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ABSTRACT

This paper aims to provide a comprehensive comparative analysis of Eurasianism
in Russia, Tiirkiye, and Kazakhstan. It delves into the historical, political, and
economic aspects of each country’s Eurasianist ideology, examining similarities
and differences between them. Through this analysis, the paper seeks to gain
a better understanding of the role that Eurasianism plays in each country’s
foreign policy and regional strategies. The paper also explores the impact of
Eurasianism on the relationships between Russia, Tiirkiye, and Kazakhstan, as
well as its implications for regional security and cooperation. The main argument
of'this paper is that while Russian, Turkish, and Kazakh Eurasianism share some
commonalities in their emphasis on the importance of the Eurasian region and
its unique cultural and historical identity, there are notable differences in the
way that this identity is understood and articulated, as well as differences in
geopolitical priorities and approaches to democracy and authoritarianism. It
provides a valuable contribution to the scholarly debate on Eurasianism and
serves as a useful resource for policymakers and analysts seeking to better
understand the geopolitical landscape of the Eurasian region.

Keywords: Eurasianism, Russian Eurasianism, Turkish Eurasianism, Kazakh
Eurasianism, Comparative Analysis.
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INTRODUCTION

In recent years, there has been much scholarly analysis of the concept of
Eurasianism and how it has manifested in various countries. Among the
countries that have received significant attention in academic studies are Russia,
Tirkiye, and Kazakhstan (Fuller, 2022; Khalid, 2022; Tuysuzoglu, 2023;
Vakhshiteh et al., 2022; Mangir, 2020). These three countries are particularly
interesting for comparative analysis due to their shared historical and cultural
ties as well as their distinct geopolitical contexts within the Eurasian region. The
concept of Eurasianism has evolved differently in each of the three countries.
In Russia, Eurasianism has been closely linked to the idea of a strong state and
a centralized government. Russian Eurasianists have advocated for the creation
of a new, non-Western civilization that would be led by Russia and would act
as a counterbalance to the West. They believe that Russia’s historical role as a
bulwark against Western imperialism makes it uniquely qualified to lead the
Eurasian region.

In Tiirkiye, Eurasianism has been closely linked to the idea of nationalism and
a rejection of Western influence. Turkish Eurasianists believe that Tiirkiye has
been too focused on its European aspirations and that it should instead look to
its cultural and historical ties to Central Asia and the Middle East. They believe
that Tirkiye should play a leading role in the development of a new Eurasian
civilization, but that this civilization should be based on shared cultural and
historical values rather than a centralized government.

In Kazakhstan, Eurasianism has been more focused on promoting a sense of
cultural and historical identity. Kazakh Eurasianists believe that Kazakhstan has
a unique cultural heritage that is distinct from both Russia and the West. They
believe that Kazakhstan should play a leading role in the development of a new
Eurasian civilization, but that this civilization should be based on shared cultural
values rather than a centralized government.

The objective of this study is to conduct a comprehensive comparative analysis
of the Eurasianist ideology in Russia, Tiirkiye, and Kazakhstan. It explores the
historical, political, and economic dimensions of the concept in each country
and compares similarities and differences between them. By doing so, the
research aims to enhance our understanding of the significance of Eurasianism
in shaping the foreign policy and regional strategies of these countries. The
research question guiding this study is: How do Russian, Turkish, and Kazakh
Eurasianism compare in terms of their historical, political, and economic
aspects, and how do they shape the domestic and foreign policies and regional
strategies of each country? Through this analysis, the paper seeks to gain a better
understanding of the role that Eurasianism plays in each country’s domestic and
foreign policies and its impact on regional security and cooperation.

The main argument of this paper is that while Russian, Turkish, and Kazakh
Eurasianism share some similarities in their emphasis on the importance of
the Eurasian region and its unique cultural and historical identity, there are
notable differences in the way that this identity is understood and articulated,
as well as differences in geopolitical priorities and approaches to domestic and
foreign policies. Furthermore, the challenges and opportunities associated with
the concept of Eurasianism reflect the competing interests and geopolitical
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ambitions of the various countries in the region, as well as the potential for
greater economic and political cooperation and integration.

Overall, this study seeks to provide a comprehensive analysis of Eurasianism in
the three countries, with the aim of contributing to the scholarly debate on the
topic and serving as a valuable resource for policymakers and analysts seeking
to better understand the geopolitical landscape of the Eurasian region.

METHODOLOGY

This paper uses a comparative analysis approach to examine the similarities
and differences between Russian, Turkish, and Kazakh Eurasianism. The data
for this analysis was collected from a variety of sources, including academic
articles, books and policy papers. The data collected was analysed using a
comparative analysis approach (Drobni¢, 2014). This involved examining the
similarities and differences between the three countries in their understanding
and articulation of Eurasianism, as well as their geopolitical priorities and
approaches to democracy and authoritarianism. The analysis also focused on the
challenges and opportunities associated with the concept of Eurasianism and its
implications for regional cooperation and integration.

The comparative analysis approach involved several steps:

Identification of key themes: The data was analysed for key themes related to
Eurasianism, including cultural and historical identity, geopolitical ambitions,
and economic cooperation.

Identification of similarities and differences: The data was then analysed for
similarities and differences between the three countries in their understanding
and articulation of Eurasianism, as well as their geopolitical priorities and
approaches to democracy and authoritarianism.

Synthesis of findings: The findings were synthesized to develop a comprehensive
understanding of the similarities and differences between Russian, Turkish, and
Kazakh Eurasianism.

Interpretation of results: The findings were interpreted to develop insights into
the challenges and opportunities associated with the concept of Eurasianism and
its implications for regional cooperation and integration.

THE ROOTS AND EVOLUTION OF EURASIANISM

Eurasianism is a quasi-political and intellectual movement that emerged in
the 1920s as a reaction to the Communist Revolution of 1917, the collapse of
the Russian Empire, and the postwar crisis in Europe and was advanced by
Russian intellectuals who had fled the country after the Communist Revolution
of 1917 (Bassin et al., 2015; Meyer, 2009; Vinkovetsky, 2000). The movement
posits that Russia does not belong in the ‘European’ or ‘Asian’ categories but
instead to the geopolitical concept of Eurasia governed by the ‘Russian world’
(Shlapentokh, 1997). Eurasianists believe that Russian civilization forms a
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unique entity defined by the historical, anthropological, linguistic, ethnographic,
economic, and political interactions of the various genetically unrelated peoples
who once constituted the Russian Empire. They developed a doctrine that seeks
new sources of legitimacy for Russian imperial space and a new role for non-
European peoples in the modern world (Tchantouridze and Schlacks, 2001).

The roots of Eurasianism can be traced back to the psychological and political
roots of Eurasianist thought in German environmentalism and the disillusionment
with the perceived rationalism and artifice of western culture, which turned from
brooding to toxic with the advance of German aggression in World War 1. M.
I. Rostovtzeft’s work on northern Black Sea archaeology in the intellectual and
political context of pre-Revolutionary Russia offered possibilities for Russian
self-identification and historiography, Eurasianist in particular (Meyer, 2009).
Eurasianism was never attracted to violence and war as a way to regenerate
humanity. However, through its evolution, Eurasianism has become closer and
closer to the Soviet brand of Marxism, blending Marxism with nationalism,
and becoming one of the precursors to the present-day ideology of post-Soviet
Russia (Shlapentokh, 1997).

Eurasianism has expanded beyond Russia and has become a catch-all vision for
the country (Mostafa, 2013). In Tiirkiye, non-Russian Eurasianism emerged in
the 1930s as a response to the country’s geopolitical position between Europe
and Asia. Turkish Eurasianists, such as Ziya Gokalp and Nihal Atsiz, argued
that Tiirkiye was a ‘Turkish-Islamic synthesis’ that was distinct from both
Europe and the Middle East. Turkish Eurasianists rejected the Westernization
of Turkish society and advocated for a return to traditional Turkish values
and culture (Akturk, 2015). The evolution of Eurasianism in post-Cold War
Tirkiye in the 1990s and 2000s has been the subject of various studies. The
emergence and evolution of Eurasia as a geopolitical concept in Tiirkiye during
this period has been analysed, with a focus on Turkish political, academic, and
intellectual circles’ redefinition of their geopolitical outlook towards Russia
and the Turkic republics of Central Asia and Caucasus (Ersen, 2013). The
development of relations with Russia and China in parallel with the tension in
relations with Western actors has given rise to debates about a Eurasianist axis
shift in Turkish foreign policy. The Eurasianist discourse has been kept at the
forefront due to the fact that the links established with Russia and China do not
depend on conditional cooperation and criticism from the West on the basis of
authoritarianism (Tuysuzoglu, 2023).

In Kazakhstan, Eurasianism emerged in the post-Soviet era as a response to the
country’s geopolitical position between Russia and China. Kazakh Eurasianists,
such as Olzhas Suleimenov argued that Kazakhstan was a unique blend of Turkic,
Mongol, and Slavic cultures that should be preserved and promoted (Ram,
2001). Kazakh Eurasianists rejected both Westernization and Russification
and advocated for a return to traditional Kazakh values and culture (Mostafa,
2013). The form of Eurasianism developed in Kazakhstan is different from
other versions of Eurasianism, with Nazarbayev attaching a spatial dimension
to his idea of Eurasia (Anceschi, 2020). Former President Nursultan Nazarbayev
introduced and developed his own vision, policies, perceptions, and values of
Eurasianism, which he saw as a way to promote Kazakhstan’s interests in the
region (Nyssanbayev and Dunaev, 2010).
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While Russian, Turkish, and Kazakh Eurasianism share some commonalities,
such as a rejection of Westernization and a belief in the importance of traditional
culture, their historical and ideological roots differ significantly. These
differences have important implications for the core tenets of Eurasianism in
each country, as I will explore in the next section.

COMPARISON OF CORE TENETS OF RUSSIAN, TURKISH, AND
KAZAKH EURASIANISM

Russian Eurasianism: Civilization and Geopolitics

The philosophy of Russian Eurasianism is a complex doctrine that emphasizes
the uniqueness of Russia’s civilization and its role as a bridge between Europe
and Asia. The founding fathers of Russian Eurasianism argued that Russia was
a distinct civilization that bridged Europe and Asia and that its destiny lay in
forging closer ties with the peoples of the East. Russian Eurasianists rejected
the Westernization of Russian society and advocated for a return to traditional
Russian values and culture (Laruelle, 2008: 31-33). They emphasized the
significance of the Eurasian landmass as the center of the world. As Russia is
located at its heart, they argued that it has the inherent power and authority to
control and assume a leading role in Eurasia. One of their key arguments was
that Russia is not strictly European or Asian, but rather a unique Eurasian entity,
and as such, it should strive to defend, maintain and advance its distinctive
identity (Mostafa, 2013: 161).

One of the most prominent Eurasianist thinkers was Nikolai Trubetskoy, who
argued that Russia was a distinct civilization with its own cultural and linguistic
traditions. Trubetskoy argued that Russia was not part of Europe but was instead
a Eurasian civilization that shared cultural and historical links with Central Asia,
the Caucasus, and the Middle East (Smirnov, 2020).

Another important Eurasianist thinker was Lev Gumilev, who argued that Russia
was a ‘super-ethnos’ that was distinct from other ethnic groups in the world. He
believed that Russia had a special destiny and that it was the responsibility of the
Russian people to fulfill this destiny (Shlapentokh, 2012). Unlike Trubetskoy,
however, Gumilev was a Soviet historian, ethnologist, anthropologist,
and translator who had a reputation for his highly unorthodox theories of
ethnogenesis and historiosophy. He supported the national movements of Tatars,
Kazakhs, and other Turkic peoples, and his theories have become the standard
for a generation of hardliners in Russia who see in his books the template for
a synthesis of nationalism and internationalism that could form the founding
idea of a new Eurasia (Rossman, 2002). Gumilev’s theories on passionarity and
the role of the environment in shaping the development of cultures have been
influential in the development of Russian nationalism (Clover, 2016).

Aleksandr Dugin, who is often credited with reviving and updating the
ideology for the modern era, is another significant figure in the development of
Eurasianist thought. Dugin’s version of neo-Eurasianism represents a nostalgia
for Russian strength and the belief that Eurasia should play a critical role at the
center of a new multipolar world (Barbashin and Thoburn, 2014). At the heart
of Dugin’s neo-Eurasianism is the idea of the “Fourth Political Theory,” which
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posits a new paradigm beyond the three dominant political ideologies of the
modern era: liberalism, communism, and fascism (Semonsen, 2023). Dugin’s
theory emphasizes the importance of traditionalism, communitarianism, and the
rejection of individualism in favor of a collective ethos. He is an impressive
aggregator of radical Right ideologies, bringing together doctrines from diverse
origins such as volkisch occultism, Traditionalism, Conservative Revolution,
European New Right, Eurasianism, and the like (Laruelle, 2019; Kalinin, 2019).
Dugin conceives of Eurasia as being much larger than his predecessors ever did,
stretching from the Great Wall of China in the east to the Atlantic Ocean in the
west (Shekhovtsov, 2009).

While classical Eurasianism and neo-Eurasianism share a common emphasis on
the distinctiveness of the Eurasian cultural and geopolitical space, they differ in
their attitudes towards the West and the role of traditionalism in society. Both
have been influential in shaping Russian nationalist thought and continue to be
a source of debate and controversy in contemporary Russia.

Turkish Eurasianism: Ideology and Geopolitics

Turkish Eurasianism is a relative latecomer when compared with Russian
Eurasianism, and it lacks the theoretical and ideological depth and sophistication
one sees in its Russian counterpart (Kiniklioglu, 2022). The Eurasianist ideology
in Tirkiye can be identified as a Turkish version of Ba’athism, espousing an anti-
Western approach in foreign policy and ultranationalist sentiment in domestic
politics (Colakoglu, 2019). Turkish Eurasianism calls for a cultural, military,
political, and commercial alliance with Tiirkiye’s eastern neighbors, notably
Russia, Iran, the Turkic countries of Central Asia, and even Pakistan, and India
(Yanik, 2019).

One of the main proponents of Eurasianism in Tiirkiye was Ahmet Davutoglu, a
former Foreign Minister, and Prime Minister. He has argued that Tiirkiye should
pursue a “zero problems with neighbors” policy, which involves developing
close relations with all its neighbors, including Russia and Iran (Davutoglu,
2001). This policy has been reflected in Tiirkiye’s increasing cooperation with
Russia, particularly in the areas of energy and defense (Ersen, 2022).

Another aspect of Eurasianism that has influenced Turkish foreign policy is the
idea of a multipolar world order. Supporters of Eurasianism argue that the current
world order, dominated by the United States and its allies, is unsustainable and
that a more balanced distribution of power is necessary. Tiirkiye has sought to
position itself as a regional power in the Middle East and has developed closer
ties with countries such as Iran and Qatar, which share its opposition to US
hegemony in the region (Tuysuzoglu, 2014).

However, it is important to note that while Eurasianism has had some influence
on Turkish foreign policy, it is not the only factor shaping Tiirkiye’s relations
with other countries. Tiirkiye has historically had close ties with the West,
particularly the United States and Europe, and these relationships continue
to be important for the country’s economic and strategic interests. Moreover,
Tiirkiye’s relations with Russia have been complicated by a number of factors,
including the conflict in Syria and the situation in Ukraine (Cheterian, 2023).
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Kazakh Eurasianism: History and Geopolitics

The type of Eurasianism that emerged in Kazakhstan is distinct from those that
arose in Russia and Tiirkiye in terms of internal and external dynamics. For
this reason, Kazakh Eurasianism served as an official channel in Kazakhstan’s
foreign policy, especially in the period of Nursultan Nazarbayev (Putz, 2020).
Kazakh Eurasianism advocates for a unique identity and geopolitical orientation
for Kazakhstan, rooted in its history, culture, and geography. Kazakhstan’s
Eurasian identity is a complex construct that is shaped by a combination of
historical, cultural, and geopolitical factors (Laruelle, 2014). These factors
have contributed to the development of a unique identity that draws on both
European and Asian traditions and positions Kazakhstan as a bridge between
East and West. This hybrid identity has significant implications for the country’s
foreign policy, enabling it to balance its relations with both Russia and the West
and to play a constructive role in regional diplomacy and economic integration
(Nyssanbayev and Dunaev, 2010).

The Soviet period was a critical period in shaping Kazakhstan’s national identity.
Scholars had argued that the Soviet legacy imposed a common Soviet identity on
the country’s diverse population, which helped to create a sense of national unity.
However, with the collapse of the Soviet Union, Kazakhstan had to redefine its
national identity and create a new sense of belonging that would unite its diverse
population (Ahmad et al., 2022). Kazakhstan’s unique location at the crossroads
of Europe and Asia has also played a significant role in shaping its identity. This
hybrid identity has enabled Kazakhstan to navigate between competing cultural
and political influences and position itself as a bridge between Europe and Asia
(Anceschi, 2014).

Kazakh Eurasianism emphasizes the cultural and historical ties between
Kazakhstan and other Eurasian nations, particularly Russia. Proponents of this
movement view Kazakhstan as a bridge between Europe and Asia, and they seek
to strengthen cultural and economic ties between Kazakhstan and its neighbors
in the region (Nurgaliyeva, 2016). They believe that by promoting Eurasian
integration, Kazakhstan can become a major player on the global stage. Kazakh
Eurasianism stresses the importance of preserving and promoting the Kazakh
language, culture, and traditions. This movement believes that Kazakhstan
should celebrate its unique cultural heritage and resist the pressures of cultural
homogenization that come with globalization. By preserving its cultural identity,
Kazakhstan can assert its independence and promote greater understanding and
cooperation between different nations and peoples (Kudaibergenova, 2016).

POLITICAL IMPLICATIONS OF EURASIANIST THOUGHT

The comparative analysis of Russian, Turkish, and Kazakh Eurasianism has
important implications for domestic and foreign policies in each country. The
diverse conceptualizations of Eurasianism and the competing interests and
ambitions of the various countries in the region have significant implications
for regional cooperation and integration, as well as for relations with external
actors.
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Firstly, the analysis highlights the importance of understanding the different
approaches to democracy and authoritarianism among the three countries. While
all three countries prioritize state power and control, Russia and Kazakhstan
have exhibited more authoritarian tendencies, while Tiirkiye has maintained a
more democratic system of governance. This has implications for foreign policy
in the region, as countries that prioritize democracy may be more likely to align
with liberal democracies in the West, while those with authoritarian tendencies
may be more aligned with other authoritarian regimes.

Secondly, the analysis underscores the importance of economic cooperation and
integration in the region. All three countries recognize the potential economic
benefits of greater regional cooperation and integration, particularly in the areas
of energy, trade, and transport infrastructure. However, the differing geopolitical
priorities of the countries may pose challenges to achieving greater economic
integration. For example, Russia’s efforts to establish the Eurasian Economic
Union met resistance from other countries in the region, particularly Kazakhstan,
which concerns Russian dominance. Similarly, Tiirkiye’s focus on establishing
closer economic ties with Europe may limit its willingness to engage in greater
economic integration with other Eurasian countries.

Thirdly, the analysis highlights the potential for regional cooperation and
integration to counterbalance the influence of external actors, particularly the
United States and China. The Eurasian region is strategically important due
to its location between Europe and Asia, and as a result, external actors have
long sought to exert influence in the region. Russia, Tiirkiye, and Kazakhstan
have all sought to balance the influence of external actors by promoting greater
regional cooperation and integration. For example, Russia’s Eurasian Economic
Union is seen as a way to counterbalance the influence of the European Union
(Vinokurov, 2014), while Tiirkiye’s Eurasianist policies are seen as a way to
counterbalance the influence of the United States and NATO (Goren, 2018).

Finally, the analysis has implications for the role of multilateral institutions in
the Eurasian region. While all three countries have expressed support for greater
regional cooperation and integration, they differ in their views on the role of
multilateral institutions such as the Eurasian Economic Union, the Shanghai
Cooperation Organization, and the Collective Security Treaty Organization.
Russia has been the most active in promoting the role of multilateral institutions,
while Kazakhstan has been more cautious, and Tiirkiye has largely sought to
engage in bilateral agreements (Balta, 2019). This has implications for the
future of regional cooperation and integration, as countries may differ in their
willingness to cede sovereignty to multilateral institutions.

Overall, the analysis of Russian, Turkish, and Kazakh Eurasianism has significant
implications for foreign policy in the Eurasian region. Policymakers and
analysts must take into account the diverse conceptualizations of Eurasianism
and the competing interests and ambitions of the various countries in the region
when developing policies that promote regional cooperation and integration.
This may involve a greater focus on economic cooperation and integration,
a more nuanced understanding of the different approaches to democracy and
authoritarianism, and a recognition of the potential for regional cooperation and
integration to counterbalance the influence of external actors.

14

Eurasian
Research
Journal
Spring 2023
Vol. 5, No. 2.



Eurasian
Research
Journal
Spring 2023
Vol. 5, No. 2.

COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS OF RUSSIAN, TURKISH AND KAZAKH EURASIANISM

CONCLUSION

In conclusion, the concept of Eurasianism has been prevalent in Russia,
Kazakhstan, and Tiirkiye for several decades. While each country has its
own unique interpretation of Eurasianism, they all share a common goal of
establishing a distinct Eurasian identity separate from Western influence.
Through comparative analysis methods, we can see how each country’s historical
experiences have shaped its understanding of Eurasianism. However, it remains
to be seen whether the concept of Eurasianism will continue to be relevant in the
21st century, as globalization and the rise of China are changing the geopolitical
landscape of Eurasia.

The literature review has demonstrated the historical and philosophical
foundations of Eurasianism, tracing its evolution from a cultural and intellectual
movement in the early 20th century to its contemporary geopolitical significance
in the Eurasian region. The review has highlighted the importance of the concept
of ‘Eurasia’ as a framework for understanding the geopolitical ambitions of
Russia, Tiirkiye, and Kazakhstan, as well as the challenges and opportunities
associated with the concept.

The article has explored the ways in which Russian, Turkish, and Kazakh
Eurasianism differ in their conceptualization and implementation of Eurasianism.
Specifically, it has examined the different approaches taken by these countries in
relation to the role of the state, the place of democracy and authoritarianism, and
their geopolitical priorities. The analysis has shown that while all three countries
share a commitment to the idea of a unique Eurasian identity, they differ in their
emphasis on state power, their approach to democracy and authoritarianism, and
their geopolitical priorities.

15



COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS OF RUSSIAN, TURKISH AND KAZAKH EURASIANISM

REFERENCES

Eurasian
Research

Ahmad, Vakhshiteh, Marina V. Lapenko and Aisha Mukasheva (2022). “Genezis oun %
yevraziyskoy idei i yevraziyskoy praktiki v Respublike Kazakhstan” (The Gen- " "**
esis of the Eurasian Idea and Eurasian Practice in the Republic of Kazakhstan).

Vestnik Rossiyskogo universiteta druzhby narodov, 22(1): 60-76.

Akturk, Sener (2015). “The fourth style of politics: Eurasianism as a pro-Rus-
sian rethinking of Turkey’s geopolitical identity”. Turkish Studies, 16(1): 54-79.

Anceschi, Luca (2014). “Regime-building, identity-making and foreign poli-
cy: Neo-Eurasianist rhetoric in post-Soviet Kazakhstan”. Nationalities Papers,
42(5): 733-749. Doi: 10.1080/00905992.2014.928276.

Anceschi, Luca (2020). Analysing Kazakhstan's Foreign Policy: Regime
Neo-Eurasianism in the Nazarbaev Era. Routledge.

Balta, Evren (2019). “From geopolitical competition to strategic partnership:
Turkey and Russia after the cold war”. Uluslararas: iliskiler Dergisi, 16(63):
69-86.

Barbashin, Anton and Hannah Thoburn (2014). “Putin’s Brain”. Foreign Affairs,
March 31, 2014.

Bassin, Mark, Sergey Glebov and Marlene Laruelle (2015). Between Europe
and Asia: The Origins, Theories, and Legacies of Russian Eurasianism. Univer-
sity of Pittsburgh Press.

Cheterian, Vicken (2023). “Friend and foe: Russia—Turkey relations be-
fore and after the war in Ukraine”. Small Wars & Insurgencies: 1-24. Doi:
10.1080/09592318.2023.2185443.

Clover, Charles (2016). “Lev Gumilev: Passion, Putin and power”. The Finan-
cial Times. March 11, 2016.

Colakoglu, Selcuk (2019). The rise of Eurasianism in Turkish foreign policy:
Can Turkey change its pro-Western orientation? Middle East Institute: Wash-
ington.

Davutoglu, Ahmet (2001). Stratejik Derinlik. Istanbul: Kure Yayinlari.

Drobni¢, Sonja (2014). “Comparative analysis”. In Encyclopedia of Quality of
Life and Well-Being Research, (Ed.) Alex C. Michalos, 1125-1127. Dordrecht:
Springer Netherlands.

Ersen, Emre (2013). “The evolution of ‘Eurasia’ as a geopoliti-
cal concept in Post-Cold war Turkey”. Geopolitics, 18(1): 24-44. Doi:
10.1080/14650045.2012.665106.

Ersen, Emre (2022). “Turkey and the Eurasian integration: Ideology or pragma-
tism?” Vestnik RUDN. International Relations, 22(1): 111-125.

Fuller, Steve (2022). “Eurasianism as the deep history of Russia’s dis-
content”. Educational Philosophy and Theory, 54(7): 863-866. Doi:
10.1080/00131857.2022.2054330.

16



Eurasian
Research
Journal
Spring 2023
Vol. 5, No. 2.

COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS OF RUSSIAN, TURKISH AND KAZAKH EURASIANISM

Goren, Nilsu (2018). The NATO/US-Turkey-Russia strategic triangle: challeng-
es ahead.

Kalinin, Kirill (2019). “Neo-Eurasianism and the Russian elite: The irrelevance
of Aleksandr Dugin’s geopolitics”. Post-Soviet Affairs, 35(5-6): 461-470.

Khalid, Amna (2022). “Russia’s foothold in Asia: Understanding Eurasianism
in Russian post-Soviet discourse”. MJIR| Malaysian Journal of International
Relations, 10(1): 1-21.

Kiniklioglu, Suat (2022). Eurasianism in Turkey. SWP Research Paper. Berlin:
Stiftung Wissenschaft und Politik-SWP- Deutsches Institut fiir Internationale
Politik und Sicherheit. Doi: 10.18449/2022RP07.

Kudaibergenova, Diana T. (2016). “Eurasian Economic Union integration in
Kazakhstan and Kyrgyzstan”. European Politics and Society, 17(1): 97-112.

Laruelle, Marlene (2008). Russian Eurasianism: An Ideology of Empire An Ide-
ology of Empire. Woodrow Wilson Center Press, Washington, DC The John
Hopkins University Press, Baltimore. Baltimore: The Johns Hopkins University
Press.

Laruelle, Marlene (2014). The three discursive paradigms of state identity in
Kazakhstan. Nationalism and identity construction in Central Asia: Dimen-
sions, dynamics, and directions: 1-20.

Laruelle, Marlene (2019). Alexander Dugin and Eurasianism. In Mark Sedg-
wick (Ed.), Key Thinkers of the Radical Right: Behind the New Threat to Liberal
Democracy. New York: Oxford University Press.

Mangir, Demet Sefika (2020). “Cografi ve Jeopolitik Eksende Neo-Avrasya-
cilik” (Neo-Eurasianism on the Axis of Geography and Geopolitics). Selcuk
Universitesi Sosyal Bilimler Enstitiisii Dergisi, No. 43: 193-208.

Meyer, Caspar (2009). “Rostovtzeff and the classical origins of Eurasianism”.
Anabases: Traditions et réceptions de |’Antiquité, No. 9: 185-197.

Mostafa, Golam (2013). “The concept of ‘Eurasia’: Kazakhstan’s Eurasian
policy and its implications”. Journal of Eurasian Studies, 4(2): 160-170. Doi:
10.1016/j.euras.2013.03.006.

Nurgaliyeva, Lyailya (2016). “Kazakhstan’s economic soft balancing policy
vis-a-vis Russia: From the Eurasian Union to the economic cooperation with
Turkey”. Journal of Eurasian Studies, 7(1): 92-105.

Nyssanbayev, Abdimalik and Vladimir Dunaev (2010). Evraziyskaya Doctrina
Nursultana Nazarbaeva (Eurasian Doctrine of the Nursultan Nazarbayev). Al-
maty: Institute of Philosophy and Political Studies at the Ministry of Education
and Science of the Republic of Kazakhstan.

Putz, Catherine (2020). Luca Anceschi on Kazakhstan’s ‘Neo-Eurasianism’.
The Diplomat. Retrieved from https://thediplomat.com/2020/04/luca-ances-
chi-on-kazakhstans-neo-eurasianism. Accessed: 12.02.2023.

17



COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS OF RUSSIAN, TURKISH AND KAZAKH EURASIANISM

Ram, Harsha (2001). Imagining Eurasia: The poetics and ideology of Olzhas
Suleimenov’s AZ i IA. Slavic Review, 60(2): 289-311.

Rossman, Vadim (2002). “Lev Gumilev, Eurasianism and Khazaria”. East Euro-
pean Jewish Affairs, 32(1): 30-51. Doi: 10.1080/13501670208577962.

Shekhovtsov, Anton (2009). “Aleksandr Dugin’s Neo-Eurasianism: The new
right a la Russe 1”. Religion Compass, 3(4): 697-716.

Semonsen, Robert (2023). Did Aleksandr Dugin’s Neo-Eurasianism Inspire
Russia’s War in Ukraine?, The European Conservative. Retrieved from https://
europeanconservative.com/articles/commentary/did-dugins-neo-eurasianism-
inspire-russias-war-in-ukraine/. Accessed: 11.05.2023.

Shlapentokh, Dmitry V. (1997). “Eurasianism: Past and present”. Communist
and Post-Communist Studies, 30(2): 129-151.

Shlapentokh, Dmitry (2012). “Lev Gumilev: The ideologist of the So-
viet Empire”. History of European Ideas, 38(3): 483-492. Doi:
10.1080/01916599.2012.681525.

Smirnov, Andrey V. (2020). “Classical Eurasianism as a post-Revolution-
ary Philosophy”.  Russian Studies in Philosophy, 58(6): 522-534. Doi:
10.1080/10611967.2020.1868263.

Tchantouridze, Lasha and Charles Schlacks (2001). “Eurasianism: In Search of
Russia’s Political Identity: A Review Essay”. Review of Exodus to the East:
Forebodings and Events: An Affirmation of the Eurasians, Pétr Savitskii, Ilya
Vinkovetsky, Catherine Boyle, Kenneth Brostrom, Charles Schlacks Jr., Nicho-
las V. Riasanovsky. Perspectives, No. 16: 69-80.

Tuysuzoglu, Gokturk (2014). “Strategic depth: A Neo-Ottomanist interpretation
of Turkish Eurasianism”. Mediterranean Quarterly, 25(2): 85-104.

Tuysuzoglu, Gokturk (2023). The Eurasianist transformation of Turkish foreign
policy after the coup attempt: An evaluation in the context of the SCO. Asian
Journal of Middle Eastern and Islamic Studies, 17(1): 83-105.

Vakhshiteh, Ahmad, Marina V. Lapenko and Aisha Mukasheva (2022). “Gene-
sis of the Eurasian idea and Eurasian practice in the Republic of Kazakhstan”.
Vestnik RUDN. International Relations, 22(1): 60-76.

Vinkovetsky, Ilya (2000). “Classical Eurasianism and its legacy”. Canadi-
an-American Slavic Studies, 34(2): 125-139.

Vinokurov, Evgeny (2014). Mega deal between the European Union and the
Eurasian Economic Union. Russia in Global Affairs, No. 4: 1-7.

Yanik, Lerna K. (2019). “Debating Eurasia political travels of a geographical
concept in Turkey”. Uluslararasi iliskiler / International Relations, 16(63): 33-
50.

18

Eurasian
Research
Journal
Spring 2023
Vol. 5, No. 2.



