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After the Soviet Union’s dissolution, Russia became puzzled with choosing a reaction to these challenges and its new historical path. During the first decade of the Yeltsin presidency and foreign minister Kozarev’s “pro-Western” doctrine, Russians were still eager to reach unity and friendship with the Western World. However, by the end of Yeltsin’s term, Russian euphoria about the new internal and external world order changed to national disappointment among Russians. Under the Putin and Medvedev administrations, Russia has moved far toward reassertion of Russian influence across former Soviet space as an integral part of reestablishing Russia’s role as a major power. Today, the question of Russian national interest is fundamentally important as it affects the entire coordinated system in the global arena and all its actors. Relatively recent events in Georgia, Ukraine, Turkey, Libya and Syria prompt some writers within diverse schools of thought in IR to suggest their explanation of Putin’s policy, driven by a multitude of factors. Thus, the research question of this work is posed as the following: what is at stake in Russian revisionist position according to existing literature? 

Most of IR scholars have noticed that Russian foreign policy evolved away from the so-called ‘liberal universalism’ of the early period towards a more vigorous assertion of Russian great power national interests. There was no consensus, however, in interpretation of what precisely constituted Russia’s national security and other interests. There was no common ground in national interest understanding even inside Russian political discourse: liberals saw them as lying in close ties with the West and peace with its neighbors; the centrist groupings sought greater reliance on indigenous economic and military resources to buttress a rather broader vision of Russia as a great power; the national-patriots envisioned Russia as a type of superpower in regard to its neighbors and in the world at large, to be achieved by restoring aspects of the old administrative command system; the neo-communists more explicitly sought to re-establish the Soviet system and the Soviet geopolitical space; for nationalists the key lay in asserting the dominance of ethnic Russians; while neoimperialists promised easy solutions to a disappointed people but threatened Russia’s neighbors and provoked once again the image of Russia, whether communist or not, as the permanent enemy. Each vision of Russia’s national security interests reflected profound differences in thinking about what it means to be a Russian and what Russia itself means.

Thus, we will seek to examine how the authors within liberal, realist, geopolitical, neo-realist, constructivist, English school and feminist paradigms attempt to explain why Russia changed its foreign policy scenario after Putin’s Munich speech in 2007. We will categorize a variety of opinions that attempt to explain new concept of Russian foreign policy.
Western and Russian literature discourses that attempt to address the question of Russian resurgence are conditionally split into several paradigms. The first camp includes such researchers as Edward Lucas, Walter Laqueur, Karel Dawisha, Robert D. English, and Andrew Felkay which I would lump under a label of “neoliberal congregation”. This camp represents the most radical criticism of Russian policy and blame Russian elites their inconsistent decisions and in a conscious betrayal of liberal values and isolation from the West. These authors advocate for Russian transformation to liberalism. They accuse Russian elites of dismissing the real interests of Russian people and using national resources for self-enrichment. In their opinion, instead of following Western countries, Russia retreated from democracy, liberalism and free market in order to sustain a regime that would benefit only the top layers of Russian society. Thus, in order to protect comfortable and lucrative position, the Russian leaders try to legitimize current order of things inflecting anti-Western discourse and promoting aggressive foreign policy. 
Robert D. English in his Russia and the Idea of the West: Gorbachev, Intellectuals, and the End of the Cold War, emphasizes the personal role of Mikhail Gorbachev in internal change in the society in 1987. According to English, Gorbachev’s opened mind and good relations with Bush were the main reason why elite’s openly rejected most of the remaining “old thinking” and declared that “the interests of societal development and allhuman values take precedence over the interests of any particular class.” He suggests that exactly Gorbachev’s personal contribution was the reason of change in Russian norms, values and foreign policy. Gorbachev was vacillating in his push for systemic changes. Entrenched bureaucrats from the Brezhnev era were slowing significant progress on all fronts. Yeltsin called for the replacement of the tired old leaders, and bringing forth of younger, brighter and more energetic people. He also advocated cutting back on special privileges for top officials, and rooting out bribery, graft and corruption.

Further, Andrew Felkay in his Yeltsin's Russia and the West also emphasizes the role of elites and a leader’s standpoint contribution in Russian foreign policy and suggests that Yeltsin is in charge of the “perestroika” failure. The author explains that Yeltsin was becoming impatient with the lack of progress of reforms (the restructuring and overhaul of the economy). By September 1987, two years had passed since Gorbachev announced his new economic restructuring policies, but there were still no real restructuring forthcoming. In his attempts to “clean the house,” Yeltsin stirred up the plush sanctuaries of the party elite where the leaders placed their offspring or relatives, such as the Moscow Institute of Foreign Relations, the Diplomatic Academy, Ministry of Foreign Affairs and Ministry of Foreign Trade.
 

These venerable institutions and ministries enabled their members to travel abroad—a special privilege very few Soviet citizens enjoyed. But by calling attention to and tampering with the perks of the select few, Yeltsin alienated many of his Central Committee colleagues, who were the prime recipients of these special benefits. His policy was completely self-centered and eventually caused the remorse of the society who on the first place was disappointed with the new regime and on the second with the lack of support from the Western friends.
 

Karel Dawisha in her Putin’s Kleptocracy also explains the turn in Russian foreign policy one that does not benefit the nation but only elites and especially the person on top of Kremlin. Her verdict is not merely that Putin’s boast of having built a potent, efficient state that fights for the little guy and against the venality of the powerful is bunk. Dawisha claims that the essential character of Putin’s system is colossal corruption and that he is a prime beneficiary. The thievery, she says, has made him fabulously rich, along with a coterie of trusted friends dating back to his days as a K.G.B. officer in Communist East Germany, then as first deputy mayor in 1990s St. Petersburg, then as head of the Federal Security Service.

Joining Karel Dawisha, Peter Conradi in his Who Lost Russia? emphasizes that with the fall of the Soviet Union, the Russian elites were more preoccupied with their own economic viability than with political woes. Conradi notes that all Russia needed, at the end of Yeltsin’s regime, was “a figure able to harness this sense of grievance and thirst for revenge,” and Yeltsin handpicked his successor in former KGB officer Putin in late 1999. After assuming power, Putin gradually slid into old Soviet-style authoritarianism that would on the one hand satisfy Russia’s “thirst for revenge” as Putin has continued to show a desire to re-create the lost Soviet empire, and on the other hand benefit Russian president in all the senses. 

Moreover, Edward Lucas in his book The New Cold War: Putin’s Russia and the Threat to the West emphasizes Putin’s role and advantage in the regime reverse. He describes the way Vladimir Putin regime’s oppression of gay minorities, absence of any possibility of free elections in Russian, Ukraine and Georgia maintains stability of his power. Lucas argues that Russian president cleverly manages to put his Western opponents in charge of any internal problems that cause indignation of Russian society and brings up anti-Westernism. He notices that since 1999 Putin was constantly trying to provoke and threaten Western countries and to become the primary determinant of Russian foreign policy.
 

As most authors of the neoliberal group, Lucas emphasizes Putin’s personality as a decisive factor in Russian foreign policy building. He regards Putin’s ambitions for the greater destiny of his nation as the engine for the changes in Russia’s political doctrine. He shows Russia’s behavior as aggression and an urge for power. However, they ignore the blurs of the reason why the nation of the country supported Putin and his campaign and what security concerns Russian leaders openly express in speaking about the NATO expansion, the rise of China and the fight against the “resource curse”. 

Walter Laqueur in his Putinism: Russia and Its Future with the West acknowledges that the new Russia is a dictatorship “approved by the majority as long as the going is good,” and if Putin were to vanish today, his successor would make few changes. However, he still emphasizes personal contribution of Putin in the current Russian regime and sees the internal situation as a root of the foreign policy shift. Mr. Putin’s approach, he writes, has always been rooted in resentment over at Russia’s lost superpower status and his promise to restore the country’s greatness. According to Laqueur, Putin is the self-appointed protector of Russians, even those living in other countries like Ukraine. Similarly, Laqueur claims, Putin has played to the longstanding dream of becoming the Third Rome, defining Russia as the savior of morality at a time of moral decay in the West that for him is typified by the rise of gay rights.

Thus, most of the authors in this group emphasize a Russian urge for power that is conditioned by elite’s personal ambitions and an economic weakness that was prompted by unwise liberalization policy. While focusing on leaders’ personality, however, this set of authors largely disregard a factor of nation’s mentality and choice. The idea about Russian nation as a civil society eternally inclined to freedom and prosperity neglects a variety of geographical and historical factors that shape the values of Russians in much different way than it does to Western nations. The gap concerning understanding Russian people’s loyalty to Vladimir Putin is well filled out by constructivist perspective, although the latter one is also rather contradictory. 
Some authors who consume constructivist school of thought suggest that Russian mentality is still contaminated with the idea of pan-Slavism which would seek bipolarity in the word order. For example, Michel Korinman and John Laughland Russia: a new Cold War?  contains articles by some fifty commentators and decision-makers, the overwhelming majority Russians, on issues as diverse as immigration, demography, the economy, gas and oil pipelines, foreign policy, public opinion, and international relations that demonstrate Russian people’s remorse and imperial appetite.

Christian Thorun in his Explaining Change in Russian Foreign Policy sees the change in Russian leadership perception as a gradual transition from liberal thinking (1992) to cultural geostrategic Realism (2004) passing through the middle stages of geopolitical Realism and pragmatic geo-economic Realism. The author argues that the period from 1993 to 2000 witnessed significant changes in Russia’ identity.  Russia’s great power was perceived as Eurasian (neither European, nor Asian) this power was now mainly determined by geopolitical sources which must be mobilized to pursue active foreign policy to establish itself as one of powerful global actors. In the period of 2000 to 2004, the discourse on Russian leadership was toned down. Russians realized that before declaring their state a great power with independent politics, the state should first earn a reputation of reliable and attractive partner. 

However, in the years 2004 to 2007, the Russian identity has changed significantly. The danger of this change is that the emphasis now was out on Russia’s distinctiveness and uniqueness. Thorun mentions that while the Russian leadership downplayed the question whether Russia was a Western, Eastern or Eurasian it highlighted its uniqueness and closeness. Moreover, Russians allowed themselves to take a mission of liberation of other nations from the aggressive US foreign policy, which from the Russian standpoint, looks not like export of democracy but imposing its will and rules on other free nations. Thus, we can assume that Russia, unlike another great rising power, China, granted itself a sort of “responsibility to protect” other countries from imperial behavior of the global hegemon and introduced itself as a main US competitor in international political stage.

 Another camp of constructivists such as Andrey Makarychev, explain Russian Anti-Western sentiments and imperial ambitions applying to Alexander Wendt’s “projective identification thesis.” It might be crucial to understanding Russians, Makarychev says, to recall Wendt’s concept of Self-perception through the role and characteristic of the Other. In other words, “for displacing unwanted feelings about the Self […]. Individuals, who because of personal pathologies, cannot control potentially destructive unconscious fantasies, such as feelings of rage, aggression or self-hatred, will sometimes attribute or “project” them on to an Other, and then through their behavior pressure that Other to “identify” with or “act out” those feelings so that the Self can then control or destroy them by controlling or destroying the Other. This can be a basis for enmity since Self and Other are projected with the respective elements of “good” and “bad” in the consciousness.”

What constructivist stream largely neglects is the questioning if Russians have any objective reasons to resurge. Moreover, they fully deny any possibility for objectivity, and thus, explain Russian position as one of the “Other’s problem”, but not “Our problem”. Identity and consciousness may be a decisive point in defining national interest; however this identity is a result of other factors that lie in historical or geographical context of Russian reality. Such scholars as Andrey Tsigankov, Richard Sakwa, Evgeniy Primakov are more inclined towards geopolitical perspective. “Geopolitologists” expose materials that are dedicated to rethinking the results of the Cold War as a milestone of history and geopolitical change that determined the scenario of relations between Russia and NATO. 
This set of authors argues that at the center of the debate over Russian foreign policy was the attempt to define Russia’s territorial relationship with Western civilization and strategic concerns. According to the realist camp, the abuse of history and geographic conditions, the failure to understand the logic of the Russian position and attempts to suppress Russia will not lead to any meaningful results. Instead, it will only aggravate the tension and unfold the risk of starting a New Cold War. 
For example, Richard Sakwa in his Russian Politics and Society claims that failure to deal with this question in 1917 led to the fall of the Provisional Government. Russia’s subservience to the West, according to Sakwa, above all in honoring its commitments in the Great War, allowed it to be pressured by the French into launching the disastrous Galician offensive in June 1917. The author reminds that ational-patriots in the 1990s accused Yeltsin’s government, too, of selling Russia’s interests short by kowtowing to the West, begging for assistance and alienating Russian lands and islands. Sakwa claims that the new Russian isolationism emerged, warning against “over-Westernization” and the “Americanization” of foreign policy. They stressed the need for native traditions and questioned the need for Russia’s “return” to Europe and reintegration into the world economy. The dominant centrist view, however, Sakwa formulated as “the road to our future passes through the West but does not stop there”: joining the world but on Russia’s terms, not as a supplicant but as an equal, retaining Russia’s own identity and defending its interests. This was a view that Putin sought to implement.

Sakwa argues that geographical situation of Russia determines its affinity to European culture but temptation to change the direction eastwards. He argues that Russia is not part of European civilization but represents a separate and distinct civilization of its own acting as the “balance holder” between Europe and Asia. They deny the need for Russia to integrate into Europe, civilizational part of which, they argue, it had never been. The Eurasianists revived the geopolitical school of thinking, developed by Halford Mackinder in the early part of the century, according to which Russia encompasses most of the “geographical pivot of history”, acting as the balance holder in the World Island.

Ex-foreign Minister of Russia, Evgeniy Primakov, exposes another geopolitical perspective and expresses his concerns on the issue in his book The World without Russia. Like most of realists, the author is convinced that Russia’s foreign policy is not offensive but defensive. It could have used international institutions as advantage to prove its status and importance in international affairs if only those institutions would be effective and would equally benefit the interests of all the members included. However, the pattern of the NATO movement eastwards condemns Russians to use brutal force to protect their national interests. Primakov argues that Russians are ready to go a great length to defend their place in the world community. However, this “length”, if we look at it through Primakov’s lenses, may seem far enough to position Russia as Eurasian hegemon. Thus, according to most of realism consumers, Russia’s actions – as those of a hegemon - are actually a consequence of its geopolitical situation and reaction on NATO expansion.
  

Andrey Tsygankov in his Russia’s Foreign Policy: Change and Continuity in National Identity suggests that the vision of Russia as Eurasia, if pursued at the expense of Russia’s ties with Europe, is also a flawed one. Insistence on Eurasia as anti-American and anti-European did a disservice to Primakov. Even if his own approach was more refined and pragmatic than that of the hard-liners, embracing Eurasia as a traditionally geopolitical notion added to Western perceptions of Russia’s new foreign policy as essentially isolationist and could not resonate with the majority of the Russian public. 
Thus, Tsygankov just like most of geopolitical view advocates, claims that “Western” and “Eurasian” coexist and overlap within the Russian psyche. Russia continues to be a multicultural, multiethnic, and multireligious community that has coexisted and interacted with the Asian and Middle Eastern region. That alone qualifies it to be a “Eurasian power.” Putin’s new initiative of building the Eurasian Union, according to the author, has a certain public appeal and a chance to be sustained if it is pursued not at the expense of Russia’s European-rich experience.

In response to abovementioned clusters of opinions, neo-realists or “systemic realists” argue that systemic forces compel Russia to pursue a resurgent policy.  They suggest that fundamental international system of power constrains each state and, in case of Russia, forces it to maintain multipolar world versus unipolar one.  
One of the most interesting and important debates is whether Russian interventionist foreign policy aims to defend its buffer zones, or it is prompt by Russian ever-lasting urge for power and imperial ambitions. In the first case, Russians will further have no interest to continue aggression and interventionism in foreign policy and eventually sustain the costs of hegemon.
 Thus, Russian resurgence would be a genuine step towards world democracy (defensive neo-realism). If the second version is true, Russia is indeed naturally belligerent due its intrinsic never-ending hunger for power (offensive neo-realism). In the latter case, Russia will continue to mobilize its internal sources and engage with rouge countries to counterstain Western countries. 
The common ground for both, offensive and defensive neo-realists is automaticity of balancing: they would argue that Russia has no other choice but to rise up against the world hegemon. In his canonical works, Kenneth Waltz presents a systemic explanation for the propensity of states to either balance or bandwagon. Waltz concludes that systemic imperatives compel states to balance against power capabilities. Consequently, balancing will be the norm and bandwagoning will occur very rarely.
 
According to systemic-realists, if a country is satisfied but not revisionist and still sees its relative benefits from bandwagoning the hegemon, in situation of other power poles reinforcement, it will nevertheless, embark on balancing and joining revisionist states. This happens for the reason that Gilpin and Copeland offer in their perception of hegemon behavior in this situation. Even if rising states are peaceful and are willing to trade with the hegemon, their growth is already a menace to the leader country. As the counterparts grow, the hegemon will inevitably turn to more aggressive behavior. In most cases, disequilibrium in the international system is not resolved, and the system will change in accordance with the new distribution of power. Thus, systemic realists insist that Russia is compelled to resurge and attempt to balance the West.

This standpoint is, however, was multiple times critiqued by the authors who descend to lower level of power system. Such authors as Stephen Walt, Randall Schweller, Robert Kaufman and Steven David would explain foreign policy choice as a bandwagoning/balancing dilemma. They argue that systemic forces are not only about power distribution, but consider domestic constituents in states’ decision making process. 
Stephen Walt undertook the most significant modification of systemic balance–of-power theory. He argued that states do not balance against capabilities, but rather against threats, of which capabilities are only part (balance-of-threat). Walt gives more credence to the bandwagoning option than Waltz, but ultimately concludes that weak states are more likely to bandwagon than strong states are, although both weak and strong states prefer to balance.
 
Randall Schweller has proposed a systemic explanation of why balance-of-power and balance –of- threat overstate the propensity of states to balance. Before, accounts conceive of balancing and bandwagoning as motivated by purely security. Schweller argues that states can be inspired to bandwagon if they see an opportunity for gain. Thus, we now have balance-of-interests in which some states are opportunistically attracted either to the existing hegemon or to the rising revisionist state or coalition for profit.
  

Robert Kaufman argues that there is a number of second-image explanations contend that there are very good domestic constraints in democracies which make the decision to bandwagon more difficult. When states are moving towards right-wing sentiments (the way it has happened to Russia and the US), it is much easier for the elites to perform as balancing countries.
 
Steven David presented a theory of “omnibalancing” in which state leaders react to both external and internal threats. David saw alliances as means by which state leaders acquire resources to counter domestic threats. Even though this theory of balance-of- elites descends system-level analysis, it is rather consistent in terms of balance-of-interests theory.
 

This set of authors would explain Russian foreign policy choice with a combination of balance-of-domestic threats, balance-of-external threats and balance-of-relative gain. Allowing the possible gain from bandwagonning, these authors leave a loophole for debates if Russia really gains anything from balancing, as its economic and ideological failures should have reasonably prompt elites to opt for bandwagonning policy. Partnership with the West would have given Russians an advantage to decrease external threat, gain economic assistance and stabilize internal political turbulence. Thus, the latter set of authors dispute systemic forces as the main rationale behind Russian interventionism. They leave a space for debates around the elements of Russian and its partners (and counterparts) domestic political environment that make balancing more attractive than bandwagoning for Russia.
Roger Kanet and Edward Luttwak argue that Russians approach relative gains assessment as well as internal political and economic problems consuming a different from the West logic of benefit. Edward N. Luttwak in The Grand Strategy of the Soviet Union also tried to explain continuous attempts of Soviet Russia to expand its areas of domination notwithstanding that communism ideological attractiveness became fossilized.  Even though Soviet economy in 1983 was obviously ineffective and stagnating Soviet imperial behavior was still persistent. Even the dissolution of the Russo-Chinese alliance, the postwar recovery of Western Europe and Japan did not significantly shake Soviet greed for power. Luttwak’s suggestion is that Soviet expansionism is possible largely through the military preponderance, which the USSR has achieved over the Western democracies.
 

Thus, Luttwak describes Russian strategic culture as “regime pessimism”. He notices that the fear of the regime fragility impels the Kremlin to compensate for its economic and ideological failures by amassing arms and achieving fresh conquests. The effectiveness of that compensatory mechanism depends in turn on Russian nationalism, which in fact (if not in theory) has become the main rationale of the Soviet system.
 
Continuing Luttwak’s line of logic, Kanet in his Resurgent Russia and the West: The European Union, NATO and Beyond argues that at the root of first indications of a rethinking of relations in both Moscow and in European and the U.S. are the realities of the international financial and economic systems. A combination of investors’ reactions to the Russian intervention in Georgia and the collapse of international markets have had an especially negative impact on the Russian financial and economic systems. The value of the Russian ruble has dropped by about one-third since summer 2008 and there has been a flight of foreign capital from the Russian market. Consequently, according to Kanet, this economic crisis has nurtured “regime pessimism” characteristic to Russian elites as a heritage of Soviet Union decision-making system.

However, “regime pessimism” perspective is also debatable. Allowing a possibility of New Cold War to be in Russian national interest, the advocates of “regime pessimism” disregard the absence of any solid ideological foundation that would drive Russian political discourse. Unlike Soviet Russia, modern Russian Federation lacks strong ideational backbone. During the Cold War, the primary mainstay of the Soviet elites was their communistic values that could be replicated and extrapolated abroad. Nowadays, unlike theoretically consistent liberal ideology sustained by essential financial backup from the side of western countries, Russian tribune only produces the debates around nationalism and “civilization diversity” which can do anything but not quite unite nations in a steady alliance. In fact, Russian leaders declare the country order to be liberal and even neo-liberal. 
The third group of researchers is those who are quite skeptical about Russian interest to resurge. They argue that neither theoretical discourse, nor ideology and especially not financial situation in Russian society are stable enough to provide Russia with a decent advantage to recreate the USSR position even partially. Instead, they suggest that the change in Russian foreign policy is predisposed by the change in the society of states. Some of great powers, like China and Brazil, are gaining weight in the world arena and are capable of providing Russia with a certain backup in contesting the US. 

For example, Professor Walter D. Mignolo describes Russian intention to create “multi and pluriverses” which “characterizes the making of the global political society, in the realm of the state and the corporations the vocabulary is that of “multipolar world.”
   He states that “the multi-polar world of today has been opened up by the economic growth and political confidence of China’s inter-state politics, together with the BRICS and the growing economies and politics of Indonesia and Turkey, the Latin American states in Mercosur following the leadership of Brazil, member of BRICS countries.”
  
Professor Susan Turner argues that Russia pursues power with a great reliance on China. She writes that “since the late 1990s, the concept of multipolarity has gained prominence in Russia and China. She is discerning enough to notice that they “have repeatedly agreed on this ill-defined term and subsequently have included it to nearly all of their joint declarations, statements, and treaties dating from the mid-1990s to the present.”
  Saying “ill-defined” Turner emphasizes, however, that there is still work to do from the side of Russia and China to properly identify and agree on the concept of “multipolar world.”

Also, she believes that “American hegemony is declining and speculation abounds as to which among the world's burgeoning nations will rise to power, it is important to examine the renewed Sino-Russian relationship and one of its foundational pillars—the promotion of multipolarity.”

Douglas E. Schoen, Melik Kaylan in their Return to Winter: Russia, China, and the New Cold War Against America support the idea that the United States is a nation in crisis. They claim that the change of Russian foreign policy is predisposed by the fact that Washington’s ability to address an array of foreign-policy crises has significantly decreased. Among these crises, the authors mention the unprecedented partnership developing between Russia and China, suspicious neighbors for centuries and fellow Communist antagonists during the Cold War. They explain Russian resurgence with its confidence in Chinese support. The authors highlight Sino-Russian confluence of geostrategic, political, and economic interests—all of which have, according to Shoen and Kaylan, a common theme of diminishing, subverting, or displacing American power.
 
Professor Bobo Lo in his book Russia and the New World Disorder draws readers’ attention to the actual movements of Russia within international organizations. He insists that Russia in many respects calls for the “democratization” of international relations.  He also argues that there can be no doubts that “Russian aggression” is merely defensive strategy and urges to recall that Russia was without fail “a stickler for correct procedure and the precise implementation of UN resolutions. It has played a leading role in establishing new multilateral structures, such as the Shanghai Cooperation Organization and the Eurasian Economic Union.”
  
Thus, Lo’s thesis also sustains English School proponents’ suggestion that Russia is just following a global trend towards multipolarization. The changes are not only intrinsic to Russian foreign policy, but to the disposition of all the members of global society. They all emphasize BRICS or Sino-Russian collaboration and US power recession. 
In sum, the literature the authors mentioned previously incline as an English School perspective in regards to the question asked. English School consumers suggest that “regime pessimism” is well-established assumption based on previous experience with the USSR and have nothing to deal with the new real order of things. However, the latter group fails to explain the core reasons of Russian anti-liberal turn. They do not address the question about what prompted Russian shift eastwards but not westwards. They also overestimate Sino-Russian collaboration referring to their communistic past and economic connections. 
Thus, the literature, reviewed above conceives multiple loopholes while explaining resurgent Russian expansionism. Liberals largely ignore the reasons of the whole-hearted national support for “thieves and dictators” on top of the government. Constructivists introduce debatable and complicated patterns of Self-reflection that raise complex psychological matters but fail to explain their nature. Geopolitical discourse restates Russian role as “balance holder” but along with neo-realists fails to explain why Russia is winning from balancing (when actually it would more possibly win from bandwagoning). English School oversees Sino-Russian contradictions, cultural incompatibility (Russians are culturally more inclined towards Europe) and mutual distrust and overestimates the US decline which remains the world hegemon.  

These omissions are well considered by feminist scholars. They see national interest and national identity through gender constructions. Feminist paradigm basically, sees gender as a corner stone of a social contract and order, as the basis for relations and hierarchies in the society, including ranking and legitimation of power. Power in feminism is often depicted with distinctive features of masculinity: “strength, reason, will, responsibility, vigour, fairness”. At the same time femininity is proscribed to entail such features as “weakness, passivity, emotionality, bias, impressionability, and indecisiveness” which basically compels women to be submissive. Gender is also often times used to introduce different scenarios in international relations and internal politics. In most cases, elites present a perspective on “Us” are masculine and “Them” as feminine. Moreover, “Friends” are usually depicted as having “normal” gender system while “Foes” are shown as deviating from “natural and pure” model.  Standard of masculinity and femininity is usually constructed for an entire nation and thus any deviations from this standard are considered dangerous to the national sanity.

According to Tatiana Riabova and Oleg Riabov and their The remasculinization of Russia?, Russian liberal newcomers criticized Soviet regime for its unnatural gender order, for deformation of natural relations between men and women and for creating infantile men. Critics considered private ownership with its attendant independence, sense of responsibility, and self-dependence to be a foundation of masculinity.  Taking this into account we may well assume that several generations of Soviet men were de-masculinized being deprived of opportunity to make independent life choices, self-realization and to amass their wealth.

The totality of arguments enlisted to prove the thesis of the crisis of masculinity were mustered into a particular theory involving men’s victimization, which saw men as passive prey of their own biological nature or structural–cultural circumstances. In this discourse, men were casualties whom one would be hard put to call social agents actively pursuing and creating their own fates. 

Men were victimized (and thus, feminized) through introducing them a fragile “quantitative minority”. Boris Urlanis, one of the Soviet scholars writes:  “it is customary to consider women the weaker sex. In the direct, physical sense, that is true. However, demographics confirm the reverse—that men are the weaker sex”.
  This argument illustrates the quantitative imbalance between the sexes that typified Russia, especially in Soviet times. That demographic imbalance was caused by wars, political repressions, and a generally low life expectancy and high mortality among men in comparison with women. Men were also considered less biologically viable than women. According to Urlanis, men live on average ten years less than women it is they, rather than women, who may rightfully be called the weaker sex, and that weakness becomes obvious at birth. The reasons for the higher mortality of infant boys are to be sought in the greater biological resilience of the female organism.
  Moreover, industrialization and technological development during Soviet age poses a threat to men because their involvement in the public sphere is greater than that of women. The crisis of masculinity is the price paid for the male advantage in the public sphere’s gender gap. In all industrialized countries, life expectancy for men is lower than that for women. 

Some advocates of Perestroika claimed that Soviet regime transformation would help the nation to return to basics, to the natural order of things, where gender essentialism and the natural role of mothering would come back to their legitimate place.  The process of Perestroika launched programs and discourses that would force a woman to return to her “natural” role of a hearth keeper and a man – to his role of a breadwinner. Ignoring the fact that Soviet men had very poor understanding of independent and critical thinking (as the USSR system was in full control of each citizen’s life), freshly established Russian liberals threw Russian men to a new reality of “shock therapy” without any groundwork. Obviously, new elites made an attempt to make Russia (and its men) masculine again but instead de-masculinized them even more. 

Russians believed that Perestroika would create a new gender order that will make men independent economically and strong enough to become a patriarchal head of family which will give women an opportunity to become traditional mother and housewife. According to Elena Zdravomyslova and Anna Temkina in their The Crisis of Masculinity in Late Soviet Discourse, liberals also criticized the image of a woman in the Soviet era. They claimed that women’s emancipation made them hegemonic cast of “super-women”. Moreover, female workers in the Soviet times were largely demonstrated and treated as unfeminine. Women were not only involved in office work, but also in heavy-industry and other spheres that required hard physical labour (the image of “super-woman” becomes even stronger here). These “super-women” worked, earned money, took care of their families and doing so, deprived men of masculinity. No surprise that men became weak and dependent in a shadow of such “super-women”. Thus, re-masculinization of men entailed women’s de-masculinization and their return to the natural order of thing and going back to natural patterns of family, masculinity and femininity should be a part of the process of “normalization”. 
 

Russia’s transformative reforms are being viewed as an opportunity to confirm a kind of real masculinity that could not have been actualized in the late Soviet period. The liberal critics who created the ideology of perestroika assumed that the new order would enable the development of the hegemonic patriarchal masculinity of an autonomous, independent, liberal property owner, who could now benefit from the opportunities offered by democratic freedom and who would return woman to her traditional role. The new male identity, which is structured on normative models of the “real man” unattainable in Soviet times, is creating a new framework consisting of fragments of unattainable and idealized others. The professionalism and autonomy of a “cowboy,” the “real man’s job” as defender of the motherland, liberal views, honor, and the dignity of a nobleman serve as discursive instruments for constructing the new masculinities.

All the above mentioned feminist advocates agree that the collapse of the Soviet Union that followed Perestroika completed its mission on re-masculinization only partially. On the one hand, a small segment of male population won back its masculinity in its toxic representation through criminalization, fraud, mafia gangs and oligarch network engagement. On the other hand, the majority of men had little chance to achieve a decent level stability (let alone success) through any legal affairs, and thus, Perestroika once again de-masculinized Russian collective identity. Moreover, significantly weakened international position after the end of the Cold War, the USSR dissolution and the loss of the status of the superpower aggravated this de-masculinization. On top of that, military defeat of Russian troops in Chechnya and sex trafficking stream from Russia westwards nearly “castrated” Russian national identity. Considering these events, Kozarev’s “Liberal Doctrine” in Russia’s foreign policy became popular as “prostitution to America” and Russia itself was metaphorically depicted as a fallen woman but not a Mother anymore. These images of suffering, raped, dishonoured Mother Russia created a prerequisite for the changes in Russian men’s gender identity – so called “Russian male trauma”. 

As a consequence of this failure, Vladimir Putin came to power in 2000 with a great opportunity to use national resentment to unite a clear majority of politically active people around him and suppress the opposition. He declared the collapse of the USSR to be a “great tragedy” for the Russian nation and found essential support among the younger generations. From the beginning of his presidency in September 1999 Putin systematically used a symbolic expression addressing Russia as “rising from the knees” and started the process of re-masculinization of Russia. This process got two forms: creating a good image of masculinity and assigning masculine features to the image of Russia. 

According to Maya Eichler and her Militarizing Men: Gender, Conscription, and War in Post-Soviet Russia, disadvantageous interventionist, blind support and adoration of “macho” dictator who violates human rights are explained with the need of Russian men to compensate flubbed national masculinity. The only way that seems available to do this is through toxic militarism in and outside Russia.

Just like Eichler, Valerie Sperling in her Sex, politics and Putin: political legitimacy in Russia For notices that the defining image of contemporary Russian (hegemonic) masculinity comes from a viral video sensation in which a bare-chested Vladimir Putin in military garb gallops across the screen. This image of the Russian president reappears in various guises throughout almost all the political propaganda materials re-establishing militarized notions of masculinity in Putin’s Russia. This image has defined here that the idea that military service (and combat) are central to men’s identity, whether this is understood as a citizenship duty or a necessity of male socialization. 
 
Thus, according to feminist group of authors, within militarized gender order and external aggression, Russian men demonstrate their claims to masculinity through their willingness to protect the nation and be a “real man” who demands unconditional respect from a woman. Even though the universal male conscription and military service in the late Soviet and post-Soviet eras forged and challenged essentialized notions about masculinity and male citizenship, yet this phenomenon was again constructed within new generation of men free of war-weariness.

After reviewing the list of works dedicated to the question raised, we can conclude that interventionist turn in Russian foreign policy is regarded by the theories of IR from different angles. Realists would explain Russian aggression with neo-realist and geopolitical terms of balance of power and structural forces; liberals refer to elites’ ambitions for gaining maximum power at the expense of human rights. English School advocates recognize Russian actions as a matter of tightening relations with China and decay of the US hegemony while constructivists track the development of Russian identity and emotional background of political realities. Feminist theory embraces a different rationality of foreign policy explanation and looks through a different gender plane.  They regard the matter of gender relations as a vital motivation for men’s behavior (considering political reality to be a male domain) and explain Russian interventionism as a measure of national re-masculinization.  
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How Gender is at Stake in Russian Turn to Interventionism?


Abstract:


While we should regard solving gender based violence problem as an end in itself but not a tool for any other “mainstream” goals, we can still use understanding of Russian situation as an implication in Russian foreign policy and strategic culture. International relations literature within the both, quantitative and qualitative lines of inquiry suggest that a domestic environment of equality between women and men would lead toward greater state pacifism. Internal hostility towards women very often influences militarism employed by any given state to resolve international conflicts. On the contrary, domestic gender equality has a pacifying effect on state behavior on the international level. Thus, legal environment and social discourse on gender based violence can offer some answers on rising Russian militarism.


The paper argues with the main International Relations paradigms that attempted to explain the revisionist position of Russia. The author puts forward an argument that Russian interventionism and militarism is constructed on top of normalization of gender-based violence as a root of structural violence per se. Accounting for power discourse content analysis, legi as well as the set of interviews, the paper will problematize 
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