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THE ESSENCE OF RUSSIAN STRATEGIC CULTURE: FROM THE THIRD
ROME TO THE RUSSIAN WORLD

The article is dedicated to the exploration of the Russian strategic culture and
its influence on the major foreign and security policy trends of the Russian
Federation. In particular, we suggest dividing Russian strategic culture into
the three domains, taking roots from the historic, geographic, and religious
foundations of the Moscow state. Those are, first, the Third Rome doctrine,
having laid the background for the Russian imperial messianism, the imma-
nent rivalry with the West as well as the Russian World idea and the further
annexation of Crimea. Second, the “gathering lands” principle added the sacral
meaning to the idea of strategic depth and the territory of Russia. As the re-
sult, the breakup of the Soviet Union and the enlargement of NATO to the East
became the most painful episodes in Russian history, causing the reaction,
which led to the confrontational role of Russia in the international system.
And “the besieged fortress” principle serves as the element of integrating the
Russian state and society as it is based on the idea that only the existence of
rivals makes Russia the great state.

Key words: strategic culture, the Third Rome doctrine, nuclear orthodoxy,
Russian world, Crimea annexation, NATO enlargement.

Introduction

The understanding of the Russian Federation’s strategic culture became
quite relevant since the illegal annexation of Crimea in 2014 and the begin-
ning of the hybrid conflict in eastern Ukraine, which involved not only Rus-
sia and Ukraine but the entire Euro-Atlantic world. After all, a direct, albeit
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disguised by various proxy mechanisms, attack on one of the fundamental
concepts- “inviolability of borders”, being the cornerstone of the international
system after the second world war, has demonstrated that Europe is still not
ready to adequately perceive the “Russian threat”. The roots of this problem
come not from the inability of the West to defend itself conventionally, but
rather from a lack of understanding of the strategic culture, the collective
unconscious of the rival, which himself, time after time, challenges the West.

The purpose of this article is to identify the key characteristics of Russian
strategic culture in the context of its evolution from basic values to the mod-
ern foundations of the foreign policy worldview.

Strategic culture phenomenon and methodology

The research of the state’s strategic culture has become actual for the
international practice relatively long ago. The first time this issue was re-
searched by Jack Snyder in the article, dedicated to the Soviet strategic cul-
ture, analyzing it in the nuclear deterrence theory framework. At that mo-
ment Snyder called strategic culture as a “set of general beliefs, attitudes and
behavioral patterns with regard to nuclear strategy”, which have become one
of the first attempts to interpret the state’s nuclear behavior coming from its
cultural background (Snyder, 1977).

Academically the idea of strategic culture comes from constructivism,
which contributes significantly to the neorealist explanation of the states’ se-
curity behavior especially in cases, coming out of the usual threat-based anal-
ysis methodology. Here the idea of rationality is explained by the peculiarities
of the states’ national strategic cultures, which is essential for understanding
the main aims and phobias of the state on the strategic level.

The methodology of the research is based on a range of tools. In particular,
we analyze Russian history and foreign policy through the toolkit of strate-
gic culture. The latter can be defined as a “set of shared beliefs, assumptions
and models of behavior, derived from common experiences and accepted nar-
ratives that shape collective identity and relationships to other groups and
which determine appropriate ends and means of achieving national security
objectives” (Johnson, Kartchner & Larsen, 2009, p. 9). To achieve this goal
we used methods, revealing strategic culture in the most appropriate way.
First, it is a historical analysis to explore the Russian experience regard-
ing the circumstances of its foundation and religious development. Second,
content analysis studying texts of the Russian official documents, includ-
ing Military Doctrine of 2000, 2010, and 2014 as well as the Fundamentals
of Russia’s Nuclear Deterrence State Policy, the President’s Speech to the
Federal Assembly, etc. Also, we have involved system analysis to present the
set of the received results viewing strategic culture as a comprehensive and
interdependent system.

In this regard, we perceive the Russian state as the combination of the
physical body, the spiritual content (or the soul), and the self-preservation in-
stinct aimed at retaining its unique identity intact in the globalizing world. In
practical terms, we associate the body of the state with its physical creation,
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which is called “the gathering of lands” in the Russian case. The spiritual
foundation of the Russian state rests on the awareness of its messianic role
based on the Third Rome ideology. And finally, the self-preservation instinct
is implied in the confrontation of Russia with the Other (which is mainly
the West) being the key driver of the Russian state’s internal consolidation.
There “the besieged fortress” worldview comes.

Previous studies. As far as the term strategic culture was born within the
strategic narrative, it is not surprising that the most outstanding pieces on
the essence of strategic culture defining the main features of phenomenon
come from the nuclear domain. The most outstanding general works in this
field belong to C. Gray (1999), J. Johnson, K. Kartchner and J. Larsen (2009),
D. Howlett (2006), J. Knopf (2008), and J. Lantis (2002), (2009).

The Russian — centric dimension is presented by mostly Russian stud-
ies, where, exploring Russian national peculiarities we rely on the works of
F. Ermarth (2009), and I. Facon (2012). Special attention should be paid to
the nuclear orthodoxy studies outlining the roots of Russian strategic culture
in its religious framework. Here the writings of M. Engstrom (2014) and
D. Adamsky (2019) should be mentioned.

Approaching the problem chronologically and also paying the tribute to the
highest role of the “spiritual” in Russia’s strategic culture we would like to
structure the article starting from the “soul” of the Russian state, then pay
attention to the creation of its “physical” body and at last stop at the consoli-
dating principle of the general policy.

Moscow as the Third Rome

It is no secret that the adoption of Orthodox Christianity in ancient Rus’
was, among other things, a cultural and political move by Prince Vladimir. By
this decision, he had not only successfully connected himself to the pan-Euro-
pean Christian matrix, but also had declared a kind of claim to the continuity
of the Byzantine civilization within the framework of the Ruthenian project.
After all, Kievan Rus, unlike the Bulgarians, was rather a barbarian federate,
a full-fledged ally, than a vassal or dependent on Tsaregrad. However, after
the invasion of the Chingizids and the actual liquidation of Kyiv statehood as
such, its claims to the Byzantine succession were irrevocably and definitively
lost. Moreover, the situation changed even more drastically in the 15th cen-
tury, when the Byzantine Empire was destroyed and absorbed by the Ottoman
Turks. Virtually the entire Orthodox world lost its political center, becoming
very easy prey to the Catholic (European) world and the Islamic world (the
Ottoman Empire). One of the few states that had withstood that blow without
any particular consequences was the Grand Principate of Moscow. In 1511,
the monk Phylotheus wrote the letter to Basil III claiming that Moscow could
become the last hope of Orthodox Christianity: “The Church of Rome fell for
its heresy; the gates of the second Rome Constantinople were hewn down by
the axes of infidel Turks; but the Church of Moscow, the church of the new
Rome shines brighter than the sun in the whole Universe... two Romes had
fallen but the third stands fast; a fourth cannot be... Thou [Basil] art the one
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universal sovereign of all the Christian folk...Thy kingdom shall not be given
to another” (Cited by Pulcini, 2015, p. 89).

Remaining de-facto the only major Orthodox state in Eurasia, Moscow ad-
opted the idea of itself as the Third Rome, as the defender of the true Chris-
tianity, as a force that can repel both Catholics and Muslims, and reunite all
Orthodox states under its rule, seems quite natural in these circumstances.
The fact that the blood of the Paleolog dynasty, the last ruling house of Byz-
antium, ran in the veins of the Moscow princes added to the credibility of
the hypothesis. Initially, the concept of the third Rome arose as a purely re-
ligious, eschatological idea in the framework of Moscow Orthodoxy. However,
already under Ivan III, recognized in Europe as “emperor of the Russians”
this concept is becoming more and more important politically.

The concept itself was given a profound eschatological justification. It was
based on the story of the Apocalypse of John, “the woman clothed in the sun”.
Russian theologians interpreted this story in such a way that the Woman,
fleeing from the Dragon, is the Orthodox Church, fleeing from the Turkish
conqueror, the Dragon, to Moscow. Accordingly, Moscow is a copy of the
Kingdom of Heaven on earth, and its original mission — to protect true Chris-
tianity (Shaeder, 1929, p. 8). And of no small importance in asserting such
an ambitious theory was the factor of the Catholic religion as the dominant
one in the camp of the main geopolitical enemies of Moscow of that period:
Poland, Lithuania, and the northern knightly orders.

However, trying on the “Monomakh hat” and declaring itself the third
Rome gave Moscow the right not only in its actions against neighboring pow-
ers. It was a kind of messianic claim to global domination, to oppose the real
Rome and its Pope and Emperor. Moscow was assuming the Byzantine mission
of fighting the schismatic Papists as well as fighting the German usurpers,
Moscow openly declared that “we are the third Rome, and there is no fourth”,
thereby questioning the legitimacy of the Holy Roman Empire. Gradually, the
“Byzantine strategic culture” blossomed more and more in the political, spiri-
tual, and cultural life of the Moscow Principate. It finally had taken shape
under the first crowned tsar of Moscow, Ivan the Terrible. It was under his
reign that the institutions of feudal democracy were strangled, church hier-
archs began to obey the tsar as “God’s anointed one”, despotism and collectiv-
ism began to prevail over individualistic thinking among common people, and
the idea of a messianic third Rome, the Orthodox “kingdom of heaven”, which
fights against the Antichrist from the West took on the sinister framework of
imperial ideology. For almost all of subsequent history, the idea of a “crusade
to the West” kept dominating Russian ideology.

The USSR pursued this ideology in its way continuing anti-western poli-
tics. Meanwhile, it was resurrected almost literally by the Russian authorities
at the beginning of the XXI century. Besides becoming the most comprehen-
sive for the whole state ideology, it has penetrated all other dimensions of
strategic culture, often deepening and explaining them. And, of course, the
main proponent of this ideology is the Russian Orthodox Church, which has
combined its efforts with the state, and gained certain results.
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First, it has updated the basic idea of rivalry with the West, which almost
disappeared in 1990" when Moscow and most of the NATO states became
“strategic partners”. The Russian Orthodox Church tends to define the es-
sence of Russian civilization as the one, contrasting to the West. In this re-
gard, the military confrontation with the West is perceived as an “expression
of the eternal struggle of Russian civilization with the Antichrist” (Adamsky,
2019, p. 154).

Second, it puts forward the idea of Russian exclusivity and messianic pur-
pose. According to this kind of rhetoric, Russia is trying to defend its ter-
ritories, and its values being gradually taken away by the “forces of evil”.
In this regard, Moscow becomes the center of the Orthodox world, covering
not only the Russian state but the lands, which can be united by the Russian
language, Orthodoxy, common history, and culture. In this combination, Mos-
cow behaves as a nucleus of such a world, not only showing the way to other
nations (Russians as a God-bearer nation in Dostoyevsky interpretation) but
also performing their protection. This doctrine, often described as Spiritual
Staples, covers not only the so-called Russian World, automatically interpret-
ing Ukraine and Belarus as Russian nations but also finding the opportunities
to expand to the Balkans, Moldova, and even Syria. Showing the Russian mes-
sianic role the interference of Moscow in the Syrian conflict was interpreted
by Patriarch Kirill as a “holy war” “to protect Christians in the Syria rebel-
lious towns” (Adamsky, 2019, p. 186).

Third, it provides strong ideological argumentation for the other dimen-
sions of strategic culture. In particular, the annexation of Crimea is explained
as returning the heart of the Holy Rus. Here, Crimea is presented as the
“cradle of the Russian faith” where Count Vladimir the Baptist of Rus, was
baptized and then brought the Orthodoxy to Kyiv, “the Mother of the Russian
cities” (Adamsky, 2019, p. 187). In this regard Moscow sees itself as the po-
litical and spiritual successor of the Kyiv Rus, therefore considering Ukraine
a part of this Russian World while the annexation of Crimea is interpreted as
a “return to being itself” and re-becoming the Third Rome.

Gathering of the Russian lands

The state-forming model of Russia itself is based on the principle of the
forced seizure of territory. It is about the so-called “gathering of lands”. This
process began with fierce competition between the Grand Principate of Mos-
cow and Tver for the possession of the Vladimir Volost, which was considered
the spiritual, cultural, and economic center of eastern Russia (I'opckuii, 2010,
c. 117). Beginning with Grand Prince Ivan Kalita, Vladimir became on a more
or less permanent basis the hereditary possession of Moscow princes, giving
them formally much greater authority among other Russian regional rulers.
This authority was further strengthened after the victory of the Russian com-
bined forces in the Battle of Kulikovo Field.

However, the event, which for any European nations would have been
an occasion for national consolidation and further Reconquista in no way
brought real consolidation, and the subsequent expansion within the “gather-
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ing of the Russian lands” the Moscow princedom carried out exclusively by
force. Under Ivan, the Third, Tver, Vyatka volost, Verkhovsky principalities,
Posemye, and Severskaya land were gathered by military force. Under Basil
IIT the autonomy of Pskov and Ryazan was abolished, during the military
campaign, Smolensk was joined (Xopomkesuu, 1976, c. 49). As a result, in
Russian historiography, this period is regarded as a period of transformation
of the Grand Participate of Moscow into the Russian state. It finally has taken
shape under Ivan the Terrible, who had defeated the neighboring Tatar prin-
cipalities in wars, began military colonization of Siberia, and finally returned
Novgorod into the orbit of Moscow influence. In the future, all of Moscow’s
territorial expansion would take place exclusively by force.

The process of colonization of Ukraine had begun under Tsar Alexei
Mikhailovich and had ended with the Third Partition of the Polish-Lithuanian
Commonwealth. The Baltic territories had been conquered as a result of the
Great Northern War. Russia got access to the Black Sea and Crimea as a re-
sult of the wars with Turkey (®mopsa, 2010, c. 10). We can safely conclude
that territorial expansion, which became a state-forming factor for Russia
is an integral part of its strategic culture, a metaphysical justification of
its power and strength on the world stage. The gathering of lands, which al-
lowed Moscow to consolidate the legacy of Kievan Rus’ around itself, became
a fundamental feature of the Russian mentality: in Moscow’s mind, there is
an association of territorial expansion with becoming a great state. And ac-
cordingly, the loss of territory is one of the most painful factors, almost a
subconscious signal that the state has lost not even the status of great power,
but some kind of self-identity.

That is why Russia has historically always been afraid of “Drang nach Os-
ten”, the advancement of Western interests to the East. It should be recalled
that the most critical moments in Russian history are associated with West-
ern military operations against Russia.

Looking back, Moscow was invaded only once in history by Western power:
the French in 1812 while the Nazis were stopped a few kilometers from the
capital in 1941 (Sinovets, 2020).

But at that time Moscow was situated 1300 miles away from the Western
borders while after the breakup of the Soviet Union this distance shortened
up to 500 miles. It’s not surprising that Russian president Putin called the
breakup of the USSR in 1991 “the greatest tragedy in history”. To a major
extent, Russia’s invincibility owes to its vast strategic depth. For example,
in the last two invasions (Napoleon and Hitler) the rivals’ efforts taken to
approach Moscow exhausted them to the extent their advantage laid the back-
ground for their future defeat (Friedman, 2020). The lack of supply the very
cold snowy winters and the vast territories all contributed to the famous idea
of Clausewitz that Russia can’t be defeated from the outside. All in all, it
probably explains the Russian permanent strive for retaining strategic depth
and its high vulnerability for any territorial losses. In this regard, Ukraine
and Georgia who officially claim to become NATO members cause high anxi-
ety in Moscow. Despite the fact they have gained independence about three
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decades ago Russia always regarded them as the buffer zone with the enlarg-
ing Alliance. The Baltic States managed to enter NATO while Russia was still
too weak and unable to bolster this process with brutal force. Currently, it’s
becoming the major factor of Russian aggressive behavior when it comes to
Ukrainian and Georgian NATO efforts. Therefore, in March 2021 referring to
the words of President Zelensky about the necessity of Ukraine to join NATO,
Russian MFA officially responded: “The situation of Ukraine hypothetically
joining NATO is eager not only to stimulate the escalation on the South-East
.. but is eager to cause irreversible consequences for the Ukrainian state-
hood” (Boakos, 2021). As far as this statement appeared in April 2021 when
the Russian 100 thousand armies concentrated near the Donbas border with
Ukraine we can conclude that Russia directs strong coercive efforts on retain-
ing Ukraine as a buffer zone. And probably it is ready to pay a price high
for this. In his address to the Federal Assembly from late April 2021, Putin
declared Russia drawing the red lines while those who “threaten the core in-
terests of our security will regret what they have done in a way they have not
regretted anything for a long time” (Presidential Address, 2021).

Coming back to post-Soviet history, the painful attitude to losing strate-
gic depth is brightly reflected in Russia’s resistance to the enlargement of
NATO to the East. Since 2010 the enlargement of NATO was listed in the
Military Doctrine “Military dangers” chapter while the “existence of Russian
Federation” has been closely associated with its territorial integrity (Boeunas
mokrpuHa, 2010). Since 2000 Russian military doctrine defines “territorial
claims to Russian Federation” as the number one military threat to Moscow
(Boeunasa moxktpmua, 2000), while in the Basic Principles of State Policy on
Nuclear Deterrence 2020 territorial integrity along with sovereignty of the
state have become the main object of protection by nuclear deterrence (Fun-
damentals of Russia’s, 2020). The basic reason is clear — the non-acceptance
of the annexed Crimea as the part of Russia by the world community made
Moscow providing special reference to the territorial integrity in the Deter-
rence Fundamentals, however, as we see, the territorial integrity remains the
basic concern of Moscow for the last twenty years.

Also, the fact that the Russian statehood was based on using hard power
also defined the attitude of the Russians towards it. For Moscow, the world of
XXI is still the world of political realism where the military power of the state
matters above all. It is the measure of influence. Sergey Karaganov explained
it, saying that Russia was not practicing active deterrence in 1990* and as
the result, the West conducted military operations against Yugoslavia and
Iraq, while Russia lost its influence drastically. But in the last decade when
military power became one of the major tools of the Russian security policy,
Moscow brought the lost positions back, restoring its role as the “main sup-
plier of peace” in international relations (Kaparamos,2021).

The other view is closely connected with the widely circulated idea that
Russia would be defeated or enslaved if losing its military and nuclear posi-
tions. The phenomenon of nuclear orthodoxy brought by Egor Holmogorov
almost a decade ago is still alive as it reflects the state of mind of the Rus-
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sian politician in a perfect way. The main principle of the ’Atomic Orthodoxy’
idea, according to Holmogorov (2007), is that “to stay Orthodox Russia should
be a strong nuclear power and to stay a nuclear power it should be Orthodox”.
Holmogorov takes this idea from the concept of nuclear parity, which, brings
Russia and the West rivalry from the physical (war) domain into the men-
tal and spiritual arena. Here the Orthodoxy stands on guard of values; the
nuclear arsenal makes it possible, allowing Russia to avoid Western spiritual
dominance. The main idea is that Russia should remain a great power, so none
could impose it once own way of life.

The besieged fortress

One of the most important features of Russian strategic culture is playing
on the contrast between Russia and the West, presenting the latter as the
“forces of evil” dreaming to destroy Russia’s might and power. This tradition
also has deep historical roots. In particular, the historian Kostomarov, who
wrote one of the earliest comparative works on the Russian and Ukrainian
political identities emphasized that the Russian identity traditionally under-
lined the primacy of its civilization over the “others”, having the feeling of
high vulnerability in the face of any enlargement of the Western civilization
closer to Russian borders (Kostomarov, 1903).

This tradition was enhanced by the permanent Orthodoxy rivalry with Ca-
tholicism, however, gained certain independence during Soviet times. In par-
ticular, if the Third Rome idea rests on the messianic goals, then “the besieged
fortress” was formulated later after the October revolution and the civil war
when the West was blamed for most of the internal problems in Russia. Since
then hating the West has become the most important mobilizing slogan for
Russia as well as the tool of self-defense to avoid Soviet people going to the
West and comparing the level of life with the Soviet one” (Mneunn, 2013).

“So, comrades, bear in mind that the proletarians of the Soviet Union are
in a besieged fortress, said Mikhail Kalinin the formal head of the USSR in
1934, — and consequently the USSR regime should follow the fortress re-
gime” (Mueuun, 2013).

The idea of the besieged fortress was also noticed by George Kennan in his
famous Long Telegram and then the article “The Sources of the Soviet Con-
duct” which he described as the efforts of Soviet authorities “to present the
outside world as hostile” pursuing the goal “to maintain dictatorial authority
at home” (X, 1947, p. 571).

Today not much has changed since the Soviet times. On the opposite, hav-
ing absorbed Soviet traditions of ruling the state president Putin picked up
the familiar way of presenting this issue. The militarization of the discourse
and the concept of the besieged fortress has become the main course for
Russia, the background of national consolidation around its political regime
(Koumenmusa ocaxmgenuoi, 2018). One of the most obvious examples is the
national mythology, which was formed regarding the Great Patriotic War
narrative. The idea of the great victory of the USSR nations led by Russians
over the nazis (often associated with the West, dreaming of conquering or

130



ISSN 2707-5206. Mixnapodni ma norimuyni docaioxcenns. 2021. Bun. 34

humiliating Fatherland) has become the central point of the Russian World
concept as well. Looking at the Levada center statistics for 2020 we can notice
that 76 % of Russians see Great Patriotic War as the most important event
in the XX century history of Russia while for 89 % the victory in GPW is
the source of the major historical pride (O6irecTBernoe muenue, 2021, c. 30).

Referring to Sergey Karaganov (2021), one of the Russian main ideologists
in the field of security and foreign policy: “We have enemies now and it’s for
good. Unfortunately, Russia can’t function without an enemy. We tried in
1990 when we didn’t have enemies — and collapsed immediately”.

Karaganov tries to persuade that Russia is different from the West and
has its unique way. Meanwhile, the West (mostly the US) is often presented
by Russian authorities as a source of all evils for Russia. More and more it
sounds as if the essence of Russian civilization couldn’t be crystallized with-
out this “sacral confrontation” with the West.

The interesting issue is that in the XXI century the soft power of the West
has also been labeled as a danger for Moscow. In 2014 Russian authorities
started pronouncing this issue loudly. For example, Patriarch Kirill claimed
that the main threat he saw from the West was presenting the Western way of
life as the universal one and then imposing it on Russia. This, in Kirill’s opin-
ion, would lead to the implosion of the state from within and, consequently,
was even more dangerous than the hard power threats (Adamsky, 2019, p.
227). A similar message was brightly reflected in the Russian Military Doc-
trine, issued in December 2014 where the chapter on the internal military
dangers appeared. The main internal military danger was described as “the
informational influence over the population aimed at undermining spiritual
and patriotic traditions”, actually repeating concerns of Kirill regarding the
negative influence of the Western liberal values over the stability of the au-
thoritarian political regime in Moscow (Sinovets, Renz, 2015).

Conclusion

Summing up, we can suggest that the centrifugal forces are still so pow-
erful in Russia, that the driving power of gathering lands is not enough to
keep them together. Here on one hand the Russian messianic purpose and its
Third Rome self- perception create an ideological background for Moscow’s
foreign and security policy. On the other, the “besieged fortress” presents an
additional tool for the consolidation of Russian society, however as far as it
is based on dividing the society on “us vs. them” it can’t be the long-lasting
tool of such consolidation.

Traditional strategic culture has become an important factor of Russian
political and security identity. Having defined a range of vectors in its devel-
opment it has started the main features of Moscow’s self-perception, which
in its turn influence its worldview and its behavior patterns. In particular,
they are: the messianism, created by the Third Rome concept; the gathering of
lands principle which led to the rising of the Moscow Kingdom and turning it
into the Russian Empire; and “the besieged fortress” concept, having helped
Russian authorities to keep the state united in the darkest times of its history.
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It is necessary to say that all of these dimensions are deeply intervened and
embedded in the Orthodox religious tradition, which on one hand preserves
the Russian identity, preventing it from being changed by globalization, but
on the other, drives the energy for contrasting Russia to the West and setting
the moral paradigm for justifying most of the imperial plans of the Russian
authorities.

All of these vectors, mentioned above have set the background for the ex-
pansionist nature of the Russian state. The idea of the Third Rome gave Rus-
sia the background for the Russian World theory as well as justified the an-
nexation of Crimea as the task inevitable to preserve the Russian spirituality.
The gathering lands principle paved the way for the sacralization of the terri-
tory phenomenon for Russia which made the break-up of the Soviet Union and
the enlargement of NATO to the West especially painful for Moscow. As the
result, the reaction based on the attempts to restore the traditional Russian
spheres of influence has been explained in Moscow as vital, just, and necessary
for preserving the Russian state. Moreover, the role of the hard power in the
rising of the Russian state led to the cultivation of military power in Russian
security policy. It has started playing not only the role of the deterrent mecha-
nism but also the role of the savior of the Russian way of life. And finally, the
besieged fortress idea became the building element of the Russian identity and
strategic culture. It claims the existence of the strong rivals as the precondi-
tion of Russia remaining a great power. Therefore the current way of breaking
the international order in different ways seems to be regarded by the Russian
authorities as to the most optimal one for stabilizing the state.
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Kadenpa miskHapomuux BigHOCHH OJeChKOr0o HAI[iOHAJIBHOTO YHiBEPCUTETY
imeni I. I. MeunukosBa,
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CYTHICTB POCIFICBKOI CTPATETTYHOI KYJbTYPHU: BIJ TPETHOTO
PUMY 1O POCIHCBKOI'O CBITY

Pesrome

CraTTsa nmpucBAYEHA IOCJIiKeHHIO cTpareriunoi KyasTypu P® i ii BniuBy Ha rosioBHL
HAIIPAMKN 30BHIITHBOI HMOJITUKY i mosiTuku B raaysi 6esmexu Pociiicbkoi Peneperrii.
30KpeMa MU IPOIOHYEMO DPO3IORIJIMTH POCIMICHKY CTpaTeriuHy KYJbTYPy HA TPU Ha-
IPAMKU, AKi 0epyThb CBiil mOYaTOK B icTOpMUHUX, reorpadiunHmx i pesirifiHux 3acazax
MockoBchKOrO IapcTsa.

Ilepmnit HanpsaAMOK — 11e foKTpuHA Tpersoro Pumy, sika mokJiaja moyaToK pocificbKomy
iMmmepcbKOMy MeciaHidMy, 3poOuBIIM KoHGMpOHTAIiI0 Mixk Pociero i 3axomom HeBin emHOIO
pucoro icuyBaHHA P®, a Takox miarorysasa rpyHT na aHekcii Kpumy B 2014 porri.

Jpyruit HaIPAMOK — Ie TaK 3BaHe «30MPaHHA 3eMeJIb», IPUHIIUI IKOT0 chopMyBaB
cakpaJibHe 3HAUYeHHd ifel cTpareriunoi riinOuHY i BUBHAUWB He3MiHHe ImparHeHHsa Pocii
0 po3IIupeHHs BjacHoi Tepurtopii. Ax pesyabrar, posnan Pagsucskoro Coio3y i pos-
mupeHHsa HATO Ha cxifn BBasKaeThca pocisHAMUM OZHUMU 3 HaWTpariuHimmx emizoxiB
pociticekoi icTopii Kimma XX cTomiTTA, AKi B MOJAJNBIIIOMY IIPU3BEJU A0 3POCTAHHA
KoH(ppouTamitHol poai P® B mirkHapOAHiN cucTeMmi.

Tpere — 11e TPUHIIUI «00JI0KeHOI (hopTeIi», AKUI e 3 PAAAHChKUX YaciB aKTUBHO
BHCTYIIA€ IeMEHTYIOUNM eJIEMEHTOM POCifiCbKOT0 CYCIIiJIbCTBA, OCKiIBKY Iependadae 1o
3amopyKoio Beanuui Pocii Moske OyTu TisbKM icHYBaHHA y Hel BODOTiB.

KarouoBi caoBa: crpareriusa KyJabTypa, OOoKTpuHA Tperroro Puwmy, anepue
mpaBociaB’s, «pycckiit mip», anekcia Kpuwmy, posmupenns HATO.
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Kadeapa MexXIyHAPOSHBIX OTHOIIeHUH OJeCCKOro HAIMOHAJIBLHOTO YHUBEPCUTETA
umenu . V1. Meunukosa,
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CYIIHOCTH POCCHMICKOV CTPATETHYEKOM KYJBTYPBHI:
OT TPETBETO PUMA K PYCCKOMY MHUPY

Pesrome

CraTbs TOCBAINEHA WMCCIETOBAHUIO CTPATETMUYECKO KYyJAbTyphl P® u ee BIUAHUIO
Ha IJIaBHbI€ HaIIPaBJIEHUA BHEIHEN IIOJUTUKMN U TOJUTUKU B 06JIaCTI/I 6630HaCHOCTI/I
Poccutickoit @eneperuu. B vacTHOCTH MBI IIpeAIaraeM pacipeienTh POCCUUCKYIO CTpa-
TEernYecKyIo KYJbTYPy Ha TPU HAIpPaBJIEHUdA, KOTOPble 0epyT CBOe HAUAJIO B MCTOPUYE-
CKUX, TeoTpadUUYECKUX U PEJIUTMO3HBIX NCTOKAaX MOCKOBCKOTO ITapcTBa.

ITepBoe HampaByieHue — 3TO AOKTpPUHA Tperhero Puma, KoTopas MOJIOMKIIIA HAUAJIO
POCCUIICKOMY UMIIEPCKOMY MECCHaHU3MY, clesaB KOH(MpPOoHTanuoo Mexay Poccueit u 3a-
maJjoM HEOT'heMJIEeMOI UepTOu cyIlecTBoBaHuA P®, a Tak/ke HOATOTOBUJIA TOUYBY IJIA
anHekcuu Kpeimy B 2014 roxy.

Bropoe HampaBieHHe — 3TO TaK HAa3LIBAEMOE «COOMpPAHIE 3eMejb», MPUHITUII KOTO-
poro chopMUPOBAJI CaKPAJbHOE 3HAUEHNE UM CTPATETMYECKON TUIyOWHBI M OMPEIEesIHI
HeM3MeHHOe cTpeMiieHre Poccuu K pacimupeHuio cOOGCTBEHHOU Teppuropuu. Kak pesysnb-
Ttar, pacmaz Coerckoro Coiosa u pacirupenue HATO Ha BOCTOK CUMTAeTCs POCCUAHAMU
ONHUMMU U3 CAMBIX TPAaTMUHBIX SIU30J0B POCCUUCKOM ucTOpmu KoHIA XX BeKa, KOTOPHIE B
JaJbHEeNIeM IpUBeJIN K POCTY KOH(MPOHTAIIMOHHON posu PD B MexkayHAPOLHOH cucTeMe.

TpeTbe — 3TO TPUHITUII «OCAYKIECHHON KPEIOCTU», KOTOPHIH eIle ¢ COBETCKUX BPEeMeH
AKTUBHO BBICTYIIA€T IIEMEHTUPYIOIINM BJIEMEHTOM POCCUMCKOTO OOIIleCTBA, IIOCKOJBKY
IPeAIoaraeT, YTo 3aJoToM Beanuud Poccuu MOKeT OBITH TOJIBKO CYIIIECTBOBAaHUE Y Hee
BParos.

KaroueBnie cioBa: crparermueckas KyJabTypa, JOKTpuHA Tperbero Puma, smepHoe
paBocJiaBUe, «PYCCKUII MUD», aHHeKcus Kpbima, pacimmuperue HATO.
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