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Abstract

To understand the relation between globalization and international
relations, it is necessary to propaedeutically differentiate notions of new
world order, globalism, and globalization that are often used without
much theoretical understanding, sometimes even as synonyms, which
creates terminological confusion. These are three different terms that
are related because they refer to intertwined phenomena. Globalism is
an ideology, globalization is a process of implementing the ideological
premises of globalism, and the new world order is a political- legal
system of an emerging world. Concept and practice of globalization
include radical change in the modern world in favour of one centre
of power and thus imply drastic change in international relations.
Globalization implies that contemporary international relations should
be characterized by: informal government of the world from one centre
of power by controlling and guiding global political, economic, and
financial flows; democratization of all world countries by introducing
Euro-Atlantic model of democracy as the only valid one; negation of
national sovereignty and overcoming national identity; diminished role
of the UN and of all international organizations and institutions where
proponents of globalizations are not decision makers; ‘managerial’
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instead of mediating diplomacy; exclusivity of the right of globalists to
use force in international relations; favoring humanitarian interventions
as a type of armed conflicts; attempt to direct migrant flows and their
intensity; deprivation of rights to progress to all non-globalized countries,
even more stronger ones such as Russia and China; putting international
relations directly into service of satisfying interests of multinational
companies. The proponents of globalization have had only limited
success in these efforts due to various types of resistance. Globalization
has been mostly achieved at the international economic level, and
much less at the international political and international security levels.
Although the beginning of globalization announced a fast end to the
national state, its sovereignty, and consequently a nation as its basis,
this has not happened. Almost everything that has had a national prefix
resisted globalization to a greater or lesser extent in the name of the right
of the individual to exist as much as the general, and this is the main
reason why globalists see the national as the greatest threat. The time of
great migrations, as well as the war between Russia and Ukraine, fueled
by arms, funds, and logistics of the Western forces, brought new, great,
and consequently still unfathomable challenges not only to globalization
as a process, but to globalism as an ideology and new world order as
a projected political-legal construction of a global system. Russia has
announced the new concept of a new world order, and many countries,
some of which are EU members, have stood up against global models,
thus pivoting strongly towards their national interests, restoration of their
national sovereignty, and strengthening of their national values, although
it seemed up until recently that these countries had completely merged
into supranational unity. It is becoming more obvious that the war and
migrations were just a reason for a reiterative renewal of the concept of
a national state as an important heritage and its greater independence,
and not only on the territory of Europe, indicating a process of re-
sovereignisation in globalized areas as a more widespread phenomenon.
This, as well as other current processes of using and distributing power
among states at a global level, will undoubtedly strongly affect the
profiling of international relations in the near future.

Keywords: globalization, international relations, sovereignty, national
state, migrations, armed conflicts, re-sovereignisation
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We wanted capitalism, so let’s endure the victory!
Momo Kapor

In the pursuit of harmony that includes his own good, man has
always strived to arrange the world around him in the way he thinks is
best for him. The problem is that we do not all have the same vision
of harmony, and that what is best for one person, often is not best for
another. This human aspiration, and at the same time the problem related
to it, is also evident in the institutional efforts of powerful states to
organize the world according to their own model and will, which always
means, according to their own interests and with the greatest possible
benefits for themselves.

Until the present moment in the recorded history of civilization, no
endeavor has been made to establish a comprehensive political framework
that would be, if not more favorable to others than for its founders, then
at least a framework of fairness regarding the aspirations of all, and in
terms of advantages for all whom it embraces (Simeunovi¢ 2014). “This
was the main problems of all previous concepts of the new world orders
in history,” and it was also the main reason for their incompleteness
and collapses (Simeunovic¢ 2014, 108). “Even the so-called communist
political order, which advertised itself as an order of absolute equality,
was nothing more than a specific attempt to establish a new world,
a ’red’ order, and did not at all meet these conditions” (Simeunovié¢
2014, 108). Not solely did it, in both theoretical and ideological terms,
privilege a single social stratum — namely the proletariat — by granting
it an unfounded entitlement to govern all other classes, but in practical
implementation, it was a different stratum, the political bureaucracy, that
emerged as the primary beneficiary. Within that political framework, this
bureaucracy was the sole group that succeeded in realizing nearly all of
its own interests, including the exercise of governance in the name of
the working class (Simeunovi¢ 2014). “Obviously, communist and all
the other political orders in the world were based on the principle of vis
dominandi. Precisely for this reason, this trap set for others, which was,
in fact, the cause of the downfall of globally imagined orders, could
not avoid even communism, that was nothing more than the concept
and practice of attempting to achieve such a world order in which the
working class, or more precisely its political representatives, would have
a dominant position, and in which their interests and benefits would be
the most important” (Simeunovi¢ 2014, 108).
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Furthermore, a profound flaw inherent in incomplete global
political systems resides in their endeavor to transpose the centralized
power model of their own nation-state onto a framework for governing
the entire world. This conceptual oversight arose from the circumstance
that nation-states entail a particular form of consensus, as well as a
specific entitlement — and indeed an obligation — to organize the life
of their own collective entity, including the family, from the apex
of authority, in an optimal manner, even employing a measure of
compulsion. Nevertheless, identity-based collectives — ranging from
the family unit to the nation — generally comprehend and acquiesce to
this dynamic that it is not about “making people happy by force.”! Given
these circumstances, “in this increased benefit from an ordered, Ours,
lies the meaning of social unity and voluntary involvement in every
collective, especially the one that has the most potential to accomplish
our good due to its possession of political as the greatest of powers”
(Simeunovi¢ 2014, 108-109).

In all remaining instances where a collective identity is absent, the
inherent seed of alterity and opposition to the outsider yields “bear far
greater fruit” (Simeunovi¢ 2014, 109). This engenders a rise in diversity,
which carries with it an elevated potential for fragmentation. Every
empire in history has been multiethnic, multicultural, and often multi-
religious. The attempt to avoid the danger of disintegration by equating
the national and religious has produced variable and rarely lasting results.
The enforcement of a particular kind of order as a universal paradigm
of governance was better accepted when that order proved effective
within the sphere of its utility for everyone, and consequently was
more broadly tolerable, or at a minimum, did not provoke widespread
uprisings (Simeunovi¢ 2014).

“As a dominant contemporary political, economic, and military
phenomenon, globalism is inexorably based on related historical
experiences of humankind. In terms of ideological basis, it serves as
an illustration of how a specific ideology emerges from the general
ideology” (Simeunovi¢ 2009, 138). It is merely a branch of liberalism,
specifically the variant commonly described as the economic dimension
of neoliberalism, and which, since the seventh decade of the 20th
century, has been heavily oriented toward utilizing political principles

' According to Immanuel Kant, making people happy by force is the greatest possible

form of despotism.
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that secure economic benefits, or more specifically, profit (Simeunovi¢
2009). “Globalism is actually neoliberalism on a mission” (Simeunovic¢
2009, 138).

Although each ideology seeks to realize its own principles in
actuality, globalism distinguishes itself from the rest in its pronounced
focus on utility and pragmatism in accordance with the maxim:
“Politically good is something that is economically beneficial in the
end” (Simeunovi¢ 2009, 138). While this ideology endeavors to function
across numerous domains, its primary objective remains the economy.
Its foremost objective is to create a world devoid of barriers (or at a
minimum, devoid of rigid frontiers), in order to facilitate the unimpeded
movement of commodities, thereby converting the entire globe into a
single vast free market, within which large transnational enterprises
will wield primary influence, and all other actors will possess the
right to compete against them, albeit with little prospect of prevailing
over them. Globalism, in essence, actually represents the ideology of
these corporations, which are its main supporters, so that even large
countries, such as the USA and Great Britain (from where globalism
originated), sometimes give the impression of being their implementers
only (Simeunovi¢ 2009, 139). “The political order of a world structured
in this way should be a new world, in neoliberal order, because what
ensures dominance and gives advantage in every system is the power of
determining the rules of the game (see: Simeunovi¢ 1994). Therefore,
the aim is not only to create a world market free from impenetrable
national-state borders, but also to organize this market on liberal
principles” (Simeunovi¢ 2009, 139).

As an ideology “rooted in the West, globalism entails a substantial
infiltration of Western values into other regions of the world, particularly
the East (Simeunovi¢ 2009, 139); thus, within the international relations
theory, this phenomenon is known as Westernization. However, the
frequent criticism claiming that the West, through its transnational
corporations, has flooded the world with fast food and unhealthy
beverage brands, must take into account the fact that there is also a
response from the East, not only in the form of the massive spread of its
own types of food in the West, such as Chinese cuisine, but also in “the
form of cheap, low-standard products that have poured into the West,
including the USA, a process labeled as Easternization” (Simeunovi¢
2009, 139). In the view of globalism’s critics, this has led to a poor-
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quality products exchange, wherein both sides make profits, and only
consumers are dissatisfied, but have no other choice possible.

What globalism finds fundamental intolerance lies in the firm
stance of particular states on their national, or more exactly, state
sovereignty, which stands as a serious obstruction to globalization. That
is the reason globalism proclaims an epoch of post-sovereignty wherein
states will be deprived of their role as guardians of their nations and
religions, while the duty for this is to be shifted to the international
community (Simeunovi¢ 2009).

Globalism endeavors to eradicate the apprehension of the small
and the vulnerable by introducing the principle of all kinds (including
violent) of international protection for different minorities, in the sense
of protecting the uniqueness of ethnic, religious, cultural, gender, and
even sexual orientation, provided that they do not stand in the way of
achieving its global political and economic interests. This likewise
legitimizes the deployment and application of military power across
the globe by the nations that serve as the carriers of globalization
(Simeunovi¢ 2009). “Globalism sees nationalism and the nation-state
as its main opponents, which are not guided by universal, but by their
national interest, and tend to confine their nations to their borders, with
their tariffs and regulations that hinder the movement of goods and
reduce the profits of large multinational corporations” (Simeunovic¢
2009, 139).

A significant challenge for globalization emerges in the shape of
informal transnational opposition to it. Nation-states are not the actors
that would be capable, either individually or at least on their own, to
halt the offensive of globalization, simply because they represent, at
least for the time being, a lesser force than that embodied by the nations
that serve as the carriers of globalization. Globalization encounters a
challenge, largely produced by ethnic and religious extremists, who
position themselves as defenders of creed and nation, utilizing violence,
chiefly in the form of political radicalism and terrorism, which has itself,
to a certain extent, become globalized, and has rendered the progress of
globalization neither smooth nor rapid, while necessitating arduous and
expensive covert as well as overt conflicts (Simeunovi¢ 2009).

While certain regions of the globe, particularly Asia and Africa,
demonstrate considerable resistance to globalization as an ideological
framework, the phenomenon seems inexorable, at least in economic
terms. In other spheres, nonetheless, the matter of its acceptance depends
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on the ability to overcome markedly different impediments, including
opposing faiths (Islam, for example), or the tradition of a self-contained
political order such as China’s (Simeunovi¢ 2009).

Across the annals of history, the establishment of a cohesive
global order has eluded all attempts. This failure stems partly from the
world’s profound diversity and its inherently unstable nature, which
presents constant challenges and fosters new dreams. Such dynamism
is, of course, a direct expression of the human spirit itself (Simeunovic¢
2014). “We will see whether the world of neoliberalism will succeed
in this” (Simeunovi¢ 2014, 106). It possessed a viable prospect at the
close of the 20th century, for never before had a single power exercised
such dominance over the remainder of the world as the United States
did at that time, and this remains true today, because it presents an order
that is sufficiently appealing not only in economic but also in political
terms to numerous countries — more precisely, to their political and
economic elites — to the degree that they embrace it of their own accord
(Simeunovi¢ 2014).

This is actually a hidden exchange. The political elites of these
states follow the principle of subsidiarity, which implies transferring their
powers, and therefore the responsibility for managing the country and
its economy, to those more powerful than themselves, and in exchange
for this, they renounce, without any pressure, both their sovereignty and
their political independence (Simeunovi¢ 2014, 106).

“Every individual is a human being that dominates, because
he is a human being that is frightened” (Simeunovi¢ 2014, 107). Fear
attends us from the moment of our birth, endures through our years in
countless guises, and finally accompanies us to our dying breath. Of
all living beings, the human newborn is the most helpless, tormented
from the outset of its life by a piercing realization of its own feebleness.
To defend against this dread, human beings gradually establish control
over their environment and, more significantly, develop an excess of
authority. Such an accretion, regardless of whether it is consciously
pursued, inevitably generates dominance over others. Our fundamental
need for power stems from self-preservation. Yet, once we quickly grasp
its additional benefits, we deliberately overlook the burdens it entails. As
a phenomenon, power presents at least two critical issues. First, it proves
more addictive than any narcotic. Second, it belongs to the category
of apeiron — the boundless realm of the immeasurable. It possesses no
definitive limits, no genuine ethical boundaries, and lacks adequate
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internal restraints once it becomes ingrained within us (Simeunovi¢
2014). “In his desire to acquire as many powers as possible, human
beings have created various systems of supremacy, formally primarily
for their own protection, and in reality, for the purpose of domination
over others. The transfer of these systems from the microsocial to the
macrosocial plan has always been a matter of technique, tools, and
the ability to implement plans and illusions of general and eternal
domination over others” (Simeunovi¢ 2014, 107).

Since ancient times, the idea of establishing a “world order” has
appeared in states that had an outstanding military dominance compared
to their wider environment. It was not just a mere military-conquering
concept, but also an effort to establish one’s own model of political
and economic order in conquered countries as universal, of which
some written traces remained (Simeunovi¢ 2014, 110). One of the first
recorded attempts of that kind shows absolute similarity to the present
time, so it is quite appropriate to mention it.

The Persian, or rather Achaemenid, ruler Darius (Darayavush),
famous in many ways, sought, through his conquests, to achieve 4rta,
“the true order of the world,”? which would be based on pure, divinely-
known “truth.” The truth consisted, to begin with, of the fact that the
rulers of other, primarily surrounding countries, were not rulers, but
“impostors” and “rebels against Darius” since he did not recognize them
as rulers, and the condition of recognizing them could not be fulfilled
because Darius firmly held the position that only he could govern their
countries and that the world should be “ruled by one ruler only.” The
reason for this, Darius found in a completely ideological ethical premise
that as the ruler of the most powerful state, he was obliged to establish
and implement justice, since he was given a mission by the god Ahura
Mazda and the forefathers to know what justice and truth were and to
implement them. Hence, Arta, as an “order built on truth,” in addition
to its enlightening function, had a distinct corrective function when it
came to socio-political issues of the other communities: “What was
incorrect, | made correct” (Spasojevi¢ 2006, 135). Along with this, went
the introduction of the Persian religion as the only correct one and the
prohibition of all other religions as demonic.

2 “Arta or asha, one of those big words of archaic humanity that are difficult

to translate. Its meaning is: the true order of the world, an order built on truth”
(Spasojevic 2006, 135).
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Darius introduced his “true world order,” or Arta, to 23 conquered
countries, about which he left numerous records, and his son Xerxes
raised that number to 29 countries. Darius’s international military
performance was, quantitatively speaking, truly impressive. In just one
year, he waged and won 19 wars, while executing nine defeated rulers.
The years that followed were also years of his military victories. Darius
made records of them on high rocks by the roads,’ on palaces, tombs, but
also on clay and metal tablets, measuring stones, and on animal skins and
vases, that he sent to all conquered and many unconquered regions, so
that everyone would be informed about his power and invincibility. As
the rumor about him was heard in advance, so did the fear grow, and the
will to resist diminished, which resulted in the surrender of the enemy
or at least made Darius’s next victory much easier. It is clear that Darius,
as the bearer of the “world order,” knew how to economize on force and
use war marketing better than many rulers of today.

Darius found the motive for conquering foreign territories
and incorporating them into the “world order” in the need to prevent
any injustice, and especially to prevent any violence that would be
committed by a rebellious ruler over a weaker one. The world order
promised harmony, and there could be no harmony if many had the
right to use self-willed force. Violence was allowed only to one, the
strongest among all the rulers, following his convictions about justice
and truth: “I do not want the powerful to commit violence against the
weak” (Spasojevi¢ 2006, 106). No resistance was possible because “I
also do not like the right of the powerful to be violated by the actions
of the weak” (Spasojevic¢ 2006, 106), he says. Here we come to Darius’
understanding that superiority is the basis of the right to treat other
peoples and countries, which remained characteristic of all future
concepts of world orders as the principle of their international relations
regulation.

It would be wrong to conclude that this “king of a country with
races of all kinds” relied solely on force. There are many facts in his
writings that testify that he achieved a lot in gaining supporters in
foreign countries, who were impressed not only by his military power,
but also motivated by various rewards, from financial to political, after

3 The inscription of King Darayavush on Mount Bisotun is the largest stone

inscription in the world. It is written at a height of 75 meters and consists of 414
lines arranged in 5 columns, each four meters high and two meters wide.
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the conquest of their countries: “To everyone who cooperates, I give a
reward that is worth his labor” (Spasojevi¢ 2006, 106).

The order was treated as something sacred; even more, it was
elevated to the level of worship equal to that expressed towards God,
and in this way was celebrated. Not only that it was celebrated and
glorified as the best possible order by the Persians who introduced
Arta, as the order of the world in numerous countries, but it had to
be celebrated and “accepted with the heart” by all those peoples who
were actually conquered, regardless of whether they were annexed to
the empire by war, or by surrendering the power to Darius after their
own rulers were overthrown due to fear that Darius might attack their
countries. The fear of Darius’ military superiority was not only the fear
of the destruction of the country, but also the fear of the nobles that
Darius would label them as supporters of the disobedient ruler because
he treated such a person cruelly. After defeating rebellious rulers and
their supporters, they would first be publicly humiliated, tortured, and
mutilated for a long time before being killed in a brutal manner, thus
sending a message to the rest of the people. Long before the advent of
mass media, Darius achieved complete awareness of his political and
legal principles, although in a morbid way by forcing all adult males of
the defeated people to watch the scene of the humiliation, condemnation,
and destruction of their former ruler: “I cut off his nose, ears, and tongue
and gouged out one eye. He was kept tied hand and foot at my door,
and all the people looked at him. Then I hanged him in Hamedan, and
I hanged his most prominent supporters in the fortress (underlined by
DS)” (Spasojevic¢ 2006, 85). Non-acceptance of the “world order” by
any nation, or even by an individual in the conquered territories, was out
of the question because it violated the principle of absolute domination
that was the core of that order, and for the purpose of its general
acceptance, not only violence was used, but also the mass propagation
of the norms of the new, as the true world order: “do not allow anyone
to remain uninstructed in respecting order and the commandments of
the law” (Spasojevi¢ 2006, 8). “Also, Darius was of the opinion that
the world order was best propagated through great construction works,
not only by building temples, but also by implementing economically
very useful projects, even such grandiose ones as the Suez Canal, which
was built during his reign™ (Darius’ inscription on the Suez Canal panel

4 “I gave the order to dig this canal, from the flowing water called the Nile, which
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in: Simeunovi¢ 2014, 114). That not much has changed to this day is
evidenced by the number of dead, arrested, and fugitive current rulers
who were disobedient to the contemporary bearers of the “new world
order,” from Saddam Hussein to Milosevic and Gaddafi (Simeunovi¢
2014, 114)

As one of the medieval conquerors of the world, the Mongol
Khan Tamerlane, laconically defined it: the world is too small to have
two rulers. For him, any, even the slightest, resistance was equal to the
greatest military defeat, and therefore, no resistance was allowed on the
territory he ruled. This goal was always achieved only through cruelty
and the ruthless use of military force. The Byzantine historian Ducas
noted that where Tamerlane’s army passed, “neither the barking of dogs,
nor the crowing of roosters, nor the crying of children could be heard
afterward” (Simeunovic¢ 2014, 114).

None of the great conquerors wanted to stop, and each wanted
more of what he had already conquered. In the 15th century, the
Byzantine historian Laonik Halkokondil described in detail Tamerlane’s
plans to conquer China, the entire Mediterranean, and the Christian
world. Like many other strongmen such as Alexander the Great, Caesar,
and Dusan the Great, he was prevented from expanding his empire by
a sudden death.

Henry Kissinger may be incorrect in his assertion that in “every
century” there arises “a country that possesses the power and will, as well
as the intellectual and moral strength to shape the entire international
order in accordance with its own system of values” (Kisindzer 1999, 5),
yet he is entirely accurate that such a phenomenon does occur. While
no fixed pattern governs the appearance of this occurrence — wherein
a nation consistently perceives itself as the architect of a “new world
order” — there has perpetually existed a “will to power” among the
most powerful states, or at minimum those that regarded themselves
as such, along with their ambitions to structure the world according
to their own perspectives, requirements, and concerns. This historical
reality was constructed through the military, political, and cultural
supremacy of the ancient Persians, Greeks, Romans, and others, and was
validated by the blades of their commanders, beginning with Alexander

flows in Egypt, to the sea that comes from Persia. This canal was dug as I ordered,
and ships passed through it from Egypt to Persia as I intended” (see Darius’
inscription on the Suez Canal panel in: Simeunovi¢ 2014, 114).
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the Great and subsequent “first conquerors of the world” (Simeunovic¢
2014, 115) followed by Caesar and later Attila, Tamerlane or Napoleon,
continuing all the way to contemporary leaders — distinct in character
yet fundamentally identical as carriers of unchecked supremacy
(Simeunovi¢ 2014).

The current preeminent global power, the United States, has its
own ambitions and intentions. Mirroring hegemonic powers of the past,
it possesses its own network of allies, adherents, and adversaries. The
opponents of a dominant power seldom openly identify themselves
as such, primarily out of apprehension regarding retaliation from the
prevailing force. Conversely, numerous allies of the dominant state
are not genuinely committed to its cause; rather, they fundamentally
align themselves with whichever entity holds supremacy, viewing this
as the most effective strategy to advance their own objectives. This
phenomenon is deeply rooted in human nature, which has historically
gravitated toward and revered the victorious (Simeunovi¢ 2014).

The endeavors of the United States and the nations aligned with
it through official and unofficial means are currently described using
various labels, among which the following three appear most frequently:
“globalism, globalization, and the new world order” (Simeunovi¢ 2014,
116). These terms are often employed without adequate comprehension,
sometimes even interchangeably, leading to conceptual ambiguity.
Therefore, it is vital to emphasize that these are three different terms that
all refer to phenomena that are intertwined. Their meanings are similar,
but they do not completely coincide; they only intersect (Simeunovié¢
2014).

What is commonly referred to as the phrase “new world order,”
laden with unwarranted negative connotations or primal apprehension,
denotes the creation of uncontested political, economic, and military
supremacy by the United States alongside a collection of highly advanced
industrial nations from the West. These countries are united within or in
association with various international bodies of an economic, political,
or military character, exercising dominance over nearly all remaining
states across the globe. This supremacy is exhibited through efforts to
advance their strategic military, political, and economic objectives, along
with those of their partners, by conducting foreign policy predominantly
from a standpoint of strength and by meddling in the domestic
matters of sovereign nations. This interference occurs not only via the
traditionally “controlled” military, economic, and political frameworks
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and international bodies, but also by exploiting organizations such as the
UN. These institutions, prior to the initial phases of instituting the “new
world order,” were designed for the collective advantage of all member
states and operated in that manner to a considerable extent, and more or
less functioned in that way (Simeunovi¢ 2014).

“Since the basic principle of implementing this domination is the
expression of all kinds of superiority, it is natural that the functionality
of the “new world order” is mainly reduced to the use of a position of
force, especially in international relations, which can also explain the
behavior of a group of dominant countries in the “new world order,”
which is increasingly characterized, not only by disrespect but also by
flagrant violation of the norms of international law” (Simeunovi¢ 2014,
117). It is obvious that these countries treat the currently valid norms of
international law as a historically outdated international legal expression
of the former two blocks’ balance of power, with the disappearance of
which the need for respecting most of these norms also disappears.

“It is too early to speak of a 'new world order’ as fully conceived,
and especially as a materialized concept, due to the lack of a clear and
definitive profile of the concept's content, despite the fact that there are
clear indications of the goals and methods of establishing a “new world
order” (Simeunovi¢ 2014, 118). Whether the establishment of a new
order, which has been bombastically announced many times in history
before, will come about, and, in particular, whether this establishment
will be carried out in the form that now seems inevitable to many,
remains to be seen. In the view of Vladeta Jeroti¢, the “new world order”
is simply another example of the many never-ending eschatological
undertakings (Jeroti¢ 2000, 30). After all, the future, as a descendant
of history and of the present time, mostly takes after its ancestors and
always looks a lot like something new, itself as it is and itself as the
future present.

Therefore, for the time being, we cannot speak of the establishment
of'a “new world order,” but only of the efforts to establish it, as well as
the results of these efforts. For this reason, it is quite rational to mark
this term with quotation marks, which does not, in the least, diminish its
importance as a subject of observation.

“For this topic, it is important that the establishment of a “new
world order” only at first glance manifests itself as the establishment of an
order of global domination made by a single center of collective power,
a single state, a single ideology” (Simeunovi¢ 2014, 119). Precisely,
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there is a clear expression of continental and regional dominance of
the emerging world powers with a tendency to increase all their power
resources, which are increasingly not subordinated to the formal center
of global domination.

In economic, political, and even military terms, and even before
unification,” Germany stands as the indisputably strongest country in
Europe. An equivalent level of continental dominance is progressively
being established in the Far East by China, displacing Japan from that
position. These countries, in their novel and, for the moment, enduring
growing, do not yet declare loudly their aspiration to elevate their status
into line with the top and the global scale of the dominance of the “new
world order,” but it is to be expected, according to all indicators, that in
arelatively short period of time, in less than two decades, these countries
will grow stronger, proportionally “to the extent that the growth of the
economic, and thus political and military power of the USA will decline,
and that, similar to the law of connected vessels, the now narrowly
concentrated power of the strongest will have to spread over at least to
the three points which, admittedly, at first, will be very interdependent
on each other and not entirely and identically structured in the resource
domains of power. In this race for prestige, which will at that point
become public, it cannot be decisive that some of them will be stronger
only in a particular field, like military or economic” (Simeunovi¢ 2014,
120).

The essential element in their competitiveness is determined by
both their total capacity and the level of interdependence among the
most powerful nations — a dynamic that has never been more critical,

> European predictions from the early 1990s regarding the political, economic, and
military outcomes of German reunification turned out to be remarkably precise. For
instance, 43% of the French population believed that achieving political cohesion
within Europe would become more challenging, while 37% anticipated that France's
standing on the continent would diminish. Even prior to reunification, the French
acknowledged Germany's economic and political dominance, though they raised
questions about its democratic credentials. This skepticism helps explain the
growing apprehension regarding Germany's economic strength, which rose from
39% of French respondents in 1987 to 42% in 1989. Interestingly, despite these
concerns, 48% of the French considered West Germany to be France's closest ally,
a figure that climbed to 54% by October 1988. In Germany, 77% of citizens viewed
the United States as their foremost partner in 1983, but by 1988, this affection had
notably declined, with surveys indicating that 67% of Germans regarded France as
their most trusted friend (SOFRES 1991, 82-86).
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given their technological, monetary, and economic development. This
phase of the formulation and construction of the “new world order” will
be a phase of equalization in power and multilateral domination of the
world until one of the mentioned states is able to significantly expand
the sphere of its influence in the pursuit of economic, political, and
military interests on “foreign” terrain, without jeopardizing its previous
position in the division of dominance. In the meantime, it is reasonable
to anticipate that Germany and Japan will keep expanding principally
the economic, fiscal, and political components of their influence, while
the United States will continue to augment its military and political
assets, although we should not forget, not already mentioned fact that
Germany, even before its unification, almost unnoticed, became the
strongest military power in Western Europe, but also that Japan has just
as quietly, in the last half century, renewed and significantly strengthened
its military potential to the extent that it makes its neighbors think about
it seriously (Simeunovi¢ 2014).

“However, military power is no longer, nor is it likely to be,
the sole determining factor of prestige on a global scale” (Simeunovi¢
2014, 121). This is confirmed by the example of Russia, whose military
power is undoubtedly very impressive due to its nuclear potential, but
its economic power is not sufficient to make it a leading world power.
“The balance in economic power as the basis of the total power of the
three, already existing, economic and technological centers of the world
(the USA, the EU headed by Germany and China, India and Japan as
moderators of the economic outlook and power of the Far East), will
decide whether the USA will retain, in not so distant future, the throne
of the supreme position in the global hierarchy or it will have to co-share
it, and eventually abandon it” (Simeunovi¢ 2014, 121). Their current
supreme position in military strength will hold little value without
preserving economic might as the foundation of general supremacy.
Similarly, a strong military today would not be worth much to either
Russia, together with the Commonwealth of Independent States (CIS),
nor China if they had not economically strengthened, the first one less,
the second one more, but both countries have clearly strengthened
enough to dare to claim their share of the throne of world power
(Simeunovi¢ 2014).

It is a logical to assume that Germany and Japan, despite
increasing their military potential It is to be expected that powers such
as Germany and Japan, despite increasing their military power, will
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not in the future strive to implement their interests through the use of
military force on the international stage, and the least of all by using their
own forces, except at the request of “the big brother,” but will strive to
do so through channels of economic and, especially, technological and
financial influence with the extensive use of multilateral institutions.
This explains the persistence of Germany and Japan, as well as some
other regional powers, in their efforts to join the UN Security Council
as soon as possible and, as permanent members, gain as much of
the political power and global influence as possible, and the strong
opposition to this from the USA, but also from France and England,
which are already second-rate powers that derive their political power
to the greatest extent precisely from possessing this positional advantage
in relation to Germany and Japan. Indeed, America currently enjoys
“greater co-optive power than other” (Nye 1991, 2—-7) countries, due
to its privileged position in the world’s most influential international
forums and structures (UN, IMF, GATT, OECD, NATO). However,
although this position of the USA has been shaped and acquired by
historical forces, it is, unlike the position of Great Britain and France,
whose political power lays heavily in the historical position as the
permanent membership in the UN Security Council is, not primarily
contained only in some historical right to power, but, on the contrary, it
is one and a very clear expression of the current general and enormous
political, economic and military power that the USA has (Simeunovic¢
2014).

This “fight” over the entry into the UN Security Council appears
all the more logical in the light of the fact that the “new world order”
is expected to be elitist, expressed in the possibility of possessing and
using exclusive positions of power. By taking advantage of the global
tendency to shift the center of gravity of power from the legislative to the
executive, the designers of the “new world order” have transformed the
UN General Assembly, formerly the main body, into a body of second-
class importance, and the UN Security Council into a body of first-
class importance, and even into a kind of seed of a world government,
justifying this by the reasons of swiftness of decision-making as a critical
element in the process of providing assistance to “endangered” countries
and peoples. As a result of this change, which has enabled the nearly
complete dominance of the USA in the UN agenda, the organization is
progressively becoming a, while legally constituted, yet increasingly
questionable instrument. It is used to advance the strategic military,
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political, and commercial objectives of the world’s most economically
and politically dominant nations. These nations aspire to institutionalize
a “new world order” as a perpetual condition of their own hegemony
within the global community, disregarding the desires and necessities
of other states. This often occurs in direct opposition to the wishes and,
specifically, the well-being of the majority of UN members categorized
as developing nations (Simeunovi¢ 2014).

The growth of the power of Japan and Germany, which positions
them on the map of global great powers, should not obscure our view
of the great power bases for activities on this global plane by the
Russian Federation. We must also include the geopolitical space of the
Commonwealth of Independent States. Behind them, an even greater
global power is on the rise, China, which is not only an economic and
political giant but also an unavoidable military factor. We should not
lose sight of the fact that the spheres of influence of these global players
are still the same ones in which periods of conflict and cooperation with
Germany and Japan alternated, as if they were also spaces of various
forms of state closeness.

The new rise of Russia began during the reign of Vladimir Putin.
However, this time, this rise is not based on nationally based federal
units, as during the Soviet Union, when these national creations were
necessarily directed towards insincere mutual declarations of solidarity.
Also, it is not about the creation of a new nation-state, but rather the
restoration of an empire without an emperor. Starting from the fact that
empires could never be mononational, if we bear in mind the empire’s
need to control large geographical areas, but that they therefore always
had to be multinational, then we can logically conclude why this state
restoration could not rely only on the Russian nation. To make the
demographic, national asymmetry even more striking, we will recall
that millions of Russians remained to live outside the current borders
of the Russian Federation, and after the collapse of the Soviet Union.
This was led by the catastrophic Soviet model of forming republics.
This model was the same in the USSR as in the FPRJ, and later in the
SFRY, and was characterized by the fact that state engineering insisted
that federal units be tailored to the needs of small nations. These needs
were satisfied primarily through the imperative that all members of a
smaller nation be included in a federal unit, to the detriment of a larger
nation, and especially to the detriment of the largest nation, such as the
Russians in the USSR or the Serbians in the FPRJ and SFRY.
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Considering the fact that any Russian reconquest that would
aim to return any territory with a majority Russian population would
be doomed to political and military difficulties, it remains logical that
the restoration of the “empire” is limited primarily to the existing
internationally recognized territory of the Russian Federation. The return
of any Russian territory that remained in other states, in addition to being
very challenging, does not seem to be an overly useful undertaking,
considering the risks. However, over time, with the strengthening of
the state space of the Russian Federation, the reintegration of Belarus,
Ukraine, and Kazakhstan would be attempted. The new state community
thus created would be the core of a broader military-political connection
in which states close in religion and culture, such as Serbia and Bulgaria,
but also the Slavic Czech Republic and Poland, despite religious
differences, could find their place. The geopolitical entity thus created
would later be strengthened by alliances in the East through which the
Eurasian Union would be created, primarily through cooperation with
North Korea and China. Of course, this Eurasian connection would
imply closer integration with the members of the Shanghai Cooperation
Organization (SCO). Such geopolitical integration of Eurasia would
enable the redistribution of world power. All of Russia’s efforts in this
direction imply the return of military power, which declined sharply in
the years of the collapse of the USSR and remained at a low level during
the last decade of the 20™ century. Until this long-term process takes off,
Russia can only achieve a balance between the military power of the US
and NATO through the competitiveness of its vast strategic and tactical
arsenal. The Russian-Ukrainian war shows that Russia is determined
on its path to restoring the empire. In these aspirations, the fact that
Russia is ready to enter into open conflict with NATO for parts of the
old empire, such as Crimea and Sevastopol, which would not exclude
the use of nuclear weapons, is striking. Without access to the southern
coasts that territories such as Crimea provide, Russia would remain a
regional power (Simeunovic¢ 2014).
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Jparan CumeyHnoBuh’
Daxynmem nonumuukux Hayka, Ynusepsumem y beozpady

DIOBAJU3AIIMJA U MEBYHAPOJIHU
OJHOCH™

Pe3ume

Ja 6u ce pazymeo ogHoc m3Mmely rnobanmsanuje u MehyHapoaHux
0JIHOCA, HEOTIXOJIHO je MPOIEACBTHYKN PA3IMKOBATH TIOjMOBE HOBOT
CBETCKOT TIOPETKa, TIT00an3Ma 1 rirodain3anyje KOju ce 4eCTO KOPHCTe
0€3 MHOT'O TEOPHUjCKOT pa3yMeBarba, MOHEKA [ YaK ¥ Ka0 CHHOHUMH, IITO
CTBapa TEPMHHOJIOIIKY 3a0yHy. To Cy Tpu pa3nuuyura TepMHHA KOja Cy
IOBE3aHa jep ce OJHOCe Ha ucrpemieTere peHomene. [modanuszam je
HJIC0JI0TH]ja, rI100anu3alyja je mpouec UMIUIEMEHTAII]e UICOJIOIMKIX
npemuca riiodaan3Ma, a HOBU CBETCKU TIOPEIaK je MOTUTHUKO-TIPABHU
CHCTEM CBeTa y HacTajamy. KoHIeNT u nmpakca riiobanu3amuje yKbyayjy
pavKaIHe MPOMEHE Y CABPEMEHOM CBETY Y KOPHCT j¢IHOT [IEHTpa MONH 1
cTOora rmoJipa3syMeBajy ApacTU4He MPOMEHe y Mel)yHapoAHIM OJHOCHUMA.
I'moGanuzainuja noapasyMeBa Ja caBpeMeHe MeljyHapojHe ojHoce
Tpeba aa KapakTepuiie: HehopMaHO YIIpaB/bakbe CBETOM U3 jEHOT
IeHTpa MOhM KOHTPOIMCALEM B BONCHEM TIIOOATHUX TOJUTHYKHUX,
€KOHOMCKHX M (DMHAHCHjCKUX TOKOBA; IEMOKpaTH3aIlija CBIUX 3eMalba
cBeTa yBoh)eHEeM €BPOATIAHTCKOT MOJea IEMOKpPATHje Kao jeTMHOT
BaJIMJIHOT; HeTalfja HAllMOHAIHOT CYBEPEHHUTETa U NPEBA3UIIAKCHE
HAIMOHAJHOT UACHTHTETA; cCMameHa yiora YH u cBux mehynapomaux
opraHu3aliija ¥ HHCTUTYLIM]ja TJi¢ 3aTOBOPHUIIU TJI00aIM3aIdje HUCY
JIOHOCHOIIN OJTYKA; ,,MCHAIIePCKa™ YMECTO IMMOCPETHUYIKE JUTIIOMATH]E;
EKCKJTy3UBHOCT TpaBa riodainucTa Jia KOpucTe CUity y Mel)yHapoaHum
onHOCHMA; (haBOPU30BaE XYMAHUTAPHUX WHTEPBEHIMja KA0 BPCTE
OpYy’KaHUX CyK00a; OKyIIaj yCMepaBamba TOKOBa MUTpaHaTa U lbUXOBOT
WHTEH3HUTETa; yckpahnBambe MpaBa Ha Halpe1aK CBUM HET100aIn30BaHUM
3eMJbaMa, 4aKk M OHUM jauuM nonyt Pycuje m Kune; craBibame
Mel)yHapoHUX OJIHOCa TUPEKTHO Y CITYyKOY 3a/10BOJbaBamka HHTEpeCa

* Wwmejm: dragan.simeun@gmail.com; ORCID: 0009-0003-6455-5769

™ OBaj paj je paHuje MpeACTaBILEH MO/l HCTHM HACIIOBOM Ka0 YBOJHO TIPEIaBarhe
Ha Hay4yHO] KoH(pepeHuuju Cprcku ¢punozodpcku cummnosujym Sophos, koja je
onpkana y Tpebumy of 29. jyHa no 6. jyna 2023. roause.
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MYJITHHAITIOHATHAX KOMITaHH]a. 3aTOBOPHUITN TIIO0ATH3AIN]E NTMaJTH
Cy caMoO OTpaHHYCH YCIIeX Y OBHM HaropuMa 300T pa3IHdUTHX BpPCTa
otropa. ['mobanu3anuja je yramaBHOM MMOCTHTHYTa Ha Mel)yHapomHOM
€KOHOMCKOM HHBOY, & MHOTO Mame Ha Mel)yHapOoTHOM MOJUTHYKOM H
MehyHapoaHo-0e30e1HOCcHOM HUBOY. Mako je moderak riaodanusanyje
HajaBuo Op3 Kpaj HAIlMOHAJIHE JIP)KaBe, IbeHOT CYBEPEHUTETA, a CAMUM
THUM ¥ HaIl¥je Kao ’eHEe OCHOBE, TO CE€ HHje MOTOAMIO. ['0TOBO CBE MITO
j€ UMaJIo HaIIMOHAIHH TPePHKC OMMpao ce rirodanu3anuju y Behoj mmm
Mam0j MEpH Y MUMe TIpaBa I0jeIfHIA A2 TOCTOjU KOJIUKO M ONIITEe, U
TO je TJIIaBHH PA3JIOT 3aIITO INT00aINCTH HAIIMOHAITHO BUJIE Kao HajBehy
npeTwy. Bpeme Benwkux murpanuja, kao u pat usmelhy Pycuje u
VYkpajuHe, MOACTaAKHYT OPYXK]jeM, CPEJCTBUMA U JIOTUCTHKOM 3alaIHIX
CWJIa, JIOHEO je HOBE, BEJMKE M TMOCIIEJANIHO jOII YBEK HECXBATJHHBE
M3a30Be HE caMO TIo0ann3anrju Kao mporecy, Beh u rmodaimsmy Kao
UJICOJIOTHJH ¥ HOBOM CBETCKOM MOPETKY Kao MPOjeKTOBAHO] MOJIUTHYKO-
MPaBHO] KOHCTPYKIMjU riio0anHor cucteMa. Pycuja je oOjaBuna HOBH
KOHIENT HOBOT CBETCKOT TOPETKa, a MHOTE 3eMJbE, O]l KOJHX CY
Heke unanmie EY, ycrane cy MpoTHB IIO0aTHUX MOJENa, CHAXKHO
ce okpehyhm ka CBOjUM HAIlMOHAJTHUM HWHTEpPECHMa, OOHOBH CBOT
HAIMOHATHOT CYBEPEHUTETA 1 jadarby CBOJUX HAIMOHAIHHIX BPEITHOCTH,
MaKo Cce JOHEIAaBHO YMHMIIO JIa Cy C€ T€ 3eMJbE MOTIYHO CTOIWIIE Y
HaIHAIMOHAIHO jeJMHCTBO. CBe je OYMIIIeIHU]E 1a CYy paT U MUTpaIlnje
OWJIM caMO TOBOJ 32 MOHOBHO OOHABJbaH-€ KOHIICTITA HALIMOHATHE
JprKaBe Kao BayKHOT Hacieha u ieHe Behe He3aBUCHOCTH, U TO HE caMO
Ha TepuTopHju EBpore, mTo ykasyje Ha Mmpolec pecyBepeHu3aluje y
rI100aTM30BaHUM IOIPYYjUMa Kao pacrpocTpamenuju peHomeH. OBo,
Kao M JPYTW aKTyeJHU mpolecu Kopumhema u pacnozene Mmohu mehy
JpkaBaMa Ha rJI00aTHOM HHBOY, HECYMIbMBO he CHa)XKHO yTHIATH Ha
npodunucame MehjyHapoaHux oxHoca y O1mckoj OyayhHocTu.

Kibyune peun: rinobanusaiuja, Mel)yHapoIHH OJTHOCH, CYBEPEHHTET,
HAI[MOHATTHA ApKaBa, MUTpaIl¥je, OPy)aHu CYKOOH,
pecyBepeHH3aluja
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