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Development of a new paradigm for security studies

Abstract. The globalizing world faced new security risks, challenges, and threats, and has to
develop appropriate measures to respond to them.

Globalization causes growing interdependence in different dimensions and the universalization
of different processes. This transformation complicated the maintenance of international peace
and security, creating a need to revise the theoretical framework for International Security. The
emergence of new influences and the changing environment of international relations contribute
to shifts in security theorizing.

Previously, security was considered from the perspective of neorealism and neoliberalism. The
state-centered approach was a prevailing one. On the one hand, the effects of globalization led to
the development of a new security paradigm. We have to enlarge our understanding of security
and move on to global security. New stakeholders and areas are the focus of the analysis of modern
theories. However, at the same time, the pandemic has demonstrated that only states can undertake
effective measures to protect people and warranty recovery for economic loss. Moreover, it must
be recalled that geopolitical maneuvering in the world is intensifying, sometimes in an aggressive
manner.

In a complicated context, researchers have to consider more variables to offer the new security
paradigm and new security approaches. They tend toward a holistic and comprehensive perspective
that embraces different areas and levels.

Keywords: security; globalization; security paradigm; theory of international relations;
International Security Studies; influences on international security.
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define exactly due to their complexity. There are
many different traditional and non-traditional

Security is one of the concepts, along with theoretical approaches to security: it is considered
such terms as international relations, integration, from the perspective of realism, liberalism,
internationalization, etc., which are difficult to constructivism, post-structuralism, feminism, etc.
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Moreover, security is composed of and
determined by different exogenous and
endogenous factors. Naturally, globalization as
a mainstream of world development, changes
in global architecture, and shifts in power
distribution also affect security and its patterns.

Barry Buzan and Lene Hansen identify five
factors as general analytical categories behind
the evolution of International Security Studies at
different periods of time and in different contexts:

- great power politics, distribution of
power among the leading states,

- unfolding of new technologies and their
impact,

- impact of key events,

- academic knowledge in response to
events, technologies, and great power politics,

- institutionalisation [1].

The most significant developments are related
to globalization due to both complexities of
technology and technology dependence (the
notion of the “risk society” by U. Beck, where the
technology’s complexity increases risks) [2].

In order to reveal features of the new security
paradigm, it is rational to:

- Look into the previous paradigm.

- Define changes in the system of
international relations that exerted influence on
the security system.

- Present the notion and features of new
security paradigms.

Research methods

This article relies on the study of international
security theories to determine and systemize
basic elements of the security system and their
relevant changes.

The logical analysis allows investigation of the
evolution of the security paradigm and reveals
the impact of the context of world politics.

The main features of the previous security
paradigm and the new one, developments in
International Security Studies were defined by
the comparative analysis.

Discussion

First of all, it is rational to point out the main
features of the previous security system and

security paradigm, especially in the period of the
Cold War:

- After the establishment of the Westphalia
system, international security was state-centered
and understood as interstate [3].

- Approaches in the frame of theories of
Realpolitik were predominant. It was insufficient
and, as a result, caused numerous conflicts [4];

- During the Cold War, security was
considered as a “struggle of states for power” [4].

Traditionally International Security Studies
(ISS) are associated with the emergence of
nuclear power and the Cold War. ISS is the result
of a discussion on protection from external and
internal threats after the Second World War [1].

During the interwar period, it was believed
that democracy, international understanding,
arbitration, self-determination,
disarmament, and collective security were
crucial tools to promote security [5]. During
the first post-war decade after World War 1II,
security issues were also under focus. During the
second decade, in 1955-1965, the “golden age”
of Security Studies, nuclear power has become a
crucial point [5, p. 121-122].

At that time, international relations theory was
dominated by neorealism and neoliberalism [4,
p. 138-139]. Both offensive and defensive realism
proceed from the conviction that states are driven

national

by a desire to maintain security. Offensive realists
argue that states try to do it by increasing their
relative advantages (such actions may cause the
potential for conflict in interstate relations). They
also explain the behavior of states by an external
environment that determines ways to achieve
state interests. As for defensive realists, they think
that states pursue security only to respond to rare
external threats; in consonance with neoclassical
realism, states seek not security, but control and
shaping their external environment in order to
decrease uncertainties [6, p. 149, 152].

During the 1960s and 1970s, scholars mark a
decline in interest in Security Studies; issues of
sustainable development and energy demands
had come to the fore. The aggravation of relations
between the two blocks in the late 1970s and 1980s
contributed to the growth of interest in Security
Studies [5, p. 124-125].
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Widely spread in the 1970-1980s realist theory
of hegemonic stability considered great powers
as main actors of the security system, but due
to such changes as globalization, some realists
reviewed these notions [7, p. 233]. National
security studies were replaced by International
Security Studies [5, p. 125].

Accordingtoliberalists, international institutes
should decrease anarchy and uncertainty, while
violations of the rules are punished by sanctions
(win-stay, lose-shift strategy in the repeated
Prisoner’s Dilemma); neorealists suppose that
if competing states participate in international
institutes, new areas of rivalry may appear [7, p.
233-234].

Ikenberry identifies three models of liberal
international order [8]:

- Version 1.0 is based on Wilson’s points. It
relies on assumptions that it is possible to unify
all of the states in one collective security system
and make a transition of non-democratic states to
liberal regimes. However, this liberal model was
not universal, it preserved colonial governance
and recognized only newly emerged states after
the collapse of empires.

- Version 2.0 is the Cold War liberal
internationalism. It was developed after World
War II by the USA. It should consist of main
powers to maintain security, as aresult, a Western-
oriented security community was established.

- Version 3.0 is a post-hegemonic liberal
internationalism. It has to exist in conditions of
the end of the Cold War and new security threats.

The development of a new security model is
explained by different influences — changes in
international systems and security.

One of them is the end of the Cold war [4, p.
134; 9; 10; 11, p. 28; 12, p. 454]. It raised many
questions about the fundamental nature of the
new international structure (a multipolar system
or non-polarity, non-constant alliances/
combinations different
purposes; the use of the notion of “pole”), its
anarchic or regulating character [12, p. 454-455].

Three times during the 20" century an
international system experienced a structural
breakup in the form of changes in major
international actors due to the collapse of some

i.e.

created to achieve

states and the transformation of the geopolitical
role of others. For instance, after World War 1II,
the five great powers were responsible for the
maintenance of international peace and security;
after the end of the Cold War, the Soviet Union
disintegrated, and France and Great Britain
became regional powers [13, p. 35].

New internal conflicts emerged in the post-
Soviet space, the former Yugoslavia, and in
Africa: the first case illustrated the disintegration
of multinational states and sovereignization of
the newly formed, while the second one is an
outcome of the colonial past and the security
vacuum after the disappearance of the rigid
bipolar system [13, p. 36].

The other change is the emergence of new
security actors, new referents, security elites, and
redistribution of power [4, p. 139, 3; 14, p. 270-
271; 9, p. 498-500; 10; 3, p. 39-41; 12, p. 455; 2, p.
55]. As Bingdl marks, there is a diversification
of actors; states are no longer the only actors in
international politics [12, p. 455]. States are not
treated as the only referent object of security; such
new security’s referent objects as individuals,
interest groups, regions, international system
itself appeared [2, p. 55].

Growing  economic  interdependence
globalization of political and cultural processes [4, p.
134, 144; 9, p. 502, 509-510; 15, p. 14] also should be
mentioned. As a result, we see the emergence of
new areas and dimensions of security (migration,
environmental issues, human rights, economy,
health, etc.) [4, p. 139-140; 14, p. 270-271; 9, p. 510;
2, p. 55].

The expansion of security may be illustrated
by the fact that some scholars consider the
conceptual quartet—security, peace, development,
and environment [14, p. 274]. The techno-
economic changes, especially cyber and artificial
intelligence, also contributed to the widening
and deepening of the security’s dimensions and
its division into political, economic, ecological,
social, and others [2, p. 53, 55].

This, in turn, led to the informatization of armed
forces and “intellectualization” of conventional
weapons, the development of communication means
[16, p. 28]. Experts observe changes in the role
of military strength. On the one hand, there was

and
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a decrease in armament expenditure and focus
on extra-military aspects; on the other hand, the
hybridization of global politics illustrates the
increasing significance of military power (the 9/11
terrorist attacks, tightening of military alliances,
etc.) [15, p. 7, 14].

The majority of states desire to gain from
economic and technological globalization, which
benefits the stable security system. However,
differences in the level of development of states
cause the potential for conflict and destabilization
[3, p. 44-45].

Generation of not only new opportunities, but also
unusual risks and threats [4, p. 134; 13, p. 35-36; 15,
p. 14] is also notable. The range of threats in the
XXI century is different from the previous period
of the Cold War, among them are:
disasters,
epidemics, hunger, illegal immigration [17, p.
19; 5, p. 125]. The current COVID-19 pandemic
caused critical changes in all spheres of our life.

- Supranational forces —subnational threats
based on political, racial, religious, cultural, and
ethnic conflicts within the state; an increasing
number of internal conflicts caused by non-state
powers [17, p. 19; 3, p. 40-41].

- Transnational

- Phenomena - natural

threats -  religious
movements and international criminal groups;
the monopoly of states was undermined by
national liberation movements and transnational
terrorist groups which may get access to weapons
of mass destruction [17, p. 19; 3, p. 39-40; 5, p. 126;
15, p. 14].

- Growing ambitions and unpredictability
of political regimes [15, p. 14]; transformation of

authoritarian political regimes into democratic

[3, p.- 48];
- Use of weapons of the new generation
[13, p. 38];

- Use of information and information wars
that changed the form of interstate conflicts [16,
p. 28]. Today, the concept of hybrid war has been
widely disseminated in political discourse. It
manifests a shift to indirect asymmetric actions,
a combination of military and non-military tools
of influence (political, economic, informational,
etc.). Therefore, hybrid war is a complex
phenomenon.

Among other non-military threats, that
the world experiences are domestic poverty,
educational crises, industrial competitiveness,
drug trafficking, environmental hazards, resource
shortages, global poverty, and so on [5, p. 126].

It should be stressed that, as scholars [15]
remark, internal and external factors which shape
security systems are varying.

Moreover, we have seen a gradual process of
securitization of different issues (environmental
protection, migration and migrant crisis, human
security, health, etc.).

Results

All of the above-mentioned changes resulted
in the reconceptualization of security and the
design of a new security paradigm. In the XXI
century, the classical understanding of the
security of individuals, society, the state, and
many other systems became insufficient. The
concept of security was expanded because of
structural changes in the international system
itself; securitization plays a key role in dealing
with any security problems [4, p. 134, 138-139].

Expansion of Security Studies poses the
problem of division between Security Studies,
on the one hand, and International Politics and
Foreign Policy Studies, on the other [5, p. 135].

Different areas of widened security have
become equally prioritized; a comprehensive
approach to security should not equalize the
features of each component [3, p. 42]. A new
security paradigm generates new norms and was
predetermined by the transformation of national
and international security into global security [4,
p. 133-134, 137].

It is more correct to talk about “world
security” which means global security; however,
we should not widen this concept too much [3,
p. 45]. At the same time, it is difficult to speak
of global security because we have blurred
boundaries between national and global security.

At the same time, on the one side, it is difficult
to integrate domestic affairs into Security Studies
due to the prevalence of realist notions; on the
other side, increasing interdependence between
domestic and foreign policy issues may benefit to
this incorporation [5, p. 131-132].
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Although the bipolar system collapsed, it is
generally accepted that the post-bipolar world
has not become safer. There is a debate on the
issue of stability in bipolar and multipolar
systems. Some scholars refer period between the
end of the Napoleonic Wars and the First World
War as a period of relative peace [18, p. 352]. On
the one hand, there was a sharp confrontation
during the Cold War and the potential for
conflict was high. Nevertheless, we have only
two superpowers that were able to start a
devastating war. On the other hand, a multipolar
system contains numerous actors. It means that
the number of possible tensions also multiplies.
However, each actor, which decides to start a
warship, needs information about its rivalry. In
multipolar systems, the level of unpredictability
is also higher, than in bipolar systems. So, we
have to assemble a lot of information about
multiple players to decrease uncertainty and start
a conflict. In multipolar systems, the decision-
making process is more complicated than in
bipolar systems. As Kuklina states, in any case,
there is no metatheory to stabilize the security
system [13, p. 35].

There are several legacies left by the Cold War.
One of them is security mechanisms, which are
“common” for the East and West and developed
during the confrontation between the two
blocks. International organizations in the fields
of economy, environment, trade, etc. were able
to adapt to the new conditions. Nevertheless,
it is not true for the civil-military sphere where
we had a complete destruction of structures. The
other legacy is nuclear power, which still serves
as a deterring factor in international relations of
the nuclear five, as well as in the North-South
and the South-South cooperation [13, p. 35-36].
Deriving from neorealism, states must balance
the nuclear arsenal of each other by developing
their own or joining a coalition, which is able to
guarantee security. Concerning the current role
of nuclear weapons in international security,
“nuclear myths” also should be mentioned.
According to Peter Lavoy, they can be explained
as “unverifiable beliefs about relationships
between a state’s nuclear weapons and security”;
this model is based on beliefs in nuclear weapons

of individuals, policymakers, and individuals
who deliver nuclear myths [19, p. 16, 37-38].

The other trend is related to a clear shift in
responsibility for maintaining peace from the
global to the regional level (the post-Soviet space,
Euro-Atlantic area, Africa, and America) as a way
to avoid the complete destruction of previous
security structures and to modernize them. The
post-bipolar world has shown that a change in
the balance of powers did not remove from the
agenda the issue of improving the efficiency of
security cooperation among states [13, p. 36].

At the same time, states have common
interests to prevent a global war; these efforts are
different from the classical geopolitical rivalry of
the 19th century [20, p. 52, 74]. Global problems,
especially issues of environmental pollution
and sustainable development, contributed to
growing awareness about interdependence and
the indivisibility of security. These problems
revealed the inevitability of joint efforts and the
need to find common solutions.

Surely, these new trends affected security
theories and security studies.

The term “international security after the Cold
War” means new parameters and dimensions,
but this interpretation does not define it. On the
one hand, the term “security” meant “peace” and
“absence of war”; on the other hand, it assumes
concluding agreements, and the creation of
institutions and procedures that would preserve
peace. But national armed forces were an integral
part of international security in the case of failure
of the political and legal mechanisms [3, p. 38].

Concerning the goal of security, it is rational
to proceed from the idea that security should not
dominate all other public policy goals. Baldwin
marks that security studies paid less attention
to the goal of security than to the means; among
them, first of all, military statecraft [5, p. 129].

Considering multiple actors, we should
not underestimate the role of states. It did not
increase or decrease, but it has changed: states
themselves still pose some dangers (e.g. nuclear
proliferation); an interstate security dilemma still
remains (the modernization of weapons) [3, p.
41]. However, only states have right to legitimate
political violence.
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Thus, it is mnecessary to elaborate a
comprehensive definition of security and to
review the “traditional, state-centric, militarily-
oriented, and externally focused definition”
to avoid too large an expansion. For instance,
Anderson includes in security economic
liberalization, communication, and integration
(growth of conventional and non-conventional
organizations, transnational nongovernmental
organizations), the emergence of non-Western
powers and multipolar economic order,
multiplication of powers [11, p. 27-30, 34-35].

Summarizing the mentioned factors, scholars
mark several changes in the conceptualization of
international security [11, p. 31-32; 5, p. 118]:

- global understanding of security and
the necessity to create a broad view of national
security,

- changes in the significance of military
might and increase in intrastate conflicts,

- decline in the role of nuclear power.

New security vulnerabilities, risks,
challenges, and threats affect conceptual and
institutional frameworks for security, generating
the emergence of new theories, doctrines, and
organizational structures.

It proves the assumption that adaptation
to new security dangers is possible under the
impact of a major disaster. In other ordinary
cases, adaptation is difficult:

- Hypothetical dangers have no responses.

- Psychological biases preserve the status
quo.

- Dominant leaders follow certain policy
preferences.

- Fixed institutional
procedures resist changes.

- Itisdestructive and expensive to be ready
to respond low-probability threats.

This explanation may be proved in practice
by paradigm shifts in US security strategy after
the Pearl Harbor attack, the Cuban Missile Crisis
of 1962, the Vietham War, and the events of 11
September 2001 [21, p. 232, 211-212].

All of these events were landmarks in the
building of security strategy not only at the level of
one nation-state but also at the international fore.
It is necessary to stress the influence of the events
of 9/11 on such theoretical issues as interactions

framework and

between territoriality, identity, and security. It has
brought the following assumptions:

- The territoriality of the state is not totally
blurred.

- Globalization does
territorialisation.

- Homeland defense was enforced under
new conditions [22, p. 1].

Traditionally security is bound to territoriality,
primarily to the territory of the state: previously
states were fragile at their borders (from this
point of view, military troops have a crucial role).
As for identity, it matters for security because it
is necessary to define who should be protected
from whom [22, p. 3-5]. Identification allows us
to define such categories as “we” and “they,”
familiar and unfamiliar. Identity patterns matter
for both domestic and foreign policies. Political
and social groups within one state and member
states within the same organization use identity
to determine their belonging to the same category
or structure. The enlargement of identity groups
or regional integration blocks contributes to
the expansion of similar identity and security
communities.

Digital and hashtag activism is the other
feature of the global political landscape, they
provide a “transformative opportunity to inject
new narratives or to change the narratives and
the way we talk about things” [23]. Therefore,
global activism, as well as health issues, influence
the current security paradigm. On the other
hand, despite a mainstream of globalization,
the COVID-19 pandemic reinforced the state’s
traditional protective role and its allocative
functions [24]. These facts confirm the prerogative
of the state on a number of issues.

Lastly, some researchers propose Critical Peace
Studies instead of Security Studies to return peace
back, as it was before World War II, during the
interwar period [25]. The notion of peace expands
the horizon of a total understanding [25]. Finally,
the ultimate goal of politics is maintaining peace.

not mean de-

Conclusion

The end of the Cold War and the collapse
of the bipolar system, the emergence of new
actors, diverse forms and means of globalizing
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international contacts, scientific, and technological
progress changed the landscape of world politics.
Naturally, the transformation of the international
relations system means the transformation of the
security model.

In its turn, with these changes, Security
Studies also have evolved. Non-military (social,
economic, technological, environmental, etc.)
threats at various levels are the focus of current
academic research.

There is a the

and

great awareness of
of political, legal,
economic processes and security ensuring at

interconnectedness

global, regional, and national levels. Attention
is placed upon security norms, human rights,
as well as political economy and economic
policymaking.

Along with the development of Critical
Security Studies / Critical Peace Studies, security
is still traditionally examined in the context of
peace and war, might, and power. At the same
time, experts devote attention to such processes
as globalization, interdependence, digitalization,
etc., and growing concerns related to them. It can
be assumed that a conceptual shift towards Peace
Studies instead of Security Studies will take place.
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Kayirci3aik sepTTeyaepingeri kaHa napagurMaHblH 4aMybl

Angarna. JKahanapik aaem Kayillcizgikke TOHIeH >kKaHa KayillTep MeH ChIH-KaTepaepre Tar 00a4bl. bya
THMICTI >Kayall KaliTapy IllapaJapbiH a3ipaeyAi kaxeT eTti. JKahangany ap Typai caaasapga ecimn keae >aTkaH
e3apa TayeaAiAiKTi >XoHe apTypAi yaepicrepai omOebanTaHABIPYABI TYABIPaAbl. bya TpaHcdopMarist XaabKa-
paabIK OerbiTIIIAIK MeH Kayircis3AiKTi KaMTaMachl3 eTyAl KMBIHAATHII, XaAblKapaAblK Kayillci3aikTig Teopu-
SABIK HeTi3AepiH KaiiTa Kapay KasKeTTiAiriH TyrersAsl. JKaHa acep eTy daKTOpAapBIHBIH IMaiiga O0AYHI JKoHe
XaAblKapaAblK KaTbIHACTap OPTaChIHBIH ©3repyi Kayilci3aik MaceaeaepiH TeopusaaaHABIPpYyAArbl o3repicrepre
9KeAAl.

Bypsin Kayiricizgik HeopeaansM >KoHe HeoAnOepaAn3M TYPFBICBIHAH KapacThIPhLAALL. MeMaekeT OachIMAbI
©obIIT KapacTelpblaFaH. bip >karbiHaH, )kahaHAaHYABIH caa4aphl )KaHa Kayillci3aik mapaAnrMachIHbIH KaAbIIl-
tacybiHa okeaAi. Kayincisaik Typaasl TyciHik Keneitin, >kahaHABIK geHreiire aybicTel. JKaHa Mya4eai Tapamnrap
MeH OaFrpITTap aFbIMJAFEl TEOPUAAapPABl TadAayAbIH HeTisri OarpIThl 60BN TaOBLAABI. AJaiila, COHBIMEH Oipre,
IMaHAeMIs ajaMAapAbl KOpFay >KoHe DKOHOMMKAABIK IIBIFBIHAAPABIH ©TelyiHe Kemiagik Oepy yIIiH TeK MeM-
AexeTTep FaHa TMiMAi Iapajap KaObladail aaaThIHBIH KepceTTi. OHBIH yCTiHe, 91eMJe reocascy OacekeaecTiK
KYILIeiII, KeliJe arpeccuBTi TyPAe OTill JKaTKaHbIH eCKe CaAfaH >KOH.

Kypaeaenin >xaTkaH KOHTEKCTe 3epTTeyllidep KayilcCi3AiKTiH >KaHa ITapadUIMachlH YCBIHY >KoHe >KaHa
Taciagepai a3ipaey yuriH xebipek (axropaapasl eckepyi Kepek. Oaap KellTereH calalap MeH AeHreiizepai
KaMTUTBIH TYTac KoHe JKaH-)KaKThl KO3Kapac KaAbIITaCThIPy¥Fa YMThLAAABL.

Tyiiin ce3aep: Kayincisaik, >xahanaany, KayincisaikTig mapaamurmacel, XaablKapaAblK, KaTbIHACTap TEOPILs-
CBl, XaAblKapaAablK KayiIlCi3gik caaachIHAAFbI 3epTTeyaep.
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PassuTiie HOBOJI apaANTIMbI MCCAeA0BaHNI B 004acTH 0€30aCHOCTH

AnnHoTamms. B pesyaprare rao6aamsanuy MUpP CTOAKHYACS C HOBBIMM PUICKaMM, BBI3OBAaMIU U yTPO3aMU
©e30I1acHOCTH, YTO BBI3BaA0 HEOOXOAMMOCTD BBIpaOOTKI COOTBETCTBYIOIINIX Mep pearnpoBaHus Ha Hux. I'ao-
Gaamsariys BBI3bIBAaET PACTYIIYIO B3alIMO3aBYICUMOCTD B pa3HBIX cpepax 1 YHUBepcaAM3aliio pa3ANdHLIX IIPOo-
11eccoB. DTa TpaHcPopMaIus YCAOXKHILAA ToAAeprKaHue MeXAyHapOAHOIO Mupa 1 0e30I1acHOCTH 1 IIOPOK-
AaeT HeoOXOAVIMOCTD IIepecMOTpa TEOPEeTIIECKIX OCHOB MeXAyHapoaHo OesorracHocTH. ITosiBaeHMe HOBBIX
(akTOpPOB BAVLTHIS I MEHSIIOMIAACA Cpeda MeXKAyHapOAHBIX OTHOIIEHNIT CTIOCOOCTBYIOT I3MEHEHIM B Teope-
THU3aLM BOIIPOCOB Oe30I1aCHOCTIA.

Panee Ge3oItacHOCTH paccMaTpuBalach C IIO3ULNIT Heopeaans3Ma 1 Heoanbepaansma. 'ocrioacrsosaa rocy-
AAapCTBOLIEHTpMYHBIN 10oaX0A. C 04HOI CTOPOHBI, IIOCAEACTBILS TA100aAM3aiiy IpuBean K popMIpoBaHIIO HO-
BOVI MapaAurMbl OesortacHocTu. ITonnManme Ge3onacHOCTY PacIIMpPUAOCEH U ITePeIrao K I100aAbHOMY YPOBHIO.
Hosele 3amHTepecoBaHHbIE CTOPOHBI U C(Pephl HAXOASITCS B POKyCe BHUMaHUS aHaAM3a COBPEMEHHBIX TEOPUIA.
OAHako B TO >Xe BpeMs IaHAeMIUs IIPOAEMOHCTPUPOBala, YTO TOABKO IOCYyAapcTBa MOTYT IIPeAIPUHATD 9¢-
(pexTVBHBIE MepEI 10 3allNTe AI0Ael M TapaHTUPOBaTh BO3MeIleHle YKOHOMIIECKIX I10Teps. boaee Toro, cae-
AyeT HaIIOMHMTBD, YTO FeOIIOAUTUYECKOe MaHeBpIPOBaHIe B MUpe YCIANBAETCs, MHOTAA B arpecCUBHOI popMe.

B ycaoxxHMBIIEMCST KOHTEKCTe MCCAeA0BaTeAN AOAXKHBI YIUTHIBATh OOAbIIIEe IIepeMeHHBIX, YTOOBI IIpeAa0-
KITD HOBYIO IIapaAurMy 6e30I11acHOCTHM U BBIpabOTaTh HOBbIE IT0AX0ALI. OHM CTpeMsTCS K 11eA0CTHOI 11 BceoO'b-
€MIOIIIel] IIepCIIeKTIBe, KOTOpas OXBAaThIBAET pa3ANdHbIe 001aCTI U YPOBHIA.

Karouesbie caoBa: Oe3011acHOCTS, T100aAM3aIsl, TapaiuryMma 0e30MacHOCTHY, TeOPIs MeXAYHapPOAHBIX OT-
HOIIIeHNI1, 1ICCAe40BaHIs MeXKAYHapOAHOI 0e3011acHOCTIA.
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