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MOMUJIKOBUI TIUISIX, 10 Beze 10 KouduiktiB. JKomaHa robambia cuctema He Oyie
JKUTTE3MATHOIO, SIKIO He OyjIe BiZIKPUTOIO HAIlIOHAJIBHUM iHTepecaMm, He Oy ie mobyoBaHa
Ha B3a€MO/[ii HaIlIOHAJIBHUX JiepsKaB. TuM Gijblie, 10 caM HalliOHAJIBHUI iHTEpeC He
BUCTYTIA€ YMMOCH YY;KOPIIHUM TT00ATbHOMY, OCKIJIBKH € CHHTE30M BHYTPIIIHIX i
30BHIIIHIX (haKkTopiB. B 0CHOBI T7106a/1bHOI BiIOBiaIbHOCTI Cy0 €KTIB MiKHAPOTHUX
BiJIHOCHH 3HaXOANTHCs OOJIK i peasisarlisi HarioHaTbHUX iHTEpeciB. TiIbKKM TaKWM
MeTo[I0M Moke OyTH TiepebopeHa ix “aHapxist”. Tirobasisanis i HalioHabHI iHTEpecu
JepKaB 1 IX CyBepeHiTeT, — He B3acMOBUKJIIOYHI, & B3a€MO/IOIIOBHIOIOYI CTPYKTYPHI
eJIeMEHTH TJI06ATBHOTO MiZKHAPOIHOTO MOPSIIKY. 3MIITHEHHST TIO3UIIIH Jep/KaBH B CHCTEMI
MIXKHAPOJAHUX BIJIHOCUH € HEMWHYYUM, OCKUIBKMA i B yMOBaX BUCOKOPO3BUHEHOTO
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CONCEPTS OF CIVILIZATIONAL DEVELOPMENT: CONTRADICTION
OF POLITICAL, LEGAL AND MANAGEMENT TENDENCIES

Research article examines modern political, legal and administrative processes
taking place in the international space. It is proved that the integration, fragmenta-
tion, globalization and “territorialization” of the world are interdependent and are the
part of one process. The political and legal characteristics of transformational changes
in the state’s sovereignty are revealed.

In many respects, the idea of the crisis of the nation-state and the institution of
sovereignty is based not on their real weakening, but primarily on their inconsistency
with the growing demands of the globalization era. However imperfect they may be,
from the point of view of globalization processes, globalization does not give rise to
any alternative tools that are better adapted to solving modern problems.

Globalization, developing from a national source, cannot but serve it, enriching
the political, economic, technical, spatial and organizational possibilities of its real-
ization. Ignoring the nation state, its sovereignty is a wrong path that leads to
conflicts. No global system will be viable if it is not open to national interests, isn’t
built on the interaction of nation states. Moreover, the national interest itself is not
alien to the global, as it is a synthesis of internal and external factors. At the heart of
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the global responsibility of the subjects of international relations is the accounting
and implementation of national interests. Only in this way can their “anarchy” be
overcome. Globalization and the national interests of states and their sovereignty are
not mutually exclusive, but complementary structural elements of the global interna-
tional order. Strengthening of the position of the state in the system of international
relations is inevitable, because even in a highly developed civil society, its existence
is necessary.

Keywords: sovereignty, national interest, state, world management, integration,
fragmentation, globalization, territorialization.
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