
Inside/Outside: 
Europe and the Boundaries of Russian 
Political Community 

 

Viatcheslav Morozov 
St. Peteresburg State University 
October 2004 

 

Introduction1

Russian political discourse almost inevitably defines Russia through 
reference to Europe, which can be emotionally positive or negative, but 
still indispensable. This paper examines some aspects of the significance 
of Europe for Russian national identity construction, in particular those 
relevant for defining the boundaries of Russian political community. 
Drawing of the inside/outside boundary, inclusion of some relevant 
entities and exclusion of others, is a crucial constitutive moment for any 
political community, which to a great extent predetermines foreign as well 
as domestic policies. Russia is usually defined as a European country, but 
it is very easy to observe that its belonging to Europe is usually perceived 
as very problematic. Next section briefly discusses the nature of this 
problematic relationship and suggests several main characteristic features 
of Europe as it is being constructed in Russian political discourse. In the 
subsequent two sections I explore several basic models of relationship 
between Russia and other key signifiers: in addition to Europe, they are 
the West, terrorism, and the historical Other of the Soviet Union. The main 

                                                 
1 Main points of this paper were first presented at the research seminar held at the University of 
Helsinki on January 14, 2004. I am grateful to the participants of the seminar, including PONARS 
member Arkady Moshes, for their questions and comments which greatly helped me to develop 
my argument. 



 2  EUROPE AND THE BOUNDARIES OF RUSSIAN POLITICAL COMMUNITY 

model still positions Russia against the West, although the alternative 
models, putting Russia and the West together against the Soviet past or 
against the present threat of terrorism are also viable. Neither of these 
models, though, can provide adequate answers to the current challenges 
facing global democracy. At the same time, it is very interesting to note 
that Europe plays a unique role by always stretching across the dividing 
line between the internal and the external, leaving Russian national 
identity in the state of conspicuous indeterminacy. For most participants 
of the debate such dislocation is a cause of anxiety, but this 
incompleteness may also be explored as a resource which makes change 
possible and prevents totalitarian closure. This irreducibility might also be 
an interesting departure in our search for a democratic solution to current 
global problems. 
 

Russia’s Relationship with Europe: Problematic but 
Indispensable 
Russian politicians (apart from the extremists), international affairs 
experts and all other kinds of public figures quite often insist on Russia’s 
belonging to Europe as something self-evident. To give just a few 
examples from the recent years, one may start with Mikhail Gorbachev 
declaring “We are Europeans” to substantiate the idea of a common 
European house in his manifesto book.2 Vladimir Kantor used as the title 
of his book a quote from Katherine the Great’s  Nakaz (or Instruction) – 
“[Russia] is a European power,” and emphasized the goal of becoming 
part of the civilized world by the subtitle “Russia: the difficult way to 
civilization.”3 Anatoly Utkin of the Institute of the U.S.A. and Canada 
begins his newspaper article by asserting: “Russia has been, is and will be 
a European country.”4 The assertions of Russia’s belonging to Europe 
were among the most frequently repeated statements by the former 
Foreign Minister Igor Ivanov. Here is one quote, obviously not the most 
recent, but perhaps the most telling: “[…] Russia is an integral part of the 
European continent and its civilization. There can be Russia without 
Europe, as there can be no Europe without Russia.”5 Last but not least, 
President Vladimir Putin has also repeatedly made statements to the same 

                                                 
2 Mikhail Gorbachev, Perestroika i novoe myshlenie dlia nashei strany i dlia vsego mira (Moskva: 
Politizdat, 1987), 200. Translations from Russian throughout the paper are mine, unless otherwise 
indicated. 
3 Vladimir K. Kantor, “…Est’ evropeiskaya derzhava.” Rossiya: trudnyi put’ k tsivilizatsii 
(Moskva: Rosspen, 1997). 
4 Anatolii I. Utkin, “Mozhet li Rossiya snova voiti v Evropu?” Nezavisimaya gazeta, 
December 17, 1999. 
5 Igor S. Ivanov, “Za bol’shuyu Evropu bez razdelitel’nyh linii (k 50-letiyu Soveta Evropy),” 
Mezhdunarodnaya zhizn’, no. 5 (May 1999): 4. 
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effect: in one of his speeches during the anniversary celebrations in 
St. Petersburg in 2003 he, for instance, insisted that “[i]t is especially 
obvious here in St. Petersburg that Russia, historically and culturally, is an 
inalienable part of Europe.”6

However, the very persistence of the Russian authors and speakers 
in making this assertion demonstrates that the fact of Russia’s belonging 
to Europe is perceived by society as very problematic. Indeed, the most 
stable of the social phenomena are those which most people take for 
granted (such as, for example, the habit to greet each other when meeting, 
the use of money as the universal measure of value and the instrument of 
payment, etc.). If any fact is constantly in need of being postulated as 
indisputable, the very indisputability of the fact has to be put in doubt.7

On the other hand, this problematic relationship with Europe is 
absolutely indispensable for any definition of Russia. The relationship 
between the two signifiers in Russian discourse is so strong that any 
articulation which strives to break it up has no chance of achieving a 
hegemonic position. There is virtually no politically viable alternative to 
postulating Russia’s belonging to Europe: among the most powerful 
intellectual and ideological trends, Eurasianism perhaps comes closest to 
separating the two, but its very name suggests viewing Russia as a 
synthesis of Europe and Asia rather than as an entirely isolated 
civilization. The third Rome doctrine, which claims for Russia the role of 
the true and the only guardian of the European Christian tradition, as 
opposed to the corrupt and decaying West, remains most popular with 
the intellectuals and policymakers – implicitly if not explicitly.8 Purely 
“Asiatic” versions of Eurasianism – such as the one recently promoted by 
Vladimir Maliavin9 – undoubtedly exist, but their impact on political 
mainstream remains negligible. What is more, they also need Europe (or, 
for that matter, the West) as the Other whose negation is constitutive for 
their own image of Russia. Indeed, as Vadim Tsymbursky argued in his 
seminal article published in 1993, Russian foreign policy since Peter the 
Great has been obsessed with the idea of the rape of Europe – that is to 
say, of reshaping Europe in the image and likeness of Russia – and 
                                                 
6 Vladimir Putin, “Speech at Official lunch by President Vladimir V. Putin of Russia and 
Lyudmila A. Putina on the occasion of the 300th anniversary of St. Petersburg,” May 31, 2003, 
www.kremlin.ru/eng/text/speeches/2003/05/311949_46509.shtml (accessed March 18, 2004). 
Official translation. 
7 Cf. Iver B. Neumann, Russia and the idea of Europe. A study in identity and international 
relations (London, New York: Routledge, 1996), 42. 
8 See e.g. Alexandr Panarin, Revansh istorii: rossiiskaya strategicheskaya initsiativa v XXI veke 
(Moskva: Logos, 1998). An explicit reference to the third Rome doctrine was made by the then 
first deputy chairman of the Federation Council Valery Goregliad as recently as in 2002: Valery P. 
Goregliad, “Rossiya – rimskaya provintsiya?” Nezavisimaya gazeta, March 19, 2002, cited after 
web-version at ng.ru/ideas/2002-03-19/1_province.html (accessed March 3, 2003). 
9 Vladimir Maliavin, “Nemoi privet liubvi,” Expert, no. 23 (378) (23 June 2003): 54–57. 
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Eurasianism was probably even more guilty of this obsession than various 
pro-Western ideological platforms.10

But why, then, is this relationship with Europe so important for any 
understanding of Russia? My tentative explanation would be that the two 
signifiers are embedded in a very dense network of relations, and 
therefore removing one of them would deprive the other of nearly any 
positive content. First of all, Russia is of course a sovereign state, 
sovereignty being the definitional concept allowing to differentiate 
between states and non-states and thus very important for any national 
identity. In Russian discourse, then, sovereignty is usually firmly related 
to Europe. The Russian authors would argue, for instance, that by 
attacking Yugoslavia in 1999, the U.S. and its allies tried to undermine the 
significance of sovereignty as the cornerstone of the entire international 
system, and in this way “trampled on the values which were a product of 
European civilization, the sum of the creative work of its outstanding 
thinkers and lawyers, who strived to establish the legal foundations of 
European community.”11 According to Vedomosti, 

[O]ne of the main historical achievements of Europe is the rejection 
of empire in favor of the nation state model. National sovereignty 
implies that even small nations have the right to their own 
statehood. The idea of “perpetual peace,” which can be guaranteed 
by an assembly of nation states, also belongs to Europe. The League 
of Nations, the UN, the Council of Europe – all these are attempts 
to form international order on the basis of the European idea of 
national sovereignty.12

This may sound as a very nineteenth-century-like approach, but the 
commonplace western description of Europe as an area where sovereignty 
is renounced for the sake of unity and peace is much less widespread in 
Russian discourse. On the contrary, such authors as Maksim Sokolov, a 
prominent Russian journalist and one of the intellectual leaders of the 
nationalist camp, would interpret the very idea of European unity as 
founded on the principle of sovereignty: 

The whole European idea is based on the notion of sovereignty, i.e. 
on the fact that any plot of land has its master – a king, a pope, a 

                                                 
10 Vadim L. Tsymbursky, “Ostrov Rossia. Perspektivy rossiiskoi geopolitiki,” Polis, no. 5 (1993): 
11–17. 
11 Viacheslav Dashichev, “Bill Clinton protiv Immanuila Kanta,” Nezavisimaya gazeta, 
December 7, 1999, cited after web-version at ng.ru/ideas/1999-12-07/8_klinton.html (accessed 
March 15, 2002). 
12 “Ot redaktsii: Edinstvennyi suverenitet,” Vedomosti, April 29, 2002, cited after web-version at 
www.vedomosti.ru/indexes/2002/04-29-01.html (accessed April 2, 2004). See also Vladislav 
Inozemtsev, “Bremia belogo cheloveka,” Nezavisimaya gazeta, November 25, 2003, cited after 
web-version at ng.ru/ideas/2003-11-25/10_empire.html (accessed March 26, 2004); “Protiv 
tsentra” [Editorial article], Vedomosti, May 13, 2003, cited after web-version at 
www.vedomosti.ru/indexes/2002/05-13-01.html (accessed April 2, 2004). 
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count, a baron, a nation state etc. In a long and bloody antagonism 
of these sovereigns, the idea was born that instead of engaging in 
bloody struggle, it is better and nicer to integrate into a brotherly 
family of European nations.13

Closely linked with the principle of sovereignty is the idea of 
Russia as a great (European) power, which often sees its historical mission 
in saving Europe from external hostile influences.14 Ever since at least 
Peter the Great’s time, the overarching aim of Russian foreign policy has 
been to establish Russia as a major player in European affairs, an equal 
among the European powers. The whole idea of multipolarity as the most 
desirable structure of international system is based upon the constitutive 
principle of sovereignty and non-interference in the internal affairs, as 
well as on the definition of Russia as a great power of global significance. 
Aleksandr Dugin, an outstanding representative of contemporary 
Eurasianism, brings all the three terms together – again by opposing 
Europe and the U.S. to each other: 

If European integration achieves its goal, if Russia, with its huge 
resources, strategic and cultural potential, enters into this process, 
tomorrow’s world will be balanced, multipolar, leaving a rather 
wide field for choice. If the unipolar model, globalisation in the 
American way, wins, one will apparently have to forget about the 
real geopolitical choice, sovereignty and multipolarity.15

Having been most popular in Evgeny Primakov’s time as minister 
of foreign affairs and then prime minister, multipolarity is still present as 
the normative framework in the Foreign Policy Doctrine and the National 
Security Doctrine adopted under Putin.16

But apart from the foreign policy related significance, the notion of 
Europe is deeply embedded in everyday language and thus constitutes a 
crucially important nodal point for the whole system of references 
structuring the Russian’s view of themselves and of the world. In this 
sense, Europe refers to the ideas of civilization, progress and quality, 
which is manifest in such common expressions as “[to make/do 
something] like in Europe,” “the best European models,” and not the 
least, in the much cited word evroremont (literally, “euro repairs” – i.e. 

                                                 
13 Maksim Sokolov, “Vyzov V veka,” Izvestiya, March 22, 2001. 
14 For a detailed discussion on Russia’s missionary attitude to Europe, see Viatcheslav Morozov, 
“Identity Crisis and Democratic Market Reforms in Russia,” in Michael Bruner and Viatcheslav 
Morozov (eds), Market Democracy in Post-Communist Russia (London: Wisdom House, 
forthcoming 2004). 
15 Aleksandr Dugin, “Franko-germanskaya imperiya: zdes’ i seichas,” Izvestia, February 6, 2003, 
cited after web-version at www.izvestia.ru/politic/article29747 (accessed April 2, 2004). 
16 See “Kontseptsiya natsional’noi bezopasnosti Rossiiskoi Federatsii,” Diplomaticheskii vestnik, 
no. 2 (February 2000): 3; “Kontseptsiya vneshnei politiki Rossiiskoi Federatsii,” Diplomaticheskii 
vestnik, no. 8 (August 2000): 4. 
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refurbishing an apartment to the best possible standards of quality, “like 
in Europe,” better than is usual for Russia). 

If one takes into account this dense network of semantic 
relationships between “Russia” and “Europe,” the inevitable conclusion 
will be that there is no way to separate the two signifiers from each other 
in Russian discourse. It is impossible to provide any perspective on Russia 
without speaking in some way about Europe, and any definition of 
Europe necessarily involves a (re)definition of Russia. If we take away 
Europe, the whole system of relationships constitutive of Russia’s identity 
will inevitably collapse. 
 

Between Russia and the West: Europe as an Irreducible 
Signifier  
To say that Europe is necessary for any definition of Russia is not, 
however, to argue that these definitions do not significantly differ 
between themselves. The structure of the semantic models on which 
various definitions of Russia (and thus diverging and even conflicting 
political platforms) are based can be very different, and an inquiry into 
these structures can provide important insights into decision-making in 
foreign policy as well as in domestic politics. As a starting point for such 
an inquiry, I would take one of the key theses of the neo-Gramscian 
poststructuralist approach developed by Ernesto Laclau and Chantal 
Mouffe.17 Building upon the philosophical works of Jacques Derrida,18 
they argue that in order to achieve a closure (always relative and 
temporary) and to fix the inherently unstable identities, any structure 
requires an external force which denies the internal identity of the 
structure under the conditions of unavoidable antagonism. In other 
words, to achieve “stability” and to fix meaning within structure, one 
needs an external “enemy,” a relationship of absolute negation, which is 
the only factor able to separate “us” from “them” and thus to differentiate 
the amorphous world of complex social relationships into the internal and 
external spheres. Laclau and Mouffe call this external force “constitutive 
outside.” Being in a way a structural analog of Carl Schmitt’s enemy,19 it 
nevertheless differs from the more straightforward, black and white 
Schmittean model in at least one important aspect: poststructuralism 
postulates that since it is impossible to reduce constitutive outside to the 

                                                 
17 See Ernesto Laclau, Chantal Mouffe, Hegemony and Socialist Strategy (London: Verso, 1985); 
Ernesto Laclau, New Reflections on the Revolution of Our Time (London: Verso, 1990). 
18 In particular Jacques Derrida, Of Grammatology (Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University Press, 
1997). 
19 See Carl Schmitt, The Concept of the Political (Chicago, London: University of Chicago Press, 
1996). 



  VIATCHESLAV MOROZOV 7   

internal logic of the structure, this leads to the latter’s inevitable 
dislocation and, in the end, to the impossibility of any closed and sutured 
totality. 

This impossibility of total closure in the case of Russian national 
identity is especially evident in the main structural model of relations 
between Russia and the outside world, which is built around the 
opposition between Russia and the West.20 Yury Lotman traces this 
pattern back to the very early stages of Russian history and describes it as 
inherent dualism of the Russian culture. For Lotman, dual oppositions 
between Christianity and paganism, Orthodoxy and Catholicism, and in 
general Russia and the West, play a key role in ensuring historical 
continuity: “These deep structures of development do indeed allow one to 
speak about the unity of the Russian culture at the various stages of its 
development. It is these changes that reveal the unchangeable.”21

One cannot but agree with Lotman that throughout the history of 
the country, the West has indeed played the role of constitutive outside 
for Russian political community, an absolute negation which allows the 
Russian Self to be constituted. The West – or the United States and NATO 
as its main incarnations – is the main competitor of Russia in the zero-sum 
geopolitical game for global dominance, as well as the most important 
source of threats ranging from the old-fashioned military conquest22 to 
economic colonization and turning Russia into “raw materials-producing 
appendage”23 to moral subversion and cultural “westernization.”24 The 
West thus is an absolute negation of Russia both in geopolitical terms (any 
extension of the western sphere of influence means a corresponding 

                                                 
20 In my analysis of the main discursive models I to a large extent rely upon Ted Hopf’s mapping 
of Russia’s identity, although my starting point and therefore my description differs significantly 
from his. See Ted Hopf, Social Origins of International Politics. Identities and the Construction of 
Foreign Policies at Home (Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 2002), ch. 4. 
21 Yury Lotman, “Rol’ dual’nykh modelei v dinamike russkoi kul’tury,” in Istoriya i tipologiya 
russkoi kul’tury (St. Petersburg: Iskusstvo – SPB, 2002), 89–90. 
22 See e.g. Rudolf Yanovsky et al., “Manifest panamerikanizma,” Nezavisimoe voennoe obozrenie, 
June 11, 1999; Sergei Sergeev, “Ne nastupit’ na ‘grabli’ istorii,” Krasnaya zvezda, June 5, 2001. 
23 The use of this horror image is so widespread that even politicians and journalists often refer to 
it as an unfortunate cliché. See e.g. Andrei Kashtanov, “V Rossii vse pravy, a bogatykh net” 
[Interview with Minister of Natural Resources Boris Yatskevich], Rossiiskaya gazeta, 
September 24, 1999; Vladimir Gurvich, “Rossii trebuetsia reklamnaya kampaniya,” Rossiiskaya 
gazeta, June 5, 2001. Nevertheless, this term still has currency in the debate: see, for instance, 
Nodari Simonia, “The West’s Energy Security and the Role of Russia,” Russia in Global Affairs 2, 
no. 3 (July–September 2004): 115.  
24 Among the most vocal opponents of westernization one could name Aleksandr Panarin, Natalia 
Narochnitskaya, and Mikhail Delyagin. See, for example, Panarin, Revansh istorii; Natalia 
Narochnitshkaya, Rossiya i russkie v mirovoi istorii (Moskva: Mezhdunarodnye otnoshenia, 
2003); Mikhail Delyagin, “Russia’s Mission in the Age of the Second ‘Gutenberg Crisis’,” Russia 
in Global Affairs 2, no. 1 (January/February 2004), cited after web version at 
eng.globalaffairs.ru/numbers/6/511.html. 
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contraction of the Russian one) and existentially (the West aims at 
destroying Russia in one way or another). 

However, Lotman’s model cannot be applied without reservations, 
at least in the contemporary political context. The bipolarity of this dual 
model is imperfect, which is manifest in the inevitable intrusion of the 
third signifier, Europe – as distinct from the West. It has been already 
pointed out that Europe is absolutely indispensable for any description of 
Russia. Another distinctive feature of Russian discourse is that Europe 
here is an irreducible signifier – it can be neither completely integrated into 
the internal political space, nor entirely banished into the outside. Russia 
needs to feel part of Europe, and any prospect of complete breakup causes 
extreme anxiety and fear of finding itself “in the backyard of Europe.”25 At 
the same time, the meaning of Europe is outside of the Russian 
government’s control: there are other, often much more legitimate, 
institutional embodiments of Europe, such as the Council of Europe and 
the European Union, which successfully claim the power to define the 
positive content of Europeanness. One hardly needs to mention that 
Russia is often criticized by such bodies for not fully complying with these 
European norms. The inevitable result is that Europe ends up on the 
border of Russian political community, being neither wholly in nor 
completely out, which leads to undecidability and dislocation, and does 
not allow Russia to fully constitute itself as a closed structure. 

Any structure tries to eliminate dislocation, and this is probably 
one of the main reasons behind what Tsymbursky describes as an 
irrational drive towards “the rape of Europe,” which has in his opinion 
diverted attention and resources from the vitally important task of 
integrating the internal Russian space, in particular in the east.26 It is 
important to emphasize, however, that in this struggle for Europe Russia 
has always positioned itself as a European power defending genuine 
European values. This trend can be conceptualized using Iver Neumann’s 
terminological opposition of “true” Europe vs. “false” Europe, which he 
traces several centuries back.27 Russian discourse always constructs a 
“true,” friendly Europe, which represents, in a sense, a projection of 
Russian values and priorities, and dismisses the allegedly hostile, anti-
Russian Europe as having lost the genuine Europeanness, violating the 
rules established by and for itself – this construct is described by 
Neumann as “false” Europe. The list of historical examples of the two 
opposing Europes includes Moscow as the “third Rome” versus the 
“infidel” catholic West, the legitimate Europe of the Holy alliance versus 

                                                 
25 Sergei Rogov, “Nasha strana mozhet okazat’sia na zadvorkakh Evropy,” Nezavisimaya gazeta, 
June 16, 1999. 
26 Tsymbursky, Ostrov Rossiya, 19–22. 
27 Neumann, Russia and the Idea of Europe, passim. 
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the “barbarian” Europe of the revolutionaries, the “peoples’” Europe of 
the Soviet ideologues versus Europe of the capitalist monopolies, 
controlled by the U.S., etc. This complex structure of the world as it looks 
from Russia always makes it possible to dismiss certain political positions 
as being “falsely European” and to insist on the role of the Russian state as 
the defender of “true” European values. To put it in Laclau and Mouffe’s 
terms, all Russian hegemonic articulations tried to establish relations of 
equivalence between Russia and Europe (i.e. position Russia as an 
essential, defining part of the European civilization) by the exclusion of 
“false” (often pro-American) Europe which is categorized as part of the 
West. One could even say that ascribing a pro-Western identity to “false” 
Europe helped to construct the “true” European identity: “false” Europe 
thus played the role of constitutive outside in relation to “true” one. 

One of the most prominent examples of “false” Europe in 
contemporary Russian political discourse is the Baltic states (Estonia, 
Latvia and Lithuania). After the crisis in Russian-Latvian relations, which 
was provoked by the dispersal of a demonstration of Russian-speaking 
pensioners in Riga in March 1998 and aggravated by the annual march of 
the Waffen-SS veterans, Russian diplomats, politicians and journalists 
systematically accused the authorities of the Baltic states of harboring pro-
Nazi sympathies. The Baltic States’ support for the Chechen rebels and 
their desire to join NATO were additional reasons for locating them in the 
core of the “false,” anti-Russian Europe. After a period of normalization, 
when it seemed that Russia no longer needed to lash out at the Baltic 
States to reaffirm its European identity, the same structure was activated 
again during the Duma elections campaign. The steady buildup of tension 
culminated in the statements like the one made by the then chairman of 
the State Duma Foreign Affairs Committee Dmitry Rogozin that Latvia 
had become a land of “hooligans” run by Nazis,28 and in the Duma 
resolution condemning Latvia for the violations of the rights of the 
Russian-speakers, adopted on 14 October.29

By singling out the Baltic states as the black sheep of the European 
family, Russia could establish itself as a “normal” European nation, which 
might have some internal problems (Chechnya being the foremost 
example), but they were forgivable if compared to the even greater, it was 
argued, sins of others. However, the example of the Baltic States 
demonstrates that the structural domain of “false” Europe is not a 
                                                 
28 Radio Free Europe / Radio Liberty, Baltic States Report 4, no. 33, October 13, 2003. 
29 For a more detailed discussion of the significance of the Baltic States for Russia’s European 
identity, see Viatcheslav Morozov, “The Baltic States in Russian Foreign Policy Discourse: Can 
Russia Become a Baltic Country?,” in Marko Lehti and David J. Smith (eds) Post-Cold War 
Identity Politics. Northern and Baltic Experiences (London, Portland: Frank Cass, 2003), 219–
252; Viatcheslav Morozov, “Russia in the Baltic Sea Region: Desecuritisation or 
Deregionalisation?” Cooperation and Conflict 39, no. 3  (September 2004), 317–331. 
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contingent, instrumental construction, “invented” by the Russian 
politicians for the sake of convenience. On the contrary, “false” Europe is 
a necessary negation which has to emerge as long as Russia’s European 
identity remains both uncertain and indispensable. The uncertain 
character of this identity means that there are identities and discourses 
which negate Russia’s belonging to Europe. As long as Russian discourse 
strives to confirm the country’s European destiny, it is bound to a sort of 
counter-negation of those identities and discourses as not only anti-
Russian, but anti-European as well. Relations of equivalence between 
Russia and Europe can be established only by “purging” Europe of any 
elements which negate this equivalence, which involves ascribing to them 
an outside, non-European identity. This can be illustrated by the following 
quote from Rogozin: “Russia is indeed the true Europe, without the 
predominance of gays, without marriages between pederasts, without 
punk pseudo-culture, without lackeying for America. We are the true 
Europeans, as we have preserved ourselves, proving our Europeanness in 
wars with both the crusaders and the Mongols.”30 This is a perfect 
example of how an image of “false” Europe is being constructed by 
putting together gays, America, the Mongols, and even the crusaders –
both military and spiritual aggressors. Everything which does not fit into 
Rogozin’s definition of Russia is labeled non-European (either pro-
American/western, or immoral), and thus his Russia acquires a fully-
fledged European identity. 

Even if it assumes the antagonism between Russia and the West 
and thus in a way prolongs the Cold War, this model is not without merit 
– exactly because of this built-in European challenge. Thanks to the 
ingenious construction of “false” Europe, dislocation caused by the 
irreducible nature of Europe as a signifier on the border between Russia 
and the West can be alleviated, but not completely removed. This model 
always provides ground for a “pro-European” political platform, i.e. for 
criticizing the Russian state for failing to comply with a certain definition 
of Europe, thus increasing dislocation and preventing totalitarian closure. 
On the other hand, there are external challenges to this model in the form 
of alternative structural settings, which put the key signifiers in different 
sets of relations. 
 

                                                 
30 Dmitry Rogozin, “My i est’ nastoyashchaya Evropa,” Zavtra, January 19, 2004, cited after web 
version at zavtra.ru/cgi/veil/data/denlit/089/131.html (accessed February 29, 2004). I am grateful 
to Sergei Prozorov and Pertti Joenniemi (Danish Institute for International Studies) for drawing 
my attention to this remarkable publication. The translation is by Sergei Prozorov. 
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Imperfect Alternatives: Russia vs. the Soviet Past or Terrorism 
In this paper, I will limit myself to the analysis of two main alternative 
models. One of them is the well-known Westernizer / Atlanticist 
discourse, which sets Russia together with Europe and the West against 
Russia’s own authoritarian past. Speaking about the recent history, this 
model appeared as dominant towards the end of Gorbachev’s Perestroika, 
when a reformed Soviet identity was developed around the negation of 
Stalinism specifically (with an idealized image of Lenin as Stalin’s 
antipode). Then, an Enlightenment-inspired narrative, of Russia having 
been beaten off the main track along which civilized humanity was 
proceeding towards a prosperous future, was embraced. The Soviet 
period, accordingly, was interpreted as a deviation in the country’s 
development, a digression which could be easily and quickly corrected by 
copying “western” institutions and practices. This structural model 
consolidated the new set of power relations in Boris Yeltsin’s Russia, and 
was operational at least until 1996. It might have lost its predominance in 
the early 1990s and could no longer ensure the establishment of a stable 
community between Russia and the West, but in the situations of crisis it 
still to a large extent determined the political choice of the Russian 
citizens. It was this model that underlay the democrats vs. communists 
opposition employed by Yeltsin to justify his conduct in 1993;31 it also 
proved strikingly effective in the course of the presidential election 
campaign, with Yeltsin, his popularity having fallen to single digits in the 
fall 1995, still managing to take the upper hand over the communist leader 
Gennady Zyuganov in June next year. 

The possibility of building a new Russia on the basis of negation of 
the Soviet past was finally destroyed by the first NATO bombs which hit 
Yugoslavia in March 1999. It is not for this paper to address the dramatic 
discursive transformation which took place in Russia as a result of the 
Kosovo crisis, but one should perhaps point our that the attack against 
Yugoslavia was, once again, interpreted as an attack against Europe and 
the principle of (state) sovereignty. This attitude was aptly summarized by 
Igor Ivanov when he said in the State Duma on March 27, 1999: “[W]hile 
defending today Yugoslavia’s right to sovereignty, we are also defending 
the future of the world and of Europe against the most recent form of 
colonialism – the so called NATO colonialism.”32 As a result of the 
                                                 
31 See insightful analysis of Yeltsin’s rhetoric by M. Lane Burner, Strategies of Remembrance: 
The Rhetorical Dimensions of National Identity Construction (Columbia: University of South 
Carolina Press, 2002), 33–67. 
32 Igor  Ivanov, Vystuplenie ministra inostrannykh del Rossiyskoi Federatsii I. S. Ivanova na 
zasedanii Gosudarstvennoi Dumy, March 27, 1999, www.mid.ru (accessed November 21, 2001). 
For a more detailed discussion, see Viatcheslav Morozov, “Resisting Entropy, Discarding Human 
Rights: Romantic Realism and Securitisation of Identity in Russia,” Cooperation and Conflict 37, 
no. 4 (December 2002): 409–430. 



 12  EUROPE AND THE BOUNDARIES OF RUSSIAN POLITICAL COMMUNITY 

profound disappointment with the West and of the fear that Russia may 
fall victim of next “humanitarian intervention,” the old model which 
based Russian identity on the negation of the West again became 
dominant, and this opened the way to the second Chechen campaign and 
the rise of Putin, presenting himself as a strong leader fighting terrorism 
in defiance of the western critics. 

The restructuring of the global political system in the aftermath of 
September 11 attacks makes it difficult to believe that in the preceding 
months and years, Russian political discourse tended to establish 
equivalence between terrorism and the West, and not infrequently 
terrorism was portrayed as a lesser evil in comparison with the 
overwhelming threat of westernization. It was often argued that the 
Chechen separatists, the Islamic extremists, the Wahhabis, etc. were 
sponsored by the western governments using them as a tool in the 
geopolitical game whose final aim was to colonize and destroy Russia. For 
example, Kommersant claimed on November 18, 1999, that the West has 
formed a “united front” with radical Muslim groups to declare a “jihad” 
against Russia.33 President Putin was faced with a tough choice when he 
had to react to the challenge of September 11, and his decision to support 
the United States was not in any way predetermined or self-evident. In a 
sense it ran contrary to the established discursive pattern by putting 
Russia and the U.S. on equal footing as victims of terrorism and as states 
willing and able to fight against this evil. Thus, a new model was created, 
setting Russia together with the West (and Europe) against terrorism as 
constitutive outside. A new community of “civilized countries” is in this 
model opposed to the outside world of the new barbarianism.34

This model certainly has the advantage of laying the basis for 
cooperation between Russia and the West and thus giving us a chance to 
overcome the legacy of the Cold War. However, this solution can hardly 
be described as optimal. First of all, this discursive setting has a strong 
tendency of equating terrorism with Islam (and other similar signifiers, 
such as the East, the Arab world, etc.). Even if politicians and journalists 
were doing their best to respect the norms of political correctness (which 
is not always the case), the overwhelming nature of the antagonism would 
inevitably absorb the subtle distinctions under the all-encompassing 
image of the two hostile camps. What is more, the differences on “this” 
side of the constitutive divide will also be eroded, meaning that the 
slogans of “consolidation” or “unity” will be used extensively to justify 
the most undemocratic practices. It is not a coincidence that “unity” was 
the key word in President Putin’s speeches at the meeting with the cabinet 
                                                 
33 Vasilii Mikhailov, “OBSE obyavit Rossii Dzhikhad,” Kommersant, November 18, 1999. 
34 See, for example, the first article by the newly appointed Russian foreign minister: Sergei 
Lavrov, “Drugaya Rossia,” Kommersant, April 1, 2004, p. 1, 5. 
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and the governors on 13 September 2004, where he announced his far 
reaching reforms of the federal system. “Unity” was, indeed, the only 
rationale behind this move, the only logical link between the terrorist 
attacks and the abolition of gubernatorial elections: 

I believe that in the current situation, in the current conditions, the 
system of executive power in the country must not simply be 
adapted for work in crisis situations, it must be fundamentally 
reorganized, in order to strengthen the unity of the country and 
stop crises from arising. 
We must not forget that in their far-reaching plans, the people who 
inspire, organize and carry out terrorist acts aim for the 
disintegration of the country, the break-up of the state and the 
collapse of Russia. 
I am certain that the unity of the country is the main condition for 
conquering terrorism. And without such unity this goal is 
impossible to attain.35

However, pluralism and justice are under threat on both sides of 
the Atlantic: the habit of describing the opponents’ position as 
“unpatriotic” (thus ascribing external identity to any dissenting 
viewpoint), the expansion of secrecy and surveillance, limited access to 
court for persons suspected of terrorist activities, and the rise of 
xenophobia indicate that dissidence and difference are under suspicion 
everywhere. The “absolute” scale of problems can be very different, but 
the relative deterioration is a universal phenomenon. 

The willingness of many western politicians to turn a blind eye to 
the Chechen problem is also an example of this trend: since Russia is 
“our” ally in the principal conflict of the new century, criticizing it for 
what it describes as part of the global struggle against terrorism becomes 
risky. Thus, NATO Secretary General Lord Robertson in an interview 
published on the day of the NATO-Russia summit in May 2002 argued 
that “[the g]lobal terrorist network, which has penetrated German 
universities and US pilot schools, which arms the rebels in Chechnya and 
attacks skyscrapers in New York, cannot be suppressed by one country or 
even by the 19 NATO countries acting together”.36 In 2004 Samuel Berger, 
former National Security Adviser to President Clinton, described “the 
worst option” for the development of confrontation around Pyongyang’s 
nuclear program as “cash-starved North Korea” becoming “the supplier 

                                                 
35 Vladimir Putin, “Speech at the Enlarged  Government Meeting with the Government and Heads 
of the Regions,” September 13, 2004, 
president.kremlin.ru/eng/speeches/2004/09/13/0000_76667.shtml (accessed September 18, 2004). 
Official translation. 
36 George Robertson, “Lord Robertson: sozdanie Soveta Rossia – NATO stanet istoricheskoi 
vekhoi,” Kommersant, May 28, 2002. 
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of nuclear weapons to al Qaeda or Hamas or to radical Chechens, who 
then deliver them to Washington, London, or Moscow.”37 It is obvious not 
only that “the Chechen rebels” or “radicals” figure in these statements as 
enemies of the West almost equal to al Qaeda, but also that there exist 
relations of equivalence between the US and Russia (as well as Germany 
and Britain) as potential targets of terrorist attacks. Any “minor” 
differences disappear in the face of such a tremendous threat, and the 
process of community construction looks nearly complete. 

This vision in its most concentrated form was expressed by the 
Russian journalist and political scientist Leonid Radzikhovsky after plane 
bombings in Russia in August 2004: 

[W]hat is going on is an escalation of the world war of the Islamic 
fundamentalists against the West, and they consider Russia as one 
of the most vulnerable parts of the West. Whether we want it or 
not, the defeat of the US = the destruction of Russia (as in 1941 the 
defeat of the USSR = the destruction of the Western culture). … If 
this is the case, it is silly to build up the army against the potential 
threat of NATO or the US, instead it is necessary to build up rapid 
reaction force against the terrorists, common (or at least 
coordinated) with the US and NATO. If this is the case, one has to 
fight against anti-Americanism… 38  
This is a truly Schmittean solution – a community created by a 

political decision about the common enemy, who is threatening the very 
existence of the political Self (the aim of the terrorists, according to 
Radzikhovsky, is “to destroy the Western, Christian world as a whole”39) 
and whose presence makes us forget about our internal differences and 
unite in the face of this overwhelming constitutive antagonism. 

However, the dominance of this model is far from absolute. The 
idea of the West supporting the terrorists against Russia is still very much 
alive, best evidence of which is Vladimir Putin’s remark in his 
September 4 address: “Some would like to tear from us a ‘juicy piece of 
pie.’ Others help them. They help, reasoning that Russia still remains one 
of the world’s major nuclear powers, and as such still represents a threat 
to them.”40 These words could not but be interpreted as an allusion to the 
West, and greeted with enthusiasm even by some people otherwise very 
critical of the government’s reaction to the events in Beslan. The main 
point of dispute seems to be the western assessment of the terrorist attacks 
                                                 
37 Samuel R. Berger,  “Foreign Policy for a Democratic President,” Foreign Affairs 83, no. 3 
(May/June 2004): 56. 
38 Leonid Radzikhovsky, “Dve strategii,” Nezavisimaya gazeta, September 1, 2004. 
39 Leonid Radzikhovsky, “Nepopuliarnye shagi,” Rossiiskaya gazeta, August 31, 2004. 
40 Vladimir Putin, “Address by President Vladimir Putin,” September 4, 2004, 
president.kremlin.ru/eng/speeches/2004/09/04/1958_76332.shtml (accessed September 18, 2004). 
Official translation. 



  VIATCHESLAV MOROZOV 15   

as the result of Moscow’s failure in Chechnya, whereas the Russian 
discourse tends to interpret them as organized by international 
terrorism.41 This is not a minor disagreement, since the western criticism, 
by putting most of the blame on the Russian government, potentially 
questions the position of Russia as victim of international terrorism and 
thus its role in the center of the new political community of civilized 
world. The Russian reaction, in turn, shows very disturbing signs of 
returning to the negation of the West on par with terrorism, and thus of 
closing up within the limits of national political community. In this 
context, prioritizing anti-terrorism as a means to overcome isolationism 
may produce exactly opposite effect. 

Another important disadvantage of such tactics is that Europe is 
marginalized in this last model. It is much easier to build a political 
community with the West than with Europe because the West is mostly 
about geopolitics, spheres of influence, and strategic games, while Europe 
as previously argued, is also about culture, quality, human rights, and 
prosperity. Taking into account this distinction, it is easy to explain how 
Putin manages to combine his seemingly “pro-western” foreign policy 
with re-militarization, increasing assertiveness in the “near abroad” and 
disregard of democratic standards in domestic politics. Being equal with 
the West in this case means for Russia claiming its share in the global 
geopolitical game, asserting its interest in the same manner as other great 
powers allegedly do, and does not necessarily involve any “learning,” 
adopting western or European practices and norms. In this sense, the 
West is a partner much more convenient than Europe. 

 

Valuable Exclusion? 
A paradoxical conclusion is that it might actually be good that Russia is so 
far not fully accepted by “Europe” – whatever it actually means in any 
particular context – as a family member. The strict visa regime between 
the EU and Russia (which, due to geographical proximity and the 
intensity of exchanges, constitute a much more tangible barrier than visas 
between Russia and the U.S.), continuing criticism over Chechnya, human 
rights, electoral procedures, tariffs and anti-dumping measures, the 
situation of Kaliningrad, etc., – all these factors indicate, inter alia, that 
Europe as a difference refuses to be absorbed into this new political 
community between Russia and the West. It is impossible to reduce 
Europe into the black and white image of the world as an arena of 
existential struggle of Good against Evil, civilization against the 

                                                 
41 See e.g. Andrei Tsunsky, “Bitva proigrana, voina ne konchilas’”, Expert, no. 34 (September 13, 
2004): 25. 
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barbarians, democracies against terrorists. Viewed from this 
uncompromising perspective, Europe is a land of contradictions: it 
supports the Palestinians against Israel, it is split into Old and New over 
the Iraqi war, it still has not forgotten about Chechnya in spite of being 
worried about its own growing Muslim population, and so on. All these 
contradictions, together with the remaining barriers between Russia and 
the rest of Europe, make sure that Europe continues to exist as an 
irreducible signifier, which undermines clear boundaries and prevents 
totalitarian closure. 

This is not to say that the U.S. position is perceived as entirely pro-
Russian. However, the current global political setting makes it easier to 
dismiss any criticism as ideological, whereas the “real” American policy is 
described as driven almost exclusively by the desire to establish dominant 
position in global affairs. Europe is much more difficult to reduce to 
power politics, the result being that even those authors who tend to 
interpret European Union’s goals as regards Russia in realist terms, have 
to admit that “[n]ot everything is groundless in the Europeans’ criticism 
against Russia. In what they say, there are rather many … quite precise 
observations, which would be useful for us to take into account.”42

This is also not to be interpreted to the effect that the barriers 
remaining in Europe since the time of the Cold War have to stay and that 
Russia must be kept out by any means. This would indeed only 
strengthen the arguments of those who still see the West as the main 
enemy, which uses terrorist means to destroy Russia. It is clear that a new 
cold war should be prevented, and thus the barriers should be overcome, 
but this should be done in a manner which will not build another Berlin 
wall on Russia’s southern border. If we really want the war against 
terrorism to become a struggle for global democracy, we have to be very 
precise in how we designate our opponents, and by all means avoid 
labeling them in ethnic, religious, or even national terms. There is an 
urgent need for a fresh reflection on the values we are defending in this 
struggle, and on the ways to protect them in the new global setting. Such 
reflection, provided that it is bold and honest, will inevitably lead to the 
emergence of new antagonisms within what is called the democratic 
world, and within what is called democratic nations. Yet if these 
democratic communities are worth the name, they should not be afraid of 
such an outcome. 
 

                                                 
42 Olga Vlasova, “Pochemu nas razliubila Evropa,” Expert, no. 7 (February 23, 2004): 20. 
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