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Foreword  

Studying international relations (IR) requires understanding sev-
eral principal points. First, any IR study aims to contribute to a ra-
tionally developed worldview with clearly established relation-
ships among its various dimensions and components. Any scholar 
seeks to understand object of his attention in its utmost wholeness 
and completeness. An IR scholar, whichever his subject of interest 
may be, must be interested in uncovering larger layers and impli-
cations behind her research. This is even more applicable to IR the-
ory which is concerned with understanding issues of global signif-
icance such as structure of the international system, causes of war, 
and rules of world order.   

The second key point is that studying IR is rooted in national 
and sociocultural conditions. Any science including the science of 
IR is based on certain historical and cultural assumptions about the 
world that are common for a particular region from which such sci-
ence originates. From this perspective, any search for objectivity 
and rationality, however important, takes place within socially and 
politically determined boundaries. For example, the intellectual 
dominance of the Western IR has been possible to the extent ac-
ceptable by non-Western cultures. The more the world experiences 
the rise of non-Western cultures and traditions, the more likely we 
are to observe challenges posed for the Western idea of rationality.  

Finally, as an inherently cultural phenomenon, a successful IR 
research involves a critical dialogue among scholars in national and 
global contexts. As the search for rationality and objectivity is cul-
turally contested, it is essential to constantly compare various lo-
cally developed worldviews. It is only in process of such dialogue 
that genuinely global insights, ideas, and theories can emerge 
thereby empowering humanity with broadly shared practical solu-
tions for preventing the world from crises and wars.  

Russian IR studies develop with these points in mind. Russian 
scholars commonly test their theoretical and empirical analyses of 
global issues in various international and domestic settings. Out of 
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its historical interaction with the outside world Russia has devel-
oped three distinct schools of thinking —Westernist, Statist and 
Civilizationist. Westernizers view the West and its institutions as 
the most viable and progressive in the world by calling Russia to 
emulate Western nations and by placing emphasis on Russia’s sim-
ilarity with them. Statists stress values of strong independent state, 
the state’s ability to govern and preserve the social and political or-
der. While not inherently anti-Western, Statists value Russia’s sov-
ereignty and power and seek their recognition by the outside 
world. Finally, Civilizationists make sense of the world in terms of 
relations among different cultures and civilizations viewing Russia 
as principally distinct from the West. Members of these intellectual 
schools debate their positions with each other and abroad thereby 
contributing to development of IR in Russia and overcoming dan-
gers associated with the so-called “clash of civilizations.” 

The book by Marina M. Lebedeva, a leading Western-minded 
IR scholar in Russia, is important in at least two respects. First, the 
book helps to fill a large gap by systematically describing and gen-
eralizing from the rich and diverse experience of Russian IR devel-
opment over the last century. Indeed, this is the first book of such 
genre and it should stimulate discussion of shortcomings and 
achievements of international studies in Russia. Lebedeva traces 
developments of Russian IR since the Soviet era considering and 
analyzing its various contexts and complexities. The author takes a 
historiographic approach assessing various scientific directions and 
research programs in appropriate intellectual and historical set-
tings. In particular, Lebedeva provides a detailed analysis of social 
and political origins of IR in the Soviet period and she devotes a 
considerable space to describing various developments by contem-
porary Russian scholars in areas of theory, international security, 
political economy, socio-humanitarian issues, and regional studies. 

The second reason why the book should be read by scholars 
of Russia and IR in general is that the book invites us to continue 
discussion and dialogue over some principally important issues of 
IR development. Striving to be objective in her analysis, Lebedeva 
does not shy away from expressing her own positions as she does 
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with respect to geopolitics, Russian official worldview, principles 
of producing scholarly knowledge, and prospects of national 
schools in IR theory. Lebedeva’s position is that of a Westernizer 
who believes in IR theories’ universal appeal and she remains crit-
ical of geopolitics and national theoretical schools as largely incom-
patible with modern conditions and principles of globalization.  

It is important to continue discussion of these issues. Scholars, 
including myself, have had opportunities to argue a differing view-
point. Globalization should not be viewed as impeding pluralistic 
developments within and outside the Western world. The problem 
is partly related to the fact that globalization is in process of unrav-
elling as the world order is being currently challenged and trans-
formed. The more important point is that the globalization we 
know has been largely shaped and defined by America and Amer-
ican IR scholars who have sought to present their theories as uni-
versally applicable. Searching for universality and objectivity many 
IR scholars – including grand theorists – nevertheless have devel-
oped worldviews that are consistent with their country’s needs and 
interests. From this perspective, Lebedeva’s selection of Russian IR 
as the subject of investigation contributes to our understanding of 
knowledge boundaries in her own country, for Russian approaches 
to understanding global issues will ultimately bear a national im-
print.  

The desire to build “universal” theories is common today not 
only for American and European IR, but for those of China, India, 
and other rising powers. This is only natural for any large culture 
and national state tends to produce its knowledge as “objective” 
when it reaches a certain level of development and ambition to de-
fine the outside world. In this respect every large culture has an 
“imperial” intellectual ambition. The post-Soviet Russia too is 
likely to eventually move from producing narrow and specialized 
knowledge to the one that is more general and theoretical and 
therefore helpful in positioning the country in the increasingly mul-
tipolar and multicultural world.  
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One can hope that Russia is getting closer to the stage of de-
bating the mentioned theoretical issues. Reaching clarity with re-
spect to goals and tasks of Russian IR and its national boundaries is 
necessary for developing an active and fruitful dialogue with for-
eign colleagues. In the world of coexisting world orders and socio-
mental systems comparing and reconciling diverse worldviews re-
mains a constant challenge. Each such system is rooted in its own 
cultural and epistemological context and therefore possesses cer-
tain boundaries of knowledge. These boundaries, while sometimes 
invisible, nevertheless are real and demand to be recognized. A ma-
jor task of IR scholars is not only to study different mental systems 
and worldviews, but to compare and juxtapose those for the pur-
pose of discovering points of their compatibility in the interests of 
a greater peace and stability in the global world. 

Andrei P. Tsygankov  
July 2018 
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Introduction 

The task of writing a book about the development and current state 
of international studies in Russia is not only difficult, but also—to 
some extent—it is impossible, at least for one person, because ma-
terial that is too extensive and heterogeneous must be covered, and 
to be an expert on all issues of international relations is certainly 
unrealistic. An analysis of Russian international studies would be 
more accurate if it were done by a team of authors, where each is a 
specialist in a particular area. Undoubtedly, in that scenario, there 
would be more facts, names, publications, different estimates, and 
so on. At the same time, in such a scenario, it would be much more 
difficult to present a single picture of international research in the 
country; it would be very diverse. Obviously, both options—collec-
tive and individual study of international relations in Russia—have 
their advantages and disadvantages. There will probably be many 
more books and articles to come on the development of interna-
tional research in Russia. In some ways, their authors will agree 
with the ideas, which are expressed in the book, and in some ways 
not. It is important that such studies continue in future. 

It is especially difficult to write about Russian international re-
lations because, primarily, at present there are very few studies re-
flecting on the formation and development of international re-
search even in Russia. One of the preliminary studies was under-
taken by Ivan G. Tyulin (Tyulin 1997). Later, other attempts were 
made (see Tsygankov, Tsygankov 2005d; Lebedeva 2013), but in 
general, an analysis of trends in the development of Russian inter-
national research has not been undertaken. This is partly because 
Russian IR studies have started rather recently, since the formation 
of the current Russian state. 

Upon writing this book, I realized that I am offering my vision 
of the development of international studies in Russia, limited by 
my experience, communication with colleagues, and the processes 
that I observed. Certainly, some important facts and aspects can fall 
out of the scope of my attention and, therefore, are not reflected in 
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the book. In the future, I hope these facts and aspects will be ful-
filled by other scholars or by me. 

The book consists of two parts. The first part is devoted to the 
origins of the development of IR studies in the Soviet Union, and 
then in the new Russia: how they began and the reasons for their 
development. In my opinion, understanding the current state of sci-
ence in any country is impossible without an appeal to its for-
mation. Therefore, the first part discusses the formation of interna-
tional studies in the USSR, as well as the specificity of education in 
the field of international relations in the country during the Soviet 
time. Two periods are clearly distinguished here: (1) before World 
War II, when the Soviet Union found itself on the periphery of the 
world arena, and (2) after the end of World War II, when the Soviet 
Union became a superpower. The change in the position of the So-
viet Union in the world had a significant impact on IR studies and 
education; they intensified, and their development took place in in-
stitutional terms. Research institutes appeared in the Academy of 
Sciences of the USSR and engaged in the study of international re-
lations, and scientific journals began to be published. The next stage 
in the development of international studies in the country is associ-
ated with perestroika—the development of openness in science and 
education. 

The second part of the book examines the current state of IR 
studies in Russia with regard to the main issues of international re-
lations and world politics. This part is the most provocative. It is 
obvious that international relations in Russia are diverse. Most of 
them cover the study of countries and regions that relate to area 
studies and so are not considered in this book. This book focuses on 
theoretical research, as it allows us to assess the general direction of 
thought in the field of IR studies, and on the three largest fields of 
international relations: (1) security, (2) international political econ-
omy, and (3) humanitarian issues. 



 

Part 1 
Background of the development 

of Russian IR studies 
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Chapter 1 
Why Is It Important to Understand the 
Development of Russian IR Studies? 

1.1  Political Organization of the World: IR Studies at 
the Crossroads 

Every country has its own peculiarities in the research of interna-
tional relations, which reflects the specifics of its traditions in the 
study of social relations, foreign policy, and, in general, perceptions 
of the world. Russia is not an exception here. What are the main 
features of Russian international research? 

Russian IR authors write relatively little in English; they pub-
lish even less in leading international journals on international re-
lations. They are “poorly integrated into international discussions 
about the main directions of political, economic, and social aspects 
of global development, and, consequently, are deprived of the op-
portunity to influence the intellectual ‘frame’ of the international 
environment” (Istomin, Baykov 2013). As a result, Russian research 
in the field of international relations is in many ways a terra inсog-
nitа for world science. However, this situation is typical for many 
non-English-speaking countries. Many years ago, this was the basis 
upon which Stanley Hoffman called the study of international rela-
tions an American social science (Hoffmann 1977). However, in re-
cent years, European scholars, probably largely influenced by pro-
cesses of European integration as well as globalization, have be-
come much more intensively involved in English-language re-
searching of international relations. Chinese scholars, for other rea-
sons which are mainly related to general attitudes regarding the de-
velopment of Chinese science, also increasingly publish in English. 
At the same time, interest in Chinese studies, at least until recently, 
fueled attention on the fast-growing Chinese economy. 

This cannot be said about Russian IR studies. In general, Rus-
sian research remains at the periphery of the global process in the 
field of international studies (Tsygankov, Tsygankov 2014). This is 
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despite the fact that the task of deeper integration of Russian sci-
ence was set into the world at an official level. Moreover, a few 
studies on the analysis of the development of international studies 
in Russia appeared (see Tsygankov, Tsygankov 2005d; Sergunin 
2000; Lebedeva 2004a). Prior to this, foreign authors analyzed IR 
studies of the Soviet Union (see Light 1988). Currently, the interest 
of Western authors in Russian research is at a minimum, and this 
can be illustrated by the fact that Russian studies are not available 
in International Relations in Europe: Traditions, Perspectives and Desti-
nations, which introduces the development of IR studies in various 
European countries (Jorgensen, Knudsen 2006). Another illustrat-
ing example concerns not only the lack of research by Russian au-
thors, but also the lack of interest in a Russian understanding of 
certain aspects of international relations. Thus, in the book Many 
Globalizations: Cultural Diversity in the Contemporary World, authors 
from different countries analyze the development of globalization 
in their respective country based on preselected parameters. The 
book presents an analysis of how the process of globalization co-
vers different countries located in Europe, North and South Amer-
ica, Africa, and Asia. The following ten countries were selected for 
analysis: The United States, China, Germany, Chile, South Africa, 
Hungary, India, Taiwan, Japan, and Turkey (Berger, Huntington 
2002). Russia was not among them. Apparently, the authors could 
not attribute Russia to one of the four categories on which they gave 
an analysis of countries: (1) globalization and alternative moderni-
ties, (2) globalization and regional subglobalization, (3) globaliza-
tion on the periphery, and (4) the American vortex. Russia could 
hardly fit into any of these categories. In any case, the Russian mode 
of globalization is not represented in the book. 

More examples could be given. What are the reasons for such 
negligible interest in Russia, its place in the system of international 
relations, as well as Russian IR studies? First, there is the fact that 
in the 1990s Russian influence on world politics significantly de-
creased. Consequently, the scientific interest of Western scholars 
also disappeared. Researchers “switched” to other regions such as 
China and the Greater Middle East. In addition, the social science 
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of international relations, unlike that in China, passively integrated 
into world science to a great extent, although significant steps were 
taken in this area. Finally, Russian IR studies were influenced by 
the fact that in the past, Soviet studies of international relations 
were to a large extent ideologized. There are other reasons men-
tioned by A. Korobkov, some of which include the level of English 
proficiency of Russian researchers, which is insufficient for publi-
cation in leading English-language journals, as well as a lack of un-
derstanding of Western models of scientific writing, and the pres-
ence of a journalistic genre in scientific works (Korobkov 2012). 

Meanwhile, it took little more than 25 years for Russian sci-
ence and education in the field of international relations to develop 
on a fundamentally different basis. What happened during these 
years? What did Russia achieve in this period? What kind of re-
search in the field of international relations is the most relevant 
now, and how are IR experts trained in contemporary Russia? What 
if Russian science in the field of international studies is included or 
not in global science? The answers to these questions depend not 
only on the development of Russian science, but also on an under-
standing of Russian international relations by researchers from 
other countries. As noted by A.P. Tsygankov and P.A. Tsygankov: 
“Western scholars can improve their understanding of the world 
by studying international relations as a discipline outside the West” 
(Tsygankov, Tsygankov 2007a). In addition, Russian studies in the 
field of international relations, like any national school, are im-
portant components of global research. Finally, knowledge of re-
search in the field of international relations is one of the keys to un-
derstanding the foreign policy of a particular state. Of course, there 
is no direct connection between international research and the for-
eign policy of any state. Russia in this respect is no exception. Nev-
ertheless, the identification of this indirect link will make it possible 
to better understand and foresee Russia’s foreign policy steps in the 
international arena. 

In recent years, the importance of research in the field of inter-
national relations, which is being conducted in various countries, 
has become well understood. It is not a matter of coincidence that 
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one hears calls for careful study of the theoretical foundations of 
various national schools of international research more often (see, 
for example, Acharya, B. Buzan 2010; Makarychev, Morozov). 
There are several reasons for this interest. First, the development of 
globalization, understood in this case as the process of the transna-
tionalization of the world, and the strengthening of the process of 
border transparency, forces researchers and practitioners to turn to 
an analysis of how international reality is perceived in various re-
gions and countries of the world. For IR studies, globalization has 
a dual significance. On the one hand, globalization creates condi-
tions for closer international cooperation (modern information 
technologies greatly simplify this process) and simultaneously 
stimulates international interactions. On the other hand, globaliza-
tion is the object of research, the focus of the field of IR studies. 
Moreover, most importantly, globalization is only one of the mani-
festations of a profound transformation of the contemporary polit-
ical organization of the world, which seems to cover the following 
three levels: 

1. Political system of the world (Westphalian systems) 
2. The system of international (interstate) relations and its 

part—the regional subsystem 
3. Political systems of states 

Graphically, this can be represented in the form of a pyramid based 
on the Westphalian system with its idea of sovereignty. Through 
the idea of sovereignty, this system largely determines the other 
two systems: the system of interstate relations and the political sys-
tem of a state (Fig. 1.1). 
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Fig. 1.1 Political organization of the world: three levels 

At the end of the twentieth century and the beginning of the 
twenty-first century, all three levels of political organization of the 
world underwent transformation, which generated a fundamen-
tally different magnitude of crisis, forming a kind of “perfect 
storm”, or synergy, when processes at each of the levels intensify 
the processes of the other two levels (Lebedeva 2016a). 

As part of the transformation of the Westphalian system, not 
only were non-state actors activated on the international level, 
something which was shown by J. Nye and R. Keohane more than 
40 years ago (Keohane, Nye 1971), but also the important event was 
the collapse of the colonial system and the accession of former col-
onies to the United Nations. As a result, Westphalian principles, 
one of the keys to which is sovereignty, have become global, like 
the system itself. At the same time, within the Westphalian system, 
three groups of states began to form, differently related to the sys-
tem itself. The first group consists of the Westphalian states, or the 
states of modernity, which are characterized by the orientation to 
sovereignty, territorial integrity, and so on. The second group in-
cludes post-Westphalian states (postmodern states). For them it is 
typical to build supranational bodies, blurring the lines between 
domestic and foreign policy and mutual control. Finally, the third 
group is represented by pre-Western states (premodern states) and 
is characterized by an orientation toward clan and/or religious re-
lations in domestic politics (Lebedeva 2008; Kharkevich 2010; Poggi 
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2007). All these groups of states today coexist simultaneously and 
all have features of each type of group. However, defining features 
of a group dominate. 

Russian studies of international relations mostly focus on the 
second level, on the structure of interstate relations. Indeed, the dis-
integration of the interstate bipolar system at the end of the twenti-
eth century gave rise to another crisis related to the configuration 
of interstate relations. The Westphalian system, having emerged as 
a state–centrist system, from the very beginning assumed the for-
mation of relations between states. These relations are described as 
theoretical constructions (multipolar, unipolar, and bipolar sys-
tems), and historical realities (“European concert”, interwar sys-
tem, postwar system, etc.). There is nothing unusual in changing 
the systems of international relations. However, as a rule, one sys-
tem of international relations succeeded another system as a result 
of postwar agreements. Hence, Russian authors sometimes remark 
that after the end of the Cold War, no agreements were concluded, 
and “rules of behavior” were not fixed. But there are also points of 
view that the restructuring of the system of international relations 
need not necessarily go through wars. Thus, V.G. Baranovskiy 
writes that the system of interstate relations can progress via grad-
ual evolutionary changes (Baranovskiy 2017a). 

In general, the problem of interstate relations today is much 
more complicated, because in contemporary conditions we can 
hardly confine ourselves to the configuration of the world’s leading 
powers, as it was before. First, the process of transformation of the 
Westphalian system, of course, has an impact on interstate rela-
tions. In particular, the influence of state leaders is “blurred” by the 
action of non-state actors. Second, the single resource complex, 
which was previously concentrated in the hands of the leading 
states, is now splitting up. Only the United States continues to be a 
leader in main spheres to a certain extent: military, political, eco-
nomic, and in many respects humanitarian (including mass culture) 
(Nye 2002). Other states focus on one or two kinds of resources. For 
example, Australia and New Zealand became leaders of the social–
humanitarian sphere, acting as the leading countries for providing 
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services in the field of higher education for the entire Asia-Pacific 
region (Lebedeva 2014). The world, indeed, becomes polycentric, 
and that is why the definition of the system of interstate relations 
as a configuration of the interaction of the leading powers is un-
likely to be adequate to reality. In connection with the growing 
complexity in Russian studies, the term “multipolar world” in-
creasingly replaces the term “polycentricity of the world”. Thus, 
A.A. Dynkin emphasizes that the emerging polycentricity of the 
contemporary world differs significantly from the various types of 
“polarity” of the past. Polycentricity is characterized, according to 
A.A. Dynkin, by the following features: 

Firstly, the leading centers of the world are represented not only by Western 
ones, but also by centers of other civilizations. Unlike previous times, the 
current model has a multi-civilization basis; 
Secondly, polycentricity develops under the conditions of a new stage of 
globalization, in which not only states participate, but also numerous inter-
state entities, non-state actors, including transnational corporations, non-
governmental organizations, etc.; 
Thirdly, in the emerging polycentricity common “rules of the game” (norms 
and institutions that could effectively regulate the interaction of actors—
both cooperation and rivalry) are not developed yet; 
Fourthly, the differences in the parameters of the power of the various cen-
ters of power are leveled by nuclear weapons. At present, everything, and 
in the future most likely all centers of force will possess nuclear weapons for 
deterrence. (Dynkin 2012, 654) 

One can agree with the majority of points mentioned above. How-
ever, the fourth point, according to which all centers of power will 
possess nuclear weapons, remains very challenging. In addition, 
the centers in this case are understood as power centers but not as 
educational, economic, cultural, and so on. In general, the main 
problem with such a description of the polycentric world is that two 
political systems—the Westphalian system and the system of inter-
state relations—are not differentiated. This is typical of Russian re-
searchers. 

Despite the fact that the majority of Russian researchers rec-
ognize the collapse of the bipolar system, there are also other points 
of view. A.V. Fenenko believes that we continue to live in the sys-
tem based on the agreements of the Yalta Conference in February 
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1945 and the Potsdam Conference in August 1945, which laid the 
foundation for the bipolar system. Arguments of A.V. Fenenko are 
as follows: 

1) Up to the present time, the following are the rules deve-
loped by the victorious powers: 

 Recognition of the formal equality of all peoples and races;  
 Restriction of the right of states to conduct war. According 

to the UN Charter, declaration of the state of war is possible 
only in the order of self-defense 

 Recognition of the UN as an international institution for 
global governance 

 The existence of special rights among the five “victorious 
powers” in the Second World War within the framework of 
the UN Security Council 

 The existence of a legal monopoly of the five permanent 
members of the UN Security Council for the possession of 
nuclear weapons, as recorded in the Treaty on the Non-
Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons (NPT) 

 2) The ratio of power capabilities among states has not fun-
damentally changed. In mid-2010 the world from the point 
of view of distribution of power capabilities is divided into 
the following: 

 “Nuclear superpowers” (the United States and Russia) that 
retain nuclear missile–nuclear parity, as well as the quanti-
tative and qualitative separation of their nuclear forces 
from the rest of the members of the “nuclear club” 

 Regional nuclear powers (France, Great Britain, and Pe-
ople’s Republic of China), which do not possess a full-
fledged strategic nuclear weapon 

 Illegal nuclear powers (India, Pakistan, Israel, and North 
Korea) 

 Nonnuclear countries that have conventional weapons and 
are included in the military–political blocs 

 Nonnuclear countries that have conventional weapons and 
are not part of the military–political blocs 
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 Nonnuclear countries, where the development of military 
capabilities are limited by international legal framework 
(Germany, Japan). (Fenenko 2017)  

Even if we take the arguments presented by A.V. Fenenko into ac-
count, it is difficult to agree that the structure of interstate relations 
in the world at the end of the twentieth century and at the begin-
ning of twenty-first century did not change at all. Today, there is no 
strict separation between a states’ resources in three dimensions 
(ideological, political, and economic), which there has been in the 
past. Moreover, it is possible to detect significant changes in all the 
parameters listed by Fenenko. In other words, the changes in the 
configuration of interstate relations that occur at present compared 
with the period after the end of World War II are clearly traced. 

Political systems of states (mainly premodern states) certainly 
changed more often in the course of history compared to systems 
of international relations. Taking democratization, one of the most 
important parameters of this transformation, as a basis, Samuel 
Huntington has shown that the process of development comes in 
waves: after the increase in the number of states that have em-
barked on the democratic path of development, a rollback follows. 
At the same time, the general vector for increasing the number of 
democratic states in the world remains (Huntington 1991). The fol-
lowing question arises: Does this “rollback” always go along the 
path of authoritarianism? Recent events in the Greater Middle East 
show that a rollback can occur in the direction of the disintegration 
of all state structures and their relations replaced with tribal or re-
ligious principles. That is, a kind of archaization of the state (Leb-
edeva, Kharkevich, Zinov'eva, Koposova 2017). It is possible, of 
course, to argue that the states of the region were not democratic, 
so one cannot properly discuss a rollback. However, after attempts 
to undertake democratic reforms, or at least evidencing a desire to 
see these transformations, at least in a number of cases, changes 
have led to the archaization of the country. 

The end of the twentieth century gave birth to another wave 
of transformation of the political systems of states in Central and 
Eastern Europe: the emergence of new states in the territory of the 
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former Soviet Union. At the same time, the political system of South 
Africa changed. Relatedly, the statehood of Namibia was being 
formed. There were changes in several other regions of the world. 
These processes are well described in the literature. Important fac-
tors in the development of this wave of transformation of the polit-
ical systems of states were both internal processes and, in many 
ways, external processes, which were caused by the collapse of the 
bipolar system and the erosion of the Westphalian system. 

Almost all researchers of international relations in Russia (but 
also in other states) point out the political transformation of the 
world either by reference to the erosion of the Westphalian system 
or—more often—to the disintegration of the bipolar system of in-
terstate relations. Meanwhile, the complete process of restructuring 
all three levels of political organization of the world with their mu-
tually reinforcing influence on each other is not indicated. How-
ever, such radical transformation affecting all levels has occured for 
the first time in the world. To a certain extent, a similar situation 
developed after World War II, and especially after World War I. But 
in both cases the Westphalian system did not undergo significant 
changes, despite systems of interstate relations being restructured, 
and the political systems of states having changed. 

After the Russian Revolution and the end of World War I, a 
socialist state emerged which “dropped out” of the Westphalian 
system because it declared class as the main structural unit of polit-
ical organization, not the state. The Genoa conference of 1922 was 
the first step in “embedding” Soviet Russia in the Westphalian sys-
tem. Georgy Chicherin, speaking at the conference, proclaimed the 
principle of peaceful coexistence of states with different political 
systems. Thus, he “justified” the possibility of combining the West-
phalian system with different political systems. Later, the idea of 
peaceful coexistence was repeatedly used by Soviet politicians and 
researchers (see Tomashevskij 1972; Chubar'jan 1976). The West-
phalian system combines very different states (including socialist 
ones) in terms of their political systems. The Westphalian system 
combines very differently in terms of political organization of 
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states, including socialist ones. This was possible because the West-
phalian system assumed that a state that enters the system can be 
organized in different ways. This kind of “tolerance” of the West-
phalian system allowed this system to survive for over 350 years. 

Gradually, the process of including the Soviet Union into the 
Westphalian system moved on, although Soviet Russia, and then 
the USSR, operated with a kind of “dualism”: on the one hand, ori-
entation toward the workers and communist parties and under-
standing the principle of peaceful coexistence as a process of class 
struggle, with the indispensable victory of the proletariat (the class 
approach); on the other hand, a simultaneous orientation of inter-
state relations within the Westphalian system. Therefore, after 
World War II, despite the fact that several socialist states were 
formed at once, the experience of embedding a socialist state into 
Westphalian relations was already present. In this sense, the situa-
tion was less complicated than it was at the beginning of the twen-
tieth century. 

1.2  The Place of Russia in the Political 
Transformation of the World 

The study of international relations in Russia is influenced by the 
situation in the world, the place that Russia occupies in the political 
organization of the world, and how Russia perceives itself and oth-
ers. As for the situation in the wider political organization of the 
world, throughout the twentieth century Russia was at the “epicen-
ter” of transformations of the political organization of the world. 
Russia challenged the Westphalian system in 1917. In addition, it 
became one of the central links in the breakdown of the two systems 
of interstate relations: at the beginning of the twentieth century af-
ter the end of World War I and at the end of the twentieth century 
when the bipolar system disintegrated. 

At the beginning of the twentieth century, as a result of the 
October Revolution of 1917, Russia actually initiated the implemen-
tation of another system of political organization, which was not 
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based on a national state with its sovereignty (the Westphalian sys-
tem), but on class relations. The extent to which this new system 
was utopian can be debated. Russia began to implement an alterna-
tive project of political organization, the contours of which were de-
veloped by Karl Marx and Friedrich Engels. After the October Rev-
olution, Lev Trotsky tried to develop this project on a worldwide 
scale. He used the thesis, which was put forward by Marx and En-
gels in the Communist Manifesto, of a permanent revolution (Marx, 
Engels 1955-1974). According to Trotsky, because the proletariat in 
Russia was small, the final victory of a socialist revolution in Russia 
could be possible only if it was supported by revolutions in other 
countries; that is, the revolution must be permanent (Trotsky 2005). 
In this case, according to Trotsky, the Russian proletariat would re-
ceive the support of the proletariat of the European countries. 

Using the framework of this model, Vladimir Lenin developed 
the idea of the withering away of the state. Lenin based this on En-
gels’ Anti-Dühring. Engels wrote that in the past all states reflected 
the position of the dominant class, and in the future the state will 
act as the representative of the whole of society and in this sense 
the state will wither away (Engels 1955-1974). Lenin believed that 
the withering away of the state will occur in a communist society. 
Continuing this logic further, it is necessary to recognize that the 
main structural element of the Westphalian system—a state—will 
disappear. It is noteworthy that before the collapse of the USSR, The 
Academy of Sciences hosted a discussion on the topic “The place 
and role of the USSR in global civilization process”. Speaking to 
this, the USSR academic and Director of the Institute of USA and 
Canadian Studies, G. Arbatov, said the following: “In 1917, we un-
dertook an unprecedented attempt to escape from contemporary 
civilization and to realize a fundamentally new model of global de-
velopment in a particular country” (Mesto i rol’ SSSR … 1991, 5).  

Initially, in 1917, it was obvious that the national states of the 
Westphalian system could not agree with other principles of polit-
ical organization. As a result, for several years Russia found itself 
in international isolation, becoming a kind of outcast from the 
Westphalian system. Russia did not participate in the Versailles 
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(1919) and Washington (1921–1922) conferences following World 
War I, which formed the postwar system of international relations. 

After the Genoa Conference, despite the fact that Russia grad-
ually began to integrate into the existing political organization of 
the world based on the principles of Westphalian relations, it did 
not play a leading role in the world until World War II. After the 
end of World War II, the USSR became the leader around which 
one of the poles of the bipolar system was formed. Over a number 
of decades, the USSR largely determined developing trends in the 
world arena. 

The USSR, and then Russia, following the earlier classification 
of states which was formed in the second half of the twentieth cen-
tury as mainly the Westphalian states, despite the fact that the idea 
of class struggle and the victory of communism on a world scale 
persisted until the disappearance of the Soviet Union. 

The disintegration of the bipolar system painfully affected 
Russia’s self-perception. In addition, the reference to the “loss” of 
Russia in the Cold War, repeatedly sounded both from a number of 
foreign politicians and from some researchers, ignoring the inter-
ests of Russia on a number of issues, etc., has led to a response. In 
the 1990s, the United States as the leader of the world was perceived 
negatively in Russia. Events in the 2000s have led to the isolation of 
Russia not only in economic and political areas but also partly in IR 
studies. After a surge of interest in Russian IR studies in the late 
1980s–1990s, in the 2000s there has been a decline in such interest. 
In the West the number of people who were studying Russian in-
ternational relations or the Russian language declined. In turn, a 
number of Russian authors also largely “turned” in the direction of 
focusing on the development of Russia’s own approaches to the 
analysis of international issues. 

Thus, at the beginning of the twentieth century, and at its end, 
Russia experienced a transformation at all the three levels of politi-
cal organization of the world. In both cases, the state was formed 
on new principles. Moreover, in 1917, the political system of the 
Russian state underwent transformation twice. The February Rev-
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olution of 1917 overthrew the monarchy and abolished the old in-
stitutions of power, and a provisional government was formed. As 
a result of the October Revolution of 1917, the ministers of the pro-
visional government were arrested, and the state began to be rebuilt 
on different principles. 

In 1991, after the collapse of the Soviet Union, Russia also 
abandoned previous principles and guidelines. Once again, the task 
of state-building arose, and with it a revision of the political picture 
of the world. 

In the twentieth century, as well as in the early twenty-first 
century Russia was in the center of turbulence of the political or-
ganization of the world. It is hard to say how well this is realized in 
Russia. At least on an intuitive level, many people felt this special 
position of Russia in the world. In particular, it manifests itself in a 
special demand, including at the level of mass consciousness 
(which follows from almost all public opinion polls) of Russia’s ac-
tive position in the international arena. One of the explanations for 
this phenomenon can be the feeling of being at the center of the po-
litical changes of political organization of the world that directly 
affected Russia and the desire to influence the processes which are 
taking place. 

All this could affect the development of IR studies in Russia. 
Understanding it will help to identify those priorities and problems 
that are in the focus of current Russian international relations. 
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Chapter 2 
The Soviet Period in the Development of IR 
Studies: The Influence of the Past 

2.1  Formation of IR Studies in the USSR 

2.1.1  Establishment of the First Centers of IR Studies 

Contemporary IR studies in Russia, despite the drastic changes ex-
perienced by the country, are influenced by what has been done in 
previous periods of its development. First, the past to some extent 
always has an impact in any state and on any field of research. 
Therefore, it would be wrong to ignore the past. Second, as dis-
cussed in the previous chapter, in the twentieth century Russia not 
only experienced sharp turns in its history but also found itself at 
the center of changes in the political organization of the wider 
world, which also affected Russia’s self-perception and its IR stud-
ies. Moreover, this position of Russia in relation to the broader po-
litical transformation of the world appears to be significant not only 
for Russian IR studies but also for IR studies conducted outside 
Russia. Understanding the development of research ideas leads to 
understanding what was/is happening in the world. Finally, it is 
impossible to assess Russian international relations without consid-
ering the baseline and the parameters with regard to which it has 
developed. 

Speaking about the Soviet period in studies of international 
relations, one should keep in mind that the sphere of international 
activity in the USSR before World War II was small. The point here 
is not so much that the Soviet Union was not recognized immedi-
ately after the revolution, but that despite recognition before World 
War II, the Soviet Union was not included in interstate interaction 
and international institutions. In addition, the Soviet system as a 
whole was largely centralized; international contacts, especially 
since the 1930s, were strictly controlled and regulated, and the 
scope of international activity was limited. 
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There are different arguments about when international rela-
tions was formed as a research field. The most common point of 
view connects the process with the end of World War I and the ap-
pearance of the Department of International Politics at the Univer-
sity of Wales (now Aberystwyth University) in the United King-
dom. Another argument relates this process deeply into history, 
seeing, for example, the “Melos Dialogue” of Thucydides as the 
first essay on international relations (see Hoffmann 1977). 

It appears that the argument according to which the era of in-
ternational research begins from the twentieth century deserves 
more support. Otherwise, it is difficult to distinguish the history of 
international relations (and Thucydides is the historian) and re-
search in the field of international relations. If we do not draw a 
distinction between history and proper IR studies, we deprive IR 
studies of its own subject of study. In addition, the opening of the 
Department of International Politics at the University of Wales (Ab-
erystwyth University) marked not just a definite point that records 
the beginning of research in this field, but also the institutionaliza-
tion of international relations as a scientific and educational disci-
pline. 

Thus, if we proceed from thinking of the formation of interna-
tional studies as being at the beginning of the twentieth century, 
Russia was one of the first among states to discover this field of 
studies. In Russia at that time, the external world was studied 
mainly in the context of the institutions and structures formed by 
the Comintern (Mesto i rol’ SSSR… 1991). The Institute of World 
Economy and World Politics, established in 1925 (shortly after the 
international recognition of the socialist Russia), played a special 
role in these structures. Formed under the Communist Academy, 
the Institute of World Economy and World Politics, headed by its 
first director F.A. Rothstein, was intended to become a scientific 
center which would establish approaches to the study of foreign 
policy and economic relations between the USSR and other coun-
tries (Cherkasov 2004). 

In 1927, Eugene Varga, a Hungarian social democrat and an 
active leader of Communist International, became the director of 
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the institute. Stalin trusted and supported Varga, especially after he 
opposed the opinion of most economists and correctly estimated 
the collapse of the New York Stock Exchange as the beginning of 
the deepest economic crisis in the history of capitalism. Later in 
1933, again, contrary to the opinion of the majority in Communist 
International, Varga convinced Stalin that the crisis was waning, 
and that the West was entering a period of economic depression 
(Cherkasov 2004). 

The Institute of World Economy and World Politics focused 
primarily on the world economy, based on the Marxist understand-
ing that economics determines politics. Varga was an economist 
and he shared these views. In addition to economics, the institute 
engaged in the study of the world revolutionary movement, the po-
sition of the proletariat in capitalist countries, as well as other is-
sues. 

In the 1930s, the Central Committee of the Communist Party 
of the Soviet Union (CPSU) instructed the institute to concentrate 
its efforts on analyzing the following issues: 

 “General problems of imperialism and the world economic 
crisis 

 The situation and problems of the working class and labor 
movement in capitalist countries 

 International imperialist contradictions, the preparation of 
war, and intervention against the USSR 

 Colonial problems and colonial revolutions 
 Agrarian relations and agrarian problems in capitalist 

countries 
 World industry and measures of the USSR to master the ex-

perience of advanced capitalist technology 
 International markets and foreign trade of the USSR”. 

(Cherkasov 2004: 28)  

The Institute of World Economy and World Politics was closed in 
1947 and resumed its work in 1956. 
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The initial theoretical orientation of this period in the devel-
opment of international studies in the USSR was Marxism-Lenin-
ism. Marxism-Leninism saw classes, not states, as the main actors 
of world politics. Moreover, Marxism-Leninism was based on ideas 
about the opposite motivations of participants in the international 
arena: the bourgeoisie (respectively, the bourgeois state) is striving 
for profit and the proletariat (socialist state) for socialist revolution 
leading to the liberation of the working people (Tsygankov 2003: 
113-115). Marxism-Leninism assumed proletarian solidarity and in 
this respect it manifested some kind of transnationalism, the idea 
of which in world IR studies appears much later and is usually as-
sociated with the development of neoliberalism. At the same time, 
there was a messianic orientation of the USSR, expressed in an ef-
fort to free the whole world from “bourgeois domination”. In prac-
tice, this manifested itself in the development of contacts and ties 
with workers and communist parties, in supporting their activities, 
and in manifesting class solidarity with the proletariat of other 
countries. When interpreting the results of the analysis of interna-
tional relations, the class basis of any action of the participants has 
always been considered. 

2.1.2  Historical and Oriental Schools: Contribution to  
IR Studies 

IR studies were developing in the USSR mainly within the frame-
work of history (Torkunov 2012a), although international law and 
economics also had some influence. During this time, studies were 
published by leading scholars such as L.N. Ivanov (Ivanov 1927; 
Ivanov 1928; Ivanov 1929), E.V. Tarle (Tarle 1936; Tarle 1941-1944), 
V.S. Sergeev (Sergeev 1938), and V.M. Khvostov (Khvostov 1940). 

A collective three-volume work on the history of diplomacy was 
published in the 1940s. Well-known historians such as S.V. 
Bakhrushin, A.V. Efimov, E.A. Kosminsky, A.L. Narochnitsky, V.P. 
Potemkin, V.S. Sergeev, and S.D. Skazkin took part in the writing 

(Potjomkin 1941-1945). This volume has been translated into a num-
ber of European languages. Many of the historical studies of those 
days (in particular, Potjomkin 1941-1955) are still good examples of 
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historical analysis. In principle, a historical essay in international 
relations was typical for many European countries, and not only for 
the Soviet school of IR studies. P.A. Tsygankov noted that “only 
after 1945, international relations theory began to break free from 
the ‘strangulation’ of history and ‘crushing’ by law” (Tsygankov 
1996, 11).  

In the USSR, close to the historical school, although somewhat 
apart from it, was the oriental school of studies. It was formed 
largely on historical grounds, but cultural, linguistic, and ethno-
graphic knowledge occupied a significant place in oriental studies. 
The roots of Russian oriental studies go deep into tsarist Russia. 
Most of Russia’s territory is located in Asia; therefore, Russia has 
long been interested in studying the countries of this region. Stud-
ies of oriental languages began in Russia during the time of Peter 
the Great. However, the intensive development of oriental studies 
in the country occured at the beginning of the nineteenth century, 
when a number of institutions of this school were created. Thus, in 
November 1818, Count S. Uvarov wrote to the board of the Russian 
Academy of Sciences requesting that a separate room be set aside; 
the result was the establishment of the Asiatic Museum. It had a 
large collection of manuscripts in eastern languages, as well as 
books on the culture and history of Asian countries. The Asiatic 
Museum conducted scientific works. These studies were also pub-
lished in European countries. Gaining popularity, in 1876, the Asi-
atic Museum became the organizer of the Third International Con-
gress of Orientalists in St. Petersburg. 

In the mid-nineteenth century, on the basis of Imperial decree, 
the Faculty of Oriental Studies was opened in St. Petersburg State 
University. It later became one of the leading world oriental centers. 
In 1930, as a result of the unification of a number of scientific orien-
talist institutions in Leningrad, the Institute for Oriental Studies 
was formed.1 It was transferred to Moscow in 1950, although a large 
part of its funds remained in Leningrad. 

                                                            
1  Institute for Oriental Studies: http://ivran.ru 
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At the very beginning of the nineteenth century, oriental insti-
tutions were also being formed in Moscow. One among them was 
the Lazarevsky Institute of Oriental Languages, where they began 
to teach and study Arabic, Armenian, Persian, and Turkish lan-
guages. In 1921, several oriental faculties united with the Lazarev-
sky Institute (which by that time had another name) in a single in-
stitution, the Moscow Institute of Oriental Studies. 

During the Soviet period, orientalists were assigned tasks 
aimed at determining ways of exerting a strong influence on devel-
oping countries in order to direct them towards socialist develop-
ment. Therefore, from a political point of view, it was important to 
study the countries of the East in their struggles against colonial 
domination. At the same time, the realities of the countries of Asia 
and Africa were not always well aligned with Marxism-Leninism. 
This gave orientalists a certain freedom in interpreting what was 
happening in this region. 

2.2  The Development of IR Studies in the USSR after 
World War II 

2.2.1  Development of Organizational Forms of Studying 
International Relations 

After victory in World War II, the position of the USSR in the inter-
national arena changed radically. The Soviet Union had become a 
leading state, which started to form a new system of interstate rela-
tions. At the same time, international contacts and the international 
activities of the Soviet Union were dramatically expanded: the 
USSR became a permanent member of the UN Security Council, 
joined a number of international organizations, and initiated the es-
tablishment of intergovernmental organizations. To realize all these 
functions, a fundamentally different scale of IR studies was re-
quired. 

The change in the Soviet Union’s position in the system of in-
terstate relations led to changes in two main parameters: (1) the 
rapid development of research centers, as well as the appearance of 
academic journals on international relations in the Soviet Union, 
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and (2) shifts in theoretical approaches and in the themes of re-
search. The USSR increasingly needed to analyze the positions of 
various states in the international arena, so the focus in IR studies 
shifted from analysis of the international communist and workers’ 
movement (although this remained a priority issue) to study of the 
behavior of states in the international arena. 

Significant organizational changes occurred after the Twenti-
eth Congress of the CPSU (February 1956), which gave impetus to 
IR studies in the Soviet Union. G.A. Arbatov noted: 

Twentieth Congress changed the situation. We took a step towards a realis-
tic understanding of the world. There was a need to create a new institution 
and such was the Institute of World Economy and International Relations. 
A new stage in the development of our political thought has begun. Institu-
tes increased quantitatively. Several institutions have been established in or-
der to study the world. (Mesto i rol’ SSSR…, 4) 

Indeed, during this period a number of institutes of the Academy 
of Sciences were being created which have since focused on the 
study of international relations. So, after the closure in 1947, the ac-
tivity of the Institute of World Economy and World Politics was re-
sumed in 1956 under a different name—the Institute of World 
Economy and International Relations.2 A number of other institutes 
were also created within the framework of the Academy of Sciences 
of the USSR: in 1959 the Institute for African Studies,3 in 1966 the 
Institute of the Far East,4 in 1967 the Institute of the USA and Can-
ada,5 and in 1969 the Institute of Latin America.6 Later, the devel-
opment of European integration, as well as the importance of Eu-
rope for the Soviet Union, led to the fact that in 1987 the Institute of 
Europe was also founded under the Academy of Sciences.7 The cre-
ation of the Institute of Europe was also influenced by the process 

                                                            
2  Now Primakov National Research Institute of World Economy and Interna-

tional Relations RAS: https://www.imemo.ru/  
3  Institute of Africa RAS: https://inafran.ru/en/ 
4  Institute of the Far East RAS: http://www.ifes-ras.ru/about-ifes-ras 
5  Institute of the USA and Canada RAS: http://www.iskran.ru 
6  Institute of Latin America RAS: www.ilaran.ru (in Russian); http://www.il-

aran.ru/?n=8&r=4942 (in Spanish) 
7  Institute of Europe RAS: http://en.instituteofeurope.ru/ 
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of perestroika and the strengthening of contacts with European 
countries as well as by the process of integration within Europe. 

Studies on the international communist and workers’ move-
ment issues, as well as on the socialist countries, were conducted 
mainly in two other institutes of the Academy of Sciences of the 
USSR: the Institute of the International Communist and Workers’ 
Movement (founded in 1966) and the Institute of the World Social-
ist System (established in 1960). Both of these institutes were later 
transformed. The Institute of Scientific Information on Social Sci-
ences (INION) of the Academy of Sciences, created in 1968, along 
with its library, has become a good information base for research 
on international relations. From 1972 to 2015, INION was headed 
by two graduates of Moscow State Institute of International Rela-
tions (MGIMO): academicians V.A. Vinogradov and 
Yu.S. Pivovarov. Both paid much attention to the selection of books, 
articles, and other materials on international relations. The institute 
conducted abstracting of this literature. 

Studies were also conducted in two educational institutions in 
which personnel were trained in the field of international rela-
tions— Moscow State Institute of International Relations (MGIMO) 
and the Diplomatic Academy. Both structures belonged to the Min-
istry of Foreign Affairs. The study of some aspects of international 
relations was held at the Lomonosov Moscow State University, the 
Leningrad State University, and the Kiev State University. With the 
development of institutions and research on international relations, 
new scientific journals were also published in the USSR: The World 
Economy and International Relations; USA and Canada: Economy, Pol-
icy, Ideology; Asia and Africa Today; Problems in the Far East; and Soviet 
Oriental Studies,8 as well as other journals. Since the 1960s, the So-
viet Union formed IR studies with its institutions and its own circle 
of experts (Tyulin 1997). 

                                                            
8  The journal was published under different names: Problems of Oriental Studies 

(1959–1961), Peoples of Asia and Africa (1961–1990). Currently, it is published as 
East Afro-Asian societies: history and modernity (shortened name is “Orient”). 
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2.2.2  Shifts in Theoretical Foundations and IR Issues 

In the Soviet Union, despite official recognition of only one meth-
odological direction—Marxism-Leninism—in fact, IR studies were 
influenced by two paradigms: (1) Marxism-Leninism and (2) real-
ism. After World War II, Marxism-Leninism, while remaining in 
foreign policy rhetoric, was increasingly replaced by intuitive real-
ism. In fact, it was realism. However, intuitive realism was not re-
lated to theoretical studies of classical realism. 

In IR studies of the postwar period, realism was manifested by 
considering the state as virtually the only actor in international re-
lations (despite the fact that international inter-party ties continued 
to develop). However, when analyzing the state, its class nature 
was noted—bourgeois or socialist. National interests in research 
were the leading category of analysis. It was pointed out that there 
were contradictions in the interests of bourgeois states, which lead 
to conflicts and wars between them. The starting point was that the 
socialist state, in order to protect its interests, must be strengthened 
and should be able to protect itself. 

At the same time, realism as a theory was not represented in 
the USSR until its disintegration. Classic studies of realism such as 
by E. H. Carr, H. Morgenthau, and others were not introduced into 
scientific circulation. For this reason, this theoretical approach in 
the Soviet Union can be defined as “intuitive realism”. During the 
Soviet period, theories of international relations as they developed 
in the broader world were not taught or studied at all in the Soviet 
Union. Moreover, most of the foreign theoretical studies on inter-
national relations were in libraries with limited access to readers. 
However, classic works on diplomacy were translated into Russian 
and were published, particularly in books by Harold Nicolson (Nic-
olson 1941; Nicolson 1945; Nicolson 1965), Ernest Satou (Satou 
1961), Kikujirō Isii (Isii 1942), Richard Zalett (Zalett 1956), Zhules 
Cambon (Cambon 1946), and others. 

Marxism-Leninism remained as the main framework for the 
analysis of international relations, but intuitive realism was increas-
ingly introduced into the practice of research. One of the most sig-
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nificant manifestations of the ideological prevalence of intuitive re-
alism over Marxism-Leninism was the closure of the Institute of 
World Economy and World Politics in 1947. It was believed that the 
cause of disgrace of E.S. Varga were his studies of the capitalist 
economy, which testified to the erroneousness of the widespread in 
the USSR thesis about the decay of capitalism. His personal rela-
tionships with other people were also mentioned. In particular, 
G.A. Arbatov pointed out that the initiator of the closure of the In-
stitute was the economist N.A. Voznesensky (Mesto i rol’ SSSR... 
1991). In part, this is probably true, but there was another side to 
the matter, which is clarified in connection with the publication of 
Varga’s letters 25 years after his death, where he accuses Stalin of 
retreating from the principle of proletarian internationalism (Varga 
1991). In other words, in this case, proletarian internationalism (as 
a part of Marxism-Leninism), or the peculiar “transnationalism” of 
Varga, went against the intuitive realist views of Stalin on the 
power of the state. 

With the strengthening of the state and the transformation of 
the USSR into a superpower, the realistic orientation in interna-
tional studies has become increasingly stronger. As a result, a rather 
original and surprising symbiosis arose between these two ap-
proaches of (1) intuitive realism and (2) proletarian international-
ism. The leading place in this pair was owned by realism, and the 
influence of Marxism-Leninism, in fact, was limited to the sphere 
of rhetoric and cooperation with communist and workers’ parties. 
It is noteworthy that the emphasis on intuitive realism, combined 
with Marxism-Leninism, was reflected in the party hierarchy. Thus, 
the Minister of Foreign Affairs, A.A. Gromyko, who was responsi-
ble for interstate relations in 1973, became a member of the Polit-
buro of the CPSU Central Committee, while his colleague B.N. 
Ponomarev, who was involved in international party relations, re-
mained a candidate member of the Politburo of the CPSU Central 
Committee. 

At the same time, Marxism-Leninism (more precisely, Marx-
ism) proved to be a good basis for the development of a systematic 
approach in the field of international relations in the Soviet Union, 
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since it made it possible to present international relations as an in-
tegral system with structural elements. It is clear that in the frame-
work of Marxism these structural elements, first of all, were classes. 
However, in the study of countries, researchers pointed out other 
structural units; that is, in fact, they followed the realistic tradition 
of studying international relations. 

It should be noted that, in general, one of the founders of the 
systematic approach was the Russian researcher and participant in 
the revolutionary movement in tsarist Russia, A.A. Bogdanov. Bog-
danov formulated an idea according to which all the developing 
objects of nature and society are integral entities or systems consist-
ing of many elements (Bogdanov 1922). 

Later, the ideas of system analysis were accepted by the Soviet 
specialist in the theory of management, deputy chairman of the 
State Planning Commission and an academician, D.M. Gvishiani 
(Gvishiani 1972), who was one of the most active proponents of the 
creation of the International Institute for Applied System Analysis 
in Austria. The USSR and the United States became the organizers 
of this institute in 1972. Later, other countries joined the activities 
of this institute. The Institute for System Studies was founded in 
1976 in the USSR as a branch of Austria’s Institute. System analysis 
has become widespread in the USSR in the social sciences, includ-
ing international relations. As noted by I.G. Tyulin, between 1970 
and 1980 in the Soviet Union the idea of a systematic approach and 
the view of international relations as a dynamic integrity were ac-
tively defended and developed (Tyulin 1997). 

Ideas of integrity, as well as international relations and sociol-
ogy, can be traced in the work of F.M. Burlackij and A.A. Galkin in 
the early 1970s (Burlackij, Galkin 1974). At the same time, it should 
be kept in mind that sociology, which formed in Russia in the nine-
teenth century, was revived in the USSR only in the 1960s. A little 
later, E.A. Pozdnyakov made an attempt to apply a systematic ap-
proach to international relations. He proceeded from the fact that it 
is not enough to analyze only the foreign policy of states on which 
Soviet researchers concentrated. He wrote about the need to see an 
integral system of international interaction, according to which 
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states form a system (Pozdnyakov 1976). M.A. Khrustalev (Khrus-
talev 1987), as well as scholars under the leadership of V.I. Gantman 
(see Gantman 1984), started to develop further theoretical aspects 
of system analysis applicable to international relations. Later, N.A. 
Kosolapov and a number of other authors continued this tradition. 

It should be noted that neo-Marxism, like realism, was not 
generally represented in Soviet IR studies of the postwar period. 
Complicated relations with the communist parties of a number of 
European countries led to the fact that Soviet scholars tried to dis-
tance themselves from any other directions in Marxism, except 
Marxism-Leninism. 

At the same time, theoretical issues were discussed in Soviet 
IR studies. In this regard, there were several significant events. In 
1969, for example, a discussion took place on the pages of the jour-
nal World Economy and International Relations on the interdiscipli-
narity of IR studies (Problemy teorii… 1969). This discussion stim-
ulated the development of IR studies in the USSR, as far as it ex-
panded the understanding of the subject, which previously was 
largely reduced to historical description. Later, however, interna-
tional issues began to be described more in terms of a multidiscipli-
nary rather than an interdisciplinary approach. This situation was 
typical not only of Soviet science but also of IR studies in other 
countries. In general, interdisciplinarity has many positive aspects 
in IR education. However, in conducting interdisciplinary research, 
problems arise, because in this case the subject of the study might 
be lost. In IR studies, there is a possibility to miss the political per-
spective (which is the key point for IR studies), dissolving it in a 
multidisciplinary way. 

In the 1970s, a group headed by V.I. Gantman started to work 
at the Institute of World Economy and International Relations 
(IMEMO). The result of this work was the publication of the book 
Modern Bourgeois Theories of International Relations: A Critical Analy-
sis (Gantman 1976), which introduced to Russian authors the direc-
tions of IR studies conducted abroad. At approximately the same 
time, a study of American foreign policy was published by V.F. Pe-
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trovskij, one of the leading members of the USSR’s Ministry of For-
eign Affairs (Petrovskij 1976). Somewhat later, I.G. Tyulin pub-
lished a book on the theoretical directions of research on interna-
tional relations in France (Tyulin 1988). In fact, all these studies 
were about theoretical directions being developed abroad. In addi-
tion, in the USSR interest was also shown in theoretical studies on 
international relations which were published in the socialist coun-
tries. The studies of Professors Jozef Wiatr and Yuzef Kukulka of 
Warsaw University were translated into Russian (Wiatr 1979; Ku-
kulka 1980). 

All this became a significant stimulus for the development of 
theoretical work in the field of international relations in the USSR. 
Theoretical research had begun to develop in Moscow State Insti-
tute of International Relations since the late 1960s, as the practice 
required adequate assessments of international political reality. 
D.V. Ermolenko and Yu.A. Zamoshkin played a major role in the 
development of theoretical aspects of Soviet international relations 
during this period. Ermolenko drew attention to the sociological as-
pects of international relations (Ermolenko 1975), as well as to the 
importance of technological developments for international rela-
tions (Ahtamzjan 2013). Zamoshkin’s studies focused on a person 
and those processes that occur with the person in a capitalist soci-
ety. (see Zamoshkin 1966). One of the first studies in which the 
question of the need to develop the theoretical aspects of interna-
tional relations in the USSR was posed became a small book by 
some professors of MGIMO (V.I. Antjuhina-Moskovchenko, A.A. 
Zlobin, and M.A. Khrustalev) published in 1980 (Antjuhina-Mos-
kovchenko, V.I., Zlobin, A.A., Khrustalev 1980). In those days the 
very assumption that Marxism-Leninism might not fully describe 
the theoretical foundations of international reality was truly revo-
lutionary. I.G. Tyulin has described the process of theoretical re-
search in the field of international relations in the Soviet Union in 
some detail (Tyulin 1997). 

Issues of theory and methodology of international studies in 
the Soviet Union were in close relation to an applied task. This task 
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was an attempt to forecast the development of international rela-
tions. Several publications on these issues were published in the 
USSR (Kokoshin 1975; Gvishiani 1977). 

In the second half of the 1970s, the Problem Research Labora-
tory (PRONIL) was established at MGIMO to conduct applied re-
search. The laboratory was headed by Professor V.B. Tikhomirov. 
Research using quantitative methods of analysis of international re-
lations began to be developed in the PRONIL. Soon after, Tyulin 
became the head of the Problem Research Laboratory. He paid 
much attention to the selection of cadres. Representatives of differ-
ent disciplines began to work in PRONIL. These were specialists in 
the field of international relations, economists, lawyers, psycholo-
gists, and mathematicians. A similar laboratory was founded at the 
Diplomatic Academy. This laboratory was more focused on creat-
ing databases on international relations. 

In the late 1970s and early 1980s, the use of quantitative meth-
ods for applied analysis of international relations began to attract 
the attention of Soviet researchers. Studies using quantitative meth-
ods of analysis in political science in the United States were pub-
lished (see Melihov 1979). But the most important step was con-
ducting research with quantitative methods. Soviet scholars began 
to use methods such as cognitive mapping and content analysis in 
international relations (see, for example, Lukov, Sergeev 1982; Va-
sil'ev, Lebedeva 1988). This happened against the background of 
the rejection of quantitative measurements and an attempt to apply 
objective methods in the Soviet Union. For the first time, the de-
scription of quantitative methods in international studies was pro-
vided in the studies of the group under the leadership of V.I. Gant-
man (Institute of World Economy and International Relations). In 
MGIMO, these methods were used to study international relations. 
Quantitative methods in the studies of international relations did 
not develop widely in the Soviet Union and later in Russia. How-
ever, the experience of such studies was undoubtedly positive as an 
attempt to eliminate subjectivism and ideological attitudes. 

In the 1970s and 1980s, the themes of IR studies conducted in 
the USSR expanded somewhat. The study of countries and regions, 
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foreign policies, and bilateral relations remained central in re-
search. The focus of attention of researchers was also Soviet–Amer-
ican relations, and other bilateral relations of the leading states of 
the world (see, for example, Kokoshin 1984; Kremenyuk 1982; 
Ivanov 1982). Studies of socialist countries and developing coun-
tries were also developed. A number of institutes of the Academy 
of Sciences of the USSR began to work in these areas. 

In addition, great attention was paid to the historical issues of 
the development of international relations (see, for example, Gro-
myko, Ponomarjov 1982) as well as diplomacy (see, for example, 
Dmitrichev 1981; Zorin 1977; Israjeljan 1990). Among the literature 
on diplomacy was the work of the Deputy Minister of Foreign Af-
fairs A.G. Kovalev, The ABC of Diplomacy, which had several edi-
tions. It developed theoretical questions of diplomacy and gave his-
torical examples (see Kovalev 1988). Military and political matters 
were one of the key issues in Soviet studies of international rela-
tions, although publications on these issues remained exclusively 
within the framework of the official position of the USSR (see, for 
example, Petrovskij 1982; Primakov 1983; Usachev 1974, Arbatov 
1984). 

Along with these trends, new areas of research appeared and 
they remain relevant to the present. Thus, the development of inte-
gration processes has stimulated, among other things, theoretical 
studies of integration (see Baranovskiy 1983). There were studies 
on emerging global problems and the interdependence of the world 
(see Bogomolov 1983; Gvishiani 1979; Gvishiani 1981; Inozemtsev 
1981; Zagladin, Frolov 1976; Maksimova 1982; Frolov 1980; Shah 
1981; Shmelev 1983); the impact of the scientific and technological 
revolution on international relations (see Bykov 1979; Gauzner 
1972); environmental issues (see Budyko 1977; Gorizontov 1982; 
Zhirickij 1979; Makljarskij 1980) and resources (see Sitnikov 1979; 
Studenetskiy, Parin 1980; Problemy okruzhajushhej sredy … 1974), in-
cluding food resources (see Knjazhinskaja 1979; Shishkov, Miro-
vickaja 1983). 
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The analysis of conflicts held a special place in IR studies in 
the Soviet Union in 1970s–1980s. Examination of both specific con-
flicts and general theoretical issues of conflicts are the focus of a 
number of studies. In particular, studies on conflicts written by 
E.M. Primakov, V.V. Zhurkin, V.A. Kremenyuk, N.I. Doronina and 
other authors were published (Zhurkin, Primakov 1972; Primakov 
1978; Kremenyuk 1977; Kremenyuk 1979; Zhurkin 1975; Doronina 
1081). The Institute for Scientific Information in Social Sciences (IN-
ION) published a reference book on the study of international con-
flicts (Vneshnepoliticheskie konflikty… 1979). The book on the study 
of conflicts abroad was published by IMEMO under the editorship 
of V.I. Gantman (Gantman 1983). 

Primakov and Zhurkin developed a method of analysis of 
conflict which received the name of situational analysis. Situational 
analysis was aimed at comprehensively analyzing a conflict situa-
tion and forecasting possible scenarios for its development. In 1980, 
for this work, they (among other authors) were awarded the State 
Prize, which was awarded annually in the USSR for outstanding 
achievements in science and technology, literature, and art. The 
success of situational analysis largely depends on its organizers, 
whose tasks include preparing a scenario for discussing the issue. 
It is important to formulate the questions accurately and select ex-
perts who will participate in the discussion (for details, see Prima-
kov 2006). 

New to Soviet IR studies was the appeal to the problems of 
negotiation and mediation as a means of conflict management. Pre-
viously, these issues in the USSR were slightly touched upon only 
in the field of law (see Pushmin 1970; Pushmin 1974; Ladyzhenskij, 
Blishhenko 1963). Undoubtedly, the process of detente set by the 
Helsinki process, as well as the emergence of global problems in the 
world, which can be resolved only through joint efforts of various 
countries through negotiation mechanisms, have become a signifi-
cant impetus for addressing the problems of negotiation. In the 
USSR the focus of research was not only on historical aspects of ne-
gotiations, which was generally characteristic of IR studies in the 
Soviet Union, but also on methodological issues of the studying of 
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negotiation processes (see Tyulin, Khrustalev 1981; Voprosy teorii i 
praktiki… 1981). Scholars from PRONIL (MGIMO), V.B. Lukov and 
V.M. Sergeev, developed a computer model for assessing the posi-
tions of negotiating parties (Lukov, Sergeev 1981). The model con-
tained the basic position of parties of the Conference on Security 
and Cooperation in Europe (CSCE) and allowed researchers to 
trace the evolution of these positions, as well as areas of overlap or 
divergence in their positions. This study was highly appreciated by 
foreign scholars (Frei 1984). To some extent, Soviet IR studies of the 
1970s shifted from confrontational rhetoric to analyzing interna-
tional relations and to searching for possible zones of cooperation. 
Of course, the opposition of the two systems, capitalist and social-
ist, did not disappear from publications. During this period a num-
ber of studies were conducted; these studies aimed at understand-
ing interaction and cooperation in the world arena. This was espe-
cially evident after the Helsinki Final Act, when more attention was 
paid to the study of international cooperation and negotiation pro-
cesses. However, these studies went into decline in the early 1980s 
due to a “cooling” in international relations between East and West. 
They resumed with the announcement of perestroika. 

2.2.3  The Main Characteristics of Soviet Research in the Field 
of International Relations 

In general, the following points were typical for IR studies of the 
Soviet period. Perhaps no other direction of the scientific and edu-
cational sphere had such a capital “centricity” as international rela-
tions. Moreover, the government of the Soviet Union set tasks for 
the development of science and higher education in Siberia and the 
Far East in order to create appropriate departments of the Academy 
of Sciences, universities, academic towns, and so on. However, this 
was not related to international relations. The fact that the study of 
international relations was held only in Moscow was not accidental. 
External relations in the Soviet Union were highly centralized and 
limited. In fact, practically, only Moscow was interested in scientific 
and educational products on international relations. 
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Another limitation of the research and teaching of interna-
tional relations in the Soviet Union was the ideological and meth-
odological framework. Unlike the previous feature, this feature was 
not specific just to the sphere of international relations. Such a 
methodological base led to the isolation of Soviet scholars on inter-
national relations from research conducted in other countries, 
which was another characteristic of IR study in the USSR under-
taken after World War II. In the 1920s, there were attempts to estab-
lish contacts between Russian and European scholars of this field. 
Thus, in 1926, with the active participation of the Soviet academi-
cian Yevgeniy Tarle, a scientific committee on relations with scien-
tists of the USSR was established in Paris. However, later such ini-
tiatives were curtailed. Of course, cooperation with foreign col-
leagues was in existence, but it was limited and was represented 
from the Soviet side only by leading scholars. Young scholars usu-
ally did not have such an opportunity to communicate. However, 
this isolation was not unique. Although to a much lesser degree, 
this isolation was exposed, for example, in French political science 
and French IR studies (Favre 1996). Of course, one can speak of iso-
lating national schools of international research only in relative 
terms, since even “the Soviet science of international relations could 
not develop in absolute isolation from world thought” (Tsygankov 
1994, 23–24).  

The next feature of Russian studies on international relations 
was that they were largely oriented toward the study of countries, 
but not issues. Academic institutions such as the Institute of the 
USA and Canada, the Institute of Oriental Studies, the Institute for 
African Studies, and the Institute of Europe studied their respective 
regions and countries, although there were some exceptions. Pri-
marily, it is necessary to name the Institute of World Economy and 
International Relations. The very name of the institute suggested a 
departure from a particular region or country. However, in general, 
in the Soviet Union, region and country not only dominated in the 
fields of study and education but also actually subordinated every-
thing to itself. Some shifts, however, occurred at the end of the 



 THE SOVIET PERIOD 49 

 

1970s and 1980s, when research on problems of conflict, negotia-
tion, and so on appeared. But such studies were still a clear minor-
ity. 

Soviet science, as well as education in the field of international 
relations, was based mostly on historical knowledge. Despite the 
fact that I.G. Tyulin writes about the formation of actual research 
on international relations in the country in the 1960s–1980s, which 
separated from the complex of historical, legal, and economic dis-
ciplines (Tyulin 1997), history remained as the dominant one. The 
historical roots of IR studies were to some extent typical of interna-
tional relations in many countries. However, in western universi-
ties and research centers, political science developed simultane-
ously. In the USSR, political science began to receive wide recogni-
tion only in the late 1980s. 

It should be noted that the relationship between political sci-
ence and international relations in the world generally developed 
uneasily. Political science initially began to focus on the study of 
the political systems of states, while international relations began 
to focus on interstate interaction. As a consequence of the separa-
tion of subject areas, political science and research in the field of 
international relations began to develop in parallel. This led to the 
formation of largely separate structures such as associations, re-
search centers, and scientific journals. 

Somewhat closer to international relations (more precisely, to 
area studies) was a comparative political science (Lebedeva, 
Mel'vil' 1999a). However, the complexity of the interaction between 
the two disciplines was due to differences in the conceptual appa-
ratus and methods of research. In the second half of the twentieth 
century, a certain convergence of the two disciplines was beginning 
to take place owing to a number of studies. Thus, G. Allison in anal-
ysis of the Cuban missile crisis showed that the foreign policy of a 
state depends on groups of influence within the state, the interac-
tion of which produces some compromise (Allison 1971). In turn, R. 
Putnam proposed to consider interstate negotiations as a double in-
teraction (two-level games): on the one hand, between the states 
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conducting negotiations, and on the other, within each state to de-
velop a position (Putnam). Later, similar work began to appear 
more widely and, although gradually a certain convergence of dis-
ciplines occurred, political science and IR studies have continued to 
be “neighbors”, having some intersection with each other. 

In the Soviet Union, these studies were little known. In addi-
tion, the peculiarity of the Soviet Union was that international rela-
tions as an academic discipline began to develop before political 
science. Departments of political science appeared in the country in 
the late 1980s and early 1990s. At the same time, articles on political 
science, particularly with reference to international relations, began 
to be published in the country (see, for example, Muradjan 1990). 
Prior to that time, there was the Soviet Association of Political Sci-
ences, and in 1979 the Eleventh Congress of the International Polit-
ical Sciences Association was held in Moscow. However, there were 
no professional political science journals and no education in the 
field of political science in the Soviet Union before the end of 1980s. 

International relations, unlike political science in the USSR, 
developed for many decades, although its development was lim-
ited by ideological and political reasons, of course. Having its own 
specifics throughout the Soviet period, IR studies, nevertheless, de-
veloped both in terms of organization and content. 

At the end of the twentieth century, a lot of countries voiced 
their opinions to create a unified political science, which had to in-
clude IR studies (see Milner 1998; Werner, S., de Mosquita 2003). 
The question of a unified political science also began to rise in Rus-
sian publications (Lebedeva, M.M., Mel'vil' 1999a; Mel'vil' 2004; 
Il'in 2004). 
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Chapter 3 
The Establishment of IR Studies in 
Contemporary Russia 

3.1  Trends in Russian IR Studies in the Late 1980s 

3.1.1  The “New Political Thinking” and Its Impact on 
International Relations 

The study of international relations was significantly revived dur-
ing the second half of the 1980s and the early 1990s. Of course, this 
applies not only to research in the field of international relations, 
but all social sciences were influenced by changes occurring in the 
country. Primarily, perestroika had affected the internal political 
sphere. The problems of domestic policy were at the center of both 
the research perspective and the broader public discussion in the 
Soviet Union. 

As for research in international relations, there have also been 
significant changes that could not be overlooked: the end of the 
Cold War and the expansion of contact with the West had been the 
focus of attention. Usually, the international sphere in all countries 
is more conservative than domestic policy. However, it was not so 
in this case. The process of opening up to the outside world was 
directly connected with the changes inside the Soviet Union. In gen-
eral, the trends that were laid during this period continued to oper-
ate throughout almost the entire 1990s. 

Since the second half of the 1980s, significant changes have 
taken place in IR studies in the Soviet Union. Primarily, publica-
tions by foreign scholars became available to a wide circle of Soviet 
researchers. Previously, if these publications were in the USSR, they 
were in the departments of libraries with limited access to readers; 
these access restrictions were lifted. Moreover, the new most signif-
icant publications of foreign authors were immediately translated 
into Russian and intensively discussed in leading journals, as well 
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as at scientific seminars. In 1990, there was a discussion on F. Fuku-
yama’s article “The End of History?” in the USA and Canada: Econ-
omy, Policy, Ideology (Konec istorii… 1990). The discussion was re-
duced to criticism of Fukuyama’s position, and this was partly be-
cause the author’s position really raised many questions such as, in 
particular, what does “the end of history” mean, how should fur-
ther historical development go, and so on. Incidentally, in other 
countries this article also caused a flurry of criticism. Soviet tradi-
tions, which were connected with criticism of bourgeois ap-
proaches, were also affected. However, the very fact of discussion 
in leading Russian journals of the problems of international rela-
tions almost immediately after the publication of this article was 
very noteworthy. In the same year, a translation of this article into 
Russian was published in Voprosy filosofii (Russian Studies in Philos-
ophy) (Fukujama 1990). A little later, “The Clash of Civilizations” by 
S. Huntington was translated and published in Russia a year after 
its original publication (Huntington 1994). 

In the 1990s, many books and articles by foreign authors were 
translated. P.A. Tsygankov and A.P. Tsygankov defined this period 
as a mastering of world intellectual experience by Russian research-
ers in the field of social sciences and in particular in international 
relations (Tsygankov, Tsygankov 2005a). Russian experts in the 
field of international relations, including those from regions far 
from Moscow and St. Petersburg, quickly began to orient them-
selves well in foreign directions and approaches to the study of in-
ternational relations. This was especially true for young research-
ers. This was facilitated by compulsory studying of foreign lan-
guages in the training of specialists in the field of international re-
lations. At the same time, as A.D. Bogaturov noted, sometimes Rus-
sian scholars produced an artificial connection between knowledge 
of foreign ideas and their own studies (Bogaturov 2000). However, 
familiarity with the research of foreign authors contributed to 
changes in the methodological foundations of Russian IR studies. 
Russian scholars moved away from Marxism-Leninism, but they 
did not come across a “great” post-Soviet idea, as noted by A.P. 
Tsygankov and P.A. Tsygankov (Tsygankov, Tsygankov 2005b, 15). 
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As the great idea, they understood a kind of “mainstream” Russian 
international studies, such as “democratic peace,” “international 
society,” or Chinese “great harmony”. Indeed, Russian scholars did 
not create a “great idea” in the field of IR studies. At the same time, 
it is not entirely clear if researchers from different countries put for-
ward together the “great idea” in the field of international relations 
(it is often observed in the natural sciences that it is enough to look 
at the list of Nobel Prize laureates). If so, the meaning of the “na-
tional idea” is lost. 

What came to replace Marxism-Leninism? The answer is not 
so well defined. Owing to several reasons, it is quite difficult to clas-
sify approaches to the study of international relations in Russia in 
this period. There is an overlay of political views of scientists on 
their research positions. In this respect, the field of international re-
lations is one of the most politicized in Russia. However, in Russia, 
owing to political changes, both within the country and connected 
with the disintegration of the bipolar system of international rela-
tions, politicization was felt most acutely. 

In April 1985, in the Soviet Union, Mikhail Gorbachev de-
clared a foreign policy called the “new political thinking”9. Its es-
sence was that relations between the USSR and the West should 
cease to be viewed as an indispensable confrontation with the pro-
spect of a victory of the Communist idea. The priority of universal 
values over class was declared. V.V. Sogrin noted that in practice 
universal values have to be turned into socialist ones (Sogrin 1992). 
However, the Soviet Union made moves toward the West on a 
number of topical international issues, including the reunification 
of Germany and the withdrawal of troops from Afghanistan. The 
Soviet-American dialogue on disarmament issues resumed, and the 
unblocking of regional conflicts began. An interesting point was the 
proclamation of a balance of interests, instead of the traditional bal-
ance of powers within the framework of realism (see Rogov 1989; 
Udalov 1990). In other words, at the official foreign policy level, 

                                                            
9  Beseda M.S. Gorbacheva s redaktorom gazety «Pravda». Pravda, 8 aprelja 1985 

goda. 
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there was clearly a departure not only from Marxism-Leninism but 
also from the intuitive realism that prevailed in the Soviet period of 
the past. 

Many scholars and politicians supported and developed the 
idea of the “new political thinking” (see, for example, Timofeev 
1989). The very fact of its official distribution, of course, played a 
role. At the same time, in the era of Gorbachev, publications with 
sharp criticism of the foreign policy course associated with the end 
of the Cold War and the “new political thinking” appeared (see, for 
example, Frojanov 1999). The existence of different foreign policy 
course assessments became a new phenomenon in the USSR. 

A.P. Tsygankov and P.A. Tsygankov wrote about a growing 
diversity of views in Russia (pluralization) and identified two 
tendencies in IR studies during this period: (1) westernization and 
(2) isolationism. Westernization refers to the dependence of Rus-
sian research on Western theories and approaches, while isolation 
refers to the rejection of Western approaches (Tsygankov, Tsy-
gankov 2005b). 

These two trends began to operate from the late 1980s and are 
present even today. The trend associated with attempts to build 
Russian approaches to international relations was more or less ho-
mogeneous, and it has been reduced to the search for Russia’s spe-
cial path. However, the same could not be said of “westernization”, 
which has been rather heterogeneous. 

Nevertheless, theoretical approaches to international relations 
that were being used at the end of the twentieth century and those 
that are being used now are Western ones. Perestroika, in the field 
of foreign policy, is “new political thinking” about openness. All 
these gave a significant boost to liberal ideas for Russian IR studies. 
During the period of perestroika, discussion amongst Soviet and for-
eign researchers on the problems of international relations were to 
some extent within a framework of a liberal paradigm (see Gro-
myko, Hellman 1998; Allison, Ury, Allyn 1989). Later, in the 1990s, 
a number of Russian studies were carried out in the liberal tradi-
tion, particularly concerning issues on negotiation and globaliza-
tion. 
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In the late 1980s a realistic tradition rooted in the intuitive re-
alism of the past continued to develop. There were many studies 
that were primarily devoted to relations between the USSR and the 
United States, as well as bilateral relations with other states. In turn, 
the Marxist tradition at the end of the Soviet era also continued in 
a number of studies, mostly concerning issues of socialist and de-
veloping countries. Overall, the theoretical basis of Russian IR stud-
ies in the late 1980s had not formed, although all the directions of 
so-called classical approaches—realism, liberalism, and neo-Marx-
ism—emerged. In addition, we should agree with A.A. Sergunin 
that “Russian international studies have experienced a very quick 
and dramatic transformation from a discipline dominated by Marx-
ist ideology to a multiparadigmatic discourse” (Sergunin 2005a, 54). 
It appears that such a rapid development of various paradigmatic 
orientation of research in Russia was largely facilitated by the fact 
that not only was the Marxist paradigm presented in the Soviet pe-
riod, but also intuitive realism was the process of perestoika that 
stimulated the development of the liberal approach. 

3.1.2  A Change in the Content of International Studies in the 
Years of Perestroika 

In the course of perestroika, IR studies in Russia in terms of content 
increased considerably. The issues of conflicts and their settlement 
became relevant because of the needs to unlock regional conflicts 
and to seek solutions to conflict situations that emerged in relation 
to the Soviet Union (Nagorny Karabakh, Alma-Ata, and then in 
other places). 

These processes gave impetus to new studies in the field of 
conflicts. It became obvious that in the past insufficient attention 
was paid to the study of conflicts. In earlier studies of conflicts, em-
phasis was not so much on resolving conflicts but on identifying 
the reasons for their development. In part, this emphasis on devel-
opment of conflicts, and not on the process of their settlement, was 
due to the scientific tradition in Russia. Unlike, for example, Amer-
ican science, where there is a strong focus on pragmatism and much 
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attention is paid to the technology of negotiation and conflict reso-
lution, in Russia the factors that generate conflict were studied to a 
greater extent. 

The tradition of studying the emergence and development of 
conflicts continued in a number of studies during the period of pe-
restroika, including those of V.A. Kremenyuk (Kremenyuk 1990), 
E.V. Yegorova (Yegorova 1988), and others. The work of Yegorova 
largely continued the tradition of the previous Soviet period re-
garding analysis of American studies of conflicts. However, she 
made a fundamentally new step for Soviet IR studies. For the first 
time in the study of conflicts in the USSR, Yegorova paid close at-
tention to the psychological aspects of conflict. In turn, Kremenyuk 
Began to study the process of settling international conflicts. This 
aspect was not previously dominant in the Soviet research. 

As a part of conflict studies in the late 1980s, negotiating issues 
began to develop vigorously. Specific negotiations and general is-
sues related to the negotiation process, including regarding tech-
nology behind the negotiation process, began to be analyzed. The 
principle of solving the problem based on a balance of interests, un-
like the previously dominant principle of maximizing winnings, 
developed (Tyulin 2005). 

Studies of international negotiations were held at MGIMO, at 
the Institute of the USA and Canada, and began to develop in other 
centers also. An.V. Zagorskij, M.M. Lebedeva (Zagorskij, Lebedeva 
1989), V.L. Israjeljan (Israjeljan 1988), V.A. Kremenyuk (Kremenyuk 
1991; Kremenyuk 1991), V.B. Lukov, and V.M. Sergeev (Lukov1988; 
Lukov, Sergeev 1981), as well as other authors published studies on 
negotiations. Thus, An. Zagorskij developed a model for assessing 
the positions of parties in negotiations, previously proposed by V.B. 
Lukov and V.M. Sergeev. He introduced the notion of the “negoti-
ation concept”, which includes basic objectives, a list of priorities, 
and a number of other components. According to Zagorskij, an es-
sential element in the preparation of the negotiation concept is an 
analysis of possible solutions that are not equivalent to the negoti-
ators: one option may be more acceptable for one party, but for the 
other one, the opposite. He also introduced an element in the study 
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of a negotiation process: conditions for the acceptability of the var-
iant of decisions. Conditions for acceptability are compensation for 
the costs of any option. 

Another area of negotiation research, developed at this time 
in MGIMO Problem Research Laboratory, was connected with 
analysis of negotiating tactics. Structural elements were singled out 
in negotiating, such as ways of submitting a position, the stages of 
negotiating, and tactical methods. It was proposed to monitor the 
progress of negotiations on the basis of structural elements (Ko-
valeva, O.M., Lebedeva 1981). This direction of the study of negoti-
ations had received a high estimation of American researchers. 
Thus, Bennett noted that in the field of study of tactical techniques, 
Soviet researchers were even more advanced than American schol-
ars (Bennett 1997). 

In the late 1980s, in addition to problems of international con-
flicts and the conducting of negotiations, security studies went 
through significant changes. Security studies during the Cold War 
was one of the most important issues, and at the same time it was 
very sensitive. In fact, researchers supported the official position 
without using special data and facts, because a significant amount 
of information was classified. With the processes of perestroika, se-
curity issues became more open. In addition, a number of Soviet 
scholars, in particular, A.G. Arbatov, V.V. Zhurkin, A.V. Kortunov, 
and S.A. Karaganov (Arbatov 1988; Arbatov 1990; Zhurkin, Kara-
ganov, Kortunov, 1989) departed from a focus on the military 
power of national security, which was actually based on the idea of 
the military superiority of the USSR. In contrast, a concept of rea-
sonable defense sufficiency was developed (Tyulin 1997). 

The processes of perestroika significantly influenced not only 
IR studies in the USSR, but they also introduced some practices that 
were elaborated by Soviet scholars from the field of IR issues into 
the domestic sphere. This concerns the problems of conflict resolu-
tion and negotiation, since negotiation and mediation procedures 
were not used earlier in the Soviet Union. Conflicts in the USSR 
were usually handled by administrative methods “from above”, In 
addition to this, conciliation procedures between and within a 
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party’s structures and administration’s structures were used. But 
there were no talks inside the country. The emergence of the first 
serious conflicts in the Soviet Union on ethnic grounds—as well as 
in social relations—required appropriate technologies. In 1990, Get-
ting to Yes (by R. Fisher and W. Ury), with a foreword by V.A. Kre-
menyuk, the Deputy Director of the Institute of the USA and Cana-
dian Studies, was translated into Russian and published in the 
USSR (Fisher, Ury 1990). Moreover, studies by Russian researchers 
were published on issues of negotiation technology prepared by ex-
perts in the field of international relations and which focused on 
domestic political problems (Israjeljan, Lebedeva 1991). A similar 
situation developed in other areas. For example, the rapid develop-
ment of business in the country, its access to the international arena, 
led to the demand for books on protocol and etiquette, which were 
also originally published by specialists in the field of international 
relations. 

3.2  Institutional Changes in IR Studies (1990s and 
Later) 

3.2.1  Research Centers, IR Association, and New Journals 

The change in the content of international research was accompa-
nied by significant organizational transformations. On the one 
hand, it was caused by the logic of the political development of the 
world (in particular, the integration processes), and on the other 
hand, by the transformations that took place in Russia itself. Obvi-
ously, domestic changes have proved to have a more significant im-
pact. 

As for the changes that have taken place in the wider world, 
the development of European integration became the basis for the 
organization of the Institute of Europe under the Academy of Sci-
ences, which was established in 1987.10 Its first director was the 

                                                            
10  Institute of Europe RAS: http://en.instituteofeurope.ru/  
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academician V.V. Zhurkin. Since January 2000, the institute began 
to publish the quarterly journal Contemporary Europe.11 

Security issues, despite the proclaimed “end of history”, con-
tinued to be a significant theme in international relations. As a re-
sult, in 1999 the Russian Academy of Sciences established the Insti-
tute of International Security Problems.12 However, the Institute of 
International Security Problems has not launched its activity in full. 
One of the reasons, apparently, is financial, and as a consequence is 
personnel-based. 

In the late 1980s and early 1990s, Russia faced a financially dif-
ficult situation, which affected science and education to a large ex-
tent. Insufficient funding of science forced qualified researchers to 
leave academic structures for the first time and to create business 
structures such as banks and corporations (Tyulin 2005). Neverthe-
less, the institutes of the Academy of Sciences continued to work. 
Moreover, as was noted, new institutions were being created. At 
the same time, a number of institutes of the Russian Academy of 
Sciences, which were not directly related with IR studies (e.g. the 
Institute of Slavic Studies, the Institute of Comparative Political Sci-
ence, the Institute of Sociology, the Institute of Ethnology and An-
thropology, and the Institute of General History) started to pay 
more attention to international issues. Attention to international is-
sues to a great extent was due to Russia’s increased involvement in 
global issues.  

In February 1992 the Russian Institute for Strategic Studies 
(RISI) was established by the Decree of the President of the Russian 
Federation.13 Its tasks were to provide analytical materials, expert 
assessments, and recommendations for Russian state structures, 
national security issues, and issues of strategic importance for Rus-
sia. In 1992–2009, the institute focused on analytical issues of the 
most complex international situations. 

The Ministry of Foreign Affairs played a significant role in the 
reorganization of scientific research in the country in the field of 

                                                            
11  ‘Contemporary Europe’: http://www.sov-europe.ru/english/index.htm 
12  Institut Problem mezhdunarodnoj bezopasnosti: http://www.ipmb.ru/ 
13  Rossijskij Institut Strategicheskih issledovanij: http://riss.ru/ 
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international relations. First, in the previous period, at two educa-
tional institutions of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs— 

MGIMO and the Diplomatic Academy—scientific research la-
boratories were established which expanded and intensified their 
activities during the years of perestroika. Second, as one of the divi-
sions of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs, the Scientific-Coordination 
Center was created; its task was to interact with academic struc-
tures of the country (Pohlebkin 1992). Under the Ministry of For-
eign Affairs of the USSR, the Scientific Council was also formed, 
which brought together specialists from various fields, including 
space, medicine, energy, ecology, and, of course, international rela-
tions. In 1990, the Minister of Foreign Affairs of the USSR, E.A. She-
vardnadze, speaking at a meeting of the Scientific Council, formu-
lated three main levels of its activity: (1) the development of con-
ceptual foundations for the analysis of current international rela-
tions; (2) discussion and decisions on specific international issues; 
and (3) development of a theoretical framework of foreign policy 
(Shevardnadze 1990). The scope of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs 
became broader and involved experts for consultation, participa-
tion in negotiations, and analysis of foreign policy situations. In the 
early 1990s, non-state centers for the analysis of international rela-
tions appeared in Russia for the first time. In 1992, the Council for 
Foreign and Defense Policy (CFDP) was formed, uniting politi-
cians, researchers, businessmen, and journalists. It was headed by 
S.A. Karaganov. The CFDP identified tasks for itself such as facili-
tating the development of, and implementing strategic concepts for 
the development of, Russia, its foreign and defense policy, and 
forming the Russian state and civil society in the country.14 

One of the first nongovernmental research centers in Russia 
was the PIR-Center (Center for Political Studies), founded in 1994. 
The PIR-Center began to specialize in the study of security issues, 
nuclear nonproliferation, and international information security,15 

                                                            
14  Sovet po vneshnej i oboronnoj politike: http://svop.ru/about/  
15  PIR Center: http://www.pircenter.org/en/  
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that is, on some of the most sensitive issues of international rela-
tions for any state-security apparatus. The PIR-Center began to 
publish a scientific journal, which until 2007 was under the title Nu-
clear Control, and then was changed to Security Index.16 The PIR-
Center laid the foundation for the formation of the Center for Anal-
ysis of Strategies and Technologies (CAST), a nongovernmental or-
ganization founded in 1997, which began to study issues of the de-
fense industry and military-technical cooperation.17 CAST pub-
lishes the journal Eksport vooruzheniy,18 which is dedicated to issues 
of military-technical cooperation and the defense industry com-
plex, as well as other periodicals, including in English, on security 
and arms issues: Moscow Defense Brief (trends in Russia’s rolling 
policy and industry),19 and Periscope (daily reviews of events in the 
field of military-technical cooperation and the military-industrial 
complex).20 

Later, other nongovernmental organizations engaged them-
selves in analysis of international relations, and consulting services 
began to emerge in Russia, but they were often represented by only 
a few researchers who appeared in the media as experts and con-
sultants. 

A significant factor for IR studies in the country was the de-
velopment of political science. Despite the fact that political science 
in the USSR began to evolve in the 1950s, and in 1960 the Soviet 
Political Science Association was established, which joined the In-
ternational Political Science Association (IPSA) and began publish-
ing yearbooks (see, for example, Mezhdunarodnye otnoshenija… 
1976; Vzaimosvjaz' i vzaimovlijanie… 1982), the association’s activi-
ties were limited to a small group of people, mostly experts in law. 
Political science in the country was firmly established in the late 

                                                            
16  Security Index: http://www.pircenter.org/en/security-index  
17  Centr analiza strategij i tehnologij (AST): http://www.cast.ru/ 
18  Zhurnal «Jeksport vooruzhenij»: http://www.cast.ru/eng/journal/  
19  Moscow Defense Brief: http://mdb.cast.ru/  
20  Periskop: http://periscope2.ru/  
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1980s. At first, political science was designed to be a university dis-
cipline at Leningrad State University21 in the late 1980s, but later it 
quickly developed in Russia. In December 1991, the Russian Politi-
cal Science Association (RPSA)22 was created, which became the 
successor of the Soviet Political Science Association in IPSA. 

The development of political science contributed to the 
growth of organizational forms of IR studies in Russia. Following 
the creation of the RPSA, the Russian International Studies Associ-
ation (RISA)23 was formed in 1999. The initiator of its creation was 
MGIMO, which became its headquarters. RISA came to be a mem-
ber of the World International Studies Committee (WISC). In the 
1990s, there were new associations of researchers involved in the 
study of international relations, including the Association of Euro-
pean Studies,24 which was established in 1992. Since 1994, the asso-
ciation has been a member of the European Community Study As-
sociation (ECSA-World).25 

In the 1990s, the first Russian and foreign foundations began 
to operate in Russia, which started to provide grants, including for 
research in the field of international relations. Among national 
funds, the Moscow Public Science Foundation (MPSF) was founded 
in 1991 for organizing scientific conferences and research in the 
field of social sciences on the basis of grants. It operated until the 
middle of the 2000s. The founder and president of the MPSF was 
A.V. Kortunov. The MPSF helped publish the work of many Rus-
sian researchers in the field of international relations, and IR studies 
in Russia began to develop. 

                                                            
21  Now it is called St Petersburg State University: http://english.spbu.ru/ 
22  Russian Political Science Association: http://rapn.ru/ 
23  Russian International Studies Association (RISA): http://risa.ru 
24  Association of European Studies (AES): http://www.aevis.ru/  
25  European Community Study Association (ECSA): http://www.ecsaworld.eu/  



 IR STUDIES IN CONTEMPORARY RUSSIA 63 

 

Later, state foundations were created: the Russian Humanitar-
ian Science Foundation (RHF)26 and the Russian Science Founda-
tion (RSF).27 In 2016, RHF merged with another Russian founda-
tion—the Russian Foundation for Basic Research (RFBR).28 Their 
activities were aimed at providing grant support to researchers, in-
cluding those in the field of international relations. In 2000, the Ac-
ademic Educational Forum on International Relations was estab-
lished among the non-state foundations for international relations. 
It was “more concerned with network-building among individu-
als”29. According to A.P. Tsygankov and P.A. Tsygankov, the de-
velopment of IR studies in the Russian regions had become possible 
largely due to grant support (Tsygankov, Tsygankov 2005a). 

Russia had also established research foundations that have be-
come technologically advanced, or at least touched on issues of in-
ternational relations, particularly the Gorbachev Foundation,30 
where V.B. Kuvaldin helped address challenges in international re-
lations. 

The Russian International Affairs Council (RIAC)31 is a non-
profit organization that is still active in the field of international re-
lations. It was established in 2010 by order of the president of the 
Russian Federation. The mission of RIAC is as follows: “The RIAC 
mission is to facilitate Russia’s peaceful integration into the global 
community, partly by organizing greater cooperation between Rus-
sian academic institutions and foreign centers.”32 Established in 
2004, the Valdai Discussion Club also aims “to operate the relation-
ship between Russian and international intellectual elite, and to 

                                                            
26  Russian Humanitarian Science Foundation: http://www.rfh.ru/index.php/ru  
27  Russian Science Foundation: http://рнф.рф/en  
28  Russian Foundation for Basic Research (RFBR): http://www.rfbr.ru/rffi/eng  
29  Academic Educational Forum on International Relations: http://www.obra-

forum.ru/  
30  The International Foundation for Socio-Economic and Political Studies (Gorba-

chev Foundation): http://www.gorby.ru/en/  
31  Russian International Affairs Council (RIAC): http://russiancouncil.ru/en/  
32  RIAC: http://russiancouncil.ru/en/about-us/what_is_riac/  
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make an independent, unbiased scientific analysis of political, eco-
nomic, and social events in Russia and the rest of the world.”33 

The Izborsk Club, established in 2012, views its tasks in the 
opposite way. The tasks of the club include facilitating the for-
mation of a powerful political-ideological coalition of patriotic 
statesmen, an imperial front that opposes manipulation carried out 
in Russian politics by foreign centers of influence and the “fifth col-
umn” from within the country.34 It cannot be said that such a view 
is mainstream in contemporary IR studies in Russia, although it is 
fairly common. 

Since the 1990s, the number of Russian journals aimed at pub-
lishing research on international relations significantly increased: 
Polis. Political Studies, Cosmopolis (also published two numbers: Cos-
mopolis and Almanac), International Trends, Politia, Contemporary Eu-
rope, MGIMO Review of International Relations, Russia in Global Poli-
tics, Comparative Politics, and a number of others. The content of IR 
journals that were published during the Soviet time changed sub-
stantially (Tyilin 2005). 

In 2016 the journals Polis. Political Studies, Contemporary Eu-
rope, International Trends, and World Economy and International 
Relations were included in the Scopus database, and the journal 
MGIMO Review of International Relations in the databases “The 
European Reference Index for the Humanities and the Social Sci-
ences (ERIH PLUS)” and “Web of Science”. This list has expanded 
considerably. The inclusion of Russian journals (including those re-
lated to international relations) in international databases strength-
ened publication activity of the authors; this was set as one of the 
objectives at the federal level. At the same time, as I. Istomin and A. 
Baykov noted, almost all journals, with a few exceptions, have an 
institutional affiliation: they are published either by universities or 
by institutes of the Russian Academy of Sciences. That is, they are 
not really all-Russian venues for discussion (Istomin, Baykov 2013).  

                                                            
33  Valdai Discussion Club: http://valdaiclub.com/about/valdai/  
34  Izborskij klub: http://www.izborsk-club.ru/opr/izborsk-c.php  
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In recent years in Russia, considerable attention has been paid 
to various scientometric indicators. A science index database was 
created based on the Russian index of scientific citations. Data on 
researchers involved in IR studies are included in the general data-
base on political sciences, indicating the number of published re-
search findings, h-index, and other indicators.35 Despite the prob-
lem of science-based indicators, these are a stimulus for the intensi-
fication of scientific research, including in the field of international 
relations in Russia. 

Finally, in terms of organizational issues, the important point 
was the intensification of ties between Russian researchers and 
their international colleagues, the participation of Russian special-
ists in international relations in international conferences, the hold-
ing of international conferences in Russian territory, and joint 
grants held by Russian and foreign researchers on IR studies. 

3.2.2  Regional Dimensions of IR Studies in Russia 

One of the most important events since the 1990s was that interna-
tional studies in Russia for the first time went beyond the bounda-
ries of Moscow. IR studies were being developed in the territory of 
the former USSR, in the regions of Russia (primarily at universities’ 
centers), as well as in the CIS and Baltic countries. By the end of the 
1990s, their number in Russia had become significant. There was 
even a reference book on the centers of international research in the 
CIS (Bogaturov, Kortunov 1999). 

Initially IR studies began to develop in St. Petersburg State 
University (the dean was K.K. Khudoley) and in Nizhny Novgorod 
State University (the dean was O.A. Kolobov), a little later in Kazan 
State University, Far Eastern Federal University (Vladivostok), and 
Ural University (Yekaterinburg). IR studies have begun to be 
taught at universities in a number of other Russian cities. As a rule, 
at universities international relations were studied by scholars who 
graduated in the field of history. Faculties of international relations 

                                                            
35  Russian index of scientific citations. E-library: http://elibrary.ru/authors.asp 
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were separated from faculties of history. This is a common charac-
teristic of almost all universities in the country: IR faculties were 
mainly based on historical faculties. 

St. Petersburg State University was one of the first universities 
to declare itself as a center for IR studies outside of Moscow. The 
geographical position of the university influenced the choice of the 
leading issues in its research, of course. To a large extent it became 
a center for European studies. K.K. Khudoley, the first dean of the 
Faculty of International Relations at St. Petersburg State University 
and the head of the Department of European Studies, had contrib-
uted a lot to the development of these issues from an organizational 
and scientific points of view (see Khudoley 2002a; Khudoley 2003; 
Khudoley 2002b). As the Faculty of International Relations at St. Pe-
tersburg State University evolved, the research topics expanded. 
Thus, research on Russia-EU relations began to take shape, includ-
ing in the energy sector (see Romanova 2002; Romanova 2013; 
Shirin 2007), as well as study of the Baltic region (see Barygin, 
Lanko, Fofanova 2005; Kacy 2003), American studies (see Golubev 
2010; Bogdanov 2010; Kubyshkin, Cvetkova 2013; Shiryaev 2011), 
analysis of global problems (see Jag'ja 2011; Alimov 2003), the study 
of the activities of international nongovernmental organizations 
(see Stecko 2015), social and humanitarian issues (see Bogoljubova, 
Nikolaeva 2013), problems of the Arctic (see Konyshev, Sergunin 
2011), and theoretical aspects of IR (see Konyshev, Sergunin 2013). 
In fact, now the Faculty of International Relations presents all the 
main issues of international relations. 

The Faculty of International Relations at St. Petersburg State 
University began to recruit scholars from other Russian regions. In 
particular, several professors from Nizhny Novgorod, also from 
Volgograd, moved to work there. Such a practice of internal mobil-
ity of scholars in the field of international relations is still a rarity in 
Russia. 

Now in St. Petersburg, international relations are also being 
studied in the North-West Institute of Management of the Russian 
Presidential Academy of National Economy and Public Admin-
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istration.36 They focus on Eurasian integration, as well as on inter-
national activity in the North-West regions of Russia (see Kosov 
2013; Shamahov 2003; Kosov 2013). 

In Nizhny Novgorod State University in the 1990s-early 2000s, 
a group of young researchers under the leadership of O.A. Kolobov 
began to develop issues around historical aspects of the develop-
ment of conflicts, focusing on the Arab-Israeli conflict (see Kolobov, 
Kornilov, Sergunin 1991; Kolobov, Kornilov, Makarychev, 
Sergunin 1992b) and the history and theory of international rela-
tions (see Kolobov 2001; Safronova 2001; Sergunin, Makarychev 
1999). The university paid a lot of attention to security issues (see 
Kolobov, Kornilov, Makarychev, Sergunin. 1992b; Kolobov, Baluev 
1997 i grugie 1997; Hohlysheva 2000; Kolobov 2005). It also pre-
pared work on a comparative analysis of foreign policy decision-
making in different countries of the world (see Kolobov, Kornilov, 
Makarychev, Sergunin 1992a). Until now, this work remains in de-
mand in Russia. In recent years, Nizhny Novgorod State University 
has been reorganized and the Institute of International Relations 
and World History has been founded, with M.I. Ryhtik as its direc-
tor. Scholars of this institute are increasingly turning to analysis of 
new issues of international relations, such as biopolitics, interna-
tional crime, and social networks (see Ryhtik, Kvashnin 2009; Ry-
htik 2012; Baluev, Kaminchenko 2012). 

International studies and education have also been developed 
in Nizhny Novgorod State Linguistic University. At the beginning 
of the twenty-first century, the university produced a series of pub-
lications on international relations (see Mezhdunarodnye otnoshenija 
v XXI veke… 2000; Rossijskie region…2000, Rossija pered global'nymi 
… 2002). 

Significant centers for IR studies and education in Russia be-
came the universities of Kazan, Vladivostok, Yekaterinburg, and 
Volgograd. At the Higher School of International Relations and Ori-
ental Studies at the Kazan Federal University, much attention was 

                                                            
36  North-West Institute of Management Russian Presidential Academy of National 

Economy and Public Administration: http://www.sziu.ru/staticheskie-stranit 
syi/747/north-west-institute-of-management/  
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paid to oriental issues (see Shagalov, Grishin, Akhmetova 2015). 
Asian issues with an orientation mainly on the Asia-Pacific region, 
were also presented in studies of the Institute of Oriental Studies 
and the School of Regional and International Studies (SRIS) of Far 
Eastern Federal University. (see Azizian, Lukin 2012; Sevastyanov 
2005). 

The Institute of Humanities (Department of International Re-
lations) of Ural Federal University deals with a wide range of sub-
jects. In terms of regional specifics, studies are conducted both on 
European and Asian issues, reflecting the fact that the university is 
located on the border of Europe and Asia (see Ural'skoe vos-
tokovedenie… 2007; Mihajlenko 1998). A.S. Burnasov, associate pro-
fessor, developed an interesting direction of research about the role 
of logistics companies in world politics. His article, published in the 
journal Vestnik MGIMO-Universiteta, became one of the most 
widely read of this journal (Burnasov 2013). 

The Faculty of History of Tomsk State University has been 
conducting studies on current asymmetric conflicts (see Derigla-
zova 2009), and Volgograd State University has been developing 
American studies and work on the international activities of Rus-
sian regions (see Kurilla, Zhuravleva 2007; Kurilla 2016). Balkan 
studies, the analysis of the regions of Europe, the study of interna-
tional consultations, and other research projects are being con-
ducted at Ivanovo State University (see Polyvjannyj 2015; Bu-
danova 2013; Zobnin 2015). 

Moscow is a subject of the Russian Federation and so in this 
sense it is a Russian region. In the capital, in addition to the previ-
ously mentioned institutes of the Academy of Sciences, MGIMO 
and the Diplomatic Academy, IR studies are conducted at the 
RUDN University,37 the Russian Presidential Academy of National 
Economy and Public Administration,38 Lomonosov Moscow State 
University,39 and at a number of other Moscow universities and 

                                                            
37  RUDN University: http://www.rudn.ru/en_new/ 
38  Russian Presidential Academy of National Economy and Public Administra-

tion: http://www.ranepa.ru/eng/ 
39  Lomonosov Moscow State University: https://www.msu.ru/en/ 
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centers. The range of issues in IR studies in Moscow is the broadest, 
reflecting all directions and approaches. 

In general, speaking about the development of IR studies in 
Russia, it should be noted that this process was long and it evolved 
both during the Soviet period and perestroika and during the for-
mation of new Russia. As a result, Russian IR studies have ceased 
to be limited to Moscow. In this sense, they have indeed ceased to 
be elitist (Sergunin 2005a). 
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Chapter 4 
Education in the Field of International 
Relations 

4.1  The Teaching of International Relations in the 
Soviet Union 

There was quite a significant distinction between academic and uni-
versities’ sciences in the USSR. Studies were conducted in the re-
search institutes of the Academy of Sciences or in specialized scien-
tific research centers (institutes) under various ministries. Teaching 
was carried out in educational institutions and universities. The dif-
ference between educational institutions and universities usually 
consisted in the fact that universities had a larger number of facul-
ties, which were diverse (mathematics, science, and humanities), 
while educational institutes trained students in a specific profile 
(medicine or physics), although leading universities and institutes 
in the country also carried out research, of course. 

Initially, in the USSR specialized training in international rela-
tions was not conducted. On the one hand, this was not necessary 
because of the USSR’s limited contacts with the outside world at the 
beginning of the twentieth century. On the other hand, authorities 
feared the appearance of an uncontrolled interest in knowledge in 
the field of international relations, which could have contributed to 
the erosion of the socialist system in the Soviet Union. Until the 
mid-1930s, there were no faculties or departments specializing in 
international relations in the USSR. 

In 1934, the Institute of Diplomatic and Consular Staff was es-
tablished for training diplomatic personnel. The duration of study 
was two years.40 This was the model for today’s Russian Diplomatic 

                                                            
40  Istorija Diplomaticheskoj akademii MID Rossii. Diplomatic Academy: 
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Academy. The institute was renamed several times: first as the 
Higher Diplomatic School, and then as the Diplomatic Academy41 

The Russian Diplomatic Academy was built largely on the 
same principles as many diplomatic academies in the world. It gave 
specialized knowledge to those who, having already obtained a 
higher education, switched to work at the Ministry of Foreign Af-
fairs or, after working there for several years, went to the Diplo-
matic Academy for retraining. However, there were differences. 
First, at that time in the Soviet Union, there was no place to acquire 
basic education in the field of international relations or political sci-
ence. And this is despite the fact that in 1804 the Faculty of Moral 
and Political Sciences was established at Moscow Imperial Univer-
sity. However, later, this department was almost forgotten.42 Sec-
ond, to be enrolled in the Diplomatic Academy, approval of a party 
organization was necessary. 

By the end of World War II it became evident that the scale of 
Soviet involvement in international affairs, as well as its role in the 
international arena, was dramatically increasing. This necessitated 
more focused training of personnel for practical work in the field of 
international relations. In 1943, at Moscow State University (MSU) 
named after M.V. Lomonosov, the faculty of international relations 
was established. A year later, this faculty was transformed into 
Moscow State Institute of International Relations (MGIMO).43 

Like the Diplomatic Academy, MGIMO became an educa-
tional institution of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs, but at the same 
time it was subordinate to the Ministry of Education. However, un-
like the Diplomatic Academy, which is engaged in retraining, 
MGIMO provided a complete higher education. At that time in the 
USSR, there was no division into bachelor’s and master’s degrees, 
and it took four years to receive higher education in international 
relations. Soon this term was increased to five years (Torkunov 
2014). 

                                                            
41  Diplomatic Academy: http://www.dipacademy.ru/  
42  Zorin V. Politologija dlja sovremennoj Rossii. REX Information Agency: 
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Both the Diplomatic Academy and MGIMO provided training 
for social science candidates. This degree was analogous to the 
Ph.D.. However, requirements for obtaining a “candidate of sci-
ence” degree were somewhat different to those required for obtain-
ing the analogous Ph.D. For example, to obtain the degree of “can-
didate of science” it was necessary to pass examinations in interna-
tional relations, foreign languages, and philosophy in order to pub-
lish academic articles (usually at least three), or to write a disserta-
tion (about 200 pages). A wide range of topics was discussed at the 
department, and then before the dissertation council of MGIMO or 
the Diplomatic Academy. This was the usual procedure for this de-
gree for all fields of science, not only for international relations. The 
decision of the dissertational council was made based on a secret 
ballot, and it was then approved by the Higher Attestation Com-
mission (VAK) of the USSR, formed under the Ministry of Higher 
Education. 

In the USSR, there was one more degree, which was doctor of 
science. To obtain it one needed to possess a much larger number 
of scientific publications, including a monograph. The volume of 
the doctoral dissertation was usually twice that of the candidate’s 
thesis. The procedure for defending a doctoral dissertation was the 
same as for a Ph.D. thesis. The presence of two degrees (candidate 
and doctor of science) and the procedure for obtaining them with 
subsequent approval of the decision of dissertational councils by 
VAK have been preserved largely to the present day. However, 
there were a few exceptions; some universities (including MSU, St. 
Petersburg University, and MGIMO) have the right to make inde-
pendent decisions on awarding a degree without subsequent ap-
proval by VAK. 

The activities of MGIMO began in 1944 with the enrollment of 
250 students.44 Many students of the first sets were participants in 
the war. Training in international relations has focused largely on 
the study of foreign languages: initially it was English, German, 
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and French (Torkunov 2014) (usually a student during the training 
had to master at least two foreign languages) and the history of in-
ternational relations. Significant subjects were economics and law. 
In this regard, education in international relations in the USSR was 
not much different from a similar education provided in Western 
universities, although in other countries less attention was paid to 
the study of foreign languages during the education in interna-
tional relations. At the same time, despite the fact that Marxism as-
sumed considerable attention to economic issues, it cannot be said 
that economic courses were highly distinguished from others. In 
general, they were smaller than the historical courses.  

At the same time, neither political science nor theory of inter-
national relations was taught in the Soviet Union, as these disci-
plines did not exist in the USSR. It was only in the late 1980s that 
courses on political science and the theory of international relations 
were beginning to be introduced into the educational process. 
However, it was necessary to not simply “add” political science to 
the curricula of training. A political perspective needed to be organ-
ically incorporated into international political issues, by creating 
new curricula and textbooks (Torkunov 2016). 

Training in the USSR was largely ideologized: books on the 
classics of Marxism, documents of party congresses and confer-
ences, and materials relating to the international communist and 
workers’ movement were studied. As a result, training programs in 
international relations in the Soviet period were intricately inter-
twined with practical orientation and ideological attitudes. 

MGIMO delivered the absolute majority of specialists in the 
Ministry of Foreign Affairs of the USSR and paid much attention to 
providing students a good educational basis, primarily in history 
and in foreign languages. As a practically oriented field, interna-
tional relations was one of the few exceptions in social and the hu-
manities in the USSR, which tried to minimize the differences be-
tween academic education and future practical activity, believing 
that a good knowledge provides for better focus on practice. 
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Many high-ranking officials of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs 
taught at MGIMO from the very beginning (when it was estab-
lished). Many of them had academic degrees and academic titles. 
Among them were the following: academician S.L. Tikhvinsky, a 
sinologist, who worked in various positions in the Ministry of For-
eign Affairs of the USSR and had the rank of Ambassador Extraor-
dinary and Plenipotentiary; academician V.G. Trukhanovsky, who 
worked as Consul General in the city of Kermanshah (Iran), as head 
of the UN division at the MFA of the USSR, and the Association of 
British studies in post-Soviet Russia (Kapitonova 2011); academi-
cian Yu.P. Franzev, who at one time was in charge of the Foreign 
Ministry’s Press Department; and academician L.N. Ivanov, who 
was an expert of the Ministry of Foreign Trade, as well as an expert 
of the People’s Commissariat for Foreign Affairs on naval issues. 
Many other well-known scientists and practitioners taught various 
courses in international relations at MGIMO. 

As a result, many graduates of MGIMO became outstanding 
scientists and diplomats. Consequently, from the batch of first 
graduates (1948) were there future academicians: G.A. Arbatov, 
who became director of the Institute of the USA and Canada of the 
Academy of Sciences of the USSR/Russia; academician V.A. 
Vinogradov, who headed the Institute of Scientific Information on 
Social Sciences of the USSR Academy of Sciences/Russia; and acad-
emician A.G. Kovalyov, deputy minister of foreign affairs of the 
USSR (Torkunov 2014). 

As for other higher educational institutions of the USSR, a 
small group of IR specialists was trained at the Institute of Interna-
tional Relations named after T. Shevchenko—Taras Shavchenko 
National University of Kyiv.45 

In all educational institutions for international relations, there 
were students from the republics of the Soviet Union, as well as 
from socialist countries and from developing countries. Foreign 
students came to study in the USSR based on intergovernmental 
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agreements. Many of them have become well-known political and 
diplomatic figures. Among them are the following: Ilham Aliyev—
the President of Azerbaijan; Irina Bokova—Director-General of 
UNESCO; Maros Sefcovic—European Commission Vice President 
for Energy Union; and Edward Nalbandian—Minister of Foreign 
Affairs of Armenia. 

In other higher educational institutions of the country, includ-
ing outside Moscow, training was conducted on certain aspects re-
lated to international relations. For example, the Oriental faculty of 
Leningrad State University (currently St. Petersburg State Univer-
sity)46 as well as the Institute of Asian and African Studies at Mos-
cow State University47 trained specialists in Asian and African is-
sues. Institutes of foreign languages produced interpreters and 
teachers of foreign languages. Some historical faculties carried out 
research and published studies on the history of international rela-
tions (e.g., at Irkutsk State University (see, for example, Novikov 
1996)). In general, these higher educational institutions and facul-
ties were not focused on teaching and researching international re-
lations as such. 

The end of the 1980s became a significant stage in the teaching 
of international relations in the Soviet Union. Thus, in 1988, for the 
first time in the USSR, a chair of Political Science was opened at the 
Philosophical Faculty of Leningrad State University. In 1989, the 
chair of political science was founded in MGIMO. Then a year later 
MGIMO opened the first faculty of political science in Russia. Inter-
national contacts of Russian IR teachers and students began to ex-
pand. 
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4.2  Teaching International Relations in the Post-
Soviet Period 

The end of the Cold War and the disintegration of the Soviet Union 
led to a significant restructuring of the teaching of international re-
lations in Russia. Russia in the late 1980s-early 1990s had experi-
enced the most serious changes in sociopolitical and economic life. 
Primarily, de-ideologization of education took place, which had a 
special significance for the sphere of international relations. Marx-
ism-Leninism ceased to be an official theoretical and methodologi-
cal basis. Many new Western books and articles of different theo-
retical focus and orientation, previously unknown to the Russian 
reader, appeared in Russia. All these stimulated interest in the the-
ories of international relations developed in the West, as well as in 
political science. P.A. Tsygankov made a great contribution to the 
situation that Russian IR students became acquainted with Western 
approaches to the theories of international relations. In fact, he was 
the first to give the description of the main theoretical approaches 
to the study of international relations in the Russian language. His 
book International Relations (Tsygankov 1996) remains a core text-
book in Russia on the theory of international relations. It is included 
in the curricula of all Russian universities that teach international 
relations. 

The next important moment in the restructuring of education 
in the field of international relations was that international relations 
ceased to be only a sphere of diplomatic activity in Russia. The 
country began to develop international relations in the regions. 
Businesses, including regional ones, went directly to the interna-
tional arena, often bypassing the Ministry of Foreign Trade. Inter-
national tourism began to develop. International nongovernmental 
organizations and foundations began to operate actively. Chairs 
and faculties of international relations began to emerge in various 
Russian cities. From the sphere previously occupied by a relatively 
narrow group of people in Moscow, the teaching of international 
relations has spread to various regions of Russia. 
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One of the first faculties on international relations in new Rus-
sia and the first faculty outside of Moscow was the Faculty of Inter-
national Relations at St. Petersburg State University, established in 
March 1994.48 The organizer of the faculty and its first dean was 
Professor K. K. Khudoley. Two years later—in 1996—the master’s 
program in “European Studies” was opened at the university. 
Thus, the faculty was one of the first outside Moscow, prior to the 
Bologna process, which moved to a two-tier system of higher edu-
cation (Osinskaja 2009). 

An important point was that higher education in Russia in the 
late 1980s and early 1990s experienced problems with insufficient 
funding; however, these problems were still considered small com-
pared to those in the fields of science. Some of the leading research-
ers from the institutes of the Academy of Sciences began to teach at 
universities. This allowed, on the one hand, researchers from aca-
demic institutions to maintain an acceptable level financially; on the 
other hand, the teaching of leading researchers from the Academy 
of Sciences made it possible to raise the level of teaching in a num-
ber of universities. In addition, universities were allowed to receive 
some of the students on a fee-paying basis. During the Soviet period 
this was not allowed. This also enabled the universities partially to 
resolve problems of financing. 

In 1992, the Russian Center for Humanitarian Education was 
established at the institutes of the Russian Academy of Sciences, 
and two years later, it received the status of a university. Since 2008, 
the university is known as the State Academic University for Hu-
manities.49 Academician Alexander O. Chubarian of the Russian 
Academy of Sciences played a great role in the organization of this 
university. The university provided a special emphasis on the train-
ing of researchers in the field of humanitarian and social disci-
plines. The Faculty of World Politics of the State Academic Univer-
sity for the Humanities, which was established at the Institute of 
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the USA and Canada of the Russian Academy of Sciences, is di-
rectly focused on the training of personnel in the field of interna-
tional relations. 

At present, the geography of universities that train cadres for 
international relations covers the whole country, from Arkhangelsk 
to Vladivostok. In Moscow, as in St. Petersburg, a number of uni-
versities started programs on international relations. There are sim-
ilar programs in many other Russian cities besides Vladivostok and 
Arkhangelsk; programs have been implemented in Nizhny Novgo-
rod, Yekaterinburg, Kazan, Krasnoyarsk, Tomsk, Irkutsk, and Kras-
nodar. Courses on international relations are delivered at some fac-
ulties of political science, history, foreign languages, sociology, and 
others. Rather widespread are summer and winter schools, various 
seminars for young researchers, graduate students, and teachers of 
international relations. This work is quite effective and is usually 
conducted via a framework of various grants. 

Since the 1990s, a whole series of educational literature on in-
ternational relations has been published. Pavel A. Tsygankov, in 
addition to International Relations, published textbooks and readers 
with the texts of Western scholars (Tsygankov 2002). In a small edi-
tion, another reader was published, reflecting the views of Ameri-
can and French researchers (Lebedeva, Tsygankov 2001). In the late 
1990s in Irkutsk another textbook on the theory of international re-
lations written by G.N. Novikov was issued (Novikov 1996). Later, 
other books on the theory of international relations were published 
(see, for example, Bordachjov, Zinov'eva, Lihachjova 2015).  

Textbooks on conflicts and their settlement (see, for example, 
Fel'dman 1998; Lebedeva 1997) the history of international relations 
(see Protopopov, Koz'menko, Elmanova 2001) world politics (see 
Lebedeva 2003), introductions to the IR field (Nikitina), and on 
other disciplines were also published. Of great importance was the 
publication of the first Russian textbook on international relations 
by a team of scholars from MGIMO and other universities, as well 
as institutes of the Russian Academy of Sciences, edited by A.V. 
Torkunov: Modern International Relations (Torkunov 1998). Later, 
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the textbook on contemporary international relations, edited by 
A.V. Torkunov, appeared several times in different versions. 

The book A New Handbook of Political Science by Robert E. 
Goodin and Hans-Dieter Klingemann (Goodin, Klingemann 1996) 
was translated into Russian (Politicheskaya nauka: novye napravleniya 
/ Goodin, Klingemann 1999). However, this edition usually is not 
included in the educational literature when teaching IR students, 
but was more used by IR researchers, as well as by political scien-
tists. It should be noted that much of the educational literature, es-
pecially that released in the late 1990s-early 2000s in Russia, was 
also scientific literature. The fact is that at that time it was difficult 
to publish a scientific monograph on international relations in Rus-
sia. Grant systems for the publication of academic literature in those 
days were practically nonexistent, and it was economically unprof-
itable for publishing houses to publish such work because unlike 
textbooks, these others were issued in small print runs and did not 
pay off. But grant support for the publication of textbooks was 
available. Therefore, educational literature was used by researchers 
to publish scientific results. 

However, later another problem arose with the publication of 
educational literature on international relations. There was quite a 
large number of textbooks, which retold two to three other tutorials 
previously released in Russian. There were even cases where the 
textbooks contained almost verbatim texts borrowed from text-
books written by another author. 

Since the early 1990s, Russia has been differentiating educa-
tion into area studies, focusing on the study of countries and re-
gions and international relations, with a focus on issues of interna-
tional relations. Later, the Ministry of Education of the Russian Fed-
eration fixed these two approaches in higher education. 

The content of education has also changed in post-Soviet time. 
In Russia, new academic and educational disciplines were formed: 
world politics, applied international political analysis, and global 
integrated regional studies (Torkunov 2016). New courses ap-
peared in the programs, including the theory of international rela-
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tions, analytical methods, tendencies in the development of inter-
national processes (in particular, the development of European in-
tegration), and theoretical issues of diplomacy (including the the-
ory of negotiations). Active methods of teaching—simulation 
games, case studies, and so on—began to be used more intensively. 

With the accession of Russia to the Bologna process in 2003, 
Russian higher education switched from a five-year form of study 
(specialist) to a four-year form (bachelor’s degree) plus a two-year 
form (master’s degree) of education. This allowed the Russian edu-
cation system to be compared with the European one, as well as the 
possibility of opening a number of joint master’s programs in inter-
national relations in various universities of the country. In addition, 
it gave students an opportunity to change the direction of their 
training. Students who had a bachelor’s degree in foreign lan-
guages, economics, law, and even natural science and technical spe-
cialties began to enter master’s programs in international relations. 

Russian universities, oriented toward the teaching of interna-
tional relations, have significantly expanded. In a number of uni-
versities, joint master’s programs were opened with foreign part-
ners; teachers began to participate much more actively in interna-
tional conferences and to publish their articles in foreign journals. 
Two educational institutions—MGIMO and the Faculty of Interna-
tional Relations of St. Petersburg University—became members of 
the Association of Professional Schools of International Affairs.50 

The Diplomatic Academy has also changed its focus. Remain-
ing the main center of retraining for the Ministry of Foreign Affairs 
of Russia (especially for those who received basic bachelor’s and 
master’s training not in international relations or area studies), the 
Diplomatic Academy opened a wide range of all levels of train-
ing—bachelor’s degrees, master’s degrees, and Ph.D. programs. 

Nongovernmental Russian universities and centers also began 
to provide educational services in the field of international rela-
tions. Thus, students in the field of international relations began to 
be taught at the Moscow Humanitarian University at the Faculty of 

                                                            
50  Association of Professional Schools of International Affairs: http://www.apsia.org/  
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International Relations and Tourism.51 First in 1998, the faculty 
opened the possibility of getting an education in area studies, and 
in 2004 in international relations. 

Other universities and centers also offer different programs. 
For example, the master’s program of a double diploma in the field 
of nuclear nonproliferation is run by a nongovernmental organiza-
tion the PIR Center in cooperation with MGIMO, on the Russian 
side, and the Middlebury Institute for International Studies in Mon-
terey (MIIS, Monterey, California) on the American side. 

MGIMO continues to be the leading educational institution in 
Russia in the field of international relations. In 1994, MGIMO re-
ceived the status of a university, since it had a large number of pro-
grams in various disciplines. This meant expanding the range of 
specialties for which training was being conducted, as well as an 
increase in the number of faculties. Accordingly, the areas in which 
MGIMO graduates began to work has significantly expanded. 
Along with traditional spheres of employment (the Ministry of For-
eign Affairs of Russia, other foreign affairs agencies, and the me-
dia), new ones, including private Russian business, foreign compa-
nies, and regional structures, became open for graduates. 

In 1998 at MGIMO the Faculty of Political Science was estab-
lished on the basis of the chair of political science of the Faculty of 
International Relations (FIR). As a result of the foundation of the 
FIR, international relations are beginning to be taught at two facul-
ties in MGIMO: (1) the Faculty of International Relations and (2) the 
Faculty of Political Science (later renamed as the Faculty of Govern-
ance and Politics—FGP). The main difference between FIR and FGP 
was that at the Faculty of International Relations, a significant em-
phasis was traditionally had on the study of the historical aspects 
of international relations, while at the Faculty of Governance and 
Politics, focus was more on political aspects. At the FGP, much 
more attention was paid to theoretical aspects, where the chair of 
Political Theory was established. In addition, the Faculty of Gov-

                                                            
51  Moscow Humanitarian University: http://mosgu.ru/en/  
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ernance and Politics paid special attention to new aspects and prob-
lems of contemporary international relations: international activi-
ties of non-state actors, role of information technologies in interna-
tional relations, use of soft power, globalization and integration 
processes, and so on. 

In 1994 MGIMO opened the first joint (and then double) mas-
ter’s degree in international relations in cooperation with the Paris 
Institute of Political Science (Sci Po). The choice of the two institu-
tions as partners was not accidental: both institutions appeared to 
prepare graduates for working in the practical sphere of social re-
lations. Also, the two institutions had much in common in terms of 
teaching (in particular, the use of a multidisciplinary approach—
the inclusion in the educational process courses in political science, 
history, economics, and law). Both institutions were faced with the 
need to make changes in the process of education in the field of in-
ternational relations after the end of the Cold War. To run the dou-
ble degree program, it was necessary not only to create “parallel” 
French and Russian courses (a kind of “parallel” or “double educa-
tion”), but also to integrate two national educational programs. 
This was achieved through the joint development of master’s pro-
grams and then joint implementation of this program thanks to the 
efforts of Russian and French teachers (Rousselet, Lebedeva 1997). 

While carrying out the changes, MGIMO retained a number of 
previous traditions. Thus, at MGIMO in the post-Soviet period, 
academicians and well-known diplomats taught and teach even to-
day. In particular, among them were/are academicians of the Rus-
sian Academy of Sciences A.A. Kokoshin, E.M. Primakov, N.P. Lav-
erov, N.A. Simony, V.K. Pivovarov, corresponding member of the 
Russian Academy of Sciences Ivanov, V.I. Salygin, S.A. Afontsev, 
F.G. Voitolovsky, S.V. Ryazantsev, and others such as Extraordi-
nary and Plenipotentiary Ambassadors V.P. Terekhov, I.A. Me-
likhov, A.N. Panov, and P.F. Liadov. The Rector of MGIMO is an 
academician of the Russian Academy of Sciences, Ambassador Ex-
traordinary and Plenipotentiary, and member of the Board of the 
Russian Foreign Ministry, Anatoly V. Torkunov. 
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MGIMO headed the Educational and Methodological Associ-
ation (UMO) of higher educational institutions in the areas of train-
ing in “International Relations” and “Area Studies”, and then the 
enlarged group (FUMO), which includes political science and area 
studies.52 UMO and FUMO are public professional associations es-
tablished under the Ministry of Education and Science of the Rus-
sian Federation. The task of UMO, and then of FUMO, is to develop 
professional requirements for training in the relevant area, particu-
larly in the fields of international relations and area studies. All 
Russian universities that teach these subjects are required to follow 
so-called teaching standards, which specify the compulsory set of 
disciplines that a university must provide. IR students have to 
study foreign languages (at least two), the history of international 
relations, world politics, the theory of international relations, and 
courses in economics and law. 

4.3  Contemporary Issues and Challenges in Teaching 
International Relations 

Significant changes that occurred more than 25 years ago in Russia 
in the field of teaching international relations, of course, did not 
solve all problems and did not respond to all existing challenges. 
Among these unresolved problems and challenges, one can single 
out those that are common to most states. They also exist in Russia, 
but, perhaps, with some specificity. The second group of problems 
and challenges is typical just to Russia. 

The first group of problems and challenges include, for exam-
ple, issues of the commercialization of higher education (see, for 
example, Stomguest, Monkman 2014). The educational structure in 
the preparation of training programs increasingly depends on mar-
ket demand. On the one hand, this makes it possible to generate 
additional income for both universities and teachers. On the other 
hand, commercialization limits the ability of applicants to apply. In 
Russia, education in international relations is very costly. Entrants 

                                                            
52  FUMO: http://mgimo.ru/about/structure/ucheb-nauch/fumo/  
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are attracted by the possibility of mastering at least two foreign lan-
guages and the prospect of working in the field of international re-
lations. Despite the fact that educational programs on international 
relations provide an opportunity to receive education through state 
financing on a competitive basis, some of the students are paying a 
fee. This fee, compared to other programs offered by the universi-
ties, is usually higher, due to demand for IR education in Russia. 

Commercialization of education leads to the fact that the uni-
versities and the diplomatic academies in different countries begin 
to provide educational services that are oriented to the widest pos-
sible spectrum: protocol and etiquette, the history of countries and 
regions, and so on. In Russia, this sphere of educational services is 
not very well developed. 

Another common problem for many countries has been under 
discussion for several decades. This problem is related to the extent 
of the combination of academic and practical knowledge for teach-
ing international relations. In Russia, there is a special aspect of this 
problem. In Moscow’s universities, as well as universities in large 
cities with broad international relations, the problem of practical 
training is not so critical. However, in smaller Russian cities, issues 
of internships for students, as well as the involvement of those who 
worked or work in the field of international relations as a practi-
tioner, are more difficult to solve. 

Contemporary international relations have undergone signif-
icant changes in the twenty-first century. There are new areas that 
somehow affect international relations. For example, the develop-
ment of information technology has sharply intensified interna-
tional ties; the development of the Bologna process in Europe has 
led to the expansion of departments of international cooperation 
between universities. All these facts and events force the educa-
tional process to be restructured, including the development and 
inclusion of courses that were not previously available (e.g. infor-
mation security and international aspects of the environment). 

The problem of creating and developing master’s programs 
with foreign partners (including double diploma programs) is also 
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largely common for different countries, since the phenomenon it-
self is relatively new, and has become widespread only in the 
twenty-first century (although such programs were available in the 
past). The essence of the problem lies in the fact that when creating 
any joint program, each country, as well as each university, seeks 
to preserve its requirements and its traditions of higher education. 
In general, this task is solved if universities themselves choose their 
partners. Of course, in this case, the general educational principles 
of various countries have to coincide. A.A. Baykov formulated a 
number of principles that should be considered when creating IR 
master’s programs in Russia: the opportunity to change specializa-
tion in comparison with the bachelor’s level (meaning a bachelor’s 
degree can be in any field); training highly professional specialists 
in all aspects of contemporary international relations; and the pos-
sibility of studying rare foreign languages.53 

In Russia, there is also specificity. First, the Ministry of Educa-
tion and Science of Russia instructs all universities to follow the ac-
cepted standards developed by FUMO. On the one hand, this factor 
limits flexibility when creating joint-degree programs; on the other 
hand, it facilitates the creation of programs with other universities 
in Russia if one university has already run such a program. In other 
words, the experience of a joint program with one Russian univer-
sity on international relations can be widely used by other univer-
sities (Rousselet, K., Lebedeva 1997). 

Second, the transition to a two-level education system—bach-
elor’s and master’s degrees (later, Russian universities switched to 
three-level training, including Ph.D. level)—has become a chal-
lenge for Russian universities, as they have not had similar experi-
ences in the past. As a result, they had to build new programs to 
avoid repetition of topics that were already discussed at the bache-
lor’s level and at the master’s level. This task was complicated by 
master’s programs because some students graduated from other 
universities and studied other programs that were not related to 

                                                            
53  Baykov, A.A. Specifika magisterskoj podgotovki po napravleniju «Mezhdunarodnye 
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international relations. This problem was solved more or less by 
implementing self-study courses for students who had no prior ed-
ucation in the field of international relations. Higher education in 
the Soviet Union did not presuppose self-study courses. 

Finally, today IR education in different countries is facing an-
other problem. International contacts are deepening and expanding 
in the world. As a result, representatives of almost all professions 
and fields of activity interact with their foreign colleagues in the 
framework of their professional duties. However, universities do 
not prepare graduates for work with foreign partners or in an inter-
national environment when training doctors, engineers, teachers, 
or other specialists. Courses on international relations, as a rule, are 
absent in these cases. This is a common problem for many coun-
tries. A related question was put by American authors at the con-
ference of the Association of Professional Schools in International 
Relations (APSIA) (Dibben, Whelan 2005). One of the ways to solve 
this problem is to provide wide educational services on interna-
tional relations, including for schoolchildren. For example, in Mos-
cow, the Department of Education encourages such activities by 
giving grants to universities on a competitive basis for lecturing on 
international relations to schoolchildren. However, such activity is 
very limited. 

There are also a number of specific challenges for Russian ed-
ucation in the field of international relations. For instance, require-
ments for writing a Ph.D. dissertation in Russia are different from 
those in Europe. An analogue of the Ph.D. degree in Russia was and 
still is an academic, not an educational, degree. This creates diffi-
culties for obtaining a double degree of Ph.D. in Europe and in Rus-
sia. As a result, the degree applicant actually has to defend two the-
ses: one in Russia and the other abroad. With the provision of hav-
ing several universities, the right to award a degree without the ap-
proval of VAK, the situation can be resolved. 

For Russia, processes related to the internationalization of ed-
ucation also have their specifics. Primarily, the huge Russian terri-
tory, its presence in Europe and Asia, raises the question of the need 
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to preserve the integrity of educational space. It is obvious that Rus-
sian universities located in the European part are more focused on 
contacts with European universities, while those that are located in 
the Asian part are more likely to interact with universities in the 
Asia-Pacific region. However, the gap of educational space can 
have consequences in social and economic relations in Russia. At 
the same time, Russia can become a kind of “bridge” between the 
European Higher Education Area (EHEA) and the educational 
spaces of the APR countries, in particular, China, the United States, 
Japan, and Australia. Such a role of Russia in higher education can 
have a positive function not only for Russian higher education, but 
also for the integration of higher education in the world as a whole. 

Another problem is that in Russia it is possible to obtain a 
bachelor’s and master’s degree in the field of international rela-
tions. However, in Russia, the degree of candidate of science (ana-
logue of Ph.D. degree) in international relations is absent. This de-
gree can be obtained either in political sciences or in history. Obvi-
ously, this is not a significant problem. Moreover, with the intro-
duction of the third level of higher education, it is largely leveled. 

There is a challenge in finding competent teaching staff on in-
ternational relations in Russia. Many teachers of universities of the 
older generation who work in the field of international relations ac-
tually received an education in history or other disciplines, since in 
the Soviet period international relations were not taught anywhere 
except MGIMO. However, this is not a problem in those universi-
ties that have many specialists with a basic education in interna-
tional relations. Moreover, it is rather an advantage for the univer-
sity because it gives an opportunity to enrich knowledge of close 
disciplines. In cases where teachers of international relations are 
from a different background (e.g. history), there is an imminent 
danger that they could lean more toward teaching history than in-
ternational relations. 

Since Soviet times, in Russia there has been quite a significant 
distinction between studies which were conducted in the frame-
work of the Russian Academy of Sciences and studies in universi-
ties. Studies conducted at the Academy of Sciences usually were 
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more basic scientific research. As in the previous case, it is not a 
problem for Moscow and other big cities. In big cities, on the one 
hand, research is actively developing in universities; on the other 
hand, scholars from the institutes of the Academy of Sciences teach 
at universities. In smaller cities, the science of international rela-
tions has been developing rather poorly, which has had a negative 
effect on education. 
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Chapter 5 
Theoretical Research in the Field of 
International Relations 

5.1  The Place of Theoretical Research in Russian  
IR Studies 

Russian science has always paid great attention to theoretical is-
sues. This is especially clear in the natural sciences and mathemat-
ics, where Russian authors proposed many theories. Nevertheless, 
in the humanitarian sphere also, Russian representatives have con-
tributed significantly: suffice it to mention the names of Mikhail 
Bakhtin, Vladimir Propp, Yuri Lotman, Lev Vygotsky, Aleksey Le-
ontiev, Petr Galperin, Aleksander Luria, Dmitry Likhachev, among 
others. The situation with IR studies is more complicated. Marx-
ism–Leninism, in comparison with other theoretical approaches in 
international relations, did not make a significant contribution to 
the development of the theory in this field. This is partly due to a 
kind of dualism that emerged in the Soviet period, when, on the 
one hand, it pointed to the existence of national interests of the 
state—which was a reflection of realism—and, on the other hand, 
proletarian internationalism was proclaimed. 

In contemporary Russia attention to theoretical approaches is 
an important part of the scientific discourse of Russian IR studies. 
However, this discourse covers a relatively small circle of Russian 
scholars. 

There are several reasons for interest in theoretical issues in 
Russia. The absence in the past, not only of research on theoretical 
problems, but also of acquaintance with foreign studies on the the-
ories of international relations, gave rise to a series of publications 
on the presentation of the main theoretical directions that were 
aimed at developing foreign experience. In addition, deep philo-
sophical traditions in Russia became a good basis for the perception 
of theoretical trends in international relations developed abroad. Fi-
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nally, a personal factor was important in the development of theo-
retical research in Russia. A number of Russian authors, including 
T.A. Alekseeva, D.A. Degterev, V.N. Konyshev, M.M. Lebedeva, 
A.A. Sergunin, A.P. Tsygankov, P.A. Tsygankov, V.G. Baranovskiy, 
A.D. Bogaturov, and several others, have been involved in theoret-
ical discussions. 

The reason for a small circle of Russian researchers engaged in 
discussing theoretical issues is also due to Soviet legacy. In the So-
viet period, in fact, the only form of presentation of material on in-
ternational relations was through an essay that did not involve dis-
cussion of theoretical problems. For many contemporary Russian 
authors, this format still remains the only one. However, usually 
everywhere only a small number of scientists are engaged in actual 
theoretical research. Most of the research on international relations, 
both in Russia and in the world, is still represented by applied stud-
ies. 

Russian theoretical work on international relations can vary. 
Thus, among the theoretical areas of research of Russian authors 
A.P. Tsygankov singles out two groups: (1) the universalists and (2) 
the isolationists. The first group sees the need to integrate Russian 
IR studies into Western work. The second group considers this in-
tegration unacceptable, thereby leading to the elimination of Rus-
sian specifics and a Russian theoretical research. These two direc-
tions reflect the values of “Westerners” and those who are “soil-
bound” (pochvenniki) (Tsygankov 2014). A.P. Tsygankov asserts 
that a Russian theory of international relations cannot be devel-
oped, on the one hand, without interacting with global science, and, 
on the other hand, without reference to analysis of Russian thought. 

According to another classification, contemporary theoretical 
directions in Russia are represented also by two groups. The first 
group of Russian researchers, the majority, basically follows exist-
ing theoretical approaches. On the basis of these approaches, ap-
plied research has been developing, which makes this group the 
largest one. The second group of researchers tries to focus on its 
own theoretical studies. 
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5.2  Theoretical Foundations of Russian IR Studies 

Russian IR studies are relatively diverse in terms of their theoretical 
grounds, which is especially noticeable in comparison with the So-
viet period. The tendency toward the pluralization of IR studies in 
the late 1980s and the 1990s, which was mentioned by A.P. Tsy-
gankov and P.A. Tsygankov (Tsygankov, Tsygankov 2005b), con-
tinues today. However, the circumstances of 1990 were completely 
different compared to that of the present. 

At the initial stages of the formation of Russian IR studies, its 
departure from Marxism–Leninism, as well as under the influence 
of perestroika in international relations, the diversity of theoretical 
approaches in specific IR studies sharply increased. This was unu-
sual for Russia. 

Today, a variety of approaches are present in Russian studies 
of international relations. However, the palette of all theoretical ap-
proaches is far from being equally represented. During the period 
of perestroika and the beginning of the 1990s, liberal orientations be-
gan to be traced in the theory of Russian IR studies. It cannot be 
said that in those days liberalism was the dominant theoretical 
trend. But it turned out to be noticeable in the scientific research of 
international relations in Russia. For example, in 1998, an interna-
tional conference at Moscow State Institute of International Rela-
tions (MGIMO) was dedicated to the 350th anniversary of the Peace 
of Westphalia. The problematics of the political organization of the 
contemporary world, which was based on peace treaties of 1648, 
was largely new for the Russian researchers of international rela-
tions. Previously, these issues were considered only from a histori-
cal point of view, but not from the point of view of the political or-
ganization of the world. Many of the papers presented at the con-
ference focused on a neoliberal approach and were then published 
in Kosmopolis, Al'manah, 1999. 

In the late 1990s and early 2000s, articles on globalization (see 
Kuvaldin 2004; Lebedeva, M.M., Mel'vil' 1999b, Trenin 2001), the 
democratization of the world (see Kulagin 2000), non-state actors in 
world politics (see Tsygankov 1995; Lebedeva 2003), democratic 
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transit (Mel'vil' 1999; Sergeev 1999), issues on Russian–American 
relations and security (Kulagin 2001), as well as others were written 
in the liberal tradition. 

Russian liberals drew attention to the transparency of national 
borders and the interdependence of the world, the activities of non-
state actors in the world arena, the role of international institutions 
in world politics, and so on. 

In general, the liberal approach in Russia has been heteroge-
neous. The work, which was done in the liberal tradition, can be 
classified according to different parameters. A.P. Tsygankov and 
P.A. Tsygankov, in particular, single out (1) modernizers who are 
oriented toward Western values and institutions; (2) institutional-
ists who support the inclusion of Russia in international institu-
tions; (3) social democrats who are also inclined to support the idea 
of including Russia in international institutions and to point out the 
importance of Russian identity (Tsygankov, Tsygankov 2005c). 

Liberalism is not homogeneous in other countries also. How-
ever, liberalism, which focuses on the perception of the integrity of 
the world and the interdependence of its parts to a greater extent 
than other theoretical trends in international relations, is a kind of 
“cosmopolitanism”. Therefore, in part, one can agree with A.P. Tsy-
gankov and P.A. Tsygankov that liberalism, including Russian lib-
eralism, to the greatest extent remains the most dependent theory 
(Tsygankov, Tsygankov 2007b), but only in the sense that it is less 
oriented to national specifics. At the same time, since the contem-
porary world has taken the political organization of the world from 
the “Western” (Westphalian) model as a basis, it certainly reflects 
its features. In this sense, it is difficult to talk about any dependence 
of theoretical approaches, except regarding a “dependence” on re-
ality. By the way, realism, neo-Marxism, and other approaches are 
also Western ones, and therefore, according to this logic, are “de-
pendent”. 

During the 25-year-period of history after the dissolution of 
the USSR and forming Russian IR, the liberal approach in Russia 
has evolved, becoming less radical on a number of issues. Thus, in 
the 1990s, ideas of very close rapprochement with European and 
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Euro-Atlantic structures were rather common in Russia, as was par-
tial refusal of sovereignty54; currently, there are practically no such 
views. Now, issues of the relationship between Russia and the West 
are discussed, but not Russia’s inclusion in Western structures.55 
The problems of ecology and climate,56 security issues (see Zagor-
skij 2009), the political organization of the world (Lebedeva 2016a), 
and other issues are also the focus of discussions within the frame-
work of the liberal approach. 

Liberalism did not become a common theoretical approach in 
Russian IR studies. Currently, liberalism is rather a peripheral the-
ory in Russia, although research continues to be published in the 
liberal tradition (see, for example, Kuvaldin 2017). Liberalism as a 
peripheral theory in Russia is caused by a number of reasons. First, 
this is partly because liberalism had no roots in Soviet traditions of 
studying international relations. Second, liberalism in the public 
consciousness (researchers of international relations cannot be iso-
lated from most popular views and trends) was associated in many 
respects with the 1990s as a period of uncertainty, and then with 
the withdrawal of Russia as an influential player from the interna-
tional arena. Third, the general emphasis on the implementation of 
national interests in the 2000s in Russia gave priority to realism as 
a theoretical approach. After the 1990s, liberalism rather quickly be-
gan to be superseded by other theoretical approaches. 

In the early 2000s, geopolitics began to be very popular. It 
should be noted that initially Russian geopolitics in a number of 
cases had little in common with corresponding theoretical ap-
proach in the West. Geopolitics and Introduction to Geopolitics by 
K.S. Gadzhiev appeared in the late 1990s and have withstood sev-
eral publications. Although they contained chapters on the history 
and the development of geopolitics, they were basically textbooks 

                                                            
54  See, for example, Rossija v poiskah strategicheskoj stabil'nosti. «Kruglyj stol» 

14.02.2002. Fond «Liberal'naja missija»: http://www.liberal.ru/articles/832  
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16.05.2013. Fond «Liberal'naja missija»: http://www.liberal.ru/articles/6145  
56  See Mir na poroge zelenoj revoljucii. «Kruglyj stol» 05.04.2016. Fond Liberal'naja 
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on international relations that were written in a rather realistic tra-
dition (Gadzhiev 1997, Gadzhiev 2000).  

Nevertheless, in the early 2000s in Russia on the shelves of 
bookstores and in journals, geopolitics took the leading positions. 
Attention to the geopolitics of Russian authors seems to be primar-
ily due to the term itself, which, apart from its ideological content 
(which took place in history), involves consideration of geograph-
ical factors in international relations. In the Soviet period, geopoli-
tics was under an unofficial ban, because at one time it was offi-
cially recognized in fascist Germany. In addition, geopolitics was 
contrary to the thesis of Marxism-Leninism about the class nature 
of international relations, which actually minimized the geograph-
ical factor. At the end of the twentieth century, lifting the country’s 
restrictions on the introduction and use of various theoretical ap-
proaches to international relations has attracted the attention of re-
searchers to different approaches, including geopolitics. But this 
was not the main factor in the rapid development of geopolitics in 
Russia. In many respects the geographical position of Russia, 
namely, the large extent of its territory, its location both in Europe 
and in Asia, played a major role in the fact that geopolitics proved 
attractive to Russian authors. In addition, a number of professional 
groups, in particular the military, saw world politics largely in its 
geographical dimension. The spectrum of ideas and authors writ-
ing within the framework of geopolitics was quite broad: from the 
rather odious, although often quoted by A. Dugin, to moderate 
scholars, who, in part, moved away from geopolitics, focusing on 
the political and economic role of geographical factors (see, for ex-
ample, Kolosov, Mironenko 2001), as well as ties, including ties in 
the Eurasian region (see, for example, Cymburskij 1999).  

The geographical position of Russia made geopolitics attrac-
tive, especially for representatives of the Eurasian direction in Rus-
sian IR studies. At the same time, as A.P. Tsygankov noted, Russian 
geopoliticians, despite their negative attitude toward the West, are 
actively borrowing Western theories (Tsygankov 2014). 
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In general, geopolitics in Russia, having experienced a certain 
boom at the end of 1990s to early 2000s largely with a focus on mil-
itary-strategic aspects, does not represent a holistic trend today. 
The number of publications on geopolitics has slightly decreased, 
although they continue to emerge in Russia. However, what is 
meant by the term “geopolitics” in contemporary Russian studies 
is very unclear. Some scholars prefer to use the term “political ge-
ography”, which, by the way, was widely used in the Soviet period 
and was devoid of ideological content typical of classical geopoli-
tics (see Kolosov 1988).  

Since the 2000s, realism has become, perhaps, the predominant 
theoretical approach in Russian IR studies. However, like other ap-
proaches in the theories of international relations, it is also diverse 
and often takes the form that brings it closer to other theories. 
Within the framework of realism, an absolute majority of studies on 
the analysis of bilateral relations (see, for example Shakleina 2002, 
Voskresenskij 1999; Vojtolovskij 2016), international security prob-
lems, and Russia-NATO relations (see Shtol' 2010), as well as issues 
of the world order, have been carried out. 

Of course, realism in Russia was not formed in the 2000s. As 
was shown in previous chapters, realism has its roots in the Soviet 
period, when it was formed as “intuitive realism” in the USSR. In 
the late 1980s and early 1990s, despite the surge in liberalism, the 
realist school in Russian IR studies continued to exist and shifted 
from “intuitive realism” to the forms that exist today. Representa-
tives of realism criticized liberalism, drawing attention to the fact 
that in Russia “there was a confusion of two close, but, in fact, com-
pletely different concepts—the political and value orientations of 
the Russian Federation and Russian national interest” (Shakleina, 
Bogaturov 2005: 134-135). 

The problem of the world order is one of the central issues in 
the studies of realists and it is widely discussed in Russian litera-
ture. Russian realists see the world order exclusively as a configu-
ration of the leading states of the world. Hence, great attention is 
paid to the criteria for leadership in the world arena, the policies of 
leading states, the distribution of zones of influence, and so on (see, 
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for example, Bogaturov, Shakleina 2009; Kortunov 2008; Temnikov 
2003).  

Since the 1990s, realists have emphasized the untenability of a 
unipolar system of international relations, and in this connection 
the idea of the necessity of transition to a multipolar system was 
formulated. The importance of building a multipolar world was an-
nounced by E.M. Primakov (Primakov 2002; Primakov 2009), and it 
was developed in many publications of Russian politicians and 
scholars. The requirement of multipolarity sounded quite clearly in 
studies of Russian authors and politicians. Thus, D. Rogozin wrote: 
“If the world is preserved as a unipolar one, it will simply be de-
stroyed…. Therefore, in the long term, the world can only be mul-
tipolar” (Rogozin 2001). It is interesting that the orientation toward 
the desired future in this case actually brings the realists closer to 
the liberals, especially those who spoke at the beginning of the 
twentieth century about the need for disarmament, the creation of 
international organizations to strengthen peace, and so on. 

Such a “blurring” of theoretical approaches between classical 
schools is quite typical in applied research. For example, in the pub-
lications of E.M. Primakov, which are mostly sustained by the real-
istic tradition, there are also narratives, which are connected with 
neo-Marxism. Thus, he substantiates multipolarity based on the 
Marxist thesis of the development of productive forces (Primakov 
2009). According to E.M. Primakov, the development of productive 
forces shaping the world centers in China, India, and Russia. In this 
respect, multipolarity, according to E.M. Primakov, does not bear 
in itself the opposition of the centers and does not imply their in-
dispensable confrontation. 

It is hardly worth blaming E.M. Primakov for eclecticism. Ob-
viously, reality is always richer than any theoretical constructions, 
as pointed out by P. Katzenstein and R. Sil (Katzenstein, Sil 2008). 
For this reason, in analyzing reality, E.M. Primakov resorted to dif-
ferent theoretical directions. A similar statement relates to several 
other Russian studies of applied character. 

In determining Russia’s foreign policy course, a discussion 
within the realistic direction often unfolds as to how geographically 
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the priorities should be set: Should Russia be more focused on the 
Commonwealth of Independent States (CIS), China, and other 
countries of the East, or the United States and Western Europe? (see 

Shakleina, Bogaturov 2005). 
Marxism, understood in the broadest sense (including con-

temporary Marxism-Leninism and neo-Marxism), in Russian polit-
ical science is more evident when analyzing the internal political 
situation. However, IR studies also reveal a Marxist orientation. 
The roots of a Russian Marxist orientation in the study of interna-
tional relations are partly associated with the Soviet period. Marx-
ism-Leninism is a special direction and is not equal to Marxism. Ac-
cording to A. Kosolapov, Marxism as a method of analysis had little 
in common with Marxism-Leninism (Kosolapov 2005). For exam-
ple, E.M. Primakov objected to the thesis of Marxism-Leninism 
about the inevitability of world revolution and incompatible con-
tradictions between states with different political systems (Prima-
kov 2009). 

Thus, in Russian international relations studies, one can trace 
a certain opposition between Marxism and Marxism-Leninism. 
However, it does not apply to all Russian studies. Some authors, 
especially those who strongly criticize perestroika, as well as the 
Russian reforms that followed after 1991, continue to follow many 
classical principles of Marxism-Leninism. For example, N.S. Leo-
nov proceeds from a belief in the existence of irreconcilable contra-
dictions between socialism and capitalism and the ongoing Cold 
War of the West against Russia (Leonov 2010). At the same time, 
A.N. Kosolapov, continuing the Marxist tradition, points out that 
system analysis and the principles of historicism, taken from Marx-
ism, are important tools for the analysis of contemporary interna-
tional relations (Kosolapov 2005). 

In carrying out applied studies, Marxist orientation is found 
analyzing a number of issues, including the relationship between 
the “Global North” and “Global South” (see Borishpolec 2004; Nek-
lessa 2001). In Russia, there are also studies prepared according to 
a framework of world-system analysis and the theory of depend-
ency. Some authors work in the neo-Marxist tradition in the field of 
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international political economy. These include, for example, A. 
Neklessa (see Neklessa 2001), who is close in their orientation to the 
world-system theory of I. Wallerstein. The views of N.A. Simonia 
can also be largely attributed to neo-Marxism (see, for example Si-
monija 2012). However, in general, neo-Marxist directions in Russia 
do not constitute the mainstream of IR studies. 

Applied research on international relations carried out in post-
modernist traditions in Russia are limited. There are a number of 
interesting publications that to a greater or lesser degree reflect the 
postmodernist trend (see Sergeev, Akimov, Lukov, Parshin 1990; 
Il'in 1994). In recent years, constructivism has become popular. 
However, often the authors largely just point out that they are 
working in a constructivist direction, but they do not bring some-
thing new to it. 

5.3  Theoretical Attitudes Toward International 
Relations in Russia 

Ideas about theoretical trends and debates in Russian IR studies are 
incomplete if the studies of Russian scholars of the “picture of the 
world” are excluded from it. H. Alker and Th. Biersteker (Alker, 
Biersteker 1982), among Russian authors—A.P. Tsygankov (Tsy-
gankov 2014)—pointed out the necessity of understanding the “pic-
ture of the world” in the study of theoretical views in international 
relations. 

It seems that for Russia the “picture of the world” of scholars 
involved in the study of international relations is especially im-
portant, since it traditionally manifests disputes between Western-
izers and Slavophiles, that is, between the Western orientation of 
Russia, and those who favor the original way of development of 
Russia. This is well shown in the studies of A.P. Tsygankov (Tsy-
gankov 2007). However, the problem is not confined to the geo-
graphical orientation of Russian scholars and their understanding 
of the current role of a state in the world: whether they are states-
men (focused on a strong state), or not; A.P. Tsygankov has written 
about this (Tsygankov 2004). “Westerners” adhere mostly to liberal 
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traditions in IR studies, while realists are mainly represented by 
“statesmen”, and Slavophiles are characterized by Eurasian orien-
tation, which reflects the views of both realists and geopoliticians. 

At the same time, the “picture of the world” of Russian schol-
ars in the field of international relations is represented by a wider 
palette of colors than only civilizational ones. This “picture of the 
world” includes, first of all, ideas about the political organization 
of the contemporary world. Almost all Russian researchers, regard-
less of their theoretical orientation or civilizational views, are unan-
imous in their perception of the political organization of the con-
temporary world. Russian scholars see states with their sovereign-
ties as the main structural unit of political organization of the 
world. Hence, great attention in Russian theoretical research is paid 
to the problem of national sovereignty and its evolution (see, for 
example, Il'in, Kudrjashova 2008; Il'in, I.V. Kudrjashova 2011; Ko-
koshin 2006). In this respect, Russian studies on international rela-
tions are a good reflection of the fact that Russia in the classification 
of states (the Westphalian, the pre-Westphalian, and the post-West-
phalian, discussed in Chapter 1) belongs to the category of predom-
inantly Westphalian states. 

The issues of the Westphalian system of the world, which 
were discussed in Russia in the late 1990s and early 2000s, became 
the periphery of research interest in studies of the second half of the 
2010s and represented only a small number of publications (see, for 
example, Lebedeva 2016a). The study of interstate relations and for-
eign policies of the leading states determines the main research di-
rections in today’s Russia. This situation is largely correlated with 
the rapid development of realism in Russia. This mainstream en-
tailed the fact that the problem of transforming the political organ-
ization of the world led to the search for a new structure of inter-
state relations after the collapse of the bipolar system. In the 2010s, 
it became one of the most discussed issues in contemporary Russian 
international relations. It is noteworthy that not only are realists en-
gaged in the discussion of the structure of interstate relations, but 
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so too are those who positioned themselves, rather, as representa-
tives of the liberal direction at least in some periods (see, for exam-
ple, Baranovskiy 2012; Baranovskiy 2017a). 

When considering the problems of global governance, liberal 
representatives in Russia often perceive it from the standpoint of 
strengthening exclusively international institutions (see, for exam-
ple, Barabanov, Golicyn, Tereshhenko 2006). At the same time, 
there are studies that emphasize the need for a system of multilevel 
global governance, both by representatives of liberalism and con-
structivism(see, for example, Lebedeva, Kharkevich, Kasatkin 2013) 
and by those who adhere to a realistic orientation (see, for example, 
Afontsev 2013) in IR studies. In general, issues of global governance 
are discussed in Russian theoretical studies on international rela-
tions. 

The perception of the “picture of the world” is influenced by 
the education of Russian scholars. It was manifested especially 
clearly in the 1990s to early 2000s, when Russian IR studies were 
starting to develop. A.D. Bogaturov has identified two schools in 
Russian IR studies. The first one is rooted in political sociology and 
political science (school of world politics), and the second one in 
history. Representatives of the first school, according to A.D. Bo-
gaturov, were mainly graduates and employees of the philosophi-
cal, sociological, and psychological faculties of Moscow State Uni-
versity. Representatives of the second school were scholars, who 
received an education at MGIMO, as well as at historical faculties 
of various universities in the country (Bogaturov 2004). Later, as the 
geography of universities expanded, where international relations 
were studied and taught, this division into two schools began to be 
eroded: the initial education ceased to be an important criterion for 
the watershed. 

The school of world politics initiated a discussion in Russian 
journals on the subject areas of world politics and international re-
lations. If in American and European academic literature there are 
no clear differences between these disciplines, and both concepts 
are synonymous, then in Russia it was suggested they be distin-
guished. There are two directions in the understanding of world 
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politics. The first and the most common direction is the understand-
ing of world politics as a world order or the policy of the leading 
states of the world. In this sense, it coincides with an understanding 
of international relations, but focuses on the policies of leading 
states. The second direction states that world politics is a broader 
concept that includes the entire complex of political interaction on 
the world stage (Lebedeva 2003). 

Summarizing the discussion on the correlation of the subject 
areas of world politics and international relations, P.A. Tsygankov 
gives the following characteristics of an understanding of world 
politics in Russia. First, world politics emphasizes the existence of 
the phenomenon of transnationalization. P.A. Tsygankov notes that 
it is not only the impact of the internal upon the external world but 
also the reverse process: the penetration of the external to internal 
relations in states. Second, world politics indicates the activity of 
non-state actors forming network relationships. Third, the focus of 
world politics is on different manifestations of interdependence 
and signs of the formation of a managed global community (Tsy-
gankov 2013).  

Another parameter of the “picture of the world” of Russian 
researchers is determined by whether scholars perceive the world 
as a whole entity, or primarily as a set of regions (see, for example, 
Semenenko 2014) that interact with each other and to a large extent 
compete (see, for example, Gromyko 2015). Now, most IR studies 
in Russia present the second vision. This is because, first, tradition-
ally, regional studies have a long history in the country, especially 
the development of oriental studies in Russia, as noted in Chapter 
2. Currently in Russia, much attention is paid to China (see, for ex-
ample, Voskresenskij 2004), India (see, for example, Lunev 2003), 
and other countries of the Asia-Pacific region. Of course, the center 
of attention of Russian researchers is the United States and Europe, 
including countries of the former Soviet Union. In recent years, 
more interest has been shown in Latin American countries, espe-
cially in Brazil who is a member of the BRICS countries. As a result 
of the “Arab Spring”, the number of publications in the Middle East 
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and North African countries has sharply increased. To a lesser ex-
tent, the focus is on sub-Saharan Africa, with the possible exception 
of South Africa, which is important for Russia from a strategic point 
of view, and also from the point of view of its membership in the 
BRICS group. 

Second, in practical terms, the study of countries and regions 
in Russia is more in demand than general discussion of IR theory, 
development of international relations, and global issues. Third, in 
the contemporary world, new associations are being built. One of 
the initiators or center is Russia, along with the BRICS countries, 
the Eurasian Economic Union, the SCO, the CSTO, and others. Ac-
cordingly, these and other such associations attract the attention of 
Russian scholars, including of those who deal in a comparative per-
spective (see Baykov 2012; Nikitina 2011; Afontsev, Lebedeva 2014; 
Kostjunina 2014). To a large extent, in all these studies, various as-
pects are examined through the definition of the place and role of 
Russia. 

A special focus of theoretical studies on international relations 
in Russia is on the search for a Russian theory of international rela-
tions. It should be noted that the search for alternatives to Western 
theories of international relations is conducted in many countries. 
This applies to theories of international relations (see, for example, 
Acharya 2011; Behera 2016; Porter 2001; Tsygankov 2014), as well 
as to some of its parts, especially security issues (see, for example, 
Khudaikulova 2016). Domination by Western theories in IR studies 
is difficult to deny. However, the attitude toward this fact is ambig-
uous. Non-Western Theories of International Relations provided a spe-
cial stimulus for the discussion on the role and possibilities of na-
tional schools of international relations (Acharya, Buzan 2010). Rus-
sian authors did not stay away from these discussions. 

There are two basic approaches to the question of the need for 
national theories of international relations. Simply put, they can be 
reduced to the following. The position of the representatives of the 
first approach is that, unlike natural science, international relations 
has an ethical and value content. Therefore, non-Western theories 
have the right to exist; moreover, these theories are obliged to assert 
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and realize non-Western values. This approach has a significant 
number of supporters in Russia. In particular, P. Tsygankov, A. 
Tsygankov, A. Voskresensky, and other Russian authors adhere to 
it (Tsygankov 2013; Tsygankov, Tsygankov 2007b; Voskressenskij 
2017). Scholars emphasize the inadmissibility of universalization, 
since each political culture is unique and has its own traditions and 
customs. According to this point of view, Russian studies in the 
field of international relations and world politics should depart 
from Western-centrist theories and begin to develop their own the-
ory. At the same time, a number of scholars point to the need for 
interaction with representatives of other countries in the study of 
international relations (see Tsygankov 2014). 

The second approach proceeds from the premise that interna-
tional relations, like any other scientific discipline, do not depend 
on national characteristics. In this sense, the national theory of in-
ternational relations can hardly be justified, and Russia is no excep-
tion here (Alekseeva 2017; Lebedeva 2017b). The objections of the 
representatives of the second direction regarding the need for the 
formation of national schools are reduced to the following points. 
Today, there is a transformation of the political organization of the 
world, which is basically Western. This transformation, for the first 
time in history, encompasses all three levels of political organiza-
tion of the world: the Westphalian system, the system of interstate 
relations after the disintegration of the bipolar system, and the po-
litical systems of a number of states (Lebedeva 2016a). The crisis of 
political organization of the world entails a crisis of theory, since 
theory can either reflect the reality, or act as an impetus for a new 
political organization of the world. Such a project is out of the ques-
tion right now. And as a reaction to the crisis of the political organ-
ization of the contemporary world (in fact, the Western model of its 
organization), scholars are attempting to search for theoretical an-
swers outside Western traditions. By the way, researchers who deal 
with internal political issues also turn to theoretical searches out-
side the Western world (see Chugrov 2016). This fact also indicates 
that the crisis covers different levels of political organization of the 
world, including the domestic one. 
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In current conditions, embraced by globalization, it is unlikely 
that the political organization of the world can be built on the basis 
of this or that national model. Most likely, it will be a synthesis of 
various national practices; hence, theory will be formed on the basis 
of the synthesis of various national characteristics (Lebedeva 
2017b). In this respect, features of various nations are very im-
portant. P.A. Tsygankov, speaking about IR theory, noted that the 
development of an adequate view of reality involves understand-
ing all of the achievements in the world of political thought with a 
clear understanding of the need to overcome inherent hitherto hard 
American- and Eurocentrism, the tendency to exaggerate univer-
sality (Tsygankov 2013).  

Agreeing with the views of A.P. Tsygankov, it should be 
added that focus should not only be on political thought but also 
on the broader scope of scientific achievements. Thus, if we talk 
about Russian ideas, then as an example, we can mention the re-
search of M.M. Bakhtin, specifically his ideas about dialogue. The 
concept of “dialogue” is one of the most common concepts in inter-
national relations. However, it is often used here to indicate the ex-
change of information, statements of positions, meetings of repre-
sentatives, and so on. Such a “dialogue” sometimes does not lead 
to mutual understanding and sometimes exacerbates conflict. M.M. 
Bakhtin provides a fundamentally different understanding of the 
dialogue in his studies. According to him, dialogue is primarily a 
matter of mutual influence and mutual changes of the participants 
in communication. M.M. Bakhtin writes about the assertion of 
someone else’s “I” not as an object, but as another subject (Bakhtin 
1972). In international relations and world politics, dialogue in its 
essence must be the opposite of various manipulative technologies. 
It cannot be one sided, it always has a “two-way traffic”. Dialogue 
requires time and knowledge of one’s own, as well as other, culture. 
And its result is a change in both subjects. 

Another example of the possible use of ideas developed in 
Russian science is connected with psychology. Russian psycholo-
gist L.S. Vygotskiy put forward the idea of a “zone of the nearest 
development” during the development of a child (Vygotskiy 1982). 
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In the context of international relations and world politics, the zone 
of the nearest development (here it would be more accurate to talk 
about “the next area of change”) can describe how the actions, for 
example, of a state actor “tighten” the structure and/or direct the 
activities of other actors in a certain direction. Norms, rules of be-
havior, the material sphere of the economy, armaments and so on 
can be seen as structures. The averaged set of changed structures as 
a result of the activities of various actors forms a “corridor” for new 
activities. The accumulated changes lead to a breakdown of the old 
structures and the formation of fundamentally new structures. The 
very process of influencing structures or other actors can be better 
or worse realized. For this reason, changes are often perceived as 
“unexpected” or “sudden” (Lebedeva 2015). The proposed idea of 
a “zone of proximate changes” is well correlated with what has re-
cently been increasingly asserted in theoretical studies on interna-
tional relations, especially by constructivists, namely, that actors 
and factors are not opposing, as previously thought, but comple-
ment each other (Tsygankov 2008). 

The logical continuation of the approach to the theory of inter-
national relations as gathering knowledge and notions, which were 
accumulated not only by Russian science and culture but also by 
others, is the direction in the development of the theory of interna-
tional relations focused on the use of knowledge, including from 
the natural sciences and mathematics. Thus, in Russian IR studies 
there is considerable interest in rigorous research methods (see 
Degterev 2015). 

Another direction in this area in Russian international rela-
tions is the development of the quantum mind hypothesis by A. 
Wendt Wendt 2015). In Russia, the ideas of A. Wendt were devel-
oped in the studies of T.A. Alekseeva and her colleagues (Ale-
kseeva, T.A., Mineev, A.P., Loshkarev 2016; Alekseeva, T.A., Mi-
neev, A.P., Fenenko, A.V., Loshkarev, I.D., Anan'ev 2016). 

In general, studies related to the development of certain theo-
ries and hypotheses that have appeared in the West are quite wide-
spread in Russia. These are issues of the post-bipolar world order 
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(see, for example, Baranovskiy 2012), the comparative study of in-
tegration processes (Baykov 2012), theory of democratic peace (Ku-
lagin 2000), and many others. 

Ending with a discussion on the theoretical foundations of 
Russian IR studies, it can be stated that they are developing and for 
25 years have come a significant way. Today, it is hardly possible 
to talk about the long stage of mastering the world’s theoretical leg-
acy by Russian researchers or be critical of the lack of theoretical 
directions being developed in Russia. Moreover, it seems that the 
theoretical work of Russian authors in the field of international re-
lations can have a good potential for contribution to global science. 
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Chapter 6 
Security Issues in Russian IR Studies 

6.1  New Aspects of International Security in Russian 
IR Studies After the End of the Cold War 

Security issues are traditional topics for IR studies in all countries 
and Russia was not an exception in this respect. Security issues re-
ceived a lot of attention during the Soviet period, and, in recent 
years, along with previously discussed security issues related to ar-
maments and disarmaments, as well as conflicts, in Russia as in the 
whole world, new ones emerged. Primarily, they include terrorism 
and issues of information security. 

At the end of 1980-1990, issues of arms and disarmament in 
Russia has somewhat gone by the wayside, replaced by the prob-
lems of détente, cooperation, integration, and others, although, of 
course, they never completely disappeared from the Russian scien-
tific agenda. In the 2000s, issues of international security in its clas-
sic interstate variant were revived owing to several factors. First, 
the end of the Cold War and the development of Russia’s relations 
with the West undoubtedly had a significant impact on the assess-
ment of security issues by Russian researchers. In the 1990s, Rus-
sian scholars began to discuss widely the opportunities and direc-
tions for cooperation with the West in this field. However, the de-
velopment of the confrontation between Russia and the West in the 
twenty-first century, the lack of trust between the parties, changed 
the assessments and tone of Russian security scholars, especially 
after 2014. In addition, this was facilitated by reaction to the weak-
ening of Russia in the military field in the 1990s, as well as the un-
certainty in the configuration of leading states. As a result, accord-
ing to some Russian scholars, the collapse of the bipolar system did 
not lead to a safer world (Sergunin 2005b). At the same time, other 
less common points of view were expressed. Thus, V.M. Kulagin 
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noted that the end of the Cold War did not abolish competition be-
tween states, but significantly reduced the degree of confrontation 
between most of them (Kulagin 2012). 

In the 2010s, the Russian academic community began to inten-
sively discuss issues of the role of hard power, the need to ensure 
national security by armed means, and so on. In 2014, the Russian 
International Affairs Council (RIAC) and the Moscow State Lin-
guistic University published a handbook on military and IR schol-
ars in Russia, which contained information on Russian experts and 
organizations involved in the study of military-political aspects, as 
well as periodical publications in this field (Belozjorov, Vladimirov 
2014). In the foreword to the handbook, the president of the RIAC, 
the former minister of foreign affairs of Russia, I.S. Ivanov writes 
that the force factor again became dominant in international and 
interstate relations (Ivanov 2014). Understanding of the importance 
of the power factor in the contemporary world, which is currently 
quite common in Russia, led to the fact that attention on this issue 
has intensified in the twenty-first century. 

Second, the return of attention of Russian scholars to the prob-
lems of security associated with the revolution in military affairs, 
which looked anew at various types of weapons and disarmament 
issues in connection with the emergence of precision weapons and 
a contactless method of its application. According to V.I. Slip-
chenko, a revolution in military affairs is capable of destroying all 
existing contractual frameworks in the field of security (Slipchenko 
2002). 

Third, Russian scholars noted that in the period after the end 
of the Cold War, opportunities for cooperation at global and re-
gional levels were opened in the world after the end of bipolar con-
frontation. However, leading states have not broken up arsenals 
that clearly exceed the level of necessary defense, but they are con-
stantly improving them, including offensive weapons (Kortunov 
2010a). In other words, the position of Western countries forced 
Russia to return to issues of interstate security relations. 
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All these developments led to new theoretical study of secu-
rity issues. In Russian IR studies, issues of the correlation of na-
tional, international, and global security began to be intensively dis-
cussed. Thus, V.M. Kulagin noted that the term “international se-
curity” traditionally referred to interstate relations. Therefore, to-
day, when threats arise both externally and internally, as well as 
being related to non-state actors, it is more accurate to talk about 
global security. However, the term “international security” is 
widely used (Kulagin 2006). At the same time, V.M. Kulagin draws 
attention to the expansion of the subject field of security associated 
with nonmilitary threats. Starting from the idea of securitization of 
B. Buzan and O. Waever, he writes about the need to limit the too 
broad interpretation of the concept of “security” (Kulagin 2007). 

In turn, A.G. Arbatov defines international security as the 
state of international relations ensuring the protection of states, le-
gitimate international organizations, and non-state actors from ex-
ternal and transfrontier threats. A.G. Arbatov emphasizes the need 
to ensure the sovereignty and territorial integrity of states within 
the framework of international security (Arbatov 2011). 

Russian scholars paid special attention to issues of strategic 
stability, which in the Soviet period were determined mainly by the 
relations of the USSR–United States. In the new conditions, when a 
number of states have nuclear weapons, as A.A. Kokoshin writes, 
the problem goes beyond bilateral relations, as far as regional con-
flicts can lead to the use of nuclear weapons (Kokoshin 2009). 

The issue of the relationship between regional and global se-
curity was discussed in number of articles. Thus, Т.В. Yurieva noted 
that the problem of determining the region is very ambiguous. For 
example, European security in its geographical dimension is deter-
mined differently by different scholars. But the problem is far more 
than a simple definition of the region. In the contemporary world, 
the external borders of the European region are eroding and subre-
gions are emerging, such as the Caucasus, Black Sea–Caspian, and 
Central Asian. There are a number of other events that go beyond 
the region. For example, NATO is engaged in supplying security 
services to Afghanistan, Iraq, and some African countries (Jur'eva 
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2010). Later, the idea of the continuity of regional and global secu-
rity can be traced in an article by M.M. Lebedeva and T.V. Yurieva, 
in which it is asserted that the worldwide transformation of the late 
twentieth and early twenty-first centuries led to the fact that the se-
curity problem actually goes beyond the region (Lebedeva, Jur'eva 
2011).  

6.2  Relations Between Russia and NATO, the Issue 
of Nonproliferation and Arms Control 

The special interest of Russian scholars in the field of international 
security related to interstate relations is focused on a number of is-
sues: first of all, the transformation of NATO, the development of 
missile defense, the role of the nuclear factor, and control over con-
ventional disarmament. 

The structure of European and international security in gen-
eral, part of which is NATO, has undergone serious changes since 
the end of the twentieth century. These changes were due to a num-
ber of factors, both objective (the disintegration of the bipolar sys-
tem, the emergence of new challenges and threats, etc.) and subjec-
tive in nature (the adoption of a number of strategic and specifically 
political decisions). Many Russian researchers, analyzing the pro-
cess of transformation of NATO, noted, above all, the subjective 
reasons. As V.A. Gusejnov writes, having lost its main enemy at the 
end of the Cold War NATO nevertheless decided to gain a foothold 
as the prevailing military force on the continent (Gusejnov 2001). 
Enlargement of NATO to the East was perceived very negatively 
by Russian political leaders and the majority of IR scholars in Rus-
sia. S.K. Oznobishhev writes that NATO enlargement was unequiv-
ocally perceived in Russia as a violation of previous promises at the 
highest level (Oznobishhev 2011). 

Alexei Arbatov, considering the transformation of NATO after 
the Cold War, outlined three important parameters: (1) geographic, 
(2) military and political, (3) operational and technical. In geo-
graphical terms, there was the accession to NATO of Eastern Euro-
pean countries, including those formerly part of the USSR (Arbatov 
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2006). Importantly, according to Russian scholars, there was not 
only the accession to NATO of new countries, but also the geo-
graphical extension of the zones of influence of the Alliance. Thus, 
Arbatov noted that military actions of NATO became permissible 
outside the traditional Euro-Atlantic area of responsibility, primar-
ily in the Middle East, the Persian Gulf, and South Asia (Arbatov 
2006). 

The conceptual framework of its activities developed within 
NATO also aroused criticism of Russian scholars. Russian research-
ers perceived the Alliance’s new strategic concept, which appeared 
in 1991, negatively,57 noting that the strategy was based on a 
broader understanding of security issues than it had been before 
(Shtol' 2003). The NATO concept of 199958 was also critically eval-
uated. According to V. Shtol', it initially suggested that the main 
theater of military operations would be in the Balkans (Shtol' 2010). 

In the late 1990s, Russian scholars were extremely wary of the 
fact that priority in the peaceful settlement of conflicts within the 
framework of the UN and OSCE was given to countries belonging 
to the North Atlantic Alliance (Nikolaev 1998). This meant that in-
ternational organizations, which included Russia, were excluded 
from participation in the settlement of conflict relations as leading 
actors. As for the transformation of the organizational structures of 
NATO, according to A. Stepanov, this should have ensured the Al-
liance a leading role in the European security system (Stepanov 
2000). In general, according to A.G. Arbatov, NATO moved from a 
strategy of collective defense of the territory of member countries 
to active electoral interference outside the zone of its responsibility 
(Arbatov 2006). As a result, as T.A. Shakleina wrote, the United 
States and NATO have sought to take on the role of a “global 
leader” who is responsible for the destinies of the whole world and 

                                                            
57  The Alliance's New Strategic Concept 1991: http://www.nato.int/cps/en/ 

natohq/official_texts_23847.htm  
58  The Alliance's Strategic Concept approved by the Heads of State and Government 

participating in the meeting of the North Atlantic Council in Washington D.C. 
on 23 and 24 April, 1999: official text. Brussels: NATO Public Diplomacy Divi-
sion, 1999: http://www.nato.int/cps/ru/natohq/official_texts_27433.htm 
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of nations, based on the right to invade and punish (Shakleina 
2013). NATO’s intervention in the Yugoslav crisis of 1999, and then 
in Iraq and Libya, was sharply criticized by Russian experts, as this 
was evidence of a violation of international law by the Alliance (see 
Gus'kova 2013; Ponomareva 2013; Voronin 2012). 

Condemnation of NATO’s actions is a “red thread” in most 
Russian IR studies. At the same time, there are studies focused not 
so much on estimated characteristics of the behavior of NATO, but 
on an attempt to identify opportunities for European security based 
on cooperation of Russia with different European structures, in-
cluding NATO. Thus, T.G. Parhalina draws attention to the fact that 
“by 2013 the factor of Russia’s non-integration into the Euro-Atlan-
tic system began to play an increasingly serious role” (Parhalina 
2016: 5). This led to dangerous consequences, including one of the 
most dramatic crises in Europe affecting security—the Ukrainian 
crisis, “when European institutions were not able to adequately re-
spond to the challenges that emerged, and Russia and the West be-
gan to play by the worst rules of bipolar confrontation (and maybe 
even this was a game without rules)” (Parhalina 2016, 7). T.G. 
Parhalina sees the overcoming of these negative consequences as a 
departure from the confrontational model of interaction between 
Russia and the West. 

In 2010, O. Antonenko and I. Jurgens proposed a relatively 
comprehensive program of cooperation between Russia and 
NATO. They proceeded from the fact that Russia and NATO had 
much more in common in the contemporary world than security 
threats. They referred to these commonalities as the strengthening 
of the development of conflicts, the problem of Afghanistan, the 
proliferation of weapons of mass destruction and missile technolo-
gies, threats that in recent years have come from non-state actors, 
primarily terrorist organizations, as well as organized criminal 
groups. O. Antonenko and I. Jurgens noted that despite the fact that 
the interests and positions of the parties do not always coincide, the 
benefits from Russia-NATO interaction can be very significant, 
which they see primarily in overcoming the legacy of the Cold War 
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and building confidence. In this regard, they proposed concrete 
steps, which were to be implemented in the following four areas: 

1. Searching for solutions to arms control, including the treaty 
on conventional armed forces in Europe (CFE) 

2. Achieving agreements between Russia and NATO to re-
duce armaments on both sides of the border 

3. Taking unilateral assurances to resolve concerns on 
security issues 

4. Using public diplomacy to reduce the perception of a 
mutual threat, improve mutual understanding, and trans-
parency (Antonenko, Jurgens 2010). 

After the end of the Cold War, the emphasis related to disarmament 
and nonproliferation issues were changed. During the Cold War, 
the main focus for the prevention of nuclear war was on disarma-
ment between the USSR and the United States, and nonprolifera-
tion played a subordinate role. In the twenty-first century, these 
two directions changed places: the main concern for preventing a 
nuclear catastrophe was the nonproliferation of nuclear and missile 
technologies (Arbatov 2011). 

In the 2010s, the deterioration of Russian-American relations 
exacerbated disarmament issues, which was reflected in Russian IR 
studies. Thus, S.M. Rogov noted that after the end of the Cold War, 
world military spending was declining. At the beginning of the 
twenty-first century, military expenditures began to increase, pri-
marily due to the growth of the Pentagon budget in the time of 
George W. Bush. Thirty years ago, American missiles began to be 
deployed in West Germany with a flying time of 10-12 minutes to 
Moscow, and from Estonia and Poland the flying time is only 6-7 
minutes, which creates for Russia the threat of a “decapitation 
strike” (Rogov 2015). 

START III Treaty was assessed differently by Russian experts. 
Positive aspects related to overcoming the international legal vac-
uum, which was formed as a result of the expiry of the START I 
Treaty, were noted. At the same time, it was critically perceived that 
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this treaty does not provide for any restrictions on US missile de-
fense in Europe (Kortunov 2010b).  

The problem of missile defense in general has become one of 
the most discussed issues by Russian scholars. For analysis of this 
issue, both Russian and foreign authors were involved (see Arba-
tov, Dvorkin 2012). In general, the assessments of Russian experts 
as to how much American missile defense is a threat to Russia differ 
significantly. Many Russian scholars see US missile defense as a 
real threat (see, for example, Podberezkin, Parshkova 2014). At the 
same time, some Russian researchers are not inclined to dramatize 
this situation (see, for example, Dvorkin 2011).  

In the 2000s there were attempts to establish cooperation be-
tween Russia and the United States on missile defense, then in 2010 
A.G. Arbatov drew attention to the fact that cooperation between 
Russia and the United States on missile defense is possible only un-
der conditions of allied relations. An attempt to cooperate exclu-
sively on technical aspects, according to A.G. Arbatov, does not 
lead to success (Arbatov 2016). 

The role of the nuclear factor in the contemporary world has 
become a field of discussion, both in the wider world and in Russia. 
Questions about the role of nuclear weapons were especially acute 
in connection with the terrorist acts of 2001. In 2002, the Russian 
PIR Center published a two-volume issue on nuclear nonprolifera-
tion (Orlov 2002), which was then published in several editions. 
Later, a number of books on nuclear nonproliferation were pub-
lished (Arbatov, Dvorkin 2005; Arbatov, Dvorkin 2009). 

Yu.E. Fedorov wrote that the development of modern technol-
ogies, which led to a revolution in military affairs, significantly re-
duced the importance of nuclear weapons. However, this has not 
led to the reduction to zero of the role of the nuclear factor because 
scientific and technical superiority can easily be neutralized by 
threats to use primitive nuclear or other weapons of mass destruc-
tion. The factor of nuclear deterrence remains, as Yu.E. Fedorov 
wrote, in the sphere of relations of leading powers, but does not 
work in relations between the countries of the North and extremist 
groups (Fedorov 2002). 
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Discussion about the role of nuclear weapons was largely re-
sumed among Russian scholars in connection with articles by 
George P. Shultz, William J. Perry, Henry A. Kissinger, and Sam 
Nunn (Shultz, Perry, Kissinger, Nunn 2007). Thus, S.A. Karaganov 
saw in nuclear weapons, primarily, the factor of deterrence, includ-
ing the deterrence of conventional arms race. Moreover, according 
to S.A. Karaganov, changes in the world require an understanding 
that nuclear powers will continue to increase (Karaganov 2010). In 
an article published in 2017, S.A. Karaganov continues to develop 
the idea of nuclear weapons as a deterrent factor (Karaganov 2017). 
This position was criticized by A.G. Arbatov, who argued that the 
role of nuclear forces is exaggerated. At one time, A.G. Arbatov 
wrote that the Soviet Union relied on nuclear weapons as a guaran-
tee of security and prestige, and as a result it disintegrated (Arbatov 
2010). This discussion was continued at the Russian International 
Relations Council (RIAC) portal. It was joined by other Russian 
scholars. They gave arguments, as well as described the conditions 
under which the nuclear factor becomes significant, or—on the con-
trary—useless (Troitskiy 2015a; Troitskiy 2015b; Fenenko 2015). 

6.3  Conflicts and Peacemaking 

The subjects of conflict research since the end of the Cold War have 
significantly expanded. If during the Cold War the problematic 
conflicts in Russia consisted of questions of studying the historical 
aspects of international conflicts, in the late twentieth and early 
twenty-first centuries, a considerable number of studies on theoret-
ical issues of conflicts, ethnic conflicts (see, for example, Zvja-
gel'skaja 2008), and others have been done. International conflicts 
have become the subject of research not only of history (as it was in 
the time of the Cold War) but also of political science, sociology, 
and other disciplines. 

In fact, all Russian researchers draw attention to the point that 
contemporary international conflicts have a specificity that signifi-
cantly distinguishes them from the conflicts of the previous time. 
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First of all, it is noted that an increasing number of conflicts are in-
ternal (see, for example, Nikitin 2012; Kulagin 2006). However, they 
have strong international components, because they somehow in-
volve external actors, including non-state actors. In general, con-
flicts become less manageable. 

Considering the typology of contemporary conflicts, V.M. Ku-
lagin notes that separatist conflicts belong to them when a group 
struggles to acquire their own statehood. Examples of such conflicts 
on the territory of the former USSR are the Transnistrian conflict, 
the conflict in South Ossetia and Abkhazia. Ethnic conflicts, such as 
the conflict in Rwanda, are close to separatist conflicts. The next 
type of conflict, which was described by V.M. Kulagin, is a conflict 
over the possession of state power (conflicts in Nepal, Peru, and the 
Philippines). Finally, the last type of conflict is a struggle for the 
possession of natural resources (diamonds, oil), illegal trade in 
arms, and drugs (Kulagin 2006). 

Today, Russian scholars in the study of contemporary con-
flicts emphasize that they are not only internal but also are asym-
metric. For example, asymmetric conflicts were analyzed by a 
scholar from Tomsk—L.V. Deriglazova. On a large historical scale, 
she had studied the reasons why in an armed conflict the weaker 
participant defeated the stronger one (Deriglazova 2009). In recent 
years, Russian researchers have drawn attention to hybrid wars, in 
which various indirect means of influencing the enemy are used 
(see, for example, Monojlo 2015). According to A.V. Fenenko, hy-
brid wars are not a new phenomenon in history. They were reborn 
in the contemporary world for the following reasons: (1) impossi-
bility in technical terms to conduct total war between the great 
powers; (2) the desire of the competitors of American hegemony to 
be cautious due to US military superiority (Fenenko 2017). 

Speaking about the development of conflict research in Rus-
sia, A.I. Nikitin distinguishes the following areas: 

 Analysis of old and new factors and parameters of conflict 
in the international environment in the post-Cold War pe-
riod and after the collapse of the Soviet Union 
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 The study of the conflictual role of interethnic and interre-
ligious contradictions 

 Analysis of a new geopolitical picture and geopolitical 
trends of the post-Soviet space 

 Consideration of the forms of post-Soviet integration (the 
CIS, CSTO, SCO, EAEU, etc.) from the point of view of their 
capacity to prevent and resolve conflicts 

 Issues of external intervention of non-regional powers and 
international organizations in conflicts, including the role 
of the UN, OSCE, NATO, the EU, and a number of states 

 The role and limits of the use of military force in contempo-
rary conflicts 

 The problem of the relation between power and law in con-
flict, legitimacy and the international legal validity of the 
policies of the countries, including Russia, in the regional 
conflicts 

 Questions of the balance between the sovereignty of states 
and the need for international intervention 

 The consideration of conflicts through the prism of terro-
rism/counterterrorism 

 The study of negotiation and other forms and methods of 
conflict resolution and conflict management 
The applied analysis of conflicts in a specific country and 
regional contexts both in the post-Soviet space and far ab-
road (Nikitin 2016). 

Among all areas of conflict studies in Russia named by A.I. Nikitin, 
perhaps numerous studies are devoted to the analysis of specific 
regional conflicts, as well as terrorism. Especially many studies are 
on conflicts in the post-Soviet space (conflicts in Transnistria, in Os-
setia and Abkhazia, Nagorno-Karabakh, Central Asia, Ukraine, and 
others) (see, for example, Kazimirov 2009; Gadzhiev 2003; Prjahin 
2002; Majorov 2007; Malysheva 1997; Malashenko 2012). Russian 
scholars also pay attention to those conflicts in which Russia is in-
volved—in particular, to the conflicts in Syria (see, for example, 
Shepovalenko 2016). 
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Analyzing Russia’s participation in contemporary conflicts, N. 
Silaev and A. Sushencov note that in the twenty-first century, the 
risk of involving Russia in military conflicts of low intensity has in-
creased significantly because of the development of instability 
along the perimeter of Russian borders, as well as the general un-
stable situation in the world. As the authors note, Russia is involved 
in processes within Afghanistan, Syria, and Ukraine. The main dan-
ger lies in the risk of the prevalence of ideological priorities over 
rational calculation and, in the end, the strain on forces of the state 
(Silaev, Sushencov 2017). 

Obviously, owing to the terrorist threat and instability in the 
Middle East, Middle Eastern conflicts are becoming one of the cen-
tral issues in Russian IR studies (see, for example, Naumkin 2011; 
Naumkin, Zvyagelskaya, Kuznetsov, Soukhov 2016; Bystrov 2011; 
Doroshenko 2014). Much attention is paid to the history and fea-
tures of the development of the region. Russian scholars note that 
nation states began to form in the Middle East rather late, only at 
the beginning of the twentieth century. Moreover, “the develop-
ment of the political framework of the nation state has been slow in 
the region. The Arab public consciousness did not immediately per-
ceive the new political units as states, and for their designation used 
the term kurt that means country, land, region” (Kudrjashova 2015: 
708). These states were largely formed as authoritarian ones. Their 
leaders or clans were in power for many years. In the twenty-first 
century, as a result of mass demonstrations, the statehood of several 
Middle Eastern countries began to collapse. Vitaly Naumkin and 
his colleagues emphasize the existence of internal causes that pro-
duced these changes. They note that the destruction of the states of 
the Middle East is primarily connected with internal reasons—po-
litical, economic, cultural, and civilizational. At the same time, the 
authors indicate the presence of certain external factors (Naumkin, 
Zvyagelskaya, Kuznetsov, Soukhov 2016). 

In the context of conflict issues, Russian scholars draw atten-
tion to the problems of peacemaking, humanitarian intervention, 
and conflict resolution procedures. The development of conflicts in 
the post-Soviet space stimulated research in this area. One of the 
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first studies on peacemaking in Russia after the collapse of the So-
viet Union appeared in 1998 (see Nikitin, Hlestov, Fedorov, De-
murenko 1998). At the same time, the focus of Russian authors’ at-
tention was on UN peacekeeping operations (see Morozov 1999; 
Nikitin 2009; Zaemskij 2008). An interesting case study of Russian 
peacekeeping in conflict settlement in South Ossetia in the early 
1990s was presented in the book written by M.V. Mayorov, a Rus-
sian diplomat and participant in this peacekeeping process (Ma-
jorov 2007). In recent years, mediation and negotiation methods of 
conflict resolution, in comparison with peacemaking and humani-
tarian intervention, have attracted less attention of scholars, alt-
hough research is also underway in this area in Russia (see, for ex-
ample, Monojlo 2008; Monojlo 2013; Lebedeva 2016b). 

Humanitarian intervention became an important theme in 
Russian IR studies, first in connection with the operation of the 
United States in Iraq in 2003, and then especially as a result of 
NATO operations in Kosovo and Libya, as well as the involvement 
of the United States in the conflict in Syria. When analyzing human-
itarian operations in Russian international relations, much atten-
tion is paid to the legal aspects of the problem. All scholars empha-
size the need to respect international law, according to which exter-
nal intervention is possible only in two cases: (1) as a result of a 
decision of the UN Security Council; and (2) at the invitation of the 
legally elected leadership of the country. Thus, it is noted that in the 
late 1990s, in the situation in Kosovo, the UN Security Council 
adopted three resolutions expressing concern and requiring the 
Federal Republic of Yugoslavia to withdraw military forces from 
Kosovo, as well as to ensure international monitoring. In addition, 
the resolutions condemned the acts of terrorism of the Kosovo Lib-
eration Army. However, there were no direct indications that the 
situation posed a threat to the world. Nevertheless, the NATO 
Council decided that in Kosovo there are signs of a humanitarian 
disaster, and it started an operation that resulted in the destruction 
of infrastructure, including civilian facilities in Serbia, where civil-
ians were killed (Kulagin 2006). NATO’s intervention in Kosovo 
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turned out to be a dangerous precedent and was negatively per-
ceived by Russian scholars (see, for example, Gus'kova 2013; 
Ponomareva 2013). 

The invasion of the United States and its allies in Iraq in 2003 
occurred without a UN Security Council resolution (Kulagin 2006), 
but those resolutions which were adopted did not imply the inde-
pendent role of NATO (Nikitin 2012). And in Libya the UN Security 
Council mandate was exceeded. According to I.N. Kuklina, “The 
Libyan war was another example of the political and military ap-
proaches of the West, and first of all the United States, to solving 
problems in the era of globalization and deregulation of interna-
tional relations” (Kuklina 2012: 39). As a result, according to A.V. 
Fenenko, we can safely say that by the mid-2010s, the great powers 
have successfully learned how to bypass the UN Charter, which 
limits their right to conduct wars (Fenenko 2017). At the same time, 
Russian scholars pay attention to the existing positive experience of 
interaction between Russia and NATO in the field of peacekeeping 
(Nikitin 2012). 

Issues of conflict, according to some Russian researchers, are 
closely connected with issues of terrorism. As noted by M.V. Ku-
lagin, “As a rule, in the course of the internal armed conflict, the 
opposing sides sooner or later start using terrorist methods” (Ku-
lagin 2006: 141). 

6.4  Terrorism and the Problems of Countering 
Terrorism 

Since the tragic events of September 11, 2001, the problem of terror-
ism has become one of the central issues in the research of Russian 
scholars. In Russia, terrorism is usually seen as a complex political 
phenomenon. Hence, there is difficulty in defining terrorism. Rus-
sian researchers often refer to the history of the development of ter-
rorism (see Kiva, Fedorov 2003), while the appearance of the phe-
nomenon of terrorism is attributed to different epochs, from the an-
cient world (see Primakov 2002) to a later period. In particular, O.V. 
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Budnitsky connects the emergence of terrorism with the develop-
ment of political relations in the nineteenth century (Budnickij 
2010). International terrorism is regarded in most studies as a global 
threat to humanity (see Kirilenko, Pidzhakov 2008). 

Many Russians present a classification of the types of terror-
ism. Thus, S.S. Veselovsky cites a variety of existing classifications: 
on the methods used (physical and psychological terrorism), means 
for pursuing goals (directed at particular groups or not), and so on 
(Veselovskij 2012). V.M. Kulagin identifies local terrorism and 
transnational (or international) terrorism. Local terrorism is limited 
in its activities by a certain territory. Examples of local terrorism are 
the activities of organizations such as the Liberation Tigers of Tamil 
Eelam operating in the north-east of Sri Lanka and seeking to estab-
lish a Tamil state. Other examples of local terrorism are Colombian 
organizations such as the Revolutionary Armed Forces of Colom-
bia, the National Liberation Army, and the United Self-Defense 
Forces of Colombia. V.M. Kulagin discusses the emergence of trans-
national terrorism toward the end of the 1990s, and he names al-
Qaeda as an example. Transnational terrorism does not restrict its 
activities territorially, but it also has a number of special features, 
including extremist interpretation of Islam, large-scale violence, 
and globalization of the geography of terrorist acts (Kulagin 2006). 

It seems that the differences between local and transnational 
terrorism are deeper. Transnational terrorist organizations see their 
task as changing the political system of the world based on West-
phalian principles (al-Qaeda and ISIS). In contrast, local terrorism 
is not only limited by territory but also by its tasks. Local terrorist 
organizations make up the majority. These are separatist terrorist 
organizations, organizations fighting for power in the country by 
terrorist methods. The motives of the local terrorist organizations 
are not aimed at changing Westphalian principles (Lebedeva 2006). 

Therefore, one of the most important features of transnational 
terrorism, as noted by E.A. Stepanova, is that it eliminates negotia-
tions (Stepanova 2005a). In addition, transnational terrorism in-
creasingly is a business structure as well as an international politi-
cal and ideological phenomenon (Arbatov, Pikaev, Dvorkin 2006). 
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The largest number of scientific publications in Russia on terrorism, 
as well as in general in the world, is devoted to the problems of 
transnational terrorism (Stepanova 2014). This kind of terrorism is 
also defined in Russia as global terrorism and super-terrorism (Ar-
batov, Pikaev, Dvorkin 2006). A significant emphasis in its study is 
placed on the origins and causes of its development. 

Different authors distinguish three main reasons for the emer-
gence of transnational terrorism in the contemporary world. The 
first group of reasons is due to the transformation of the political 
oarabatrganization of the world and, above all, the erosion of the 
Westphalian system. This leads to the emergence of alternative pro-
jects of political organization in the world, one of which is the for-
mation of a global Caliphate. Its construction is implemented by 
terrorist methods (Lebedeva 2012). The second group of reasons for 
the development of transnational terrorism is defined as the result 
of the emerging world order due to the formation of a new config-
uration and balance of forces at the global and regional levels, as 
well as changes in the “center–periphery” relationship. As a result 
of these processes, competition for participation in the core of the 
international political system increases and the hierarchy in it be-
comes more diverse and variable (Baranovskiy 2017b). With this 
understanding, the main reasons for the development of terrorism 
lie in the field of independent variables. Within the same group of 
reasons for the emergence of transnational terrorism, there are 
studies in which the radicalization of the Arab world is associated 
with the policy of Western countries (see, for example, Pavlov 
2012). This may be the economic interests of the West (primarily oil) 
or a political game. In other words, the dependent variables come 
to the fore. V.V. Naumkin also points out the existence of the influ-
ence of terrorism and radicalism on the very interstate system of 
both the region and the world (Naumkin 2011). 

Finally, a fairly large group of scholars identifies the internal 
processes taking place in this region as reasons for the development 
of cross-border terrorism in the Greater Middle East. Social, politi-
cal, and economic aspects that contributed to the development of 
extremism are considered (see, for example, Malashenko 2006; 
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Sapronova 2013; Mirskij 2015). In this case, both dependent and in-
dependent variables are analyzed. A special group of publications 
are studies on the analysis of ISIS: its history, ideological content, 
goals, and so on. 

A.G. Arbatov, A.A. Pikayev, and V.Z. Dvorkin singled out two 
criteria for analyzing terrorist threats: (1) the degree of accessibility 
for terrorists, including the ability to use the threat effectively, and 
(2) the ability of states to limit or to take control of the consequences 
in the event of a terrorist attack. Since the degree of damage is in-
versely proportional to the devastating consequences, the authors 
build the following scale: at one end of the range is cyberterrorism, 
which would be increasingly difficult to prevent due to the devel-
opment of hacking, but the consequences of which are relatively 
easily eliminated. However, it seems today it is difficult to talk 
about relatively easy elimination of the consequences of hacker at-
tacks. It is followed by technogenic and radiological terrorism, 
which is somewhat easier to prevent, but is more difficult to elimi-
nate the consequences of. This is followed by the possible use of 
chemical and biological weapons by terrorists. Finally, at the oppo-
site end of the scale is terrorism with nuclear weapons (Arbatov, 
Pikaev, Dvorkin 2006). 

Cases of chemical and biological terrorism were witnessed in 
1995 (the use of sarin gas in the Tokyo subway) and in 2001 (mailing 
of envelopes with anthrax). Although the number of victims was 
not significant in these cases, the possibility of terrorists using 
weapons of mass destruction (WMD) is of particular concern and 
continues to be the focus of attention of Russian scholars. The inter-
national legal aspects of nuclear terrorism (see, for example, Sin-
jakina 2012), questions of the possible acquisition of materials, pri-
marily nuclear materials (Arbatov, Pikaev, Dvorkin), the experi-
ence of nuclear states in the protection of nuclear facilities (Fenenko 
2013), and other issues, are also discussed. 

A lot of publications by Russian authors are devoted to the 
fight against terrorism. These studies cover the following areas of 
counteraction to terrorism: (1) military counteraction and opera-
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tions of special services; (2) blocking the economic and financial ac-
tivities of terrorist organizations, interaction of states and busi-
nesses in the fight against terrorism; (3) ideological and psycholog-
ical resistance to terrorism; and (4) international cooperation in the 
fight against international terrorism. 

It is noteworthy that the understanding of terrorist threats in 
Russia and in the United States on a number of parameters are ra-
ther close, despite the fact that in recent years, Russian-American 
relations have deteriorated significantly (Stepanova 2017). 

At the beginning of the 2000s, some Russian scholars paid at-
tention to the need to involve business in the fight against terrorism 
(see Safonov 2006; Lebedev 2007). However, later, this theme did 
not receive proper development in Russian IR studies. At the same 
time, if we consider the economic sphere of the fight against terror-
ism, in general, more attention has been paid to these issues in Rus-
sian studies (see, for example, Stepanova 2005b; Dobaev, Umarov 
2013; Melkumjan 2014). Also, many studies are published on ter-
rorism in various regions of the world (see, for example, Islamic 
Extremism … 2015; Belokrenickij 2017). 

In connection with the danger of Islamic radicalism, as well as 
the fact that citizens of European countries, including Russia, joined 
ISIS, and the successful activities of ISIS in the information field, the 
problem of countering terrorism at the political, ideological, and 
psychological levels has become very acute. After the terrorist at-
tacks of al-Qaeda, E.M. Primakov wrote that anti-terrorist activities 
“are ineffective without participation in it, and in the forefront, of 
Muslim countries and organizations. […] Moderate Islamic re-
gimes, as well as secular regimes in states with Muslim popula-
tions, are not on the same side of the barricade with terrorists” 
(Primakov 2009: 43). Therefore, a number of Russian researchers 
note the task of cooperation and building a dialogue with moderate 
representatives of Islam, with those who see the possibility of the 
development and evolution of the current political system of the 
world, and not to replace it with terrorist methods by another sys-
tem based on the principles of the global caliphate. It is emphasized 
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that understanding of the processes taking place in the Greater 
Middle East is very important for the realization of this task. 

6.5  Studies of Information (Cyber) Security in Russia 

The rapid development of information and communication tech-
nologies (ICT) and the creation of a global information space have 
led, on the one hand, to fundamentally changed communications 
on a global scale, and, on the other hand, to a whole series of chal-
lenges and threats in the field of security. In this regard, there has 
been a clear increase in the information component in the field of 
research on security issues. 

Information security is understood broadly by Russian au-
thors and includes content that is not limited only to its information 
and technical component, as, for example, it is interpreted in the EU 
and many states where the concept of cybersecurity is used. The 
content is understood via political-ideological aspects (manipula-
tion of information, propaganda through global information net-
works, and information impact) (Zinov'eva 2014). Usually, in Rus-
sian IR studies, to emphasize a broad interpretation, the term “in-
formation security” is used, while for a narrow one, cybersecurity 
(Krutskih 2010). At the same time, information security is under-
stood primarily as the security of the state (see, for example, Ku-
cherjavyj 2014).  

In addition to terminological differences, the important thing 
is that to the “triad of threats” to information security (i.e., applica-
tion of information technologies for 1) military, 2) terrorist, and 3) 
criminal purposes), formulated in 1999 by the UN General Assem-
bly, in 2013 Russia added a fourth threat of interference in the in-
ternal affairs of a sovereign state through ICT, the violation of pub-
lic stability, the incitement of interethnic hatred.59 Russia also initi-
ated the creation of an information security regime and proposed 

                                                            
59  Osnovy gosudarstvennoj politiki Rossijskoj Federacii v oblasti mezhdunarodnoj infor-

macionnoj bezopasnosti na period do 2020 goda. Utverzhdeny Prezidentom RF 24 
ijulja 2013 g., No Pr-1753: http://www.scrf.gov.ru/security/information/ 
document114/  
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the internationalization of Internet governance, that is, transfer of 
these functions from the American company ICANN to the Inter-
national Telecommunication Union. 

All these issues specific to the Russian approach to infor-
mation security, as well as national and international activities of 
Russia in this, are reflected in the research of Russian scholars (see, 
for example, Krutskih 2007; Zinov'eva 2014; Zagorskij, Romashkina 
2015; Zagorskij, Romashkina 2016). At the same time, Russian 
scholars criticize American approaches to cybersecurity (see, for ex-
ample, Rogovskij 2014; Romashkina 2016). 

In Russian international studies in the field of information se-
curity, a number of trends have emerged. Primarily, scholars ana-
lyze the specifics of the new reality associated with information so-
ciety (see, for example, Inozemtsev 2000a), as well as the impact of 
ICT on political processes (see Baluev 2006). Thus, P.B. Parshin 
notes that the problem of the emergence and functioning of the in-
formation society began to act as an object of political activity and 
an important item on the political agenda (Parshin 2009).  

Another area of research is the discussion of the technical side 
of information security, understood as the use of unauthorized ac-
cess to information (see, for example, Hozikov 2003). At the same 
time, a special sharpness of the discussion is caused by the fact that 
the individual received great opportunities to access information 
that was previously available only to the state (Parshin 2009). 

Many publications by Russian scholars are devoted to the 
analysis of information threats. In particular, they point out that 
wars have always been waged not only by force of arms but also by 
means of information impact. However, in the current world, first, 
the scale of such an impact has sharply increased, and second, its 
spectrum has expanded. It is noted that in the twenty-first century, 
the number of attacks happened not only on citizens’ computers, 
banking structures, and news agencies, but also on state and inter-
national organizations, and critical infrastructures, all of which in-
creased significantly (Romashkina 2016). M.M. Kucherjavyj writes 
that these threats can be quite diverse and aimed primarily against 
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vital values that have a material, spiritual, and geopolitical charac-
ter (Kucherjavyj 2013). Similar positions were held by E.S. Zi-
nov’eva, who wrote that the most important threats to information 
security were the uses of ICT at the state level in relation to infor-
mation infrastructures of another state for political and military 
purposes, via criminal and terrorist activities in cyberspace (Zi-
nov’eva 2014). At the same time, it is noted that threats to infor-
mation security are throwing up real challenges to all of humanity 
(Kucherjavyj 2014). 

N.P. Romashkina identified the following three main types of 
threats to information security: 

1. The emergence and rapid spread of meta-technologies (i.e., technologies 
that create the ability to control a consumer and collect information about 
him or her from the developer on the basis of various gadgets). 
2. The digital divide, which implies the emergence of the so-called elite, 
which has unrestricted access to ICT. This gives it the opportunity to mani-
pulate the opinions of individuals, social groups, and states.  
3. Computer militarization, information terrorism, and crime, that is, the use 
of ICT to ensure military–political superiority, power confrontation, and 
blackmail. As a result, a new direction in the arms race opens up (Romash-
kina 2016). 

A separate line of Russian research in the field of information secu-
rity is related to terrorism. Russian scholars analyze the character-
istics of terrorist propaganda on the Internet. In particular, the high-
quality level of the propaganda materials of ISIS; propaganda in 
several languages (English, Russian, French, Turkish, and others); 
diversity in the use of channels and formats of advocacy; and atten-
tion to video products (Grigor'ev, Ignat'ev, Magerov 2017). Russian 
scholars pay great attention to the role of social networks in recruit-
ing new supporters of terrorist organizations. Researchers also an-
alyze ways in which recruitment to terrorist organizations takes 
place through social networks and how terrorists spread destruc-
tive ideology (see Zagorskij, Romashkina 2016). It has been noted 
that owing to emerging new challenges, states began to strive to 
influence the processes of Internet governance (Zinov'eva 2014). In 
particular, a number of states began to close access to certain sites. 
The problem of the sovereignty of the state in the information space 
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is a topic that is being discussed by Russian scholars. Russian re-
searchers also note the contradiction between sovereignty in its tra-
ditional understanding and sovereignty in the information space 
(Zinov'eva 2014). 

A fairly large number of studies are devoted to the analysis of 
information confrontation in the contemporary world, the specifics 
of information wars, and the functioning of and prospects for the 
development of information security (Kucherjavyj 2014). In partic-
ular, a lot of studies in this area appeared in the 2010s. In connection 
with information confrontation, Russian researchers pay attention 
to the phenomenon of the “hybrid war”, in which great attention is 
given to symbols (language, values, identity, etc.) (Tsygankov 
2015). 
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Chapter 7 
The Economic Component of Russian  
IR Studies 

7.1  Directions of Russian Studies in the Field of 
International Political Economy 

Marxism, followed by Marxism-Leninism, was largely oriented to-
ward analyzing the economic component of politics. Widely known 
is the utterance of V. Lenin that “politics is the most concentrated 
expression of the economy […] and politics have primacy over the 
economy” (Lenin 1958-1966: 278). Nevertheless, in Russian IR stud-
ies, relatively little attention is paid to issues of international politi-
cal economy (IPE). 

The St. Petersburg researcher S.L. Tkachenko gives an analysis 
of the formation and development of IPE studies in Russia, from 
the Soviet time to the present, and notes that Russian IPE studies 
are developing with a significant delay in relation to American and 
European IPE (Tkachenko 2015). It should be added that the devel-
opment rate of this field in Russia is very slow. Moreover, very few 
scholars in the field of international relations and world politics in 
Russia are engaged in actual analysis of IPE problems. Rather, it is 
necessary to talk about the work of economists who begin to work 
in the field of IPE. 

The explanation for this phenomenon may be that the essen-
tial aspects of economic processes and their influence on political 
processes have been little analyzed by Soviet authors with rare ex-
ceptions (e.g., the work of E.S. Varga and his colleagues). In the So-
viet period, ideological postulates were put forward, at the expense 
of analysis. In addition, as noted by S.L. Tkachenko, security issues 
were a priority of the Soviet period in IR studies, and most Russian 
experts viewed the world’s politics primarily as a zero-sum game 
between “the world of capitalism” and “the world of socialism” 
(Tkachenko 2015: 110). Therefore, it is not surprising that in Russia 



 THE ECONOMIC COMPONENT 133 

 

a good basis for international political economy research after the 
collapse of the Soviet Union was absent. 

From the 1990s to the 2000s, Russia began active work on en-
tering the world economic system; in particular, on becoming a 
member of the WTO, as well as joining the regional economic asso-
ciations and creating them, including the Eurasian Economic Un-
ion. These processes were reflected in academic publications of 
Russian scholars. In particular, there was a wide discussion about 
the pluses and minuses of Russia’s accession to the WTO (see, for 
example, Primakov 2005). 

Russian studies on the problems of international political 
economy can be divided into two main directions. The first direc-
tion of studies is focused on analyzing the opportunities, mecha-
nisms, and prospects for Russia’s inclusion in the global economy. 
In other words, in these studies the emphasis is on Russia. The sec-
ond direction consists of studies on the problems of political and 
economic development of the world as such. 

The first direction of studies is presented, in particular, by a 
symbolically entitled article of A.A. Dynkin “Does Russia have a 
chance in the global economy?” He describes the problems that 
Russia had faced at the turn of the century: the decline of Russian 
GDP at the beginning of the 2000s in comparison with 1990, the 
production structure inherited from Soviet times that was oriented 
towards industries related to the means of production at the ex-
pense of industries that produce consumer goods, as well as low 
labor productivity, and a number of others. A feature of the devel-
opment of the Russian economy has also been the growth of the 
differentiation of the population in terms of income. At the same 
time, A.A. Dynkin noted the high degree of Russia’s involvement 
in the world economy, indicating that Russia’s export quota ex-
ceeds 40% of GDP (Dynkin 2002). 

A.A. Dynkin singled out two groups of Russian researchers 
who formulate their views on the inclusion of Russia in the world 
economy. Representatives of the first group—dirigisme—proceed 
from the need for active state intervention in the management of 
the economy. They propose to begin to collect export rents from the 
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export sectors of the economy and centralize the redistribution of 
resources in favor of the manufacturing industry, automotive in-
dustry, and other branches of the economy. Assessing this group, 
S.L. Tkachenko wrote that the views of the dirigisme, in particular 
S. Glazyev, are comparable to the neo-Marxist views of I. Waller-
stein. Representatives of this group are critical of closer integration 
of the Russian economy into the world (Tkachenko 2015). 

The second group of Russian authors, according to A.A. Dyn-
kin, is represented by a liberal-institutional school. They are oppo-
nents of excessive state intervention in the economy, especially at 
the regional level. They support the development of institutions in 
the country and the implementation of reforms, not only in the 
economy but also on a broader scale, including judicial reform 
(Dynkin 2002). In the framework of the second direction of Russian 
research in the field of IPE, more general issues of the development 
of the world were analyzed, and a comparative analysis of the po-
litical and economic development of various states was conducted. 
In particular, these issues became relevant after the economic crisis 
of 2008-2009. Thus, M.V. Bratersky formulated the following ques-
tions pertaining to international political economy: What is the 
mechanism of the growth of the world economy instead of credit 
expansion? What should the financial system be? Whose interests 
does this financial system serve and how it can be managed? What 
are the roles of international institutions in the new system? (Brat-
erskij 2009). 

Russian researchers pay much attention to the nature of 
emerging new political and economic relations of the world. For 
example, L.M. Grigor’ev drew attention to the fact that at the turn 
of the century, the growth rates of developed, developing, and tran-
sitional states became closer and stabilized. According to him, this 
fact is disturbing, since it means that the gap between these groups 
of states is not overcome, and these groups will follow divergent 
roads, gradually moving away from each other (Grigor'ev 2002). 

In turn, V.L. Inozemtsev believes that the leading place in the 
economy of the twenty-first century will belong to the postindus-
trial economic system, concluding that the resources of this system 
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will be information and knowledge. He proposed to define infor-
mation as public good and knowledge as personalized or custom-
ized good, noting that Russian economists often mix these concepts. 
An analysis of the tendencies of the contemporary world, moving 
along the path of postindustriality with its information and 
knowledge, led V.L. Inozemtsev to the following conclusions. First, 
in postindustrial society, the rate of profit does not have a signifi-
cant impact on the scale of investment activity. Second, the level of 
investment activity in its traditional sense does not determine either 
performance indicators or economic growth in general. Third, eco-
nomic progress is faster in those countries where economic growth 
and labor productivity are not absolutized. From this it follows, ac-
cording to V.L. Inozemtsev, that a self-regulating mechanism is 
formed in a postindustrial society, main types of consumption are 
associated with the development of personality (Inozemtsev 
2000b).  

Later, he did not so clearly refer to the fact that the future will 
belong to the postindustrial world. He pointed to a number of fac-
tors that were not factored into his earlier account when he de-
scribed the political and economic development of the world. He 
pointed out that, first, contrary to expectations, the demand for in-
formation has not become unlimited. Technology and high-tech 
products have rapidly become cheaper. Second, the thesis that in-
formatization of the economy will sharply lower the demand for 
resources and reduce their price was wrong. Third, postindustrial 
societies, having felt extremely powerful, have focused on the ser-
vice sector. This sector acquired hypertrophied scales, and its prod-
ucts proved to be highly overrated. As a consequence, V.L. Ino-
zemtsev concluded, trends that emerged in the late 1980s and early 
1990s in the economic sphere have not become stable; more pre-
cisely, there were countertrends, which in the end turned out to be 
more significant. 

At present, three groups of countries have been formed: 
postindustrial (the United States and Great Britain), the second 
group includes countries focused on raw materials (Russia, Saudi 
Arabia, Turkmenistan, Venezuela, and others), while the third 
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group is industrial, which includes old industrial countries such as 
Germany and Japan, and new industrial countries such as South 
Korea, China, and Brazil. V.L. Inozemtsev believes that the world 
of the twenty-first century remains the industrial world, athough 
as a renewed one. In this world, the positions of the United States 
and Russia, finding themselves in a situation of deindustrialization 
for various reasons (the United States because it is too “ahead”, and 
Russia as a country that has relied on the export of raw materials), 
will be the most difficult, because they will have to depend on sup-
ply from industrial countries (Inozemtsev 2011). 

The study of S.I. Lunev and G.K. Shirokov is also devoted to 
the differentiation of the regions of the world in the political and 
economic area. The authors, following largely a neo-Marxist orien-
tation, proceed from the fact that the postindustrial economy based 
on knowledge is being formed in the global North, which is funda-
mentally different from what is happening in the global South. 
Moreover, the gap between these global regions is increasing. De-
veloping countries have relied on the development of industry. 
Capitalism in these countries increasingly began to take on a na-
tional color. At the same time, there is the economic growth of the 
socialist countries (China, Vietnam, and Cuba). As a result, accord-
ing to S.I. Lunev and G.K. Shirokov, an integrated capitalist system 
has not formed. There is redistribution in the world: developed 
countries are turning from suppliers of finished products into ex-
porters of qualified and capital-intensive services. According to the 
authors (and in this sense, they largely have solidarity with V.L. 
Inozemtsev), the emergence of the postindustrial world is possible 
only if there is an industrial periphery. At the same time, 40–50 
countries turn into a “gray zone”, for which leaders cannot and/or 
do not want to be responsible (Lunev, Shirokov 2002). 

The regional perspective of IPE is one of the most discussed in 
Russian IR studies. In part, this seems to be because regional themes 
in Russia have always taken a leading place in the study of interna-
tional relations. Specifics of developed and developing countries, 
and the phenomenon of rapidly developing countries are among 
the regional plots of IPE. For example, B.V. Martynov analyzes the 
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characteristics of rapidly developing countries. He includes among 
them the following: 

 the presence of an ‘imperial’ (state) mood of the population, 
which connects its well-being with the strengthening of the 
state’s influence in the international arena; 

 the desire to assume an increasing share of responsibility 
for international affairs; 

 awareness of its ‘civilizational mission’ in the near geopoli-
tical and geo-economic environment; 

 the desire to establish a multipolar world order on the prin-
ciples of equality, predictability and order; belief in the 
need of revision of the value framework of human exis-
tence, rejection of unlimited consumerism, extreme indivi-
dualism and moral relativism; 

 focus on creating a global culture of ecology, collectivism 
and spirituality (Martynov 2008). 

Emphasis is placed on the rising new economic giants that are be-
ginning to actively influence international political processes. These 
countries include China, which is now one of the main centers of 
attention of Russian scholars (see, for example, Miheev 2005). In ad-
dition to China, Russian researchers focus on countries such as In-
dia and Brazil. Countries of the “second tier” such as Mexico, Paki-
stan, Indonesia, and South Africa are also studied (Bobrovnikov, 
Davydov 2005). V.M. Davydov and A.V. Bobrovnikov conclude 
that today it is difficult to operate with earlier neo-Marxist concepts 
such as “center-periphery”, “center-semi-periphery-periphery”, or 
first, second, and third worlds. According to the authors, the dy-
namic aspect, which allows us to identify growing giants, plays 
great importance in the current world (Davydov, Bobrovnikov 
2009). 

 In recent years, much attention has been paid to the specifics 
of the development of the BRICS countries, as well as to the Eura-
sian Economic Union. It is noted that the understanding of the pro-
spects for BRICS development is closely linked to issues of the 
transformation of the world system, the contradictory nature of 
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globalization, and assessing the place and role of the nation state in 
the contemporary world (see, for example, Davydov 2008). Various 
aspects of BRICS activities are analyzed, namely, the development 
of the process of internationalization in the currency sphere (see 
Zharikov 2017), investments of the BRICS’s countries (see, for ex-
ample, Pahomov 2012), and others. BRICS countries are also being 
studied, as well as their entering into the global space see, for ex-
ample, Galishheva 2017).  

The Eurasian Economic Union draws the attention of Russian 
authors, both from the theoretical point of view (issues of the theory 
of integration (see, for example, Avdokushin, Coj 2016)) and from 
the applied one (see, for example, Kuznetsov i drugie 2016). 

Theoretical studies in various fields of international political 
economy are conducted, in particular, by scholars from the Institute 
of World Economy and International Relations (IMEMO RAS). 
Thus, the study of S.A. Afontsev is devoted to the problem of the 
correlation of strategies of interaction. The author asks the question: 
Is there a shift from noncooperative strategies to cooperative strat-
egies for regulating the world economy? S.A. Afontsev comes to the 
conclusion that in the current world there is an increase in the com-
parative weight of cooperative interaction in the economic sphere 
(Afontsev 2003). S.A. Afontsev has also analyzed economic policies 
in conditions of globalization (Afontsev 2010), and theoretical is-
sues of global governance in the economy (Afontsev 2001). The 
studies of A.V. Kuznetsov are devoted to various aspects of inte-
gration, including in the post-Soviet space, the activities of transna-
tional corporations, as well as other issues (Kuznetsov 2012; Kuz-
netsov 2006; Kuznetsov 2008), and research by N.I. Ivanova is on 
innovative aspects of development (Ivanova 2016; Ivanova, Danilin 
2016).  

In recent years, new concerns have appeared in Russian stud-
ies on international political economy, particularly regarding the 
influence of rating agencies that have had a significant impact on 
the development of the global economic crisis of 2008-2009 (see, for 
example, Cibulina 2016; Karminskij, A.M., Trofimova 2011). Issues 
of international transport corridors are also new for Russian IPE 
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(see, for example, Cvetkov, Zoidov, Medkov 2012; Babynina 2009; 
Podberezkina 2015). They acquired a particular importance in con-
nection with projects for the development of transport infrastruc-
ture in Eurasia. Russian research in the field of IPE touches on the 
relationship between business, society, and government in foreign 
economic activity (see, for example, Zav'jalova 2013) as well as is-
sues of sanctions. (Baluev 2014). 

Along with the new aspects of IPE for Russia, Russian re-
searchers continue to focus on traditional problems. Among them, 
one of the most discussed issues is currency relations and their in-
fluence on the political development of the world, as well as the 
institutions regulating these relations (see, for example, Tkachenko 
2000; Bardin 2013). In particular, it is noted that “financial develop-
ment is not isolated from the political processes and motivations of 
the actors participating in it” (Stolbov 2015: 74). The role of financial 
issues in the political development of the world has become espe-
cially important after the economic crises of 1998 and 2008-2009. 

7.2  Economic Crises and Their Impact on World 
Politics 

Economic crises of the late twentieth and early twenty-first centu-
ries forced Russian scholars, as well as researchers from other coun-
tries, to turn to an analysis primarily of the world financial system. 
The surge in the number of such studies falls on 2008-2009, as the 
period of the most large-scale manifestation of the crisis. A signifi-
cant number of studies by Russian scholars in connection with the 
world economic crises were carried out by economists, who pay at-
tention mainly to economic factors. Part of this research is devoted 
to the impact of the crisis on the economy and politics of Russia. 
Thus, in 2008, A. Bulatov wrote that the large scale of the economic 
crisis and the weakness of the Russian economy would lead to the 
strengthening of the role of the state in the economic life of Russia. 
At the same time, the author believed that the orientation of state 
and private Russian companies in the domestic market could be-
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come a positive moment (Bulatov 2008). It was noted that the eco-
nomic crisis exposed the weak points of the Russian economy (see, 
for example, Mel'jancev 2010). Scholars also analyzed the experi-
ence of other countries in countering the crisis (see, for example, 
Timonina, 2010; Karlusov 2010).  

Another part of Russian research is aimed at the study of crisis 
phenomena in the world economy. Therefore, E.S. Khesin saw the 
reasons for the development of the economic crisis in globalization 
and in speeding up of innovative development. The logic of his ar-
gument is as follows. The pre-crisis rise turned out to be lengthy, 
intensive, and encompassed all groups of countries. At the same 
time, the innovation economy has become a strong stimulus for de-
velopment. Large corporations not only began to move their pro-
duction to developing countries but also began to transfer their re-
search centers and laboratories there; India and China were the 
main recipients. Developing countries have become active players 
in the financial markets. This prompted the development of finan-
cial institutions. The other side of these processes was deindustrial-
ization. Globalization was the second factor that influenced the de-
velopment of the crisis. It is characterized by a sharp international-
ization of all segments of the economy, as well as the outstripping 
development of the international sphere of the economy as a whole 
in comparison with domestic production. In addition, globalization 
has stimulated the strengthening of international economic ties. As 
a result, the crisis that emerged turned out to be global and covered 
all spheres, in contrast to the financial crisis of 1997-1998 and the 
information technology crisis in the United States of 2001. The key 
to understanding the reasons for the financial and subsequent eco-
nomic crisis was the escape from real assets to financial ones, the 
introduction of innovations to diversify the latter. Developed coun-
tries have become capital importers, and developing countries have 
become exporters (Khesin 2009). 

A number of Russian scholars see the causes of economic cri-
ses in the processes of globalization. Thus, O.V. Butorina has com-
pared the crises of the 1930s and 2008-2009 and believes that the 
causes of both crises are the breaking of market mechanisms. In the 
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first half of the twentieth century, there was the first wave of glob-
alization. In those days, there was a jump in the development of 
transport and communications; transnational corporations ap-
peared and strengthened. In the twenty-first century, globalization 
of the economy was completed as a result of the development of 
information technology and the collapse of the bipolar system. A 
consequence of this was the spread of capitalism to all regions of 
the world. The spread of capital and the sharp growth of financial 
markets have brought the world economy into a new stage. On the 
one hand, interdependence has sharply increased; on the other 
hand, the asymmetry of trade and financial flows has become 
global (Butorina 2009). 

According to researchers from the Higher School of Econom-
ics (Moscow), L.M. Grigor'ev and M.R. Salikhov, financial globali-
zation and the gradual removal of regulatory requirements led to 
an increase in the concentration of the financial sector at the global 
level. The authors underline the necessity of changing the criteria 
for banking activities. They also discuss the role of rating agencies, 
and informal coordination of political vectors through various in-
ternational structures (Grigor'ev, Salihov 2009). 

Experts in the field of international relations also joined the 
discussion on these crisis issues. Several important round tables on 
the issue of global crisis took place in Russia. One of them was or-
ganized by the journal Polis, and the other one by the journal Vestnik 
MGIMO-Universiteta. In addition, articles were published in lead-
ing Russian journals on international relations. Specialists in the 
field of international relations focused on the political causes, as-
pects, and consequences of the crisis. The very name of the round 
table, which was published in the Vestnik MGIMO-Universiteta: “Is 
it economic crisis or world politics crisis?”(Krizis jekonomicheskij 
ili … 2009) clearly indicates that discussion went beyond economic 
issues.  

The research of specialists in the field of international relations 
focuses on a number of aspects. In particular, the crisis is viewed as 
a crisis in the political organization of the world, or the political 
structure of the world (see, for example, Pantin 2009; Rozov 2009). 
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However, the views of researchers regarding the essence of the 
transformations are different. A number of researchers demon-
strate in varying degrees a neo-Marxist orientation: they see the 
problem in the development of liberalism and Western models of 
behavior. Thus, V.I. Pantin saw the essence of the world crisis pri-
marily via the neoliberal model of globalization, which was formed 
by the end of the twentieth century. Among the most important fea-
tures of this model he attributed the dominant role of the United 
States as a world economic, political, and military leader, and com-
plete separation in the economy of the financial sector from the in-
dustrial one. The crisis, in the opinion of V.I. Pantin, is a natural 
phenomenon, conditioned by cycles of development, not only fi-
nancial or economic but also political (Pantin 2009). 

S.А. Makarenko defined the cause of the crisis as the reaction 
of the West to historical “retreat”, which began in the middle of the 
twentieth century (the collapse of the colonial system, withdrawal 
from Vietnam, the achievement of Soviet nuclear parity with the 
United States, etc.). This reaction is expressed in the development 
of economic liberalism and ensuing financial liberalism. At the 
same time, the development of democratization has made the 
world global, narrowing the platform for the development of other 
types of behavior and interaction (Makarenko 2009). 

Another group of Russian researchers after S. Strange, who 
explained the crisis of the late 1990s as a crisis of the Westphalian 
system (Srange 1999), views the problem in the contradiction be-
tween the interests of nation states and the need for global regula-
tion of the economy. It is noted that the development of globaliza-
tion in its various hypostases has objectively reduced the signifi-
cance of territoriality (Kudryashova 2009). At the same time, as 
M.V. Kharkevich noted, the Westphalian system showed that it is 
incompatible with the universal interests of systemic regulation. In 
the confrontation between the IMF and national states, the victory 
was of the states (Krizis jekonomicheskij ili… 2009). 

The problem of global political and economic regulation is 
also noted by other authors. Thus, I.A. Chikharev believed that the 
crisis was connected with the contradictions of several differently 
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directed political megatrends: integration and manageability on the 
one hand, and polarization and liberalization on the other. As a re-
sult, the contemporary world required the creation of global gov-
ernance structures, while in practice, different coalitions have been 
built in analogy with the alliances that started World War I (Krizis 
jekonomicheskij ili… 2009). 

The erosion of the Westphalian system was manifested not 
only in the inability to implement the required global regulation of 
the world economy, but also in the erosion of the traditional func-
tions of various actors. In particular, states begin to act on the inter-
national scene like transnational corporations, buying up and sell-
ing businesses (Lebedeva 2009). At the same time, non-state actors 
play an increasingly important role in the globalized but continuing 
Westphalian world, which contradicts the very structure of the 
Westphalian system (Krizis jekonomicheskij ili… 2009; Lebedeva 
2009). Along with non-state actors, the number of states and inter-
national organizations had significantly increased in the Westpha-
lian system. As a result, according to N.S. Rozov, the global crisis 
was an unintended systemic consequence of a multitude of na-
tional, group, and individual practices and strategies, each of which 
was completely “rational”, yielding considerable income within the 
existing rules and institutions of economic interaction. In his opin-
ion, it was necessary to realize the necessity of a constant change of 
institutions and practices of ensuring economic responsibility to the 
objective requirements of the modern global economy (Rozov 
2009).  

In any case, the economic crisiws of 2008-2009 set the problem 
of theoretical understanding of what was happening not only in the 
economic field but also in the political field. D.M. Feldman noted 
with regret that none of the theories of international relations could 
fully explain the origin of the crisis, and could not predict it (Fel'd-
man 2009). Agreeing with this statement, D.M. Feldman wrote with 
regret that it was hardly possible to predict the crisis. Today the 
political world is undergoing transformation. The choice of the path 
has not yet been defined, and therefore a theoretical construct is 
possible only in the form of scenarios. 
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7.3  Energy Issues in Russian IR Studies 

Energy issues occupy a special place in Russian IR studies, largely 
due to the role of energy in the country’s economy. But the reason 
for the increased attention of Russian authors on the energy sphere 
is not because this issue is very significant to Russia. Yu.V. Bo-
rovskij noted that if the international community was absorbed by 
the problem of democratization in the last decade of the twentieth 
century, then one of the key themes of the twenty-first century is 
becoming energy (Borovskij 2008). The problem of energy re-
sources is largely conditioned by the Middle East conflict; it is the 
responsibility of the Group of Eight (Isakov 2006), and the energy 
issue was on the agenda of NATO meetings (Borovskij 2008). 

In Russian IR studies, along with consideration of issues of nu-
clear power, hydropower, and alternative energy sources, the 
greatest attention is paid to issues of hydrocarbon energy, primarily 
to oil and gas. Many Russian economists have devoted their work 
to analysis of energy markets, their dynamics, energy prices, and 
trade in energy resources, as well as other aspects that somehow 
address political and economic problems (see, for example, 
Bushuev, Konoplyanik, Mirkin 2013; Telegina 2012; Makarov, 
Grigor'ev, Mitrov 2015). 

Energy security is one of the most discussed areas in Russian 
IR studies related to problems of world political economics. Thus, 
the work of V.E. Fortov and his colleagues emphasized that the 
problem of global energy security has arisen now as an urgent need 
for reliable provision of the world economy with all kinds of energy 
without excessive damage to the environment and at prices reflect-
ing basic economic principles. The global nature of threats to en-
ergy security and their consequences require concerted interna-
tional action and the development by the world community of the 
concept of a sustainable and secure energy future, as well as the 
implementation of measures to ensure its practical implementation 
(Fortov, Makarov, Mitrova 2007). 
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Particular attention in Russian IR studies is paid to Russia’s 
policy in the field of energy security. It is especially noted that Rus-
sia has a number of specific features that affect its energy policy. 
These include the following: (1) Despite the growing domestic de-
mand for energy resources, the country is vitally interested in ex-
panding oil and gas exports; (2) production growth is possible only 
with the development of new fields in hard-to-reach places of East-
ern Siberia, on the shelf of the northern seas, in the Caspian. This 
will require huge funds to ensure exploration, construction, envi-
ronmental protection, and road infrastructure; (3) the geographic 
location of the main fields, from which oil and gas is now extracted 
in Western Siberia, makes Europe the most profitable export mar-
ket. The development of fields in Eastern Siberia and the Arctic will 
allow direct exports to Asia; (4) in the sale of oil and gas, Russia 
completely transforms to a market economy, refusing to underesti-
mate prices for the CIS countries only because of their entry into the 
Commonwealth; (5) Russia carries out exploration, production, and 
transportation of oil and gas with the involvement of foreign par-
ticipants; and (6) the state has strengthened its participation in the 
oil and gas sector. In many respects, this is dictated by the need to 
provide reasonable needs of the domestic market and energy secu-
rity of Russia (Primakov 2009). 

A number of Russian studies focus on regional energy issues 
(see, for example, Tomberg 2013). Most of the energy Russia sup-
plies is to Europe. Therefore, Russian authors have focused on this 
region. EU policy and Russia’s relations with the EU in the energy 
field are especially relevant in Russian IR studies (Pashkovskaya 
2011). Moreover, the energy component has become one of the 
main ones in the interaction between Russia and the EU. In 2000, 
following the results of the EU-Russia Paris summit, the format of 
the energy dialogue “Russia-EU” was formed. One of the objectives 
of this format was the development of energy relations between 
Russia and the EU (Kaveshnikov 2009). The mutual idea of the lead-
ers of Russia and the EU was to single out the energy sphere as one 
of the priority areas of cooperation. The main issues to be resolved 
within the framework of this bilateral dialogue lay in the field of 
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energy saving, the formation of production, the construction of 
transport infrastructure, and control of the relations between sup-
plier companies and consumer countries (Pashkovskaya 2011). 

Russian authors also discuss the provisions of the Interna-
tional Energy Charter, signed by Russia in 1994 but not ratified. It 
is noted that the charter proclaims a number of important princi-
ples: encouragement of foreign investments in energy, free trade in 
energy materials, freedom of transit through pipelines and net-
works, and reduction of negative environmental impact. But at the 
same time, it contains provisions that can be interpreted as coming 
into conflict with the national sovereignty of a country. These pro-
visions were not only confirmed but also strengthened in the 
Transit Protocol (2003), which was attached to the Energy Charter 
in 2003 (Primakov 2009). 

Criticism by Russian experts was caused by the Third Energy 
Package of the EU, which was entered into force in 2009 and in-
volved the sale and transfer of gas infrastructure owned by Gaz-
prom, with an obligation to grant third-party access to trunk pipe-
lines (see, for example, Gudkov 2010). Russian authors also note 
that the implementation of certain EU norms of the Third Energy 
Package on the separation of functions in the most rigid variant 
may contradict bilateral international agreements of Russia with 
the EU countries, first of all, pertaining to agreements on invest-
ment protection (Salygin, Kaveshnikov 2014).  

Despite the fact that gas issues in Russia-EU relations domi-
nate, other aspects of energy cooperation are also being discussed. 
Thus, as for oil, in early 2010, up to 23% of the import of petroleum 
products to the European Union came from Russia, and the impact 
of European sanctions on the oil industry of Russia was significant. 
Nevertheless, Russian companies were still partly allowed to work 
with European partners: 1) the obligations under former contracts 
remain in force in the countries that imposed sanctions; 2) many 
concepts are interpreted differently, which makes it possible to find 
opportunities in the imposed restrictions (Mustaparov 2015).  

Much attention is paid to the formation and implementation 
of energy policy and diplomacy. Thus, S. Zhiznin formulates the 
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basic principles of Russia’s energy diplomacy. He examines the 
main methods and means of contemporary energy diplomacy, as 
well as the specifics of the international activity of leading foreign 
and Russian companies (Zhiznin 2005). It is noteworthy that the ac-
tivity of energy companies is included in energy diplomacy, which 
was relatively new in Russian studies on diplomacy. Although the 
companies themselves, of course, were previously the object of 
study, the issues of energy diplomacy were further developed in 
Russian studies (see, for example, Chernicyna 2015). 
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Chapter 8 
Development of Social and Humanitarian 
Issues in Russian IR Studies 

8.1  The Growth of Social and Humanitarian 
Components in World Politics 

Social and humanitarian issues in comparison with security issues 
were at the periphery of the attention of politicians for many dec-
ades, and as a consequence also drew the research interest of schol-
ars working in the field of international relations and world politics. 
All were focused on military-political and partly political-economic 
issues. A turning point occurred in the late twentieth and early 
twenty-first centuries. It cannot be said that the problems of secu-
rity or economic development have attracted the attention of poli-
ticians and researchers less and have left the international agenda. 
It can only be argued that humanitarian aspects began to evoke the 
increasing interest of both. 

The reasons for this orientation lie in the fact that at the begin-
ning of the new century we see an obvious reversal, both in politics 
and in the scientific sphere, toward human needs. This does not ap-
ply only to international relations. For example, it is no coincidence 
that the Nobel Prize for Economics in 2017 was awarded to Richard 
H. Thaler for creating such a direction in economic science as a be-
havioral economy, which is a kind of bridge between economics 
and psychology. 

Social and humanitarian ties, as well as economic ones, create 
conditions for long-term participant interaction even in situations 
of deterioration of the overall political climate. For example, even 
during the Cold War, cultural ties between East and West were 
maintained. 

Contemporary conflicts and wars are accompanied by active 
actions in the social and humanitarian spheres, hence the emer-
gence of such phenomena as “information wars” and “hybrid 
wars”. The intensification of the activity of economic actors in 
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world politics—TNCs and other business structures—has led to a 
huge number of human beings involved in the professional inter-
national economic sphere. The central figure in this sphere, as well 
as in the economy as a whole, is a person who goes beyond the na-
tional borders of the state. One of the consequences of all these pro-
cesses can be the fact that in recent years in developed countries 
more attention is paid to those sectors of the economy that are as-
sociated with improving the quality of human life (Ivanova 2016). 
In addition, the social responsibility of business is increasing. Ear-
lier it was mainly limited to the company or the country of the com-
pany’s activity; in the twenty-first century it began to acquire a 
global character. Evidence of this is the UN Global Compact. 

As for the social and humanitarian sphere itself, it has been 
developing rapidly since the end of the twentieth century through 
the activities of international nongovernmental organizations, in-
ternational cooperation in the field of education (the Bologna pro-
cess with its advantages and disadvantages is a good example), so-
cial networks, and so on. 

It is obvious that the development of ICT has greatly contrib-
uted to the involvement of the individual in transnational relations. 
And if at the end of the twentieth century the transnationalization 
of states and organizations (primarily business structures and 
NGOs) became possible, in the twenty-first century the world was 
faced with the transnationalization of human ties and relations. 
And the same person is involved in a number of intersecting trans-
national groups. For example, T. Biersteker notes that in the con-
temporary world the formation of transnational political networks 
is taking place, the essence of which is that the subject (in particular, 
the person) turns out to be included in many networks connected 
with the study of a particular political phenomenon, the implemen-
tation of various proposals, evaluation of political projects, and so 
on (Biersteker 2014). 

Nevertheless, not all people are included in transnational re-
lations. And this generates a new social rift in the world, which is 
characteristic today of a number of countries. This social rift divides 
all people into two groups depending on their orientation, either on 
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transnational relations, or—to return to the national state, local con-
nections, and sometimes returns to tribal ties. In the latter case, the 
archaization of a state often takes place (Lebedeva, Kharkevich, Zi-
nov'eva, Koposova 2017). Examples of the archaization of the state, 
understood as a retreat to a previous stage of development, can be 
Libya (a return from the national state to tribal relations) and the 
United Kingdom with Brexit (a return from supranational struc-
tures of the European Union to the national state) (Kharkevich, Mu-
zalevskiy, Oskolkov 2018). But, in the case of Libya, the split in so-
ciety according to this parameter (a person’s orientation toward 
transnational or local relations) is difficult to grasp (rather, there is 
a split between different tribes and groups), and in the case of Great 
Britain, it is obvious: large cities, in particular, London, voted to 
stay in the European Union, that is for greater inclusion in transna-
tional relations, while small settlements saw their future within na-
tional borders. The US presidential election of 2016 also demon-
strated the split of American society with regard to national or 
transnational orientation. Here, however, it is necessary to make a 
reservation connected with the fact that in recent years archaic ties 
have also sometimes sought to transnationalize. The most vivid ex-
amples here are al-Qaeda and ISIS. 

However, a clear manifestation of social division in the con-
temporary world on a significant scale is a relatively new phenom-
enon which has not yet received an adequate reflection in the sci-
entific literature. It is obvious that it is very significant both in terms 
of the internal political development of states and on a global scale 
and needs serious scientific analysis. The same can be said about 
attempts to transnationalize archaic models of behavior. It seems 
that this social and humanitarian area will be intensively studied in 
the near future. 

In general, the social and humanitarian sphere can manifest 
itself in various qualities. This is an area of interaction and cooper-
ation, and a means of development. This is a resource of impact on 
other countries; it is also an area in which potential for conflict can 
accumulate. 
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The attention of researchers on the social and humanitarian 
aspects of world politics began to increase at the end of the twenti-
eth century. At those times, J. Nye formulated his concept of soft 
power (Nye 1990), which initially provoked a storm of criticism. 
The situation began to change in many ways at the beginning of the 
twenty-first century. The turning point was, to a large extent, the 
terrorist attacks of September 11, 2001. There was awareness that in 
countering terrorism one should not confine oneself to military and 
economic influence alone. A.V. Dolinskij wrote that the terrorist at-
tacks carried out by a small group of people, behind which the great 
powers did not stand, initiated discussions on how to prevent such 
tragedies in the future. Quite quickly, the academic community and 
diplomats-practitioners came to a consensus on the role of commu-
nication with foreign societies to prevent the growth of Islamic ex-
tremism (Dolinskij 2011). 

8.2  Russian Attention to Social and Humanitarian 
Issues 

Russia, somewhat later, although without such dramatic events as 
the United States, set itself a similar task: to influence other coun-
tries using information and humanitarian resources. The motive in 
many respects was the political goal of restoring Russia’s influence 
in the world arena. This goal was part of the worldwide trend of 
the increasing importance of social and humanitarian resources. To 
restore Russia's influence on the world stage, parity with the United 
States in the military-political sphere was not sufficient. The Rus-
sian economy, although it demonstrated at the beginning of the 
twenty-first century some improvements, clearly could not claim to 
ensure Russia’s leading position in the world. Under these condi-
tions, humanitarian resources were best suited to achieve this goal. 
Russia’s increasing attention upon the humanitarian aspects of the 
international arena was reflected in the 2008 Concept of Russia’s For-
eign Policy, which formulated the objectives of achieving an objec-
tive perception of Russia in the world, developing its own effective 
means of informational influence on public opinion abroad, and 
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strengthening the positions of Russian mass media in the global in-
formation space.60 As a result, since the beginning of the twenty-
first century, funding for various projects and activities in the social 
and humanitarian spheres has significantly increased in Russia. 
There have been several funds established: the “Russian world” 
Fund of public diplomacy and others, whose task was the mainte-
nance and spread of the Russian language in the world, the devel-
opment of public diplomacy, and so on. A number of other struc-
tures were formed, including in the media. In particular, the televi-
sion channel Russia Today was created. In addition, a number of 
other practical steps have been taken. As a result, the numbers of 
Russian studies that discuss humanitarian issues have also in-
creased. 

The study of international aspects of social and humanitarian 
issues in Russia went in three main directions. In the first, attention 
was paid to issues of soft power, and, in part, public diplomacy, 
both theoretically and in terms of studying specific examples of use. 
It is represented by a large number of studies. In addition, the sec-
ond and third directions are to some extent connected with the first 
one. 

The second direction is also quite extensive in quantitative 
terms. It is connected with the inclusion of humanitarian and social 
issues in studies of conflicts and wars. This direction began to de-
velop in Russia a little later than the first one, namely in 2010. Fi-
nally, the third direction, which by the number of studies is inferior 
to the first two, is focused on analysis of human capital. However, 
it is of particular interest since in a certain respect Russian studies 
differ in subject matter from Western studies in this field. Thus, 
Russian scholars in some ways have pioneered the integration of 
higher education problems as part of international relations and 
world politics. 

                                                            
60  Koncepcija vneshnej politiki Rossijskoj Federacii. 2008: http://www.krem 

lin.ru/acts/news/785  
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8.3  Soft Power and Public Diplomacy in Russian  
IR Studies 

The concept of soft power was not immediately accepted by the sci-
entific community, or by politicians, in Russia. The idea of J. Nye, 
launched in the early 1990s, was met initially with great skepticism 
in Russia. Russian scholars did not see any rational element in it. 
Among many objections put forward to J. Nye by the Russian schol-
ars, perhaps the most frequently used was that this idea did not 
contain anything new. Arguments were based on the grounds that 
since the emergence of humankind some groups somehow “softly” 
influenced others. 

Later, after a number of studies in Russia, the situation 
changed significantly. As a result, the term “soft power” was 
largely incorporated into the text of the Concept of the Foreign Pol-
icy of the Russian Federation, adopted in 2013,61 and subsequently 
into the Foreign Policy Concept of 2016,62 largely due to research 
findings and practices of its application by other states. 

Russian studies on soft power and public diplomacy can be 
divided into three large groups. The first group is research, in 
which efforts are being made to theoretically understand these is-
sues. The second group includes many case studies on the use of 
soft power and public diplomacy by one or another state. Finally, 
the third group, represented to a large extent by scholars from Ye-
katerinburg, conducts research on the operationalization of the con-
cept of the effectiveness of the use of soft power. 

In theoretical studies, Russian authors are trying to identify 
the features of soft power, its difference from other means of influ-
ence, and so on (see, for example, Zeveljov, Troickij 2006; Pescov, 
Bobylo 2015; Kazarinova 2011). Today in Russia there are many in-
terpretations of soft power and translations of this term. For exam-
ple, P.B. Parshin drew attention to two understandings of soft 

                                                            
61  Koncepcija vneshnej politiki Rossijskoj Federacii. 2013: http://www.mid.ru/ 

brp_4.nsf/0/6D84DDEDEDBF7DA644257B160051BF7F  
62  Koncepcija vneshnej politiki Rossijskoj Federacii. 2016: http://www.mid.ru/ 

foreign_policy/news/asset_publisher/cKNonkJE02Bw/content/id/2542248  
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power. According to the first, it is a tool or technology, mainly a 
communicative one, which involves potentially less damage to the 
object compared to “hard” tools (technologies). Another under-
standing of soft power is that it is viewed as the potential impact of 
some actor, due to its appeal and the desire to have the same values 
(Parshin 2014). 

Nevertheless, the most common understanding of soft power 
in Russia is any nonmilitary method of influencing the opposite 
side, that is, rather, what P.B. Parshin called “technological” under-
standings of soft power. With this approach, economic and political 
coercion, as well as other types, fall under the definition of soft 
power. Russian scholars often assume that coercion can be military 
or economic only. Thus, V.Ya. Wapler, N.E. Gronskaya and their 
colleagues, citing J. Nye, wrote that soft power is the country’s abil-
ity to influence others by means other than military and economic 
coercion (Vapler, Gronskaja, Gusev, Korshunov, Makarychev, 
Solncev 2010). 

In addition, in Russia (however, not only in Russia) the use of 
soft power is often identified with propaganda, and in this case, is 
usually judged negatively. With this understanding, indeed, the 
differences between soft power, propaganda, nonmilitary and eco-
nomic means of pressure and so on, disappear. However, in recent 
years, Russian scientific discourse is increasingly involved in un-
derstanding exactly what J. Nye defined as soft power through at-
tractiveness (see, for example, Panova 2010). It was shown that 
within the framework of the realistic approach, there is an identifi-
cation of the concepts of “soft power” and “propaganda”, whereas 
in the framework of the neoliberal approach there is a fundamental 
difference between these concepts. For example, propaganda in-
volves manipulative influence, and soft power excludes it. Propa-
ganda is oriented, as a rule, to short-term goals. With the help of 
propaganda, you can solve immediate problems, whereas “soft 
power” provides for a long-term relationship with a partner (Leb-
edeva 2017c). 

Quite a large number of Russian studies are devoted to an 
analysis of soft power as a foreign policy tool of certain states. In 
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Russian academic literature, the features of Japanese soft power 
(see Chugrov 2015), that of the United States (see Braterskij, Skriba 
2014), Germany (see Rustamova 2016), the EU (see Baykov 2014), 
and other actors of world politics, including Russia (see Leonova 
2013; Andreev 2016) and the EAEU (see Lebedeva, Kharkevich 
2014), are discussed. There are also studies of the different areas 
which can be used as soft power: education (see Fominyh 2008), 
media (see Zegonov 2008), cinema (see Teterjuk 2014), sports (Ru-
sakova 2014), and so on, as well as new areas associated with the 
negative effects of the application of soft power (see Lebedeva, 
Rustamova, Sharko 2016) and terrorist soft power (see Manojlo 
2017). 

The third, least numerous groups of studies on soft power is 
presented by the studies of O.F. Rusakova and her colleagues from 
Yekaterinburg (Rusakova 2014; Rusakova 2015). For example, ac-
cording to the authors, Russia ranks 28 among the 40 countries in 
Soft Power Index Results (2012) (see Rusakova 2014; Rusakova 
2015). 

Close to the problems of soft power are studies related to the 
support of compatriots. In Russian academic literature on interna-
tional relations there have been almost no studies on compatriots. 
For present-day Russia, emphasis is laid on the importance of a 
strong diaspora integrated into the society of the country of resi-
dence (Chepurin 2009). 

Studies on public diplomacy in Russia are fewer in number 
compared to studies on soft power. Basically, these studies are con-
ducted in Moscow and St. Petersburg and in structure they are sim-
ilar to the previous group. These are as follows: (1) theoretical un-
derstanding of the issues of public diplomacy and (2) the study of 
specific cases of its use by different states. As in the previous case, 
interest in public diplomacy in Russia is due, on the one hand, to 
the involvement of large masses in the world political processes, 
and, on the other hand, the task of promoting a positive image of 
Russia abroad. The most common understanding of public diplo-
macy in the United States, for example, is related to the influence of 
one state on the society of another state (Snow, Taylor 2009). This 
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cannot be said of the Russian understanding of public diplomacy. 
In many Russian studies, public diplomacy is identified with the 
activities of nongovernmental organizations and is synonymous 
with people’s diplomacy (narodnaja diplomatija or obshhestvennaja 
diplomatija) (see, for example, Muhametov 2014; Evdokimov 2011). 
Such identification leads to disregard of the fact that the channels 
of implementation of public diplomacy can be both state and non-
state. In other words, the state can act directly through its official 
representatives, and indirectly through non-state actors. Moreover, 
non-state actors do not always act as agents of state policy. As a 
result, the conceptual apparatus of public diplomacy in Russian-
language literature turns out to be extremely unclear. This ap-
proach significantly narrows the scope of public diplomacy, as it 
excludes the official channels for its implementation. A. Dolinskij 
draws attention to this aspect. He writes that public diplomacy has 
a second meaning of the term in Russian—diplomacy at the level of 
public organizations. This gave rise to a dangerous confusion: even 
among experts, there is the abiding conviction that public diplo-
macy is only a dialogue at the level of nongovernmental organiza-
tions. Meanwhile, public diplomacy implies a wider range of activ-
ities (Dolinskij). 

T. Zonova holds a similar view. She notes that the Russian for-
eign policy lexicon contains two terms with regard to diplomacy: 
“public” and “people’s”. However, the interchangeability of these 
terms should be treated with extreme caution. The definition of 
“public” will be translated as a social one, or as civil, and as a peo-
ple’s one. T. Zonova wrote that it is clear that “people’s diplomacy” 
means the diplomacy of nongovernmental organizations (Zonova 
2012). 

At present, particular attention in Russian studies is drawn to 
the possibilities of science in the framework of public diplomacy 
and the search through it for the solution to international problems. 
This approach—scientific diplomacy—is relatively new in Russia, 
although the successful experience of interaction between Soviet 
and Western scholars to resolve conflicts and prevent a nuclear ca-
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tastrophe was apparant in the period of the Cold War. V. Pan-
chenko and A. Torkunov note that researchers are not concerned 
with the need to simplify. Therefore, the interaction of researchers 
from different countries makes it possible to better understand the 
problem, and therefore to outline ways to solve it.63 

A fairly large layer of studies is devoted to public diplomacy 
of states and intergovernmental organizations. The public diplo-
macy of the United States (Kubyshkin, A.I., Cvetkova 2013) as well 
as Israel, the countries of Central Asia, Iran, the Vatican, the EU, the 
CIS, NATO, CSTO, and the SCO, as well as historical models of 
public diplomacy, are studied (Lebedeva 2017d). At the same time, 
public diplomacy in this context is considered slightly wider than 
its traditional understanding as the impact of the state on the soci-
eties of other countries, because supranational interstate structures 
appear in the research focus. However, we cannot say that in this 
respect Russian research is unique. Public diplomacy of intergov-
ernmental structures is studied not only by Russian authors (see, 
for example, Pagovski 2015). 

Among the other states, Russian researchers pay most atten-
tion to US public diplomacy as instancing a state that has largely 
shaped the conceptual framework of public diplomacy and actively 
uses public diplomacy in practice. It is noted that in recent years, 
public diplomacy of the United States has undergone significant 
changes. If at the beginning of the twenty-first century public di-
plomacy of the United States was focused on a policy of “engage-
ment-involvement” of the foreign target audience in relation to the 
values and culture of the United States, later there was a sharp 
change in the conceptual paradigm of public diplomacy of the 
United States. Instead of a tool of the policy of “engagement–in-
volvement”, it has become a strategic communication mechanism 
(Cvetkova 2015), that is, a purposeful information influence on the 
external audience with the aim of achieving US goals. In the same 

                                                            
63  Panchenko, V., Torkunov, A.V. Uchenyj kak diplomat. Rossijskaja gazeta. 

26.06.2017: https://rg.ru/2017/06/26/kak-nauchnoe-sotrudnichestvo-pomog 
aet-resheniiu-mezhdunarodnyh-problem.html  
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context, Russian scholars usually analyze the tools of “color revo-
lutions”. In other words, Russian scholars emphasize that if initially 
public diplomacy was used by the United States within the frame-
work of the neoliberal theoretical paradigm, now it has been used 
in accordance with a rigid realistic approach. 

The understanding of public diplomacy as being close to stra-
tegic communication is presented in the study of A.I. Podberjozkin 
and A.V. Zhukov. They note that in the twenty-first century, mass 
media and the Internet allow us to solve issues that were previously 
resolved by military, economic, and other means. As a result, public 
diplomacy has become an integral part of the network-centric hy-
brid war in which the role of information impacting on the enemy 
becomes decisive (Podberjozkin, Zhukov 2015). 

In general, it should be noted that studies of hybrid wars and 
“color revolutions” are quite trendy in Russia. At the same time, it 
appears that one should distinguish between public diplomacy and 
strategic communication, which are two different tools. In conflict 
situations, hard means of information in order to influence the op-
posite side are often used. As a result, there are information wars 
(Manojlo 2016) and hybrid wars (Panarin 2016), which have been 
widely described, including in Russian academic literature. At the 
same time, in conflict and crisis, tools of public diplomacy are often 
used to reduce tensions and reconciliation (Lebedeva 2013). And 
these are two different instruments. To a certain extent, strategic 
communication is synonymous with impact, which is called “sharp 
diplomacy” (Walker, Ludwig 2017), and which actually corre-
sponds to the use of public diplomacy within the framework of a 
realistic approach, or in the understanding of J. Nye, hard power 
(Nye 2018). 

The development of the Internet and social networks has led 
to new phenomena in public diplomacy, which include different 
types of online wars. Thus, E.S. Zinov'eva notes that digital diplo-
macy has helped change diplomacy from a hierarchical type of ac-
tivity to a network one, involving large numbers of people in solv-
ing problems. The use of digital public diplomacy can help reduce 
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tension. However, disabling communication can also be used to re-
duce tension. Digital public diplomacy is also effective as an instru-
ment for post-conflict settlement (Zinov'eva 2017). 

8.4  Analysis of Human Capital in Russian IR Studies 

Traditionally, economists address issues of human capital. For 
scholars of international relations and world politics who for a long 
time focused on problems of high politics, this category usually re-
mained out of sight. At the end of the twentieth century and in the 
beginning of the twenty-first century, in connection with the in-
creasing role of the social and humanitarian factor in the world, re-
searchers of international relations also turned to its study. How-
ever, studies of human capital in international studies turned out to 
be quite amorphous. Among experts in the field of international re-
lations, A.I. Podberjozkin directly wrote on human capital, imply-
ing that a wide range of issues related to ideology, values, and so-
cioeconomic relations exist (Podberjozkin 2007-2012). 

Human rights are among the issues that are related to human 
capital. The analysis of human rights in Russian foreign policy is 
devoted, in particular, to the study of S.V. Chugrov. He shows that 
the discrepancy between Russia and the West in the understanding 
of fundamental human rights is due to historical developments 
(Chugrov 2001). 

IR scholars, following economists, turn to social and economic 
problems of human capital. However, such studies are not many. 
As an example, in his study, V.M. Sergeev showed that the roots of 
the 2008-2009 crisis were not only in the economic or political de-
velopments but also in trust, which was also determined by the so-
cial responsibility of members of society (Sergeev 2009). Analysis of 
migration and demographic processes also belongs to this category 
of studies. These studies began to be an area of particular interest 
in recent years, especially due to the migration crisis in Europe (see, 
for example, Potemkina 2010; Bol'shova 2016). 



160  RUSSIAN STUDIES OF INTERNATIONAL RELATIONS 

 

Nevertheless, the greatest number of Russian studies touching 
upon human capital issues is devoted to aspects of higher educa-
tion. In many respects, it intersects with issues of soft power, but it 
is not confined to it, of course. 

Higher education issues are the sphere in which Russian IR 
studies are at the forefront of the world. The main areas of research 
here are the development of human capital and the strengthening 
of Russia’s role through the development of higher education, its 
internationalization, and international cooperation. Russian re-
searchers note that in the context of globalization, the functions of 
education are changed. Along with traditional functions, including 
those related to the development of human capital, higher educa-
tion influences the shaping of world politics, acquiring a political 
function (Lebedeva 2006). Now higher education is characterized 
by such features as transnationalization, network self-organization, 
and marketization (Kharkevich 2012). 

In connection with the changes that are taking place, univer-
sity policy is also being transformed. Universities are increasingly 
involved in internationalization of education, as well as developing 
training programs for different categories of the population, includ-
ing for teachers. As a consequence, the role of universities in the 
development of human capital and in world politics is becoming 
another area of focus of Russian researchers. The university be-
comes a kind of discussion platform; it unites the academic com-
munity, representatives of state structures and business, and jour-
nalists (Lebedeva, Barabanov 2012). It is noted that the university 
can “combine the strengths of all its units, as well as partners” (Lar-
ionova, Suslova: 22). Negative aspects in universities’ activities and 
possible ways to overcome them are also analyzed (Lebedeva 
2017a). 

Russian scholars write that universities are faced with the 
need for mass training and retraining of teachers to work with more 
complex software, similarly to how in the late 1980s the most ad-
vanced teachers moved from writing machines to computers and 
learned the first computer programs (Torkunov 2011). 
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The educating of specialists in the field of international rela-
tions, an area that is particularly important for international rela-
tions, is explored in a number of studies by Russian scholars (see, 
for example, Torkunov 2013; Voevoda 2013). Russian researchers 
show that training in international relations leads to the develop-
ment of human capital not only in their own country but also 
abroad, since specialists in the field of international relations, due 
to their professional activities, are mostly involved in international 
processes. Russian scholars also discuss what kind of opportunities 
open the internationalization of higher education for the implemen-
tation of Russia’s soft power, both in the short and long terms (see 
Torkunov 2012b; Lebedeva, Fort 2012). In general, humanitarian is-
sues, which have become some of the most significant in the current 
world, are now reflected in Russian IR studies. Most of all Russian 
researchers are attracted to issues of soft power and higher educa-
tion, as well as analyses of manipulative strategies in the context of 
hybrid and information wars, “color revolutions”. At the same 
time, it seems that the role that humanitarian issues acquire today 
in world politics is not fully reflected in Russian international rela-
tions studies. Thus, public health, tourism, youth, and professional 
contacts (including scientific ones) are almost out of focus of re-
search attention. Theoretical studies on the role of the humanitarian 
component in world politics are also needed, although it should be 
noted that in other countries these issues are not of much signifi-
cance and are less intensively studied. Considering the fact that 
Russia has rich research traditions in the field of culture and psy-
chology, the development of humanitarian issues within the frame-
work of Russian IR studies is important. 
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Conclusion 

It is obviously impossible to present Russian studies in the field of 
international relations in all their depth in a single book. The task 
was only to show the process of formation and the main lines of 
research in the field of international relations in the country. It is 
possible to agree or not with the formulation of problems by Rus-
sian scholars, certain interpretations, and issues that are discussed 
in the field of international relations and world politics. It is im-
portant that they give an idea of how international reality is per-
ceived and understood in Russia. In addition, the history of the de-
velopment of national schools in the field of international relations, 
in this case Russia, is certainly a part of the world development of 
research in the field of international relations and world politics. 

Russian IR scholars have come a long way from the first half 
of the twentieth century to the present day. Political realities have 
changed and very serious changes have taken place in the field of 
research and teaching. First of all, it should be noted that research 
and teaching of international relations in Russia went beyond Mos-
cow; these were developed and are developing in Russian regions. 
Many new journals and textbooks were invented. The subject of 
Russian IR studies has also expanded. In this regard, in Russia there 
have been dramatic shifts in all three layers described by O. 
Waever: the political layer (factors), institutional layer (factors), and 
intellectual layer (factors) (Waever 1998). At the same time, the 
turning point in Russian IR studies is primarily connected with the 
period of the late 1980s and early 1990s, when, following the polit-
ical events that developed rapidly, changes began to take place in 
the latter two layers. 

Today in Russian IR studies two trends are clearly discernible. 
One is aimed toward the integration of Russian IR studies into 
global science. The second is represented by isolationist aspirations. 
These two tendencies reflect general political trends both in Russia 
and in the world. To some extent, they both act all the time, but at 
one stage or another, one of them dominates. 
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It can hardly be said that contemporary Russian studies of in-
ternational relations have become an integral part of global inter-
national relations. However, this is not a unique feature of Russia. 
IR studies to some extent continue to be an “American social sci-
ence”. However, other countries, in particular China, have become 
more active than Russia in integrating into global science. Never-
theless, Russian researchers began to publish in foreign journals, 
lecture abroad, and so on. There is also a complementary activity, 
when foreign researchers are publishing in Russia and lecturing at 
Russian universities. 

The deterioration of relations between Russia and the West in 
the 2010s undoubtedly had an impact on IR studies. And although 
there is a certain time lag between political events and scientific and 
educational activities, academic contacts gradually began to expe-
rience a clear atmosphere of “cooling”. International studies, being 
the closest to foreign policy, experienced the deterioration of Rus-
sian-American and Russian-European relations to a greater degree 
than many other disciplines. In Russian IR studies, isolationist as-
pirations began to intensify. In the mildest form, they are mani-
fested in the attempts by a number of Russian researchers to find 
their own special path in the study of world politics and interna-
tional relations. Extremely isolationist views often go beyond aca-
demic discussions. Obviously, some isolationism is partly due to 
language barriers, as well as to the specifics of the construction of 
research and writing academic articles in Russia. Most Russian 
scholars publish articles in the form of essays focused on a historical 
approach. But these factors are not decisive in the formation of iso-
lationism in Russian IR studies. 

It is hardly worth feeding illusions that the isolationist ten-
dency will disappear completely anytime soon. However, there is 
no need for its disappearance. A certain emphasis on the develop-
ment of national specifics, including in the field of international re-
lations, is certainly necessary. Nevertheless, the break with world 
science is unacceptable. Moreover, it seems that academic discus-
sion of the most acute problems between Russian researchers and 
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scholars from other countries will make it possible for a better un-
derstanding of IR issues and, as a result, improve world politics in 
the long term. However, for this to happen, constant interaction of 
scientists with decision-makers is also important. 
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Russlands 
Zur Entwicklung der russischen Literatur und 
Philosophie 
Ediert von Dagmar Herrmann 
Mit einem Beitrag von Nikolaus Lobkowicz  
ISBN 978-3-8382-0102-3 

97  Kamran Musayev 
Die postsowjetische Transformation 
im Baltikum und Südkaukasus 
Eine vergleichende Untersuchung der 
politischen Entwicklung Lettlands und 
Aserbaidschans 1985-2009 
Mit einem Vorwort von Leonid Luks 
Ediert von Sandro Henschel 
ISBN 978-3-8382-0103-0 

 
98 Tatiana Zhurzhenko  

Borderlands into Bordered Lands 
Geopolitics of Identity in Post-Soviet Ukraine 
With a foreword by Dieter Segert  
ISBN 978-3-8382-0042-2 

 
99 Кирилл Галушко, Лидия Смола 

(ред.) 
Пределы падения – варианты 
украинского будущего 
Аналитико-прогностические исследования 
ISBN 978-3-8382-0148-1 

 
100 Michael Minkenberg (ed.) 

Historical Legacies and the Radical 
Right in Post-Cold War Central and 
Eastern Europe 
With an afterword by Sabrina P. Ramet 
ISBN 978-3-8382-0124-5 

 
101 David-Emil Wickström 

Rocking St. Petersburg 
Transcultural Flows and Identity Politics in 
the St. Petersburg Popular Music Scene 
With a foreword by Yngvar B. Steinholt 
Second, Revised and Expanded Edition 
ISBN 978-3-8382-0100-9 

 
102 Eva Zabka 

Eine neue „Zeit der Wirren“?  
Der spät- und postsowjetische Systemwandel 
1985-2000 im Spiegel russischer 
gesellschaftspolitischer Diskurse 
Mit einem Vorwort von Margareta Mommsen 
ISBN 978-3-8382-0161-0 
 

103 Ulrike Ziemer 
Ethnic Belonging, Gender and 
Cultural Practices 
Youth Identitites in Contemporary Russia 
With a foreword by Anoop Nayak 
ISBN 978-3-8382-0152-8 
 



 

104 Ksenia Chepikova 
‚Einiges Russland’ - eine zweite 
KPdSU? 
Aspekte der Identitätskonstruktion einer 
postsowjetischen „Partei der Macht“ 
Mit einem Vorwort von Torsten Oppelland 
ISBN 978-3-8382-0311-9 
 

105  Леонид Люкс 
Западничество или евразийство? 
Демократия или идеократия?  
Сборник статей об исторических дилеммах 
России 
С предисловием Владимира Кантора 
ISBN 978-3-8382-0211-2 

 
106  Anna Dost 

Das russische Verfassungsrecht auf dem 
Weg zum Föderalismus und zurück 
Zum Konflikt von Rechtsnormen und  
-wirklichkeit in der Russländischen Föderation 
von 1991 bis 2009 
Mit einem Vorwort von Alexander Blankenagel 
ISBN 978-3-8382-0292-1 
 

107  Philipp Herzog 
Sozialistische Völkerfreundschaft, 
nationaler Widerstand oder harmloser 
Zeitvertreib?  
Zur politischen Funktion der Volkskunst  
im sowjetischen Estland 
Mit einem Vorwort von Andreas Kappeler 
ISBN 978-3-8382-0216-7 

 
108 Marlène Laruelle (ed.) 

Russian Nationalism, Foreign Policy, 
and Identity Debates in Putin's Russia 
New Ideological Patterns after the Orange 
Revolution 
ISBN 978-3-8382-0325-6 

 
109 Michail Logvinov 

Russlands Kampf gegen den 
internationalen Terrorismus  
Eine kritische Bestandsaufnahme des 
Bekämpfungsansatzes  
Mit einem Geleitwort von  
Hans-Henning Schröder  
und einem Vorwort von Eckhard Jesse 
ISBN 978-3-8382-0329-4 

 

110 John B. Dunlop 
The Moscow Bombings  
of September 1999 
Examinations of Russian Terrorist Attacks  
at the Onset of Vladimir Putin's Rule 
Second, Revised and Expanded Edition 
ISBN 978-3-8382-0388-1 
 

111 Андрей А. Ковалёв 
Свидетельство из-за кулис 
российской политики I 
Можно ли делать добрo из зла? 
(Воспоминания и размышления о 
последних советских и первых 
послесоветских годах) 
With a foreword by Peter Reddaway 
ISBN 978-3-8382-0302-7 
 

112 Андрей А. Ковалёв 
Свидетельство из-за кулис 
российской политики II 
Угроза для себя и окружающих 
(Наблюдения и предостережения 
относительно происходящего после 2000 г.) 
ISBN 978-3-8382-0303-4 
 

113 Bernd Kappenberg 
Zeichen setzen für Europa 
Der Gebrauch europäischer lateinischer 
Sonderzeichen in der deutschen Öffentlichkeit 
Mit einem Vorwort von Peter Schlobinski 
ISBN 978-3-89821-749-1 

 
114 Ivo Mijnssen 

The Quest for an Ideal Youth in 
Putin’s Russia I 
Back to Our Future! History, Modernity, and 
Patriotism according to Nashi, 2005-2013 
With a foreword by Jeronim Perović 
Second, Revised and Expanded Edition 
ISBN 978-3-8382-0368-3 

 
115  Jussi Lassila 

The Quest for an Ideal Youth in 
Putin’s Russia II 
The Search for Distinctive Conformism in the 
Political Communication of Nashi, 2005-2009 
With a foreword by Kirill Postoutenko 
Second, Revised and Expanded Edition 
ISBN 978-3-8382-0415-4 

 
116  Valerio Trabandt 

Neue Nachbarn, gute Nachbarschaft? 
Die EU als internationaler Akteur am Beispiel 
ihrer Demokratieförderung in Belarus und der 
Ukraine 2004-2009 
Mit einem Vorwort von Jutta Joachim 
ISBN 978-3-8382-0437-6 



 

117  Fabian Pfeiffer 
Estlands Außen- und Sicherheitspolitik I 
Der estnische Atlantizismus nach der 
wiedererlangten Unabhängigkeit 1991-2004 
Mit einem Vorwort von Helmut Hubel 
ISBN 978-3-8382-0127-6 

 
118 Jana Podßuweit 

Estlands Außen- und Sicherheitspolitik II 
Handlungsoptionen eines Kleinstaates im 
Rahmen seiner EU-Mitgliedschaft (2004-2008) 
Mit einem Vorwort von Helmut Hubel  
ISBN 978-3-8382-0440-6 

 
119  Karin Pointner 

Estlands Außen- und Sicherheitspolitik III 
Eine gedächtnispolitische Analyse estnischer 
Entwicklungskooperation 2006-2010 
Mit einem Vorwort von Karin Liebhart 
ISBN 978-3-8382-0435-2 

 
120 Ruslana Vovk 

Die Offenheit der ukrainischen 
Verfassung für das Völkerrecht und 
die europäische Integration 
Mit einem Vorwort von Alexander 
Blankenagel 
ISBN 978-3-8382-0481-9 

 
121 Mykhaylo Banakh 

Die Relevanz der Zivilgesellschaft  
bei den postkommunistischen 
Transformationsprozessen in mittel- 
und osteuropäischen Ländern 
Das Beispiel der spät- und postsowjetischen 
Ukraine 1986-2009 
Mit einem Vorwort von Gerhard Simon 
ISBN 978-3-8382-0499-4 
 

122 Michael Moser 
Language Policy and the Discourse on 
Languages in Ukraine under President 
Viktor Yanukovych (25 February 
2010–28 October 2012) 
ISBN 978-3-8382-0497-0 (Paperback edition) 
ISBN 978-3-8382-0507-6 (Hardcover edition) 
 

123 Nicole Krome 
Russischer Netzwerkkapitalismus  
Restrukturierungsprozesse in der  
Russischen Föderation am Beispiel des 
Luftfahrtunternehmens "Aviastar" 
Mit einem Vorwort von Petra Stykow  
ISBN 978-3-8382-0534-2 
 

124  David R. Marples 
'Our Glorious Past' 
Lukashenka‘s Belarus and  
the Great Patriotic War 
ISBN 978-3-8382-0574-8 (Paperback edition) 
ISBN 978-3-8382-0675-2 (Hardcover edition) 
 

125  Ulf Walther 
Russlands "neuer Adel" 
Die Macht des Geheimdienstes von 
Gorbatschow bis Putin 
Mit einem Vorwort von Hans-Georg Wieck 
ISBN 978-3-8382-0584-7 

 
126  Simon Geissbühler (Hrsg.) 

Kiew – Revolution 3.0 
Der Euromaidan 2013/14 und die 
Zukunftsperspektiven der Ukraine 
ISBN 978-3-8382-0581-6 (Paperback edition) 
ISBN 978-3-8382-0681-3 (Hardcover edition) 

 
127  Andrey Makarychev 

Russia and the EU  
in a Multipolar World 
Discourses, Identities, Norms 
With a foreword by Klaus Segbers 
ISBN 978-3-8382-0629-5 

 
128  Roland Scharff 

Kasachstan als postsowjetischer 
Wohlfahrtsstaat 
Die Transformation des sozialen 
Schutzsystems 
Mit einem Vorwort von Joachim Ahrens 
ISBN 978-3-8382-0622-6 

 
129  Katja Grupp 

Bild Lücke Deutschland 
Kaliningrader Studierende sprechen über 
Deutschland 
Mit einem Vorwort von Martin Schulz 
ISBN 978-3-8382-0552-6 

 
130  Konstantin Sheiko, Stephen Brown 

History as Therapy 
Alternative History and Nationalist 
Imaginings in Russia, 1991-2014 
ISBN 978-3-8382-0665-3 

131  Elisa Kriza 
Alexander Solzhenitsyn: Cold War 
Icon, Gulag Author, Russian 
Nationalist? 
A Study of the Western Reception of his 
Literary Writings, Historical Interpretations, 
and Political Ideas 
With a foreword by Andrei Rogatchevski 

  ISBN 978-3-8382-0589-2 (Paperback edition) 
  ISBN 978-3-8382-0690-5 (Hardcover edition) 



 

132  Serghei Golunov 
The Elephant in the Room 
Corruption and Cheating in Russian 
Universities 
ISBN 978-3-8382-0570-0 

133  Manja Hussner, Rainer Arnold (Hgg.) 
Verfassungsgerichtsbarkeit in 
Zentralasien I 
Sammlung von Verfassungstexten 
ISBN 978-3-8382-0595-3 

134  Nikolay Mitrokhin 
Die "Russische Partei" 
Die Bewegung der russischen Nationalisten in 
der UdSSR 1953-1985 
Aus dem Russischen übertragen von einem 
Übersetzerteam unter der Leitung von Larisa Schippel 
ISBN 978-3-8382-0024-8 

135  Manja Hussner, Rainer Arnold (Hgg.) 
Verfassungsgerichtsbarkeit in 
Zentralasien II 
Sammlung von Verfassungstexten 
ISBN 978-3-8382-0597-7 

136  Manfred Zeller 
Das sowjetische Fieber 
Fußballfans im poststalinistischen 
Vielvölkerreich 
Mit einem Vorwort von Nikolaus Katzer 
ISBN 978-3-8382-0757-5 

137  Kristin Schreiter 
Stellung und Entwicklungspotential 
zivilgesellschaftlicher Gruppen in 
Russland 
Menschenrechtsorganisationen im Vergleich 
ISBN 978-3-8382-0673-8 

138  David R. Marples, Frederick V. Mills 
(eds.) 
Ukraine’s Euromaidan 
Analyses of a Civil Revolution 
ISBN 978-3-8382-0660-8 

139  Bernd Kappenberg 
Setting Signs for Europe 
Why Diacritics Matter for  
European Integration 
With a foreword by Peter Schlobinski 
ISBN 978-3-8382-0663-9 

140  René Lenz 
Internationalisierung, Kooperation  
und Transfer 
Externe bildungspolitische Akteure in der 
Russischen Föderation 
Mit einem Vorwort von Frank Ettrich 
ISBN 978-3-8382-0751-3 

141  Juri Plusnin, Yana Zausaeva, Natalia 
Zhidkevich, Artemy Pozanenko 
Wandering Workers 
Mores, Behavior, Way of Life, and Political 
Status of Domestic Russian Labor Migrants 
Translated by Julia Kazantseva 
ISBN 978-3-8382-0653-0 

142  David J. Smith (eds.) 
Latvia – A Work in Progress? 
100 Years of State- and Nation-Building 
ISBN 978-3-8382-0648-6 

 
143 Инна Чувычкина (ред.) 

Экспортные нефте- и газопроводы 
на постсоветском пространстве  
Aнализ трубопроводной политики  в свете 
теории международных отношений 
ISBN 978-3-8382-0822-0 

144  Johann Zajaczkowski 
Russland – eine pragmatische 
Großmacht? 
Eine rollentheoretische Untersuchung 
russischer Außenpolitik am Beispiel der 
Zusammenarbeit mit den USA nach 9/11 und 
des Georgienkrieges von 2008 
Mit einem Vorwort von Siegfried Schieder 
ISBN 978-3-8382-0837-4 

145  Boris Popivanov 
Changing Images of the Left in 
Bulgaria 
The Challenge of Post-Communism in the 
Early 21st Century 
ISBN 978-3-8382-0667-7 

146  Lenka Krátká 
A History of the Czechoslovak Ocean 
Shipping Company 1948-1989 
How a Small, Landlocked Country Ran 
Maritime Business During the Cold War 
ISBN 978-3-8382-0666-0 

147  Alexander Sergunin 
Explaining Russian Foreign Policy 
Behavior 
Theory and Practice 
ISBN 978-3-8382-0752-0 



 

148  Darya Malyutina 
Migrant Friendships in  
a Super-Diverse City 
Russian-Speakers and their Social 
Relationships in London in the 21st Century 
With a foreword by Claire Dwyer 
ISBN 978-3-8382-0652-3 

149  Alexander Sergunin, Valery Konyshev 
Russia in the Arctic 
Hard or Soft Power? 
ISBN 978-3-8382-0753-7 

150  John J. Maresca 
Helsinki Revisited 
A Key U.S. Negotiator’s Memoirs  
on the Development of the CSCE into the 
OSCE 
With a foreword by Hafiz Pashayev 
ISBN 978-3-8382-0852-7 

151  Jardar Østbø 
The New Third Rome 
Readings of a Russian Nationalist Myth 
With a foreword by Pål Kolstø 
ISBN 978-3-8382-0870-1 

152  Simon Kordonsky 
Socio-Economic Foundations of the 
Russian Post-Soviet Regime 
The Resource-Based Economy and Estate-
Based Social Structure of Contemporary 
Russia 
With a foreword by Svetlana Barsukova 
ISBN 978-3-8382-0775-9 

153  Duncan Leitch 
Assisting Reform in Post-Communist 
Ukraine 2000–2012 
The Illusions of Donors and the Disillusion of 
Beneficiaries 
With a foreword by Kataryna Wolczuk 
ISBN 978-3-8382-0844-2 

154  Abel Polese 
Limits of a Post-Soviet State 
How Informality Replaces, Renegotiates, and 
Reshapes Governance in Contemporary 
Ukraine 
With a foreword by Colin Williams 
ISBN 978-3-8382-0845-9 

155  Mikhail Suslov (ed.) 
Digital Orthodoxy in the Post-Soviet 
World 
The Russian Orthodox Church and Web 2.0 
With a foreword by Father Cyril Hovorun 
ISBN 978-3-8382-0871-8 

156  Leonid Luks 
Zwei „Sonderwege“? Russisch-
deutsche Parallelen und Kontraste 
(1917-2014) 
Vergleichende Essays 
ISBN 978-3-8382-0823-7 

157  Vladimir V. Karacharovskiy, Ovsey I. 
Shkaratan, Gordey A. Yastrebov 
Towards a New Russian Work Culture 
Can Western Companies and Expatriates 
Change Russian Society? 
With a foreword by Elena N. Danilova 
Translated by Julia Kazantseva 
ISBN 978-3-8382-0902-9 

158  Edmund Griffiths 
Aleksandr Prokhanov and Post-Soviet 
Esotericism 
ISBN 978-3-8382-0903-6 

159  Timm Beichelt, Susann Worschech 
(eds.) 
Transnational Ukraine? 
Networks and Ties that Influence(d) 
Contemporary Ukraine 
ISBN 978-3-8382-0944-9 

160  Mieste Hotopp-Riecke 
Die Tataren der Krim zwischen 
Assimilation und Selbstbehauptung 
Der Aufbau des krimtatarischen 
Bildungswesens nach Deportation und 
Heimkehr (1990-2005) 
Mit einem Vorwort von Swetlana 
Czerwonnaja 
ISBN 978-3-89821-940-2 

161  Olga Bertelsen (ed.) 
Revolution and War in  
Contemporary Ukraine 
The Challenge of Change 
ISBN 978-3-8382-1016-2 

162  Natalya Ryabinska  
Ukraine's Post-Communist  
Mass Media 
Between Capture and Commercialization 
With a foreword by Marta Dyczok 
ISBN 978-3-8382-1011-7 



 

163  Alexandra Cotofana,  
James M. Nyce (eds.) 
Religion and Magic in Socialist and 
Post-Socialist Contexts I 
Historic and Ethnographic Case Studies of 
Orthodoxy, Heterodoxy, and Alternative 
Spirituality 
With a foreword by Patrick L. Michelson 
ISBN 978-3-8382-0989-0 

164  Nozima Akhrarkhodjaeva 
The Instrumentalisation of Mass 
Media in Electoral Authoritarian 
Regimes 
Evidence from Russia’s Presidential Election  
Campaigns of 2000 and 2008 
ISBN 978-3-8382-1013-1 

165  Yulia Krasheninnikova 
Informal Healthcare in Contemporary 
Russia 
Sociographic Essays on the Post-Soviet 
Infrastructure for Alternative Healing 
Practices 
ISBN 978-3-8382-0970-8 

166  Peter Kaiser 
Das Schachbrett der Macht  
Die Handlungsspielräume eines sowjetischen 
Funktionärs unter Stalin am Beispiel des 
Generalsekretärs des Komsomol  
Aleksandr Kosarev (1929-1938) 
Mit einem Vorwort von Dietmar Neutatz 
ISBN 978-3-8382-1052-0 

167  Oksana Kim 
The Effects and Implications of 
Kazakhstan’s Adoption of 
International Financial Reporting 
Standards 
A Resource Dependence Perspective 
With a foreword by Svetlana Vlady 
ISBN 978-3-8382-0987-6 

168  Anna Sanina 
Patriotic Education in  
Contemporary Russia 
Sociological Studies in the Making of the 
Post-Soviet Citizen 
With a foreword by Anna Oldfield 
ISBN 978-3-8382-0993-7 

169  Rudolf Wolters 
Spezialist in Sibirien 
Faksimile der 1933 erschienenen 
ersten Ausgabe 
Mit einem Vorwort von Dmitrij Chmelnizki 
ISBN 978-3-8382-0515-1 
 

170  Michal Vít,  
Magdalena M. Baran (eds.) 
Transregional versus National 
Perspectives on Contemporary Central 
European History 
Studies on the Building of Nation-States and 
Their Cooperation in the 20th and 21st Century 
With a foreword by Petr Vágner 
ISBN 978-3-8382-1015-5 

171  Philip Gamaghelyan 
Conflict Resolution Beyond the 
International Relations Paradigm 
Evolving Designs as a Transformative 
Practice in Nagorno-Karabakh and Syria 
With a foreword by Susan Allen 
ISBN 978-3-8382-1057-5 

172  Maria Shagina 
Joining a Prestigious Club 
Cooperation with Europarties and Its Impact 
on Party Development in Georgia, Moldova, 
and Ukraine 2004–2015 
With a foreword by Kataryna Wolczuk 
ISBN 978-3-8382-1084-1 

173  Alexandra Cotofana,  
James M. Nyce (eds.) 
Religion and Magic in Socialist and 
Post-Socialist Contexts II 
Baltic, Eastern European, and Post-USSR 
Case Studies 
With a foreword by Anita Stasulane 
ISBN 978-3-8382-0990-6 

174  Barbara Kunz 
Kind Words, Cruise Missiles, and 
Everything in Between 
The Use of Power Resources in U.S. Policies 
towards Poland, Ukraine, and Belarus  
1989–2008 
With a foreword by William Hill 
ISBN 978-3-8382-1065-0 

175  Eduard Klein 
Bildungskorruption in Russland und 
der Ukraine 
Eine komparative Analyse der Performanz 
staatlicher Antikorruptionsmaßnahmen im 
Hochschulsektor am Beispiel universitärer 
Aufnahmeprüfungen 
Mit einem Vorwort von Heiko Pleines 
ISBN 978-3-8382-0995-1 



 

176  Markus Soldner 
Politischer Kapitalismus im 
postsowjetischen Russland 
Die politische, wirtschaftliche und mediale  
Transformation in den 1990er Jahren 
Mit einem Vorwort von Wolfgang Ismayr 
ISBN 978-3-8382-1222-7 

177  Anton Oleinik 
Building Ukraine from Within 
A Sociological, Institutional, and Economic 
Analysis of a Nation-State in the Making 
ISBN 978-3-8382-1150-3 

178  Peter Rollberg,  
Marlene Laruelle (eds.) 
Mass Media in the Post-Soviet World 
Market Forces, State Actors, and Political 
Manipulation in the Informational 
Environment after Communism 
ISBN 978-3-8382-1116-9 

179  Mikhail Minakov 
Development and Dystopia 
Studies in Post-Soviet Ukraine and Eastern 
Europe 
With a foreword by Alexander Etkind 
ISBN 978-3-8382-1112-1 

180  Aijan Sharshenova 
The European Union’s Democracy 
Promotion in Central Asia 
A Study of Political Interests, Influence, and 
Development in Kazakhstan and Kyrgyzstan 
in 2007–2013 
With a foreword by Gordon Crawford 
ISBN 978-3-8382-1151-0 

181  Andrey Makarychev,  
Alexandra Yatsyk (eds.) 
Boris Nemtsov and Russian Politics 
Power and Resistance 
With a foreword by Zhanna Nemtsova 
ISBN 978-3-8382-1122-0 

182  Sophie Falsini 
The Euromaidan’s Effect  
on Civil Society 
Why and How Ukrainian Social Capital 
Increased after the Revolution of Dignity 
With a foreword by Susann Worschech 
ISBN 978-3-8382-1131-2 

183  Andreas Umland (ed.) 
Ukraine’s Decentralization 
Challenges and Implications of the Local 
Governance Reform after the Euromaidan 
Revolution 
ISBN 978-3-8382-1162-6 

184  Leonid Luks 
A Fateful Triangle 
Essays on Contemporary Russian, German 
and Polish History 
ISBN 978-3-8382-1143-5 

185  John B. Dunlop 
The February 2015 Assassination of 
Boris Nemtsov and the Flawed Trial 
of his Alleged Killers 
An Exploration of Russia’s “Crime of the 21st 
Century” 
With a foreword by Vladimir Kara-Murza 
ISBN 978-3-8382-1188-6 

186  Vasile Rotaru 
Russia, the EU, and the Eastern 
Partnership 
Building Bridges or Digging Trenches? 
ISBN 978-3-8382-1134-3 

187  Marina Lebedeva 
Russian Studies of International 
Relations 
From the Soviet Past to the Post-Cold-War 
Present 
With a foreword by Andrei P. Tsygankov 
ISBN 978-3-8382-0851-0 
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