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Abstract 

Eurasianism is not merely a Russian ideological construct; it is a multidimensional geopolitical narrative, a 
worldview that profoundly shapes the foreign policy of the Russian Federation, its cultural identity, and its 
strategic positioning on the global geopolitical map. Although Western scholars and analysts often interpret 
it as a tool of revisionism or as an expression of a new Russian imperialism, its theoretical foundations and 
historical evolution reveal a deeper function: Russia’s need to redefine itself during periods of existential 
crisis and to cultivate a collective patriotic consciousness capable of unifying its multiethnic nation around 
shared historical memories and cultural values, thereby safeguarding its territorial cohesion.  

Beyond its internal role, however, Eurasianism has increasingly come to serve–particularly in its 
contemporary form–as the ideological underpinning of Russia’s effort to reshape the international balance 
of power. This is especially evident in its strategic pivot toward Asia, the strengthening of relations with 
non-Western poles, and the active contestation of Western unipolar hegemony. The present paper seeks to 
illuminate the theoretical formation, historical development, strategic applications, and challenges of 
Eurasianism, examining it as an ideological framework, a geopolitical tool, and a strategic compass for 
Russian foreign policy. To analyze the evolution, foundations, and foreign policy practices of the Eurasianist 
ideology, this study adopts a qualitative methodology and employs a historical-descriptive approach, 
utilizing process tracing to identify continuities and shifts across different phases of Russian geopolitical 
thought.   

Keywords: Eurasianism, Slavophilism, Atlanticism, Russian foreign policy, Unipolarity, Eurasian 
geopolitical project, Multipolarity, Civilization-States, Russia-Eurasia, Global South) 

 

From Slavophilism to Eurasianism: The Ideological Formation of a New Russian Worldview 

The theoretical formation of Eurasianism cannot be understood independently of the ideological 

ferment within the Russian intellectual tradition of the nineteenth century. Its roots lie in 

Slavophilism, which emerged in opposition to the other major current of philosophical and political 

thought among the Russian intelligentsia–Westernism–advocating the need for a distinct, 
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authentically “Russian path” of development. This path was conceived as grounded in Tsarism–as 

a Christian form of state authority–Orthodox spirituality, and the Slavic cultural heritage (Slavism).  

Whereas the Westerners (notably Pyotr Chaadayev [1794-1856], Vissarion Belinsky [1811-1848], 

Alexander Herzen [1812-1870], among others), who regarded their country as a backward and “not 

fully European” state, envisioned Russia’s future through a broadly European orientation, the 

Slavophiles–thinkers such as Alexei Khomyakov [1804-1860], Ivan Kireevsky [1806-1856], Ivan 

Aksakov [1823-1886], Fyodor Dostoevsky [1821-1881], Nikolai Danilevsky [1822-1885], 

Konstantin Leontiev [1831-1890], and others–drawing inspiration from the old idea of Moscow as 

the “Third Rome” articulated by the monk Philotheus, argued that Russia constituted a unique 

cultural and spiritual world distinct from Europe. They attributed to it its own historical trajectory 

and mission, which they linked to a particular form of messianism: the belief that Russia was called 

not only to preserve and transmit the Orthodox tradition but also to serve as the spiritual center of 

the Christian World.  

Building on this Slavophile worldview, they emphasized the significance of sobornost΄ 

(conciliarity) and the communal organization of social life (obshchina) as defining features of 

authentic Russian tradition, in contrast to Western individualism and the rationalism of the 

Enlightenment. Their critique of European civilization, of universalist values, of the notion that 

humanity follows uniform laws of development, and of the secularizing patterns that accompanied 

the Westernization of the Russian elite–from Peter the Great (1672-1725) onward–contributed to 

the emergence of anti-Western currents of thought. These currents would later find their most 

systematic expression in Eurasianism.  

Although the Eurasianists are generally regarded as the ideological heirs of the Slavophiles, several 

fundamental divergences from the traditional Slavophile narrative can be observed. Instead of 

emphasizing, for example, the primacy of Slavic cultural heritage, they highlighted Turanian and 

Mongolic influences, arguing that Russia shares common elements not only with the Slavs but also 

with various Asian peoples. As a further matter, their differences are manifested in three distinct 

levels:  
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- At the socio-organizational level, they challenged the communal way of life, viewing 

traditional rural communities as anachronistic–contrary to the Slavophiles, who regarded 

them as a cornerstone of Russo-Slavic civilization.  

- At the religious-spiritual level, they redefined the role of Orthodoxy in Russian national 

and cultural identity. While the Slavophiles presented Orthodoxy as a strong foundational 

pillar of identity and contrasted it with Western spiritual influences (Catholicism, 

Protestantism), the Eurasianists–although acknowledging its significance, particularly that 

of pre-Nikonian Orthodoxy, which preserved the uninterrupted tradition of Muscovite Rus΄ 

and was practiced by the Old Believers–situated it within a broader “Eurasian” cultural 

framework that also encompassed non-Christian Asian elements.  

- At the geopolitical-geostrategic level, whereas the more radical Slavophiles proposed the 

creation of a Slavic Union in the form of a pan-Slavic federation, the Eurasianists 

envisioned Russia as the center of a multicultural empire, drawing inspiration from the 

administrative structure and imperial legacy of the Eurasian continental Mongol Empire of 

Genghis Khan.  

Classical Eurasianism of the early twentieth century emerged as a reaction to the profound political 

and cultural crisis that followed the October Revolution (1917) and the subsequent dissolution of 

the Russian Empire. The Peace Agreement between the Bolsheviks and the Central Powers (Brest-

Litovsk, 1918) resulted in extensive territorial losses (Karelia, Finland, the Åland Islands, Estonia, 

Latvia, Lithuania, Poland, and Ukraine), while the Russian Civil War (1917-1922) and the 

weakening of the state intensified the process of political and territorial disintegration.  

At the same time, Great Britain and France–then allies in the Entente–were influenced by the 

geopolitical thinking of Sir Halford Mackinder (1861-1947)i, who at that time served as British 

High Commissioner (1919-1920) in South Russia and sought to apply his theory in practice. They 

aimed to detach critical regions from the core of the Russian state, such as Ukraine, the South 

Caucasus, and Central Asia, to prevent the reconstitution of Russian power. Thus, a severe risk of 

further fragmentation of the “Eurasian” space (i.e., Russia-Eurasia) was taking shape–a space 
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which, in the Eurasianist perspective, constituted a geographical, cultural, and political unity 

encompassing the territories of the Russian Empire and later the Soviet Union (excluding the Baltic 

states), together with Mongolia and, at times, Northwestern China.  

Amid this environment of disintegration and external pressures, the 

first Eurasianists–Nikolai Trubetzkoy (1890-1938), Pyotr Savitsky 

(1895-1968), Pyotr Suvchinsky (1892-1985), George Vernadsky 

(1887-1973), Lev Karsavin (1892-1952), Georgii Florovsky (1893-

1979), among others–formulated a new cultural and geopolitical 

thesis: Russia belongs neither to the West, as the Westerners claimed, 

nor to the East, as many European thinkers and politicians asserted 

when characterizing Russia as a “barbaric” or “backward” Asian 

country due to its autocracy and Orthodox tradition (as reflected in 

Anglo-Saxon and German imperial discourse, French Russophobic 

sentiments, etc.),–nor is it confined to the Slavic World, as the Slavophiles maintained. Rather, it 

constitutes a “Third/Intermediate Continent” situated between Europe and Asia–“Eurasia” in the 

strict sense of the term–an autonomous, multicultural (Russo-Slavic, Turanian, Finno-Ugric, and 

Mongolic civilizations), multiethnic (Eastern Slavs, Tatars, Yakuts, Buryats, Komi, etc.) yet 

geographically and politically unified entity with its own distinct historical trajectory (the Mongol 

Empire, Muscovy, Romanov Russia, the USSR), cultural identity, and geostrategic logic.  

Their approach was explicitly anti-Eurocentric. Like their Slavophile predecessors, they rejected 

the notion of universal values and the presumed universality of the European model (i.e., the 

Romano-Germanic cultural system), arguing instead that each civilization (Romano-Germanic, 

Arab-Islamic, Eurasian, Indian, Japanese, etc.) is unique, yet autonomous, equal, and of equivalent 

worth. Consequently, no civilization possessed the right to exercise political or cultural domination 

over other nations (Trubetzkoy, 1920).  

Nikolai Trubetzkoy  
(Google Images) 
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Through the concept of mestorazvitie (“place-development”) ii , 

formulated by the Eurasianist geographer and geopolitician P. 

Savitsky, Russia was defined as a land-based/continental power with 

a distinct cultural identity–the Eurasian Civilization–shaped by its 

distinctive geography (tundra, taiga, steppe, and desert), and was 

thereby positioned to act as a counterweight to colonial Europe and to 

propose an alternative geopolitical model for humanity. Within this 

framework, Russia was presented not only as a cultural pole 

autonomous from both Europe and Asia, but also as a leading power–

the vanguard of a broader constellation of states resisting the cultural and geopolitical hegemony 

of the West (i.e., Romano-Germanic Europe), thereby forming an anti-colonial axis with 

geopolitical, geostrategic, and–where possible–ideological cohesion.  

 
Figure 1. Civilizational Spaces of the Continental Ensemble. 1. European 2. Russian-Eurasian (axial) 3. Islamic 4. 

Pacific 5. The Indian Continent 6. China 7. The potential continent of “Trans-Saharan Africa” 

(Source: https://virmk.ru/read/d/DUGIN/chapt02.htm) 

The Transformation of Eurasianism into a Strategic Doctrine 

Pyotr Savitsky 
(Google Images) 
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After the collapse of the Soviet imperial structure, Russia once again found itself confronted with 

a profound geopolitical and existential crisis: the loss of territory, ideological cohesion, and 

geopolitical influence. The bipolar model of the Yalta world had just disintegrated, leaving behind 

a vacuum of power and strategic orientation. The land-based pole–in classical geopolitical terms 

[cf. Sir Halford Mackinder’s geopolitical formula concerning the distinction between land (as a 

geopolitical identity and cultural type characterized by “authoritarian,” “hierarchical,” “anti-

democratic,” and “traditional” features; in antiquity embodied by societies such as Dorian Sparta 

or Ancient Rome) and sea iii  (as a geopolitical identity and cultural system marked by a 

“commercial” character and “democratic forms” of governance; in ancient world exemplified by 

Athens or Carthage), and how this distinction constitutes a decisive factor in the history of nations 

and states]–as embodied by the USSR, had receded. Meanwhile, the maritime pole–within the same 

geopolitical framework, represented by the West and especially the United States–had prevailed, 

emerging as the sole architect of the new international order. It thus appeared that the Mackinderian 

“War of the Continents,” as described by the neo-Eurasianist Aleksandr Dugin in his book Last 

War of the World-Island: The Geopolitics of Contemporary Russia, had ended–at least 

temporarily–with the victory of the maritime pole. Within this context, neo-Eurasianism emerged 

not merely as a theoretical revival of the earlier movement, but as a geopolitical and geostrategic 

doctrine capable of offering an alternative vision for Russia’s place in the world and for the 

restoration of its former stature. 

In contrast to the classical Eurasianists–who emphasized primarily the cultural autonomy and 

geopolitical indivisibility of “Eurasia” vis-à-vis both the West and the East, as well as the necessity 

for it to serve as the vanguard of Humanity in its confrontation with Romano-Germanic colonial 

Europe, with the aim of fostering the “flourishing complexity” (tsvetushchaya slozhnost΄) of 

peoples and civilizations within a unified camp–the new Eurasianists proposed a practical 

geopolitical and cultural reintegration of the “Eurasian” systemic space–which had once again 

fragmented after the collapse of the USSR–under Russian hegemony. In their view, Russia is not 

merely a constituent part of “Eurasia”; it is its very core: the power emanating from the center of 

the “Third/Intermediate Continent”–the continental/land-based pole tasked with “unifying,” 
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protecting and guiding the “Eurasian World,” much as was done, in different historical contexts, 

by the Scythians (to a lesser extent and over a smaller geographical expanse), the Huns, the 

Mongols, the Tatars, the Muscovite princes, the Romanovs, and the Bolsheviks. 
  

This idea did not emerge in a vacuum. It was shaped and systematized 

by the principal theorists of the new Eurasianism, who sought to 

establish a new geopolitical worldview for post-Soviet Russia. 

Among the most influential thinkers of this renewed ideological turn 

were Lev Gumilev (1912-1992), Aleksandr Panarin (1940-2003), and 

Alexandr Dugin, all of whom endowed Eurasianism with depth, 

historical grounding, and a concrete geopolitical orientation of global 

scope. Specifically, L. Gumilev introduced into the Eurasianist 

ideological arsenal the concept of passionarnost΄ (“passionary 

drive”), that is, the internal cultural energy that enables peoples 

(particularly “Eurasian” ones) to regenerate and unify. For Gumilev, the Russian people constituted 

the primary bearer of this drive and were therefore capable of leading the Eurasian unity (Gumilev, 

1979).  

A. Panarin opposed the Western orientation of post-Soviet Russia and 

advocated the reconstitution of a “Eurasian” empire–an overarching 

“Eurasian” super-state–as a counterweight to globalization and the 

liberal model of the West. Meanwhile, the most emblematic 

representative of new Eurasianism, the geopolitical theorist, political 

philosopher, and sociologist A. Dugin, transformed the entirety of 

Eurasian philosophical, cultural, and geopolitical thought into a 

coherent geopolitical doctrine. Through his widely discussed work 

The Foundations of Geopolitics: The Geopolitical Future of Russia 

and through the political party “Eurasia,” which soon evolved into the International Eurasian 

Movement (IEM), he proposed the formation of a “Eurasian” empire–an organized, Russia-led, 

Lev Gumilev 
(Google Images) 

Aleksandr Panarin 
(Google Images) 
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homogenized tellurocratic strategic bloc-pole of power capable of confronting the Atlanticist  

Anglo-Saxon maritime forces of the West (primarily the United States/NATO and the United 

Kingdom) and promoting a multipolar world. In this envisioned world, which would de facto 

abolish unipolar globalization, the international order would no longer be structured around the 

nation-states of modernity but around so-called Civilization-States or World-States (e.g., “Eurasia” 

[i.e., Russia-Eurasia], the European Union, Continental Islam, etc.)–cohesive cultural entities of 

imperial form, endowed with historical depth, geopolitical coherence, and strict local autonomy.  

 

 
Figure 2. Russia as a nation-state [Государство-нация] 

(Source: https://virmk.ru/read/d/DUGIN/chapt06.htm)  

Aleksandr Dugin 
(Google Images) 

 

http://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.18800200
https://virmk.ru/read/d/DUGIN/chapt06.htm


 
 
 
 
 

                                         Year 2026, Volume-12, Issue-10     Journal homepage: https://share.google/0GGau8uM5Zqb1RwrI 
             845 

 

ISSN 2651-5261  845 EUROASIA JOURNAL OF SOCIAL SCIENCES & HUMANITIES                

Vol: 12, Issue: 10   JUNE 2026 DOI: http://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.22164011 
 
 
 

845 

 
Figure 3. Russia as a Eurasian Empire [Евразийская Империя] – the “Eurasian” civilizational space 

(Source: https://virmk.ru/read/d/DUGIN/chapt06.htm)  

Dugin does not confine himself to the cultural unity of the former Soviet–i.e., historically 

“Eurasian”–territories within a single “Great Space”. Such unity would merely constitute the first 

and most decisive step, as it could subsequently draw other states into forming their own “Great 

Spaces”. Even more ambitiously, he envisions a broader geopolitical alliance composed initially 

of states that challenge the cultural and geopolitical/geostrategic system of the Anglo-Saxon 

powers–namely, Atlanticism–and that share the vision of an equitable and more just multipolar 

world. In this context, Professor Dugin identifies geopolitical tendencies in countries such as Iran 

(which, in his view, could serve as the unifying and homogenizing force of the “Great Space” of 

Continental Islam), Turkey (even more evidently after the 2016 coup attempt and its subsequent 

distancing from the West), India (particularly under Modi’s nationalist governance; in Eurasianist 

reasoning, India constitutes an autonomous “Great Space,” i.e., a Civilization-State), and more 

recently China (also an autonomous “Great Space” in Eurasianist thought), as well as–on a 

conjunctural level–Bolivarian Venezuela, North Korea, and Cuba, all of which likewise challenge 

Atlanticist unipolarity, that is, the unipolar dominance of Atlanticism within the global power 

system.  
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The ultimate Eurasianist objective is a global confrontation with Atlanticism through the formation 

of an alternative front of countervailing power, the so-called “Alliance of the Dissatisfied”. Dugin’s 

“Eurasia,” therefore, is not merely a geographical or cultural concept; it constitutes a structured 

geopolitical project for the establishment of an empire, with Russia as its leading core power, 

grounded in traditional values, cultural unity, and geostrategic autonomy. In this regard, Russia-

Eurasia seeks to reemerge as a balancing regulator of the international order, as one of its equal 

poles, strengthening the institutional legitimacy of the Eurasianist project through strategic 

partnerships with regional powers and culturally heterodox centers of influenceiv.  

 
Figure 4. The geopolitical revolution against the planetary domination of the West [Богатый запад/ The Wealthy 
West] is founded on the alliance between the Global South (in Professor Dugin’s terminology, the “Poor South” 

[Бедный юг]) and Russia-Eurasia [Россия-Евразия] 

(Source: https://virmk.ru/read/d/DUGIN/chapt04.htm)  

The Strategic Implementation of Eurasianism  

The Eurasianist ideology, as theoretically formulated by the neo-Eurasianists–and particularly by 

A. Dugin, the principal architect of the Eurasian geopolitical project–did not remain at the level of 

abstract geopolitical conception. On the contrary, it appears to have been gradually incorporated 

into Russian state thinking and to have begun shaping the Kremlin’s strategic choices in the post-

Cold War world.  
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The Second Chechen War (1999-2009), aimed at suppressing the separatist movement, Vladimir 

Putin’s historic speech at the Munich Security Conference in 2007v, and the strategic interventions 

of the Russian state in key regions of the “Eurasian” systemic space constitute indications of the 

gradual integration of the Eurasianist idea into Russian geostrategy, both as a framework for action 

and as a mechanism for legitimizing that action.  

In Eastern Europe–one of the central and most critical zones, according to Eurasianist geopolitical 

reasoning, for the consolidation of the quintessential land-based pole of power in classical 

geopolitical terms–the swift annexation of Crimea in 2014, the continuous moral and logistical 

support for pro-Russian separatists in Donbas within the context of the ongoing Russo-Ukrainian 

conflict, and the political-diplomatic backing of the pro-Eurasianist Belarusian president Aleksandr 

Lukashenko against opposition challenges and the 2020 protests in Belarus all highlight Moscow’s 

pursuit of maintaining influence in its immediate geopolitical neighborhood.  

In the South Caucasus–also a fundamental “Eurasian” region–the projection of military power in 

Georgia in 2008 over South Ossetia and Abkhazia, as well as Russia’s indirect involvement in the 

Armenia-Azerbaijan confrontation over Artsakh, confirm its intention to act as a regulatory power 

in an area of high strategic importance for the integration of “Eurasia”.  

Similarly, in Central Asia–the third major subsystem of the “Eurasian” systemic space–the 

deployment of troops through the CSTO to suppress unrest in traditionally Eurasianist-aligned 

Kazakhstan in 2022vi, along with Russia’s longstanding military presence and diplomatic influence 

in Kyrgyzstan, Tajikistan, and Uzbekistan (to a lesser extent in Turkmenistan), underscore Russia’s 

role as a pillar of security, stability, and integration.  

At the same time, the establishment of the Eurasian Economic Union (EEU) in 2014–a 

supranational organization of economic integration composed of Russia, Belarus, Kazakhstan, 

Armenia, and Kyrgyzstan, functioning as an institutional instrument for unifying the “Eurasian” 

space under Russian leadership, with the prospect of becoming in the future the eastern counterpart 

of the European Union (EU)–and Russia’s active participation and leading presence in Eurasian 

institutions in the broader sense of the term, that is, institutions of the Eurasian supercontinent, 
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such as BRICS and the Shanghai Cooperation Organization (SCO), reinforce the institutional 

dimension of the Eurasianist project and confirm the pursuit of consolidating a multipolar 

international system. 

Challenges and Critical Assessment of the Eurasian Geopolitical Project 

Despite the ideological coherence and clear strategic orientation of the Eurasianist geopolitical 

project, its practical implementation is not free from contradictions and challenges. Many states 

within the “Eurasian” systemic space–such as Turkmenistan, Uzbekistan, and Azerbaijan–pursue 

multidimensional foreign policies, seeking to maintain a balance among Russia, the West and 

China due to their geographical position, energy routes, and regional power dynamics. By contrast, 

countries such as Ukraine, Moldova, and Georgia are distancing themselves from the Eurasian 

project, while others–including Belarus, Armenia, Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, and Tajikistan–display 

greater willingness to participate. Moreover, the recently acquired independence of the former 

Soviet republics/historically “Eurasian” territories, combined with their national (Slavic, Tatar, 

Caucasian, Mongolic) and religious (Orthodoxy-Islam) particularities, as well as their historical 

suspicion toward direct Russian geopolitical influence, complicates the formation of a cohesive 

“Eurasian Empire” or a Civilization-State– the quintessential land-based pole as the historical 

Heartland–even without the requirement of full political unification. After all, new Eurasianism 

does not seek state fusion but rather “integration” in critical domains–cultural cohesion, economy, 

ideology, and foreign policy–with the Russian Federation functioning as the “central axis of 

strategic management” of a multiethnic and multireligious “Great Space”, that of Russia-Eurasia.  

Beyond the internal systemic challenges, the international reaction to Eurasianism is equally 

decisive. Many Western analysts and scholars regard it as a Russian revisionist doctrine and an 

instrument of neo-imperial expansion vii . Indicative is the approach of Atlanticist strategist 

Zbigniew Brzezinski, who in his widely discussed work The Grand Chessboard argues that 

Russian geopolitical strategy rests on controlling the “Near Abroad”–that is, the former Soviet 

republics that geographically coincide with the “Eurasian” systemic space–as a prerequisite for 

attaining global power and hegemony. According to Brzezinski, “without Ukraine, Russia ceases 
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to be a Eurasian empire”–and therefore cannot realize the long-standing Eurasianist vision–a 

position that underscores the pivotal role of this Slavic country in the strategic unification of the 

“Eurasian” systemic space. From this perspective, it may be said that the current conflict unfolding 

in Ukraine is not merely a regional crisis or a matter of Russian security, but an existential 

confrontation over whether the country will remain within the “Eurasian” space–outlined since the 

early twentieth century–or be detached from it, thereby undermining the realization of Moscow’s 

Eurasianist project.  

Consequently, the future of the multipolar international system is at stake in Ukraine, for–according 

to Eurasianist reasoning–without the consolidation of the “Great Space” of Russia-Eurasia, no 

other Civilization-State can emerge, making the jointly pursued balancing of the West impossible 

and leaving the global order in a state of unipolarity. Within this framework, the supra-systemic 

actors/geopolitical competitors–the United States and the European Union–have consistently 

pursued a strategy of limiting and containing Russian influence, seeking the political and 

institutional decoupling of key states from Moscow. This strategy manifests itself through the 

strengthening of pro-Western political forces and social movements, as well as through the support 

of reformist or “anti-regime” initiatives in countries considered pivotal for the “Eurasian” 

geopolitical architecture, such as Georgia (the “Rose Revolution,” 2003), Ukraine (the “Orange 

Revolution,” 2004; “Euromaidan,” 2014), Kyrgyzstan (the “Tulip Revolution,” 2005), and 

Armenia (the “Velvet Revolution,” 2018). Similarly, the West has supported forces opposing pro-

Russian or pro-Eurasianist regimes, as in the case of the Belarusian opposition in 2020. These 

interventions, combined with NATO and EU enlargement eastward, function as mechanisms of 

containment of Russian influence and undermine the cohesion of the “Eurasian” space.  

At the same time, the Eurasianist project also faces significant internal limitations. The EEU has 

not succeeded in achieving full economic integration, while BRICS remains a heterogeneous 

grouping lacking a common ideological foundation–an element that constrains the possibility of 

forming a cohesive Eurasianist alliance. In parallel, Russia confronts substantial external obstacles: 

Western sanctions, diplomatic isolation, and broader geopolitical pressures restrict its ability to 
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implement the Eurasian vision. Equally critical is the internal systemic resistance, both from 

national elites and from social groups that do not share the Eurasianist narrative. Notably, several 

states within the “Eurasian” systemic space–such as Ukraine, Georgia, Uzbekistan, and 

Turkmenistan–have not joined the Eurasian Economic Union and remain cautious toward the 

emerging geopolitical and geoeconomic hegemony of Moscow. Furthermore, public opinion 

surveys within Russia indicate that Eurasianism does not enjoy broad popular support; a significant 

segment of the population expresses concerns about the potential transfer of resources to the poorer 

states of Central Asia and about increased migration flows from the Caucasus and Asia–

developments that conflict with the nationalist sensitivities of a large portion of society.  

Despite systematic Western interventions, institutional weaknesses, social resistance, and 

geopolitical reservations surrounding the Eurasianist narrative, developments in Ukraine–

combined with Russia’s definitive rupture with the West–reinforce the assessment that Russian 

foreign policy will continue to orient itself toward the East. Under these conditions, the doctrine of 

Eurasianism does not appear to be receding; on the contrary, it may be renewed and become the 

central axis of Russia’s strategic identity in the coming decades. This dynamic renders Eurasianism 

not only an object of ideological analysis but also a tool for interpreting and anticipating 

geopolitical developments, despite the contradictions and limitations that continue to accompany 

it. 

Conclusions: The Compass of the Future 

Despite the internal contradictions and international reactions that complicate the implementation 

of the Eurasianist geopolitical project, Russia continues to invest in it as an instrument for the 

strategic reconfiguration of the international system. Eurasianism is not merely a historical 

ideological current within the Russian intellectual tradition; in its renewed form, it functions as a 

tool of the present and, potentially, as a compass for the future. Moscow’s growing disillusionment 

with Western conduct–from the invasion of Iraq without UN approval and the deployment of 

missile defense systems in Eastern Europe, to the violation of agreements regarding military bases 

in Central Asia, the interventions in Libya and Syria, NATO’s military encirclement, the sanctions 
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following the annexation of Crimea, and the military support for Ukraine–reinforces its orientation 

toward the East and its pursuit of a multipolar world. The EEU, military interventions in historical 

“Eurasia,” and the rhetoric of the “near abroad” as an exclusive zone of Russian influence all 

constitute indications of efforts to implement the Eurasianist project in practice.  

The study of Eurasianism is today essential for understanding Russia’s strategic intentions and the 

reconfiguration of the international system amid the emergence of new poles of power. Eurasianism 

is not simply a Russian ideology; it is an instrument for reshaping the global balance of power. 

Through it, Moscow seeks a transition from a unipolar international order–characterized by the 

global dominance of the United States and NATO–to a multipolar architecture in which Russia 

functions as an equal and equivalent pole. This strategy is not limited to military interventions or 

economic unions; it incorporates a broader ideological and philosophical foundation that 

legitimizes the Kremlin’s choices and redefines its state identity. The annexation of Crimea, the 

multifaceted interventions in the “Eurasian” space, the strengthening of the Eurasian Economic 

Union, and cooperation with the BRICS countries all indicate that Russia does not merely seek to 

revive an imperial past, but to chart a new geopolitical world map in which Russia-Eurasia operates 

as a distinct cultural and strategic entity. 

Within this framework, the study of Eurasianism transcends the boundaries of a purely academic 

inquiry. It constitutes a key to understanding the deeper mechanisms shaping Russian strategy, the 

ideological foundations that legitimize the Kremlin’s choices, and the new balances emerging 

within a transforming global system. Beyond interpretation, Eurasianist theory also offers tools of 

prediction: it illuminates the possible directions of Russian foreign policy, its territorial and 

ideological priorities, and the strategic moves it seeks to pursue in a multipolar world. Russia is not 

merely following a policy; it is following a worldview. And Eurasianism is its compass. 
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i The fundamental theorem of the British geographer, historian, and statesman Sir Halford Mackinder may be 
summarized as follows: if a land power–constituted as a well-structured political entity–emerging from the continental 
“Heart” of the planet (The Heartland), which geographically corresponds roughly to Russia-Eurasia as conceived by 
the Eurasianists, succeeds in acting as the “organizer” or “homogenizer” of the continental/Eurasian landmass and 
simultaneously concentrates in its hands both land and naval power, then this power will function as the “Geographical 
Pivot of Area,” and the era of global hegemony of the Anglo-Saxon maritime power will have come to an end. See in 
detail: Η. Ι. Ηλιόπουλος, Γεωπολιτική των θαλασσίων δυνάμεων: η γεωγραφία της βρετανικής ισχύος 1815-1956, με 
συνεκτίμηση του Ανατολικού Ζητήματος και των ανταγωνισμών ισχύος στην Ανατολική Μεσόγειο, Αθήνα: Λειμών, 
2017, 36-42 [H. I. Iliopoulos, Geopolitics of Maritime Powers: The Geography of British Power 1815-1956, with 
Consideration of the Eastern Question and Power Rivalries in the Eastern Mediterranean, Athens: Leimon, 2017, pp. 
36-42]. For this reason, the Anglo-Saxon powers were compelled to control Eastern Europe, which constitutes the 
gateway to the Heartland and separates the land powers (Russia–Germany), and–if possible–to fragment the Heartland 
itself.  
ii The concept of mestorazvitie (Russian: месторазвитие) constitutes a fundamental principle of classical Eurasianist 
thought and refers to the theory according to which the development of a cultural system is inextricably linked to the 
specific geographical, climatic, and ecological conditions of the territory upon which it emerges. It does not merely 
denote physical location in space, but rather a dynamic relationship between human communities and the distinctive 
geological reality of their environment–one that determines the pace, direction, and quality of cultural evolution. For 
example, the Arab-Muslim Civilization was shaped within the temperate and tropical desert zones of the Middle East 
and Africa; the Romano-Germanic Civilization of Western Europe is rooted in a temperate semi-arid and humid 
climate with forested peninsulas; the place of development of the Eurasian Civilization was the autonomous–as 
demonstrated by the classical Eurasianists–geographical system of “Eurasia” in the strict sense of the term (i.e., Russia-
Eurasia), composed of four continental-scale ecological zones: tundra, taiga, steppe, and desert, etc. This theory stood 
in opposition to universalist or globalist conceptions–or “prejudices”– of a single, unified cultural progression, instead 
emphasizing the plurality of value systems and the territorial particularity that shape the historical trajectories of 
peoples. See in detail: M. Bassin, S. Glebov, and M. Laruelle, Between Europe & Asia: The Origins, Theories, and 
Legacies of Russian Eurasianism, Pittsburgh, PA: University of Pittsburgh Press, 2015, p. 78; A. S. Titov, Lev 
Gumilev, Ethnogenesis and Eurasianism, PhD Thesis, School of Slavonic and Eastern European Studies, University 
College London, March 2005, pp. 187-9. 
ii This issue would later be developed in greater detail by Carl Schmitt and Nicholas Spykman; however, it was 
Mackinder who first formulated this geopolitical principle.  
ii  For the neo-Eurasian geopolitical project–which proposes the division of the world into four broad “vertical 
geographical zones,” each composed of “Great Spaces” or “Democratic Empires,” that is, alliances of states sharing 
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common cultural, historical, or geopolitical characteristics–see in detail: A. Dugin, Eurasian Mission: An Introduction 
to Neo-Eurasianism, London: Arktos Media Ltd, 2014. 
ii In this speech, the Russian president criticized the unipolar configuration of the post-Cold War international system 
and outlined his vision of Russia’s role in the contemporary world, taking into account the prevailing realities and 
threats of the time: “For the contemporary world, the unipolar model is not only unacceptable, but altogether 
impossible,” “One state, the United States, has overstepped its national borders in every way. This is visible in the 
economic, political, cultural and educational policies it imposes on other nations,” “NATO advances its frontline 
forces, but we, strictly fulfilling our agreement, do not react to these actions at all,” “What happened to those 
assurances given by our Western partners after the dissolution of the Warsaw Pact?” “Russia is a country with a 
history of more than a thousand years, and it has practically always enjoyed the privilege of conducting an independent 
foreign policy. We are not about to change this tradition today.” Furthermore, outlining the multipolar international 
system, he referred to the rapid economic rise of the BRIC countries (Brazil, Russia, India, China–later BRICS with 
the accession of South Africa), noting that “We should have no doubt that the economic potential of the new centers 
of global development will inevitably translate into political influence and will strengthen multipolarity.” See in detail: 
А. Г. Дугин, Геополитика России: Учёбное пособие для вузов [Geopolitics of Russia: A University Textbook], 
Москва: Академический проект, 2024, pp. 476-9.  
ii The Kazakh President Nursultan Nazarbayev had already proposed, as early as 1994, the political integration of the 
“Eurasian” states following the model of the EU–a plan that came to be known as the “Eurasian Union”. This initiative 
was not implemented at the time because–according to A. Dugin–it was rejected by the pro-Western Russian elite of 
the period. See in detail: A. Dugin, Last War of the World-Island: The Geopolitics of Contemporary Russia, trans. 
John Bryant, [n.p.]: Arktos Media Ltd, 2015, pp. 116-7 & 134-5. 
ii See M. Laruelle, Russian Eurasianism: An Ideology of an Empire, trans. Mischa Gabowitsch, Washington, D.C.: 
Woodrow Wilson Center Press, 2008, where the ideological transformation of Eurasianism into a neo-imperialist 
narrative is analyzed, with emphasis on A. Dugin and its political use by the Russian state; A. Umland, in a series of 
publications, where the connection of Neo-Eurasianism with the Russian far right, anti-Western rhetoric, and 
ethnocentric ideology is highlighted; C. Clover, Black Wind, White Snow: The Rise of Russia’s New Nationalism, New 
Haven, CT: Yale University Press, 2016, where Eurasianism is presented as the core of the Kremlin’s new nationalist 
narrative aimed at reconstituting the Russian sphere of influence; M. Bassin, The Gumilev Mystique: Biopolitics, 
Eurasianism, and the Construction of Community in Modern Russia, Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press, 2016, where 
Lev Gumilev’s theory of the “super-ethnos” is examined as a tool of cultural legitimation of Russian hegemony in 
“Eurasia”; Z. Brzezinski, Η Μεγάλη Σκακιέρα: Η αμερικανική υπεροχή κι οι γεωστρατηγικές της επιταγές [The Grand 
Chessboard: American Primacy and its Geostrategic Imperatives], μτφ. Ε. Αστερίου, Αθήνα: Λιβάνης, 2020 [1997], 
where Eurasianism is approached as an ideological foundation for the unification of the post-Soviet space and the 
prevention of the disintegration of the former empire, while simultaneously being critically assessed as a strategy for 
reproducing Russian influence in the “near abroad”; D. Triantafyllidis, Η αυτοκρατορική νοσταλγία της Ρωσίας: ο 
ευρασιανικός πειρασμός [Russia’s Imperial Nostalgia: The Eurasian Temptation], Θεσσαλονίκη: Επίκεντρο, 2022, 
where Eurasianism is presented as an ideological course of distancing from the West and embracing an authoritarian 
geopolitical identity; S. Arktourk et al., Ρωσία. Αυτοκρατορία ή έθνος κράτος; Ο Πούτιν, ο Ντούγκιν κι ο Ναβάλνι 
[Russia: Empire or Nation-State? Putin, Dugin and Navalny], Αθήνα: Εναλλακτικές Εκδόσεις, 2022, where it is 
highlighted as a neo-imperialist narrative that obstructs democratization and the European integration of Russia.  
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