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Eurasia is the landmass made of the continents of Europe and Asia. Although the Bolshevik Revolution divided Europe and Asia into ideological camps, perhaps the ultimate division of Western Europe from Eurasia resulted from the Cold War, as the Iron Curtain split Europe into hostile economic and military spheres of influence. This division froze economic progress and dynamic interrelationships that could have developed in an era of cooperation in which information, technology, and investments would have flowed freely. The opening of the Soviet bloc to outside influences through glasnost and perestroika, the destruction of the Iron Curtain, and the disintegration of the Soviet empire has once again left the Eurasian landmass at a historic crossroads of dynamic change -politically, militarily, and socially.

With the dissolution of the Soviet bloc, new developments are sweeping through Eurasia. The unification of Europe is now a distinct possibility as the European Union faces up to the challenge of enlarging eastward. These countries are now joining NATO's "Partnership for Peace" program. New nations have formed from the dissolution of the Soviet empire and are establishing new patterns of trade as opposed to the artificial constructs of the Soviet economy. In the Far East, China is rapidly integrating itself into the world economy. Japan continues to be a dominant economic force throughout Asia and has, within the last seven years, established itself through investments as an economic force within Europe. The nations of the Asian-Pacific community are continuing to expand their trade with America.

It is these important developments, and the interrelationships that these states are establishing, that are shaping a new Eurasia. Yet despite these momentous developments, economists, strategists, academics, and politicians have remained relatively ignorant of the changes or attempting to conceptualize a new approach toward understanding the new Eurasia. For the past five years, it had been the object of the Eurasian Report to analyze the dramatic changes in Eastern Europe and the former Soviet Union. This issue marks a dramatic attempt to stimulate a higher level of debate regarding this subject as well as to construct an important framework in which to analyze the new Eurasia.

Great strides in technology, travel, and trade are bringing the peoples of Eurasia and America closer together. In the Information Age, such forms of communications like the Internet are starting a revolution of ideas as the peoples of the former Soviet bloc have the freedom to communicate on common areas of interest and research with each other and with people around the world. Understanding the new interrelationships which have developed in the last five years is especially important for the United States as Asia has become America's most important trading partner. In 1995, Asia purchased 37% of U.S. exports and provided America with 45% of its goods and services. Europe, the United States' second-largest trading partner, bought 33% of its goods and provided the U.S. with 32% of its goods and services. These figures point to the fact that the U.S. is now exporting 70 % of its goods to Eurasia and receiving 77% of products and services from Eurasia.

These figures highlight an important trend - the 21st Century will be a truly American-Eurasian century as the predominence of trade and technology will be conducted and created by the United States and the nations of Eurasia. Despite this revolution in trade and technology, America remains locked in the mind set of Sovietology, which perceived the Soviet bloc as a monolith, with specialists who rarely visited the objects of their expertise, and has yet to devise an innovative curriculum for the study of Eurasia. There is confusion on the university level as to what is Eurasia, how to compartmentalize or categorize it. A good example is George Washington University's Sino-Soviet Studies Program, which renamed itself The Institute for European, Russian, and Eurasian Studies. Despite the objections of its commencement speaker Zbigniew Brzezinski who suggested simply the Eurasian Institute. Such examples promote the continued ignorance of Eurasia.

The real problem concerning American perceptions of Eurasia, and the positive contributions of its culture and experience, is the of Western European bias that is part of our cultural heritage. Reviewing the development of this bias will help Americans, Europeans, and Asians to begin to view the Eurasian land mass as a whole in which through the centuries influences of migrations, cultures, and wars brought enrichment, exchange of ideas, or destruction across this broad and diverse cultural plane.

Restructuring our perceptions about what exactly Eurasia is, who are Eurasians, and what interrelationships it will hold in the future for America, all require a fundamental historical review of Western Europe's narrow perceptions of Eastern Europe and Russia. Until we reveal the prejudices, we cannot remove them.

The uncertainty about what Eurasia is begins with the dilemma of where to draw a dividing line between Western and Eastern Europe; and further, between " Europe" as a whole and " Asia" proper.

For many centuries the eastern limits of Europe remained within the purview of the Catholic Church and thus corresponded to those of the Sacrum Imperium Romanum. The domain of Orthodox Christianity of the Byzantine Empire and of Russia, let alone the splinter Christian churches in Asia Minor, was the conquest of Constantinople in 1453 did Europe readmit the Orthodox Christians in the East as co-believers.

In the ensuing centuries the border of "Europe" moved back and forth following the mobile demarcation line between the Turko-Arabic sphere of control on the one hand, and the Christian on the other; Europe's most easternmost border remained for many centuries the Don River. Following the Russian eastern expansion under Ivan the Terrible, the Volga River came to be considered as the natural border line.

The Urals mountain range was first described as Europe's easternmost frontier in 1730 by Strahlenberg, a Swedish officer; though, as an extreme alternative, the river frontier of Yenisei or Ob/Irtysh/Tobol in the center of Siberia had also been discussed.1 During the 19th century, when the notion of Eastern Europe became more accurately defined, it continued to carry with it the prejudiced association with a half-Asiatic region - as it had for centuries been exposed to raids by nomadic tribes from further East - and hence a region not genuinely belonging to Europe. It was a region which, of course, included Russia. The same type of prejudice informed the popular opinion of West Europeans in 1917, who viewed the Bolshevik Revolution as another retreat of Russia from Europe to "Asian barbarism." 2 However, the need to use the term "Eastern Europe" in its fullest political meaning, could not have been realized until 1918, which witnessed the disintegration of the four overlapping empires in this region and the foundation of independent states as buffers separating Bolshevik Russia from revisionist Germany. During this period, the region was, in essence, the "Europe-in-between" (Zvnscheneuropa).3
It was not only the Reformation which split the German Empire and, ultimately, a Europe hitherto united by the Catholic Church, but also the long-term impact of the Renaissance and the Enlightenment, whose influence spread across the east European region and, ultimately, into Russia itself. The most important change, however, was brought by the radical " opening of the window into Europe," the process of one-sided westernization of Russia itself, its westward expansion and the transfer of its capital from Moscow to St. Petersburg by Peter the Great. Also, the systematic retreat of the Ottoman realm in Eastern Europe, achieved mainly by Russian arms, created the notion of temporary solidarity among Orthodox, Catholic, and Protestant rulers.4
Despite the terrible setbacks caused by World War I, the Bolshevik Revolution and Civil War, the quest for a special relationship with Asia continued with unrelenting intensity among the Russian intelligentsia. During the 1920s, the most brilliant minds among Russian exiles created the "Eurasianist Movement." In their first manifesto, Exodus to the East (1921), R.O. Jakobson, N.S. Trubetskoy, P.N. Savitsky, G. V. Florovsky, and G.V. Vemadsky, advocated a Eurasian association of languages and cultures. The Eurasianists saw in Marxism and Bolshevism the worst manifestation of Western culture, while the Revolution itself was seen as the great and necessary catalyst which had destroyed the old world and aroused the passive Russian masses together with the peoples of the Orient. For instance, Trubetskoy's Europe and Mankind (1920) denounced the exclusively Eurocentric approach to Asia. Russia's humiliation in the wake of war and revolution, Trubetskoy argued, could provide a unique opportunity for a radical transformation of attitudes toward non-Russian peoples. A colonial power herself, Russia could lead other colonial countries, in particular her "Asiatic sisters," in a decisive struggle against the "Romano-Germanic colonizers." 

The discussion has not ceased to this day. The continent's complete identity continues to be obscured in compromises between the notion of geographical suitability and Russian political control. A breakthrough in the acceptance of the term "Eurasia" gained currency in the geographical theories of the British geographer Halford Mackinder, formulated at the beginning of the 20th century upon completion of the grand Trans-Siberian Railroad - the iron link which gave a new practical meaning to the cohesion of Eurasia. Mackinder revealed his fascinating interpretation in a 1904 lecture, telling his listeners that they should " look upon Europe and European history as subordinate to Asia and Asiatic history, for European civilization is, in a very real sense, the outcome of the secular struggle against Asiatic invasion." 5 Mackinder announced the ascendancy of the new " geographical pivot of history" in the " Heart-land" of " Euro-Asia," which is described as the natural fortress in the middle of a dual continent, measuring some nine million square miles (out of some 21 million for the whole of Eurasia) whose main feature was that it lacked access to the seas. The geographical location of the heartland coincided with its singular historical and cultural significance. To the east, south, and west, it was surrounded in a vast crescent by marginal region - dependent subcontinents that were, nevertheless, accessible to maritime traffic. Four in number, these regions corresponded to the great world religions: Buddhism, Hinduism, Islam, and Judeo-Christianity. The center of gravity of this new strategic heartland was identical with the Russian Eurasian empire because Mackinder saw it as an almost perfect symbiosis between harsh natural environment and political organization, unlikely to be changed by "any possible social revolution" which itself could never alter the empire's "essential relations to the great geographical limits of her (Russia's) existence." 6
During the Soviet era, the term "Eurasia" was frequently used freely by geographers to describe climatic and physical features of the dual continent, but frowned upon with its regard to geopolitical theories. This radically changed under Gorbachev, who frequently used the term "Eurasia" in his book Perestroika and in his public speeches.7 In addition, Gorbachev included among his advisors the geopolitically minded Igor Malashenko, who has been devoted to the long-term concept of Eurasia.8
The next step in the debate, not fully clarified until the present, is the fundamental question of whether Western Europe should accept Russia, or how much of the Russian empire, as part of Europe. This old problem reappeared four years ago when Gorbachev launched his seductive campaign claiming that "Russia" belonged to the "Common European House." He supported this claim with two powerful reasons: a common Christian heritage and the saving of Western Europe from two usurpers of the last 200 years. Subsequently, Gorbachev appropriated de Gaulle's slogan "Europe from the Atlantic to the Urals." In retrospect, Western sympathy for Gorbachev's idealism should now be interpreted as a visible demonstration of support for the former Soviet leader as a "westernizer" (zapadnik), in the tradition of Peter the Great and even Lenin. In the face of recent violent strife inside the former Soviet Union and in the Balkans, what might be regarded as a calculated Soviet foreign policy offensive aimed at separating Europe from the U.S. will now be regarded with a certain nostalgia as a manifestation of Russia's desire to return to the West.

As the history of the Eurasian land mass is colored in the West from its medieval perceptions of the East as barbaric and uncivilized, these basic prejudices need to be removed. The same may be said with respect to the Western perceptions of the Bolsheviks and the Soviet experiment. Their attempt to destroy the inequities of Czarist Russia and create a socialist state not only represented a threat to Western Europe's monarchic order but also to the capitalist economic and political order.

Denouncing Soviet Russia for its brutality and the totalitarianism it created is justified, yet it obscures the social leveling processes that occurred and the great strides in technology and scientific achievement the East accomplished. Now, with its hard won freedoms, Russia is once again able to develop, trade, and exchange resources, products, and ideas with the rest of the world - no longer confined in the artificial Soviet economic trading zones. We must change these negative perceptions and prejudices.

It is this new bridge of sharing information, ideas, trade, exchanges, and products which will make Russia join the international community of nations once again. Certainly, it is not the end of ideology, the nostalgia for Communism or a hard nationalism nor will their attractive slogans will not die easily. Witness the recent election results. It took the United States nearly 100 years after the Civil War to recognize the civil rights of African-Americans. However, what we are witnessing is the revolution of communication, education, advertising, travel, trade, which, for instance, will bring the once secluded citizens of China towards a greater awareness of her neighbors and the outside world. As it has already happened in Russia and the states of the former Soviet Union, the growing awareness of the truth of what is happening in their nations and the outside world and the great interrelationships being developed will bond the nations of Eurasia and America closer together. These dynamic changes are building the foundation of what will be truly called a Eurasian-American century.

The challenge lies for this generation to change its perceptions and prejudices of the past with respect to the East and Far East. Strategists, economists, and academics must develop a more global, wholistic understanding of Eurasia and its growing interrelationships within the land mass and with America. A retreat from the compartmentalization of the Cold War which divided nations in certain camps is in order. A greater appreciation of the current trends in the flows of trade, technology, ideas, and communication will be forthcoming.

Perhaps we are advocating the rise of a second Eurasianist movement, which in many respects is long overdue if officials, businessmen, scholars, and citizens are to perceive future trends and discover where these new developments will lead their nations.
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