BectHuk TomMckoro rocynapcTBeHHOro yHuBepcurera. Mceropus. 2022. Ne 76

Tomsk State University Journal of History. 2022. Ne 76

Original article
UDK 94(100):327
doi: 10.17223/19988613/76/9

Since the times of the lord Palmerston to the president B. Obama: the revival
of the Crimean quasi-subsystem of international relations in the XXI century

Ilia A. Sokov?, Olga E. Shults?

1Volgograd State University, Volgograd, Russian Federation, sokov@volsu.ru
2The independent researcher, Volgograd, Russian Federation, lolgal177@gmail.com

Abstract. In the article, an issue of keeping Russia distant on the world arena in the historical context and preventing the
development of Russian foreign policy by Western countries in the context of international relations in the 21st century
is considered. The authors pay attention and point out historical parallels of such deterrence in the past. Based on this
point, the article is divided into three parts, which demonstrate the analogy of the approach of the great powers in the
XIX century and modern Western countries to restrict Russian foreign policy, by creating a special Crimean subsystem
of international relations.

Keywords: Lord Palmerston, President B. Obama, the Russian Empire, the Crimean subsystem of international
relations, political isolation, economic sanctions, the Eastern question, the Ukrainian question

For citation: Sokov I.A., Shults O.E. (2022) Since the times of the lord Palmerston to the president B. Obama: the revival
of the Crimean quasi-subsystem of international relations in the XXI century. Vestnik Tomskogo gosudarstvennogo
universiteta. Istoriya — Tomsk State University Journal of History. 76. pp. 74-78. doi: 10.17223/19988613/76/9

Hayunas crates

Co Bpemen sopaa Iansmepcrona 1o npe3uaenta b. Od0ambi: Bo3poxkaeHue
KPBIMCKO# KBa3H-MOJACUCTEMBI MesKAyHAPOAHBIX oTHoIeHui B XXI B.

Wabs Anatonbesnd Cokos!, Onbra Esrennesna Ilyann?

! Bonzozpadckuii 2ocyoapcmeennviii ynusepcumen, Bonzozpao, Poccus, sokov@volsu.ru
2 Hezasucumuiii uccredoeamens, Boncozpao, Poccus, lolgall77@gmail.com

AHHOTamMs. B HCTOpHYEeCKOM KOHTEKCTE PacCMaTpUBAETCsl BOIPOC cepskuBaHus Poccuu Ha MUpPOBOH apeHe U Ipe-
ISATCTBOBAHUS Pa3BUTHUIO POCCUICKOH BHEIIHEH MOJMTUKYU 3allafHBIMU CTPAHAMH B YCIIOBHUAX MEXIYHAPOJHBIX OTHO-
meHuii B XXI B. ABTOpHI YKa3bIBAIOT HAa MCTOPHYECKUE TMapajuieNd MOJOOHOTO CAEp>KUBaHUS B mpomnuioM. Mcxons
U3 3TOrO, CTAaThs pa3/iesieHa Ha TPU 4aCTH, KOTOPbIE AEMOHCTPHPYIOT aHAJIOTHIO MOAX0Aa BEIUKHUX Aep:kaB B XIX B. u
COBPEMEHHBIX 3alaJiHbIX CTPaH IO OrPAHMYEHHUIO POCCUHCKOM BHEINHEH IMOJUTUKU IIyTEM CO3JaHMs CIIEHHAIbHOM
KpsIMcKkoil moicucTeMbl MEXIYHAPOJHBIX OTHOILIEHUH.

B mepBoii yacTu kpaTko omuchiBaeTcs co3nanue B XIX B. eBporeiickumyu Aep)kaBaMu BO IiiaBe ¢ BenmkoOpuranueit
KpbIMckoii moacucTeMsl MeXIyHapOAHBIX OTHOLIEHUH, KOTOpas MOPOAMIa psa KPOBOIIPOIUTHBEIX BOMH Kak B EBpore,
Tak U Ha bmwkaeMm Bocroke. Ho, 3amepkaB Ha KOpOTKOe BpeMs BHEIIHENOJUTHYecKoe pa3Butue Poccun, KpbeiMckas
MOZICHICTEMA B IIEJIOM HE pemnia npobiemy crep>xuBanus Poccnm.

Bo BTOpOIf HacTH paccMaTpUBAIOTCS M AHATTM3UPYIOTCS MEXIyHapoHble coObITHS XX B. M AenaeTcs BBIBO, UTO 3arla/HbIe
CTpaHsl, HO yxe Bo riaBe ¢ CIIIA, BHOBB ITBITAIOTCS CO3/aTh ITOJ00ME MponnIioi KpeIMcKol moacicTeMbl MeXXTyHapOTHBIX
OTHOILIEHUI C TEMH K€ LEJIIMU M 3aJadaMHu. ABTOPBI YKa3bIBAalOT, YTO €CIIM B MPOIUIOM MOBOJOM JUIL 3TOTO CIIy:KHI
«BOCTOUHBII BOIPOCY», TO B HOBBIX MCTOPUUECKUX YCIIOBUSIX — «yKpauHCKuil Bornpocy». Eciu B XIX B. 3anmagHble cTpaHbl
MOI'JIM pa3BA3aTb KprMCKy}O BOﬁHy, TO B HBIHCINHUX YCJIOBUAX BOMHA HE MOXKET JaTh PE3YJIbTAThI 10 «YHHMXKXEHUIO» Poc-
cun. [TosToMy 3amasHBIMU CTpaHaMK BBIOpAH MyTh HOJICpKaHHsl BOCHHOM HANPsDKEHHOCTH Ha TpaHunax Poccuu u BoeH-
HOTO KOH(JIMKTa Ha TEPPUTOPUSIX YKpauHbI, rpaHuyainx ¢ Poccuel, n «3aMOpaXHMBaHHUs» 3TOr0 KOH(IMKTA, a TakKe
BBEJICHHS SKOHOMHIECKHX CaHKIMI IpoTuB Poccru ¢ 1embio ee ocabiaeHns U 3a/Iep>KKH €€ SKOHOMHIECKOTO Pa3BHUTHSI.

B Tpertbeif 4acTu aBTOPHI BEICKA3bIBAIOT CBOE MHEHHUE, YTO B 00OMX CIIydasx 3alaJHble CTPAHBI PEIIaH U PEIIaloT OJHY
U3 TIIABHBIX IS ceOst 3a1ad — ocnabiieHne Bo3poxaeHus Poccuiickoro rocyaapcTBa kKak KOHKYpeHTa He TOIbKO B EBpo-
Te, HO M B [IEJIOM B MHpE IIyTeM CO3/aHHs YCIOBHI 10 €ro MEKIyHApOJHOH MOIUTHIeCKOH, GUHAHCOBOH U SKOHOMHYE-
cKko#t m3osstnuy. OJHAKO IPUHIMAaEeMBbIe 3aIafHBIMU CTpPaHAMH MEpHI IT0 OTHOIIEHHIO K Poccnu He IaloT B MONHOI Mepe
TeX Pe3yIbTaTOB, Ha KOTOPBIE OHU PACCUMTHIBAIOT.

Knrouessbie cioBa: nopa Ilansmepcron, npesunent b. Ob6ama, Poccuiickas ummnepus, KpeiMckas noacucrema Mexmy-
HapOAHBIX OTHOILEHUH, MOJUTHUYECKAS U30JIILMSL, SKOHOMUUECKNE CAaHKLIMK, BOCTOUHBIN BOIIPOC, YKPAUHCKUI BONIPOC

© I.A. Sokov, O.E. Shults, 2022



Sokov I.A., Shults O.E. Since the times of the lord Palmerston to the president B. Obama 75

Jost nutupoBanus: CoxoB ML.A., Illyner O.E. Co Bpemen nopaa [TamemepcTona no npesunenta b. O6ambl: Bo3poxke-
HUE KPHIMCKOW KBa3H-TIOJCUCTEMBI MEKAyHapoaHbIX oTHOMEeHUH B XXI Beke // BectHrk ToMckoro rocyjapcTBeHHOTO
yuuBepcutera. Mcropus. 2022. Ne 76. C. 74-78. doi: 10.17223/19988613/76/9

To understand the current international processes, it is
sometimes useful to look at the history of international
relations and find possible analogues of the events, the
causes and reasons for the conduct of states on the interna-
tional arena, the use of principles, concepts and theories,
historical characters that have made a crucial importance
for entire nations and changed the borderlines of their
countries.

From the given title of the article, one can understand
that the authors view a similar analogy that happened
for more than 150 years — which were the times of the
crisis of the Vienna subsystem of international relations
and the creation of the Crimean subsystem of international
relations at the present period in the 21st century.

Basing on the systemic understanding of the history of
international relations, it can be considered that the "Concert
of Europe" was the first attempt of systematic regulation
of post-war international relations after the last Napoleonic
wars. However, as we are aware, this attempt of creating
an international organization to maintain European status
quo, as well using the principle of "legitimism”, failed.
Already after the 1820's the interests of the participating
countries (Russia - on the one hand, and Prussia, Austria,
France, England - on the other) dispersed so much that led
to the Crimean War (1853-1856). Moreover, it should be
noted that it was the United Kingdom which turned out to
be the initiator of that disintegration, which was not con-
tent with the strengthening of Russia after the defeat of
Napoleon - in the Balkans, the Black Sea and the Caucasus.

Lord Palmerston, defending trade routes of the British
colony in India, as well as the trade interests of the British
bourgeoisie in the Ottoman Empire [1. P. 830-833] elabo-
rated the foreign policy of Great Britain scrupulously, me-
thodically and in detail [2. P. 224] and aimed at creating
within the framework of the Paris sub-system of interna-
tional relations (1856-1918), a regional or quasi-system of
international relations in the east of Europe, which later
became known as the Crimean, and in the western litera-
ture - Palmerston one [3. P. 25]. The main goal of creating
such a subsystem of international relations for British di-
plomacy was the political isolation of the Russian Empire
preventing it from the interaction with European states and
the weakening of its positions in relations with peripheral
European countries and the Middle East. As S.S. Tatishchev
remarked: "In all political issues in the East and in the
West, Russia has always met the vicious and stubborn
resistance and opposition of the English” [4. C. 98].

Therefore, after 1856, the characteristic features of the
created Crimean subsystem turned out to be:

— political humiliation of Russia and limitation of its'
authorities as a great power [5. P. 67-74];

— despite the fact that Russia was able to preserve its'
domains in the Black Sea area, its political influence in
Europe became much weaker than before [6. P. 390-391];

— the hope for the liberation of Orthodox peoples under
the rule of Ottoman Turkey was undermined [6. Ch. 4-10];

— Russia lost its fleet on the Black Sea and control over
the Black Sea straits [5. P. 292];

— warships of European countries began to regularly be
present in the Black Sea.

Even though the influence of Russia as a great power
on European politics has significantly lowered, and its
political isolation was artificially supported by European
powers, in their circle, the contradictions among them only
grew.

Concerning the definition of the boundaries of the pe-
riod of the Crimean (Palmerston) subsystem of interna-
tional relations existence, experts differ in the evaluation
of both its beginning and its endings.

Some suppose the beginning of the formation of the
Crimean subsystem of international relations in the 1830s
[7. P. 222], others - the end of the Crimean War and the
signing of the Paris Agreement [8. P. 674-692], and Henry
Kissinger thinks that its formation began immediately after
the collapse of the Congress of Vienna in 1822 [9].

The end of the existence of the Crimean subsystem of
international relations also has no unequivocal recognition,
and that is why various dates for the termination of the
Crimean subsystem of international relations functioning
are called. Among them:;

— 1871 - as the year of the fall of the French Empire
under Napoleon 111 and the beginning of the Third French
Republic. Thanks to French non-interference, Russia suc-
ceeded in restoring its' fleet on the Black Sea territories.
Since that year the forty-year peace period and the isola-
tion policy of Great Britain had begun. The London
Agreement of 1871 cancelled the basic elements of the
Paris Agreement of 1856 formally [10. P. 3-4];

— 1876 - the year of Russia's victory in the Russian-
Turkish war and the solution to the Eastern question in
favor of Russia [11, 12];

— 1882 - the year of the British conquest of Egypt,
which not only gave Britain security for their trade routes
to India, but also made them the owners of the Eastern
Mediterranean and the Middle East, which in turn made it
unnecessary to keep a confrontation with Russia relating
the question of the straits [7. P. 554];

—1907 - as the year in which all the contradictions be-
tween Russia and Great Britain were eliminated and the
Allied agreement was signed (Antanta);

—1918 - as the year of the end of the existence of the
Paris subsystem of international relations.

It should be underlined, that the main conditions under
which the Crimean subsystem of international relations
was created and existed, were, on the one hand, the growing
power and international influence of Russia, and on the
other - the fear of the Western countries over this growth
of Russia's power and the collective desire to make it
weeker. It is evident why the United Kingdom became the
leader in creating the Crimean subsystem of international
relations, at that time, which was sure to be the world
leader. One must say that at the beginning of the XXI cen-



76 TIpo6remwr 6ceobwyeti ucmopuu | Problems of world history

tury there were similar conditions when, after a decade of
"coming to life" from the collapse of the USSR, modern
Russia started building up its' economic and military power,
and international influence among the countries of the
non-Western world.

The United States, as a world leader, uniting the coun-
tries of Europe in the military bloc of NATO, back in the
second half of the 20th century insulated themselves from
the USSR and its eastern allies with the Iron Curtain and
declared the Cold War, and having won it, contributed to
the collapse of the USSR.

On emerging after the collapse of the USSR, the new
state - Russia, within a short period of time by historical
criteria, began to grow fast, which was certain to cause
worries among Western countries. The United States,
along with the EU, began to pursue a policy of political
and economic restriction of Russia on the international
arena. NATO's advance to the East and long-term agree-
ments with Western countries on the issue of Russia's
accession to the WTO should be recalled. Like in the nine-
teenth century, multilateral pressure was sure to be coordi-
nated by one country - now the United States.

Like in the past, the conditions for international politi-
cal and economic isolation were created methodically and
scrupulously. For this purpose, several steps were taken to
make military and political tensions on the western (with
the Baltic countries, Poland and Moldova) and southern
(Georgia and Azerbaijan) borders of Russia and the organi-
zation of "velvet" or "color revolutions" (in Ukraine and
Georgia).

If in the past, British diplomacy made use of the Otto-
man Empire as an irritant to Russia, then in the 21st century,
the American diplomacy, having at the borders of Russia,
small in its international significance states, used them to
achieve their goals.

According to their instructions, in August 2008, Georgia
provoked a military conflict with Russia, on their orders
in Ukraine, the issue of its phased accession to the EU
(and, accordingly, accession to NATQO) was raised, which
directly created new threats to Russia's security.

If in the past, one of the humanitarian questions affecting
Russia's interests in the Ottoman Empire was the issue of
oppression of Orthodox Christians, then in the 21st centu-
ry, in Ukraine the question of the position of the Russian-
speaking population and the use of the Russian language
was raised.

After the western special services of the Maidan organi-
zation in 2013, Ukraine split over the language issue. And
the Russian-speaking Crimea, having conducted a referen-
dum and using the help of Russia, joined it, the Donetsk
and Lugansk regions, demanding autonomy within
Ukraine, received a full-scale civil war afterwards.

The historical analogy is viewed relating Ukraine. As
during the rebellion in Poland in 1862-1863, when Western
countries demanded from Russia to restore the Polish
kingdom, they were not willing to fight with Russia be-
cause of it, in the 21st century also Western countries will
not start a fight with Russia because of Ukraine. The
events in Ukraine for them are sure to be an opportunity
for political and economic humiliation of Russia (and the
Ukrainians need to understand that).

Thereby, Western strategists created, in their view,
sound conditions for the political and economic isolation
of Russia, aiming at undermining the growth of its power
or, possibly, delaying that development. All above
mentioned grounds state that the West had made a new
quasi-subsystem of international relations, similar to the
Crimean one.

The characteristic features of the new Crimean subsys-
tem of international relations in the XXI century have
become:

— political humiliation of Russia and restriction of its
powers as a great country (termination of cooperation with
it within the framework of the G8 and within the frame-
work of Russia-NATO) [6];

— weakening of its influence in the Western world, due
to the introduction of political, financial and economic
sanctions, termination or limitation of humanitarian coope-
ration;

— collapse of the global gas and oil market aiming at
derogation of the Russian raw materials ' economy;

— creation the whole arsenal of measures of military
tension on the periphery of Russia: "color revolutions™” in
neighboring countries (Georgia and Ukraine); military
provocations (in Georgia), deployment of American air
defense systems (in Poland and Romania); deployment of
the NATO military contingent (in the Baltic countries,
Ukraine); unleashing a civil war with the Russian-
speaking population in Ukraine (in Donetsk and Lugansk
regions);

— counterstanding Russia's international economic
cooperation with Western countries in the construction of
oil pipelines to Western countries (South Stream, Turkish
Stream, North Stream-2), in numerous restrictions on in-
ternational trade with Russia, contrary to the provisions of
the WTO;

—the presence of NATO ships on a permanent basis
and the conduct of NATO exercises ("Breeze" and "Sea
Breeze"), which possess a "military-demonstration charac-
ter" [13. C. 52];

—tacit support the Turkey's policy on the issue of
"neo-Ottomanism" in the Mediterranean-Caspian region
(in questions on Cyprus, Ukraine, the Tatar community
in Crimea, Syria) by the US and EU [14. C. 90-96].

Like in the past, in the created quasi-subsystem of in-
ternational relations, the Eastern question has played and
is playing a certain role. The Eastern question has always
been of primary importance for Great Britain, and the
question on Russia also emerged afterwards, then it be-
came of secondary importance for many European states,
including Germany. While the national interests of Great
Britain and Russia were the opposite, the European coun-
tries sought to resolve the Eastern question without Rus-
sian participation.

In the new, XXI century the Eastern issue for the US
matters significantly for the foreign policy and to solve
it on American terms is their primary goal. If for Great
Britain the main aspect in the Eastern question was pre-
serving trade routes to India and the promotion of own
goods to the countries of the East, for the United States the
goal is their strategic influence in the region on the basis
of a constant presence in the countries of the East, setting
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loyal regimes for them and "pumping"” various resources
for itself from the region, chiefly, oil and gas [15. C. 20].

Russia, like in the past, has been participating in the
resolution of the Eastern question through its own military
and political participation in Syria, political participation
in resolving the nuclear issue in Iran, political partking in
settling the Palestinian-Arab conflict, close multilateral
cooperation with Turkey and other Arab countries, which
annoys the United States and they understand that it is
easier to achieve their goals in the Eastern question by
isolating Russia politically and weakening economically.
That is why, the American goal in achieving its geopoliti-
cal interests is to isolate Russia politically, economically
and financially isolation from the Western world. By and
large, the Americans do not care about the fate of the Iraqi,
Afghan, Syrian, Ukrainian and other peoples, they are
concerned about maintaining their own world hegemony,
the stability of their own economy, the provision of the
Americans with jobs, the financial strengthening of their
own state.

The whole arsenal of various means is used, and the
revival of the quasi-subsystem of international relations in
the south of Russia has become one of the most important
goals of the President Barack Obama's two governments.

Like in the past, when the founder of the Crimean sub-
system, Lord Palmerston handed over his offspring to the
new British Prime Minister, Lord J. Russell, B. Obama
handed over the United States-created "Crimean subsystem"
to the Republican government's President Donald Trump.

To hope that D. Trump will manage to change some-
thing in the political and economic isolation of Russia
would be the height of naivety. The United States need
Russia weak enough, like it was, for instance, in the 1990s.

Russian military participation in Syria, and even a
complete victory over IGIL there will not change the
American attitude towards it but will only add more exas-
peration.

What did the Russian Empire do in isolation in the
past?

First of all, it was looking for an opportunity to break
through international isolation, and chiefly strengthening
the relations with Germany and France, of course, through
certain concessions. The same thing is happening nowa-
days: Russia is attempting to break through the political
and economic blockade in the Western direction, in making

relations with Germany, France and other European coun-
tries better.

It is not by chance that these countries are members
of the Minsk Group for the settlement of the situation in
Ukraine.

Secondly, it could be recalled that excluding Russia
from the "European concert" Western countries in the past
have increased contradictions among themselves, which
eventually led to the creation of international coalitions
that later led to the First World War.

At present, one can observe the increasing contradic-
tions within the EU. The United Kingdom is already in the
process of withdrawing the European Union, and European
countries are controversial about the issue of mass immi-
gration from the Arab countries. The point of Brexit
is urgent not only in the UK, but in other European coun-
tries. In a word, the contradictions within the EU are only
growing.

But is it possible to get a breakthrough by cooperating
with European countries to break out of own political
isolation? It is doubtful.

First, as the history shows, in the past, Russia received
the first political breakthrough with France, and only
because some of its ' rise occurred during Napoleon Ill's
period among European states. Using the influence of
France, Russia succeeded in resolving the contradictions
with England in Asia and going on to create a union
(Antanta, 1907). At present, it is unlikely to be that any of
the European states will be significantly elevated to pursue
a different policy from Brussels.

Secondly, the political and economic influence of the
United States on the European Union in the nearest future
will only increase, and only Americans are able under cer-
tain circumstances to break through the political isolation
of contemporary Russia with the West.

Third, there must be relevant conditions under which
the United States will surely have to turn to Russia for
help in resolving some global world problem.

Certainly, it is neither a North Korean problem nor
a UN reform. What could it be is now difficult to say. Pos-
sibly such a situation will arise during D. Trump's ruling in
the White House or the subsequent US President who will
bury the Crimean quasi-subsystem of international rela-
tions, becoming the second President after F.D. Roosevelt
who could improve relations with Russia radically.
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