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ABSTRACT 

Since the beginning of the Russian full-scale invasion of Ukraine in February 2022, over a 

thousand multinational corporations (MNCs) have left or are in the process of withdrawing from 

the Russian market, while a significant number of companies remains. Although existing literature 

has analyzed this phenomenon of private sanctions using the concepts of investor and consumer 

pressure, reputation, and corporate social responsibility, it has not paid enough attention to the 

distinct patterns of MNCs’ responses across different countries. By conducting a comparative case 

study of companies from the UK and Austria, the thesis aims to answer the question of why MNCs’ 

response regarding the Russian market varies even across seemingly comparable European states. 

The thesis examines the politico-economic characteristics of the UK and Austria, as well as their 

relationship with Russia pre and post-February 2022, that could influence MNCs’ decision-making. 

It argues that instead of seeing investors, customers and governments as separate drivers behind 

MNCs' decisions, governments’ stances and country-specific characteristics have a more complex 

relationship with investors and customers. As states create a specific environment that can 

influence the perception of the criticality of the war and the value of cooperation with Russia and 

governments can urge companies to leave or help to stay and minimize the losses of remaining, 

the country of origin of an MNC can significantly influence its decision regarding the Russian 

market.    
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INTRODUCTION 

Since the beginning of the Russian invasion of Ukraine in February 2022, several hundred 

multinational corporations (MNCs) have left the Russian market and over a thousand are in the 

process of withdrawing. These actions constitute companies’ voluntary curtailment of business to 

a degree beyond the minimum set by international sanctions with some scholars calling them 

“private sanctions”. While state sanctions serve as a commonly used foreign policy tool, such a 

response from private entities represents an underexplored phenomenon for international relations. 

However, in addition to MNCs that left the Russian market, a significant number of 

companies remain conducting their business as usual or continuing its substantive part. The driving 

factors of MNCs’ decisions regarding the Russian market or lack thereof have mostly been 

analyzed by corporate literature which focused on the concepts of investor and consumer pressure, 

reputation, and corporate social responsibility. These concepts can be useful when analyzing 

individual MNCs’ decisions and identifying the drivers behind specific cases. However, the 

proportion of companies that left or stayed in the Russian market varies significantly across 

different countries of origin of MNCs, resulting in several distinct patterns. The patterns include 

distributions where most MNCs have stayed in the Russian market, most MNCs have left or are in 

the process of withdrawing, or cases with more uniform distributions. Such differences exist not 

only among radical cases, such as between Chinese and American companies but even among 

companies from seemingly similar European countries. 

As current literature on the topic of MNCs’ response to the Russian invasion of Ukraine has 

not paid attention to the varying patterns across different countries, the existing explanations 

cannot account for these broader dynamics. Therefore, the thesis aims to answer the question of 

why companies’ responses to the Russian invasion vary across different countries. It attempts to 
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do so by introducing a political economy perspective into the topic by looking at the cases of UK 

and Austrian companies and arguing that the politico-economic characteristics of companies’ 

countries of origin influence the response of MNCs to the Russian invasion. The cases of the UK 

and Austria are chosen as the two most similar cases that are comparable to each other but differ 

significantly in their outcomes. Although both the UK and Austria are European countries with 

strong economies, established democracies, high standards of living and commitment to the liberal 

international order, UK and Austrian MNCs’ responses to the Russian war on Ukraine differ 

substantially.  

Within the comparative case study, the thesis examines the politico-economic 

characteristics of the UK and Austria that could influence MNCs’ decision-making. The focus is 

specifically on the relationship of the country of origin with the Russian Federation across several 

domains before and after the beginning of the invasion. The degree of entanglement between the 

UK and Russia and Austria and Russia is traced through their economic, diplomatic, energy, and 

social relations and cooperation. Moreover, the analysis includes the stance of Austria and the UK 

regarding Russia's war on Ukraine into the consideration. The thesis explores that based on the 

different levels of intertwining with Russia, the UK and Austria represented a different 

environment for MNCs’ responses. Therefore, the thesis is empirically driven and attempts to 

explain a puzzle in practice rather than theory, but it does not attempt to evaluate the effectiveness 

or cost of companies’ withdrawal. 

I argue that instead of seeing investors, customers and governments as separate drivers 

behind MNCs' decisions, governments’ stance and country-specific characteristics have a more 

complex relationship to investors and customers. By acting as a climate in which investors and 

customers make decisions, the state can influence their considerations, as well as trump their 
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demands. In different cases, MNCs have been either urged to leave or helped to stay and minimize 

the losses of remaining. The thesis finds that the Austrian and the UK-specific environments could 

influence the decisions of their respective MNCs by impacting the perception of the criticality of 

the war and the value of cooperation with Russia, which influenced the cost-benefit calculations 

for MNCs. 

Through the exploration of private sanctions as a response to the Russian invasion of 

Ukraine, the thesis aims to contribute to several literature strands. First, by analyzing the way the 

politics and economy of states influence the decision-making of companies and looking at MNCs' 

response to a geopolitical crisis, the thesis adds to the broader literature on state-company relations 

and MNCs' involvement in international affairs. More specifically, the research contributes to the 

analysis of MNCs concerning the Russian invasion of Ukraine and whether MNC's actions 

strengthen or go against the official stance of countries. Due to its complexity and practical 

implications, the topic has drawn the attention of academia, policymakers, businessmen, as well 

as informed citizens who take part in social media campaigns and boycotts against companies that 

continue business in Russia.  

The thesis is organized as follows: in the Chapter 1, I will review the existing literature 

focusing on MNCs in international relations, private sanctions, the effects on companies and 

reasons behind the response of MNCs to the Russian invasion of Ukraine. Further, in Chapter 2, I 

discuss my methodology, sources and case selection. Then, in Chapter 3, I analyze the empirics 

by examining the economic, diplomatic, energy, and social relations and cooperation between 

Austria and the UK and Russia pre- and post-Russian invasion, in addition to their response to it. 

In Chapter 4, I analyze how these differences impacted the MNCs' response, with a conclusion 

following afterward. 
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1. LITERATURE REVIEW 

1.1 MNCs and Geopolitical Crises 

Scholars analyzing the characteristics and functions of MNCs point out that in addition to 

being important economic entities, corporations today also serve as distinct political actors 

(Léonard et al. 2014). However, companies’ influence on politics has been largely perceived as 

their power to alter the conditions in which they conduct business, specifically employment 

regulations, industrial relations, and labor law (Bélanger and Edwards 2006). At the same time, 

other areas of MNCs' political influence have been under-analyzed with Oetzel, Getz, and Laddek 

(2007, 331) noting that “[t]he potential contribution of business in responding to violent conflict 

has largely been overlooked.” Thus, the possible actions, responsibilities and opportunities for 

MNCs in times of geopolitical crises and other political conflicts remain unclear, with some 

arguing on a broader scale that the study of international relations has not adequately addressed 

corporations as an object of analysis (Babic, Fichtner, and Heemskerk 2017). 

Focusing on the actions of firms in times of conflict, several works address the possible 

MNCs actions that remain in conflict zones, such as contributing to conflict resolution process or 

encouraging regional stability through the cooperation with the government (Bennett 2002; Oetzel, 

Getz, and Ladek 2007), although these scenarios have not been materialized in the case of MNCs 

in Russia. An important point was made by Burakovsky and Yukhymenko (2023, 188) about the 

business sector and the state cooperation aimed at increasing the effectiveness of sanctions against 

Russia, however the statement was limited to Ukrainian companies and the state.  

The strand of literature that represents the most significance for the given research is work 

on MNCs’ exits from markets due to political reasons. Back in 1993, Akhter and Choudhry 

observed that literature largely paid attention to market-determined withdrawals, such as those that 
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result from the lack of economic incentives, a declining market share, and product phase-out. A 

more recent review of divestment literature over the past three decades confirms the lack of 

understanding and a high degree of ambiguity that is attributed to the decisions of MNCs to 

withdraw from foreign markets with unstable political environments (Arte and Larimo 2019). 

While state sanctions constitute a common foreign policy tool and have been widely studied 

(see Kirkham 2023), cases of politically driven exits by MNCs called “private sanctions” are 

uncommon, especially involving a large number of MNCs. The response of MNCs to apartheid in 

South Africa represents the most analyzed example (Rodman 1994; Haley 2001; Hunt, Weber, and 

Dordi 2017; Bond 1988; Puaschunder 2012; P. Arnold and Hammond 1994; Teoh, Welch, and 

Wazzan 1999). Similarly to the companies leaving the Russian market, the campaign of foreign 

firms exiting South Africa had a strong normative argument and raised the questions of morality 

of conducting business, the social responsibility of corporations, but also the financial explanations 

behind the corporate decisions and the effectiveness of corporate exodus. The anti-apartheid 

campaign was a far-reaching movement that included boycotting and sanctioning institutions and 

banks, and, for example, in the case of the anti-apartheid corporate exits by the US firms, there 

was a stronger legal basis that prohibited firms from owning physical capital in South Africa (Hunt, 

Weber, and Dordi 2017, 70). Similarly to the findings of analyses on MNCs exiting the Russian 

market, scholars studying the anti-apartheid corporate decisions also identified various pressures 

from stockholders, governments and consumers (Haley 2001). 

Although the literature on the topic of MNCs responding to political challenges and 

especially geopolitical crises is scattered, the authors agree that there is a need to account for not 

just the actions of nation-states and intergovernmental organizations, but also private actors. 

Therefore, the way MNCs navigate such situations, what determines their decisions and whether 
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private actions play a substantial role in international relations represent an engaging topic to study. 

The following section will focus specifically on the recent body of work regarding MNCs after the 

beginning of the Russian full-scale invasion of Ukraine in 2022. 

1.2 MNCs' response to the Russian invasion 

In the two years since the beginning of the full-scale Russian invasion of Ukraine, scholars 

have analyzed the phenomenon of MNCs leaving or staying in the Russian market focusing on its 

different aspects. The more examined, although not in any way agreed-upon, topics include the 

effects of withdrawal or remaining in the market on the companies, and the reasons behind these 

decisions. These broader areas include such issues as shareholder governance, stakeholder pressure, 

reputation concerns, corporate social responsibility (CSR), the role of social media campaigns, 

humanitarian and logistical reasons, as well as the role of the size of companies and their exposure 

to the Russian market. 

Several authors have engaged in the complex task of evaluating the effects of withdrawing 

or remaining in the Russian market on MNCs. One of the pioneers on the subject, Jeffrey 

Sonnenfeld and his team of experts, who founded the Yale Chief Executive Leadership Institute 

(CELI) List of Companies, argue that it pays for companies to leave Russia (Sonnenfeld et al. 

2022). They analyze the effects of companies’ decisions on financial markets across asset classes, 

geography and time periods finding that investors attribute significant importance to the 

companies' withdrawal. Using different methods, the authors show that the bigger the extent of 

curtailment, the higher the stock performance which applies not only to public equity markets but 

also to credit and derivative markets (Sonnenfeld et al. 2022). 

Tosun and Eshraghi (2022) demonstrate similar findings, examining the financial market 

reaction to different MNCs’ decision announcements. Focusing on companies that stayed in Russia 
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in the first two weeks of the invasion, the article finds that the portfolio of the firms that stayed 

underperforms that of the firms that left the Russian market. Therefore, Tosun and Eshraghi (2022) 

similarly argue that investors impose a substantive market penalty on the MNCs that have not 

taken action to curtail their operations in the Russian market.  

However, Kiesel and Kolaric (2023) argue that while there are positive cumulative abnormal 

returns (CARs) for those that announce withdrawal, they do not find significant reactions from the 

market to decisions to stay or wait to make/announce decision. Contrary to these findings that the 

market rewards those companies that leave and/or punishes those companies that stay, French, 

Gurdgiev, and Shin (2023) observe that firms that left the Russian market have experienced a 

downward trend in CARs. Moreover, opposite to the findings of Sonnenfeld et al (2022), French, 

Gurdgiev, and Shin (2023) argue that the higher the curtailment degree, the more negative the 

average CARs. Some engage in more detailed analyses and find that geographical proximity to the 

war and regulatory climate risks mattered for the stock market response (Deng et al. 2023; Federle 

et al. 2022). While the thesis does not attempt to evaluate companies’ market performance, this 

issue represents the lack of agreement in the literature on the topic and varying complex stances.  

The more specific literature on MNCs exiting the Russian market has attributed the 

decisions of firms to different explanations. Mol, Rabbiosi, and Santangelo (2023) attempt to 

explain the decisions of MNCs by presenting them as a trade-off between the operations costs of 

leaving the Russian market and the reputational costs of staying, although when both 

considerations are high, the decisions of MNCs “…depend on specific contingencies” (2). 

Similarly working on a broader way to think about the decisions of MNCs regarding the Russian 

invasion, Parella (2022) develops a market framework for explaining companies’ actions whereas 

the demand factors (pressure from consumers, investors and governments) interact with the supply 
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factors (the organizational, contractual and regulatory specificities of companies). The remaining 

literature review will attempt to categorize existing findings by first presenting the reasons for 

staying and then leaving, although the separation is not clear cut, and the factors do not play out 

independently from each other. 

The first and most expected reason for staying in the Russian market is the financial 

consideration of preservation of customers and maintaining access to the Russian economy 

for continuing stable and long-term cashflow (Kiesel and Kolaric 2023; Mol, Rabbiosi, and 

Santangelo 2023). Based on this premise, the assumption would be that the revenue exposure of a 

company in the Russian market would matter for the withdrawal decision. However, scholars have 

not achieved consensus on the role of market revenue exposure, as Sonnenfeld et al. (2022, 20) 

find that pre-existing exposure to Russia and the size of companies did not influence their decisions 

regarding Russia's war on Ukraine, while Pajuste and Toniolo (2022, 8) argue that companies with 

little revenue exposure were quicker in their decisions to leave the Russian market and bigger 

companies were subject to more public scrutiny. Along similar lines, Balyuk and Fedyk (2023) 

find that more operational exposure in Russia meant a slightly lesser chance of withdrawing and a 

preference for milder actions, such as scaling the operations back rather than a full exit from the 

Russian market.  

Other scholars have analyzed the companies’ use of humanitarian justifications for 

explaining their decision to stay in the Russian market drawing on the need to supply essential 

goods and provide people with jobs (Pajuste and Toniolo 2022, 29). Such claims were often met 

with criticism because they were not followed through or because of what companies deemed to 

be “essential”. For example, French (2023, 2) notes that PepsiCo, Inc. claimed to retain the sales 

of milk, dairy products and baby food in the Russian market while suspending the sales of soft 
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drinks and other products. However, the company continued to produce soft drinks under different 

brands and distribute other products, such as chips and snacks (National Agency on Corruption 

Prevention 2023b). Another backlash was directed at Unilever which stated that it would continue 

supplying essential goods to the population in Russia, although the company continued selling 

such items, as cosmetics (Pajuste and Toniolo 2022, 30). Overall, compared to 2021, the company 

generated practically the same volume of local revenue in 2022 (KSE Institute 2023). To sum up, 

companies’ justifications for staying in Russia that rely on the need to help employees or supply 

necessary items have been seen as attempts of dealing with potential reputation risks which could 

undermine state sanctions (Chaudhuri and Terlep 2022). 

An important factor that limited the possibility of certain firms leaving is represented by the 

complex asset ownership, registry and management (French 2023, 2; Parella 2022, 2009-2017). 

Parella (2022) includes these elements among the supply factors in her market framework for 

understanding the decisions of MNCs, which include the differences in business models, contract 

designs, political risk insurance, international investment dispute resolution, and organizational 

crisis response capabilities. These factors could limit the possibility of MNCs to withdraw from 

the Russian market due to the inability to influence franchise partners, not having favorable 

investment agreements or not being able to exit without legal liability (Parella 2022, 2011).  

The reasons for exiting the Russian market represent a combination of plausible 

explanations which interplay with each other and are difficult to analyze separately. However, it 

is possible to dissect the following groups of factors from the literature: the interests of corporate 

leaders and shareholders, as actors that make decisions or can strongly influence the corporate 

course of action; the actions of consumers, employees, non-governmental organizations that do 

not have the power to make decisions regarding MNCs’ exit but presumably can impact them; 
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changes in the Russian market environment that complicated the conduct of business there; and 

governments which most frequently feature in the literature as the setters of legal environments. 

Statements from companies that decided to leave the Russian market usually involved some 

sort of ethical/moral reasoning to condemn the attack and the undermining of the international 

order (Pajuste and Toniolo 2022; Parella 2022, 1993). However, in addition to this, companies’ 

leaders often state that this is also in the interest of shareholders, as investors attribute significant 

importance to withdrawing from the Russian market based on global capital flows (Pajuste and 

Toniolo 2022, 29; Sonnenfeld et al. 2022, 20). From this perspective, it is argued that investors 

believe that remaining in Russia represents more risks than the costs companies will have to bear 

upon leaving. This sort of explanation can be attributed to the desire to maximize shareholder 

value, although there are also explanations that focus on stakeholder capitalism. Because 

shareholder primacy focuses solely on increasing profits and stakeholder capitalism seeks to 

account for the (ethical) interests of customers, employees, communities, and other parties even at 

a material cost, the two could be seen as the opposite sides of a debate.  

However, shareholder value maximization and stakeholder capitalism are not mutually 

exclusive results (Essele 2022). Pajuste and Toniolo (2022) provide more details on the 

stakeholder debate by analyzing the companies' desire to minimize losses through the prism of 

stakeholder interests and arguing that corporate leaders will choose to promote customer interests 

when they face potential reputational risks or when it can come across as a good marketing move. 

They argue that MNCs tend to follow social objectives not necessarily for the sake of achieving 

these social goals but because such an engagement in “woke-washing” can maximize their returns 

(Pajuste and Toniolo 2022, 49-50).   
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Thus, the discussion around investors, corporate leaders, consumers, employees and media 

often revolves around the notions of reputation, CSR and environmental, social and 

governance (ESG), with the findings that the latter two did not play a genuinely significant role 

(Rohov et al. 2024; Zapotichna 2022; Kiesel and Kolaric 2023, 20; Reshetnikova and Sanak-

Kosmowska 2023; Lu, Huang, and Li 2022; Ahmed et al. 2023; Carstens et al. 2024; Asemah-

Ibrahim, Nwaoboli, and Asemah 2022). Moreover, regarding stakeholder pressures, scholars have 

analyzed the role of boycotts, finding that there is a positive relationship between boycott 

campaigns and corporate decisions to leave the Russian market to support Ukraine (Pajuste and 

Toniolo 2022). French, Gurdgiev, and Shin (2023, 1) note that the pressure from media, think 

tanks and non-governmental organizations was especially directed to publicly listed companies. 

These topics demonstrate that the discussion regarding MNCs' decisions predominantly has 

occurred in business literature.  

Several scholars have noted the increasingly hostile market environment in Russia for 

businesses to operate in. As Russia became the most sanctioned country, the continuation of 

conducting business could entail the difficulty of banking transactions, currency exchange, 

increased supply costs, legal uncertainty, as well as the loss of value of the Russian currency and 

decrease in the value of local currency cashflows (Kiesel and Kolaric 2023; Tosun and Eshraghi 

2022, 1; Pajuste and Toniolo 2022, 22; Parella 2022, 1995). Similarly, Zapotichna (2022) reflects 

on logistical and production difficulties experienced by foreign firms in Russia.  

The last channel of pressure on MNCs to exit the Russian market is political pressure from 

government actors, which represents the focus of the thesis. Political pressure has attracted less 

attention in the literature than other business explanations and its effects on companies have not 

been analyzed in detail. For example, Pajuste (2022, 22-23) limits the discussion to the presence 
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of strong public opinion regarding helping Ukraine in the West and several statements from 

politicians related to business activities. Similarly, Parella (2022, 2003) notes the use of X by 

Ukrainian governmental officials to shame MNCs remaining in Russia. Additionally, she describes 

the influence of government actors as the setters of sanctions that made the business environment 

in Russia more difficult and created legal uncertainty regarding the scope of sanctions, which led 

to some MNCs' exits (Parella 2022, 2001-2005).  

Even the works that are focused specifically on companies coming from one country do not 

pay significant attention to analyzing the specific context that is created by the country’s 

relationship with Russia and its position regarding the Russian invasion. For instance, the study 

on German corporations developing their stance regarding the war only briefly mentions that mass 

media of different countries represent the war differently which challenges companies to 

“communicate adequately” and that stakeholder expectations vary (Carstens et al. 2024, 56, 62-

63). Similarly, analyzing the response of the US firms, Balyuk and Fedyk (2023, 1254) only shortly 

state that 75% of the American population was in favor of companies cutting ties with Russia and 

withdrawing from the market. While in the study on Danish MNCs' responses, the societal pressure 

and the need to respond to civil society are acknowledged, the study focuses on the heterogeneity 

of companies' responses, rather than seeing distinct patterns across different states (Mol, Rabbiosi, 

and Santangelo 2023).  

One research addressed the underexplored issue of the way Chinese MNCs react to a 

geopolitical risk based on the example of the Russian invasion of Ukraine (Yan, Yao, and Ma 

2022). The work argues the main considerations for the companies have been the sanctions by 

Western companies, possible worsening of China-EU-US relations and the war itself. While the 

research provides important insights which demonstrate the importance of the country of origin of 
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MNCs and briefly mentions the “…need to consider the influence of public opinion in [MNCs’] 

home countries” (Yan, Yao, and Ma 2022, 379), it analyzes an extreme case of a country where 

there is no domestic pressure on companies to leave the Russian market.  

The thesis does not analyze which of the reasons had the most determinate effect on 

corporate decisions, assuming that none of the factors alone can explain MNCs' decisions and 

highlighting that their interplay played a crucial role. However, the various reasons discussed in 

the literature do not explain the different distinct patterns of MNC reactions even across relatively 

similar countries. Moreover, most of the literature has been produced with a business focus, not 

paying considerable attention to the political economy factors. Therefore, this thesis attempts to 

examine how these different reasons and factors were influenced by the politico-economic 

conditions in their country of origin, which in turn were largely related to the relationship between 

the country of origin and Russia. Therefore, it argues that the government’s stance should not be 

perceived as just one out of the factors that pressured MNCs to leave, but it had a more significant 

impact influencing the conditions in MNCs’ countries of origin and therefore, the perceptions and 

actions of corporate leaders, investors and customers.  
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2. METHODOLOGY AND SOURCES 

2.1 The timeline of the research 

Import to note, that the war between Russia and Ukraine began in 2014 with the occupation 

of Crimea in February-March 2014 and the beginning of the war in the east of Ukraine in April 

2014. The actions were met with sanctions from the European Union (EU), the United States, 

Canada and other states, however, the response was significantly lower in scale. Compared to the 

period from February 2022 to February 2024, when there were 16,587 new sanctions enacted, 

before February 22, 2022, there were only 2,695 sanctions against Russian entities and individuals 

(Castellum.AI 2024). Moreover, after the initial response, the West continued to cooperate with 

Russia in different sectors despite the aggression. Back in 2014, MNCs did not impose private 

sanctions on Russia halting operations only on the occupied territories as was required by the 

international sanctions. However, some companies still circumvented the minimum set by the 

sanctions by operating and investing in Crimea (Zakurdaeva and Maglov 2019). Thus, a significant 

exodus of MNCs from the Russian market only began after the beginning of the full-scale invasion 

in February 2022 as the topic rose to prominence in everyday life, academia and policy-making, 

thus the thesis will analyze the timeline from February 2022 to April 2024.  

2.2 Kyiv School of Economics Institute Database 

As one of the main sources for the research, the thesis uses the Kyiv School of Economics 

(KSE) Institute project “SelfSanctions” which has tracked the decisions of MNCs regarding the 

Russian market (Kyiv School of Economics, n.d.). The project was started by the KSE Institute at 

the beginning of the full-scale invasion and later was merged with a website "Leave Russia" 

created by a group of IT volunteers resulting in a comprehensive database of corporate responses 
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that uses open sources and official registers (Mylovanov et al. 2023). The project aims to provide 

complete information about MNCs' engagement with the Russian market, to attract attention to 

firms that continue their business as usual and influence them to leave.  

The thesis uses the mentioned source since compared to other similar databases, it contains 

data on the biggest number of firms and includes more detailed information. As of April 29, 2024, 

the KSE Institute database has analyzed over 3785 entities from across industries and regions 

assigning them one of the six categories. As the set also includes the responses of associations, 

NGOs, educational and certification entities, these will be excluded from the analysis to keep the 

focus on companies only. Besides assigning statuses to the companies, the database provides 

information regarding companies' revenue, assets, capital, plants, staff, and paid taxes in the 

Russian Federation. It also records the statements made by the firms and archives the news releases 

about MNCs' work in Russia. Besides the database, the thesis will use companies' statements, 

speeches of politicians, and media sources. 

2.3 Patterns in MNCs’ decisions regarding the Russian Market 

 

Figure 1: Distribution of companies’ responses regarding the Russian market (6 statuses). 

0
200
400
600
800

1000
1200
1400
1600
1800

C
E

U
eT

D
C

ol
le

ct
io

n



16 

 

The database allows us to observe several significant trends regarding MNCs' decisions 

after the invasion. Figure 1 shows the distribution of categories of MNCs' responses across all 

recorded companies. The largest category is "Continue operations" which describes companies 

that did not reduce operations in Russia, including those that either did not issue any statement or 

promised to scale operations down but did not follow it through, as shown by revenues, for instance. 

The database also differentiates between "Pausing investments" and "Scaling back" with the 

former meaning not carrying out future investment, development or marketing but continuing other 

operations and the latter scaling back some operations while continuing other parts of the business, 

although it is difficult to draw the line between the two categories. Companies that temporarily 

curtailed their operations but kept the option to return open fall under the second largest category 

defined as "Suspension”. Moreover, the given dataset makes a distinction between “Withdrawal” 

and “Exit completed” based on the degree of completeness of halting their operations in the 

Russian market.  

For the sake of straightforwardness, the database combines the categories under three larger 

groups of “Stay”, “Leave” and “Exited”, whereas “Stay” incorporates companies that are 

continuing operations, pausing investments and scaling back, “Leave” consists of “Suspension” 

and “Withdrawal” and “Exited” represents companies that completed exited the market. The 

distribution of the three categories across all companies is represented in Figure 2.  
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Figure 2:Distribution of companies’ responses regarding the Russian market (3 statuses). 

The dataset allows us to observe broader tendencies regarding the relationship between the 

responses of MNCs and their country of origin. The patterns include the distributions where most 

MNCs have stayed in the Russian market, most MNCs are in the process of withdrawal, or where 

the distribution is more uniform. States that are not perceived as part of the West typically have 

significantly higher percentages of companies staying in the Russian market, and although for 

companies from Western states “Stay” is also the biggest category, its proportion compared to 

“Leave” and “Exited” is lower (Figure 3). 
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Figure 3: Distribution of companies’ responses across regions. 

Several extreme patterns can be observed, for instance in the cases of China, India, and UAE, 

where over 90% of companies have stayed in the Russian market (Figure 4). Importantly, however, 

there are also significant differences within the Western countries. The examples of Finland, 

Poland, the United Kingdom and the United States represent companies’ responses with the 

majority under the Leave category (Figure 5). In the cases of MNCs from Switzerland, the 

Netherlands and the Czech Republic, MNCs' responses are almost equally distributed between 

“Stay” and “Leave” together with “Exit” (Figure 6). Lastly, such states as Austria, Italy, and 

Greece represent another group of states where the number of companies that stayed significantly 

exceeds the number of companies that exited or are in the process of leaving (Figure 7). Reasons 

for MNCs’ exits from the Russian market explored in the literature focused more on explaining 

individual cases and have not addressed such trends across the MNCs from the same country.  
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Figure 4: Distribution of responses of companies from China, India and the United Arab Emirates. 

 

 

Figure 5: Distribution of responses of companies from Finland, Great Britain, Poland and the United 

States. 
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Figure 6: Distribution of responses of companies from the Czech Republic, Netherlands and Switzerland. 

 

 

Figure 7: Distribution of responses of companies from Austria, Greece and Italy. 
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2.4 Methodology and case selection justification 

The thesis will use a comparative case study to analyze the impact of the country of origin 

on the decisions of MNCs from the given country. The two cases examined in the thesis are MNCs 

from Austria and the UK. The most similar systems design drives the choice of these states, as 

opposed to, for instance, choosing MNCs from the USA and China, where there are rather few 

similarities and expectedly diverging outcomes. The cases of the UK and Austria are comparable 

to each other but differ significantly in their outcomes which allows us to examine the causes that 

lead to different outcomes. Both states are European countries with strong economies, established 

democracies, high standards of living and commitment to the liberal international order. In 2022, 

the GDP per capita of Austria and the UK was USD 52,084 and USD 46,125 respectively (World 

Bank 2024a), while the share of services’ value added accounted for 62.1% and 72.2% of GDP 

(World Bank 2024b). Moreover, according to the V-Dem ranking, Austria and the UK have the 

same score of 0.77 in the liberal democracy index (LDI) ranking them 18-19 in the world (V-Dem 

Institute 2024).  

Since the beginning of Russia’s full-scale war on Ukraine, both states publicly condemned 

the military aggression. Chancellor of Austria Karl Nehammer declared that despite Austria’s 

military neutrality, it stands in solidarity with Ukraine (Der Standart 2022), while former Prime 

Minister of the UK Boris Johnson stated that the state would respond decisively to the Russian 

invasion (Sharma 2022). Expectedly, both states have consistently voted in support of Ukraine in 

the United Nations General Assembly and the United Nations Security Council (United Nations 

Digital Library 2024). In the two years since February 2022, both Austria as part of the EU and 

the UK enacted over 2,000 sanctions in an aligned approach (Mills 2024; Pinsent Masons 2024). 

Moreover, Austria has committed to providing 0.8% of its GDP in bilateral aid and as a share of 
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EU aid, while the UK has committed to providing 0.5% of its GDP as bilateral aid (Kiel Institute 

2024). As a result, both states made it to Russia's list of "unfriendly" countries with the UK being 

added individually and Austria as part of the EU (Batyrov 2022). Therefore, based on the above-

mentioned basic measurements, the general response to the Russian invasion of Ukraine from the 

two countries has been comparable. 

However, Austrian and UK MNCs’ responses to the Russian war on Ukraine represent 

significantly different cases, as in the case of Austria 74% of MNCs have remained in the Russian 

market, which is one of the highest percentages among European states, and in the case of the UK 

it is 38%, which is one of the lowest rates in Europe (Figure 8). Moreover, both countries have a 

large enough number of MNCs that had/have business in Russia which allows for a more 

representative analysis. For instance, the rate of companies from Finland that left the Russian 

market is higher than that of the UK and the rate of companies from Greece that stayed is higher 

than that of Austria, however, the number of MNCs is lower which could negatively impact the 

analysis.  

 

Figure 8: Distribution of responses of companies from Austria and Great Britain. 
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The thesis will analyze how the politico-economic characteristics of Austria and the UK 

could influence MNCs’ decision-making regarding the Russian market. The focus is specifically 

on the relationship of the country of MNCs’ origin with the Russian Federation across several 

domains before and after the beginning of the invasion. The degree of entanglement between 

Austria and Russia and the UK and Russia is traced through their economic, diplomatic, energy, 

and social relations and cooperation. Moreover, the analysis includes the stance of Austria and the 

UK regarding Russia's war on Ukraine into the consideration. The thesis explores that based on 

the different levels of intertwining with Russia, Austria and the UK represented a different 

environment for MNCs' decision-making regarding the Russian market. Therefore, the research 

will first compare the relations of the UK and Austria with Russia before and after the invasion 

focusing on economic, diplomacy, energy and social aspects. Then, it will analyze how these 

specific policies and characteristics impacted the decision-making and views of MNCs by creating 

distinct environments based on the actions of governments and statements of MNCs.  
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3. UK’S AND AUSTRIA’S RELATIONS WITH RUSSIA BEFORE AND 

SINCE 2022 

3.1 The relations between the UK and Russia before February 

2022 

The relationship between the UK and Russia has been complex, with some claiming back 

in January 2022 that the bilateral relationship was broken (Duncan and Bond 2022, 6). According 

to some scholars, in the time frame from 1992 to 2011, UK-Russia relations have been through 

periods of engagement and accommodation, disappointment and disapprobation, and wary 

cooperation and pragmatic engagement (David 2011), while after 2014 and even more so 2018 the 

relationship nosedived again. Even before the beginning of the full-scale Russian invasion of 

Ukraine, the UK stated that Russia was “…the most acute threat to [the state’s] security” (Cabinet 

Office 2021, 18), and Russia similarly considered the UK hostile (Duncan and Bond 2022, 6).  

Despite the growing economic relations between the two states after the end of the Cold 

War, the political sphere has been disrupted by several significant issues and “lingering distrust” 

(Bacon 2007, 1). After the first successful developments in the early 2000s (David 2011, 3), the 

bilateral relations initially soured in the aftermath of the UK’s refusal to extradite Putin’s critic 

Boris Berezovsky to Russia in 2003 (Gill 2006); UK’s dissatisfaction with the authoritarian trends 

in Russia (Duncan and Bond 2022, 3); the 2006 murder of Alexander Litvinenko in London, a 

prominent critic of Putin who according to the US diplomats coined the term “mafia state”1 

 

1 Later the term was also popularized by Bálint Magyar (2016) in relation to the government of Orbán in 

Hungary. 
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(Harding 2016) and the subsequent failed attempts to extradite the main suspect for the murder; an 

intimidation campaign against British ambassador in Moscow, Tony Brenton (Harding 2007) and 

the Russo-Georgian War of 2008, which prompted UK’s strong criticism (Monaghan 2011, 2). 

While the relations rather tensely stabilized in the period leading up to 2014, with the 

Russian annexation of Crimea and the beginning of the war in Donbas, the UK-Russia relations 

experienced another breakdown. It was further exacerbated by the Russian involvement in the 

Syrian conflict in 2015, although later in the post-Brexit years the question of Russia went down 

on the priority list (Duncan and Bond 2022, 5). However, in 2018 the UK-Russia relationship 

shattered as Sergey Skripal, a former Russian military intelligence officer, and his daughter Yulia 

Skripal were poisoned with the nerve agent Novichok in Salisbury (Dodd, Harding, and MacAskill 

2018). The attack was followed by the expulsion of Russian diplomats not only from the UK but 

also from other allies (David 2018, 2). Since the poisoning, political meetings of Russian and UK 

officials have been limited, although confidential communication remains in place and the 

economic, cultural, sports and educational partnerships remained largely preserved (Duncan and 

Bond 2022, 5–6).  

Throughout the years after the Cold War, there have been periods of more prospects for 

trade and investment between the two countries. For instance, major business opportunities were 

fulfilled in the 1990s (David 2011, 203) and later in 2003 BP and the Tyumen Oil Company created 

a joint company that was among the largest private oil companies in the world but soon ran into 

trouble (Kishkovsky 2003; David 2011, 204). Trade also grew in the 2000s, however could not 

reach the pre-rouble crisis numbers (David 2011, 207) and the UK has for years been among the 

largest foreign investors in Russia (Bacon 2007, 6; Monaghan 2011, 4). Moreover, the post-2008 
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economic conditions also contributed to the more cooperative economic relations between the UK 

and Russia (Monaghan 2011, 4; Duncan and Bond 2022, 3).  

A prominent topic regarding Russia-UK financial relations has been the so-called 

Londongrad, a nickname depicting the role of London as a hub for Russian “dirty” money after 

the dissolution of the Soviet Union which was described as a place, a process and a paradox 

(Morgan and Kinossian 2024). Its rise has been connected with the prevalence of neoliberal 

policies in the UK, such as favorable laws on taxes, libel and property, and the convenient golden 

visa scheme that granted residency rights to over 2500 Russian nationals for investment in 2008-

2021 (UK Home Office 2019), as well as an efficient court system and secure property rights 

(Morgan and Kinossian 2024, 175-176). As Russian money flooded the property market, private 

schools and luxury vehicles market over the years (Usborne 2022), Transparency International UK 

investigated that in 2016-2022 the amount invested in UK property by Russian citizens connected 

to the Kremlin and suspected of financial crimes was at least £1.5 billion (Transparency 

International UK 2022). Back in 2018, the UK set out steps to prevent the use of the City of London 

as the site for money laundering, noting that it is “…clearly linked to a wider Russian strategy and 

has implications for our national security”, thus seeing it in a broader, security and international 

system light and declaring it “… a major UK foreign policy priority” (UK Parliament 2018).  

Despite the infamous presence of Russian money in the UK, economic cooperation between 

the UK and Russia before the Russian invasion of Ukraine was not of exceptional importance to 

the UK. In 2021, Russian investment in the UK amounted to £2.3 billion on an ultimate investment 

basis which put it below the top 20 investors in the UK (Office for National Statistics 2022a). The 

UK’s net outward FDI flows to Russia accounted for £1.9 billion which put Russia below the top 

10 UK’s FDI recipients, whereas the outward stock of FDI from the UK in Russia accounted for 
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0.8% of the total UK outward stock (Office for National Statistics 2023). In terms of trade, in 2021, 

the UK's imports of goods from Russia accounted for 2.2% of all goods imports, while the UK 

exported 0.9% of all goods exports to Russia (Office for National Statistics 2022b). Regarding 

energy relations, which proved to be crucial in affairs with Russia after its invasion, in 2021 the 

UK imported 4% of gas, 9% of oil and 27% of coal used in the UK from Russia (Bolton 2023). 

Therefore, it can be seen that Russia did not present the UK's top trade and investment interests, 

and even before 2022, the UK and Russia had a fragile and volatile relationship due to several 

high-profile issues, the lack of shared values (Bacon 2007, 10) and few common interest with 

“…adversarial relations [being] the historical norm” (Duncan and Bond 2022, 1).  

3.2 The relations between the UK and Russia after February 

2022 

Since February 2022, the UK has become one of the main supporters of Ukraine and, hence, 

one of the biggest adversaries to Russia which affected the political, security, energy and economic 

relationship between the states. Despite the turnover in prime ministers in 2022, the UK has 

provided a range of economic, humanitarian and military assistance to Ukraine. From Jan 2022 to 

January 2024, in total, the UK has committed €15.6 billion in bilateral aid to Ukraine which 

constituted 0.5% of its GDP (Kiel Institute 2024). In terms of military aid, the UK represents the 

third biggest donor country with €9.1 billion committed in the same period (Kiel Institute 2024). 

The UK has supplied a wide range of military equipment and armament, including main battle 

tanks, rocket systems and cruise missiles with long-range strike capability (UK Government 

2024b), as well as trained around 35,000 Ukrainian soldiers (Nuspliger 2024). Throughout the war, 

the UK has led several initiatives such as the “Drone Coalition” which intends to increase the 

number of drones provided to Ukraine (Martin 2024), or concluding a bilateral agreement on 
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security cooperation with Ukraine (UK Government 2024c), a step which was later followed by 

several other states (Fornusek and Denisova 2024).  

In a coordinated move, the UK with other allies has imposed sanctions on 1701 individuals 

and 298 entities under the Russian regime (Mills 2024) which the Russian embassy in the UK 

called “illegitimate unilateral restrictions against Russia [imposed] using false allegations of 

“Russian aggression” (The Embassy of the Russian Federation to the United Kingdom of Great 

Britain and Northern Ireland 2024). Importantly to the topic of the thesis, the UK introduced a ban 

on new investment in Russia in July 2022, which prohibits acquiring any ownership interest, 

establishing a joint venture, opening a branch or providing investment services that are connected 

with Russia (UK Government 2024a). Moreover, in February 2024 the UK enacted sanctions 

against a Netherlands national Niels Troost, an oil trader, for his ties to the Russian oil trade 

becoming the first non-Russian individual in energy trade to be under Western sanctions (Wilson 

and Sheppard 2024). As the “golden scheme” visa for investors was shut down shortly before the 

beginning of the invasion, the question of Londongrad was once again brought to the fore. The 

UK set out the goal of introducing a package of legislation to tackle illicit finance starting with the 

Economic Crime (Transparency and Enforcement) with Home Secretary Priti Patel's speech 

focusing on “…strengthen[ing] our response to Putin’s cronies and ensure[ing] that corrupt elites 

have nowhere to hide their dirty money in the UK” (UK Government 2022).  

In the economy realm, between September 2022 and September 2023, Russia dropped down 

to be the 66th largest trading partner of the UK and represented only 0.1% of total trade, decreasing 

total UK exports to Russia by 51.3% and total UK imports from Russia by 93.5% (Office for 

National Statistics 2024). As of May 2024, there are no statistics on the UK's foreign direct 

investment with Russia for the year 2022, therefore the thesis cannot analyze the changes in 
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investment. In terms of energy relations, the government of the UK issued bans on Russian coal 

and oil in August and December 2022 respectively, while the ban on liquefied natural gas from 

Russia was enacted in January 2023 (Bolton 2023), although it has been criticized for using the 

“refinement loophole” whereas Russian crude oil is imported by countries that did not impose 

sanctions, refined there and then exported as originated in the intermediary country (Raghunandan 

2024).  

Without getting into a discussion on the interrelationship between public opinion and 

government policies, it is worth noting that the 2023 Annual Survey of UK Public Opinion on 

Foreign Policy and Global Britain stated that the majority of Britons supported the continuation of 

providing aid to Ukraine for as long as need (53%), although the degree of support differed 

depending on the kind of assistance in question. For instance, while 85% supported humanitarian 

assistance and 75% deemed economic sanctions an appropriate policy, 68% supported providing 

military aid. However, only 6% preferred the immediate withdrawal of assistance (Aspinall and 

Keogh 2023). Moreover, with the revival of the topic of security in Europe, the majority of Britons 

also supported increased defense spending and NATO membership (Aspinall and Keogh 2023). 

The public opinion data, as well as the UK's actions in terms of assistance to Ukraine and a 

decrease in trade with Russia, confirm the overall adversarial relationship between Russia and the 

UK. 

3.3 The relations between Austria and Russia before February 

2022 

The most important element that has determined the relationship between Austria and 

Russia since the 1950s has been Austrian neutrality demanded by the Soviet Union, which put the 

country in a beneficial position for developing relations with the USSR, while also being part of 
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Western Europe. For instance, back in 1968, the then Austria-owned ÖMV was the first Western 

European company to sign a natural gas contract with the USSR (Malek and Luif 2013, 212) which 

paved the way for Austria to become an important gas hub in Europe. However, the close energy 

partnership is not the only characteristic of their relationship, as Russian political and economic 

infiltration in Austria has taken place for years.  

Historical accounts highlight Austria's policy of active neutrality, opening and 

normalization towards the Soviet Union, which determined the country's responses to the USSR 

and Russia that greatly diverged from the rest of the West, such as the lack of strong response to 

the crackdown of the Prague Spring (Malek and Luif 2013, 210) or the participation in the Moscow 

Olympics in 1980 despite the wide boycott from the Western states (Kanin 1980). Austrian policy 

of non-involvement in the measures to isolate Russia carried on further in the 21st century, as 

Austria continued to be similarly classified as a "friendly pragmatist" concerning its relationship 

with Russia (Leonard and Popescu 2007, 2). For instance, in response to the above-discussed 

Novichok case, contrary to many European states, Austria declined to expel diplomats stressing 

the importance of “keep[ing] the communication channels to Russia open”  (Die Presse 2018). 

Until the beginning of Russian aggression, the frequent official meetings of the Austrian and 

Russian political elite (former Chancellor Kurz paid three visits to Russia in 2018 (Lendvai 2023)) 

stressed the “trouble-free”, “cordial” relations, while reports and statements by the Austrian side 

usually described any affair regarding Russia with cautiousness (Malek and Luif 2013, 219). Some 

experts even argued that Austrian politicians, media and the public are more critical of Washington 

than Moscow, based on their statements, coverage and rallies with few significant disagreements 

such as the independence of Kosovo and the preference for Eurofighter Typhoon instead of 

Russian MiG-29 (Malek and Luif 2013, 219). In some instances, Austria has advocated for Russian 
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interests within the EU, such as through its criticism of installing the US missile shield in Eastern 

Europe in 2007 (NBC News 2007).  

Famously, the extent of the Russian secret services activities in Austria led to Vienna being 

named the spy capital, a name that comes with frequent espionage scandals, such as the diplomatic 

scandal regarding Vozhzhov (Stark 2007) or the more recent Ott case (Faiola and Mekhennet 2022). 

On several occasions when arrests by the Austrian side took place, the detainees were shortly 

released after Moscow asserted pressure (Malek and Luif 2013, 218). Moreover, the connections 

between senior political leaders from Austria with the Kremlin and Russian companies are 

numerous, including the infamous wedding of the former Foreign Minister Kneissl with Putin as 

a guest and her later move to Russia (The Guardian 2023). Other instances include the former 

chancellor Schüssel being on the board of first Russia’s largest mobile phone company MTS and 

then oil company Lukoil (Faiola and Mekhennet 2022) as well as the former chancellor Kern's 

position on the board of the Russian railways. Moreover, when participating at the Saint Petersburg 

Economic Forum in 2017, Kern joined the ranks of Austrian leaders that criticized the EU 

sanctions regime against Russia, and two days prior to the Russian invasion in 2022, he called for 

understanding towards Russia and during an hour-long TV conversation did not express any 

criticism towards Russia (Lendvai 2023). Besides, in 2022 chats were revealed between then 

Chancellor Kurz and entrepreneur Wolf where the latter asked Kurz to help with the US sanctions 

against a Russian oligarch Deripaska (Nikbakhsh and Stefan 2022). Additionally, the connections 

extend politics and business, as the case of former chancellor Gusenbauer demonstrates, whereas 

he served as a lobbyist for post-Soviet regimes and led the Renner Institute, a think tank in Vienna, 

as well as was on the board of  “Dialogue of Civilizations”, a Russian backed think tank (Lendvai 

2023).  
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A telling example of Russian-Austrian relations was the official visit of Putin to Austria in 

June 2014, only several months after the annexation of Crimea and the beginning of war in the 

east of Ukraine. During the visit, the Russian president met with the President of the Republic of 

Austria Fischer, as well as Austrian Federal Chancellor Faymann and Austrian business 

community leaders highlighting the growing bilateral economic cooperation, including trade, 

investment, and successful business projects in various sectors (Presidential Executive Office 

2014a; 2014b). Putin also stressed the significance of energy relations, noting that the South 

Stream gas pipeline project is not “…aimed against anyone … we never work against anyone”, 

while noting that “Austrian colleagues understand better than many the groundless nature of fears 

of excessive dependence” and that expressing the hope that more Austrian companies will 

cooperate with Russia (Presidential Executive Office 2014a; 2014b).  

On the topic of Crimea, the right-wing Freedom Party of Austria (FPÖ) strongly sided with 

Russia supporting the annexation of Crimea, served as observers at the sham referendum and 

visited Crimea after the annexation (Fritzl 2014), followed by a party cooperation agreement 

between United Russia and FPÖ in 2016 (Wiederwald 2019). Later, the 2019 Ibiza affair involving 

FPÖ Chairman and Vice-Chancellor Strache receptive to offers made by a woman who presented 

herself as a niece of a Russian oligarch led to his resignation and the collapse of the coalition 

government (Shekhovtsov 2022). Overall, it has been highlighted that except for a small liberal 

party, the NEOS, there was a lack of critical views towards the Russian regime both government 

parties and opposition parties of Austria, whose positions ranged from ambivalence and 

opportunism to outright support (Lendvai 2023). 

Before the beginning of the war, Russia held the position of the second biggest investor in 

Austria since 2014, only after Germany, with Russian direct investment into the country amounting 
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to more than €19 billion in 2021 (Oesterreichische Nationalbank 2024). Meanwhile, Austrian 

outward investment into Russia in 2021 came to over €7 billion, making Russia Austria’s 9th 

largest FDI recipient (Oesterreichische Nationalbank 2024). Regarding trade between the two 

countries, in 2021 Austrian exports to Russia amounted to €2 billion, which constituted 1.2% of 

the total exports from Austria. Among the importers to Austria, in 2021 Russia was responsible 

for 2.6% of the total imports, with the value of €4.67 billion (Statistics Austria 2023). 

A big part of the relationship between Russia and Austria has been dictated by their energy 

partnership which took root in the 1950s and it has been noted that the dependency of Austria on 

Russian gas, higher than of any other European country, was “the result of a deliberate policy” 

(Lendvai 2023). Several cases highlight the extent of dependency and close partnership. For 

instance, the leading Austrian gas company OMV was the head of the Nabucco pipeline project 

which attempted to diversify European energy supplies and decrease European reliance on 

unstable Russian gas in the 2000s. As Moscow planned the South Stream, which would practically 

duplicate the Nabucco’s route in the EU and was seen as a Nabucco-stopper (Socor 2011), Austria 

“did not take long to be persuaded” (Malek and Luif 2013, 214) and soon joined Moscow’s South 

Stream project too. Although neither of the projects came into being, such a counterintuitive policy 

of Austria is explained by the desire of Austria to not alienate Moscow, although the support of 

the South Stream directly undermined the aims of the Nabucco project. Moreover, OMV was one 

of the investors in Gazprom’s Nord Stream 2 gas pipeline which was a contentious energy project 

throughout its whole unsuccessful history (de Jong 2023).  

In 2018, after several years of importing record amounts of gas from Gazprom, OMV and 

Gazprom extended the gas supply contract until 2040 with increases beyond the contractual 

amount (OMV 2018), although the previous contract would still be in place until 2028. In February 

C
E

U
eT

D
C

ol
le

ct
io

n



34 

 

2022, Austria imported 79% of its gas from Russia (Bundesministerium für Klimaschutz, Umwelt, 

Energie, Mobilität, Innovation und Technologie 2024b). Regarding coal, in 2021 imports from 

Russia constituted 28% (Meyrath 2022) making Russia the second largest coal importer, and in 

terms of oil imports, Russia was the fourth largest importer in Austria, although accounting for 

just 7.8% of the total imports (VCÖ 2022).  

Therefore, since the second half of the 20th century, Austria's position could be described 

as finding a compromise between the two important sides and softening potential conflicts with 

Russia. Analyses showcase that the Austrian government rarely criticized Russian policies to not 

deteriorate the bilateral relations and Russia could pressure Austria in the right direction without 

a strong response from the mass media or public opinion (Malek and Luif 2013, 219). Lendvai 

(2023) stresses that the numerous personal and business connections between Austrian politicians, 

managers, entrepreneurs and journalists with Russia have represented both political danger and 

economic disadvantage.  

3.4 The relations between Austria and Russia after February 

2022 

After the beginning of the invasion, Austria immediately condemned the act of aggression 

and stated that despite the country's military neutrality, it is not neutral politically and value-wise 

and therefore, stands with Ukraine. As a result, it has provided €0.75 billion in bilateral assistance 

and €0.86 billion as part of the EU aid including through the macro-financial assistance (MFA) 

and the European Investment Bank (EIB) (Kiel Institute 2024). Being an EU member, Austria 

implemented the EU sanctions packages against Russia and the Temporary Protection Directive, 

hosting over 73,000 Ukrainian refugees (UNHCR 2024).  
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Importantly, Austrian Chancellor Nehammer was the first and one of the few European 

leaders to visit Putin after the beginning of the full-scale invasion. The one-on-one visit without a 

press conference took place in April 2022, after he visited Ukraine, with Nehammer saying that it 

was “not a friendly visit” as he “confront[ed] [Putin] with what [he] saw [in Ukraine]” (Dallison 

and Liechtenstein 2022; Anderson, Pourahmadi, and Woodyatt 2022). Russian sources also noted 

that although Ukraine would be the main topic of the discussion, it was not excluded that the gas 

question would be discussed, as “this topic is very, very relevant for the Austrian side” (Mishutin 

and Nikolskiy 2022). The visit was criticized by several Austrian and European politicians casting 

doubt on the effectiveness of negotiations (Ernst-Dziedzic 2022; Heinisch 2022; Schmidt, 

Robertson, and Picheta 2022).  

Since the beginning of the invasion, Austria has expelled 6 Russian diplomats due to 

“actions … incompatible with their diplomatic status” (Federal Ministry for European and 

International Affairs 2024), a number that demonstrates the reluctancy to such measures, compared 

with other European states that have expelled dozens of Russian diplomats. Meanwhile, FPÖ has 

demonstrated its stance by walking out of the Parliament during the speech of Zelenskyi (Radford 

2023), arguing that it violates the country’s neutrality, although according to the research of the 

Social Democratic Party of Austria (SPÖ), FPÖ has submitted 30 Russia-friendly motions since 

February 2022 (Der Standard 2023a). Importantly, according to 2024 polls, FPÖ has become the 

leading party in 2024 with around 30% of electorate support ahead of the 2024 fall elections 

(Kurier 2024).  

Moreover, links to Russia remain in other spheres of life in Austria. For instance, Vienna 

hosts a law firm that regularly provides services for EU-sanctioned Russian oligarchs. “Lansky, 

Ganzger, Goeth + partner" has represented Russian businessmen in nine cases at the Court of 
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Justice of the European Union, including Andrey Melnichenko and Dmitry Pumpyansky 

(Delcheva and Thalhammer 2023a). Criticism has also been directed at the Vienna police due to 

organizing an event on Ukrainian nationalism with Russian activists from "The Coordination 

Council of the Organization of Russian Compatriots" in summer 2022 (Der Standard 2022). 

Moreover, the number of visa applications from Russian citizens in Austria increased over the first 

year of Russia’s war on Ukraine and Russians came to be the third largest group that received the 

Austrian work visa (Delcheva 2023). Regarding the relationship between politics and culture, the 

performance of an opera singer with ties to Putin at the Vienna State Opera caused mixed reactions, 

as several other opera houses around the world canceled her performances (Walker 2022).  

In the year 2022, Russia did not step down from its second place of the largest investors in 

Austria, and its foreign direct investment even increased from over €19 billion in 2021 to over €22 

billion both in 2022 and 2023 (Oesterreichische Nationalbank 2024). Austria’s outward FDI in 

Russia decreased from the 2021 and 2022 numbers of €7 billion to €4.2 billion in 2023, moving 

Russia from 9th to 16th largest recipient of Austria’s FDI (Oesterreichische Nationalbank 2024). 

In terms of trade, in 2022 Austrian exports to Russia amounted to €1.84 billion, an 8% decrease 

from 2021. Meanwhile, Russian imports to Austria increased to €8.25 billion, signifying a 76.7% 

increase from 2021 and constituting 3.8% of the total Austrian imports. This put Russia in the sixth 

place among the largest importers in Austria (Statistics Austria 2023).  

Being part of the EU, Austria implemented the EU's ban on coal, seaborne crude oil and 

refined petroleum imports from Russia (Riegert 2022). However, the imports of Russian gas 

remained high, reaching up to 70-90% of total gas imports in Austria in two years since the 

beginning of the invasion (Bundesministerium für Klimaschutz, Umwelt, Energie, Mobilität, 

Innovation und Technologie 2024b). Although, OMV has completed its exit from the Russian 
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market with Putin signing a decree according to which OMV assets in Russia will be transferred 

to Russian companies (OMV 2023), the gas supply contract until 2040 is in place. The Austrian 

Federal Ministry for Climate Action, the Environment, Energy, Mobility, Innovation and 

Technology stated that the extension of the contract was “a wrong decision” and it is to examine 

and implement all options for the contract termination (Bundesministerium für Klimaschutz, 

Umwelt, Energie, Mobilität, Innovation und Technologie 2024a), but it has been pointed out that 

Austria stands out in its slow pace regarding the shift in energy supplies.  

Therefore, it can be observed that the diplomatic and political relationship between Russia 

and Austria has cooled down compared to the pre-war levels, however, the economic relationship 

remains less affected by the war. Although the official rhetoric of mainstream Austrian politicians 

toward Russia has changed, the policy has yet to follow through in many instances.2 Overall, it has 

been noted that while Vienna sides with the rest of the West in supporting Ukraine, it has been 

more careful in its relations with Russia, than the UK, for example, as businessmen and politicians 

are wary of hurting the lucrative relationship hoping that it can go back to normal. 

  

 

2 However, Austria is not the only European state with such a stance towards Russia and in terms of 

diplomatic, political, economic and energy aspects, a parallel to Hungary stands out. 
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4. THE STATE AND MNCS’ RESPONSE TO THE RUSSIAN INVASION OF 

UKRAINE 

4.1 UK MNCs’ Response   

After setting out the general picture of the differences in the political and economic 

environments in the UK and Austria and their relationship with the Russian Federation, the thesis 

turns to analyze how these partnerships of the states in question created particular climates that 

have influenced the decisions of MNCs by constructing distinct operational environments. 

An important development for describing the environment for MNCs in the UK was the 

strong governmental support for companies to leave Russia. Shortly after the beginning of the 

invasion, then Chancellor Sunak and City Minister Glen met with the leaders in the financial sector 

to discuss the topic of investment in the Russian economy and the possible course of action “…to 

inflict maximum economic pain” (Sunak 2022). Meeting the executives from such companies as 

Aviva, Fidelity, Phoenix and Schroders, the public officials demanded a stronger stance from the 

industry (Kollewe 2022). Shortly after the meeting, Sunak expressed the government's strong 

support for companies’ decisions to leave the Russian market pointing out several of those that 

already did it and saying that “…there is no argument for new investment in the Russian economy” 

(HM Treasury [@hmtreasury] 2022). Moreover, he urged companies to “think very carefully” 

about international firms’ possible actions and investments that would fuel the Russian economy 

(HM Treasury [@hmtreasury] 2022). Similarly, in March 2022 the then Finance and Economy 

Secretary of the Scottish Government urged companies to take economic action and noted that 

“…any price paid here is significantly less than that being paid by the people of Ukraine” (Scottish 

Government 2022). Through such meetings and declarations, the government of the UK clearly 
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expressed its stance regarding the Russian invasion of Ukraine and the preferred course of action 

for MNCs that have business in Russia, therefore possibly affecting the views of companies on the 

prospects of working in the Russian market.  

Demonstrating the importance of the question of continued business by UK companies to 

the state, the House of Commons held a debate on the topic in December 2022 (UK Parliament 

2022). As the Exchequer Secretary to the Treasury James Cartlidge was invited to make a 

statement on the UK companies with continued presence in Russia, he emphasized even though 

the Government has expressed its support for divestment of Russian assets, it does not comment 

on private decisions by companies regarding divestment (UK Parliament 2022). The statement was 

met with criticism by MPs noting that if the government talks about taking control, then it should 

take control by ensuring “that no British company invests in Russia” and pointing out that it is 

"utterly shameful” when large, publicly listed companies continue funding Russia’s war (UK 

Parliament 2022). Calling the then BP’s reasoning for not leaving Russia due to being a 

shareholder “laughable and easily solved”, MPs proposed, however unfeasible, ideas to commit 

MNCs’ “money … raised in this unacceptable way” for the reconstruction of Ukraine and helping 

the victims. Expressing the desire to find a way for the state to prevent companies from “drilling 

a hole in the bottom of the bucket…, while we are pouring in water at the top” and referring to 

companies “damaging Britain’s national interest” by continuing business in Russia and 

undermining UK’s efforts, the officials presented the issue as a one of high-importance, 

condemned the actions that go against the goals of UK’s aid to Ukraine and attributed lower value 

to profit interests than following the official stance of the state of imposing further economic 

restrictions on Russia.  
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Moreover, the All-party Parliamentary Group on Ukraine in the UK Parliament, which was 

founded in 1992 to foster the interparliamentary dialogue between the states, has expressed a 

strong stance regarding business in Russia. In addition to exerting pressure on British companies, 

UK officials have also been vocal about MNCs from other states. For instance, British Member of 

Parliament and co-chair of the All-party Ukraine group, Alex Sobel, addressed the concern 

regarding the continued business in Russia of US’s Mondelez by writing to the company’s chief 

executive (Hawkins 2024). Mondelez, which also owns British confectionary brand Cadbury, has 

increased its revenue in Russia earning $1.343bn in 2022 compared to $928mn in 2021 despite the 

initial promise to scale back non-essential activities (Mondelez International 2022; Leave Russia | 

KSE Institute 2024). While the CEO of Mondelez, Dirk Van de Put, stated that investors do not 

“morally care” that the company continues to make profit in Russia (CITE), the British MP urged 

him to “reassess [his] stance on this matter” emphasizing social justice and human rights (Hawkins 

2024). Moreover, the Chair of the All-party Parliamentary Group on Ukraine, Bob Seely added 

that MNCs that continue working in Russia should suffer reputational damage (Hawkins 2024). 

Besides, another significant development, which describes the specific environment in 

which MNCs operate in the UK, was the creation of the Office of Trade Sanctions Implementation 

(OTSI), a unit that aims at strengthening sanctions compliance and tracking down companies that 

are evading them (UK Government 2023). Besides the assistance with sanctions compliance, the 

unit issues civil penalties and in more severe circumstances can refer cases for criminal 

enforcement (UK Government 2023). While private sanctions by MNCs analyzed in the thesis are 

those that go beyond the legal minimum requirement set by sanctions, the creation of such a unit 

not only further demonstrates government’s position, but creates a more strict environment in 

which companies might choose to “overcomply” to manage possible risks and costs (Breen 2021). 

C
E

U
eT

D
C

ol
le

ct
io

n



41 

 

Therefore, MNCs from the UK faced an environment in which the topic of inflicting economic 

damage to Russia was of high importance and urgency, and the support of Ukraine was put above 

the economic interests of companies by public officials.  

4.2 Austrian MNCs’ response  

In stark contrast to the statements of the UK officials urging companies to leave the Russian 

market, Austrian officials did not follow this narrative and did not attribute urgency to the issue of 

corporate involvement in Russia. During the visit of Austrian President van der Bellen to Ukraine 

in February 2023, Ukraine’s President Zelenskyi called for Austrian officials to make an effort to 

influence Austrian companies regarding their presence in the Russian market (Office of the 

President of Ukraine 2023). However, van der Bellen in communication with journalists after the 

meeting called the issue only a “marginal topic", stating that he does not see how it could be solved 

quickly (Kurier 2023). Moreover, the representation of the topic in the media significantly differs, 

demonstrating a contrasting perspective on the issue compared to the UK, as the subtitle of an 

article about the topic of Austrian MNCs not leaving the Russian market is named “Zelenskyi 

shows no understanding” (Kurier 2023). 

Similar patterns run through in the interview of the Austrian Foreign Minister Schallenberg 

conducted in March 2023. Responding to the criticism regarding the continued business of 

Raiffeisen Bank International in Russia, Schallenberg noted that according to one study, only ten 

percent of international companies had left the Russian market at that point (Szigetvari 2023), 

however, not mentioning that the proportion of the Austrian companies that left the Russian market 

is significantly lower than from other European states. Saying that “People always act as if only 

one bank or one Austrian company remained there”, Schallenberg expressed the opinion that he 

believes the bank is acting sensibly by waiting out how the situation develops (Szigetvari 2023). 
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In the broader sense, the Minister argued against a complete decoupling from Russia, stating that 

“we must not cut off every bridge” (Szigetvari 2023).  

Another characteristic case took place in January 2023, when the Austrian Chamber of 

Commerce published an invitation for Austrian companies to participate in a networking event in 

a sports and recreational park close to Moscow (Faast 2023). The event was organized by The 

Moscow Foreign Trade Center which is the Russian branch of the Austrian Chamber of Commerce. 

After the backlash in social media, the Austrian Chamber of Commerce deleted the invitation and 

stated that the event was canceled, apologizing "for the unfortunate choice of setting” (Der 

Standard 2023b). Although the event did not take place due to a wave of criticism, an invitation 

for such an event shared by a governmental entity demonstrates the lack of strong criticism of 

companies further operating in Russia.  

Since the beginning of Russia's full-scale war, one of the most controversial topics regarding 

corporate withdrawal from Russia has been the lack of action from Austrian Raiffeisen Bank 

International (RBI), which was one of the Western banks to enter the Russian market in 1996 and 

had the advantage to expand significantly. Back in March 2022, RBI released a statement with 

RBI-CEO Strobl declaring that the bank was considering all strategic options regarding the future 

of Raiffeisenbank Russia, not excluding “a carefully managed” withdrawal from the Russian 

market (Raiffeisen Bank 2022). A statement dated March 2023, still drew on the same phrasing of 

examination of all strategic options, although noting that because of the complexity of the situation, 

the process was continuing (Raiffeisen Bank International 2023b). The statement also noted that 

in the year since the beginning of the war, Raiffeisenbank Russia reduced its lending volume by 

30% and following international sanctions, has no presence on the territories of Crimea, Donetsk 

and Luhansk regions (Raiffeisen Bank International 2023b). Furthermore, the preliminary results 
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of 2023 declare that since the second quarter of 2022, the bank has reduced its loan volume in 

Russia by 56% and continues to work on “deconsolidating [the] Russian business” (Raiffeisen 

Bank International 2024). 

Nevertheless, the case of RBI created a bigger stir in the political and social realm, as the 

bank substantially increased profits from €1.4 billion in 2021 to €3.6 billion in 2022, and its 

business in Russia and Belarus accounted for more than 60% of that, a four-time increase in 

proportion from 2021 (Jones, Walker, and Stognei 2023). The significant increase in profit resulted 

in the fact that over the year 2022, Raiffeisenbank paid €559 million to the budget of the Russian 

Federation (National Agency on Corruption Prevention 2023a). It has also been claimed in 2023 

that Raiffeisen manages up to half of all financial transactions between Russia and the rest of the 

world (Jones, Walker, and Stognei 2023). Despite the sheer volume of profit and taxes paid to the 

Russian government, RBI was also criticized for its Russian branch providing loan payment 

holidays for Russian soldiers fighting against Ukraine, and using the Russian government's 

wording in the document, such as “the special military operation”, “Donetsk People’s Republic” 

and “Luhansk People’s Republic” (Vinokurov 2023). In response to the wave of criticism, the 

Russian branch briefly replied on X that “[t]he Bank operates on the basis of the laws in force in 

the country in which it is located”, a post which later was deleted (Райффайзен Банк [Raiffaisen 

Bank] (@Raiffeisen_Ru) 2023).  

The factors described above led to RBI being added to Ukraine’s list of international 

sponsors of the war, which was a tool of the Ukrainian government for creating reputational 

pressures on MNCs (Prasad 2023). However, as the list had underlying legal issues and was 

criticized by several foreign governments, the instrument in its previous form was shut down 

(Pavlysh 2024). Nevertheless, during the list’s functioning, Austria is commonly believed to have 
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attempted to influence the RBI's position in the list by using political means. As the EU’s twelfth 

package of sanctions against Russia was to be adopted in December 2023 after a deal was reached, 

Austrian representatives created a hold-up (Gijs, Barigazzi, and Moens 2023). Only after Ukraine 

removed RBI from the war sponsors list by changing the status to “The status is SUSPENDED for 

the period of bilateral consultations with the involvement of representatives of the European 

Commission”, Austria approved the EU sanctions package (Financial Club 2023). 

Besides the pressure from the sponsors of the war list and in addition to the regular protests 

of the Ukrainian diaspora in Austria and social media campaigns, several foreign governments 

have directed their attention to the continued presence of RBI in Russia. For instance, the Office 

for Financial Assets Control (OFAC), a branch of the US Department of Treasury with the 

responsibilities to administer and enforce sanctions, launched an inquiry and requested the bank 

to clarify their payments and processes “in light of the recent developments related to Russia and 

Ukraine” in January 2023 (Raiffeisen Bank International 2023a). Later, department of Treasury 

Acting Assistant Secretary Anna Morris traveled to Vienna in March 2024 to meet with Austrian 

officials, financial sector representatives and separately with RBI representatives to discuss the 

Russian branch. The trip aimed at incentivizing the banks to evaluate their exposure to Russia and 

specifically their military-industrial base (Rettman 2024).  

In addition to the direction attracted from the US side, the Czech Republic launched a probe 

against RBI after a complaint was filed by the Czech Association for the Rights of Citizens and 

Entrepreneurs (Fornusek 2023). Moreover, due to the size of RBI, the European Central Bank 

directly supervises RBI as a significant entity and the media has been reporting growing pressures 

from the EU institution to exit the Russian market (Arnold 2023; O’Donnell and Schwarz-Goerlich 

2023). Additionally, MEPs have addressed a letter to Nehammer and Schallenberg urging him to 
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encourage RBI to not hire more staff in Russia (Rettman 2024). However, despite the diverse 

pressures from other foreign governments, the public, and an international institution, RBI has 

continued to operate in Russia with the Austrian government mitigating the pressures.  

Although RBI has been the most discussed case in the political and public sphere, multiple 

other Austrian companies continue to conduct business in Russia and their comments on the 

involvement in the Russian market represent several distinct patterns. For instance, wood-product 

manufacturer Egger drew on the importance of taking care of their Russian employees, justifying 

it along the lines that “… they and their families are not to blame for this conflict” (Delcheva and 

Thalhammer 2023b). Similarly, packaging producer Greiner and container manufacturer 

emphasized the responsibility for Russian employees, while the food company Agrana noted that 

leaving the Russian market is “an enormously difficult ethical question” and later criticized the 

duty-free sugar imports from Ukraine, as they “massively affected” companies sales in Romania, 

Bulgarian and Hungary (Delcheva and Thalhammer 2023b; APA 2024). These statements 

represent the difference in the perceptions of the issue of operating in the Russian market between 

MNCs from Austria and the UK. Austrian officials and consequently MNCs took a different stance 

of preferring to wait out and not cutting all the ties, creating an environment in which MNCs' 

engagement in Russia did not constitute a topic of top importance and where, for instance, an idea 

of a networking business event in Russia was not outright rejected. 
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CONCLUSION  

Russia’s full-scale invasion of Ukraine in 2022 caused the phenomenon of MNCs 

withdrawing from the Russian market in large numbers. Two years into the full-scale war, more 

than 380 companies have fully exited Russia, while more than 1200 are in the process of 

withdrawing or have exited keeping the option of return open. The topic gained prominence within 

policy circles, as well as the everyday life of informed citizens, and literature has attempted to 

explain this example of businesses involved in a traditional state-centered area of responding to an 

interstate war.  

The reasons behind MNCs' decisions regarding the Russian market have been one of the 

most ambiguous questions, and several explanations have arisen that drew on the profit, reputation, 

value, or market factors. Most research came from finance and business sources and the 

explanations of MNCs’ behavior overlooked the underlying role of the state in these discussions 

as well as missed the patterns of MNCs’ responses across countries. The thesis identified distinct 

patterns in MNCs' responses from different groups of countries and by conducting a case study of 

companies from the UK and Austria, examined the role of the state when it came to MNCs 

responding to the war and how the state’s position towards Russia impacted companies’ responses. 

The difference in historical, political, economic and even social relations of the UK and 

Austria with Russia could have implications for various explanations of MNCs' responses invoked 

previously. For instance, although it is disputable whether the amount of profit made in Russia 

influenced the decisions of MNCs, companies could have higher market exposure to Russia and 

more long-standing relations which they value more if Russia was traditionally a partner with a 

given country. Moreover, in the case of the UK officials, the issue of withdrawing from Russia 

was presented as an urgent topic with a clear state preference, as politicians argued for no further 
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investments, the need to inflict economic pain and conducted meetings with representatives of 

business on the topic. This created a climate in which a bigger value was assigned to divesting 

from Russia and companies that remain could face more reputational concerns. In contrast, the 

Austrian government did not attribute the same level of urgency and importance to the issue, 

demonstrating a preference to not cutting all the ties, but rather waiting out and in some cases 

defending long-standing economic partnerships, a position in line with overall relations of Austria 

and Russia. Therefore, the historical relations of states with Russia across several areas, as well as 

the specific actions of governments after the beginning of the war led to the creation of distinct 

operational environments in which companies made decisions about their involvement in the 

Russian market. The state serves as an underlying climate which has the possibility of influencing 

diverse factors, such as the level of market exposure and value attributed to preserving business 

relations, the value and urgency of not contributing to the Russian economy, the probability of 

facing reputational damages, concerns from the public or being able to advance the argument for 

remaining due to “ethical reasons”.  

These findings have important implications, as they demonstrate that the response of MNCs 

to geopolitical crises is more likely to follow and amplify the response on the official state level, 

such as diplomatic actions or sanctions. MNCs’ involvement in state sanctions goes in line with 

conclusions in the literature that more actors now serve not only as targets of sanctions but also as 

their initiators and senders (Okusako 2023, 43). However, it is important to remember that in 

certain cases there are significant limitations for businesses to act in a certain way due to complex 

legal, ownership and investment issues. As the war continues, the future direction of corporate 

response to geopolitical conflicts and the role of the state in it should be further analyzed. 

C
E

U
eT

D
C

ol
le

ct
io

n



48 

 

REFERENCE LIST 

Ahmed, Daniyal, Elizabeth Demers, Jurian Hendrikse, Philip Joos, and Baruch Lev. 2023. “Are 

ESG Ratings Informative About Companies’ Socially Responsible Behaviors Abroad? 

Evidence from the Russian Invasion of Ukraine.” SSRN Scholarly Paper. Rochester, NY. 

https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.4151996. 

Akhter, Syed H., and Yusuf A. Choudhry. 1993. “Forced Withdrawal from a Country Market: 

Managing Political Risk.” Business Horizons 36 (3): 47–55. 

Anderson, Becky, Adam Pourahmadi, and Amy Woodyatt. 2022. “Austria’s Chancellor Met with 

Putin to ‘Confront’ Him with Atrocities He Saw in Ukraine.” CNN. April 13, 2022. 

https://www.cnn.com/2022/04/13/europe/nehammer-putin-meeting-connect-the-world-

intl/index.html. 

APA. 2024. “Agrana Kritisiert Hohe Zollfreie Zuckerimporte Aus Ukraine.” Salzburger 

Nachrichten, January 11, 2024. https://www.sn.at/wirtschaft/oesterreich/agrana-

zuckerimporte-ukraine-151501030. 

Arnold, Martin. 2023. “ECB Piles Pressure on Banks to Exit Russia Even as Window for Sale 

Closes.” Financial Times, February 8, 2023, sec. European banks. 

https://www.ft.com/content/d8d41114-55ec-4078-93c3-6b05033ef697. 

Arnold, Patricia, and Theresa Hammond. 1994. “The Role of Accounting in Ideological Conflict: 

Lessons from the South African Divestment Movement.” Accounting, Organizations and 

Society 19 (2): 111–26. https://doi.org/10.1016/0361-3682(94)90014-0. 

Arte, Pratik, and Jorma Larimo. 2019. “Taking Stock of Foreign Divestment: Insights and 

Recommendations from Three Decades of Contemporary Literature.” International 

Business Review 28 (6): 101599. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ibusrev.2019.101599. 

Asemah-Ibrahim, Mariam, Emeke Nwaoboli, and Ezekiel Asemah. 2022. “Corporate Social 

Responsibility in War Ridden-Zones of Russia-Ukraine from February to July 2022” 5 

(September):1–14. 

Aspinall, Evie, and Eliza Keogh. 2023. “2023 Annual Survey of UK Public Opinion on Foreign 

Policy and Global Britain.” British Foreign Policy Group. 

https://bfpg.co.uk/2023/07/2023-annual-survey/. 

Babic, Milan, Jan Fichtner, and Eelke M. Heemskerk. 2017. “States versus Corporations: 

Rethinking the Power of Business in International Politics.” The International Spectator 

52 (4): 20–43. https://doi.org/10.1080/03932729.2017.1389151. 

Bacon, Edwin. 2007. “UK-Russia Political Relations.” In The UK and Russia - A Troubled 

Relationship, Part One, edited by A. Monaghan, 13–23. Swindon, UK: The Defence 

Academy of the United Kingdom. http://www.da.mod.uk/publications/library/russian-

series. 

Balyuk, Tetyana, and Anastassia Fedyk. 2023. “Divesting under Pressure: U.S. Firms’ Exit in 

Response to Russia’s War against Ukraine.” Journal of Comparative Economics 51 (4): 

1253–73. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jce.2023.08.001. 

Batyrov, Timur. 2022. “Россия расширила список «недружественных» стран. [Russia 

expanded the list of ‘unfriendly’ countries].” Forbes.ru. July 22, 2022. 

https://www.forbes.ru/society/472325-rossia-rassirila-spisok-nedruzestvennyh-stran. 

Bélanger, Jacques, and Paul Edwards. 2006. “Towards a Political Economy Framework: TNCs 

as National and Global Players.” Palgrave Macmillan Books, 24–52. 

C
E

U
eT

D
C

ol
le

ct
io

n



49 

 

Bennett, Juliette. 2002. “Multinational Corporations, Social Responsibility and Conflict.” 

Journal of International Affairs 55 (2): 393–410. 

Bolton, Paul. 2023. “Imports of Fossil Fuels from Russia.” House of Commons Library. 

https://commonslibrary.parliament.uk/research-briefings/cbp-9523/. 

Bond, Kenneth M. 1988. “To Stay or to Leave: The Moral Dilemma of Divestment of South 

African Assets.” Journal of Business Ethics 7 (1): 9–18. 

https://doi.org/10.1007/BF00381992. 

Breen, Emmanuel. 2021. “Corporations and US Economic Sanctions: The Dangers of 

Overcompliance.” In Research Handbook on Unilateral and Extraterritorial Sanctions, 

256–69. Edward Elgar Publishing. 

https://www.elgaronline.com/edcollchap/edcoll/9781839107849/9781839107849.00024.

xml. 

Bundesministerium für Klimaschutz, Umwelt, Energie, Mobilität, Innovation und Technologie. 

2024a. “Diversifizierungsverpflichtung Soll Russengas-Anteil Senken [Diversification 

Obligation Should Reduce Russian Gas Share].” February 12, 2024. 

https://www.bmk.gv.at/service/presse/gewessler/2024/0212_abhaengigkeit-russisches-

gas.html. 

———. 2024b. “Import von Russischem Gas.” Energie.Gv.At. 2024. 

https://energie.gv.at/hintergrund/import-von-russischem-gas. 

Burakovsky, Igor, and Stanislav Yukhymenko. 2023. “Ukrainian Oligarchs: The War as a 

Challenge.” In Ukraine’s Patronal Democracy and the Russian Invasion: The Russia-

Ukraine War, Volume One, edited by Bálint Madlovics and Bálint Magyar, 169–92. 

Budapest: Central European University Press. 

https://muse.jhu.edu/pub/234/oa_edited_volume/book/111531. 

Cabinet Office. 2021. “Global Britain in a Competitive Age: The Integrated Review of Security, 

Defence, Development and Foreign Policy.” 

https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/global-britain-in-a-competitive-age-the-

integrated-review-of-security-defence-development-and-foreign-policy. 

Carstens, Anja, Enrico Gerharth, Vanessa Huster, Karolin Kelm, and Julian Schick. 2024. 

“Taking a Stance: A Qualitative Analysis on How Major German Corporations 

Developed Their Position Regarding the Russia-Ukraine War.” In Sound or Silence? 

Current Developments in Organizational Communication, edited by Alexander Godulla, 

Miriam Ehrlinspiel, Simona Gulich, Valentin Leißner, Annika Müller, Antonia Rüth, and 

Moritz Sauer, 42–74. Leipzig. 

Castellum.AI. 2024. “Russia Sanctions Dashboard.” Castellum.AI. February 2024. 

https://www.castellum.ai/russia-sanctions-dashboard. 

Chaudhuri, Saabira, and Sharon Terlep. 2022. “Lip Gloss, Potato Chips, Air Fresheners Are 

Among the ‘Essentials’ Still Sold in Russia.” Wall Street Journal, March 22, 2022, sec. 

Business. https://www.wsj.com/articles/for-companies-still-selling-in-russia-essential-is-

a-loose-term-11647946800. 

Dallison, Paul, and Stephanie Liechtenstein. 2022. “Austrian Chancellor Says Trip to See Putin 

Was ‘Not a Friendly Visit.’” POLITICO. April 11, 2022. 

https://www.politico.eu/article/austrian-chancellor-says-trip-to-see-putin-was-not-a-

friendly-visit/. 

C
E

U
eT

D
C

ol
le

ct
io

n



50 

 

David, Maxine. 2011. “A Less than Special Relationship: The UK’s Russia Experience.” Journal 

of Contemporary European Studies 19 (2): 201–12. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/14782804.2011.580908. 

———. 2018. “UK-Russia Relations: Poisoned Chalice or Silver Linings?” Palgrave 

Communications 4 (1): 1–5. https://doi.org/10.1057/s41599-018-0168-7. 

Delcheva, Marina. 2023. “Rot-Weiß-Rot-Card: Russen sind drittgrößte Einwanderer-Gruppe 

[Red-White-Red Card: Russians are the third largest immigrant group].” Profil, June 12, 

2023. https://www.profil.at/wirtschaft/rot-weiss-rot-card-russen-sind-drittgroesste-

einwanderer-gruppe/402482657. 

Delcheva, Marina, and Anna Thalhammer. 2023a. “Österreichisch-Russische Freundschaft: Geld 

Ist Dicker Als Sanktionen [Austrian-Russian Friendship: Money Is Stronger than 

Sanctions].” Profil, July 31, 2023. https://www.profil.at/wirtschaft/oesterreichisch-

russische-freundschaft-geld-ist-dicker-als-sanktionen/402539303. 

———. 2023b. “Wer in Russland Noch Tätig Ist – Und Warum [Who Else Is Active in Russia - 

and Why].” Profil, July 31, 2023. https://www.profil.at/wirtschaft/wer-in-russland-noch-

taetig-ist-und-warum/402539153. 

Deng, Ming, Markus Leippold, Alexander F. Wagner, and Qian Wang. 2023. “War and Policy: 

Investor Expectations on the Net-Zero Transition.” SSRN Scholarly Paper. Rochester, 

NY. https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.4080181. 

Der Standard. 2022. “Wiener Polizei Veranstaltet Ukraine-Seminar Mit Russischen Aktivisten 

[Vienna Police Hold Ukraine Seminar with Russian Activists].” August 2, 2022. 

https://www.derstandard.at/story/2000137974859/wiener-polizei-veranstalte-ukraine-

seminar-mit-russischen-aktivisten. 

———. 2023a. “FPÖ Legt Russland-Vertrag von Sich Aus Nicht Offen [FPÖ Does Not Disclose 

the Russia Contract on Its Own Initiative].” February 10, 2023. 

https://www.derstandard.at/story/2000143406427/fpoe-legt-russland-vertrag-von-sich-

aus-nicht-offen. 

———. 2023b. “Wirbel Um Einladung Der Wirtschaftskammer Zum Langlaufen in Moskau 

[Fuss over Invitation from the Chamber of Commerce to Cross-Country Skiing in 

Moscow].” January 18, 2023. https://www.derstandard.at/story/2000142684221/wirbel-

um-einladung-der-wirtschaftskammer-zum-langlaufen-in-moskau. 

Der Standart. 2022. “Nehammer: ‘Militärisch Neutral, Aber Solidarisch Mit Der Ukraine.’” DER 

STANDARD. February 24, 2022. 

https://www.derstandard.at/story/2000133626447/nehammer-militaerisch-neutral-aber-

solidarisch-mit-der-ukraine. 

Die Presse. 2018. “Kurz und Kneissl: Österreich weist keine Diplomaten aus [Kurz and Kneissl: 

Austria does not expel diplomats].” March 26, 2018. 

https://www.diepresse.com/5395747/kurz-und-kneissl-oesterreich-weist-keine-

diplomaten-aus. 

Dodd, Vikram, Luke Harding, and Ewen MacAskill. 2018. “Sergei Skripal: Former Russian Spy 

Poisoned with Nerve Agent, Say Police.” The Guardian, March 8, 2018, sec. UK news. 

https://www.theguardian.com/uk-news/2018/mar/07/russian-spy-police-appeal-for-

witnesses-as-cobra-meeting-takes-place. 

Duncan, Allan, and Ian Bond. 2022. “A New Russia Policy for Post-Brexit Britain.” Chatham 

House. https://www.chathamhouse.org/2022/01/new-russia-policy-post-brexit-britain. 

C
E

U
eT

D
C

ol
le

ct
io

n



51 

 

Ernst-Dziedzic, Eva (@dziedzic_ewa). 2022. “Nein, ich kann einen Besuch beim Putin nicht 

gutheißen. Das hat mit Diplomatie nichts zu tun. Das ist auch kein akkordierter Fahrplan 

für Verhandlungen. Putin wird das für seine Propaganda nutzen. 

#RussianUkrainianWar.” Tweet. Twitter. 

https://twitter.com/dziedzic_ewa/status/1513201667835052032. 

Essele, Peter. 2022. “The Russian Invasion of Ukraine: A Lesson in Stakeholder Capitalism?” 

The Harvard Law School Forum on Corporate Governance (blog). March 16, 2022. 

https://corpgov.law.harvard.edu/2022/03/16/the-russian-invasion-of-ukraine-a-lesson-in-

stakeholder-capitalism/. 

Faast, Benedict. 2023. “Mitten Im Krieg: WKO Lädt Zu Langlauf-Event in Moskau.” 

Zackzack.At (blog). January 18, 2023. https://zackzack.at/2023/01/18/mitten-im-krieg-

wko-laedt-zu-langlauf-event-in-moskau. 

Faiola, Anthony, and Souad Mekhennet. 2022. “After Invasion of Ukraine, a Reckoning on 

Russian Influence in Austria.” Washington Post, July 7, 2022. 

https://www.washingtonpost.com/national-security/2022/07/05/austria-russia-infuence/. 

Federal Ministry for European and International Affairs, Außenministerium der Republik. 2024. 

“Statement from the Austrian Ministry of Foreign Affairs Regarding Two Russian 

Diplomats in Vienna.” March 13, 2024. 

https://www.bmeia.gv.at/en/ministerium/presse/aktuelles/2024/03/statement-from-the-

austrian-ministry-of-foreign-affairs-regarding-two-russian-diplomats-in-vienna, 

https://www.bmeia.gv.at/en/ministerium/presse/aktuelles/2024/03/statement-from-the-

austrian-ministry-of-foreign-affairs-regarding-two-russian-diplomats-in-vienna. 

Federle, Jonathan, Andre Meier, Gernot J. Müller, and Victor Sehn. 2022. “Proximity to War: 

The Stock Market Response to the Russian Invasion of Ukraine.” SSRN Scholarly Paper. 

Rochester, NY. https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.4060222. 

Financial Club. 2023. “Україна виключила Raiffeisen Bank зі списку спонсорів війни заради 

12-го пакету санкцій ЄС [Ukraine excluded Raiffeisen Bank from the list of war 

sponsors due to the 12th package of EU sanctions].” December 17, 2023. 

https://finclub.net/ua/news/ukraina-vykliuchyla-raiffeisen-bank-iz-spysku-sponsoriv-

viiny-zarady-12ho-paketu-sanktsii-yes.html. 

Fornusek, Martin. 2023. “Czechia Investigates Raiffeisen Bank Due to Its Activities in Russia.” 

The Kyiv Independent. August 29, 2023. https://kyivindependent.com/czechia-

investigates-raiffeisen-bank-due-to-its-russia-activities/. 

Fornusek, Martin, and Kateryna Denisova. 2024. “Ukraine, Finland Sign Long-Term Security 

Agreement.” The Kyiv Independent, April 3, 2024. https://kyivindependent.com/ukraine-

finland-sign-long-term-security-agreement/. 

French, Joseph J., Constantin Gurdgiev, and Seungho Shin. 2023. “When Doing the Right Thing 

Doesn’t Pay: Impact of Corporate Decisions on Russian Market Participation in the Wake 

of the Ukraine-Russia War.” Finance Research Letters 58 (December):104468. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.frl.2023.104468. 

Fritzl, Martin. 2014. “Putins Freunde in Der FPÖ [Putin’s Friends in the FPÖ].” Die Presse. June 

20, 2014. https://www.diepresse.com/3824749/putins-freunde-in-der-fpoe. 

Gijs, Camille, Jacopo Barigazzi, and Barbara Moens. 2023. “Latest EU Sanctions Package in 

Limbo over Austrian Checks.” POLITICO, December 13, 2023. 

https://www.politico.eu/article/latest-eu-sanctions-package-in-limbo-over-austrian-

checks/. 

C
E

U
eT

D
C

ol
le

ct
io

n



52 

 

Gill, Claire. 2006. “Berezovsky Wins Again On Extradition.” Carter-Ruck. June 1, 2006. 

https://www.carter-ruck.com/news/berezovsky-wins-again-on-extradition/. 

Haley, Usha. 2001. Multinational Corporations in Political Environments: Ethics, Values and 

Strategies. https://doi.org/10.1142/4528. 

Harding, Luke. 2007. “Kremlin Activists Dog British Ambassador.” The Guardian, December 6, 

2007, sec. World news. 

https://www.theguardian.com/world/2007/dec/06/russia.lukeharding. 

———. 2016. “Alexander Litvinenko: The Man Who Solved His Own Murder.” The Guardian, 

January 19, 2016, sec. World news. 

https://www.theguardian.com/world/2016/jan/19/alexander-litvinenko-the-man-who-

solved-his-own-murder. 

Hawkins, Emily. 2024. “Leave Russia, You’re Paying for Putin’s War, MPs Tell Cadbury’s 

Owner.” This Is Money. February 22, 2024. 

https://www.thisismoney.co.uk/money/markets/article-13114905/Get-Russia-youre-

paying-Putins-war-senior-MPs-tell-Cadburys-owner-Mondelez.html. 

Heinisch, Reinhard (@reinhardheinis1). 2022. “Let’s Hope There Is More to the Austrian 

Chancellor #Nehammer’s Visit to Putin than Has Been Said and Meets the Eye. Austria 

Has All Too Often Served the Role of Moscow’s Useful Idiot in the Past.” Tweet. 

Twitter. https://twitter.com/reinhardheinis1/status/1513396220160626689. 

HM Treasury [@hmtreasury]. 2022. “‘I Believe There Is No Argument for New Investment in 

the Russian Economy.’ Chancellor @RishiSunak Shares His Full Support for Firms 

Divesting Russian Assets, Explaining How It Will Help Cripple Putin’s War Machine. 

Https://Gov.Uk/Government/News/Chancellor-Calls-on-Firms-to-Stop-Investing-in-

Russia Https://T.Co/EBMg03j7dl.” Tweet. Twitter. 

https://twitter.com/hmtreasury/status/1502940716900798464. 

Hunt, Chelsie, Olaf Weber, and Truzaar Dordi. 2017. “A Comparative Analysis of the Anti-

Apartheid and Fossil Fuel Divestment Campaigns.” Journal of Sustainable Finance & 

Investment 7 (1): 64–81. https://doi.org/10.1080/20430795.2016.1202641. 

Jones, Sam, Owen Walker, and Anastasia Stognei. 2023. “How Austria’s Raiffeisen Got Stuck in 

Russia — While Making Record Profits.” Financial Times, February 26, 2023, sec. War 

in Ukraine. https://www.ft.com/content/1cea1f08-83ac-4471-9fa4-1cdfcc86fcb0. 

Jong, Moniek de. 2023. “Tracing the Downfall of the Nord Stream 2 Gas Pipeline.” WIREs 

Energy and Environment 13 (1): e502. https://doi.org/10.1002/wene.502. 

Kanin, David B. 1980. “The Olympic Boycott in Diplomatic Context.” Journal of Sport and 

Social Issues 4 (1): 1–24. https://doi.org/10.1177/019372358000400101. 

Kiel Institute. 2024. “Ukraine Support Tracker - A Database of Military, Financial and 

Humanitarian Aid to Ukraine.” Kiel Institute. 2024. https://www.ifw-kiel.de/topics/war-

against-ukraine/ukraine-support-tracker/. 

Kiesel, Florian, and Sascha Kolaric. 2023. “Should I Stay or Should I Go? Stock Market 

Reactions to Companies’ Decisions in the Wake of the Russia-Ukraine Conflict.” Journal 

of International Financial Markets, Institutions and Money 89 (December):101862. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.intfin.2023.101862. 

Kirkham, Ksenia, ed. 2023. The Routledge Handbook of the Political Economy of Sanctions. 

London: Routledge. https://doi.org/10.4324/9781003327448. 

Kishkovsky, Sophia. 2003. “BP’s Deal With TNK Is Approved By Russia.” The New York 

Times, August 27, 2003, sec. Business. 

C
E

U
eT

D
C

ol
le

ct
io

n



53 

 

https://www.nytimes.com/2003/08/27/business/bp-s-deal-with-tnk-is-approved-by-

russia.html. 

Kollewe, Julia. 2022. “Rishi Sunak Urges UK Companies to Stop Investing in Russia.” The 

Guardian, March 13, 2022, sec. Politics. 

https://www.theguardian.com/politics/2022/mar/13/rishi-sunak-urges-uk-companies-to-

stop-investing-in-russia-putin-ukraine. 

Kurier. 2023. “Zögerlicher Rückzug Heimischer Unternehmen Aus Russland [Hesitant 

Withdrawal of Domestic Companies from Russia].” February 5, 2023. 

https://kurier.at/wirtschaft/ukraine-krieg-zoegerlicher-rueckzug-heimischer-unternehmen-

aus-russland/402317594. 

———. 2024. “Neue Umfrage: Nur Vierer-Koalition Kann Kickl Verhindern [New Survey: 

Only a Four-Party Coalition Can Prevent Kickl].” March 22, 2024. 

https://kurier.at/politik/inland/vierer-koalition-herbert-kickl-umfrage-fpoe-spoe-oevp-

kpoe/402829492. 

Kyiv School of Economics. n.d. “SelfSanctions/LeaveRussia.” Kyiv School of Economics (blog). 

Accessed March 29, 2024. https://kse.ua/selfsanctions-kse-institute/. 

Leave Russia | KSE Institute. 2024. “Mondelez.” February 21, 2024. https://leave-

russia.org/mondelez?co1687112468. 

Lendvai, Paul. 2023. Austria Behind the Mask: Politics of a Nation since 1945. London, United 

Kingdom: Hurst Publishers. http://ebookcentral.proquest.com/lib/centraleurope-

ebooks/detail.action?docID=7276799. 

Léonard, Evelyne, Valeria Pulignano, Ryan Lamare, and Tony Edwards. 2014. “Multinational 

Corporations as Political Players.” Transfer: European Review of Labour and Research 

20 (2): 171–82. https://doi.org/10.1177/1024258914525559. 

Leonard, Mark, and Nicu Popescu. 2007. “A Power Audit of EU-Russia Relations.” European 

Council on Foreign Relations. 

https://ecfr.eu/publication/a_power_audit_of_eu_russia_relations/. 

Lu, Fangzhou, Lei Huang, and Sixuan Li. 2022. “Sanctions and Social Capital: Evidence from 

the Russian Invasion of Ukraine.” SSRN Scholarly Paper. Rochester, NY. 

https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.4108129. 

Magyar, Bálint. 2016. Post-Communist Mafia State: The Case of Hungary. Central European 

University Press. https://ceupress.com/book/post-communist-mafia-state-2. 

Malek, Martin, and Paul Luif. 2013. “Austria.” In National Perspectives on Russia., edited by 

Maxine David, Jackie Gower, and Hiski Haukkala, 209–21. London/New York: 

Routledge. https://www.academia.edu/35402935/Relations_Austria_Russia. 

Martin, Tim. 2024. “European Coalition Bids to Deliver 1 Million Drones to Ukraine.” Breaking 

Defense (blog). February 15, 2024. 

https://breakingdefense.sites.breakingmedia.com/2024/02/european-coalition-bids-to-

deliver-1-million-drones-to-ukraine/. 

Meyrath, Martin. 2022. “Keine Kohle mehr aus Russland, aber ‘Freundschaft’ intakt [No more 

coal from Russia, but ‘friendship’ intact].” August 10, 2022. 

https://kurier.at/wirtschaft/eu-darf-keine-kohle-mehr-aus-russland-beziehen/402105297. 

Mills, Claire. 2024. “Sanctions against Russia.” House of Commons Library. 

https://commonslibrary.parliament.uk/research-briefings/cbp-9481/. 

Mishutin, Gleb, and Aleksey Nikolskiy. 2022. “Австрийский канцлер приехал в Москву 

обсуждать газ и перемирие [The Austrian Chancellor came to Moscow to discuss gas 

C
E

U
eT

D
C

ol
le

ct
io

n



54 

 

and the truce].” Ведомости. April 11, 2022. 

https://www.vedomosti.ru/politics/articles/2022/04/11/917573-avstriiskii-kantsler-

obsuzhdat-peremirie. 

Mol, Michael J., Larissa Rabbiosi, and Grazia D. Santangelo. 2023. “Should I Stay or Should I 

Go?: How Danish MNEs in Russia Respond to a Geopolitical Shift.” AIB Insights 23 (1): 

1–8. https://doi.org/10.46697/001c.68337. 

Monaghan, Andrew. 2011. “FPC Briefing: UK-Russia Relations- a Bad Case of Mutual 

Misunderstanding(s).” The Foreign Policy Centre, February 11, 2011. 

https://fpc.org.uk/fpc-briefing-uk-russia-relations-a-bad-case-of-mutual-

misunderstanding-s/. 

Mondelez International. 2022. “OUR STATEMENT ON WAR IN UKRAINE.” March 9, 2022. 

https://www.mondelezinternational.com/news/statement-on-war-in-ukraine/. 

Morgan, Kevin, and Nadir Kinossian. 2024. “Dismantling Londongrad: The Dark Geography of 

Dirty Money.” European Planning Studies 32 (1): 169–85. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/09654313.2023.2221283. 

Mylovanov, Tymofiy, Nataliia Shapoval, Andrii Onopriienko, and Oleksii Hrybanovskyi. 2023. 

“How to Identify Foreign Business in Russia and What Are the Key Issues of Creating 

and Keeping a Full List of the Largest Foreign Companies in Russia.” SSRN Scholarly 

Paper. Rochester, NY. https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.4407284. 

National Agency on Corruption Prevention. 2023a. “They Recognize the So-Called ‘L/DNR’ 

and Help the Russian Federation to Maintain the Economy: The NACP Included 

Raiffeisen Bank International in the List of International Sponsors of the War.” March 

23, 2023. https://nazk.gov.ua/en/news/they-recognize-the-so-called-l-dnr-and-help-the-

russian-federation-to-maintain-the-economy-the-nacp-included-raiffeisen-bank-

international-in-the-list-of-international-sponsors-of-the-war/. 

———. 2023b. “You’re Not You When You Continue to Work in the Russian Federation: The 

NACP Added PepsiCo and Mars to the List of International Sponsors of the War.” 

September 1, 2023. https://nazk.gov.ua/en/news/you-re-not-you-when-you-continue-to-

work-in-the-russian-federation-the-nacp-added-pepsico-and-mars-to-the-list-of-

international-sponsors-of-the-war/. 

NBC News. 2007. “Austria Says U.S. Missile Shield a ‘Provocation.’” August 23, 2007. 

https://www.nbcnews.com/id/wbna20404050. 

Nikbakhsh, Melichar, and Michael Stefan. 2022. “Wolf-Kurz-Chats: ‘Lieber Sigi! War sehr, sehr 

gut’ [Wolf-Kurz Chats: ‘Dear Sigi! Was very, very good’].” March 28, 2022. 

https://www.profil.at/oesterreich/wolf-kurz-chats-lieber-sigi-war-sehr-sehr-

gut/401953729. 

Nuspliger, Niklaus. 2024. “Why Britain’s support for Ukraine is so strong.” Neue Zürcher 

Zeitung, March 11, 2024. https://www.nzz.ch/english/why-britains-support-for-ukraine-

is-so-strong-ld.1821436. 

O’Donnell, John, and Alexandra Schwarz-goerlich. 2023. “Exclusive: ECB Pressures Austria’s 

Raiffeisen Bank to Quit Russia.” Reuters, March 24, 2023, sec. European Markets. 

https://www.reuters.com/markets/europe/ecb-pressures-austrias-raiffeisen-bank-quit-

russia-sources-2023-03-23/. 

Oesterreichische Nationalbank. 2024. “Inward Direct Investment Positions Broken down by 

Region.” 2024. 

https://www.oenb.at/isawebstat/stabfrage/createReport?lang=EN&report=9.3.31. 

C
E

U
eT

D
C

ol
le

ct
io

n



55 

 

Oetzel, Jennifer, Kathleen Getz, and Stephen Ladek. 2007. “The Role of Multinational 

Enterprises in Responding to Violent Conflict: A Conceptual Model and Framework for 

Research.” American Business Law Journal 44 (May):331–58. 

https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1744-1714.2007.00039.x. 

Office for National Statistics. 2022a. “Foreign Direct Investment by Ultimate Controlling 

Economy, UK Trends and Analysis: 2020.” 

https://www.ons.gov.uk/economy/nationalaccounts/balanceofpayments/articles/ukforeign

directinvestmenttrendsandanalysis/july2022. 

———. 2022b. “UK Trade with Russia: 2021.” 

https://www.ons.gov.uk/economy/nationalaccounts/balanceofpayments/articles/uktradewi

thrussia/2021. 

———. 2023. “Foreign Direct Investment Involving UK Companies (Directional): Outward.” 

https://www.ons.gov.uk/businessindustryandtrade/business/businessinnovation/datasets/f

oreigndirectinvestmentinvolvingukcompaniesoutwardtables. 

———. 2024. “UK Total Trade: All Countries, Seasonally Adjusted.” 

https://www.ons.gov.uk/economy/nationalaccounts/balanceofpayments/datasets/uktotaltr

adeallcountriesseasonallyadjusted. 

Office of the President of Ukraine, dir. 2023. Спілкування з Представниками ЗМІ 

Володимира Зеленського Та Александра Ван Дер Беллена [Communication with 

Media Representatives by Volodymyr Zelenskyi and Alexander Van Der Bellen]. 

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=Hp36-NfR4gA. 

Okusako, Hajime. 2023. “Theoretical Aspects of Sanctions.” In The Routledge Handbook of the 

Political Economy of Sanctions, edited by Ksenia Kirkham, 37–47. Taylor and Francis. 

https://doi.org/10.4324/9781003327448-5. 

OMV. 2018. “Gazprom and OMV Sign Amendment to the Contract to Increase Gas Supplies to 

Austria.” November 5, 2018. https://www.omv.com/en/news/181105-gazprom-and-omv-

sign-addendum-to-the-contract-to-increase-gas-supplies-to-austria. 

———. 2023. “OMV Examines Decree on OMV Assets in Russia.” December 20, 2023. 

https://www.omv.com/en/news/231220-omv-examines-decree-on-omv-assets-in-russia. 

Pajuste, Anete, and Anna Toniolo. 2022. “Corporate Response to the War in Ukraine: 

Stakeholder Governance or Stakeholder Pressure?” SSRN Scholarly Paper. Rochester, 

NY. https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.4183604. 

Parella, Kish. 2022. “Corporate Foreign Policy in War.” SSRN Scholarly Paper. Rochester, NY. 

https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.4223298. 

Pavlysh, Oleksii. 2024. “Франція і Китай спонукали Україну закрити список ‘міжнародних 

спонсорів війни’ [France and China urged Ukraine to close the list of ‘international war 

sponsors’].” Економічна правда. March 22, 2024. 

https://www.epravda.com.ua/news/2024/03/22/711491/. 

Pinsent Masons. 2024. “Western Nations Levy New Sanctions against Russia.” February 28, 

2024. https://www.pinsentmasons.com/out-law/news/western-nations-levy-new-

sanctions-against-russia. 

Prasad, Anita. 2023. “НАЗК внесло Raiffeisen Bank International у перелік міжнародних 

спонсорів війни [NACP included Raiffeisen Bank International in the list of 

international sponsors of the war].” Forbes UA, March 23, 2023. 

https://forbes.ua/news/nazk-vneslo-raiffeisen-bank-international-u-perelik-

mizhnarodnikh-sponsoriv-viyni-23032023-12599. 

C
E

U
eT

D
C

ol
le

ct
io

n



56 

 

Presidential Executive Office. 2014a. “Meeting with Austrian Business Community Leaders.” 

President of Russia. July 24, 2014. http://en.kremlin.ru/events/president/news/46063. 

———. 2014b. “Official Visit to Austria.” President of Russia. July 24, 2014. 

http://en.kremlin.ru/catalog/keywords/82/events/46066. 

Puaschunder, Julia M. 2012. “When Investors Care about Politics: A Meta-Synthesis of Political 

Divestiture Studies on the Capital Flight from South Africa during Apartheid.” SSRN 

Scholarly Paper. Rochester, NY. https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.2148818. 

Radford, Antoinette. 2023. “Austria’s Far Right Walks out of Zelensky Speech,” March 30, 

2023. https://www.bbc.com/news/world-europe-65131744. 

Raghunandan, Vaibhav. 2024. “Evading the Sanctions: UK Imports EUR 660 Mn of Oil 

Products Made from Russian Crude.” Centre for Research on Energy and Clean Air. 

February 5, 2024. https://energyandcleanair.org/publication/evading-the-sanctions-uk-

imports-oil-products-made-from-russian-crude/. 

Raiffeisen Bank. 2022. “RBI Is Assessing All Strategic Options for the Future of Raiffeisenbank 

Russia | Raiffeisen Bank.” March 17, 2022. https://raiffeisen.ua/en/news/rbi-rozglyadaye-

vsi-strategichni-mozhlivosti-shchodo-maybutnogo-at-rayffayzenbank-rosiya-1639. 

Raiffeisen Bank International. 2023a. “OFAC Request for Information.” February 17, 2023. 

https://www.rbinternational.com/en/investors/news/ir-releases/ofac.html. 

———. 2023b. “RBI’s Position on Raiffeisenbank in Russia and the War against Ukraine.” 

March 24, 2023. https://www.rbinternational.com/en/raiffeisen/media-hub/press-

releases/2023/rbi-russia-ukraine.html. 

———. 2024. “Preliminary Results 2023.” January 31, 2024. 

https://www.rbinternational.com/en/raiffeisen/media-hub/press-

releases/2024/preliminary-results-2023.html. 

Reshetnikova, Iryna and Sanak-Kosmowska, Katarzyna. 2023. “Corporate Social Responsibility 

of Companies in the Context of Russian Military Aggression in Ukraine.” Marketing and 

Management of Innovations 14 (2): 138–51. https://doi.org/10.21272/mmi.2023.2-013. 

Rettman, Andrew. 2024. “EU Banks in Russia React to US Sanctions Threat.” EUobserver, 

March 9, 2024. https://euobserver.com/world/158200. 

Riegert, Bernd. 2022. “EU Ban on Russian Coal Imports Comes into Force.” Dw.Com. August 

10, 2022. https://www.dw.com/en/eu-ban-on-russian-coal-imports-comes-into-force/a-

62765311. 

Rodman, Kenneth A. 1994. “Public and Private Sanctions against South Africa.” Political 

Science Quarterly 109 (2): 313–34. https://doi.org/10.2307/2152627. 

Rohov, Heorhiy, Oleh Kolodiziev, Svitlana Yehorycheva, Ihor Krupka, and Markiian 

Zaplatynskyi. 2024. “Factors Influencing the Multinational Banks’ Decisions to Curtail 

Operations in Russia: Does ESG Matter?” Banks and Bank Systems 19 (1): 135–47. 

https://doi.org/10.21511/bbs.19(1).2024.12. 

Schmidt, Nadine, Nic Robertson, and Rob Picheta. 2022. “Austria’s Leader Says His Face-to-

Face Meeting with Putin Was ‘Not a Friendly Visit.’” CNN. April 11, 2022. 

https://www.cnn.com/2022/04/11/europe/austria-nehammer-putin-meeting-russia-

ukraine-intl/index.html. 

Scottish Government. 2022. “Stop Trading with Russia.” March 3, 2022. 

http://www.gov.scot/news/stop-trading-with-russia/. 

Sharma, Shweta. 2022. “Boris Johnson ‘Appalled’ by Invasion of Ukraine.” The Independent, 

February 24, 2022, sec. News. 

C
E

U
eT

D
C

ol
le

ct
io

n



57 

 

https://www.independent.co.uk/news/world/europe/ukraine-russia-invasion-boris-

johnson-b2022077.html. 

Shekhovtsov, Anton. 2022. “Ending the Schwarzer Tango with Moscow: The Freedom Party of 

Austria and the Embrace of Neutralism.” Sceeus. April 26, 2022. 

https://sceeus.se/en/publications/ending-the-schwarzer-tango-with-moscow-the-freedom-

party-of-austria-and-the-embrace-of-neutralism/. 

Socor, Vladimir. 2011. “Gazprom-Austrian OMV Agreement: A Political Blow To Nabucco.” 

Jamestown. February 22, 2011. https://jamestown.org/program/gazprom-austrian-omv-

agreement-a-political-blow-to-nabucco/. 

Sonnenfeld, Jeffrey, Steven Tian, Steven Zaslavsky, Yash Bhansali, and Ryan Vakil. 2022. “It 

Pays For Companies To Leave Russia.” SSRN Scholarly Paper. Rochester, NY. 

https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.4112885. 

Stark, Holger. 2007. “Spy Versus Spy: Russian Agents Plot to Steal German Military 

Technology.” Der Spiegel, June 26, 2007, sec. International. 

https://www.spiegel.de/international/europe/spy-versus-spy-russian-agents-plot-to-steal-

german-military-technology-a-490759.html. 

Statistics Austria. 2023. “War in Ukraine.” Press release: 13 099-127/23. 

https://www.statistik.at/en/special-topics/war-in-ukraine. 

Sunak, Rishi (@RishiSunak). 2022. “In the Wake of Our Sweeping Sanctions, We Must Ensure 

Putin Pays the Price for His Unjustified Attack. Today @JohnGlenUK & I Met with 

Leading Figures in Financial Services to Discuss UK Investment in Russia & What More 

We Can Do to Inflict Maximum Economic Pain on Putin. Https://T.Co/suK11QmpUO.” 

Tweet. Twitter. https://twitter.com/RishiSunak/status/1499798567615143939. 

Szigetvari, Andras. 2023. “Außenminister Schallenberg Zu RBI in Russland: ‘Ein Exempel Zu 

Statuieren Ist Nicht Zielführend’ [Foreign Minister Schallenberg on RBI in Russia: 

‘Setting an Example Is Not Productive’].” DER STANDARD. March 6, 2023. 

https://www.derstandard.at/story/2000144186220/aussenminister-schallenberg-zu-rbi-in-

russland-ein-exempel-zu-statuieren. 

Teoh, Siew Hong, Ivo Welch, and C. Paul Wazzan. 1999. “The Effect of Socially Activist 

Investment Policies on the Financial Markets: Evidence from the South African Boycott.” 

The Journal of Business 72 (1): 35–89. 

The Embassy of the Russian Federation to the United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern 

Ireland. 2024. “Economic Cooperation.” 2024. 

https://london.mid.ru/en/countries/bilateral-relations/ekonomicheskoe_sotrudnichestvo/. 

The Guardian. 2023. “Austrian Ex-Foreign Minister Moves to Russia – with Ponies Flown in on 

Military Plane.” The Guardian, September 14, 2023, sec. World news. 

https://www.theguardian.com/world/2023/sep/14/karin-kneissl-austria-ex-foreign-

minister-moves-to-russia. 

Tosun, Onur Kemal, and Arman Eshraghi. 2022. “Corporate Decisions in Times of War: 

Evidence from the Russia-Ukraine Conflict.” Finance Research Letters 48 

(August):102920. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.frl.2022.102920. 

Transparency International UK. 2022. “Transparency Measures Must Be Fast-Tracked to Kick-

Start Dirty Money Crackdown.” Transparency International UK. February 22, 2022. 

https://www.transparency.org.uk/russia-sanctions-UK-latest-news-property-dirty-money-

suspect-wealth. 

C
E

U
eT

D
C

ol
le

ct
io

n



58 

 

UK Government. 2022. “New Measures to Tackle Corrupt Elites and Dirty Money Become 

Law.” GOV.UK. March 15, 2022. https://www.gov.uk/government/news/new-measures-

to-tackle-corrupt-elites-and-dirty-money-become-law. 

———. 2023. “New Unit to Crack down on Firms Dodging Russian Sanctions.” GOV.UK. 

December 11, 2023. https://www.gov.uk/government/news/new-unit-to-crack-down-on-

firms-dodging-russian-sanctions. 

———. 2024a. “Russia Sanctions: Guidance.” GOV.UK. March 1, 2024. 

https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/russia-sanctions-guidance/russia-sanctions-

guidance. 

———. 2024b. “The UK Government’s Response to the Russian Invasion of Ukraine.” 

GOV.UK. 2024. https://www.gov.uk/government/topical-events/russian-invasion-of-

ukraine-uk-government-response/about. 

———. 2024c. “UK-Ukraine Agreement on Security Co-Operation.” GOV.UK. 2024. 

https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/uk-ukraine-agreement-on-security-co-

operation. 

UK Home Office. 2019. “Managed Migration Datasets.” GOV.UK. October 28, 2019. 

https://www.gov.uk/government/statistical-data-sets/managed-migration-datasets. 

UK Parliament. 2018. “Moscow’s Gold: Russian Corruption in the UK.” May 21, 2018. 

https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm201719/cmselect/cmfaff/932/93204.htm. 

———. 2022. “Russia: UK Companies.” December 7, 2022. 

https://hansard.parliament.uk/commons/2022-12-07/debates/BBEFDE96-3175-49EF-

BB53-BCAE3690C430/RussiaUKCompanies. 

UNHCR. 2024. “Situation Ukraine Refugee Situation.” 2024. 

https://data.unhcr.org/en/situations/ukraine. 

United Nations Digital Library. 2024. “Ukraine - Search Results - United Nations Digital Library 

System.” 2024. 

https://digitallibrary.un.org/search?ln=en&cc=Voting%20Data&p=ukraine&f=&rm=&sf

=&so=d&rg=50&c=Voting%20Data&c=&of=hb&fti=0&fti=0. 

Usborne, Simon. 2022. “The Siege of Londongrad.” Town & Country, June 15, 2022. 

https://www.townandcountrymag.com/society/money-and-power/a40107108/londongrad-

russians-london-2022/. 

VCÖ. 2022. “VCÖ: Großteil des Erdöls importiert Österreich aus Staaten, wo Pressefreiheit 

massiv eingeschränkt wird [VCÖ: Austria imports most of its oil from countries where 

freedom of the press is massively restricted].” December 7, 2022. 

https://vcoe.at/presse/presseaussendungen/detail/vcoe-grossteil-des-erdoels-importiert-

oesterreich-aus-staaten-wo-pressefreiheit-massiv-eingeschraenkt-wird. 

V-Dem Institute. 2024. “Democracy Report 2024: Democracy Winning and Losing at the 

Ballot.” Gothenburg, Sweden: University of Gothenburg. https://v-

dem.net/publications/democracy-reports/. 

Vinokurov, Yaroslav. 2023. “Кредитні канікули мобілізованим та сотні мільйонів євро на 

війну Путіна: чому ‘Райффайзен’ досі в Росії [Credit holidays mobilized hundreds of 

millions of euros for Putin’s war: why Raiffeisen is doing in Russia].” Економічна 

правда. January 20, 2023. 

https://www.epravda.com.ua/publications/2023/01/20/696161/. 

Walker, Shaun. 2022. “Feted Opera Singer with Links to Putin Garners Boos – and Cheers.” The 

Guardian, September 12, 2022, sec. Music. 

C
E

U
eT

D
C

ol
le

ct
io

n



59 

 

https://www.theguardian.com/world/2022/sep/12/divisions-russian-soprano-anna-

netrebko-invasion-ukraine. 

Wiederwald, Rupert. 2019. “Austria’s FPÖ under Scrutiny for Russia Ties.” Dw.Com. May 21, 

2019. https://www.dw.com/en/austrias-far-right-fp%C3%B6-party-under-scrutiny-for-

ties-to-russia/a-48822539. 

Wilson, Tom, and David Sheppard. 2024. “UK Imposes Sanctions on Dutch Oil Trader over 

Russia Links.” Financial Times, February 22, 2024. 

https://www.ft.com/content/97f8940d-f188-41be-9b5f-6ae8019e42ed. 

World Bank. 2024a. “GDP per Capita (Current US$) - Austria, United Kingdom.” 2024. 

https://data.worldbank.org/indicator/NY.GDP.PCAP.CD?locations=AT-GB. 

———. 2024b. “Services, Value Added (% of GDP) - Austria, United Kingdom.” 2024. 

https://data.worldbank.org/indicator/NV.SRV.TOTL.ZS?locations=AT-GB. 

Yan, Shaohua, Xu Yao, and Bin Ma. 2022. “Chinese Transnational Corporations in the Ukraine 

Crisis: Risk Perception and Mitigation.” Transnational Corporations Review 14 (4): 371–

81. https://doi.org/10.1080/19186444.2022.2144082. 

Zakurdaeva, Kristina, and Mikhail Maglov. 2019. “The Crimea Circumvention: How EU Firms 

Are Sidestepping Sanctions And Making Money On The Peninsula.” Radio Free 

Europe/Radio Liberty, December 3, 2019, sec. Ukraine. https://www.rferl.org/a/crimea-

how-eu-firms-sidestepping-sanctions-making-money-on-peninsula/30303687.html. 

Zapotichna, R. A. 2022. “An Overview of Reasons for the Exodus of Multinational Banks and 

Corporations from the Russian Market over Russia’s Invasion of Ukraine.” 

https://dspace.lvduvs.edu.ua/handle/1234567890/4852. 

Райффайзен Банк [Raiffaisen Bank] (@Raiffeisen_Ru). 2023. “The Bank Operates on the Basis 

of the Laws in Force in the Country in Which It Is Located.” Tweet. X. 

https://twitter.com/Raiffeisen_Ru/status/1610980898974973955. 

 

 

C
E

U
eT

D
C

ol
le

ct
io

n


	Abstract
	Table Of Contents
	List of Figures
	Introduction
	1. Literature Review
	1.1 MNCs and Geopolitical Crises
	1.2 MNCs' response to the Russian invasion

	2. Methodology And Sources
	2.1 The timeline of the research
	2.2 Kyiv School of Economics Institute Database
	2.3 Patterns in MNCs’ decisions regarding the Russian Market
	2.4 Methodology and case selection justification

	3. Uk’s And Austria’s Relations With Russia Before And Since 2022
	3.1 The relations between the UK and Russia before February 2022
	3.2 The relations between the UK and Russia after February 2022
	3.3 The relations between Austria and Russia before February 2022
	3.4 The relations between Austria and Russia after February 2022

	4. The State And Mncs’ Response To The Russian Invasion Of Ukraine
	4.1 UK MNCs’ Response
	4.2 Austrian MNCs’ response

	Conclusion
	Reference List

