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POCCUMCKHNH U TYPEIIKUH «IIOBOPOTHI HA BOCTOK»:
KOMIIJIEMEHTAPHOCTbH WU PACXOKJIEHUE TPAEKTOPHUI?!

AHHOTAIUS. B ¢okyce BHUMaHUS [OOKIaga — TpaHchopmalrus BHEIIHEH
nonutuku Typuuu B 2000-2010-€ rr. 1 KOppessinus ee «EBpa3HilcCKoro BEKTOpay ¢
poccurickou crpareruer «lloBopora Ha BocTok». BHemnssa nonutuka Typrun
aHAJIM3UPYETCS B KOHTEKCTE HapacTaHUs INI0OAJbHON HECTaOMJIBHOCTH MO Psay
3HAYUMBIX [1APAMETPOB — YPOBHIO aKTHMBHOCTH, PETMOHAJIBHOW HAIIPaBICHHOCTH,
UICOJIOTHYECKOMY O(OPMIICHUIO, HCTIOJIb3YEMbIM HHCTPYMEHTaM H PUTOPHUKE.
HecTaOunbHOCTh MEXAYHAPOAHO-TIOTUTHUECKON KOHBIOHKTYPBI U CTPEMUTEIbHBIE
U3MEHEHHsI cuTyaluu Ha bimmkHeM BoOCTOKE CyIIECTBEHHO OCHOKHWIMA IS
Typuuu peanu3anuio CBO€ BHEIIHEW MOJMUTUKU M 33Jlayy BbIPAOOTKH €€ HOBOW
MOJIEIIN.

B 2010-e rr. Ha ¢one kpusuca B otHoweHusx c¢ CIHIA u EC Bkyme c
IIEPEOCMBICIIEHUEM CBOEr0 MECTa B MUPOBOW ITOJIMTUKE B TypLuu BCE aKTHBHEE
IIOJIHUMAETCSI TEMA €BPa3UICKOr0 BEKTOpA BHEUIHEH MOJUTUKH U «EBPAZUNCKON
aIbTEPHATUBBI), COAEP)KAHHE KOTOPOM MONMM(POHUYHO U3-32 MHOT00O0pa3us
MOJIXOJIOB PA3JIMYHBIX MOJUTUYECKUX CHJI, (DOPMYIMPOBABUIMX CBOU TPAKTOBKU

eBpasuiictBa. Hamnbosnee paaukagbHble CTOPOHHUKH €BPA3UMCKUX UAEH CUUTAIOT,
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yTo Typumu He MO MyTH C 3amaJHbIM MHPOM — OHAa A0JDKHA BeiMTH M3 HATO n
OTKa3aTbCs OT CTpeMIIEHUS cTaThb WieHOM EC; MOCKOJNBbKY IJIaBHBIE HWHTEPECHI
Typuuu nexar 3a npeaenaMmu 3amajaa, €l CleayeT NpUCOeAUHUTHCA K Poccun u
Kwuraro, npoTUBOCTOSIIIMX 3aHaJHOLEHTPUIHOMY MUPY.

B psigy KOHKpETHBIX MPOSIBICHUN «EBPA3UICKONW AJIbTEPHATUBBI» WU «IIOBOPOTA
Ha Bocrtok» Bo BHemHel nonutuke Typumm — cOnmxenue c Poccueil 1o
LIIMPOKOMY CIIEKTPY BOIIPOCOB OT DJHEPre€TUYECKOrO COTPYAHUYECTBA 1O
KOOIIEpallud B  BOIIPOCaX CHUPHUMCKOrO  YpEryJIMpOBaHMS, NEPUOJUYECKU
JNEKJIApUPYEMbIl TypelKUM Npe3uIeHTOM uHTepec K Bxoxaenutro B IIIOC,
HapallMBaHUE aKTUBHOCTU B LleHTpanbHON A3UM M pacliMpeHHE YKOHOMUYECKHX
oTHomeHui ¢ Kuraem.

Hna  Typuum «moBopor Ha BocTok», NOMUMO TE€X CMBICIOB, KOTOpPBIE
aKLICHTUPYIOTCS B arpECCUBHOM PUTOPUKE MHOTUX TYPELKHUX MOJIUTUKOB, 3TO €I
U OTpaXCHUE CTPEMJICHMS CJeJaTh MHOTOBEKTOPHOCTH W MHOI'OMEpPHOCTH
KJIFOYEBBIMU XAPAKTEPUCTUKAMHU BHEIIHEW MMOJNUTHUKUA. Hapsny ¢ ummneparuBom
«auBepcuduKanum», 0 KOTOpod B cBoux paborax Hauyana 2000-x rr. mucai u
ropopwi Axmer JlaByTorily, 3TO B MOJHOM MEpE OTpPaKaeT YKOPECHHUBIIUMNCA
nparMaTu3sM B TOJAXO0Jax K MeEXAYHapoaHoW mpoOnemaTtuke. B uHTepece K
EBpa3um OTYETIMBO MPOCMATPUBAKOTCA TI€OCTPATETMYECKHE, DKOHOMHMYECKHE U
sHeprerudyeckue uHTepechl. OTHoweHus ¢ Poccueil — 3TO COTPYIHUYECTBO C
BAKHBIM  DKOHOMHYECKMM  IIAPTHEPOM, KOTOPBIA  SIBISETCS  KIHOYEBBIM
IIOCTABIIUKOM HSHEPropecypcoB Uil Pa3BUTUA TYPELKOM JKOHOMHUKH, Pa3BUTHE
naptHepctBa ¢ Kuraem (B TOM 4uClie M NEPCHEKTUBBI Y4YacTUsi B MHUIMATUBE
«OIMH mosic — OAMH MyThb») — 3TO pacyeT Ha MPHUBJICUYEHHE MACIITAOHBIX
WHBECTUIIMA B Pa3BUTUU WHOPACTPYKTYPHI U OTKPHITHE HOBBIX TOPU3OHTOB IS
TYPELKOr0 3KCIOPTA.

Hackonbko «eBpasniickas albTEPHATUBA» CTAHET PEATBHOW M IOWIET Ha IOJb3Y
pOCCUHCKOMY MMOBOPOTY Ha BOCTOK 3aBUCHUT OT TOr0, cCMOTYT i Typuus u Poccus
B Pa3BUTHM CBOMX OTHOLICHUN HAa PErMOHAIBHOM M MAKPOPETHOHAJIBHOM YPOBHE

HaiiTh (opmar cCompsHKEHUs] TAKTHUECKUX M CTPATETHUYECKHX HMHTEPECOB U



AKOHOMUYECKOM HHTCTPAalu, COIIOCTAaBUMBI C MAacHmITaOOM BKJIIOYEHHOCTH

TprII/II/I B 3a11aAHOC IMOJIUTUKO-O9KOHOMHNYCCKOC ITPOCTPAHCTBO.
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THE “PIVOT TO THE EAST” OF RUSSIA AND TURKEY:
COMPLEMENTARITY OR DIVERGENCE OF THE TRAJECTORIES??

ABSTRACT. The paper analyses the transformation of Turkey’s foreign policy in
the 2000s and 2010s along with the correlations between the “Eurasian vector” of
Turkish foreign policy and Russia’s “Pivot to the East strategy”. The author
scrutinizes Turkish foreign policy according to a number of parameters — activism
over time, change in activism towards different regions, as well as change in style,
tools, and rhetoric. Unstable international environment together with the rapid
destabilization of the Middle East complicated both the realization of foreign
policy strategies and the creation of a new foreign policy model for Turkey.

Against the crisis in Turkey’s relations with the US and the EU, on the one hand,
and Turkey’s strive for the revision of its position in the world politics, on the
other, in the 2010s different Turkish politicians started to promote the idea of the
“Eurasian vector” in Turkish foreign policy and the “Eurasian alternative”. Due to
the fact that the politicians of different political views and platforms
simultaneously began to put forward their own visions on the Eurasianizm the
substance of this concept in the Turkish context became extremely ambiguous and

polyphonyc. The most radical advocates of the Eurasian ideas consider that Turkey
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should follow its own way which is not a Western one (i.e. Turkey should leave the
NATO and abandon its plans to join the EU because Turkey’s main interests lie
beyond the West) and join Russia and China which both oppose the Western-
centric world.

Most widely debated manifestations of this “Eurasian alternative” or the “Pivot to
the East” in Turkish foreign policy are the rapprochement with Russia on different
issues ranging from the cooperation in the energy sphere to collaboration in Syria;
Turkish President Recep Erdogan’s sporadic declaration about Turkey’s intentions
to join the SCO; the rising activity of Turkey in the Central Asia; and the
broadening economic relations with China.

For Turkey the “pivot to the East” means not only an anti-Western rhetoric of
many Turkish politicians but also a strive to make multidimensionality and multi
vector nature key characteristics of Turkish foreign policy. Along with the
“imperative of the diversification”, which Ahmet Davutoglu stressed in his works
of the early 2000s, this tendency reflects the increasing pragmatism in approaches
towards the international affairs among Turkish political establishment.

The rising interest towards Eurasia in Turkey has a number of clear reasons
comprising of geostrategic and economic interests let alone the ones in the sphere
of energy. The development of relations with Russia means the widening
cooperation with one of the most important economic partners which is also the
key energy supplier for the growing Turkish economy; the broadening cooperation
with China (including the potential participation in the “Belt and Road Initiative™)
signifies the Turkish government’s calculations to attract large-scale investment in
the infrastructural development and to open new prospects for Turkish exports.

The realization of the “Eurasian alternative” and its potential profits for Russia’s
“Pivot to the East” depend on the ability of both Russia and Turkey to find a model
for conjugation of tactical and strategic interests with economic integration in the
development of their relation on the regional and global levels comparable with the

scale of Turkey’s integration in the Western political and economic realm.



