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 Several immediate conclusions emerge from this analysis. 
 First, over the last 30 years, there has been a dramatic expansion of Russian international 

studies – both qualitatively and quantitatively. In qualitative terms, Russian IR became much 
more mature in the sense that it managed to shift from the Marxist-Leninist uniformity of the 
Soviet era to a theoretical pluralism that is favorable for a fl ourishing and creative intellectual 
atmosphere. The Russian IR was able to overcome the Cold War–era isolation and start a fruit-
ful dialogue with the world IR community. Moreover, the quality of Russian international 
studies was signifi cantly improved also due to the fact that in the post-Soviet era, Russian 
scholars can travel abroad to collect empirical data and discuss with their foreign partners issues 
of common interest. They also can invite their foreign colleagues to teach IR in Russian uni-
versities, or perform joint research, or arrange joint conferences. Opening up Russian IR to a 
dynamic dialogue with international academic community was really enriching and inspiring 
for both those researchers who make empirical studies and theory building. Needless to say, 
in the Cold War era, most Soviet IR specialists had never been abroad or in the countries that 
were the subjects of their studies. They were also deprived of communication with their foreign 
colleagues and had no opportunity to discuss anything in person or even via correspondence. 

 Russian international studies expanded in quantitative terms as well. As demonstrated in one 
of the chapters, in contrast to the Soviet time, when IR research was done mostly in Moscow 
and a very limited number of large cities, now international studies prosper in numerous  Russian 
regional centers, trying to e� ectively compete with the Moscow-based academic institutions. 
The volume of IR scholarly production (articles, books) has increased several times over that of 
the Soviet time. Moreover, Russian IR specialists now are being published extensively by prestig-
ious international journals and publishing houses, which was simply impossible in the recent past. 

 There have also been signifi cant changes in Russian international studies’ institutional/
organizational structure. Now, Russian universities play a leading role in IR research, although 
the Russian Academy of Sciences still retains strong positions in some fi elds: for instance, area 
studies. The so-called ministerial and other government-directed research centers became more 
active in international studies, although they prefer to focus on empirical/applied research. 
Finally, new actors such as independent think tanks and public policy centers emerged in the 
post-Soviet era. Some of them (e.g., Valdai Club) even managed to infl uence the governmental 
decision-making process. 
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 One of the most fundamental questions this handbook has tried to address, which is a seri-
ous challenge for the present-day Russia’s IR community, is whether or not a specifi c Russian 
IR school exists. More specifi cally, the question is whether it is necessary to create a Russian 
theory of IR at all, or we can limit ourselves to borrowing Western and non-Western theories? 

 On the one hand, there is a group of scholars (for example, Andrei Makarychev, Vyacheslav 
Morozov, 1  Maria Omelicheva, and Lidiya Zubytska) who have some doubts about the existence 
of a Russian school of IR: “[T]here is still not a Russian national school of IR with a distinct 
set of concepts and theories, research methods, and meta-theoretical standards for assessing 
legitimate contribution to the IR knowledge.” 2  They believe that Russian international studies 
have not gone beyond Western paradigms. Besides that, this group of scholars points out that 
“it retains a highly ideological and relativist character that limits its global appeal,” and “Russia’s 
theoretical perspective have been shaped, by and large, by political rather than academic consid-
erations.” 3  All this creates serious obstacles to the formation of a Russian school of IR and limits 
possible contribution of Russian international studies to global IR. 

 In our opinion, such a skeptical attitude towards Russian international studies is due to a 
number of specifi c circumstances in the development of IR in modern Russia. One of them 
is the problem of so-called “Moscow-centrism,” which is mainly a legacy of the Soviet past, 
when Moscow institutes were the de facto only center of Soviet/Russian IR: fi rst of all, Rus-
sia’s oldest IR institutes – IMEMO and MGIMO. Despite the emergence of both new Moscow 
and regional centers for the study of IR in the post-Soviet period, Moscow, in many respects, 
continues to maintain a certain expert monopoly in the fi eld of IR (including fi nancial). This 
largely explains the strong infl uence of the o�  cial position of the Russian leadership on the 
development of Russia’s international studies. Nevertheless, regional centers of international 
studies (in St. Petersburg, Nizhny Novgorod, Yekaterinburg, Vladivostok, etc.) have formed in 
Russia, whose representatives adhere to a more academic approach in their research. However, 
the limited institutional and often fi nancial capabilities of the regions lead to the fact that the 
results of research by representatives of “regional schools” are not in wide demand, either in 
Russia or abroad. 

 On the other hand, there is a group of Russian researchers who believe that it is possible to 
say that the Russian school of IR has been formed (among them Andrei P. Tsygankov, Pavel A. 
Tsygankov, Marina Lebedeva, Alexander Sergunin, etc.). They suppose that, for 30 years, Rus-
sian IR scholars not only accommodated Western theories to the needs of Russian academic 
and political circles but have also proposed and developed a number of original approaches and 
concepts in understanding Russia’s foreign policy and world politics (see, Part Two and Part   
Three of this volume). They point out that Russia has a rich historical heritage of theoreti-
cal knowledge (Russian political thought and philosophy), 4  which can form the basis for the 
modern Russian school of IR. The current stage of Russian IR studies development could be 
described as a synthesis of the so-called “paradigmatic pluralism” and attempts to outline the 
specifi cs of Russian IR theory. The current research agenda of Russia’s international studies 
is pretty wide and includes di� erent aspects of global development, as presented in Part Four. 

 Probably a compromise between these two extreme approaches can be reached by not focus-
ing on the “either/or” principle (either special/original Russian IR school or copying foreign 
IR theories); instead, the emphasis can be placed on the integration of Russian international 
studies into the global intellectual process. 

 Today, we are witnessing a new great theoretical debate in international studies: a debate 
between supporters of Western centrism in the theory of IR and its critics, who advocate 
overcoming Western dominance in modern international studies. We are talking about the idea 
of global international relations (global IR), the purpose of which is to overcome “the divide 
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between the West and the Rest.” 5  The idea was proposed by Amitav Acharya and Barry Buzan. 6

This approach proposes rethinking the world experience from the standpoint of world history 
and regional and civilizational diversity. Acharya points out six main dimensions of global IR: 

  [C]ommitment to pluralistic universalism, grounding in world history, redefi ning 
existing IR theories and methods and building new ones from societies hitherto 
ignored as sources of IR knowledge, integrating the study of regions and regionalisms 
into the central concerns of IR, avoiding ethnocentrism and exceptionalism irrespec-
tive of source and form, and recognizing a broader conception of agency with material 
and ideational elements that includes resistance, normative action, and local construc-
tions of global order. 7

 In other words, the idea is that a modern theory of IR should take into account the expe-
rience of the development of both the Western and non-Western worlds and consider the 
approaches of representatives of di� erent national schools of international studies. The idea of 
global IR caused serious discussions in the international scientifi c community and put on the 
agenda a number of important conceptual and theoretical issues, 8  but a more important conse-
quence is the intensifi cation of the e� orts of representatives of di� erent countries and regions 
to create their own “national schools” of international studies. In this context, the discussions 
about the Russian school of international studies have been updated. 

 At this stage, there are no active discussions in the Russian academic community about global 
IR itself; Russian experts rarely use this term in academic publications in Russian. “Global IR 
theory” as a term is used in the English-language scientifi c discourse published by Russian 
scholars. 9  However, today in Russia, there is a high degree of interest in non-Western IR 
theory, 10  including in the context of discussions about the “identity” of the Russian IR school 
itself (Western or non-Western). It is obvious that the Russian school of IR can develop fruit-
fully only in the process of active dialogue with Western and non-Western colleagues. Russia, 
as a country at the crossroads of West and East, global North and global South, still has special 
opportunities for an academic dialogue. Russia is able to speak on behalf of both the center and 
peripheral parts of the world, thereby becoming an important voice in the global discussion. 

The Routledge Handbook of Russian International Relations Studies  tried to provide a contribu-
tion to the discussion of non-Western IR theory and global IR by o� ering an overview of 
various intellectual traditions in Russia’s international studies and key IR paradigms in the post-
Soviet era. Besides a comprehensive analysis of various aspects of Russian international studies, 
the contributors to this handbook try to identify the place and role of Russian international 
studies in global IR. 
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