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INNER GEOPOLITICS AND ITS MEANING FOR QUEST OF
OPTIMAL SPATIAL-POLITICAL STRUCTURE OF RUSSIA
—SELECTED ASPECTS

Robert ISTOK!

Abstract: The internal aspect of geopolitics having an important influence on state was,
in geopolitical thinking, marginalised in recent years. Referring to state, regional and
local dimension of geopolitical thinking it is advisable to use the term of inner geopolitics.
Nowadays, the meaning of inner geopolitics in considerations about future of Russia is
being emphasised. The article reflects these tendencies.
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INTRODUCTION

Currently, the term of geopolitics is very often used in many modifications and in
a wide semantic scope. Despite it, the meaning of geopolitical thinking for political
practice has not yet been sufficiently appreciated. It is due to its problematic development
and insufficient elaboration of theoretical base of geopolitics. The typical reflection is
a discussion on system of scientific thinking and the place of geopolitics in it. Geopolitics
is then characterised as a science, theory, conception, doctrine, stream of thinking etc.

Regarding to state, the geopolitics is understood as a study of state and its position in
international space, a doctrine of its foreign policy and its realisation. M. I. Glassner (1996)
considers geopolitics as an application of geographical information and geographical
perspective in the process of formulating and realising the foreign politics of states. In
his view, the geopolitics is connected with the process of division of world space amidst
various geopolitical subjects emphasising the international dimension. The internal aspect
of geopolitics having an important influence on state as a subject of international relations
was, in geopolitical thinking, marginalised in recent years.

In geopolitical thinking (similarly in political geography) it is possible to distinguish four
spatial scales — global geopolitics (actors being significant international organisations and
global powers seeking to solve global problems, peace, power hegemony), macroregional
(suprastate) geopolitics (the chief actors being regional international organisations,
regional international organisations, regional powers and big religious communities), state
geopolitics (the actors being national states, it deals with the problems of separatism,
regionalism and the like). The regional and local (substate) geopolitics the actors of which
are regions within states, minorities, cities and communities seeks to solve the problems
of international transport sovereignty, democratic proportion on power in state, subsidiary.
Referring to state, but mainly to regional and local dimension of geopolitical thinking it is
advisable to use the term of inner geopolitics.
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THEORETICAL ASPECTS OF INNER GEOPOLITICS

The significance increase of regions and localities is bound to decentralisation of
competencies from the state organs to regions and local governments. It is reflected in
higher interest in geopolitical analyses of inner state actors in regional and local scale. State
as the most significant international geopolitical actor has to cater for the spatial-political
functioning, with the aim to achieve the highest possible degree of inner stability.

In this context the geographical approach is inseparable. Political geography acts an
important information source because it explores spatial conditioning of political processes
inside the state. It also influences geopolitical thinking which strives to give the complex
view on as a spatial-political structure. The structure consisting of regions and localities of
various hierarchical degrees should undergo the in-depth analyses.

States usually constitute the national interests, distinctly influenced by geopolitical
factors. Geopolitics in its ,,classical® form is distinctly connected with realisation of
geopolitical goal of particular subject (state) in practice. It answers the questions what is
necessary to do to fulfil the goal.

Development of inner geopolitics is the reflection of effort to exploit the knowledge
of patterns on how the globalised world is working and how the role of state is changing.
In new global situation particular inner state regions and localities play increasingly
important role. Geopolitical activities are of new forms, new subjects are being initiated
and more and more people are dragged in. The process is reflected in an array of conflicts,
in power-political rivalry, and the fight for various political or cultural values. This process
exists from the global to local scales.

The new approach to geopolitics emphasising the inner spatial-political state structure
has developed in France, the USA, the UK, the states of Latin America in recent years. The
spatial scale of geopolitical thinking was given name ,,inner geopolitics (la géopolitique
interne, vnutreyaya geopolitika). It was aturning point in geopolitical thinking and
might be considered as broadening the horizons for its further development. We can talk
about ,,deglobalisation‘ of geopolitics, creating new opportunities to use the geopolitical
approach in substate scale.

Inner geopolitics is understood as a part of innovative geopolitical school named new
geopolitics. Contrary to ,.classical® geopolitics aimed at natural environment factors, it
considers human factors dominant (demographical, economic, sociological). It works
with all from local to global hierarchical degrees. As written by O. Tuathial (1996) the
understanding of spatialisation in terms of spatial organisation has spread from global
scale to substate scale in geopolitical thinking.

Inner geopolitics can be viewed as an applied direction of geopolitical thinking. it is
meant as power-political analysis useful for understanding the relations of regions within
and in relation to state. A wide understanding of inner geopolitics enables to compose
wide spectrum of geopolitical analyses on condition of considering the inner state spatial
dimensions. Inner geopolitics includes following problems:

- constituting and working of spatial-political state organisation (comprising politi-
cal division, territorial-administrative division, electoral districts and the like),

- spatial distribution of political powers inside the state,
- regional planning and regional politics,
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- interregional relations (centre - periphery)

- role of minorities

Geopolitical analyses connected with states are inevitable to consider their inner
stability. It is necessary that antagonistic powers undergo the process of geopolitical
analysis bound to goals of particular political powers. There might be either centripetal
tendencies (aiming to unify and reinforce the state) or centrifugal tendencies (eroding the
unity). The analysis may include wide spectrum of approaches to this issue. The influence
of outer geopolitical factors on state stability taken from classical geopolitics cannot be
left out.

Inner geopolitics has been primarily developed in France. Systematic development
is currently connected to works of French geographer Y. Lacoste. He stemmed from the
traditions of French geopolitical thinking of A. Siegfried researching the successfulness of
ideas of political parties and movements in context of regional structure of France. Inner
geopolitics is reflected in many works analysing territorial-administrative units of France
(from regions, departements to cities). In them, geopolitics is understood and connected
with a wide range of spheres, segments and activities, manifesting all human and social
activities (Tomes 2000).

INTERNAL GEOPOLITICS OF RUSSIA IN CONTEXT OF GEOPOLTICAL

SITUATION AFTER 1991

Nowadays, the meaning of inner geopolitics in intellectual considerations about future
of Russia is being emphasised. Many Russian thinkers focus on the fact that geopolitical
analysis of current (and future) situation of state is characterised for inner geopolitics.
Territorial dimensions of state as well as a transformation of geopolitical thinking after
the year 1991 have accented the meaning of geopolitical analyses. The goal is to assess
the current situation and quest of alternatives to achieve the inner stability of Russia as
a primary condition for return of great power. As written by M. Galeotti (1998), Russia
had to first cope with itself and its geopolitical position. This position was, at the end of
the 20th century, considerably weakened.

The balance of geopolitical loss of Russia after the USSR break-up was a warning
(Bejdina 2006). Russia viewed it as a loss of more than five millions km sq. of ,,its*“
territory. Russia lost important access to not freezing seas in the Baltic and Black seas.
The whole territory was drifting northwards and eastwards. Their new neighbours were
politically and economically weaker, not very vital states considered as ,,near abroad®,
belonging to interest sphere of Russia, but at the same time threatening Russia’s stability.

Dynamic development of geopolitical thinking in Russia is understood as a natural
phenomenon. After the break-up of the USSR it is necessary to return self-confidence
and hope to frustrated Russian society and the position of Russian state stemming from
historical traditions, army forces, natural and human resources, and territorial expansion.
In this context it may be stressed that the pride on territory is one of the main parts of
Russian pride and one of the last motivations (Besancon 2001).

Geopolitical thinking, enabling to formulate wide scope of conclusions has become one
of appropriate tools to reinforce the Russian self-confidence. The intriguing is a conception
of ,the island of Russia“ formulated by V. L. Cymburskij. In his view, it is necessary to
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concentrate the attention of Russian intelligence to own, inner problems in philosophical
context addressing Russia as a self-sufficient ,,third Rome*. Geopolitics emanating from
this thesis is called ,,island*, however, it should not mean to close and isolate itself.

In this context, many Russian authors are seeking inspirations for giving reasons for
global irreplaceability of large Russian state in ,,classical geopolitics*. The emphasised
are global geopolitical position of Russia as Heartland, geographical axis of history,
coming from the intellectual heritage of H. Mackinder (f. ex. Iljin 2001). The necessity of
Russian state unity is interpreted as a condition of Euroasia stability preservation, and as
H. Mackinder adds — the world island and the whole world as well. As written by Krivov
and J. Krupnov (2006), in Russian geopolitical thinking the inner geopolitics must be
dominant. Practical task of outer geopolitics in Russia will be to secure the support of
world community for Russian inner geopolitics in order to stabilise the world system.

Geopolitical analysis of Russia has to stem from many specific premises. The stressed
are characteristic traits of Russian state being:

1. Centralised and state-governed economy that should have secured colossal army
forces.

2. Strict authoritative, totalitarian political system, connected with mesianistic ideol-
ogy which was in charge of managing such economy with support of enormous
army forces.

3. Building an empire, large territorial and political expansion. The enlargement gave

rise to new vulnerable spots, what stimulated further expansion.

4. Incessant confrontation with outer world as a result of previous characteristics,

which excused Russian’s political system and all its specifications (Michaljov
1999).

After 1991, the inner geopolitics of Russia sought to emphasise the factors unifying
Russia, exploiting geography, history, the combination of both. The analysis of mosaic
character of Russian country refers to establishment of many ,local“ or ,regional
statehoods in the period of the Middle Ages. After liberation from Tatar rule the natural
process of ,,collecting* of Russian countries had been carried out. This process had not
been stopped on boundaries of Russian settlements, but logically continued northwards
and eastwards. The Russian colonisation created the regions of ,,free and enterprising
people®, whereas the enlargement westwards and southwards meant spatial connection to
new European or old Asian (Near East) history (Iljin 2001).

The break-up of the USSR as a last form of Russian empire was a step back. In relation
to current Russia, it is necessary to highlight that the process of territory disintegration
was conducted not only at the level of federative republics but also at the level of subjects
of Russian federation. Both processes were interwoven and influencing mutually on the
territory of the USSR (Kotyk 1998). Russia was, therefore, much more endangered than
the rest of former federative republics.

One of the reasons of this phenomenon is in terms of inner geopolitics the ignorance
of natural geopolitical division of Russia after the victory of Bolsheviks. It regarded with
delimitation of new quasi-autonomous administrative-territorial units, leaning o ethnical
structure of the country. Such deformations started to manifest their destructive potenctial
during the USSR crisis. The contradictions have preserved up to the present as subjects of
the Russian federation.
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It is without doubt that after the decay of the USSR, Russia found itself in dangerous
situation, with possible second break-up. The relations between Moscow and some
regions (Tatarstan, Baskhortostan, Chechnya) got complicated, even explosive. The effort
to achieve certain rate of independence on centre hit all Russian regions, but with different
intensity.

The centre sought to solve the danger of disintegration by formulating the Federal
agreement signed by all regions on 31st March, 1992. Passing the Constitution on 12th
December, 1993 had become a completion of legislative processes. Federal agreement as
well as constitution had stabilised asymmetric character of federation fostered by regional
state structure.

Individual regions are distinctly specific and heterogeneous in terms of inner
development, population structure as well as the situation of transformation processes
development. In this view, Russia is a very unique state unit (Kotyk 1998). Asymmetry
of Russian federal model caused considerable inner problems resulted in unsuccessful
attempts of some Russian federal subjects (regions) to gain the status of republic (the
Sverdlovsk area aimed to entrench as Urals federal district).

Nowadays, Russia is administratively divided into 21 republics, 7 territories (krais), 46
provinces (oblasts), 1 autonomous province (autonomous oblast), 4 autonomous districts
(autonomous okrugs) and 2 federal cities. According to V. A. Kolosov and N. S. Mironenko
(2001) the division has many shortcomings. It is complicated from the point of view of
hierarchical structure, individual subjects of same levels are not equal, moreover, it is
excessively disintegrated.

It is necessary to note that in a relatively short time after the USSR break-up the
regional elites had taken up and individual regions were in a role of real actors of political
and economical power. Astounding is the elites did not initiate the elaboration of such
strategies between centre and regions which would fit new situation. The coherent
conception of regionalism has long absented in Russia. Instead of it, there was ,,a kind
of* administrative pyramid with Moscow on the top, and the below hierarchy with ,,small
Moscows*.

The situation got worse due to economic discrepancies within the federation subjects
crating the heterogeneous mosaic of regions. The complex knot of mutual contradictions
grounded on the disputes between self-sufficient and subsidized regions. The confidence
of rich regions manifested and still manifest in effort to gain the highest possible degree of
political and economic autonomy. The poor regions, subsidised from centre cannot afford
such approach.

The creation of seven federal districts (federal okrugs) by Russian president of 13th
May, 2000 is understood disputably from the regions” side. On the one hand it is considered
as a step against disintegration trends, on the other hand, it is viewed as a prerequisite for
relationships development among regions. Neither V. Putin was courageous to conduct
aradical change in administrative arrangement of Russia. Delimitation of seven federal
districts stems from inner borders demarcated during the reign of J. V. Stalin. It is likely that
the principal of known badness rather than something new, for it may destruct everything,
was exploited. This kind of dilemma is typical of all Russian history (Galeotti 1998).

Analyses of inner Russian geopolitics are logically aimed at identification of real
geopolitical structure of Russia in new conditions. It is based on natural nodes delimitation
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(having different hierarchical level) and peripheries. Many geopolitical factors are taking
into account: location, population density, ethical structure, or infrastructure. Special
attention is paid to position of extra sensitive macroregions such as the Volga basin area,
Ural, Siberia and Far East. This trend was fostered by change of Russian state which
moved eastwards and northwards. The geopolitical focus moved as well.

It is showed that inner geopolitics of Russia is rather indefinite (Iljin 1998), therefore, it
should be put on the table by Russian thinkers. It is also showed that in case of Russia it is
not possible to strictly separate inner and outer geopolitics. As written by V. Serebrjannikov
»geopolitics is starting form the inner geopolitical space. .... Principally, geopolitical space
of Russian has to be explored in unity of inner and outer components, by means of inner
and outer interests. So the analyses of inner geopolitics of Russia must be unconditionally
subordinated by outer interests the primary of which is a renewal of position of Russia as
a global geopolitical actor.

It is necessary to note analyses of current Russian geopolitical situation highlight the
idea (f. ex. J. L. Pivovarov 1992) that despite the enormous territory, mosaic, population
differences, economy and nature, Russia is a synthetic world comprising many nations,
cultures and religions. It is ,,a boiler in which a new community had been smelting®. The
emphasis is put on other positive features of Russian history which are to reinforce the self-
confidence of the Russians. For example, it was right Russian nation which constituted the
only Euroasian state, unified all nations to ,,Euroasian brotherhood* and formed ,,Euroasian
superetnical system* (Geopolitika i bezopasnost’ Rossii... 2006). Another thing is the role
of Russia as a protector of Europe from Islamic fundamentalism.

Such ideas are meant to support the optimistic approach in searching solution for the
renewal of Russian largeness. They declare nothing is lost and assume after the period of
crisis the return of Russia will come without doubt.

WHAT TO DO?

The title of N. G. Cernysevsky’s work piece reflects the dilemma of Russian thinking.
The quest for direction of Russian state was problematic — it did not find spiritual route to
Europe neither it was considered a part of Asia. The issue is still topical and refers to quest
for Russian own inner and outer revival. Russian dilemma is a constant part of Russian
geopolitical thinking the aim of which is to find a model to stabilise the Russian state. In
our paper only some conceptions displaying the trends of current Russian geopolitics are
mentioned.

The problem of the centre — periphery relationship had become a centre of attention
after the sovereignty proclamation in June 1990. It may be said this situation gave rise
to development of geopolitical thinking of Russia in its inner dimension. It resulted in
a fruitful discussion seeking to find a solution leading to stabilisation of Russian state.

Many authors pointed out the necessity of territorial-administrative division of
Russia to be revised. The reason is the high number of federation subjects, considerable
differences in terms of area, number of inhabitants, source and economical potential. The
criticism focuses on the contradiction — according to constitution they are equal, however,
they have different status.

The next phenomenon specific for Russia is that some subjects of federation are part of
other subjects (all autonomous districts apart from the Chukotka autonomous district are
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within oblasts or regions), what leads to many contradictions and competencies problems.
Around 30 territorial disputes within federation subjects are another problem (Sul'gina
2005). All circumstances negatively affect the effectiveness of management, inner
coherence as well as political state stability. Russia has to search for the way to achieve
the unity and territorial coherence and to secure the regions” autonomy as well.

To alarge extent the ideas of Russian nationalism are implementing. M. Nazarov
(2004) suggests eliminating the fictional national units in which the titular nation is in
minority and ,,discriminates the other citizens*. He adds the current federative arrangement
and national structure of the state government bodies (members of parliament of ethnic
minorities accounting for 36% of the Council of Federation), offend the rights of Russian
nation. In spite of artificial national units it would be more just to provide the minorities
with ,,allrussian culture autonomy independently of their place of living™.

The very similar is presented by A. V. Mitrofanov (1997) who claims the Russians
are obliged to promote ,,the national egoism* because it is the only principal solving their
dilemma to choose between ,.the life and death®. If implemented it would mean disposal
of all ,,national sovereignties* apart from the sovereignty of Russian nation. This is, in
his view, the way to secure the Russian state and to advancement of all nations living on
Russian territory. Russia could restore the administrative division in a form of gubernya
since the reign of Catherine I1.

Over the 90ties of the last century many politicians promoted to create the new
administrative division of the country (f. ex. G. Javlinskij, A. Tulajev). This issue was
and still is a research object of official institutions. F. ex. the Council for Productive
Powers Study submitted proposal for Russia to become the unitary state divided into 7
districts and 28 gubernyas (Skokan 2005). It can be presently seen that the question of new
administrative arrangement of Russia means that plenty of unsolved problems are being
unfreezed. As mentioned above, the government of V. Putin could not afford to do it and
thus, introduced the integration of federative subjects into 7 federative districts. Russia, as
indicated by its development, can survive without administrative arrangement.

There is a contentious issue on ,,capital cities dispute”. It comes from irresponsible
question how it is possible to govern such a large country in the process of transformation
from one centre. (Galeotti 1998). Some authors think Moscow is a symbol of ,,Euroasian
empire” whereas Sankt-Peterburg has prerequisites to become a centre of new modern
Russia, based on polycentric structure. S. Gradirovskij and S. Preslegin (2006) argue that
system of one centre was profitable for period of creating classical imperial structure in
the 19th and the beginning of the 20th centuries. Today, it is not an adequate answer of
Russian challenges. It is, therefore, necessary to create more, functionally specialised and
geographically favourably located power centres.

The new ,,power atlas* should look as follows:

1. five cities having status of federal centres

- Vladivostok as a presidential seat (the Pacific region being an impulse for
Russia development),

- Kazan (Samara) as a seat of prime minister and government,
- Moscow as a seat of parliament,

- Tomsk as a seat of judicious power,

- Sankt-Peterburg as a seat of financial institutions.
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2. seven cities as centres of okruh: Kaliningrad, e. g. Murmansk, Voronezh, e. g.
Smolensk, Rostov, Nizhniy Novgorod, Yekaterinburg, Novosibirsk, Khabarovsk.

3. Cities having status of religious centres: Vladimir, e. g.. Kiev (Kyyiv), Sevastopol
and Blagoveshchensk as centres of orthodox and Ufa, Kazan a Makhachkala as
Islamic centres (authors mention the cities Kiev and Sevastopol despite they are
located in the area of Ukraine).

Even though the reform will require organisational effort and decisiveness, as admitted

by authors, it will optimalise the management and acceleration of development.

CONCLUSION

It is without dispute that the arrangement of Russia as enormously large country is
a very complicated problem. On one hand the look on political world map for Russians is
very flattering, on the other hand it presents an economic problem. More than 17 million of
km sq. is a relative brake for national economy in that the distance means a considerable
burden. While in the rudiment economy development (colonisation of non-inhabited
territories, trade with furs) this factor was unimportant, the current situation differs. It is
inevitable the territory is evaluated, exploited and, in terms of state, managed (Basancon
2001). In this context a question raised: is the current power structure of Russia capable
of handling these tasks.

It may be also said the Russia merges two different tendencies of development. On
one hand it is an effort to secure the state unity, based on the legitimate homogeneity on
all over the territory, on the other hand it is a heterogeneous regional-political structure. It
may be said that the area, together with ethnic, cultural and economic heterogeneity has
created conditions for higher degree of inner autonomy and absolute centralism is thus
becoming impossible. On the other hand, the weakening of centre gave rise to worries
of losing influence on regions, increasing separatism tendencies and the turbulence of all
territorial state system (Ivasov 2006).

The solution, beneficial for the whole Russia would be in relevant regional politics
conception, not only on hierarchical structure as it was so far. The politics should
concentrate on net structure of Russian space based on organisation of direct intraregional
relationships. The reserves are in the regions the elites of which have not yet outlined
the univocal and intelligible political doctrine of regionalism. New ,,transregionalism™
would create new, allrussian, genuinely polycentric regional structure without directives
from centre. Pragmatic view on the issue in terms of inner geopolitics would definitely
contribute to Russian state stabilisation.
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VNUTORNA GEOPOLITIKA A JEJ VYZNAM
PRE HCADANIE OPTIMALNEJ PRIESTOROVO-POLITICKEJ STRUKTURY
RUSKA — VYBRANE ASPEKTY

Zhrnutie

Hoci sa termin geopolitika v jeho rdéznych modifikdcidch pouziva stile Castejsie,
vyznam geopolitického myslenia pre politicku prax je nedoceneny. Vyplyva to z jeho ro-
zporuplného vyvoja, ako aj z faktu, Ze teoreticka baza geopolitiky je nedostato¢ne rozpra-
covand. Tradi¢né chapanie geopolitiky je spité s jej medzinarodnym (teda suprastatnym)
rozmerom. Vnutrostatny aspekt geopolitiky, ktory ma vyznamny vplyv na posobenie Statu
ako subjektu medzinarodnych vztahov, bol donedavna na okraji pozornosti geopolitického
myslenia. V stvislosti so §tatnym, ale hlavne so substatnym (regiondlnym a lokalnym)
rozmerom geopolitického myslenia mozno pouzivat’ termin vntitorna geopolitika.

Rast vyznamu vnutrostatnych aktérov je spdty najmé s decentralizaciou kompetencii
z Ustrednych organov statu do regidonov a lokalit (miest a obci). To sa odrazilo vo zvySenom
zdujme o geopolitické analyzy vnutrostatnych aktérov, posobiacich v regionalnej a lokal-
nej mierke. Rozvoj vnutornej geopolitiky je zaroven odrazom tsilia o vyuzitie poznania
zékonitosti fungovania globalizovaného sveta v ktorom sa meni postavenie a uloha §tatu.
V novej globdlnej situdcii coraz vyznamnejsiu ulohu zohravaju jednotlivé vnutroStatne
regiony a lokality. Cinnosti geopolitického charakteru teda nadobudaji stale nové formy,
pri¢om sa v ich ramci aktivizuju stale nové subjekty, ktoré do geopolitickych procesov
vt'ahuju stale viac I'udi. Tento proces sa odraza v raste poctu konfliktov r6zneho charak-
teru, v eskaldcii mocensko-politického superenia a boja o presadenie ro6znych politickych
¢i kultarnych hodnot.

Novy smer v geopolitickom mysleni, ktory kladie déraz na vnutornti priestorovo-
politicka Struktiru Statov sa v poslednych rokoch rozvija najmi vo Francuzsku, USA,
Spojenom kréalovstve, ako aj v Statoch Latinskej Ameriky. Této priestorova mierka geo-
politického myslenia bola postupne nazvanad vnutorna geopolitika (inner geopolitics, la
géopolitique interne, vnutrenjaja geopolitika), ktora je povazovana za sucast’ inovacnej
geopolitickej §koly, ktora je nazvana novou geopolitikou. Siroké chapanie vnutornej geo-
politiky umoziiuje koncipovat’ rozsiahle spektrum geopolitickych analyz, preferujic rozne
faktory s podmienkou zohl'adnenia ich vnutrostatnych priestorovych dimenzii. Vnuatorna
geopolitika zahfiia o. i. problémy:

- utvarania a fungovania priestorovo-politickej organizécie Statu (ktora sa sklada

z politického c¢lenenia, tzemného a spravneho c¢lenenia, volebnych obvodov
apod.),

- priestorového rozlozenia politickych sil vo vnutri Statu,

- regionalneho planovania a regionalnej politiky,

- medziregionalnych vzt'ahov (napr. vztah centrum — periféria),

- postavenia menSin.

V sticasnosti sa vel'mi Siroko zdoraznuje vyznam vnutornej geopolitiky v intelek-
tualnych tivahach o budicnosti Ruska. Ciel'om takto zameranych geopolitickych analyz je
zhodnotenie sicasnej situdcie a hl'adanie alternativ dosiahnutia vnutornej stability Ruska
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ako primarnej podmienky pre obnovu jeho vel'mocenského postavenia. Prudky rozvoj
geopolitického myslenia v Rusku mozno povazovat’ za zakonity jav. Po traume rozpadu
Sovietskeho zvizu je potrebné vratit’ frustrovanej ruskej spolo¢nosti sebavedomie a nadej
na navrat ruského S$tatu na miesto, ktoré si svojimi historickymi tradiciami, vojenskou
silou, prirodnymi a 'udskymi zdrojmi, ale najmé svojou teritorialnou velkostou zasluzi.

Geopolitické myslenie, umoznujuce formulovat’ Sirokt paletu zaverov, sa stalo
jednym z vhodnych nastrojov pre posilnenie ruského sebavedomia. Pri rozvijani ruskych
geopolitickych idei sa v tomto kontexte Casto zdoraziuje koncepcia ,,0strova Rusko®,
ktort sformuloval V. L. Cymburskij. Podl'a neho je potrebné sustredit’ pozornost’ ruske;j
inteligencie na vlastné, vnutorné problémy v duchu filozofickych myslienok, ktoré oslavuja
Rusko ako sebestacny ,,treti Rim*“. Tymto smerom by sa mala zamerat’ aj geopolitika,
ktora je priznacne nazyvana ,,ostrovnou.
celosvetove] nenahraditelnosti velkého ruského Statu aj v ,klasickej geopolitike®.
Zdoraznuji globalne geopolitické postavenie Ruska ako Heartlandu, geografickej osi
historie, preberajuc tak intelektualne dedi¢stvo H. Mackindera (pozri napr. Iljin 2001).
Nevyhnutnost’ jednoty ruského Statu je tak interpretovand ako podmienka zachovania
stability Eurazie, a - pri pouZiti terminologie H. Mackindera - aj Svetového ostrova a teda
celého sveta.

Geopolitickd analyza Ruska musi nevyhnutne vychadzat z viacerych Specifickych
premis. Zdoraznit' treba predovsetkym bilanciu charakteristickych znakov ruského statu,
ktorymi boli:

1. Centralizovana a $tatom riadena ekonomika, ktord mala zabezpecit' najmi kolosal-

nu vojenska silu.

2. Prisne autoritativny, resp. totalitny politicky systém, spojeny s mesianistickou ide-
oldgiou, ktory bol jediny povolany riadit’ takto zameranu ekonomiku a ktory bol
oprety o obrovskl vojensk silu.

3. Budovanie impéria, teda rozsiahla teritoridlna a politickd expanzia, pricom
zvacsovanie rozlohy Statu vytvaralo nové zranite'né miesta, o stimulovalo d’alSiu
expanziu.

4. Ustavicna konfrontacia s vonkajsim svetom ako nasledok predchadzajucich char-
akteristik, ktora ospravedliiovala jeho politicky systém a vsetky jeho Specifika
(Michajlov 1999).

Vnutorna geopolitika Ruska sa usilovala po roku 1991 zdoraznit’ faktory, ktoré Rusko
spajaju do jedného celku, vyuzivajic geografiu, ale aj historiu, resp. kombinaciu oboch.
Tak je analyza mozaikového charakteru ruskej krajiny davana do suvislosti so vznikom
viacerych ,,lokalnych™ ¢i ,,regionalnych® Statnosti na obrovskej ruskej rovine v obdobi
stredoveku, ¢o po oslobodeni sa od tatarskeho jarma vyustilo do vzniku mohutného Statu
prostrednictvom zakonitého procesu, nazyvaného ,,zberom* ruskych krajin. Tento proces
sa nezastavil na hraniciach ruského osidlenia, ale logicky pokracoval d’alej smerom
na sever a vychod, kde ruska kolonizacia vytvorila kraje ,,slobodnych a podnikavych
Pudi, kym roz$irovanie uzemia na zapad a juh znamenalo priestorové spojenie s novou
eurépskou, resp. starou azijskou (blizkovychodnou) histériou (Iljin 2001).
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Rozpad Sovietskeho zvdzu ako poslednej formy ruského impéria bol krokom
spat’. Proces dezintegracie izemia Sovietskeho zvdzu vSak prebichal nielen na Grovni
zvazovych republik, ale aj na urovni subjektov Ruskej federacie. Oba tieto procesy sa na
teritoriu Sovietskeho zvizu prelinali a navzajom ovplyviovali (Kotyk 1998). Za jednu
z pricin tohto javu je z hl'adiska vnutornej geopolitiky povazovana ignoracia prirodzené¢ho
geopolitického ¢lenenia Ruska po vitazstve bol'Sevikov, sivisiaca s vymedzenim novych
kvaziautonomnych administrativno-teritorialnych celkov, z ktorych viaceré mali ambiciu
opierat’ sa o etnicka Struktaru krajiny. Takto vytvorené deformacie zacali pocas krizy
sovietskeho systému vyrazne prejavovat’ svoj destrukény potencial, ktory je zachovany
dodnes, pretoze tieto celky sa udrzali v podobe subjektov Ruskej federacie. Centrum
sa usilovalo riesit’ nebezpecenstvo dezintegracie formulovanim Federalnej zmluvy
(podpisanej zastupcami takmer vsetkych subjektov 31. marca 1992) a zdoraznenim
$pecifického charakteru ruského federalizmu v Ustave (prijatej 12. decembra 1993). Oba
dokumenty stabilizovali asymetricky charakter federacie.

Jednotlivé regiony Ruska st vyrazne $pecifické z hl'adiska svojho vnutorného vyvoja,
Struktiry obyvatel'stva, ako aj urovne rozvoja transformaénych procesov a navzajom sa
vyrazne odliSuju. Asymetria ruského federdlneho modelu spdsobuje zna¢né vnatorné
problémy, ktoré vyustili okrem iného do nevydarenych pokusov niektorych ,,ruskych*
federalnych subjektov (krajov a oblasti) ziskat' status republik. V stcasnosti sa Rusko
administrativne ¢leni na 21 republik, 7 krajov, 46 oblasti, 1 autonémnu oblast, 4
autonomne okruhy a2 mestd s federalnym vyznamom. Podl'a V. A. Kolosova a N. S.
Mironenka (2001) ma toto ¢lenenie viacero nedostatkov. Predovsetkym je komplikované
z hladiska svojej hierarchickej struktiry, ked’ jednotlivé subjekty rovnakej urovne nie st
rovnopravne, je nadmerne rozdrobené a mnohé centra $tatnej spravy st slabé z hl'adiska
ich postavenia v sidelnej Struktire.

Situaciu komplikuji najmé ekonomické rozdiely medzi subjektami federacie, ktoré
z tohto aspektu tvoria heterogénnu mozaiku regionov. Takto sa vytvoril zlozity uzol
vzajomnych protireéeni, spo¢ivajlici najmi v rozpore medzi ekonomicky sebestaénymi
regionmi na strane jednej aregionmi dotovanymi federdciou na strane druhe;.
Sebavedomie bohatych regiénov sa prejavovalo a prejavuje v ich snahe ziskat’ ¢o najvyssi
stupen politickej i ekonomickej autonéomie. Chudobné regiony, dotované z centra si takyto
pristup nemézu dovolit.

Vytvorenie siedmych okruhov ruskym prezidentom 13. maja 2000 je chapané zo strany
regionov rozporne. Na jednej strane sa povazuje za krok proti dezintegraénym trendom
a na druhej strane je chapané ako predpoklad rozvoja vzt'ahov medzi regionmi navzajom.
Podstatné je vSak, ze ani prezident V. Putin nenasiel odvahu iniciovat’ radikalnu reformu
administrativneho usporiadania Ruska. Zrejme sa aj tu uplatnila zasada, ze lepSie je zname
zlo nez nové a ze sa nema ni¢ riskovat’ velkymi zmenami, pretoze tie by mohli znicit
vsetko. Touto dilemou sa vyznacuju celé ruské dejiny (Galeotti 1998).

Stcasné analyzy vnutornej geopolitiky Ruska sa logicky zameriavaji na identifikaciu
jehorealnej geopolitickej Struktiry v novychpodmienkach. Opierajiisanajmdo vymedzenie
jeho prirodzenych jadier (ktoré mozu mat’ rozny hierarchicky stupein) a periférii, pricom
sa do uvahy berie rozsiahly komplex geopolitickych faktorov. Zvlastny doraz sa tychto
analyzach kladie na problematiku postavenia zvlast' citlivych makroregionov pre
fungovanie ruského $tatu, akymi st PovolZie, Ural, Sibir a Daleky vychod.
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Ukazuje sa vsak, ze v pripade Ruska, najmi v kontexte jeho mocenskych ambicii a
velkosti, nemozno striktne oddelit’ vonkajsiu a vnitorna geopolitiku. Teda aj analyzy
vnutornej geopolitiky Ruska musia byt bezpodmienecne podriadené jeho vonkajsim
zaujmom, priCom primarnym znich je obnovenie postavenia Ruska ako globalneho
geopolitického aktéra. Sti¢asné geopolitické analyzy ruskych autorov prevazne podporuja
optimisticky pristup k hl'adaniu rieSenia problému obnovy ruskej vel'kosti. Vyplyva z nich,
ze ni€ nie je stratené a po obdobi krizy d6jde nepochybne k obrode Ruska v podobe jeho
navratu na byvalé pozicie.

Ruské myslenie sa oddavna zmietalo v hl'adani optimalneho smerovania ruského
Statu, ktory tazko nachadzal duchovnu cestu do Eurdpy a nebol povazovany ani za sucast’
Azie. Aj v stidasnosti je tato otazka aktualna a stvisi s hfadanim cesty Ruska k vlastnej
vnutornej i vonkajsej obrode. Spominana ruska duchovna dilema je stalou stiCast’ou ruského
geopolitického myslenia, ktoré si dalo okrem iného za ciel’ najst’ model pre stabilizaciu
ruského $tatu. V nasom prispevku spominame iba niektoré prezentované koncepcie, ktoré
vsak v istom zmysle nacrtavaju trendy sucasnej ruskej geopolitiky.

Problém vzt'ahu centra a regionov sa stal po rozpade Sovietskeho zvizu dominantnym
problémom ruskej vnatornej politiky. Mozno konstatovat’, ze prave tato situacia podnietila
rozvoj geopolitického myslenia Ruska v jeho vnitornej dimenzii. Vysledkom bola pomerne
siroka diskusia, ktora sa usilovala najst’ rieSenie, ktoré by viedlo k vnttornej stabilizacii
ruského $tatu. Viaceri autori v tejto suvislosti poukazovali na potrebu revizie uzemno-
spravneho ¢lenenia Ruska. Odovodnuji to vysokym poctom subjektov federacie, ako aj
znaénymi rozdielmi medzi nimi z hl'adiska ich rozlohy, poétu obyvatel'ov, zdrojového
a ekonomického potencidlu. Kritika poukazuje aj na skutocnost’, Ze tieto subjekty sa
sice v zhode s platnou ustavou rovnopravne, maja viak rozny status. Dalim problémom
je jav, ktory je Specificky pre Rusko — niektoré subjekty federacie st sticastou inych
subjektov (vetky autonémne okruhy okrem Cukotského autondmneho okruhu existuji
v ramci oblasti alebo krajov). Vsetky tieto okolnosti negativne ovplyviiuju efektivnost’
riadenia, vnatornt sudrznost’ ako aj politicku stabilitu Statu. Rusko musi hladat’ cestu,
ako dosiahnut’ uchovanie svojej jednoty a teritorialnej celistvosti a zaroven zabezpecit
samostatnost’ regionov.

V znacnej miere sa v tejto suvislosti uplatiuji myslienky ruského nacionalizmu. M.
Nazarov (2004) navrhuje odstranit’ fiktivne narodné utvary v ktorych titularny narod
tvori mensinu a ,diskriminuje ostatnych obcéanov®. Namiesto umelych narodnych
narodnych utvarov by bolo podla neho potrebné zabezpecit narodnostnym mensindm
,»vserusku kultirnu autonémiu nezavisle od miesta ich byvania®“. K tymto myslienkam sa
pripaja aj A. V. Mitrofanov (1997), ktory tvrdi, Ze pre Rusov je nevyhnutné presadzovat’
»harodny egoizmus*, pretoze jedine tento princip vyriesi ich dilemu ako naroda vybrat
si medzi ,,zivotom a smrtou‘. Jeho uplatnenie znamena likvidaciu vSetkych ,,narodnych
suverenit na izemi Ruska okrem suverenity ruského naroda. Rusko by sa malo vratit
k osvedcenému administrativnemu Cleneniu v podobe gubernii, ktoré fungovali na jeho
tizemi od panovania Katariny II.

V Rusku sa okrem toho pomerne intenzivne hovori o ,spore hlavnych miest”.
Vyplyva z nezodpovedanej otazky, ako mozno v podmienkach politickej a ekonomicke;j
transformacie z jedného centra riadit’ taku obrovsku krajinu (Galeotti 1998). Niektori
autori zastavaji nazor, ze Moskva je symbolom ,eurazijského impéria“, kym Sankt-
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Peterburg ma predpoklady stat’ sa centrom nového, moderného Ruska, fungujiceho na
baze polycentrickej Struktury. S. Gradirovskij a S. Preslegin (2006) v tomto kontexte
argumentovali faktom, ze systém jedného centra bol vyhodny pre obdobie vytvarania
klasickych imperialnych Struktar v 19. ana zaciatku 20. storocia, dnes vSak uz nie je
adekvatnou odpoved’ou na vyzvy Rusku. Preto je potrebné vytvorit' niekol'ko centier
moci, ktoré budu funkéne Specializované a vzhladom k tomu aj geograficky vhodne
lokalizované. Autori tohto projektu uznavaju, ze takato reforma si bude vyzadovat’ znacné
organiza¢né usilie a rozhodnost, povedie vSak podl'a ich nazoru k optimalizacii riadenia
a k urychleniu rozvoja.

Na zaver treba zdoraznit', Ze vytvorenie funkéného vnutorného usporiadania takého
obrovského $tatu, akym je Rusko, je nepochybne zlozitou otdzkou. Na jednej strane je
pohl’ad na politicki mapu sveta pre Rusov vel'mi lichotivy, na druhej strane je teritorialny
Statny kolos znacnym ekonomickym problémom. Velké vzdialenosti predstavuju pre
ekonomiku zna¢nu zat'az. Kym v obdobi rozvoja rudimentarnej ekonomiky (kolonizacia
neobyvanych tzemi, obchod s kozuSinami) tento faktor nehral vyznamnt tlohu,
v st¢asnosti je situacia odligna. Uzemie je potrebné ekonomicky zhodnocovat, vyuzivat’
a z hl'adiska §tatu najma riadit’ (Besancon 2001). V tomto kontexte je potrebné polozit si
otazku, ¢i je sicasna mocenska Struktira ruského Statu schopna tieto ulohy zvladnut’.

Okrem toho mozno povedat’, ze v Rusku sa stretavaji dva rozne zamerané tendencie
vyvoja. Na jednej strane je to Usilie o zabezpecenie jednoty $tatu, opierajicej sa o pravnu
homogenitu na celom jeho teritériu, na druhej strane je to nevyhnutnost’ zachovania etnicke;j
a ekonomickej svojbytnosti subjektov federacie, ktoré tvoria heterogénnu regionalno-
politicka strukturu. MozZno konstatovat’, Ze rozloha teritoria, spojena s etnickou, kultarnou
a ekonomickou heterogenitou vytvaraju podmienky pre vysoky stupen vnuatornej
samostatnosti regionov a nevyhnutne znemoznuji dosiahnutie absolitneho centralizmu.
Na druhej strane oslabenie centra vyvolava v Rusku obavy so straty vplyvu na regiony,
z rastu separatistickych tendencii a z nasledného otrasu celého teritorialneho systému
statu (Ivasov 2000).

Riesenie, prospesné pre celé Rusko, by malo spoéivat’ v koncipovani rozumnej
regionalnej politiky, spocivajiicej nielen na hierarchickej Strukture, ako tomu bolo
doteraz. Tato politika by mala vyraznejSie zohladnovat sietova Struktiru ruského
priestoru, zalozenu na organizacii priamych medziregionalnych vztahov. Rezervy st aj
v regionoch, ktorych elity zatial' neskoncipovali jednozna¢nu a zrozumitelnti politickt
doktrinu regionalizmu, ktory by nebol zcentra traktovany ako separatizmus. Novy
»transregionalizmus® by mal vytvorit’ novi, vSerusku, skuto¢ne polycentricku regionalnu
Strukturu, fungujucu bez direktiv z kompetenciami preexponovaného centra. Pragmaticky
pohl’ad na tito problematiku z pozicie vnutornej geopolitiky by urcite prispel k stabilizacii
ruského statu.
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