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Borders

The border of Europe.  The eastern border between Europe and Asia passes along the Urals; more precisely, along the Ural River and Ural mountain range, which is not high enough to be a barrier between different worlds.  The initiative for placing the border between Europe and Asia precisely at the Urals belongs to Vasili Tatishchev, the councillor of Peter I, who carried out his commissions in the Urals.  Tatishchev’s rationale was based on natural factors: the watershed of the two great rivers, the Volga and the Ob’, the first of which flows north to south, like other major rivers to the west of it, and the second south to north, like other great rivers to the east.  To the west of the Urals deciduous forests predominate, and coniferous ones to the east.  
The justification was detailed, but the main thing was that it was timely for the geopolitical point of view.  Tatishchev, who was active both in science and government, proposed the new border in 1721, when Peter I, having achieved his intention of the conversion of the Russian state into a great European power, pronounced himself emperor and Russia an empire.  Consequently, the border between Europe and Asia could not pass along the Dnieper River or the Don River, to say nothing of passing along the empire’s western borders.  The Volga River was not particularly suitable for the border, either: along both of its banks there were already substantial Russian towns, and to the east of the Volga, in the Urals, the industrial backbone of Russian might was being created.   On the other hand, it was impossible to extend Europe to the Pacific Ocean, as the areas to the east of the Urals were too sparsely populated and virtually not delimited administratively.  Thanks to Tatishchev’s proposal, the Siberian lands were cast as Russia's Asiatic colonies, thereby placing Russia in the ranks of the leading European powers then “civilizing” Asia.

Siberia’s Borders.  Siberia is the name of one of the settlements beyond the Urals, spread over an enormous space thanks to the rapid advance of the Cossacks and service people (sluzhilye liudi) through the taiga.
  They built fortresses, hunted sable, and imposed tribute on the peoples inhabiting this space.  The tribute was brought, above all, in the form of sable and other fur-bearing animals.  Now, four centuries after this sweeping conquest, the toponym Siberia remains as the single name for the territory comprising two thirds of Russia.  Over time, various traditions have taken shape as regards the designation of Siberia on the map, and these variants are relevant here.  We will not find disagreements as to the southern and northern borders – that is the state border of Russia.  On the subject of Siberia’s eastern limits, however, Russian and foreign traditions diverge.
As in their early editions, the leading European encyclopaedias today invariably encompass in their understanding of “Siberia” all of Russia beyond the Urals to the Pacific Ocean.  The most recent, fifth edition of Encyclopaedia Britannica (vol. 10, p. 776) defines Siberia as “a vast region of Russia and northern Kazakhstan, constituting all of northern Asia…from the Ural mountains in the west to the Pacific Ocean in the east and southward from the Arctic Ocean to the hills of north-central Kazakhstan and the borders of Mongolia and China.”  The article notes that, administratively, Russia does not include the Far East in Siberia.
In Poland, the Historical Encyclopaedia already in 1969 drew attention to the fact that two definitions of Siberia coexisted in the Soviet time: the first, as before 1917, comprised the territory from the Urals to the Pacific Ocean; the second united Western and Eastern Siberia, excluding the Far East (Radzieckiej Encyclopedij Historycznej XII, str. 830).  The observation of the coexistence of two definitions is accurate, but with the caveat that from the second half of the twentieth century through the present, the first, “broad” definition is more typical of foreign literature, while in the Soviet Union and Russia the name “Siberia” is practically unused with respect to the Pacific coast and far northeast.  
The notion of “Siberia” was fairly fluid in both Soviet and pre-Soviet times.  The reasons for this fluidity, in my view, were pointed out most precisely by Innokenti Serebrennikov in his course on Siberian studies, given in June 1920 in Kharbin.  He divided “historic Siberia,” in which “there is already a firmly established Russian way of life” from the rest, which “is still in the period of reclamation by the Russian people, the great colonizing capabilities of which can hardly be subject to doubt” (Serebrennikov, p. 22).
We can make judgements about the contradictions inherent in the socio-cultural assimilation of Siberia from the divergence between the concepts of physical and economic (and administrative) geography.  The economic regionalization of the USSR, as a rule, did not include into Siberia Yakutia (three million square kilometres), that is the main part of the central Siberian highland, and placed it in the Far East.  In doing this they took into account, for example, the number of communists in the economic region, as well as the projects of the ministries and of the gigantic construction organizations.  These factors were given greater significance than the homogeneity of natural conditions or the history of economic ties.  As for contemporary Russia, the administrative logic reproduces in its entirety the logic of an extensive centralized economy: the Siberian federal region (the country is divided into seven such regions, each of which has a presidential representative) does not include either Yakutia or the Tiumen’ region (the major portion of the western Siberian plains).
In sum, let us note the fundamental points in the ambiguities of the eastern and western borders of Siberia.  They are two:
The first is the difference between Siberia and the Far East, which is entirely immaterial, conditional or even unnoticeable outside of Russia, but which is vital for those who live in the space between the Urals and the Pacific Ocean.  Over the course of the Soviet period this difference has only been strengthened, although “the Russian way of life” and the biographical ties of the inhabitants of Vladivostok or Magadan to European Russia is scarcely less pronounced than in many Siberian cities.  The Far East is a region whose history, prospects, and human life are defined by the fact that it is Russia’s outlet onto the Pacific Ocean and into Asia.  Siberia is an internal, continental region.  The coming of the Russian state into the space that received the name Siberia made its fate and the fate of the people living here dependent on how the European type of civilisation would be reconciled with the landscape of northern Asia; on whether human economic life could be established without destroying the natural base.

The second point of ambiguity relating to Siberia’s borders is the non-concurrence of natural borders with those that are defined by economic and administrative practice.   This clearly testifies to the fact that the logic of extensive reclamation of space predominates over the logic of the successful establishment of economic life in this space.
There appear in the ambiguousness of the understanding of Siberia precisely the same contradictions that result from the very character of the coming and establishment in Siberia of those civilisational foundations that I. I. Serebrennikov called “the Russian way of life,” and that one can call Russian-European.  To the extent that the establishment and existence of Russia is inseparable from the formation of Siberia (or, if you will, the “reclamation of Siberia”), then these contradictions, tied together into a knot, also define the development of Russia.
European encyclopaedias have the right not to pay attention to such incongruencies, therefore, if they make mention of them, as do the publications cited above, it is only in passing.  But when the question is about the problems of the development of Russia, about its prospects in the world, then one must understand that behind the question of what is Siberia is hidden the question of the fate of the European path of Russia.
Russia as a colony of Siberia.  In books and articles about the prospects for the development of Russia published in the last five years, one of the most cited works is The Siberian Curse: How Communist Planners Left Russia Out In The Cold, by the historian Fiona Hill and economist Clifford G. Gaddy.  The evaluations of this book in Russia have been extreme.  It is either pegged as a definitive diagnosis of Russia’s fundamental problems, or accused of catering to a geopolitical request.  The idea of the book is simple and convincing: the Soviet planned economy distributed enterprises and cities throughout Siberia that it is beyond the means of Russia to support.  And if this “Siberian economy” is not scaled down, Russia will not crawl out of the pitfall into which it has driven itself, and will never be able to stand among the developed countries.
It is indisputable that in the Soviet period the claiming of northern Asia was impressively ambitious, as the state economy sponsored development without taking account of expenditures.  Soviet power gave a new scale to the policy that was captured by the eighteenth-century Russian scientist Mikhail Lomonosov’s catchphrase, “Russian might will grow with Siberia!”  But the sources of this policy go back to the end of the sixteenth century, although it was realized most consistently in the twentieth century, after the construction of the Transsiberian Railroad by the tsarist government and thanks to the transformative plans of the Soviet regime.
In the same way, the idea is not new that keeping the Siberian lands requires much greater means than can be extracted from Siberia.  Even Moscow’s decision to lend financial and military support to the Cossack raids into Siberia after Yermak’s victory in 1582 was taken after considerable vacillation.   When the plans for the building of the Transsiberian were discussed at the end of the nineteenth century, the St. Petersburg newspaper The Citizen stated that St. Petersburg’s Nevsky Prospect alone “is five times more valuable than all of your Siberia.”  
After the collapse of the Soviet economy in the 1990’s the idea of the “compression” of Russia, popular among economic and geopolitical experts, also allocated to Siberia (with the exception of the Tiumen’ gas and oil region) the role of periphery.  According to this view, it was necessary to disregard Siberia’s needs in the interest of Russia’s economic development.  Fiona Hill and Clifford Geddy have come forward as critics of the geoeconomic illusions spawned by the political and economic absolute power of the “Centre,” but in so doing reproduced the view of Siberia from that same “Centre,” not as a place where people live, but as a resource for the country’s development.  The contradiction between the scale of geopolitical plans and economic projects, on the one hand, and the weakness of infrastructure and the poor living conditions on the other – this is the key contradiction in Russia’s development.  
Both the opponents of the building of the Transsiberian Railroad and the proponents of the “compression” of Russia attempted to resolve precisely this contradiction, but both of these answers suggest the same view of the space beyond the Urals that lies at the foundation of the leadership’s decisions: the view from the “Centre,” imposed on the eastern expanses.  Indeed, Russia pays an enormous price for Siberia – for several centuries it cannot become Russia, but remains Muscovy, Muscovite Rus’, remains a colony.
Vasili Kliuchevsky, one of Russia’s most famous historians (1841-1911), has noted that Russian history is the history of a country that is perpetually colonizing itself.  In this oft-cited phrase one must pay attention to the reflexive form of the verb: Russia itself colonizes itself.  Trying to confine space, the autocracy looked for a means of keeping dependent those people fleeing its purview or scattered in the conquest of the riches of northern Asia.  The modes of suppression changed, new relationships of dependence were formed.  Spreading out in space, the empire did not have the time to master Siberia.  Siberia was assimilated in fragments, but not settled.  Siberians were faced with living on hopes for the future; real life lay in the future.  Siberia has never lived and does not live in the present.  Thus it is with all of Russia, having become the hostage of Siberian riches.  The income from Siberian resources allows for exit from systemic crises, preserving the extensive character of the economy.  In this way the monopolistic character of economic and political power is reproduced, strengthening, in turn, the bases of extensive development.
It is thanks to Siberian resources that a single empire has emerged and existed in the interior of Eurasia; thanks to Siberian resources the empire conducted and conducts global politics.  Among these resources are not only oil and gas, but also another kind of capital that is, it would seem, limitless: space.  As President Vladimir Putin noted several years ago, Russia “aspires to a place in the world and an attitude to herself that correspond…to the huge size of our great country.”  Such expanses feed historical ambitions, like the gold and pelts that nourished them, like the oil and gas that pump them now.
Mutual reinforcement
Differences of opinion in relation to what is considered Siberia reflect the key contradiction in the development of Russia: the limitlessness of its social space.  This limitlessness is historically explained by the availability, within the confines of Russia, of the enormous territory beyond the Urals.
Let us imagine that the Urals were an international border.  It is possible to discuss in the subjunctive mode the possibility of a European path in the formation of a state/society/nation in that space that is called European Russia.  Thanks to Siberia even the mere discussion of that path sounds strange.  Siberian space would not allow for its achievement.  The formation of society “from below” leads to unavoidable conflicts with power: why resist the monster, if you can simply take shelter from it?
In working out a concept of social space, Pierre Bourdieu has called such mutual dependence of society and physical space “mutual reinforcement.”  The understanding of “social space” helps to describe the mutual effects of physical space, geography, and a distinctly structured social environment.  It turns out to be extremely proximate for Russia: society here defines nature haphazardly, not contending with the necessity of mutual adaptation for the sake of preserving the natural base as well as supporting stable social development.  This type of relationship with nature, which is intrinsic to the Russian unstructured social environment, is in its turn one of its main resources (if not the most basic one) of the unstructuredness of the social environment.
The course of Russian history can be described by the metaphor of the pendulum, one of the end points of the motion of which is disorder (smuta) or the threat of the collapse of the country, while the opposite one is police, bureaucratic, and oligarchic omnipotence, capable of turning into despotism.  The gigantic amplitude of the pendulum’s course is explained by the enormity of space, which the state (vlast’) tries to bow to itself and which emerges from submission when power weakens.  Even the geography of Russia – its size and character, the forms of settlement, from the Cossack habitations, the hermitages of free peasants to the “villages of a town type,” created by the extraction of natural resources (that is for temporary sustenance) and “monocities,” having arisen around large building projects and enterprises – is derived from despotism and disorder.  They were created either by people running away (not necessarily pursued, but running), or people cast out into Siberia by the state.  
Precisely this fatal incomplete structuring (nedostrukturirovannost’) of society plays the leading role in the mutual relations between the ambiguity of power and unassimilated space.  Society did not take form, as the state did not take form.  The European path did not establish itself: power, having spread itself over an enormous space, did not develop into the state, which would have been necessary as a backbone for society and could have been counted on as such a backbone, and society did not take root.  Such a development could have battled the absolutist state, but not absolute power, and could have curbed individual anarchy, which is impossible to restrain in conditions in which an antisocial person has the possibility of leaving to run away from any control, whether society or police.
In this way, the diversity of Russia has been preserved: everyday life in this space is not unified; life isn't reduced to a common denominator.  Thanks to these factors the potential has been preserved to search for alternative paths of development and it allows for the possibility of breaking out of crisis situations.  Thanks to this, however, “disorder” arises as well: the real threat of the collapse of state space.  Thanks to this Muscovite Rus’, Russia and the Soviet Union endured radical revolutions.  Vasili Kliuchevsky noted that this habit of resolving vital problems by leaving one place and starting life over again recurs in Russian history in revolutionary fits and starts, uncompromising in relation to the past.  Let us note that this revolves around repetition of the past, including the hypercentralism of the state.
Disorder and revolution revolve with ever-new tautness, and the creative energy awakened by the “momentary weakness” of power or its collapse both suppresses and mobilizes itself to resolve ambitious external tasks.
Borderland Europe

After the breakdown of the bipolar world of geopolitical images of Russia, which are propagated by the intelligentsia and political elite, two predominate: Russia, part of Europe, and Russia-Eurasia.  Siberia’s place in Russian development can also be understood respective to these ideal images.  In the first case, Siberia is the object of Westernization; in the other, it is the space in which the meeting of Europe and Asia, West and East takes place.  
The first image (Russia-Europe) has already been developing for a few centuries and has found embodiment in two major geopolitical programs: that of Peter I and of the tsarist government at the end of the nineteenth and beginning of the twentieth centuries.  Peter I undertook measures with the goal of the Christianization of Asia.  The initiator of the building of the Transsiberian Railroad, Prime Minister Sergei Witte, saw in this railroad one of the means for the economic turn of Russia to the East and set the goal of the border between Europe and Asia to the Pacific Ocean (see Remnev 2002, str. 103).  
The image of Russia-as-Eurasia takes shape most extensively and consistently in the geopolitics of the Bolsheviks and, most of all, of Lenin, who had regarded the Russian revolution as anti-imperial and had seen in Soviet Russia the leader of the great revolution of Asiatic peoples (Lenin, t. 45, str. 378-382).  In Siberia the imitation of self-determination of peoples through the establishment of autonomous national republics reinforced this program.  In the conditions of the strict vertical organization of the system of power this federalism (federativnost’) could only be declarative or, as we say now, virtual.

Finally, the natural feature and unavoidable risk of large-scale geopolitics is the unexpectedness and fundamental disparity between results and intentions.  However, it is worth expressly mentioning that the unpredictable results of the Siberian policy of the Russian and Soviet state are a consequence not only of the fact that geopolitics are unable to take into account and all the more so predict all the entirety of external factors.  Siberia was also taken into account as an external factor, as a resource and as a platform for the fulfilment of a project, and not as a world with its own heritage, its own problems, contradictions, interests and possibilities.  And the formula of Russia as a place of the meeting of Europe and Asia, West and East, which lies at the foundation of the aforementioned geopolitical images, remains metaphysical, notional, unfortified by Siberian experience.  To talk about the meeting that took place, that is, about the effective intercivilisational encounter, is to pass off a potentiality as a result.  The taiga peoples have been partly squeezed out, partly doomed; in the exterior appearance of the cities there is nothing Asiatic, the rural (ethnically hued) culture flooding into (vtorgaiushchaiasia) the cities in waves places in doubt the value of urban, that is to say European or Europeoid, culture (that is, imitating Europe or using its models, but in a different paradigm of existence).

One of the characteristic signs of the absence of intercivilisational mutual interaction is the syndrome of the “yellow menace,” which made itself sharply felt about every twenty to thirty years from the beginning of the nineteenth century and until the present day.  Without discussing the question, which goes beyond the scope of this paper, whether or not there exists a danger of Chinese expansion in Siberia, let us note that the very idea of such a discussion is quite dubious, considering the level of knowledge about China, and the ignorance of civilisational pre-conditions lying at the core of life strategies and current intentions of Chinese migrants.  And if one can write off the analogous ignorance in ideological texts (today’s or of centuries past), their insistence on the alienness of civilisations, to the limits of the genre and the geographical context of the writing, then the tradition of such unfamiliarity, such ignorance in Siberian intellectual life bears witness, above all, to how little sought-after are the possibilities of life in Siberia for acquaintance with neighbouring civilisations.  We note, for example, that in the single institute of foreign languages east of the Urals, in Irkutsk, only European languages were taught before the 1990’s.  Moreover, the panic-driven forms of the “yellow menace” syndrome speak not so much to the danger itself, but to the fact that the results of Russian mastery of Siberia are understood to be inadequately firm.

Fernand Braudel, studying how European civilisation advanced in the seventeenth century beyond its historic boundaries, looked at the “invention of Siberia” and drew the conclusion, “The Russian expansion was not uniformly steady or unchallenged.  It was an extraordinary achievement, but it had its vulnerable points” (Braudel, 1979, p. 474), and later: “on its far-flung frontiers the Russian giant was not firmly established…[and] it was only within the domestic markets or the huge fairs scattered across the country that the Russian merchant could take his revenge” (Braudel, 1979, p. 475).  If we use the language of Fernand Braudel and talk about the “invention of Siberia” as of the creation by Russian policy and the people of Russia of some sort of new world on the expanses of northern Asia, then it is necessary to admit that either the invention is far from completion, or its proportions are considerably smaller than those denoted by the state border.

Whether we look at Russia as Europe or Eurasia, in either case the key problem of the development of the country is the problem of the presence of European civilisation in a different landscape.  Russia is still in a state of civilisational becoming.  Geopolitical and geo-cultural images allow people to live consciously (dvigat’sia osmyslenno), to embody values and ideals in politics, but only in the case that they are understood as ideals of development and not as some sort of primordially predetermined, metaphysical mission.  The problems of intercivilisational interaction will not be decided by geopolitists (geopolitiki).  Geopolitists can either help or hinder.  Problems are solved in the realm of the everyday lives of people, who can even decline to use the category of civilisation, but are actors in this mutual interaction, inasmuch as without this interaction it is impossible to resolve economic and cultural issues.

It is necessary to overcome the extensive exploitation of raw materials on the basis of expeditious economic gain.  This mode of exploitation is pernicious to nature, to people and for economies (narodnogo khoziaistva) in the conditions of the market, and it is necessary to cast off as already outdated for our region (krai) the alarmist model of forbidding subsequent industrial intervention.  It will be thus be necessary steadfastly and composedly to look for a mode of mutual interaction between different ways of life, divergent cultural traditions, anthropological types and not only of their preservation, but their mutual influence under the unconditional priority of “ecophile” orientation.  Such a path suggests working out principles of politics and economic structure that would make possible both the traditional resource management of ethnic groups possessing the experience of harmonious existence in their natural surroundings, as well as the assimilation of their experiences and their values by industrial civilisation.

In other words, the perspectives of Siberia are no less tightly linked with the context called “the exports of the twenty-first century” than are the perspectives of countries and peoples included in the European Community.  Here is our own field in which to search for solutions and, as I have tried to demonstrate in this article, it is a field in many ways shaped by the heavy inertia of extensive development and hypercentralism.  For the solution of Siberian problems, as for Russian ones as a whole, the reorganization of the system of power has prime significance.  In this enormous and diverse space both “vertical” and “horizontal” divisions of power would seem to be inextricably linked: democracy and federalism, “vertical power” (the official Russian lexicon) and self-organization in local space.  Thanks to this, those experiences and models that are developing in the countries of Western Europe in the most recent decades, in the period of their movement towards a united Europe, are currently relevant (aktual’nymi) (but so far little in demand) in Siberia.  The question is, above all, one of the complicated formulas of federalism, about the relationship in perceptions and in legal forms of civil and ethnic understandings of the nation, about the experience of cultural autonomy, about the practice of “Euroregions,” changing the status of borders and the understandings of people living on the borders.
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� The phrase “service people” refers to those in Muscovite Russia (~1480-1700) whose obligations to the state (i.e. to the tsar’) consisted of service, usually military.  They are to be distinguished from those whose obligations consisted of payment of taxes.
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