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ABSTRACT: The current threats and challenges facing the system of international relations in the
first quarter of the 21st century are prompting the world community to seek new approaches to create
a secure system of coexistence. The study employs a transition from a problematic real-world
situation (Ukrainian-Russian crisis, which has moved into the phase of hybrid warfare) to the
theoretical development of conflict resolution. The paper findings have come close to the intended
effect due to an in-depth analysis of the crisis situation origin, transforming it into a direct
confrontation between the two states. In the study we argue that establishing a multi-level security
system for international relations will render the creation of the conflict situations impossible in years
to come.
KEY WORDS: Ukrainian-Russian conflict, bipolar system, democratization, international relations,
pragmatic approach.
INTRODUCTION.
Ukraine, however, is a cleft country with two distinct cultures.
The civilizational fault line between the West and Orthodoxy runs
through its heart and has done so for centuries.
Samuel P. Huntington.
The phenomenon of democracy has undergone a complex and long evolutionary process, finally
facing the unexpected challenges of globalization in the twenty-first century, which have been
increasingly articulated in the context of the systemic crisis of capitalism and liberalism during the
period of 2000–20191.

For more detailed treatments, the reader may consult Volodymyr Zinchenko, “Modern Global World System
and Liberal Model Crisis” [“Sučasna hlobalʹna svitova sytema i kryza liberalʹnoji modeli”] Gumanіtarniy vіsnik
Zaporіzhkoi derzhavnoi іnzhenernoi akademіi 41 (2010): 161–168.
http://nbuv.gov.ua/UJRN/znpgvzdia_2010_41_15
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The dynamic process of civilizational transformation and the emergence of a number of authoritarian
states as economic leaders have necessitated the search for a new paradigm that could be consistent
with the imperatives of development.
The cardinal changes that have been underway to a different extent concern all major spheres of life,
and in particular, the modern system of international relations, the development trend of which is
increasingly determined by the inversion of their pragmatization, i.e. the search for effective
mechanisms for the establishment of the leading-edge principles of international cooperation founded
on democratic values2. Its traditional role of laying foundation for social relations in nation-states
increasingly requires extrapolation to the international system of both bilateral and multilateral
relations.
The impulsive cause of civilizational development; therefore, it is, first of all, the improvement of the
international relations system targeted at the maximum use of the fundamental democratic principles.
In other words, it is possible to talk about the appropriate modernization of the democracy
phenomenon, which, in turn, can become the ground for qualitatively new principles of democracy3.
The obvious process of the international relations system pragmatization, capable of resolving a
number of traditional differences and contradictions between the main political actors, cannot find
stability and takes place in a minimum conflict environment without democratization of the
international system. And that is impossible when maintaining inequality between states of different
regions and statuses in the development, adoption and implementation of solutions relating to
common interests.

Humanitarno-naukove znannja: komunikatyvni zasady. Materialy Mižnarodnoji naukovoji konferenciji 6-7
žovtnja 2017 r. – Chernivtsi: Chernivetskyi nats. u-tet, 2017: 463.
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Setting of the international relations system pragmatization problem in the context of democratization
development is kept current by the realities of the globalization dynamic process followed by
numerous unpredictable conflicts and crisis phenomena, which gives grounds to speak about the end
of history and even the world itself to some scholars. According to the theory of synergetics, we are
talking, to all intents and purposes, about the newest, and therefore unknown, phase of social
development4. It should be recognized that traditional conceptual approaches to gauge this
phenomenon are ineffective. Thus, our study is also being updated with the necessity to rethink
existing approaches to explaining the topic under consideration, and then to lay out an approach that
would allow for a more detailed and objective explanation of the problem. After all, at this level in
the context of the study, we cannot overlook the war that has broken up in Central and Eastern Europe,
which is by all accounts a civilizational war within the framework of the Orthodox civilization5.
DEVELOPMENT.
Research methodology.
On the one hand, the phenomenon of democracy as a whole is the subject of a great deal of studies
both by domestic and foreign authors, who are currently premised on different conceptual approaches
to this phenomenon estimate. On the other hand, there is a lack of scientific research results on the
topic of democratization development against the backdrop of the international relations system
pragmatization which has complicated the author’s conceptual positioning.
The subject matter under study is raised to a greater or lesser extent in the works of the leading
Ukrainian scholars, namely Igor Tsependa, Igor Todorov, Sergiy Fedunyak, Viktor Hura, Yevhen
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Kaminskyi, Borys Kantseliaruk, Andriy Kudriachenko, Serhiy Sherhin, Ihor Khyzhniak, Yuriy
Skorokhod, Iryna Onyshchenko, Oleksandr Potiekhin, Yuriy Pavlenko, Leonid Leshchenko, and
Olga Zernetska. Among the foreign experts, who have studied this topic, the lead is taken by such
scholars as Marek Petras, Anthony Giddens, Roland Robertson, Jean Baechler, Robert Alan Dahl,
Karl Popper, John Keen, Arend d’Angremond Lijphart, Juan José Linz, Seymour Martin Lipset,
Guillermo O’Donnell, Klaus Offe, Adam Przeworski, Walt Whitman Rostow, Giovanni Sartori,
Samuel Phillips Huntington.
In modern literature there are many academic works on the study of the problem of crisis democracy,
the transformation of its processes in the globalized age and blurring of the international relations
system early in the 21st century, its function in the provision of socio-economic and political
transformations, the features of societies political civility, but the scholars of the current international
realm do not always use the concepts that allow applying the advances of modern socio-political
thought at a sufficient level of consistency in the context of the transformation of democratization
processes, which take a quantum leap in their formation; therefore, there is a demand for special
scholarly inquiry into this topical issue.
The study presents the author’s research hypothesis and attempts to justify the constructivism of the
democratization role function in the climate of pragmatization of the modern international relations
system.
The author’s systematic approach to the coverage of the topic implies its holistic perception: the basis
is the democratization development in general, and the components are international intercourse,
pragmatization of international relations, democratic world as a factor of development, democratic
determinants within the context of modern globalization transformations. This made it possible to
study the problem against the backdrop of close interaction of its determining factors; therefore, to
significantly expand the intelligible field of the author, which, in turn, had a positive impact on the
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degree of cognitiveness, and finally, on the conditions of scientific certainty. In a loose sense, this has
also led to the necessity to trace the correlation between the evolution of the democratic paradigm
and the new paradigm of the international relations system pragmatization.
The conceptual dimension of the problem of the international relations pragmatization suggests that
it is possible to talk mainly about the study of its individual (autonomous) aspects, and this indicates
a simplistic approach6. The phenomenon of pragmatization, for one part, is understood as such which
is conditioned by the processes of globalization solely, and for the other part – as a sign of a radical
transformation of the system of international relations7. Proponents of these approaches surely have
certain soundness, but we believe, this socio-political phenomenon estimate should be grounded
primarily on its regularity, synergism and close interdependence with civilizational processes.
Legitimate cognition of this phenomenon, among other things (as already mentioned), will provide
an opportunity to objectively accept the numerous challenges of our time (various conflicts, extreme
opposition to democracy and responses, crises, international terrorism, etc.), and then to search for
effective mechanisms of both prevention and confrontation with them. It is the state of foreign affairs
which is marked by the level of their pragmatization that is the key to successful resolution of these
problems, since they have got an international dimension.
The multidimensional approach to the study of such an essential factor of the development process
as pragmatization of the external relations system implies that now it is necessary to proceed from
the fundamental concept of nonlinear theory – fluctuations8.
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It is thus referred to a complex form of social progress – the evolutionary-undulating one9. It is worth
noting that, given the concept of fluctuations, the pragmatization of the existing system of
international intercourse serves as one of its factors, which can be considered in the spatial and
temporal dimension with specific forms of manifestation, interdependence and impact on the
environment.
Results of the study.
The global society has entered a fresh period of development, i.e. the phase of a new system of foreign
relations development, which could respond to the latest challenges of our time. Scholars and analysts
agree that “the process of formation and the new system of international relations build-up is in its
infancy”.10 System analysis of the situation under consideration reveals that the abovementioned
‘phase of development’ as a substance has emerged in the setting of a complex transition period of
fundamental changes in the civilization dimension.
On January 15, 2015, the Verkhovna Rada of Ukraine adopted the Resolution on the “Appeal of the
Verkhovna Rada of Ukraine to the United Nations, the European Parliament, the Parliamentary
Assembly of the Council of Europe, NATO Parliamentary Assembly, the Parliamentary Assembly of
OSCE, the Parliamentary Assembly of GUAM, and the Parliaments of the world on recognition of
the Russian Federation as an aggressor state”.
That important documentary statement to the global society notes that “Ukraine remains an object of
military aggression by the Russian Federation, which it carries out through support and provision of
large-scale terrorist attacks... Taking into account the norms of the UN Charter and the United Nations

Igor Makaruk. “Waves of Democratization in the Context of Modern International Relations”.
[“Demokratyzacijni xvyli, v konteksti sučasnyx mižnarodnyx vidnosyn”] Hileya, no. 29 (2009): 384–86.
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General Assembly Resolution 3314 (XXIX) (Definition of Aggression) adopted on December 14,
1974, the Verkhovna Rada of Ukraine recognizes the Russian Federation as an aggressor state”11.
Four years passed. Geopolitical and geostrategic analyses of the intricate situation, both inside and
outside the country, began to be gradually reduced to a logical common denominator. Clearly, the
world order which reigned over the past centuries is gradually becoming a thing of the past,
approaching its Rubicon, the point that is going to be a line in the sand. Both romantics and
pragmatists understand that. However, it is another thing that worries us, namely, that Ukraine, its
territory, state attributes and people are becoming such a Rubicon.
We shall try to pay attention to the position of the reference point, which allows the state of Ukraine
not only to survive, but to strengthen institutionally and positionally, toughen up, to become a high
hope for the whole world as well.
Regarding the origin of the conflict, today, we thoroughly understand that it will be impossible to
avoid the clash of two worlds. And here is a vast space of reflection for romantics, who clearly see
the confrontation between two systems, past and future, evil and good, totalitarianism and democracy,
a nearly romantic, eternal struggle for the right to be free12.
This vitally important aspect determines the state and nature of today’s Russian-Ukrainian conflict
which revolves around the desire of the overwhelming majority of Ukrainians to be free, democratic,
civilized people and not subject to some tyranny. “Russian expansionist policy in the former Soviet
republics, which the Russian Federation in the person of its current Moscow government considers

“The Resolution on the “Appeal of the Verkhovna Rada of Ukraine to the United Nations, the European
Parliament, the Parliamentary Assembly of the Council of Europe, the NATO Parliamentary Assembly, the OSCE
Parliamentary Assembly, the GUAM Parliamentary Assembly and national parliaments about the recognition of
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to be in the range of its own ‘exclusive interests’, has emerged on the way to the natural efforts of the
Ukrainians. Hence, the performance of violent coercion activities towards Ukraine’s Eurasian
integration endeavors under the auspices of the Russian Federation and the total blockade of Kyiv’s
course on European and Euro-Atlantic integration. Such a policy of Russia, which has been
implemented since the early 2000s, did not provide for the formation of truly equal, partnership and
parity relations between Moscow and Kyiv, and was aimed at transforming Ukraine into a client of
Russia, which would move in the wake of Russian policy”13.
The tumultuous and tragic events which occurred in February 2014 were a turning point that began
to blow Russia’s geostrategic plans up. In retaliation, Ukraine received direct aggression from Putin’s
totalitarian regime – the sovereignty and territorial integrity of an independent country was violated;
Crimea has been annexed14 as well as a military conflict in Eastern Ukraine has been engineered15.
For the first time in the years of independence, Ukraine suffered substantial losses (human, territorial,
economic, material), having slipped into a so-called ‘hybrid’ warfare16 with another country, which
was previously considered to be a strategic partner and guarantor of territorial inviolability under the
Budapest Protocol.
Some pro-Russian analysts try to convince the world community that the conflict in the East of
Ukraine is an intra-state one, in the worst-case scenario it is a ‘local-peripheral’ Russian-Ukrainian
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conflict which does not significantly affect the stability of the international relations system and does
not pose a threat to the global security system.
Today it is already obvious that the Ukrainian-Russian conflict has a global dimension, turning into
a large-scale ‘frozen conflict’ which threatens the security and stability of not merely the European
continent, but the entire world system as a whole. In addition, this conflict may establish a precedent
in the foreign policy of countries that already have such ‘frozen’ conflicts17.
In the key aspect of devising international systems, the Ukraine-Russia war has become a litmus test
which has revealed a significant failure and unwillingness to adequately and effectively act on global
challenges of the main institutions of the world security system, those institutions that are directly
accountable for vital security and the functioning of various types of international systems. One of
the main institutions of the global security system is the United Nations Security Council18. It is this
steering, global body that is called upon to ensure compliance with the peaceful coexistence of actors
in international relations that has failed to find consensual solutions in order to prevent the fuelling
of confrontation at the highest level of the security system. This is posited by the President of Ukraine
Petro Poroshenko in his interview to the Australian TV channel ABC, “The conflict in Eastern
Ukraine has demonstrated the ineffectiveness of the post-war global security system, including the
UN Security Council. And that’s because one of the permanent members, who has veto power, is the
aggressor”19.

Аnne de Tinguy, “Frozen Conflicts Are an Instrument of Russian Influence” [“Zamoroženi konflikty – ce
instrument vplyvu Rosiji”], The Ukrainian Week, no. 14 (April 2017): 36–37.
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Discussion.
It is natural, that given this, more and more scholars come to unanimous understanding that after the
world crossed the threshold of the third millennium and entered the phase of the first quarter of the
century, when there is a systemic deepening of crisis phenomena, the world community has
experienced “a certain crucial turning point”. This phenomenon may be qualified as the period of
“some qualitative transformations that change the essence and meaning of the political structuring of
the world” in the system of international relations. Particular attention is drawn to the fact that “there
are obvious signs of the Westphalian world system foundations destruction which existed (with
certain changes) for three and a half centuries”20.
The key measure, determining feature of this transition period is that due to certain objective reasons
the gradual formation of a new architectonics of the new world setting occurs, the defining elements
of which have not clearly been formed yet – i.e. have not yet acquired a systematic and sustainable
character. This primarily concerns the current, rather ambiguous situation in the field of international
security and world stability implementation at the time when the Russian aggressive policy violates
all norms of sustainable safe coexistence.
Consequently, the world community has been caught in the need to find a new paradigm for
developing a system of international relations that would meet the latest, often unpredictable,
challenges of our time. Accordingly, the necessity to find effective mechanisms for the practical
implementation of this paradigm arose, which, as life has shown, is one of the most difficult problems
in general.
If one proceeds on the basis that the term pragmatism derives from the Greek words πρα̃γμα,
πρα̃γματος which mean “deed”, “act”, it is the active yet effective functioning that is lacking in
consensus-based decision-making in many countries, which usually observe how the situation in the
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international arena will evolve. An example of this could be the non-unanimous international
community’s reaction to Russia’s aggression against Ukraine21. After all, the philosophy of
pragmatism is based on human action or practical activity. At the same time, the philosophy of
pragmatism is not limited to the study of people’s practical activity solely; it is both a fairly clear and
harmonious system of views on virtually all aspects of being, if we take as a whole, and a traditional
philosophical knowledge. In particular, this fully applies to the new level of international relations.
Among the countries that most consistently embody a pragmatic approach to the problem of
international relations system development in the context of the dynamic course of democratization
processes one may mention, first of all, the USA, England, Germany and Japan. It is these leading
countries of the world that may be considered pragmatists in applying the new approaches to the
development of a modern international security system, which, as we know, has already got new
measurement criteria.
An empirical analysis of the transitional period in the system of international relations gives grounds
to assert that a pragmatist in international relations is essentially an entity that builds and applies a
system of actions, affairs and views to obtain practically common beneficial results. In this sense,
pragmatism acts as such, which denies the objective character of truth, and the genuine truth is the
one that gives practically useful results.
Through this lens pragmatism, theoretically, can be utilized in solving many conflict situations,
especially those that threaten international security and increase confrontation, which in turn, may
lead to exacerbation of crisis phenomena and slowing down the integration-globalization processes.
The study of the main aspects of pragmatism in the actions of international entities has revealed that
they often lack consistency in preventing or avoiding threats which are destabilizing in nature.

Nazarii Polishchuk. “World Countries Response to the Military Aggression of the Russian Federation in
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Systematicity may lie in a certain theoretical plane that is based on the positions of a pragmatic
approach to the solution of the problem under consideration. If we try to solve this situational problem
theoretically as a certain path from one extreme point to another, then we can positively achieve our
goal.
In this case, one extreme point can be called a “point of reference” (this may be the predicted moment
from which a threat to a certain destabilization or confrontation in the field of international relations
theoretically poses). The other, opposite point, we can define as “implementation point of the
theoretical hypothesis” (this is the way we may refer the moment of positive solution of the problem).
Having analyzed the specified configuration, we arrive at the conclusion that the given path from the
“point of reference” to the “implementation point of the theoretical hypothesis” can be divided into
five stages, or mini points.
The first stage – “Admissible manifestation phase” – is characterized by the emergence of certain,
unambiguous, destabilizing elements in the relations between the international entities. In this case,
against the backdrop of stable relations, there manifest minor misunderstandings between the states
as international actors. Considering this angle in the globalization-integration dimension, we are led
to the realization of what the origin and nature of these petty malentendus should raise flags. Minor
disagreements may be too inconsiderable, and the international actors may not give them priority.
But a natural sense of anxiety over the future of international security should force a country with
democratic values, which is based on pragmatic beliefs of international relations development, to seek
the source of such misunderstandings.
Thus, at the “Admissible manifestation phase” which is the first in our study, there has been a slight
exacerbation in the relations between the international entities. We can predict that this seemingly
volatile misunderstanding could become of a lasting nature and trigger the conflict between these
actors, which could lead to large-scale destabilization of the situation in a certain region.
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An important factor that we cannot but take into account is the specific case of the countries of the
same system or different ones. If the countries belong to a single one, for instance, a democratic
system, then the risk exposure factor is much smaller. If the situation becomes more acute between
the countries belonging to different systems (both democratic and totalitarian), then the risk factor is
too high. The indicated risk factor is smaller when countries belong to the same system, though this
system is not a democratic one, but it is higher than in the single-system democratic countries.
The second stage is the “Problem formulation phase” wherein the problem is formulated as well as
the nature of its origin is empirically studied. This stage is important in the sense that it is where the
core of a subject crystallizes. A successful solution to this problem lays the foundation for the further
tactics accuracy. The smaller the margin of error in the second stage is the lesser will be the false
actions carried out in the subsequent stages of the study on this aspect as also the more realistic and
effective will be the actions performed in planning and actually overcoming the problem situation.
Thus, the “Problem formulation phase” defines the purport of follow-up actions and behavior in a
given setting. At this stage, the problem itself and the nature of its origin should be clearly identified.
That is, to be able to anticipate the consequences of the problem emergence and development in this
aspect as well as the subject’s situational activities accuracy, one should have a good sense of the
issue, its nature, origin and what causes it.
This phase is all too essential to the study and requires the involvement of the relevant potential
resources, since the analysis being carried out cannot allow for significant errors. Each false tendency
in the analysis may lead to inadequate and erroneous actions, which in turn can result in fuelling a
rapid escalation of the problem. In such a case, the situation may become uncontrolled by the
international actors, which will require enormous efforts and mobilization of significant resource
potential for resolving it.
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The third stage – “Hypothesis formulation phase” – is the one at which the theoretical hypothesis of
problem solving is formed on the basis of the results obtained from the study and defining of the
problems in the second stage. Upon achieving the results of the second stage, having analyzed and
determined the cause of this problem emergence, the international entity starts to develop and form a
theoretical hypothesis or several hypotheses, which shall be deemed mere possible ways to overcome
the predicted crisis phenomenon in relations with other international actors.
This is the stage of correct decision-making, an important part of the way on which the version of the
admissible right decision is formed.
The fourth stage – “Decision-making phase” – is characterized by the fact that it analytically and
critically examines the hypothesis and its theoretical foundations with the prediction of a possible
degree of efficiency, which is heavily involved in successful implementation of a given hypothesis.
At this stage the definite decision is made, as also is an optimal behavior determined under specific
anticipated conditions that may arise. This decision cannot be an emotional one; it should be purely
pragmatic and stipulate the actions that will lead to an appropriate and positive solution of the problem
in the international actors’ relations.
The fifth stage – “Hypothesis implementation phase” – is, in fact, the final one, as it provides for the
implementation of the theoretically developed hypothesis aimed at achieving the end of the set goal22.
The practical side of this stage is directly related to the entire spectrum of theoretical studies, which
underlie the implementation of the developed plan for the settlement or prevention of conflict
situations. After all, a negligible destabilization in the plane of one system can impinge on the entire
system of international relations with all its subsystems; therefore, the practical realization of the
theoretical hypothesis is central to building ties on the basis of peaceful coexistence.
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Ultimately, the pragmatization hypothesis may intrinsically be multistage or the one that consists of
a few separate and definite parts. After the first practical step it may well be necessary to make
adjustments, if certain positions of the second stage were false. There may also be, depending on the
situation, several options for the second stage in order to continue the implementation in the most
optimal path.
The institution of the OSCE’s European security system was even more ineffective. This institution,
which was supposed to play a leading role in the resolution of the Ukrainian-Russian conflict, could
not offer any proper and effective manners that were capable of minimizing the global challenges
posed by the conflict.
Consequently, today’s world security structure is facing a number of global challenges that threaten
to destroy the entire historical location of the world order. From a large list of global challenges, we
can identify several most significant ones that pose the tremendous risks to the current system of
international relations. This is where we move on to a pragmatic vision statement of a comprehensive
approach to the situation assessment with reference to the Russian-Ukrainian conflict.
Firstly, a precedent has been set that makes it possible for the military force employment to resolve
disputes between the states as leading external relations actors. That is, the entire legal framework of
the international relations system is being fundamentally destroyed, all the systemic value principles
that provided the opportunity to refrain from aggression and violations of agreements between states
are being neutralized. Once again, the theory of “democratic peace” is on the agenda, which states
that democratic states do not fight each other23. In other words, the theory is confirmed by the
underlying premise that the aggressor a priori is not a democratic state, hence the threat to the stability
of the international system.
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Secondly, reasonable opportunity to effectively control the proliferation of nuclear arms, including
in the most dangerous and problematic territories, is minimized, as there is no credible mechanism
capable of preventing indiscriminate proliferation of nuclear weapons. This aspect becomes relevant
at a time when the precedent has been set for non-compliance with the Budapest Memorandum,
according to which Ukraine renounced the world’s third nuclear potential. Moreover, one state was
attacked by another one that was the guarantor of security and territorial integrity of the subject of
the memorandum. The above was confirmed by the statement of UN Secretary-General Ban Ki-moon
at the Nuclear Security Summit in the Netherlands, “Security assurances were a fundamental
condition for Ukraine’s accession to the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons”24.
As of today, any security guarantees may be questionable and will not be embraced as lacking an
effective mechanism to comply with them. This once again builds for us an understanding of the
treaty principles degradation of developing the system of peaceful coexistence between international
legal entities, and particularly when the fundamental principles are trespassed against by a nuclearweapon state.
There is a threat of ‘frozen’, anarchistic conflict in the center of Europe, which will be a perpetual
menace to destabilization of the situation in the entire Baltic-Black Sea region – the area that is
postured as a future centre for the resolution of multilayered security issues.
If nowadays any European politician defers to the opinion of pro-Russian analysts that Ukraine is a
buffer zone between the two worlds (the civilized West and the wild East), then this point of view is
erroneous and wrong-headed one. After all, the Russian aggressive regime regards Ukraine not as a
buffer of Europe, but as a possible staging ground for further expansion of its influence on the
continent, undermining the dominant European and civilizational values in order to bring down the
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European Union. It is disunity within pivotal questions among the leaders of today’s Europe that
contributes to the aggressive plans of the Russian regime.
The Russian propaganda has repeatedly voiced a message about the strong spiritual unity of Russian
and artificially united Europe, which will fall apart at the first destabilizing factors. The first such
developments were the terrorist attacks in European cities, which have led the Europeans to
understand their vulnerability and helplessness against the potential threat. The second issue was the
wave of Arab refugees to Europe from the Middle East, where the situation was intensely destabilized
also due to the direct intervention of the Russian military machine.
Under the circumstances, pragmatically approaching the issue of security, Europe cannot expect
Ukraine to turn into a zone that will protect the Old World from aggressive encroachments of Asian
and Horde Russia.
Fourthly, there is a threat that the conflict may escalate to a totally new level, that is, the UkraineRussia conflict may lead to a confrontation between the civilized West and Russia itself. Pragmatists
of international relations are aware that at the “manifestation phase”25 there is a clear polarization of
the understanding of value approaches to the formation of an effective security system. Permanent
alliances emerge that split the world, pushing it towards a new Cold War. Russia has been mustering
all its resources as well as those of its current allies to struggle overtly at the global level against the
as yet civilized world.
As opposed to Russia’s aggressive plans, regional leaders have been emerging who are trying to resist
possible Russian expansion (Poland, the Baltics). These countries became the closest allies of
Ukraine, because they understand, unlike Germany, Italy and France, the actual danger that the
Russian supremacist regime poses to them.

Igor Makaruk. “Pragmatism Features of Modern International Relations System” [“Osoblyvosti prahmatyzmu
sučasnoji systemy mižnarodnyx vidnosyn”] Journal of the Sevastopol National Technical University, no. 100
(2009): 183.
25

19
Against the background of these processes, the faith of the states in each other is being rapidly lost,
because there is no effective contractual framework that could serve as a basis for compliance with
agreements in a peaceful, low-level conflict format. Nowadays, the issue regarding the nonconfrontational format is not even touched on. It is considered to be utopian at this stage of building
a system of peaceful coexistence within the framework of international relations. It is about
minimizing the grand challenges facing the world.
These events are the result of the fact that both the EU and NATO, in their time, pragmatically
interpreted and studied the threats and challenges that Russia, as a militarized, authoritarian aggressor
with a powerful nuclear potential, can carry to the world and the entire system of international
relations. No analytical steps have been developed to study and predict possible manifestations, which
have obviously called for and provoked the current situation, which is already so grave that the world
has moved to the stage of not returning to the past value issues in the field of state-to-state relations
security.
The entire international treaty system, which was the basis of the first level of maintaining the
peaceful coexistence system of all external relations actors, was at stake. After all, Russia’s
expansionism, without proper resistance from the community of nations and international security
institutions, may receive motivational levers to expand its invasion of the other sovereign states’
territories, which may be potentially targets of Great Russian supremacist interests.
Fifthly, both global and regional established security systems are being fundamentally destroyed.
What we see is that no international relations actor is able to guarantee the security and inviolability
of its borders, especially if it does not possess a nuclear reserve. Ukraine felt amply the inability of
the world security system to solve global crisis phenomena at the first, analytical level, and at the
second, practical, one when the diplomatic crisis begins, as well as at the third level of military
aggression. The policy of belligerent solution of confrontation poses a considerable threat to the
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system of foreign affairs, provoking its self-destruction, because the fundamental principles of
peaceful coexistence are being plunged. Henceforth, a stronger actor can dictate his will with
impunity to another international legal entity.
The Ukrainian-Russian war has put many overarching issues on the agenda to which there are no
even the most satisfactory resolutions so far. The urban community is monitoring the conflict with
the hope that it will gradually evolve and resolve itself. Though, it won’t because there are a number
of global challenges on the agenda that need to be addressed within the framework of collective
security, with mechanisms that will not allow the use of force in developing bilateral or multilateral
relations.
In view of the foregoing, we address the fundamental question, “What has to be done next and how
to create the present for a future international security system of a whole new level?” Moreover, how
can a pragmatic understanding of the new phenomenon of planetary security be enhanced? Today,
only a real-life multi-faceted pragmatism can become a premise of looking for ways to design a new
security engineering model both on the continent and worldwide as a whole. New mechanisms are
required to develop reliable tools for preventing the resolution of conflicts by force at various levels.
Perhaps, it will be surprising for our descendants to know that in the first quarter of the twenty-first
century the main problem of the global society was the sovereign security of the external relations
actors.
CONCLUSIONS.
The methodology under consideration is a pragmatic approach to the development and adoption of
practical solutions by political actors in the system of international relations. This pragmatism in
addressing conflict situations that threaten international security plays a decisive role in designing a
new system of international relations, in particular, in preparing accurate responses to the challenges
of the modern world that is dynamically globalizing.

21
The theoretical basis of a pragmatic approach to the formation of challenges under consideration,
facing the system of international relations, confirms Ukraine’s miscalculations in foreign policy.
This is supported by the experts’ reviews26 and the loss of some of the national interests27. The
military conflict with the eastern neighbor has entered the phase of protracted hybrid war.
One of the aims of the study, which is being carried out in a broader format, was to attempt to
comprehend, whether it was possible for Ukraine to avoid a conflict with the Russian Federation. We
jumped to the conclusion that potentially the conflict could have been avoided, if Ukraine’s foreign
policy had been hewn to the proposed in 2010 study on developing a pragmatic approach to the
formation of bilateral relations with partners with whom a conflict of interest was feasible.
However, this statement is a theoretical one. The pragmatic angle of the implementation of the
proposed approach to solving a controversy, which is not predicted, but has already broken up, is
being solved at another stage of the multilevel system.
In turn, it should be acknowledged that ideologized appraisals of the post-confrontational situation in
the world have significantly delayed the awareness of the globalized age real challenges by the
governing circles and the public in Western countries. The illusion of “victory in the Cold War”28
eventually backfired on the interests of the U.S. and the European Union, preventing the timely
transformation of the Western security structures and institutions in response to new threats and
challenges.
For these reasons, the twilight zone of international relations has become protracted and largely
unruly. A situation has been created that provides both positive opportunities for the formation of a
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new world order and significant crisis potential. It is obvious that the current transition phase of the
international system makes it insufficiently adapted to the prevention and settlement of modern age
global problems on a collective basis. The absence of effective mechanisms for synergy and taking
into account the interests of a wide range of states has given rise to dangerous dynamics in the growth
of global threats and challenges and is capable of spiraling out of the international community control.
Modern political science characterizes the nature of the transition stage in international relations
following no particular pattern; it is difficult to give it any comprehensive definition. Some foreign
analysts label it a “new international disorder”,29 others qualify it “an amorphous security system that
lacks the bipolar structure and ideological clarity of the Cold War”30.
The uncertainty of the international relations system is largely due to the fact that the process of
globalization is not over, and its human civilization consequences, to all appearances, have not been
fully implemented yet. The challenges and differences caused by globalization have been arising in
the intervening time. With no stable and predictable world order, the ‘element’ of globalization
threatens to take free course.
Within this framework, the international political and academic community is vigorously promoting
a debate on a desirable and feasibly achievable model of globalization processes evolution. Moreover,
there is not only a theoretical dispute, but also an acute political competition of the projects on the
globalization future development, mirroring collision of interests of different states, regions, sociopolitical as well as financial and economic actors in this focal question of the global affairs.
In turn, we can state that the pragmatism of international relations determines the privacy of
democratic values of civil society; therefore, it makes sense to employ the findings in further profound
study of the democracy role in the age of the globalization processes and the subsequent
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transformation of democratic processes on the planet. The creation of possibilities of simulating and
predicting the trends of democratic systems development and transformation, both nowadays and
tomorrow’s, which will mirror the democratic processes status as well as further paths of the society
democratization, remains pertinent. Namely, the development of the “fourth wave” of
democratization, its foundations, vision statement, propagation and development in the biased aspect
of international relations pragmatization.
Despite the cosmopolitan diffusion of democracy in the world, there are significant differences in the
establishment of common conceptual and ideological approaches to the democracy comprehension
in its entirety, both as a phenomenon and with respect to democratization processes, which began
rapidly to develop at the turn of the last century and at the dawn of the 21st century.
Proceeding from the fact that democratic processes do not have a single conceptual approach and
taking into account that one of the main tasks of the international relations system is the safe
conditions for the coexistence of its subjects, in this context it is possible to generalize that it is here
that the main reasons for the democratization processes continue to evolve in an amplitude or in a
wave-like manner may be hidden. Therefore, it makes perfect sense that the absence of coherence
regarding the foundations of democratization processes and, consequently, the ways of their further
development, could lead to an extreme aggravation of situations within those countries that were
embarking on the path of democratic development. This, in turn, gave rise to a situation of crisis,
which led to the retreat of democratic forces under the weight of authoritarian trend, and generated
what Samuel P. Huntington labeled a “reverse wave”31.
This is where the new solution comes from. It can be theoretically developed through the lens of that
what will make it possible to find a solution ensuring the democratization processes to develop less
amplitude-like. That is, to create conditions under which the reverse waves will cause minimal threats
31
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to the democratization processes, in turn, influence upon the system of international relations
properly.
There is a regular connection between the dynamic development of democratization processes and
generating the system of international relations to a new orbit which will open the door to resolving
a large number of international overarching issues.
Phase-by-phase study of democratic theories is directed towards minimization of the wave-like
development of further democratization processes due to the fact that these processes are closely
interconnected with the development of the international relations system, which is formed on the
new principles of global security. This aspect of the study has led to the conclusion that the stability
of international relations system is directly related and largely dependent on the wave-like
development of democratization processes. Hence the logical statement that the smaller the amplitude
of the waves of democratization, the more stable the system of international affairs is.
The study achieved a theoretical balance between the details of the term ‘democracy’ and the
conceptual principles of the ‘theory of the democratic world’ in the context of pragmatization of
international relations. In this perspective, the pragmatism of the external affairs system acts as such
that denies the fairness of truth, and the real truth is the one that yields practically useful results, i.e.
contributes to the further development of democratization processes, which, in turn, increase the
possibility of forming the conditions for the transition of countries from a non-democratic regime to
a democratic one.
From the perspective of further study on the complex, multi-layered basis for creating conditions for
the formation of a unified European security system, it is imperative to come to grips with the goals
and objectives of the system regarding potential threats. It is apparent that there is a need for a largescale generalization of threats and new challenges that will come from non-European civilizational
formations. In the present instance, it bears mentioning and properly appraise the situation at the
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micro level (Ukraine and its conflict with Russia) in order to effectively apply the results at the macro
level (the pan-European security system and threats from undemocratic international actors).
Huntington warned that the Crimea could cause a split in Ukraine. However, it is possible that a new
Ukraine will begin to emerge because of the Crimea or due to the downfall of the notorious empire,
which is increasingly being talked about.32 What is meant here is sheer, though deep, civilizational
rift.
Without any reasonable doubt, if the experience of present-day conflicts of various risk degrees is not
taken into account systematically, including in the territory of Eastern Europe (Ukraine), the general
system of European security may be badly suffered by imbalance, which, in turn, may have
devastating consequences.
The generalization opens a lot of logical questions that require detailed and in-depth responses and
will be premised on subsequent scholarly researches in light of all the previous ones done, both
theoretical and practical experience.
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