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Annomayusn. Kacnuiickaa npo6nemamuxa paccmampueaemcs 6 pasnuiHvix ACHEKMAX MHO2OUUCIEHHbIMU OMe4ecmeen-

nommu u 2apyoescnvivmu uccneooeamenamu. Ocoboe snauenue pecuon npuobpemaem 6 cesizu ¢ noonucanuem Koneenyuu o npasosom
cmamyce Kacnuiickozo mopsa (om 12.08.2018 2.), xomopas copmuposana Hogvle 2e0NOTUIMUYECKUE U 220IKOHOMUYECKUE Peaauy U
HOGYIIl 6EKMOP UHIMEZPAYUOHHO20 PAz6UmMus Ha eeépazuiickom konmuHenme. Bce Gonvutee enumanue yoensemcs memamuke npo-
cmpancmeennozo paszeumus bonvuoeo Kacnua ¢ cucmeme rxoopounam «Bocmox-3anaoy» u «Cegep-FOe». Ionumuxa CIIA na
Bnuorcnem Bocmoxe, exmouaiowasn cankyuonnoe oaenenue na Hpan, nanpaenena na oecmabunuzayuio ROMUMUKO-IKOHOMUHECK O
cumyayuu 6 pecuone, maxice npedycMampueaem cOeplCUsaniie NOCMYNAmenbHo20 pa3eumus KPYRHEImux a3uameKux 5K0OHOMUK
Mupa.
B nacmosuyeii pabome paccmompensi HeKOMOpbie KOHYENMYAIbHbIE NOOX00bL K POPMUPOSAHUIO KOHYENINA U MHO2OMEPHOT MOOeU
Lonvutoco Kacnus, xax ceononumuiecko2o yenmpa pecuonanbHuix i 2100a1bHbIX UHIMEPEcos, OUHAMUYHO MEHAIOU 20 NPOCMpPa-
CIMGEHHOEe CONPAdICEHNE PAZHOBEKIMOPHBIX CUIL MEJICOVHAPOOHO20 GNUAHUA HA OCHOGE UHCMUMYYUOHANbHBIX npeobpasosanuti. Pac-
CcMOmper noO0X00 cO30aHUA HOBO20 2eONOIUMUUECKO20 npOocmpancmea 6 pamxax «bonvuoeo Eepazuiickoeo mpeyzonenuxa PHK» ¢
ocnoeanuem mpeyeonviura «bonvuozo Kacnusay, cmacueaionjezo na cebs eeoyujux uzpokoe Mupogoti ROIUMUKY i ONOACLIEAION e-
eoca Eepasuiickuii konmunenm easxcneiivtumu mpancnopmusimu mapuipymamu. Qopmuposanue «MHOOMEPHBIX NPOCIMPAHCINE» —
MPEY2ONbHUK08, KaK Haubonee YCmouuuebix NOMTUMUKO-IKOHOMUHECKUX U PURUKO-2€02PaAPUUECKUX MEHCOYHAPOOHBIX KOHCIPYKYUT
(obpasoeanuii), npedcmasnatm coboii npocmpancmeennvie peanuu bonvuwozo Kacnus, xax noso2o 2eononumuieckozo uzmepenus —
Meeape2uona.

KnroueBnle cioBa: reomoiamuTHka, reodkoHoMuKa, [Ipukacnumiickuit pernon, Uepnomopceko-Kacnmiicknii MakpopeTHoH,
Bonsmoit Kacmii, MerapernoH, MpocTpaHCTBO, TPEYTONBHUKY, IPOCTPAHCTBEHHOE pa3BUTHE.

Abstract. The Caspian issues are considered in various aspects by numerous domestic and foreign researchers. The region
is gaining particular importance in connection with the signing of the Convention on the Legal Status of the Caspian Sea (dated
12.08.2018), which formed new geopolitical and geo-economic realities and a new vector of integration development on the Eura-
sian continent. More and more attention is paid to the subject of the spatial development of the Great Caspian in the East-West and
North-South coordinate systems. The US policy in the Middle East, including sanctions pressure on Iran, is aimed at destabilizing
the political and economic situation in the region, and also provides for restraining the progressive development of the largest Asian
economies in the world. This paper considers some conceptual approaches to the formation of a concept and a multidimensional
model of the Great Caspian Sea, as a geopolitical center of regional and global interests, dynamically changing the spatial conjuga-
tion of multi-vector forces of international influence based on institutional transformations. An approach to creating a new geopolit-
ical space within the framework of the “Great Eurasian Triangle RIC” with the base of the “Great Caspian” triangle pulling togeth-
er the leading players in world politics and encircling the Eurasian continent with the most important transport routes is considered.
The formation of "multidimensional spaces" — triangles, as the most stable political-economic and physical-geographical interna-
tional structures (formations), represent the spatial realities of the Great Caspian Sea, as a new geopolitical dimension — a mega-
region.

Key words: geopolitics, geoeconomics, the Caspian region, the Black Sea-Caspian macro-region, the Great Caspian,
mega-region, space, triangles, spatial development.

Introduction. The Caspian region is of particular importance in modern geopolitics. More and more attention
is paid to the subject of the spatial development of the Great Caspian in the East-West and North-South coordinate sys-
tems. Despite the lack of a clear interpretation of the concept of "Caspian region", which is considered by various scien-
tific theories and interpreted in both narrow and broad senses, there is an attempt to integrate it into the Black Sea-
Caspian region; Mediterranean-Caspian, Caucasian-Caspian and other regions.

Initially, according to American studies, the energy and geopolitical prospects of the Caspian region lay in the
fact that it is a continuation of the oil fields of Iran and the entire Middle East. As a result, the Caspian basin and the
Persian Gulf began to be considered as a single structure, and the Caspian basin was inscribed by the West in its geopo-
litical megaprojects [17, p.39-40].

The Convention on the Legal Status of the Caspian Sea initiated an increase in the processes of regional and
transboundary cooperation, incl. on the formation of a transport and communication framework and a common econom-
ic space of the Caspian states. With a new stage in the development of integration processes and the implementation of
energy megaprojects, the geopolitical status of the region is changing.
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In the scientific literature, the concept of the "Great Caspian" is introduced, which is characterized by the phys-
ical and geographical features of the region and does not fully fit into the ideology of Eurasianism, leaving significant
theoretical gaps in these studies.

So, in the terminology of the European Council, GKR ("The Greater Caspian Region") means a territory that
includes, in addition to five coastal countries (Russia, Azerbaijan, Kazakhstan, Turkmenistan, Iran), also closely located
countries, historically, economically and culturally related to the Caspian Sea, these are Armenia, Georgia and Uzbeki-
stan [28, p.30].

In the work of the former American diplomat R.E. Hoagland “Greater Caspian Region: Competition and Co-
operation” (2019) The Caspian is represented by “a center of growing strategic importance”, “quiet background buzz”,
“one of the largest hydrocarbon deposit centers in the world”, having “growing interest and strategic importance
throughout the world ", For whose influence" four global powers are fighting: Russia, China, the United States and Eu-
rope — all for different reasons and with sometimes conflicting interests. " As a result of growing competition, the
Greater Caspian region really has a growing interest and strategic importance all over the world [36, p.10-11].

In the geo-economic dictionary-reference book, the "Greater Caspian" is defined as a geopolitical region that
emerged in Eurasia as a result of the collapse of the Soviet Union. The Caspian region includes five countries directly
facing the sea-lake (Russia, Kazakhstan, Turkmenistan, Iran and Azerbaijan). In an extended interpretation, it includes
the South Caucasus and Central Asia [6, p.15].

Professor A K. Magomedov also used “an extended interpretation of the term, referring to it as the™ Greater
Caspian, "including the Russian North Caucasus, Transcaucasia and Central Asia — key areas of geopolitical and energy
struggles in modern Northern Furasia. These areas are united in the “Greater Caspian” by the logic and the struggle to
form oil and gas pipelines and transport corridors ”[16, p.11].

A broader interpretation was suggested by Professor P.L. Karabuschenko, according to which the geopolitical
space of the Caspian cannot be limited to five states that have direct access to the sea. The Caspian Five (Russia, Ka-
zakhstan, Turkmenistan, Iran and Azerbaijan) is supplemented by the Caspian Ten (Ukraine, Turkey, Georgia, Arme-
nia, Iraq, Kyrgyzstan, Uzbekistan, Tajikistan, Afghanistan, Pakistan) and the world three of interested states are added
(USA, EU, China) [14, p.17]. In his opinion, such an expanded interpretation of this geopolitical space makes it possi-
ble to comprehensively take into account all the changes that occur here or that have an impact on it from outside.
Therefore, in the structure of the Caspian geopolitics, he singles out such components as the "Caspian axis" — (Caspian
five) and "Caspian arc" — (Caspian ten). In the presence of all these components, we can talk about the existence of a
"Great geopolitical Caspian region", great in the literal and figurative sense of the word, because it will really be the
center or the core of the entire Eurasian continent [14, p.17].

P.L. Karabuschenko in his understanding of the "Great geopolitical Caspian region" was based on the logic of
the reasoning of the English geopolitical scientist Kh.D. Mackinder on the “heart of the world” or “Heartland” and the
“Pivot Area”. In his opinion, the Central Asian space is indeed acquiring the meaning of the "Heartland" of classical
German geopolitics. Here the lines of force of civilizational and confessional, ethnic and political faults, aggravated by
a tough struggle for natural resources and living space, converge [21, p.331].

The variety of views and assessments allows us to state that the definition of the Greater Caspian contains
some historical geopolitical characteristics, and in terms of content — a set of geopolitical projects of "energy and eco-
nomic influence" and, first of all, against the growing role of China and Russia in the formation of a new world order.

Spatial development as a factor of communication connectivity of territories (international spaces).

With the changes in the geopolitical situation in the world, there have been corresponding alteration in the
Caspian region, which has become a global geopolitical object, around which the diplomatic struggle of the leading
world powers for the possession of natural resources and control of transport routes has developed [20, p.89].

The peculiarity of the directions of development of spatio-temporal concepts consists in giving them the pro-
cesses of "social evolution" [23, p.13]. Comprehensive analysis and programming of human life, considered from the
point of view of the territorial organization of society, acquires special relevance at the present time, when “contradicto-
ry processes of globalization and regionalization, spatial integration and differentiation, democratization and monopoli-
zation have been activated” [31, p.4].

The structure of the territorial social system, which forms a multidimensional space, determines [31, p.7]:

— human life environment, including a set of subsystems: economic, natural, social, spiritual, recreational,

— infrastructural components of subsystems: production, market, environmental, social, spiritual, recreational,
military, institutional, etc.

According to numerous studies, the concept of economic space is divided into two extreme views, both real
(physical) space and abstract (conceptual). At the same time, some scholars believe that economic space is both a con-
centration of socio-economic infrastructure and economic relations, that is, they allow the existence of both real and
conceptual spaces [3].

Obviously, in the context of the task set by the authors — the formation of the concept of the "Greater Caspian",
this topic needs more in-depth research, taking into account modern geopolitical and geo-economic processes at the
macroeconomic level.

Black Sea-Caspian macro-region in the system of spatial geopolitical development.
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In scientific literature, the concept of "macroregion", in contrast to the mega-region, is purely economic in na-
ture, since it does not include a historical, social and cultural community [30, p. 131]. According to V.I. Suprun, the
macro-region belongs to the sphere of economics and fixes the correlation of economic relations, both in resource and
production relations, therefore Europe, and in its person the European Economic Union, can be considered a developed
macro-region [29, p. 171].

At the same time, the Black Sea-Caspian region is considered a special segment of the world geopolitical
space, which found itself at the crossroads of the most important transit communications [27]. Within the framework of
modern Russian foreign policy and the formation of an international transport framework, the region also plays an im-
portant geo-economic significance in the strategy of the country's spatial development and the common economic space
of Europe.

The specified macro-region, also defined as the Caucasus-Caspian region, according to the estimates of many
researchers [10; 15; 33] represents: 1) from a geographical point of view — a bridgehead, pulling together the Black Sea
and Caspian sea spaces; 2) from the military-strategic point of view — the most important springboard for pressure and
offensive in any direction, on any country, not only in this region, but also in adjacent regions; 3) a springboard for con-
trol over communications; 4) from an economic point of view, it is not only a world crossroads of transport routes along
the East-West, North-South axes, but also a region with huge hydrocarbon resources.

At the same time, the potential of the Black Sea-Caspian space is assessed "by the expected large-scale devel-
opment of Caspian energy resources and the development of transit communications" [24], although in the European
vision the region is presented as "a kind of peripheral zone that has its own specifics and generates problems of an eco-
nomic and migration nature" [24].

In the Black Sea-Caspian space, Iran is the main supplier of hydrocarbons [35], which is of great interest to the
world's leading economies (China and India) as a transit corridor. However, the main routes of the Silk Road Economic
Belt (SREB) pass through the vast territories of Central Asia, Russia and Europe; Western Asia to the Persian Gulf and
the Mediterranean Sea. It is also supposed to create "a new continental bridge between Europe and Asia, international
corridors of economic cooperation" China-Mongolia-Russia "and" China - Central Asia - West Asia "" [5, p.87].

The most important document of the European Union, which outlined its desire to strengthen influence in the
Black Sea region — the resolution of the European Parliament of January 20, 2011 "EU Strategy for the Black Sea",
which notes that "the Black Sea region is a strategic bridge connecting Europe with the Caspian Sea basin, Central Asia
and the Middle East, and further, with Southeast Asia and China, and is characterized by its close ties and enormous
potential, but also diversity and rivalry ”[22, p. 81].

This statement testifies that the Black Sea basin and its infrastructure are considered by the EU and NATO al-
liance countries as an important element in the transit chain of the strategic (global) transport route in the Eurasian
space. Given the limited availability of these routes through the territory of the Russian Federation, bypass options for
spatial development along southern streams are being considered: through Georgia, Azerbaijan, Kazakhstan, etc.

The well-known concept of the "Greater Black Sea Region" by R. Asmus has actually transformed into the po-
litical direction of the Euro-Atlantic Black Sea region. Its significance is determined by a number of important factors:
as "the pivot between the main part of Europe and the" Greater Middle East ""; the attachment of the Black Sea region
to the West; the possibility of achieving energy security through diversification of their supplies and new transport
routes [2]. At the same time, there remains “an open question about the institutional expression of such a“ feedback ™,
as well as “doubts about the™ Europeanness “of the Black Sea states” [2].

In development of Western initiatives, the Istanbul Declaration was signed on June 26, 1992, which pro-
claimed the creation of the Black Sea Economic Cooperation Organization (BSEC). However, according to A.R. Niki-
forova, over the twenty-year period of its operation, “not a single large-scale project has been implemented and practi-
cally did not advance along the path of economic integration of the Black Sea region”, therefore “the time has come to
understand the Black Sea region as a political region™ [22, p.79].

A number of experts are rather skeptical about the socio-political integrity of the region, the presence and pro-
spects of the Black Sea identity. According to P. Dimitrov's estimates, there is no Black Sea political and cultural identi-
fication. “People living on and around the Black Sea coast identify themselves as residents of the Balkans, Caucasians,
Turks, and even as former Soviet people, but never as people of the Black Sea zone™ [34]. Therefore, the region “is not
a direction for any separate geopolitics,” it is viewed as a space where the interests of the EU, Russia and the United
States clash, but “not in the form of geopolitics,” but “in the form of infrastructure policy” [7, p. 8].

These features of the formation of the Black Sea region and the identity of its population on the principles of
"natural-material" parameters and physical space, are fundamentally different from the ideology of Eurasianism, which
is inherent, including the peoples of the Caspian region.

The space of the Greater Caspian Sea as a new geopolitical mega-region.

According to the conceptual ideas of the mega-region, which, in addition to economic (production and re-
source), is distinguished by “socioeconomic™ characteristics, the South Asian zone can be said as a macro-region, ag-
glomerations, and various kinds of unions [30, p.129-130 ]. Therefore, “the economic space of the mega-region is locat-
ed between the world and national economies [12, p.207].

E.I. Inshakova suggests considering mega-regions as institutional and organizational “forms of transformation
of the global economic system (GES)”, since they form a group of contiguous countries of the world economy, linked
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by the joint performance of global functions [11, p.12]. However, this definition gives a very abstract description of the
concept, since the subject of these functions has not been formulated, and an attempt to unite countries into international
regional unions can hardly serve as such a criterion, especially if it “is formed and developed under the influence of ...
national character” [11, p. .12].

Analytical studies of the concept of "mega-region" made it possible to group the totality of their characteristic
features [4; 9; 13; 29]:

— the development potential of the "mega-region" system is formed by a wide range of factors designed to en-
sure sustainable development of the regional economy;

— mega-regions are “locomotives” of sustainable economic development of their countries on the basis of inte-
gration-balanced interaction;

— the institutional factors of a mega-region's development are determined by its institutional environment,
which, in accordance with the theory of institutionalism, is a set of fundamental political, social and legal rules that
form the basis for production, exchange and distribution;

— the institutional environment of the mega-region — the rules of behavior determined from the outside (by the
external environment, or exogenously set) in political, social and legal aspects, and the relations underlying the organi-
zation — the mega-region, that is, set endogenously;

— assumes the presence of large centers of attraction. Within the mega-region, rich regions appear, elites who
do not want to share not economically, not power, “they do not want to share culturally either;

— does not imply the obligatory existence of an administrative capital;

— changes the ideology of international cooperation: from the paradigm of liberal globalization in the interests
of private capital of the leading countries of the world is being replaced by the paradigm of sustainable development in
the interests of all mankind;

— forms the concept of socially conservative synthesis as an ideological basis for reforming international mone-
tary, financial and economic relations based on the principles of justice, mutual respect for national sovereignty and
mutually beneficial exchange.

According to N.V. Gorbacheva energy sector is an important factor in ensuring the sustainability and develop-
ment of mega-regions [29, pp. 173-174]:

— energy security, ensuring the sufficiency of energy resources for sustainable development;

— energy independence, determined by import-export dependence and the reliability of these flows;

— environmental challenges accompanied by climate change and an increasing impact on the environment.

In these conditions, the most important factors in the development of the mega-region are distinguished, ac-
companied by global effects — an increase in the quality of life of the population on the basis of its sustainable reproduc-
tion development and the formation of an attractive institutional environment [9, p.97]:

— development of innovative potential and increasing investment activity;

— increasing investment attractiveness;

— integration-balanced interaction of the mega-region vertically (with systems of a higher level) and horizontal-
ly (with equal-level systems and with elements of the system itself);

— increasing the competitiveness and competitive stability of the mega-region.

In the new geopolitical realities, the Caspian region is viewed as: part of the vast territory of the "Eurasian Bal-
kans"; part of a vast territory — Eurasia; a connecting link between the Central Asian and Black Sea areas or a connect-
ing link in the North - South direction (Russia - Persian Gulf). In this context, the point of view of S.A. Proskurin and
K.G. Landa, considering the Caspian region as a logical continuation of the Indo-Persian, Caucasian-Black Sea, Central
Asian and Volga-Ural geopolitical regions [26, p.192].

In our opinion, the concept of "Caspian region", which is actively used in periodicals and scientific literature, is
based more on intuitive understanding than on a clear definition based on certain characteristics, is still interpreted am-
biguously and sometimes contradictory. Recently, as an ideological justification for the integration of the CIS countries,
they started talking about a new understanding of Eurasianism. The Caspian region is the center of Eurasia, so it is here
that these ideas have always met the most direct interest [19, p.15].

Considering the region in a narrow sense, as a territory adjacent to the sea, it can be represented schematically
as a model of the small Caspian region (Fig. 1).

The proposed model, in contrast to those traditionally described in the literature, shows the presence of devel-
oping partnerships between all countries in the region. The multi-vector nature of further development of cooperation
within the framework of the model of the small Caspian region (similar to the accepted interpretation of the region in
the narrow sense) is ensured through the participation of five Caspian states in the activities of various international
organizations.

The diversity of the interweaving of these relationships both between the Caspian countries and their indirect
political, trade and economic participation with third states through bilateral or multilateral relations through interna-
tional organizations, form a new configuration of the spatial development of the Eurasian continent.

Shanghai Cooperation Organization (SCO)
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Fig. 1. Model of the space of the small Caspian region

For example, Iran is an important state through which the implementation of the Eurasian integration policy of
Russia and China is ensured; Russia and India. The resource potential of hydrocarbons passing through the Strait of
Hormuz reaches 40% of world trade and 20% of oil trade, its geographical position connects the Caucasus and Central
Asia with the Arabian Peninsula, India with Sweden, Afghanistan with Turkey, etc. [25].

Coupling Eurasian integration based on the construction of the Eurasian Economic Union and the Silk Road
Economic Belt provides the formation of a transit space between China and Europe according to various options (along
the Trans-Siberian Railway along its entire length; transportation of Chinese goods to Russia through Kazakhstan;
transit from China to Europe bypassing Russia — through Kazakhstan and Iran) [18, p.46-47].

Simultaneously with the formation of the vast space of Greater Eurasia (from the ASEAN countries and Korea
in the east, India in the south to the Transcaucasus in the west), new geopolitical and geoeconomic systems of "inter-
connections — transport, trade and investment, human, political", as well as free trade zones, unity of norms and stand-
ards are being created. At the same time, the economic potential of “China and India provide a safety cushion for the
new co-development space” [17, p. 54].

Given the special modern geopolitical and geo-economic strategic importance, the Caspian region has become
the epicenter of international processes. The uniformity of most points of view lies in its recognition as a transboundary
macro-region, in the formation of which “more than 30 regional, extra-regional and global political, economic, military
actors, represented by states, organizations and companies, are involved” [1, p.53]. The transboundary status of a region
is an institutional form of organizing transboundary cooperation [32], which can be characterized as a “natural econom-
ic zone” [37] of regional development.

In terms of the combination of these factors and conditions, the Caspian region as a “subject” appears to be a
more complex configuration of geopolitical relations that requires clarification of the modern concept. Initially, it was
not so united and did not have a common legal framework and a specific legal status. Therefore, there were several lev-
els of "maturation” of the subject's essence of geopolitical characteristics: (a) the unity and integrity of the cultural, his-
torical and geographical space; (b) cooperation of political and economic activities of all entities; (¢) common strate gic
interests and priorities; (d) formation or presence of a “territorial (regional) idea”; (e) a unified legal field [8, p.35-36].

The participation of the Caspian states in the activities of various international organizations, as well as the de-
velopment of bilateral and multilateral political, trade and economic relations, allow us to form a developing vector of
the spatial model of the “small Caspian region”. The matrix and status of states in the main international organizations
that form the Greater Caspian Sea space (Table 1) indicates the possibility of creating a multi-vector and multidirection-
al space for further development of international cooperation within the Greater Caspian Sea.

Table 1
Matrix and status of states in the main international organizations,
forming the space of the Greater Caspian
Commonwealth . ' Organization of the ' . .
. Independent Shanghgl Cpoperatlon Blfick Sea . Eurasian Economic Union
Countries of States (CIS) Organization (SCO) Economic cooperation (EAEU)
Caspian (BSEC)
region o ; Free zone
. SCIVers .
Full Associate Participants| Observer Dialogue Participants Pbservers Partners | Members [Observers trade -
members | members Application partners Conversation/
pplica agreement .
interest
The status of the states parties to the Convention on the Legal Status of the Caspian Sea dated 12.08.2018
Azerbaijan X X X
Iran X/ X X
Kazakhstan X X X
Russia X X X X

Buinyck Ne2, 2020 109




COBPEMEHHAA HAYKA U MHHOBALUWMHU

Turkmenistan | | X | | | | | | | | |

States — strategic partners of the countries of the Caspian region, the EAEU and the SCO

Armenia X X X X

Belarus X X/ X X

India negotiation

China

Kyrgyzstan X

bl B el B

Pakistan

Moldova X X X

Serbia X X

ke

Tajikistan X

Turkey X X

Uzbekistan X X

States that are among the leading and developing economies of the world

Egypt /X X negotiation

Vietnam X <

Korea X interest

Singapore X

Japan X

Source: author

The proposed matrix and status of states in the main international organizations that form the space of the
Greater Caspian Sea (see Table 1) is characterized by a combination of the diversity of geopolitical subjects. The linear
model of their construction and institutional transformations determines the status of states that are part of interconnect-
ed international organizations, which are distributed at the appropriate levels:

1) First — regional level:

1.1. The countries of the Caspian region, forming the space of the small Caspian region (see Fig. 1);

1.2. The legal status of the countries of the Caspian region in the main international organizations operating in
the Eurasian space (full or associate member; participant, observer or dialogue partner; participant, observer or partner;
members, observers, participants in the free trade zone).

2) The second is the macro level:

2.1. The main international organizations in which the Russian Federation participates in the Eurasian space
(CIS, SCO, BSEC, EAEU);

2.2. The legal status of states in a particular international organization (full or associate member; participant,
observer or dialogue partner; participant, observer or partner; members, observers, participants in the free trade zone).

3) The third — mega-level:

3.1. States parties to the Convention on the Legal Status of the Caspian Sea;

3.2. States are strategic partners of the countries of the Caspian region, the EAEU and the SCO;

3.3. States that are among the leading and developing economies of the world.

As a result of institutional transformations, the physical and geographical space of the Greater Caspian Sea can
be gradually formed, which is represented by a large number of various states of almost all continents of the Earth, dif-
fering in the level of development: productive forces and production relations; political systems and political structure,
foreign and domestic policy, as well as other historical, socio-economic and cultural characteristics. At the same time, a
basis for building a multidimensional model of the Greater Caspian Sea is being created, a dynamically changing spatial
conjugation of various forces of international influence. Within the framework of this space, a set of two and - trilateral
ties and relations is formed as the most stable geopolitical and "spatial units".

Thus, the Syrian events (from September 30, 2015 to the present) contributed to the creation of the most effec-
tive military-political coalition of states (Russia — Iran — Turkey), which is actually transforming into the southwestern
vector of the "Greater Caspian Triangle" — a zone of collective security in the south Caspian space. The strategic trian-
gle also covers the most “explosive regions” of the world: the Caspian and Black Sea basins — the Mediterranean — the
Persian Gulf — the Arabian Sea.

The Caspian southeastern Eurasian vector (Eurasian turn), which forms a new geopolitical space of the Greater
Caspian Sea, is carried out within the framework of the “Greater Furasian Triangle RIC” (Russia — India — China), as an
established format of political interaction between states. The importance of this cooperation is determined by the tradi-
tionally developing trade and economic relations, as well as the possibilities of conjugating Eurasian integration in the
implementation of global projects: the Chinese Economic Belt of the Silk Road and the International North-South
Transport Corridor, which expands India's accessibility to international transport communications and hydrocarbon re-
sources.

Conclusions. The new geopolitical space, formed within the framework of the “Greater Eurasian Triangle
RIC” with the base of the “Greater Caspian” triangle, which pulls together the leading players in world politics, encir-
cling the Eurasian continent with the most important transport routes, is characterized by specific economic, geopoliti-
cal and physical and geographical features of this mega-region.
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The changing geopolitical alignment in the world based on the formation of "multidimensional spaces" — trian-
gles, as the most stable political and economic international structures (formations), represent new spatial realities of the
geopolitical dimension of the multipolar world order in the system of world coordinates and their increasing influence
in the Eurasian space, "axial zone "which is occupied by the Greater Caspian.
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