schemes. In this sense, we can draw a parallel with Marxism (at least in its purely
scientific, analytical part). Just as Marx more than convincingly reveals the mechanics
of production relations and their connections with historical formations, so geopolitics
exposes the historical demagogy of foreign policy discourse, showing real deep levers
influencing international ones.

interstate and interethnic relations. But if Marxism is a global revision of classical
economic history, then geopolitics is a revision of the history of international relations.
This last consideration explains the ambivalence of society towards geopolitical
scientists. The scientific community stubbornly refuses
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them into their midst, harshly criticizing, and most often not noticing, while the
authorities, on the contrary, are actively using geopolitical calculations to develop an
international strategy. This, for example, was the case with one of the first geopoliticians,
the true founding father of this discipline, Sir Halford Mackinder. His ideas were not
accepted in academic circles, but he himself directly participated in the formation of
English politics in the first half of the 20th century, laying the theoretical basis for
England's international strategy, intercepted by the United States by the middle of the
century and developed by the American (more broadly, Atlanticist) followers of Mackinder.

The parallel with Marxism, in our opinion, is apt. The method can be borrowed and
mastered by different poles. The Marxist analysis is equally important for the
representatives of Capital and for the fighters for the emancipation of Labor. Likewise,
geopolitics: it instructs representatives of large states (empires) on how best to
maintain territorial domination and expand, and their opponents find in it the
conceptual principles of the revolutionary theory of "national liberation". For example,
the Treaty of Versailles was the work of the Mackinder geopolitical school, which
expressed the interests of the West and aimed at weakening the states of Central
Europe and suppressing Germany. Mackinder's German student Karl Haushofer,
proceeding from the same premises, developed the opposite theory of "European
liberation",

The latter considerations show that even without being accepted in the
commonwealth of classical sciences, geopolitics is extremely effective in practice, and
its importance in some aspects surpasses many conventional disciplines.

Be that as it may, geopolitics exists today and little by little it is gaining official
recognition and the corresponding status. However, not everything is smooth in this
process. Quite often we are faced with the substitution of the very concept of
"geopolitics", which is more and more widespread as the use of this term becomes
commonplace among laymen. The emphasis shifts from the full-fledged and global
picture developed by the founding fathers to particular regional issues or
geoeconomic schemes. At the same time, the initial postulates are geopolitical
dualism, competition of strategies, civilizational differentiation, etc. they are either
ignored, or hushed up, or even denied altogether. It is difficult to imagine something
similar in any other science. What would become of classical physics if, in terms of

"mass",

The purpose of this book is to present the main geopolitics objectively and impartially,
beyond preconceptions, ideological sympathies and antipathies. No matter how we relate
to this science, we can make a definite opinion on its account only after getting acquainted
with its principles, history and methodology.
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INTRODUCTION

The definition of "geopolitics"

The works of numerous representatives of geopolitical schools, despite all their
differences and often contradictions, add up to one general picture, which allows us to
speak of the subject itself as something complete and definite. These or those authors
and dictionaries differ in the definition of the main subject of study of this science and
the main methodological principles. This discrepancy stems from historical
circumstances, as well as from the closest connection of geopolitics with world politics,
power problems and dominant ideologies. The synthetic nature of this discipline
presupposes the inclusion in it of many additional subjects of geography, history,
demography, strategy, ethnography, religious studies, ecology, military affairs, history
of ideology, sociology, political science, etc. Since all these military men, Since natural
and human sciences themselves have many schools and directions, it is not necessary
to speak of any rigor and unambiguity in geopolitics. But what is the definition of this
discipline, so vague and at the same time expressive and impressive?

Geopolitics is a worldview, and in this capacity it is better to compare it not with
sciences, but with systems of sciences. It is on the same level as Marxism, liberalism,
etc., i.e. systems of interpretations of society and history, highlighting as a basic
principle a single most important criterion and reducing all the other countless
aspects of man and nature to it.

Marxismone and liberalism are equally based on the economic side of human existence,
the principle of "economy as fate." It does not matter that these two ideologies draw
opposite conclusions Marx comes to the inevitability

anti-capitalist revolution, and the followers of Adam Smith consider capitalism the
most perfect model of society. In both the first and second cases, a detailed method of
interpreting the historical process is proposed, a special sociology, anthropology and
political science. And, despite the constant criticism of these forms of "economic
reductionism" from alternative (and marginal) scientific circles, they remain the
dominant social models, on the basis of which people not only comprehend the past,
but also create the future, i.e. plan, design, conceive and carry out large-scale activities
that directly affect all of humanity.

The same is the case with geopolitics. But unlike "economic ideologies", it is based on
the thesis: "geographic relief is like destiny." Geography and space act in geopolitics in
the same function as money and production relations in Marxism and liberalism, all
fundamental aspects of human existence are reduced to them, they serve as the basic
method of interpreting the past, they act as the main factors of human existence,
organizing all the rest around themselves. sides of existence. As with economic
ideologies,

one A clear analogy between geopolitics and Marxism was pointed out in 1943 by Karl Korsch in his book
Historical Views of Geopoliticians: “(...) the new materialism of geopolitics has the same critical, activist
and idealistic (in the traditional sense of the word) character as in the early periods of the so-called
historical materialism of Marx ... Just as Marxism today strives for conscious control over the economic
life of society, so today's "Haushoferism" can be defined as an attempt to political control over space. "
Cit. from New Essays, 6 vol., 1943, p. 817.
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geopolitics is based on approximation, on reductionism, reducing the diverse
manifestations of life to several parameters, but despite the deliberate error that is
always inherent in such theories, it impressively proves its harmony in explaining the
past and extreme efficiency in organizing the present and designing the future.

If we continue the parallel with Marxism and classical bourgeois political economy, we
can say that, like economic ideologies that assert a special category of "economic
man" (homo economicus), geopolitics speaks of a "spatial man," predetermined by
space, formed and

the relief, landscape due to its specific quality. But this conditionality is especially
clearly manifested in large-scale social manifestations of a person in states, ethnic
groups, cultures, civilizations, etc. The dependence of each individual on the economy
is evident in both small and large proportions. Therefore, economic determinism is
understandable both for ordinary people and for the authorities operating with large
social categories. For this reason, perhaps, economic ideologies became so popular
and performed a mobilizing function up to revolutions based on personal
engagement in the ideology of many individuals. Human dependence on space, the
main thesis of geopolitics is seen only with some distance from the individual. And
therefore, despite the preconditions, geopolitics did not become an ideology itself or,
more precisely, "mass ideologues to her." Its conclusions and methods, subjects of
study and main theses are intelligible only to those social authorities that are engaged
in

large-scale problems of strategic planning, reflection

global social and historical patterns, etc. Space manifests itself in large quantities, and
therefore geopolitics is intended for social groups dealing with the generalized
realities of countries, peoples, etc.

Geopolitics is the worldview of power, the science of power and for power. Only as a
person approaches the social top, geopolitics begins to reveal its meaning, its
meaning and its benefits for him, whereas before that it was perceived as an
abstraction. Geopolitics is a discipline of political elites (both actual and alternative),
and its entire history convincingly proves that it was engaged exclusively by people
actively participating in the process of governing countries and nations, or preparing
for this role (if it was about alternative, oppositional ideological camps removed from
power due to historical conditions).

Without pretending to scientific rigor, geopolitics at its level itself determines what is
of value to it and what is not. The humanities and natural sciences are involved only
when they do not contradict the basic principles of the geopolitical method.
Geopolitics, in a way, itself selects those sciences and those directions in science that
seem useful to it, leaving everything else without attention. In the modern world, it is
a "short guide to the overlord", a textbook of power, which gives a summary of what
should be considered when making global (fateful) decisions such as the conclusion of
alliances, the outbreak of wars, the implementation of reforms, the restructuring of
society, the introduction of large-scale economic and political sanctions, etc.

Geopolitics is the science to edit.
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Tellurocracy and Thalassocracy

The main law of geopolitics is the assertion of a fundamental dualism, reflected in the
geographic structure of the planet and in the historical typology of civilizations. This
dualism is expressed in the opposition of "tellurocracy" (land power) and
"thalassocracy" (sea power). The nature of this confrontation is reduced to the
opposition of a commercial civilization (Carthage, Athens) and a military-authoritarian
civilization (Rome, Sparta). In other terms, the dualism between "democracy" and
"ideocracy".

Already initially, this dualism has the quality of hostility, the alternative of its two
constituent poles, although the degree may vary from case to case. The entire history
of human societies, thus, is considered as consisting of two elements "water" ("liquid",
"fluid") and "land" ("solid", "constant").

"Tellurocracy", "land power" is associated with the fixity of space and the stability of its
qualitative orientations and characteristics. At the civilizational level, this is embodied
in settled life, in conservatism, in strict legal norms, which are subject to large
associations of people of the clan, tribes, peoples, states, empires. The hardness of
Sushi is culturally embodied in the hardness of ethics and the sustainability of social
traditions. Land (especially sedentary) peoples are alien to individualism, the spirit of
entrepreneurship. They are characterized by collectivism and hierarchy.

"Thalassocracy", "sea power" is a type of civilization based on opposite attitudes. This
type is dynamic, mobile, prone to technical development. His priorities are nomadism
(especially navigation), trade, and the spirit of individual entrepreneurship. The
individual, as the most mobile part of the team, is elevated to the highest value, while
ethical and legal norms are eroded, becoming relative and mobile. This type of
civilization develops rapidly, actively evolves, easily changes external cultural
characteristics, keeping unchanged only the internal identity of the general attitude.

Much of human history unfolds in a situation of limited scope for both orientations, with
the global domination of "tellurocracy." The element of the Earth (Land) dominates the
entire ensemble of civilizations, and the element "Water" (sea, ocean) appears only
fragmentarily and sporadically. Up to a certain point, dualism remains geographically
localized on the sea shores, estuaries and river basins, etc. The opposition develops in
different zones of the planet with different intensity and in different forms.

The political history of the peoples of the earth demonstrates a gradual growth of
political forms, becoming more and more ambitious. This is how states and empires
arise. This process at the geopolitical level means the strengthening of the factor of
space in human history. The nature of large political formations of states and empires
expresses the duality of the elements more impressively, reaching the level of more
and more universal civilizational types.

At a certain moment (the ancient world), a fairly stable picture is formed, reflected in
the "Mackinder's map". The tellurocracy zone is steadily identified with the inland
expanses of northeastern Eurasia (in general terms, coinciding with the territories of
tsarist Russia or the USSR). Thalassocracy is getting clearer
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is designated as the coastal zones of the Eurasian continent, the Mediterranean area, the
Atlantic Ocean and the seas washing Eurasia from the South and West.

This is how the world map acquires geopolitical specifics:
onelntracontinental spaces become a "fixed platform", a heartland ("the land of
the core"), a "geographical axis of history" that steadily preserves the
tellurocratic civilizational specifics.
2) "Inland or continental crescent”, "coastal zone", rimland represent a space of
intensive cultural development. The features of "thalassocracy" are evident
here. Although they are balanced by many "tellurocratic" tendencies.

3) The "outer orisland crescent” represents "uncharted lands" with which only
sea communications are possible. For the first time it makes itself felt in
Carthage and the commercial Phoenician civilization, influencing the "inner
crescent" of Europe from the outside.

This geopolitical picture of the relationship between thalassocracy and tellurocracy comes
to light potentially at the beginning of the Christian era, after the era of the Punic wars.
But it finally acquires meaning during the period of England's becoming a great naval
power in the 17th and 19th centuries. The era of great geographical discoveries, which
began at the end of the 15th century, entailed the final formation of the thalassocracy as
an independent planetary entity, torn away from Eurasia and its shores and fully
concentrated in the Anglo-Saxon world (England, America) and the colonies. The "New
Carthage" of Anglo-Saxon capitalism and industrialism took shape into something unified
and integral, and from that time on, geopolitical dualism acquired clearly distinguishable
ideological and political forms.

The positional struggle of England with the continental powers of the Austro-Hungarian Empire, Germany and
Russia was the geopolitical content of the 18th-19th centuries (+ the second half of the 20th century), and
since the middle of this century, the United States has become the main stronghold of the thalassocracy.

In the Cold War of 1946 - 1991, the age-old geopolitical dualism reached its maximum
proportions, thalassocracy was identified with the United States, and tellurocracy with the
USSR.

Two global types of civilization, culture, meta-ideology have resulted in complete
geopolitical outlines, summarizing newroe  geOpOlitical history
opposition of the elements. it is striking that these forms of the complete

With geopolitical dualism on  ideological level corresponded to two equally
synthetic realities the ideology of Marxism (socialism) and the ideology of liberal
capitalism.

In this case, we can talk about the implementation in practice of two types of "reductionism":
economic reductionism was reduced to opposing the ideas of Smith and the ideas of Marx,
and geopolitical to the division of all sectors of the planet into zones controlled by the
thalassocracy (New Carthage, USA) and tellurocracy (New Rome , THE USSR).
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The geopolitical vision of history is a model for the development of planetary dualism
to maximum proportions. Land and Sea extend their original opposition to the entire
world.

Human history is nothing more than an expression of this struggle and a path to its
absolutization.

This is the most general expression of the main law of geopolitics of the law of dualism of the elements
(Land versus Sea).

Geopolitical teleology

Until the final victory of the United States in the Cold War, geopolitical dualism
developed within the originally specified framework, it was about the acquisition of
maximum spatial, strategic and power volume by thalassocracy and tellurocracy. In
view of the build-up of nuclear potential by both sides, some geopolitical pessimists
seemed to have a catastrophic outcome of this entire process, since, having fully
mastered the planet, the two powers either had to endure the confrontation

out of the earth (Star Wars theory), or mutually destroy each other (nuclear
Apocalypse).

If the character ~ the main geopolitical process of history, the maximum
the spatial expansion of thalassocracy and tellurocracy is obvious for this discipline, its
outcome remains in question. There is no determinism in this respect.

Consequently, geopolitical teleology, i.e. comprehension of the goal of history in
geopolitical terms only reaches the moment of globalization of dualism and stops
here.

But, nevertheless, at a purely theoretical level, it is possible to isolate several hypothetical
versions of the development of events after it will be possible to ascertain the victory of
one of the two systems of thalassocracy.

1st option. The victory of the thalassocracy completely abolishes the civilization of the
tellurocracy. A homogeneous liberal democratic order is being established on the planet.
Thalassocracy absolutizes its archetype and becomes the only system of organization
of human life. This option has two advantages: First, it is logically consistent, since in it
one can see the natural completion of the unidirectional (as a whole) course of
geopolitical history from the complete domination of Land (the traditional world) to
the complete domination of the Sea (the modern world); and secondly, this is exactly
what happens in reality.

2nd option. The victory of the thalassocracy ends the cycle of confrontation between the two
civilizations, but does not extend its model to the whole world, but simply completes the
geopolitical history, canceling its problematics. Just as the theories of postindustrial society
prove that the main contradictions of classical political economy (and Marxism) have been
removed in this society, so some mondialist theories argue that in the future world the
confrontation between Land and Sea will be completely removed. This is also "the end of
history", but only the further development of events does not lend itself to such a rigorous
analysis as in the first version.
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Both of these analyzes view the defeat of the tellurocracy as an irreversible and fait
accompli. The other two options treat this differently.

3rd option. The defeat of the tellurocracy is temporary. Eurasia will return to its continental
mission in a new form. This will take into account the geopolitical factors that led to the
catastrophe of the continentalist forces (the new continental block will have maritime
boundaries in the South and in the West, that is, the "Monroe Doctrine for Eurasia" will be
implemented). In this case, the world will return to bipolarity again. But already of a different
quality and a different level.

4th option (which is a development of the previous one). Tellurocracy wins in this new
confrontation. It seeks to transfer its own civilizational model to the entire planet and
"close history" on its own chord. The whole world will typologically turn into Land, and
"ideocracy" will reign everywhere. The anticipation of such an outcome was the idea of a
"World Revolution" and the planetary domination of the Third Reich.

Since in our time the role of the subjective and rational factor in the development of
historical processes is greater than ever, these four options should be considered not
just as an abstract statement of the likely development of the geopolitical process, but
also as active geopolitical positions that can become a guide to actions on a global
scale.

But in this case, geopolitics cannot offer any deterministic version. Everything here
comes down to only a set of possibilities, the implementation of which will depend on
many factors that no longer fit into the framework of a purely geopolitical analysis.

Rimland and "border zones"

The entire methodology of geopolitical research is based on the application of the
principles of the global geopolitical dualism of Land and Sea to more local categories.
When analyzing any situation, it is the planetary model that remains the main and
fundamental one. Those relationships that are characteristic of the general picture are
repeated at a more particular level.

After identifying the two basic principles of thalassocracy and tellurocracy, the next
most important principle is rimland, "coastal zone". This is a key category underlying
geopolitical research.

Rimland is a composite space that has the potential to be a fragment of either
thalassocracy or tellurocracy. This is the most complex and culturally rich region. The
influence of the sea element, Water, provokes active and dynamic development in the
"coastal zone". The continental mass presses, forcing to structuralize energy. On the
one hand, the rimland passes into the Island and the Ship. On the other hand to the
Empire and Home.

Rimland is not reduced, however, only to an intermediate and transitional medium, in
which the reaction of two impulses takes place. This is a very complex reality that has
an independent logic and greatly influences both thalassocracy and tellurocracy. It is

not an object of history, but its active subject. Fight for rimland
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thalassocracy and tellurocracy are not a competition for a simple strategic position.
Rimland has its own destiny and its own historical will, which, however, cannot be
resolved outside the basic geopolitical dualism. Rimland is largely free in choice, but
not free in the structure of choice, since apart from thalassocratic or

tellurocratic way of the third is not given to him.

In connection with this quality, the "inner crescent" is often generally identified with the area
of distribution of human civilization. In the depths of the continent conservatism reigns,
outside of its limits the challenge of mobile chaos.

By their very position, "coastal zones" are faced with the need to give an answer to the
problem proposed by geography.

Rimland is a border zone, belt, strip. At the same time, it is a border. This combination
leads to a geopolitical definition of the border.

Unlike borders between states, geopolitics understands this term differently, starting
from the original model, in which the concrete historical, geographic and cultural
concept of rimland is the primary border or archetype of all borders.

The spatial volume of coastal zones is a consequence of looking at the mainland from the
outside, "from the perspective of sea aliens." It is for the "forces of the sea" that the coast is a
strip extending inland. For the mainland itself, the coast opposite is the limit, the line.

The border as a line (and this is how it is understood in international law) is a rudiment
of "land jurisprudence" inherited by modern law from ancient traditions. This is a
purely land view.

But the gaze of the sea, external to the mainland, sees coastal territories as potential
colonies, like strips of land that can be torn off from the rest of the continental mass,
turned into a base, into a strategic space. At the same time, the coastal zone never
becomes "own" to the end; if necessary, you can board a ship and sail home, to the
"island". The coastline becomes a strip precisely due to the fact that it is unsafe for
aliens from the sea to go deep into the continent only for a certain distance.

Since geopolitics combines both views of sea and land space, rimland is understood in
it as a special reality, as a border-strip, and its qualitative volume depends on which
momentum dominates in this sector, land or sea. The gigantic and quite navigable
oceanic coasts of India and China are lines, strips of minimal volume. The respective
crops have a land orientation, and the volume of the coastal strips tends to zero, to
become just the end of the mainland. In Europe, and especially in the Mediterranean,
coastal zones are broad strips extending far inland. Their volume is maximum. But in
both cases, we are talking about a geopolitical border. Consequently, it is a variable
category that varies, depending on the circumstances, from line to band.

Geopolitics projects this approach to the analysis of more specific problems associated
with borders. She views the borders between states as "zones of variable volume".
This volume of its contraction or expansion depends on the general continental
dynamics. Depending on it, these zones change their shape and trajectory in the given
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limits. The concept of a "geopolitical border" can include entire states. For example,
the British idea of a "cordon sanitaire" between Russia and Germany assumed the
creation of a "no-man's" (semi-colonial and British-oriented) zone, consisting of the
Baltic and Eastern European states.

The continentalist policy of Russia and Germany, on the contrary, tended to turn this
zone into a line (Brest-Litovsk, Rappalo, the Ribbentrop-Molotov Pact). The Atlantist
Thalassocrates sought to expand it as much as possible, creating

artificial "cushion states" (etats-tampons).

At the same time, a complete and perfect thalassocracy (England, USA) applies in this case a
double standard: the borders of their own Islands, the thalassocrates strive to reduce to a line,
and the coastal zones of Eurasia to expand as much as possible. For continental geopolitics, it
is logical to use exactly the same principle in the opposite direction: the borders of Eurasia are
lines, the borders of America are stripes.

The analogy with the historical rimland as the "cradle of civilization" shows the critical
importance of "border zones" in more particular cases. Free from the need to bear the
burden of the geographic charge of history, "border zones" often direct their energy
to cultural and intellectual spheres. And the skillful use of this "light" geopolitical
potential is the art of the geopolitical strategy of the opposing sides.

At the same time, it was the "naval forces" that mastered this to perfection, since they
were always based on the principle of maximum and speedy extraction of benefits from
the colonized territories. This distinguished them from the land conquerors, who, after
seizing the territory, immediately began to consider it their own, and, therefore, were not
in a hurry to squeeze everything out of it.

Geopolitics as destiny

The laws of geopolitics are extremely useful for analyzing political history, history of
diplomacy, and strategic planning. This science has many intersections with sociology,
political science, ethnology, military strategy, diplomacy, the history of religions, etc.
Indirectly, but sometimes very clearly, it is also connected with economics, to the
extent that some geopolitics suggested founding a new science, geoeconomics. In any
case, in some aspects of the geopolitical method, an appeal to economic realities is
necessary.

At the moment, with the gravitation of all types of sciences towards synthesis, towards
fusion, towards the creation of new inter-scientific macrodisciplines and
multidimensional models, geopolitics reveals its significance both for purely
theoretical research and for practical steps in managing complex civilizational
processes on a planetary scale or on the scale of individual states or blocs of states.
This is the science of the future, the foundations of which in the very near future will
be taught not only in special higher educational institutions and academies, but also in
simple schools. With the help of geopolitical analysis, one can easily comprehend
entire epochs of the historical development of countries and peoples. With the
expansion of information zones characteristic of our time, the emergence of such
simple and visual reductionist methodologies is inevitable,
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Geopolitics is an invaluable aid in matters of education. Its structure is such that it could
become the pivotal discipline at a new stage in the development of the school.

At the same time, the role of geopolitics in the broad social sphere is becoming more
and more obvious. The level of information development, the active involvement of an
ordinary person in events unfolding on the entire continent, the "monadialization" of
the mass media, all this brings to the fore the spatial thinking in geopolitical terms,
which helps to "sort" peoples, states, regimes and religions into a single a simplified
scale so that the meaning of even the most elementary television or radio news is at
least approximately clear. If we apply the simplest geopolitical grid of heartland,
rimland, World Island to any message on international events, we immediately build a
kind of clear interpretation model that does not require additional highly specialized
knowledge. "NATO's Eastward expansion" in this approach means "

And finally, about the impact of geopolitical methodology on domestic and foreign policy.
If the geopolitical meaning of certain steps of political parties and movements, as well as
power structures is obvious, it is easy to correlate them with the system of global
interests, and, consequently, to decipher their far-reaching goals. For example, the
integration of Russia with European countries (especially with Germany) is a step of the
tellurocratic forces (Eurasians), from which one can automatically predict the
strengthening of "ideocratic" ("socialist") tendencies within the country. On the contrary,
the rapprochement between Moscow and Washington means submission to the
thalassocratic line and inevitably entails a positional strengthening of the "market people”,
and so on. In the same way, in the light of the laws of internal geopolitics, one can easily
interpret the internal political processes of separatism of peoples within Russia, bilateral
or multilateral agreements of various administrative entities and regions among
themselves. Each event in the light of geopolitics acquires a clear meaning. This
geopolitical meaning cannot be regarded as the ultimo ratio of the event, but in any case
it always turns out to be highly expressive and useful for analysis and forecasting.

The absence of any textbook on this topic today prompted us to write and compile this
book, which is an introduction to geopolitics as a science.
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PART I THE FOUNDING FATHERS OF GEOPOLITICS

Chapter 1. Friedrich Ratzel States as spatial organisms

1.1 Education: German "organic school”

Friedrich Ratzel (1844 1904) can be considered the "father" of geopolitics, although he
himself did not use this term in his writings. He wrote about "political geography". His
main work, published in 1897, is called Politische Geographie.

Ratzel graduated from the Karlsruhe Polytechnic University, where he attended courses in
geology, paleontology and zoology. He completed his education in Heidelberg, where he
became a student of Professor Ernst Haeckel (who was the first to use the term "ecology").
Ratzel's worldview was based on evolutionism and Darwinism and was colored by a
pronounced interest in biology.

Ratzel takes part in the war of 1870, where he goes as a volunteer and receives the
Iron Cross for bravery. In politics, he gradually became a staunch nationalist, and in
1890 joined Karl Peters' Pan-Germanist League. He travels extensively in Europe and
America and adds ethnological research to his scientific interests. He became a
teacher of geography at the Technical Institute of Munich, and in 1886 transferred to a
similar department in Leipzig.

In 1876 Ratzel defended his thesis on "Emigration in China", and in 1882 his
fundamental work "Anthropogeography" was published in Stuttgart.
("Antropogeographie"), in which he formulates his main ideas: the connection between the
evolution of peoples and demography with geographic data, the influence of the terrain on
the cultural and political formation of peoples, etc.

But his most basic book was Political Geography.

1.2 States as living organisms

In this work, Ratzel shows that the soil is a fundamental, unchanging given, around
which the interests of peoples revolve. The movement of history is predetermined by
soil and territory. What follows is the evolutionary conclusion that "the state is a living
organism," but an organism "rooted in the soil." The state is formed from the
territorial relief and scale and from their understanding by the people. Thus, the State
reflects an objective geographic reality and a subjective nationwide understanding of
this reality, expressed in politics. Ratzel considers a "normal” state to be one that most
organically combines the geographic, demographic and ethnocultural parameters of
the nation.

He's writing:

"States at all stages of their development are considered as organisms that
necessarily maintain a connection with their soil and therefore should be studied from
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geographic point of view. As ethnography and history show, states develop on a
spatial basis, more and more mating and merging with it, extracting more and more
energy from it. Thus, states turn out to be spatial phenomena, governed and
animated by this space; and geography should describe, compare, measure them.
States fit into a series of phenomena of the expansion of Life, being the highest point
of these phenomena "(" Political Geography "».

It is clear from this "organicist" approach that the spatial expansion of the state is
understood by Ratzel as a natural living process, similar to the growth of living
organisms.

Ratzel's "organic" approach is also reflected in his attitude to space itself (Raum). This
"space" passes from a quantitative material category into a new quality, becoming a
"life sphere", "living space" (Lebensraum), a kind of "geobiological environment". This
is where Ratzel's other important terms "spatial meaning" (Raumsinn) and "vital
energy" (Lebensenergie) follow. These terms are close to each other and denote a
certain special quality inherent in geographical systems and predetermining their
political design in the history of peoples and states.

All these theses are the fundamental principles of geopolitics, in the form in which it
will develop somewhat later among the followers of Ratzel. Moreover, the attitude to
the state as a "living spatial organism rooted in the soil" is the main idea and axis of
the geopolitical methodology. This approach is focused on the synthetic study of the
entire complex of phenomena, regardless of whether they belong to the human or
non-human sphere. Space as a concrete expression of nature, the environment, is
considered as a continuous vital body of an ethnos, this is the space of the inhabitant.
The structure of the material itself dictates the proportions of the final work of art.

In this sense, Ratzel is the direct heir to the entire school of German "organic"
sociology, the most prominent representative of which was Ferdinand Tennis.

1.3. Raum the political organization of the soil

How Ratzel saw the relationship between ethnicity and space can be seen from the
following fragment of Political Geography:

"The state develops as an organism tied to a certain part of the earth's surface, and its
characteristics develop from the characteristics of the people and the soil. The most
important characteristics are size, location and boundaries. Soil types, along with
vegetation, irrigation and, finally, relations with the rest follow. conglomerates of the
earth's surface, and first of all, with adjacent seas and uninhabited lands, which, at
first glance, are not of particular political interest. The totality of all these
characteristics make up a country (das Land). But when they talk about "our country",
this everything that man has created is added,

2See Friedrich Ratzel, Politische Geographie, 1887, Einleitung.
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and all earth-related memories. This is how the initially purely geographical concept turns into a spiritual
and emotional connection between the inhabitants of the country and their history.

The state is an organism not only because it articulates the life of the people on
motionless soil, but because this connection is mutually reinforced, becoming
something unified, inconceivable without one of the two components. Uninhabited
spaces, incapable of feeding the State, this historical field is fallow. Inhabited space,
on the contrary, contributes to the development of the state, especially if this space is
surrounded by natural boundaries. If the people feel naturally on their territory, they
will constantly reproduce the same characteristics, which, originating from the soil,
will be inscribed in it. "

1.4 Law of expansion

The attitude to the state as to a living organism presupposed the rejection of the
concept of "inviolability of borders". The state is born, grows, dies, like a living being.
Consequently, its spatial expansion and contraction are natural processes associated
with its internal life cycle. Ratzel in his book "On the Laws of Spatial Growth of
States" (1901) identified seven laws of expansion:

1) The length of the States increases with the development of their culture;

2) The spatial growth of the State is accompanied by other manifestations of its
development: in the spheres of ideology, production, commercial activity,
powerful "attractive radiation", proselytism.

3) The state expands, absorbing and absorbing political units of lesser importance.

4) The border is an organ located on the periphery of the State (understood as an
organism).

5) Carrying out its spatial expansion, the State seeks to cover the most important
regions for its development: coasts, river basins, valleys and, in general, all rich
territories.

6) The initial impulse for expansion comes from outside, since the State is
provoked to expand by a state (or territory) with a clearly inferior civilization.

7) The general tendency towards the assimilation or absorption of weaker nations
pushes for an even greater increase in territories in a movement that feeds itselfour.

It is not surprising that many critics reproached Ratzel for writing a Catechism for the
Imperialists. At the same time, Ratzel himself did not at all seek to justify German
imperialism by any means, although he did not hide the fact that he adhered to
nationalist convictions. It was important for him to create a conceptual

3See Ibidem
four See Friedrich Ratzel "Ueber die Gesetze des raeumlicher Wachstum der Staaten", 1901.
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a tool for an adequate understanding of the history of states and peoples in their
relation to space. In practice, he strove to awaken the "Raumsinn" ("sense of space")
among the leaders of Germany, for whom most often the geographical data of dry
academic science seemed to be a pure abstraction.

1.5 Weltmacht and the sea

Ratzel was greatly influenced by his acquaintance with North America, which he
studied well and to which he devoted two books: Maps of North American Cities and
Civilization (1874) and The United States of North America (1878 1880). He noted that
the Americans' "sense of space" is highly developed, since they were faced with the
task of developing "empty" spaces, having behind them a significant "political and
geographical" experience of European history. Consequently, the Americans
consciously carried out what the Old World came to intuitively and gradually. So in
Ratzel we are faced with the first formulations of another important geopolitical
concept of the concept of "world power" (Weltmacht). Ratzel noticed

Consequently, sooner or later, geographic development must approach its continental
phase.

Applying this principle, derived from the American experience of the political and
strategic unification of continental spaces, to Germany, Ratzel foretold her the fate of
a continental power.

He also anticipated another major topic of geopolitics, the importance of the sea for the
development of civilization. In his book "The Sea, the Source of the Power of

Nations" (1900)se he pointed out the need for each powerful power to especially develop
its naval forces, since this is required by the planetary scale of full-fledged expansion.
What some peoples and states (England, Spain, Holland, etc.) carried out spontaneously,
the land powers (Ratzel, naturally, had Germany in mind) should do meaningfully: the
development of the fleet is a necessary condition for approaching the status of a "world
powers "(Weltmacht).

The sea and the "world power" in Ratzel are already connected, although only in the later
geopolitics (Mahan, Mackinder, Haushofer, especially Schmitt) this theme will acquire completeness
and centrality.

Ratzel's works are a necessary basis for all geopolitical research. In a minimized form, his
works contain almost all the main theses that will form the basis of this science. The
Swedes Kjellen and the German Haushofer based their concepts on Ratzel's books. His
ideas were taken into account by the Frenchman Vidal de la Blache, the Englishman
Mackinder, the American Mahan and Russian Eurasians (P. Savitsky, L. Gumilev, etc.).

It should be noted that Ratzel's political sympathies are not accidental. AlImost all
geopolitics were marked by a pronounced national feeling, regardless of whether it
was clothed in democratic (Anglo-Saxon geopolitics Mackinder, Mahan) or
"ideocratic" (Haushofer, Schmitt, Eurasianists) forms.

five See Friedrich Ratzel "Das Meer als Quelle der Voelkergroesse", 1900.
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Chapter 2. Rudolf Kjellen and Friedrich Naumann "Central Europe"

2.1 The definition of a new science

The Swede Rudolf Kjellen (1864 1922) was the first to use the concept of "geopolitics".

Kjellen was professor of history and political science at the Universities of Uppsala and
Gothenburg. In addition, he actively participated in politics, was a member of parliament,
distinguished by an emphasized Germanophilic orientation. Kjellen was not

professional geographer and considered geopolitics, the foundations of which he developed,
starting from the works of Ratzel (he considered him his teacher), as part of political science.

Kjellen defined geopolitics as follows:

"This is the science of the State as a geographical organism, embodied in space"s.

In addition to "geopolitics" Kjellen proposed 4 more neologisms, which, in his opinion,
should have constituted the main sections of political science:
ecopolitics ("study of the State as an economic force");

demopolitics ("the study of dynamic impulses transmitted by the people to the State";
analogue of Ratzel's "Anthropogeography");

sociopolitics ("study of the social aspect of the State");

kratopolitics ("the study of forms of government and power in relation to the
problems of law and socio-economic factors")s.

But all these disciplines, which Kjellen developed in parallel to geopolitics, have not received
widespread acceptance, while the term "geopolitics" has firmly established itself in a wide
variety of circles.

2.2 The state as a form of life and the interests of Germany

In his main work "The State as a Form of Life" (1916)eignt Kjellen developed the
postulates laid down in Ratzel's work. Kallen, like Ratzel, considered himself a follower
of German "organicism," which rejected the mechanistic approach to the state and
society. The refusal to strictly divide the subjects of study into "inanimate

objects" (background) and "human subjects" (actors) is a distinctive feature of most
geopoliticians. In this sense, the very title of Kjellen's main work is indicative.

Kjellen developed Ratzel's geopolitical principles in relation to the specific historical
situation in contemporary Europe.

6See Rudolf Kjellen "Die Staat als Lebensform", 1916.
7See Ibidem
eight See Ibidem
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He brought to a logical conclusion Ratzel's idea of a "continental state" as applied to
Germany. And he showed that in the context of Europe, Germany is the space that
possesses axial dynamism and which is called upon to structure the rest of the
European powers around itself. Kjellen interpreted the First World War as a natural
geopolitical conflict that arose between the dynamic expansion of Germany (the "Axis
countries") and the opposing peripheral European (and non-European) states (the
Entente). The difference in the geopolitical dynamics of growth, descending for France
and England and ascending for Germany, predetermined the main alignment of
forces. At the same time, from his point of view, the geopolitical identification of
Germany with Europe is inevitable and inevitable, despite the temporary defeat in the
First World War.

Kjellen reinforced the geopolitical maxim outlined by Ratzel that the interests of Germany (=
the interests of Europe) are opposite to the interests of the Western European powers
(especially France and England). But Germany is a "young" state, and Germans are a "young
people". (This idea of "young peoples", which the Russians and Germans were considered to
be, goes back to Fyodor Dostoevsky, often quoted by Kjellen.) "Young" Germans, inspired by
the "Central European space", should move towards a continental state of a planetary scale at
the expense of territories controlled " the old peoples "the French and the English. At the same
time, the ideological aspect of the geopolitical confrontation was considered secondary by
Kjellen.

2.3 Towards the concept of Central Europe

Although Kjellen himself was a Swede and insisted on a rapprochement between Swedish
and German politics, his geopolitical ideas about the independent integrating significance
of the German space exactly coincide with the theory of "Central Europe" (Mitteleuropa)
developed by Friedrich Naumann.

In his book "Mitteleuropa" (1915)nne Naumann gave a geopolitical diagnosis identical
to that of Rudolf Kjellen. From his point of view, in order to compete with such
organized geopolitical formations as England (and its colonies), the USA and Russia,
the peoples inhabiting Central Europe should unite and organize a new integrated
political and economic space. The axis of such a space will naturally be the Germans.

Mitteleuropa, in contrast to pure "pan-Germanist" projects, was no longer a national,
but a purely geopolitical concept, in which the main importance was not given to
ethnic unity, but to a common geographic destiny. Naumann's project implied the
integration of Germany, Austria, the Danube states and, in the long term, France.

The geopolitical project was also confirmed by cultural parallels. Germany itself as an
organic formation was identified with the spiritual concept of "Mittellage", "middle
position". Arndt formulated this back in 1818: "God has placed us in the center of Europe;
we (Germans) are the heart of our part of the world."

nine See Friedrich Naumann "Mitteleuropa", 1915.
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Through Kjellen and Naumann, Ratzel's "continental" ideas gradually acquired
tangible features.

Chapter 3. Halford Mackinder "The Geographical Pivot of History"

3.1 Scientist and politician

Sir Halford J. Mackinder (1861 1947) is the most prominent figure among geopoliticians.

Trained in geography, he taught at Oxford from 1887 until he was appointed director
of the London School of Economics. From 1910 to 1922 he was a member of the
House of Commons, and in between (1919-1920) the British envoy to southern Russia.

Mackinder is known for his high position in the world of British politics, on whose
international orientations he was very significantly influenced, as well as for the fact that
he owns the most daring and revolutionary scheme for interpreting the political history of
the world.

Mackinder's example illustrates the typical paradox inherent in geopolitics as a discipline.
Mackinder's ideas were not accepted by the scientific community, despite his high position
not only in politics, but also in the scientific community itself. Even the fact that for almost
half a century he actively and successfully participated in the creation of British strategy
on international issues based on his interpretation of the political and geographical
history of the world, could not compel skeptics to recognize the value and effectiveness of
geopolitics as a discipline.

3.2 Geographical axis of history

Mackinder's first and most striking speech was his report "The Geographical Pivot of
History"io, published in 1904 in the Geographic Journal. In it, he outlined the basis of
his vision of history and geography, developed in subsequent works. This text by
Mackinder can be considered the main geopolitical text in the history of this discipline,
since it not only summarizes all the previous lines of development of "political
geography", but formulates the basic law of this science.

Mackinder argues that the most advantageous geographic location for the State
would be the middle, central location. Centrality is relative and can vary in any given
geographic context. But from a planetary point of view, in the center of the world lies
the Eurasian continent, and in its center is the "heart of the world" or "heartland".
Heartland is the concentration of the continental masses of Eurasia. This is the most
favorable geographical base for control over the whole world.

10Halford Mackinder "Geographical Pivot of History" in "Geograghical Journal", 1904. Russian translation in j-

le "Elements. Eurasian Review", 1996, No. 7, pp. 26 -31.
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Heartland is a key area in a more general context within the World Island. In the
World, Mackinder Island includes three continents Asia, Africa and Europe.

Thus, Mackinder hierarchizes planetary space through a system of concentric circles.
In the very center is the "geographical axis of history" or "pivot area". This geopolitical
concept is geographically identical to Russia. The same "axial" reality is called
heartland, "the land of the heart."

Next comes the "inner or marginal crescent". This is a belt that coincides with the
coastal spaces of the Eurasian continent. According to Mackinder, the "inner crescent”
is the zone of the most intensive development of civilization. This is consistent with the
historical hypothesis that civilization originated initially on the banks of rivers or seas,
the so-called. "potamic theory". It should be noted that the latter theory is an essential
point of all geopolitical structures. The intersection of water and land spaces is a key
factor in the history of peoples and states. In the future, this topic will be specially
developed by Schmitt and Speakman, however, it was Mackinder who was the first to
deduce this geopolitical formula.

Next comes the more outer circle: the outer or insular crescent. It is an area entirely
external (geographically and culturally) to the mainland mass of the World Island.

Mackinder believes that the entire course of history is determined by the following processes.
From the center of the heartland to its periphery, there is a constant pressure of the so-called.
"sushi robbers". This was especially vividly and vividly reflected in the Mongol conquests. But
they were preceded by the Scythians, Huns, Alans, etc. Civilizations that flow from the
"geographical axis of history" from the innermost spaces of the heartland have, according to
Mackinder, "authoritarian", "hierarchical”, "undemocratic" and "non-commercial character". In
the ancient world, he was embodied in a society similar to Dorian Sparta or Ancient Rome.

Outside, from the regions of the "island crescent", the so-called pressure is exerted on
the World Island. "robbers of the sea" or "island dwellers". These are colonial

expeditions emanating from a non-Eurasian center, seeking to balance the overland
impulses emanating from the continent's inner reaches. For

civilizations "external crescent " are characteristic ~trade" character  and
"democratic forms" of politics. To the antiquity was distinguished by such a character
Athenian state or Carthage.

Between these two polar civilizational and geographic impulses is the "inner crescent"
zone, which, being dual and constantly experiencing opposite cultural influences, was
the most mobile and, thanks to this, became a place of priority development of
civilization.

History, according to Mackinder, geographically revolves around the continental axis.
This story is most clearly felt in the space of the "inner crescent”, while "frozen"
archaism reigns in the heartland, and in the "outer crescent" there is a kind of
civilizational chaos.
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3.3 Russia's key position

Mackinder himself identified his interests with the interests of the Anglo-Saxon island world,
i.e. with the position of the "outer crescent". In such a situation, he saw the basis of the
geopolitical orientation of the "island world" in the maximum weakening of the heartland and
in the maximum possible expansion of the influence of the "outer crescent" on the "inner
crescent." Mackinder emphasized the strategic priority of the "geographical axis of history" in
all world politics and formulated the most important geopolitical law in this way:

"The one who controls Eastern Europe dominates the heartland; the one who
dominates the heartland dominates the World Isle; the one who dominates the World
Isle dominates the world." ("Democratic Ideals and Reality")eleven

At the political level, this meant recognizing the leading role of Russia in a strategic
sense. Mackinder wrote:

"Russia is in the whole world in the same central strategic position as Germany in
relation to Europe. It can carry out attacks in all directions and be subject to them
from all directions except the north. The full development of its railway capabilities is a
matter of time." ("Geographical axis of history"):

Proceeding from this, Mackinder believed that the main task of Anglo-Saxon
geopolitics is to prevent the formation of a strategic continental alliance around the
"geographical axis of history" (Russia). Consequently, the strategy of the forces of the
"outer crescent"” is to tear off the maximum amount of coastal spaces from the
heartland and put them under the influence of the "island civilization".

"The shift in the balance of power towards the" pivot state "(Russia A.D.), accompanied
by its expansion into the peripheral spaces of Eurasia, will make it possible to use
huge continental resources to create a powerful navy: this is not far from a world
empire. The threat of such a development will force France to enter into an alliance
with the overseas powers, and France, Italy, Egypt, India and Korea will become
coastal bases where flotillas of external powers will moor in order to spray the forces
of the "axial range" in all directions and prevent them from concentrating to spend all
their efforts on building a powerful military fleet. " ("Geographical axis of history"):s

The most interesting thing is that Mackinder not only built theoretical hypotheses, but
actively participated in organizing international support of the Entente for the "white
movement", which he considered an Atlanticist tendency aimed at weakening the power
of pro-German-minded Eurasian Bolsheviks. He personally consulted the leaders of the
White Cause, trying to obtain the maximum support from the British government. It
seemed that he prophetically foresaw not only the Brest Peace, but also the Ribbentrop-
Molotov pact ...

In 1919, in his book Democratic Ideals and Reality, he wrote:

eleven H. Mackinder, "Democratic ideals and reality", New York, 1919.
12See p. 31 in Elements, no. 7, op. cit.
13See page 31 in "Elements", no. 7, op.cit.
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"What will become of the forces of the sea if one day a great continent unites politically to become
the backbone of an invincible armada?"fourteen

It is easy to understand what it was Mackinder who laid in the Anglo-Saxon
geopolitics, which became the geopolitics of the United States and the North Atlantic
Union half a century later: to obstruct by any means the very possibility of creating a
Eurasian bloc, the creation of a strategic alliance between Russia and Germany,
geopolitical strengthening of heartland and its expansion. The persistent Russophobia of
the West in the 20th century has not so much ideological as geopolitical character.
Although, given the connection highlighted by Mackinder between the civilizational type
and the geopolitical nature of certain forces, it is possible to obtain a formula according to
which geopolitical terms are easily translated into ideological terms.

Outer Crescent Liberal Democracy; "geographical axis of history" undemocratic
authoritarianism; the "inner crescent” is an intermediate model, a combination of both
ideological systems.

Mackinder participated in the preparation of the Versailles Treaty, the main geopolitical
idea of which reflects the essence of Mackinder's views. This treaty was drafted in such a
way as to secure for Western Europe the character of a coastal base for naval forces (the
Anglo-Saxon world). At the same time, it envisaged the creation of limitrophic states that
would separate the Germans and the Slavs, in every possible way preventing the
conclusion of a continental strategic alliance between them, so dangerous for the "island
powers" and, accordingly, "democracy."

It is very important to trace the evolution of the geographical limits of heartland in the writings
of Mackinder. If in 1904 and 1919 (respectively, in the article "The Geographical Axis of History"
and in the book "Democratic Ideals and Reality") the outlines of the heartland coincided in
general outline with the borders of the Russian Empire, and later the USSR, then in 1943 in the
text " Round planet and conquest of the world "sreen he reconsidered his previous views and
removed from the heartland the Soviet territories of Eastern Siberia, located beyond the
Yenisei. He named this sparsely populated Soviet territory "Russia Lenaland" after the Lena
River.

"Lenaland's Russia has 9 million inhabitants, 5 of whom live along the transcontinental
railway from Irkutsk to Vladivostok. The rest of the territories are home to less than
one person per 8 square kilometers. The natural resources of this land, timber,
minerals, etc., are practically untouched. " ("The Round Planet and the Conquest of the
World")sixteen

Removal of the so-called. Lenaland from the geographical boundaries of heartland
meant the possibility of considering this territory as a zone of the "inner crescent”, ie.
as a coastal space that could be used by the "island" powers to fight against the
"geographical axis of history." Mackinder, who took an active part in organizing the
Entente's intervention and the "white movement", apparently considered the historical
precedent of Kolchak, who resisted the Eurasian center, sufficient grounds for
considering the territories under his control as a potential "coastal zone."

fourteen See HM "Democratic ideals and reality", op. cit.
fiteen See Halford Mackinder, "The Round Planet and the winning of the Peace", 1943.
sixteen See Ibidem
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3.4 Three geopolitical periods

Mackinder divides the entire geopolitical history of the world into three stagesi
1) Pre-Columbian era. In it, the peoples belonging to the periphery of the World Island, for
example, the Romans, live under the constant threat of conquest from the forces of the
"heartland". For the Romans, these were the Germans, Huns, Alans, Parthians, etc. For the
medieval ecumene, the golden horde.

2) Columbian era. During this period, representatives of the "inner
crescent" (coastal zones) set out to conquer unknown territories of the planet,
meeting no serious resistance anywhere.

3) Post-Columbian era. Unconquered lands more not exists.
The dynamic pulsations of civilizations are doomed to collide, drawing the peoples
of the earth into a universal civil war.

This periodization of Mackinder, with the corresponding geopolitical transformations,
brings us close to the latest trends in geopolitics, which we will consider in another
part of the book.

17See HM "Democratic ideals and reality", op. cit.
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Chapter 4. Alfred Mahan "The Might of the Sea"

4.1 Sea Power

The American Alfred Mahan (1840 1914), unlike Ratzel, Kjellen and Mackinder, was not a
scientist, but a military man. He did not use the term "geopolitics", but the methodology of his
analysis and the main conclusions exactly correspond to a purely geopolitical approach.

An officer in the American Union Navy, he taught Navy History since 1885 at Naval War
College in New Port (Road Island). In 1890, he published his first book, which almost
immediately became a classic text on military strategy. "Naval Forces in History (1660
1783)"eighteen. Other works follow with a small interval: "The Influence of the Sea Power
on the French Revolution and Empire (1793

1812) "nineteen, /America's Interest in Sea Power, Present and Future "wenty,

"The problem of Asia and its impact on international politics"21 and "Sea Power and Its
Relationship to War"2.

Almost all of the books were devoted to one topic, the theme of "Sea Power", "Sea Power". Mahan's
name has become synonymous with this term.

Mahan was not only a military strategy theorist, but also actively involved in politics. In
particular, he had a strong influence on politicians such as Henry Cabot Lodge and
Theodore Roosevelt. Moreover, if we look back at the American military strategy
throughout the 20th century, we will see that it is being built in direct accordance with
Mahan's ideas. Moreover, if in the First World War this strategy did not bring tangible
success to the United States, then in the Second World War the effect was significant,
and the victory in the Cold War with the USSR finally consolidated the success of the
Naval Force strategy.

4.2 Marine civilization = commercial civilization

For Mahan, trade is the main policy tool. Military action should only provide the most
favorable conditions for the creation of a planetary commercial civilization. Mahan
looks at the economic cycle in three ways:

1) production (exchange of goods and services through waterways)

2) navigation (which implements this exchange)

3) colonies (which circulate commodity exchange at the world level)zs.

cighteen Se€ Alfred Mahan "The influence of Sea Power in histo ry" (1660 - 1783) ", 1890; in Russian A. Mahan"

The influence of sea power on history (1660-1783) ", M.-L., 1941. . .
nineteen Se€ Alfred Mahan, "The influentce of sea power upon the French revolution and empire (1793 - 1812)",

Boston, 1892; A. Mahan "The influence of sea power on the French Revolution and Empire (1793 - 1812)", M. - L.,

twe::ryoéee Alfred Mahan, "The Interest of America in Sea Power," 1897.

21 Alfred Mahan "Problem of Asia and its effects upon international politics", 1900.
22See Alfred Mahan, "The Sea Power in its relations to the war," Boston, 1905.
23See Alfred Mahan, "The influence of Sea Power in history (1660 - 1783)", op. cit.
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Mahan believes that analyzing the position and geopolitical status of a state should be
based on 6 criteria:

1) The geographical position of the State, its openness to the seas, the possibility of
sea communications with other countries. The length of land borders, the
ability to control strategically important regions. The ability to threaten enemy
territory with your fleet.

2) "Physical configuration" of the State, i.e. configuration of sea coasts and the
number of ports located on them. The prosperity of trade and strategic security
depend on it.

3) The length of the territory. It is equal to the length of the coastline.

4) The statistical number of the population. It is important for assessing the State's
ability to build and maintain ships.

5) National character. The ability of the people to engage in trade, since sea power
is based on peaceful and extensive trade.

6) Tﬂer%olitical nature of the overnme?t The reorien&ation f the best natural and
urnan resources to create a powerful sea power depends on this. "2

Already from this listing it is clear that Mahan builds his geopolitical theory based
solely on the "Sea Force" and its interests. For Mahan, the model of Sea Power was
ancient Carthage, and closer to us historically England of the 17th and 19th centuries.

The concept of "Sea Power" is based for him on the freedom of "sea trade", and the
navy serves only as a guarantor of ensuring this trade. Mahan goes even further,
considering "Sea Power" a special type of civilization (anticipating the ideas of Karl
Schmitt) the best and most effective, and therefore destined for world domination.

4.3 Conquest of the world USA manifest destiny

Mahan's ideas were accepted around the world and influenced many European
strategists. Even land and mainland Germany, represented by Admiral Tirpitz, took
Mahan's theses into account and began to actively develop its fleet. In 1940 and 1941, two
books by Mahan were published in the USSR.

But they were intended primarily for America and the Americans. Mahan was an ardent
supporter of the doctrine of President Monroe (1758-1831), who in 1823 declared the
principle of mutual non-interference between the countries of America and Europe, and
also made the growth of US power dependent on territorial expansion into nearby
territories. Mahan believed that America had a "sea destiny" and that this "Manifest
Destiny"2s consists at the first stage in the strategic integration of the entire American
continent, and then in the establishment of world domination.

24Ibidem
25 See Albert K. Weinberg "Manifest Destiny", Baltimore, 1935.
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We must give credit to Mahan's almost prophetic vision. In his time, the United States had
not yet become one of the leading world powers, and moreover, even their "marine
civilizational type" was not obvious. Back in 1905, Mackinder, in his article "The
Geographical Pivot of History," referred the United States to the "land powers" that were
part of the "Outer Crescent" only as a semicolonial strategic continuation of naval
England. Mackinder wrote:

"The United States has just become an Eastern power. They influence the balance of power in Europe
not directly, but through Russia."2.

But already 10 years before the appearance of Mackinder's text, Admiral Mahan predicted exactly
America's planetary destiny, becoming a leading maritime power, directly influencing the fate of
the world.

In America's Interest in Sea Power, Mahan argued that in order for America to become
a world power, it must fulfill the following points:
1) actively cooperate with the British maritime power;

2) discourage German maritime claims;
3) vigilantly monitor the expansion of Japan in the Pacific Ocean and oppose it;

4) coordinate joint actions with the Europeans against the peoples of Asia.

Mahan saw the fate of the United States in not passively participating in the general
context of the peripheral states of the "outer crescent”, but in taking a leading
position in economic, strategic and even ideological terms.

Independently of Mackinder, Mahan came to the same conclusions regarding the
main danger to the "sea civilization". This danger is the continental states of Eurasia,
first of all, Russia and China, and secondly Germany. The fight against Russia, with this
"uninterrupted continental mass of the Russian Empire, stretching from western Asia
Minor to the Japanese meridian in the East", was the main long-term strategic task for
the Naval Force.

Mahan transferred to the planetary level the "anaconda" principle applied by the
American General McClellan in the 1861 1865 North American Civil War. This principle
consists in blocking enemy territories from the sea and along coastlines, which
gradually leads to the strategic exhaustion of the enemy. Since Mahan believed that
the power of a state is determined by its potential for becoming a Sea Force, in the
event of opposition, the number one strategic task is to prevent this formation in the
enemy's camp. Consequently, the task of America's historical confrontation is to
strengthen its positions on 6 main points (listed above) and weaken the enemy on the
same points. Its coastal expanses must be under control, and the enemy's
corresponding zones must be torn away from the continental mass by any means.
And further: since the Monroe Doctrine (in its part of territorial integration) enhances
the power of the state, the creation of similar integration formations should not be
allowed.

26 See Halford Mackinder "Geographical Pivot of History", op. cit.
27See Alfred Mahan, "The Interest of America in Sea Power", op. cit.
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the enemy. On the contrary, the enemy or rival in Mahan's case, the Eurasian powers
(Russia, China, Germany) should strangle the continental mass in the rings of the
"anaconda", squeezing it due to the coastal zones taken out of its control and
blocking, if possible, the exits to the sea spaces.

In World War I, this strategy was implemented in the support of the Entente to the white
movement along the periphery of Eurasia (as a response to the conclusion of peace with Germany
by the Bolsheviks), in World War II it was also turned against Central Europe, and in particular,
through naval operations against the Axis countries and Japan. But it is especially clearly visible in
the era of the Cold War, when the confrontation between the United States and the USSR reached
those global, planetary proportions with which geopolitics have been operating at the theoretical
level since the end of the 19th century.

In fact, the main lines of the strategy of NATO, as well as other blocs aimed at
containing the USSR (the concept of "containment" is identical to the strategic and
geopolitical concept of "anaconda") ASEAN, ANZUS, CENTO are a direct development
of the main theses of Admiral Mahan, who on this basis can be called the intellectual
father of all modern Atlanticism.
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Chapter 5. Vidal de la Blache "France against Germany"

5.1 The picture of the geography of France

Vidal de la Blache (1845 1918) is considered the founder of the French school of
geography. A professional geographer, he was fascinated by Ratzel's "political
geography" and based his theories on this source, although he severely criticized
many aspects of the German geopolitical school.

In his book A Picture of the Geography of France (1903), he turns to soil theory so
important to German geopoliticians:

"The relationship between soil and man in France is marked by the original character of
antiquity, continuity (...). In our country, you can often observe that people have lived in
the same places since time immemorial. Sources, calcium rocks initially attracted people
as convenient places for living and protection. We have a faithful student of the soil.
Studying the soil will help to find out the character, customs and preferences of the
population.zs

But, despite such a completely German attitude to the geographical factor and its
influence on culture, Vidal de la Blache believed that Ratzel and his followers clearly
overestimate the purely natural factor, considering it decisive.

Man, according to de la Blache, is also "the most important geographical factor", but at the same
time he is also "endowed with initiative." He is not only a piece of the scenery, but also the main
actor of the play.

5.2 Possibilism

This criticism of the excessive exaltation of the spatial factor in Ratzel led Vidal d la
Blache to develop a special geopolitical concept of "possibilism" (from the word
"possible" "possible"). According to this concept, political history has two aspects:
spatial (geographic) and temporal (historical).

The geographical factor is reflected in the environment, historical in the person
himself ("the bearer of the initiative")zs. Vidal de la Blache believed that the mistake of
the German "political geographers" is that they consider the relief to be the
determining factor in the political history of states. Thus, according to de la Blache, the
factor of human freedom and historicity is belittled. He himself proposes to consider
the geographic spatial position as "potentiality", "opportunity", which may become
actualized and become a real political factor, or may not be actualized. This largely
depends on the subjective factor of the person who inhabits the given space.

This approach was also taken into account by the German geopoliticians of the Haushofer
school, who considered de la Blache's criticism to be quite reasonable and important. In this
case, the role of ethnic or racial factor obviously increased when considering political

28Vidal de la Blache "Tableau de la Geographie de la France", Paris, 1903.
29 See Vidal de la Blache "Principes de geographie humaine", Paris, 1921.
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history of states, and this resonated with the general surge of racial issues in Germany
in the 20s.

De la Blache's "Possibilism" was perceived by most geopolitical schools as a correction
of the rigid geographic determinism of previous geopolitical authors.

5.3 France for "Sea Force"

Vidal de la Blache paid particular attention to Germany, which was France's main political
opponent at the time. He believed that Germany is the only powerful European state, the
geopolitical expansion of which is deliberately blocked by other European developed
powers. If England and France have their vast colonies in Africa and around the world, if
the United States can move almost freely to the south and north, if Russia has Asia, then
Germany is squeezed from all sides and has no outlet for its energies. De la Blache saw
this as the main threat to peace in Europe and considered it necessary in every possible
way to weaken the development of this dangerous neighbor.

This attitude towards Germany logically entailed the geopolitical definition of France
as part of the common front of the Sea Force, oriented against the continental
powers. De la Blache's position was not the only one among French geopoliticians,
since in parallel there also existed the opposite Germanophilic direction, represented
by Admiral Lavalle and General De Gaulle.

In 1917, Vidal de la Blache publishes the book "Eastern France", in which he proves
that the provinces of Alsace-Lorraine were originally French and that German claims to
these areas were invalid. At the same time, he appeals to the French Revolution,
considering its Jacobin dimension to be an expression of the geopolitical tendencies of
the French people, striving for the unification and centralization of their State through
geographic integration. He also explains political liberalism through people's
attachment to soil and the natural desire to get it into private property. Thus, Vidal de
la Blache, in his own way, connects geopolitical realities with ideological realities: the
spatial policy of Western Europe (France) is inextricably linked with "democracy" and
"liberalism."

De la Blachem's choice of "nautical orientation" fits perfectly into this scheme.

Chapter 6. Nicholas Speakman "Mackinder's Revision, Centrality of the Rimland"

6.1 Serving America

Dutch American Nicholas Speakman (1893 1943) is a direct successor of Admiral
Mahan's line. Speakman was professor of international relations and later director of
the Institute of International Relations at Yale University. For him, unlike the first
geopoliticians, geography itself was not of great interest, and he was even less
worried about the problems of connecting the people with
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soil, the influence of relief on national character, etc. Spykman viewed geopolitics as
the most important instrument of concrete international politics, as an analytical
method and a system of formulas that make it possible to develop the most effective
strategy. In this sense, he harshly criticized the German geopolitical school (especially
in the book "Geography of the World"wiry, considering the concept of "fair or unjust
boundaries to be metaphysical nonsense."

Like Mahan, Speakman is characterized by a utilitarian approach, a clear desire to
come up with the most effective geopolitical formula with which the United States can
quickly achieve "world domination." This pragmatism determines the structure of all
his research.

6.2 Mackinder Correction

Speakman, who carefully studied Mackinder's works, proposed his own version of the
basic geopolitical scheme, somewhat different from Mackinder's model. Speakman's
main idea was that Mackinder allegedly overestimated the geopolitical significance of
heartland. This reassessment affected not only the current position of forces on the
world map, in particular, the might of the USSR, but also the original historical
scheme. Speakman believed that the geographical history of the "inner crescent”,
rimland, "coastal zones", was realized by itself, and not under the pressure of "Land
nomads", as Mackinder believed. From his point of view, heartland is only a potential
space that receives all cultural impulses from coastal zones and does not carry any
independent geopolitical mission or historical impulse in itself. Rimland,

Mackinder's geopolitical formula "The one who controls Eastern Europe dominates the
heartland; the one who dominates the heartland dominates the World Island; the one
who dominates the World Island dominates the world." who dominates rimland
dominates Eurasia; whoever dominates Eurasia holds the fate of the world in his
hands. "3

In principle, Speakman did not say anything new with this. And for Mackinder himself,
the "coastal zone", "outer crescent” or rimland was a key strategic position in control
of the continent. But Mackinder understood this zone not as an independent and self-
sufficient geopolitical entity, but as a space of confrontation between the two impulses
"sea" and "land". At the same time, he never understood control over heartland in the
sense of power over Russia and the adjacent continental masses. Eastern Europe is an
intermediate space between the "geographical axis of history" and rimland, therefore,
it is precisely in the balance of forces on the periphery of the heartland that the key to
the problem of world domination lies. But Speakman presented the shift in emphasis
in his geopolitical doctrine regarding Mackinder's views as radically new. In fact, it was
only about a certain nuance of concepts.

thiry Nicholas Spykman "Geography of peace", 1942.
31Ibidem
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6.3 Power rating scale

In his books "American Strategy in World Politics"s2and "Geography of the World"s3
Speakman identifies 10 criteria on the basis of which to determine
the geopolitical might suggested $iate. it development  Criteria, for the first time
Mahan. They are as follows:

1) Territory surface

2) The nature of boundaries
3) Population size

4) The presence or absence of minerals

5) Economic and technological development
6) Financial strength

7) Ethnic homogeneity

8) Level of social integration

9) Political stability

10) National spirit

If the total result of assessing the geopolitical capabilities of a state according to these
criteria turns out to be relatively low, this almost automatically means that this state is
forced to enter into a more general strategic alliance, sacrificing part of its sovereignty
for the sake of global strategic geopolitical protection.

6.4 Middle Ocean

In addition to reassessing the importance of rimland, Speakman made another
important addition to the geopolitical picture of the world, seen from the position of
"sea power". He introduced the extremely important concept of the "Midland Ocean".
At the heart of this geopolitical view is the emphasized analogy between the
Mediterranean in the history of Europe, the Middle East and North Africa in antiquity,
and the Atlantic Ocean in the recent history of Western civilization. Since Speakman
considered precisely the "coastal zone", rimland, the main historical territory of
civilization, the Mediterranean area of antiquity seemed to him an example of a
culture that subsequently spread inland (the cultivation of the barbarians of the Land)
and to remote territories that are attainable only through sea routes (the cultivation of
the barbarians of the Sea).

32N. Spykman "America's Strategy in World Politics" (1942).
3 0p. cit.
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The "Midland Ocean" becomes, in this perspective, not a separating factor, but a
unifying factor, the "inner sea" (mare internum). Thus, Speakman outlines a special
geopolitical reality, which can be conditionally called the "Atlantic continent”, in the
center of which, like a lake in a land region, the Atlantic Ocean is located. This
theoretical "continent”, "new

Atlantis "is linked by a common culture Western European origin,
ideology of liberal capitalism and democracy , unity of political, ethical and
technological destiny.

Speakman especially insisted on the role of the intellectual factor in this "Atlantic
continent." Western Europe and the belt of the East Coast of North America (especially
New York) are becoming the brains of the new "Atlantic community". The nerve center
and power mechanism is the United States and its trade and military-industrial
complex. Europe turns out to be a mental appendage of the United States, whose
geopolitical interests and strategic line become the only and dominant for all Western
powers. The political sovereignty of European states should also be gradually reduced,
and power should be transferred to a special authority that unites representatives of
all "Atlantic" spaces and is subordinate to the priority supremacy of the United States.

Speakman anticipated the most important political processes of the creation of the "North Atlantic
Alliance" (NATO), the decrease in the sovereignty of European powers in the post-war world, the
planetary hegemony of the United States, and so on.

6.5 The Architect of the American Victory

Speakman made the basis of his doctrine not so much a geopolitical understanding of the
place of the United States as a "Sea Power" in the whole world (like Mahan), perhaps
because this has already become a fact, as the need to control the coastal territories of
Eurasia: Europe, Arab countries, India, China, etc. .d. for the ultimate victory in a duel
between continental and naval forces. If in Mackinder's painting planetary duality was
viewed as something "eternal”, "irreducible”, then Speakman believed that perfect control
of the rimland by the "sea powers" would lead to a final and irrevocable victory over the
land powers, which from now on would be completely under their control.

In fact, this was the ultimate development of the "anaconda tactics" that Mahan had
already argued. Speakman finished the whole concept.

The victory of the United States as a "Sea Force" in the Cold War demonstrated the
absolute geopolitical correctness of Speakman, who can be called the "architect of the
world victory of liberal-democratic countries" over Eurasia.

At this point, it seems that Speakman's theses regarding the strategic supremacy of
the rimland and the importance of the "Middle Ocean" are proven by history itself. But
it is also too early to completely discard Mackinder's theory of the permanent striving
of the center of Eurasia for political revival and continental expansion.

On the other hand, some of Speakman's ideas (especially his follower Kirk, who

developed the rimland theory in even more detail) were supported by some European
geopoliticians who saw in his high strategic assessment
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"coastal territories" an opportunity to bring Europe back to the list of those countries that decide
the fate of the world. But for this it was necessary to discard the concept of the "Middle Ocean".

Despite this theoretical course of some European geopoliticians (which, however,
remains very ambiguous), Spykman belongs, without any doubt, to the brightest and
most consistent "Atlantists." Moreover, he, together with Admiral Mahan, can be
called "the father of Atlanticism" and "the ideological inspirer of NATO."
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Chapter 7. Karl Haushofer "Continental Block"

7.1 War and Thought

It was Karl Haushofer (1869 1946) who geopolitics owes much to the fact that it
for a long time was considered not simply as  "pseudoscience”,  but andas

"misanthropic”, "fascist", "cannibalistic" theory.

Karl Haushofer was born in Munich into a family of professors. It decided to become
professional military and served in the army as an officer for over twenty years. From 1908 to
1910, he served in Japan and Manchuria as a German military attaché. Here he became
acquainted with the family of the Japanese emperor and with the highest aristocracy.

Poor health forced Haushofer to leave a rather successful military career, and he
returned to Germany in 1911, where he lived until the end of his life. He took up
science, receiving the title of "Doctor" at the University of Munich. Since that time,
Haushofer has regularly published books on geopolitics in general, and in particular,
the geopolitics of the Pacific region. His first book was "Dai Nihon"ss,

dedicated to the geopolitics of Japan.

Through his student Rudolf Hess, Haushofer met Hitler immediately after his
imprisonment following an unsuccessful putsch. There is an unconfirmed opinion by
historians that Haushofer took part in the writing of "Mein Kampf" in places dedicated
to certain geopolitical categories. But conceptual analysis reveals a significant
difference between Haushofer's geopolitical views and Hitler's simplistic racist
propaganda passages.

For 20 years, starting in 1924, Haushofer published the most important geopolitical
journal of great international importance "Geopolitik", later
renamed to "Zeitschrift fur Geopolitik".

He published most of his texts in this particular edition. Haushofer's relationship with
Nazism was complicated. In some points his views converged with the views of the
National Socialists, in others they radically diverged. Haushofer's position in the Third
Reich also changed depending on the periods of Nazi rule and on personal
relationships.

Until 1936, he was favored (especially the patronage of his younger friend Hess), later the cooling
began. After Hess's flight to England, Haushofer fell out of favor, and after the execution of his son
Albrecht on charges of participating in the assassination attempt on Hitler in 1944, Haushofer
himself was considered almost an "enemy of the people.”

Despite this ambiguity in his position, he was ranked by the allies as "prominent
Nazis." Unable to withstand so many blows of fate and the collapse of all hopes, Karl
Haushofer, together with his wife Martha, committed suicide in 1946.

34 Karl Haushofer "Dai Nihon", Munich, 1913.
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7.2 New Eurasian Order

Haushofer carefully studied the works of Ratzel, Kjellen, Mackinder, Vidal de la Blache,
Mahan and other geopoliticians. The picture of planetary dualism "sea forces" against
"continental forces" or thalassocracy ("power through the sea") against tellurocracy
("power through the land") was for him the key that opened all the secrets of
international politics, to which he was directly involved way. (In Japan, for example, he
dealt with those forces that made the most responsible decisions regarding the
picture of space.) It is indicative that the term "New Order", which was actively used by
the Nazis, and in our time in the form of "New World Order" by the Americans,

The planetary dualism of "Sea Power" and "Land Power" presented Germany with the
problem of geopolitical self-identification. The supporters of the national idea, and
Haushofer was undoubtedly one of them, sought to strengthen the political power of
the German state, which implied industrial development, cultural upsurge and
geopolitical expansion. But the very position of Germany in the Center of Europe, the
spatial and cultural Mittellage, made it a natural enemy of the Western, maritime
powers of England, France, and in the future the USA. The "thalassocratic"
geopoliticians themselves also did not hide their negative attitude towards Germany
and considered it (along with Russia) one of the main geopolitical opponents of the
maritime West.

In such a situation, it was not easy for Germany to count on a strong alliance with the
powers of the "outer crescent”, especially since England and France had historical
claims of a territorial order against Germany. Hence the future

national Greater Germany lay in a geopolitical confrontation with the West and
especially the Anglo-Saxon world, with which Sea Power was actually identified.

The entire geopolitical doctrine of Karl Haushofer and his followers is based on this
analysis. This doctrine is the need to create a "continental bloc" or axis Berlin-Moscow-
Tokyo. There was nothing accidental in such a bloc; it was the only full-fledged and
adequate response to the strategy of the opposite camp, which did not hide the fact
that the creation of a similar Eurasian alliance would be the biggest danger for it.
Haushofer wrote in his article "The Continental Bloc":

"Eurasia cannot be stifled as long as its two largest peoples, Germans and Russians,
are doing their best to avoid an internecine conflict like the Crimean War or 1914: this
is an axiom of European politics."ss

In the same place he quoted the American Homer Lee. "The last hour of Anglo-Saxon politics will
strike when the Germans, Russians and Japanese will unite."

Haushofer carried this idea in different ways in his articles and books. This line was
named Ostorientierung, i.e. "Orientation to the East", since it assumed the self-
identification of Germany, its people and its culture as a Western continuation of the
Eurasian, Asian tradition. It is no coincidence that the British during World War II

35 Karl Haushofer "Kontinentalblocke: Mitteleuropa-Eurasia-Japan" in "Ausgewaehlte Texte zur Geopolitik",

Boppard am Rhein, 1979; in Russian in "Elements" no. 7, op. cit, pp. 32-36.

-40 -



the wars pejoratively called the Germans "Huns". For the geopolitics of the Haushofer
school, this was quite acceptable.

In this regard, it should be emphasized that Haushofer's concept of "openness to the
East" did not at all mean "the occupation of the Slavic lands." It was about a joint
civilizational effort of the two continental powers, Russia and Germany, which would
have to establish a "New Eurasian Order" and restructure the continental space of the
World Island in order to completely withdraw it from the influence of the "Sea Power".
The expansion of the German Lebensraum was planned by Haushofer not through the
colonization of Russian lands, but through the development of gigantic unpopulated
Asian spaces and the reorganization of the lands of Eastern Europe.

7.3 Compromise with Thalassocracy

However, in practice, everything did not look so straightforward. Haushofer's purely
scientific geopolitical logic, which logically led to the need for a "continental bloc" with
Moscow, collided with numerous tendencies of a different nature, also inherent in the
German national consciousness. It was about a purely racist approach to history, with
which Hitler himself was infected. This approach considered racial affinity to be the
most important factor, not geographic or geopolitical specificity. The Anglo-Saxon
peoples of England and the United States were seen in this case as natural allies of the
Germans, since they were closest to them ethnically. The Slavs and especially the non-
white Eurasian peoples turned into racial opponents. To this was added the ideological
anti-communism, which was mixed in many ways on the same racial principle, Marx
and many communists were Jews, which means that

National Socialist racism came into direct conflict with geopolitics or, more precisely,
implicitly pushed the Germans towards a reverse, anti-Eurasian, thalassocratic
strategy. From the point of view of consistent racism, Germany should initially have
entered into an alliance with Britain and the United States in order to jointly resist the
USSR. But on the other hand, Versailles' humiliating experience was still too fresh. All
the ambiguity of the Third Reich's international policy follows from this duality. This
policy was constantly balancing between

a thalassocratic line, outwardly justified by racism and anti-communism (anti-Slavic
mood, attack on the USSR, encouragement of Catholic Croatia in the Balkans, etc.),
and a Eurasian tellurocracy based on purely geopolitical principles (war with England
and France, the Ribbentrop-Molotov pact and etc.).

Since Karl Haushofer was engaged, to some extent, in solving specific political
problems, he was forced to adjust his theories to political specifics. Hence his contacts
in the higher spheres of England. In addition, the conclusion of the Anticommintern
pact, i.e. the creation of the Berlin-Rome-Tokyo axis, Haushofer outwardly welcomed,
trying to present it as a preliminary step towards the creation of a full-fledged
"Eurasian bloc". He could not help but understand that the anti-communist orientation
of this alliance and the emergence of a peninsular secondary power belonging to the
rimland instead of the center of heartland (Moscow) is a contradictory caricature of a
genuine "continental bloc."

Nevertheless, such steps, dictated by political conformism, are not indicative of the
entire set of Haushofer's geopolitics. His name and ideas
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They were fully embodied precisely in the concepts of the "eastern destiny" of
Germany, based on a strong and long-term Eurasian union.
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Chapter 8. Carl Schmitt "Behemoth versus Leviathan"

8.1 Conservative revolutionary

German Karl Schmitt (1888 1985) is known as an outstanding lawyer, political scientist,
philosopher, historian. But all his ideas are inextricably linked with geopolitical concepts,
and his main work "Nomos of the Earth"ss,"Land and sea "s7 etc. are devoted precisely to
the comprehension of geopolitical factors and their influence on civilization and political
history.

Karl Schmitt was close to the German representatives of the Conservative Revolution,
a paradoxical trend that combined national-conservative and social-revolutionary
elements. The fate of Schmitt is the fate of his books, his school of law and philosophy.
Like many other conservative revolutionaries, his relationship with the National
Socialist regime was ambivalent. On the one hand, his theories certainly influenced
Nazi ideology. His political science books "Political Theology" enjoyed particular
success.zsand "The concept of the political"ss, in which Schmitt gave a detailed criticism
of liberal law and the idea of a "rule of law". These texts have already given the
outlines of all subsequent intellectual work of Schmitt, they show the utmost political
realism, the desire to free political science problems from humanitarian rhetoric,
sentimental pathos, and social demagogy. This was in keeping with the National
Socialist spirit.

At the same time, Schmitt's entire concept was based on the fundamental idea of "the
rights of the people" (Volksrechte), which he contrasted with the liberal theory of "human
rights". In his understanding, every nation had the right to cultural sovereignty, to
preserve its spiritual, historical and political identity. The same approach was
characteristic of some National Socialists, who consider this ideology universal and
applicable to all peoples of the earth. But it was pan-Germanism, based on chauvinism
and a narrowly nationalist approach, that became the dominant line of the regime.
Therefore, Schmitt, with his theory of "the rights of peoples”, was subjected to sharp
criticism, especially from the ideologues of the SS (in 1936, an aggressively threatening
article against him was published in the SS organ "Schwarze Korps").

Schmitt's ideological formation took place in the same atmosphere of ideas of
"organicist sociology" as that of Ratzel and Kjellen, but he was also influenced by the
romantic theories of the "Light of the North" (Nordlicht), according to which socio-
political forms and state formations are not rooted in mechanical the functioning of
atomic personalities, united in mathematical conglomerates, but in mythology, in the
sacred world of "elements and spirits"s. There is a paradoxical combination of
"political romanticism" and "strict rationalism" everywhere in Schmitt's theories. A
refined mental apparatus is used to express spiritual mythologemes.

36 Carl Schmitt "Der Nomos der Erde", Koeln, 1950.

37 Carl Schmitt "Land und Meer", Leipzig, 1942.

3s Carl Schmitt "Politische Theologie", Munchen-Leipzig, 1922.

39 Carl Schmitt "Das Begriff des Politischen", Berlin-Grunewald, 1928; in Russian Karl Schmitt "The concept of

political” in "Questions of Soaologm" Moscaw, 1992, volume 1,
20 Carl Schmitt"Theodor Daueblers™Nordlicht ". Drei Studien ueber dle Elemente, den Geiste und die Aktualitaet des

Werkes", Muenchen, 1916.
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At the Nuremberg Trials, an attempt was made to classify Karl Schmitt as a "war criminals" on the
basis of his collaboration with the Hitler regime. In particular, he was charged with "theoretical
substantiation of the legitimacy of military aggression." After a detailed acquaintance of the judges
with the essence of the case, the charge was dropped. Nevertheless, Schmitt, like Heidegger,
Junger and other "conservative revolutionaries", became persona non grata in the world scientific
community, and his work was completely ignored.

Only in the 70s, thanks to the colossal influence on the legal thought of some
left, socialist thinkers, works to be rehabilitated. Schmitt gradually became

He is currently recognized as a classic of political science and jurisprudence.

8.2 Earth Nomos

Schmitt, completely in the spirit of the geopolitical approach, asserted the initial
connection of political culture with space. Not only the State, but the entire social
reality and especially the law derive from the qualitative organization of space.

From here, Schmitt deduced the concept of "nomos". This Greek term "nomos" means
"something taken, formed, ordered, organized" in the sense of space. This term is
close to the concepts of "relief" by Ratzel and "locality" by the Russian Eurasians
(Savitsky). Schmitt shows that "nomos" is a form of organization of being that
establishes the most harmonious relationships both within a social ensemble and
between these ensembles. "Nomos" is an expression of a special synthetic
combination of subjective and objective factors, organically manifested in the creation
of political and legal systems. In "nomos" the natural and cultural characteristics of the
human collective are manifested in combination with the environment.

In the book "Nomos of the Earth", Schmitt shows how the specificity of this or that
earthly space influenced the cultures and states that developed in it. He compares
various historical "nomos" with each other, especially emphasizing the fundamental
dualism between the attitude of nomads and sedentary peoples to space.

But the most important conclusion from the analysis of the "nomos of the earth" was that
Schmitt came close to the concept of a global historical and civilizational confrontation
between the civilizations of the Land and the civilizations of the Sea. While exploring the
"nomos" of the Earth, he encountered its qualitative, essential opposite to the "nomos" of the
Sea. This led him to create a special geopolitical methodology for understanding the political
history of the world.

8.3 Land and Sea
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In 1942, Schmitt published the most important work "Land and Sea"41. Together with the later text
"Planetary tensions between East and West and the confrontation between Land and Sea"4this
constitutes the most important document of geopolitical science.

The meaning of the opposition of Land and Sea in Schmitt boils down to the fact that
we are talking about two completely different, irreducible and hostile civilizations, and
not about variants of a single civilizational complex. This division is almost exactly the
same as the picture drawn by Mackinder, but Schmitt gives the main elements of
thalassocracy (Sea Power) and tellurocracy (Land Power) an in-depth philosophical
interpretation associated with basic legal and ethical systems. It is curious that Schmitt
uses the name "Behemoth" for the "forces of the Land", and for the "forces of the Sea"
"Leviathan", as a reminder of two Old Testament monsters, one of which embodies all
land creatures, and the other all water, sea ...

"Nomos" of the Earth has existed with no alternative throughout most of human
history. All varieties of this "nomos" are characterized by the presence of a strict and
stable legal (and ethical) form, which reflects the immobility and fixity of the Land, the
Earth. This connection with the Earth, a space in which easily lends itself to
structuralization (fixed boundaries, constancy of communication paths, invariability of
geographic and relief features), gives rise to essential conservatism in the social,
cultural and technical spheres. The totality of versions of the "nomos" of the Earth
constitutes what is commonly called the history of "traditional society".

In such a situation, the Sea, Water are only peripheral civilizational phenomena, without
intruding into the sphere of "ethical" (or invading occasionally). Only with the discovery of
the World Ocean at the end of the 16th century did the situation change radically.
Humanity (and first of all, the island of England) begins to get used to the "sea existence",
begins to realize itself as an Island in the middle of the waters, a Ship.

But the body of water is sharply different from the land. It is impermanent, hostile,
alienated, subject to constant change. The paths are not fixed in it, the differences in
orientations are not obvious. "Nomos" of the sea entails a global transformation of
consciousness. Social, legal and ethical norms become "fluid". A new civilization is
being born. Schmitt believes that the modern era and the technical breakthrough that
opened the era of industrialization owe their existence to the geopolitical
phenomenon of humanity's transition to the "nomos" of the sea.

Thus, the geopolitical confrontation of the Anglo-Saxon world of the "outer crescent"
acquires a socio-political definition from Schmitt. "Nomos" of the sea is a reality hostile
to traditional society. The geopolitical confrontation between land powers and sea
powers acquires the most important historical, ideological and philosophical meaning.

8.4 Grossraum

Schmitt developed another important geopolitical theory, the theory of "large
space" (Grossraum). This concept examines the process of development of states

41 Carl Schmitt "Der Nomos der Erde", op. cit.
42 Carl Schmitt "Die planetarische Spannung zwischen Ost und West", 1959 in "Schmittiana-III" von prof.

Piet Tommissen, Brussel, 1991; in Russian see Carl Schmitt "Planetary Tensions Between East and West"
in "Elements", 1997, no. 8.
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as a desire to acquire the largest territorial volume. The principle of imperial
integration is an expression of the logical and natural human desire for synthesis. The
stages of the territorial expansion of the state, therefore, correspond to the stages of
the movement of the human spirit towards universalism.

This geopolitical law applies to both the technical and economic spheres. Schmitt
shows that, starting from a certain moment, the technical and economic development
of the state requires a quantitative and qualitative increase in its territories. This does
not necessarily mean colonization, annexation, or military invasion. The formation of
the Grossraum can also take place under other laws on the basis of the adoption by
several states or peoples of a single religious or cultural form.

According to Schmitt, the development of the "nomos" of the Earth should lead to the
emergence of the Continental State. The stages of movement to the Continent State run
from city-states through the states of the territory. The emergence of a land-based
continent State, the mainland grossraum, is a historical and geopolitical necessity.

In the 1940 text "Space and Large Space in the law of peoples"s Schmitt defined "Big
Space" as follows: "The sphere of planning, organization and human activity, rooted in
an actual and voluminous trend of future development'sa.

Refining this somewhat vague formulation, Schmitt pointed to the implementation of the
American Monroe doctrine as an example of the volitional creation of a "Great Space".

Although Grossraum can, in a certain sense, be identified with the State, or rather with
the Empire (das Reich), this concept goes beyond the ordinary state. This is new

the form supranational associations, founded onme  Strategic,
geopolitical and ideological factor.

In contrast to Hitler's unification pan-Germanist model and from the Soviet
Schmitt's Grossraum internationalism is based on cultural and ethnic pluralism, on
broad autonomy, limited only by strategic centralism and total loyalty to the highest
authority. At the same time, Schmitt emphasized that the creation of a new "Great
Space" does not depend on the scientific value of the doctrine itself, nor on cultural
competence, nor on the economic development of the constituent parts or even the
territorial and ethnic center that gave impetus to integration. Everything depends only
on the political will that recognizes the historical necessity of such a geopolitical step.

Schmitt in this doctrine anticipated the main lines of modern integration policy.

8.5 Total war and the "partisan" figure

Geopolitical motives are discernible in Schmitt in almost all the topics that he
considers. In particular, he investigated the connection between the three concepts
"total enemy, total war, total state." From his point of view, the "total state" is

43Carl Schmitt "Raum und Grossraum im Volkerrecht", 1940; cit. by Julien Freund "Les lignes de force de la pensee

politique de Carl Schmitt" dans "Nouvelle Ecole", no. 44, Paris, 1987.
2 Ibidem
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the most perfect form of the state of the traditional type, i.e. the peak of the
development of the land "nomos". Despite the possibilities of the historical evolution
of such a state up to the scale of the Grossraum, the essential quality remains
unchanged in it. The "total state" excludes the principle of "total enemy" and "total
war", since the idea of the enemy, the "enemy" (and Schmitt attached great
importance to the formulation of the concepts "friend" / "enemy", amicus / hostis) it
builds on the basis of itself itself, and therefore, puts forward the concept of "war of
forms", in which Jus bellum operates and only limited contingents of professional
military personnel participate. The civilian population and private property, in turn, are
protected by law and eliminated (at least

The liberal doctrine, which Schmitt unambiguously associated with the New Age and,
accordingly, with the "sea civilization", with the "nomos" of the sea, denying the "total
state" thereby opens the way for "total war" and the concept of "total enemy". In 1941,
in his article "State Sovereignty and the High Seas," he wrote:

"The war on land was subordinated to legal norms, since it was a war between states,
that is, between the armed forces of warring states. Its rationalization was manifested
in its limitation and in the desire to bring civilians and objects of private property
beyond its borders. War at sea on the contrary, it is not a war between strictly defined
opponents, subject to legal norms, since it is based on the concept of a total enemy. "ss

The general geopolitical picture described by Schmitt was reduced to a tense
civilizational dualism, to the confrontation between two Anglo-Saxon Grossraums
(England + America) and a continental European, Eurasian one. These two "Great
Spaces", the thalassocratic and the tellurocratic, are waging a planetary battle with
each other to take the last step towards universalization and move from continental to
world dominion. At the same time, Schmitt was pessimistic about the possibility of
reducing this conflict to some kind of strict legal basis, since the civilizational
macroconcepts of both "Great Spaces" are based on mutually exclusive "nomos"
"nomos of the Earth" and "nomos of the Sea". The last destructive element is
introduced by the development of aeronautics, since "air space”

At the end of his life, Schmitt focused his attention on the figure of the "partisan”. This
figure, according to Schmitt, is the last representative of the "nomos" of the Earth,
remaining true to its original vocation despite the "dilution of civilization" and the
dissolution of its legal and cultural foundations. The "partisan” is connected with his
native land by informal ties, and the historical nature of this connection dictates to
him the foundations of the ethics of war, which are sharply different from more
general and abstract standards. With the universalization of the "maritime model" and
"trade ethics", which naturally encompass the sphere of military operations, the figure
of the "partisan" acquires, according to Schmitt, increasing civilizational significance,
since the "partisan" remains the last character in history, who protects (by all means) "

45 Carl Schmitt "Staatliche Souveraenitaet und freies Meer" in "Das Reich und Europa", Leipzig, 1941.
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Chapter 9. Pyotr Nikolaevich Savitsky "Eurasia Middle Earth"

9.1 The fate of the Eurasian

Petr Nikolaevich Savitsky (1895 1968) is perhaps the first (and only) Russian author
who, in the full sense of the word, can be called a geopolitician. An economist by
education, a student of V. Vernadsky and P. Struve. Before the war, he was close to the
cadets. After the revolution he emigrated to Bulgaria, then moved to Czechoslovakia.
In 1921, together with Prince N.S. Trubetskoy, he headed the Eurasian movement, in
which geopolitical factors played a central role. It was Savitsky who was most of all
Eurasianists interested in geopolitics.

The worldview of Savitsky, like most other Eurasians, was shaped by the works of the
Slavophiles, Danilevsky and especially Leontiev. It was a kind of revolutionary
Slavophilism, coupled with the central idea of the specificity of the historical identity
of the "Great Russians", which cannot be reduced to either religious or ethnically Slavic
essence. In this aspect, they were closest to Konstantin Leontiev, who formulated the
most important thesis "there is Slavism, there is no Slavism", that is, "the ethnic and
linguistic closeness of the Slavic peoples is not a sufficient basis to talk about their
cultural and characteristic unity." The Eurasian movement on a set of favorite themes
and concepts was surprisingly close to the German conservative revolutionaries. Just
like the conservative revolutionaries Eurasians sought to combine loyalty to the
origins with a creative impulse into the future, rooted in the Russian national tradition
with social modernism, technical development and politics of non-traditional forms.
This is also the basis of the cautiously positive attitude of the Eurasians towards the
Soviet State and towards the October Revolution.

Despite the sympathy for the Soviets, which was characteristic not only of the openly pro-
Soviet wing of the Eurasians (the Parisian circle that published the newspaper "Eurasia"),
with which Savitsky officially broke off relations, but also for the most moderate and
"conservative" elements. After the capture of Prague by Soviet troops in 1945, Savitsky
was arrested and sentenced to 10 years in labor camps. In the camps, he met the son of
the poet Nikolai Gumilyov, Lev, who became his student, and later one of the best modern
Russian ethnographers and historians.

In 1956, Savitsky was rehabilitated and returned to Prague, where he died 12 years later.

9.2 Russia-Eurasia

Savitsky's main idea is that Russia is a special civilizational entity, defined through the
quality of the "middle". One of his articles "The Geographical and Geopolitical
Foundations of Eurasianism" (1933) begins with the words "Russia has much more
reason than China to be called the" Middle State "4.

46 Petr Savitsky "Geographical and geopolitical foundations of Eurasianism" in "Elements" No. 3, pp. 51-54
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If the “middle” of Germany, Mittellage, is limited to the European context, and Europe
itself is only the “western cape” of Eurasia, then Russia occupies a central position
within the entire continent. For Savitsky, the “middleness” of Russia is the basis of its
historical identity; it is not a part of Europe and not a continuation of Asia. It is an
independent world, an independent and special spiritual and historical geopolitical
reality, which Savitsky calls "Eurasia".

This concept does not mean a continent or a continent, but an idea reflected in
Russian space and Russian culture, a historical paradigm, a special civilization. Savitsky
from the Russian pole puts forward a concept that is strictly identical to Mackinder's
geopolitical picture, only abstract "land robbers" or "centrostatic impulses emanating
from the geographical axis of history" acquire from him a clearly defined outline of
Russian culture, Russian history, Russian statehood, Russian territory. Savitsky
portrays Russia-Eurasia in the same light as Ratzel's Raum and, more precisely,
Schmitt's Grossraum.

If Mackinder believes that a mechanical push comes from the deserts of the heartland,
forcing the coastal zones ("inner crescent") to create culture and history, then Savitsky
argues that Russia-Eurasia (= Mackinder's heartland) is a synthesis of world culture
and world history, deployed in space and time. Moreover, the nature of Russia
participates in its culture.

Savitsky understands Russia geopolitically, not as a national state, but as a special type
of civilization, formed on the basis of several components of the Aryan-Slavic culture,
Turkic nomadism, and the Orthodox tradition. All together creates a kind of unique,
"middle" formation, which is a synthesis of world history.

Savitsky considers the Great Russians not just an offshoot of the Eastern Slavs, but a
special imperial ethnic formation in which Slavic and Turkic substrates are combined.
This moment brings him to the important topic of Turan.

9.3 Turan

The appeal to Turan as a positive orientation was scandalous for many Russian
nationalists. Thus, Savitsky indirectly justified the Mongol-Tara yoke, thanks to which
"Russia gained its geopolitical independence and retained its spiritual independence
from the aggressive Romano-Germanic world." This attitude towards the Turkic world
was intended to sharply separate Russia-Eurasia from Europe and its fate, to
substantiate the ethnic uniqueness of Russians.

"Without Tatar, there would be no Russia" this thesis from Savitsky's article "Steppe and Settlement"s
was the key formula of Eurasianism. Hence the direct transition to a purely geopolitical
statement:

"Let's put it bluntly: in the space of world history, the West European sensation of the
sea, as an equal, albeit polar, is opposed by the only Mongolian

47 P.N. Savitsky "Steppe and Settlement" in "On the Ways: The Approval of the Eurasians", Berlin, 1922, pp. 341-356
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a sense of the continent; meanwhile, in the Russian "explorers", in the scope of Russian conquests
and explorations, the same spirit, the same sense of the continent. "4

And further:

"Russia is the heiress of the Great Khans, the successor of the cause of Chingiz and
Tirlnur, the unifier of Asia. (...) It combines both the historical" sedentary "and" steppe
"elements."s

The fundamental duality of the Russian landscape, its division into Forest and Steppe, was
noticed by the Slavophiles. For Savitsky, the geopolitical meaning of Russia-Eurasia appears as
a synthesis of these two realities of the European Forest and the Asian Steppe. Moreover, such
a synthesis is not a simple imposition of two geopolitical systems on top of each other, but
something integral, original, with its own measure and methodology of assessments.

Russia-Eurasia is not entirely reduced to Turan. She's more than that. But with regard to
Europe, which considers everything that goes beyond its "coastal" consciousness to be
"barbarism", the self-qualification of Russians as "carriers of the Mongolian spirit" is a
provocation that reveals the historical and spiritual superiority of the Eurasians.

9.4 Location

In Savitsky's theory, the concept of "local development" plays an important role. This
term is an exact analogue of the concept of Raum, as it is interpreted by Ratzel's
"political geography" and German geopolitics (+ Chellen) in general. This concept
reflects the "organicism" of the Eurasians, exactly corresponding to the German
"organicist" school and in sharp contrast to the pragmatism of Anglo-Saxon
geopolitics. If Speakman was familiar with Savitsky's writings, then his resentment
about "metaphysical nonsense" would have been even stronger than in the case of
Haushofer. So, Savitsky in the text "Geographical Review of Russia-Eurasia" writes:

"The socio-political environment and its territory" must merge for us into a single whole,
into a geographic individual or landscape "riy.

This is the essence of "local development", in which the objective and the subjective merge
into an indissoluble unity, into something whole. This is a conceptual synthesis. In the same
text, Savitsky continues:

"Synthesis is needed. It is necessary to be able to immediately look at the socio-historical
environment and the territory it occupies."s:.

In this, Savitsky is close to Vidal de la Blache. Like the French geopolitician, who
substantiated the indivisibility of France by the unity of a cultural type, regardless of
the ethnicity of the inhabitants of Alsace-Laure Rin, Savitsky believes that

ssIbidem
s Ibidem
fiy P.N.Savitsky "Geographical overview of Russia-Eurasia" in the collection "The World of Russia - Eurasia", 1926, pp.

219 -232
s1Ibidem
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"Russia-Eurasia is a" locality "," a single whole ", a" geographic individual ", at the same
time a geographic, ethnic, economic, historical, etc., etc., a" landscape "s.

Russia-Eurasia is such a "local development”, which is an integral form of the existence
of many smaller "local development". This is Schmitt's Grossraum, consisting of a
whole hierarchy of lesser Raums.

Through the introduction of the concept of "local development”, the Eurasians
avoided the positivist need to analytically split historical phenomena, decomposing
them into mechanical systems as applied not only to natural, but also to cultural
phenomena. The appeal to "locality", to the "geographic individual" allowed Eurasians
to avoid too specific prescriptions regarding national, racial, religious, cultural,
linguistic, and ideological problems. Intuitively felt by all the inhabitants of the
"geographical axis of history", the geopolitical unity thus acquired a new "synthetic"
language, not reducible to inadequate, fragmentary, analytical concepts of Western
rationalism.

This also revealed Savitsky's continuity of the Russian intellectual tradition, which always
gravitated towards understanding "wholeness," "conciliarity," "total unity," and so on.

9.5 Ideocracy

A very important aspect of Savitsky's theory is the principle of "ideocracy". Savitsky believed
that the Eurasian state should be built, starting from the initial spiritual impulse, from top to
bottom. Consequently, its entire structure should be built in accordance with the a priori Idea,
and a special class of "spiritual leaders" should be at the head of this structure. This position is
very close to the theories of Schmitt about the "volitional", "spiritual" impulse, which stood at
the origins of the emergence of Grossraum.

Ideocracy assumed the supremacy of a non-pragmatic, non-material and non-
commercial approach to the state structure. The dignity of a "geographical
personality", according to Savitsky, consists in the ability to rise above material
necessity, organically including the physical world into a single spiritually-creative
impulse of global historical activity.

Ideocracy is a term that encompasses all forms of undemocratic, illiberal rule based
on non-materialistic and non-utilitarian motivations. Moreover, Savitsky deliberately
avoids clarifying this concept, which can be embodied in theocratic sobornost, and in
the people's monarchy, and in the national dictatorship, and in the party state of the
Soviet type. This breadth of the term corresponds to the purely geopolitical horizons
of Eurasianism, which cover huge historical and geographic volumes. This is an
attempt to most accurately express the intuitive will of the continent.

It is clear that ideocracy is the exact opposite of the pragmatic-commercial approach
that dominated the doctrines of Mackinder, Mahan, and Speakman. Thus, the Russian
Eurasians brought ideological terms to the final clarity, in which

s2Ibidem

-51-



manifested historically the confrontation between the Sea and Land. The sea is a liberal
democracy, "trading system", pragmatism. Dry land ideocracy (of all varieties), "hierarchical
government", domination of the religious ideal.

Savitsky's views on ideocracy resonate with the ideas of the German sociologist and
economist Werner Sombart, who divided all social models and types into two general
classes "heroes" and "merchants." At the geopolitical level, the term “hero”, “heroism”
loses its metaphorical, pathetic meaning and becomes a technical term to denote the
legal and ethical specifics of ideocratic rule.

9.6 USSR and Eurasianism

The role of Peter Savitsky and, more broadly, of Russian Eurasianism in the
development of geopolitics as a science is enormous. And it's strange how little
attention is paid to this direction in Western textbooks. In Savitsky, we have a
completely conscious, responsible and competent geopolitician who fully and
reasonably expresses the position of the heartland, starting from the deepest Russian
regions. Savitsky's geopolitical doctrine is a direct antithesis to the views of Mahan,
Mackinder, Speakman, Vidal de la Blache and other "thalassocrates". Moreover, only in
this case we are talking about a complete and detailed presentation of an alternative
doctrine, which examines in detail ideological, economic, cultural and ethnic factors. If
we use the terminology of Karl Schmitt, then Savitsky and the Eurasians are the
spokesmen for the "nomos of the Earth"

Anglo-Saxon Grossraum.

Comparison of Russians' ideas Eurasians  fromtheories  German geopoliticians
continentalists (Haushofer, Schmitt, etc.), who also tried to build their own geopolitical
theory as the antithesis of the strategy of the "Sea Power", shows that the Germans
have traveled only half the way in this direction, while the Russians (first of all,

Savitsky ) we are dealing with a complete and consistent, full-fledged picture of the
world. In this sense, a certain law can be derived: "The closer the views of the German
continentalists to Russian Eurasianism, the more fully they accept the Ostorientierung,
the more consistent and logical their doctrines, the more effective their political
projects, created on a geopolitical basis."

In this sense, the closest to Savitsky came the German National Bolsheviks, in
particular, Ernst Nikisch, who were well aware of the duality

geopolitical position of Germany, whose "middle" is relative and secondary in
comparison with the absolute cultural and continental "middle" of the Russians. From
this they concluded that Germany cannot claim to be a geopolitical synthesis, that it
must make a choice between southwestern, Slavophobic, Catholic and, in some
aspects, "thalassocratic" (bourgeois) Germany (together with Austria) and north
-Eastern German-Slavic, socialist, Russophile, Protestant and Spartan Prussia. Nikish
owns the famous geopolitical thesis "Europe from Vladivostok to Flessing ga", and
only this approach on the part of the Germans harmoniously fits into the consistent
continental Eurasianism. Naturally, the line of the Austrian Catholic,
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historical existence as a result of a nightmarish defeat inflicted by precisely those forces,
"eternal alliance" with which alone could provide the Germans with complicity in the world
domination of the tellurocracy.

Soviet reality in a geopolitical sense largely coincided with the concepts of Savitsky and
other Eurasians, although there is no reliable data on their direct influence on the Soviet
leadership. In many respects, the Smenovekhists and National Bolsheviks close to the
Eurasians, especially Nikolai Ustryalov, clearly influenced the Bolsheviks and especially
Stalin, although they never held high posts and often ended their lives in the camps. Part
of the Eurasians Efron, Karsavin, etc. cooperated openly with the USSR, but also did not
receive gratitude. However, an analysis of Soviet foreign policy right up to the beginning
of perestroika leads to the conclusion that it constantly followed the Eurasian course,
never declaring it openly.

And here one can only speculate: either there was some unknown organization within
the Soviet regime, which was guided by Savitsky's ideas, adapting them to current
political realities and putting them in the official "Marxist" vocabulary, or the objective
position of the heartland forced the USSR by inertia to do those steps that a
geopolitically conscious continental state of Eurasia should have taken.
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Chapter 10. Geopolitics as an instrument of national policy

10.1 Planetary dualism is the basic law of geopolitics

Summing up a brief acquaintance with the ideas of the founders of geopolitical science,
several general conclusions can be drawn.

HecmoTps Ha pasHoobpasme Touek 3peHNs Mbl UMeeM Jief10 BCe Xe C HeKOel eANHON KapTUHOM
MMpa, KOTopas MOXeT 6bITb Ha3BaHa reonoINTUYECKO. 3Ta KapTUHa MUpa CTPEMUTCSA BKIKOUUTb
B aHANN3 NCTOPUYUECKMX MPOLLECCOB, MEXAYHAPOAHbIX M MEXIOCYAapCTBEHHbIX OTHOLLEHWIA Cpasy
HECKONbKO ANCLUNANHAPHbBIX NOAX0A0B reorpaduue ckui,

NONNTONOTNYECKUIA, NAEONIOTNYECKNI, STHOrpadurye ckUin, SKOHOMNYECKUA 1 T.4. B 3TOM
COCTOUT OCHOBHAs XapaKTepucTnKa BCcex reononTUUYecknx JOKTPUH cTpeMieHre K
MeXANCUMNANHAPHOMY CUHTE3Y.

The most common methodological formula shared by all geopoliticians is the
assertion of a fundamental historical dualism between Land, tellurocracy, "nomos" of
the Earth, Eurasia, heartland, "middle earth", ideocratic civilization, "geographical axis
of history" on the one hand, and the Sea, thalassocracy , Sea Power, "nomos" of the
Sea, Atlantic, Anglo-Saxon world, commercial civilization, "outer or island crescent”, on
the other. This can be seen as the main law of geopolitics. Outside the postulation of
this dualism, all other conclusions lose their meaning. For all the discrepancies in
particular aspects, none of the founders of geopolitical science questioned the fact of
such a confrontation. In terms of its significance, it is comparable to the law of
universal gravitation in physics.

10.2 A geopolitician cannot but be engaged

Another feature of the views of the founders of geopolitics is their constant political
engagement. No, practically, not a single geopolitician who would be barred from
participating in the political life of his state. Hence the obvious bias of all, without
exception. A geopolitician, embarking on scientific research, must definitely determine
his own place on the map of geopolitical poles; the angle of view from which he will
analyze all world processes will depend on this. In the entire history of geopolitics, we
do not meet a single author who would be indifferent to the fate of his state and his
people, would not share its basic ethical and historical orientation. This is especially
evident at the extreme poles. Anglo-Saxon authors impeccably and unambiguously
follow the logic and value system of Sea Power, thalassocracy, formulating their
theories from the standpoint of unconditional supporters of Atlanticism; Russian
Eurasians are just as consistent in their loyalty to the ideals of the heartland, and they
do not even question the absolute ethical and historical superiority of ideocracy and
Russia-Eurasia.

The situation is more complicated with the French, who have a theoretical choice of
self-identification, either thalassocracy or tellurocracy. In the first case, there follows
solidarity with the Anglo-Saxon world, with Sea Power, in the second Germanophilia.
Both options imply unconditional national sympathy. Theoretically, both of these
tendencies are present among French geopoliticians, but the most harmonious
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the geopolitical concept was developed by a group of "Atlantists" who were followers of Vidal
de la Blache, who remains the central figure in this area. From a theoretical point of view, its
geopolitical antipodes Lavalle and De Gaulle are significantly inferior to him.

Germany also has a twofold situation. If, on the whole, its geopolitical thought is
oriented predominantly continental and "Eurasian”, this orientation is limited by a
complex relationship to the Slavic world, to Asia, and especially to Russia. This
limitation is so significant and Germany's attempts to voluntarily equate its mid-
European position with the mid-Eurasian, thereby ignoring the historical significance
of Russia-Eurasia, are so persistent that in both world wars Germany was forced to
fight not only against the thalassocratic powers, but also against its logical Eurasian
ally Russia (USSR). We can say that German geopolitics is characterized by "non-
Eurasian" continentalism.

The need for a geopolitician to initially determine his own position on the geopolitical
map of the world and its belts (Mackinder's scheme in this sense is a very clear
illustration) influenced the fact that this science developed almost exclusively among
representatives of major powers with ambitions to become "world

power" (Weltmacht) , "superpowers", achieve planetary dominance.

Americans Mahan and Speakman, Englishman Mackinder represent the "island crescent". They
are the "speakers" of Atlanticism, thalassocracy.

Vidal de la Blache (and his school) represent Atlanticist France. Laval and De Gaulle lean
towards continentalism, "Europeanism," anti-Atlanteanism. Hence their mutual
Germanophilia, which geopolitically brings them closer together despite the fact that they
belonged to two hostile camps: Laval was the head of the Vichy collaborationist
government, and De Gaulle was the head of the anti-fascist French army.

The Germans Ratzel, Haushofer, Schmitt identify Germany with the axis of the Land,
the tellurocracy, and seek to create a "Great Space" out of Germany, which should
oppose the Anglo-Saxon thalassocracy. They are joined by the Swede Rudolf Kjellen,
who, however, thinks more like a representative of Central Europe, the German
European space, and not as a "narrow Swedish" nationalist. The most radical
continentalists are Ernst Nikisch, Friedrich Georg Junger, Arthur Muller van den Bruck,
etc. go even further and believe the future of Germany is only in strategic integration
with Eurasian Russia.

Finally, the Russian Eurasians (Savitsky, Trubetskoy, etc.) express the most complete
version of continentism, expressing the most radical position of the "nomos" of Sushi, the
tellurocracy.

The absence of at least some outstanding names among the geopolitics of other countries
(although there were such names in Italy, Spain, Belgium, Romania, Holland, etc.) is
explained by the fact that the fundamental geopolitical dualism concerns minor states
only indirectly, their influence on the course of the global confrontation is insignificant,
and, consequently, the very essence of geopolitics, its acuteness, its relevance, its “fateful”
dimension are completely irrelevant for them.
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10.3 The fate of scientists the fate of powers

The citizenship of geopolitical scientists in the most direct way affects their views. The
connection is obvious here. Geopoliticians, in essence, are those people who, with the
greatest insight and responsibility, are able to recognize the historical trends of global
development in the spatial sphere, understand the place of their state and their
people in this context and formulate a reasonable and most effective project for the
future. Therefore, they so often directly or indirectly affect world history, which is
carried out, however, by completely different forces, groups, parties, leaders, acting
under completely different, momentarily relevant slogans.

But one more pattern is also interesting. The degree of direct influence of
geopoliticians on power, the feedback between scientific developments and the
political course in international relations of the respective states differs sharply.

Mahan, Speakman and Mackinder held high positions in their states, their political activity
had the most immediate results, their direct influence on Anglo-Saxon politics is obvious
and enormous. Despite some friction with the scientific world of their countries and some
(tactical) concealment of the significance of their ideas for the entire "sea civilization" as a
whole, they were honored during their lifetime, they were provided with all kinds of
support, their fate and career were demonstratively successful.

The situation is different with continental geopolitics. Vidal de la Blache was
considered only a geographer seeking to expand his field of research to a political
scale. The attitude of the government towards him is respectful, but on the whole
indifferent, although many practical principles (especially those set forth in "Eastern
France") have been adopted. He does not enjoy the same prestige as the Anglo-
Americans, but his theoretical legacy is taken into account.

For the Germans, especially with Haushofer and Schmitt, the situation is already more
serious. Both in the Weimar Republic and under Hitler, attitudes towards them are
changing in waves, moving from a certain attention of the authorities to direct repression.
Compared to the "thalassocratic" geopolitics, their fate is tragic, their careers are
zigzagging, and at certain moments they become victims of even those regimes whose
national goals generally coincide with their own. There is no longer honor and respect, but
hysterical attention, alternating with persecution.

For the Eurasianists, the picture is even more tragic. There is no direct attention here,
not a single mention in official sources, only camps, links, arrests, persecutions with
complete disregard. And although until a certain point in Soviet history it seems that
the main decisions at the international level are made by the followers of Pyotr
Savitsky, who check every step with the publications of the Eurasianists, the turning
point comes in 1989 when it turns out that no one in the Soviet leadership is able to
coherently explain the logic of traditional foreign policy. and as a result, there is a
lightning-fast destruction of the gigantic Eurasian organism, created with such tension
by three generations, having endured wars, deprivation, suffering, and unbearable
hardships.

The role of the personality of geopoliticians in terms of their influence on power is sharply
reduced along the West-East axis. The respect for Mahan and Speakman is contrasted with the
constant threats to Schmitt from the SS and the persecution of Haushofer (his son was shot),
and even more so from the camps of Savitsky and Karsavin. It amazes that in the end
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it was those countries that most of all listened to their geopolitics and appreciated them,
achieved amazing results and came close to finally achieving the one-man world
domination. Germany paid for the inattention to Haushofer's theses about the
"continental bloc" by the fact that it dropped out of history for half a century, suffered a
monstrous defeat and fell into political oblivion. The USSR, which did not pay attention to
the works of the most responsible, deep and perspicacious Russian patriots, without a
fight and resistance found itself in almost the same situation as post-war Germany, world
influence came to naught, the space was sharply reduced, the economy and social sphere
turned into ruins.
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Part II MODERN GEOPOLITICAL THEORIES AND SCHOOLS
(second half of the twentieth century)

Chapter 1. Overview

The development of geopolitical thought in the second half of the 20th century
generally followed the paths outlined by the founders of this science. The story of
Haushofer and his school, over which hung an ominous shadow of intellectual
cooperation with the Third Reich, forced the authors involved in this discipline to seek
roundabout ways so as not to be accused of "fascism". Thus, the American Colin S.
Gray generally suggested using two words to denote geopolitics: the English
"geopolitics" and the German "Geopolitik". The first should denote the Anglo-Saxon
and pragmatic version of this phenomenon, i.e. the writings of those authors who
follow the approach of Mahan, Mackinder and Speakman, and the second "continental
option", the legacy of the Haushofer school, taking into account some "spiritual" or
"metaphysical" factors.

The American and, more broadly, the Atlanticist (thalassocratic) line in geopolitics
developed practically without any breaks with tradition. As the projects of the
Americans on becoming a "world power" were being implemented, postwar
geopolitics-Atlanticists only refined and detailed particular aspects of the theory,
developing applied spheres. The fundamental model of "sea power" and its
geopolitical prospects has turned from scientific developments of separate military-
geographic schools into the official international policy of the United States.

At the same time, the emergence of the United States as a superpower and entry into
the last stage, preceding the final planetary hegemony of thalassocracy, forced
American geopoliticians to consider a completely new geopolitical model, in which not
two main forces participated, but only one. Moreover, there were fundamentally two
options for the development of events, either the final victory of the West in a
geopolitical duel with the East, or the convergence of two ideological camps into
something single and the establishment of a World Government (this project was
named "Mondialism" from the French word "monde", "peace"). In both cases, a new
geopolitical understanding of this possible outcome of the history of civilizations was
required. This situation gave rise to a special direction in geopolitics "geopolitics of
mondialism". Otherwise, this theory is known as the doctrine of the "new world order".
It was developed by American geopoliticians since the 70s, and for the first time it was
loudly announced by US President George W. Bush at the time of the Gulf War in

1991.

European geopolitics as something independent after the end of World War II
practically did not exist. Only during a rather short period of 1959-1968, when the
"continentalist" Charles de Gaulle was President of France, the situation changed
somewhat. Beginning in 1963, De Gaulle undertook some clearly anti-Atlanticist
measures, as a result of which France withdrew from the North Atlantic Alliance and
made attempts to develop its own geopolitical strategy. But since this state alone
could not resist the thalassocratic world, the question of the intra-European Franco-
German
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cooperation and strengthening ties with the USSR. Hence the famous Gaullist thesis
"Europe from the Atlantic to the Urals" was born. This Europe was conceived as a
sovereign, strategically continental entity, quite in the spirit of moderate "European
continentalism."

At the same time, by the beginning of the 70s, when geopolitical research in the
United States became extremely popular, European scientists also began to get
involved in this process, but at the same time, their connection with the prewar
geopolitical school in most cases had already been interrupted and they had to adapt
to the norms of the Anglo-Saxon approach. Thus, European scientists act as technical
experts of international organizations such as NATO, the UN, etc., engaging in applied
geopolitical research and not going beyond narrow specific issues. Gradually, these
studies turned into something independent in "regional geopolitics", rather developed
in France ("Yves Lacoste school", publisher of the magazine "Herodotus"). This
"regional geopolitics" abstracts from the global schemes of Mackinder, Mahan or
Haushofer,

The only continuous tradition of geopolitics that has survived in Europe since pre-war times was the property of rather
marginal groups, more or less associated with post-war nationalist parties and movements. In these narrow and politically
peripheral circles, geopolitical ideas developed, directly going back to “continentalism,” the Haushofer school, and so on.
This movement is collectively called the European "new right". Until a certain moment, public opinion simply ignored them,
considering them "vestiges of fascism." And only in the last decade, especially thanks to the educational and journalistic
activities of the French philosopher Alain de Benois, serious scientific circles began to listen to this trend as well. Despite the
considerable distance, separating the intellectual circles of the European "new right" from the authorities and their
"dissidence", from a purely theoretical point of view, their works represent a huge contribution to the development of
geopolitics. Free from the framework of political conformism, their thought developed relatively independently and
impartially. Moreover, at the turn of the 90s, a situation arose that the official European geopolitics (most often from left or
extreme left parties) were forced to turn to the "new right", their works, translations and research to restore the
completeness of the geopolitical picture. Free from the framework of political conformism, their thought developed
relatively independently and impartially. Moreover, at the turn of the 90s, a situation arose that the official European
geopolitics (most often from left or extreme left parties) were forced to turn to the "new right", their works, translations and
research to restore the completeness of the geopolitical picture. Free from the framework of political conformism, their
thought developed relatively independently and impartially. Moreover, at the turn of the 90s, a situation arose that the
official European geopolitics (most often from left or extreme left parties) were forced to turn to the "new right", their works,

translations and research to restore the completeness of the geopolitical picture.

Finally, Russian geopolitics. Officially recognized as "fascist" and "bourgeois
pseudoscience”, geopolitics as such did not exist in the USSR. Its functions were
performed by several disciplines: strategy, military geography, theory of international
law and international relations, geography, ethnography, etc. And at the same time,
the general geopolitical behavior of the USSR on the planetary arena betrays the
presence of a rather rational, from a geopolitical point of view, behavior model. The
USSR's desire to strengthen its positions in southern Eurasia, in the "coastal zone",
penetration into Africa, destabilizing actions in South America (designed to split the
space controlled by the North American States according to the Monroe Doctrine) and
even the invasion of to cut the American "anaconda" striving to bring the strategic
borders of "thalassocracy" close to the southern borders of the "geographical axis of
history"), etc. Such a consistent and geopolitically grounded policy of the USSR
indicates the existence of some kind of "center of decisions" where the
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the results of many traditional sciences and on the basis of this "information", "synthesis"
to take the most important strategic steps. However, the social localization of this "crypto-
geopolitical" center appears to be problematic. There is a version that it was about some

secret department of the Soviet GRU.

Actually, geopolitics has evolved exclusionary  but marginal
"dissident" circles. The most prominent representative of this trend was the historian
Lev Gumilyov, although he never used the term "geopolitics" or the term
"Eurasianism" in his works, and, moreover, tried in every possible way to avoid direct
reference to socio-political realities. Thanks to this "cautious" approach, he managed
to publish, even under the Soviet regime, several books on ethnographic history.

After the collapse of the Warsaw Pact and the USSR, geopolitics became relevant again
in Russian society. The abolition of ideological censorship made it possible, finally, to
call a spade a spade. It is not surprising that the first to take part in the revival of
geopolitics were national-patriotic circles (Den newspaper, Elements magazine). The
methodology turned out to be so impressive that some "democratic" movements also
took over the initiative. Soon after perestroika, geopolitics became one of the most
popular topics of the entire Russian society.

Associated with this is the increased interest in the Eurasians and their heritage in modern Russia.
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Chapter 2. Modern Atlantism

2.1 Followers of Speakman D.W. Mainig, W. Kirk, S.B. Coen, K. Gray, G.
Kissinger

The development of the American, purely Atlanticist line in geopolitics after 1945 was
largely a development of the theses of Nicholas Speakman. Just as he himself began
developing his theories with Mackinder's corrections, so his followers mostly corrected
his own views.

In 1956, a student of Speakman D. Meinig published the text "Heartland and Rimland in
Eurasian History". Mainig specifically emphasizes that "geopolitical criteria should take
special account of the functional orientation of the population and the state, and not just
the purely geographical relationship of the territory to the Land and Sea"ss. This is clearly
the influence of Vidal de la Blache.

Mainig says that the entire space of the Eurasian rimland is divided into three types
according to their functional and cultural predisposition.

"China, Mongolia, North Vietnam, Bangladesh, Afghanistan, Eastern Europe (including
Prussia), the Baltic and Karelia areas, organically gravitating towards

heartland.

South Korea, Burma, India, Iraq, Syria, Yugoslavia are geopolitically neutral.

Western Europe, Greece, Turkey, Iran, Pakistan, Thailand are inclined to
thalassocratic block.ss-

In 1965, another follower of Speakman, W. Kirk, published a bookss, reproducing the
title of Mackinder's famous article "The Geographical Pivot of History". Kirk developed
Speakman's thesis regarding the centrality of rimland to the geopolitical balance of
power. Based on Meinig's cultural-functional analysis and his differentiation of
"coastal zones" in relation to "tellurocratic" or "thalassocratic" predispositions, Kirk
built a historical model in which coastal civilizations play the main role, from which
cultural impulses come with a greater or lesser degree of intensity inward continent.
At the same time, the "higher" cultural forms and historical initiative are recognized
for those sectors of the "inner crescent”, which Meinig defined as "thalassocratically
oriented".

American Saul Cohen in Geography and Politics in a Divided Worldss suggested
introducing an additional classification into the geopolitical method based on dividing
the main geopolitical realities into "nucleus" and "discontinuous belts." From his point
of view, each specific region of the planet can be decomposed into 4 geopolitical
components:

1) “external sea (water) environment, depending on the merchant marine and ports;

s53DWMeinig "Heartland and Rimland in Eurasian History" in "West Politics Quarterly", IX, 1956 pp. 553-569
saIbidem

ss W.Kirk "Geographical Pivot of History", Leicaster Universal Press, 1965

s6 SB Cohen "Geography and Politics in a divided world", New York, 1963
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2) the continental core (nucleus), identical to "Hinterland" (a geopolitical term
meaning "inland regions remote from the coast");

3) a discontinuous belt (coastal sectors oriented either inward or away from the
continent);

4) regions geopolitically independent from this ensemble. "s7

The concept of "discontinuous zones" was taken up by leading American strategists
such as Henry Kissinger, who believed that the US political strategy for
"discontinuous" coastal zones was to unite the fragments into one whole and thereby
ensure full control of Atlanticism over Soviet Eurasia. ... This doctrine is called
"Linkage" from the English "link", "link", "link". For the "anaconda" strategy to be
completely successful, it was necessary to pay special attention to those "coastal
sectors" of Eurasia, which either remained neutral or gravitated towards the interior of
the continent. In practice, this policy was carried out through the Vietnam War, the
intensification of US-China relations,

As in previous eras, the post-war American Atlanticist geopolitical school constantly
maintained a feedback loop with the authorities.

The development of geopolitical views in relation to the "nuclear era" we find in another
representative of the same American school, Colin Gray. In his book "Geopolitics of the
Nuclear Era"ss he gives an outline of the military strategy of the United States and NATO, in
which he makes the planetary location of nuclear facilities dependent on the geographic
and geopolitical characteristics of the regions.

2.2 Atlantists won the Cold War

The geopolitical development of Atlanticism reached its climax by the beginning of the
90s. The "anaconda" strategy demonstrates absolute effectiveness. During this period,
one can observe the almost "prophetic" correctness of the first Anglo-Saxon geopoliticians
Mackinder and Mahan, corrected by Speakman.

The collapse of the Warsaw Pact and the USSR heralds the triumph of the orientation of
the Atlanticist strategy that was pursued throughout the 20th century. The West is
winning the Cold War with the East. Sea Power celebrates its victory over heartland.

Geopolitically, this event is explained as follows:
The confrontation between the Soviet bloc and NATO was the first ever pure and unalloyed form of
opposition between Land and Sea, Behemoth and Leviathan. At the same time, the geopolitical

balance of power reflected not only ideological, but also geopolitical constants.

The USSR as a heartland, like Eurasia, embodied the ideocracy of the Soviet type.
Geographically, it was a fairly integrated "Big

s7Ibidem
ss Colin S. Gray "The Geopolitics of the Nuclear Era", NY, 1977

-62-



A space "with colossal natural resources and developed strategic weapons. The main
advantage of the USSR was the" cultural and functional "inclinations of the population
living in its vast expanses or adjacent to Soviet territory, and the presence of hard-to-
reach inland spaces that would make it possible to create reliable defense and
technological footholds. Moreover, on both sides, from the North and East, the USSR
had sea borders, which are much easier to defend than land ones.

Due to the centralized economy, the USSR achieved commodity and food autarky and
the military status of a superpower. As far as possible, he strove to extend his
influence to other continents.

But the Eastern Bloc had several fundamental geopolitical flaws. The most important thing was
the enormous length of the land borders. If from the South the borders coincided with the
ridge of the Eurasian mountains, from Manzhuria to the Tien Shan, Pamir and the Caucasus,
then in the West the border passed in the middle of flat Europe, which was a strategic
bridgehead of Atlanticism, while its central base was on the western bank of Sredinny Ocean
"(Midland Ocean). But even in the southern direction, the mountains served not only as
protection, but also as an obstacle, closing the way for possible expansion and access to the
southern seas.

At the same time, the Eastern bloc was forced to concentrate military-strategic,
economic, intellectual, production forces and natural resources in the same
geopolitical center.

This situation was in sharp contrast to the geopolitical position of the West and the
center of the United States. (This is especially important, since the position of Western
Europe in this alignment of forces was very unenviable; it got the role of a US ground
base, adjacent to the borders of the opposite camp, a kind of "cordon sanitaire").
America was completely protected by "maritime borders". Moreover, by strategically
integrating its continent, it gained control over a huge part of the Eurasian coast, the
rimland. From Western Europe through Greece and Turkey (NATO member countries),
Atlanticist control extended to the Far East (Thailand, South Korea, strategically
colonized Japan), and this zone smoothly passed into the Indian and Pacific Oceans,
the most important military bases on the island of San Diego, in the Philippines, and
further, in Guam, the Caribbean and Haiti.

At the same time, the Atlanticists have created a complex differentiated system of
geopolitical distribution of power "cores". The United States directly provided military and
strategic power. Intellectual, financial and industrial structures, as well as centers for the
development of high technologies, were concentrated in Western Europe, free from the
burden of ensuring its own military security (except for the maintenance of the police and
purely decorative armed forces).

Natural resources came from economically underdeveloped regions of the Third
World, from where cheap labor came to a large extent.

Maintaining the status quo immediately after World War II was an offensive position,

since, according to the predictions of Atlanticist geopoliticians, such a situation would
inevitably lead to the depletion of the continental block.
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doomed to complete autarchy and forced to develop all strategic directions
simultaneously.

Heartland had only two choices in this situation. The first to carry out a military
expansion to the West with the aim of conquering Europe to the Atlantic. After this
effort, the USSR could secure calm sea borders and industrial, intellectual and
technological potential. In parallel, a similar effort had to be made in a southerly
direction, in order to finally reach the warm seas and break the "anaconda ring" of Sea
Power. This is a tough path that, if successful, could lead to a stable continental peace
and, in the short term, to the collapse of America, deprived of rimland.

Another way was, on the contrary, in the withdrawal of the USSR and its Armed Forces from Eastern
Europe in exchange for the withdrawal of NATO forces from Western Europe and the creation of a
single, strictly neutral European Bloc (possibly with a limited "dissociative" nuclear potential). This option
was seriously discussed in the De Gaulle era.

The same could have been done with Asia. Agree to renounce direct political control
over some Central Asian republics in exchange for the creation with Afghanistan, Iran
and India (possibly China) of a powerful strategic anti-American bloc oriented inland.

Finally, it would be possible to combine these two options and go peacefully in the West
and forceful in the East (or vice versa). It was only important to start both of these
geopolitical actions simultaneously. Only in this case it would be possible to hope for a
change in the planetary balance of forces from the obvious positional loss of Sushi to its
gain. It was necessary at any cost to break through the "containment" by this term during
the Cold War, the geopolitical tactics of "anaconda" were called.

But since the USSR did not dare to take this radical geopolitical step, the Atlanticist
powers had only to reap the results of their strictly calculated and geopolitically
verified long-term positional strategy.

The autarkian Soviet power could not stand it and fell from the all-round overstrain.
And the military invasion of Afghanistan without a parallel strategic step in Western
Europe (peaceful or non-peaceful), instead of saving the case, finally aggravated the
situation.

2.3 Aerocracy and Aetherocracy

Traditional Atlantic geopolitics, placing Sea Power at the heart of its concept, is the
"geopolitics of the sea." A global strategy based on this geopolitics has led the West to
establish planetary power. But the development of technology led to the development
of airspace, which made the development of "air geopolitics" urgent.

In contrast to the "geopolitics of the sea," a complete and fully developed, full-fledged
"geopolitics of the air" does not exist. The aeronautics factor is added to the general
geopolitical picture. But some correlations in the actualization of the air environment
and new types of weapons of strategic aviation, intercontinental missiles and nuclear
weapons associated with it have changed significantly.
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The development of airspace has to some extent equalized Land and Sea between
themselves, since for aircraft and missiles the difference between these spaces is not so
significant. (A particularly important step was the creation of aircraft carriers, since this
finally severed the air bases from the Land, making them independent of the quality of the
earth's surface.)

At the same time, the development of aviation has changed the proportions of the
planetary scale, making the Earth much "smaller" and the distances "shorter". At the
same time, rocketry and the development of strategic aviation largely relativized the
traditional geopolitical factors of sea and land borders, inland bases, etc.

The transfer of weapons to Earth's orbit and the strategic exploration of outer space
were the last stage in the "compression" of the planet and the final relativization of
spatial differences.

In addition to Land and Sea, current geopolitics has to take into account two more
elements, air and ether (outer space). At the military level, these elements correspond
to nuclear weapons (air) and the "star wars" program (space). By analogy with
tellurocracy (power of the Land) and thalassocracy (power of the Sea), these two
newest modifications of geopolitical systems can be called aerocracy (power of Air)
and ethericcracy (power of Ether).

Karl Schmitt gave a sketch of these two new spheres. At the same time, his most
important and fundamental remark is that both "aerocracy" and "etherocracy" represent
the further development of the "nomos" of the Sea, the advanced phases of precisely
"thalassocracy", since the entire technical process of mastering new spheres is being led
away " liquefaction of the "environment, which, according to Schmitt, is accompanied by
the corresponding cultural and civilizational processes, a progressive departure from the"
nomos "of Sushi not only in the strategic, but also in the ethical, spiritual, socio-political
sense.

In other words, the development of air and space environments is a continuation of
purely thalassocratic tendencies, and therefore can be considered as the highest stage
of a purely Atlantic strategy.

From this perspective, the nuclear confrontation between the blocs in the Cold War is
presented as competition in the conditions imposed by the "naval Force" on the heartland,
which is forced to accept the terms of a strategic positional duel dictated by the opposite
side. Such a process of active "liquefaction of the elements", coupled with the logic of the
development of the Western world in the technological and strategic sense, is parallel to
the offensive position of the Atlanticists in their policy of separating the coastal zones
from the continental center, in both cases there is an offensive initiative of one
geopolitical camp and a defensive reaction of the other. ...

On the intellectual level, this is expressed in the fact that the Atlanticists at the theoretical
level are developing "active geopolitics", engaging in this science openly and
systematically.

In the case of the West, geopolitics acts as a discipline that dictates the general
contours of international strategy. In the case of the Eastern bloc, it has not been

-65-



officially recognized, existed and still continues to exist as a "reaction" to the steps of a
potential adversary. It was and is "passive geopolitics" responding to the strategic
challenge of atantism more by inertia.

If in the case of nuclear weapons and aviation (in the sphere of aerocracy) the USSR
was able, at the cost of exerting all internal resources, to achieve relative parity, then
at the next stage, in the field of etherocracy, a structural breakdown occurred, and
competition in the field of technologies associated with "Star Wars" led to the ultimate
geopolitical loss and to defeat in the Cold War.

To understand the essence of geopolitical processes in the nuclear world and in the
conditions of the development of orbital spaces, Karl Schmitt's remark that aerocracy
and ethericcracy are not independent civilizational systems, but only the development
of the "nomos" of the Sea, is fundamental.

2.4 Two versions of the latest Atlanticism

The victory of the Atlantists over the USSR (heartland) meant the entry into a radically
new era that required original geopolitical models. The geopolitical status of all
traditional territories, regions, states and unions changed dramatically. The
comprehension of planetary reality after the end of the Cold War has led Atlantist
geopoliticians to two fundamental schemes.

One of them can be called "pessimistic" (for Atlanticism). It inherits the traditional
Atlanticist line of confrontation with heartland, which is considered incomplete and
not removed from the agenda along with the fall of the USSR, and predicts the
formation of new Eurasian blocs based on civilizational traditions and stable ethnic
archetypes. This option can be called "neoatlantism", its essence boils down,
ultimately, to the continuation of considering the geopolitical picture of the world
from the perspective of fundamental dualism, which is only nuanced by the allocation
of additional geopolitical zones (except for Eurasia), which may also later become
hotbeds of confrontation with the West. The most prominent representative of this
neo-Atlanticist approach is Samuel Huntington.

The second scheme, based on the same original geopolitical picture, on the contrary,
is optimistic (for Atlanticism) in the sense that it views the situation that has developed
as a result of the West's victory in the Cold War as final and irrevocable. This is the
basis of the theory of "mondialism", the concept of the End of History and One World,
which asserts that all forms of geopolitical differentiation are cultural, national,
religious, ideological, state, etc. are about to be finally overcome, and the era of a
single universal human civilization based on the principles of liberal democracy will
come. The story will end along with the geopolitical confrontation that initially gave
the main impetus to history. This geopolitical project is associated with the name of
the American geopolitician Francis Fukuyama, who wrote a programmatic article with
the expressive title "The End of History". This mondialist theory will be discussed in the
next chapter.

Let us analyze the main provisions of the Hunting Tone concept, which is an ultra-
modern development of Atlanticist geopolitics, traditional for the West. Significantly,
Huntington constructs his Clash of civilization policy paper as a response to
Fukuyama's The End of History. It is significant that on
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At the political level, this controversy corresponds to the two leading political parties in the
United States: Fukuyama expresses the global strategic position of the Democrats, while
Huntington is the mouthpiece of the Republicans. This quite accurately expresses the
essence of the two newest geopolitical projects, neo-atlantism follows a conservative line,
while "mondialism" prefers a completely new approach in which all geopolitical realities
are subject to a complete revision.

2.5 Clash of Civilizations: Huntington's Neo-Atlanticism

The meaning of the theory of Samuel P. Huntington, director of the Institute for
Strategic Research. John Olin at Harvard University, formulated in his article "The Clash
of Civilizations"ss which appeared as a summary of the large geopolitical project
"Changes in Global Security and American National Interests"), boils down to the
following:

The visible geopolitical victory of Atlanticism on the entire planet disappeared with the fall of the USSR

the last stronghold of continental powers is actually a slice of only superficial
reality. NATO's strategic success, accompanied by
ideological design, the rejection of the main competitive communist
ideology, does not affect the deep layers of civilization. Huntington in spite of

Fukuyame argues that a strategic victory is not a civilizational victory; Western ideology of
liberal-democratic democracy, the market, etc. became uncontested only temporarily,
since soon civilizational and geopolitical peculiarities, an analogue of the "geographical
individual" that Savitsky spoke of, would begin to appear among non-Western peoples.

Rejection of the ideology of communism and shifts in the structure of traditional
states, the disintegration of some formations, the emergence of others, etc. will not
lead to an automatic alignment of all mankind with a universal system of Atlanticist
values, but, on the contrary, will make deeper cultural layers, freed from superficial
ideological clichés, relevant again.

Huntington quotes George Weigel: "Desecularization is one of the dominant social
factors at the end of the 20th century." And consequently, instead of rejecting
religious identification in the One World, as Fukuyama speaks of, peoples, on the
contrary, will feel their religious affiliation even more vividly.
Huntington argues that along with the Western (= Atlanticist) civilization, which
includes North America and Western Europe, one can foresee the geopolitical fixation
of seven more potential civilizations:

1) Slavic-Orthodox,

2) Confucian (Chinese),

3) Japanese,

4) Islamic,

5) Hindu,

ss Samuel Huntington "Clash of civilizations" in "Foreign Affairs", summer 1993, pp. 22-49
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6) Latin American
and possibly 7) Africaneo.

Of course, these potential civilizations are by no means equivalent. But they all agree that
the vector of their development and formation will be oriented in a direction different
from the trajectory of Atlanticism and the civilization of the West. So the West will again
find itself in a situation of confrontation. Huntington believes that this is practically
inevitable and that even now, despite the euphoria of mondialist circles, it is necessary to
take as a basis a realistic formula: "The West and The Rest"e1.

The geopolitical conclusions from this approach are obvious: Huntington believes that
the Atlanticists should in every possible way strengthen the strategic positions of their
own civilization, prepare for confrontation, consolidate strategic efforts, curb anti-
Atlantic tendencies in other geopolitical formations, and prevent them from joining
into a continental alliance that is dangerous for the West.

He makes the following

recommendations: "The West should

to ensure closer cooperation and unity within the framework of their own civilization,
especially between its European and North American parts;

integrate into Western civilization those societies in Eastern Europe and Latin America,
whose cultures are close to Western ones;

ensure closer relations with Japan and Russia;

prevent the escalation of local conflicts between civilizations into global wars;

limit the military expansion of Confucian and Islamic states;

suspend the curtailment of Western military power and ensure military superiority in
the Far East and Southwest Asia;

use difficulties and conflicts in relations between Islamic and Confucian countries;
to support groups oriented towards Western values and interests in other
civilizations;

strengt international institutions that reflect and legitimize Western mterests and
value ensure the involvement of non-Western states in these institutions. "

This is a concise and succinct formulation of the doctrine of neo-Atlanticism.

eoIbidem p. 25
&1 Ibidem p. 39
e2Ibidem p. 49
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From the point of view of pure geopolitics, this means strict adherence to the
principles of Mahan and Speakman, and the emphasis that Huntington puts on culture
and civilizational differences as the most important geopolitical factors indicates his
involvement in the classical school of geopolitics, which goes back to the "organic"
philosophy, for which initially it was typical to view social structures and states not as
mechanical or purely ideological formations, but as "forms of life."

Huntington points to China and the Islamic states (Iran, Iraq, Libya, etc.) as the most
likely opponents of the West. This is directly influenced by the doctrines of Meinig and
Kirk, who believed that the orientation of the countries of the "coastal zones", rimland
and the "Confucian" and Islamic civilizations geopolitically belonged to
predominantly rimland is more important than heartland's position. Therefore, unlike
other representatives of neo-Atlanticism in particular, Paula Wolfowitz, Huntington
sees the main threat not in the geopolitical revival of Russia-Eurasia, heartland or
some new Eurasian continental entity.

In the report of the American Paul Wolfowitz (Security Adviser) to the US government
in March 1992, it is said about "the need to prevent the emergence on the European
and Asian continents of a strategic force capable of resisting the United States."ss, and
further explains that the most likely force that is meant here is Russia, and that a
"cordon sanitaire" should be created against it on the basis of the Baltic countries. In
this case, the American strategist Wolfowitz is closer to Mackinder than to Speakman,
which distinguishes his views from Huntington's theory.

In all cases, regardless of the definition of a specific potential adversary, the position of all
neo-Atlantists remains essentially the same: victory in the Cold War does not negate the
threat to the West emanating from other geopolitical formations (present or future).
Consequently, it is premature to talk about the "One World", and the planetary dualism of
thalassocracy (strengthened by aerocracy and ethericcracy) and tellurocracy remains the
main geopolitical scheme for the 21st century as well.

Huntington's The West and The Rest becomes a new and more general formula for
such dualism.

63 Cit. by "Monde Diplomatique" 1992, annual compilation
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Chapter 3. Mondialism

3.1 Prehistory of Mondialism

The concept of "mondialism" arose long before the final victory of the West in the Cold
War.

The meaning of mondialism boils down to postulating the inevitability of full planetary
integration, the transition from a plurality of states, peoples, nations and cultures to the
uniform world of One World.

The origins of this idea can be seen in some utopian and chiliastic movements dating
back to the Middle Ages and, further, to deep antiquity. It is based on the idea that at
some climax in history there will be a gathering of all the peoples of the earth in a
single Kingdom, which will no longer know the contradictions, tragedies, conflicts and
problems inherent in ordinary earthly history. In addition to the purely mystical
version of the mondialist utopia, there were also rationalistic versions of it, one of
which can be considered the doctrine of the "Third Era" of the positivist Auguste
Comte or the humanistic eschatology of Lessing.

Mondialist ideas were characteristic most often of moderate European and especially
English socialists (some of them were united in the "Fabian Society"). The communists
also spoke about a single World State. On the other hand, similar mondialist
organizations were created from the end of the 19th century by major figures in world
business, for example, Sir Sacil Rhodes, who organized the Round Table group, whose
members were supposed to "promote the establishment of a system of free trade
throughout the world and the creation of a single World Government. . " Often
socialist motives were intertwined with liberal-capitalist ones, and the communists
coexisted in these organizations with representatives of the largest financial capital.
All were united by the belief in the utopian idea of uniting the planet.

It is significant that such well-known organizations as the League of Nations, and later the UN and
UNESCO were a continuation of precisely such mondialist circles that had a great influence on
world politics.

During the twentieth century, these mondialist organizations, avoiding unnecessary
advertising, and often even of a "secret" nature, changed many names. There was a
"Universal Movement for a World Confederation" by Harry Davis, a "Federal Union"
and even a "Crusade for a World Government" (organized by British parliamentarian
Henry Usborne in 1946).

As all conceptual and strategic power over the West was concentrated in the United
States, it was this state that became the main headquarters of Mondialism, whose
representatives formed a parallel power structure consisting of advisers, analysts, and
centers of strategic research.

This is how the three main mondialist organizations developed, the very existence of

which the Western public became aware of only relatively recently. In contrast to
formal structures, these groups enjoyed significantly more freedom.
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design and research, since they were exempted from the fixed and formal procedures
governing the activities of the UN commissions, etc.

The first "Council on Foreign Relations" (abbreviated

CFR). Its creator was the largest American banker Morgan. This unofficial organization
was engaged in the development of an American strategy on a planetary scale, with
the ultimate goal being the complete unification of the planet and the creation of a
World Government. This organization arose back in 1921 as a branch of the Carnegie
Endowment for Universal Peace, and all of its high-ranking politicians shared
Mondialist views on the future of the planet. Since most of the CFR members were
also high-ranking dignitarians of Scottish Freemasonry, it can be assumed that their
geopolitical projects also had some kind of humanistic-mystical dimension.

In 1954, a second mondialist structure, the Bilderberg Club or Bilderberg Group, was
created. It brought together not only American analysts, politicians, financiers and
intellectuals, but also their European colleagues. On the American side, it was
represented exclusively by CFR members and was seen as its international
continuation.

In 1973, the third most important mondialist structure, the Trilateral Commission, was
created by activists of the Bilderberg Group. It was led by the Americans, members of
the CFR and the Bilderberg Group, and had, in addition to the United States, where its
headquarters is located (345 East 46th street, New York), two more headquarters in
Europe and Japan.

The "Trilateral" Commission is named for fundamental geopolitical reasons. It is designed
to unite under the auspices of Atlanticism and the United States three "large spaces"
leading in technological development and market economy:

1) American space, which includes North and South America;

2) European space;
3) Pacific Space controlled by Japan.

At the head of the most important mondialist groups in Bilderberg and Trilateral is a
senior CFR member, the largest banker David Rockefeller, owner of Chase Manhattan
Bank.

In addition to him, the constant analysts, geopolitics and strategists of Atlanticism Zbigniew
Brzezinski and Henry Kissind Ger are at the very center of all Mondialist projects. It also
includes the famous George Ball.

The main line of all mondialist projects was the transition to a unified world system,
under the strategic domination of the West and "progressive", "humanistic",
"democratic" values. For this, parallel structures were developed, consisting of
politicians, journalists, intellectuals, financiers, analysts, etc., who were supposed to
prepare the ground before this mondialist project of the World Government could be
widely publicized, since without preparation it would have come across to the
powerful psychological resistance of peoples and states that do not want to dissolve
their originality in the planetary melting pot.
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The Mondialist project developed and implemented by these organizations was not
homogeneous. There were two main versions of it, which, differing in methods,
should theoretically lead to the same goal.

3.2 Convergence theory

The first most pacifist and "conciliatory" version of mondialism is known as the
"convergence theory". Developed in the 1970s in the depths of the CFR by a group of
"left" analysts led by Zbigniew Brzezinski, this theory assumed the possibility of
overcoming the ideological and geopolitical dualism of the Cold War through the
creation of a new cultural and ideological type of civilization that would be
intermediate between socialism and capitalism. between pure Atlanticism and pure
continentalism.

Soviet Marxism was seen as a barrier that could be overcome by moving on to its
moderate, social democratic, revisionist version by rejecting the theses of
"dictatorship of the proletariat", "class struggle", "nationalization of the means of
production” and "abolition of private property." In turn, the capitalist West would have
to restrict the freedom of the market, introduce partial state regulation of the
economy, etc. A common cultural orientation could be found in the traditions of the
Enlightenment and humanism, to which both Western democratic regimes and the
social ethics of communism (in its softened social democratic versions) are being

raised.

The World Government, which could appear on the basis of the "theory of convergence”,
was conceived as an admission of Moscow to the Atlantic administration of the planet
jointly with Washington. In this case, the era of universal peace would begin, the cold war
would end, the peoples would be able to relieve the burden of geopolitical tension.

It is important to draw a parallel here with the transition of technological systems from
"thalassocracy" to "ethericcracy": Mondialist politicians began to look at the planet not through
the eyes of the inhabitants of the western continent surrounded by the sea (like traditional
Atlantists), but through the eyes of "astronauts in space orbit." In this case, their gaze was
really One World, One World.

The Mondialist centers also had their correspondents in Moscow. The key figure here was
Academician Gvishiani, director of the Institute for Systems Research, which was
something like a branch of Trilateral in the USSR. But their activities were especially
successful among the extreme left parties in Western Europe, which for the most part
embarked on the path of "Eurocommunism" and this was considered the main conceptual
basis for global convergence.

3.3 Planetary victory for the West

Convergence theories were the ideological foundation to which Mikhail Gorbachev and his
advisers who carried out perestroika referred. At the same time, a few years before the
beginning of Soviet perestroika, a similar project began to be implemented in China, with
which representatives of the Trilateral Commission established a close relationship since
the late 1970s. But the geopolitical fates of the Chinese and Soviet "perestroika" were
different. China insisted on a "fair" distribution of roles and appropriate shifts in
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ideology of the West towards socialism. The USSR took the path of concessions much
further.

Following the logic of the American mondialists, Gorbachev began the structural transformation of the
Soviet space towards "democratization" and "liberalization." First of all, this affected the countries of the
Warsaw Pact, and then the republics of the USSR. Strategic arms reduction and ideological
rapprochement with the West began. But in this case, attention should be paid to the fact that the years
of Gorbachev's rule fall on the period of the presidency in the United States of the extreme Republicans
Reagan and Bush. Moreover, Reagan was the only president in recent years who consistently refused to
participate in all mondialist organizations. By convictions, he was a tough, consistent and
uncompromising Atlanticist, liberal-market, not inclined to any compromises with the "left" ideologies of
even the most moderate democratic or social democratic persuasion. Consequently, Moscow's steps
aimed at convergence and the creation of a World Government with a significant weight of
representatives of the Eastern Bloc in it, at the opposite pole had the most unfavorable ideological
obstacles. The Atlantist Reagan (later Bush) simply used Gorbachev's mondialist reforms for purely
utilitarian purposes. Heartland's voluntary concessions were not followed The Atlantist Reagan (later
Bush) simply used Gorbachev's mondialist reforms for purely utilitarian purposes. Heartland's voluntary
concessions were not followed The Atlantist Reagan (later Bush) simply used Gorbachev's mondialist
reforms for purely utilitarian purposes. Heartland's voluntary concessions were not followed

the corresponding concessions from Sea Power, and the West made neither
geopolitical nor ideological compromises with self-liquidating Eurasia. NATO did not
dissolve, and its forces did not leave either Europe or Asia. Liberal-democratic ideology
has further strengthened its position.

In this case, mondialism appeared not as an independent geopolitical doctrine that
was realized in practice, but as a pragmatically used tool in the Cold War, the logic of
which, based on the theses of Mackinder and Mahan, was not abandoned by the
United States.

3.4 "End of History" by Francis Fukuyama

After the collapse of the USSR and the victory of the West, Atlanticism, the mondialist projects
had to either die out or change their logic.

A new version of mondialism in the post-Soviet era was the doctrine of Francis Fukuyama, who
published the programmatic article "The End of History" in the early 90s. It can be viewed as
the ideological basis of neo-mondialism.

Fukuyama offers the following version of the historical process. Humanity from the
dark era of the "law of power", "obscurantism" and "irrational management of social
reality" moved to the most reasonable and logical order, embodied in capitalism,
modern Western civilization, market economy and liberal democratic ideology. History
and its development lasted only due to irrational factors, which little by little gave way
to the laws of reason, the general monetary equivalent of all values, etc. The fall of the
USSR marks the fall of the last bastion of "irrationalism". Connected with this is the
end of History and the beginning of a special planetary existence, which will take place
under the sign of the Market and Democracy, which will unite the world into a
harmonious, rationally functioning machine.
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Such a New Order, although based on the universalization of a purely Atlantic
system goes beyond the framework of Atlanticism, and all regions of the world are
reorganize by centers. beginning a new model, around its most economically developed

3.5 "Geoeconomics" by Jacques Attali

There is an analogue of Fukuyama's theory among European authors. Thus, Jacques Attali,
who for many years was the personal adviser to French President Frangois Mitter, and also for
some time the director of the European Bank for Reconstruction and Development, developed
a similar theory in his book "Horizon Lines".

Attali believes that at the moment the third era of the "era of money" is coming, which
is the universal equivalent of value, since, equating all things with material digital
expression, it is extremely easy to manage them in the most rational way. Attali
himself associates this approach with the onset of the messianic era, understood in
the Judeo-Kabbalistic context (he develops this aspect in more detail in another book
specially devoted to messianism, "He will come"). This distinguishes him from
Fukuyama, who remains within the framework of strict pragmatism and utilitarianism.

Jacques Attali offers his version of the future, which "has already arrived." The dominance of a
single liberal-democratic ideology and market system on the entire planet, together with the
development of information technologies, leads to the fact that the world becomes unified
and homogeneous, the geopolitical realities that have dominated throughout history recede
into the background in the "third era". Geopolitical dualism is canceled.

But the united world still receives a new geopolitical structuralization, based this time on the
principles of "geoeconomics". For the first time, the concept of "geoeconomics" was proposed to
develop by the historian Fritz Roerig, and it was popularized by Fernand Braudel.

"Geoeconomics" is a special version of mondialist geopolitics, which prioritizes non-
geographic, cultural, ideological, ethnic, religious, etc. factors that make up the
essence of the geopolitical approach itself, but a purely economic reality in its relation
to space. For "geoeconomics" it does not matter at all what kind of people lives there
and there, what is its history, cultural traditions, and so on. It all boils down to where
the centers of world exchanges, minerals, information centers, and large-scale
industries are located. "Geoeconomics" approaches political reality as if the World
Government and a single planetary state already existed.

Attali's geoeconomic approach leads to the identification of three most important regions,
which in the One World will become the centers of new economic spaces.
1) American space, which finally united both Americas into a single financial and
industrial zone.

2) The European space that emerged after the economic unification of Europe.

-74 -



30 RSP RYIS, T3RS LIRSy Bresgy s vihich hasseveral competing

According to Attali, there will be no special differences or contradictions between
these three mondialist spaces, since both the economic and ideological types will be
strictly identical in all cases. The only difference will be the purely geographical
location of the most developed centers, which will concentrically structure around
themselves the less developed regions located in spatial proximity. So concentric

restructuring can only take place at the "end of history" or, in other terms, with the
abolition of traditional realities dictated by geopolitics.

Civilizational-geopolitical dualism is canceled. The absence of a pole opposite to
Atlantism leads to a radical rethinking of space. The era of geoeconomics is coming.

In the Attali model, the ideas that formed the basis of the "Trilateral Commission"
found their complete expression, which is the conceptual and political instrument that
develops and implements such projects.

It is significant that the leaders of Trilateral (David Rockefeller, Georges Bertouin, then the
head of the European department and Henry Kissinger) visited Moscow in January 1989,
where they were received by the President of the USSR Gorbachev, Alexander Yakovlev,
and other high-ranking Soviet leaders, Medvedev, were also present at the meeting. Falin,
Akhromeev, Dobrynin, Chernyaev, Arbatov and Primakov. Jacques Attali himself
maintained personal contacts with Russian President Boris Yeltsin.

One thing is certain: the transition to geoeconomic logic and neo-mondialism became
possible only after the geopolitical self-liquidation of the Eurasian USSR.

Neo-mondialism is not a direct continuation of historical mondialism, which initially
assumed the presence of left-wing socialist elements in the final model. This is an
intermediate option between mondialism proper and Atlanticism.

3.6 Professor Santoro's Post-Catastrophic Mondialism

There are more detailed versions of neomondialysis. One of the most striking is the
futurological geopolitical concept developed by the Milan Institute for International
Political Studies (ISPI) under the guidance of Professor Carlo Santoro.

According to Santoro's model, humanity is currently in a transitional stage from a
bipolar world to a mondialist version of multipolarity (understood geoeconomically,
like Attali's). International institutions (UN, etc.), which for Fukuyama's optimistic
mondialism seem to be sufficiently developed to become the nucleus of the "World
Government", Santoro, on the contrary, appear to be ineffective and reflect the
outdated logic of bipolar geopolitics. Moreover, the whole world bears the stable
imprint of the Cold War, the geopolitical

e4Jack Attali "Lignes d'horizon", Paris. 1990
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the logic of which remains dominant. Santoro foresees that such a situation cannot
but end with a period of civilizational catastrophes.

He goes on to outline the alleged scenario of these disasters:
1) Further weakening of the role of international institutions

2) The growth of nationalist tendencies among the countries that were part of the Warsaw
treaty and in the Third World. This leads to chaotic processes.

3) Disintegration of traditional blocs (this does not affect the Europe) and
progressive disintegration of existing states.

4) The beginning of the era of wars of low and medium intensity, as a result of
which new geopolitical formations are formed.

5) The threat of planetary chaos forces various blocs to recognize the need to
create new international institutions with huge
powers, which actually means the establishment of a World Government.

6) The final creation of the planetary state of international  under the auspices of new
authorities (World Government)es.

This model is intermediate between the Mondialist Fukuyama  Francis's optimism
and the Atlanticist pessimism of Samuel Huntington.

s See Prof. Carlo Santoro "Progetto di ricarca multifunzionale 1994 - 1995 - I nuovi poli geopolitici”, Milano
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Chapter 4. Applied Geopolitics

4.1 "Internal geopolitics” the Yves Lacoste school

The geopolitical renaissance in Europe is associated with the activities of the geographer
Yves Lacoste, who in 1976 founded the magazine "Herodotus", where for the first time in
post-war Europe geopolitical texts began to be regularly published. It should be especially
emphasized that the head was a person close to left-wing political circles, while until that
moment only rather marginal right-wing, nationalist circles were engaged in geopolitics in
Europe.

In 1983, the journal "Herodotus" introduces the subtitle "Journal of Geography and
Geopolitics" into its title, and from that moment begins the second life of geopolitics, now
officially recognized as a special political science discipline that helps in a comprehensive
analysis of the situation.

Yves Lacoste strives to adapt geopolitical principles to the current situation. Lacoste
himself does not share the "organicist approach" characteristic of

continental school, nor a purely pragmatic and mechanistic

geopolitical utilitarianism of Sea Power ideologues. From his point of view, geopolitical
considerations serve only to "justify the rival aspirations of the authorities in relation
to certain territories and the people inhabiting them."se.

This can apply to both international relations and narrowly regional problems.

For Lacoste, geopolitics becomes only an instrument for analyzing a specific situation,
and all the global theories that underlie this discipline are reduced to relative,
historically determined concepts.

Thus, Lacoste offers a completely new definition of geopolitics, in fact a new discipline.
This is no longer continental thinking based on a fundamental planetary civilizational-
geographical dualism and

coupled with global ideological systems, but the use of some methodological models
that were present in traditional geopolitics in a general context, but taken in this case
as something independent. This is the "deglobalization" of geopolitics, reducing it to a
narrow analytical method.

This geopolitics is called "internal geopolitics" (la geopolitique interne), since it is often
concerned with local problems.

4.2 Electoral "geopolitics"

A kind of such internal geopolitics is a special technique developed to study the
relationship between the political sympathies of the population and the territory in
which this population lives. The forerunner of this approach was the Frenchman André
Siegfried (1875 1959), a politician and geographer. He made the first attempts to
investigate "internal geopolitics" in relation to the political sympathies of certain
regions. The first formulations go back to him

66 Yves Lacoste "Dictionnaire Geopolitique", Paris, 1986
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patterns that formed the basis of the "electoral geopolitics" of the new Ives school
Lacoste.

Siegfried wrote:

"Each batch or,  more precisely, each political trend has its
privileged territory; it is easy to see that just as there are geological or economic
regions, there are also political regions. The political climate can be studied in the
same way as the natural climate. I noticed that, despite the deceptive appearance,
public opinion, depending on the regions, remains a certain constancy. Under the
ever-changing landscape of political elections, deeper and more permanent trends
can be traced, reflecting the regional temperament. "ez

In the Lacoste school, this theory was systematically developed and became a familiar
sociological tool that is widely used in political practice.

4.3 Mediacracy as a "geopolitical” factor

Yves Lacoste set himself the task of bringing into geopolitics the latest criteria
inherent in the information society. The greatest value among

information systems that directly affect geopolitical processes are possessed by the
mass media, especially television. In modern society, it is not the conceptual-rational
approach that dominates, but the brightness of the "image" ("image"). Political,
ideological and geopolitical views are formed in a significant part of society solely on
the basis of telecommunications. The mediatic "image" is an atomic synthesis in which

some approaches  ethnic, cultural, ideological, political.
The synthetic quality of "image" brings it together  with the categories that
traditionally operates geopolitics.

A news report from some hot spot, about which nothing is known, for example, a
resident of a capitol, should, in the shortest possible time, present the geographical,
historical, religious, economic, cultural, ethnic profile of the region, as well as place
accents in accordance with a narrowly defined political purpose. Thus, the profession
of a journalist (especially a television journalist) approaches the profession of
geopolitics. The mass media in modern society no longer play a purely auxiliary role,
as before, but are becoming a powerful independent geopolitical factor capable of
exerting a strong influence on the historical destinies of peoples.

4.4 History of geopolitics

There is another direction in the general process of the "revival" of European
geopolitics, the history of geopolitics. It is not geopolitical in the full sense of the word,
since it sets as its task the historical reconstruction of this discipline, work with
sources, chronology, systematization, bibliographic data, etc. In a sense, this is a
"museum approach" that does not pretend to any conclusions and generalizations in
relation to the current situation. Such a historical line

e7Andre Siegfried "Tableau politique de la France de |'Ouest sous la Troisieme Republique", Paris, 1913
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represented, first of all, by the works of Pierre-Marie Gollois and such authors as Hervé
Couteau-Begary, Gerard Chalyan, Hans-Adolphe Jacobsen, etc.

As part of this initiative, the texts of the historical geopolitics Mackinder, Mahan, Challen,
Haushofer, etc. are being published and republished.

Historical studies of this kind are often published in the French journal Herodotus and
the new Italian geopolitical journal Limes, published by Lucho Caracholo and Michel
Corenmann with the participation of the same Lacoste.

4.5 "Applied geopolitics" is not geopolitics

Applied or "internal geopolitics" developed by Yves Lacoste, as well as other
prominent specialists, Michel Korenmann, Paul-Marie de la Gors, etc., is characteristic
of modern European political science and deliberately avoids conceptual
generalizations and futurological developments. This is the fundamental difference
between this entire trend, especially developed in France and Italy, from the proper
Atlanticist and Mondialist schools located in the United States and England.

Applied geopolitics retains much fewer ties with historical, pre-war geopolitics than
Atlanticism and Mondialism, not to mention the "continentist" tradition. This is a
purely analytical, political science, sociological methodology and nothing more.
Therefore, a distinction should be made between it and the planetary global projects
of the geopolitics proper. In essence, we are talking about two disciplines, which are
brought together only by terminology and some methods. Ignoring geopolitical
dualism, considering it either overcome, or insignificant, or simply going beyond the
frames of the main subject of study, "applied geopolitics" ceases to be geopolitics in
the proper sense of the word and becomes just a kind of statistical-sociological
methodology.

Real geopolitical decisions and projects related to the fate of Europe and the peoples
inhabiting it are being developed in other instances associated with the strategic
centers of Atlanticism and Mondialism. Thus, the project of European integration was
developed exclusively by the efforts of intellectuals who collaborated in the "Trilateral
Commission", i.e. in a mondialist supranational organization that has neither a strict
legal status nor political legitimacy. The Frenchman Jacques Attali developed his
geopolitical theories based on the data of this very organization, of which he was a
member, and not on the basis of the "applied" geopolitics of the modern European
school.
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Chapter 5. Geopolitics of the European "new right"

5.1 Europe of one hundred flags. Alain de Benoit

One of the few European geopolitical schools that has retained a continuous connection with
the ideas of the pre-war German geopolitical continentalists is the New Right. This trend
originated in France in the late 60s and is associated with the figure of the leader of this
movement, the philosopher and publicist Alain de Benoit.

The "new right" is sharply different from the traditional French right-wing monarchists,
Catholics, Germanophobes, chauvinists, anti-communists, conservatives, etc. on almost all
counts. "New Right" supporters of "organic democracy", pagans, Germanophiles,
socialists, modernists, etc. At first, the "left camp"”, traditionally extremely influential in
France, considered this a "tactical maneuver" of the ordinary right, but over time, the
seriousness of evolution was proved and recognized by everyone.

One of the fundamental principles of the ideology of the "new right", analogues of
which soon appeared in other European countries, was the principle of "continental
geopolitics." In contrast to the "old right" and classical nationalists, de Benoit believed
that the principle of the centralist State-Nation (Etat-Nation) was historically exhausted
and that the future belonged only to the "Great Spaces". Moreover, the basis for such
"Great Spaces" should be not so much the unification of different States into a
pragmatic political bloc, but the entry of ethnic groups of different scales into a single
"Federal Empire" on equal grounds. Such a "Federal Empire" should be strategically
united and ethnically differentiated.

The "Big Space" that interested de Benoit the most was Europe. The "new rightists"
believed that the peoples of Europe have a common Indo-European origin, a single
source. This is the principle of the "common past". But the circumstances of the
modern era, in which the tendencies of strategic and economic integration are active,
necessary for the possession of genuine geopolitical sovereignty, dictate the need for
unification in a purely pragmatic sense. Thus, the peoples of Europe are doomed to a
"common future." From this, de Benois concludes that the main geopolitical principle
should be the thesis "United Europe of a hundred flags"es.

In this perspective, as in all the concepts of the "new right", there is a clear desire to
combine "conservative" and "modernist" elements, i.e. "right" and "left". In recent
years, the "new right" has abandoned this definition, believing that they are "right" as
much as the "left".

De Benois's geopolitical theses are based on the affirmation of the "continental fate of
Europe." In this he fully follows the concepts of the Haushofer school. From this
follows the opposition of "Europe" and "West" characteristic of the "new right".
"Europe" for them is a continental geopolitical entity based on an ethnic ensemble of
Indo-European origin and having common cultural roots. This concept is traditional.
"West", on the contrary, is a geopolitical and historical concept associated with the
modern world, denying ethnic and spiritual traditions,

ss Alain de Benoist "Les idess a I'endroit", Paris, 1979
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putting forward purely material and quantitative criteria for existence; it is a utilitarian
and rationalistic, mechanistic bourgeois civilization. The most complete embodiment
of the West and its civilization is the USA.

This constitutes the concrete project of the "new rightists". Europe should integrate
into a "Federal Empire" opposed to the West and the United States, and regionalist
tendencies should be especially encouraged, since regions and ethnic minorities have
retained more traditional features than megacities and cultural centers affected by the
"spirit of the West." At the same time, France should be guided by Germany and
Central Europe. Hence the interest of the "new right" in de Gaulle and Friedrich
Naumann. At the level of practical politics, since the 1970s, the "new right" has been
advocating a strict strategic neutrality of Europe, withdrawal from NATO, and the
development of a self-sufficient European nuclear potential.

Regarding the USSR (later Russia), the position of the "new right" has evolved. Starting
with the classic thesis "Neither the West, nor the East, but Europe", they gradually evolved
to the thesis "First of all Europe, but better even with the East than with the West." On a
practical level, the initial interest in China and the projects of organizing a strategic
alliance between Europe and China to counter both "American and Soviet imperialism"
have been replaced by a moderate "Sovietophilia" and the idea of an alliance between
Europe and Russia.

The geopolitics of the "new right" is oriented radically anti-Atlantic and anti-
mondialist. They see the fate of Europe as the antithesis of Atlantist and Mondialist
projects. They are opponents of "thalassocracy" and the concept of One World.

It should be noted that under the conditions of the total strategic and political
domination of Atlanticism in Europe during the Cold War, de Benois's geopolitical
position (theoretically and logically flawless) contrasted so much with the "norms of
political thinking" that it simply could not get any widespread dissemination. It was a
kind of "dissidence" and, like any "dissidence" and "nonconformism," it had a marginal
character. Until now, the intellectual level of the “new right”, the high quality of their
publications and editions, even the large number of their followers in the European
academic environment contrast sharply with the negligible attention paid to them by
the authorities and analytical structures serving the authorities with geopolitical
projects.

5.2 Europe from Vladivostok to Dublin. Jean Thiriard

A somewhat different version of continental geopolitics was developed by another European
"dissident”, the Belgian Jean Thiriard (1922 1992). Since the beginning of the 60s, he was the
leader of the all-European radical movement "Young Europe".

Thiriard considered geopolitics to be the main political science discipline, without which it
is impossible to build a rational and far-sighted political and state strategy. A follower of
Haushofer and Nikisch, he considered himself a "European National Bolshevik" and the
builder of the "European Empire". It was his ideas that anticipated the more developed
and sophisticated projects of the "new right".

Jean Thiriard based his political theory on the principle of "autarchy of large spaces".
Developed in the middle of the 19th century by the German economist Friedrich List,
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this theory asserted that a full-fledged strategic and economic development of a state
is possible only if it has a sufficient geopolitical scale and great territorial potential.
Thiriard applied this principle to the current situation and came to the conclusion that
the world significance of the European states would be completely lost if they did not
unite into a single Empire opposing the United States. At the same time, Thiriard
believed that such an "Empire" should not be "federal" and "regionally oriented", but
extremely

unified, centralist, corresponding to the Jacobin model. It should become a powerful
unified continental State-Nation. This is the main difference between the views of de
Benois and Tiriard.

In the late 70s, Thiriard's views underwent some change. An analysis of the
geopolitical situation led him to the conclusion that the scale of Europe is no longer
sufficient to free itself from the American thalassocracy. Consequently, the main
condition for "European liberation" is the unification of Europe with the USSR. From a
geopolitical scheme that includes three main zones, the West, Europe, Russia (USSR),
he moved to a scheme with only two components, the West and the Eurasian
continent. At the same time, Thiriard came to the radical conclusion that it was better
for Europe to choose Soviet socialism than Anglo-Saxon capitalism.

This is how the project "Euro-Soviet Empire from Vladivostok to Dublin" appeared.es. It
almost prophetically describes the reasons that should lead the USSR to collapse if it
does not take active geopolitical steps in Europe and the South in the very near future.
Thiriard believed that Haushofer's ideas regarding the "Berlin-Moscow-Tokyo
continental bloc" are highly relevant to this day. It is important that Thiriard set out
these theses 15 years before the collapse of the USSR, absolutely accurately predicting
its logic and reasons. Thiriard made attempts to bring his views to the attention of the
Soviet leaders. But he failed to do this, although in the 60s he had personal meetings
with Nasser, Zhou Enlai and the highest Yugoslav leaders. It is indicative that Moscow
rejected his project of organizing underground "detachments of European liberation"
in Europe for the terrorist struggle against "agents of Atlanticism."

The views of Jean Tiriard lie at the heart of the now intensifying non-conformist
movement of the European National Bolsheviks ("Front for European Liberation").
They come close to the projects of contemporary Russian neo-eurasism.

5.3 Thinking continents. Jordis von Lohausen

The Austrian general Jordis von Lohausen is very close to Thiriard. Unlike Tiriard or de
Benoit, he does not participate in direct political activity and does not build specific
social projects. He takes a strictly scientific approach and limits himself to purely
geopolitical analysis. His initial position is the same as that of the National Bolsheviks
and the "new right", he is a continentalist and a follower of Haushofer.

Lohausen believes that political power only has a chance to become durable and
stable when the rulers think not in momentary and local categories, but

e9Jean Thiriart "L'Empire Eurosovietique de Vladivistok jusque Dublin", Brussell, 1988
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"millennia and continents". His main book is called Courage to Rule. Thinking
Continents.r.

Lohausen believes that global territorial, civilizational, cultural and social processes
become understandable only if they are seen in

"farsighted" perspective, which she  Ccontrasts historical
"myopia". Power in the human historical the society on which the choice depends
path and the most important decisions, must be guided by very general

schemes that make it possible to find a place for this or that state or people in a huge
historical perspective. Therefore, the main discipline required to determine the
strategy of power is geopolitics in its traditional sense, operating with global
categories, abstracting from analytical particulars (and not the "internal" applied
geopolitics of the Lacoste school). Modern ideologies, the latest technological and
civilizational shifts, of course, change the topography of the world, but they cannot
cancel some of the basic laws associated with natural and cultural cycles, calculated
for millennia.

Such global categories are space, language, ethnos, resources, etc.

Lohausen offers the following formula for
power: "Power = Strength x Location" He
specifies:

"Since Power is Powerm It| ie location, onl avorable geographic location
provcides an opportunlty p (%lm/deve opmentyoafflnternal?o(%ceg."mp

Thus, power (political, intellectual, etc.) is directly linked to space.

Lohausen separates the fate of Europe from the fate of the West, considering Europe
to be a continental entity temporarily under the control of the thalassocracy. But for
political liberation, Europe needs a spatial (positional) minimum. Such a minimum is
obtained only through the unification of Germany, the integration processes in
Central Europe, the restoration of the territorial unity of Prussia (torn between Poland,
the USSR and the GDR) and the further folding of the European powers into a new
independent bloc, independent of Atlanticism. It is important to note the role of
Prussia. Lohausen (following Nikisch and Spengler) believes that Prussia is the most
continental, "Eurasian" part of Germany, and that if the capital of Germany were not
Berlin, but Konigsberg, European history would have gone in a different, more correct
direction.

Lohausen believes that the future of Europe in a strategic perspective is unthinkable
without Russia, and vice versa, Russia (USSR) needs Europe, since without it
geopolitically it is incomplete and vulnerable to America, whose location is much
better, and therefore, whose power sooner or later is much ahead of the USSR.
Lohausen emphasized that the USSR could have four Europeans in the West: "a hostile
Europe, a subordinate Europe, a devastated Europe and an allied Europe." The first
three options are inevitable if the course of the European policy that the USSR
pursued during the Cold War is maintained. Only the desire to make Europe "allied
and friendly" at any cost can correct the fatal geopolitical situation of the USSR and
become the beginning of a new stage in geopolitical history - the Eurasian stage.

70Jordis von Lohausen "Mut zur Macht. Denken in Kontinenten", Berg, 1978
71 Ibidem
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Lohausen's position is deliberately limited to purely geopolitical statements. He omits
ideological questions. For example, the geopolitics of Boyar Russia, Tsarist Russia or
the Soviet Union represent for him a single continuous process, independent of a
change in the ruling system or ideology. Russia is geopolitically a heartland, and
therefore, whatever the regime in it, its fate is predetermined by its lands.

Lohausen, like Thiriard, predicted in advance the geopolitical collapse of the USSR,
which would be inevitable if he followed his usual course. If the Atlanticist
geopoliticians viewed such an outcome as a victory, Lohausen saw in this rather a
defeat of the continental forces. But with the nuance that the new opportunities that
will open after the fall of the Soviet system can create favorable preconditions for the
creation of a new Eurasian bloc, the Continental Empire, in the future, since certain
restrictions dictated by Marxist ideology would be removed in this case.

5.4 Eurasian Empire of the End. Jean Parvulesco

A romantic version of geopolitics is presented by the famous French writer Jean
Parvulesco. For the first time, geopolitical themes in literature arise already in George
Orwell, who, in his dystopia "1984", described futurologically the division of the planet
into three huge continental blocks "Eastasia, Eurasia, Oceania." Similar themes are
found in Arthur Koestler, Aldous Huxley, Raymond Abellio, etc.

Jean Parvulesco makes geopolitical themes central in all his works, thus opening up a
new genre of "geopolitical fiction".

Parvulesco's concept in short is72: the history of mankind is the history of Power,
power. For access to central positions in civilization, i.e. to Power itself, various semi-
secret organizations strive, whose cycles of existence far exceed the duration of
ordinary political ideologies, ruling dynasties, religious institutions, states and
peoples. These organizations, acting in history under different names, Parvulesco
defines as "the order of the Atlanticists" and "the order of the Eurasians". There is a
centuries-old struggle between them, in which popes, patriarchs, kings, diplomats,
major financiers, revolutionaries, mystics, generals, scientists, artists, etc. take part. All
socio-cultural manifestations are thus reducible to primordial, albeit extremely
complex, geopolitical archetypes.

This is a geopolitical line brought to its logical limit, the premises of which are clearly
traced even among the completely rational and alien to "mysticism" founders of
geopolitics as such.

The central role in Parvulesco's stories is played by General De Gaulle and the geopolitical
structure he founded, which remained in the shadows after the end of his presidency.
Parvulesco calls this "geopolitical Gaullism." This "geopolitical Gaullism" is the French
counterpart to the continentalism of the Haushofer school.

72)Jean Parvulesco "Galaxie GRU", Paris, 1991
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The main task of the supporters of this line is the organization of the European
continental bloc "Paris Berlin Moscow". In this aspect, Parvulesco's theories merge
with the theses of the "New Right" and "National Bolsheviks."

Parvulesco believes that the current historical stage is the culmination of a centuries-
old geopolitical confrontation, when the dramatic history of the continental-
civilizational duel comes to an end. He foresees the imminent rise of the gigantic
continental structure of the "Eurasian Empire of the End" and then a final clash with
the "Empire of the Atlantic." This eschatological duel, which he describes in apocalyptic
terms, he calls "Endkampf" ("Final Battle"). It is curious that in Parvulesco's texts,
fictional characters coexist with real historical figures, with many of whom the author
maintained (and still maintains with some) friendly relations. Among them are
politicians from De Gaulle's inner circle, British and American diplomats, the poet Ezra
Pound, the philosopher Julius Evola,

Despite the fictional form, Parvulesco's texts are of great geopolitical value proper,
since a number of his articles, published in the late 70s, strangely accurately describe
the situation in the world only by the mid-90s.

5.5 Indian Ocean as a path to world domination. Robert Stoykers

The complete opposite of Parvulesco's "geopolitical visionary" is the Belgian
geopolitician and publicist Robert Stoykers, publisher of the two prestigious
magazines Orientation and Vuloir. Stoikers approaches geopolitics from a purely
scientific, rationalistic standpoint, striving to free this discipline from all "accidental"
strata. But following the logic of the "new right" in the academic direction, he comes
to conclusions that are strikingly close to the "prophecies" of Parvulesco.

Stoikers also believes that the socio-political and especially diplomatic projects of
various states and blocs, in whatever ideological form they may be dressed, are an
indirect and sometimes veiled expression of global geopolitical projects. In this he
sees the influence of the "Earth" factor on human history. Man is an earthly being
(created from the earth). Consequently, the earth and space predetermine a person in
his most significant manifestations. This is a prerequisite for "geohistory".

Continental orientation is a priority for Stoikers; he considers Atlanticism hostile to
Europe, and connects the fate of European prosperity with Germany and Central Europezs.
Stoikers is a supporter of active cooperation between Europe and the countries of the
Third World, and especially with the Arab world.

At the same time, he emphasizes the enormous importance of the Indian Ocean for
the future geopolitical structure of the planet. He defines the Indian Ocean as the
"Middle Ocean" located between the Atlantic and Pacific. The Indian Ocean is located
exactly in the middle between the east coast of Africa and the Pacific zone, which
includes New Zealand, Australia, New Guinea, Malaysia, Indonesia, the Philippines and
Indochina. Indian Ocean maritime control is key

73Robert Steukers "La Russie, L'Europe et L'Occident" dans "Orientation" No. 4 nov.-dec. 1983
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position for geopolitical influence on the three most important "large spaces" Africa,
the South Eurasian rimland and the Pacific region. This gives rise to the strategic
priority of some small islands in the Indian Ocean, especially Diego Garcia, which is
equidistant from all coastal zones.

The Indian Ocean is the area on which the entire European strategy should focus,
since through this zone Europe will be able to influence the United States, Eurasia, and
Japan, Stoikers argues. From his point of view, the decisive geopolitical confrontation,
which should predetermine the picture of the future XXI century, will unfold in this
very space.

Stoikers is actively involved in the history of geopolitics, and he owns articles about the
founders of this science in the new edition of the "Brussels Encyclopedia".

5.6 Russia + Islam = salvation of Europe. Carlo Terracciano

An active geopolitical center of continental orientation also exists in Italy. In Italy, after
the Second World War, the ideas of Karl Schmitt spread more than in other European
countries, and thanks to this, the geopolitical way of thinking became very common
there. In addition, it was in Italy that the "Young Europe" movement of Jean Tiriard
was most developed, and, accordingly, the idea of continental National Bolshevism.

Among the numerous political science and sociological "new right" journals and
centers dealing with geopolitics, Milanese "Orion" is of particular interest, where over
the past 10 years, geopolitical analyzes of Dr. Carlo Terracciano have been regularly
published. Terracciano expresses the most extreme position of European
continentalism, closely adjacent to Eurasianism.

Terracciano fully accepts the picture of Mackinder and Mahan and agrees with the
strict civilizational and geographical dualism they emphasized. At the same time, he
unequivocally takes the side of the heartland, believing that the fate of Europe entirely
depends on the fate of Russia and Eurasia, on the East. The Continental East is
positive, the Atlantic West is negative. Such a radical approach on the part of a
European is an exception even among continental geopolitics, since Terracciano does
not even emphasize the special status of Europe, believing that this is a secondary
moment in the face of the planetary confrontation between thalassocracy and
tellurocracy.

He fully shares the idea of a single Eurasian State, a "Euro-Soviet Empire from Vladivostok
to Dublin," which brings him closer to Thiriard, but at the same time he does not share the
"Jacobinism" and "universalism" characteristic of Thiriar, insisting on ethno-cultural
differentiation and regionalism, which brings him closer, in turn, to Alain de Benoit.

Terracciano's emphasis on the centrality of the Russian factor is side by side with
another curious point: he believes that the most important role in the fight against
Atlanticism belongs to the Islamic world, especially clearly anti-American regimes:
Iranian, Libyan, Iraqi, etc. This leads him to the conclusion that the Islamic world is in
the highest degree the exponent of continental geopolitical interests. At the same
time, he regards the "fundamentalist" version of Islam as positive.
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The final formula that summarizes Dr. Terracciano's geopolitical views is:

Russia (heartland) + Islam vs USA (atlantism, mondialism)a

Terracciano sees Europe as a springboard for the Russian-Islamic anti-mondialist bloc.
From his point of view, only such a radical formulation of the question can objectively
lead to a genuine European revival.

Other employees of Orion and the intellectual center working on its basis adhere to
views similar to Terracciano (prof. Claudio Mutti, Maurizzio Murelli, sociologist
Alessandra Kolla, Marco Battarra, etc.), social democratic, communist and anarchist
circles in Italy, the newspaper "Umanita", the magazine "Nuovi Angulatsioni", etc.

74 Carlo Terracciano "Nel Fiume della Storia" in "Orion", Milano, No. 22-30, 1986-1987
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Chapter 6. Neo-Eurasianism

6.1 Eurasian passion Lev Gumilev

The brightest student of the Eurasian Savitsky was the famous Russian scientist
historian Lev Nikolayevich Gumilev. He did not touch upon geopolitical topics in his
works, but his theory of ethnogenesis and ethnic cycles clearly continues the line of
the "organicist" approach and, in part, "geographical determinism", which constitute
the essence of geopolitics already in Ratzel, Challen, Haushofer, etc.

Especially important are Gumilyov's research in relation to the ancient periods of the
ethnic map of Eurasia, the steppe, nomadic peoples and their civilizations. His works
form a completely new vision of political history, in which the Eurasian East appears
not just as barbaric lands on the periphery of civilization (equated to Western
civilization), but as an independent and dynamic center of ethnogenesis, culture,
political history, state and technical development. The West and its history are
relativized, the Eurasian culture and the constellation of Eurasian ethnic groups are
revealed as a multidimensional and completely unexplored world with its own scale of
values, religious problems, historical patterns, etc.

Gumilyov develops and brings to the logical limit the general Eurasian idea that
ethnically Great Russians, Russians are not just a branch of the Eastern Slavs, but a
special ethnos formed on the basis of the Turkic-Slavic fusion. This indirectly implies
the validity of Russian control over those Eurasian lands inhabited by Turkic ethnic
groups. The Great Russian civilization was formed on the basis of the Turkic-Slavic
ethnogenesis, which was realized on the geographical plane as a historical alliance of
the Forest and the Steppe. It is the geopolitical combination of the Forest and the
Steppe that constitutes the historical essence of Russia, predetermining the nature of
its culture, civilization, ideology, and political fate.

Gumilev, following Spengler and Toynbee, singles out the cycles of civilizations and cultures, as
well as the corresponding ethnic groups. From his point of view, the ethno-cultural formations
of the nation, state, religious communities are like living organisms in everything. They go
through periods of birth, adolescence, maturity and aging, and then disappear or turn into the
so-called. "relics". This again clearly shows the influence of the "organicist philosophy"
common to all continental geopolitical schools.

Gumilev's theories about the causes of ethnogenesis are extremely interesting, i.e.
birth of a people or state. To describe this process, he introduces the term
"passionarity" or "drive impulse"s. It is an inexplicable synchronous surge of biological
and spiritual energy that suddenly sets in motion the sluggish historical existence of
"old" peoples and cultures, capturing various established ethnic and religious groups
in a dynamic rush

spatial, spiritual and technical expansion, which leads to conquests and the fusion of
heterogeneous residual ethnic groups into new active and viable forms. High and full-
fledged passionarity and the dynamic process of ethnogenesis normally lead to the
emergence of a special super-ethnos, which corresponds not to

7sL. Gumilev "Ethnogenesis and biosphere of the earth", Leningrad, 1990
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as much a national-state form of political organization as an empire.

Passionarity is gradually decreasing. "Passionism" (for Gumilyov this is a positive
category, which he equates with "heroism", with the ethical striving for disinterested
creation in the name of fidelity to the national tradition) is being replaced by
"actualism", that is, concern only with the present moment, divorced from tradition
and without regard to the fate of future generations. In this phase, a "passionary
breakdown" occurs and ethnogenesis enters the negative stage of conservation and
the beginning of decay. This is followed by the “futuristic” phase, in which the type of
powerless “dreamers”, “dreamers”, “religious escapists”, who lose faith in the
environment around them and seek to escape into the “otherworldly,” dominate.

Gumilev sees this as a sign of final decline. Ethnicity is degrading

This situation continues until a new "passionary impulse", when a new fresh ethnos
appears and provokes a new ethnogenesis, in which the remnants of old structures
are melted down. Moreover, some ethnic groups remain in a "relict" state (Gumilev
calls them "chimeras"), while others disappear in the dynamics of a new ethnogenetic
process.

Especially important is Gumilyov's assertion that the Great Russians are a relatively
“fresh” and “young” ethnos, rallying around themselves the “super-ethnos” of Russia-
Eurasia or the Eurasian Empire.

Gumilyov's Eurasianism suggests the following geopolitical conclusions (which he himself
did not draw for understandable political reasons, preferring to remain strictly within the
framework of historical science).

1) Eurasia is a full-fledged "local development", a fertile rich soil of ethnogenesis
and cultural genesis. Therefore, it is necessary to learn to consider world history
not in unipolar optics "West and all the rest" (as is characteristic of Atlanticist
historiography), but in multipolar, and northern and eastern Eurasia are of
particular interest, since they are an alternative to the West source of the most
important planetary civilizational processes ... In his writings, Gumilev gives a
detailed picture of Mackinder's thesis on the "geographical axis of history" and
endows this axis with specific historical and ethnic content.

2) The geopolitical synthesis of the Forest and the Steppe, which underlies the
Great Russian statehood, is a key reality for the cultural and
strategic control over Asia and Eastern Europe. Moreover, such control would
contribute to a harmonious balance of East and West, while the cultural
limitations of Western civilizations (Forest), with its striving for domination,
accompanied by a complete misunderstanding of the culture of the East
(Steppe), leads only to conflicts and upheavals.

3) Western civilization is in the last descending stage of ethnogenesis, being a
conglomerate of "chimerical" ethnic groups. Consequently, the center of gravity
will necessarily shift to younger peoples.

4) It is also possible that in the near future some unpredictable and unforeseen
"passionary push" will occur, which will dramatically change the political and
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the cultural map of the planet, since the domination of "relict" ethnic groups
cannot last long.

6.2 New Russian Eurasians

Gumilyov himself did not formulate geopolitical conclusions based on his picture of
the world. This was done by his followers during the period of the weakening (and
then the abolition) of the Marxist ideological censorship. This trend in general has
received the name "neo-Eurasianism", which, in turn, has several varieties. Not all of
them inherit Gumilyov's ideas, but in general, his influence on this geopolitical
ideology is colossal.

Neo-Eurasianism has several varieties.

The first (and the most basic and developed) is a complete and multidimensional
ideology, which was formulated by some political circles of the national opposition,
opposing liberal reforms in the period 1990-1994. We are talking about a group of
intellectuals united around the newspaper Den (later Zavtra) and the magazine
Elementsze.

This neo-Eurasianism is based on the ideas of P. Savitsky, G. Vernadsky, Vol.
Trubetskoy, as well as the ideologist of Russian National Bolshevism Nikolai Ustryalov.
The analysis of historical Eurasians is recognized as highly relevant and quite
applicable to the present situation. The thesis of a national ideocracy of an imperial
continental scale is opposed simultaneously to both liberal Westernism and narrow
ethnic nationalism. Russia is seen as the axis of the geopolitical "large space," and its
ethnic mission is unambiguously identified with imperialism.

At the socio-political level, this trend unequivocally gravitates towards Eurasian
socialism, considering the liberal economy a characteristic feature of the Atlanticist
camp. The Soviet period of Russian history is viewed from the Smenovekhov
perspective as a modernist form of the traditional Russian national aspiration for
planetary expansion and the "Eurasian anti-Atlantist

universalism. "Hence the" pro-communist "tendencies of this version of neo-Eurasianism.

Lev Gumilyov's legacy is accepted, but at the same time the theory of passionarity is
coupled with the theory of the "circulation of elites" by the Italian sociologist Wilfred
Pareto, and Gumilyov's religious studies are corrected on the basis of the school of
European traditionalists (Guénon, Evola, etc.).

Traditionalist ideas "crisis modern teworid”,  "degradation ~ West ",
"desacralization of civilization", etc. are an important component of neo-Eurasianism,
complementing and developing those moments that were presented by Russian authors only
intuitively and fragmentarily.

In addition, European continentalist projects (Haushofer, Schmitt, Nikisch, "new
rightists", etc.) are thoroughly studied, due to which the horizons of the Eurasian
doctrine extend to Europe, understood as a potentially continental

76 Francoise Thome "Eurasisme et Neo-Eurasisme" dans "Commentaire", ete 1994, no. 66.
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force. This is a motive completely alien to the historical Eurasian emigrants, who wrote their
main works in a situation when the United States did not yet have an independent geopolitical
significance, and the thesis about the difference between Europe and the West had not yet
received proper development. Neo-Eurasianism, listening to European continentalists,
recognizes the strategic importance of Europe for the geopolitical completeness and
usefulness of the Eurasian "Greater Space", especially considering that it was the factor of the
unstable division of the geopolitical map of Europe that led to the defeat of the USSR in the
Cold War.

Another feature of neo-Eurasianism is the choice of Islamic countries (especially
mainland Iran) as an important strategic ally. The idea of a continental Russian-
Islamic alliance underlies the anti-Atlantic strategy on the southwestern coast of the
Eurasian continent. At the doctrinal level, this alliance is based on the traditional
character of the Russian and Islamic civilizations, which unites them in opposition to
the anti-traditional, secular-pragmatic West.

In this direction of neo-Eurasianism, the picture of all geopolitical projects in relation
to the current situation is being completed to its completeness, since ideologically,
strategically, politically, and positionally, the neo-Eurasian project is the most
complete, consistent, complete and historically justified opposition to all varieties of
Western geopolitical projects (both Atlanticist and mondialist).

Mondialism and Atlanticism express two varieties of the geopolitical ideology of the
Far West. Europeanism and moderate continentalism of European geopoliticians
represent an intermediate reality. And finally, the neo-Eurasianism of The Day and
especially of The Elements expresses a radically anti-Western point of view that
merges with all other alternative geopolitical projects from European National
Bolshevism to Islamic fundamentalism (or Islamic "socialism") to national liberation
movements in all corners Third World.

Other varieties of neo-Eurasianism are less consistent and represent the adaptation of
the entire complex of the above ideas to the changing political reality: either we are
talking only about pragmatic economic "Eurasianism" designed to recreate the
economic interaction of the former republics of the USSR (project of the President of
Kazakhstan N. Nazarbayev), or about justification expansionist theses (the "great-
power" project of V. Zhirinovsky), or about a purely rhetorical appeal to the "Eurasian
community" to preserve the unity of Russian and national minorities (mostly ethnic
Turks and Muslims) within the Russian Federation (project of some government
officials of Boris Yeltsin) , or about a purely historical interest in the heritage of the
circle of Savitsky, Trubetskoy, Suvchinsky, Karsavin, etc. in emigration. But all these
versions are necessarily artificial, fragmentary, inconsistent and cannot pretend to be
an independent and serious geopolitical ideology and methodology. Therefore, it does
not make much sense to dwell on them in more detail.

We only note that any appeals to Eurasianism and Eurasia, no matter how limited
meaning those who use them put into these concepts, refer directly or indirectly to
that neo-Eurasian project that was developed in opposition circles and formalized in
the works of the authors of The Day "and" Elements ", since it is only in this context
that the use of the word" Eurasianism "is justified by the continuity of the Russian
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the geopolitical school, and the correlation with the general fan of geopolitical projects on
a planetary scale that exist outside of Russia.

6.3 Towards a new bipolarity

Neo-Eurasianism, in addition to its intellectual heritage and the general principles of
continental geopolitics, faces the latest problems posed in the form of the latest
geopolitical projects of the West. Moreover, this geopolitical direction acquires
significance precisely to the extent that it is able not only to explain geopolitically the
logic of the historical events taking place, but to develop a coherent futurological
project that can resist the projects of the West.

The West's victory in the Cold War conceptually means the end of the bipolar world and
the beginning of the unipolar world. At the same time, if pure Atlantists (Huntington)
assume that this unipolarity will be the relative victorious West (The West) will be forced to
constantly settle the growing intercivilizational conflicts with "the rest of the world" (The
Rest), then the Mondialists (Fukuyama, Attali) see a problem-free domination The West
needs the entire planet as something that has already happened. Even the most
controversial version of Professor Santoro presupposes, in the end, the establishment of a
World Government.

These are projects of geopolitical winners who today have undeniable advantages and
strategic initiative that must be reckoned with to the highest degree. All of them agree
on one thing: sooner or later, Western-type universalism should triumph on the
planet, i.e. the Atlanticist, thalassocratic value system must become dominant
everywhere. The bipolar world of the Cold War is considered to be completely
overcome. There is simply no place for Eurasia and Eurasianism in such a picture. All
this is logical and follows directly from the works of the first Anglo-Saxon
geopoliticians, who sought to weaken the forces of the Land in every possible way,
undermining their power and restraining their development by various strategic
methods, especially the "anaconda" strategy, i.e. tight control over more and more
rimland sectors.

Neo-Eurasianism cannot, while remaining itself, recognize the legitimacy of such a
state of affairs and is doomed to seek opportunities to reverse all these processes.
And it starts from the very central question with the question of unipolarity.
Unipolarity (domination of Atlantism in any form, both in its pure form and through
mondialism) dooms Eurasia as a heartland to historical oblivion. Neo-Eurasianism
insists that this unipolarity must be opposed.

This can be done only through a new bipolarity.

This requires clarification. There is a point of view that after the end of the confrontation
between the United States and the USSR, the world itself will move to a multipolar order, China
will rise, demographic processes will bring Islamic countries to the category of geopolitically
central ones, the Pacific region will declare its competitiveness with Europe and America, etc.
All this is possible, but it does not take into account that such a new multipolarity will take
place under the sign of the "Atlanticist system of values", i.e. will represent only the territorial
varieties of the thalassocratic system, and in no way a genuine geopolitical alternative. The
challenge from the West, the market and liberal democracy is universal. After the victory of the
heartland, all the attempts of the peoples and
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states to follow some other path, except for the western one, have lost their main
support. Both the pro-Soviet regimes and all the "non-aligned" countries that insisted
on the "third way" existed only due to bipolarity, due to the gap that existed between
the West and the East in their positional geopolitical struggle. The modern victorious
West will henceforth dictate ideological and economic conditions to all who claim to be
a developed region. Therefore, any multipolarity while maintaining the status quo will
be fictitious and mondialistic.

This is well understood by Western strategists, who are well aware that the main
geopolitical task of the West at this stage is to prevent the very possibility of forming a
large-scale geopolitical block of continental volume, which could be comparable in one
way or another with the forces of Atlanticism. This is the main principle of the US
military-political doctrine, which is formulated in the report of Paul Wolfowitz. In other
words, the West most of all does not want a return to bipolarity. It would be deadly for
him.

Neo-Eurasianism, proceeding from the interests of the "geographical axis of history,"
asserts the exact opposite of the West. The only way out of this situation can be only a
new bipolarism, since only in this direction Eurasia could acquire

the prospect of true geopolitical sovereignty. Only the new can th bipolarity
subsequently open the way to such a multipolarity, which is the would marry
framework of the thalassocratic liberal-democratic system, those. true

the multipolarity of the world, where every nation and every geopolitical bloc could
choose its own system of values, has a chance to be realized only after liberation from
the global Atlantic domination through a new planetary confrontation.

At the same time, it is important that the Eurasian continental block cannot become a
simple recreation of the Warsaw Pact. The disintegration of the former geopolitical
continental structure is irreversible and is rooted in its very structure. The new
continental alliance should either include all of Europe up to the Atlantic and several
important sectors of the southern coast of Eurasia, India, Iran, Indochina, etc., or
ensure the friendly neutrality of these same spaces, i.e. take them out of the control of
Atlanticism. A return to the old bipolarism is impossible for many reasons, including
ideological ones. The new Eurasian bipolarism must proceed from completely
different ideological premises and be based on completely different methods.

This theory of "new bipolarism" is sufficiently developed in neo-Eurasian projects,
being a theoretical basis for all non-conformist geopolitical theories of Europe and the
Third World. Just as heartland is objectively the only point capable of being a foothold
for a planetary alternative to thalassocracy, so

neo-Eurasianism is the only theoretical platform on the basis of which a whole fan of
planetary strategies can be developed that deny the world domination of Atlanticism
and its civilizational system of values: the market, liberal democracy, secular culture,
philosophy of individualism, etc.
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PART III RUSSIA AND SPACE

Chapter 1. Heartland

Russia, from a strategic point of view, is a gigantic continental mass that is identified
with Eurasia itself. After the development of Siberia and its integration, Russia
unambiguously coincided with the geopolitical concept of Heartland, i.e. "Central
Earth" continent. Mackinder defined the Russian Big Space as the "Geographical Axis
of History". Geographically, landscape, linguistically, climatically, culturally and
religiously, Russia is a synthetic union of the Eurasian West and the Eurasian East, and
its geopolitical function is not limited to summing up or mediating Western and
Eastern trends. Russia is something Third, independent and special, neither East nor
West. Culturally comprehending the "middle" position of Russia, Russian Eurasians
spoke about the special culture of the "Middle Empire",

opposites are removed in a spiritual, vertical synthesis. From a purely strategic point
of view, Russia is identical to Eurasia itself, if only because it is precisely its lands, its
population and its industrial and technological development that have sufficient
volume to be the basis of continental independence, autarky and serve as the basis for
full continental integration, which in geopolitical laws must happen to every "island",
including the "World Island" itself, i.e. with Eurasia.

In relation to Russia-Heartland, all other Eurasian states and lands are coastal,
Rimland. Russia is the "Axis of History", since "civilization" revolves around it, creating
its most catchy, expressive and complete forms not in its life-giving continental
source, but in the "coastal zone", in the critical zone, where the land space borders on
the water space, sea or ocean. From a strategic point of view, Russia is an
independent territorial structure, whose security and sovereignty are identical with
the security and sovereignty of the entire continent. This cannot be said about any
other major Eurasian power, not about China, not about Germany, not about France,
not about India. If, in relation to its coastal neighbors or to the states of other
"Islands" or continents, China, Germany, France, India, etc. can act as continental
forces, then in relation to Russia they will always remain "coastal strips", Rimland, with
all the corresponding strategic, cultural and political consequences. Only Russia can
speak on behalf of Heartland with full geopolitical justification. Only its strategic
interests are not just close to the interests of the continent, but are strictly identical to
them (at least at the current stage of the development of the technosphere, this is the
case).

Chapter 2. The Rimland Problem

The attitude of Russia to the neighboring continental civilizations of the Romano-
Germanic in the West and the three traditional civilizations in the East (Islamic, Hindu
and Chinese) has at least two planes, which in no case should be confused with each
other, since this will inevitably lead to a multitude of misunderstandings. First, the
cultural and historical essence of Russia, its spiritual self-determination, its
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"identity" is undoubtedly determined by the formula "neither East nor West" or
"neither Europe, nor Asia, but Eurasia" (as the Russian Eurasians put it). Russia is
spiritually something Third, something independent and special, which has no
expression either in terms of the East or in terms of the West. At this level, the highest
interest of Russia is to preserve its uniqueness at all costs, to defend its uniqueness in
the face of the challenge of the culture of the West and the traditions of the East. This
does not mean complete isolationism, but still limits the range of possible borrowings.
Historical realism requires us to courageously admit that the affirmation of “ours,”
“ours,” always goes parallel to the denial of “alien,” “not ours." Both affirmation and
denial are fundamental elements of the national, cultural, historical and political
independence of the people and the state. Therefore, the denial of both the West and
the East is culturally a historical imperative for Russia's independence. In this issue, of
course, there can be a variety of nuances and discussions, while recognizing the
originality, some believe that it is better to open more to the East than to the West
("Asian direction"), others, on the contrary ("Westernizers"), others prefer a complete
rejection of all dialogue ("isolationists"), the fourth presuppose equal openness in both
directions (some directions of "neo-Eurasianism").

At the strategic and purely geopolitical levels, the situation is completely different. Since Russia-Eurasia at the present historical stage as its planetary opponent has not so much
"coastal civilizations", Rimland, as the opposite "Island", Atlanticist America, the most important strategic imperative is the transformation of "coastal territories" into its allies,
strategic penetration entering the "coastal" zones, concluding a common Eurasian pact, or at least ensuring the complete and strict neutrality of as many Rimlands as possible in the
positional confrontation with the transatlantic West. Here the strategic formula of Russia must be unambiguously the formula "both East and West", since only the continental
integration of Eurasia with the center in Russia can guarantee to all its peoples and states real sovereignty, a maximum of political and economic autarchy. At the strategic level, a
single opposition is relevant today: either mondialism (the planetary dominance of Americanism and Atlanticism) or continentalism (dividing the planet into two or more Large
Spaces enjoying political, military, strategic and geopolitical sovereignty). Russia needs Rimlands to become a truly sovereign continental geopolitical power. At the moment, with the
current development of military, strategic and economic technologies, no other, non-continental, sovereignty simply cannot exist: maximum political and economic autarchy. At the
strategic level, a single opposition is relevant today: either mondialism (the planetary dominance of Americanism and Atlanticism) or continentalism (dividing the planet into two or
more Large Spaces enjoying political, military, strategic and geopolitical sovereignty). Russia needs Rimlands to become a truly sovereign continental geopolitical power. At the
moment, with the current development of military, strategic and economic technologies, no other, non-continental, sovereignty simply cannot exist: maximum political and
economic autarchy. At the strategic level, a single opposition is relevant today: either mondialism (the planetary dominance of Americanism and Atlanticism) or continentalism
(dividing the planet into two or more Large Spaces enjoying political, military, strategic and geopolitical sovereignty). Russia needs Rimlands to become a truly sovereign continental
geopolitical power. At the moment, with the current development of military, strategic and economic technologies, no other, non-continental, sovereignty simply cannot exist: or
continentalism (division of the planet into two or more Large Spaces enjoying political, military, strategic and geopolitical sovereignty). Russia needs Rimlands to become a truly
sovereign continental geopolitical power. At the moment, with the current development of military, strategic and economic technologies, no other, non-continental, sovereignty
simply cannot exist: or continentalism (division of the planet into two or more Large Spaces enjoying political, military, strategic and geopolitical sovereignty). Russia needs Rimlands
to become a truly sovereign continental geopolitical power. At the moment, with the current development of military, strategic and economic technologies, no other, non-

continental, sovereignty simply cannot exist:

"ethnocratic", purely "isolationist" projects for solving the state problem of Russia in
the strategic sphere yield results strictly in line with the mondialist plans for total
control over the planet and for the complete strategic, political and economic
occupation of Eurasia and Russia.

It is obvious that the transfer of the cultural and historical problems of Russia to the
strategic or geopolitical level (that is, endowing the formula "neither East nor West"
with a purely geopolitical meaning) is nothing more than a political sabotage aimed at
strategically disorienting Russia's foreign policy. Whatever underlies the "narrow-
ethnic", "racial-nationalist"

"chauvinistic" models of Russian statehood ignorance, naivety or deliberate work
against their people and their independence, the result is complete identity with
mondialist goals. Without turning Russia into an "ethnic reservation," the United

States will not be able to gain complete control over the world.
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The Rimland problem is posed in this way only today, when the entire strategic history
of the bipolar world and the planetary Cold War of the USSR and the USA remains
behind us. At the time of the peak of the political activity of the Russian Eurasians, the
strategic situation was completely different, and very few could look into the future.
Therefore, some geopolitical projects of the Eurasians should be viewed with caution.
In particular, the Rimland problem was interpreted by them in a cultural rather than a
strategic aspect. All this must be taken into account in order for Russia to develop a
serious and substantiated geopolitical program, realistic and promising, at the
forefront of which should be placed the main geopolitical imperative of independence,
sovereignty, independence, autarky and freedom of Great Russia.

Chapter 3. Gathering the Empire

One of the main tenets of geopolitics is the assertion that the geopolitical position of a
state is much more important than the features of the political structure of this state.
Politics, culture, ideology, the character of the ruling elite, and even religion are
viewed in geopolitical optics as important but secondary factors in comparison with
the fundamental geopolitical principle of the relationship of the state to space. Often
(especially in Russia) this specificity of geopolitics as a science is considered almost
"cynicism" or even "anti-national" approach. This is, of course, completely wrong. It's
just that geopolitics does not at all pretend to be the only and supreme authority in
determining the state and political interests of the nation. Geopolitics is one of several
basic disciplines, allowing to adequately formulate the international and military
doctrine of the state along with other equally important disciplines. Just as physics, in
order to be an exact science, must abstract from chemistry and its laws (this does not
mean that physics denies chemistry), so geopolitics, in order to be a strict discipline,
must leave aside other, non-geopolitical approaches. , which can and should be taken
into account in the final conclusions regarding the fate of the state and the people,
along with geopolitics.

One of the most pressing geopolitical demands of Russia is "collecting the Empire." No matter how we relate to "socialism", the USSR, the
Eastern Bloc, the Warsaw Pact countries, etc., no matter how we assess the political and cultural reality of one of the two superpowers, from a
geopolitical point of view, the existence of the Eastern Bloc was definitely a positive factor. for a possible Eurasian unification, for continental
integration and the sovereignty of our Greater Space. It was precisely the geopolitical logic that made the Belgian theorist Jean Thiriard talk
about the need to create a "Euro-Soviet empire from Vladivostok to Dublin." Only the Eastern Bloc could become the basis for the unification
of Eurasia into an Empire, although the division of Europe and the inconsistency of Soviet policy in Asia were serious obstacles to achieving
this goal. According to many modern geopoliticians, the collapse of the USSR was largely due to its strategic vulnerability on the western and
eastern borders of the United States controlled the Rimland of the West and the East so skillfully and consistently that, in the end, they did not
allow continental integration and contributed to the collapse of the Eastern bloc. The end of the bipolar world is a strategic blow to Eurasia, a
blow to continentalism and the possible sovereignty of all Eurasian states. the collapse of the USSR was largely due to its strategic vulnerability
on the western and eastern borders of the United States controlled the Rimland of the West and the East so skillfully and consistently that, in
the end, they did not allow continental integration and contributed to the collapse of the Eastern bloc itself. The end of the bipolar world is a
strategic blow to Eurasia, a blow to continentalism and the possible sovereignty of all Eurasian states. the collapse of the USSR was largely due
to its strategic vulnerability on the western and eastern borders of the United States controlled the Rimland of the West and the East so
skillfully and consistently that, in the end, they did not allow continental integration and contributed to the collapse of the Eastern bloc itself.

The end of the bipolar world is a strategic blow to Eurasia, a blow to continentalism and the possible sovereignty of all Eurasian states.
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The imperative of Russia's geopolitical and strategic sovereignty is not only to restore
the lost regions of the "near abroad", not only to renew allied relations with the
countries of Eastern Europe, but also to include in the new Eurasian strategic bloc the
states of the continental West (first of all , the Franco-German bloc, which gravitates
towards liberation from the Atlanticist tutelage of the pro-American NATO) and the
continental East (Iran, India and Japan).

The geopolitical “gathering of the Empire” is for Russia not only one of the possible paths
of development, one of the possible relations of the state to space, but a guarantee and a
necessary condition for the existence of an independent state, and, moreover, an
independent state on an independent continent.

If Russia does not immediately begin to recreate the Large Space, i.e. to return the
temporarily lost Eurasian expanses to the sphere of its strategic, political and
economic influence, it will plunge into catastrophe both itself and all the peoples living
on the "World Island".

The course of possible events is easy to foresee. If Russia chooses some other path
than "the path of gathering the Empire", new powers or blocs of states will begin to
take on the continental mission of Heartland. In this case, the vastness of Russia will
be the main strategic goal for those forces that will declare themselves a new "citadel
of Eurasia." This is absolutely inevitable, since control over the continent is
inconceivable without control over the space of the "geographical axis of History".
Either China will make a desperate rush to the North to Kazakhstan and Eastern
Siberia, or Central Europe will move to the Western Russian lands of Ukraine, Belarus,
western Great Russia, or the Islamic bloc will try to integrate Central Asia, the Volga
and Ural regions, as well as some territories of Southern Russia. This new continental
integration cannot be avoided, since the very geopolitical map of the planet opposes
its unipolar, Atlanticist orientation. In geopolitics, the sacred law "a holy place is never
empty" is quite legitimate. Moreover, it is not "territorial egoism" or "Russophobia"
that will push other Eurasian blocs to expansion into Russian lands, but the inexorable
logic of space and Russia's geopolitical passivity. In the sphere of continental strategy,
it is foolish to expect that other peoples will stop before territorial expansion into
Russian lands just out of respect for the "uniqueness of Russian culture." In this area,
only power territorial impulses and positional advantages operate. Even the very fact
of hesitation in the question of the immediate "gathering of the Empire" is already a
sufficient challenge, a sufficient reason for so that alternative geopolitical Great
Spaces would move into Russian borders. This, naturally, will provoke a reaction from
the Russians and entail a terrible and unpromising intra-Eurasian conflict;
unpromising because it will not even have a theoretically positive solution, since in
order to create a non-Russian Eurasia, it is necessary to completely destroy the
Russian people, and this is not only difficult, but in fact impossible, as history shows.
On the other hand, such a conflict will pave the front line between neighboring states
of continental and anti-Atlantic orientation, and this will only strengthen the position
of the third force, i.e. USA and their colleagues on mondialist projects. The lack of
action is also a kind of action, and behind the delay in "gathering the Empire" (not to
mention the possible rejection of Russia's geopolitical expansion), a lot of Eurasian
blood will inevitably follow. Events in the Balkans provide a gruesome example of what
can happen in Russia on an incomparably grander scale.
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The reunification of the Eurasian territories under the auspices of Russia as the "axis of
history" today is fraught with certain difficulties, but they are insignificant in the face of
the catastrophes that will inevitably come if this "gathering of the Empire" does not begin
immediately.

Chapter 4. Warm and cold seas

The process of "gathering the Empire" should initially be guided by a distant goal,
which is Russia's access to the warm seas. It was thanks to the containment of Russian
expansion in the southern, southwestern and northwestern directions that Atlanticist
England was able to maintain its control over all the "coastal spaces" surrounding
Eurasia. Russia was geopolitically

a “complete” power in the East and North, where its political boundaries coincided
with the natural geographic boundaries of the Eurasian continent. But the paradox
was that these coasts are adjacent to cold seas, which is an insurmountable barrier to
the development of navigation to the extent that it would seriously compete on the
seas with the fleets of the Western Island (England, and later America). On the other
hand, the eastern and northern lands of Russia were never sufficiently developed due
to natural and cultural characteristics, and all projects for the integration of Russian
Asia, from those proposed by Dr. Badmaev to the last Emperor to the Brezhnev BAM,
according to some strange pattern, collapsed under the influence of spontaneous or
controlled historical cataclysms.

Be that as it may, access to the cold seas of the North and East must be supplemented by access to the warm
seas of the South and West, and only in this case Russia will become geopolitically "complete". For this, in fact,
numerous Russian-Turkish wars were fought, the fruits of which, however, were reaped not by the Turks and
not by the Russians, but by the British, who bleed the last two traditional empires out of three (the third is
Austria-Hungary). The last spurt to the South, which is vital for Russia, was the unsuccessful expansion of the
USSR into Afghanistan. Geopolitical logic unambiguously shows that Russia will definitely have to return there
again, although it would be much better to come as a loyal ally, defender and friend than as a cruel punisher.
Only when the coastline becomes the southern and western borders of Russia, it will be possible to speak
about the final completion of its continental construction. This does not necessarily have to be about
conquests, expansion or annexations. A strong anti-Atlantic parity strategic alliance with the continental
European and Asian powers would be sufficient to achieve this goal. Access to warm seas can be obtained not
only through a bloody war, but also through a reasonable peace, beneficial to the geopolitical interests of all
continental powers, since the project of Eurasian strategic integration will enable all these powers to become
really sovereign and independent in the face of an alternative Atlantic Island., united, in turn, by the strategic
doctrine of Monroe. Straits and warm seas were inaccessible to Russia when such an obvious Atlantic factor as
the United States, threatening the interests of all of Europe and all of Asia, did not yet exist, and the various
powers of the mainland challenged each other for primacy in confronting England and leadership in the
matter of territorial strategic unification. The implementation of the Monroe Doctrine in America has
highlighted the entire geopolitical significance of Russia, and therefore the alliance with Russia has become a
self-evident imperative for all realistic geopoliticians of the mainland in whatever political forms it may be
embodied depending on the circumstances. The Threat of Mondialism and Atlantist Globalism and therefore
an alliance with Russia has become a self-evident imperative for all realistic geopoliticians of the mainland in
whatever political forms it may be embodied depending on the circumstances. The Threat of Mondialism and
Atlantist Globalism and therefore an alliance with Russia has become a self-evident imperative for all realistic
geopoliticians of the mainland in whatever political forms it may be embodied depending on the
circumstances. The Threat of Mondialism and Atlantist Globalism
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theoretically opens Russia access to the warm seas through the self-evident alliance of
Heartland and Rimland against the overseas invaders.
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PART IV THE GEOPOLITICAL FUTURE OF RUSSIA

Chapter 1. The Need for a Radical Alternative

In our society today there are two fundamental projects concerning the Russian
future. To one degree or another, they affect all aspects of national life, economy,
geopolitics, international relations, ethnic interests, industrial structure, economic
structure, military construction, etc.

The first project belongs to radical liberals, "reformers" who take Western society, the
modern "trading system" as an example, and fully subscribe to the "end of history"
projects developed in the famous eponymous article by Francis Fukuyama. This
project denies values such as people, nation, history, geopolitical interests, social
justice, religious factor, etc. Everything in it is based on the principle of maximum
economic efficiency, on the primacy of individualism, consumption and the "free
market". The liberals want to build a new society in place of Russia, which has never
existed historically, in which the rules and cultural coordinates will be established by
which the modern West, and especially the United States, lives. This camp can easily
formulate an answer to any questions regarding a particular aspect of Russian reality
based on models already existing in the West, using Western liberal terminology and
legal norms, as well as relying on the developed theoretical structures of liberal
capitalism as a whole. Some time ago, this position almost dominated ideologically in
our society, and even today it is the most famous one, since it coincides in general
with the general course and fundamental logic of liberal reforms.

The second project of the Russian future belongs to the so-called. "national-patriotic
opposition”, which is a diverse and multifaceted political reality, united by rejection of
liberal reforms and rejection of the liberal logic preached by the reformers. This
opposition is not just national and not just patriotic; it is "pink and white", ie. it is
dominated by representatives of the communist statesmen (who have largely
departed from the rigid Marxist-Leninist dogma) and supporters of the Orthodox-
monarchist,

tsarist type of statehood. The views of both components of the "united opposition" are
quite significantly different, but there are similarities not only in the definition of a
"common enemy", but also in some mental, ideological clichés shared by both.
Moreover, the overwhelming majority of the patriotic "opposition" consists of figures
from the pre-perestroika system, who bring elements of a purely Soviet mentality
even to the "white", "tsarist projects", to which they most often had no historical,
family or political relationship before the beginning of perestroika, feeling great in
Brezhnev's reality. Be that as it may, the opposition project can be called "Soviet-
tsarist", since it is based on some ideological, geopolitical,

administrative archetypes that objectively bring together the Soviet and pre-Soviet
periods (at least within the XX century). The ideology of patriots is much more
contradictory and confused than the logical and complete constructions of liberals,
and therefore it often manifests itself not in the form of a complete concept or
doctrine, but fragmentarily, emotionally, inconsistently and fragmentarily. Yet this
grotesque conglomerate of intermingled Soviet-tsarist mental debris possesses
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some integrity, which, however, is sometimes not easy to structure rationally.

Both of these projects, the liberal and the Soviet-tsarist, are essentially dead ends for
the Russian people and Russian history. The liberal project generally presupposes a
gradual erasure of the national characteristics of Russians in

the cosmopolitan era of the "end of history" and the "planetary market", while the Soviet-
tsarist era is trying to revive the nation and the state precisely in those historical forms and
structures that, in fact, gradually led the Russians to collapse.

On the other side of both the liberalism of the "reformers" and the Soviet-tsarism of
the "united opposition" there is an urgent need for a "third way", for a special
ideological project that would not be a compromise, not "centrism" between the two,
but a completely radical innovative a futuristic plan that breaks with the hopeless
dualistic logic "either the liberals or the opposition" where, like in a labyrinth without
an exit, the current public consciousness of Russians rushes about.

It is necessary to cut the Gordian knot and establish a true alternative opposed to
both. A great nation is at stake, its interests, its destiny.
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Chapter 2. What are "Russian national interests"?

2.1 Russians today have no State

In the present political situation, it is impossible, strictly speaking, to talk about the
"strategic prospects of Russia." Moreover, it is impossible to propose any projects
regarding the foreign and domestic policy of Russia, since the main question is what is
Russia today? remains not only unresolved, but also not taken seriously.

The rapid changes in the entire political, geopolitical, ideological and social order that
took place in the former USSR completely overturned all existing legal and political
criteria and norms. The collapse of the unified socialist system and later the Soviet
state created a field of complete uncertainty in the former Soviet territories, in which
there are no clearer guidelines, no strict legal framework, or concrete social prospects.
Those geopolitical structures that were formed "automatically" by inertia after the
collapse of the USSR are random, transient and extremely unstable. This applies not
only to the republics seceding from Moscow, but, first of all, to Russia itself.

In order to make plans regarding the "interests of the state", it is necessary to have a clear
idea of what kind of state we are talking about. In other words, it makes sense when
there is a clearly defined political entity. In the present situation, there is no such subject
in the case of Russians.

The existence of Russia, understood as the Russian Federation (RF), clearly does not
meet any serious criteria for determining the status of a "state." The confusion in
assessments of the status of the Russian Federation in international politics clearly
testifies to precisely this state of affairs. What is RF? Heiress and successor to the
USSR? Regional power? Mono-national state? Interethnic Federation? Gendarme of
Eurasia? A pawn in American projects? Areas destined for further fragmentation?
Depending on the specific conditions, the Russian Federation plays one of these roles,
despite the absolute inconsistency of such definitions. At some point, this is a state
with a claim to a special role in world politics, at another it is a secondary regional
power, in a third field for separatist experiments.

The Russian Federation is not Russia, a full-fledged Russian State. It is a transitional
entity in a broad and dynamic global geopolitical process and nothing more. Of
course, the Russian Federation may become a Russian State in the future, but it is not
at all obvious that this will happen, and it is also not obvious whether one should
strive for this.

Be that as it may, it is impossible to talk about the "strategic interests" of such an unstable and
temporary phenomenon as the Russian Federation in the long term, and it is all the more ridiculous
to try to formulate a "strategic doctrine of the Russian Federation" based on the current state of
affairs. The "strategic interests of the Russian Federation" can become clear only after it appears,
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the political, social, economic and ideological subject of these interests will be formed
and defined. So far this has not happened, any projects in this direction will turn out to
be momentary fiction.

The Russian Federation has no state history, its borders are random, its cultural
landmarks are vague, its political regime is shaky and vague, its ethnic map is
heterogeneous, and its economic structure is fragmentary and partly decomposed.
This conglomerate is only the result of the collapse of a more global geopolitical

entity, a fragment torn from the whole picture. Even in order to create something
stable on this skeleton of the Empire, a real revolution would be needed, similar to the
revolution of the Young Turks, who created modern secular Turkey from a fragment of
the Ottoman Empire (although the question arises again: is it worth striving for?).

If the Russian Federation is not a Russian State, then the CIS is not. Despite the fact
that almost all the territories of the CIS countries (with rare exceptions) were part of
the Russian Empire, and therefore were once part of the Russian State, today the CIS
countries have a sufficient degree of autonomy and are de jure independent political
entities. In relation to these countries, it can be argued (and with even greater
grounds) the same thing as in relation to the Russian Federation, these formations do
not possess any serious signs of true statehood, are devoid of the attributes of actual
sovereignty and represent more of a "territorial process" than stable and definite
geopolitical units. Even if we ignore the growing nationalism of the CIS countries,
which is often anti-Russian, unnatural, unstable and contradictory fragments
themselves, it is not possible to put together a harmonious picture. Belgian
geopolitician Jean Thiriard made one precise comparison on this matter. "The USSR
was like a bar of chocolate, with marked borders of the slices-republics. After the slices
are broken off, it is no longer enough to put them together to restore the entire slab.
From now on, this can only be achieved by melting the entire bar and re-stamping."

"The strategic interests of the Russian Federation" is the same empty figure of speech as the "strategic
interests of the CIS countries." This has a very indirect relation to the "strategic interests of the Russians".

2.2 The concept of "post-imperial legitimacy"

Despite the non-existence of the Russian State in the full sense, certain legal principles
operate throughout the post-Soviet space, on which both the Western reaction to certain
actions of the Russian Federation and the momentary logic of the steps of the Russian
leadership are based. It is these principles, at first glance, that keep the Russian
Federation and, more broadly, the CIS from total chaos. It is about the doctrine of "post-
imperial legitimacy". In order to understand the essence of today's geopolitical processes
in Eurasia, it is necessary to briefly outline the main theses of this concept.

"Post-imperial legitimacy" is a set of legal norms closely related to the immediately
preceding phase of the political development of the region, i.e. with "imperial
legitimacy" ("legacy of empire"). The empire (at least the "secular" liberal or socialist) is
most often guided in the territorial structure of its colonies by purely administrative
and economic features, without taking into account ethnic, religious or national
factors. Administrative boundaries within the Empire are rather arbitrary, since they
inherently represent
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are conditional barriers created only for the convenience of centralized control of the
metropolis. During the period of its existence, the empire forces the other powers to
recognize their internal administrative system as legitimate. But with the collapse of
the Empire, "zones of legal uncertainty" always arise, since the structure that legally
regulated the status of its constituent parts ceases to exist.

In the process of "postcolonial” transformations, an international legal concept was
formulated, which formed the basis for the classification of the legitimacy and
incompetence of post-imperial territorial-political formations. This is the concept of
"post-imperial legitimacy". Its meaning boils down to the fact that, despite the
absence of the Empire as a whole, its purely administrative components receive a full-
fledged legal status, regardless of whether this entity meets the criterion of a full-
fledged state or not. This approach is based on the secular liberal idea of the
arbitrariness of any state formation as a historical accident. According to this logic,
ethnic, religious, cultural and social components are insignificant and insignificant,
since the population is understood here as a simple set of economic and statistical
units. This reflects the inertia of the "imperial”, "colonial" approach, which is used to
considering "colonies" and "provinces" as something secondary and

irrelevant, "additional" within the general context.

As a rule, "post-imperial formations" never (or almost never) become full-fledged
states and continue to exist as economic and political appendages of the former (or
new) metropolis. Almost always, the ruling elite in them is the direct heir (often a
protégé) of the colonial administration, the economy is entirely dependent on external
factors, and the political and social structure adapts to the model of the former center.
The preservation of such "post-imperial legitimacy" often leads to the fact that one
and the same autochthonous ethnic group inhabits the territories of different post-
imperial states, and several ethnic and religious groups live within one state. In fact,
the relative balance of interests is maintained in such cases only by an appeal to an
external factor, most often to the explicit or latent power of the former metropolis (or
that developed state that may replace it). It is quite indicative that at the last stages of
the "liberation" of Africa, the Pan African Congress decided to apply the principle of
"post-imperial legitimacy" to all newly formed states, although many large African
peoples, in particular, the Bantu, Zulus, etc. turned out to be living in two or three
states at once. This was done under the pretext of avoiding ethnic, tribal and religious
wars. In fact, it was about the desire of the leaders of the post-imperial administration
to keep their artificial elites in power, preventing the creation of new representatives
of the organic national hierarchy in the process of the national rise. Given the strategic
and socio-economic backwardness of Africa and the lack of fresh and vital state
traditions, this approach worked quite successfully.

The principle of "post-imperial legitimacy" is now applied to the countries that emerged from
the ruins of the USSR. In the former "union republics," almost everywhere in power are the
heirs of the "colonial administration," the compartments of a unified administrative structure
that has been broken into pieces, formed entirely in the imperial Soviet context. This elite is
alienated from the national and cultural traditions of their peoples and by inertia is oriented
towards the preservation of economic and political dependence on the metropolis. The only
exception is Armenia, where the logic of the "post-imperial
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legitimacy "was violated (in the case of Nagorno-Karabakh), and where, accordingly,
purely national political forces have greater weight than in all other CIS countries. In
addition, Armenia is the only monoethnic republic of the CIS countries.

At first glance, one might get the impression that the principle of "post-imperial
legitimacy" plays into the hands of the Russian Federation and Moscow, since it
creates the preconditions for maintaining the influence of the Russian Federation in
the "near abroad" and simplifies political and economic relations with geographic
neighbors. But in reality, everything is somewhat more complicated. As in the case of
the "decolonization" of the Third World countries, the collapse of the Empire weakens
the geopolitical power of the metropolis, and some of the colonies and dominions
come under the implicit control of another, stronger power, which uses the system of
"post-imperial legitimacy" for its own purposes. A striking example of this is the United
States, which actually seized under its influence most of the former British, Spanish,
Portuguese, French and Dutch colonies during the process of "decolonization". In this
way,

On the other hand, "post-imperial legitimacy" puts the Russian Federation itself on a
par with other CIS countries, since in this case the national-cultural, religious and
ethnic interests of the Russian people, falling under the abstract norms of "post-
imperial", purely administrative law and scattered over alien pseudo-state and quasi-
national formations. The remains of the imperial administration within the Russian
Federation (party-bureaucratic apparatus) turn out to be just as alien to the national
context of Russians as in other republics, since the system of the Empire itself was
built on other, purely administrative and economic, rather than national and cultural
principles. Russians, "freed" from the republics, do not receive freedom and
independence, but they lose a significant part of their national community, maintain a
dependent position on the remnants of the former nomenklatura and, in addition, are
exposed to a new danger of falling under the influence of external political forces of
more powerful powers. This last danger was not so close during the period of the
Empire's existence, but as a simple "regional power" the Russian Federation is fully
exposed to it.

All these considerations call into question the usefulness of the principle of "post-
imperial legitimacy" in the current conditions, since this is largely contrary to Russian
national interests.

But what criteria should be followed in defining what constitutes "Russian national
interests"? Whom should we take as the main subject in relation to which it would be
possible to determine what is beneficial and what is not profitable? In what categories
should one comprehend Russia today?

2.3 The Russian people are the center of the geopolitical concept

The collapse of the Soviet Empire, the fragility and insolvency of the state of new
political formations on its territory (including the Russian Federation) force us to look
for a more specific category for understanding "Russian national interests." The only
organic, natural, historically rooted reality in this matter can only be the Russian
people.
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The Russian people is a historical community that has all the features of a full-fledged and
stable political entity. The Russian people are united ethnically, culturally, psychologically
and religiously. But not only this is the main reason for placing him at the center of the
geopolitical concept as a subject of political and social strategy. The Russian people, unlike
many other peoples, has developed as the bearer of a special civilization that has all the
distinctive features of an original and full-fledged planetary-historical phenomenon. The
Russian people is that civilizational constant, which served as an axis in the creation of not
one, but many states: from the mosaic of the East Slavic principalities to Muscovite Russia,
Peter's Empire and the Soviet bloc. Moreover, this constant determined the continuity and
connection between formations, so different politically, socially, territorially and
structurally. The Russian people did not just provide an ethnic basis for all these state
formations, they expressed in them a special civilizational idea, unlike any other. It was
not the state that formed the Russian nation. On the contrary, the Russian nation, the
Russian people

experimented in history with different types of state systems, expressing in different ways
(depending on the circumstances) the specifics of his unique mission.

The Russian people undoubtedly belong to the messianic peoples. And like any
messianic people, it has a universal, all-human meaning that competes not just with
other national ideas, but with types of other forms of civilizational universalism. K.
Leontiev and Russian Eurasians have developed this idea quite fully.

Regardless of the troubles, transition periods and political cataclysms, the Russian
people have always retained their messianic identity, and therefore, have always
remained a political subject of history. After another state upheaval, one and the same
ancient and powerful Russian force created new political structures, clothed its
spiritual impulse in new geopolitical forms. Moreover, as soon as the state structures
developed to a critical point, beyond which the final loss of the connection between
the political form and the national content dawned, crises and disasters set in,
followed by a new geopolitical and social construction, investing the civilizational
mission of the Russian people in new images and political constructions.

And in the current transitional period, it is the Russian people that should be taken as
the main political subject, from which the scale of geopolitical and strategic, as well as
socio-economic interests of Russia should be postponed. The Russian people is Russia
today, but not as a clearly outlined state, but as a geopolitical potential, real and
concrete on the one hand, but has not yet defined its new state structure, nor its
ideology, nor its territorial limits, nor its socio-political structure. ...

Nevertheless, "potential Russia" today has much more fixed characteristics than the
ephemeral Russia or the CIS. These characteristics are directly related to the civilizational
mission, the implementation of which is the meaning of the life of the Russian people.

Firstly, the Russian people (= Russia) are no doubt responsible for control over the
northeastern regions of Eurasia. This Russian "Drang nach Osten und Norden"
constitutes the natural geopolitical process of Russian history in recent centuries,
which did not stop under any political cataclysms. Mackinder called
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Russia is the “geopolitical axis of history,” and this is completely true, since the Russian
people really traditionally gravitated towards the civilizational development of all
those inland Eurasian spaces that are located in the very center of the mainland mass.
From this we can conclude that the strategic interests of the Russians

inseparable from  the vastness of North-Eastern Eurasia. The this is
fundamental principle in determining real prospects geopolitics of Russia
(of the Russian people).

Secondly, the Russian people (= Russia) are endowed with a special type of religiosity
and culture, which are sharply different from the Catholic-Protestant West and from
the post-Christian civilization that developed there. As the cultural and geopolitical
antithesis of Russia, one should take precisely the "West" as a whole, and not just one
of its constituent countries. Modern Western civilization is universalistically oriented:
in all its compartments there is a special cultural unity based on a specific solution to
the main philosophical and worldview problems. Russian universalism, the foundation
of Russian civilization, is radically different from the West in all major respects. In a
sense, these are two competing, mutually exclusive models, opposite poles. Hence,

Thirdly,the Russian people (= Russia) have never set as their goal the creation of a
mono-ethnic, racially homogeneous state. The mission of the Russians had a universal
character, and that is why the Russian people systematically went in history to the
creation of an Empire, the boundaries of which were constantly expanding, embracing
an ever larger conglomerate of peoples, cultures, religions, territories, regions. It is
absurd to regard the planned and pronounced "expansionism" of the Russians as a
historical accident. This "expansionism" is an integral part of the historical life of the
Russian people and is closely linked with the quality of its civilizational mission. This
mission carries a certain "common denominator" that allows Russians to integrate the
most diverse cultural realities into their Empire. However, the "common denominator™

Fourth, the Russian people (= Russia) proceeds in their being from an even more global,
"soteriological" perspective, which in the limit has a general planetary meaning. This is not
about the boundless expansion of the "living space" of Russians, but about the
establishment of a special "Russian" type of worldview, which is accented eschatologically
and claims to be the last word in earthly history. This is the supreme super task of the
nation as a "God-bearing people.”

Consequently, theoretically, there is no such people on the planet, such a culture or such territory,
whose fate and whose path would be indifferent to the Russian consciousness. This is manifested
in the unshakable faith of Russians in the final triumph of Truth, Spirit and Justice, and not only
within the framework of the Russian state, but everywhere. To deprive the Russians of this
eschatological faith is tantamount to their spiritual emasculation. Russians care about everything
and everyone, and therefore, in the final analysis, the interests of the Russian people are not
limited to either the Russian ethnos, or the Russian Empire, or even the whole of Eurasia. This
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The "transcendent" aspect of the Russian nation must be taken into account when developing a
future geopolitical strategy.

Obviously, under the current conditions and with generally accepted Western, secular,
quantitatively liberal norms of the legal approach, there is no objective opportunity
not only to legally secure the status of the "Russian people" as an independent
political entity, but even to introduce such a term into legal and diplomatic use. as
"people". Modern international law (copying in its main features Roman law)
recognizes only the state and the individual as full-fledged political subjects.

And therefore there is a code of "rights of states" and "human rights", while the very
concept of "rights of the people" is absent. This is not surprising, since the secular and
quantitative approach cannot take into account such cultural spiritual categories as
ethnos, people, etc. A similar quantitative ratio characterized both the Soviet system
and the "democratic" world. And since the Russian people in the current period are on
the territory where either "post-imperial” or liberal-democratic principles of legitimacy
operate, there can be no question of any automatic recognition of the political status
of the "people". Consequently, the logic of clarifying and protecting "Russian national
interests" requires serious changes in the existing legal practice, and moreover,

Such a transformation would be impossible if we were talking about some one people,
underdeveloped and not technologically equipped. In the case of the Russians, this is
fortunately not the case. Today, we still have the possibility of political transformations rather
independent from the rest of the world, since the availability of strategic types of weapons in
Russia makes it possible to resist the pressure of the West to a certain extent. And here
everything depends only on the political will and determination of those persons who will take
responsibility for the fate of Russia and the Russian people.

Be that as it may, the first step towards identifying the "national interests of the
Russian people" is the recognition of this people as an independent political subject,
who has the right to decide for himself what is beneficial to him and what is not, and
to take geopolitical, socio-economic and strategists accordingly. steps.
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Chapter 3. Russia is unthinkable without the Empire

3.1 The lack of a "nation-state"” among Russians

Russia has never been an analogue of those "nation states" that are characteristic of
modern Europe and whose model was projected onto Asia and the Third World as a
whole in the colonial and postcolonial era.

The "nation-state" is based on administrative unity and bureaucratic centralism, which
form a political community created by the state and closely related to the state.
Without a doubt, the first model of the "state-nation" was formed in absolutist France,
and then was consolidated in the Jacobin revolutionary model. The "nation-state"
initially had an emphatically secular nature and was primarily a political unity. In this
concept, the term "nation" was understood as a "totality of citizens" and not as a
"people" or "peoples” in an organic, "holistic" sense. This type of state is based on
ethnic, confessional and class leveling of the population,

into account neither regional, nor religious, nor racial features. Nominally
"state-nation" can be monarchical, democratic and
socialist. The essential element is it is not specific
political devices, but understanding states as administrative-

a centralist authority placed over all socio-ethnic and cultural-religious differences. It
should be emphasized that "nation" in this case has a purely and exclusively political
meaning, which is sharply different from that which the nationalists put into this
concept.

The "nation-state" historically arose in Europe during the period of the final
disintegration of imperial unity as a result of the destruction of the last remnants of
the imperial system, preserved in the form of feudal regional structures. The "state-
nation" is essentially associated with the domination of profane, bourgeois values,
which reduce qualitative social differences to a simplified quantitative administrative
structure. The "nation-state", as a rule, is ruled not by a "divine idea" (like a theocracy
or the Holy Empire), not by a "heroic aristocratic personality" (like a feudal system), but
by a "dictatorship of the law" ("nomocracy"), which gives tremendous power lawyers
and legal bureaucracy. In fact, the "state-nation"

In Russian history, a "nation-state" never emerged. When this particular model began
to take root in Europe since the 18th century, Russia desperately resisted it by any
means. The tsarist regime sought to keep the imperial structure as intact as possible,
although some concessions to the European model were made constantly. Despite the
pro-European Petrine reforms, the Russian Empire retained both theocratic elements
and the aristocratic principle, and the transfer of priests and representatives of the
nobility to the category of state bureaucrats was never fully implemented in practice
(unlike in the countries of Western Europe). The national element opposed such a
degeneration of the Empire into a "state-nation", which regularly generated waves of
spontaneous or conscious reaction from both the people and
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sides of the elite. Even under the same sovereign, reformist and reactionary
sentiments often changed in Russia, and from liberal reforms they often turned to
mystical restorationist projects (this was most clearly manifested in the reign of
Alexander I, the founder of the Holy Union).

Only at the beginning of the 20th century did Russia come close to realizing a "nation-
state" on the European model. However, this time too, the process was thwarted by a
revolutionary outburst, which absorbed (albeit unconsciously) a deep national protest
against a type of state structure in which there would be no place for the
manifestation of the people's spiritual mission. Behind the modernist rhetoric of
Bolshevism, Russians dimly recognized their own eschatological ideals as the triumph
of Idea, Justice, Truth. The Soviet state was perceived by the people as the
construction of a "New Empire", "Kingdom of Light", "abode of the spirit", and not as
the creation of the most rational device for administering and managing quantitative
units. The tragedy and fanaticism of the Bolshevik cataclysms was caused precisely by
the "ideality" of the task,

costly organization of human resources.

The USSR did not become a "nation- she  Was the successor of the imperial
state", national traditions, clothed in purely extravagant external forms and
opposed to the later tsarist model, sliding towards ordinary bourgeois society, to the
"dictatorship of the law." The Soviet Empire, like any political structure, knew three
stages of the "revolutionary stage" of building a unique system (Lenin's youth), a
stable stage of strengthening and expanding the state (Stalin's maturity) and a stage
of collapse and decrepitude (Brezhnev's old age). Moreover, it was precisely the late
Brezhnev period that gave birth to a political and administrative structure that most
closely resembles the bureaucratic centralism of a typical "nation-state." During
perestroika, the life cycle of this entire Soviet formation ended. At the same time,
another stage in the national history of the Russian people ended.

It is important to note that there is such a pattern in Russian history: when it comes to
the transformation of Russia into a "state-nation", catastrophes follow, and on a new
round the nation finds another (sometimes rather extravagant) way to escape the
seemingly inevitable transformation. Russians strive to avoid such a turn of events at
any cost, since their political will is incompatible with the narrow norms of rational and
average quantitative existence within the framework of a bureaucratic efficient
mechanism. Russians are ready to make unthinkable sacrifices and hardships, if only
the national idea, the great Russian dream, is realized and developed.

And the nation sees the boundaries of this dream, at least in the Empire.

3.2 Russian people of the Empire

Not a mono-ethnic state, not a nation-state, Russia was almost from the beginning a
potentially imperial state. Starting from the unification of the Slavic and Finno-Ugric
tribes under Rurik and up to the gigantic scale of the USSR and the territories under its
influence, the Russian people steadily followed the path of political and spatial
integration, empire building and civilizational expansion. At the same time, it should
be emphasized that Russian expansion had precisely a civilizational meaning, and was
by no means a utilitarian pursuit of colonies or a banal struggle for "living space
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It was not the lack of this “living space” and the economic necessity that prompted the
Russian people to expand their borders more and more to the East, South, North, and
West. Lack of land has never served as the true reason for Russian imperialism.
mission, the geopolitical projection of which consisted in a deep awareness of the
need to unite the gigantic territories of the Eurasian continent.

The political integrity of the Eurasian space has a completely independent meaning for
Russian history. We can say that Russians feel responsible for this space, for its
condition, for its connection, for its integrity and independence. Mackinder rightly
considered Russia to be the main land power of our time, inheriting the geopolitical
mission of Rome, the Empire of Alexander the Great, Genghis Khan, etc. This is the
"geographical axis of history", which simply cannot but fulfill its geopolitical purpose,
regardless of external and transitory factors.

The Russian people are so connected with geopolitical reality that space itself, its
experience, its awareness, its spiritual perception has shaped the psychology of the
people, becoming one of the main definitions of its identity, its essence.

Real earth space is not a purely quantitative category. The climate, landscape, geology
of the area, waterways and mountain ranges are actively involved in the formation of
an ethnic and, more broadly, a civilizational type. From the point of view of geopolitics,
civilization and its specificity are generally strictly determined by geography and
necessarily obey special qualitative laws. Russians are land, continental, North
Eurasian people, while the cultural specificity of the nation is such that its "soul" is
maximally predisposed to "openness", to the implementation of an "integrating"
function, to a subtle and deep process of developing a special continental, Eurasian
community.

The cultural factor is a natural complement to Russia's purely geopolitical
predetermination. The geopolitical mission is perceived at the cultural level, and vice
versa, culture comprehends, shapes and activates the geopolitical impulse. Space and
culture are the two most important components of the Russian people as an empire-
building people par excellence. It was not blood, not race, not administrative control, and
not even religion that made of a part of the Eastern Slavs a special, incomparable
community of the Russian people. It was precisely the endless Eurasian expanses and the
utmost cultural and spiritual openness that made it. Ethnic, political, ethical, and religious
aspects were rethought under the sign of "space and culture". The Russians took shape,
developed and matured as a nation precisely in the Empire, in the heroism of its
construction, in the exploits of its defense, in campaigns for its expansion. The rejection of
the imperial-building function means the end of the existence of the Russian people as a
historical reality, as a civilizational phenomenon. Such a refusal is national suicide.

Unlike Rome (the first Rome), Moscow, Russia have a deep teleological, eschatological
meaning in their imperial impulse. Hegel developed an interesting concept that the
Absolute Idea in an eschatological situation should manifest itself in a final,
"conscious" form in the form of the Prussian state. However, on a planetary scale,
Prussia, and even Germany, taken separately, are geopolitically insufficient for this
concept to be taken seriously. Russia, the Third Rome, religiously, culturally, spatially,
and strategically fits perfectly
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a similar teleological view of the essence of history and clearly seeks to fulfill this very
mission. In the case of Russia, the Absolute Idea of Hegel is the spiritual root of
Russian imperialism, which gravitates towards the civilizational development of the
continent, Eurasia. It is absurd to apply such serious Hegelian criteria to a "nation-
state" which obviously assumes next to itself other "nation-states" with their own
goals, myths and interests. To impart a quality of absolute significance to such a
relative structure is rather absurd. But in the case of a gigantic Empire based on
specific, in many respects paradoxical, and in some ways not entirely clarified
principles, a completely different matter, and it is no coincidence that the ancient
Empires were called "Holy Empires": the quality of "holiness"

The Russian people moved step by step towards this very goal. At each stage of the
expansion of their state, the Russians passed to the next stage of messianic
universalism, first by rallying the Eastern Slavs, then including the Turkic stream of the
steppes and Siberia, then moving to the South, into deserts and mountains, and finally
forming a giant political bloc that controlled the Soviet period, literally, half the world.
If we realize that the Russian people in their essence is this imperial building process,
the strong-willed geopolitical vector of the creation of the “state of the Absolute Idea”,
it will become quite obvious that the existence of the Russian people directly depends
on the continuation of this process, on its development, on its intensification. By
cutting or suppressing this vector, we will strike the Russians in the very heart, deprive
them of their national identity,

3.3 The "regional power" trap

The Russian people, with their civilizational and geopolitical mission, has traditionally
been (and is) a serious obstacle to the widespread spread of a purely liberal Western
model on the planet. Both the tsarist and Soviet regimes, obeying an inexorable
national logic, hindered the cultural and political expansion of the West to the East,
and especially deep into the Eurasian continent. Moreover, the seriousness of the
geopolitical confrontation has always been reflected in the fact that Russia federated
in itself and around itself different countries and peoples into a powerful strategic
imperial bloc. It was as a continental Empire that Russia participated in world politics
and defended its national and civilizational interests.

At present, after the collapse of the USSR, the West seeks to impose on Russia a
different geopolitical function, to turn Russia into a political structure that would be
unable to directly participate in world politics and have a broad civilizational mission.
In a 1992 report by Paul Wolfowitz to the US Congress, it was unequivocally stated that
"the main strategic task of the United States is to prevent the creation of a large and
independent strategic entity in the territory of the former Soviet Union capable of
pursuing a policy independent of the United States." It was on the basis of such an
urgent need of the West that Russia was offered the role of a "regional power".

"Regional power" is a modern geopolitical category that characterizes a large and
fairly developed state, whose political interests, however, are limited only to areas
directly adjacent to its territory
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or included in it. For example, India, Iran, Turkey, Pakistan, China, etc. are considered
regional powers. The specificity of a regional power is that it has more political weight
than an ordinary ordinary state, but less weight than a superpower or an empire. In
other words, a regional power has no direct influence on planetary civilization and
global geopolitical processes, being subordinate in the main strategic lines to the
balance of power of more powerful Empires. At the same time, a regional power has a
certain freedom in relation to its immediate (weaker) neighbors and can exert political
and economic pressure on them (naturally, only in those cases when this does not
contradict the interests of the superpowers).

The status of a "regional power" proposed (imposed) on Russia by the West today is
tantamount to suicide for the Russian nation. The point is to artificially and under
strong external influence to reverse the vector of Russian national history, in the
opposite direction, to interrupt the coherent process of the geopolitical formation of
Russians as an Empire. Russia as a regional power will be a rejection of that deep
impulse of the nation, which underlies its highest and deepest identity. The loss of an
imperial scale for Russians means the end and failure of their participation in
civilization, the defeat of their spiritual and cultural system of values, the fall of their
universalist and messianic aspirations, the devaluation and debunking of the entire
national ideology, which revived many generations of the Russian people and gave
strength and energy for feats, creation,

Taking into account the specifics of the national imperial self-identification of
Russians, it becomes quite obvious that the acceptance of the status of a "regional
power" by Russia cannot become the last line of defense. In this case, the blow
inflicted on the national consciousness of Russians will be so strong that the matter
will not be limited to the framework of the Russian Federation or a similar territorial
space. Having lost their mission, Russians will not be able to find the strength to
adequately assert their new, “diminished” identity in a “regional state,” since the
assertion of this identity is impossible in the state of the passion that logically arises
when a nation loses its imperial scale. Consequently, the processes of disintegration
are likely to continue in the "regional power™

Even in order to fix the "regional status" of post-imperial Russia, it will be necessary to
awaken a powerful wave of nationalism, moreover, a completely new, artificial
nationalism based on energies and ideas that have nothing in common with the
traditional and only genuine and justified Russian imperial tendency. You can compare
this with the small, "secular" nationalism of the Young Turks, who, on the ruins of the
Ottoman Empire, created modern Turkey, a "regional power" through the "national
revolution". But the nationalism of the Young Turks had nothing to do with the
geopolitical and religious nationalism of the Ottoman Empire, and in fact, today's
Turkey, both spiritually, ethnically and culturally, is a completely different reality than
the Turkish Empire at the beginning of the century.

The same, if not worse, threatens Russia, and most likely attempts to gain a foothold
as a "regional power" that has abandoned its civilizational mission and universalist
values will give rise to politicians of the "Young Russian" type (by analogy with the
Young Turks), who are very likely , will profess a special sectarian ideology that has
nothing in common with the main line of the Russian national idea. Such Russian "non-
imperial" nationalism, secular and artificial, will
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geopolitically play only into the hands of the West, since it will secure a "regional"
status for Russia, lead to an illusory and short-term internal stabilization and, at the
same time, lay the foundation for future internal Russian ethnic and religious conflicts.
But if Turkey has two or three large ethnic communities capable of actively opposing
Young Turkish centralism, then hundreds of peoples live in the Russian Federation,
who got along well in the imperial model, but did not fit into the framework of "small
Russian nationalism." The conclusion is obvious: Russia will gradually be drawn into an
endless chain of internal conflicts and wars, and, in the end, will disintegrate.

This will be a natural result of the loss by the Russians of their imperial mission, since
this process cannot be limited to a relative shrinking of territories and must
necessarily reach its logical limit to the complete destruction of the Russian nation as a
historical, geopolitical and civilizational entity.

3.4 Criticism of Soviet statehood

The last form of imperial organization of the Russian people was the USSR and the geopolitical
area that depended on it (the countries of the Warsaw Pact). During the Soviet period, the
Russian sphere of influence expanded geographically to previously unthinkable limits. Land
development and military campaigns included huge territories in the geopolitical zone of the
Russians.

In a spatial sense, such expansion, it would seem, should represent the highest form
of Russian statehood. And it is impossible to deny the fact that the axial structure of
the Soviet Empire was precisely the Russian people, who embodied their specific
universalism (at least in part) in the Soviet ideological and socio-political model.

Today, at first glance, it seems that the prospect of genuine Russian national
development under current conditions should coincide with the restoration of the
USSR and the re-creation of the Soviet model and Soviet statehood. This is partly true
and logical, and in this case, the neo-communist movement advocating the re-
establishment of the USSR is closer to understanding the geopolitical interests of the
Russian people, more clearly and clearly represents the essence of its strategic and
civilizational aspirations than some neo-nationalist circles inclined to

"Young Russian" (by analogy with the "Young Turk") model of "small", "stripped
down", "ethnic" nationalism. Certainly geopolitical restorationism

neo-communists are justified, and their nationalism is more organic and "national" than
the romantic and irresponsible in form (and subversive in the results) narrow nationalist
projects of the Slavophil, Orthodox-monarchist or racist wing of patriots. If the choice lay
between the reconstruction of the USSR and the construction of a mono-ethnic or even
monocultural Great Russian state, then in the interests of the Russian people it would be
more logical and correct to choose the project of the USSR.

However, the reasons for the collapse of the USSR and the collapse of the Soviet Empire
require an objective analysis, which in no case can be reduced to identifying external (hostile)
and internal (subversive) influences, i.e. to the "conspiracy theory". The external pressure of
the liberal-democratic West on the USSR was really enormous, and the activities of "subversive
elements" inside the country are extremely effective and well-coordinated. But both of these
factors became decisive only in such a situation when the existence
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The Soviet Empire entered the stage of an internal crisis that has deep and natural
causes rooted in the very specifics of the Soviet system and the Soviet system. Without
an understanding of these internal causes of the collapse and their analysis, any
attempts to restore the USSR (and even more so to create a New Empire) will be futile
and futile. Moreover, any purely inertial conservatism in this matter can only further
worsen the state of affairs.

Let's identify several factors that led the Soviet Union to geopolitical and socio-
economic collapse.

First, at the ideological level, during the entire existence of the socialist regime, purely national, traditional, spiritual
elements were never introduced into the general complex of communist ideology. Being in many respects de facto national-
communist, it never transformed into such a de jure, which hindered the organic development of Russian-Soviet society,
generated a double standard and ideological contradictions, undermined clarity and awareness in the implementation of
geopolitical and socio-political projects. Atheism, materialism, progressivism, "enlightenment ethics", etc. were deeply alien
to Russian Bolshevism and the Russian people in general. In practice, these provisions borrowed from Marxism (by the way,
and in Marxism itself, which are rather arbitrary elements of some kind of tribute to the old-fashioned positivist humanism
in the style of Feuerbach) were perceived by the Russian communists in the key of folk-mystical, sometimes unorthodox
eschatological aspirations, and not as rationalistic fruits of Western European culture. However, the ideology of National
Bolshevism, which could have found more adequate, more Russian terms for the new social and political system, was never
formulated. Consequently, sooner or later, the limitations and inadequacy of such an ideologically contradictory structure
should have had a negative impact. This especially made itself felt in the late Soviet period, when senseless dogmatism and
communist demagogy finally suppressed all ideological life in society. Such "freezing" the ruling ideology and the stubborn
refusal to introduce organic, national and natural components into it, resulted in the collapse of the entire Soviet system.
The responsibility for this lies not only with the "agents of influence" and "anti-Soviet", but, first of all, with the central Soviet
ideologues of both the "progressive" and "conservative" wings. The Soviet Empire was both ideologically and practically
destroyed by the communists. To recreate it in the same form and with the same ideology is now not only impossible, but
also meaningless, since even hypothetically, this will reproduce the same premises that have already led to the destruction
of the state. The responsibility for this lies not only with the "agents of influence" and "anti-Soviet", but, first of all, with the
central Soviet ideologues of both the "progressive" and "conservative" wings. The Soviet Empire was both ideologically and
practically destroyed by the communists. To recreate it in the same form and with the same ideology is now not only
impossible, but also meaningless, since even hypothetically, this will reproduce the same premises that have already led to
the destruction of the state. The responsibility for this lies not only with the "agents of influence" and "anti-Soviet", but, first
of all, with the central Soviet ideologues of both the "progressive" and "conservative" wings. The Soviet Empire was both
ideologically and practically destroyed by the communists. To recreate it in the same form and with the same ideology is
now not only impossible, but also meaningless, since even hypothetically, this will reproduce the same prerequisites that
have already led to the destruction of the state.

Secondly, on the geopolitical and strategic level theUssR  Was
uncompetitive in the long run for resisting the Atlanticist Western bloc. From a
strategic point of view, land borders are much more vulnerable than sea borders, and
at all levels (the number of border troops, the cost of military equipment, the use and
deployment of strategic weapons, etc.) After the Second World War, the USSR found
itself in an unequal position in terms of compared with the capitalist bloc of the West,
grouped around the United States. The United States had a gigantic island base (the
American continent), completely controlled and surrounded on all sides by oceans and
seas, which were not difficult to defend. Plus, the United States controlled almost all
coastal zones in the South and West of Eurasia, creating a gigantic threat to the USSR
while remaining practically out of reach for potential destabilizing actions of the Soviet
Union. Division of Europe into Eastern (Soviet) and Western (American) only
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complicated the geopolitical position of the USSR in the West, increasing the volume of land borders and placing it close to a strategic
potential adversary, moreover, in a situation of passive hostility of the European peoples themselves, who found themselves in the position of
hostages in a geopolitical duel, the meaning of which was not clear to them. The same took place in the southern direction in Asia and in the
Far East, where the USSR had direct neighbors or controlled by the West (Pakistan, Afghanistan, pre-Khomeinist Iran) or rather hostile powers
with a non-Soviet socialist orientation (China). In this situation, the USSR could acquire relative stability only in two cases: either by rapidly
advancing towards the oceans in the West (towards the Atlantic) and in the South (towards the Indian Ocean), or by creating neutral political
blocs in Europe and Asia, not under the control of any of the superpowers. This concept (of neutral Germany) was tried by Stalin, and after his
death, Beria. The USSR (together with the Warsaw Pact), from a geopolitical point of view, was too big and too small at the same time. The
preservation of the status quo only played into the hands of the United States and Atlanticism, since at the same time the military, industrial
and strategic potential of the USSR was increasingly worn out, and the power of the United States, a protected island, was growing. Sooner or
later, the Eastern Bloc was bound to collapse. Consequently, the reconstruction of the USSR and the Warsaw Bloc is not only The preservation
of the status quo only played into the hands of the United States and Atlanticism, since at the same time the military, industrial and strategic
potential of the USSR was increasingly worn out, and the power of the United States, a protected island, was growing. Sooner or later, the
Eastern Bloc was bound to collapse. Consequently, the reconstruction of the USSR and the Warsaw Bloc is not only The preservation of the
status quo only played into the hands of the United States and Atlanticism, since at the same time the military, industrial and strategic
potential of the USSR was increasingly worn out, and the power of the United States, a protected island, was growing. Sooner or later, the

Eastern Bloc was bound to collapse. Consequently, the reconstruction of the USSR and the Warsaw Bloc is not only

almost impossible, but also unnecessary, because what is it even in case (practically
incredible) success will only lead to a to revival deliberately doomed
geopolitical model.

Third, the administrative structure The USSR was based on a secular, purely
functional and quantitative understanding of intrastate division. Economic and
bureaucratic centralism did not take into account either the regional, much less ethnic
and religious characteristics of the inner territories. The principle of leveling and
purely economic structuralization of society led to the creation of such rigid systems
that suppressed, and at best "preserved" the forms of the natural national life of
various peoples, including (and to a greater extent) the Russian people themselves.
The territorial principle was in effect even when nominally it was about national
republics, autonomies or okrugs. At the same time, the process of regional-ethnic
leveling became more and more distinct as the entire Soviet political system was
"aging", which towards its last stage was more and more inclined towards the type of
the Soviet "nation-state" rather than the Empire. Nationalism, which largely
contributed to the creation of the USSR in the early stages, in the end became a purely
negative factor, since excessive centralization and unification began to generate
natural protest and discontent. Atrophy of the imperial principle, ossification of
bureaucratic centralism, striving for maximum

rationalization and purely economic productivity gradually created a political monster
from the USSR, which lost its life and is perceived as a forced totalitarianism of the
center. Certain communist theses of literally understood "internationalism" are largely
responsible for this. Consequently, this aspect of the Soviet model, operating not with
a specific ethnos, culture, or religion, but with abstract "population" and "territory"
should not be revived in any case. On the contrary, it is necessary to get rid of the
consequences of such a quantitative approach as soon as possible, whose echoes so
tragically affect today the issue of Chechnya, Crimea, Kazakhstan, the Karabakh
conflict, Abkhazia, Transnistria, etc.

Fourth, the economic system in the USSR was based on such a "long" socialist cycle
that gradually the return of society to a particular person ceased to be felt at all.
Ultimate socialization and detailed control of the state over all economic processes,
down to the smallest, as well as
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the delegation of the functions of redistribution only to a centralized, purely upper,
instance gave rise to a climate of social alienation, apathy, and disinterest in society.
Socialism and all its advantages became unobvious, imperceptible, receded into the
background before the gigantic construction of a bureaucratic-state machine. The
individual and the concrete collective were lost before the abstraction of "society", and
the cycle of socialist distribution lost touch with reality, turned into an inexplicable,
alienated and seemingly arbitrary logic of a soulless machine. It is not socialism itself
that is responsible for this state of affairs, but that version of it that has historically
developed in the USSR, especially in its later stages, although the origins of this
degeneration should be sought in the doctrine itself, in the theory itself. Totalitarian
state socialism deprived the economy of flexibility, people of enthusiasm and a sense
of complicity in the creative process, contributed to the instilling of a parasitic attitude
towards society, which is now absolutized in the mafia-librarianist attitude. The
communists are also responsible for this post-Soviet excesses, who were unable to
reform socialism in relation to the national element and maintain a dignified life in it.

These four main aspects of the former Soviet model are the main factors behind the
collapse of Soviet statehood, and they are responsible for the collapse of the Soviet
Empire. It is quite natural that with a hypothetical reconstruction of the USSR, radical
conclusions should be drawn in this regard and the causes that have once historically
doomed a great nation to a state catastrophe should be completely eliminated.

However, if the restoration of the USSR will take place under the banner of an ideology
that has rejected materialism, atheism, totalitarianism, state socialism, Soviet
geopolitical space, and administrative structure,

internationalism, centralism, etc., is it generally legitimate to talk about "USSR" or
"Soviet state", about "communism", "restoration", etc.? Wouldn't it be more correct to
call this the creation of the "New Empire"?

3.5 Criticism of the tsarist statehood

Today, calls for a return to the tsarist, monarchical model can be heard more and
more often. This is quite natural, since the discrediting of Sovietism forces Russians to
turn to those forms of statehood that existed before the communist period of Russian
history. This model has some positive and some negative aspects. Regardless of the
incredible difficulty of restoring the pre-communist state system, this project is being
discussed more and more seriously.

Considering the historical logic of the geopolitical development of the Russian nation, it
makes sense to talk about the later periods of the Romanov rule, when Russia reached the
borders of its maximum territorial imperial volume.

The most positive in this project is the ideological basis of Tsarist Russia, where (albeit
nominally) loyalty to the national spirit (Nationality), religious truth (Orthodoxy) and
the traditional sacred political structure (Autocracy) was declared. However, according
to the just remark of the Russian Eurasians, the Uvarov formula (Orthodoxy,
Autocracy, Narodnost) was in the last periods of tsarist Russia rather an idealistic
slogan than a real one.
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the content of political life and social structure. Russian Orthodoxy, shaken by the
secular reforms of Peter, in this period was quite far from the ideal of "Holy Russia",
being in fact subordinate to state control and largely losing its sacred authority and
harmony of the Orthodox symphony. Having lost spiritual independence, the Russian
Church was forced to compromise with the secular power embodied in the Synod
subordinate to the tsar, and thus was limited in freedom of genuine confession of
unearthly Truths.

The autocracy, for its part, increasingly lost its sacred meaning, becoming involved in the
solution of purely political problems, sometimes forgetting about its highest mission and
religious destiny. Although the desacralization of the tsarist power never, up to the
abdication of the last Emperor, in Russia did not reach the level of that empty parody, into
which the European monarchies, first of all, the French and English, had turned, still the
influence of Europe in this area was very great.

And finally, the "nationality" of the famous slogan was rather purely declarative, and the
people themselves were deeply alienated from political life, which manifested itself, for
example, in general indifference to the February and later October revolutions, which
radically destroyed the monarchical model.

A direct appeal in our conditions to the restoration of this triad will most likely lead to
the restoration of that skinny and to a greater extent demagogic compromise, which
in practice was hidden behind these three principles in the late Roman era (in which
they were, by the way, formulated). Moreover, given the absence of unequivocal
contenders for the Russian throne, the unstable and uncertain state of the present
Orthodox Church, as well as the abstract meaning of the term "nationality" (which is
often understood as just a superficial, folklore style or even a fake for a people of
fantasizing intellectuals), it is not difficult to foresee that a return to Uvarov's ideology
would be an even greater parody than the pre-revolutionary tsarist regime.

In addition, the tsarist model has a very serious geopolitical flaw, which led to the collapse
of the Russian Empire in the same way as the USSR did seventy years later.

A return to the tsarist and, consequently, the "Slavophile" geopolitics in general, is fraught with a terrible
threat. The fact is that in the last half century of the reign of the Romanovs, the foreign policy of the
ruling house was determined not by the Eurasian traditions of Alexander I and the prospects of the
continental Holy Union (based on the alliance of Russia and the powers of Central Europe), but by pro-
English and pro-French projects, for the sake of which Russia was drawn into suicidal conflicts on to the
side of their natural geopolitical adversaries and against their natural geopolitical allies. Support for
Serbian demands, the irresponsible myth of the "Bosphorus and the Dardanelles", the involvement of
French masons in the European anti-German intrigues, all this forced Russia to fulfill a political role, not
only not characteristic of it, but directly destructive for it. Trying to settle in Eastern Europe on a Slavophil
basis and constantly getting involved in a conflict with the Central European powers (natural allies of
Russia), the tsarist regime systematically undermined the foundations of the Russian state, and
straightforwardly led Russia to geopolitical suicide. This includes the Turkish wars and the war with
Japan. Paradoxically, it seems that Russia sought to best serve the Atlanticist interests of progressive
France and colonial-capitalist England, instead of fulfilling its natural This includes the Turkish wars and
the war with Japan. Paradoxically, it seems that Russia sought to best serve the Atlanticist interests of
progressive France and colonial-capitalist England, instead of fulfilling its natural This includes the
Turkish wars and the war with Japan. Paradoxically, it seems that Russia sought to best serve the
Atlanticist interests of progressive France and colonial-capitalist England, instead of fulfilling its natural

-118 -



a Eurasian mission and seek an alliance with all similar (both politically and spiritually)
conservative and imperial regimes. The Slavophil geopolitical utopia cost Russia the
Tsar, the Church and the Empire, and only the arrival of the Eurasian-oriented
Bolsheviks saved then the country and people from total degradation, from turning
into a "regional power".

An attempt to follow such a late-Roman, "Slavophil" line in our conditions cannot but
lead to a similar result. And even the very appeal to pre-revolutionary Russia carries
potentially suicidal political motives, much more dangerous for the Russian people
than the projects of Soviet restoration.

There is one more factor that is extremely dangerous in the case of monarchist
tendencies. We are talking about the capitalist form of the economy that was inherent
in Russia at the turn of the XIX-XX centuries. Although this was a variation of national
capitalism, constrained by state, social and cultural boundaries, rather than a “wild”
free market, the economic alienation inherent in any capitalism was extremely strong.
The Russian bourgeois firmly took the place of the state and military aristocracy, the
clergy, squeezing out the bureaucracy and employees. This type of Russian bourgeois
(rather different from the representatives of the traditional, pre-capitalist, feudal
merchants) actually opposed the cultural, social and ethical norms that were the
essence of the system of Russian national values.

pseudo-patriarchy, which has lost all its vital, sacred content. It was Russian capitalists
(and very often of a nationalist, "Black Hundred" orientation) who became the first
conductors of English and French influences in Russia, natural agents of the Atlanticist
trading model that developed and took shape in Anglo-Saxon and French societies.

The late-Roman state system is a combination of a desacralized monarchist facade, a
suicidal Slavophile geopolitics and an Atlantist-oriented market capitalism. In all cases,
national rhetoric was only a screen and a figure of speech, behind which stood
political and social tendencies, not just far from the true interests of the Russian
people, but directly opposite to these interests.

Another element of this model is rather dubious, this is the principle of the provincial
administrative division of the Russian Empire. Although in practice this did not
interfere with the free development of the peoples that were part of the Russian
Empire, and in the normal case, the Russians only helped ethnic groups to form and
develop their specific culture, the legal non-recognition of cultural-ethnic and
religious autonomies, some rigid state leveling centralism were not the best methods
of involving nations in a unanimous and free continental imperialism. Elements of the
"nation-state" manifested themselves in the last periods of the Romanovs in the same
way as in the last decades of the USSR, and the effect of this was very similar to the
alienation of ethnic groups from Moscow (St. Petersburg) and the Russians, separatist
sentiments, a surge of "minor nationalism", etc. .d. And as a response
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the reaction followed the degeneration of the great Russian messianic will into banal
national chauvinism.

In monarchical Russia, it was precisely the cultural and religious side, the nominal
fidelity to sacred traditions, the memory of the ideal of Holy Russia, the Holy Kingdom,
and Moscow, the Third Rome, which was positive. The Orthodox Church as a bulwark
of dogmatic Truth, the symphony of Autocracy, the awareness of the historical mission
of the God-bearing Russian people are the spiritual symbols of the true Russian
Empire, which have archetypal, enduring value, which, however, should be cleared of
formalism, demagoguery and pharisaic taint. But unnatural geopolitics, malleability to
capitalization, underestimation of the ethnic and religious factor in small

of the intra-imperial peoples, the anti-German, anti-Japanese and anti-Ottoman orientation of
the Empire of the late Romanovs, all this should be understood as a dead-end political path
that has nothing to do with the true interests of the Russian people, which was proved by the
historical collapse of this model.

3.6 Towards a new Eurasian Empire

Based on the previous considerations, certain conclusions can be drawn regarding the
prospects of the coming Empire as the only form of a worthy and natural existence of
the Russian people and the only opportunity to complete its historical and civilizational
mission.

1. The coming Empire should not be a "regional power" or "state-nation". It is obvious.
But it should be especially emphasized that such an Empire will never be able to
become a continuation, the development of a regional power or a nation-state, since
such an intermediate stage will cause irreparable damage to the deep national
imperial tendency, will involve the Russian people in a labyrinth of insoluble
geopolitical and social contradictions, and this, in in turn, will make it impossible to
systematically and consistently, logical imperialism.

2. The new Empire should be built immediately as an Empire, and full-fledged and
developed purely imperial principles should already be laid in the foundation of its
project. This process cannot be attributed to the distant future, hoping for favorable
conditions in the future. There will never be such conditions for the creation of the
great Russian Empire, if even now the people and political forces striving to speak on
its behalf do not consciously and clearly affirm their fundamental state and
geopolitical orientation. An empire is not just a very large state. This is something
completely different. This is a strategic and geopolitical bloc that surpasses the
parameters of an ordinary state; this is a Superstate. Almost never did an ordinary
state develop into an Empire. Empires were built immediately as an expression of a
special civilizational will, as a super-goal, as a gigantic impulse for the world.
Therefore, today one should definitely say: not the Russian State, but the Russian
Empire. Not the path of socio-political evolution,

3. The geopolitical and ideological contours of the New Russian Empire should be
determined on the basis of overcoming those moments that led to the collapse of the
historically preceding imperial forms. Consequently, the New Empire should: be not
materialistic, not atheistic, not economically centric;
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a) have either maritime boundaries or friendly blocs on adjacent continental
territories;

b) have a flexible and differentiated ethnoreligious structure of the internal
political and administrative structure, i.e. take into account local, ethnic,
religious, cultural, ethical, etc. peculiarities of the regions, giving these
elements a legal status;

c) make the participation of the state in the management of the economy flexible
and affect only strategic areas, sharply shorten the social cycle, achieve the
organic participation of the people in distribution issues;

(These first four points follow from an analysis of the causes of the collapse of the Soviet Empire.)

d) fill the religious-monarchical formula with truly sacred
the content, lost under the influence of the secular West on the Romanov
dynasty, to carry out the Orthodox "conservative revolution" in order to return
to the origins of the true Christian worldview;

e) transform the term "nationality” from a Uvarov formula into the central aspect
of the socio-political structure, make the People the main, fundamental political
and legal category, oppose the organic concept of the People to the
quantitative norms of liberal and socialist jurisprudence, develop a theory of
"rights of the people";

f) instead of Slavophil geopolitics, turn to Eurasian projects rejecting Russia's anti-
German policy in the West and anti-Japanese policy in the East, and end the
Atlanticist line disquised as "Russian nationalism";

g) to prevent the processes of privatization and capitalization, as well as the stock
market game and financial speculation in the Empire, to focus on the corporate,
collective and state control of the people over the economic reality, to discard
the dubious chimera of "national capitalism";

h) instead of the provincial principle, move to the creation of ethno-religious areas
with the maximum degree of cultural, linguistic, economic and legal autonomy,
strictly limiting them in one political, strategic, geopolitical and ideological
sovereignty.

(These five points flow from criticism of the tsarist model.)

The builders of the New Empire must actively resist the "Young Russian" tendencies in
Russian nationalism, striving to consolidate the status of a "nation-state" for Russia, as
well as with all the nostalgic political forces that contain in their geopolitical projects
an appeal to those elements that already led the Empire to disaster.

The existence of the Russian people as an organic historical community is inconceivable without an
imperialist, continental creation. The Russians will remain a people only within the framework of
the New Empire.
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This Empire, according to geopolitical logic, this time should strategically and spatially
surpass the previous version (USSR). Consequently, the New Empire should be
Eurasian, highly continental, and in the future Worldwide.

The battle for Russian world domination was not over.
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Chapter 4. Redivision of the world

4.1 Land and sea. Common enemy

The new Empire, which is to be created by the Russian people, has its own internal
geopolitical logic, inscribed in the natural structure of the geographic space of the
planet.

The main geopolitical law, formulated most clearly by Mackinder, states that in history,
a constant and basic geopolitical process is the struggle of land, continental powers
(with a natural form of ideocratic political structure) against island, maritime states
(commercial, market, economic system). This is the eternal opposition of Rome to
Carthage, Sparta to Athens, England to Germany, etc. Since the beginning of the 20th
century, this confrontation between two geopolitical constants began to acquire a
global character. The sea, trade pole, drawing all other countries into its orbit, became
the USA, and Russia became the land pole. After World War 1I, the two superpowers
finally assigned their civilizational roles. The United States strategically absorbed the
West and coastal territories of Eurasia, and the USSR united around itself a gigantic
continental mass of Eurasian spaces. From the point of view of geopolitics as a
science, the ancient archetypal confrontation between Sea and Land, plutocracy and
ideocracy, the civilization of merchants and the civilization of heroes found expression
in the Cold War (the dualism of “heroes and merchants,” in the words of Werner
Sombart, the author of the book of the same name).

The collapse of the Eastern Bloc, and then the USSR, upset the relative geopolitical
balance in favor of Atlanticism, i.e. Western bloc and market civilization in general.
However, geopolitical tendencies are an objective factor, and it is not possible to
abolish them in a voluntaristic, “subjective” way. Land tendencies, continental
impulses cannot be undone unilaterally, and therefore, the creation of a new land,
eastern, continental Empire is a potential geopolitical inevitability.

The Atlantic, sea, trade pole of civilization today is certainly extremely strong and
powerful, but objective factors make the continental reaction of the East almost
inevitable. The land empire potentially always exists and seeks only convenient
circumstances to realize itself in political reality.

The New Empire must be built on a clear awareness of this geopolitical inevitability. In
this Empire, it is the Russians who will have a natural key function, since they control
the lands that are the axial ones in the Eurasian continental mass. The new Empire
cannot be any other than the Russian one, since both territorially, and culturally, and
civilizationally, and socio-economically, and strategically, the Russians naturally and
organically correspond to this planetary mission and go to its implementation
throughout their national and state history. Mackinder called the Russian lands "the
geographical axis of history", i.e. the space around which the coastal civilization of
Eurasia was created (often identified with "civilization" in general) under the influence
of the dialectical opposition of sea (external) and land (internal) cultural and political
impulses. Some other people or some other country
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will be able to act as a pole of the Eurasian continental Empire, only by seizing control
over the aggregate of Russian lands, and for this it is necessary to fulfill the almost
incredible condition of destroying the Russian people, wiping out the Russian nation.
Since this seems unlikely, the Russians need to recognize, realize and take on once
again the complex role of the center of the Eurasian Empire.

The geopolitical structure of this Empire should be based on the fundamental
principle of the "common enemy" principle. The denial of Atlanticism, the rejection of
the strategic control of the United States and the rejection of the supremacy of
economic, market-liberal values is that common civilizational base, that common
impulse that will open the way for a strong political and strategic alliance, will create
the pivotal backbone of the coming Empire. The overwhelming majority of Eurasian
states and peoples have a continental, "land" specificity of national history, state
traditions, and economic ethics. The overwhelming majority of these states and
peoples perceive American political and strategic influence as an unbearable burden
that alienates the nations from their historical fate. Despite all the internal civilizations,

Differences in the regional interests of the Eurasian states, in religious, ethnic, racial
and cultural orientations are all important factors that cannot be ignored. However,
they can be talked about seriously and fully only when the stifling economic and
strategic influence of the "common enemy", imposing the model that is alien to
practically all Christians, socialists, Muslims, national capitalists, Buddhists, and
communists and Hindus. As long as the US dominance persists, all intra-Eurasian
conflicts and contradictions are artificial, since such a clarification of relations makes
sense only in the absence of a more global factor that, in practice, organizes and
controls these conflicts in order to maintain disunity and fragmentation in Eurasia. In
this sense, everything "

The "common enemy", Atlanticism, must become the connecting component of the new
geopolitical structure. The effectiveness of this factor is beyond doubt, and all the
arguments against this consideration either naively do not take into account the objective
seriousness and totality of the Atlanticist domination, or deliberately divert geopolitical
attention from the only responsible and realistic perspective in favor of secondary
regional problems that do not have any solution at all without taking into account the
global disposition. forces.

Eurasia is predetermined geographic and strategic unification. This is a strictly scientific
geopolitical fact. Russia must inevitably be at the center of such a union. The driving force
behind the unification must inevitably be the Russian people. The civilizational mission of
the Russians, their universalist ideal, and the logic of the historical formation of the nation
and state are in complete harmony with this mission. The new Eurasian Empire is
inscribed in a geographic and political predetermination
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world history and world geopolitics. It is pointless to argue with this circumstance. The
interests of the Russian people are inseparable from the construction of such a
continental structure.

The Eurasian geopolitics of the New Empire is not simply a geographic abstraction or
an expression of a hypothetical will for unlimited expansion. Its principles and main
directions take into account both geopolitical constants, and the current political
situation, and really existing international trends, and the strategic balance of forces,
and economic and resource patterns. Therefore, the Eurasian imperial project
simultaneously carries several dimensions of cultural, strategic, historical, economic,
political, etc. It is important to emphasize from the outset that in this or that "pivot"
geopolitical alliance, when creating an Empire, we are talking about a completely
different degree of integration, depending on the level. In one case, there may be
cultural or ethnic rapprochement, in another religious, in the third economic. These
questions have a special solution in each specific case. The only universal integrating
reality in the future Eurasian Empire will be the categorical imperative of strategic
unification, i.e. such a geopolitical alliance, which will allow in all strategic directions to
effectively resist Atlantic influences, American geopolitical pressure and political and
economic dictatorship.

The strategic unification of the continent in question should ensure control over the
maritime borders of Eurasia in all cardinal directions, continental economic, industrial
and resource autarchy, and centralized control of the Eurasian armed forces. All other
aspects of intra-Eurasian integration will be decided on the basis of flexible,
differentiated principles, depending on each specific case. This fundamental
consideration must be constantly borne in mind in order to avoid unfounded doubts
and objections that might arise if, instead of a strategic alliance, someone mistakenly
believes that the matter concerns a political, ethnic, cultural, religious or economic
association. By the way, such a substitution with

representatives of "minor nationalism" of all peoples will be quite consciously carried
out by the necessity, reproaching the Eurasians and continental empire builders for
wanting to dissolve their ethnic groups, religions, cultures, and so on. in a new
"internationalist utopia". The Eurasian project in no way leads to the leveling of
nations, on the contrary, it proceeds from the need to preserve and develop the
identity of peoples and cultures, only in this case it is not about irresponsible romantic
dreams of "small nationalists" (which in practice only lead to chauvinism and suicidal
ethnic conflicts), but about a serious and objective understanding of the current
situation, where this goal can be achieved only under the condition of a radical
undermining of the global influence of the Atlanticist West with its market, liberal
ideology,

Now it remains only to find out the specifics of this continental project, taking into
account the negative factors that thwarted the implementation of this grandiose
civilizational plan in previous periods.

4.2 Western axis: Moscow Berlin. European Empire and Eurasia

In the West, the New Empire has a strong geopolitical foothold, which is Central
Europe.
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Central Europe is a natural geopolitical entity, united strategically, culturally and partly
politically. Ethnically, this space includes the peoples of the former Austro-Hungarian
Empire, as well as Germany, Prussia and part of the Polish and Western Ukrainian
territories. Germany has traditionally been a consolidating force in Central Europe,
uniting this geopolitical conglomerate under its control.

Central Europe, for natural-geographical and historical reasons, has a pronounced
"land", continental character, opposed to the "sea", "Atlantic" spaces of Western
Europe. In principle, the political influence of Central Europe could spread further
south to Italy and Spain, for which there were many historical precedents. It is most
logical to regard Berlin as the geopolitical capital of Central Europe as a symbol of
Germany, which, in turn, is the symbol and center of this whole entity. Only Germany
and the German people possess all the necessary qualities for the effective integration
of this geopolitical region with a historical will, a well-developed economy, a privileged

geographical location, ethnic homogeneity, consciousness of their

civilization mission. Land and ideocratic Germany traditionally opposed the merchant-
maritime England, and the specifics of this geopolitical and cultural confrontation
markedly affected European history, especially after the Germans finally managed to
create their own state.

England is geopolitically the least European state, whose strategic interests are traditionally opposed to the Central European powers and, more broadly, continental trends in Europe. However, in
parallel with the strengthening of the role of the United States and their seizure of almost complete control over the British colonies, the strategic role of England has significantly diminished, and
today in Europe this country acts more as an extraterritorial floating base of the United States than as an independent force. Be that as it may, within Europe, England is the most hostile country to
continental interests, the antipode of Central Europe, and therefore, the New Eurasian Empire has a political, ideological and economic enemy in its person. It is unlikely that it will be possible to
change the civilizational path of this specific country by will which at one time created a gigantic trade-colonial empire of a purely "sea" type and so contributed to the emergence of the entire modern
Western civilization based on trade, quantity, capitalism, speculation and the stock market game. This is completely unrealistic, and therefore, in the Eurasian project, England will inevitably become a
"scapegoat”, since the European processes of continental integration will necessarily take place not just without taking into account British interests, but even in direct opposition to these interests. In
this context, a significant role should be played by European and, more broadly, Eurasian support for Irish, Scottish and Welsh nationalism, up to encouraging separatist tendencies and political
destabilization of Great Britain. type and so contributed to the emergence of all modern Western civilization based on trade, quantity, capitalism, speculation and the stock market game. This is
completely unrealistic, and therefore, in the Eurasian project, England will inevitably become a "scapegoat", since the European processes of continental integration will necessarily take place not just
without taking into account British interests, but even in direct opposition to these interests. In this context, a significant role should be played by European and, more broadly, Eurasian support for
Irish, Scottish and Welsh nationalism, up to encouraging separatist tendencies and political destabilization of Great Britain. type and so contributed to the emergence of all modern Western civilization
based on trade, quantity, capitalism, speculation and the stock market game. This is completely unrealistic, and therefore England will inevitably become a "scapegoat" in the Eurasian project, since
the European processes of continental integration will inevitably take place not just without taking British interests into account, but even in direct opposition to these interests. In this context, a
significant role should be played by European and, more broadly, Eurasian support for Irish, Scottish and Welsh nationalism, up to encouraging separatist tendencies and political destabilization of
Great Britain. and therefore, in the Eurasian project, England will inevitably become a "scapegoat", since the European processes of continental integration will inevitably take place not just without
taking British interests into account, but even in direct opposition to these interests. In this context, a significant role should be played by European and, more broadly, Eurasian support for Irish,
Scottish and Welsh nationalism, up to encouraging separatist tendencies and political destabilization of Great Britain. and therefore, in the Eurasian project, England will inevitably become a
"scapegoat", since the European processes of continental integration will inevitably take place not just without taking British interests into account, but even in direct opposition to these interests. In

this context, a significant role should be played by European and, more broadly, Eurasian support for Irish, Scottish and Welsh nationalism, up to encouraging separatist tendencies and political destabilization of Great |

France is another controversial geopolitical entity. In many ways, French history was of
an Atlanticist character, opposed to continental and Central European trends. France
was the main historical enemy of the Austro-Hungarian Empire, in every possible way
supported the fragmented state of the German

principalities, gravitating towards "progressivism" "centralism" anti-traditional and the point
and an unnatural type. In general, from the of view of undermining the European was in
continental tradition, France has always the vanguard, and in many cases

French politics was identified with the most aggressive Atlanticism. At least
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At least, this was the case until the United States assumed the planetary function of the
main pole of Atlanticism.

In France, there is also an alternative geopolitical trend that goes back to the
continental line of Napoleon (whom Goethe still perceived as the leader of the
overland integration of Europe) and was vividly embodied in the European policy of de
Gaulle, who was looking for an alliance with Germany and the creation of a European
confederation independent of the United States. In part, this line also inspired
Mitterrand's Franco-German projects. Be that as it may, hypothetically, one can
imagine such a turn of events that France recognizes the supremacy of the Central
European factor and voluntarily joins in a geopolitical European bloc with an anti-
American and continental orientation. The territory of France is a necessary
component of the Eurasian bloc in the West, since control over the Atlantic coast
directly depends on this, and, accordingly, security of the New Empire on the western
frontiers. In any case, the Franco-German alliance is the main link in Eurasian
geopolitics in the continental West, provided that the interests of Central Europe,
namely, its autarky and geopolitical independence, will be of priority here. Such a
project is known as the "European Empire". The integration of Europe under the
auspices of Germany as the basis of such a European Empire fits perfectly into the
Eurasian project and is the most desirable process in the matter of more global
continental integration.

All tendencies towards European unification around Germany (Central Europe) will have a positive meaning only if one fundamental
condition for creating a strong geopolitical and strategic axis Moscow-Berlin is observed. By itself, Central Europe does not have
sufficient political and military potential to gain effective independence from US Atlanticist control. Moreover, in the current
conditions it is difficult to expect a genuine geopolitical and national awakening from Europe without the revolutionary influence of
the Russian factor. The European Empire without Moscow and, more broadly, Eurasia, is not only incapable of fully organizing its
strategic space with a shortage of military power, political initiative and natural resources, but also in a civilizational sense does not
have clear ideals and guidelines, since the influence of the Trade System and market liberal values deeply paralyzed the
foundations of the national worldview of European peoples, undermined their historical organic value systems. The European
Empire will become a full-fledged geopolitical and civilizational reality only under the influence of a new ideological, political and
spiritual energy from the depths of the continent, i.e. from Russia. In addition, only Russia and the Russians will be able to provide
Europe with strategic and political independence and resource autarchy. Therefore, the European Empire should be formed
precisely around Berlin, which is on a straight and vital axis with Moscow. The European Empire will become a full-fledged
geopolitical and civilizational reality only under the influence of a new ideological, political and spiritual energy from the depths of
the continent, i.e. from Russia. In addition, only Russia and the Russians will be able to provide Europe with strategic and political
independence and resource autarchy. Therefore, the European Empire should be formed precisely around Berlin, which is on a
straight and vital axis with Moscow. The European Empire will become a full-fledged geopolitical and civilizational reality only under
the influence of a new ideological, political and spiritual energy from the depths of the continent, i.e. from Russia. In addition, only
Russia and the Russians will be able to provide Europe with strategic and political independence and resource autarchy. Therefore,

the European Empire should be formed precisely around Berlin, which is on a straight and vital axis with Moscow.

The Eurasian impulse should come exclusively from Moscow, transferring the
civilizational mission (with appropriate adaptation to European specifics) of Russians
to Berlin, which, in turn, will begin European integration according to principles and
projects inspired by a deep geopolitical continental impulse. The key to the adequacy
of the European Empire lies in the unambiguous predominance of Russophile
tendencies in Germany itself, as the best German minds understood this, from Muller
van den Bruck to Ernst Nikisch, Karl Haushofer and Jordis von Lohausen. And as a
continuation of such geopolitical Russophilia, the rest of Europe (and first of all,
France) should follow the Germanophil
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orientation. Only under such conditions will the western vector of the Eurasian Empire
be adequate and durable, strategically secured and ideologically consistent. But it
must be admitted that no other unification of Europe is simply impossible without
deep contradictions and internal divisions. For example, the current unification of
Europe under American, NATO control will very soon make it possible to feel all its
geopolitical and economic contradictions, and therefore, it will inevitably be either
disrupted, or suspended, or spontaneously acquire an unexpected, anti-American (and
potentially Eurasian) dimension that was foreseen Jean Thiriard.

It is important to immediately emphasize that the unification of Europe around
Germany must take into account the major political miscalculations of previous
attempts, and first of all, the failure of the epic of Hitler and the Third Reich. The
geopolitical unification of Europe around Central Europe (Germany) should in no way
imply the ethnic domination of the Germans or the creation of a centralized structure
of the Jacobin type in the form of a giant German State. According to Tiriard, "Hitler's
main mistake was that he wanted to make Europe German, while he should have tried
to make it European." This thesis remains absolutely relevant at the present stage, and
in general can 