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Transformation of the State-Centric Model of the International Order
in the 21st Century

It is proved that state and non-state participants of international relations create regional and global
networks of interaction, which are developing dynamically. However, the destruction of national sov-
ereignty on a global scale cannot be stated nowadays. It has been stated that the strengthening of the
sovereignty of the world's leading states and its weakening in the periphery. Sovereignty in the coun-
tries of the world periphery was transformed, and political power was reconfigured precisely because
of the growing dependence of peripheral states on transnational participants in international relations,
international organizations, institutions and leading countries of the world. In contrast to peripheral
countries, the countries of the “centre” have strong legitimate control over what happens in their terri-
tories. However, there is an increase in the powers of institutions of international governance, re-
quirements and obligations of international law. This is especially true in the EU, where sovereign
power is divided between international, national and local authorities, while the same trend can be
seen in the activities of intergovernmental organizations such as the WTO. Global financial and eco-
nomic crises and pandemics are forcing states to resort to protectionist measures, which has sparked a
scientific debate on strengthening sovereignty and strengthening state borders. These arguments
strengthen the positions of the representatives of the realistic paradigm and weaken the positions of the
representatives of the liberal-idealist paradigm.

Keywords: state, nation, sovereignty, desovereignization, system of international relations, world
order, globalization, participants of international relations.

Tpancdopmanisi nepkaBOLEHTPHYHOI Mo el MizkHapoaHoro nopsiaky y XXI cr.

JoBezneHo, 1m0 aep:kaBHI Ta HelepaBHI yYaCHUKU MIKHAPOJHHMX BiTHOCHMH CTBOPIOIOTH perioHa-
JIbHI Ta TI00abHI Mepexi B3a€MOJIIi, 1110 JUHAMIYHO PO3BHBAaIOTHCI. OJHAK HA CHOTOJHI HE MOXKHA
Ka3aT [po pyHHALiI0 HalliOHATBHOIO CYBEPEHITETy B IJIaHeTapHUX Macirabax. KoHcraryerbes mo-
CHJICHHSI CYBEPEHITETY NMPOBIIHMUX JIEpXkKaB CBITY 1 Horo mocnabienHs B nepxasax nepudepii. Cyse-
peHiTeT B KpaiHax cBiToBOI nepudepii TpaHchopMyBaBcs, a ONITUYHA BiIaja peKoHpirypyBaacs ca-
Me 3-3a TIOCHJICHHS 3aJIe)KHOCTI JiepaB nepudepii BiJl TpaHCHAIIOHATBHAX YYACHUKIB MIKHAPOTHHX
BiJTHOCHH, MI>KHApOJHUX OpraHi3alliif, IHCTUTYII Ta MPOBIAHKUX KpaiH cBiry. Ha BiaMiHy Big mepwu-
(bepiliHuX KpaiH, KpaiHU «IEHTPY» MaloTh CHIILHUHA JICTITAMHUI KOHTPOIb HaJl THM, IO Bi/IOYBA€ThCS
Ha iX TepuTopisx. OJHAK KOHCTATYEThCS 301JIBIIICHHS MOBHOBAYKECHL YCTAHOB MIKHAPOHOIO yIpaB-
JHHA, BUMOT Ta 3000B’A3aHb MDKHApOIHOTO IpaBa. 3a3HaueHe ocobnuBo ctocyerbest €C, ne cyse-
PEeHHa Biaja MOAIJICHA MDK MDKHApOAHWMH, HAl[lOHAJBHUMHU Ta MICUEBUMH BIaJHUMH OpraHaMH,
BOJIHOYAC Ta caMa TEHJIEHI[S MPOCTSKYETHCSA 1 B AISUILHOCTI MDKACP)KAaBHUX OpraHizalliif, TaKUx sK
COT. I'nob6anbHi (iHaAHCOBO-€KOHOMIUHI KpU3HU Ta MaHAeMii 3MYILIYIOTh A€pKaBU BIABATHUCS O MPO-
TEKIIOHICTCHKUX 3aXOMiB, 110 BUKJIMKAJIO HAyKOBY AMCKYCII0 HIOAO YKPIIUIEHHS CYBEPEHITETY Ta
3MIIHEHHS JIep)KaBHUX KOPAOHIB. 3a3HaueHi apryMeHTH TOCHIIIOIOTH TO3UIII MPEJICTaBHUKIB pe-
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ANICTUYHOI MapaJurMu Ta MOCIAOIIOI0Th MO3UIII NpeACTaBHUKIB JNiOepalbHO-ieaTicTHUHOl mapa-
JIUTMU.

[Mokazano, M0 TpaHCHAIIOHATFHA CTPYKTYpa MIXKHAPOIHOTO TIOPSIKY 3MEHINYE JEePKABHUA KOH-
TPOJIb TPOMaAsH KpaiHu. BoHa BH3HAa4Yae B3a€MO3aleKHICTh YYACHUKIB MIKHAPOIHUX BiJHOCHH, SIKi
HE MOXYTh CAMOCTIHHO BHPINIyBaTH II100aTbHI IPOOIEMH 91 e(peKTUBHO BUKOPHCTOBYBATH IIHPOKHIA
Hab0ip nmepkaBHUX (YHKIIHA, IO CIOHYKAaE iX 70 KoHcomimarii. Jlep:kaBa B3aeMOIIOB’si3aHa 3 HaIlio-
HaJILHUMHM, MDKIEp)KaBHUMH 1 TpaHCHAIlOHAIbHUMHU akTopaMy. BoHa Oinblie He B 3MO03i MOBHICTIO
KOHTPOJIIOBATH Ta BHU3HAYaTH BCE, IO BiIOYBA€ThCS B MeXax il TEPUTOpiabHUX KOpAOHIB. Tomy
KOMIUIEKCHI TJI0O0ambHI CHCTEMH, Bifl (PiHAHCOBHUX MO EKOJOTIYHUX, MOEAHYIOTH OKpEeMi JIOKaIbHi
CHIILHOTH B €IUHY CTPYKTYpHO-(YHKLIOHANBHY Mepexy. I mobanpHa iHopMmaniiiHO-KOMyHIKaTHBHA
Ta TPaHCHOPTHA iHPPACTPYKTypa CTBOPIOE HOBi (POPMHU MOJITHYHOI Ta COLIaTbHO-EKOHOMIUHOI Op-
rafizarii, ki He IpUB’sA3aHi O IEBHUX HAI[IOHATHHUX KOpoHiB. CyyacHe TepUTOpiaibHE CyBEpEHHE
MPaBO YacTO CyNEepeYHTh TPaHCHALIOHAJNBHIN opradizarii 0araTbO0X acHeKkTiB IMONITHIHOTO, €KO-
HOMIYHOTO Ta COLIAJIBHOTO XUTTS. Y MIXKHAPOJHOMY IpaBi HasiBHI J1Ba 3aCaHUY] Ta B3aEMOBUKIIFOYHI
TMIPUHITAIHN: TIPUHITAIT TEPUTOPIabHOI MUTICHOCTI epykKaBU Ta MpaBO HaIlili HA CAaMOBH3HAYCHHS, IO
HEPIJIKO J03BOJISIE MAHIMTYTIOBATH JJAHUMU ITPHHITUITAMH.

Knrouoei cnoea: nepxapa, Hallisi, CyBEPEHITET, IECYBEPEHi3allisl, CHCTEMa MI>KHAPOIHUX BiIHOCHH,
CBITOBHI MOPSJIOK, II00ATI3allis, Y4aCHUKHA MIXXHAPOTHUX BITHOCHH.

The problem formulation. Nowadays, the transformation of the nation state’s institution confront
the background of the pandemic of the coronavirus “COVD-19”, which significantly affects it.
Measures aimed at combating the pandemic lead to the disintegration and protection of national econ-
omies, which will result in the reconfiguration of the system of international relations and a change in
the vector of transformation of the international order. In connection with the pandemic, the processes
of deglobalization and the popularization of globalist ideologies are expected to intensify. Today, the
institution of the traditional state comes to the fore, while the supranational institutions of the Europe-
an Union have not yet been able to demonstrate their effectiveness in a pandemic. In the near future,
states will consider not only cyber wars, but also biological attacks of any origin among the priority
security threats. To meet these challenges, first of all, developments in the field of artificial intelli-
gence will be used.

In a pandemic, a state will assume additional control functions and will have to maintain a certain
balance of relations between society and the power elements of a state, including cybercontrol, after
the end of the epidemic. The processes of virtualization of population life, virtual reality and infor-
mation and communication systems, including online services, will develop quite rapidly. Now the
transformation of the structure of production relations in favour of remote activity is stated. The pan-
demic has severely affected traditional education systems around the world —with the orders of the
governments of most countries of the world there was a mass closure of schools and universities. At
the same time, the mass introduction of distance learning for schoolchildren and students with the use
of the latest online technologies has begun. There are also growing contradictions between the partici-
pants in the system of international relations, in particular due to the closure of borders and insuffi-
cient assistance to each other on a number of issues.

Previous researches analysis. In the context of our study, it should be noted that the problems of
transformation of the institution of nation-states, de-sovereignization, and the erosion of sovereignty
were dealt with mainly by representatives of Western scientific thought. Among the most notable ones
we can distinguish such foreign scientists as J. Aikenberry, G. Almond, H. Bull, Z. Brzezinski,
S. Huntington, R. Gilpin, S. Hoffman, R. Inglehart, R. Keohane, G. Kissinger, J. Cohen, R. Cox,
G. Morgenthau, J. Nye, J. Rosenau, K. Waltz, W. Thomson, J. Ferguson, R. Folk, F. Fukuyama,
R. Haas, O. Young and others played a significant role in the development of problems of political
development, transformation, adaptation, and the formation of a new international order and the
changing role of a nation-state institute.

Among the representatives of Ukrainian political thought, the theoretical work deserves special at-
tention, which is a serious basis for the development of the domestic school in the above areas of re-
search, namely the work of O. Zernetskaya, E. Kaminsky, O. Koppel, O. Matvieva, M. Malskyy,
M. Matyakha, 1., Y. Pavlenko, M. Fesenko, V. Khonin, I. Troyan, S. Sherhin and others.
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Despite the interest and special relevance of the theory and political science of international rela-
tions, Ukraine does not yet have an extensive scientific school for the study of international relations.
There is a significant lack of domestic empirical research and theoretical research of the middle level.
There is a lack of a new scientific paradigm that could effectively replace the Marxist one, which has
long served the needs of Soviet society. Numerous theories and concepts borrowed from the West are
not always an adequate reflection of international political reality and, most importantly, poorly
adapted to the cultural, historical and national-political traditions of Ukrainian society. Thus, overcom-
ing the syndrome of methodological secondaryness and theoretical stereotypes accumulated in the ide-
ological past and liberalized present, becomes an important task for domestic international political
science, which is designed to become an intellectual tool to adapt to global conditions.

We have to state that the participation of the domestic scientific community in the strategic analysis
and formation of the conceptual foundations of Ukraine's foreign policy, in particular the development
of appropriate analytical programs and measures, is still quite limited and not systematic. In this con-
text a well-known Ukrainian political scientist S. Sherhin notes, “Joint and well-coordinated efforts of
the state and the scientific community are needed to carry out theoretical and applied research in the
field of international systems and global development™?.

Purposes and objectives of the research. The purpose of the article is to determine the objective
causes and consequences of de-sovereignization process and to outline the prospects for the transfor-
mation of the institute of a nation-state in the conditions of the new international order formation.

Main material presentation. In world and domestic science it is believed that the “classical” in-
ternational relations originated in the period of formation of nation-states in Europe. The beginning of
the countdown is considered to be the end of the Thirty Years' War in Europe and the conclusion of
the Peace of Westphaliain 1648. The basis of the Westphalian system was the consolidation of a dom-
inant role for sovereign states. According to the principle of sovereignty, the internal affairs and insti-
tutions of one state cannot fall within the sphere of influence of others. This system is divided into
several subsystems: the Anglo-French rivalry in Europe and the struggle for colonies in the XVII-
XVIII centuries; the system of the “European Concert of Nations”, or the Congress of Vienna in the
XIX century; Versailles-Washington system (between world wars); the Cold War system (Yalta-
Potsdam); post-bipolar system of international relations.

The driving force of the Westphalia system, according to the most scholars, were disputes between
states: some tried to expand their influence, while others —to prevent it. The national interests of states
of different basic parameters often came into conflict. The outcome of the confrontation usually de-
pends on the balance of power between the states or alliances in which they joined to pursue their for-
eign policy goals. Establishing a balance, usually as a result of war, opened the way for peaceful rela-
tions. The imbalance of forces led to war, and after its end — to its resumption, but on the basis of in-
creasing the influence of some states at the expense of others.

The present-day state of the international system is characterized by serious changes in the interna-
tional political and socio-economic spheres of social interaction, as well as a qualitative transformation
of the Westphalian system of international relations. In this situation, uncertainty in research stimu-
lates scientific efforts and is the basis of a new conceptual framework.

Thus, taking into consideration the above mentioned we can state that the system of international
relations acquired a truly global character of contemporary states in the late twentieth century, when
their number increased several times compared to the beginning of the century, which contributed to
the spread of new multilateral forms of international cooperation and cooperation with international
organizations and new international regulatory mechanisms such as universal human rights.

The place, role and functions of a state as a major actor in the international arena are now more rel-
evant than ever. The formation of the Ukrainian state and its foreign policy institutions requires the
development of thorough knowledge of the theory and political science of international relations,
which will be based on a solid foundation of contemporary concepts and theories. This will make it
possible to more effectively analyze current transformational processes at the global level in order to
improve Ukraine's foreign policy, security and ensure a worthy place of our state in the international
arena.

2 1lleprin, Cepriit (2008) Tlapagokcu i npoGnemu riobanizauii. 3oeniwni cnpasu. 5 : 42—-46.
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Globalization leads to a revision of the connection between a separate territory and the socio-
economic and political global space. The fact that the economic, social and political activities of an
individual state are increasingly spreading across regional and national borders poses a threat to the
territorial principle on which it is based. Thanks to the latest technologies, infrastructure development
and transport, the activities of the state go beyond national borders, which causes scientific discourse
about its desovereignization.

The international system of contemporary states acquired a global character only at the end of the
twentieth century. The number of states recognized by the world community has more than doubled
between 1945 until nowadays, and now numbers 195 states. In turn, the intensification of this process
was facilitated by the parallel spread of new multilateral forms of international cooperation and inter-
action developed by international organizations, as well as new international regulatory mechanisms,
such as the universal human rights system.

Conclusions on considerations of international relations, which recognize the state as a key element
of policy, were studied more systematically in the direction of political “realism” and “neorealism”
within the science of international relations.

Among the representatives of the school of political realism can be identified such scientists as
R. Niebuhr, N. Spikeman, G. Morgenthau, D. Kennan, A. Walfers, R. Aron, G. Kissinger,
Z. Brzezinski, R. Osgood, R. Strauss-Hupe and others. It can rightly be called the Anglo-American
school because in Britain it developed not only under the influence of G. Morgenthau, but also had a
national tradition.

Neorealism, which developed primarily through the works of K. Voltz, R. Gilpin and K. Kinder-
man, J. Grico, J. Mearsheimer, aimed to combine the principles of classical realism with the theory of
international systems. The international system, which is seen as a structure of relations between

% G

states, is the main category of neorealism, along with such categories as “conflict”, “cooperation”,
“norm”, “advantage”, “interest”, “perception”, “reality”, “decision”. That is why neorealism is some-
times called structural realism, the formation of the foundations of which is associated with the name
of Professor K. Waltz of the University of California®.

In the context of the universal system of states, realism views the state as a monolithic organism
whose main purpose is to support and protect national interests. In general, a realistic position is a vi-
sion in a state of an instrument that protects national and international order by resorting to national
force. To survive and thrive, states have to compete in an uncertain and competitive environment. Ac-
cordingly, realism argues that the system of sovereign states is essentially full of anarchism, that is, the
absence of legal power at the global level. This forces all states to pursue a policy of force to defend
their vital interests in the absence of a supreme arbiter who would monitor moral conduct and compli-
ance with international norms®,

States have a monopoly on legitimate domestic violence, but there is no single centre in interna-
tional relations that has the right to use violence to resolve conflicts. This fact allows us to talk about
the anarchic nature of international relations. When each state cares only about its own interests, the
anarchy of the international environment becomes especially important, and therefore a state can only
rely on its own forces to defend its interests. In such circumstances, it becomes important to increase
the power to influence other actors in international politics, including military and economic, in order
to ensure security, prosperity, the spread of their ideological attitudes and values.

The international order, from the point of view of “realism”, is created exclusively by the strongest
states. Understanding this reinforces scepticism about the statement that even in a system of independ-
ent states, there could always be real global interaction and stable international agreements. This skep-
ticismis based on the state-centric concept of order as an interstate order: states are the main actors on
the world stage. Global politics and economic conditions are also influenced by other actors, but with-
in the limits set and controlled by states®. In addition, international organizations are seen as either in-
effective or devoid of autonomous power. The state weighs more than any other political organization,
and the world order is formed mainly under the influence of the strongest states.

3 Waltz, Kenneth. (1979). The Theory of International Politics. New York : Addison-Wesley. 251 p.

4 decenko, Muxona. (2012). Tpancopmallisi cyBepeHiTeTy B ymMoBax riobamizauii. Jocrioocenns ceimosoi
nonimuxu. 4 (61) : 80-92.

® Waltz, Kenneth. (1979). Op. cit.

Modern Historical and Political Issues: Journal in Historical & Political Sciences 2021 / 43



Borys Humeniuk. Transformation of the State-Centric Model of the International Order ... 13

Ukrainian researcher O. Koppel notes that “traditionally, the concept of “international order” is as-
sociated with interstate relations, which does not involve state interference in the internal affairs of
other states, in particular in the context of human rights. The world order is most often seen as a sys-
tem accepted by all, which arose as a result of the renunciation of absolute sovereignty in order to take
into account universal interests and values, as the legal system of the world through political form.
Under such conditions, an “international” (interstate) order can exist without a world order®. It will
pass into a qualitatively new state of “world order” only when absolutely all participants of the inter-
national system will be involved in the process of order formation, and relations between them will be
regulated by uniform norms, rules and mechanisms for maintaining this order on the basis of criteria
meeting all international system participants' needs’.

But the Ukrainian researcher Y. Kaminsky understands the international order as the organization
of interstate relations aimed at meeting the needs of the main international actors, and the world order
— the organization of international relations aimed at ensuring the hegemony of one of the international
actors.®

Proponents of a state-centric approach are sceptics of globalization. They believe that national gov-
ernments will continue to play a leading role in managing the world economy, because only they have
the formal political power to regulate economic activity. With most states now dependent on changing
levels of trade and financial flows in an effort to strengthen economic growth, the boundaries that limit
the autonomy and independence of national economies are becoming increasingly clear, especially in
democracies. If we do not take into account the fact that economic interdependence inevitably destroys
the autonomy or independence of the national economy, it can be argued that it expands the potential
of many states. Openness to world markets, as many economists point out, guarantees much greater
opportunities for long-term economic growth. As the experience of the East Asian “tigers” shows,
global markets coexist harmoniously with strong state power.

The position of scepticsis confirmed by the fact that the first manifestations of the global crisis
have shown that transnational corporations have proved to be much less viable than those nation-
states, to which the collapsing financial empires began to cry. It also turned out that all of them, in-
cluding their owners, have very specific national “residence addresses” and often, if they did not fulfil
a certain “state order”, at least acted as “agents” of state influence. Thus, according to the professor of
the University J. Mason (Washington, USA) J. Goldstone, business develops in response to the im-
pulses that govern governments®.

However, even in a period of economic recovery, most global problems are at the same time clearly
defined territorial nature: financial, human and information flows, crossing state borders, fall into the
territory of national legal systems and are regulated by them. At the national sovereign level, key hu-
man rights issues are regulated — social protection and family law. Undoubtedly, the speed and volume
of growing cross-border flows are becoming a challenge for contemporary states, forcing the latter to
constantly (and often quite successfully) seek and find new answers to these challenges, but it is hard-
ly appropriate to see each new challenge as a symptom of desovereignization.

The argument against globalization of the political sphere is that today, as before, not only interna-
tional law affects national, but also the national law influences on the formation of international law,
as they are produced as a result of problems common to a number of states. Regarding their implemen-
tation in the system of national legislation, that is the implementation by certain state norms of interna-
tional law by including them into national law, it should be noted that, first, it is not only an objective
process, but also a manifestation of the subjective political will of the leadership of such a state, and
secondly, under objective conditions it happens today almost more often than, for instance, in the

® Konmnens, Onena (2009). Konuenuii opranizauii misknapoguux cucreM, Bicnux Kuiscvkozo nayionanvnozo
yuieepcumemy imeni Tapaca Illesuenxa. 37 : 4-8. http://journals.iir.kiev.ua/index.php/knu/article/view/1979.

" Tam camo.

8 Kamincekuit, Esren (2008) Csim nepemoosicyie i nepemoscenux. Miscuapooui €ionocunu i ykpaincoka nep-
cnexkmuga Ha nouamxy XXI cm. Kuis : LlenTp BinbHO ipecu.

® Tonacroyn, Jlxek. (2009). T'ne MCKaTh MCTOYHMKHM SKOHOMMYECKOTO POCTA B HAIEM M3MEHYUBOM Mupe?
Medgicoynapoonas kongepenyus «Bozspawjenue norumskoHoMuy : K AHAIU3Y BO3MOJICHBIX HAPAMEMPOS MUpa
nocie xpusuca». MockBa, 11-12 centabps 2009. Crenorpaduueckuit otder. http://www.inop.ru/files/polit_
teor_st_1.doc.
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XVII century. It should be recalled that when the rules formed the Westphalian system, the Osnabruck
and Munster treaties became a part of the constitutional law of the Holy Roman Empire.

The global financial and economic crisis of 2008-2009 provides many arguments for scholars who
defend the state-centric model of the world and are skeptics of globalization. The recent crisis has
shown that states have tried to defend themselves through protectionist economic measures, which has
sparked a discourse on strengthening state borders and sovereignty. This is confirmed, for example, by
anti-crisis measures of some economies in the EU.

The state-centric model of the world order presented above, based on the views of political “real-
ism”, is denied by the transnationalist model, which is based on the views of “liberalism” and “neolib-
eralism” within the science of international relations. Among the representatives of this area should be
noted such scientists as H. Alker, R. Keohane, J. Nye, J. Rosenau, N. Weller, T. Dan, F. Kratokhvil,
S. Mendlovitz, J. Ruggy, J. Ferguson, R. Folk, F. Fukuyama etc.

From the point of view of this approach of globalists, the traditional concept of the state in which it
acts as the basic unit of a world order proceeds from its relative homogeneity. In other words, it is a
unitary phenomenon with a set of characteristic goals. But the rise of international and transnational
associations and organizations, from the United Nations and its specialized agencies to international
influential groups and social movements, has changed the form and dynamics of both state and civil
society. The state has become a fragmented political-oriented arena, covered by transnational networks
(state and non-state), as well as local authorities and various political and civic movements.

Transnationalism was based on the fact that the ideas of political realism no longer correspond to
the nature and current trends of international relations. From the point of view of transnationalists, the
state oppresses many different actors and is no longer the only or even central actor in international
relations. International relations go far beyond traditional interstate interactions based on national in-
terests and power struggle. The state loses its monopoly, and international communication acquires a
different meaning, turning from interstate to transnational.

It is now stated that the widespread penetration of transnational forces into civil society has
changed its form and dynamics. Due to high-speed communications, political actions and decision-
making are connected in a complex network of political interaction. This “stretching” of politics is
associated with the intensification or deepening of global processes, so “action at a distance” pene-
trates into the social conditions and areas of knowledge specific to certain places or communities?®.

Nations, ordinary people and organizations are equally interconnected through new ways of com-
munication beyond national borders. The digital revolution in microelectronics, information technolo-
gy, and computing has established high-speed communications around the world that, combined with
television, cable, satellite communications, and jet communications, have radically changed the nature
of political interaction.

These facts show that most of the traditional spheres of activity and responsibility of a state (de-
fence, economic management, health care and law enforcement) can no longer develop without insti-
tutionalized multilateral forms of cooperation. In the post-war period, demands on the state increased
significantly, and it faced a number of political problems that could not be solved without cooperation
with other countries and non-governmental organizations!t. Globalization, according to its supporters,
deprives the state of the opportunity to act independently to achieve goals in domestic and foreign pol-
icy: the role of government and the territorial state is transformed.

Accordingly, individual states can no longer be considered as political formations acceptable for
solving key political problems or effectively managing a wide range of state functions. A contempo-
rary state is increasingly entangled in a web of regional and global ties that spread through national,
interstate and transnational forces and can no longer determine its own destiny. It is noted that this also
complicates the sovereignty and legitimacy of states.

In the context of the global communication revolution, an increasing number of participants in the
system of international relations are using new, more effective ways to organize regardless of the na-
tional borders and participate in the management of global events. Many scholars see this as a global

10 Giddens, Antony. (1990).The Consequences of Modernity. Cambridge : Polity, 188 p.
11 McGrew, Antony. (1997). The Transformation of Democracy? Globalization and Territorial Democracy.
Cambridge : Polity Press. 254 p.
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communications revolution, where civic, local, and private interests come together to influence global
governance.

For most international diplomacy of the twentieth century, relations between the countries were the
main ones, so the existence of supranational organizations, such as the UN or the WTO, created new
realities, where the voice of the people plays a significant role. However, the lack of transparency and
accountability of supranational authorities is one of the key factors limiting their effectiveness and le-
gitimacy. Non-state governance is a specific feature of contemporary political life, as it arose from the
functional advantages that in interdependent states and communities can be realized through the stra-
tegic coordination of their policies and activities. Supranational institutions play a significant role be-
cause they provide important benefits to states and their citizens, and their lack can undermine human
well-being and security. Accordingly, they “empower governments more than bind them”*2. In addi-
tion, they diminish the effects of power policy by creating specific forms of multilateral, supranational
and transnational policies.

Effective political power, according to globalists, should no longer be localized only in national
governments. Effective power is concentrated and distributed by various powers and structures at the
national, regional and international levels. Many of today's global problems, from the organization of
world trade to global warming, remain outside the reach of certain nation-states, which cannot solve
them on their own.

The political world at the beginning of the XXI century distinguishes the emergence of new signif-
icant problems, the so-called “border problems”. In the past, nation-states have resolved their disputes
over border areas in principle, guided by “state considerations”, based on diplomatic initiatives and,
ultimately, by power. However, this logic is extremely inadequate and inappropriate when it comes to
performing many complex tasks, from economic regulation to resource depletion and environmental
degradation, which are a condition for successful development at the national level. In a world where
transnational actors and powers transcend national communities in different ways, the question of who
should report to whom and on what basis is not easy to answer. The political space for the develop-
ment and implementation of effective governance and the responsibilities of government are no longer
associated with limited political territory. Today, forms of political organization involve comprehen-
sive deterritorialization and reterritorialization of political power®®.

Having analyzed the positions of representatives of state-centric and transnational paradigms with-
in the science of international relations, the author came to some preliminary conclusions. Thus, there
are many good reasons to question the theoretical and empirical basis of the thesis that states lose their
significance under the influence of globalization. This is evidenced by the arguments of both globalists
and sceptics. Regional and global networks are developing and strengthening, affecting different coun-
tries in many ways. Moreover, national sovereignty, even in regions of intense interpenetration and
divided power structures, has not been completely destroyed. In such regions, sovereignty has simply
been transformed into an unlimited, indivisible, and exclusive form of state power, embodied in a sin-
gle country and implemented through a system of complex, often unified centres of power and inter-
dependent spheres of influence. In other words, there was a reconfiguration of political power.

We call such a change in power not globalist and not sceptical, but transformational one. It can be
explained by a modified version of globalist argumentation, emphasizing that contemporary models of
global political, economic and communicative flows are historically unprecedented, so their direction
remains unclear, because globalization is an unpredictable historical process accompanied by conflict
and tension. As a result, we have a dynamic and open concept that defines globalization as a major
direction and describes the new kind of world order it can lead to. Compared to sceptical or globalist
views, the transformational position does not make statements about the future direction of globaliza-
tion and does not assess its current state in comparison with a single, ideal “globalized world”, regard-
less of whether it is a global market or a global civilization. This position emphasizes globalization as
a long-term historical process that has certain problems and is significantly determined by a number of
factors.

12 Messner, Dirk. (2001). World society: structures and trends. External Publications in: Paul Kennedy / Dirk
Messner / Franz Nuscheler (ed.), Global Trends and Global Governance, London. 22-64.
13 Rosenau, James. (1997). Along the Domestic-Foreign Frontier.Cambridge : Cambridge University Press.
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There is no doubt that many states still have strong legitimate control over what is happening in
their territories. The transformational position states that this needs to be compared and considered on
a par with the growing powers of international governance institutions and the requirements and obli-
gations of international law. This is especially true in the EU, where sovereign power is divided be-
tween international, national and local authorities, but the same applies to the activities of intergov-
ernmental organizations such as the WTO.

However, even if sovereignty remains effective, states can no longer be the only ones who control
and determine everything that happens within their territorial borders. Integrated global systems, from
financial to environmental, combine the fate of individual local communities with the fate of commu-
nities in different regions of the world. Moreover, global communications and transport infrastructures
support new forms of economic and social organization that transcend national borders. Government
institutions and subjects of power can be located literally on the other side of the ocean. In such cir-
cumstances, the notion of the nation-state as a self-governing autonomous unit already belongs to the
category of normative requirements, rather than to descriptive statements. Contemporary territorial
sovereign law is becoming obsolete along with the transnational organization of many aspects of up to
date political, economic, and social life!,

Realistic concepts consider the state as a key element of world politics. Therefore, the problems as-
sociated with the transformation of the institution of the nation-state are studied within this area of the
science of international relations more systematically. The main goal of the state as the most powerful
and influential actor in the system of international relations is to defend national interests. The system
of sovereign states is anarchic, so states are forced to pursue a policy of power to defend their vital
interests.

Within the framework of political realism, the state-centric concept of the international order is de-
fended. The main argument of the realists is based on a premise that everything that happens outside
the state borders is controlled by the state. New transnational actors in the system of international rela-
tions are owned and controlled by a particular state. International organizations do not have sufficient
power potential and states have more leverage to influence the development of the international sys-
tem. However, it is recognized that the increase in the number of new transnational actors undoubtedly
affects the socio-political and economic development of states.

Instead, within postmodernist approaches, the transnationalization of the system of international re-
lations, manifested in a rapid increase in cross-border trade, international services, movement of peo-
ple, information, finance, energy, pollutants, etc., is changing the functions of state borders. They are
becoming more “transparent” and are losing some of their barrier functions, which is evidence of the
transformation of the Westphalian system of nation-states.

In this context, the problem of identity has a special place. It is inextricably linked to the analysis of
the functions of the state, which is a political-territorial unit with clear and internationally recognized
borders, within which the population has a certain political identity. It is formed, as a rule, by a state
itself and nationalist-oriented political elites. One of the main elements of ethnic and political identity
are certain geographical boundaries, so in the absence of a stable political identity there are no stable
borders, stable territory, and therefore no stable state or other political unit.

If nation-states lose their prerogatives, territorial units emerge that acquire them. The Japanese
scholar, publicist, and businessman K. Ohmae believes that “the boundaries that divide territories
make sense if we relate them to what | call regions-states”. The size of the regions-states facilitates
their integration and cooperation with other participants of international relations. They are ready to
partner with anyone at home and abroad if it benefits them. Nation-states, according to K. Ohmae,
should serve as effective catalysts for regional activities?®.

It is difficult to disagree with the British scholar R. Cox, who believes that “the old system of states
is transformed into a complex of political and economic communities: micro-regions, traditional
states, macro-regions with institutions of greater or lesser functional scale and more or less formal
power. Cities of world importance are becoming control panels for the global economy. There are

14 Marseena, Onena. (2015). Buxknuku HanioHanbHill aep:xaBi B ymMoBax riobanmizamii. 3oewniwmi cnpaeu. 15 :
54-56.
15 Ohmae, Kenitchy (1995). The end of the nation state: the rise of regional economies. London : Harper Collins,
p. 80.
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counter-processes of formation of ideologies, which are aimed at hegemony and counter-hegemony.
Conciliation and Coordination Institutions are the links between powerful states and macro-regions.
Conflicts are regulated through multilateral processes, peace is maintained, and services in various
fields are provided. The overall picture is more like the multilevel order of medieval Europe than the
Westphalian model of a system of sovereign independent states, which until recently remained a para-
digm of international relations %,

W. Reinecke Sr., a researcher at the Brookings Institution in the United States, associates the im-
pact of globalization and growing interdependence with the limitation of nation-state sovereignty,
which narrows the day-to-day running of nation-states, although not legally. W. Reinecke believes that
the concept of “sovereignty” has two dimensions, internal and external. Internal sovereignty is deter-
mined by the nature of the relationship between the state and civil society. External sovereignty is
manifested in the relations between the member states of the international system. A distinctive feature
of these relations is that they are not regulated by a single central government?’.

NGOs are becoming more influential and are driving further global political transformations. They
take over some functions of international actors, which limits the independence of nation-states. Glob-
alization processes contribute to the “erosion” of the borders of sovereign states, which for the sake of
stable socio-economic and political development must interact with international organizations and
comply with international law.

However, despite the transformation of the institution of the nation-state, the level of state control
over the life of societies and the functioning of economies has never been stronger than at the begin-
ning of the XXI century. It can be assumed that government agencies will create much stricter rules
aimed at solving the main public tasks, ensuring stable economic growth, preventing the destructive
technologies and weapons from falling into questionable hands, for which appropriate strategies will
be developed and control bodies will be created.

Professor P. Hirst at the University of London, and G. Thompson, editor-in-chief of the British
journal Economics and Society, are not adherents of the concept of globalization as determinants of
world development. The authors proceed from the indisputable fact of changing the potential and
functions of the state in the contemporary world, but do not agree that it has exhausted its role, despite
the reduction of its leadership potential. The emergence of new telecommunications networks, the ex-
pansion of global and regional markets limits the exclusive control of the state over its own territory.
However, the state still retained considerable control over the population and has the right to act on its
behalft®,

The state may place part of its functions to supranational or subnational bodies, but only it ensures
the legitimacy of the disposal of the delegated powers, as only the state has the “exclusive right to
vote” on behalf of its population. It has a monopoly on the development, adoption and implementation
of laws in the territory under its control. In the foreign policy aspect, the role of a state is also growing.
If the system of global economic, social and environmental management is formed, the scope of appli-
cation of international law is expanded, in accordance with which interstate agreements and suprana-
tional organizations must be concluded.

From the fact that the a state remains the main subject and object of the world order and the strug-
gle for geopolitical hegemony, it follows that the border as a fundamental geopolitical category does
not disappear —just as they have not disappeared before in the conditions of weakening of a state and
respectively, the strengthening of nationalist and ethno-confessional tendencies. As the political histo-
ry of states shows, the weakening of the political centre on the border periphery leads to the restoration
of the former administrative, ethnic, religious, linguistic and other borders, each of which the regional
(ethnic, religious) centre seeks to grant state status. This in turn suggests that the category of the bor-
der itself reflects the most important aspect of the perception of territoriality (and states as a form of
existence in a given territory) at the level of individual and collective consciousness.

16 Cox, Robert. (1996). Global «perestroika». Approaches to world order. Cambridge : Cambridge University
Press, 296-313.

17 Reinecke, W. (1997). Global Public Policy. Foreign Affairs. Nov.-Dec., 127-140.

18 Hirst, Paul & Tohmpson, Graham. (1995). Globalization and the future of the nation state. Economy and so-
ciety. London. 24 (3) : 408-442.
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The current stage of global change is transforming the very foundations of the world order through
the reconstruction of traditional forms of sovereign state, political community and international gov-
ernance. However, these processes are neither inevitable nor completely safe. Globalization is moving
from a pure one-state policy to a new and more complex form of multilevel global policy. This is the
basis for the implementation of political regulatory mechanisms. As a result, the contemporary world
order is easier to understand as a complex, interconnected order, where the state is integrated into a
developed system of multilevel regional and global governance.

American researcher J. Rosenau notes that the political structure of the world in the XXI century is
most likely to resemble a network organized by type of Internet, with numerous nodes and plexuses —
state, interstate, non-state and mixed nature. This is still a very vague structure, but already now, ac-
cording to J. Rosenau, the very concept of “international relations” loses its earlier meaning. To de-
scribe the new phenomenon, he suggests using the term “post-international relations”. However, along
with the systems in which state and non-state actors are active, forming a “polycentric world” in which
they act as centres, there is also a “state-centric world” *°.

There are many predictions about global political transition, or transit. This “global transit” is often
described as an era of uncertainty or a break. J. Rosenau uses a metaphor from physics, calling it a pe-
riod of turbulence and especially distinguishes the “bifurcation point” (in which further development
can occur in completely different directions). During this period, the laws cease to operate with the
same obviousness as before. As a result, the situation is poorly predictable, with various possible con-
sequences. Tensions are growing, habitual relationships are being transformed, which often leads to
paralysis of decision-making processes. The contradiction of this period is that, on the one hand, the
old laws and norms continue to operate, on the other hand, new ones appear at the same time. At pre-
sent, we can state the onset of changes in state sovereignty in the form of loss of some and the emer-
gence of new functions, in the role of non-governmental actors, as well as the degree of interdepend-
ence, which allows states to respond more actively to events in other countries, especially if they are
related to conflicts. At the same time, interference in internal affairs (for example, the Iraq crisis and
the US attempt to resolve it by force) is forcing other states, even those that have not been subjected to
violence, to seek to preserve their sovereignty in various ways. This can take many different and very
dangerous forms. For example, to encourage non-nuclear states (North Korea) to develop programs for
the development and production of their own nuclear weapons. In a more economical way, they can
focus on the use of chemical weapons®.

We note that today a state is forced to pay more and more attention, on the one hand, to interna-
tional organizations and institutions (resulting in the restriction of sovereignty “from above”), on the
other — to its domestic regions, which actively enter the international arena, developing trade, cultural
and other relations (restriction of sovereignty “from below”). In addition, a state is forced to take into
account other participants in international political processes, such as transnational corporations and
non-governmental organizations.

Following the erosion of state sovereignty, the norms and principles of international law being one
of the components designed to stabilize world development and order, are eroding. In practice, these
norms and principles increasingly contradict each other. For example, the right of nations to self-
determination, on the one hand, and the preservation of the integrity of a state, on the other; the princi-
ple of non-interference in internal affairs and the provision of humanitarian assistance; respect for hu-
man rights and violent intervention in the conflict in order to preserve peace (UN Charter, Chapter
VII), as well as the nature of this intervention (the presence of UN sanctions, the possibility of using
the Air Force, Navy, such actions as “displacement” of armed groups, preventive self-defence”, Ensur-
ing the delivery of humanitarian goods, peace enforcement). One of the most striking examples of
identifying these and other contradictions is the violent intervention in internal conflicts at the end of
the twentieth century, for example in Kosovo, and at the beginning of the 21st century in Iraqg.

The weakening of a “state” identity is accompanied by a loss of self-identification. The conflicts
that arose in the 1990s were called “identity conflicts”. In its brightest form, it is a conflict, where the
basis for identification is belonging to a certain civilization, as described in the hypothetical scenario

19 Rosenau, James (2006). The Study of World Politics. Volume 1 : theoretical and methodological challenges.
London — New York : Routledge, p. 39.
2bid., p. 89.
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of S. Huntington. Ultimately, numerical identification can lead to the identification of the highest lev-
el, which includes all these communities, or to global or cosmopolitan self-identification. However,
today such a cosmopolitan identity, i.e. a sense of belonging to the world, has not yet been formed.

Conclusions and prospects for further research. The spheres of activity of all participants in in-
ternational cooperation are wonderfully intertwined. Paradoxically, if earlier, for example, domestic
regions tried to influence only the domestic political processes of their country, and international or-
ganizations — on issues that were limited to the foreign policy sphere (which seemed logical), now
everything has changed. Intergovernmental organizations and institutions are increasingly interfering
in such domestic political issues as the settlement of internal conflicts (in particular, NATO, OSCE,
UN), respect for human rights, and the definition of financial policy of states (IMF). At the same time,
domestic regions tend to the external sphere of activity, sometimes on a par with a state, which often
causes concern and confusion for the central government.

Previously, the international sphere was limited to interstate cooperation. Changing the number of
participants in international cooperation and the nature of their relations leads to complications in
world politics. In the era of the classical Westphalian model of the world, the amount of participants in
international interaction and relations was quite limited, and today their number has increased signifi-
cantly, which has led to a complication of relations between actors in international relations.

In the context of changing the quantitative and qualitative characteristics of relations between the
participants of international cooperation, there is an acute problem of responsibility of actors in inter-
national relations for their actions on the world stage. A number of states do not pay enough attention
to the possible side effects of their activities on the sustainable development of the international sys-
tem. In other cases, participants of international relations even set themselves destructive goals (for
example, international terrorist organizations). Today, non-state actors perform on the world stage as
participants with the limited liability, and in this sense they appear as quasi-subjects. That is why
changes in the quantitative and, most importantly, in the qualitative composition of participants in con-
temporary world political processes cause fundamental changes in the world political structure.

Thus, the analysis of the transformation of the institution of a nation-state and sovereignty in the
formation of the contemporary international order in the late XX — early XXI centuries, proves the
indisputable fact that the processes of globalization and the associated number of participants are a
factor in changing the political structure. The Westphalian system of the world began its existence
with the fact that the participants of international cooperation were only states that act independently
or form coalitions to solve certain problems. At the end of the XX — beginning of the XXI century it
became obvious that other, very influential actors were entering the world arena. Together with states,
various intergovernmental and international non-governmental organizations, transnational corpora-
tions and domestic regions are making contribution into contemporary transformation of the system of
international relations. All these actors have very different goals: some positive ones, aimed at sup-
porting stable world development; others, such as terrorist organizations, see their task as destabilizing
the existing world order.
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