MUHUCTEPCTBO ObPA3OBAHNA U HAYKU PO

denepanbHOE FOCYAAPCTBEHHOE OOKETHOE
00pa3oBaTeJIbHOE YUPEXKICHUE BBICIIEr0 00pa30BaHuUs
«AcTpaxaHCKUH rocy1apCTBEHHbI YHUBEPCUTET»
(ActpaxaHCKui rOCYAapCTBEHHBI YHUBEPCUTET)

Kagheopa anenuiicroit punonocuu

IIicbMEeHHBIN IEPEBOT

no knuze Theory of the Global State Globality as Unfinished

Revolution. Martin Show

Ha3BAHUC KHUT'M HAa MHOCTPAHHOM S3BIKC

8bIXOOHbBLE OAHHbIE Cambridge University Press 2006

(MecTo u3gaHus, Toj)

nepegod ctp. ¢ 195 mo 213

IUTA CIaYM KaHIUIATCKOrO K3aMeHa
110 HHOCTPAHHOMY SI3BIKY
( aHVIMHACKUNA )

Brimmoant:
Xotunenkuu Oner HukonaeBuu
Kkaghedpa ucmopuu Poccuu

Actpaxanp — 2021 r.



Theory of the Global State Globality as Unfinished Revolution

Martin Show

Theory of the Global State Globality as
Unfinished Revolution

Martin Show 2006

Teopust rmo0aNBHOTO TOCYIAPCTBA: TII00ATBHOCTD KaK
HE3aBEPILCHHAS PEBOJIIOLIUS

Part 111 7

Relations and forms of global state power

UYacte 3 maparpad 7

OTtHo1eHust 1 GopMbI II100aTBHON TOCy1apCTBEHHON
BJIACTH

Through this book, I have proposed that we
understand state in terms of the twin concepts
of state relations (or the social relations of
state power) and state forms (the formal
institutional expressions of state power). Both
of these concepts are broad in character. To
the extent that states have become ever more
powerful in society, more and more social
relations have had, directly or indirectly, the
character of state relations. Society in general
has been increasingly incorporated into the
mode of reproduction of state power. This
was most evident in the era of classic total
war, in the ways in which war and war
preparation included more and more areas of
social relations. There was an extensive
statization of social relations, which was
reflected in the comprehensive restructuring
of state forms. States as institutions became
formally concerned with ever larger areas of
social life: with economic management and
social welfare as well as war and law.

Uepes 3Ty KHUTY ST IPEITIOKIII, YTO MBI TIOHUMAEM TI0/T
roCy/IapCTBOM B TEPMHUHAX JIBOWHBIX KOHIETIIIUN
rOCYJapCTBEHHBIX OTHOIICHHUM WK COIMAIBHBIX

OTHOILIEHUH FOCYAAPCTBEHHOM BIACTH U
rocylapcTBeHHBIX GpopM dopManbHOE
WHCTUTYIIMOHAIBHOE BRIPAXKEHHUE TOCYIapCTBEHHOM
Biacti. O0e 3TH KOHIENIMK UMEIOT o0l Xapaktep. B
TOW Mepe B KAKOW 3TU TOCYIapCTBA CTAHOBATCS JIaXke
0oJiee MOILIHBIMU B O0IIIECTBE, OoJiee 1 0oJiee colHaIbHbIE
CBSI3U BIIUSIOT MPSMO WJIM KOCBEHHO Ha XapakTep
roCyJIapCTBEHHBIX OTHOIIEHHM. OOIIECTBO B II€JI0M 0oJiee
IIUPOKO BKITIOYAET CIIOCOO BOCIIPOM3BOICTBA
roCyJIapCTBEHHOM BiacTH. ITO ObLIO HanboJiee OYEBHIHO
B 3M0XY KJIAaCCUYECKON TOTAJIbHOW BOMHBI, O TYTIX
[IOATOTOBKY K BOWMHE U BOWMHE BKJIFOYABIIIell Bce OoJiee U
Ooutee oOacTell COMAILHBIX OTHOIIEHMNA. brlma
MIPOBEICHA OOIIMPHAS CTATH3AIUS COITUATBHBIX
OTHOIIICHUH, KOTOpas Hallla OTPAKECHHUE BO
BCEOOBEMITIONIEH MIEPECTPOIKE TOCYIapCTBEHHBIX (hOPM.
['ocynapcTBa B Ka4eCTBE HHCTUTYTOB CTAHOBSITCS
dbopMabHO CBSI3aHHBIE C BCe 00JIee MMPOKUMH 00JIaCTIMHU
COIMAILHOM JKHU3HM: YITPaBJICHUE SKOHOMHUKOM,
coIaIbHOE 00CCIICUCHHE, a TAK)KE BOWHA U MTPaABO.

In principle we can see states as 'janus-faced’,
looking both ‘inwards' to society and
'outwards' to interstate relations,® or con-
cerned with both surveillance and warfare.
This understanding of the state, common to
most historical sociology, is an advance on
the concepts of domesticated political science
and sociology, on the one hand, and
international relations, on the other, which
simply reproduce the separation of the two
sides of the state without grasping the
relations between them. However, this

[To cymiecTBY MBI MOKEM BUJETh TOCYAApCTBA Kak SIHYC
JIMLIOM B3IJISI U3HYTPH Ha OOILIECTBO U CHAPYIKH
MEXTOCYIapCTBEHHBIX OTHOIIEHUH WUJIU 3aHUMAThCS
000MMHU KaK HaOIIOIeHNEM, TaK U BOWMHOM.

DT0 MOHMMAaHUE roCcyAapcTBa oOIas A OONBIINHCTBA
HMCTOPUYECKUX COLMOJIOTOB SIBJISIETCS IIIaroM BIIEpE] B
OTHOILIEHUH KOHLIETIINI BHYTPEHHEN MOJIUTHYECKON HAYKU
U COIIMOJIOTUH, C OJTHOM CTOPOHBI MEKIYHAPOIHBIE
OTHOILIEHHUS , C APYTOM CTOPOHBI KOTOPBIE MPOCTO
BOCIIPOM3BOJIAT pa3AeiiEHHE IBYX CTOPOH
rOCY/IapCTBEHHOCTH 0€3 MOHWMaHUS OTHOIIEHUN MEXKTY
HuMU. OJIHAKO, 3TO pasJieNieHne CTalo 0co0eHHO B XX




separation has become, especially in the
twentieth century, much more one of form
than of content. It becomes increasingly
difficult to separate the social relations of
external and internal state power from each
other, as well as from other kinds of social
relations.

BEKe, ropa3io 0obIie 1mo Gopme, 4eM 1Mo CoAepKaHUIO.
OTO0 NOTOMY, UTO BCE TPYAHEE OTAEIUTH COLUAJIbHBIE
CBSI3U MEX/y BHEIIHEW U BHYTPEHHEU IOCY1apCTBEHHOU
BJIACTBIO JIPYT JIpyra, a TAaKXKe OT JPYruX BUJIOB
COLMAIIBHBIX OTHOLIEHU .

Thus the idea of society as pacified and
interstate relations as warlike, which is given
its fullest expression by Giddens, is far too
simple even for the high national-international
era, and even more so for the period of global
transition. Mann has emphasized the impli-
cation of civil society in the violence of
colonization - wars against indigenous
peoples were fought by settlers as well as
empires. There are echoes of this even today
in the violent expropriation of land by
‘internal’ settlers in the Brazilian Amazon and
elsewhere. Even at the heart of imperial
nation-states, moreover, violent contestation
of central state power never disappeared, even
(or especially) in their heyday. As historical
sociologists have emphasized, an
'international-national-international’ loop of
war and revolution was quite normal.
Although in principle we can distinguish war
from revolution, the revolutionary character
of war and the militarization of revolution
make this distinction far from certain in
practice.

Takum o0pa3om, wuuges oOmecTBa Kak MHUPHBIX W

MEXTOCY/IapCTBEHHBIX OTHOIIEHUH, TaK W  BOGHHBIX
KOTOpasi TOJIlydWJla caMO€ IIOJIHO€ BBIPAKEHUE OT
I'mpnenca ciaumkoM mpocTa Jaxke IS BBICOKOM

HAITMOHAJLHOW W MEXJTYHApPOJIHOU 310X U TeM OoJiee B
nepuoa  TIoOaNbHOrO Tepexona. MaHH —TOTYepKHYI
TIOCTICICTBUE CO3JAHMS TPaXIAHCKOTO OOIIecTBa HACHIIUS
B YCIOBHAX KOJOHHU3AIUU BOUHEI IMPOTUB KOPCHHBIX
HAapOJIOB C KOTOPBIMH CPaKAIOTCSI TTOCEJICHIIBI, a TaKXkKe
XOpOIIo KaKk W HMMICPUU. ECTh OTrOJIOCKHM 3TOrO Jaxe,
CEroJHsA B HaACHUJIIbCTBCHHOC OCIIapUBAHHC HeHT’paHBHOﬁ
TOCYJapCTBEHHOH BJIACTH HUKOT/Aa HE UCYe3aso Jaxe (W
oco0eHHO) B mepuoj MX pacuBeTa. Kak momuepkuBain

HUCTOPHUYECKHUE COLIMOJIOTH MEXKTyHaPOJHBIH-
HaIMOHATbHBIA-MEX TyHAPO IHBIN UK BOWHEI u
PEBOJIIOIIMK  SIBIIICTCS BIIOJTHE HOPMAJBHBIM. XOTS TI0

CYHIECTBY MBI MOXEM OTJIMYUTh BOWHY OT DPEBOJIOIUHU,
PEBOJIIOLIMOHHBIA  XapakTep BOWHBI M MWJIMTapHU3ALMS
PEBOJIIOLIMK ~ JIETIAIOT ~ 3TO  pa3jiMuue  JaJeko  He
OTIpEICIIEHHBIM Ha MIPAKTHKE.

In modern revolution, moreover, the
distinction between classbased movements
which aimed to reconstruct the existing
territorially constructed state, and national
movements which aimed to deconstruct its
territorial basis, was also problematic in
practice. Since major states were generally
empires, class contestation in the imperial
core and national contestation in the periphery
were often complementary. Social
revolutionaries were forced to recognize this
in practice, hence Lenin's embrace of 'national
self-determination’ - initially a strategic
development of class politics. In the hands of
many Stalinized Communist parties this
became the basis for both the nationalization
of revolution and the transformation of social

Kpome Toro, B COBpeMEHHOW PEBOJIIOLUN PA3IHUUEC MEXKITY
KJIACCOBBIMU JIBHKECHUSIMH, HaIpaBJICHHBIMHU Ha
PEKOHCTPYKITHIO CYIIECTBYIOIIETO TEPPUTOPHATHHO
MMOCTPOCHHOTO TOCYAapCTBa M HAIMOHAIBHBIX JIBH)KCHHH,
KOTOPBIC CTPEMSATCS pa3pylIuTh €€ TEPPUTOPHAIBHYIO
OCHOBY SBJISICTCSA TaKXe MPOOJEeMaTUYHBIM Ha IPAKTHKE.
[TockobKy OCHOBHBIE TOCYIAapCTBa OBLIW, KakK IPaBHIIO,
MMIIEpUSMH KJIACCOBBIE CIIOPbl B HMMIIEPCKOM LIEHTPE H
HallMOHAJIBHBIE CIIOPHI HA TEpPUPEPUU YaCTO JOTOIHSIIH
npyr apyra. CouuanbHble  PEBOJIOLNUOHEPHI  OBLITU
BBIHYKJICHBI MPU3HATh 3TO HA MPAKTUKE, COOTBETCTBEHHO
JleHMHCKMI MOIX0/ K HAIIMOHAIBHOMY CaMOOIIPENEIEHUIO
-  W3HAYaJIbHO CTPATETMYECKOE€ pa3BUTHE KIIACCOBOM
MOJIMTUKA. B pykax MHOTUX CTaJIMHU3UPOBAHHBIX
KOMMYHHUCTUYECKUX TApTHHA 3TO CTajJO0 OCHOBOW Kak s
HAI[MOHATM3allMU PEBOJIONUHN, TaK M MpeoOpa3oBaHUS
COIMAIbHOM pEBOJIIOIIUU B PEBOTIOIMOHHYIO




revolution into revolutionary guerrilla war.

MIapTU3aHCKYIO BOMHY

The partial truth in the idea of pacified society
and warlike states was that in the heyday of
the nation-state-empire, the violence of
interstate war dwarfed the violence of
revolution and even of revolutionary war. But
intensified  surveillance  never implied
complete pacification. Nor was surveillance
ever only one way, as insurgents developed
their own means of monitoring as well as
tapping into those of central states. Moreover,
in highly surveyed (and thus partially
pacified) societies, mass media amplified the
effects of even small or isolated acts of
violence, giving their practitioners political
significance out of proportion to their
numbers. While it has been difficult for
insurgents to win against highly surveyed,
especially democratic states, it has also been
difficult for states to stamp out violence.
(Hence the contemporary tendency towards
negotiated settlements of insurgency.)

YactuuHoM IpaBAoi B U€€ yMUPOTBOPEHHOIO OOLIECTBA
¥ BOCHHBIX TOCYJapCTB OBLIO TO, UTO B AIOXY paciBeTa
rocyaapcTBa-uMIIEPUN HACHUITHE MEXIOCYIapCTBEHHON

BOWHBI 3aTMEBAJIO HACWIJIME PEBOJIIOLIUH U JTaXKe
peBoIOIIMOHHOM BoliHBL. Ho ycunenHoe HabmtoeHue
HUKOT/a HE TOAPa3yMeBaAJIO TIOJHOTO YMUPOTBOPEHHUSL.

Kpowme Toro, HabntoaeHne HUKOT1a He ObLIO
€IMHCTBEHHBIM CITIOCOOOM, TTOCKOJIbKY TTOBCTAHIIBI

pa3pabaThiBaii CBOM COOCTBEHHBIE CPEACTBA KOHTPOJIS, a
TaKXXe UCIOJIH30BAIIN CPEJICTBA KOHTPOJIS IICHTPAIBHBIX

mratoB. [loMmumo 3toro, B Hanbosee oOcne0BaHHbIX (1,

TaKUM 00pa3oM, YaCTHYHO YMHUPOTBOPEHHBIX) OOIIeCTBaX

CpeAcTBa MaccoBOM MH(GOPMAIMN YCHIINBAIH TTOCIEICTBHS
Jake HeOOJTBIINX MITH U30JIMPOBAHHBIX aKTOB HACHITHS,
NpUIaBast UX MPAKTHYECKUM JESITEIISIM TTOJIMTHYECKYIO

3HaYMMOCTh HECOPa3MEPHO UX YHCICHHOCTH. XOTA

MIOBCTaHIaM OBLIO TPYIHO OJIepKaTh MOOETy Ha/l BEICOKO

U3y4EHHBIMH, 0COOCHHO JIEMOKPATUICCKIUMHU
rocyJapcTBaMH, TOCYIapCTBaM Takke OBIJIO TPYIHO

UCcKOopeHUTh Hacuiue. (OTCIoAa U COBpEMEHHas TeHICHIIMSI
K YpEeryJaupOBaHHIO MOBCTAHYECKOTO IBUKECHHUS ITyTEM

MIEPETOBOPORB).

Centres of power, borders of violence

HCHprI BJIACTH, 'PAHUIBI HACUJINA

Borders of violence in the modem world have
never coincided at all fully, therefore, with the
formal boundaries of states. In the high
national-international period, at least it was
true that the latter were the most important
lines of violence, compared with which
violent divisions of society ‘within' states
appeared secondary. Imperial nation-states
approximated, even if they were not at all
completely, 'bordered power containers'. After
1945, however, most major nationstates
gradually shed the character of formal
empires. In the emerging world of blocs, the
major borders of violence were simplified to
the lines between 'East' and "West' which were
named for their decisive characters - the 'lron
Curtain' in Europe followed by the '‘Bamboo
Curtain' in Asia.

['panuiel Hacuus (IPUMEHEHUS CHIIbI) B COBPEMEHHOM
MUpPE HUKOT/Ia OJIHOCThIO HE COBMAAAIHU, TAKUM 00pa3om,
¢ dopManIbHBIMU TPaHUIIAMU TrocynapcTs. B nepuon
BBICOKHX HAIlMOHAJIBHBIX U MEXIYHAPOIHBIX OTHOLLICHUH,
1o KpaiiHel Mepe, ObUIO BEPHO, UTO MOCIICTHHE SIBISIOTCS
HanboJsee BaXKHBIMH (pOpMaMU HACUIIHS, TI0O CPABHEHHIO C
KOTOPBIMH HACUJILCTBEHHBIN pacKoJ 00IIecTBa B Ipeaenax
LITAaTOB MPEJCTABISAETCA BTOPOCTENEeHHbIM. VIMIiepckue
rocynapcTBa-HalluU MPUOIMKAIUCH, 1aXKe eCIH OHU U He
OBLIIN ITOJIHOCTHIO 3aruiensl. OaHako mocite 1945 roma
OOJBIIMHCTBO KPYIMHBIX HAI[MOHATIBHBIX TOCYAaPCTB
MOCTETIEHHO YTPaTWIIN XapakTep GpopManbHbIX uMiepuii. B
HapOXKIAI0IEMCsl MUPE OJIOKOB, OCHOBHBIE TPAaHUIIBI
HACWJINS OBLITU YIPOIIEHBI 0 TPaHUIl MeXIy BocTokoM u
3amagoM KOTOpble ObUTHM HAa3BaHbI B UECTh MX PEUIAOIINX
nepcoHaxeil - Xenesnplii 3anaBec B EBporie, a 3arem
'bamOyKoBBI# 3aHaBeC' B A3HH.




There were of course other lines of violence
between states, mainly between the blocs and
secondary centres of state power, but also
between the latter and within blocs. Most
violent conflicts were, however, ‘'within'
juridically defined states: as any list of the
wars of the Cold War era will confirm, major
interstate wars such as those in Korea,
Vietnam or the Middle East (all of which had
important ‘internal’ aspects) were few in
number compared with intrastate conflicts.?
The dominant borders were the bloc
divisions: although Cold War rivalry did not
fully determine the secondary conflicts, the
latter were often assimilated to bloc rivalry.

KoneuHo, cyniecTBoBaiu U Apyrue JIMHAA HACUIIUSA MEKIY
rocyJapcTBaMH, TJIABHBIM 00pa3oM MEX1y OJIOKaMH U
BTOPUYHBIMU LIEHTPAMHU I'OCYIapCTBEHHOM BJIACTH, A TAKXKE
MEX/1y MOCIEIHUMHU U BHYTpU OJIOKOB. BOJIBIIMHCTBO
HACHJIbCTBEHHBIX KOH(MJIMKTOB, TEM HE MeHee, ObLITH B
paMKax IOpUINYECKH ONPEACIICHHBIX TOCYIapCTB: KaK
MOATBEPAUT JH000H CIIMCOK BOMH BPEMEH XOJIOTHOM
BOWHBI, KPYITHBIE MEKTOCY/IapCTBEHHBIE BOWHBI, TAKHE KaK
BoiHbI B Kopee, BreTname nnu Ha bmkaem BocTtoke (Bce
U3 KOTOPBIX UMENN BaXKHbIE 'BHYTPEHHHE' aCIIEKTHI) 110
CPaBHEHMIO C BHYTPUTOCYIaPCTBEHHBIMU KOH(MIUKTaAMH.
JloMuHupytolMe rpaHuilbl ObUTH pa3ziesieHbl Ha OJIOKU:
XOTSI COIEPHUYECTBO B IEPUOJ] XOJIOJHON BOMHBI HE B
MIOJIHOM Mepe OIpeNensyio BTOPUYHbIE KOH(IIUKTBI,
MIOCJIETHAE YaCTO ACCOLMUPOBAIMUCH C COIIEPHUYECTBOM
MEXITy OJIOKaMHu.

Within the Cold War blocs, 'natation-states'
were therefore no longer 'bordered power
containers'. National state entities (especially
subordinate states) opened their borders to
each other's armed forces (particularly those
of superpowers). Even within the looser and
more mutually constituted Western bloc, only
Britain and France retained both the military
capacities and political scope for large-scale
military power-projection independently of
the USA. Even in these two cases the
opportunities were mainly of a ‘post-imperial’
kind, increasingly constrained in practice
(notably after the failure of the 1956 Suez
intervention, of which Washington
disapproved) the independence of their
nuclear forces was more apparent than real. If
any kind of unit resembled a bordered power
container, it was increasingly the blocs
themselves. National state entities within the
blocs were increasingly interpenetrated.

Takum oOpazoM, B pamMKax OJIOKOB XOJIOJHOW BOWHBI
'HalluU-TOCyAapcTBa’ OoJIbIIE HE SIBIISLJIUCH
IPUTrPaHUYHBIMM BMECTUJIMILIAMHU BiacTu. HanmonaneHbie
rocymapcTBeHHbIe 0Opa3oBaHHs (OCOOCHHO TOCyIapcTBa
HaXOJsIIKecs B IOJUMHEHNH ) OTKPBUIA CBOU TPAHUIIBI JIs
BOOPY)KEHHBIX CHJI Jpyr aApyra (0COOGHHO Uil CHJI
cBepxnepxkan). Jlaxxe B pamkax Oosee crmaboro m Ooliee
00pa30BaHHOTO 3arajHoro 65oxa TOJIBKO
BenukoOputanus u @paHuus COXpaHWIM KaK BOCHHBIN
NOTEHLIMaJ, TaK W MOJUTUYECKUH  Macimtad Juid
KpPYIHOMAcCIITaOHOM BOCHHOU MIPOEKLIUU CHJIBI
He3zaucuMo or CIIIA. Jlaxke B 3THX JBYX Ciydasx
MEPCIEeKTUBBl ObUIM B OCHOBHOM MOCTHUMIIEPCKOTO THIIA,
Bce 0oJiee OrpaHUYMUBAIIMCEH HA MPAKTUKE (OCOOEHHO MOce
npoBana Cysukoil uHTepBeHUMH 1956 rOna, KOTOPYIO
BamuHrToH He 000pHIT) HE3aBUCUMOCTh UX SACPHBIX CHJ
Obla Oosiee KaxkyIeics, yeM peabHol. Eciu kakas-nmi6o
€IMHMIIA W HANOMHUHANA 3alUIICHHBI SHEPreTHYeCKUn
KOHTEiHEp, TO BCEe 4damle JTO ObIM camMu OJOKH.
HarnmonaneHble TOCYyJapCTBEHHBIE CTPYKTYpPhl B paMKax
OJI0KOB BCE IIMPE MPOHUKAIU APYT B Apyra.

Despite the reality that many key lines of
violence were between blocs or ‘within'
national entities, the formal construction of
blocs on a national-international basis meant
that the importance of national forms of state

HecmoTpst Ha peaJlbHOCTH TOTrO, YTO MHOTHE KIHOYEBbIE
JVHUM HACWIMS HAXOJAATCS MEXAy OJIOKaMH WM BHYTPH
HallMOHANBHBIX 00pa30BaHUM, (GopMaIbHOE MOCTPOEHHUE
OJIOKOB Ha HAIMOHAJBHOH M MEXIyHApOJIHOW OCHOBE
O3HayaJlo, YTO  3HAYEHHE  HALMOHAIBHBIX  (GOpPM
rocygapctBa Obuto  daxktuuecku ycuieHo. C  npyroi




was actually reinforced. The nation-state form
was also strengthened from another direction.
The break-up of European empires led to the
establishment of a large number of
‘independent’  nation-states. Both  bloc
ideologies, American liberal and Soviet Com-
munist, legitimated national autonomy as a
universal value. However, state-blocs widely
oppressed or subverted the real autonomy of
their constituent or client national centres.
And while national independence was clearly
of great significance in cases such as India
and China, it was understood on all sides that
in the cases of smaller countries, statehood
might imply the trappings rather than the full
realization of ‘sovereignty’. A model for
clientelistic independence already existed in
Latin America, and was theorized in the
1960s in the widely applied idea of
'dependency'.

CTOpPOHBI, ObUIa TaKXe YKpeIuleHa TOCYIapCTBEHHO-
HanMoHanbHas (opma. Pacman eBpornelickux UMIEpHid
OpuBel K CO3JaHUIO OOJBLIOrO YHCIa HE3aBHCHUMBIX
HAIIMOHAJBHBIX TrocyaapcTB. Wneonoruss o0owx OJOKOB,
aMepUKaHCKas nubepanbHast u COBETCKast
KOMMYHHCTHYECKas, y3aKOHHWIIa HAIlMOHAJIbHYIO
ABTOHOMHIO KaK yHUBEpPCAJIbHYK LEHHOCTb. OpaHaKo
rOCyJapCTBeHHbIE OJOKM IIMPOKO TMOJABILUIM WU
[O/IPBIBATIM PEAJIbHYI0 aBTOHOMMIO BXOJSLINX B UX COCTaB
WIM 00CITYKUBAaEMbIX HAIlMOHAJIbHBIX LEHTpPOB. U x0T
Hal[MOHAJbHAsl HE3aBUCUMOCTb SIBHO HMeEET OOJIbILIOE
3HAYEHUE B TaKuUX ciuydvasx, kak Mumus m Kwuraid, Bce
CTOPOHBI TOHHMMAJM, YTO B CJIy4ae MaJbIX CTpaH
rOCy/IJapCTBEHHOCTh MOXET TOJpa3yMeBaTh HE IOJHOE
OCYILIECTBJIEHUE CYBEpPEHMTETa, a €ro aTpuOyTel. Mojenb
KJIMEHTCKOM HE3aBUCHUMOCTH yX€ CyLIeCTBOBaJa B
Jlatunckoit Amepuke u Obla npeioxkeHa B 1960-x rogax
B UIMPOKO NMPUMEHSIEMOM Hjiee 3aBUCUMOCTH.

Within the evolving juridical and normative
world order, restructured around the United
Nations, blocs were organized and understood
as comprising overlapping layers of
‘international’ organization. There were three
principal layers: bloc bodies such as NATO
(and within it the European Economic
Community) and the Warsaw Pact;
international bodies such as the Bretton
Woods institutions which in theory were
world organizations but in practice were
dominated by the major Western bloc; and
those bodies which more genuinely included
other states, such as the UN itself, but within
which the voices of the blocs were still
dominant.

B pamMkax 3BOIOIMOHUPYIOIIETO MHUPOBOTO MPABOBOTO H
HOPMATHBHOTO  TIOPSJIKA, PECTPYKTYpHU3AIMS  BOKPYT
Opraamzanmu  OObeauHEHHBIX Haruii, Ojoku  ObLIH
OpraHuW30BaHbl M PACCMATPHUBAIOTCS KaK TyOIupyIOIne
YPOBHH MEXJIYHAPOIHOW CTPYKTYphl. CyIIECTBOBAIA TPH
OCHOBHBIX ypOBHs: Teno Onoka, Takue kak HATO (u B ee
pamkax EBpomeiickoe 3KOHOMHYECKOE COOOIeCTBO) M
BapmaBckoro n1oroBopa, Takux MEXKIyHapOIHBIX OPTraHOB;
KaK OpeTTOH-BYICKHE YapeKIACHHUS, KOTOPBIC
TEOPETHUYECKH SBIIIOTCS BCEMHUPHBIMU OPraHu3aiusIMu, HO
Ha MPaKTHUKE TOMUHHUPYIOT KPYITHBIC 3aMa/HbIe OJIOKH; U T€
OpraHbl,  KOTOpPbIC€  pPEAJbHO  BKIIOYAIHM  JIpyrue
rocynapctba, Takue kak cama OOH, HO B KOTOpBIX ToJjioca
0JIOKOB BCE €III¢ JIOMUHUPOBAIIH.

In the inter-bloc order, all of these
international organizations were understood
to derive their legitimacy from national state
entities. However, the United Nations
Charter, the Universal Declaration of Human
Rights, the Genocide Convention and other

B Mex06510k0BOM MOPSIIKE BCE ITH MEKIYHAPOTHBIE
OpraHu3alum, Kak MpearnoJiaraioch, ONUPaIUCh Ha
JETUTUMHOCTb HAIIMOHAJIBHBIX TOCYJaPCTBEHHBIX
obpazoBanuii. OqHako YcraB Opranuzanuu
O60bvenuuennsix Hanuii, BeeoOmas neknapanus npas
yenoBeka, KOHBEHIIMS O TEHOLN/IE U APYTUe aCIEKThI
dbopMupYIOITIEiics CHCTEMbI MEXXYHAPOTHOTO MpaBa




aspects of the evolving framework of
international law had created a 'universal’
legitimation framework, a foundation for
‘global’ order, based on individual human
beings as well as states. Although established
by states, this framework always had the
potential to go beyond them: a tension
between historic nation-statist and emergent
globalist ~ definitions was  built into
international state forms themselves. Before
1989, however, this tension was largely
contained by the bloc-system.

CO3/1aJT YHUBEPCAIbHYIO JISTUTUMHYIO OCHOBY,
dbyHIaMeHT 1S TII00ATBHOTO TOPSIKAa, OCHOBAHHOTO KaK
Ha OTJENBHBIX JIIOJISX, TaK U Ha rocynapcTBax. HecmoTps
Ha TO, YTO 3TH PaMKH ObLIN YCTAHOBIJICHBI TOCYAapCTBAMH,
OHHM Bcera 00J1aaly MOTEHIIUAIOM JIJISl BBIXO/IA 32 X
MpeeIbl: HAPSHKEHHOCTh MEXKTy HCTOPUUYECKOM
HallMOHAJIbHON-CTATUCTKON U BOZHUKAIOIIUMH
r100aTM3UPOBAHHBIMU OTIPECIICHUSIMU OblIa BCTPOCHA B
camMu (GOPMBI MK IYHAPOIHBIX TocynapcTB. OQHAKO JI0
1989 roxa sTa HaNPsHKEHHOCTH B 3HAYUTEIILHOU CTETICHU
cIepKUBaJIach OJJOKOBOM CHUCTEMOI.

The idea of a divergence between real and
formal statehood has therefore been widely
understood in the past half century. Following
ideas of imperialism and dependency, it has
been grasped, however, more as a disparity
between economic and juridical statehood,
than as a manifestation of transformed
relations of violence. Only in relatively recent
times have the latter come to be seen as the
main problem, for example in the examination
of 'quasi-states'. Jackson has argued that "The
juridical cart is now before the empirical
horse', because 'Ramshackle states today. . .
are not allowed to disappear juridically - even
if to all intents and purposes they have
already fallen or been pulled down in fact.
They cannot be deprived of sovereignty as a
result of war, conquest, partition or
colonialism such as frequently happened in
the past.”

Takum oOpa3zoM, ujess pacXoXKIEHUS MEXKIY peallbHOW U
dbopMaNbHONW TOCYIapCTBEHHOCTHIO TIOJMy4YWiIa IITUPOKOE
nonumanue B nociegnue 50 ner. OaHako, ciaeayda uUiaesam
UMIIepUaIu3Ma ¥ 3aBUCUMOCTH, OHA MOHUMAETCS CKOpPEe
KaK pa3pelB  MEXKAY DKOHOMHYECKOM M IPaBOBOU
rOCYJIapCTBEHHOCTBIO, qeMm KaK MIPOSIBJICHHE
TpaHC(OPMHUPOBAHHBIX OTHOIICHUN Hacwiusa. Jlumbe B
OTHOCUTEIIbHO HEJABHEM TMPOILIOM TOCJIEAHUE CTalu
paccMaTpuBaTbCcsi B KauecTBE TJIABHOM  MPOOJIEMBI,
Hanmpumep MpUu pacCMOTPEHUM KBA3UTOCYNapCTB. J[KeKCoH
YTBEpXKIajd, 4YTO IOpUIMYECKas TeJIekKa Tenepb IMepen
SMIUPUYECKON JIOIIAIbI0, TOTOMY YTO 'PaMiiiexn 3asBisieT
CEroJIHA... «HE JOJDKHBI MCYe€3aTh B CyACOHOM TOPSIIIKE,
JaKe €ClIM OHU YXe yhald WiId OblIH (HaKTHYECKH
cBepHYTBHl. OHU HE MOTYT OBITh JIUIIEHBI CYBEPEHHUTETA B
pe3yabTare  BOMHBI,  3aBOCBAaHMM,  pazjena  WIH
KOJIOHHAQJIM3MA, KaK 3TO 4YaCTO MPOUCXOJIUAIIO B IIPOIILIIOM).




And vyet states that face organized challenges
to the monopoly of legitimate violence within
their territory are only one case of how
contemporary 'nation-states' fail to correspond
to the classic idea of the nation-state. States
which face no such organized challenges, but
which have overwhelmingly pooled their
armed and authoritative resources within a
larger bloc, are no less cases of this
contemporary gap. In order to grasp
contemporary statehood in its complexity, we
need first to conceptualize the major
categories of bordered centres of state power
within which the authoritative control of
violence is coordinated. These are, therefore,
the three main types of state in the
contemporary world (although there are also
other kinds of 'state’ entities which do not
constitute distinct centres). In the following
sections | shall discuss how these three kinds
of state relate to the global layer of state
power.

N Bce e rocymapcTBa, KOTOPBIE CTAIKHUBAKOTCA C
OpraHW30BaHHBIMM BbI30BAMH MOHOIIOJIMM Ha 3aKOHHOE
HaCUIUe Ha CBOCH TEPPUTOPHM, SIBJIIOTCS JIMILL OJHHUM
IIPUMEPOM  TOTO,
rocygapcrsa He

HAIMOHAJILHOTO rocyaapcTBa. ['ocymapcTBa, KOTOpbIE HE

KaKk COBPCMCHHBIC HalWMOHAJIbHBIC
COOTBCTCTBYCT KJIacCUYECKOM ujee

CTAJIKUBAKOTCA ¢ TAKUMH OPraHM30BaHHBIMU HpO6J'I€MaMI/I,
HO KOTOPBIC B IIOAABJIAIOLIEM 6OJH)HH/IHCTBC O6”I)€III/IHI/IJII/I
CBOM BOOPYXECHHBIE M aBTOPUTETHBIE PECYPCHl B paMKax
Oosiee KpymHOTO OJiOKa, SIBISIOTCS HE MeEHee SPKUMH
npuMepaMu 3TOTO COBpeMEHHOro pas3peiBa. [lis Toro
9TOOBI TIOHATH COBPEMEHHYIO TOCYIapCTBEHHOCTH B €€
TIPEKIE
KaTeTOPHH
BJIACTH, B

CII0O)KHOCTH,  HaM  HEoOX0JIuMO BCETO
KOHLIENTYJIN3UPOBATh

IIOTPAaHUYHBIX IIEHTPOB
KOOPJIMHUPYETCS

KOHTPOJIb 32 HacuiareM. TakuM oOpa3oM, peub HJIET O Tpex

OCHOBHBIC
roCyJIapCTBEHHOM
paMKax  KOTOPBIX ABTOPUTETHBIN
OCHOBHBIX THIAX FOCYAApCTB B COBPEMEHHOM MHpE (XOTS
CYLIECTBYKOT U  JOpyrde  BHUIOBl  TOCYAAPCTBEHHBIX
o0pa3oBaHuil, KOTOpbIE o0pa3yroT
LEHTpoB). B mocnenyromux pasznenax s pacckaxy O TOM,
KaK 3TH TPU BUJAA COCTOSIHUA COOTHOCSTCS C INI0OAJIbHBIM

YPOBHEM T'OCYJapCTBEHHOM BJIACTH.

HE OTACIBbHBIX

The global-Wstern state-conglomerate

I'noGaabHBIi KOHIJIOMEPAT 3aNaJHbIX TOCYAAPCTB

Of the first main type of state, there is only
one example. The globalized Western state-
conglomerate, or global-Western state for
short, is an integrated authoritative
organization of violence which includes a
large number of both juridically defined states
and international interstate organizations. This
centre of state power is an outgrowth from the
bloc-state of the Cold War, but in many
respects its evolving twenty-first-century
form is sui generis. Many core features of this
Western state originated in its earlier 'bloc’
form, but it is being substantially developed
in the processes of global transformation. This
organization of violence should be considered
as a new type of state - rather than as an
alliance or a complex set of alliances of states
- for a number of reasons.

W3 mepBOro OCHOBHOIO THIIA TOCYJapCcTBa €CTh TOJBKO
oauH mnpumep. [moOanbHBIE KOHIJIOMEpaT 3amajHbIX
rocyapcTB, WM TJI0OATbHOE 3amajHoe TOoCyAapCTBO Ha
KOPOTKOE BpeMs, SIBJISIETCS MHTErPUPOBAHHOMN
ABTOPUTETHOM OpraHM3alMeil HACWIIUS, KOTOpas BKIIFOYAET
B ce0s 0O0JbIIOE YMCIO KAaK IOPUAWYECKH OIpPEACICHHBIX
roCyIapcTB, TaK M MEXIOCYJapCTBEHHBIX OpPraHu3alui.
OTOT UEHTP roCyJapCTBEHHOM BJIACTH SIBISETCA OTXOAOM
oT OJ0Ka XOJIOAHOW BOMHBI, HO BO MHOTHUX OTHOILIEHUSX
ero spoiroronupytomas gopma XXI Beka yHUKaIbHA.
MHoTHE OCHOBHBIE OCOOCHHOCTH O3TOTO  3alagHOTro
rocyiapcTBa 3apoJUIUCh B e€ro Oosee paHHed Qopme
00Ka, HO OHO CYIIECTBEHHO pa3BUBAeTCS B MpoIlecce
100aNbHOTO M3MEHEHHUS. Ty OpraHu3allhi0 HACHIIHS
CIIEZyeT pacCMaTpUBaTh KaK HOBBIM BUJ I'OCYJapCTBa, a HE
KaK aJIbHC WIM CJIOKHBIM KOMIUIEKC COI030B I'OCYHapCTB,
10 PAAY NPUYHH.

First and most critically, the Western state

BO-HCpBBIX, 1 9TO CaMO€ BaXXHOC, 3aHaIlHOC rocy1apCTBO




functions as a single centre of military state
power in relation to other centres. It has
functioned in this way over a considerable
period of time and in relation to different
adversaries. The core nation-states of the bloc
(USA, UK, France) fought an integrated
campaign in the Second World War. The bloc
itself matured during the Cold War against the
Soviet bloc. Since 1989 it has operated
against a wide range of other state centres,
most notably against Iraq in 1991 and Serbia

(GYyHKIMOHUPYET  KaK  COUHBIA  IICHTP  BOCHHOU
rOCy/lapCTBEHHOW BJAcTH II0 OTHOLUEHUIO K JIPYTUM
neHTpaM. OHO (YHKIIMOHHPOBAJIO TakuM 0Opa3oM B
TE€YEHHE 3HAUYUTEIIBHOTO IIEPHUO0/1a BPEMEHU U B OTHOLLIEHUU
Pa3IUYHbIX NPOTUBHUKOB. OCHOBHBIE TOCYyIapCTBa-UJICHbI
omoka (CIHA, BenukoOpurtanus, DpaHuus) TIpOBEIH
C€IUHYI0 KaMIIaHWIO BO BpeMs BTOpolW MHpOBOU BOWHBI.
Cam 0OJIOK c(OpPMHUpPOBAJICS BO BpPEMsS XOJIOJHOM BOMHBI
npotuB coBeTckoro Omoka. C 1989 roma oH neiictByer
IPOTUB ILIMPOKOIO Kpyra IPYTHX TrOCYAapCTB OCOOEHHO
npotuB HUpaka B 1991 roay u npotus Cepobuu B 1999 ronay.

in 1999.
Second, the integration of what are | Bo-BTopbiXx, WHTErpamms TOro, 4YTO TPAAUIHOHHO
conventionally considered distinct 'states' into | cYMTaeTCss OTAEIBHBIMU TOCYIAPCTBAMM, B 3alaJHOE
the Western state is now multiply determined | TOCY1apcTBO TCTIEph OMPEACTACTCA CIIOKHBIM,

by a complex, overlapping set of relations and
institutions. The relations of the formally
distinct centres of state power are mediated by
highly developed and still extending linkages
of economic and cultural as well as military-
political kinds. The institutions involved also
include dense, fast-evolving webs of bilateral
as well as multilateral relations.

NEePEKPHIBAIOLIUMCS HA0OPOM OTHOIIEHUH U HWHCTUTYTOB.
OtHoueHust Mexay (GopMaibHO OTAEIBHBIMHU LIEHTPAMHU

rOCyJapCTBEHHOM  BJACTH  OCYIIECTBJSIFOTCSA  TIPH
MOCPETHUYECTBE  BBICOKOPA3BUTBIX W BCE €I
PACHIMPSIIONITUX  CBSI3M  MEXIYy OSKOHOMHYECKHMMHU |

KYJTbTYPHBIMH, & TaK)K€ BOCHHO-TIOJIUTUYECKUMH KPYTraMH.
COOTBETCTBYIOIINE YUPEIKICHUS TAKKE BKIFOYAIOT B CEOst
IUIOTHBIE, OBICTPO Pa3BUBAIOLIMECS CETH JBYCTOPOHHHUX, a
TaK)k€ MHOTOCTOPOHHUX OTHOILIEHHI.

Third, the Western state's authoritative
deployment of violence is now structurally
reinforced by its increasing, if problematic
integration with the legitimate international
and world authority-structure of the United
Nations. Not only is Western state power
exercised worldwide, but it has a general (if
strongly contested) global legitimacy.

B-TpeThux, aBTOpUTETHOE IPUMEHEHUE HACKITHS
3araiHbIM TOCYAapCTBOM B HACTOSIIEE BpEeMsI B
CTPYKTYPHOM OTHOIIEHUH TOJAKPEIUIAECTCS €r0 PacTYIIEH,
XOTsI ¥ MPOOJIEMAaTUYHON MHTETpaIlel ¢ 3aKOHHOU
MEXKIYHAPOHON U MUPOBOM aBTOPUTETHOU CTPYKTYpOH
Opraauzanun O0beauHeHHbIX Hanuii. 3anagHas
roCyJIapCTBEHHAs BJIACTh HE TOJIBKO OCYIIECTBIIACTCS 110
BCEMY MHPY, HO U UMEET O0IIYIO (€CIH €€ PEIIUTENbHO
OCMapUBAIOT) TTI00ANbHYIO JIETUTUMHOCTbD.

The global-Western state, as a centre of
power, includes the juridical 'states’ of North
America, Western Europe, Japan and
Australasia. Although this centre’'s most
defining institutional networks are military
alliances which bind together most of the
entities, the Western state clearly includes not
only states which are formal military allies,
but 'neutral’ states bound to the larger West in
other ways. This inclusion is recognized in
the membership of some ‘neutrals’ in the

['noGanpHOE 3anaiHOE TOCYAAPCTBO, KaK LIEHTp BIIACTH,
BKJIIOYAeT B ce0s ropuanyeckue rocyaapcrsa CeBepHo
Amepuku, 3anagHoi EBpornbl, AnoHuu n ABCTpasiui.
XoTs HanboJiee ONpeAeAIOIUMU HHCTUTYIIMOHAIBHBIMU
CETSIMU 3TOTO LIEHTPA SABJISIFOTCS MHJIMTAPUCTCKUE COIO3BI,
KOTOPBIE CBA3BIBAIOT OOJIBIIMHCTBO CYOBEKTOB, 3aMaHOe
rOCyZapCcTBO SIBHO BKIIIOUAET HE TOJILKO TOCYNApCTBa,
KOTOPBIE SABIISAIOTCS O(UIMATIBHBIMI BOCHHBIMH
COIO3HHMKAMM, HO U HENTPAJIbHBIE TOCY1APCTBA, CBA3aHHbIE
¢ OoJibIIMM 3a1aioM JIpYTUMH criocodaMu. ITo
BKJIIOUEHUE NMPU3HAETCS B WIEHCTBE HEKOTOPBIX
HEUTpaJIbHBIX TOCY1apCTB B EBPOIIEHCKOM COMO3€, a TAKXKE




European Union and the latter's edging
towards military roles within the larger West.
While the defining relationslhips of the
Western state as a whole are its military
relations with other centres, inclusion within
the conglomerate cannot be reduced to any
one institutional form, even membership of
NATO and other military alliances centred on
the United States.

B CTPEMJICHUU MOCJICTHUX K BBITIOJHEHUIO BOCHHBIX
¢dbyHKIUK B paMKax 3anazga. B To BpeMst kak
OTPEIEIIAIOIMMU OTHOILIEHUAMH 3aI1aJJHOr0 IOCy1apcTBa B
LIEJIOM SIBJISIFOTCSL €I0 BOCHHBIE OTHOLIEHUS C IPYTUMHU
LEHTpaMu, BKIIFOUEHHUE B KOHTJIOMEPAT HE MOXKET OBbITh
CBEJICHO K KaKOW-1100 OJTHON MHCTUTYIIMOHAIBHOMN
dopme, naxe K wieHcTBY B HATO u 1pyrux BO€HHbIX
coro3ax ¢ neHtpom B Coeaumnennsix [ltarax.

The criteria of inclusion can be defined,
rather, as that, first, entities of the Western
state depend on it as a centre of violence and
second, that their potential to act as
organizing centres of legitimate violence in
their own rights is clearly subordinated to this
dependence. Thus most member-states of
NATO maintain some secondary ‘national’
military capabilities, but alliance roles are the
major context in which their military roles are
determined. Clearly non-NATO entities in
western Europe, including ‘neutrals’ like
Ireland, Finland and even non-NATO, non-
EU Switzerland, can be regarded as
components of the Western state, because de
facto they are militarily dependent as well as
comprehensively integrated at other levels. A
NATO memberstate such as Turkey, on the
other hand, can only be regarded as very
imperfectly integrated, not only because of its
lesser degree of incorporation into secondary
institutional networks (e.g. excluded from the
EU), but because it retains substantial military
capability  which  could override its
participation in the Western state.

Kpurepun BKIIOUEHHS] MOXHO OIPEACIUTH CKOpee Tak,
KaK, BO-TIEPBBIX, OOpa30BaHMs 3alagHOTO TOCYAapCTBA
3aBUCAT OT HETrO Kak OT LIEHTPa HACWIUA U, BO-BTOPBIX, UX
MOTEHIMAT KaK OPraHU3aTOPOB 3aKOHHOTO HACWIHS B UX
COOCTBEHHBIX  TIpaBax  SIBHO  TOJYUHSETCS  OTOM
3aBUCUMOCTH. Takum o6pa3zom, OOIBIINHCTBO TOCYIApCTB-
yneHoB HATO coxpaHSiOT HEKOTOphIE BTOPOCTEIICHHBIC
HallMOHAJIBHBIE BOCHHBIC TMOTEHIIHAIBI, OJHAKO POJIb
albsHCA SIBJIIETCSI OCHOBHBIM KOHTEKCTOM, B KOTOPOM
OTIPENETISAIOTCS X BOEHHBIE posti. COBEPIICHHO OYEBUTHO,
gyro He BXomsmme B HATO o6pasoBanus B 3amamHOit
EBpornie, BKiItOYasi Takvue HEUTpaibHbIE TOCYIAapCTBa, Kak
WUpnannus, OUHISHINA U JaXe CTPaHbI, HE BXOJAIIUEC B
HATO, ne Bxomsmme B EC, IlIBelinapus, ™Moryt
paccMaTpuBaThbCsl B KAaueCTBE KOMIIOHEHTOB 3amaJHOTO
rocyaapcTBa, IOTOMY 4YTO Je-(pakTo OHH 3aBUCAT B
BOCHHOM OTHOIIICHUH, a TaKKe KOMILJIEKCHO
WHTETPUPOBAHbI Ha APYrux ypoBHsX. C Ipyroil CTOPOHBI,
takoe rocymapctBo-wieH HATO, kak Typums, MoxKeT
paccMaTpuBaTbCs JIMIIb KAaK OYEeHb HECOBEPIICHHO
WHTETPUPOBAHHOE, HE TOJIBKO B CHIy €r0 MEHBIICH
CTENEHNW MHTETPAIlid BO BTOPUYHBIC HHCTHUTYIIMOHAIHHBIC
cetu (T.e. 3a wmckmodeHueM EC), HO MOCKOJBKY OHO
COXpaHseT 3HAYUTEIbHBI BOCHHBIH TMOTEHIIMAJ, KOTOPBIHA
Mor Obl mpeoOnafaTh HajJ €ro ydacTHeM B 3alajHOM
rocynapcTBe.

In this sense too, many smaller 'states' outside
the West as generally understood, especially
in central and eastern Europe, Latin America,
east Asia and Africa, may be seen as so
closely dependent on and increasingly
integrated with the Western state as not to
constitute autonomous centres of state power.

The partial integration of such units with the

B 3TOM cMbICIE Takke MHOTIME Mallble TOCYAapcTBa 3a
npefenamMu  3amajna, Kak 3TO OOBIYHO TOHUMAaeTcH,
ocobenHo B IlenTpambHoii m Boctounoit Esporme,
Jlatunckoit Amepuke, Bocrounoit Asum u  Adpuxuy,
KOTOPYIO MOJKHO paccMaTpuBaTb KaK HACTOJIBKO TECHO
3aBHCHMYIO OT 3amajHoro TocyaapcTBa M Bce Ooiee
UHTETPUPYIOILYIOCA € HUM, YTO OHA HE sBIAETCA
ABTOHOMHBIMM  LIEHTPaMHU TOCYJAPCTBEHHON  BIIACTH.
YacTuuyHas MHTErpanysi TAaKUMX EOUHMIL C  3amaJHbIM




Western state is only one instance, however,
of the generally variable role of national
entities which | consider further below.

rocylapcTBOM  SIBIISI€TCS, OJIHAKO, JIMIIb OJHUM U3
IPUMEPOB B LIEJIOM HM3MEHYMBONH pOJIM HAlMOHAIbHBIX
€IMHHUII, KOTOPBIN S PACCMOTPIO HUXKE.

As the integrated character of Western state
power has been belatedly recognized, Marxist
and other critics have predictably seen in it a
new form of imperialism.* Undoubtedly, there
are huge disparities of resources between the
integrated Western state and even the largest
non-Westem centres. Figure 1, using military
expenditures as a measure of state power,
demonstrates the extent of Western
dominance, reinforced by the substantial
power of the West's regional allies. In one
sense, this map understates the general
economic and social differentials between
West and non-West, as major non-Western
states generally spend higher proportions of
their gross national products on military
purposes than does the West, as Figure 2
indicates. (Offsetting this, lesser costs in non-
Western states, e.g. lower soldiers’ wages,
may mean that dollar estimates of military
spending understate military capability.)
Clearly, such large inequalities of power both
reflect and reproduce the dominance of the
Western state in the world system. The
question, however, is whether 'imperialism’ is
a useful category for analysing this
dominance.

ITockonbky KOMIUIEKCHBIN Xapakrep 3anagHou
roCyJapCTBEHHON BJacTH ObUT MPU3HAH C OTO3/JaHHEM,
MapKCUCTHI U IPYTU€ KPUTUKH, KaK U CIEAOBAIO OXKHUAATh,
VBUACTM B Hed HOBYy0 (opMmy wuMmepuaim3Mma.
HecomuenHo, cymiecTByeT orpomMHasi pazHulla B 00Obeme
pPECYpPCOB MEXKTy OOBETMHEHHBIM 3aIaIHBIM TOCYAapCTBOM
U JaXe KPYIMHEUIIMMH  He3alagHbIMA  IEHTPaMHu.
Huarpamma 1, B KOTOpOl  BOEHHBIE  PACXOJIb
UCIIOJIB3YIOTCSI B KAUECTBE MEPHI TOCYAAPCTBEHHOM BJIACTH,
MOKa3bIBaeT MacITaobl 3amnajHoro TOCIIOJICTBA,
MOJKPETUISIEMOTO CYIIIECTBEHHOM BJIACTHIO PErHOHAIBHBIX
COIO3HMKOB 3amana. B kakomM-TO cMBICIE 3Ta KapTa
3aHWKAET OOIIMEe YKOHOMUYECKUE U COIMAIIbHBIC PA3THUMSI
MEXIy 3amajgoM W HE 3amaJHbIMH CTPaHaMH, TOCKOJIBKY
KpPYIHBIE HE 3alagHble TOCYIapCTBa, KaK MPaBUIIO, TPATIT
Ha BOCHHBIC IeNU Oojiee 3HAYUTETBHYIO JOJII0 CBOETO
BAJIOBOTO HAIMOHAJIIBHOTO TMPOJaYKTa, 4YeM 3amaj, Kak
nokaszaHo Ha guarpamme 2. (Kommencupys 310, MeHbLINE
pacxoasl B HE 3aMaJHBIX TOCYIapCTBaxX, T.e. 0ojiee HU3Kas
3apaboTHas IUIaTa CcojjaT, MOTYT O3HayaTh, YTO
JIOJJIAPOBBIE  OLIEHKM BOEHHBIX PACXOJI0B 3aHHUKAIOT
BOCHHBIE BO3MOXHOCTH.) OUeBHJIHO, YTO TaKOe€ OOJIBIIOE
HEPaBEHCTBO CUJI OTPAXXAaeT U BOCIPOU3BOJIUT TOCIOICTBO
3amaJHOTO TOCyAapcTBa B MHPOBOM cucreme. OagHaKo
BOIIPOC 3aKJIKOYAETCSl B TOM, SIBJIACTCA JIM HUMIIEPUATU3M
MOJIE3HOM KaTeropueu JUTSt aHanu3a 3TOrO
JOMHUHHUPYIOLIETO MOJIOKEHHUS.

Clearly contemporary Western power can be
traced back to the historic European empires,
as well as more directly to the Cold War
Western bloc, often seen as 'neo-imperial’ in
relation to the Third World. However, if this
is any kind of 'imperialism' it is considerably
removed from the specific set of features
associated with imperialism in classic Marxist
writings:  incorporation of pre-capitalist
regions, export of capital, dominance of bank
over industrial capital, aggressive national
state capitalism, colonialism, wars of

OueBUIHO, YTO COBPEMEHHAs 3allajiHasi BJaCTh BOCXOJIUT K
HUCTOPUYECKUM EBPOICHCKUM HMIICPUsM, a TaKxke Oosee
HEIMOCPEJCTBEHHO K 3amaJHOMy OJIOKY XOJIOJHOW BOWHBI,
KOTOPBIM 9aCTO paccMaTpUBAETCs KaK 'HEO-UMIICPCKHI' 110
OTHONIEHHUIO K TpeTbemMy MuUpy. OHAKO, €CI 3TO KaKOil-
6o 'MMmepuanu3M' OH 3HAYUTENBHO OTIMYAETCS OT
cnenuduueckoro  Habopa  CBOWCTB, CBSI3aHHBIX C
MMIIEpUATIU3MOM B KIIACCMYECKUX MAPKCUCTCKUX TPyAax:
MHKOPHOpAIMS TOKAMUTATUCTUUECKUX PETHOHOB, SKCIOPT
KaluTanga, TOCHOJACTBO ©OaHKa HaJ MPOMBIILICHHBIM
KaluTaaoM, arpecCUBHBIN HaIIMOHAJIbHBIN
rOCyJapCTBEHHBIM KamuTaliu3M, KOJOHUAJIU3M, BOWHBI 3a
nepenen. Eciu 3To kakoil-To MMMepuain3mM, TO 3TO 4TO-TO
BpoJie yiIbTpa-ummnepckoro Kayrckoro (paccMaTpuBaercs B




redivision. If it is any kind of imperialism, it
is something like Kautsky's 'ultra-imperialism'’
(discussed in chapter 6), with many of the
progressive implications of that concept. Even
in terms of Doyle's 'behavioral definition of
empire as effective control, whether formal or
informal, of a subordinated society by an
imperial society', it is clear that 'not every
form of international power can be defined as
imperialism.

rinaBe 6), CO MHOTHMMH MPOrPECCUBHBIMU TMOCIJIEICTBUIMU
3TOro MOHATHA. Jlake ¢ TOYKH 3pEHHS IOBEICHYCCKOIO
onpenenenuss ummnepun J[oitmom kak 3hdekTuBHOTO

KOHTPOJIS, dbopManpbHOrO  WIM  HEO(UIIMAIBHOTO,
MOJYMHEHHOTO OOIIeCTBA CO CTOPOHBI HUMIIEPCKOTO
oOmecTBa, OYEBHJIHO, 4YTO HE  BesAkas  (opma

MEXYHApOJHON BJIACTH MOXKET OBbITh OIpeAeseHa Kak
UMIIEpUATIU3M.

The global form of Western state power is
based on a radical modernization, in which
the imperial character of its old nation-states
has been transcended. Western state power, as
Table 1 shows, exhibits economic, regional
and legal internationalization; formal and to
some extent regional democratization are
thoroughly entrenched; it has developed new
means of managing national conflicts within
its borders; mass mediation of conflict
constrains the exercise of military power.
Finally, and crucially, the dominance of
Western state power is closely linked to the
development of the global layer of state,
legitimated by the participation of virtually all
state entities and of society, which is
discussed more fully below.

'moGanpHas Qopma 3amagHOM TOCYJapCTBEHHON BIIACTH
OCHOBaHAa Ha paJUMKaIbHOM MOJEpPHHU3AIMU, B KOTOPOM
UMIIEPCKUI  XapakTep €€  CTapblX  HAIMOHAIBHBIX
rocyzapcTB ObLI MpeojoJieH. 3amagHas rocynapcTBEHHas
BJIACTh, KaK TIOKa3aHO B TaOiuie 1, SKCIOHHUpYETCS
KOHOMMYECKAS, pPEerHoHATbHAS " IIpaBoBast
WHTEPHAIMOHAIN3ANHNS; (GOopMaibHas ¥ B HEKOTOPOH
CTENEHM __ pervoHalibHas _ JAEMOKpaTH3alus _ TIyOOKO
YKOPEHWINCh; _OHAa _ pa3paboTana _ HOBbIE _ CpeACTBa
YPEryJIUpOBaHUS HAIMOHAJIBHBIX KOH(MIMKTOB B IpeIesiax
CBOUX TPaHUIl; MACCOBOE IMOCPEIHUYCCTBO B KOH(MIMKTAX
OTPAHUYMBAET OCYIIECTBICHUE BOCHHOW BiacTu. HakoHer,
U 3TO  camMO€  BaXHOE€,  TOCHOJICTBO  3alajgHoH
rOCY/IapCTBEHHOW BJIACTH TECHO CBSI3aHO C TJI00aTbHBIM
rOCYIapCTBEHHBIM YPOBHEM, Yy3aKOHEHHBIM Yy4YacTHEM
OPAKTHYECKU BCEX TOCYIAapCTBEHHBIX CYOBEKTOB H
o0mecTBa, KOTOpBIA 0OoJiee MOAPOOHO paccMaTpUBACTCS
HUKE.

Quasi-imperial nation-states

KBaSI/I'I/IMHepCKI/Ie HallMOHAJIbHBIC IrOCyaAapCTBa

If all of this makes it difficult to characterize
the Western state as imperial, other states can
more plausibly be categorized in these terms.
Outside the giant Western conglomerate there
remain many lesser but still large-scale
centres of state power, with significant
independent military capacity and scope. As
Table 1 suggests, we can contrast the
modernization of state power in the West with
the relatively unreconstructed character of
state power in some major non-Western
states. It is clear that despite soma democratic
reform, authoritarianism is still  well
entrenched; internationalization and

Eciu Bce 3TO 3aTpydHsieT XapaKTEpHUCTUKY 3amaHOro
rocyaapcTBa Kak MMIIEPCKOTO, JIPYTUE FOCyIapCTBa MOTYT
OBITH OOJIee MPaBIONOIOOHO KIACCH(PHUIIMPOBAHBI B ITHUX
TepMHHAX. 3a TMpelelaMH TUTAHTCKOrO  3amagHoro
KOHIJIOMEpaTa OCTaeTCsi MHOTO MEHBIIUX, HO BCE eIle
KPYIIHBIX IIEHTPOB TOCYJAapCTBEHHOW BJIACTHU, HMMEIOIIUX
3HAUUTENbHBI HE3aBUCHUMBIM BOCHHBIM MOTEHIHMAT U
macmtadel. Kak cnemyer u3 tabmuubl 1, MoaepHu3anus
rOCy/IapCTBEHHOW BJAacTH Ha 3amaje MOKHO CPaBHHUTH C
OTHOCHUTEILHO HEpa3BeIaHHBIM XapakTepoM
TOCY/IapCTBEHHOW BIJIACTU B HEKOTOPHIX KPYITHBIX HE
3amagHbBIX TocydapcTBax. SICHO, 4YTO, HECMOTps Ha
HEKOTOPBIE JAEMOKpPATHYECKHE pPEePOPMBI, aBTOPUTAPU3M
BCE elIe MPOYHO YKOPEHWIICS;, MHTEpPHAIMOHATH3AIUSI U
peruoHaNu3anus MpoABUTalTcs Juinb ciaabo. Ksaszu-
UMIIEPCKUI XapaKkTep MHOTHX He3alaJHbIX TOCYIapCTB
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regionalization have only weakly progressed.
The quasi-imperial character of many non-
Western states is often a source of intense
conflicts, which are often 'managed’ only with
brutal and indiscriminate force. Moreover, for
many non-Western states, the developing
global layer of state power is deeply
problematic, and they are only weakly and
partially integrated into it.

YacTo SBIJISETCS MCTOUHUKOM WHTEHCHUBHBIX KOH(QIIHKTOB,
KOTOPBIE 3a4acTyl0 YPETYIMPYIOTCS JIMIIb C IOMOLIBIO
rpy0oii u HemsOupaTenbHOW cuibl. bomee Ttoro, mms
MHOT'MX  HE3allaJHbIX TOCYJApCTB  PAa3BUBAIOLIUNCA
rJ100aNbHBIA yPOBEHb TOCYAAPCTBEHHOM BIACTU SIBIISETCS
KpaifHe MpoOIeMaTHYHBIM, U OHH JIUIIb CJ1a00 U YaCTUYHO
WHTEIPUPOBAHBI B HETO.

The second type of state can be defined,
therefore, as the quasiimperial nation-state,
the kind of state centre which most approxi-
mates the classic nineteenth- and early
twentieth-century model. Numerous major
non-Western states, across Asia, Latin
America, Africa and the Middle East, provide
examples of this type at the beginning of the
twenty-first century. Obviously the extent to
which such states can be defined as quasi-
imperial varies significantly. Nevertheless,
not only the largest - Russia, China, India,
Pakistan, Indonesia, Brazil, Argentina,
Nigeria - but also those which are medium-
sized to small in population terms - Serbia,
Iran, lIrag, Saudi Arabia, Israel, Vietnam,
North and South Korea, Zimbabwe - are very
significant military centres. Among these
states, a number possess and many have the
capacity to obtain nuclear weapons. These are
all 'national’ centres of importance in the old
sense that their rivalries remain capable of
producing large-scale, conventional interstate
wars. They are also, in many cases, centres
whose ‘internal’ conflicts have the capacities
to produce war.

Bropoii Tum rocymapcTBa MOXHO OINPEAEIUTh, TaKUM
o0pazom, KaK KBa3H-UMIIEPCKOE HallMOHAJBHOE
roCyJIapcTBO, BHJI TOCYJAPCTBEHHOTO IIEHTPA, KOTOPBI
OoJibllie BCETo MPUOIIHKACTCS K KJIACCHMUECKOM MOJENH
NEBATHAAIIATOTO W Hadajga  JIBQ/IaTOTO BEKa.
MHorouncneHHble KpYIMHBIE HE 3amajHble ToCyaapcTBa
Azun, Jlatunckoit Awmepuku, Adpukun u bimxzero
Boctoka cimyxar npumepamu Takoro poja B Hayane XXI
Beka. (O4eBUAHO, YTO CTENEHb, B KOTOPOM TaKHUe
rocygapctBa MOTYT OBITh ONpPENETeHb KaKk KBa3W-
MMIIEpCKHE, 3HAUUTEIIbHO BapbupyeTcs. Tem He MeHee, He
ToJbko KpynHeinmue - Poccus, Kurait, Unaus, [lakucran,
Nunones3us, bpazumusa, Aprentuna, Hurepus - HO u Te,
KOTOPbIE HMEIOT CpPEIHHE WIA Majble pasMepsl B
nemorpaduaeckom otHomennn - CepoOusi, Mpan, Hpak,
Caynosckass ApaBusi, M3pawnb, Beernam, CeBepHas u
IOxnas Kopes, 3umbabBe - BecbMa KpYIHBIE BOCHHBIC
ueHTpbl. Cpeay 3TUX TocyIapcTB psia 001agaer, a MHOTHE
0071a/1a10T TOTEHIUAIOM Uil NPUOOPETeHUS SIIEPHOTO
opyxusi. Bce 3T0 - HauMOHalIbHBIE LIEHTPBI, UMEIOIINE
BA)KHOE 3HAYEHUE B TOM CMBICJIE, YTO UX CONEPHUYECTBO
MO-TIPEXKHEMY CIIOCOOHO MPHUBECTH K KPYITHOMACIITa0OHBIM
OOBIYHBIM MEXTOCYIapCTBEHHBIM BoifHaM. Bo MHormx
Cly4yasix OHHM TaKXe SBIISIFOTCS LIEHTPaMH, BHYTPEHHUE
KOH(MIMKTHI KOTOPBIX MOTYT IPUBECTU K BOWHE.

Most contemporary 'national’ states are not,
indeed, mono-national. A principal reason
that we can see them as resembling classical
nation-states is that they approximate, to
greater or lesser extents, the model of the
nation-state empire. This is especially true of
the largest non-Western states, some of which

BoJIBIIMHCTBO COBPEMEHHBIX HAIMOHAIBHBIX T'OCYAAapCTB,
NEHCTBUTENFHO, HE SBISIOTCS  MOHOHAIIMOHAIBHBIMHU.
OcHOBHasl IpUYMHA, IO KOTOPOH MBI MOEM BHUJIETH UX
MOX0XXMMHU Ha KJIACCUYECKHE HAIlMOHAJIbHBIE TOCYAapCTBA,
3aKJIFOYAeTCs B TOM, YTO OHU B OOJIBIIEH WM MEHbIIEH
CTEMeHH TMPUOIMKEHBI K MOJENH  HaIMOHAIHHOTO
rocyiapctBa — UMIEPHH. OJTO OCOOCHHO BEPHO B
OTHOLIEHUM KPYMHEHIIUX HE 3amagHblX TOCYyIapCTB,




are the remnants of historic empires. Russia,
indeed, once an imperial centre, then centre of
a Cold War state-bloc, is now the centre of a
residual ‘'nation-state’ with a continuing
imperial character. Despite having shed much
of the old Russian empire as well as the
expanded Soviet bloc in Europe, Russia still
retains substantial non-Russian territories
within its Federation. China likewise is a
historic empire which has been refashioned in
the twentieth century as a 'nation-state'.
Similarly, India has an imperial history of its
own - not only as the British Raj.

HEKOTOpPBIE M3  KOTOPBIX  SBIAIOTCI  OCTaTKaMu
ucropuueckux — umnepuit.  edhcrBurensHo, Poccus,
HEKOrJa sBJIABLIASCA MMIEPCKUM  LIEHTPOM, TOIAa
[EHTPOM TOCYJapPCTBEHHOTO OJIOKAa XOJIOAHOW BOWHBI, B
HACTOsIlee BpEMs  SBISIETCS  LIEHTPOM  OCTaTOYHOIO
rocyapcTBa-Hallud C  HPOJOJDKAIOLIMMCSA  UMIIEPCKAM
xapakrepoM. HecmoTtps Ha T0, uTto Poccust nzbaBmiack oT
Oompuieil yactu crapoir Poccuiickoit uMmnepuu, a Takxe oT
pacmupeHHoro coBeTckoro Onoka B EBpome, ona ro-
IPEKHEMY  COXPAaHSET  3HAYMTENIbHBIE  HEPYCCKHE
tepputopun B coctaBe cBoed Denepaumu. Kuraih Taxke
ABJISIETCS. UCTOPUYECKON MMIlepuen, Kotopas B XX BeEKe
Oblla mpeoOpa3oBaHa B HAIMOHAJIBHOE TOCYAAPCTBO.
AnanormuHeiM  o6pazoM, Muaus  umeer  cBOMO
COOCTBEHHYI0O MMIIEPCKYI0 HCTOPUIO - HE TOJIBKO Kak

bputanckuit Pampx.

Nation-state building, in the post-colonial and
Communist states of the Cold War era, has
involved many quasi-imperial processes. Core
ethnicities, such as the Russians and Han
Chinese, dominated. Neocolonial settlement
was common, so that the Russian and
Javanese populations of many peripheral
areas of the former Soviet Union and
Indonesia  respectively now match the
numbers of local ethnic groups. Centres
generally  exploited and/or  neglected
peripheries. The general authoritarianism
included systematic and often ruthless
discrimination against peripheral, especially
indigenous, peoples such as the Naga in India
or the tribes of Brazilian Amazonia. Moreover
it was not only the largest states which had a
quasi-imperial character: so did many of the
medium-sized and even smaller centres such
as Iraq, in its relationship with Kurds and the
Shia Muslims of the south.

['ocynapcTBeHHOE CTPOUTENHCTBO B MOCTKOJOHUATBHBIX U
KOMMYHUCTUYECKUX TOCYIapCTBAaX dIOXH  XOJIOJHOU
BOWMHBI BKJIIOYAJI0O B Cce€0s MHOTHE KBa3U-UMIIEPCKHE
mporecchl.  JIoMUHUpOBAJIM ~ OCHOBHBIE  ATHUYECKHE
TPYIIITHI, TaKkue KaK  pYCCKHE " KHTANIIBI.
HeoxonormnanbHbIe TIOCENCHUS OBLTH OOBIYHBIM SBIICHHEM,
MO3TOMY PYCCKO€ M SBAHCKOE HAaCeJIeHHEe MHOTUX
nepudepuitibix paiioHos ObiBiero Coserckoro Coroza u
WnpoHe3un B Hacrosiiee  BpeMsS  COOTBETCTBYET
YHUCIIEHHOCTH MECTHBIX STHUYECKUX TpyIIL,
COOTBETCTBEHHO. Lentpsi, Kak IPaBUIIO,
SKCIUTyaTUPyeMble W/WiIHM 3a0poleHHble Tnepudepuiinbie
ueHTpbl. OOmui aBTOpUTapu3M BKIOYan B cels
CUCTEeMaTUYECKYIO u 3a4acTylo 0€3)KaJI0OCTHYIO
JUCKPUMHHAIIMIO B OTHOIIEHUU MepUPEpURHBIX, 0COOCHHO
KOPEHHBIX HapoJOB, TakKuX, Kak Hara B Wuauu wim
miemMeHa bpasunbckoit Amazonuun. boisee Toro, 3to ObuH
HE TOJIbKO KpYIHEWIIHE TOoCyJapcTBa, KOTOPHIE HMENH
KBa3U-UMIIEPCKUN XapakTep: TO JK€ camMoe Jenalu M
MHOTHE CpeIHHE U Ja)Ke Malible IIEHTPHI, Takue Kak Mpak,
B €ro OTHOWIGHUSAX C KypJaMH U  HIUUTCKUMH
MyCyJIbMaHaMH FOTa

We can therefore distinguish three kinds of
possible war involving quasi-imperial nation-
states, prefigured in major wars of the Cold
War era and demonstrated in the wars of the
global transition. First, there are wars between
major non-Western centres, on the model of
the Iran-lrag War or as threatened by Indo-
Pakistani nuclear rivalry. Second, there are
wars between non-Western centres and the
Western conglomerate, as in the 1991 Gulf

[TosTOMY MBI MOXE€M BBIAEIUTb TPHU BHAA BO3MOMKHBIX
BOMH C Yy4aCTUEM KBa3U-UMIIEPCKUX HAIMOHAIBHBIX
roCyIapcTB, KOTOPBIE MPEAIIECTBOBAIM KPYITHBIM BOMHAM
SMOXM  XOJIOMHOW  BOMHBI M KOTOpble  ObLIM
IIPOJIEMOHCTPUPOBAHBI B BOMHAX r7100aJIbHOTO
NEPEXOJHOTO MepuoJa. Bo-mepBhIX, CYHMIECTBYIOT BOWHBI
MEXJy KPYMHBIMH HE 3alaJHbIMM LEHTpaMH MO o0pasily
UPaHO-UPAKCKOM BOWHBI WM II0J YIpO30M WHIUKUCKO-
MIaKMCTAHCKOIO SIAEPHOrO COIEpHHUYECTBA. BO-BTOPBIX,
CYLECTBYIOT BOWHBI MEXJYy HE3allaJHbIMU LEHTPAMU U
3arajHbIM KOHIJIOMEpATOM, Kak, HampuMmep, KOHQIUKT B




conflict with Iraq or the 1999 Kosova war
with Serbia. Third, there are wars between
state centres and proto-state forces and
society 'within' quasi-imperial states, of which
there are many examples. In practice, many
wars are combinations of these three
categories: the Yugoslav wars involved all of
them.

3amuBe 1991 roga ¢ Mpakom mnm BoiiHa B KocoBo 1999
roga ¢ Cepbueil. B-TpeTbux, CymIeCTBYIOT BOWHBI MEXIY
roCy/IlapCTBEHHBIMHU LIEHTPAMH U IIPOTOTOCYJapCTBEHHBIMU
CHJIaMU U OOIIECTBOM B KBa3U-UMIIEPCKUX TOCYIAAapCTBaXx,
IpUMEPBI KOTOPBIX MHOIOUYMCIIEHHBI. Ha npakTtruke MHOrue
BOMHBI TPENCTABISIOT COO0OM KOMOHMHAIMIO ATHUX TpPEX
KaTeropuil: OrociiaBCKUe€ BOMHBI BKJIIOYAIM BCE ITH
KaTeropuu.

The continuing possibility of conventional -
or even nuclear - wars involving formal
centres of state power gives superficial
credibility to the traditional model of an
anarchical interstate system. While the danger
of war should be taken seriously, it can hardly
be understood in terms of such a model, for
two main reasons. On the one hand, the
weight and character of the Western state
conglomerate transform ‘interstate’ relations
beyond the traditional model, even more than
the rivalry of state-blocs did during the Cold
War, so that local wars become 'global’ crises.
On the other, we can now see that 'interstate’
rivalries, as traditionally understood, almost
always involve complex relations with what
are conventionally seen as ‘intrastate’
conflicts. Interstate wars, especially between
the Western state and non-Western centres,
are as likely to grow out of genocidal 'new
wars' of the antiglobalist counterrevolution, as
out of simple interstate rivalries.

Coxpanstonasicss BO3MOXXHOCTh OOBIYHBIX - KM JIaXKe
AEPHBIX - BOWH C ydyacTHEM OQUIMAIbHBIX IIEHTPOB
rOCyJapCTBEHHON  BJIACTHM  IPUAAECT  MOBEPXHOCTHBIN
ABTOPUTET  TPAJUIMOHHOM  MOJEIH  AHAPXUYECKOU
MEKTOCYIapCTBEHHON CHCTEMBI. XOTSI OMACHOCTh BOMHBI
clenyeT BOCHPHHHMMATh CEPbE3HO, €€ BpAJ JU MOXKHO
IIOHATBH C TOYKH 3PEHUS TAKOW MOJIEIH 0 JBYM OCHOBHBIM
npuurHaMm. C OJHOW CTOPOHBI, BEC M XapakTep 3aIaHOTo

rOCy/IJapCTBEHHOTO  KOHIJIoMepaTa  TpaHC()OPMHUPYIOT
'MEKrocy1apCTBEHHbIE' OTHOIIIEHUS 3a MPECIbI
TPaIULIMOHHOMN MOJIEJIH, Jaxe OoJbllIe, yeM

COTIEPHUYECTBO MEXTYy TOCYJapCTBEHHBIMH OJOKaMH BO
BpEeMSI XOJIOJIHOM BOMHBI, TaK YTO JIOKaJIbHBIE BOWHBI
CTAaHOBATCA  'ToOanpHBIMH'  Kpu3ucamu. C  apyroi
CTOPOHBI, MBI BHAWM, YTO COIEPHUYECTBO MEKIY
rocyapcTBaMu, Kak TPAJUIMOHHO TOHUMAETCS, MOYTH
BCEr/Ia CBSA3aHO CO CJIOKHBIMU OTHOIICHUSIMH C TE€M, YTO

TPaIUIUOHHO paccmarpuBaercs KakK
'BHYTPUTOCYIAPCTBEHHBIE' KOH(JIMKTHI.
MexrocyaapcTBeHHblE ~ BOWHBI,  OCOOCHHO  MEXIYy

3aHa,Z[HBIM rocyaapCTBOM M HE3aAIlaAHBIMU LCHTPAMU,
CKOpPEC BCCTrO, BBIPACTYT M3 I'CHOLHUIHBIX «HOBBIX BOMH»
AHTUITI00aTUCTCKOM KOHTPPCBOJOOHUH, Y€M M3 IMPOCTOI0
MECKTOCYIAApCTBEHHOI'O COIICPHUYCCTBA.

In the global revolution, general demands for
democratic freedoms have intertwined with
particularist demands for autonomy from
subordinated groups in these states. The
dynamic relations of democracy and neo-
imperialism are well demonstrated in the case
of Yugoslavia, which under Tito was a
multinational state with a unique system of
checks and balances inhibiting simple ethnic
domination. Here, the inevitability that
democratic reform would lead to even greater
autonomy for other nationalities contributed
to the attempt of the Serbian leader, Slobodan
Milosevic, to recast the Federation in a more

B xoxme rnoGanpHO# peBotonuy oOmue TpeOOoBaHUS K
JEMOKPAaTUYECKIM cBoOoIaM MeperieTaInuCh c
KOHKPETHbIMU  TpeboBaHHSMH 00  aBTOHOMHH  OT
MOJYMHEHHBIX TPYII B 3TUX rocyaapcrBax. JIMHAMUYHBIE
OTHONICHMSI JEMOKPAaTUU M HEOMMIIEpHAIU3Ma XOPOIIO
MPOJIEMOHCTPUPOBaHHBI B ciiyyae FOrocnaBuu, koTopas npu
Tuto OblTa MHOTOHAIIMOHANBHBIM TOCYIApPCTBOM  C
VHUKQJIBHOW CHCTEMOM CHEpKEeK U  MPOTHBOBECOB,
MPEMSTCTBYIONIEH MPOCTOMY 3THUYECKOMY TOCHOACTBY. B
TAaHHOM ciydae HEn30eKHOCTh TOTO, 4TO
JIeMOKpaTudeckas pedopma MpHBEAET K emie OoJblieit
ABTOHOMUU TUIS IPYTUX HAI[MOHATILHOCTEH,
crocoOcTBOBalla MOMBITKE cepOckoro ynuaepa Crnodonana
MunomeBuya mpeobpasoBate @Denepanuio B Oosee
OTKpPBITOM UMMEpcKkoil ¢opMe. DTo, B CBOIO OYepeb,




overtly imperial form. This in turn
precipitated demands for independence, in
which nations were mobilized by state or
proto-state elites to form new centres of state
power. These conflicts resulted in war both
between the newly autonomous 'states’ and

BBI3BAJIO TPEOOBAaHUS HE3aBUCHMOCTH, B KOTOPBIX CTPAHBI

ObLIH MOOMIIM30BaHbBI rocyJ1apCTBEHHBIMU Wi
IPOTOrOCYAAPCTBEHHBIMH JJIUTAMH U1 (POPMHUpPOBAHHUS
HOBBIX  LIEHTPOB  TOCYIApCTBEHHOW  BIAacTu.  ITH

KOHQUIMKTBI TIPUBEIIM K BOWHE KaK MEXIY HOBBIMHU
ABTOHOMHBIMHM TOCYJapCTBaMHU, TaK M MEXJay CepOCKUM

; (MOCTIOTOCTIABCKMM)  TOCYAapCTBOM UM HECEPOCKUMU
between the _Serblap (rump Yugoslav) state COUMATHHBIMH FPYTITAMH.
and non-Serbian social groups.
Contemporary  nation-states,  'interstate' | [ToatToMy coBpeMEeHHBbIC HAIMOHAJIBHBIE TOCYIapCTBA,
conflict and war cannot be understood, | MEXrocyaapCTBEHHBIC KOH(JIUKTBI ¥ BOWHBI HEJB3s

therefore, without reference to conflicts and
wars involving groups which are not formally
or legally recognized as ‘'states' in
international law. These conflicts have been
seen traditionally as involving ‘civil' as
opposed to interstate wars. During both the
age of empire and the Cold War period they
were the most common form of war,
outnumbering interstate wars (although the
latter involved of course far more combatants
and victims). In the global transition, they
have been seen by some as involving a
‘privatization’ of violence, since they seem to
involve both a fragmentation of traditional
states and the decline of traditional
revolutionary challenges to state power.
However, as Kaldor points out, the new
conflicts are not simply privatized; they still
involve forms of politics, if not simply those
of conventional states.

NOHMMAaTh 0€3 CChUIKM Ha KOH(MJIMKTBI M BOMHBI C
y4acTUEM TPYII, KOTOpble (POpPMaIbHO WU HOPUIAMYECKU
HE TPU3HAHBI B KauyeCTBE IOCYJapCTB B MEKIYHAapPOIHOM
npaBe. DT KOHQIMKTHl TPAJAUIIMOHHO paccMaTpUBAIOTCA
KaK TPAXKJIAHCKHE, a HE MEXKIOCYJapCTBEHHbIE BOWHBI. B
3M0XY MUMIEPUU U XOJOJHOW BOWHBI OHM ObUIM Hambolee
pacrpoCcTpaHeHHOW (QOpMOl  BOWHBI, MPEBOCXOJAIICH
YHUCIIO MEXIOCYJapCTBEHHBIX BOMH (XOTS TMOCIEIHUE,
KOHEYHO, BOBJIEKaJM Tropa3/io Oojblle KOMOATaHTOB U
KepTB). B ycinoBuAX rio0aqbHOTO MEPEXOTHOTO TEpHoIa
OHM PpAcCMaTPHUBAIOTCA HEKOTOPBIMHU KaK CBS3aHHBIE C

MpUBaTU3aIlMell  HACWIMs,  TOCKOJBKY  OHH,  Kak
MPEACTABISIETCS, CBA3aHBl Kak C  (parMeHTaluen
TPAAMIIMOHHBIX TOCYAapCTB, TaK H C OcJabJeHueM
TPaAUITHOHHBIX PEBOJTIOIIMOHHBIX BBLI30BOB
rocymapctBeHHoi  Biacth. OJHAaKoO, KakK YKa3bIBaeT

Kannop, HOBble KOH(MIUKTHI HE MPOCTO MPUBATU3UPOBAHBI,
OHHM BCE€ €llle BKIIOYAIOT B cels mojauTHueckue (opMbl,
€CIi He IMPOCTO TMOJUTUYECKHE (OPMBI  OOBIYHBIX
roCyapcTB.

New, proto- and quasi-states

HoBble, MpOTO - M KBa3Urocyapcraa

Extending this argument, we can identify a
third type of state, in addition to the Western
sttite and quasi-imperial nation-states. We can
call this type 'new' centres of state power,
which include proto-states. As Cederman
points out, states and nations should be seen
as 'emergent' actors, and we need ‘explicit
studies of state formation' in the historical
processes after the end of the Cold War. New

PaszBuBas stot APTYMCHT, MbI MOKEM OIIPECACIIUTDH TpeTI/Iﬁ
TUIT TOCyAapCTBa, B [JOOIIOJIHCHHUEC K 33.H8.Ily n KBa3u-
HMIICPCKUM HAIIUOHAJIBHBIM TIOCyAapCTBAM. Mgb1 MOXxeM
Ha3BaTb 3TOT THUII HOBBIMHU LCHTpaAMU FOCYHapCTBeHHOﬁ
BJIACTU, KOTOPBIC BKIKOYAKOT B ceos MMpoOTO-TOCYAapCTBA.
Kak YKa3bIBaCT CC,Z[CpMaH, rocyaapCrea U Halluu JOJIKHBI
paccMaTpruBaATBCA KaK HOBBIC HeﬁCTBYIOMHC Juna, U1 HaM
HYXXHBI IBHBIC UCCIICIOBAHUA (I)OpMHpOBaHI/ISI rocyaapcCrTBa
B HCTOPUUYCCKHUX IMPOLECCaxX ITOCIIC OKOHYAHUS XOJIOJHOH
BoiiHbl. HoBBIE HCHTPHBI MOTYT CO3AaBATLCA PA3JIMYHBIMU




centres can be formed in a number of
different ways. They may arise directly from
fragmentation of existing states, so that a
previously subordinated layer of power
becomes the locus of a bid for statehood. The
simplest form is secession of subordinate
‘national’ entities during the crisis of a quasi-
imperial ~ multinational  state.  Principal
examples come from the break-ups of the
Soviet Union and Yugoslavia, where
‘republics’ - already defined in the previous
constitution as 'national’ in character - have
sought to establish themselves as autonomous
centres of state.

cnocobamu. OHU MOTYT BO3HHUKHYTh HEMOCPEJICTBEHHO B
pe3yabTare (pparMeHTaluy CYIIECTBYIOMIMX T'OCYJapCTB,
TaK 4TO paHee MOJYMHEHHBIN YpPOBEHb BIACTH CTAHOBUTCS
MECTOM  MOJAauu  3aABKM HA  TOCYJapCTBEHHOCTb.
[Ipocretimeit popmoii SIBISETCS OTACICHHUE MOTYMHEHHBIX
HAIIMOHAJBHBIX 00pa30BaHWi BO BpeMsl KpH3HCa KBa3u-
UMIIEPCKOIO0  MHOTOHALIMOHAJIIBHOTO  rocyaapctsa. B
Ka4eCTBE OCHOBHBIX NMPHUMEPOB MOXKHO TPUBECTH pacraj
Coserckoro Coro3a u lOrocnaBuu, rae pecrnyOnuku, yxe
OTIpE/ICTICHHBIC B TPEABIIYIICH KOHCTHUTYIIMH B KauecTBE
HAllMOHAJIbHBIX [0 CBOEMY XapakTepy, CTPEMUJIKCH
YTBEPAUTHCS B KadecTBE  aBTOHOMHBIX  IIEHTPOB
rocyziapcTaa.

However, the emergence of new centres is not
confined to entities already having a semi-
sovereign character as federated republics.
Clearly, the transitions in the Soviet Union
and Yugoslavia also involved attempts - often
supported by newly defederated republics - to
create autonomous regions within other
republics and to make these secede, in their
turn, just as the republics seceded from the
previous federation. These were often based
partly on ‘autonomous' provinces or districts
within republics - such as the Armenian-
majority enclave of Nagorno-Karabakh within
Azerbaijan, or the Albanian-majority province
of Kosova within Serbia. New centres have
also been based, moreover, on party-defined
networks, reinforced by local governments,
such as those of the Serbians in Croatia and
the Serbians and Croatians in Bosnia. New
centres have not necessarily used either
regional or local government: the Kosovans,
for example, having been expelled from
control of both, nevertheless created new
parallel statelike institutions. They have
always been based on armed force as well as
political organization - either by fragmenting
existing forces or by building new armed
forces or militia.

OHaKO TOSBJICHHE HOBBIX IIEHTPOB HE OTPAaHUYMBACTCS
00pa3oBaHUAMH, YK€ HMCIOIIUMH  IIOJTYCYBEPEHHBIH
xapakrep  (enepaTuBHbIX  pecnyOnuk.  SIcHOo,  4TO
nepexoaubie nporecckl B CoBerckom Coroze u FOrocnaBuun
TakKe OBUIM COMPSDKEHBI C TMOTBITKAMH - 3a4acTYIO IMPH
MOJJEP)KKE HEAABHO Pa3pyLIEHHBIX pecnyOjuK - co3/1aTh
ABTOHOMHBIE PErMOHbl B paMKax JpPYrux pecrnyOauK u
NOOUTHCS MX OTHENIEHUs, B CBOIO OuYepellb, TaK *Ke, Kak
pecnyOoMKH  OTACTWINCh, OT TpenbIayIieit deneparuu.
OHU 4YacTo OCHOBBIBAJUCh YAaCTUYHO HAa ABTOHOMHBIX
INPOBUHLIMAX WIM paloHaX B IpeJesiax pecrnyOsinK, TaKux
kak aHkimaB Haropuoro Kapabaxa ¢  apMsHCKUM
OOJBIIMHCTBOM B cocTaBe A3epOaiikaHa WU MPOBUHIIUS
KocoBo ¢ anbGanckum OoJIBIIMHCTBOM B cocTaBe CepOum.
Kpome Toro, HOBbIE IIEHTpPHI OBLIM CO3/aHbI Ha OCHOBE
CO3JJaHHBIX MapTUSAMM CETEHl, MOJKPEIUISIEMbIX MECTHBIMU
opraHaMH BJIAaCTH, B YaCTHOCTH cepOamu B XOpBaTUU U
cepbamu u xopBaramu B bocuuu. HoBbie meHTpBl He
BCEI/la HCIOJb3YIOT PETHOHATBHBIC WM MECTHBIE OPraHbl
Brnactu: KocoBanbl (KocoBiibl), Haripumep, ObUIH W3THAHBI
U3-TI0J1 KOHTPOJs 000X, TEM HE MEHee, CO3[aJli HOBBIC
napasuieNbHbIe TOCy/IapCTBEHHbIE UHCTUTYTHI. OHM Bceraa
OCHOBBIBAIHCH Ha BOOPYKEHHOH cuje, a Takke Ha
MOJIMTUYECKOW OpraHu3aluu - JU0O0 IMyTeM JApoOIeHHS
CYHIECTBYIOIIUX CHJI, JUOO TyTeM CO3JaHUS HOBBIX
BOOPY>KEHHBIX CHJI WJIH OTIOTYEHUS.

Thus in both Croatia and Bosnia, Serbian
power rested on parts of the Yugoslav

Takum oOpa3oM, kak B XopBaruu, Tak W B bocHuu
cepOckasg BiacTh MpHHAIIExKana 4vacTsaMm FOrocnaBckoit




National Army, converted into the armies of
local Serbian parties, reinforced by local
militia. Similarly, Croatian power in Bosnia
rested on the Croatian army (itself an
essentially new formation) together with local
militia. Nascent Albanian power in Kosova
depended first on the parallel administration,
then on the Kosova Liberation Army. All of
these claimed to be and acted as local forms
of state, aspiring to recognition as sovereign
entities, although they were also clearly in
part extensions of larger centres and sought
federation with these.

HAIlMOHAJIBHOW ~ apMHH, NpeoOpa3oBaHHOW B  apMUH
MECTHBIX CEepOCKMX TMapTUH, YCHUJICHHOH MECTHBIMH
OTIOJTYCHIIAMHU. AHAJIOTUYHBIM ~ 00pa3oM,  XOpBaTcKas
BJacTh B bocHuu Oa3upoBasach Ha XOpPBATCKOW apMHH
(koTopasi cama 1o cebe SBJIAETCS MO CYIIECTBY HOBBIM
dbopmMupoBaHreM) BMECT€ C MECTHOM  MMJIMILIMEH.
3apoxaatoniasics Biacte anbanmeB B KocoBo 3aBucerna
CHayajga OT NapajuleJIbHOM aJIMUHUCTpAlUHU, a 3aTeM OT
OcBob6oaurensHoit apmun KocoBo. Bee onun yrBepxaan,
YTO SBISIFOTCA W JCUCTBYIOT Kak MECTHBIE (OPMBI
rocyiapcrBa, CTpeMsCh K [PU3HAHUIO B KayecTBE
CYBEpPEHHBIX O00pa3oBaHMU, XOTS OHHU TakXKe ObUIH
YaCTUYHO pacIIMpeHbl 0oJjiee KpPYMHBIMU LIEHTPaMH U
CTPEMUIUCH K 00bETMHEHUIO C HUMH.

These examples show that state cannot be
defined simply in terms of legitimate,
internationally ~ recognized  centres  of
'sovereign' power. As state power fractures
and is reconstituted, the line between
constitutional authority and arbitrary violence
blurs. Serbian and Croatian forces within
other Yugoslav republics could claim vestiges
of constitutionality even as they violated
legitimate republican authority and acted as
warlords and genocidists. Despite all their
manifest breaches of international as well as
republican law, these arbitrary local regimes
were recognized by the ‘international
community' in the Dayton settlement as the
bases of new state ‘entities’. Hence they

gained what many regard as spurious
legitimacy, in the context of new
internationally  legitimate ‘unitary’ state

institutions within existing borders.

OTU mpUMeEpbl MOKa3bIBAIOT, YTO TOCYJApCTBO HE MOXKET
OBITH ONPENENIEHO MPOCTO C TOYKU 3PEHUS JIETUTUMHBIX,
MEXTYHApOAHO MPU3HAHHBIX IEHTPOB CYBEPEHHON BIIACTH.
[To mepe TOro Kak rocyJapCTBEHHas BJIACTh pa3pyllaercs
U BOCCTAHABIIMBAETCS, TPaHb MEXJIy KOHCTUTYLIMOHHOM
BJIACTbI0O U  TPOU3BOJIBHBIM  HAaCWJIMEM  CTHpaeTCs.
CepOckrie U XOpBaTcKHe CHJIBl B JIPYTMX FOTOCJIAaBCKHX
pecnyOnMkax  MOTYT  MpETeHI0BaTh  Ha  OCTaTKU
KOHCTUTYIIMOHHOCTH, JaXX€ €CIM OHHM  HapyllaioT
3aKOHHYIO pecnyOJIMKaHCKYI0 BJAacTh M JIEHCTBYIOT B
KayecTBE MOJIEBbIX KOMaHIUPOB U CTOPOHHUKOB FeHOLIUIA.
HecmoTps Ha Bce uX sIBHBIE HapYIIECHHS] MEXTyHAPOIHOTO,
a Takxke pecnyONMKaHCKOrO MpaBa, ATH IMPOU3BOJILHBIC
MECTHBIE PpEXHMbl OBUIM MPHU3HAHBI MEXKIYHAPOIHBIM
coobmectBOM B JIEMTOHCKOM COIJIAIIEHUH B KadecTBe
OCHOBBI HOBBIX TOCYJapCTBEHHBIX 00Opa3zoBaHuil. Takum

06p8.30M, OHHM IOJY4YHJIM TO, 4YTO MHOI'MC€ CYUYHUTAIOT
(bHKTHBHOﬁ JICTUTUMHOCTBIO B KOHTEKCTC HOBBIX
MCKAYHAPOIHO-JICTUTUMHBIX YHUTAPHBIX

rOCYy/IapCTBEHHBIX MHCTUTYTOB B PaMKaX CYIIECTBYIOIIUX
TPaHMIT

In short, warlordism and genocidal power
cannot be opposed categorically to state.
While statehood always involves aspirations
towards legitimacy and rule-making, it is also
necessarily rooted in the organization of
violence. We may distinguish proto-statehood
from gangsterism by its aspirations, but we
need also to recognize the commonality of
even the most law-regulated state with

KOpO‘IC TOoBOpA, BJIACTb BOCHAYAJIbHUKOB U CTOPOHHHUKOB
regonuaa HC MOXET OBITh KaTCTOPHUYCCKH
IMPOTHUBOIIOCTABJICHA TroCcyaapcCTBYy. XoTs
ToOCyAapCTBCHHOCTDb BCCria IpcAnojaraCt CTpEMIICHHC K
3daKOHHOCTU U HOPMOTBOPYCCTBY, OHA TAKIKC 00s13aTEILHO
KOPCHUTCA B OpraHru3aliliid HAaCHUJIMA. Mb1 MOXKEM OTINYATh
MpOTO-TOCYAAPCTBCHHOCTL OT TAHTCTECpU3Ma 10 €TI0
YCTPEMIICHHUAM, HO HAaM HY>KHO TAKIXKC IIPHU3HATDH O6H.IHOCTL
JaxXe CaMoro IpaBoOBOI'0 rocyaapCtBa € IraHICTCPU3MOM.
OI[HOBpeMeHHO MO6I/IJ'II/I3aI_II/IH CHIJIBI n Ipu cC




gangsterism. Both mobilize force and in its

exercise, their legitimacy -  whether
established or aspired to - is brought into
question and constantly needs to be

reproduced. Even if proto-state centres of
power, which have not unequivocally
established their claims to authoritative state-
hood, are often particularly and arbitrarily
violent, they are part of the phenomena of
state. Established states, even the Western
state, despite all their paraphernalia of
legitimacy, can be even more violent, and just
as arbitrary in relation to many claims of
human rights. New centres of state power
often present the unacceptable faces of state-
hood. But they are faces of statehood, none
the less.

OCYLIECTBICHMM WX  JITUTUMHOCTH - Oyab  TO
YCTAaHOBJICHHAs WM jKellaeMas - MOABEPraeTcs COMHEHHIO
U IIOCTOSIHHO HYXKJAETCS B BOCIpousBeneHuu. Jlaxe eciu
IPOTO-TOCYIapCTBEHHBIE ILIEHTPhl BIACTH, KOTOPBIE HE
CMOIJIM OJHO3HAYHO OOOCHOBAaTH CBOM NPUTA3AHUS Ha
ABTOPUTETHYIO F'OCYJAapCTBEHHYIO BJIACTh, YACTO SABJSIOTCS
OCOOCHHO ¥ MPOU3BOJBHO HACWIBCTBEHHBIMH, OHH
SBIISTIOTCSI 4acThio ()EHOMEHA TOCYIapCTBa. Y CTOSBIIMECS
rocyznapcTna, Jaxe 3arajgHoe rocylapcTBO, HECMOTPSl Ha
BCE MX arpuOyThl 3aKOHHOCTH, MOTYT OBITH emie Oosee
KECTOKUMHM U CTOJIb K€ IPOU3BOJIBHBIMU B OTHOLIEHUU
MHOTHX TpeOoBaHMi TipaB uenoBeka. HoBble 1EHTpBI
rOCy/IJapCTBEHHOW BJIACTH 4YacTO MPEJCTABIAIOT COOOM
HENpUEeMJIEMYIO TpaHb rocyaapctBeHHocTH. Ho oHu, Tem
HE MEHee, SBIISIOTCS TPaHsIMU TOCYIapCTBEHHOCTH.

Other writers have offered threefold
categorizations of contemporary statehood
which partly overlap with those presented
here. According to Robert Cooper, states
today are 'modern’, 'post-modern’ and ‘pre-
modem'.®> According to Georg Sorenson, they
are 'Westphalian', 'post-modern’ and ‘post-
colonial'. Both these writers recognize that
statehood today is not encompassed simply by
the 'moderm’ or "Westphalian' nation-state. On
the one hand, Western 'states’, they agree, are
‘post-modern’ in the sense that they are
internationalized and no longer classic centres
of war-making. On the other hand, many non-
Western 'state’ entities have not achieved, or
have lapsed from, the levels of authoritative
control over territory required for nation-
statehood. In both schema, the nation-state
remains as a residual category occupied by
the major non-Westem centres of power.

Hpyrue  mwmcarenm — mpemiarali TPH  KaTETOPHH
rOCYJapCTBEHHOCTH, KOTOPBIE YAaCTUYHO COBMANAIOT C
npeacTaBlIeHHBIMU  37ech. [lo cimoBam PobGepra Kymepa,
CEroaHs IITAThI ABJISIIOTCS 'COBPEMEHHBIMU',
'mocTMoiepHUCTCKUMU' U 'mpemojeMmamu’. [lo  cioBam
I'eopra Copencona, 3to 'Bectdanbckuii’ mocT-mMmoaeps' u
'MOCT-KOJIOHHANTbHBIN'. O0a 3TH MHcaTels MPHU3HAIOT, YTO
rOCYJIapCTBEHHOCTh CETOAHS HE OXBaThIBACTCA IIPOCTO
'COBpEeMEHHBIM WJIH  'BecT(aibCKUM'  HAIlMOHAJIBHBIM
rocynapctBoM. C OJTHOW CTOPOHBI, 3alaJHbIC IITAThI, OHU
COTJIACHBI, SBJSIOTCS TIOCTMOJEPHUCTCKUMH B  TOM
CMBICJIE, YTO OHU MHTEPHAIIMOHATM3UPOBAHBI M OOJIbIIIE HE

SIBJISIIOTCS KJIACCUYECKHMU LIEHTPaMH BOCHHBIX
nevictBuid. C  Ipyrol CTOpPOHBI, MHOTHME He3amajHbIe
rocylapCcTBEHHbIC 00pa3oBaHHs HE JOCTUIVIM  WJIH
YTpAaTUJIM CBOM  TIOJTHOMOYHS II0 KOHTPOJKO  Haj

TeppUTOPHUEH, HEOOXOTUMOM IS CO3JaHUs HAIIMOHAIBHOM
rocyapcTBeHHOCTU. B 00enx cxemax rocyaapcTBo-Halus
OCTaeTCsl OCTATOYHOU KaTeropuen, 3aHATON KPYIMHBIMH He-
3amnaJHBIMK [ICHTPAMH BJIACTH.




The problem of both these approaches is that
they start from the sovereign state entity,
rather than from bordered power centres
defined by relations of violence. Their
categories, although indicative, are therefore
unlocated within these relations, even if the
intention is to use them to analyse questions
of war and peace. Thus if entities within the
West are ‘post-modern’ in form, this is
precisely because state power is increasingly
concentrated in a single centre of armed
power projection. If the major non-Western
states are to be considered 'modem' nation-
states, we must understand the quasi-imperial
power relations in which they (like the former
Western nation-states) are involved. And if
weaker non-Western centres (not only in sub-
Saharan Africa) fail to match the standards of
nation-statehood, this is because of the power
dilemmas which face new states and proto-
states, not because they are ‘pre-modern’ or
'post-colonial'.

[IpoGrema 060MX 3TUX MOAXOJIOB 3AKJIFOYAETCS B TOM, YTO
OHM HAYMHAIOTCS OT CYBEPEHHOTO TOCYIapCTBEHHOTO
o0pa3oBaHus, a HE OT U30JIMPOBAHHBIX BIACTHBIX IIEHTPOB,
OTpe/iesieMbIX OTHOMICHUSIMH  Hacuius. [loatomy  ux
KaTerOpuu, XOTS OHH U HOCAT OPHEHTHPOBOYHBIH
XapakTep, HE BIUCHIBAIOTCS B 3TH OTHOIICHUS, JTaKe €CITU
WX TPENIoJIaraeTcsi UCIOJIb30BaTh IS aHaJN3a BOIIPOCOB
BOMHBI M Mupa. Takum o00pa3om, eciau o0Opa3oBaHHUS B
npezenax 3amana SBISIOTCS MOCTMOJCPHUCTCKHMHU TIO
cBOeli ¢QopmMe, TO OITO KaKk pa3 I[OTOMY, YTO
TOCyJapCTBEHHAsl BJIACTh BCe OOJIbIIE KOHIIEHTPUPYETCS B
OJHOM ILIEHTPE TMPOEKUMU BOOPYKEHHOM cuibl. Ecimn
KPYITHBIC He3amnaHbIe rocyznapcTna clenyer
paccMaTpuBaTh B KadyeCTBE HAIMOHAIBHBIX TOCYIapCTB-
MOJIEMOB, MBI JIOJDKHBI TIOHUMATh KBa3H-UMIIEPCKHUE
OTHOWIEHHS] CHJIBI, B KOTOPBIX OHH YYacTBYIOT (Kak
ObIBIIME 3amajHble rocyaapcTBa-Hanuu). 1 ecnu OGosee
ciabble He3amajHble IEHTPHl (HE TOJBKO B CTpaHax
Adpuxku k ory ot Caxapsl) He COOTBETCTBYIOT CTaHAapTaM
TOCYJapCTBEHHOCTH, 3TO MPOUCXOTUT W3-3a JHUJIEMM
BJIACTH, C KOTOPBIMH CTAJIKUBAIOTCS HOBBIE TOCY/IapCTBA H
NPOTO-TOCYIapCTBa, a HE M3-3a TOTO, YTO OHH SBISIOTCS
MPEICOBPEMEHHBIMU WJIU TIOCTKOJIOHUATBHBIMHU.




Tadoanua 1 XapakTepucTHKH 3aNaTHBIX H OCHOBHBIX He 3alaIHBIX rocyaapceTs ¢.206-207

Western state

Major non-Western states

No
3anagHoe rocy1apcTBo I'naBHBIE He 3ala/IHBIC TOCYAAPCTBA
1 Military internationalization Relatively cohesive and Survival, or even historic national
monopoly of violence, and the pursuit

BoenHas nHTEpHAaIMOHATIM3AIINS
(MexyHapoaHast yHU(DHUKALINS)

enduring bloc of military power,
centred on NATO and other alliances
(notably USA- Japan), has survived the
end of the Cold War and is held together
by the challenges to its common interests
in the new world situation; has clearly
gone beyond simple alliances of national
entities.

OTHOCUTENBHO CIUIOYEHHBIE U
JIOJITOBEYHBIN OJIOK BOGHHOM BJIACTH,
cocpenoroderHas Ha HATO u apyrux
coro3ax (B wactHoctH, Mexxay CLIA n
SInoHwuelt), nepexxnna OKOHYaHue
XOJIOTHOW BOWHBI U CAEPKUBAETCS
BBI30BaMH €€ OOIIUM HHTEpECaM B
HOBOM MHUPOBOI CUTYaIlMH; OHA SIBHO
BBIIILIA 32 PAMKH MPOCTHIX AJTbsTHCOB
HAI[MOHAJIBHBIX 00pa30BaHMI

of state interests including to the point

BLI)KI/IBaHI/Ie, HIIN OaXE€ UCTOPUUCCKas
HalMOHaJIbHas1i MOHOIIOJINS Ha HACHUIIUEC

of inter-and intrastate war.

U TIpeciiel0BaHKe TOCYAapCTBEHHBIX
HUHTEPECOB, B TOM YHCIE 10
MEXToCyJapCTBEHHON 1
BHYTPUI'OCYIapCTBEHHOM BOHHBI

Economic internationalization

DKOHOMHYECKAS
WHTEpHALMOHAIN3ALIIHS

An increasingly complex

institutionalized framework of pan-
Western political-economic
organizations hrough which the West
manages its common interests in the
world economy.

Bce Oonee cnoxuas u

HWHCTHTYLMOHAJIM3UPOBAaHHASL OCHOBA
of11e3anagHbIX MOJTUTHKO-
9KOHOMHYECKUX OpraHHU3alHi,
KOTOPBIMH 3ama]| ynpasisieT B CBOHX
00IIMX WHTEepecax B MHUPOBOU
9KOHOMHKE

Weak integration into Western-led
world political-economic organizations

Cnabast MTHTErpalys B MUPOBBIE
[TOJIATHUKO-3KOHOMHYECKHUE
OpraHu3aluy oA PYKOBOJACTBOM
3amama

Internationalization of law

IIpaBOBasi HHTEPHAIMOHAIU3 AU

A framework of
internationalized law and

regulation through which national
jurisdictions are harmonized and
transnational mobility by corporations
and individuals is made possible.

Pamku
MEXIYHAPOIHOTO IIpaBa U
perynupoBaHus, TOCPEICTBOM KOTOPOTO
o0ecIieunBaeTcs COrjaacoBaHue
HaIIMOHAJBHBIX FOPUCIUKITNHN 1
TpaHCHAIIMOHATHFHAS MOOMIIEHOCTh
KOpHoOpauii U OTJIENbHBIX JIUL;

Weak involvement in the
internationalization of law and
regulation

Cnaboe yuactue B
MHTEPHALMOHAIM3aIHH [IPpaBa U
peryaupOBaHUN




Regional internationalization Highly developed formal Weak, superficial internationalization

at best; persistence of major regional
PerroHaibHa internationalization of pivotal European | rivalries including in military and even
HWHTEpHALMOHAIU3AIHS region; formal and substantive nuclear forms
democratization increasingly reinforced,;
significant elements of internationalized Cna0ast, HoBepXHOCTHAs
citizenship are developing WHTEPHAIMOHATIM3AIHS B JTyqIIeM
CIIy4ae; COXpaHEeHHe CEePbEe3HOTr0
Bericokopassuras dhopmanbHas PEruoHaAILHOIO0 CONCPHUYECTBA, B TOM
UHTEPHAUOHATIN3ALUA KIIFOUYEBOTO YHCJIE€ B BOCHHBIX U AK€ SIIEPHBIX
€BpOIIEIICKOro pernoHa; Bce dosee dopmax
ycunuBaromasics (popMaibHas 1

CYIIECTBEHHAsI IEMOKPATU3AIHS,
(hopMHUpPOBaHHUE CYIIIECTBEHHBIX
3JIEMEHTOB
MHTEPHAIIMOHATU3UPOBAHHOT O
TPaKJAHCTBA

Relation to global institutions Ambivalent (especially USA), but Ambivalent, but tending to be
increasingly utilizing UN of system to

creasing : suspicious Western-led international
CBa3h ¢ TIOGATLHEIMI legitimize its worldwide hegemony, and

_ ! € ) innovations; utilizing UN system
YUPEKICHUIMH supporting extensions of international | negatively, to restrain West and inhibit
law, economic management, political international authority impinging on
and military intervention.

nation-state prerogatives.
JBoticTBenHslii (ocobenno CIIIA), HO
Bce yaile ucnomis3yromuii cuctemy OOH
IS JISTUTUMU3ALHANA CBOCH T100aJIbHON

HeonHo3HauHble, HO, KaK MPaBUIIO,
TEreMOHHUHU U MOJICPKKHU PaCUIPEHHs [OTO3PHTEBHbIE MEKTYHAPOTHbIE
MEKAYHApOIHOrO Mpaga, WHHOBAIIUH TI0JI PYKOBOJICTBOM
OKOHOMUCCKOT'O yIpaBICHIA, 3amajaa; UCIOIb30BAHHE CHCTEMBI
TOJMTHICCKOrO 1 BOCHHOTO OOH B HEraTuBHOM KJIIOY€E, YTOOBI
BMEIIATENILCTBA.

caepkaTh 3amaza v oMemaTh
MEXAYHAPOHOMY aBTOPHUTETY
MOCSITaTh Ha HAIMOHAIILHEIE
MPEpOraTUBBI TOCYIapCTB

Democratization and civil society | Political democracy normalized within
JleMOKpaTH3aLus ¥ FPaskJaHCKoe West, and increasingly deeply rooted,

Authoritarian or semiauthoritarian
reinforced by internationalization;

regimes and weak demaocratization, in
which formal electoral democracy (if it
exists) is often crudely manipulated by
relatively strong civil society; democracy | elites; political and social freedoms are
and human rights promoted outside West | weakly recognized and enforced; civil
by both civil society and states. society weak but emerging.

00111ECTBO

[Nonutuueckas AEMOKpATHsI
YIIOpsAI0YriIach Ha 3amajae u ABTOPHTApHBIE WITH
CTaHOBHIIACh BCC Gonee rny601<ou MOJIyaBTOPUTAPHBIC PEXKUMBI U Cl1abast
YKOPEHHBIIEHCSI, MOAKPEIIISIeM O
o JIEMOKPATH3aIHs, B KOTOPBIX
HMHTEpHAIMOHAIN3AIEH;
ournanpHas n3dUpaTenpHas
OTHOCHTEIIFHO CHIIbHOE MPaKJaHCKOE
OBIIECTRO; AEMOKPATHS H MPaBa JIEMOKpPATHS (€CIIA OHA CYIIECTBYET)
4esIoBeKa, MOOoNIpAEeMbIE 3a TIPeeNaMu H4CTO XKECTOKO MAHUITYIINPYyCTCA
3anaza Kak rpaxkJaHCKUM OOLIECTBOM, SJIHTAMH, ITOJTMTHICCKHE H
TaK ¥ TOCY1apCTBAMH COIMaIbHBIE CBOOOIBI CI1a00

MPU3HAIOTCS U 00ECTIeUnBaIOTCS;
rpakJaHcKoe 00IIecTBO cnabo
pa3BHTO, HO hopMHpyeTCst

Sacial inequality and welfare

Despite large socio-economic

Large socio-economic inequalities,



COIII/IaJ'IBHOG HEPABCHCTBO U

COIMAJIbHOE 00ecIeueHre

and private welfare systems which

9KOHOMHYECKOE HEPaBEHCTBO,
CYIIIECTBYET OMpPEACIICHHOE COUCTAHME
rOCYJapCTBEHHBIX U YaCTHBIX CUCTEM
COIMATTLHOTO 00eCeYeH s, KOTOPhIC
00ecneunBaroT MOIEPIKKY
OOJIBIIMHCTBA HACEJIEHHSI

inequalities, some combination of state

supports the majority of the population.

HeCMOTpS[ Ha 3HAYUTCIBbHOC COINAJIbHO-

with very inadequate or no social
welfare systems, and coercion of both
urban and rural society 3naunrensHOE
COIMMAJIbHO-OKOHOMHYECCKOC
HCPABCHCTBO, XaPAKTCPU3YIOIICCCA
KpaﬁHe HC€aACKBATHBIMHU CUCTEMaMHU
COIMMAaJIbHOI'O o0ecIieueHns WK UX
OTCYTCTBUCM, U IPUHYKJICHUEC KaK
TOpOJACKOIo, TaKk U CEJILCKOT0
obrrecTBa

National and ethnic conflict
HaHI/IOHaJ'H)HI)Ie N OTHUYCCKHUC
KOH(IJIUKTBHI

Increasingly multi-ethnic societies with
relatively sophisticated mechanisms for
managing national and ethnic conflicts;
so that these are contained without the

have had in the past and continue to have
outside the West.

Bce Goiilee MHOIOITHHYECKHE OOIIECTBA
C OTHOCHUTEIBHO CIIOKHBIMHU
MEXaHU3MaMu yperJ'II/IpOBaHI/Iﬂ
HallMOHAJIbHBIX U 3THUYCCKHUX
KOH(DJIMKTOB, C TEM YTOOBI OHU
CIIEP)KHUBAIIUCH O€3 OTPOMHOI0
Pa3pyIIUTEIBHOTO MOTEHIINATA,
KOTOPbIi OHU UMEITU B MIPOIILIOM H
MPOJOIDKAIOT UMETh 3a TpeeaMu
3amama

enormous disruptive potential which they

Multi-national societies in which the
relationsbetween states and peripheral,
minority and indigenous groups are
quasi-imperial - these groups have little
protection; national or ethnic conflicts
are often violent and these are
'managed’ with fairly crude coercion

MHoroHanoHanbHbBIE 00IIIECTBA, B
KOTOPBIX POJICTBEHHBIE TOCYIApCTBA U
nepudepuitHbie TPYIIIbL, TPYIIITBI
MEHBIIIUHCTB U KOPCHHBIX HAPOI0B
SIBIIIIOTCS] KBA3UUMITEPCKUMU - 3TH
IPYIIBI HE UMEIOT 1OCTaTOYHOM
3aIUTEI; HAI[HOHAJILHEIE WU
ATHUYECKHE KOH(IMKTBI YacTO
COIIPOBOXKAAIOTCS HACHIIUEM, H
yIpaBJIeHHE UMU OCYIIECTBIISIETCS TIPU
JIOBOJIEHO TPYOOM MPHUHYXACHUH

Media and propensity to war

CpencrBa MaccoBoi
nuH(pOpPMaIUH ¥ CKIOHHOCTD K
BOIHE

Expanded media spheres which sensitize
publics to military violence and make the
management of conflict problematic for

state power.

Pacimpenue cdepsl gesTeNbHOCTH
CpencTB MaccoBOM MH(OPMAIMH B LENSX
NPUBJICYEHNS] BHUMAaHUSA
OOLIECTBEHHOCTH K MP0o0OIeMe BOCHHOTO
HACWIUS U TIPEBPALLCHUS
YPETYNHPOBaHNA KOH(IUKTOB B

1po0JieMy roCcyIapCTBEHHON BIACTH

Only partially open media, in which
the abilities of state elites to manage
news and opinion and fight wars is
greater than in the West, but not
unlimited.

Tonpko gacTiyHO OTKpBITEIe CMU, B
KOTOPBIX CIIOCOOHOCTH
rOCYapCTBEHHOMN 3JIUTHI YIIPaBIISATH
HOBOCTSIMU ¥ MHEHHSIMU U BECTH
BOMHBI OOJIbIIIE, YeM Ha 3alraje, HO HE

Oe3rpaHIIHbI
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