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Abstract. The relevance of the topic of the study is determined by the inevitable change in
the place of the institute of the national state in the modern system of international
relations and the dependence of the subsequent evolution of this institution on a number
of system characteristics (first of all, international integration and collective security) of
modern world politics. In today’s international society, states still play a key role in
structuring, but the question remains which of their historical form they will take. In
addition, the stratification bundle of the modern interstate system is evident, its vertical
polarization — the strengthening of the international position of a small number of
superpower states and the emergence of ineffective and dependent states and the failed
states at the other poles (the lowest levels of the world stratification hierarchy). In the
modern system of international relations, state-building processes are continuing, which
objectively actualizes the question of determining their specifics.

Over the past century, the problem of nation and national state has traditionally been one
of the key issues for social and humanitarian disciplines. This, above all, is due to the fact
that these institutions play the role of the system-forming element and the basic political
structure in international politics both locally and globally.The nation state appears as a
social institution, which at the same time is both a means of violence and a means of
realizing the «common good» of a national society. An inverse proportional relationship
between these two opposite qualities is established, that is, the more activity of the
national state corresponds to the «general good» of the national society, and the less is the
need to resort to violence.

The main criteria for the effectiveness and success of the national state in the
international arena are its ability to carry out independent foreign policy and foreign
economic strategies and the ability to survive outside of the systems of collective security
and regional integration associations.
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Anomauist. AkmyanbHicmb memu 00CNIOIKEHHS 3YMOBNEHA HEMUHYUOHO 3MIHOIO MICUSL TH-
cmumymy HAUIOHANLHOL 0epiKasu 8 CYUACHIl cucmemi MDKHAPOOHUX 8I0HOCUH ma 3ane-
JKHICMIO NOOANbUWOT e8oI0UIl Ub020 THemumymy 8i0 HU3KU CUCMEeMHUX XapaKmepucmuKk
(nepedycim, mMiKHapoOHol iHmezpayii i KonekmueHoi be3nexu) mMooepHoi ceimogoi nosimu-
Ku. Y CYUaCHOMY MDKHAPOOHOMY CYCninbcmei 0eprkasu ece uje 8idizparomsb KAUO8Y
CmMpyKkmypomeopuy posb, 00HAK, AKMYANbHUM 3AAUUAEMBCS. NUMAHHSL, SIKOT ICMOPUUHOT
dopmu 8oHU HaOYyOyms. Kpim moeo, ouesudHUM € cmpamugiKayiliHe posulapyeaHHst Cy-
UAcHOI MDKOeprKasgHOI cucmemu, ii epmuKaibHA NOAAPUIAUISL — 3MIYHEHHST MIKHAPOO-
HUX NO3UUili He3HAUHOI KITbKOCMi HAONOMYMKHUX 0epixKa8 ma nosiea HA THULOMY NOJHOCE
(HaliHuxuux wabnsix ceimosoi cmpamugpikayiliHoi iepapxii) manoeheKmusHUX | 3anex-
HUx OeprKag, a MaKosK 0epias, UL0 3a3HANU Kpaxy. Y CYUacHill cucmemi MIKHAPOOHUX
BIOHOCUH Mpuearms 0epiasomeopui npouyecu, wo 06°eKmueHO aKmyanizye NUMaHHs
3’sicysaHHs ix cneyugiKu.

Bnpodoer ocmaHHiX cmoaims npobrema Hauil ma HAioHabHO! deprkasu mpaduyiiiHo
nocmae 0OHUM 3 KJIIOUOBUX NUMAHbL 0Nl CYCNLAbHO-2YMaHIMapHuUx oucyunnin. Lle, nepeo-
YCim, NO8’s13aHO i3 MuMm, U0 Yi IHcmumymu gi0izparome posib CUCMEMOYMEOPIOU020 esle-
MeHmy | 630801 NOMIMUUHOL cCMPYKMYypU 8 MDKHAPOOHIU NOAIMUYL, AK HA JIOKATbHOMY,
mak i Ha 2nobanbHomy pieHi. HauioHantbHa 0epaasa nocmae sk CoyianbHull iHemumym,
Kompuil 8o0HoUAC € i 3ac0b0oM Hacubemaa, i 3acob0M 8MINEHHS «(302albH020 61aza» HAUL-
OHANBLHO20 cycninbemaa. BemaHnoeneHo 06epHeHO NPONOPUIliHY 3aNesKHICMb MDK YUMU
080MA NPOMUNEHHUMU SIKOCMSAMU, MOOMO Uum 6itbue OLIbHICMb HAUIOHAILHOL 0epoaka-
8u 8idnogioae 3a2anbHOMY O6azY» HAWIOHALHO20 CYCNLIbCMEa, MUM MEHULOI € HeobXio-
Hicmb 38epHeHHsT 00 Hacustbemad. OCHOBHUMU Kpumepismu e¢pekmusHocmi Ui ycniuuHocmi
HAYIOHANILHOL 0eprKasu Ha MIKHAPOOHIU apeHi € ii cnpomoxHicms 30ilicHoeamu He3ase-
JKHI 308HIUUHBLONOSUMUYUHL UL 308HILUHLOEKOHOMIUHI cmpamezii ma 30amHicmb 00 8UKU-
B8AHHSL NO3A MEXAMU cucmem KONeKmMuUueHoi be3nexu i peioHaNbHUX THMe2pauitiHux
06°e0HaHb.

Knrouoei cnoea: HayioHANbHUL cyeepeHimem, HAUIOHAIbLHA Jeprkasa, Hayis, 2nobaniza-
uist, demorKpamisi.

AHHOMayust. AKmyanbHOCMb membl UCCe008AHUSL 00YC08/1IeHA Heu30esHOU cMeHOU
Mecma UHCmuUmMyma HAyUOHAIbHO20 20Cy0apcmea 8 COBPeMeHHOl cucmeme Meio0yHapo-
OHbLX OMHOWEHUT U 3A8UCUMOCMbIO OalbHelwell 380I0UUL 9MO020 UHCMUmMyma om psoa
CUCMEeMHbBIX XapaKmepucmuk (npexoe ecezo, MesK0yHAPOOHOU UHMe2payuU U KOJleKmu-
8HOUl b6e3onacHocmu) coepemeHHOl Mupoegoli noaumuku. B co8pemeHHOM MexOYHapoo-
HoMm obuiecmae 2ocydapcmea 8ce ewe Uzparm KArUuesyo cmpykmypoodpasyouiyto poab,
00HAKO AKMYANbHbIM OCMAemes. 60npoc, KAKY UCMOPUUECKYH GPOopMYy OHU npuobpe-
mym. Kpome mozo, ouesuoHO cmpamugpuKkayuoHHOEe PACCIOeHUe COBPeMEHHOL MeN20CYy-
dapcmeeHHOU cucmemsbl, ee 8ePMUKAIbHASL NOASPUIAUUSL — YKpenseHue Mer0yHapoo-
HbLX NO3UYULL He3HAUUMENbHO20 KOUUECMBA C8ePXMOULHbBLX 20Cy0apcme U nosieieHue Ha
Opyzom nosroce (HU3KUX CMYNEeHsIX MUpo8ollL cmpamupuKayUoOHHOU uepapxuu) mantosg-
eKxmueHblX U 3aA8UCUMbBLX 2ocydapcms, a marrke 2ocyoapcme, Komopwvle nomepnenu
Kpax. B coepemeHHOl cucmeme mexxOyHapoOHbLX OMHOULEHUU NPOOOSIIKAIOMCSL NPOUECCbl
20cydapcmeeHHo20 06pa308aHuUs, Umo 06bEeKMUBHO AKMYAAUUPYEem 80NpPOC 8blCHEHUS.
ux cneyuguru.

Ha npomsikeHUU NOCNeOHUX 8eKo8 npobriema HAUUU U HAUUOHAIBbHO20 2ocydapcmed
MPAOUUUOHHO S18emecst OOHUM U3 KJI0Uesblx 8onpocoe Oasl obuiecmeeHHo-2yma-
HUMApPHBLIX OUCYUNAUH. Omo, npexoe 8cez20, C8S13AHO C meMm, Umo smu UuHcmumymel ue-
parom ponb cucmemoobpasyrouiezo sniemeHma u 6a3080ill noaumuueckoll cmpykmypul 8
MENIOYHAPOOHOU noaumuKke, KaKk Ha LOKANbHOM, MAK U HA 2/10001bHOM YpPOBHE.
HauuoHanwsHoe 20cydapcmeo sbicmynaem Kak COUUANbHBLI UHCMUMym, KOmopbslii 00H08-
DEMEHHO s8/5lemest U CpedCmaoM HACUNUSL, U CPeoCmeoMm eonnoueHust «obwezo bnazar
HAYUOHAIbHO20 obuecmsa. YcmaHoeneHo 00pamHO NPONOPUUOHANbHYIO 3A8UCUMOCMb
MeKOY amumuU 08YMSL NPOMUBONONOIKHBIMU KAUECMEAMU, MO ecmb uem boavuie desme-
JbHOCMb HAYUOHAILHO20 20cydapcmea omeeuaem «obuemy bazy» HayUOHAIbHO20 obuie-
cmea, mem MmeHbuwe Heobxooumocme obpauieHust K Hacunuro. OCHOBHbIMU KpUumMepusimu
agppexmusHocmuU U YCheuwHoCmu HAUUOHAIbHO20 20cYy0apcmea Ha MesKOYHAPOOHOU ape-
He siensilemest ee CnocobHOCMb OCYWEeCmensimb He3a8UCUMble SHeulHenoaumuueckue u
8HEWHeIKOHOMUUeCKUe cmpameaul. U CNOCOOHOCMb K 8blKUBAHUIO 8HE CUCMmeMm KOoJleK-
mugHoll 6e3onacHocmMu U pezuoHAIbHbIX UHMEe2PAUUOHHbBLX 06be0UHeHU.

Knroueevle cnoea: HaAUUOHANMbHBLI CYygepeHumem, HAYUOHAIbHOe 20cydapcmaso, Hauusl,
anobanusayus,, 0emoKpamusi.

Formulation of the problem. In the current context, the intensification of the
globalization process, the reaction to which was the intensification of international
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terrorism, international crime, regional conflicts, the proliferation of weapons of mass
destruction as the main world threats. Some of the representatives of political thought
turned out to be false, who predicted that in the 21st century the massive, if not self-
liquidation of many state formations, will begin, at least, the loss of their ability to
control and protect the political, military, socio-economic and cultural aspects of
citizens’ lives in the traditional sense. In the context of growing interdependence in
modern international relations, the role of the national state is predominantly
increasing, since this institution is the main means of avoiding periphery and
protecting its own national interests and the political interests that are in line with
these interests. So far-reaching conclusions about the «decline of the national state»
are either a projection of the great-power propaganda of the leading countries of the
world, or relate exclusively to specific «failed states», namely the use of the terms
«state» and «nation» in relation to which it seems highly doubtful.

Analysis of previous studies and publications. In political science, it is to some
extent understood that «the doctrine of national sovereignty is out of date», which
requires a comprehensive rethink and reappraisal of the notion of «sovereignty»
(J. Armstrong, E. Gellner, A. Osiander, A. Bredikhin, A. Moiseev) as in connection
with the emergence of the world political community, and with the specification of
the limits of private sovereignty, the principles of their combination with each other
and the construction of their hierarchy, as well as in connection with the actions of
various other actors such as TNCs and non-state organizations (S. Krasner, A. Ser-
gunin, V. Gapotiy, O. Babiy). However, most researchers still underestimate the
seriousness of changes in sovereignty and the need to revise the very concept. So, the
state still remains (and will be so long) the highest institution of historical and
political life (V. Lipkan, A. Tyurina, O. Skrypnyuk, S.Chernychenko). However,
nowadays there are new powerful factors, which, as a result, lead to the fact that the
state ceases to be the limit of expression of will, yielding this borderline by a large
supranational entity and this tendency will increase (L. Grinin, Y. Bytyak, I. Ya-
kovuk, Y. Baydin). On the other hand, it is a multi-faceted process, and although
sovereignty will be restricted to some extent, but at the same time will remain stable
Therefore, the national state will play a leading role in the modern international
system for a long time (T. Biersteker, C. Weber). In addition, as some researchers
rightly point out, a sharp decline in sovereignty and traditional functions of the state
can create chaos (S. Wolford, T. Rider, A. Utkin).

The purpose of the article is to examine the concept of «sovereignty», with
particular attention to the issue of the ownership of sovereignty (whether it belongs to
the population or territorial formation), the criteria of a sovereign state, as well as the
challenges of the traditional idea of sovereignty, which may require revision of the
concept of sovereignty itself.

Main results of the study. The idea of national sovereignty is a traditional
fundamental value base for the formation of the foreign policy of the state.
Understanding the nation as a political community, its own purpose, role and values
contributes to conducting an effective game in the spaces of international interactions,
increases the degree of realism of the latter. From the theoretical standpoint, the term
«sovereignty» is interpreted as the existence of an absolute (on which all depends)
and indivisible power (which does not depend on anyone except itself). Sovereignty
is at the same time a supreme authority and at the same time a primary source of
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authority. Since the time of Hobbes, the issue of sovereignty has been debated within
the framework of two leading concepts. The first is the concept of national
sovereignty, based on the notion of «nation», which offers its understanding as an
indivisible and distinct collective entity of the individuals that make up the latter. The
second is the concept of popular sovereignty, where the people of sovereignty are
considered as a concrete community of citizens, which are combined with relations in
relation to a joint social contract. Both options are interpreted from the point of view
of the definition of the representational essence. The first position implies the
interpretation according to which sovereignty belongs to a nation. That is, the abstract
essence of the people who live in this area at the given time and maintain the
connection of generations. The second position emphasized the expediency of using
the concept of «people». People’s sovereignty is interpreted as belonging to a people — a
real entity, defined as a group of people living in this territory. In the first version, the
direct action of direct democracy is impossible. In the second one, it is theoretically
possible, but complicated from the standpoint of practice. Therefore, from a
functional point of view, preference is given to a representative form of democracy.
At the same time, it should be noted that the distinction between the two options is
often interpreted in modern democracies (in particular, in France) as unfair.
Accordingly, the compromise consists in the following definition: national sove-
reignty belongs to the people. The connection of national sovereignty with national
identity traditionally causes a reflection on the factors of the territorial integrity and
independence of the nation as the basis of national statehood. Hugo Grotius among
the first experts has determined that the sovereign is a territorial order free from
external control. Too long historical period of domination of the Westphalian model
of the world order, this statement did not raise serious objections, but modern world
space is represented not only by classical national states, but also by integrating
entities that do not correspond to the classical political-territorial sample. Effective
filling of international interactions takes place both at the expense of traditional actors
and new non-traditional players. In practice, this process leads to a reduction in the
actions of these actors of reflection on the vertical authority of the state over its own
territory in favor of transnational forces. That is, the emphasis shifts toward
horizontal power. Thus, now it makes sense to talk about a new extraterritoriality of
power and mobility as a decisive strategic factor in the struggle for power. In the
hierarchy of global capacities, top performers are those actors whose level of
organization reduces dependence on space. Actors, not so tied to the place, are free to
place their power potential. On the other hand, a certain «virtue» does not relieve
national actors from traditional functions, primarily the protection of the territory.
Therefore, the concept of space is specified both through territorial and political
dimensions. Together with the network characteristics of the system of global inte-
ractions, there are also tendencies towards system hierarchy. The use of the spatial-
organizational approach makes it possible to capture the isolation of social practices
from the territory as a fundamental feature of the age of globalization. The result of
its manifestation at the practical level of international contacts appears in the form of
a problem of organization of global power and its deficit, and squeezing space and
time opens the boundaries, changing contact mechanisms. A more radical territorial
than post-territorial space appears as an area of political opportunity, where the
practice of direct participation of citizens in social interaction becomes an alternative
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to global politics. Consequently, in the formation of foreign policy strategies, the
establishment should take into account that the implementation of «sovereign» power
is impossible without the possession of resources for its implementation. The smaller
the latter, the greater is the nominal sovereignty [1].

In the domestic dimension, sovereignty is presented as the idea of ultimate and
absolute power in the political community. Here, sovereignty and the state are
inextricably linked. The external dimension of sovereignty is determined, first of all,
as constitutional independence, as the power, the source of which is the constitution
of the state. So, sovereignty is expressed in legal, not in physical reality. In fact, the
researchers of the two dimensions come to the conclusion that the central role of
sovereignty as an organizing principle in the system of international relations, in
essence, remains unchanged. Perhaps, however, this provision requires evidence. On
the other hand, sovereignty is no longer perceived as something given, fixed,
inviolable. The theme of change (blurring, disappearance) of national sovereignty is
considered mainly within the framework of the study of globalization and the process
of the formation of a new world order, as well as in connection with military actions
against individual countries. However, the reasons for the transformation of sovereign
prerogatives of the state are not sufficiently deep and complete. Transformation of
national sovereignty is presented as a process under the influence of powerful
supranational forces. But this aspect also matters: sovereignty is greatly reduced
voluntarily by national states themselves. Thus, it makes sense to fix the bilateral
nature of the transformation of sovereignty in a globalized world. On the one hand,
factors aggravate the nomenclature and the volume of sovereign powers of the states
is intensifying, on the other hand, most states voluntarily go on limiting their so-
vereignty [2].

From the standpoint of international political practice under sovereignty in
political science is understood the most important sign of the state, which is expressed
in its complete independence, the rule of internal and independent in foreign policy.
The first interpretations of this notion, in particular, as a permanent and absolute
power of the state, appeared at the beginning of the New Age. The practical meaning
of the concept of «sovereignty» has constantly changed, depending on who was the
supreme sovereign — the feudal monarch, an enlightened absolute monarch, who
spoke on behalf of the people, or the nation itself. With the approval of the West-
phalian system of international relations, the principles of sovereignty of states were
recognized in the whole of Europe. Inclusion in the UN Charter and other provisions
of international instruments on sovereign equality of states and on the right of nations
to self-determination contributed to strengthening the idea of national sovereignty in
international relations. In particular, this was embodied in the rejection of the world
community of any aggression and violation of state sovereignty in order to achieve
ideological goals. The need for a comprehensive rethinking and reappraisal of the
practical content of the concept of «sovereignty» at the present-day historical stage is
conditioned by the emergence of a world political community, specifying the
principles of private sovereignty, the principles of their combination with each other
and the construction of their hierarchy,as well as actions on the international scene of
new actors — rivals of the state (TNCs, non-governmental organizations and
supranational structures). Technologies, trade, transport, international capital spill
over the world with new network connections and make the borders of the states
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transparent. As a result, the scope of national sovereignty is reduced and the status of
the state as the main subject of international relations is undermined. Thus, changes in
productive forces lead to changes in all other spheres of life, including the political
sphere. Transformations take place in models of behavior of states, corporations and
groups, as well as a man as a carrier of political culture and participant in global
communicative processes [2].

Reducing the scope of sovereign prerogatives of the state has both positive and
negative consequences. At the same time, the balance of positive and negative is
different for different countries, regions, territories and even layers of society. Hence,
there is the ambiguous attitude to globalization, the emphasis on its chaos. By
creating contours of the new order, globalization breaks the former ones, and the rate
of destruction of old relations is often very ahead of the erection of new ones. In
particular, in a number of countries this is clearly manifested in the breakdown of the
traditional ideology based on the sacralization of the homeland and the nation through
the spread of alternative national preferences and identities. However, an effective
replacement of ideologies has not yet taken place. One of the main causes of global-
system instability is that political institutions are lagging behind the economy that has
grown beyond the boundaries of national borders, requiring supranational planning
and joint control over the sources of market fluctuations. The direction, shape and
effects of world processes will depend on the changing balance of power, on the
strategy chosen by certain countries and associations, from different geopolitical
factors and combinations. Accordingly, those who seek to take significant positions in
an interconnected and changing world must predict and anticipate trends, using them
in their own interests.

One of the modernized directions of modern research is the interconnection of
globalization, sovereignty and nationalism. In practice, sovereign rights and powers
of states and nations have always been limited by various factors. Today, the
statement about the full freedom of action of the states is wrong even in theory. The
volume of internal sovereignty has narrowed significantly de jure — thanks to
international agreements, de facto — due to established traditions. The right to impose a
duty, prohibit or encourage the importation or exportation of goods (capital), print
money, take loans and borrow, proclaim or restrict political freedom, establish rules
for holding elections, apply the death penalty and conduct military action — has
ceased to be determined only by the wishes of the states themselves. It can be stated
that the sphere of internal competences of the state, which is regulated only by
national law and customs, is narrowing, and international law is expanding. So,
according to S. Strange, there was almost no scope for government bureaucracy to
interfere. Social-political processes never go unilaterally and in only one direction.
The general vector is always a complex balance of multidirectional changes, and the
weakening of the system is usually accompanied by an increase in its individual
aspects. In the modern world there is no single state, national or national sovereignty.
Sovereignty is increasingly divided between supranational, national, regional, and
sometimes regional and municipal units [3].

A number of factors influence the process of transformation of national sove-
reignty: technological and economic changes, global humanity problems, regional
integration, the desire to avoid military confrontation, and the growth of the number
of democratic regimes. At the same time, the factor of voluntarism in reducing the
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volume of sovereign powers of the state — among them one of the most important. It
does not exclude the influence, sometimes quite severe, on countries violating
international rules and arrangements, as well as direct interference in the affairs of
those states that are unable to resolve internal conflicts. Similar actions of the
international community or individual countries and blocs also influence the
transformation of sovereignty, creating precedents for the future. The world’s public
opinion plays an important role in this process: the wider the circle of countries that
knowingly limit their sovereignty to raise prestige and obtain realistic benefits, the
more effective the policy of states that do not go to such restrictions. The processes of
internationalization have reached a qualitatively new level. The greatest sovereignty,
that is, the least restrictive use of sovereign rights, is now ideologically and eco-
nomically closed by the state (China, Iran, Saudi Arabia, some other Muslim coun-
tries, North Korea, Cuba). Often, precisely because of the existence of their «sove-
reign rights» (including the right to create nuclear weapons), there are sharp conflicts
in the world. In general, even their sovereignty begins to narrow. In the case of
developed countries, the tendency to delegate their authority to regional and global
organizations is evident. The exception is the United States, which allows themselves
to put their own national interests above the world and allies at a time [4].

Consequently, under the influence of powerful factors, the state gradually gives
way to large, in particular, supranational, formations and structures. In the future, this
trend, in our opinion, will only intensify. However, it is also clear that, in some areas,
sovereignty will narrow (for example, in the questions of economic strategy), and
some will be consolidated. In particular, ethnic, cultural and social functions of the
state will grow. Sovereignty will remain one of the most important principles of
international relations. Within the states themselves, different political forces have
different meanings of national goals, and the interpretation of common goals may
differ. Against the backdrop of a decrease in the volume of national sovereignty, the
tendency of the growth of nationalism, which is embodied in the desire of even the
smallest peoples of the world to obtain its own national sovereignty, can be traced [4].

Note that, however soft the external influence on countries that do not have the
resources for independent transformation, it will affect their sovereignty. Restriction
of sovereignty takes place on two levels: the regional (developing countries are united
in regional communities to defend their own interests together) and global — within
the confrontation between developed and developing countries (the North-South
problem). Only a certain institutional solution will, ultimately, lead to the estab-
lishment of a new, more or less stable world order. In order for such a world order to
become a reality, a deep revolution in the worldview of the elites and peoples must
take place, as a result of which national problems will be considered through the
prism and in the context of general (regional and world) tasks and problems.

From the point of view of conducting practical policies, it is more important that
sovereignty carries such a feature as functionality, since it provides an appropriate
level of political freedom within the state and its independence from external
pressure. Architecture of the Westphalian Treaty, which is the basis of the modern
system of international interactions, has defined the basic unit of international
relations and the embodiment of the supreme power of a sovereign state. In the
external dimension, such sovereignty, first of all, is aimed at regulating the use of
military force. From where the popularity of the interpretation of the war as a policy
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tool, which applies only in the event of conflict between sovereign states. That is,
because of the presence of external, but not internal interest.

The state-centered approach, which became the most popular in the middle of the
twentieth century.on the theoretical basis of realism, demonstrates an attempt to
combine all the basic elements of sovereignty in a single actor — a sovereign state.
Thus, K. Waltz argues that a sovereign state means independence of the latter in
solving internal and external problems, in essence — the absence of supreme
international power. The classical point of view, embodied in realist and neo-realist
developments, implies understanding of sovereignty as a fixed and exogenous
attribute, as an absolute principle. From a practical point of view, special attention is
paid here to the systematic violation of the achievements of Westphalian sovereignty.
External sovereignty implies that each state remains independent, formally equal to a
number of others. The de facto practical dimension of global interactions shows a
certain hierarchy. Non-realists pay attention to the problems through analysis of the
relations of world powers that are sovereign and in anarchy relations with each other,
while international structures are determined from the standpoint of the main political
unit of the era. Those actors that do not fit into the classical scheme are considered
through the dependence on the leading players. Critics of this approach rightly point
out the fact that the state is no longer the only actor of international interactions, but
is included in the system of interdependence with transnational actors and organi-
zations. Such shifts require a systemic re-conceptualization [5, p. 79-128].

Academic studies of sovereignty in the age of globalization have raised the issue
of «new sovereignty». The principal attention of scientific experts is focused on the
following areas of analysis: the fundamental nature of sovereignty, the revision of the
classical perspective, the rise of a constructivist alternative, attention to the hierarchy
in international engagements, the implementation of forms of mixed or limited
sovereignty. A comprehensive analysis of relevant research suggests that sovereignty
is much more problematic than in the age of classic models dominance. As one of the
types of power relations, sovereignty retains the characteristics of the interconnection
of internal and external dimensions. According to S. Krasner, a leading specialist on
this issue, the internal dimension reflects the need for effective control over the
territory of the state, while the external dimension is a prerequisite for international
recognition and provides for formal equality in the international arena. From the
standpoint of practice, the last moment is interpreted in the sense of the right of
management (K. Waltz), as legal sovereignty (R.Jackson), as international legal
sovereignty (S. Krasner) [6, p. 179-210].

Another direction in identifying the effective essence of sovereignty is in a
characteristic of relations between states. For example, D. Lake fixes the internal
hierarchy and external anarchy with two faces of the «new sovereignty» of modern
times. Constructivist studies maintain the fundamental criticism that an effective way
of interpreting reality offers an approach to the latter as an echo of social facts and
social structures that are brought to action through the practice of states. So, J. Raggi
very rightly points out the fundamental lack of classical approaches to sovereign-
ty that is the lack of a generating principle. C. Tilly, A. Wendt emphasize that
sovereignty in the external and internal dimensions is socially conditional feature. So,
sovereignty is not exogenous in relation to the system, but is reproduced on the basis
of practice [7; 8].
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It is the understanding of sovereignty as a socially constructed one that opened
new horizons for analyzing the parameters of foreign policy in the age of glo-
balization, since sovereignty itself arises to a large extent depending on other social
norms and practices. For example, C. Reus-Smit conceptually presented the inter-
pretation of sovereignty as one of the three elements of the international community:
the constitutional system, the moral goals of the state, reflecting the rules of law-
fulness of action, sovereignty. Consequently, from the standpoint of practical invol-
vement in international-political analysis, this approach represents a qualitatively new
understanding of national sovereignty as a dynamic and socially constructed one.
Sovereignty can indeed be presented as a social structure that changes over time, but
its perception as a system-wide attribute of a state is a constant [9]. For example,
A. Moravcsik, defining the dominant intergovernmental approach, establishes that the
behavior of the state in the international arena is due to the ratio of interests of various
social groups and business circles [10].

In the discourse of alternative approaches, some time was preceded by two concepts —
economic interdependence and interethnic relations. In the first approach, the national
state is conceived as a specific economic entity and is explained as the result of a political
choice. Here, interdependence is not a limitation of sovereignty, but becomes its
expression. The second alternative emphasizes the theory of dependence, where there is
structural inequality between states. Here the dependence appears to be a condition, but it
is not a choice. The basic practical occurrence of inequality occurs in market processes,
but not in power relations. At the same time, under the conditions of globalization,
strength and power are understood as synonyms. However, the practical economic
success of the East Asian states did not allow completely verifying the provisions of the
theory. The first alternative in practice worked more efficiently. Thanks to the benefits
and structural upgrades, the countries enlisted in the semi-periphery overcame the gap in
the pace of development. Thus, high efficiency in theory does not always explain non-
typical conceptual design of constructs that in practice become more frequent [11].

Influential approaches remain with an emphasis on the factor of sovereignty of the
nation. The political interpretation of the nation implies its understanding as the
majority of the political population of the country, the people living on the territory of
the state, a bearer of national sovereignty. Here, the only source of state sovereignty
is a nation, filed as a community of major political entities on the state territory,
participating in political control procedures. An alternative understanding of the
nation from these positions can be interpreted as an ethnically homogeneous group in
imperial entities that has the right to self-determination and to create its own state.

Internationally, sovereignty means that nothing can be done about a state without
its consent. International legal standards are based on the principle of sovereign
equality of states. However, in practice, this status of sovereignty remains extremely
relational, if not dialectical, because state sovereignty not only depends on the state’s
willingness to be sovereign, but also on the degree of sovereignty that can protect
against the sovereign power of others. From this point of view, the limitation of state
sovereignty logically follows from the fact of the existence of other sovereign states.

In the field of international relations, the clearly contradictory positions of the
theory show how difficult it is to rely on the equality of sovereignty and national
policy. With the awareness of the theorists of this contradiction, the theory of «the
right to intervene» was born. The latter’s adherents also argue that the restrictions on
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political sovereignty are based on legal norms and, in the end, return to the values of
«morality». Recent research shows that «ethics of sovereignty» is a new way of
thinking about sovereignty, which implies the right to foresee goals that are contrary
to fundamental freedoms and human rights. Such provisions are regularly used to
justify «humanitarian warsy. In parallel, the question arises as to who must or who is
able to actually fulfill the limitations of political sovereignty of states or peoples. By
definition, they can exercise the «right to intervene» to those who have the resources
and means to intervene. But then the law is subject to authority, which is the opposite
of the above-mentioned goals. De facto, political sovereignty here becomes the
privilege of those who claim to obey the law. Critics of liberal concepts of sove-
reignty, in which the state is under the rule of law, while the public life is clearly
separated from the «private life», is too depoliticized. In particular, C. Schmitt notes
that, by definition, standards and procedures are powerless to determine who should
decide the fate of people when they themselves cannot already do it.

The real power of a sovereign actor is not always «sovereign» for formal right or
status. Hegemony, which is carried out in connection with the effects of power, often
acts outside the law, although they are also in the form of sovereign. Thus, sove-
reignty remains a leading mechanism for protecting national interests in the real
world, but the parameters of its practical discovery are changing.

A comprehensive analysis of modern approaches within the framework of applied
analysis of the foreign policy of the state makes it possible to assert: the Western expert
community has no unified view of the role of sovereignty in contemporary political
practice. Principal positions are presented by supporters of the traditional approach and
supporters of the last update. The first position is characterized as the position of
successive sovereignists. For example, the American political scientist M. Walzer, argues
that sovereignty comes from the right of the people to self-determination. It embodies
history, culture and social peculiarities. The state’s task is to maintain a political space,
and external forces must respect the political process. Intervention in the space of other
actors is seen only possible in the form of time limited, goals and means of a «just war».

The opposite view, first of all, is presented by the development of specialists in
international legal issues. In particular, the American lawyer F. Theon justifies the
need to limit sovereignty as not meeting the moral requirements put forward by
political institutions. As a result, international law is devoid of adequate support.
Well-known political scientists M. Hardt and A. Negri argue that sovereignty is
inseparable from the current political context. Namely — the global state of war, a
situation in which violence can take place at any moment. Consequently, classical
sovereignty is no longer able to protect against violence and ceases to be a sufficient
basis for formatting international relations. The new sovereignty must be in line with
the imperative of democracy, which implies, in practical terms, the reform of the
United Nations in the nationwide electoral institute in 400 districts for 10 million
each, regardless of national borders [12]. Sovereignty should be interpreted as a
derivative structure in which the right correlates with life. The famous thesis of
M. Foucault, which lives as such, becomes the main object of projection of calcu-
lations of state power. As a result, the state penetrates the private life of a person
through national identity, and through citizenship, sovereignty becomes a form of
existence. At the same time, the unwillingness of the national elites to abandon
traditional forms of representation is fixed here.
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Proponents of the deactualization of the traditional national foundations of
international systemic constructions argue their own position in view of the historicity of
the process of forming the system of national states. The perception of national
sovereignty as inviolable and unchanged arises in certain historical conditions, which, at
the present stage of world development, are absent in much of the modern world. At the
same time, the humanitarian dimensions of the response of the international community
require external interference and the legitimization of supranational forces, while the
expansion of the boundaries of the sphere of action of international forces must be clearly
defined and obtain legal regulation that reflects the gap between the practice of
international interactions and the traditional perception of national sovereignty.

Conclusions.The general increased interest in democracy, which began in the late
XX century and continues at the beginning of the new century, was caused, first of
all, by the massive aspiration of the countries freed from authoritarianism, seeking a
more perfect form of government. The political experience of developed countries
shows that the most significant successes have been achieved by those political
systems that were based on liberal-democratic values. This vivid example has become
a decisive factor in choosing the prospects for the development of yesterday’s autho-
ritarian states. However, the future of democracy is far from unambiguous. A signi-
ficant number of countries failed to deal with democratic overloads and returned to an
authoritarian form of government. In addition, there is a confirmation that most of the
future challenges will begin to mature in the depths of already established liberal
democracies, and the cause for such fears are two reasons: the first is the lack of
opportunity to explain their own shortcomings by the threat of constant rivalry with
another system, given the collapse of such; the second reason is that the population of
these countries is much more «infected» with regulatory expectations as to how
democracy should work.

Not the exception of all these processes is the global level of social interactions. The
world system as a democratic one manifests itself in two respects: as a system
consisting of free societies and democratic states, and as a system in which the relations
between states and peoples are determined by law and the general principles of justice.
A number of researchers believe that the international architecture of collective
institutions and formal agreements gradually arises and develops, oriented both on the
principles of democracy and human rights, and on the legitimacy of international action
aimed at their improvement and protection. The most optimistic approach is focused on
finding a historical opportunity to turn into a truly democratic world. The achievement
of this goal involves solving three main tasks: deepening and consolidating democracy
where it has been formally realized, continuing the creation and strengthening of
common structures and institutional rules of democracy at the level of regional and
international organizations; the encouragement of many different streams of change and
transformation that could merge into the only fourth wave of democratization.
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