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UN SECRETARY-GENERAL Ant·nio Manuel de Oliveira Guterresôs 

statement on the inapplicability of the principle of self-determination to the situation 

in Crimea and Donbass has been officially commented on in our country, including 

by the authors of this publication. It has also been actively discussed in political 

journalism and blogosphere. The general conclusion is that the UN secretary-

generalôs statements on this issue are untenable and contradict international law. The 

authors believe, however, that this crucial issue deserves a more detailed legal 

analysis, as it directly affects the future of our country, as well as the future of 

Ukraine. 

The UN today often demonstrates a desire to serve the interests of individual 

Western countries as the UNôs primary donors. This is precisely what happened with 

the issue of the right to self-determination of Donbass, Novorossiya, and Crimea. 

Meanwhile, a systematic analysis of the norms of international law and the 

practice of the International Court of Justice provide every reason to assert that, 

taking into account the historical and legal assessment, the separation of parts of the 

territory of Ukraine (the Autonomous Republic of Crimea, the city of Sevastopol, 

and Donetsk, Lugansk, Kherson, and Zaporozhye Provinces) and their incorporation 
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into Russia should be considered a method of legal separation from another country 

or secession through the exercise of the right of its citizens to external self-

determination via a referendum. 

The right of residents of Crimea, the Donetsk and Lugansk Peopleôs 

Republics, and Kherson and Zaporozhye Provinces to self-determination is 

conditioned by the existence of extreme situations with numerous instances of gross 

violations of human rights and freedoms. The Ukrainian authorities have engaged in 

systematic discrimination against the population of these territories based on 

nationality, language, religion, and political opinion. This, coupled with the 

consistent denial of the right to national and cultural autonomy, may be characterized 

as oppression. 

These specific actions directly contradicted not only Ukraineôs 1996 

Constitution and its legislation, but also the fundamental rights enshrined in the 1948 

Universal Declaration of Human Rights, the 1966 International Covenant on Civil 

and Political Rights, the 1966 International Covenant on Economic, Social and 

Cultural Rights, and the 1995 Framework Convention for the Protection of National 

Minorities. 

Taken together, these circumstances indicate the existence of a conditio sine 

qua non for residents of the Donetsk and Lugansk Peopleôs Republics, Kherson and 

Zaporozhye Provinces, and Crimea to be permitted to exercise the right to self-

determination. 

In this context, it is necessary to note a number of important international legal 

aspects that allow authors to assert that external self-determination may be granted 

in exceptional cases. 

All of this created the legal basis for the proclamation of independence and 

the incorporation of certain territories of Ukraine into the Russian Federation. 
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INTERNATIONAL relations are at a geopolitical turning point. Russian 

scholarship has a good chance of developing its own approaches to their study, their 

trends, content, and evolution. Some 15 years ago, the renowned Russian scholar 

Alexey Bogaturov, assessing the state of Russian scholarship on international 

relations, critically acknowledged: çThere was massive borrowing and primitive 

interpretation/assimilation of the theoretical developments of Western colleaguesè. 

In this context, one challenge is to free ourselves from the shackles of Anglo-

Saxon theoretical constructs built on the exploitative dominance of some states over 

others. This is not about rejecting those constructs; they do contain some grains of 

truth. Nevertheless, profound critical reflection on many of their postulates is 

required, especially since the assimilation paradigm has not been broken. 

How does this relate to interstate international relations? Finally, accumulated 

knowledge requires systematization and structuring, identifying the factors that 

shape the modern system of international relations. The current phase of 

globalization is bringing their evolution to a fork in the road: Will the system of 

international relations be democratic or centralized? Will it be based on the 

dominance of a chosen few or respect for the interests of national societies inhabiting 

the planet? Many such questions and problems could be listed. 

The evolution of humanity as a collection of diverse societies is accompanied 

by a growing number of threats as a result of its economic and technological 

development. These threats can directly or indirectly affect the livelihoods of 

societies in various countries. But air pollution, water pollution, and climate change, 
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for example, affect everyone. These threats have regional and global dimensions. 

And their scale is growing.  

Their minimization or elimination presupposes and requires the interaction of 

all actors: the state, TNCs, and various nonstate actors (environmental, human rights, 

humanitarian, etc.). The state acts as a centralized element in this interaction 

(creating a legal framework through the development and adoption of agreements 

and other documents, defining mechanisms and various forms of interaction, 

financing, etc.), since it determines (appropriately or not is another matter) the 

degree, level, and scale of a given threat to the society it represents in international 

relations, and, consequently, the level and extent of its participation in the process. 

Nonstate actors serve here as experts and, to a certain extent, provide public 

oversight of the activities of states and TNCs.  

The interaction of all actors to minimize and eliminate global and regional 

threats is, in my view, the subject matter of world politics as a specific field of 

international relations science. There is also ample scope for applied scientific 

research here. 

  



5 

 

Identities in a Post-Global World:  

The Dialectics of History  

and the New Socio-Economic Space  

D. Yevstafyev,  

L. Tsyganova  

Keywords: post-global world, identities, sociocultural regionalization, civilizational 

fault lines, culture 

THE transformation of the system of international political and economic 

relations as we observe it today is a complex phenomenon. Beyond geopolitical and 

geoeconomic processes and the destruction of the institutional structure of the world 

that has existed for the last 80 years, we are witnessing the emergence of a 

fundamentally new development environment in which it is becoming impossible to 

separate economics, politics, and sociocultural components. There is increasing talk 

of the ñvalues factorò as the basis for the further consolidation and structuring of the 

future world. 

Prevailing sentiments reflect disillusionment with global geoeconomic 

interdependence within the American-centric (fundamentally dollar-based) 

economy as the basis for synergistic development. It is unlikely that a relatively 

stable architecture of international political, let alone economic, relations can be 

achieved by ñrolling backò to some previous models or patterns. 

The authors note that the issue of the formation of neo-identities reflects the 

fact that the modern world is a world in transition. The formation of neo-identities 

exhibits an element of chaos, if not spontaneity. Given the importance of the values 

factor as the basis for state competitiveness in the world, at least at the present stage, 

this creates certain social, sociocultural, and even sociopolitical risks associated with 

the possible filling of the social space with fake identities and the artificial 

construction of conflicts between them.  
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These, unfortunately, include the periodically recurring conflict between the 

ñRedsò and ñWhites,ò for which there is no real socioeconomic basis. However, the 

periodic recurrence of this conflict indicates that there is an identity vacuum, where 

only the phantoms of bygone historical eras remain. This situation serves as a sort 

of invitation to enclave identities ï which are often associated with a territory 

through fact of residence alone ï to expand their living space, which in turn may 

contribute to the fragmentation of the new Russian identity that is struggling to 

emerge.  

The formation of neo-identities, which under conditions of competing values 

must become synergistic, is always a balance between naturalness and social ï and 

in reality, socioeconomic ï construction. But this implies, first and foremost, work 

at the level of the values content of the socioeconomic environment in which neo-

identities are formed, rather than merely attempts at informational and political 

management of already established entities that do not reflect the full scope of 

contemporary socioeconomic and sociopolitical processes. 
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MARCH 30, 2026, marked the 65th anniversary of the cornerstone document 

of international anti-drug cooperation, the 1961 Single Convention on Narcotic 

Drugs (CND), which forms the basis of the current global drug control regime. 

To develop a new document, a UN conference was convened in New York 

from January 24 to March 25, 1961, with the participation of 73 states and a number 

of specialized international organizations. The text of the Single Convention on 

Narcotic Drugs was agreed upon as a result of this conference. The USSR signed the 

document on July 31, 1961, and Russia, as the legal successor to the Soviet Union, 

is a party to this document. 

The Convention superseded all previously adopted treaties in this area, 

consolidating and expanding their provisions. The document, currently signed by 

186 states, lays the foundation for global anti-drug cooperation, defines the functions 

of relevant interstate regulatory and monitoring bodies, and establishes international 

control over narcotic substances. 

Russia considers its primary task to be upholding the principles enshrined in 

the Single Convention and the other aforementioned treaties, and to prevent the 

dilution or duplication of the mandate of the CND, which plays a central role in 

coordinating international efforts to address the world drug problem. It is also 

necessary to continue to uphold the unique role of the INCB as a quasi-judicial body 

responsible for monitoring compliance by all UN member states with existing 

international legal instruments. 
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TODAY, we are witnessing an accelerating crisis of the universalist model of 

globalization. Both the scale and trajectory of this crisis are debatable, but there is 

no doubt that the observed negative trends will continue for some time. A natural 

consequence of this is the weakening of the influence of global organizations, 

including their role in addressing security issues at the regional and interregional 

levels. This inevitably elevates the role of regional associations in countering 

collective threats.  

It is also worth recalling that already in the late 1990s, Barry Buzan, Ole 

WÞver, and Jaap de Wilde of the Copenhagen School of international relations wrote 

that the security threats declared by global actors are not necessarily objective. 

Participants in the system of international relations may project false threats as an 

instrumental social construct. This is manifested, inter alia, in the form of Western 

states appropriating the right to arbitrarily interfere in the political processes of other 

regions, as well as to impose a particular security model and strategy on regional 

actors. 

The weakening influence of global actors, coupled with growing mistrust of 

them, are contributing to the establishment of regional security complexes (RSCs). 

An RSC is a group of international actors relatively isolated from similar complexes 

by geographic barriers or ñinsulatorò countries that, for various reasons, are not part 

of any RSC.  




