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What are the sources that bolster the legitimacy of an increasingly authoritarian
personalistic regime in today’s Russia? What is the key to Putin’s success and what is it that has
allowed him to stay in power for this long? Scholars of authoritarian regimes have developed a set
of various factors that contribute to the ability of authoritarian regimes to maintain stability. Once
in power, authoritarian leaders face various threats. Some of the threats come from the members
of the elite who desire to trump the dictator and gain greater access to power and resources.
Others come from the masses, from the dissatisfied population that also wants to topple the
dictator and replace the authoritarian system with a system that would represent their interests.
(Svolik, 2012, Greitens 2016). A great number of recent scholarship on authoritarianism has been
focusing on the first type, the intra-elite threats and for a good reason: the dictators fall far more
frequently from the hands of the intra-elite struggles rather than from an expression of a popular
dissatisfaction in the form of popular uprising (Svolik, 2012). While the threats coming from the
elites are unquestionably important, this paper looks at the latter dimension and examines the way
in which the historical memory is used by the regime in todays Russia to safeguard itself against
the popular uprising.

Looking at the regime’s strategy to ensure its own survival in respect to the masses is first
justified considering the recent history of the so-called Color revolutions of the early 2000s in the
region and in particular the so-called failed ‘White Revolution’ in Russia of 2011-2012, during
which an unprecedented number of people went out on the street to protest not only against the
fraudulent parliamentary elections but also against the return of Vladimir Putin personally to
power. These events have deeply affected and scared the ruling regime especially on the
background of the overthrown or threatened governments in the nearby states. Therefore, we can

speak of a very targeted and intentional population-oriented strategies by the incumbent



politicians to reinforce their hold on to power. Secondly, at this point it is probably safe to say
that Russia is a consolidated autocracy. With Putin having a firm top position in the power
structure of the elites, it is the wooing of the population that is likely to become the major concern
not only of his, but of everyone who contributes to and benefits from the existing order.

Of course it would be impossible to talk about self-preservation on the part of the regime
without mentioning the strategy of coercion. It is essentially impossible to protest against the
regime in today’s Russia without being fined or arrested. The shadow of the arrests and severe
sentences to some of those who went out on the streets in 2011 still hunts those Russians who
would have expressed their discontent if it did not inevitably threaten to ruin their lives. Even
some of the bravest activists today are leaving the country'. One of the crucial dimensions of
coercion in today’s Russia comes not even from the state itself, but from the radical pro-state
actors (for instance, neo-Nazi gangs) who threaten oppositional or simply critical activists,
lawyers and journalists either by the order of the officials or with their tacit permission®. The case
of Nemtsov’s murder is indicative, for it is believed that it was committed with the hands of or
upon the order of Putin or FSB, but upon the initiative and by the agents of Chechnya’s leader
Ramzan Kadyrov. Lastly, the finalization of the process of state’s monopolization of media
(including the online sphere) and the aggressive cracking down on all foreign-funded NGO in the
country has certainly contributed to ‘pacification’ of the public in Russia.

While the factor of coercion is absolutely essential to the understanding the regime’s

“uprising-proofing,” it is certainly not exhaustive. Coercive strategies are always in the spotlight

1 For instance, a famous artist and activist Gleb Pavlensky who protested against the regime
with his radical performances such a burning the door of FSB quarters, has left the country
fearing prosecution and is now seeking asylum in France:
http://www.telegraph.co.uk/news/2017/01/16/russian-artist-nailed-scrotum-moscows-
red-square-seeks-asylum/

2 Police does not prosecute, turns the blind eye on...Novaya being threatened.



and a lot has been written on how their particularities and unfortunate consequences for Russian
foregone democracy. What is important to understand today and demands deeper analysis is the
non-coercive dimension of the regime’s strategies that have been directed at bolstering its
legitimacy and have made Putin’s regime justified in the eyes of the majority of Russians,’
especially after the period of disillusionment of 2011-2012.

To understand the components of legitimacy in Russia, I use the framework set out by
Gerscheweski who emphasizes the necessity of reincorporating legitimacy as one of the three
pillars supporting the stability of authoritarian regimes®. Together with Gerscheweski, I begin
with the assumption that “behind every political order there must be a “legitimacy idea™”
(Gerscheweski, 2013) and divide legitimation into two broad categories: ‘specific support’ and
‘diffuse support.” Specific support mainly includes performance on the part of the regime, which
deals with “socio-economic orientation and physical security.” At the same time, “’Diffuse
support’ refers to what the regime “actually is or represents”...[it] is more general and long-term
oriented” (Gerscheweski, 2013).

A very large chunk of scholarship on legitimacy in Russia has concentrated precisely on
the ‘specific’ type of support, or, in other words, on the performance legitimacy and its
effectiveness and more recent failures. There is a consensus among the scholars of Russia in that
performance legitimacy, and in particular, its economic, technocratic, and security aspects, were
crucial in Putin’s rise to power. This is not surprising, for indeed, on the background of the

chaotic nineties’, characterized by lawlessness, crime, dysfunctional institutions and similarly

3 Putin’s approval ratings today are around 80%

4 The three pillars include legitimation, repression and co-optation

5 Curious parallels can be drawn between Russia and China, explaining the importance of
performance legitimacy in both countries. Zhao writes that “Currently, the Chinese regime
still enjoys a high level of performance legitimacy because most Chinese still have a clear



dysfunctional leadership®, administration under Putin has performed strikingly well and as the
result gained a widespread approval. Administrative and economic reforms as well as
centralization of power have enhanced the efficiency of the state. Anomalously high oil prices in
combination with the heavy taxation of the industry filled up the national coffers and allowed
Russia to create a federal reserve, which played a crucial role in weathering the crisis 2008.
While some scholars praise Putin for his reforms during his first term, others claim that
the state could have performed much better had it been more democratic (McFaul & Stoner-
Weiss, 2008). However, regardless of whether Putin’s administration lived up to its potential,
tangible improvements in terms of various dimensions of state and economic performance made
Putin’s rule legitimate in the eyes of many Russians despite the multiple anti-democratic moves
that he had undertaken. In fact, scholars note the insignificance of formal procedural aspects of
democracy in comparison to various benefits in the eyes of Russians: “although public opinion
surveys generally indicate a preference for some form of ‘democracy’ in the abstract, much more
significant are the substantive expectations that a state, democratic or not, ought to be able to do a
better job in providing such valued public goods as social order, economic stability, guaranteed
welfare and a greater measure of distributive justice” (Sil & Chen, 2010). The importance of the
economy for Russians was mirrored in public opinion polls and scholars note that the association
between country’s top leadership and economic performance was indeed extremely strong,

especially towards the end of Medvedev’s term (Treisman, 2014).

memory of the chaotic politics and miserable experiences during Mao’s era and thus greatly

treasure the more regulated politics and much better life they now share” (Zhao, 2009). This
situation is almost identical to Russia, where Putin’s regime enjoyed performance legitimacy
since people still vividly remember how horrible the nineties were.

6 Particularly represented by a sickly president Boris Yeltsin.



While a lot of attention has been paid to the ‘specific support’ or performance legitimacy,
much less attention has been devoted to the phenomenon of ‘diffuse support’ and the shapes it has
acquired in Russia. This is not surprising, for the diffuse support is much harder to detect and to
measure (Gerscheweski, 2013). At the same time, it is precisely now that this type of support has
become the most crucial in understanding the stability of Putin’s regime. With the recent
deterioration in the country’s economic situation due to the low oil prices and economic sanctions
imposed on Russia by the West (as well Russia’s retaliatory sanctions on Western imports), the
economic situation today is significantly gloomier than the situation prior to the protest wave in
2011. As the government is reaching the bottom of the federal reserve fund and even deeps its
hands into the pension savings to make up for the deficit in the federal budget, it is becoming
much more difficult to sustain economic performance. This is the time when the regime’s
investment into the ‘diffuse support’ is starting to pay off.

What could be the source of the diffuse legitimacy, what is it that the Russian regime
today stands for or represents? In other words, what are its ideological underpinnings? In the past,
communism was a major ideological fundament, and in particular, its promise of the ideal future.
Communist ideology not only gave a promise of a bright future and ideal society, but provided a
justification for the economic hardships of the present. However, the age of utopias came to an
end in Russia during perestroika and later with the dissolution of the Soviet Union. So what could
the Russian state offer today that could fulfill the functions similar to the communist ideology —
that is, offsetting the issue of economic hardship today (negative function) as well as well as
simultaneously providing ‘diffuse support’ from the population (positive function)? In this paper,

I want to claim that instead of making promises of the utopian future to justify its existence, the



regime redirects people’s gazes to the collective memory of past, and in particular, to the
collective memory of the WWII, or the Great Patriotic’ War as Russians refer to it.

In this paper, I will argue that the collective memory of WWII (in combination with the
war in Ukraine) has become one of the crucial pillars of the ‘diffuse support’ of Putin’s regime
after the Ukrainian war (what it is that the regime stands for or represents). I will show that the
collective memory of WWII in Putin’s Russia has turned into a geopolitical ideology, which
purpose is to provide a moral justification for the existence of the regime. In this paper, I will
also show, that as characteristic to the ‘diffuse support,’ it is very general in kind, aiming at the
population as a whole, and that its cultivation has been a long-term, gradual process that started
before the war. I will also talk about the role of the war in Ukraine, which marks the culmination
of this process and served as a catalyst that made the WWII-rooted geopolitical ideology relevant

and salient, and turned it into a powerful source of legitimation of today’s regime.

Collective Memory of WWII and Legitimacy in Russia and USSR

In authoritarian USSR and electoral-authoritarian Russia, the collective memory of WWII
has always been shaped and mobilized by the state for the purposes of legitimation. The collective
memory of WWII has been systematically used in Russia and in the Soviet Union by the
incumbents to justify their rule and the existing social order more broadly.

Under Stalin, says Tumarkin, the public memory of war was shaped to suit the purposes of
the regime. The real extent of the losses and numbers of the dead were hidden and lied about; war
memoirs were prevented from being published, and the achievements of the war heroes were

downplayed due to Stalin’s fear of political challenge coming from people who returned home

7 In this paper, [ will be using Great Patriotic War, WWII or simply the War interchangeably.



from the war with a new sense of entitlement. Under Stalin, the purpose of The Great Patriotic
War memory was to “serve as stirring, but safely distant, reminder of the success of the socialist
system and its Supreme Leader” (Tumarkin, 1994, p. 101). Under Brezhnev — who returned the
official status to the Victory day after almost a twenty-year long hiatus — the collective memory of
WWII was used in part to offset the negative effects that de-Stalinization initiated by Khrushev
had on social cohesion and the status of the communist party. The Brezhnev years “would turn
into a golden age of concrete and hot air, and era of state-sponsored multivolume histories about
the war, solemn speeches and commemoration, handouts, new medals and the mass design and
construction of memorials” (Merridale, 2006, p. 374)

Everything changed under Gorbachev, who, in order to support his policy of perestoika
and glastnost’, encouraged the truth about the war to come out. As the result, the long-hidden and
suppressed facts about the horrors of the WWII, along with destalinization campaign
delegitimized the Soviet Union as a political entity, which in combination with economic issues
lead to the country’s collapse. The early nineties are often characterized by the scholars of Russia
as the period of identity and symbolic dislocation®. Yeltsin’s administration was mostly interested
in economic reforms and attributed no value to symbolism. While attempting to get rid of
everything Soviet, Yeltsin hardly offered anything in its place, almost losing to the communist
opponents as the result. As Kurilla puts it, “the revolutionary wave that Yeltsin rode destroyed
those symbols, crushed monuments, and changed city and street names. Such policies permitted
oppositional political and economic forces to rally around a programme of saving Russia’s

historical identity” (Kurilla, 2009, p. 270). In such context, the attention that Putin pays to

8 “Dislocation assumes that the place for which someone feels attachment is lost, in the
sense that one cannot go back there and thus one has become dislodged; in extreme cases
the place may no longer exist” (Ziemer, 2009).



symbolism and his implementation of the collective memory of WWII to unify the country, raise
people’s patriotic spirits and boost his own popularity is the return to the status quo or to the
traditional to Russia instrumental approach to the memory of War.

Scholars who study the modern role of the collective memory of WWII in Russia note its
two primary political functions. First view, as represented by Elizabeth Wood, is that the
elevation of the status of the WWII and its significance for Russians was an image-making
strategy on the part of Putin personally, who increasingly associated himself with the War. As
Wood effectively puts it, “By making the war a personal event and also a sacred one, Vladimir
Putin has created a myth and a ritual that elevates him personally, uniting Russia (at least
theoretically) and showing him as the natural hero-leader, the warrior who is personally
associated with defending the Motherland” (Wood, 2011).

Another view, as presented by Gudkov, is the provision of the legitimacy for the existing
institutions and the social order in Russia more broadly. They argue that the return of the cult of
war under Putin was aimed to legitimize the repressive centralized institutions, the bureaucracy
and siloviki’. Gudkov, for instance, says that similarly to Soviet Union, under Putin, “Memories
of war are necessary, first and foremost, for the purposes of legitimation of a centralized and
repressive social order; they fit into the general logic of post-totalitarian ... society that could not
handle the challenge of westernization and modernization as well as the pressures of the occurring
social changes” (Gudkov, 2005). Sherlock similarly asserts that Putin’s original support for the
positive representation of the WWII serves as a myth that legitimized the armed forces and secret
services and their dominant role in decision-making in Russia. Also, according to Sherlock, while

any society one way or another legitimizes itself by mobilizing the collective memory in the form

9 A Russian word for members of military or security services, in particular, KGB, who came
into power.



of the so-called foundation myth (the Founding Fathers in the US or the revolution of 1917 in the
Soviet Union), nondemocratic regimes have a greater need for historical memory due to the
difficulties they experience with fulfilling people’s demands, or, in other words, with maintaining
the performance legitimacy mentioned above.

“Modern nondemocratic regimes rely on historical myths more than their

democratic counterparts because they face greater challenges in retaining power

and securing public support. Nondemocratic regimes continuously violate a wide

range of political and socioeconomic interests and therefore propagate myth in

order to foster compliance to regime policies” (Sherlock, 2007, p. 10)

The perspective taken in this paper goes in line with this latter assertion assertion of
Sherlock but goes beyond understanding the exploitation of memory in Russia solely for
justifying repression and the security. After all, the repressiveness of the state is not that obvious
for the majority of Russians who not only never challenge the regime but strongly support it, and
who do not turn to alternative media that reports such cases. Hence, it offers a third political
function that the collective memory of War has served in Putin’s Russia, which is that it has come
to serve as a geopolitical ideology and has become the raison d'étre for the existence of the
Putin’s regime more broadly. Or in Gerschewski’s words, it has become a source of “diffuse
support” (Gerscheweski, 2013).

In a nutshell, the idea of geopolitical ideology, which I will explore in greater detail
below, is that Russia has a special historically justified place in the international affairs and a
moral entitlement to defend itself and the world against ‘the global evils.” While in the past, ‘the

global evil’ was Hitler and Nazi Germany, today (or in the very recent past) such evil is the

unipolar and audacious behavior of the United States under the Obama administration'”.

10 Have to clarify due to the recent turn



In the following section, with the help of the method of discourse analysis of the official
speeches made by the president Putin and the theory of mnemonic actors by Kubik and Bernhard
(Kubik & Bernhard, 2014), I will trace out the gradual development of this diffuse type of support
and will show that it was a long-term project on the part of the regime that paid off in the end. By
doing so, I will demonstrate that the development of this type of legitimacy was a paced-out,
gradually intensifying, step-by-step process that started early on in Putin’s career and reached its

culmination point recently when the Ukrainian war began in 2014.

From Mnemonic Instrumentalist to Mnemonic Warrior

According to Kubik and Bernhard, mnemonic actors “try to treat history instrumentally, as
they tend to construct a vision of the past that they assume will generate the most effective
legitimation for their efforts to gain or hold power” (Bernhard & Kubik, 2014, p. 9). Different
types of mnemonic actors include mnemonic warriors, mnemonic pluralists, mnemonic
abnegators and mnemonic prospectors. Of particular interest for the purposes of this paper are
mnemonic warriors, who

“...usually believe that the historical truth is attainable and that once it is attained

it needs to become the foundation of social and political life. So, for them the

contest in the field of memory politics is between “us” — the guardians of truth —

and “them” — the obfuscators of “falsehoods,” or the opportunists who do not

know or care about the “proper” shape of collective memory” (Bernhard & Kubik,

2014, p. 13).

Working off of Kubik and Bernhard’s theory, I will argue that from 2000 to about 2004,
Vladimir Putin was a ‘mnemonic instrumentalist,” in so far as he used the memory of WWII for

the purposes of legitimation without having an explicit vision of what the ‘true’ memory ought to

be and how it should become the foundation of political life in the country. I will then show how



during his second and third term, Putin facilitated a particular a vision of War that emphasizes
Russia’s exceptional role in it. During the second term, Russian exceptionalism is derived from
the fact that the country suffered more than anybody else did and withstood the greatest blow of
the enemy, or what I will refer to as the negative exceptionalism. During the third term, the
commemoration of the positive exceptionalism is facilitated through the emphasis on Russia’s
decisive and independent role in destroying fascism. Having traced out the transformation of the
way in which the memory of war is presented in the Victory Day speeches, I will show that
during his presidential career, Vladimir Putin has transformed into a mnemonic warrior and the
memory of War has turned into an uncontestable holy truth.

To come to these conclusions, I use the method of discourse-analysis and look at Vladimir
Putin’s Victory Day parade speeches'' in the period of 2000-2008 and 2012-2015 and his address
on the day of the admission of Crimea into Russian Federation. Victory Day parade speeches
serve as the best example of how commemoration of the WWII in Russia has always been
explicitly a political process. Moreover, they also provide a sense of the shape of the official
memory of WWII propagated by the state. It is specifically this type of memory that is of interest
to the scholars of the politics of memory (Kubik & Bernhard, 2014, p. 8). Finally, Victory Day
parade speeches serve as the best source for tracing out the dynamics of official commemoration
of the WWII in Russia. As one of the most important, listened to and brief speeches of the year,
every word and every turn of phrase in the Victory Day parade speeches is significant and carries
with it enormous political subtext. The methodology of discourse analysis allows to detect such

rhetorical shifts and unravel their political significance.

11 In this paper, [ will only take a look at Putin’s speeches. I do this in part because it is Putin
and his popularity that is the major concern of this paper, and in part because
transformation is much more systematic and obvious if the years of Medvedev’s presidency
are omitted.



The fact that Vladimir Putin has treated the collective memory of WWII instrumentally
from very early on in his presidential career is most evident from the emphasis that he has always
made on the relevance of the WWII to today’s world. In particular, he has done so by highlighting
the importance of uroki or lessons that the memory of War entails. In fact, out of the fifteen
speeches conducted by both him and Medvedev since 2000, ten emphasize the lessons of the war
and use the language of uroki. The fact that the memory of War should have an educative purpose
already suggest the instrumental approach that the presidents have for commemoration. However,
the instrumental character of the memory of war is most evident from the fact that from year to
year the content of the lessons changed depending on the political agenda of the day.

In 2000, when Putin was still pursuing the policies in line with Yeltsin’s presidency, the
lessons of the War were said to “help our generation to build strong and prosperous country, and
to raise up high the banner of Russian democracy and freedom.'”” However, the very next year,
the rhetoric of democracy and freedom gave way to the importance of understating the dangers of
extremism and the elevation of the status of Russian army. In light of Russia’s cooperation with
the United States in the anti-terrorist campaign, from 2002 to 2005, WWII became the primary
paradigm for global cooperation and resistance to the newly emerged threats of international
terrorism — the threat that in Putin’s speeches was portrayed as a global evil analogous to fascism.
During these years, the lessons of WWII and the final success of the anti-Hitler coalition in
defeating the Nazi Germany were meant to emphasize the necessity of global cooperation and the
decisive collective action against the modern threats of terrorism:

“We are obliged not to turn the blind eye on the fact that Nazi swastika and the
ideas of fascism still walk around the world today. To them has been added an

12 Putin, Vladimir (2000, May). Vystupleniye na voyennom parade... Speech presented at the Red
Square, Moscow, Russia. This and the following excerpts are translated from the original by the
author. The original can be found in the Appendix A.



equally threatening evil of international terrorism. It also carries with it death and

destruction. It should be the goal of the entire global community to resist the

terrorists and to cleanse the world of this infection'>.”

As such, the memory and the rhetoric of WWII were instrumental in portraying Russia as
the leader in global fight against terrorism. However, it is important to note the inherent
connection between Russia’s anti-terrorist rhetoric and the second Chechen war. After the events
of 9/11, in the face of international condemnation of Russia’s actions in Chechnya, Russia heavily
exploited the anxiety that emerged after September 11 to legitimize its violent actions in the
region and portray the war not as an individual anti-separatist fight, but as a part of a global
struggle against the evil of terrorism (Gilligan, 2010).

Even though during his first term Vladimir Putin treated the memory of war
instrumentally as an educatory and legitimizing tool, he was not properly a mnemonic actor, for
there was no particular vision in which the War should be commemorated that he developed and
promoted. However, the motion in the direction of developing a particular vision begins in 2005
and in later years it becomes more and more pronounced.

During Putin’s second term, 2004-2008, one can trace out how a consistent vision of the
collective memory of war is shaped in the Victory Day speeches and hence can note the
beginning of the transition of the president towards becoming a mnemonic warrior. President
Putin makes increasing emphasis on the fact that Russia withstood the largest blows of Nazi
Germany and that the most decisive battles happened on the country’s territory. For instance, in
his speech from 2005, Putin says that

“61 countries and almost 80 percent of the world population were drawn into the

burning orbit of the Second World War. The firestorm swept not only territories of
Europe, but also the countries of Asia and Africa; it reached the shores of New

13 Putin, Vladimir (2004, May). Vystupleniye na voyennom parade... Speech presented at the Red
Square, Moscow, Russia.



Zeeland, Alaska, borders of Egypt and Australia. But the most brutal and decisive
events that defined the drama and the outcome of this inhuman war were unfolding

on the territory of the Soviet Union. Fascists aimed to instantaneously enslave our

people, and practically planned to destroy the entire country'*.”

This speech facilitates a particular vision of history that distinguished Russia from the rest of the
participants in the War and asserts that the whole world was essentially at the periphery of the
conflict, while the decisive events unfolded on the Russian territory. The same motive arises in
his speech from 2006: “Horrifying, destructive power was brought down on all European
countries. But the main and most ferocious blow was struck at out Motherland'>.”

Similarly, during Putin’s second term the exceptional extent of suffering and loss that
Russia underwent is emphasized. For instance, in 2005, Putin says:

“We will always remember help of the allies...But we also know that the Soviet

Union lost tens of millions of its citizens during years of war ...Sorrow entered

every person’s home, every family. This is why May 9 is a holy date'®”.

There is a motive of martyrdom here: the celebration of the 9 May becomes holy for Russians due
to the exceptional sufferings that the people of USSR underwent during the war. The discourse
conveys the idea that the sufferings the Russians went through distinguish the country from the
rest of the members of the anti-Hitler coalition, and entitle Russian victory with the greater, holy
significance for the country.

Hence, we can see that during the second term, a particular vision of War emerges that
emphasizes Russia’s exceptional position in the War. According to the narrative, Russia was hit

the heaviest by the Nazis and suffered most from the enemy in comparison to other countries. In

14 Putin, Vladimir (2005, May). Vystupleniye na voyennom parade... Speech presented at the Red
Square, Moscow, Russia.
15 Putin, Vladimir (2006, May). Vystupleniye na voyennom parade... Speech presented at the Red
Square, Moscow, Russia.
16 Putin, Vladimir (2005, May). Vystupleniye na voyennom parade... Speech presented at the Red
Square, Moscow, Russia.



fact, it is in Russia where the epicenter of the War was. This marks the first steps towards the
formation of the memory of WWII that supports the exceptionalism of Russia. While during his
second term, it were mostly the negative'’ aspects of this exceptionalism that Putin emphasized
(the difficulties and the great amount of suffering), during his third term, the emphasis shifts to
the positive exceptionalism, or the decisive and independent role of Russia in the liberation of
Europe from fascism and the victory over Nazi Germany.

While facilitating a particular vision of memory does not necessarily turn Putin into a
mnemonic warrior — having a vision characterizes all types of mnemonic actors -- the speech that
he conducted during the last year of his second term contains yet another sign of his gradual
transition to becoming one. When describing mnemonic warriors, Kubik and Bernhard contend
that these actors are characterized by the fact that “for them the contest in the field of memory
politics is between “us” — the guardians of truth — and “them” — the obfuscators of “falsehoods.””
While we have witnessed the formation and facilitation of a particular perspective on the WWII,
there has been no assertion that it is the sole acceptable view; nor has there been encouragement
to defend this perspective from other ways to understand and remember the war. However, in his
speech from 2007, Putin clearly states that there is only one way to remember and value Russia’s

participation in the War and that is the way which elevates Russia’s role in it:

“Those who today attempt to diminish this invaluable experience, who defiles the

monuments of the war heroes — offends their own nation, disseminates discord and

. . 1
mistrust between countries and people'®.”

17 Speech from 2004 is an outlier in this pattern. However, there only one brief line in it is
devoted to the positive role of Russia.

18 Putin, Vladimir (2007, May). Vystupleniye na voyennom parade... Speech presented at the Red
Square, Moscow, Russia.



It is worth noting that in this passage, diminishing the country’s experience in war is
compared to vandalism. Putin leaves open to interpretation who the “those” are in the passage
turning them into the imaginary “other.” However, regardless of who these “others” are, in this
speech Putin asserts not only their existence but also that they are ‘historical vandals,” who need
to be condemned and against whom the correct way of understanding the war needs to be
defended. Hence this speech marks an almost complete transition of Vladimir Putin from a
mnemonic instrumentalist to a mnemonic warrior.

In his third term, after the hiatus of Medvedev’s presidency, who somehow diverged from
the directionality set out by his predecessor, Putin picked up where he left off and continued on
the path of transformation into the mnemonic warrior. As I mentioned earlier, while his second
term was characterized by facilitation of the ‘negative’ aspects of Russia’s exceptional role,
during his third term (2012 - onward) a clear emphasis was made on the country’s positive
contribution to the Victory and its crucial role in defeating the Nazi Germany. In fact, gradually
the Victory in the War is turned in the official speeches into solely Russian victory. For instance,
in his speech from 2013, Putin explicitly states that it were precisely the Russians who destroyed
Nazi Germany:

“We will always remember that it was definitively Russia, USSR that thwarted

man-hating, bloody, haughty plans of Nazis, and prevented fascists from

conquering the world. Our soldier defended freedom and independence while

protecting his Motherland. Not sparing himself, /e liberated Europe and emerged

victorious. The greatness of this victory will forever remain in history.'*”

[emphasis added]

In a similar manner, the decisive role of Russia in the Victory is stressed in 2014: “It was

definitively our country that chased the Nazis back to their den, achieved their complete and

19 Putin, Vladimir (2013, May). Vystupleniye na voyennom parade... Speech presented at the Red
Square, Moscow, Russia.



ultimate defeat®®.” But here, Putin’s rhetoric takes even more decisive turn towards what would
be characteristic of a mnemonic warrior. Following the assertion that it was imenno nasha strana
(definitively our country) that destroyed fascism, Putin says that “we will always remember this
holy unfading truth, and will not allow betrayal and oblivion of heroes®'.”

The fact that it was imenno or precisely Russia, our country, Soviet Union or Red Army —
the same turn of speech is used in all four years with only the ways to refer to Russia changing —
establishes Russia’s ‘positive’ exceptionalism in terms of its contribution to the victory. Russia
not only suffered most and withstood the greatest blow, as emphasized during Putin’s second
term, but was also ultimately responsible for the victory.

Russia’s exceptional experience in the War, the country’s independent and crucial
contribution to the Victory and the holy significance of this day together form the particular
vision of commemoration of the War facilitated by Putin. Presentation of this vision as a “holy
unfading truth” and condemnation of other perspectives (in particular, the ones that diminish
Russia’s role in the victory) as historical vandalism and even betrayal suggest Putin’s complete
transformation into a mnemonic warrior.

Incidentally, it was in 2014 that president Putin signed22 the Law against the
“Rehabilitation of Nazism,” directed “against the encroachments upon the historical memory of
the events of the Second World War,” which made it a criminal offence to deny certain facts of
war and express public disrespect of the symbols of Russia’s military glory. Under the law, the

rehabilitation of Nazism, whatever it means, is punishable with up to three, and, in cases of state

20 Putin, Vladimir (2014, May). Vystupleniye na voyennom parade... Speech presented at the Red
Square, Moscow, Russia.
21 Putin, Vladimir (2014, May). Vystupleniye na voyennom parade... Speech presented at the Red
Square, Moscow, Russia.

22 http://kremlin.ru/events/president/news/20912



officials, up to five years in jail. Unlike similar laws in other countries, which were proposed
mostly by left-wing politicians, the Russian law is very different in character and “is backed by
pro-state right-wing politicians that seek to create a heroic national narrative and legislate away

any doubt about the state’s historical righteousness23.”

Collective Memory as Geopolitical Ideology

What is the goal of crafting the collective the memory of Russian exceptionalism? If Putin
is indeed a mnemonic warrior, what instrumental purpose does such vision of the War serve?
Considering the fact that for mnemonic warriors “the distinction between the past, present, and
future is sometimes collapsed” (Bernhard & Kubik, 2014, p. 13), in what way does Vladimir
Putin intends the spirit of the WWII to permeate Russia’s present?

To answer this question, we can look at the excerpt from the speech at the Victory Day
parade in 2007:

“Moreover, in our days such threats do not decrease in number. They simply

change their shape and appearance. And these new threats, just like in the times of

the Third Reich, are characterized by the disdain to the human life and same claims

on global exceptionalism and dictatorship*.”

Here, Vladimir Putin has taken his usual rhetoric of the relevance of the War’s lessons to
today’s world to a new level. While before, it was the lesson of cooperation that the world needed
to derive from the War in order to fight the new enemy, such as terrorism, now the world is facing
the same old enemy masked to appear in a new shape. This rhetorical move creates a perception

that the war, which Russia was so successful in fighting, has not truly been over, that it continues

23 http://www.ponarseurasia.org/sites/default/files /policy-memos-

pdf/Pepm331_Kurilla_ August2014_0.pdf

24 Putin, Vladimir (2007, May). Vystupleniye na voyennom parade... Speech presented at the Red
Square, Moscow, Russia.




to this day except in the new shape. By alluding to “claims on global exceptionalism and
dictatorship,” the quote suggests that the new enemy — which really is the same old enemy of
fascism except in the new form — is the United States.

While the fact that it is the United States that Vladimir Putin is referring to in his speeches
1s not explicit and the name of the country is never pronounced, the fact that US is implied can be
inferred from other statements made by the president. For instance, in the recent op-ed from 2013
published in The New York Times, Putin directly challenges Obama’s speech for his mention of
the American exceptionalism®’. Moreover, during the speech after the admission of the Crimea
into the Russian Federation, Putin says the following in relation to the United States:

“Our western partners, led by the United States of America, prefer not to be guided

by international law in their practical policies, but by the rule of the gun. They

have come to believe in their exclusivity and exceptionalism, that they can decide

the destinies of the world, that only they can ever be right. They act as they please:

here and there, they use force against sovereign states, building coalitions based

on the principle “If you are not with us, you are against us.””*°

Hence, the US becomes the major threat to international security and the potential
podzhigatyel” or the “instigator,” as Medvedev once put it”’, of the next world war. The United

States thus is presented as a country that believes in its superiority and which pursues its

audacious foreign politics and interferes with sovereignty of other states (whether the military

25 “And I would rather disagree with a case he made on American exceptionalism, stating that the
United States’ policy is “what makes America different. It’s what makes us exceptional.” It is
extremely dangerous to encourage people to see themselves as exceptional, whatever the
motivation. There are big countries and small countries, rich and poor, those with long democratic
traditions and those still finding their way to

democracy” (http://www.nytimes.com/2013/09/12/opinion/putin-plea-for-caution-from-russia-on-
syria.html? r=1)

26 Putin, Vladimir (2014, March). Address by the President of Russian Federation. The Kremlin,
Moscow. Accessed in English.

27 Medvedev, Dmitri (2008, May). Vystupleniye na voyennom parade... Speech presented at the
Red Square, Moscow, Russia.



intervention as in the case with Iraq or Kosovo or other kind of intervention as in the case with the
wave of color revolutions is implied is not clear). As such, this country poses a potential threat to
the world similar to that of Nazi Germany -- hence the relevance of the lessons of the War to
today’s politics so frequently emphasized by Putin. The “the distinction between the past, present,
and future is ... collapsed” and the impression is made that the war that is the logical continuation
of the WWII is already ongoing or at the very least is imminent if things keep going the way they
are with the unchecked power such as the United State existing in the world.

The fact that increasing anti-Americanism and assertion of Russia’s exceptional role in
WWII go hand in hand is not a coincidence. Russian genuine historical or moral exceptionalism is
meant to oppose the dangerous American pretenzii na isklyuchitel 'nost’ (pretensions for
exceptionalism). This is most obvious from Putin’s speech from 2012, in which Putin proclaims
that exceptional role of Russia in the WWII in the past entitles it to a position of distinction and
importance (as well as moral high ground) in the global affairs in the present:

“We have a great moral right in our principled and assertive defense of our

[policy] positions, since it was our country that withstood the greatest blow of

Nazism, that faced it with the heroic resistance, that went through the most

difficult ordeals, and determined the outcome of the war, destroyed the enemy and

thus brought liberation to people across the world*®.”

This quote is particularly remarkable in so far as it conveys the idea that Russia’s past, and
in particular, its role in the WWII gives the country certain moral prerogatives or as Putin puts it,
the velikoye moral’noye pravo (the great moral right), in terms of its actions in the world today.

This form of Russian exceptionalism, which the country has allegedly earned during its struggle

with Nazism, combined with the increasing degree of anti-Americanism prevalent in speeches as

28 Putin, Vladimir (2012, May). Vystupleniye na voyennom parade... Speech presented at the Red
Square, Moscow, Russia.



well as the parallels drawn between the US policy and the pre-WWII expansionist ambitions of
Nazi Germany make Russia’s opposition to the US historically or ideologically justified. To the
dangerous American pretenzii na isklyuchitel 'nost* (pretensions for exceptionalism), Russia’s
genuine historical or moral exceptionalism is opposed. Thus, opposition to the US in the spirit of
WWII becomes the moral right and duty of Russia — its duty to itself, to Europe, and to the whole
world (the purpose of which is to prevent another horrible war analogous to WWII) -- and turns
into a new geopolitical ideology or raison d'étre for the Russian state and, as [ argue in this paper,
one of the crucial pillars of the legitimacy of Putin’s regime.

In this situation the United States plays the role of a convenient “Other” working off of
which the Russia’s national “Self” is shaped (Hansen, 2006). What is important here is not
Russia’s changing enemies, but the identity that the regime has created for itself with the help of
the collective memory of WWII. Geopolitical agenda has become the reason d’etre of Putin’s
regime. The rhetoric of WWII is not simply meant to justify Russia’s ambitious foreign policy,
although, it certainly performs this function too. Putin’s regime today is the embodiment of the
glorious geopolitical mission of Russia to be the world’s just and moral defender. It is the mission
to win or to continue winning WWII over and over again with only people capable of doing it
being those in power today. While prior to 2014 the war that Putin’s regime was fighting was
mostly rhetorical, the revolution in the neighboring Ukraine and the ousting of the pro-Russian

president Yanukovich gave the regime the opportunity to fight a real one.

Geopolitical Ideology and the Ukrainian Crisis

29 Putin, Vladimir (2007, May). Vystupleniye na voyennom parade... Speech presented at the Red
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It is impossible to talk about the collective memory of WWII as underpinning the
legitimacy of Putin’s regime without mentioning Ukrainian crisis and the annexation of Crimea.
While the process of transforming of the memory of WWII into a political tool and a source of
legitimacy began very early on in Putin’s career, it was the year of 2014 that marked the peak or
served as a culmination point of this process.

From the very first days of Euromaidan, the state-controlled channels portrayed the events
in Ukraine using WWII-rooted rhetoric and accused the United States of being responsible for
instigating the protests and the civil war, hence turning the Ukrainian crisis into a living proof of
the validity and relevance of the WWII or geopolitical ideology. In their paper, the War of Words,
Cottiero et al., by analyzing how Russian state-controlled media portrayed the Ukrainian crisis on
television detected two major frames: the WWII and anti-American (or Cold War) frame
(Cottiero, Kucharski, Olimpieva, & Orttung, 2015). And indeed, to describe the events in
Ukraine, both reporters and politicians have been excessively implementing the words like
fashisty (fascists), natsisty (Nazis), banderovtsy (Bandera followers), and blokada (siege). The
Euromaidan are said to have been organized by the American intelligent services and the new
government in Ukraine is referred to as a russophobic ‘fascist junta’. The events in Ukraine have
been portrayed not merely as the internal struggle within the neighboring country, but instead as
the rivalry of the two civilizations — The “Russian Eurasian civilization” versus the “Atlantic
civilization led by the USA” (Darczewska, 2014). The war in Ukraine has been presented on
Russian television as the round two of the Great Patriotic War, as some business that was
unfinished decades ago that was up to the modern Russia — the inheritor of the glory of USSR --

to accomplish.



In his State of the Nation address of 2014, president Putin began his speech by narrating
the Ukraine-related events of the year. If we compare this speech to other conducted by the
president, we can see that this fact is unprecedented since all of the addresses prior to 2014 were
started by the outline of Russia’s economic achievements. For instance, in Medvedev’s speech
from 2008 — the year of Georgian conflict — the economy came prior to war on the agenda. Putin’s
speech of 2014 dives straight into the Ukrainian war, and in this narration, explicit anti-
Americanism comes up very early on:

“I mentioned our American friends on purpose, since they directly or from behind

the scenes influence our relationship with our neighbors. Sometimes it is hard to

tell whom one should negotiate with: with the governments of some countries or

directly with their American patrons and sponsors.**”

Then in comes up again, this time in connection with the economic sanctions. The
sanctions are presented as a conscious politics on the part of the USA and their allies to hold back
the growing potential of Russia, with Ukrainian crisis simply being an excuse to carry out this
intent:

“I am confident that if none of this [Ukrainian crisis and inclusion of Crimea] has

occurred... they would have come up with another excuse to hold back the

growing potentials of Russia, to influence the country, and better yet, to take

advantage of it. Politics of holding back was not invented yesterday. It has been

carried out in relation to our country for ...decades if not hundreds of years®'.”

Hence, weakening of Russia becomes a historical intention and a long-desired goal of the United
States, and sanctions are simply one of the many manifestations of it. As the logical continuation
of this idea, the US is then accused of supporting separatism and terrorists in Chechnya with the

implicit conclusion that the United States has always wished the disintegration of Russia for the

30 Putin, Vladimir (2014, December). Poslaniye presidenta federal nomu sobraniyu ... Kremlin,
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purposes of weakening the country. As a force desiring to weaken Russia and diminish its vast
geographical expanse, the United States is compared to the Nazi Germany:

“They did not succeed [in disintegration of Russia as they did with Yugoslavia].

We did not allow it. Similarly, Hitler did not succeed, who intended to destroy

Russia and push it behind Ural [mountains] with his man-hating ideas**”

Following closely the mention of Hitler, Putin notes that next year, the country will be celebrating
70-year anniversary of the Victory Day. And here, in the State of the Nation address, Putin turns
to the idea of uroki or lessons of War, so characteristic to the Day of Victory speeches. And
similarly, the main lesson of War is that the United States, and in particular, the American
antimissile system:

“Presents a threat to not only security of Russia, but to the entire world due to the

potential disturbance of the strategic balance of powers...I think that it is harmful

for the US itself, since it creates a dangerous illusion of invulnerability, and

strengthens the tendencies for unilateral, and frequently, as we see, unreasoned

decisions and additional risks>*”

Thus, the State of the Nation address features very explicitly the WWII ideology detected
in our analysis of Putin’s Victory Day speeches. Moreover, the degree of radicalization of this
ideology is significantly higher than it has ever been before: The United States is explicitly called
out by its name and is accused of being the cause of Ukrainian crisis and the threat to the world
security. At the same time, Russia is presented as the direct object of the US aggression with
explicit parallels between Hitler’s and alleged American attempts to destroy the country.

While in the case of the Victory Day parade speeches, the appeal to the collective memory

of the WWII is natural due to the occasion for the speech — the celebration of the victory in WWII
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— the fact that very explicit WWII rhetoric is used in the State of the Nation address is staggering
and has a deep political significance. On the one hand, the ideology that had been developed in
previous years came in as a convenient tool to justify Russia’s actions in Ukraine. On the other,
the unfolding events breathed life into this ideology and made the particular type of memory of
WWII developed by Putin a highly relevant prism for the perception of the modern political
reality by Russians (for instance, Russia’s foreign policy conflicts with the US). While
geopolitical ideology justified Russia’s position in the conflict, the conflict itself made the
historically rooted ideology more relevant to today’s reality and more powerful in terms of

butressing the legitimacy of Putin’s regime.

Geopolitical Ideology and Legitimacy of Putin’s Regime

The major issue with studying the ‘diffuse support” legitimacy is that it is very hard to
measure and make assertions about causal claims. In this paper, I concentrated my analysis on the
official speeches of Putin and in doing so followed one of the paths of studying this type of
legitimacy suggested by Gerschewski.”* However, there is still a question of how can we be sure
that geopolitical ideology has been an important factor in contributing to the legitimacy of Putin’s
regime.

While it is impossible to answer this question with certainty, the public opinion polls
conducted by Levada Center suggest that certain elements of WWII ideology, such as anti-
Americanism and the perception of Russia’s growing status as a world’s great power, have indeed

found reflection in the minds of Russians. In March 2015, for instance, 81% of Russians said that

34 “official legitimacy claims by the riling elite can be taken more seriously and can be classified
by using content analysis techniques” (Gerscheweski, 2013)



they felt “generally badly” about the USA* — marking the record high levels of anti-Americanism
since 1990s. At the same time, 80% of Russians in 2015 believe® that Russia is a “great power,”
in comparison®’ to 68% in 2014 and 48% in 2012. When it comes to the Ukrainian crisis, the
research conducted by Cottiero et al. on the influence of state-controlled television on the Internet
in Russia, discovered that Internet users have generally accepted the WWII and anti-American
media framings of the conflict (Cottiero et al., 2015). These facts suggest that there is strong
ground to believe that geopolitical ideology is a powerful source of legitimation of Putin’s
regime.

Finally, the process of empowering and and bringing of the “diffuse support” in the form
of WWII ideology to the front, the regime has managed to solve or at least postpone some of its
issues with the provision of “specific support” or performance legitimacy. The framework of
geopolitical ideology has turned economic and material sufferings into sacrifices for an important
cause of having an influence in the world affairs. The analysis™ titled The Worse, the Better of the
opinion polls and Internet discussions conducted by Borusyak and Levinson supports this
observation:

“Analysis of discussions in the Internet clearly shows the ... paradoxical

combination of the assuredness [among Russians] that the country is going in the

right direction with the [observations] of individual hardships. This combination

is based on the assuredness that since Russia is becoming strong and independent,

it is necessary to accept temporary difficulties. Celebrations that remind us what
our predecessors went through are very important to us. If they won, so will we.”

35 http://www.levada.ru/29-07-2015/monitoring-otnosheniya-rossiyan-k-drugim-
stranam-iyul

36 http://www.levada.ru/21-07-2015/kart-blansh-vneshnyaya-politika-zamenila-
rossiyanam-realnye-problemy-gosudarstva

37 http://www.levada.ru/11-12-2014/68-rossiyan-schitayut-rossiyu-velikoi-derzhavoi
38 http://daily.rbc.ru/opinions/society/23/06/2015/5582d1219a79470d5f7d7ac6



In addition to making its poor economic performance look like martyrdom, there is the
second mechanism in which WWII ideology could affect performance legitimacy: by providing
Russians with the positive identity benefits, such as a sense of being the citizens of one of the
world’s great powers. Moreover, as we have seen from the official discourse above, Putin’s
geopolitical ideology provides Russians with the sense that not only Russia is a great power, but it
is a power that has velikoye moral’noye pravo (a great moral right) to be great and to have an
influence in the world. Thus, it is not only the great power that Russians feel themselves a part of,
but a power that is characterized by a moral high ground. Hence, one could say that the issues that
the Russian state is experiencing with the provision of ‘specific support’ or performance
legitimacy have been offset by the new ‘diffuse support’ and the identity benefits that the
Russians receive thanks to it, which also could be perceived as a type of ‘performance’ on part of

the state (Petrov, Lipman, & Hale, 2013).

Conclusion

In previous two sections, by looking at the Victory Day parade and State of the Nation
speeches, I have shown that during the years of his presidency, Vladimir Putin had gradually
turned into a mnemonic warrior who shaped and facilitated a very particular uncontestable type of
collective memory. I have also shown that this type of memory of WWII has turned into a
geopolitical ideology, which provides a moral justification for the existence of Russia’s regime.
By looking at the president’s State of the Nation address of 2014, I have shown that the war in
Ukraine was instrumental in strengthening this ideology and making it more relevant than ever for
the perception of today’s reality by Russians. The fact that with each year Putin increasingly acted

more as a mnemonic warrior, suggests that the geopolitical ideology was not invented over night,



but has been gradually and intentionally developed by the top leadership. Investing into shaping
the collective memory was a long-term project aimed at a general public that yielded a very high
pay-off and has been one of the factors that have greatly contributed to the stability of Putin’s
regime. These findings suggest that collective memory is one of the important sources or tools of
dictators that, despite requiring long and careful cultivation, can become a very powerful and

useful weapon at times when a regime struggles with legitimacy crisis.



Appendix A
Page 25:

“Ellle He pa3 OHA BBIPYYUT B MUPHOM )KU3HH, TOMOXKET HallleMy ITOKOJIEHHUIO BbICTPOUTh
CUJIbHYI0, TPOI[BETAIOIIYI0O CTPAHY, BLICOKO MOJJHUMET POCCUHCKOe 3HaMs JIeMOKpaTUH
1 cCBO6O/bI1.”

Page 25:

“Ho u cero/iHs1 Mbl He BIIpaBe 3aKpbIBaTh I'/1a3a Ha TO, YTO ellle TyJSI0T 10 MUPY

Y HallUCTCKasi CBaCTHKA, U Ujeu ¢pamnsma. M 4To K HUM NpubaBUIOCh HE MEHEE CTPaLIHOe
3JI0 — MeXX/IYHapoAHbIU Teppopu3M. OH ToKe HeceT CMepTh M pa3pylLieHue. 3a/ia4a BCero
MHUPOBOT0 COO6LIECTBA - JaTh TEPPOPUCTAM JOCTOMHBIN OTIOP, U36aBUTh MUP OT 3TOMU
3apa3bl.”

Page 27:

“B nylaMeHHY10 op6uTy BTOpoit MUpOBO# 6b1J10 BOBJIeueHO 61 rocyZjlapcTBO M MPAKTUYECKHU
80 npoueHTOB HacesieHUs 3eMu. OTHEHHBIN CMep4 IPOHeCCs He ToJIbKO Haj EBpomnon,

HO U HaJ| cTpaHaMU A3uu u Abpuku, goctur 6eperoB HoBo# 3eMiu v AJISICKH, TpaHUI]
Erunta u ABctpanuu. Ho caMble )kecTOKME U peliarolide COObITUS, ONpeeuBILINe

Y ipaMy, U UCXOJ, 3TOM H6ecuesI0BeUHON BOMHBI, pa3BOpaYMBaJUCh HA TEPPUTOPUHU
CoBeTckoro Coro3a. PamucTbl pacCYMTHIBAJIA MOJHUEHOCHO MOPAbOTUTh Halll HAPOJ,
daKTHYeCKHU pacCYMThIBAJU HA yHUUTOKEHHUE CTPAHbL.”

“CtpauiHas, MclenessoLas cCujaa o6pynaach TOrAa NoYTH Ha Bce CTpaHbl EBpomnbl.
Ho camblii rmaBHBINM U caMblil JIIOTBIN yJap ObL1 HAHeCeH Hallell PoauHe.”

“MBplI ... Bcerzia 6y/ieM MNOMHUTb IOMOIILb COI03HUKOB: ...Ho MbI Takke 3HaeM, YyTo COBETCKHUI
Coro3 moTepsJ 3a 3TH ro/ibl BOUHBI 1eCATKU MUJIJIMOHOB CBOMX IPaXK/aH, a Cpe/id BOMHOB,
NOTMOIIMX Ha MOJISIX CPaXKeHUH ObLIM JIIOJY BceX HallMoHaibHOcTel 6b1BIIero CCCP. Bee
Hapo/pbl U Bce pecny6inky CoBeTckoro Coro3a NoHeC/JH TOrZja CBOM HEBOCIIOJIHUMbIe
notepu. ['ope npuiIO B K&XKABIK 0M, B KaXAy10 ceMblo. U moTomy 9 Mas - cBsAleHHas
JlaTta auis Bcex ctpaH CoapyxectBa HesaBucumbix 'ocypapcts.”

Page 29:

“A Te, KTO NbITAETCSI CETOAHS MPUHU3UTD 3TOT OECLIEHHbIH OMBIT, KTO OCKBEPHSIET
NaMsATHUKHU IeposiM BOMHBI, 0CKOPOJIsSieT COGCTBEHHBIN HApO/I, CeeT PO3Hb U HOBOE
HeJZi0BepUe MeXAy rocyJapCTBaMHU U JIIOJbMU.”

“Mbl Bcergia 6yieM MOMHUTB, YTO KMeHHO Poccus, CoBeTckuit Coro3 copBaiu
YeJIOBEeKOHEHAaBUCTHHUYECKHE, KPOBaBble, HA/[MEHHbIE MJIaHbl HAI[UCTOB, He MO3BOJIUIU
damucram 3aByajieTb MUPOM. Halll cosiiaT OTCTOsJ1 CBOGOIy M HE3aBUCUMOCTD, 3allUIIast



cBoto PosiviHy, He xaJies cebsi, ocBo60 A1 EBpony U ofiep:kasi mobeay, BeJiuire KOTOpou
HaBeKH OCTAHETCs B UCTOPUH.”

Page 30:

“MiMeHHO Hallla CTpaHa rHaJia HallMCTOB /[0 UX JIOT0BA, J00MJ/IaCh UX MOJHOTO
¥ OKOHYATEeJbHOI'0 pa3rpoMa, modeiu/ia LieHOM MUJIJIMOHOB KePTB U CTPAIIHbIX
UCIBITAaHUNR.”

“MpI Bcerjia 6yieM 6epedb 3Ty CBSLLEHHYI0, HEMEPKHYILYIO IPaBAY, He JJ0NMyCTUM
npejiaTeabCTBa U 3a6BeHUs repoeB”

Page31:

“Tem 6oJiee YTO U B HALlK JJHU TAaKUX yIPO3 He CTAaHOBUTCS MeHble. OHU JIUIIb
TpaHCPOPMHUPYIOTCS, MEHSIOT CBOE 00JiMYbe. U B 3TUX HOBBIX yIpo3ax, Kak U BO BpeMeHa
«TPeTbero perxa», BCe TO XKe Ipe3peHre K YeJ0Be4eCKOU XKU3HH, Te XKe IPeTeH3UU

Ha MUPOBYI0 UCKJIOYUTENbHOCTb U IUKTAT.”

Page 32:

“U ceropHs x04y MOJYEPKHYTh: CTPOroe COOJII0/leHhe MeXAYHAPOJHbIX HOPM, YBaXKeHH e
roCy/lapCTBEHHOI0 CyBepeHHUTeTa U CaMOCTOSATEJIbHOT0 BbIOOPpA KaXkA0r0 Hapo/ia — 3TO
0/i1Ha 13 6€e3yCJI0BHbIX FApaHTUH TOT0, UTO TpareAus npoule/iei BOMHbI HUKOTrAa 60Jiblle
He NOBTOPHUTCA.”

“UcTopust MUPOBBIX BOMH NpeAyNpexAaeT: BOOPYKEeHHble KOHQJIUKTBI He pOXKAAI0TCS
caMHu 1o cebe. Ux «mopKuraroT» Te, YbM 6€30TBETCTBEHHbIE aMOUIIMU OepyT BepX Ha/j,
MHTepecaMU CTPaH U 1ieJibIX KOHTUHEHTOB, HaJ| UHTepecaMy MUJIJIMOHOB JII0iei.”

Page 34:

“U y Hac eCcTb BeJIMKOE MOpPaJibHOE MPaBOo — NPUHIUIHATBHO U HACTOMYMBO OTCTaUBaTh
CBOY MO3MIIUY, IOTOMY YTO UMEHHO Hallla CTpaHa NpHHsJIa Ha cebs IJIaBHbIA yaap
HallM3Ma, BCTPETUJIa ero repouyecKuM CONpPOTHBJIEHHEM, IPOIIJIA Yepe3 TshKeaenIle
MCIIbITAHUS, OTIpeJieJInjia caM UCX0/, TOM BOMHBI, COKpYIIWJIA Bpara U NpuHec/a
0CBOOOX/IeHHe HapoJaM Bcero Mmupa.”

Page 38:

“He csiydaiiHO yIIOMSIHYJI HAllMX aMepPUKAHCKHUX Jipy3e, TaK KaK OHU BIPSMYIO UJIM U33a
KyJIMCBCer/ia BJUAOT Ha HAlllM OTHOILEHUS C cocefsAMU. MHOrja jlaxke He 3Haellb, C KeM
JIy4llle pa3roBapuBaTh: C IPaBUTeJbCTBAMU HEKOTOPBIX TOCYaPCTB UJIM HAIPSAMYIO C UX
aMepUKaHCKMMU NOKPOBHUTEJSIMU U CIIOHCOPaMHU.”



Page 39:

“YBepeH, 4TO ec/iu 6bl BCET0 3TOT0 He ObLJI0, — X0y 3TO NOAYEPKHY Th, yBaXKaeMble
KOJIJIETH, 0COGEHHO /IS Bac, A/1s1 MOJIMTHUKOB, /IJISl T€X, KTO CEroHS CUJUT B 3aJie, — €CJTH Obl
BCEro0 3TOT0 He GbLI0, TO MPUAYMaJIH 6bl KAKOUHUOY /b IPYTOX TOBO/, /ISl TOTO, YTOGBI
cZlep»aTh pacTyllye BO3MOXKHOCTU Poccuu, MOBIAUATH HA Heé, a eLé ydlie —
MCI0JIb30BaTh B CBOMX MHTepecax. [lo/IMTHKa c/iep>KMBaHus IpUyMaHa He BYepa. OHa
IPOBOAUTCS B OTHOLIEHUH HallleHd CTPaHbl MHOTHME MHOTHE TO/bl — BCET/1a, MOXKHO CKa3aTh,
JIeCITUJIETUSIMU, €CJIM He CTOJIeTUSIMU.”

“He BbI10. MbI He M03BOJIMJIM. Tak e Kak He BbIILIO Y [UT/iepa, KOTOPBIA CO CBOUMU
YeJIOBEKOHEHAaBUCTHUYECKHUMHU U/IeSIMU COOUPAJIC YHUUTOKHUTh Poccuio 1 0OTOPOCUTH HaC
3a YpaJsi. Hajio 661 BceM MOMHUTbD, Y€M 3TO 3aKaHYHUBAEeTCs.”

Page 40:

“JTO mpeAcTaBIsAeT COO0M He TOJBKO yrpo3y 6e3omacHoCcTH Poccuu, HO U /11 BCero Mupa -
KaK pa3 B CUJIy BO3MOXXHOT'O HapyIIeHHsI 3TOT0 CAMOI'0 CTPATErMYECKOro 6aiaHca CHJI...
Jlymato, 4To 3TO BpeiHO U /i camux CIIA, mocko/ibKy cO37jaéT ONMaCHYI0 UIJIFO3UI0
HEeysI3BUMOCTH, yCUJIMBAET CTPEMJIEHHE K OJHOCTOPOHHHUM, 4aCTO, KAK Mbl BUJHM,
HEeNpoJyMaHHbIM PELIEHUSIM U I0MOJHUTENbHbIM PUCKaM”

Page 45:

“Ananu3 ,LLI/ICKYCCI/If/'I B MHTE€pHETE YE€TKO IIOKAa3bIBA€T YK€ OTMEYE€HHOE BbIlIE
MnapaaoKCaJbHOE€ COYeTaHHNEe YBEPEHHOCTH, YTO CTPaHA UAET B [IPABUJIBHOM HAIIPpABJIEHHWH,
CTeM, 4YTO KaxKA0MY B OTAECJIbHOCTHU HE OYEHb XO0POIIOo, a TO U IJIOXO. JTa KOM6I/IHaL[I/IH
AEPKUTCA Ha YBEPEHHOCTH, 9YTO pa3 Poccus cTaHOBUTCS CUJIBHOM U He3aBHCHMOﬁ, CTOHUT
CMHUPUTBCA C BpEMEHHbIMH TPYAHOCTAMH. M HaM o4yeHb BarKHbI MpasgHHuKH, KOTOpbIE
HAIlTOMHWHAKT, 4YTO IIEPEKUJIN HAllIK BEJIMKHUE I[IPEAKH. OHu HO6€,£[I/IJII/I, l'IO6eﬂI/IM U MbL."”
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