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SECTION II: CIVIC ENGAGEMENT PEDAGOGY ACROSS THE GLOBE

This chapter introduces the concept of group-oriented foreign policy analysis and 
evaluates the impact that in-class exercises in this area have on students’ civic 
engagement. Group-oriented foreign policy analysis is client-oriented advice rel-
evant to a decision in the field of foreign policy, where the client is not necessarily 
a governmental institution but any group influenced by particular issues of in-
ternational affairs. The chapter demonstrates the relevance of in-class exercises 
in group-oriented foreign policy analysis in countries like Russia, where the au-
thoritarian government encourages the formation of two separate civil societies: 
those consisting of pro-government non-profits and of “foreign agent” non-prof-
its. It provides a detailed description of such exercises and assesses the impact that 
taking part in the exercise has on students’ civic engagement. Students’ feedback 
collected in multiple forms during the administration of the exercises from 2008–
2019 at a Russian university demonstrates that the exercise influences students’ 
civic engagement positively in multiple ways.
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Introduction

This chapter focuses upon an in-class exercise in group-oriented foreign policy analysis 
for graduate-level students majoring in international relations. Research conducted in 
relation to this course suggests that the exercise positively impacts civic engagement. 
In this exercise, students participate in two simulations, each designed to promote 
understanding of foreign policymaking as it appears from the viewpoint of different 

groups within a nation, not from the national viewpoint. The first portion of the exercise brings 
the students from the national to the group level of analysis by inviting them to simulate the work 
of a foreign policy think tank that has to make suggestions to a client concerning its actions. The 
client can be any group (governmental and non-governmental, private and non-profit) within a 
nation influenced by international events and foreign policy choices made on the national level. 
The second portion returns students to the national level by inviting them to discuss the foreign 
policy choices facing the nation while keeping the interests of individual sub-national groups 
discussed previously in mind. Students meet this goal by a day-long role-play. During the role-play, 
the students promote certain favorable policy options from the viewpoint of particular groups, 
explaining why implementing the options would benefit the nation as a whole. 

Previous research demonstrates that such exercises involve either geopolitical and power pol-
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itics reasoning or economic and humanitarian reasoning. Research conducted in relation to this 
group-oriented foreign policy analysis exercise demonstrates that the students who have first con-
sidered the influence of foreign policy on individual sub-national groups, tend to apply economic 
and humanitarian reasoning significantly more often compared to geopolitical and power politics 
reasoning. Moreover, the research demonstrates that the students prefer economic and humani-
tarian reasoning to geopolitical and power politics reasoning regardless of their gender or country 
of previous education. The chapter concludes that the exercise discussed is an effective way to en-
courage students to look at foreign policy as not only the result of “properly understood” national 
interests, but also of the desire to make the world a more prosperous and better place.

Simulating Foreign Policy Analysis in the Classroom: From 
Nation-Oriented to Group-Oriented Approach
Most simulation exercises in foreign policy analysis or in foreign policymaking offered to students 
of public policy graduate programs center around nations and their interests. When assigning 
students to produce advice relevant to a foreign policy decision, instructors most often assign 
them to staff members of governmental institutions, for example, parliamentary committees or 
individual members of parliaments.1 When assigning students to prepare arguments in support 
or against a military invasion overseas, instructors most often assign them to find arguments 
highlighting the positive and negative impact of the intervention for a nation, not for a sub-
national or a trans-national group.2

National orientation of in-class exercises in foreign policy analysis remains relevant, but 
at least four tendencies in public policy research and education create the demand to intro-
duce group-oriented foreign policy analysis alongside nation-oriented foreign policy analysis. 
Group-oriented foreign policy analysis is client-oriented advice that refers to a decision in the field 
of foreign policy, where the client is not necessarily a governmental institution but any group in-
fluenced by particular issues of international affairs. The four tendencies creating the demand for 
teaching skills relevant to producing such advice are the development of foreign policy analysis as 
an academic discipline, post-modernization of policy analysis in fields other than foreign policy, 
globalization of public policy education, and privatization of public policy education.

Foreign policy analysis, the sub-discipline of international studies investigating domestic fac-
tors of foreign policy, inspired the introduction of the group-oriented approach. Moravcsik pro-
posed “commercial liberalism” to the scholarly approach that “focuses on incentives created by 
opportunities for transborder economic transactions”3 as factors influencing foreign policymaking. 
Zaller suggested perhaps the most popular approach to the analysis of the role of public opinion 
in international relations.4 Feaver and Gelpi investigated the influence of military veterans treated 
as a non-associated group on foreign policymaking, thus creating the approach used to understand 
the role of other non-associated groups in the policy area.5 By having recognized that many other 
groups, alongside governmental institutions, influence foreign policy, foreign policy analysis creat-
ed the theoretical background for the group-oriented approach discussed in this chapter.

Policy analysis is “client-oriented advice relevant to public decisions and informed by social 
values.”6 Thus, the notion of the client is key to understanding the activity. Recently, instructors in 
policy analysis classrooms attempted to widen the scope of clients by means of post-modernizing 
the field. They assigned the students to produce recommendations aimed at challenging existing 
discursive practices instead of producing policy recommendations within these practices. They 
began considering certain parts of the public previously excluded from public policy by existing 
discursive practices, such as minorities. Non-associated groups were recognized as potential clients 
for policy analysis, thus making the latter “more democratic.”7 Although even today “positivism re-
mains the dominant teaching method,” “post-positivist methods… did make inroads into the class-
room,” thus resulting in recognition that not only governmental institutions and political leaders, 
but any other group associated or not, can be a client.8 This acknowledgement paved the way for 
the emergence of group-oriented foreign policy analysis.
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Globalization of public policy education has multiple manifestations, from the increase of the 
share of international students in classrooms to the growing importance of external financial sup-
porters to the public policy graduate programs.9 On one occasion, that tendency produced the scan-
dal known as the London School of Economics–Gaddafi affair. According to Sim, the case indicates 
“the difficulties that can arise when universities find themselves pressurized into fund-raising in 
order to maintain their international profile.”10 That case is, of course, an exception. At the same 
time, one cannot help noticing that, as a rule, public policy graduate programs face the fact that 
neither foreign students nor foreign financial supporters are interested in foreign policy analysis 
being taught as advice oriented to only one client, which is the government of the nation in which 
the teaching takes place. Instead, they demand group-oriented foreign policy analysis.

Privatization of public policy education is the tendency among an ever-greater number of stu-
dents who are seeking graduate education in public affairs but are not aiming to join civil service 
afterwards. Robertson vs. Princeton11 is probably the best example of the tendency, which demon-
strated that “throughout much of its history, the [Woodrow Wilson School] put little emphasis on 
recruiting students who even demonstrated interest in federal service and international affairs.”12 
Today, many students of public policy graduate programs do not seek a career in public, foreign, 
or military service, but in private companies and nonprofits. Those companies and nonprofits are 
groups whose profits and results depend on public decisions made by the government, including 
on foreign policy decisions. Thus, they seek influence over public decision-making, including in 
the foreign policy field. Public policy graduate students seeking careers in such companies and 
nonprofits demand skills related to such influence, creating the demand for group-oriented foreign 
policy analysis.

All four of these tendencies are visible in Russia. Foreign policy analysis is gaining promi-
nence among Russian scholars. Policy analysis is taught in public policy graduate programs to 
make students capable of producing advice relevant to public decisions and informed by social 
values and interests of various groups. Sadly, many groups are not heard in the course of foreign 
policymaking in contemporary Russia. A radical approach to Russian politics views Russia as a 
“subaltern empire,” i.e., as an empire, in which all people are deprived of the possibility to make 
their voices heard.13 Although a radical approach, it is noteworthy that more Russian voices seek to 
be heard in the course of public decision-making in the country, including in foreign policymaking.

Globalization and privatization of public policy education also are taking place in Russia. The 
Russian government motivates universities to attract more foreign students and foreign funds in 
an effort to boost the country’s “educational diplomacy.”14 Professors of public policy in Russia to-
day teach multinational groups of students; foreign students in those groups do not aim to become 
Russian civil servants because foreigners are not admitted into civil service in Russia. In line with 
these students’ expectations, the professors do not attempt to train future civil servants for Russia 
in public policy programs. Instead, they formulate other learning outcomes, and teach accordingly. 
For example, a professor of diplomatic studies in a Russian university teaches students what it 
takes to be a diplomat of any country, not just a Russian diplomat. The emergence of public pol-
icy education in Russia in the 1990s coincided with the times when it was commonly agreed that 
business-state relations in Russia were one-sided in favor of business and only a handful of studies 
questioned that one-sidedness.15 Today, when the situation in business-state relations in Russia 
is opposite to what it was in the 1990s, many young Russians still enroll in public policy graduate 
programs with the goal to make careers on the business side of the relationship.

In line with these four tendencies, the exercise in group-oriented foreign policy analysis dis-
cussed in this chapter was introduced to students majoring in international relations in a Russian 
university in 2008 under the name of “analytical practice.” The twelve-year experience of super-
vising and observing students’ activities in the administration of the exercise has highlighted its 
unexpected impact on students’ views. Specifically, the exercise has helped many students to un-
derstand that foreign policy decisions create consequences not only for the nation as a whole, but 
for particular groups within a nation. It has helped them to understand that foreign policy is not 
a result of national interest alone, but also of the interests of those groups. For some of them, this 



Teaching Civic Engagement Globally152

realization has paved the way to civic engagement in foreign policy.
Civic engagement in foreign policy understood in the broadest sense (regarding any individu-

al or group activity addressing issues of foreign policy), is of extreme importance in contemporary 
Russia. A vital pillar of the legitimacy of the Putin regime is its foreign policy successes, real or 
imagined. According to Levada Centre, a Russian independent polling company, Defense Minister 
Sergey Shoigu and Foreign Minister Sergey Lavrov have been among top five trusted politicians in 
Russia throughout most of the 2010s, despite their popularity (and the popularity of Putin himself ) 
significantly declining since the peak in 2014.16 The three enjoy the reputation of “wise statesmen” 
who have “correctly understood” Russia’s interests predetermined by the country’s place in the 
international system and its geopolitical position, and who have crafted Russia’s foreign policy ac-
cordingly. The exercise in group-oriented foreign policy analysis discussed in this chapter provided 
the students who participated in it with a different perspective on foreign policy. That perspective 
views foreign policy as an outcome of systematically competing and changing interests of different 
groups within the nation, not as something constant and predetermined by outside factors.

Course Design
To address the tendencies described above, I proposed a course in group-oriented foreign policy 
analysis in 2008, and I have taught it since then. Through the decade, the course has changed its 
official title multiple times. In different versions of the curriculum, it appears as “Group-Oriented 
Foreign Policy Analysis,” as “Foreign Policy Analysis Colloquium” or simply as “Analytical Practice.” 
The name of the course changed thanks to multiple higher education reforms that have taken place 
in Russia throughout the past decade. At times, those reforms contradicted each other as a result 
of the “pull between authoritarian tendencies and liberal economic necessities” in Russia, which 
paralyzed its government’s “ability to definitively choose the most appropriate path…”17 On the 
level of a particular educational program, those reforms sometimes made no greater impact than 
just renaming courses without changing their substance.

The course consists of three core parts. The first part involves a one-day introduction includ-
ing a lecture and questions-and-answers session, which explains the aims and the means of the 
course, particular assignments that the students are required to complete during the course, and 
the learning outcomes that the students are expected to achieve as a result. The second and the 
third parts of the course include the simulation of a think tank, which allows student participants 
to formulate recommendations to particular groups seeking influence on foreign policy, and a one-
day role-play exercise, which allows the students to assume the roles of those groups and try to 
achieve influence on foreign policy guided by the recommendations created during the think tank 
simulation. The think tank simulation takes place throughout most of the semester; students meet 
with the instructor in person or online at least every other week or communicate electronically. The 
concluding decision-making role-play is organized as a one-day intensive session.

In this chapter, the words “simulation” and “role-play” are used to indicate two different parts 
of the exercise. In most cases, however, those two words are used as synonyms both in classrooms 
and in pedagogical literature. In 2005, Asal regretted that although usage of simulations “in the 
teaching of [international relations was] growing, the pedagogical literature that support[ed] such 
growth [was] still small.”18 Since then, pedagogical literature on simulations in teaching politics in 
general19 and in international relations in particular20 has significantly expanded. Some of the liter-
ature benefitted from analysis of in-class simulations organized in Russian universities.21 Some of 
the literature has especially pointed to in-class simulations and role games as inspiring civic action 
of participants in real life.22

When creating the exercise in group-oriented foreign policy analysis, I departed from the 
assumption that every university is a think tank. Despite Nye’s assertion that the gap between 
academic theorists and foreign policy practitioners is growing, most schools of major universities 
offering public policy programs are think tanks, and many of them work in the field of foreign 
policy.23 The exercise that I have created and administered since 2008 invites students to simulate 
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the activities of a foreign policy think tank working for a particular group as its client. The main 
educational objective of the exercise is to help students develop their analytical skills in general as 
well as particular skills useful for those pursuing a career in think tanks, policy planning bureaus 
of governmental institutions, strategic analysis sections of companies, or situation analysis groups 
in non-profits.  

Case Study Assignment
The course seeks to meet its objective by assigning a group of students with a case study that 
serves as the focal point of the simulation and role-play. Schodt has noted that “teaching cases are 
powerful vehicles for helping students…” developing their analytical skills.24 The exercise assigns 
students (usually a group of ten to forty students) with a case study in the field of international 
relations that has attracted public attention. For example, in 2020, students focused upon the 
series of political demonstrations and protests against the Belarusian Government and President 
Alexander Lukashenko. In previous years, the cases were around international events, from the 
Russo-Georgian War of 2008 to Brexit. To find the case that interests students most, I usually 
encourage a free-topic discussion among students. Students tend to demonstrate better motivation 
to complete the exercise if the case discussed during the exercise interests them.  

Policy Paper
Although students work in groups during the simulation and role-play, each student is expected 
to submit a policy paper at the conclusion of the exercise. Specifically, each student is assigned to 
write a policy paper for a different client. Clients are federal, regional and local authorities, political 
parties, companies and nonprofits, whose everyday operations are influenced by the particular case. 
It is assumed that the same case influences different groups within the same country in different 
ways, thus helping each student to write a unique policy paper.

Assigning students with policy paper writing helps achieve another education objective of 
the exercise—presenting foreign policymaking in a format alternative to traditional lecturing. The 
policy paper that the students produce by the end of the exercise is expected to contain conclu-
sions clearly explaining what impact the international event being considered could have on the 
operations of each student’s client. It is also expected to contain recommendations for the client 
concerning possible actions that could be taken in order to maximize the positive and minimize 
the negative impact of the event on the client’s operations. For example, a student writing a policy 
paper on the influence of the protests in Belarus on Gazprom natural gas company is expected 
to answer such questions as: How will the protests influence Gazprom’s operations? What is the 
possible harm? What are the possible benefits? How probable are the harm and the benefits? What 
can Gazprom do to change the situation? What should Gazprom do to minimize the potential 
harm? What can Gazprom do to utilize the potential benefits in the best possible way?

Stages of the Think Tank Simulation
To help the students adapt these general questions to their particular case and client, as well as 
to help them find the answers in the most convenient way, I have split the think tank simulation 
into four stages. Each stage takes approximately a month, during which the students meet with 
instructor at least twice. The four stages are as follows:

At the first stage, students are required to identify particular activities of their clients that 
are expected to be influenced most by the international event in question, as well as to assess if 
those activities are developing in a stable manner, are boosting, or are in crisis. It is important to 
inform the students at this stage that policy analysis is not exclusively about serving a particular 
client, that it “is more than simply ‘client-oriented advice’ but should be rather about democratic 
dialogue and critique.”25 For example, the students writing a policy paper on the influence of the 
protests in Belarus on the interests of Gazprom should not simply describe the benefits the compa-
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ny might enjoy from the protests, that is if violence against protesters leads neighboring Lithuania 
to sanction them, forcing Belarus to buy more natural gas from Gazprom. The student should also 
consider the deteriorating image of Gazprom among the population of Belarus itself and of other 
countries, where people sympathize with Belarusian protesters.

At the second stage, students are required to outline a few scenarios of their client’s activities 
most influenced by the case, and to distribute those scenarios on two scales: in terms of their prob-
ability and favorability to the client. It is important that students understand at this point that, 
contrary to conventional wisdom, scenarios are not a forecast of what will be, but “a background 
for assessing and choosing alternative strategies.”26 The most favorable scenario is the “outcome, 
which produce[s] a net increase in the [client’s] utility, where utility is simply a function of the 
[client’s] preferences over a set of outcomes.”27 Regarding probability, it is important to warn stu-
dents about the temptation to reify current trends, i.e., to assume that current trends will persist, 
and to evaluate probabilities of different scenarios accordingly. Rather, students can learn about 
different models helpful in evaluating scenarios at this stage, for example, the perspectivist scenar-
io building model.28

In the third stage, students are required to explore capabilities of their clients, and to produce 
recommendations to the clients. Different agencies have different capabilities to influence foreign 
policy decisions. Governmental agencies enjoy institutionalized roles in foreign policymaking. 
Political parties and associated interest groups can recruit public opinion in their favor. In the 
case of business associations, it is “the power of money” that makes the difference.29 Think tanks 
themselves, though unable to recruit significant resources or large groups of people, are influential 
to the extent that they are involved in multiple policy networks.30 When making policy recommen-
dations, students are expected to advise their clients to take responsible actions, which involve 
measures aimed at not only safeguarding the outcomes of their actions in accordance with their 
missions, but also safeguarding the security of humans in all countries.31 The best policy recom-
mendations presented in the students’ papers become elements of the foreign policymaking role-
play to be described below.

In the fourth stage, students are required to present their work in a coherent policy paper. The 
ability to write policy papers is a skill often demanded by potential employers of students in public 
policy programs.32 As the instructor of this course, I do not assign students with a single format for 
the policy paper. Students attending this course come from different countries and have different 
career expectations. Thus, I do my best to work out a special format for each student based on a 
particular student’s personal experience, standards adopted in their home country, in the country 
where they have studied previously, or even in the country which is the focus of study of a particu-
lar group of students. For example, a student majoring in American politics in a Russian university 
might be interested in applying policy paper standards adopted in the US Department of State.33 
Importantly, students are expected to learn that the correct presentation of the findings is as im-
portant as its content from the viewpoint of the effect a paper might have.  

One-day role-play
The role-play concluding the course requires students to cooperate. It intentionally organizes 
students’ interactions in several rounds in such a way that students interact with more and more 
students in subsequent rounds. Vast literature applies game models to international studies.34 
Some professors of international studies have organized role-play simulations based on various 
game models in classrooms.35 The role-play discussed in this chapter initially aimed at simply 
motivating students by means of having fun in the classroom, but the feedback participating 
students submitted in 2008–2019 provide evidence that the entire exercise in group-oriented 
foreign policy analysis helps students understand that foreign policy is not only about national 
interest and geopolitics, but also about human rights, the economy, public health, and protection 
of the environment, etc.

Making statements are at the core of the role-play, and students have an opportunity to prac-
tice this skill at the conclusion of the course by participating in a one-day intensive session. During 
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the role-play, students promote their agendas based on the recommendations they created while 
simulating think tanks. Groups do not make foreign policy decisions, but states do. At the same 
time, groups can promote certain options that can become foreign policy decisions. Thus, when 
simulating think tanks, students often recommend to the groups that are their clients to promote 
certain foreign policy options. During the role-play, students are given the chance to promote those 
options themselves. Participants of the role-play promote certain policy options by participating in 
meetings with each other organized in several rounds. First, they participate in one-on-one meet-
ings. Later, they participate in multilateral meetings.

Organization of students’ interactions in multiple rounds is expected to encourage them to 
cooperate; such expectations are based on Axelrod’s conclusion that repetition shifts equilibri-
um towards cooperation.36 Asal suggests that students, who struggle with understanding of the 
neo-liberal institutionalist concept of cooperation, could participate in the Prisoner’s Dilemma to 
the Nth Degree role-play, which is designed by pairing students off in the former rounds of the 
game, but inviting them into bigger groups during latter rounds of the game.37 In the beginning of 
this role-play, each student receives a template of a feedback form to be returned to the instructor 
after the end of the role-play. In the feedback form, the student writes which students they met 
and when, which foreign policy option they promoted during that particular meeting, and what 
arguments they used to convince other students at the meeting that this particular foreign policy 
option should be accepted.

These feedback forms are important for three reasons. First, they help the students organize 
their own behavior during the role-play. Second, they assist the instructor in assessing personal 
performance of each player after the role-play is over: students gain points for actively partici-
pating in meetings. Third, my research demonstrating that the exercise in group-oriented foreign 
policy analysis has an impact on students’ views (see results below) is based on the analysis of 
feedback forms students returned in 2008–2019. In particular, I analyzed the parts of the feedback 
forms in which the students reported on the arguments that they used to convince other students 
that a particular foreign policy option should be accepted (or rejected). Below I will refer to such 
students’ explanations as “statements of rationale” or simply “rationale.”

Assessment
Assessment of students’ performance during the think tank simulation comes at the completion 
of each stage. At the completion of the first stage, students produce a four-page paper describing 
the activities of their clients most affected by the case and evaluating those activities as they were 
before the event constituting the case. At the completion of the second stage, students produce 
another four-page paper describing possible scenarios, including probability of each scenario 
(from most probable to least probable) and favorability of each scenario to the client (from very 
favorable to very unfavorable). At the completion of the third stage, students produce a third four-
page paper, which describes the capabilities that their clients possess in order to make the more 
favorable scenario a more probable one, and a less favorable scenario a less probable one, as well 
as recommendations to the client. At the completion of the fourth stage, students compile the 
final policy paper, which presents the conclusions and the recommendations formulated in the 
preceding three stages in a concise form; the policy paper is usually no longer than 10 pages.

As presented in table 1, each student receives a maximum of 20 points per paper produced 
during each step of the think tank simulation. Of them, a maximum of seven points are given for 
accuracy in meeting the deadlines set for each stage at the beginning of the exercise. A maximum 
of thirteen points are given depending on the extent to which the content of a particular paper 
corresponds to the expectations described above. Students who have successfully compiled their 
policy papers are invited to earn additional points by participating in the foreign policymaking 
simulation role-play.
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Table 1. Scoring Students’ Performance During the Think Tank Simulation
Portion of the Exercise Content Maximum Scores

Introduction Explaining Course Design to 
the Students

No Points

Think tank 
simulation

Maximum number of points given for:
Accuracy 

in meeting 
deadline

Content Total

First Stage
Explain relationship between 

the case and the client
7 13 20

Second Stage
Outline and evaluate 

scenarios
7 13 20

Third Stage Provide recommendations 7 13 20

Fourth Stage
Compile the final policy 

paper
7 13 20

Role-play
Find compromise among 

different groups and make 
decision for the nation

Up to 20 more points

Total Up to 100 points

Methods
The aim of the course was to help students develop their analytical skills as well as allow them to 
explore the benefits and shortcomings of a group-oriented approach to foreign policy analysis as 
contrasted to the nation-oriented approach. Content analysis of the feedback forms completed by 
the students during the one-day role-plays organized in 2008–2019 offers a way to measure the 
impact of the course. In particular, these qualitative data offer a way to determine if the students 
tend to justify their support or opposition to particular foreign policy choices by referring to 
geopolitical and power politics reasons (which is typical for nation-oriented approach to foreign 
policy analysis) or for other reasons, primarily of economic, humanitarian and soft security 
nature (which is typical for group-oriented foreign policy analysis). As such, I analyzed students’ 
statements provided in feedback forms from the role-play in which they explain why they support 
or oppose particular foreign policy options.

A nation-oriented approach to foreign policy analysis dominates the teaching of international 
relations in Russia. Accordingly, geopolitics as a discipline is compulsory in many public policy 
programs taught in Russian universities.38 Ethnographic research at a Russian major university 
has shown that geopolitics classes foster discursive practices among students that “fashion the 
great power discourse with objectivity.”39 One might expect that Russian students invited to par-
ticipate in the role-play described above would actively employ geopolitical considerations in their 
statements of rationale. One might expect that Russian students perceive international relations as 
a game played by great powers driven by geopolitical considerations on the global level and having 
only minor if any impact on the local level.

The course in group-oriented foreign policy analysis is expected to help students understand 
that foreign policy is also about other considerations, not only those of the national interest, power 
or geopolitics. The course is expected to help students understand the “connection between global 
and local issues,” which is critical for civic engagement in international affairs.40 The course is ex-
pected to help students understand that international relations also influence local communities 
by means of having implications for the economy and soft security, human rights and the envi-
ronment, etc. Thus, the null hypothesis of this study is that students’ statements of rationale will 
contain few if any reports mentioning geopolitics or national interests as a common rationale for 
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supporting or opposing particular foreign policy options.

H0: students having participated in the course in group-oriented foreign policy analysis rarely justify 
their choices by geopolitics or national interest.

To test the hypothesis, I have analyzed the feedback forms from the role-play administered in 2008–
2019. Through those twelve years, 170 students participated in the role-play. All of them majored 
in international relations; this course is compulsory to all students majoring in international 
relations of the particular graduate program where the exercise in group-oriented foreign policy 
analysis is part of the curriculum. Thus, one cannot say that the only students who registered for 
the course were those who believed from the outset that foreign policy is more about economics 
and soft security, human rights and the environment, and less about geopolitics and national 
interest. Altogether, the 170 students participated in 670 one-to-one and multilateral meetings; 
feedback forms submitted by the students after completion of the role-play contained 532 unique 
statements of rationale.

I applied qualitative content analysis to those statements of rationale. Constructivist critique 
of geopolitics, the scholarship investigating how politicians and political scientists construct ideas 
about places, and how those ideas influence policy choices among the elite and notions of places 
and politics among ordinary people provided the method of identifying “geopolitical consider-
ations” among the statements of rationale.41 I coded as “geopolitical considerations” every state-
ment of rationale that mentioned the nation as whole and that did not mention particular national, 
subnational, or transnational groups as beneficiaries of acceptance or rejection of particular for-
eign policy options. To be coded as “geopolitical considerations”, a statement should include such 
words as “nation” or “national”, “country”, or the name of the country expected to make the foreign 
policy decision in question or to benefit from it.

In a similar manner, statements that included such words as “geopolitics” or “geopolitical,” 
“interests” (unless the statement employs the word “interests” in the meaning of interests of par-
ticular national, subnational or transnational group), or “power” were coded as “geopolitical con-
siderations”. Lastly, statements that included such combinations of words as “international arena,” 
“international system,” or “place in the world” were coded as “geopolitical considerations.” For ex-
ample, I coded the statement of rationale claiming that Russia should lift the ban to sell weapons of 
a certain type to Iran, because “Iran is Russia’s geopolitical ally in the Middle East,” as a statement 
containing “geopolitical considerations”.

Besides statements containing “geopolitical considerations,” I distinguished seven other 
types of statements of rationale. First, some statements were coded as “economic considerations.” 
Statements of this type contain such keywords as “profit” and “profitable,” “benefit” and “benefi-
cial,” “economic” and “economy,” “revenue” and “loss,” “market” and “sector,” “trade” and “invest-
ment,” “producer” and “consumer,”, “good” and “service,” “spending” and “expenditure,” “growth” 
and “crisis,” “demand” and “supply,” “price” and “commodity.” For example, I coded the statement 
of rationale claiming that Russia should lift the ban to sell weapons of certain types to Iran, because 
“it can increase the revenues of enterprises of Russian military industrial complex suffering of 
Western sanctions” as a statement containing “economic considerations.”

Second, some statements were coded as “humanitarian considerations.” Statements of this 
type contained such keywords as “human” and “people,” “citizens” and “society,” “crime” and “cor-
ruption,” “right” and “individual,” “minority” and “oppressed,” “kill” and “murder.” For example, I 
coded the statement of rationale claiming that Russia should not lift the ban to sell weapons of cer-
tain type to Iran, because “Iran might use those weapons against its own citizens,” as a statement 
containing “humanitarian considerations.”

Third, some statements were coded as “soft security considerations.” I included students’ con-
cerns about terrorism, trafficking, human trafficking, weapons transfer, and illegal migration into 
statements containing “soft security considerations,” because those are the main soft security con-
cerns facing Europe in the early 21st century.42 Statements of this type contained such keywords as 
“peace” and “peaceful,” “security” and “safety,” “terrorism” and “proliferation,” “trafficking” and 
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“migration,” “stability” and “cooperation,” “instability” and “destabilization,” “cooperative” and 
“trust,” “reliability” and “reliable,” “arms” and “weapons.” For example, I coded the statement of 
rationale claiming that Russia should not lift the ban to sell weapons of certain type to Iran, be-
cause “it might destabilize the situation in the Middle East” as a statement containing “soft secu-
rity considerations.”

Fourth, some statements were coded “environmental considerations.” I included students’ 
concerns about climate change into statements containing “environmental considerations.” State-
ments of this type contain such keywords as “climate” and “warming,” “environment” and “envi-
ronmental,” “water” and “air,” “endangered” and “extinction,” “nature” and “forests.” For example, 
I coded the statement of rationale claiming that Russia should resume cooperation with Iran in the 
field of nuclear energy, because “thus Iran will burn less coal, and it will be good to the environ-
ment” as a statement containing “environmental considerations.”

Fifth, some statements were coded “considerations of law and justice.” Statements of this type 
contained such keywords as “law” and “legal,” “illegal” and “lawless,” “justice” and “just,” “fair” 
and “fairness,” as well as mentions of any of the principles of international law recognized in the 
Charter of the United Nations. For example, I coded the statement of rationale claiming that Rus-
sia should not help Belarus President Alexander Lukashenko to remain in power, because “it will 
be considered interference in domestic affairs of Belarus” as a statement containing “consider-
ations of law and justice.”

Sixth, there were statements considering “timing of action considerations.” Statements of this 
type contained such keywords as “time” and “temporal,” “early” and “late,” For example, I coded 
the statement of rationale claiming that Russia should not help Belarus President Alexander Lu-
kashenko to remain in power, because “it is not the right time to do so” as a statement containing 
“timing of action considerations.”

Seventh, some statements were categorized as “low expectations considerations.” I included 
statements of rationale claiming that a particular foreign policy option should be rejected for the 
reason that it might not help in achieving the expected outcome. Statements of this type contain 
verbs in the future tense and such keywords as “results” and “outcomes,” “expectations” and “ex-
pected,” “achieve” and “achievement.” For example, I coded the statement of rationale claiming 
that Russia should not help Belarus President Alexander Lukashenko to remain in power, because 
“it will not help achieving expected results” (without indicating what the “expected results” were) 
as a statement containing “low expectations considerations.”

The data allowed me to measure differences between students by country of previous edu-
cation and by gender. Studies mentioned above identified the tendency to resort to geopolitical 
reasoning as a characteristic of Russian students in particular. In 2008 through 2019, 41 graduate 
students, who had graduated from a foreign university, completed the exercise in group-oriented 
foreign policy analysis alongside 129 students who earned their bachelor’s degree from a Russian 
university. One could expect that students from the latter group would resort to geopolitical rea-
soning more often than students from the former group, which is the first hypothesis of this study.

H1: students with Russian backgrounds resort to geopolitical reasoning more often than students 
with foreign backgrounds.

Thirty-three years ago, women were “hidden from international relations” , but since then gender 
has been considered more seriously in international studies.43 In the late 20th century, many people 
considered it “conventional wisdom” that “women [were] more peace-loving or more pacific than 
men.”44 Reviewing the volume edited by McKelvey, Carpenter noted that it was equally popular 
among “feminist peace activists and conservatives keen on keeping women out of the military” 
to believe that “women are naturally less aggressive than men.”45 One might extrapolate from 
this prejudice that stereotypical men are expected to turn to geopolitical reasoning in foreign 
policymaking more often in order to justify their natural aggressiveness, while stereotypical 
women are expected to more often turn to humanitarian reasoning.

The belief is purely anecdotal and needs to be subjected to more rigorous examination. To 
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do so, I hypothesized that male students tend to resort more often to geopolitical reasoning than 
female students. In 2008–2019, 107 female students participated in the role-play alongside 63 male 
students. The gender imbalance of participants of the role-play correlates with the general imbal-
ance among students majoring in international relations in Russian universities. At the moment, 
imbalance in favor of men is characteristic of Russian foreign service. Only one-third of the em-
ployees of the Russian Foreign Ministry are women, only two of 130 Russian ambassadors are 
women, and only two out of 42 heads of departments (sub-divisions of the Russian Foreign Min-
istry are called “departments”; the “departments” are similar to bureaus in the US Department of 
State) are women.46 However, that is expected to change in the long run, because two-thirds of stu-
dents in Russian universities majoring in international relations are women. This study identified 
students’ gender as it appears in university records; student records in Russian universities allow 
identifying students as male or female only, no other gender identification applies. Students were 
not asked to identify their gender at any time before, during, or after having completed the exercise.

H2: male students resort to geopolitical reasoning more often than female students.

Data on the students, who have participated in the role-plays in 2008–2019, is presented in table 
2 below.

Table 2. Student Participants in One-Day Role Play, 2008–2019
By Gender:

Male 63

Female 107

By country of previous degree:

Russia 129

Other 41

Total: 170

Data on the meetings that the students held during the role-plays analyzed as explained above, is 
presented in table 3 (see next page).

Results
Although previous research identified the tendency to resort to geopolitical reasoning as 
characteristic of Russian students at public policy graduate programs, results of the qualitative 
content analysis failed to falsify the null-hypothesis outlined above. Students who completed the 
course in group-oriented foreign policy analysis tended not to resort to geopolitical reasoning. As 
seen in table 3, only 34 out of 532 unique statements analyzed were coded as “geopolitical reasoning”. 
The majority of the statements of rationale (165 statements) contained “economic considerations.” 
There were almost equal numbers of statements containing “humanitarian considerations” (114 
cases) and those containing “soft security considerations” (113 cases). 

Sixty-one statements of rationale contained “environmental considerations.” The high num-
ber of such statements justifies distinguishing them into a separate category instead of including 
them in “soft security considerations.” Only a few statements of rationale fell into the categories 
of “law and justice considerations,” “timing of action considerations,” and “low expectations con-
siderations” (44 cases for all the three categories). Thus, one might conclude that participants in 
the group-oriented foreign policy analysis course tend to resort to geopolitical reasoning far less 
when discussing international relations than to reason in economic, humanitarian, soft security 
and environmental terms.

These results do not necessarily indicate that participation in the group-oriented foreign 
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Table 3. Meetings Held During Role-Plays, 2008–2019 
Statement 
of rationale 
contained…

Type of meeting

… 
economic 
consider-

ations

… human-
itarian 

consider-
ations

… soft 
security 

consider-
ations

… envi-
ronmental 
consider-

ations

… geo-po-
litical 

consider-
ations

… law and 
justice con-
siderations

… timing 
of action 
consider-

ations

… low 
expec-
tations 

consider-
ations

Total for 
each type of 

meeting

One-on-one 
meetings, total, of 

them*:

118 
(30.6%)

87 
(22.5%)

85 
(22%)

43 
(11.1%)

25 
(6.5%) 11 (2.8%) 10 (2.6%) 7 

(1.8%) 386

By 
gender

2 males 25 
(27.5%)

21 
(23.1%) 20 (22%) 9 (9.9%) 7 (7.7%) 4 (4.4%) 3 (3.3%) 2 

(2.2%) 91

2 
females

55 
(31.6%)

41 
(23.6%)

39 
(22.4%)

18 
(10.3%) 7 (4%) 6 (3.4%) 5 (2.9%) 3 (1.7%) 174

male 
and 

female

38 
(31.4%)

25 
(20.7%)

26 
(21.5%)

16 
(13.2%) 11 (9.1%) 1 (0.8%) 2 (1.7%) 2 (1.7%) 121

chi-squared=** .424 .253 .063 .845 2.746 1.200  .833  .000  

By 
country 
of previ-

ous 
degree

 2 
Russian 
degrees

 64 
(30.3%)

47 
(22.3%)

47 
(22.3%)

23 
(10.9%)

13 
(6.2%) 7 (3.3%) 6 (2.8)  4 

(1.9%) 211

2 foreign 
degrees

 24 
(30%)

18 
(22.5%)

 16 
(20%)

10 
(12.5%) 7 (8.8%)  3 (3.8%)  1 (1.3%)  1 

(1.3%) 80 

Russian 
and a 

foreign 
degree

 30 
(31.6%)

22 
(23.2%)

22 
(23.2%)

10 
(10.5%) 5 (5.3%) 1 (1.1%) 3 (3.2%) 2 

(2.1%) 95

chi-squared=** .050 .068 .069 .244 1.038 2.000 1.200 .000

Meetings in larger 
groups

47 
(32.2%) 

27 
(18.5%)

28 
(19.2%)

18 
(12.3%) 9 (6.2%) 6 (4.1%) 6 (4.1%) 5 (3.4% 146

Total 165 
(31%)

114 
(21.4%)

113 
(21.2%)

61 
(11.5%)

34 
(6.4%) 17 (3.2%) 16 (3%) 12 

(2.3%) 532

Total number of statements of rationale returned N=532

* * “2 males” refers to one-on-one meetings between 2 male students. “2 females” refers to one-on-one meetings between 
2 female students. “Male and female” refers to one-on-one meetings between 2 students, of whom one is male, and 
another is female. “2 Russian degrees” refers to one-on-one meetings between 2 students both having degrees from 
a Russian university in the background. “2 foreign degrees” refers to one-on-one meetings between 2 students both 
having degrees from a non-Russian university in the background. “Russian and a foreign degree” refers to one-on-one 
meetings between two students, of whom one has a degree from a Russian university, and another has a degree from a 
non-Russian university in the background.

** p<0.2 (statistical significance of 80%) when chi-squared>1.061; p<0.1 (statistical significance of 90%) when chi-
squared>1.886; p<0.05 (statistical significance of 95%) when chi-squared>2.920. 
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policy analysis exercise was the decisive factor that discouraged the students from resorting to 
geopolitical reasoning. The study did not involve a control group, so the generalizability of the 
results is limited. It is possible that other factors contributed to these results, such as the learning 
environment of the particular university in which the study was made. Still, it is noteworthy that a 
majority of students did not provide a geopolitical rationale. 

The results of the study did not fully support either hypotheses H1 nor hypothesis H2. None 
of the results were 95%-significant statistically. Contrary to what one might assume based on the 
findings discussed in previous literature, students with a degree from a Russian university made 
statements containing “geopolitical considerations” less often than students with a degree from a 
foreign university (6.2% to 8.8%). However, statistical significance of that result was less than 80%; 
thus, it would be wrong to claim that students with a previous degree from a Russian university 
tend to resort to geopolitical reasoning less often than their peers with a previous degree from a 
foreign university.

Background education influences students’ behavior to a statistically significant extent (over 
90% significance) only in relation to their tendency to make statements containing “law and justice 
considerations.” Such statements were made at seven one-one-one meetings between two students 
with previous degrees from Russian universities and at three one-on-one meetings between two 
students with previous degrees from foreign universities, which correlates with the overall distri-
bution of such types of one-on-one meetings in the population. However, two students, one of 
whom held a previous degree from a Russian university, and another that held a previous degree 
from a foreign university, made a statement containing “law and justice considerations” only once 
at their one-on-one meeting. Thus, one cannot conclude that these results demonstrate correlation 
between country of previous degree and propensity to make statements containing “law and jus-
tice considerations” due to the insufficient number of cases in this category.

At first glance, results in Table 3 point to correlations between gender and propensity to resort 
to geopolitical reasoning. Statistical significance of this correlation was the highest among all re-
sults, over 90% (although less than 95%). At first glance, male students talk more about geopolitics, 
while female students talk more about other matters. While 7.7% of one-on-one meetings of two 
male students produced a statement of rationale containing “geopolitical reasoning,” only 4.0% 
of one-on-one meetings of two female students ended in a similar manner. However, when a male 
student met with a female student, they made even more statements of rationale containing “geo-
political reasoning” (9.1.%) compared to meetings of two male students. Thus, one may regard this 
result as coincidence rather than proof that male students are more prone to resort to geopolitical 
reasoning when contrasted to female students. To conclude, although the students who have par-
ticipated in the exercise through the 12 years are a very diverse group, the group is coherent in its 
tendency to rarely resort to geopolitical reasoning.

Discussion
Civic engagement in international relations means caring about processes taking place far from 
one’s home. In its broadest meaning, civic engagement “refers to an individual’s activities… that 
focus on developing knowledge about the community and its political system, identifying or seeking 
solutions to community problems, pursuing goals to benefit the community, and participating in 
constructive deliberation among community members about the community’s political system 
and community issues, problems, or solutions.”47 In particular, civic engagement in international 
relations involves developing knowledge about places far away from one’s home, identifying 
problems arising there and seeking solutions to these problems, pursuing goals to benefit people 
beyond one’s self, one’s community and even one’s country, and participating in public and private 
debates on international relations. Thus, teaching civic engagement in international relations 
involves helping students develop the skill to think beyond oneself, one’s community and even 
one’s country. The course in group-oriented foreign policy analysis discussed in this chapter is yet 
another means to help students develop that skill.



Teaching Civic Engagement Globally162

Instructors at public policy programs seeking to teach civic engagement in international rela-
tions face multiple challenges. First, it is challenging to encourage students “to learn that politics 
does not stop at the water’s edge.”48 Like many other people, students and alumni of public policy 
programs are more eager to engage in fixing the wrongs in their local community and in their 
country, and they are less eager to engage in fixing wrongs in faraway lands. Students attending 
the course in group-oriented foreign policy analysis are not exceptional in this respect; among their 
statements of rationale containing economic considerations one can find justifications of opposi-
tion to a particular foreign policy option by means of suggesting that the foreign policy option, if 
taken, would be a “waste of money” that could be “spent at home” instead. This course seeks to 
overcome such attitudes by assigning students to investigate the relevance of faraway events on 
local authorities, companies, and nonprofits. Having recognized the relevance of faraway events on 
their activities, these authorities, companies, and nonprofits transform into interest groups seek-
ing to influence foreign policy of their country.

Second, it is challenging to encourage students to put oneself in someone else’s shoes. For-
eign policy decisions made in faraway places make an impact on situations in one’s home, but 
decision-makers in faraway places do not necessarily cause the impact intentionally. In most cas-
es, they make those decisions under pressure from domestic groups in their lands. The course in 
group-oriented foreign policy analysis aims to help students understand that. Globalization of ed-
ucation makes the task easier, because it increases the share of international students in the group. 
When I assign international students to write policy papers for the purposes of (simulating) for-
eign policymaking in Russia, they learn to think beyond themselves, their communities and even 
their countries. By cooperating with international students, Russian students learn that too. The 
one-day role-play described above, which encourages students to cooperate among themselves and 
beyond the line between Russian and international students, helps both Russian and international 
students better understand that the latter are not “added as an isolated group,” but that they can 
achieve the desired outcome only if they work together.49

Third, it is power politics and geopolitical considerations that prevent students from actively 
engaging in foreign policymaking because of fear of harming the balance of power. For example, 
although historians have no proof that he used the phrase, conservative writers repeatedly have 
accused US President Franklin D. Roosevelt of having referred to President Anastacio Somoza 
Garcia of Nicaragua as “our” (i.e., pro-American) bad guy.50 They claim that the phrase was meant 
to justify American non-engagement with human rights in Nicaragua in times of Somoza’s reign 
because of power politics and geopolitical considerations. In a similar manner, contemporary Rus-
sian students of public policy programs prefer not to engage with human rights in Belarus, not 
because they have no compassion for the people of Belarus, but because they think that current Be-
larus President Alexander Lukashenko is “our (i.e., pro-Russian) bad guy.” The course in group-ori-
ented foreign policy analysis enhances students’ ability to think critically as citizens, including 
their ability to think critically about geopolitical and power politics considerations.

This chapter finds that although Russian students (and also international students in Russian 
universities) employ geopolitical considerations, those considerations are not dominant. Previous 
research has found that it is not only the content of courses, but also the disciplinary practices 
adopted in some Russian universities that “fashion the great power discourse with objectivity.”51 
Thus, if a public policy program wants to encourage its students to actively engage in foreign poli-
cymaking instead of justifying non-engagement by geopolitical considerations, the program is ex-
pected to change both the content of courses and the learning environment of teaching. The course 
in group-oriented foreign policy analysis provides an alternative to the traditional way of teaching 
international relations in Russia both in terms of content and of learning environment. Today, 
realism–the theory that focuses on the place of a country in the international system as the key 
factor in its foreign policymaking and that gives only minor considerations to a country’s domestic 
politics–dominates both research and teaching of international relations in Russia.52

The course in group-oriented foreign policy analysis invites students to explore other lev-
els of foreign policymaking than just the international level as advised by realism. Thus, it helps 
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students better understand “how examining international phenomena at the systemic, state, or 
international level of analysis can yield different understandings or perspectives.”53 By inviting the 
students to formulate recommendations for a particular sub-state group influenced by an inter-
national event during the think tank simulation, the exercise encourages them to move from the 
international to the sub-state level of analysis. By inviting the students to promote the interests of 
the sub-state group among other such groups during the role-play, the exercise encourages them to 
move from the sub-state to the state level of analysis. As a result, students develop their knowledge 
of how events in faraway lands can make an impact on a particular community and of how changes 
within a particular community can make an impact internationally.

The course helps the students to connect human security issues often regarded as soft security 
issues by realist scholars to hard security issues. Kaldor and Marcoux advise considering human 
security issues as concerns of “hard security policy, aimed at protecting individuals from politi-
cal violence.”54 Following their advice, I distinguished between students’ statements of rationale 
containing “humanitarian considerations” and those containing “soft security considerations” in 
the study presented above. The results of content-analysis demonstrated that students see the dif-
ference between soft security and human security clearly, and that they explain their decisions by 
humanitarian considerations almost as often as by soft security considerations.

The pedagogical elements of the course, the think tank simulation and one-day role-play in 
particular, also provide an alternative to traditional teaching of international relations. Shaw not-
ed that in-class simulations and role-plays allow educators to present course materials in an alter-
native way, to promote student interaction and input, to promote student curiosity and creativity 
and to simply have fun.55 At the same time, use of a role-play in the classroom as such does not 
automatically help students to think critically of geopolitical and power politics considerations. 
If students simulate bilateral negotiations during the role-play, and especially if Russian students 
sit across the table from international students, such role-play settings discourage the students 
from thinking of geopolitics and power politics critically. If, as described in the role-play presented 
in this chapter, each student regardless of country of previous education has to find the time for 
a meeting with each other student during a one-day role-play, it creates a learning environment 
in which geopolitical considerations leave space for economic, humanitarian and other types of 
considerations.

Conclusions 
Globalization and privatization of public policy graduate education have influenced teaching of 
international relations, including teaching civic engagement in foreign policymaking, in multiple 
and sometimes contradictory ways. These two tendencies influencing universities all over the world 
have resulted in the rise of the share of international students at public policy programs, as well 
as of the share of students, who enroll in such programs without the desire to join civil, foreign or 
military service upon graduation. As a result, the demand for courses teaching foreign policy from 
the national perspective declined, and the demand for courses teaching international relations 
from the perspective of companies, nonprofits and other interest groups increased. To respond to 
such demand, I introduced the course in group-oriented foreign policy analysis discussed in this 
chapter. The course introduces a group-oriented approach to foreign policymaking in contrast to 
a nation-oriented approach, thus developing the students’ analytical skills and abilities to think 
critically of great power relations, national interests and geopolitics.

Research outlined above demonstrates that students of the group-oriented foreign policy 
analysis course tend to apply power politics and geopolitical reasoning when discussing interna-
tional affairs significantly less often than previous literature suggested. They tend to perceive for-
eign policy not as an activity made by and influencing only a bounded circle of chosen ones, but as 
an activity influencing most people and thus requiring engagement of more people in its making. 
That fact encourages students themselves to engage in foreign policymaking. It is not the course 
in group-oriented foreign policy analysis alone that helps the students transcend boundaries pre-
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