
are likely to give rise to conflict and require resolution by
subjection to an omnilateral will. Nor does it track people’s
own sentiments and proclivities with respect to the kinds
of people to associate with, in these democratic and self-
determining entities, which may be a problem for an
argument that is intent on privileging autonomy. To avoid
these problems, Angeli draws on Kant’s Physical Geography
to suggest that intelligible relations are constructed by
human beings, and that we need an intelligible map of
social and natural events to determine who is proximate to
whom (p. 45). However this hardly helps, since it could be
that the intelligible map of the As is different from that of
the Bs or the Cs; so Angeli’s appeal to the proximity
principle (suitably understood to include an intellectual
map of proximity) cannot properly solve the question of
where a state’s territorial rights are located. Perhaps it is
unfair to raise this question, since Angeli’s argument does
not deal directly with boundary-drawing and secession,
but they are certainly raised by the structure of his
argument.

Between Europe and Asia: The Origins, Theories and
Legacies of Russian Eurasianism. Edited by Mark Bassin,

Sergey Glebov and Marlene Laruelle. Pittsburgh, PA: University of

Pittsburgh Press, 2015. 267p. $27.95 paper.
doi:10.1017/S1537592715003618

— Andreas Umland, Institute for Euro-Atlantic Cooperation, Kyiv

Until recently an obscure concept in the humanities and
social sciences, the term “Eurasianism” has considerable
political and intellectual prominence today. With Vladi-
mir Putin’s 2011 announcement of his plan to create
a new international organization to be labeled “Eurasian,”
and the official launch of the “Eurasian Economic Union”
(EEU), by Russia, Kazakhstan, and Belarus, on January
1st, 2015, the question of what “Eurasianism” refers to has
become more than an academic one. Kyrgyzstan, by its
free will, and Armenia, after some Russian pressure, have
now also entered the EEU while several countries around
the globe are negotiating, with Moscow, the creation of
free trade zones with the Russia-dominated Union.
Ukraine, on the other hand, has consistently refused to
identify itself as “Eurasian,” and had decided instead to
sign a far-reaching Association Agreement with the Euro-
pean Union in 2014. The finalization, initialing, and
imminent conclusion of this large treaty was one of those
developments that Russia used as a pretext to annex
Crimea and start a “hybrid war” against rump-Ukraine
in the Donets Basin, thereby unsettling Europe’s post-war
security order. Numerous Russian nationalist intellectuals
as well as some Western observers would not hesitate to
interpret this entire conflict as one between “the West”
and “Eurasia.”

Against such background, the appearance of this collected
volume, edited by three of the most accomplished experts

on Eurasianism, can only be welcomed. The collection
focuses on what is often called “classical Eurasianism,” i.e. a
little-known Russian inter-war émigré intellectual move-
ment, rather than on Alexander Dugin & Co.’s notorious
so-called “neo-Eurasian” movement of the post-Soviet pe-
riod. To fully appreciate the novelty and value of these
papers, one needs some previous knowledge of 19th- and
20th-century Russian socio-political thought. The volume
deals with selected aspects of the emergence, in the 1920s and
1930s, of the Eurasianists’ key idea that there is a third
continent between Europe and Asia called “Eurasia”—
a conceptualization that diverges from the geologicalmeaning
of the term. Some of the chapters also deal with precursors
and successors of “classical Eurasinism” from the mid-19th to
the early 21st centuries. Yet, they do not elaborate, with the
partial exception of Mark Bassin’s investigation into Lev
Gumilev’s thought, much on Eurasianism today.
Each of the assembled papers makes a valuable

contribution by itself and will encounter only little
(if any) substantial criticism among experts. Olga
Maiorova detects in Alexander Herzen’s writings a num-
ber of assumptions previewing later core ideas of the
Eurasianists. Vera Tolz elaborates on the relationship
between the Eurasianists and Russia’s liberal scholarship
in the late imperial period. Sergey Glebov contextualizes
the appearance of—what could be classified as—the
founding text of classical Eurasiansim: Nikolai Trubet-
skoi’s treatise, Europe and Mankind. Marlene Laruelle
interprets classical Eurasianism as a geographical ideol-
ogy. Stefan Wiederkehr demonstrates why and how
classical Eurasianism was a manifestation of, what Karl
Popper called, “historicism.” Martin Beisswenger out-
lines, in his in-depth interpretation of Petr Savitskii’s
writings, reasons for paying attention not only to
Savitskii’s geographical scholarship, but also to his
religious and economic views. Igor Tobarkov traces
the fascinating intellectual biography of George Ver-
nadsky—the (in the West perhaps) best-known tempo-
rary Eurasianist who served as Professor of Russian
History at Yale University in 1946–1956. Harsha Ram
introduces the futurist Eurasianism of Roman Jakobson
and Velimir Khlebnikov. Hama Yukiko describes how
Eurasianist ideas were received in inter-war Japan.
Mark Bassin outlines the emergence of Gumilev’s neo-
Eurasian interpretation of Russian history as an antith-
esis to traditional Russian nationalist historiography,
and its following integration into mainstream Russian
nationalism, in a peculiar synthesis of ethno-centrism and
pan-nationalism. Such an encompassing approach from
Herzen to Gumilev, makes this volume a fascinating read.
With its discussions of the emergence and evolution of
Eurasianism, this collection makes an excellent accom-
panying volume to previous survey-monographs on
Eurasianism by Wiederkehr (in German) and Laruelle
(in English).
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A few years ago, this reviewer would have simply stopped
here and wholeheartedly recommended this book for
specialist reading, graduate teaching on modern Russian
history, as well as advanced seminars on international
political geography and European social thought. Yet, as
Eurasianism has recently transmuted from a marginal anti-
European Russian intellectual fashion into a post-Soviet
right-wing extremist ideology, as it seems to have become
a component of the Kremlin’s official doctrine, and as it also
has come to play a certain role in the intellectual life of other
former Soviet republics, one critical remark is due. Given the
peculiar political context of Putin’s third presidential period,
some buyers of a book with such a title may read it withmore
appetite than this collection manages to satisfy. To be sure,
Laruelle addresses some of the questions about the relation
between the classical and neo-Eurasianists in her brief, but
informative Postface on the “paradoxical legacy of Eurasian-
ism in contemporary Eurasia.” Yet, her essay is too short to
answer in depth various naturally-arising questions about the
relative impact of classical Eurasianism, Gumilev’s crypto-
racist ideas, and Duginite neo-Eurasian fascism on current
mainstream Russian attitudes towards the West, non-EU
Central-Eastern Europe, the Caucasus, and Central Asia. Is
the active use of the terms “Eurasian” and “Eurasianism” by
many Russian public figures merely a play with words? Or
does it reflect a noteworthy role of Eurasian texts or of
political agendas that claim to be Eurasianist in the formation
of certain decisionmakers’world-views?How can Eurasianist
presumptions be reconciled with another important nation-
alist ideology directing current Russian foreign policies, the
so-called “Russian world”? To put it in a simplistic counter-
factual: Would Russia’s policies today be different without
the emergence of Eurasianism, the writings of Gumilev, and
the rise of Dugin? This question is as such unanswerable, yet
many readers, with an interest in current Russian affairs,
would expect some discussion of the above issues.
Although this reader would have preferred one or two

more substantive contributions addressing questions re-
lated to current affairs Bassin, Glebov, and Laruelle are to
be congratulated for assembling such a high-quality
collection. The volume constitutes an important contri-
bution to the history of modern Russian political
thought, and can help political scientists better under-
stand some historic sources of the recent dramatic events
in Eastern Europe.

Political Creativity: Reconfiguring Institutional Order
and Change. Edited by Gerald Berk, Dennis C. Galvan, and Victoria
Hattam. Philadelphia: University of Pennsylvania Press, 2013. 374p.

$69.95.
doi:10.1017/S153759271500362X

— James H. Read, College of St. Benedict and St. John’s University

Johnny Cash’s song “One Piece at a Time” (1976)
describes a GM assembly line worker who manufactures

his own automobile by pilfering car parts from the factory
over a span of 20 years and assembling them in his garage.
The final car is a unique blend of styles and years—the
narrator’s own creation. Instead of being slave to the
assembly line, he makes the assembly line his own.

The song fancifully illustrates what the editors of
Political Creativity call “creative syncretism” (p. 29),
a phenomenon they regard as central to the creation,
maintenance, and transformation of political institutions.
The contributors to the volume challenge in various ways
the notion that institutions tightly constrain agents, or that
creative political action is possible only for those who set
themselves in opposition to reigning institutions. Political
Creativity rejects this “false duality of structure and
agency” (p.1). It maintains, instead (as editors Gerald
Berk, Dennis Galvan, and Victoria Hattam argue in
the Introduction) that institutions, including the most
effective and enduring, are not internally unified, highly
path-dependent structures but instead “partial and multi-
ple” in ways that enable actors—including the apparently
powerless—to “dismantle orders,” “select useful parts,”
and “combine them in new ways” (p. 8).

Thus, political creativity takes place not only during
moments of institutional rupture like revolution (where
creative action is obviously necessary), but also, and
more surprisingly, during periods of apparently hege-
monic order. Institutions that would fail if “operated by
the rules” may succeed only because they allow “tinkering
from below by empowered creative actors” (p. 9). Main-
taining and justifying institutions requires continuing acts
of “creative assemblage”; political order is itself a kind of
political change, creatively disguised (p. 9).

This is an important claim, and on the whole the
fifteen contributors to Political Creativity make an effec-
tive case for it. The volume ranges widely in subject matter
and intellectual approach, resembling the car assembled in
the Johnny Cash song. Sites of “creative syncretism”

featured in the volume include AIDS activists’ trans-
formation of FDA procedures for approving experimental
drugs (Berk and Galvan), the emergence of professional
political consultants (Adam Sheingate), the fusion of
family and guild politics that empowered the Medici
family of Renaissance Italy (Chris Ansell), the evolution
of an internationally accepted System of National
Accounts (Yoshiko Herrera), the capacity of Chinese firms
to reshape the multinational corporations with whom they
do business (Gary Herrigel, Volker Wittke, and Ulrich
Voskamp), and the convergence of small business and
Islam, modernity and tradition, in Algerian politics
(Deborah Harrold).

It is unrealistic to expect a tightly argued theory of
political creativity to emerge from the “expansive theo-
retical roaming” (p. 2) represented in the book. Most of
the contributors make good-faith efforts to connect their
particular researches to the volume’s central themes.
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