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OF THE SOVEREIGNTY PROBLEM

Given the general theoretical nature of the work, the author aims to identify
those aspects that characterize the loss of independence, state sovereignty, and the
transformation of the state into a dependent, externally controlled political-
territorial organization of society. This work is greatly facilitated by the presence
of well-known interstate and international antagonistic contradictions, which to
date remain unsolved within any foreign policy of intervention in domestic affairs
by world leaders and supranational organizations, which in turn turns any concept
of modern state sovereignty into a romantic work of legal idealism - simulacrum of
state power sovereignty.

A careful analysis of modern interpretations of statehood points to a certain
character of the gradual penetration of ideas of "de-sovereignization of the state" in
favor of supranational structures with the formation of universal standards and val-
ues. Thus, in political and legal thought, in the context of St. Man's geopolitical
doctrine of controlled chaos, the concept of limited state sovereignty also finds its
place [1].

From this perspective, the future of modern sovereign states appears in at
least two pessimistic options. The first: a globalized transnational financial oligar-

161



BepxoBeHCTBO mpaBa: JTOKTpHUHA 1 MPAKTHKA B YMOBaX CY4aCHUX CBITOBHX BUKJIHKIB

chy, finally freed from state restrictions, implements a policy of dismantling the
sovereignty of nation-states, leaving them only for external attributes, fiscal func-
tions and the apparatus of coercion. The twentieth century was the beginning of
such modern trend as: global neocolonialism - a system of unequal (economic and
political) relations imposed by Western countries on the rest of the world, based on
their military power and the activities of monopolistic capital, international finan-
cial organizations and TNCs [2, p. 21-22]. Second: in the era of globalization, na-
tion-states lose some of their sovereignty, and the rivalry of civilizations becomes
real: Western, Islamic, Chinese, Indian, Orthodox-Slavic and possibly others [3;
p.128]. In the conditions of neoliberal transformation processes it may bring, and
in some places it has already brought, to the strengthening of pressure by the su-
perpowers, which, in their struggle for world leadership, seek to form geopolitical
clusters of influence. They include other states in the sphere of their interests, forc-
ing them "of their own free will" to give up some of their rights and powers, sub-
ject to the provision of support.

In our opinion, the practical implementation of the clash of civilization in-
terests has a downside. Perhaps we are talking about the new life of such, which
have already become classic forms of client statehood, as: associated state, satellite
state, puppet state, neocolonial state and protectorate. Note that the specificity of
official political and legal culture makes it impossible to apply such terms to mod-
ern states, but the manipulative nature of the terminology has now become an inte-
gral part of the influence on the mass consciousness.

At the same time, if we approach the interpretation of the policy of external
governance of the state from a pragmatic position, in its narrowed understanding,
the implementation of such a concept does not seem so extraordinary. This thesis is
confirmed by the existence of quasi-state formations with different degrees of sov-
ereignty. According to the classification made by the author, a state that is under
external control can be attributed to a quasi-state formation, provided that there is a
sufficient degree of external control, its efficiency and scale [4].

Thus, in our opinion, attention should be focused on those aspects that de-
termine the essence of external control of the state, namely: purpose, nature, sub-
ject, object and signs. The purpose of external control is transformation of a sover-
eign independent state into a manageable political-territorial organization with
formal sovereignty.

Subjects of external governance may be: first, the world's leading states, in
the context of globalization, trying to preserve their zones of influence; second, the
globalized transnational financial oligarchy, which seeks to finally free itself from
state restrictions, and, has full control over the Internet, social networks, advanced
information technology, logistics and informal means of coercive pressure on the
opposition.

The objects of external governance are nation-states, which, due to various
objective and subjective reasons, find themselves in the zone of influence of sub-
jects of external control.
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The nature of external governance is, as a rule, latent (latent). Today the la-
tent nature of undemocratic power, the presence of formal democratic features is
an integral characteristic of modern neototalitarian forms of state (political) re-
gime, and taking into account that the elitist nature of the state, does not provide
real true democracy a priori, we should speak about the crisis of democratic states
only because of their formal attributes [5, p.49].

Signs of external governance of the state fairly to consider according to
basic spheres of its manifestation and influence, and it are: political sphere, organi-
zational sphere, financial and economic sphere, social and ideological and informa-
tional sphere.

The political sphere:

1. Interference in the internal affairs of the state, through direct diktat or in-
direct influence in order to direct its actions in its own interests.

2. Control over the state's foreign and domestic policies.

3. Using the population and territory of the state for experimental manageri-
al models of political reform.

Organizational sphere:

1. Formation of external interference in the internal affairs of the state by
the initiative of power "local elites".

2. A clear division of local elite circles into "insiders" who are involved in
external governance and "outsiders" who oppose it, or try to oppose it.

3. Lobbying for personnel appointments to senior positions in central gov-
ernment agencies, state enterprises and institutions.

4. Informal support for the activities of radical organizations and their use
as pressure groups against opposition political and social forces.

5. Organization of illegal parallel reporting as an element of external control
over officials of the central office.

6. Attracting citizens of other states to senior positions in government or-
ganizations as "agents of influence".

7. Holding meetings and consultations by "agents of influence" with state
officials and representatives of local self-government.

Financial and Economic Sphere:

1. Formation of the state's financial dependence on supranational financial
organizations and funds.

2. Funding and granting of desired areas of activity.

3. Creating opportunities for additional funding for loyal government offi-
cials from the central apparatus.

4. Using the population and territory of the state to test dubious financial
and economic projects.

5. Formation of supervisory boards with foreign representatives as "agents
of influence" to run state enterprises and institutions.

The socio-ideological and informational sphere:

1. Ignoring the aspirations of the majority of the population of the state in
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favor of their own interests and the interests of "their" elites.

2. Adjustment of the ideological foundations of the development of the state
and society deprived of the historical truth inconvenient for the curators.

3. Preventing the consolidation of the society of the governed state with po-
tential opponents of the subject of external governance.

4. Interference in educational, linguistic and religious policy, in order to
strengthen their own managed influence and to counteract the presence of other ex-
traneous subjects.

5. Facilitating the sublimation of social tensions to the search for an external
and internal enemy.

6. Creating a system of unofficial censorship, while formally proclaiming al-
legiance to the principles of freedom of speech and the press, acting through con-
trol by supranational netocratic entities over social networks, video hosting, and
other media.
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JIlinist TuM4eHKo,

cTapIIil BUKIanay Kadeapu
UBUIHHO-NPABOBUX JUCUHUILIIH
JIHITTPOIIETPOBCHKOTO JEPIKaBHOTO
YHIBEpCUTETY BHYTPIIIHIX CIIPaB,
KaHIUJAT IOPUIMIHUX HAYK

ITPABOBE PEI'YJIIOBAHHA BUSHAYEHHSA
YACY BIAKPUTTA CITAALHINHHU

VY Garathox KpaiHax CBITY CIIaJIKOBE ITPaBO BUOKPEMUJIOCH 13 CIMEMHOTO Tpa-
Ba Ta 3 PO3BUTKOM PUHKOBUX BIJHOCHH CTaJIO MIArajIy3310 HUBUIbHOIO mpasa. Ilo-
TiO0HY TpaHchopMaIliio MEPEKUIIO 1 CraikoBe MpaBo YkpaiHu. [ToHATTS «yac BiaK-
PUTTS CHAAIIMHI» BOEpile OyJI0 BU3HAYEHO CaM€ Yy PUMCHKOMY IIpaBi, 1 HUM BBa-
’KaBCs JIeHb CMepTI criaakoAanid. CraJKoeMill MOAUTSUIMCS Ha IBa BUIU: JOMAIIIHI
CHAJIKOEMII, TOOTO Ti, SIK1 BXOJIWJIM JO CKJIaay ciM'T moMepsioro, Koro 1omy, rnoc-
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