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CPABHUTEJIbHbIN AHAJIU3 HAPPATUBOB

U NMPAKTUK «UNBUTU3ALUMNA-TOCYOAPCTBO»
KUTAUCKON HAPOHON PECNYBJINKU

U POCCUUCKON ®EOEPALINA

B danHoll cmambe nposooumcs cpasHUMmMe b bl AHAAU3 HAPPAMUB08 «YUBUAUIAYUS-20-
cyoapcmeo» u ux noaumuueckux npakmuk 8 Kumatickout HapooHou Pecny6auke u Poccutickoil
Pedepayuu. Ha PoHe ochnapusaemoll NeUMUMHOCMU YHUBEPCAAUCMCKUX MoOesell Medc-
0yHapoOH020 Nopsdka 06a 2ocydapcmed 6ce uduje UCNOAb3YIM YUBUAUSAYUOHHDBLU S3bIK
0151 ONUCAHUSL CyBepeHUmema, UOeHMUUHOCMU U C80ell poau 8 2106a1bHotl noaumuxe. Leas
UCCNe008AHUS — BbIABUMb OCHOBHblE HAPPAMUBHDbLE KOMNOHEHMbL KOHYeNYUU «YUsUAU3AYU-
s-2ocydapcmeo» 8 Kumae u Poccuu u oyeHums, Kak amu Happamuebt 60nA0WaMcs 8 UHCMU-
MYYUOHANLHOU U BHEWUHENOAUMUUECKOU Npakmuke.

HccnedosaHue OCHOBAHO HA KAUECMBEHHOM CPABHUMENLHOM aHAAU3e, couemdroujem
aHAAU3 OUCKYPCA U UHMePNPemayuoHHbLil aHAAU3 NOAUMUKU. IMNUPUUECKUl Mamepuan
8KJoudem ofuyuanbHble cmpamezudeckue 00KyMeHMbl, noAumuieckue KOHyenyuu, peuu
AUdepo8 U UHCMUMYYUOHA/bHbIE MeKCMbl, KOmopble PopMyAUpyom YUSUAUIAYUOHHYHO
UOEHMUUHOCMb U 20CY0ApCMBeHHOCMb, 00NOAHEHHble peyeH3UpyeMotl HAYyHHOU Aumepanty-
potl 045 kKoHMeKcmMyaausayuu. AHaAU3 NPosooUMCs No Mpem HANPABAEHUSIM: HAPPAMUEHDbLE
0CHOBbL (UCMOpUUecKAst NPeeMCMBeHHOCTb, Ky IbMYPHASL CAMOBbIMHOCMb, YUBUAUSAYUOHHASL
MUCCUSL), UHCMUMYYUOHAAbHOe 3akpeneHue (omHoweHust mexncdy 2ocydapcmeom u obuye-
CMBOM, MeXaHU3MbL e2UMUMAYUU, MOOeU YNPABIeHUS) U BHeWHAA NpoeKyust (8HewuHeno-
AumMuteckue Happamuest U NPAKMuKu).

Pe3ybmamst NOKA3bleaom, Umo KUmMatickuil Happamue «Yusuau3ayus-2ocyoapcmeon
60.1ee noce008amebHO UHCMUNMYYUOHAAUSUPOBAH U OPUEHMUPOBAH HA pa3sumue, noouep-
KU8As YUBUAUIAYUOHHYH NPeeMCMBeHHOCb, MOOePHU3AYUI0 100 NAPMULIHO-20Cy0apcmeeH-
HbIM PyK0800CIMBOM U YHUBEPCAAUUPYIOWUe NPUMS3aHUSL HA KOMNEeMeHMHOCMb ynpas.e-
Hust. Poccutickutl Happamue 60/1ee S8HO OPUEHMUPOBAH HA 2e0NOAUMUKY U Cy8epeHumenm,
AKYeHmupysi BHUMAHUe HA UCMOPUUECcKOU MUCCUU, KY/IbMYPHO-NOAUMUUECKOU caMobblm-
HOCMU U CONPOmMueeHuU 8HewHeMy HopMamusHomy 0as/neHur. B cmamve desnaemcs 6b1800
0 MOM, YUMo MU PAZAUMUS GOPMUPYIOM PA3AUUHBLE MOOeAU MeNCOYHAPOOH020 NoBedeHUSL
U 0Ka3bl8aiom 8AUSTHUE HA 980AYUOHUPYIOULYI0 NAIOPAAUIAYU MUPOB020 NOPAOKA.

Karouesste caosa: yusuausayus-zocyoapcmeo, Kumati, Poccust, Happamus, ouckypcue-
HbLU AHAAU3, MeXCOYHAPOOHDLL NOPAOOK, Cy8epeHumemn, NoAUMuUUecKas 1e2umumHoCb.
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Introduction. The contemporary international system is increasingly character-
ized by the erosion of universalist political and normative frameworks that dominated
the post-Cold War period. Liberal internationalism, with its emphasis on normative
convergence and institutional homogenization, faces growing contestation from
non-Western states that articulate alternative understandings of sovereignty, identity,
and political order. Within this context, civilizational narratives have re-emerged as
influential discursive resources through which states reinterpret their domestic legit-
imacy and international roles.

Among these alternatives, the concept of the «civilization-state» has gained par-
ticular prominence. Unlike the classical nation-state model, which is grounded in
territorial sovereignty and civic nationalism, the civilization-state frames political
authority as the institutional embodiment of a historically continuous and culturally
distinctive civilization. This framework allows states to legitimize political power,
governance models, and foreign policy behavior through references to civilizational
uniqueness and historical mission rather than universal norms.

The People’s Republic of China and the Russian Federation represent two of the
most significant contemporary cases in which civilization-state narratives have
become increasingly visible in official discourse and policy justification. Both states
employ civilizational language to challenge Western normative dominance, defend
political sovereignty, and assert alternative visions of international order. At the same
time, their historical trajectories, political institutions, and strategic cultures differ
substantially, raising the question of how similar conceptual labels produce divergent
political practices.

Existing academic literature often examines Chinese and Russian civilizational
discourses separately, focusing either on China’s developmental and cultural conti-
nuity narratives or on Russia’s civilizational identity and geopolitical positioning.
Comparative analyses that systematically examine both narratives within a shared
analytical framework remain limited. As a result, the relationship between civiliza-
tion-state discourse and concrete political practice in these two cases is insufficiently
theorized.

This article seeks to address this gap by conducting a comparative analysis of the
«civilization-state» narratives and practices of China and Russia. The central research
objective is to identify the core narrative elements of the civilization-state concept in
each case and to assess how these narratives are translated into institutional arrange-
ments and foreign policy behavior. By focusing on both discourse and practice, the
study contributes to a deeper understanding of how civilizational frameworks function
as instruments of political legitimacy and international positioning in a pluralizing
global order.

Materials and methods of research. This study employs a qualitative compara-
tive research design focused on the analysis of political narratives and their translation
into state practices. The research is aimed at examining how the concept of the «civi-
lization-state» is articulated and operationalized in the political discourse and policy
frameworks of the People’s Republic of China and the Russian Federation.
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The research materials include official state and party documents, strategic con-
cepts, policy statements, and public speeches by political leaders that address issues of
civilizational identity, historical continuity, statehood, and international positioning.
These materials are treated as authoritative texts reflecting institutionalized interpre-
tations promoted by political elites.

The analytical approach combines elements of discourse analysis and interpretive
policy analysis. Discourse analysis is used to identify key narrative structures, concep-
tual categories, and recurring symbolic references related to civilization, sovereignty,
and political legitimacy. Interpretive policy analysis allows for examining how these
narratives are reflected in institutional arrangements and foreign policy orientations.

The comparative dimension of the study is based on the identification of both
shared and divergent narrative elements and their corresponding political practices.
This approach makes it possible to move beyond descriptive juxtaposition and to focus
on analytically meaningful similarities and differences between the two cases.

Results and discussion. Conceptual Markers of the «Civilization-State». The
concept of the «civilization-state» is increasingly employed in contemporary political
discourse as an alternative to the classical nation-state model. Unlike the nation-state,
which is primarily grounded in territorial sovereignty and civic nationalism, the civi-
lization-state frames political authority as the institutional expression of a historically
continuous, culturally distinctive, and value-laden civilization [10]. In this framework,
the state is not merely a political-administrative structure but a guardian and embodi-
ment of a broader civilizational whole.

A central conceptual marker of the civilization-state is historical continuity.
Political legitimacy is derived not from social contracts or procedural norms, but from
claims of uninterrupted civilizational development that precede modern statehood.
This continuity allows political authority to be presented as historically rooted and
culturally authentic rather than contingent or constructed [9]. Both China and Russia
actively employ this marker to situate contemporary state institutions within long civ-
ilizational trajectories.

A second key marker is cultural and civilizational distinctiveness. Civilization-state
narratives emphasize the uniqueness of cultural traditions, moral values, and social
organization, which are portrayed as incompatible with universalist political models.
This distinctiveness is used to justify alternative paths of political development and
governance, as well as resistance to external normative pressures [1]. Within this logic,
pluralism of civilizations replaces normative universalism as the organizing principle
of international order.

The third marker is the notion of a civilizational mission. The civilization-state
is often portrayed as having a responsibility to preserve, develop, and transmit civili-
zational values both domestically and internationally. This mission-oriented framing
transforms foreign policy into an extension of civilizational responsibility rather than
interest-based calculation alone [8]. As a result, international behavior is legitimized
through references to historical destiny, moral responsibility, and cultural leadership.
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Finally, civilization-state narratives are closely linked to alternative conceptions
of sovereignty and legitimacy. Sovereignty is framed not only as legal independence
but as civilizational self-determination, while political legitimacy is derived from the
state’s capacity to protect civilizational identity and ensure historical continuity [5].
This understanding allows political authority to be justified independently of liber-
al-democratic standards and universal normative benchmarks.

Taken together, these conceptual markers form a coherent ideational framework
that redefines the relationship between state, society, and international order. While
these markers appear in both Chinese and Russian discourse, their articulation and
institutionalization differ significantly, which becomes evident in the subsequent anal-
ysis of each case.

The People’s Republic of China: Civilization-State Narrative and Practice. In
the case of the People’s Republic of China, the civilization-state narrative is grounded
in the idea of uninterrupted civilizational continuity combined with state-led modern-
ization. Official discourse presents China as an ancient and coherent civilization whose
political unity and cultural identity long predate the modern international system,
allowing the contemporary state to be framed as the legitimate institutional embodi-
ment of this historical continuity [7].

This narrative is closely integrated into the party-state framework, where political
legitimacy is derived primarily from governance capacity, social stability, and develop-
mental performance rather than from procedural representation. Civilizational iden-
tity is not opposed to modernization but is presented as its foundation, reinforcing the
notion of a distinct «Chinese path» of political and economic development [4].

In foreign policy, the civilization-state narrative supports China’s rejection of uni-
versal political models and underpins its advocacy of civilizational diversity in inter-
national relations. By framing sovereignty as civilizational self-determination, China
legitimizes alternative governance models and promotes a pluralistic vision of interna-
tional order that accommodates different historical and cultural trajectories [6].

Russia as a Civilization-Centered Political Project. In the Russian case, the civ-
ilization-centered narrative is articulated through the idea of a distinct historical and
cultural space that defines Russia’s political identity and international role. Official
discourse presents Russia not merely as a nation-state, but as a civilizational entity
shaped by a unique historical experience, cultural tradition, and geopolitical position
[3].

Unlike the Chinese model, the Russian civilization-centered project is less insti-
tutionalized and more explicitly linked to questions of sovereignty and geopolitical
autonomy. Political legitimacy is constructed through references to historical conti-
nuity, cultural distinctiveness, and the role of the state as a protector of civilizational
identity in a plural and contested international environment [2].

In foreign policy practice, this narrative supports Russia’s rejection of normative
universalism and its emphasis on civilizational pluralism in world politics. Civilization-
centered discourse is used to justify an independent foreign policy course and to frame
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international engagement as a defense of sovereign development paths rather than
participation in a universal political model.

Discussion. The comparative analysis of Chinese and Russian civilization-state
narratives reveals both shared ideational foundations and significant differences in
their articulation and political function. In both cases, civilizational discourse serves
as an alternative source of political legitimacy that challenges the universalist assump-
tions of the liberal international order. By emphasizing historical continuity, cultural
distinctiveness, and civilizational sovereignty, China and Russia construct frameworks
that justify autonomous paths of political development and international behavior.

At the same time, the nature of these frameworks differs substantially. China’s
civilization-based model is more systematically institutionalized and closely inte-
grated into governance practices. The civilization-state narrative in China functions
as a stabilizing and developmental framework that links political authority to perfor-
mance, modernization, and long-term strategic planning. Civilizational identity is thus
embedded within state institutions and policy discourse, reinforcing regime legitimacy
through administrative effectiveness and developmental success.

Russia’s civilization-centered project, by contrast, is more discursive and situ-
ational in character. While it draws on similar themes of historical mission and cul-
tural distinctiveness, it is less consistently translated into institutional arrangements.
Instead, civilizational discourse in the Russian case performs a primarily defensive and
geopolitical function, reinforcing claims of sovereignty and autonomy in response to
external normative and political pressure. As a result, legitimacy is constructed more
through symbolic and geopolitical narratives than through governance performance.

These differences have important implications for international relations. China’s
civilization-state narrative supports a long-term strategy of normative diversification
within the international system, promoting civilizational pluralism while avoiding
direct ideological confrontation. Russia’s approach, in contrast, tends to frame civi-
lizational identity in oppositional terms, positioning it as a counterweight to Western
universalism and as a tool of strategic resistance.

Overall, the findings suggest that while both China and Russia employ civiliza-
tion-state narratives to challenge dominant global norms, they do so through distinct
models shaped by different historical experiences, institutional capacities, and stra-
tegic priorities. Civilization-state discourse thus should not be treated as a uniform
phenomenon, but rather as a flexible ideational resource that can perform different
political functions depending on domestic and international

Conclusions. This article has examined the «civilization-state» narratives and
practices of the People’s Republic of China and the Russian Federation through a
comparative analytical framework. The analysis demonstrates that, while both states
employ civilizational discourse to challenge universalist political models and to legit-
imize autonomous development paths, their approaches differ significantly in struc-
ture and function.

China’s civilization-based model is more consistently institutionalized and closely
linked to governance performance and long-term modernization goals. Russia’s
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civilization-centered project is less embedded in formal institutions and operates pri-
marily as a discursive and geopolitical instrument aimed at affirming sovereignty and
strategic autonomy. These differences reflect distinct historical experiences, institu-
tional capacities, and strategic priorities.

Overall, the findings suggest that the civilization-state should be understood not as

a single model, but as a flexible ideational framework that performs different political
functions in contemporary international relations. The growing prominence of such
narratives points to an increasingly pluralistic global order in which competing con-
ceptions of statehood and legitimacy coexist.
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A COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS OF THE «CIVILIZATION-
STATE» NARRATIVES AND PRACTICES

OF THE PEOPLE'S REPUBLIC OF CHINA

AND THE RUSSIAN FEDERATION

This article provides a comparative analysis of «civilization-state» narratives and their
political practices in the People’s Republic of China and the Russian Federation. Against the
background of the contested legitimacy of universalist models of international order, both states
increasingly employ civilizational language to frame sovereignty, identity, and their role in
global politics. The purpose of the study is to identify core narrative components of the «civi-
lization-state» concept in China and Russia and to assess how these narratives translate into
institutional and foreign policy practices.

The research is based on qualitative comparative analysis combining discourse analysis
and interpretive policy analysis. The empirical material includes official strategic documents,
policy concepts, leaders’ speeches, and institutional texts that articulate civilizational identity
and statehood, supplemented by peer-reviewed academic literature for contextualization. The
analysis is organized around three dimensions: narrative foundations (historical continuity, cul-
tural distinctiveness, civilizational mission), institutional embedding (state-society relations,
legitimacy mechanisms, governance models), and external projection (foreign policy narratives
and practices).

The results show that China’s «civilization-state» narrative is more consistently institution-
alized and development-oriented, emphasizing civilizational continuity, modernization under
party-state leadership, and a universalizing claim of governance competence. Russia’s narrative
is more explicitly geopolitical and sovereignty-centered, focusing on historical mission, cultur-
al-political distinctiveness, and resistance to external normative pressure. The article concludes
that these differences shape distinct patterns of international behavior and have implications
for the evolving pluralization of world order.

Key words: civilization-state, China, Russia, narrative, discourse analysis, international
order, sovereignty, political legitimacy.
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