The Russian Approach to the Problem of Development and Failed States: Concepts and Policy

The article argues that Russian views and policies of international development do not contradict the mainstream Western approaches. Nevertheless the accents Russia places on development issues are determined by Russia’s own experience. Unlike many Western nations, Russia prioritizes economic and social development coupled with maintaining political stability and regards democratic reforms rather as a result of development, not as an effective development instrument. Russia’s policy and legislation will undergo further changes, the dialogue between Western nations and Russia on development issues is timely and desirable, but in order to be effective this dialogue should not be excessively politicized.
Problems of development, in particular policies that should be applied to remedy failed states, have been central to the world’s scholarly literature and political analysis for many decades. These issues are high on the global political and research agenda, and for good reasons. Addressing the lack of development, together with the issues of harmonizing world trade and transforming the global financial system, is critical to making the world less prone to conflict and to ensuring decent standards of living for billions of people in the developing world.
The problem of failed states, as part of the broader issue of development, is also directly relevant to the practical foreign policy of the developed nations. Failed states generate conflict and instability, become the origin of massive unregulated migration and may evolve into the source of major international threats.
The developed world, as represented by the United States, European countries, Japan and some Latin American countries, has addressed the problem of development for many years. Initially, the process of development was seen as a sequence of stages of growth, as a process of modernization. Later, the focus in research and development practice shifted to performance assessment, with the ideas of the liberal international economic order (Washington Consensus)
 moving to the forefront. Today the research and practice of development is more attentive to the ideas of sustainable human development
 and the perspectives of the “Post-Washington consensus.”
 To a significant degree, the changing views on development were shaping and reflecting the perspectives of Western political leaders and institutions and transforming them into practical policies.
Russia is returning to the global political scene, participating in the settlement of international problems, the problems of development among them. For a long time, Russia’s Soviet vision of the world’s development was incompatible with Western political and economic philosophy. Today, Russia’s vision of international problems is free from any particular ideology. Nevertheless, Russia’s approach to the problems of development is heavily affected by its own experience, by its existence as both a European and an Asian country and by other factors. This article focuses on Russian approaches to development as reflected by the scholarly community and the Russian political class, and it will identify the strategies of development that are shared by Russia and Western nations. This article will also explore the points of disagreement between Russia and Western mainstream thinking on the problems of development. A better understanding of Russia’s vision of development will help to facilitate cooperation among various international efforts.
Russian scholarly views on the problems of development and the failure of states
A significant part of the body of literature on development was contributed by the Russian school of Oriental Studies. Looking at this literature in retrospect, it is clear that the concepts of development dominating the Russian oriental scene were changing with time.

The issue of development in the countries of Asia and Africa was introduced into the discussion at the beginning of the 1960s, after the collapse of the colonial empires. Social disciplines in the Soviet Union were restricted by the communist ideology and tended to view the problem of development through the prism of Marxism/Leninism, a historic process determined by the development of the economic basis of society.  At the same time, Soviet concepts of development had much in common with the Western concepts of modernization popular at this time. Soviet social sciences viewed development as a linear process, in which all nations were moving in the same direction at a different speed. Some nations started the process of development early, while others joined them later, but all nations were moving along the same road. Soviet interpretation of the final goal of development focused on the construction of communism. Western scholars saw a different goal in development, the establishment of a democratic society based on a market economy. However, Russians, together with their Western colleagues, were absolutely confident that the goal of development was achievable, and that this achievement required help from outside, mostly in the form of investment and education. The phenomenon of failed states was not studied or recognized at this time; most new states were too young to fail, and the difficulties in nation-building that they were experiencing were attributed to the burden of a colonial past and to the undermining activity of the opposing ideological camp.
From the end of 1970s/beginning of 1980s, the ideological pressure on the social sciences was lessened, and some scholarly discussion was allowed. Soviet orientalists brought into the discussion the long-forbidden ideas of Karl Marx on the Asian mode of development.
  While this discussion marked certain ideological liberalization in the social sciences, it also became a turning point in the way Soviet scholars were thinking about the issues of development in Asia and Africa. Beginning at this time, a new understanding of development started to make its way into the Soviet social sciences, arguing that Oriental societies were fundamentally different from the Western societies, and they were not necessarily moving along the same road of history as the West.
Most scholars gradually accepted the concept that, in the time of ancient Greece, the civilized world gave birth to two different social-economic structures: European and non-European. The latter, represented by many variations, had two important features. First, it did not know the predominant role of private property, and second, it did not produce the “civil society”. While European social structure was heading towards the development of capitalism (market economy and political democracy), the non-European structure could not head towards capitalism because of its essential form.
After the Islamic revolution in  Iran,  scholars realized that the accomplishments of previously revised concepts of linear development were not sufficient. It was not enough to maintain that many countries in the developing world were not catching up with the most advanced countries; it became more and more obvious that a significant part of the developing world cannot and does not want to go in the direction that was believed to be universal and inexorable.
When the non-European world was forced open by the European colonial capital, these countries spent several centuries adjusting to the new conditions. During the colonial and post-colonial period, similar conditions that helped Europeans in their development were introduced in colonial countries, and colonial countries were coming closer to the European standards. Yet the power of the traditional non-European social structure was underestimated, and for several years, the debate in the social sciences focused on whether traditional and modern social structures in developing societies remain separate, or if these structures were undergoing some form of synthesis.
After the collapse of communist ideology, scholarly research of the problems of development in Russia has moved in three distinct directions. One school focuses on the socio-economic structures of non-European societies
. The second school further develops the civilizational approach following the ideas of A. Toynbee. The third school of thought concentrates on the issues of synthesis and non-synthesis of traditional and modern structures in developing societies.

The approach that is shared by the majority of Russian scholars today focuses on the religious-civilizational basis of non-European societies as a major factor in determining their potential to transform from traditional to modern societies. This approach states that the basic setting of the three major oriental civilizations, including the people of Tropical Africa who have not developed their religiously framed civilization, is fundamentally different from the European world with its orientation towards material success of the individual. The non-European world is dominated by spiritual, religious and ethical values. While the values are different in these civilizations, the Far Eastern civilization, with its search for social harmony achieved through the social and economic activity of each member of society, has better potential for development than Islam, with its religious rigidity and rites, or Indo-Buddhist civilization,  which looks for salvation in a non-material world.
While it is difficult to emphasize any particular breakthrough in the scholarly research related to the problems of development in contemporary Russia, several points of agreement among most scholars emerge. Despite wide differences among the scholars to explain the development phenomenon, it is widely accepted that modern, non-European societies present three distinct models in regard to their potential development and to the acceptance of European political and economic values.

The first model is often referred to as the Japanese model. It is represented best by the countries of East Asia and some Latin American countries. These countries have standards very similar to those of Western capitalist states. Their social and economic structure is dominated by the market, featuring open competition among the owners. Their markets are modern and advanced and are regulated by the state and numerous institutions. The states in the countries that adhere to this model turned from oriental states into modern capitalist states. The movement of these countries towards Western social and economic structures was not limited to the westernization of the state; parallel to its transformation, political and legal institutions typical for Western nations were developed.
Traditions that could impede the transformation of the social and economic structures in the countries represented by the Japanese model were weakened or transformed. Those traditions that did not present critical obstacles for Westernization were preserved and harmonized with the central elements of the Western capitalist structure. The transformation of the traditions led to the synthesis of Western and local values and created a new qualitative phenomenon.
The second model, often referred to as the Indian model, is different from the first due to its internal heterogeneity. This model encompasses a number of successfully modernizing countries that have not yet fully transformed their internal traditional structure. A significant part of their populations (mostly urban) live and work within the framework of a new market capitalist economy. Important elements of the capitalist structure, such as a multi-party political system, democratic institutions, and European-type courts, do function within this model at a national level, but a large part of the population remains within the old tradition, which is hardly affected by these innovations. Both parts of the society maintain close contacts, but each lives in its own way, at the same time composing a united social organism. This model features the phenomenon of symbiosis. This symbiosis is characterized by certain delimitations between the new and the traditional aspects in society, and while part of the society has already crossed into modernity, the other part has not done so, and there is little assurance that this latter part of society will be able to cross into modernity in the future.
A typical example of the countries adhering to the second model is India, with its system of communities and castes, which still dominates a significant part of its population. Some nations in Southeast Asia (Thailand, Indonesia) and some Islamic countries (Turkey, Pakistan, Egypt) may also be categorized this way. All these countries can boast high rates of economic growth and the development of many European-type social and political structures. At the same time they all have internal division rooted partly in the economic underdevelopment of the rural population, and partly based on the socio-psychological stereotypes and rigid social norms, which are especially notable in Islamic countries.
What is the development potential in the countries of the second model? These countries are slowly advancing toward Western capitalist standards. This progress is especially apparent in the changing role of the state in these countries. The growing influence of the capitalist economic sector, and the consolidation of the European political and legal culture, diminish the importance of the Asian traditional administrative system and bureaucratic methods of governance. As a result, these nations are finding themselves in a situation where the elements of the European structure are slowly turning into the institutional and ideological basis for development while loosening the influence of the traditional structure. There is no guarantee that regression to the old structure will not occur, but in most cases, the countries of the second model have good potential for development. The outside world can encourage this progress, but it cannot make the transition to the modern social and economic structure more rapid.
Oil-producing Arab monarchies border this second category of nations, differing from them by several characteristics. These nations also feature a symbiosis of traditional and modern structures, but they are distinct from Indian model in that they have very small institutional elements of the European structure but do not demonstrate massive movement of the populace towards the capitalist standard. The symbiosis in these countries is founded not on the contrast between modern and traditional societies, but on the separation of the majority of citizens from the modern sector of the economy and its infrastructure. The modern sector is driven by the efforts of migrants and indigenous population acts as rentier. It is difficult to outline any clear perspective for the socio-political transformation within this subgroup, and the majority of scholars do not expect any significant changes within these countries.
Generally speaking, the situation of the second model is viewed as stable. The countries of this zone enjoy a certain degree of equilibrium. Their economies may not always be flourishing, but usually they can support the life of the country and its people. Such countries do not need any regular foreign aid and will slowly grow economically. The countries of the second model are set apart from the countries of the first model by certain factors, factors not necessarily measured in terms of GDP per capita or similar indices. The difference lies not in the income of those countries, but in the dynamic potential of their model. Politically, the majority of countries in the second model are stable. Some countries of the second model, the model of the symbiosis of traditional and modern societies, are potentially capable of overcoming the state of symbiosis and transforming from symbiosis to synthesis. 
The third model of development, encompassing the largest number of countries, is often called the African model. This model is typical for a majority of African countries, some Islamic countries such as Afghanistan and Bangladesh, and some poor Asian countries such as Laos, Kampuchea, and Burma (Myanmar). The common feature among these countries is backwardness and crisis, with little development or stability. The majority of these countries have elements of a capitalist structure in their economies, but the overall situation is determined by a predominantly backward social and economic periphery. Modern and traditional structures in the countries of this model coexist, but, while in the countries of the second model the symbiosis of the modern and traditional generates stability, positive economic dynamics and progress towards the future synthesis, the countries of the third model do not demonstrate this positive development.  Only a few of them are potentially capable of joining the group of countries of the second model, which will allow them to achieve internal stability and self-sufficiency.
The reasons for their inability to develop include several important factors, among them: low starting level of development, weakness of religious-civilizational basis, and a scarcity of natural resources, such as oil, which could help them to generate income. Economic problems are not as noticeable in some countries in this third model, where the phenomenon of consumerism is not widespread and in the background of their internal conflicts. The lack of economic perspective is more obvious in the countries where the demonstration effect is strong and the population cannot be supplied with those products in high demand. The dramatic gap between the desired and the available produces the effect of dependency, the idea of consuming without producing the necessary equivalent. Up to the present, this gap is being compensated by credits and the growth of the sovereign debt, but at some point, the credits will cease, and the imbalance between the purchasing power of the population and the supply of the market will only increase. The situation is exaggerated even more by the fact that the most underdeveloped countries feature the highest population growth. Underdevelopment and poverty are not only being reproduced but are increasing absolutely.
Russian scholarly thought does not offer a specific solution to the problems presented by this third group of nations, nations often referred to as failed states in Western literature. The general recommendation includes actions to be carried out by the international community in order to solve the problems of less developed nations. These recommendations include: massive and purposeful international policy aimed at providing artificial forced development, gradual involvement of more people from the traditional sector in the modern market economy, creation of more workplaces in the market sector, reconstruction of the mass consciousness, and further urbanization. 
It is implied that the financial resources for this massive international effort should come from the developed world by reducing defense budgets. This is justified by the rationale that this policy is in the best interests of the developed world and could potentially resolve one of these nations’ central national security problems. It is also thought that it was the European world that pulled the non-European world out of its homeostasis and pushed it in an unpredictable direction. As such, the European world has a moral responsibility for the solution of the emerging problems of the non-European world. 
Certain recommendations are currently being emphasized: 1) International action; 2) prescription of development policy to the less developed nations, given their failure in developing independently; 3) support and maintenance of local political structures that will serve as agents of external development policy and guarantee political stability and social peace at all costs. The development of local democratic institutions is viewed as desirable for the countries of the second tier and often premature for the countries of the third tier. A popular concept, though one not shared by all scholars, suggests that the basic transformation from traditional to modern structures is carried out by an authoritarian political regime that will yield the power to democratic institutions when democracy becomes organic and natural for society and economy.
How the Russian political class views the problem of development and the failure of states: Intellectual and Political context
The Russian political vision of the problem of development and failed states is shaped by many factors, among them how the Russian political class sees the nature and relationship between state in society and state in development. Another factor is the Russian experience of solving the problems of “failed” Russian provinces (e.g., Chechnya or Dagestan). A third factor is the Russian experience of dealing with instability and crisis on the Post-Soviet space. Fourth, the political vision is shaped by a strong skepticism concerning the applicability of a universal Western model of democracy to different societies. The final factor is the conceptual apparatus Russian politicians employ to think about foreign policy issues.
This final factor may not be considered a central one, but it is illustrative of the political vision that Russians have in regards to the issues of failed states. The official Russian political dictionary does not have an entry for “failed state.” The closest term to “failed states” in meaning is a euphemism “Nesostoyavshiesya gosudarstva,” officially translated in English as “fragile states.”
 In fact, this translation is not accurate, not because of the skill of the interpreters, but because Russian and English political languages do not match, and their semantic fields are not the same. In Russian, this term means “a state which was not able to develop into a real one,” the logic of the language suggesting that it is the fault of the state (government) that the country has run into problems.
Another term that may be used for a “failed state” in Russian is an “economically weak state”;
 this definition focuses on the economic side of underdevelopment, not the social or political aspect. Finally, there is a term “unstable states,” 
 which is used to underscore the potential international threats produced by the lack of political stability and control in certain nations, the closest parallel to the concept of “rogue states.”
This terminology, and the logic of the Russian language, suggests that the Russian political class admits the problem of underdevelopment and political stability but tends to attribute the roots of these problems to the low efficiency of the local governments and to a lack of economic resources. None of the terms used in the political dictionary, in relationship to the problem of development, suggests that the issue lies in the wrong political organization of the society. In contrast, the term “developing countries” is very common in Russian foreign policy statements, where it is used exclusively in the context of economic development.
The central determinant for the Russian way of thinking about development is Russia’s own experience. The State has always played a central role in Russia’s economic and social development. This has been the case in all stages of Russian history, in the age of Peter the Great, Arkady Stolypin, Joseph Stalin and Vladimir Putin. It can be argued that the Russian experience is atypical in that the dominance of the state led Russia into many political and economic crises, yet the leading role of the state is the only method that Russians have historically employed to achieve economic progress. The times of unchecked economic and political freedom (or anarchy) of the 1990s are associated today with poverty, economic collapse and the rule of oligarchy; the ideas of market and liberalism were significantly compromised by the growing social problems of the 2000s. For this and other reasons the Russian political elite views development predominantly as economic and social development, which is carried out under the guidance and economic leadership of the state. It is widely accepted that development requires resources, and external economic aid is very desirable, but this vision of the general scheme leaves virtually no room for democratic self-organization of society. Democracy is not negated per se; rather, it is viewed as a desirable model to be achieved, but democracy is not considered a tool of development or a method to resolve economic difficulties.
In the last 10 – 15 years, Russia has lived through several deep internal crises that can be described as a political, economic and social “failure” of some members of the Russian Federation, such as Chechnya, Dagestan, and Ingushetia. While there are many opinions as to what happened in these situations and why, from the point of view of Kremlin, these republics of the Russian Federation were severed from the economic aid of the Federal Center due to the economic difficulties of 1990s. The Kremlin believed that these states could not sustain themselves economically and politically, and that they had fallen victims to extremism and separatism. The Russian experience of grappling with the problems posed by Chechnya made the Russian political class confident that allowing such “states” any degree of self-organization, independence and autonomy is disastrous for the states themselves, as well as for their neighbors. The solution that Russia employed was to guarantee the dominance of one political group within the republic by military means and deal exclusively with that political group, to introduce external political and economic governance, and to combine these measures with massive economic aid. Democratic initiatives within the republics are still viewed with suspicion as possible means to return to political chaos, extremism and separatism. Moscow politicians understand that their reliance on one political group within a territory leads to its political monopoly and to corruption, but they find this to be a fair price to pay for stability and the avoidance of large-scale violence. It is implied that, with time, Moscow will increase pressure on the local governments in order to encourage civil rights, fair economic competition and political representation, in line with more civilized standards adopted throughout the Federation.
Russia gained specific experience dealing with political instability and regime changes in the Post-Soviet space. This is considered to be the zone of privileged Russian interests where all major political developments affect Russian national security interests in one way or another. One can generalize the lessons that the Russian political class learned from the crises that resulted from the collapse of corrupt Post-Soviet regimes and the application of opposite models (democratization or stabilization), often with eternal involvement, targeted at preventing the “failure” of Uzbekistan, Kirgizstan, and some other states.
On one hand, there is a growing understanding among the Russian political class that the policy of preserving the status-quo that Russia employed during at least some of these crises turned out to be ineffective and counterproductive. The people of Ukraine, Georgia and Kirgizstan were demanding to depose the obsolete regimes in their countries, not just cosmetic changes to their government. On the other hand, the “quasi-democratic” model of regime change in post-Soviet countries, sponsored by the Western democracies and called the “Orange Revolution” in Ukraine, “Revolution of Roses” in Georgia and “Tulip Revolution” in Kirgizstan, brought about more problems than it resolved. Kirgizstan fell into political chaos; it is quickly demodernizing and is doomed to join the list of failed states. It is a question if this country will continue to exist in a relatively short time. Ukraine is caught in a political struggle of competing clans, losing the effectiveness of the state governance and experiencing deep economic problems. Georgia has led itself into the trap of nationalism, started and lost a war, and is now living through a difficult political and economic period. As seen in Moscow, to a large extent the problems that these countries faced were caused by inexperienced, fragmented and opportunistic political forces coming into power. This occurred because of the formally democratic, but irresponsible will of marginal social groups, orchestrated from the outside. Obviously, the Russian vision of the mode and the results of regime changes in Post-Soviet countries bear a bitter taste because of the failure of Russian policy in those countries. While the interpretation of events in Kiev, Tbilisi and Bishkek given in Moscow is often very biased, there is some truth in the central point that Russian politicians are making. Imposing democracy on a society that is not ready for it economically, socially and ethically may be more troublesome than a steady, purposeful evolving policy targeted at raising the living standards and enhancing the economic efficiency first and then introducing slow and moderate political reforms second. In fact, in Russia this discussion has been going on for two decades already. In a comparison between Russia, which chose the first model of regime change, and China, which is taking the second option, China certainly scores higher. Iraq and Afghanistan are two other examples that make Russian policy-makers even more skeptical of the positive role of imposing democracy on semi-traditional, unstable, economically ineffective non-Western countries.
In current Russian official political ideology, each country is building its own democratic model, in its own time, when the economy and the society of the nation in question are in a place of stability where this model is sought after and even required. This way of thinking about development bears the imprint of Marxist tradition with a new interpretation, but one could not expect anything else from the Russian political intellectual tradition given its history over the past century. The official Russian political concept was formulated as “Sovereign Democracy.” It was developed in the last decade by Kremlin ideologues
and was primarily for internal use. It is not shared by the current President Medvedev in its propagandist aspects, and it is gradually going out of daily political circulation. However, it still remains valid in regards to the general vision of how the democratic political model is being achieved. Russian political class believes that democracy is a “sovereign” product of each society, and it cannot be imported from outside. One counter-argument is the historic examples when democracy was imposed from outside (for example, in the cases of Post-WWII Germany and Japan), but such examples are considered extraordinary and not fitting the general rule. Besides, those examples feature the countries whose civilizational-religious model and the level of development were adequate for accepting a democratic political model.
Did Russia offer any alternative strategy of political development in regard to Post-Soviet nations, or any other nations for that matter? Not really. Russia was and still is openly critical of the global project that the United States championed in the “developing world,” the project of “global democracy.” Russia is also unhappy with the enlargement of the EU project, which features the promise of prosperity and security, but does not demonstrate its own global project. Even given that much of Russia’s criticism of American and European projects is well founded; it is noticeable that Russia was unable to suggest an attractive alternative for the less developed, unstable countries, including the former Soviet republics.
The Russian ideology of development in the post-Soviet space was and still remains a conservative, reactive, pro-status-quo stance that focuses on maintaining political stability but does not promise an attractive perspective for development. Illustrative of this approach was Russia’s reaction to the developments in Andizhan (Uzbekistan) in 2005, when Uzbek authorities suppressed public unrest with excessive use of force, resulting in massive casualties among the participants. When answering the question of a journalist as to why Russia claimed European values but supported a regime that was doing these things, President V. Putin answered, 
I do not think that these approaches are incompatible, especially since we know better than you do what happened in Andizhan. And we know who trained the people who ignited the situation in Uzbekistan and in that city in particular, where they were trained, and how many of them were trained. This does not exclude the fact that there are a great many problems in Uzbekistan, but it does exclude the fact that we take an approach in which we shake up, could allow ourselves to shake up the situation in that country. You probably know what the Fergana valley is and you know how difficult the situation is there, the population's situation and their level of economic well-being. We do not need a second Afghanistan in Central Asian and we shall proceed very carefully. We do not need revolutions there, we need an evolution which will lead to establishing those values you spoke about, but that will not encourage explosions like the ones we faced in Andizhan. 

This statement of V. Putin summarizes the perspective of the Russian political class on development, and on the policy aimed at preventing the states from failing. The current Russian perspective prescribes gradual economic and political evolution, preserving the political stability in the country by means of supporting the effective regime in control (an authoritarian regime if needed), and avoidance of the revolutionary change of the social and political order. Democracy is seen neither as a tool for development, nor as the ultimate goal of development. Democratic society is perceived as a stage that will be reached as a result of progress in the economic and social spheres. More and more intellectuals and politicians in Russia are calling for replacing the goal of democracy with the goal of progress today
.

There is no pronounced discussion among the foreign policy establishment regarding how to manage states that have already failed. Russia seems to be too preoccupied with its own problems and with immediate foreign policy issues to give serious attention to such questions. At the same time, in the general foreign policy discussion and in the Russian policy towards specific issues, e.g., NATO presence in Afghanistan, there is a certain growth in sympathies to the idea of external governance carried out by international institutions in order to substitute the collapsed interior governing structures of states having no other prospect for the future. This idea has not yet made its way into official policy, and there is a good chance that it will not make it in the near future, partly because of Russia’s relative weakness today. This weakness will not allow Russia to be part of these institutions partly because Russia has not returned to the status of a global player and continues to work and conceptualize on the tactical and not on the strategic level.
Development and Failed States in the Foreign Policy of Russia 

The foreign policy of Russia responds to the issues of development and failed states on several levels: in Official Development Assistance; in Russia’s participation in global initiatives, such as signing off the debts of less developed countries; and in the Russian policy of foreign economic aid directed primarily at Post-Soviet countries.
Conceptually, Russia admits that development of less developed countries is essential to maintaining stability and progress in the whole world. The Foreign Policy Concept of the Russian Federation of 2008
 clearly states that “sustainable socio-economic development of all countries is an indispensable component of the modern collective security system and clearly states that international development assistance should be aimed at searching for effective ways to support efforts to eliminate the imbalances in the development of various regions. For these ends, Russia, using its donor capacity, pursues an active and targeted policy in the area of international development assistance both multilaterally and bilaterally.” At the same time, it should be noted that until 2007, Russia was the only G-8 country whose legislation did not contain the term “aid for development.”  Federal ministries and agencies provided international aid on the basis of ad hoc decisions of the government in regard to different specific tasks, which may include the payment of membership fees to an international organization, emergency aid in case of natural or technical catastrophes, or agreement within the Paris Club to reschedule or cancel particular foreign debts of countries. 
 In 2007, President V. Putin signed the Concept of Russia’s Participation in the Official Development Assistance.
 Russia still does not have legislation providing for bilateral international aid, so the bulk of Russia’s aid for development goes through the channels of international organizations. In December 2008, Russian Foreign Ministry spokesman, A. Yakovenko, announced that in 2007, Russia’s official assistance for development increased twofold from 2005-2006 and amounted to $210 ml. He said that Russia was planning to increase its official development assistance to the level of $400 - $500 ml. a year in a short period of time and to gradually reach the level of 0.7% of GDP agreed upon by the Monterrey Consensus.
 
Another broad category of Russia’s international aid is Russian participation in the programs initiated by the G-8 and, specifically, the program of canceling the debts of the poorest countries in the world. From 2002 – 2004, Russia signed off HIPS debts for more than $40 bl.
 It is difficult to estimate the overall amount of debt owed by the less developed countries and canceled by Russia, but taking into account the signing off of $10 bl. of Afghanistan debt in 2007, $4,5 bl. of Libyan debt, 12 bl. of Iraqi debt, 4,7 bl. of Algerian debt, in addition to some other debts, the overall amount of the debts canceled by Russia may exceed $60 bl. Skeptics might point out that some of the debts, specifically the debts of Libya and Syria, were signed off in exchange for commercial and arms contracts, and most of the debts signed off by Russia were so-called “dirty debts” accrued for the Soviet arms supplies in the 1970s with no hope of their recovery. Nevertheless, in the 2000s, Russia emerged as one of the largest international donors, and according to V. Putin (2006), “As far as cancelling debts goes, Russia is, I think, in third place in absolute terms for writing off developing countries’ debts after Japan and France. That is in absolute terms of billions of dollars. And regarding the amount of cancelled debts as a share of GDP, we are in first place”.
 This aspect of Russian international development policy can be attributed to three kinds of considerations that the Kremlin has on international debt issues. First, in most cases Russia could not hope to be repaid, so the choice was between canceling the debt and keeping the bad debt on the books. Second, in some instances canceling the debt helped to steady the relationship between Russia and some countries and opened the way to new commercial contracts. Third, energetic participation in the international debt relief process allowed Russia to support its new G-8 status with some practical and large-scale deeds, which was very important for Russia at that moment. Russia implemented its other pledges on the international assistance given at the G-8 Summit in Gleneagles in 2005. Russia was active in support of the Aid to Africa and Debt Cancellation programs and in support of universal access to anti-HIV drugs in Africa, while it was less successful in supporting the anti- poliomyelitis programs.

The third aspect of Russia’s foreign aid is very specific and determined by a complex of political and economic interests linking Russia to its former Soviet partners. It is a system of resource, energy and market benefits and special tariffs as well as a system of intergovernmental credits provided by Russia to the Post-Soviet countries over the period of time since the collapse of the Soviet Union. The objective of this aid changed over time and from one country to another. Generally, this form of aid was aimed at preserving political and economic stability in the Post-Soviet countries and at securing Russian political and economic positions in this area.
The major form of economic aid to the Post-Soviet nations was a privileged price for the gas Russia supplied. It was only in the middle of the 2000s, when the Russian government was disappointed with the policy of “paying for friendship,” that it adjusted the gas relationship with the Post-Soviet republics to market prices.  It should be noted that the prices for Belorussia, the closest Russian ally, were raised but were still privileged. Throughout a period of 15 years, all republics of the former Soviet Union together received gas subsidies for the amount of $75 bl. Ukraine, the second largest republic of the former Soviet Union, was subsidized through special gas prices for the amount of $47 bl.
 
The Russian policy of economic support of the former Soviet republics included not only gas subsidies, but other forms of subsidies as well. Russian aid to Belorussia (in the form of privileged gas and oil prices, access to the Russian market, trade privileges  etc.) over this period is estimated as $49 bl.
 The focus of the Russian aid policy was directed at Ukraine, Belorussia, Moldova, Tajikistan and Kirgizstan. Today Russia is abandoning the policy of indiscriminate support through non-transparent price mechanisms and gradually switching to the policy of targeted aid through a system of credits. At the end of 2008, Russia extended a credit of $2 bl. to Kirgizstan and $2 bl. to Belorussia. These credits were provided to serve the Russian political and commercial interests, but since it is unlikely that they will be paid back, these credits can also be interpreted as economic and development aid.
Conclusions

In comparison with the development policies of major international development actors, Russian policies and concepts of development are less elaborate. These policies are not based on a long-term development strategy linking national security interests and long-term strategic interests with issues of development. The European Union addresses the goal of development in its major document, the Treaty Establishing a Constitution for Europe. This document outlines elaborate legislation and operates a special system of development institutions. European development policy is not politically neutral. Community policy in the sphere of development is designed to foster sustainable economic and social development, integration of the developing countries into the world economy, a campaign against poverty and was designed to “contribute to the general objective of developing and consolidating democracy and the rule of law, and to that of respecting human rights and fundamental freedoms”
.
In contrast with the pronounced European policies, the Russian vision and policies of development focus on political stabilization and the economic and social aspects of development. Democracy is seen as a result of development, but not as its tool. Russian financial participation in some aspects of international development efforts is increasing, but it is not yet systemic or a coherent part of the country’s international strategy.
Russia recently started to build its development legislation and has not yet created its own development institutions. While Russia shares the understanding of the importance of development with its Western partners, its perspectives on the goals and methods of development differ from those of the West. Russia does not have an articulated policy towards the phenomenon of failed states, but it does share the concern of the international community in regards to particular failed states. This Russian approach to development issues does not contradict the Western approach, but neither is it congruous. Russia will continue to work together with the Western nations on development issues, provided that the issues are not overtly politicized. The most important contribution to the course of the world development Russia can make will be to fulfill its own development agenda and turn into a prosperous, stable and internationally attractive country.
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