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Summary

The report reflects on the current state and prospects of Russia’s relations with the Western 
world against the backdrop of the Russo—Ukrainian war and persistence of Putin’s dictator-
ship and, taking the experience of integration processes in the second half of the 20th cen-
tury into account, propose to assess the possibility of the Russian Federation’s transformation 
through development and promulgation on behalf of the European Union (EU) of a program 
for post-Putin Russia’s integration into modern European institutions.

The authors analyze the reasons behind Russia’s failed attempts to follow the European de-
velopment model in the 1980s and 1990s, concluding that neither the Russian authorities nor 
the Western governments were ready for the new Russia’s real integration into Euro-Atlantic 
structures, which eventually led to  mutual alienation used by  reactionary forces in  Russia 
to revive the authoritarian system.

The paper notes that under the circumstances, Russia’s military defeat does not seem a likely 
scenario and hence the only means of undermining Putin’s regime is to offer the Russian public 
an alternative to the militarization, impoverishment and disenfranchisement that are becom-
ing the regime’s main features. Under these conditions, an important element of Putin’s strat-
egy to retain power is to emphasize the West’s hostility towards Russia. In order to neutralize 
this factor, a program of accelerated integration of the Russian Federation into the EU — in the 
event of the regime’s change with war criminals punished, peace with Ukraine achieved, and 
the damage done to it repaired — could be developed in cooperation with other European 
countries.

The researchers’ approach stands out as they assess the existing problems not from the val-
ue-based perspective but in an exclusively rational way in order to seek and identify possible 
benefits for both sides in terms of security, economic cooperation, and formation of a com-
mon legal, social, and political space. The authors assume that the consolidation of Greater 
Europe, considering the declining relative weight of the Eurocentric world, seems to be the 
only effective option for preserving its role and significance in the 21st century. The report ar-
gues that Russia’s policy in the 2020s presents Europe with a challenge similar to that of fas-
cist Germany and Italy in the 1930s — and an adequate response may be to incorporate it into 
a unified Europe, as was done in the 1950s to the perpetrators of WW2.

The authors believe that the most important difference between the current situation and 
the previous one is the possibility of Russia’s peaceful transition to a just democratic regime 
if a significant part of Russian society and Russian elites perceive the relevant EU proposals 
as a real opportunity for change, which as of now seems unrealistic to be achieved by pro-
gressive forces inside Russia without external support.
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Introduction

The Russo-Ukrainian war has become the most tragic page of Europe’s 21st century history — 
not only because it has claimed the lives of almost a million people, but also because it is yet 
another instance of the most brutal and senseless type of military-political strife: the one with 
ideological and civilizational reasons behind it. Europe has seen many such conflicts, and they 
have time after time proved to be the bloodiest. The 17th century European wars of religion, 
campaigns of revolutionary terror, and attempts to impose a fascist world order were more 
destructive than conventional geopolitical confrontations1.

Europe expended much intellectual, economic and political effort to eliminate the possibil-
ity of this kind of war. The Reformation era’s conflicts concluded with the introduction of the 
Westphalian system2, which still remains the basis of the state sovereignty doctrine and inter-
national relations in general. The response to the 18th century revolutions was the expansion 
of the rule of law and the formation of representative democratic institutions3, which dramati-
cally changed the continent’s political image. The consequence of the 20th century tyrannies’ 
frenzy was the invention of supranational structures that subjugated individual countries and 
created new original forms of political interaction4, complemented by economic and social 
integration.

All these various affairs stemmed from a single cause: the spatial limitations of Europe and 
the impossibility of getting away from any of its constituent parts so it would not pose a threat 
to others if left to its own devices. In the second half of the 20th century, the dilemma seemed 
to have been resolved in three crucial steps. First, WW2 defeated the forces that attempted 
to reverse the main trend of European history: the movement towards a more humane and 
citizen-governed society, towards the rationalisation of all aspects of the social order (this was 
enshrined in the institutions of a united Europe, which had been taking shape since the ear-
ly 1950s). Then, from the late 1940s to the mid-1970s, all European states that had remained 
imperial metropoles at the beginning of this period lost their colonial possessions, which only 

1	 The Thirty Years’ War (1618-1648) claimed about 8 million victims in Europe, about 11% of the population of the 
countries involved (see e. g. Wilson, Peter. Europe’s Tragedy: A History of the Thirty Years War, London: Allen 
Lane, 2009, pp. 4, 787); WW2 (1939-1945) took at least 44 million people, or 8. 8% of the population of the 
European countries involved (including the USSR); at the same time, the number of victims of the Napoleonic 
Wars was about 5. 8 million, and of WW1 — about 22 million (see: https: //en. wikipedia. org/wiki/Napoleonic_
Wars) and https: //www. britannica. com/event/World-War-I/Killed-wounded-and-missing) (respectively 3. 
6% and 4. 2%).

2	 See, e. g. : Onnekink, David (ed. ). War and Religion after Westphalia, 1648-1713, London, New York: Routledge, 
2009; McKay, Derek and Scott, H. M. The Rise of the Great Powers 1648-1815, London: Routledge, 1983 and 
others.

3	 See Tilly, Charles. Contention and Democracy in Europe, 1650-2000, Cambridge: Cambridge Univ. Press, 2005; 
Merrimann, John. A History of Modern Europe from Renaissance to the Present, New York, London: W. W. W. 
Norton & Co. , 1996, and others.

4	 See Pagden, Anthony (ed. ) The Idea of Europe from Antiquity to the European Union, Cambridge: Cambridge 
Univ. Press, 2002; Burgess, Michael. Federalism and the European Union: the Building of Europe, 1950-2000, 
London, New York: Routledge, 2000; Hix, Simon. The Political System of the European Union, Houndmills, New 
York: Palgrave, 1999, and others.
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intensified integration trends, making Europe a unique “postimperial empire”5 and opening 
the way to a single political community’s  formation. Finally, in  the late 1980s, the commu-
nist experiment collapsed, paving the way to Europe’s expansion to the east, including the 
Soviet Union as heir to one of the great European empires, the Russian Empire. The call for 
a  “Common European Home”6, which grew out of  the equally ambitious “Europe from the 
Atlantic to the Urals”7, seemed feasible in 1991 as Russia gave up claim on its colonies and 
“turned its face to the West,” whose economic and social leadership was perceived as un-
questionable at the time8.

Now, 40 years after the beginning of  the Perestroika, the situation has been reversed. The 
chance to restore Europe’s historical unity has been lost — and all sides of this unfinished pro-
cess have contributed to it. Russia started its “crusade” not because of the desire to limit the 
expansion of NATO, but rather out of the desire to spread abroad a new version of authoritari-
an fascist regime, which is based on the pretext of “traditional values” protection (in the words 
of the Kremlin ideologists9), and more precisely — on opposition to those trends of moder-
nity Europe has nurtured since the beginning of  the modern era10. Russia, while European 
in history and spirit, at the beginning of the 21st century became the same existential threat 
to Europe as even more European in history and spirit Germany did in the middle of the 20th 
century (we note there were failed attempts to warn European society about such probability 
in the early 1990s11). Today’s situation looks even more dangerous, as a possible armed con-
flict would be more destructive than any of the previous ones, and, besides, Europe may not 
have the allies that saved it 80 years ago.

Europeans, in  our view, have been too slow to  grasp the threat, trying to  present Russia 
as a “normal country”12 and enticing it with the prospect of economic cooperation. Now, rush-
ing to  the other extreme, they have begun rearmament campaigns that should help repel 
Moscow’s  possible aggression13. In  the first case, Europe mistakenly reduced the dialogue 

5	 See Ash, Timothy Garton. “Postimperial Empire: How the War in Ukraine Is Transforming Europe” in: Foreign 
Affairs, Vol. 102, No 3, May/June 2023 and Inozemtsev, Vladislav. “Postimperial empire”(“Постимперская импе-
рия”) in: Неприкосновенный Запас, 2023, No 1, pp. 3-9.

6	 See Gorbachev, Mikhail. “Europe is our common home” (“Европа — наш общий дом”) in: Перестройка и новое 
мышление для нашей страны и для всего мира, Moscow: Politizdat, 1987, pp. 199-219.

7	 In his famous speech in Strasbourg in November 1959, de Gaulle said: “Yes, it is Europe, from the Atlantic to 
the Urals, that will decide the fate of the world!” (“Oui, c’est l’Europe, depuis l’Atlantique à l’Oural, c’est l’Europe, 
c’est toute l’Europe, qui décidera du destin du monde!”) (Gaullisme. fr http: //www. gaullisme. fr/2010/06/15/
leurope-de-latlantique-a-loural/, visited 4 May 2025).

8	 Fukuyama’s book is generally regarded as the manifesto of this leadership (Fukuyama, Francis. The End of 
History and the Last Man, NYC: Free Press, 1992).

9	 See, e. g. : Kharichev, Alexander. “Civilisation ‘Russia’” (“Цивилизация «Россия»”) in: Блокнот гражданского 
просвещения, 2025, vol. 7 (March-April), pp. 4-10.

10	 See, e. g. : Etkind, Alexander. Россия против современности, London: BAbook, 2024.

11	 See Yanov, Alexander. После Ельцина. «Веймарская Россия», Moscow: KRUK Publishing Company, 1995.

12	 See: Shleifer, Andrei. A Normal Country. Russia After Communism, Cambridge (Ma. ), London: Harvard Univ. 
Press, 2005.

13	 See: Henley, John. “Many in US and western Europe think ‘third world war likely within five to 10 years’” (The 
Guardian: https: //www. theguardian. com/world/2025/may/06/majority-in-us-and-west-europe-think-
third-world-war-likely-within-10-years-poll-ve-day, site visited 6 May 2025).
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with Russia to bargaining with its political and financial elites, much of which had a purely op-
portunistic interest in it. As a result, Russia has not developed political institutions or a strata 
of “European Russians” who could prevent the country from moving towards authoritarian-
ism. In the second case, Europeans rely on the notion that large-scale military preparations 
in Europe (no matter how successful they turn out to be) can be a deterrent to Russia, whose 
aggression may be driven by the Kremlin’s perception of Europe’s weakness, which now al-
lows it to seize new territories. The strengthening of Europe is certainly a correct trend, albeit 
a belated one. However, historical analogies show that the most effective strategy for prevent-
ing military conflicts is to make a friend or at least an ally out of an enemy.

Given the current circumstances, it is necessary to acknowledge the obvious: Russia’s prox-
imity to the countries conventionally known as European is a reality that cannot be helped. 
As the Finnish President Alexander Stubb recently noted, “We in Finland must mentally pre-
pare for the fact that at some point, relations with Russia will begin to recover, [because] noth-
ing removes the fact that Russia is and will always be Finland’s neighbor.”14, and the same ap-
plies to the EU as a whole. No matter how any politician, intellectual or ordinary European 
feels about Russia and its people, the coexistence of Europe and Russia will remain inevitable. 
It likely will not turn into such a profound integration as we see today in the example of the 
EU  countries  — although this scenario should not be  ruled out: in  the last hundred years, 
we have seen how a strong friendship was established between the largest European coun-
tries in just a couple of decades after two major wars that took place before the eyes of one 
generation.

Russia’s history is akin to a pendulum15 swinging between the East and the West, from a lib-
eral society to an authoritarian state (in  the words of one of Russia’s greatest historians ut-
tered on a very different occasion, “falling and rising, this centuries-long movement contin-
ues to this day”16). And we believe that next time Russia “turns its face to Europe,” Europeans 
should offer Russia a realistic and yet attractive reintegration plan — a comprehensive politi-
cal and social union in which the development of Greater Europe would find a logical conclu-
sion. Despite the Kremlin ideologists’ rhetoric about a “turn to the East,” Russia has no motives 
or reasons to turn into Asia’s western periphery, so the only alternative to its European inte-
gration is isolation and complete autarky, which hardly seems desirable for Russian society.

This is why we believe that the most important prospective task for European politicians and 
intellectuals is to develop a program to “lure” Russia into Europe, as the lack of thereof led 
to the lost opportunity for unity that opened up in the last decades of the 20th century. Given 
that failure, we must recognize that success is possible only when the European project’s ap-
peal is  understood by  a  significant part (if  not the majority) of  Russians  — when they see 

14	 “Finland Should ‘Mentally Prepare’ to Restore Ties With Russia, President Stubb Says” (The Moscow Times: 
https: //www. themoscowtimes. com/2025/04/01/finland-should-mentally-prepare-to-restore-ties-with-
russia-president-stubb-says-a88563, site visited 4 May 2025).

15	 See: Inozemtsev, Vladislav. “The Pendulum Effect” (“Эффект маятника”) (Riddle Russia: https: //ridl. io/ru/
jeffekt-majatnika/, site visited 4 May 2025).

16	 Klyuchevsky, Vasily. ‘The Course of Russian History’ (Курс русской истории) in: Сочинения. Moscow: Mysl, 
1987, vol. 1, с. 50.
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benefits of becoming Europeans without moving to Europe and joining European societies 
as immigrants. Attempts to negotiate only with the Russian authorities are pointless, as they 
will not be able to secure support for the European project from both civil society and the 
bulk of Russian citizens. The task that Europeans thus face is exceptional in its complexity, but 
we are convinced: it is only by setting goals that have never been achieved before Europe has 
become the centerpiece of human civilization. And, in order to maintain this status, it must 
again set a goal which looks impossible at first glance. For what, if not this approach, is the es-
sence of European realism?17

Chapter 1. What Do the Russians Want?

We believe that building an effective strategy of relations with Russia should begin with a re-
assessment of its identity. Over a quarter of a century, Vladimir Putin has created an image 
of Russia as a revisionist power “rising from its knees”; as its own kind of “civilization” obsessed 
with traditional values; as a society allegedly obsessed with the sole desire to serve the state 
that dominates it. These ideas are not new. They date back to the 19th century18 and are now 
being parroted in various combinations by Kremlin propagandists after Putin19, but it seems 
to us that they hardly believe what they write and publish. Meanwhile, as the latest Russian 
authoritarian regime has been gaining momentum for years, its opponents have formed an al-
ternative doctrine that portrays Russians as  free people committed to Western ideals uni-
versal human rights, and therefore dreaming of a “beautiful Russia of the future,” molded ac-
cording to liberal canons20 — but this image does not seem to inspire the majority of Russian 
citizens, many of whom hold rather conservative views and are afraid of abrupt changes. In or-
der to launch social transformation, it  is necessary to try to reach the majority of the coun-
try’s residents, no matter how fanciful this task may look.

In order to get your point across to millions of people, it is necessary to assess the pain points 
that will be exposed by the time the pendulum is likely to swing westwards. Th will not come 

17	 We are, of course, referring here to the famous phrase of J. Dovignot and M. Leris “Be realistic, ask for the 
impossible.” (“Soyez réalistes, demandez l’impossible”) (quoted in: Dosse, Francois. History of Structuralism, vol. 
2: The Sign Sets 1967-Present, Minneapolis (Min. ), London: Univ. of Minnesota Press, 1997, p. 113).

18	 For the history of the issue see: Malyshev, Vladimir. “Russia is a special civilisation” ( “Россия — особая цивили-
зация”) (Столетие: https: //www. stoletie. ru/rossiya_i_mir/rossija__osobaja_civilizacija_895. htm, site visited 7 
May 2025).

19	 According to Putin, “Russia is not just a country, it is really a separate civilization” (quoted in: “Putin called Russia 
a separate civilization” (“Путин назвал Россию отдельной цивилизацией”), Interfax: https: //www. interfax. ru/
russia/709039, site visited 7 May 2025).

20	 On the origin and development of the concept, see: Efimov, Artyom. “Прекрасная Россия будущего” (Meduza: 
https: //us10. campaign-archive. com/? u=ff4a009ba1f59d865f0301f85&id =efc92bd2b9, site visited 7 May 
2025).
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tomorrow; it will probably not even happen before the current dictator leaves this world, but 
it is already clear that Putin’s legacy will define the list of Russians’ aspirations and their priori-
ties. The most likely scenario of what Russia will look like by the mid-2030s, judging by the re-
cent decades’ events, is that it will be a country lagging far behind Europe economically, de-
pendent on its dwindling natural resources with their value gradually diminishing in the global 
market; a field of constant redistribution of property and power struggles even less free and 
less materially prosperous than it is today, permeated by a spirit of militarism and expectation 
of a new war. As Russian history shows, economically and psychologically exhausted socie-
ties do not aspire to great achievements, but to peace and well-being — and it is against this 
background that Europe may seem extremely attractive to Russians.

We  may be  wrong, but the strongest aspiration of  the overwhelming majority of  Russians 
in 5 to 10 years will be the desire for peace and rejection of militarism. The consequences 
of the war will be felt by all groups of the population in the coming years, and its human cost 
is yet to be assessed as  the real scale of  losses21, the number of  those missing and those 
returning physically or mentally disabled are realized. The image of Europe in  this context 
will be linked to the continent’s inherent pacifism; the Europeans’ ability to build sustainable 
mechanisms of peaceful life among dozens of countries that have been at war with each oth-
er for centuries22 will inevitably become Europe’s most important positive feature in the eyes 
of Russians exhausted by the Kremlin’s militarism.

No less significant aspiration of Russian citizens by the end of the Putin era will be the desire 
for simple growth of material wealth. By that time, the country will have a generation that has 
never seen progress in this respect. By 2024, the average nominal wage in Russia, converted 
into dollars at the market exchange rate, had only managed to reach the level of 2013 (about 
$950/month)23, and there is no reason to believe that the trigger-happy authoritarian regime 
can change the situation for the better24. The distance not only with Western Europe, but even 
with former Soviet satellites will be so stark that economic growth, decent wages and new 
jobs that provide sufficient income will be issues of the biggest concern for people in an era 
when the decline of the oil economy will become a part of the new reality25.

21	 See, e. g. : “Минтруд РФ заказал 230 000 удостоверений для семей погибших” (Activatica: https: //activatica. 
org/content/20974315-70f6-4989-857d-2bae4fcc4932/mintrud-rf-zakazal-pochti-million-udostoverenij-
veteranov-vojny); “Британская разведка: потери российской армии в Украине приблизились к миллио-
ну человек” (The Moscow Times: https: //www. moscowtimes. ru/2025/05/03/britanskaya-razvedka-poteri-
rossiiskoi-armii-v-ukraine-virosli-do-950-tisyach-chelovek-a162636), sites visited 7 May 2025.

22	 It was for the promotion of peace over many decades that the Nobel Committee awarded the European 
Union the Nobel Peace Prize in 2012 (Nobel Committee: https: //www. nobelprize. org/prizes/peace/2012/
summary/, site visited 7 May 2025).

23	 Calculated based on “Average monthly nominal accrued wages of employees by full range of organisations 
in the economy of the Russian Federation as a whole in 1991-2024” (“Среднемесячная номинальная начис-
ленная заработная плата работников по полному кругу организаций в целом по экономике Российской 
Федерации в 1991-2024 гг.”) (Rosstat: , accessed May 7, 2025). (Rosstat: https: //rosstat. gov. ru/storage/
mediabank/tab1-zpl_09-2024. xlsx, site visited 7 May 2025).

24	 See Chugunov, Artyom. “Реальные доходы граждан отстали от расходов” (Kommersant: https: //www. 
kommersant. ru/doc/7497508, site visited 7 May 2025).

25	 See, e. g. : Schoellhammer, Ralph. “Collapsing Russian oil industry may force Putin’s hand” (Unherd: https: //
unherd. com/newsroom/collapsing-russian-oil-industry-may-force-putins-hand/, site visited 7 May 2025).
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By the mid-2030s, people who came into adulthood at the dawn of Putinism will have almost 
reached retirement and realized that their previous decades of work did not provide any de-
cent pensions. .

The decades of Putinism will also be perceived by Russians as an era of consistent loss of their 
basic rights — and it is not so much about democracy or freedom of speech but about sheer 
disenfranchisement in the face of power, wealth, or informal connections. Russia has long be-
come a class society with established hierarchies26, where each stratum has its own laws and 
where power, money, and status are easily converted into each other27. The country has sup-
pressed trade unionism, cancelled plebiscites, essentially destroyed local self-government, 
and lacks an independent judiciary. The demand for lawfulness, security and justice in Russian 
society is not only of utmost significance — it surely exceeds the demand for democracy and 
minority rights, which Europeans traditionally appeal to in their dialog with Russians.

During the years of war and the tightening of Putin’s regime, Russians have experienced a dra-
matic reduction in  freedom of movement for reasons ranging from economic to organiza-
tional. Travelling abroad, which was becoming available to more and more people from the 
late 1980s to the mid-2010s28, is now becoming progressively more prohibiting — both due 
to the bureaucratic hurdles imposed by the Russian authorities and falling living standards, 
as well as because of anti-Russian sanctions and the aggressor’s  image that affects treat-
ment of Russian citizens abroad. Europe in this regard — with its freedom of movement and 
long-abolished borders — is also an extremely attractive model.

Finally, there is little doubt that several decades of imposed imperialism and pressure on any 
form of national identity manifestation will generate a surge of nationalism, if not separatist 
sentiments. They are unlikely to bring about the disintegration of Russia29 expected by many 
concerned observers, but the demand for reforming the current pseudo-federalism, estab-
lishing national autonomies, the right to  cultural self-expression, and rejection of  the eth-
nic Russian people’s dominant role in its current forms30 will be very high. For various ethnic 
groups of Russia, Europe can become an ideal image of large and small peoples’ interests co-
existence, mutual enrichment of cultures, overcoming the imperial past, and historical recon-
ciliation between former empires and colonies.

Naturally, we can be wrong in our assessments of the Russians’ specific preferences and scale 
of values in the post-Putin era — but it is extremely likely that Russian people today and in the 

26	 See, e. g. : Preobrazhensky, Ivan. “Россия расслаивается на сословия” (Deutsche Welle: https: //www. dw. 
com/ru/комментарий-россия-расслаивается-на-сословия/a-44724409, site visited 12 May 2025).

27	 On the conversion of different elite groups into each other in Russia, see: Inozemtsev, Vladislav. “Почему рано 
ждать обновления российской элиты” in: РБК, 2019, 15 January, p. 8.

28	 On the growing number of Russians travelling abroad in the 1990s and 2000s, see: “Туристы разошлись по до-
мам” (Kommersant: https: //www. kommersant. ru/doc/2640960, site visited 12 May 2025).

29	 See, e. g. : Kornilov, Vladimir. “Почему Россия должна развалиться: этого требуют лучшие люди” (RIA Novosti: 
https: //ria. ru/20211212/rossiya-1763279022. html, site visited 12 May 2025).

30	 See, e. g. : Golosov, Grigory. “Россия должна стать настоящей федерацией” (Holod Media: https: //holod. 
media/2023/04/26/federalizm/, site visited 12 May 2025).
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near future will think and act in a much more utilitarian way than, for instance, the Soviet citi-
zens behaved during perestroika. Over recent decades, people have acquired property, which 
was virtually nonexistent in Soviet times and which has significantly changed the stereotypes 
of behavior, and not necessarily in the way it was once expected31; expectations of benefits 
and social support from the state have decreased; the scale of individualism has increased 
significantly32. For today’s Russians, poetic “beautiful impulses of the soul” and high expecta-
tions, which largely determined the emotional background of the last Soviet years, do not play 
a dominant role. The people of late-Putin Russia are very practical, if not cynical — and if they 
do perceive the European way of life as attractive, it will be for slightly different reasons than 
many of their Soviet predecessors.

All this means, in our view, that in a case of a radical transformation of the Russian political re-
gime, the most important shift may not be the turn from unfreedom to freedom and from au-
tocracy to democracy — it may very well turn out that the Putin era will be criticized primarily 
for the “national leader’s” failure to fulfil his stated goals, rather than for setting them incorrect-
ly. Russians have been and remain supportive of the legal order and security that the Kremlin33 
promised from the very beginning of Putin’s rule — Russians are disappointed that order and 
security have not increased in recent decades, and that many of those who are formally sup-
posed to enforce the law have become a major threat to the peace and lives of ordinary cit-
izens34. The same applies to  economic issues: Russian society was indeed willing to  trade 
freedom for the Russian proverbial sausage in the 2000s and would probably be happy to ac-
cept such an offer again; the problem is that by the 2030s the spike in prosperity that marked 
Putin’s first decade35 will be forgotten, and the lack of both freedom and rising living stand-
ards will determine the level of popular discontent. In this situation, focusing only on political 
freedoms, democracy, and human rights may be a losing bet, as it was in part 30 years ago.

Hence the main point that we suggest Europeans think about when building a strategy of re-
lations with future Russia: this time it would be worthwhile to offer Russians prosperity and 
security once again — but not in exchange for personal freedoms, as Putin did, but for the 
political sovereignty of the state. For centuries, the state itself — and this is a historical fact — 
has been the main enemy for Russians; more Russian people have died on the state’s orders 
or as a result of its mistakes than from any attacks by enemies, and more material wealth has 
been destroyed or wasted than from any external forces’ actions. The slogan of “saving the 

31	 For more details see: Inozemtsev, Vladislav. “Собственность и рабство” (Riddle Russia: https: //ridl. io/ru/
sobstvennost-i-rabstvo/, site visited 12 May 2025).

32	 See: Inozemtsev, Vladislav. “La Russie est une société sans citoyens et sans attentes” (Euronews: https: //fr. 
euronews. com/2024/03/29/la-russie-est-une-societe-sans-citoyens-et-sans-attentes, site visited 12 May 
2025).

33	 See: “Что Владимир Путин говорил об Украине, НАТО и демократии 25 лет назад, когда впервые пришёл 
к власти” (Verstka: https: //verstka. media/vladimir_putin_25_let_inauguracii, site visited 12 May 2025).

34	 Here, of course, it is necessary to distinguish between conventional corruption among law enforcers (see: “У 
правоохранителей стабильная преступность” (Kommersant: https: //www. kommersant. ru/doc/3786325, 
website accessed 12 May 2025) and systemic violation of citizens’ rights and freedoms by them, which takes on 
a massive scale.

35	 See: “Благосостояние взрослого россиянина выросло за 14 лет в 7 раз” (Forbes Russia: https: //www. forbes. 
ru/news/270735-blagosostoyanie-vzroslogo-rossiyanina-vyroslo-za-14-let-v-7-raz, site visited 12 May 2025).
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people”36 (and we would add, “saving the national wealth”) was very popular with the Russians 
and should remain a major one; a potential European proposal could come down to help-
ing with optimal organization of  Russia’s  economic, political and legal space for the sake 
of  minimizing the negative effects that the Russian authoritarian and unaccountable state 
has brought for centuries. That could include guarantees of property rights and protection 
of  workers’ interests; expansion of  economic freedoms and social security; strict handling 
of violence, including domestic violence; creation of a common legal space with European 
states, not common lawless territory with Chechnya; projects aimed at property inequality re-
duction by increasing taxation of resource industries and reducing military expenditures; ac-
countability of the bureaucracy and formation of effective instruments of control over budget 
spending; introduction and observance of European technical and ecological standards — 
all these measures may positively affect most Russians’ lives. The main point, again, is that 
Europeans can help introduce and enforce the norms already active in Europe, to which the 
Russian elites, alas, have never been committed.

To summarise this part, we would point out the main mistake made during the period of rap-
prochement between Russia and the West in the 1980s-1990s: the overemphasis on values 
at the expense of norms and on ideals at the expense of interests. It was assumed that Soviet/
Russian people were motivated primarily by  the desire for freedom and to  embrace the 
Western canons of democracy and liberalism; in fact, they were not prepared to pay the price 
of falling prosperity and a period of chaos. The experiment of the 1990s proved to be an ex-
tremely cruel and admittedly protracted test for Russian people. In the countries that histori-
cally belonged to the now united Europe, the values-inspired motivation was strong enough 
to pass the transitional period “in one breath,” but in Russia it was not. To believe that another 
attempt in today’s conditions can be more successful is self-deception. To incorporate Russia 
into Europe, Western politicians will now have to speak not with the elites but with society, 
and in the language of interests, not ideals. This, we should note, is a fundamentally new task 
for the Europeans, since all of the EEC/EU former expanding affairs have involved countries 
whose peoples clearly felt value unity with the rest of the European civilization, while the dia-
logue with Russians should be built on different grounds from the very beginning.

Chapter 2. Specific Integration Mechanism

The integration of Russia into united Europe is an extremely difficult task from both theoretical 
and practical points of view. The issue is not even that Russia is a country that has unleashed 

36	 See: Solzhenitsyn, Alexander. “Сбережение народа — высшая изо всех наших государственных задач” / 
Moskovskie novosti, 2006, 28 April.
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a major war in the 21st century with hundreds of thousands of victims and signs of genocide 
(even Nazi Germany aside, it is worth bearing in mind that Serbia37, which waged bloody wars 
in the Balkans only three decades ago, is a candidate for EU membership). And it is not that 
Russia is not exclusively a European country with most of  its territory in Asia: Turkey, which 
is also already recognised as a candidate and with which accession negotiations have been 
going on  for more than half a century38, has a much smaller part of  its territory in Europe. 
It is also not that the country is ruled by a dictatorship which relies on intelligence services — 
it seems to be not a problem at all, as Spain became an EEC member 10 years after the death 
of Franco and Greece — only seven years after the Regime of the Colonels was overthrown. 
And the problem is not even that Russia remains the last colonial empire in the world and sup-
presses the subjugated peoples’ aspirations to freedom and self-expression — should we re-
call French Algeria and Senegal or Belgian Congo, which were colonies of these European 
metropoles at  the time  — and even after  — the latter signed the 1957 Treaty of  Rome39? 
Rather, the problem is that Russia is not perceived by Europeans as a country acting accord-
ing to European canons. This is the real issue: Russia does not indeed behave like a modern 
civilized state waging wars, confiscating foreign property, destabilizing third countries’ sover-
eign authorities, and supporting extremists and terrorists of all sorts. Meanwhile, Russians are 
not trying to prevent this — not only are there no preconditions for revolutions like the ones 
in Portugal or Greece in modern Russia, but there have not even been protests like those that 
took place in Yugoslavia, Turkey, Belarus, and Georgia. And if Europeans know that their val-
ues are shared only by those Russians who are fleeing the country by the millions in search 
of asylum, why integrate those who remain?

There is only one answer to this perfectly fair question: the creation of “big Europe” in the 21st 
century is dictated by the same goals as that of “small Europe” in the middle of the 20th cen-
tury: the goals of security and economic prosperity. Russia, involved in  joint European pol-
itics, will cease to be a  threat to other European countries, as Germany ceased to be, and 
Russia’s resources will provide potential opportunities for the entire European bloc’s more bal-
anced development. Of course, here and below we discuss post-Putin Russia.

Russia’s integration into the EU is not a question of restoring historical justice, as it may be con-
sidered in the case of Poland or the Czech Republic; it is about calculating benefits and costs 
for both Europeans and Russians. It is a pure “marriage of convenience” with the hope that the 
partners who have known each other since “kindergarten” will create a strong and prosperous 
union despite a series of previous quarrels and grudges.

37	 This is now increasingly in doubt in EU countries, but Serbia retains its status as a candidate country since 
2012 (see e. g. Gjoni, Iliriana: Gjoni, Iliriana. “Why the EU Must Change Course on Serbia” (Carnegie Endowment: 
https: //carnegieendowment. org/europe/strategic-europe/2025/02/why-the-eu-must-change-course-on-
serbia? lang=en, site visited 12 May 2025).

38	 See: Liboreiro, Jorge. “A brief history of Turkey’s long, tortuous road to join the European Union” (Euronews: 
https: //www. euronews. com/my-europe/2023/05/16/a-brief-history-of-turkeys-long-tortuous-road-to-
join-the-european-union, site visited 12 May 2025).

39	 Of the six countries that signed the Treaty of Rome in 1957, which initiated European integration, four had 
overseas territories at the time of signing (see: Eklund, Hanna. “Peoples, Inhabitants and Workers: Colonialism 
in the Treaty of Rome” / The European Journal of International Law, 2023, Vol. 34, No. 4, pp. 831-854.
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The importance of Russia’s integration into the EU (or another structure that could play a simi-
lar role — we will discuss this in more detail later) is determined by several circumstances. First 
of all, it solves the security problem mentioned above — the anticipated threat on the east-
ern borders and the need to defend against it is a risk factor and the cause of huge costs and/
or losses. Besides, unification is economically beneficial, as there are no countries or territories 
on the EU’s edges comparable to Russia in terms of natural resources, human potential; and 
market size, and relying even on trustworthy, but geographically distant and politically inde-
pendent partners is becoming increasingly risky. Finally, this large-scale project changes the 
geopolitical positioning of the EU: the bloc becomes the largest subject of world politics, ac-
quires the most powerful nuclear potential and army, and the value of the euro as a world cur-
rency comes close to the U. S. dollar. It is likely that in such a scenario the internal mechanisms 
of the Union’s functioning may change, but integration will receive a strong new impetus.

There is, however, one difficulty looming over all this: the “pendulum” nature of Russian history 
and the lessons of the late twentieth century obviously do not suggest that even if the Russian 
political regime changes, Moscow will automatically and eagerly join the queue for member-
ship and spend decades fulfilling the long list of membership preconditions. We are not sug-
gesting that the EU should offer Russia membership itself (such an option is not envisaged 
by European regulations anyway) — but it could announce that post-Putin Russia’s applica-
tion, if any, would be processed under a special procedure. This may make the Kremlin pres-
ent a deliberate misinterpretation, and to counteract its effects, it would be sufficient to con-
duct a detailed investigation of Russian crimes in Ukraine in advance, condemn the Russian 
high-ranked officials and military commanders responsible for the aggression, genocide 
of Ukrainian citizens, etc. in absentia, and define their extradition as one of the conditions for 
Russia’s application (in addition, another prerequisite for Russia’s membership could be com-
pliance with the Magnitsky Act aimed at punishing human rights offenders on Russian territo-
ry). Such conditions seem sufficient to us: they would be a direct indication that Europe does 
not consider the entire Russian population responsible for the war unleashed by the Kremlin, 
nor does it intend to discriminate against them; instead it clearly identifies the barrier that lies 
in Russia’s path to Europe. In our opinion, such a declaration would have a huge transforma-
tive effect on Russian society, indicating that not Europeans but the Russian authorities are the 
main obstacle to the country’s accession to Western civilization.

As Russians, we must emphasize how important the symbolism of such a declaration would 
be. Over the decades-long communist era, the world has developed an image of people who 
live behind the Iron Curtain, who want to overcome it, and who are restrained from doing 
so by their own government. In Russia, no such restrictions have existed since the late 1980s, 
but since then the curtain has been maintained from the other side. As the EU has expand-
ed, the scope of visa-free travel for Russians in Europe shrunk — and Russian authorities have 
consistently used this argument as evidence that Europe does not consider Russia to be part 
of it 40. The Kremlin even tried to initiate negotiations on a visa-free regime, but did not find 

40	 For more details see: Polunin, Andrei and Ryabov, Andrei. “ЕС не видит в россиянах европейцев” (Carnegie 
Endowment: https: //carnegieendowment. org/posts/2010/05/es-ne-vidit-v-rossiyanah-evropejcev? lang=ru, 
site visited 6 May 2025).
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understanding on the part of the Europeans, which, in our opinion, did not upset the Russian 
regime at  all. By  declaring an  “open door” on  their part, the Europeans could “reenact” R. 
Reagan’s appeal to M. Gorbachev: “Tear down this wall!” thus declaring that the only obsta-
cle to peoples’ unification is the policy of the Russian government (and this government itself, 
which now consists of war criminals).

We see no reason why the EU would not be able to admit Russia as a member if the future 
Russian authorities sign and ratify the Treaty on  the European Union and the Treaty on  the 
Functioning of the European Union and recognize the EU Court of Justice’s full jurisdiction on its 
territory. The special feature of Russia’s case can be the timing: whereas during the usual proce-
dure a country is bound by many obligations arising from the expected membership at the early 
stage of obtaining candidate status, Russia could be admitted to EU membership with a definite 
delayed timetable for acquiring certain rights and taking up certain obligations. We have no il-
lusions about how quickly Russia and Europe could be fully reconciled — we believe it would 
take at least a decade — but we are convinced that Russia cannot be reformed in a European 
way if the reformer itself remains an external force imposing certain conditions: this was pre-
cisely the reason the last attempt at rapprochement failed. Russia and its people need a large-
scale “advance payment,” which they will be glad to “work off” later. To some extent a similar ap-
proach — albeit, we would say, on a tactical, not strategic level — was applied to Bulgaria and 
Romania41, which still had unfulfilled integration requirements at the time of their formal admis-
sion to the EU, but their adjustment to the Union’s norms was quite successful, and the pressure 
of the European institutions on the local governments was quite effective.

We do not believe that there are insurmountable obstacles on this path, such as the dena-
zification that Germany required after its defeat in WW2. Although V. Putin has succeeded 
in building a fascist-type corporate state in Russia [42], it still lags far behind the Third Reich, 
and if historical analogies were to be drawn, one should look to the less dramatic experience 
of Italy, which has definitely undergone a certain form of defascistisation, but so lenient that 
the Italian president at the time of the Treaty of Rome signing in 1957 was one of the ministers 
in B. Mussolini’s first government42. Therefore, we believe that it would be sufficient to purge 
the Russian government of war criminals and those involved in the most significant human 
rights violations. This would not only change society, but also arouse its enthusiasm rather 
than resistance.

In our view, the attempt to integrate post-Putin Russia has the potential to be a very success-
ful venture for Europe for several reasons.

41	 For more details see: Noutcheva, Gergana and Bechev, Dimitar. “The Successful Laggards: Bulgaria and 
Romania’s Accession to the EU” / East European Politics and Societies, 2008, Vol. 22, No. 1, pp. 18-29. [42] 
See. e. g. Inozemtsev, Vladislav Inozemtsev: Inozemtsev, Vladislav Inozemtsev. “Russia’s Fascist Regime?” / 
The American Interest, 2017, March-April, Vol. XII, No. 4, pp. 28-35; Kuzio, Taras. “How Putin’s Russia embraced 
fascism while preaching anti-fascism” (Atlantic Council: https: //www. atlanticcouncil. org/blogs/ukrainealert/
how-putins-russia-embraced-fascism-while-preaching-anti-fascism/, site visited 6 May 2025).

43	 Giovanni Gronchi, President of Italy 1955-1962, was a member of B. Mussolini’s first government from 1922-1923 
as Minister of Industry and Trade (see: Wikipedia: https: //en. wikipedia. org/wiki/Giovanni_Gronchi, site visited 
6 May 2025).
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First, the united Europe from its very beginning adopted the idea of project thinking — it was 
created according to a certain plan, which was designed to overcome spontaneous develop-
ment and create a community with a number of predetermined features and characteristics. 
Russia is a relatively alien element to the united Europe, but its inclusion in European institu-
tions is a challenge of a scale that Europe has not faced since at least the introduction of the 
euro. It is a project that can demonstrate Europe’s viability and ambition. Unlike the Cold War 
era, today’s Russia does not look like a superpower that cannot be “digested” by Europe: its 
population is equal to that of the two largest EU countries, Germany and France; its economy 
is about 2% of world GDP; Russia is no more multi-ethnic than the major continental European 
states where ethnic Europeans make up about 80% of the population.

Second, Russia and the EU are a perfect match in economic terms: Russian exports are main-
ly minerals and primary products, which were eagerly consumed in the EU before the war 
in Ukraine. The Europeans could, by bringing Russia into their legal space, establish effective 
control over a significant part of resource production and ensure technological modernization 
that could sustain production for several decades. Russia’s  industrial potential could make 
Europe industrially self-sufficient, avoiding manufacturing relocation to risky and remote ju-
risdictions like China. The Russian market would allow European companies to increase sales 
of  their goods. The country could also become a huge source of European labor resourc-
es — and of a higher qualification than those arriving in Europe from “third world” countries. 
The EU would become a continental superpower with a presence in both the Atlantic and the 
Pacific, and the first economic bloc in the world in terms of combined potential.

Third, the EU’s enlargement to Russia would make the Union the main actor in international 
security issues. It would stop Russia’s orientation towards China and would become a symbol 
of significant strengthening of the Global North compared to the Global South43. Obviously, 
such integration cannot be implemented without restoring Ukraine’s territorial integrity, admit-
ting it to the EU, and implementing a pan-European (with Russia’s participation) program to re-
store its economy and compensate for the damage caused by the aggression. Ukraine’s par-
ticipation in the Union will guarantee that Russia will not be able to exert a disproportionate 
influence on the Union’s decisions for a  long time, as  it will take decades to overcome the 
post-war contradictions between Moscow and Kyiv. Thus, Russian-European rapprochement 
aims to resolve both contradictions that have remained on the continent since the Cold War 
and those generated by the Putin era. In addition to regional security, the new conditions will 
also require a global change: since the EU is not a military bloc, overall command could be ex-
ercised within NATO’s successor organization consisting of  its non-European and European 
members and Russia. Such a course of events could put an end to the rivalry between the 
three regions, which has lasted for centuries.

Fourth, Russia’s participation in the EU could lead to a new stage in the processes of decolo-
nization and national identity development. Many analysts are now taking the possibility of the 

44	 This perspective was considered by one of the authors about ten years ago (see: Kuznetsova, Ekaterina and 
Inozemtsev, Vladislav. “Russia’s Pacific Destiny” in: The American Interest, 2013, November-December, Vol. IX, 
No. 2, pp. 67-73).
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Russian Federation’s collapse seriously44, which — if it comes to it — would be a huge threat 
to international security and a calamity for many nations. Russia’s participation in the EU large-
ly eliminates this problem, as  the potential withdrawal of  a  part of  the Russian Federation 
from it would not entail its population being deprived of rights and opportunities and would 
not lead to the former empire’s component marginalization, as it would still remain part of the 
single European space. This option itself will force Russian society to reconsider its imperial 
values and open up more opportunities for development and self-expression for the peoples 
that make up Russia. By absorbing Russia as a still imperial state and creating a chance for 
it to turn into a voluntary federation, Europe will confirm its status as the main force promot-
ing global decolonization and the trend towards turning the Union into “Europe of Regions.”

At  the same, we  must emphasize once again that such an  enterprise will be  very special 
in terms of the sequence of its implementation.

In addition to a declaration proclaiming the EU countries’ readiness to admit Russia as a mem-
ber of the Union when Moscow signs and ratifies the basic EU treaties, a “road map” should 
be devised to indicate the sequence and approximate terms of the main blocks of European 
rules’ application to Russia. It could include the terms of mutual opening of the Russian and 
European labor market (an analog of the “Bolkenstein Directive”); the order of common ag-
ricultural norms application; mechanisms and timetables of  labor legislation unification; 
streamlining of competition, anti-monopoly policies, and legislation on standardisation, and 
much more. The existence of such a program is extremely important — most of all because 
it would provide the means to clearly understand the plan for moving forward and to evalu-
ate its implementation.

In the end of this section, it bears repeating: the proposed course is not set by some mor-
al and ethical imperatives. We base it entirely on considerations of political and economic 
benefits. They dictate to offer Russians a foothold and a motive that can make them recon-
sider their attitude towards their government, state and society. We base it on the fact that 
the Soviet Union has already abandoned the belief of its own exceptionalism once before — 
and after decades of crime and terror against its citizens and many of the peoples of Europe, 
expressed its willingness to  participate in  a  common European initiative45. This willingness 
may once again lead Russia down a pro-Western path — and it may be more likely to mani-
fest itself if the EU articulates a determination for Russia’s real integration into Europe on the 
terms of accepting the current rules of the Union, rejecting Russian government’s behavio-
ral practices and punishing those guilty of  the most egregious crimes of  the Putin regime. 
We are convinced that this step (and its maximum popularization) can undermine authori-
tarian trends and strengthen pan-European security more effectively than any rearmament 

45	 See, e. g. : Bugajski, Janusz. Failed State: A Guide to Russia’s Rupture. Washington D. C. : The Jamestown 
Foundation, 2022.

46	 We consider as a sign of such readiness, in particular, the efforts of the USSR to prepare and sign the 1990 
Charter of Paris (“Парижская Хартия для Новой Европы” [OSCE: https: //www. osce. org/ru/ministerial-
councils/39520]) and Russia’s steps to conclude a Partnership and Co-operation Agreement with the EU (“EU-
Russia partnership and cooperation agreement” [Official EU website: https: //eur-lex. europa. eu/EN/legal-
content/summary/ eu-russia-partnership-and-cooperation-agreement. html]), sites visited 1 May 2025.
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programs, as it can turn a significant part of the Russians into advocates of change that will ul-
timately benefit the whole Europe. Is it possible that Russian citizens will remain deaf to such 
a call? Yes, of course, but this will depend primarily on its form and presentation.

Chapter 3. The Art of Persuasion

At  the beginning of  the fourth year of  Russia’s  aggression against Ukraine and the quar-
ter-century anniversary of Putin’s rule, there is little room for doubt that the West’s policy to-
wards Moscow has been a failure. We can argue about the reasons, but the fact remains that 
the Russian revisionist regime is now the main security threat in Europe and it appears to re-
main so for a long time to come.

It is particularly worrying that the current conflict — quite in the spirit of Kremlin propagan-
da — is seen by many intellectuals and politicians as an inter-civilizational confrontation, the 
reasons for which are seen in the “Asian,” “imperial,” or “totalitarian” nature of Russia and its 
people’s  traits. In  our opinion, what is  happening today is  caused by  other reasons  — first 
of all, by the fact that Russia in the 20th century was significantly behind European countries 
in understanding the modern world and still acts according to the canons of the old but rath-
er European politics. Its aggression against neighboring Ukraine is an echo of imperial claims 
from previous centuries46, and the best response to it can be a new edition of the big pan-Eu-
ropean initiative.

We  would like to  recall that the rather formalized ideas of  a  pan-European confederation 
were put forward almost simultaneously by British47, French48, Italian49 and even German50 in-
tellectuals and politicians during the most terrible years of WW2 in attempts to prevent a rep-
etition of its horrors for European peoples. In our view, Europe is now at a similar moment, and 
should have been guided by the same logic, especially since there is already visible evidence 

47	 See: Abalov, Alexander and Inozemtsev, Vladislav. Бесконечная империя: Россия в поисках себя, Moscow: 
Alpina Publisher, 2021, cc. 29-34.

48	 See: Churchill, Winston. “National Address, March 21, 1943” (International Churchill Society: https: //
winstonchurchill. org/resources/speeches/1941-1945-war-leader/national-address/, site visited 6 May 2025).

49	 See: ‘Jean Monnet’s thoughts on the future (Algiers, 5 August 1943)’ (Luxembourg Centre for Contemporary 
and Digital History: https: //www. cvce. eu/content/publication/1997/10/ 13/b61a8924-57bf-4890-9e4b-
73bf4d882549/publishable_en. pdf, site visited 6 May 2025).

50	 In this case it is worth mentioning the “Ventotene Manifesto” of 1941 (see more: Arban, Erika. Italian Regionalism 
and the Federal Challenge Reconciling Economic Regionalism and Solidarity. New York, London: Palgrave 
Macmillan, 2023, pp. 50-54).

51	 See: “Aufruf an alle Deutsche! Flugblatt Nr. 5 der Weißen Rose (1943)” (1000 Schlüssel Dokumente: https: //
www. 1000dokumente. de/Dokumente/Aufruf_an_alle_Deutsche! _Flug-blatt_Nr. _5_der_Wei%C3%9Fen_
Rose, site visited 6 May 2025).
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of the effectiveness those measures showed earlier. We would add that in recent decades, 
Russia and Europe have remained integrated on a cultural level: up to 6 million Russians and 
people of Russian origin51 reside permanently or temporarily in the EU, with very few people 
feeling they represent a cultural tradition alien and incomparable to Europe. Unlike during 
WW1 or WW2, millions of the aggressor country’s citizens coexist peacefully with Europeans 
without sharing the aspirations and rhetoric of  the aggressor’s  government (we  share the 
European authorities’ fears about Kremlin agents being infiltrated, but we would like to point 
out that Russians in Europe have not been seen at all in acts of terrorism, vandalism or pub-
lic order offences motivated by hatred or rejection of European history and way of life, often 
committed, for example, by Muslim immigrants). According to a study by CASE, the European 
Centre for Analysis and Strategy, the Russians of the latest relocation wave (2022-2025), are 
not only beneficial to the host countries’ economies, but are also European in their mindset: 
75% have higher education (the EU average is around 45%); 74% are openly anti-Putin, 64% are 
openly pro-Ukraine; and earn above the EU average: between €1000 and €3000 per month52.

There’s a reason we began our report with an assessment of the numerous conflicts that have 
previously taken place in the European continent. In our opinion, the most large-scale wars 
and confrontations of the past nearly 150 years have been intra-European in their essence, 
generated by European contradictions, ideologies and interests. The key to ending them lies 
precisely in comprehending them as such and in further enlarging Greater Europe in order 
to turn it into an area of peace and security. We understand today’s emotional calls for blam-
ing the entire Russian population for the ongoing war, appeals to create a new Iron Curtain 
on the EU’s eastern borders, and requests for the collapse and partition of Russia in post-war 
Germany’s fashion. However, we believe that all these measures are counterproductive for the 
creation of a peaceful Europe of the future.

In  advocating the project of  complete and formalized integration of  Russia into Europe, 
we proceed solely from rational considerations. First of all, we draw attention to the fact that, 
unlike Germany during WW1 and WW1, today’s authoritarian Russia cannot be defeated mil-
itarily. The world’s largest nuclear arsenal under the Kremlin’s control makes any such ambi-
tions meaningless, and any form of civil war or partition of Russia very dangerous (recently, 
Western politicians have increasingly admitted that Ukraine has not received and will not re-
ceive weapons that would allow it to dislodge Russian troops, precisely out of fear of a possi-
ble nuclear escalation53). In addition, we believe that the possibility of nations and states be-
ing set in motion by ideologies are a thing of the past (even Putin’s political technologists have 

52	 See: Inozemtsev, Vladislav. The Exodus of the Century: A New Wave of Russian Emigration, Paris: IFRI, 2023 
(https: //www. ifri. org/sites/default/files/migrated_files/documents/atoms/files/ifri_inozemstev_exodus_
july_2023. pdf, site visited 6 May 2025).

53	 See: “Survey of Russian Emigrants to Germany, France, Cyprus and Poland” / CASE-Center, June 2024. https: //
case-center. org/wp-content/uploads/2024/06/DOCLAD_EN_3107_compressed. pdf accessed 6 May 2025).

54	 See, e. g. : Brown, Larisa. “Ex-CIA chief: We gave Ukraine enough weapons to bleed, not to win” (The Times: 
https: //www. thetimes. com/us/news-today/article/ex-cia-chief-we-gave-ukraine-enough-weapons-to-
bleed-not-to-win-r3q0r2fcg, site visited 6 May 2025).
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not come up with a comprehensible ideology for Russians, limiting themselves to “patriot-
ism”54, but they still insist that society should accept its role as a mere “support” for the state55). 
Therefore all decisions about Europe’s  future should be  made with potential benefits, not 
phobias and prejudices in mind. Finally, we believe that Russia has not reached a level of in-
doctrination comparable to that of Hitler’s Germany or Stalin’s USSR — and this opens up the 
possibility of a peaceful and organized transformation of the country, should a significant part 
of its population find it beneficial and appealing.

However, this understanding will not come to  Russians on  its own  — and if  it  does, it  will 
be met with great skepticism, as the feeling of exclusion from the Western world is stronger 
and more persistent than ever. Overcoming it could change a lot: the feeling of external sup-
port has often been a trigger for resistance even when it seems pointless. At the same time, 
expressing such support now requires no resources or effort on the part of Western govern-
ments, but not taking a proactive stance could prove very costly.

The war in Ukraine will come to an end sooner or later. Regardless of where the line of de-
marcation is drawn and how the ceasefire will be  formalized, both the U. S. and European 
countries will begin to restore relations with Russia (this is evident today in D. Trump’s rhet-
oric56 — and we have no doubt that the Europeans will to some extent align their policies 
with Washington’s course). The outcome will be a devious peace based on private conces-
sions, non-public agreements and electoral gains. Under the pretext of following the ideas 
of Realpolitik, the West can once again start negotiating with the dictator57, deluding itself 
that there are decent people in his entourage; that Russia’s alienation will only strengthen iso-
lationist sentiments; and its rapprochement with China will strengthen the position of glob-
al anti-Western forces. We would be happy if all this did not happen — but there is no hope 
for it, such are the realities of international politics. The alternative is a clear position, which 
can be called “pro-Russian but anti-Putin” (here one cannot help but recall an analogy in the 
form of the famous phrase of A. Mikhnik, who calls himself an “anti-Soviet Russophile” [59]): 
Europe could back up  “integration of Russia without Putin.” If  there is a widespread saying 
in Russia, “When there’s Putin, there’s Russia; when there’s no Putin, there’s no Russia,” why 
not make it clear that “When there’s Putin, there’s no Russia in Europe; when there’s no Putin, 
there’s  European Russia”? A  single official statement about the EU’s  readiness to  accept 
Russia into its ranks can give the Russian population a new vision of the historical perspective. 
It is worth mentioning that Ukraine, Moldova and Georgia are on their path of transformation 

55	 According to Putin, “There is only one possible ideology. . . in a modern democratic society — patriotism. In the 
broadest and best sense of the word” (quoted in: “Путин считает патриотизм единственнойвозможной иде-
ологией современного общества” (TASS: https: //tass. ru/politika/7379985, site visited 6 May 2025).

56	 See Kharichev, Alexander. “Цивилизация «Россия»” / Блокнот гражданского просвещения, 2025, March-
April, pp. 4-10.

57	 For more details see: Arkin, Daniel. “Trump turns toward Russia, breaking with decades of U. S. policy” (NBC 
News: https: //www. nbcnews. com/news/us-news/trump-turns-russia-breaking-decades-us-policy-
rcna194518, site visited 6 May 2025).

58	 A manifesto of this approach is the article: Mearsheimer, John. “Why the Ukraine Crisis Is the West’s Fault: The 
Liberal Delusions That Provoked Putin” / Foreign Affairs, Vol. 93, 2014, September/October, pp. 77-88.
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and struggle against authoritarian trends, largely fuelled by the hope for a European perspec-
tive — hope that Russia has never experienced.

Finally, we assume that after a brief era of relative stability and peace, humanity may face a pe-
riod of serious geopolitical upheaval — and the main line of confrontation is likely to be the 
border between the Eurocentric (“Euro-Atlantic”) civilization and the Global South. It can al-
ready be confidently asserted that Europe is the weakest link in this scenario: it has neither 
the technological potential of the United States nor the industrial capabilities of China. The 
emerging world of  the 21st century may turn out to be  the most hostile for Europeans for 
at  least the last 500 years. Even united, the states of Western Europe now control a much 
smaller share of the world’s population, territory and economy than at any time since the mid-
16th century. This situation makes feuds and conflicts within Greater Europe seem like mad-
ness that must be put to stop.

We are naturally aware that the Russian voice today may not be taken seriously by everyone, 
and for good reason. But we are convinced that no tyrannical regime is eternal, and the mem-
ory of no war determines the history of the following centuries. The Eurocentric world of the 
19th and 20th centuries produced economic and political standards that seemed — but nev-
er became — universal for a time. Today we are entering a period of new alliances and unions 
that will shape the future world, in which it will be difficult for the current EU, let alone current 
Russia, to survive and develop alone. The consolidation of societies and peoples with a com-
mon European history is an imperative in this new environment — and even if it seems more 
obvious to us just because we feel more vulnerable than Europeans today, this is no reason 
to ignore us. We call on all European politicians, activists and intellectuals to join the search 
for options and ways to further expand and develop the pan-European initiative, as a delay 
of thereof means historic defeat.
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Conclusion

When we contemplate the possibility and prospects of Russia’s integration into the EU, we are 
fully aware that they will be viewed with skepticism not only in Europe, but also in Russia. 
In our country — and the current Kremlin inhabitants are not solely responsible for it — there 
are opinions both about Europe’s  “weakness” and its permanent decline and the European 
regulations and norms’ capability to  undermine economic and social achievements of  the 
Union’s new member states. It would not be an exaggeration to say that Russia has been and 
remains inherently Euroskeptic over the past decades (although migration and investment 
flows from Russia have been a clear indication to the contrary). A closer look, however, reveals 
a completely different dynamic.

Over the past 150 years, Russia has gone through a lot of challenges, but perhaps its most 
successful phase was the period from the Great Reforms of Alexander II to the WW1. It was 
a  time of  the most rapid and sustainable economic development, accumulation of human 
capital, active transformation of Russian society with the rule of law in mind — the time when 
no  one doubted either the country’s  European past or  European prospects. However, the 
pan-European catastrophe of 1914 changed Russian history to a greater extent than probably 
history of any other European state. Russia excluded itself from the continent’s common his-
tory for more than a century, determined to follow its own particular path and choose its own 
favorable directions at every fork in the road of history.

Today it is time we openly admitted to ourselves: we have not succeeded along the way. The 
attempt to rebuild Russian society in accordance with the speculative Communist ideas has 
resulted in the loss of tens of millions of lives and waste of incalculable resources. By trying 
to forcibly establish the same ideals in a number of European countries, the Soviet Union only 
temporarily delayed their development, and they soon returned to  their European origins. 
Disillusionment with the Soviet system resulted in the experience of democratic reforms car-
ried out in a way that discredited the ideas of democracy and freedom. The reaction to this 
difficult period of history was an attempt at historical revisionism and new imperial construc-
tion, undertaken at the most inappropriate time and using the most unacceptable methods, 
and it is already clear that it will not achieve the results desired in the Kremlin.

Russia of the last century is a failed society; a country surrendering its position in the glob-
al community and consistently destroying its resources to achieve unattainable goals. And 
we have no doubt that even more difficult times lie ahead: overcoming the guilt complex af-
ter the end of the war with Ukraine; struggling with the inevitable systemic economic crisis 
caused by depleted resources; separatist sentiments as a response to the imperial principles 
imposed by the government. Russia’s reintegration into Europe seems to us the most rational 
choice not only for Europeans, but also for Russians, who should not be afraid of this prospect, 
the most natural for all former European metropolises.
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In its history, Russia has repeatedly become a European-esque society in terms of organiza-
tion, values and worldview; a society whose elites turned out to be predominantly European. 
Such a state could be seen in the late 18th and early 20th centuries, and even on the eve 
of  perestroika. However, each time this rapprochement was disrupted by  a  counter-trend: 
whether by  Nicholas I’s  reaction, communist madness, or  Putin’s  authoritarian restoration. 
Unfortunately, it should probably be admitted that Russia has exhausted its internal poten-
tial for reforms. At every turn of its history, the country has expelled more and more adherents 
of the European development model, and we should not hope that a new attempt at reform, 
even if it is made, would be successful. Therefore, we believe that in the middle of the 21st 
century, the best Russia can hope to achieve would be to join the community of more suc-
cessful European countries in order to ensure an era of peaceful and sustainable develop-
ment — both for itself and its European partners. A post-imperial, democratic and prosperous 
Europe from the Atlantic to the Pacific would not only be home to hundreds of millions of ac-
complished and happy people, but also the best monument to those who have fallen victim 
to the crimes and mistakes made by Europeans on the way to this goal…
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