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Abstract. This article examines the main theoretical approaches to
understanding the polycentric world order in the context of the growing
prevalence of unilateral actions and power politics pursued by leading global
actors. Drawing on a comparative analysis of realist, liberal, and constructivist
theories, as well as the concept of a multiplex world order, the article demonstrates
that contemporary interventions by great powers in the domestic affairs of other
states do not negate the polycentric nature of the international system. Rather,
they reflect a crisis-driven and transitional stage in its ongoing transformation.

The article argues that polycentricity cannot be reduced solely to the
redistribution of material power among states. Instead, it reflects a more complex
transformation of global politics, encompassing institutional fragmentation, the
rise of regional centers of influence, and multi-level interdependence. It is further
substantiated that, under contemporary conditions, polycentricity takes on a
conflictual character, accompanied by the weakening of universal rules and the
intensification of regional dynamics. Particular attention is paid to the conceptual
distinction between multipolarity and polycentricity. The contemporary world is
characterized by the simultaneous coexistence of different models of international
behavior and competing interpretations of what constitutes legitimacy. Under
such conditions, polycentricity does not imply automatic stability or universal
cooperation; on the contrary, it creates an environment in which states are
compelled to continuously adapt and search for new strategies of behavior.

This article contributes to the theoretical debate on the nature of the
contemporary world order and provides a conceptual foundation for subsequent
applied analyses of states’ foreign policy strategies within a polycentric
environment.

Keywords: polycentric, world order, multipolarity, multiplex world, power
politics, realism, liberalism, constructivism
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Introduction

The transformation of the world order at the end of the twentieth and in the
twenty-first century has become one of the central topics in international relations
research. The collapse of the bipolar system and the subsequent period of U.S.
hegemony gave rise to expectations of a stable liberal world order based on
institutions, universal norms, and rules. However, already in the 2000s it became
clear that the unipolar system was temporary, and that the global system had
entered a phase of structural transformation marked by the rise of new centers of
power, institutional fragmentation, and stronger regional dynamics.

In this article, the following distinction is used: multipolarity is understood
as the distribution of material power among several great powers and refers to
structural characteristics of the system [1]. Polycentricity means the presence of
multiple centers of influence of different natures (state and non-state), interacting
atdifferent levels of global governance. The multiplex order reflects a qualitatively
more complex configuration in which diverse norms, institutions, and forms of
interaction coexist that cannot be reduced to a single hierarchy [20].

The relevance of a theoretical analysis of the polycentric order is determined
not only by changes in the balance of power, but also by the increasing complexity
of world politics itself. In particular, it is characterized by the simultaneous
coexistence of different, and often competing, understandings of the rules of
international relations, as well as by uneven patterns of interdependence among
states. As a result, it has become difficult to explain contemporary processes
using a single theoretical model. For this reason, the use of multiple theoretical
approaches and their combination becomes especially important, as it allows us
to identify not only the structural constraints under which states operate, but also
the space available for autonomous decision-making and strategic choice.

The purpose of this article is to systematize and analyze the main theoretical
approaches in order to understand the polycentric world order, to identify
their explanatory strengths and limitations, and to demonstrate how different
theoretical traditions complement one another in the analysis of the contemporary
international system.

The theoretical contribution of this article is that it clarifies the understanding
of a polycentric world order, clearly distinguishing it from multipolar and
multiplex order. Furthermore, a holistic approach to its analysis is proposed,
integrating three key dimensions of global politics: the distribution of power
(realism), the role of institutions (liberalism) and the importance of norms and
identities (constructivism). Unlike existing studies, the article demonstrates the
polycentricity is not simply the presence of multiple centers of power, but a more
complex system of interactions in which various norms, institutions, and regional
orders are intertwined.
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Materials and Methods

The methodological foundation of this article is a qualitative theoretical
analysis aimed at the comparative study of the leading paradigms in international
relations theory. The research is based on an interdisciplinary approach that
combines elements of political theory, international relations, and comparative
studies of world order.

The analytical basis of the study consists of classical and contemporary
scholarly works in international relations theory, including research on structural
realism, neoliberal institutionalism, constructivism, and comparative regionalism.

The study employs several methods. First, a comparative-theoretical
method is used to compare interpretations of the polycentric order across
different theoretical schools and to identify their key differences. Second, a
structural-analytical method is applied to examine the world system as a set of
interconnected levels. Finally, conceptual analysis is used to clarify the concepts

2 ¢

of “multipolarity”, “polycentricity”, and the “multiplex world order”.

Results

This section examines realism and neorealism in relation to the topic of
this study. Classical realism is based on the assumption that the international
system is inherently anarchic, and that states rely primarily on their own military
power and resources while seeking security and survival. Within this theoretical
framework, polarity is understood as the distribution of power among key centers
of influence, which in turn shapes both the level of conflict and the stability of
the world system.

The theories of realism and neorealism in the context of our topic could
be analyzed, as classical realism, for instance, is based on the assumption that
the international system is inherently anarchic, and that states rely on their own
military power and resources and strive for security and survival. Polarity in this
theory is understood as the distribution of power among key centers of strength,
which determine the conflict potential and stability of the world system.

A more structured and internally consistent explanation of international
politics is offered by structural realism, developed by the American scholar
Kenneth Waltz. According to this approach, the international system is defined by
a specific ordering of relations among states, forming a structure characterized by
several core features: anarchy, understood as the absence of a supreme authority;
the primary function of the state, which is the protection of sovereignty; and
the unequal distribution of power. While the first two characteristics remain
relatively stable over time, the distribution of power changes, thereby shaping
states’ foreign policy behavior and altering the configuration of the system, which
may take unipolar, bipolar, or multipolar forms [1, pp. 111-114].

As Kenneth Waltz predicted in the early 1990s, the U.S.-led unipolar world
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proved to be unstable due to the uneven distribution of power [3, p. 55]. Moreover,
even NATO allies have increasingly pursued balancing policies in response to the
dominant position of the hegemon. From Waltz’s perspective, the international
system is moving toward multipolarity as a more balanced structure, with the
emergence of new major powers.

At the same time, the realist tradition does not offer a single, unified
interpretation of how the balance of power emerges and operates. In classical
realism, Hans Morgenthau viewed the balance of power as an equilibrium among
great powers and associated it primarily with a multipolar system. By contrast,
Kenneth Waltz’s structural realism considered bipolarity to be the most stable
configuration [1, pp. 161-176]. Other approaches, such as George Modelski’s
theory of long cycles [4, pp. 52-53] and Robert Gilpin’s theory of hegemonic
stability [5, pp. 212-213], emphasized unipolar arrangements, while the historical-
systemic approach developed by Paul Kennedy supported the idea of multipolarity
[6, p. 110]. As aresult, definitions of the balance of power as a systemic condition
have varied significantly, and some of these interpretations directly contradict
one another. For example, K. Waltz and P. Kennedy emphasized relative equality
among major powers, whereas R. Gilpin and G. Modelski associated balance
with the maintenance of the status quo under the leadership, or hegemony, of a
single dominant state. Despite these disagreements, neorealist scholars generally
agree that the logic of balancing remains the main guiding principle shaping state
behavior in the international system.

From a realist perspective, multipolarity can be understood as an objective
reflection of broader global trends, including the growing military, economic,
and political capabilities of non-Western states and the relative weakening
of the United States as the world’s leading power. Neorealism, in turn, treats
multipolarity as a systemic characteristic of the international system that directly
influences state behavior [7, p. 135].

According to realist theory, the emergence of a multipolar world is driven
by two closely related processes: the rise of new centers of power and the gradual
decline of U.S. global dominance. British scholar David Blagden argues that the
international system is returning to multipolarity primarily due to the shift of
economic power from the West to the East, particularly toward new industrial
centers such as China, Brazil, Russia, and India. Under certain conditions, he
suggests, economic power can be converted into military power if supported by
sufficient political will [8].

The growing trend toward multipolarity has also been noted by policymakers
and experts in Australia. For example, the 2017 Independent Intelligence Review
stated that “the geopolitical consequences of economic globalization are creating
new centers of power and encouraging new strategic ambitions among states”

[9].

series “INTERNATIONAL RELATIONS and REGIONAL STUDIES” 1 (63) 2026 503



THEORETICAL APPROACHES TO UNDERSTANDING THE POLYCENTRIC WORLD ...

Simultaneously, not all scholars agree that economic growth alone is
sufficient to produce a truly multipolar system. Italian researcher Stefano Conti
argues that China, the United States, Russia, and the European Union should be
considered the primary global actors, while Brazil and India, in their view, lack
the necessary capabilities to play a comparable global role. According to this
position, economic potential by itself is not enough to ensure global influence
[10].

A group of European scholars has proposed an original approach to
understand the polarity in the contemporary world. According to this view,
multipolarity is forming primarily in the economic sphere, while the military
sphere remains largely unipolar. The environmental domain is described as
interpolar, whereas the political and cultural sphere is characterized by non-
polarity [11.

As noted above, one of the key preconditions for multipolarity is the decline
of the United States’ role in global affairs. Multipolarity, as one possible scenario
for the future, is often linked to the claim that the creation of alternative orders by
China and Russia, together with China’s economic growth, will lead to a situation
in which the United States becomes one of several great powers rather than the
sole arbiter of international politics [12].

At the same time, a number of scholars argue that the United States
will retain its position as a central actor in the international system. American
researcher Bruce Jones maintains that the United States should be viewed not as a
“declining” power, but as a “resilient” one that continues to play a key global role
[13, p. 78]. A more explicit position is taken by a scholar from the Republic of
Korea, who emphasizes that polarity should be assessed at the global rather than
the regional level. From this perspective, the United States significantly surpasses
other states in terms of military expenditure and overall power capabilities. As
a result, the actions of countries such as China and Russia are interpreted not as
evidence of a changing global hierarchy, but rather as attempts to assert their
positions within the existing system [14, p. 15].

There is also a substantial group of experts who argue that the world is
moving not toward multipolarity, but toward a new form of bipolarity. In this
context, the work of Russian scholar D. A. Degtyarev is particularly relevant.
Based on an analysis of the capabilities of the BRICS countries, the G7, as well
as the United States and China, he concludes that the contemporary world order
is evolving toward a “new bipolarity” rather than toward a multipolar system
[15].

Thus, from the perspective of political realism, multipolarity is defined by
two key factors. First, it involves the growth of economic, political, and military
capabilities among new centers of power, whether individual states or alliances.
Second, it reflects the decreasing ability of the United States to continue acting as
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a global hegemon. At the same time, within the realist framework, the question of
a transition to a multipolar world order remains highly contested. Some scholars
continue to view the system as unipolar, others argue that a shift to multipolarity
has already occurred, while a third group maintains that the world is moving
toward bipolarity.

One of the foundational traditions in international relations theory is the
liberal paradigm. Within this framework, scholars differ in their assessments of
the implications of multipolarity for international stability and security. French
scholar Zaki Laidi describes multipolarity as a “transition without hegemony”, in
which rising non-Western states challenge Western dominance but lack sufficient
strength and cohesion to offer a coherent alternative world order [16]. A similar
position is advanced by Sean Butler, who argues that the emergence of new
powers seeking greater autonomy in foreign policy may weaken multilateralism.
In his view, the development of multipolarity poses risks to international stability
by making it more difficult to address issues that require collective action, such
as maintaining peace through collective security mechanisms [17, p. 27].

Russian scholar A. Kortunov argues that the concept of multipolarity should
be left behind and that the foundation of a new world order should instead be a
model of multilateralism. This model should be based on multilateral agreements,
international regimes, and greater consideration of the interests of weaker states
[18]. Moreover, this scholar suggests that contemporary multilateralism “will
emerge not within traditional institutions, but around shared problems and
specific projects” [19].

In sum, from the perspective of the liberal paradigm, multipolarity should
be viewed in a balanced way. On the one hand, a multipolar world order is often
perceived as undesirable or even as a threat to liberal values and the liberal
international order, and consequently to the stability of the international system
itself. On the other hand, a more multipolar world order does not necessarily have
to lead to destabilization of the international environment, the refusal of new
centers of power to cooperate, and the transition to a state of “war of all against
all”.

To summarize the theoretical approaches considered and to identify their
analytical potential, their comparative characteristics is presented (Table 1).

Table 1 — Comparative analysis of theoretical approaches to understanding
world order

Approach Key idea Interpretation of Limitations of the ap-
world order proach
Realism / neo- Balance of power Distribution of material |Insufficient consideration
realism and anarchy of the |power between states  |of the role of norms and
system institutions
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Liberalism Institutions and in- | The system of interna- | Presupposes a higher level
terdependence tional regimes and rules | of cooperation than exists
in practice
Constructivism | Norms, identities A set of competing nar- |Not always easy to apply
and discourses ratives and norms to specific cases
Regionalism Regional subsystems | Different regional or- | Works better at the re-
ders with their own cen- | gional level than at the
ters of influence global level
Multiplex ap- Pluralization of in- | A world order without | Conceptual uncertainty
proach teractions a single center, with
different levels of inter-
action
[made by the author]

As table 1 depicts various theoretical approaches interpret the nature of
world order differently, emphasizing either the distribution of power, institutions,
or norms and identities. This demonstrates that no single theoretical paradigm
can provide a comprehensive explanation for the contemporary transformations
of the international system.

Discussion

A comparison of the presented theoretical approaches allows to move from
description to analytical synthesis. This comparative analysis reveals that the
differences between them carry not only methodological but also ontological
character, as each theory defines the nature of centers of power and the mechanisms
of their interaction differently.

In this context, a polycentric world order can be interpreted as the result of
the overlap of several logics: structural (the distribution of power), institutional
(the functioning of international regimes) and normative (the competition of
values and identities). This multilayered nature explains why contemporary
international processes do not fit within the framework of a single theoretical
model.

From the perspective of a polycentric order, the liberal approach allows
this phenomenon to be viewed not only as a “redistribution of power”, but
also as a network of overlapping international regimes and organizations in
which influence is more widely dispersed. Studies of the liberal international
order show that regimes related to free trade, democratic peace, and “pluralistic
security communities” create an institutional framework within which the
“polycentrization” of governance takes place. In this context, rules are not formed
or revised by a single hegemon, but emerge through complex interactions among
coalitions, institutions, and actors.

Understanding the essence of multipolarity in contemporary international
relations also requires engagement with key ideas of constructivism, which
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emphasizes that world politics is shaped through ideas, concepts, and narratives.
The model of a multipolar world order is actively supported and developed within
Russian foreign policy discourse. For example, O. A. Alekseeva-Karnavali argues
that the world cannot be clearly described as multipolar, unipolar, or bipolar. In
her view, multipolarity represents a Russian discourse supported by China, which
operates mainly within its own political bloc, where its assumptions are shared
and accepted. At the same time, “none of the existing narratives, despite their
claims to universality, are sufficient to structure the international system as a
whole” [20]. From this perspective, multipolarity cannot function as a universally
accepted model of world order, as it is not recognized by all major international
actors.

The phenomenon of multipolar populism has been identified by American
scholars Alexander Cooley and Daniel Nexon. They argue that many contemporary
populist leaders, including those in countries such as Serbia and Italy, increasingly
refer to a multipolar world order, emphasize the availability of new international
partners, especially Russia and China; and thereby justify policies that are more
independent from the liberal West [21].

From a constructivist standpoint, a polycentric order involves not only
the distribution of material power, but also a set of competing and overlapping
norms, identities, and narratives. Different centers of power promote their own
interpretations of what constitutes a legitimate world order, while states and
regions position themselves as members of particular normative “communities”.

Amitav Acharya’s concept of “Global IR” further develops this idea by
emphasizing that regions should be understood as socially constructed spaces
shaped by shared narratives, historical experiences, and regional norms [22].
In his work on the “end of the American world order”, Acharya shows that
the weakening of Western hegemony is accompanied by the rise of alternative
normative projects and regional “worlds”, reinforcing the polycentric rather than
merely multipolar character of the international system.

In a 2023 article titled “Multipolarity or Multiplexity? Interaction Capacity,
Global Cooperation, and World Order,” Acharya, A. Estevadeordal, and L. V.
Goodman propose the concept of multiplexity as a more appropriate framework for
analyzing the changing world order, instead of multipolarity or liberal hegemony.
Rather than focusing on traditional indicators such as economic or military power,
they use “interaction capacity”; that is, the ability of states to exercise leadership
and organize cooperation as a key measure of world order. Using a new dataset
based on international treaties concluded since World War 11, the authors find that
the world order is shifting away from U.S. leadership toward a more decentralized
and pluralistic, or multiplex system. In this system, the relative dominance
of great powers declines, while the interaction capacity of middle and small
powers increases, along with the importance of cooperation clusters that are not
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necessarily based on geographic proximity. The authors conclude that although
leadership in global cooperation is becoming more diversified across actors and
issue areas, it is neither collapsing nor becoming excessively transactional. These
findings should guide discussions about the future of world order and the reform
of international institutions. While policymakers must prepare for the transition
from a unipolar moment and the rise of non-Western countries, they should avoid
unjustified pessimism about the collapse of global cooperation, which is based on
the long-term dynamics of interoperability between countries [2].

The concept of multiplexity thus broadens our understanding of the
increasingly complex nature of global interactions. It also helps to clarify whether
global politics, in the context of rising non-Western powers, is becoming more
chaotic and transactional, or whether cooperation remains viable in the long term.
A multiplex order allows for the coexistence of cooperation and confrontation, as
well as the parallel functioning of universal and regional institutions.

From a constructivist perspective, multipolarity can be summarized in two
key points. First, it functions as a foreign policy discourse and a social construct
that seeks not only to describe reality but also to shape it. Second, the spread of
multipolar discourse reflects both the desire of some states to pursue policies
more independent from the liberal West and the recognition of changing power
relations in the international system.

According to A. Kostin and V. Izotov, the most likely characteristic of the
future global structure is integration—confrontational polycentrism. In this model,
integration systems act as centers of power that compete with one another for
political and economic space [23, pp. 17-19]. The formation of regional orders
is linked to the growing capabilities of regional powers and the simultaneous
weakening of U.S. positions in global politics. Similarly, Indian scholar Sreeram
Chaulia argues that rapidly rising powers in different regions may fill the vacuum
created by the declining international role of the United States and provide order,
security, and prosperity within their respective regions [24].

Itis important to note that polycentricity does not imply the disappearance of
power politics. On the contrary, it is often accompanied by increased competition
and higher risks. According to William C. Wohlforth, although the United States
continues to maintain significant military and technological advantages, it has
lost the ability to establish stable rules of behavior for the entire international
system [25]. This creates conditions in which other powers, including Russia and
China, more actively challenge the status quo, resulting in a more conflict-prone
form of polycentricity.

Liberal institutionalism offers a more critical assessment of the current
transformation of the world system. G. John Ikenberry argues that the “America
First” policy undermines the institutional foundations of the liberal order by
weakening multilateral regimes and reducing trust in international rules [26].
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From this perspective, contemporary polycentricity appears “distorted”: centers
of power exist, but coordination mechanisms and institutional constraints are
weakened. In later work, Ikenberry, together with D. Deudney, emphasizes that
the U.S. retreat from its role as an institutional leader does not restore classical
sovereignty, but instead increases instability and conflict in the international
environment [27, p. 19]. Similar assessments appear in analytical reports by
the Council on Foreign Relations, which describe the current system as “World
Order 2.0” — less manageable, more fragmented, and lacking a stable center [28].

Turkish analyst Efe Can Gilirkan notes that in the context of a crisis in
global governance and the weakening of U.S. leadership, world politics is
becoming increasingly polarized. Eurasian regionalism promoted by Russia and
China is emerging as a key driver of geopolitical multipolarity. In response to
the crisis of global governance, Eurasia presents itself as a leading region and
develops alternative institutions outside U.S. influence, including the Collective
Security Treaty Organization (CSTO), the Eurasian Economic Union (EAEU),
the Shanghai Cooperation Organisation (SCO), and the Asian Infrastructure
Investment Bank (AIIB) [29, pp. 135-139].

Earlier, Amitav Acharya suggested that the emerging world should be
described in terms of “regiopolarity” rather than multipolarity or other polarity-
based concepts [30]. According to this view, no rising power will be able to fully
replace the United States at the global level, and most will remain primarily
anchored within their respective regions [31]. This logic implies a division of
global space into limited zones of influence, which broadly aligns with the idea
of multipolarity. In this sense, multipolarity can be formed and strengthened
as regions “emerge” and become isolated, regional connections develop, and a
unique economic, political, and cultural space is created within a specific regional
cluster.

Research on “complex regionalism” highlights that the contemporary order
is characterized by a multi-layered architecture involving global, interregional,
and subregional institutions. These institutions include not only great powers,
but also middle and small states [32]. From this perspective, a polycentric world
consists of interacting regional subsystems such as Europe, the Indo-Pacific, the
Middle East, Eurasia, and Africa, each with its own internal logic of centers and
peripheries.

In conclusion, when examining multipolarity from a regional perspective,
two key points should be emphasized. First, multipolar world order is grounded
in expanding processes of regionalization, the development of regional ties, and
the growth of regional integration systems. Second, the strengthening of regional
dynamics and the formation of regional orders are directly linked to the rising
capabilities of new centers of power — regional states — and the weakening of the
United States’ position in the global system.
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Conclusion

There is no single, widely accepted understanding of multipolarity within
the academic community. Scholars representing different theoretical schools
and national traditions define and evaluate the core meaning of multipolarity
in different ways. Realism views multipolarity as an objective reflection of
broader global trends, rooted in the weakening of the United States’ position
as the world’s leading power and the growing economic, military, and political
capabilities of non-Western states. Neorealism treats multipolarity as a
characteristic of the international system that shapes state behavior. The regional
approach emphasizes the intensification of regionalization processes and the
development of regional integration systems, which contribute to the emergence
of multipolarity as regional powers gain strength and the global influence of
the United States declines. Liberal approaches focus primarily on assessing the
implications of multipolarity for international stability and security. Alongside the
more skeptical view of multipolarity as a potential threat to peace and security,
liberal scholarship also offers more optimistic interpretations. Constructivism, in
turn, understands multipolarity both as a foreign policy discourse and as a project
advanced by a number of states.

Overall, the theoretical analysis conducted in this study allows for several
important conclusions regarding the nature of the contemporary world order
and the applicability of the concept of polycentricity to current international
realities. Firstly, the comparison of realist, liberal, and constructivist approaches
demonstrates that polycentricity cannot be reduced solely to the number of centers
of power or to the redistribution of material resources. Instead, it reflects a deeper
transformation of world politics, involving normative pluralism, institutional
fragmentation, and multi-level interdependence.

Secondly, an examination of leading expert assessments suggests that the
active use of force, sanctions, and political pressure by major powers does not
indicate the persistence of an old hegemonic or bipolar world order. Rather,
such practices point to a declining capacity of individual states to manage the
international system through commonly accepted institutions and rules. In this
sense, contemporary “power politics” is not an alternative to polycentricity, but
one of its manifestations — a sign of a conflictual and still incomplete transition
from a more hierarchical world order toward a more complex and decentralized
system.

Thirdly, the idea of a multiplex world order provides a useful lens for
understanding these dynamics, as it takes into account not only the distribution
of power, but also the diversity of norms, rules, and forms of interaction. The
contemporary international system is characterized by the coexistence of
different models of international behavior and competing interpretations of what
is considered legitimate. Under such conditions, polycentricity does not lead
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automatically to stability or universal cooperation. On the contrary, it creates an
environment in which states are required to continuously adapt and develop new
strategies of behavior.

It 1s important to emphasize that the polycentric world order should not
be viewed as a stage of transition from unipolarity to multipolarity, but as a
qualitatively new form of organization of the international system, characterized
by a plurality of centers, levels, and norms of interaction.
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NOJMUEHTPII SQJIEMAIK TOPTIITI TYCIHYAIH
TEOPUSAJIBIK TOCIJIAEPI
*KassibekoBa, ¥.M.!

*IKMUMDII Yuusepcurerti, Anmarsl, Kazakcran

Anpgarna. Makanazia jKeTekI 9JeMJIK akTopiap TaparnblHaH Olp:KaKThl
OpEeKETTEp MEH KYII CasCaThIHBIH KYIICIOl JKaFJalbIHIa TTOTUIICHTPI dJIEMIIK
TOPTINTIYFBIHY/IBIH TEOPUSIIBIK TCUIAEP1 KapacThIpbliaibl. Peanusm, nudepanuzm
JKOHE KOHCTPYKTHUBU3M TEOPHSUIAPBI, COHAAN-aK KOMKAOATThl QJIEMIIIK TOPTIM
TYKbIPbIM/IAMachl HETI31HJIE >KYPri3UINeH CajbICThIpMaibl Tajujgay Kasipri ipi
JieprKaBaiapAblH 0acka MEMJIEKETTEP/IIH 1K1 ICTepIHE apayacybl XaJIbIKapaJbIK
YKYHEHIH MOJTUIICHTPII CUTIATHIH )KOKKA IIBIFApMal THIHBIH, KEPICIHIIIE OHBIH KaiTa
KaJIBINTACYBIHBIH JIaF1apbICThI 9p1 OTIEINI KE3EHIH KOPCETETIHIH JaIeNaeH .

Makanaga HOJULEHTPIIK YFBIMBIHBIH TEK MEMJIEKETTEp apachIHIArbl
MaTepuaibIK KyaTThlH KaiTa OeJliHyIMEH LIEKTeJIMENUTIHI KepCeTiIel.
On oneMJik cascaTTarbl aHaryplibIM KypHesdl esrepicrepll, aranm alTKaHJa
MHCTUTYLUMOHANABIK OOJIIEeKTeHY 1, aWMaKTbIK bIKIAJl OPTAJIbIKTAPbIHBIH
OCYIH JKOHE KOIJCHTCWJIl o3apa TOyeAUINKTI KamTuabl. Kazipri jxarmaiiarsl
MOJIMUEHTPIIKTIH ~ KaKTBIFBICTBI ~ CUIIATTa €KeHl, omOebam epexenepin
QJcipeyIMEH KOHE alMaKThIK JUHAMHKAHBIH KYIICIOIMEH KaTrap KYpeTiHi
Herizaeneal. KenmnomspibIK MeH NOIULEHTPIIIK apachlHIAFbl TY KbIPbIMIaMalIbIK
allbIpMallIbUIBIKKA €pPEKIlIe Ha3ap ayAapblUiajbl.

Kasipri onem xanbIKapajblK MIHE3-KYJIBIKTBIH OpPTYpJl MOJENbAEPIHIH
Karap eMmip CypyiMeH >KoHE 3aHJIbUIBIK Typasibl OoCEKeJeC TYCIHIKTepAiH
OoybIMEH cumarTaiaabl. MyHaal skaFaaiijia MOJMUIEHTPIIIK aBTOMATThl TYp/e
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TYPAKTBUIBIKTEI HEMECE JKaJIbl BIHTBIMAKTACTBIKTBI OUTIIpMEial, KepiciHIine
MEMJIEKETTEep/l YHeMl OeiliMaenyre >KoHE jKaHa MIHE3-KYJIBIK OpEKeT €Ty
YATUIEPIH 1371eyre MOXKOYp €TeTiH OpTa KaJbIIMTaCThIPAIbI.

byn makanma kazipri oJeMIIK TOPTINTIH CHUMAThl >KOHIHJET! TEOPHUSIIBIK
MIKIpTaJIacKa yJec KOCHIIN, MOJHUIICHTPIIl OpTa JKaFJalbIHIaFbl MEMJICKETTEPIIH
CBIPTKBl CasCH CTpATETHsUIapbIH KEHIHT1 KoJimaHOasiabl Tajjay YIIIH Heri3
KaJIBITITACTHIPAIbI.

Tipek ce3aep: MONMUIICHTPII, SIEMIIK TOPTIM, KOTOSPIIBIK, KOTKAOATTHI
oJIeM, KYIII casicaThbl, peayin3M, JINOepan3M, KOHCTPYKTUBUZM

TEOPETUYECKHUE IOAXO/1bl K IOHUMAHUWIO
HNOJUIEHTPUYHOI'O MMOPSAJIKA
*Ka3piOexkoBa, Y.M. !

*'Yausepcurer KUMOII, Anmartsl, Kazaxcran

AnHoOTanus. B crarbe paccMaTpUBarOTCS TEOPETUUECKUE MOAXOIBI K
OCMBICJICHUIO MOJIUIEHTPUIHOTO MHUPOBOTO TIOPSI/IKA B YCIOBHIX yCUICHUS
OJTHOCTOPOHHUX JIEHCTBUN U TIOJUTUKH CUIIBI CO CTOPOHBI BEAYIIUX MUPOBBIX
akTopoB. Ha ocHOBe CpaBHUTEIBHOIO aHaJIM3a PEaTUCTCKUX, TUOEpaIbHBIX
U KOHCTPYKTHBHUCTCKHX TEOPHUH, a TaKXKe KOHUENIIHMH MYJIBTUILIEKCHOTO
MHPOBOTO TOPSI/IKA, TTOKA3aHO, YTO COBPEMEHHBIE BMEIIATEIHCTBA BEIIMKUX
JIep>)kaB BO BHYTpPEHHHE Jeja JPYTUX TOCYAapCTB HE ONPOBEPTAIOT
MOJIMIICHTPUYHBIA XapakTep MEXKIyHAapOJHOH CHUCTEMBI, a OTPaKAIOT
KPU3UCHBIN U TIEPEXOIHBIN dTAll €€ TpaHCPOPMAIIUH.

B cratee mOKa3aHO, YTO MOJUIEHTPUYHOCTH HE CBOJHUTCS
HCKIIIOUUTENIBHO K TMepepaclpeiesicHuI0 MaTepUalbHOW MOIIU MEXKIY
rocynapctBamu. OHa oTpakaeT 0oJiee CI0XKHYI0 TpaHCHOPMAIIUIO MUPOBOI
MOJINTHKH, BKIIOYAIONIYI0 WHCTHUTYIHOHAIBHYIO (parMeHTanuo, pocT
pErHOHATBHBIX IIEHTPOB BIUSHUS U MHOTOYPOBHEBYIO B3aUMO3aBUCHMOCTD.
OOGO0CHOBBIBAETCS TE€3UC O TOM, YTO MOJULEHTPUYHOCTH B COBPEMEHHBIX
YCIIOBUSX HOCUT KOHQIIMKTHBIH XapakTep, COMPOBOXKIASICH OCIaOICHHEM
YHUBEPCAJIBHBIX  TPAaBWJI W  POCTOM  PETHOHAIbHOW  JHHAMUKH.
Ocoboe BHHUMaHHUE YIENAECTCSd KOHLUENTYAJIbHOMY pPa3IU4YUI0 MEKIY
MHOTOIOJISIPHOCTBIO W TOJUUEHTPUYHOCThIO. COBpPEMEHHBIH MU
XapaKTEepU3yeTCss OJHOBPEMEHHBIM CYHIECTBOBAHHMEM pa3HBIX MOJEINEH
MEXIyHapOJHOTO IOBEICHHs, KOHKYPUPYIOIIUX TIPEICTABICHHH O TOM,
YTO CYUTACTCS JICTUTUMHBIM. B TakuX yCIOBHUSX TOJULIEHTPHUYHOCTH HE
03Ha4YaeT aBTOMATUYECKON CTAOMIBHOCTH HIIM BCEOOIIETO COTPYAHUYECTBA,
a, HaIIPOTHUB, CO3/AET CPEy, B KOTOPOH rOCyIapCTBa BEIHYKICHBI IIOCTOSHHO
MPUCITOCA0IUBATHCS M UCKATh HOBBIE CTPATETHH TTOBEICHUS.
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JlanHast cTarbsd BHOCUT BKJIAJ B TEOPETHYECKYIO JUCKYCCHIO O
XapakTepe COBPEMEHHOI0 MHUPOBOIO MOpsjika U (HOPMUPYET OCHOBY s
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