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Abstract. The demise of the bipolar system of international politics has revived interest
in such closely related and contested terms as "“superpower”, "hegemon", “empire” and
"imperialism". This article represents an attempt to define the most probable trend in the
future evolution of the international system with regard to the role of the United States of
America as the most prominent state power of today's world. This article seeks to analyse the
US power posture in today's world politics by comparing its core capabilities to those of the
classical empire of the previous century - the British Empire - with analytical emphasis on
both the "hard power" and the "soft power" dimensions. The author maintains that the notion
of US hegemony or even American Empire is still relevant despite a clear historic tendency of
hegemonic decline seen throughout the second part of the 20th century. The United States still
ranks high on the scale of most traditional power factors and, what is by far more important,
they continue to be able to shape and control the scale and the volume of international
exposure of all other major players within the framework of contemporary global
international system. The relative decline of US influence upon world politics at the beginning
of the new millennia has been effectively off-set by the profound change in the nature of
American power which is now assuming the form of a structural dominance. The author's
personal view is that US hegemony is not doomed to wane, given the enormous impact the
United States have already made economically, politically and intellectually upon the post
World War Il international relations. The continuance of the US playing the pivotal role in
the international politics of the 21st century will be dependent on the ability of the US
political class to adapt to and to harness the social power of numerous non-state
international actors that are due take over the leading role in the future world's politics.
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AHoTanis. 3auwenad 6Ginoaapnoi cucmemu  MIJCHAPOOHUX  GIOHOCUH  BIOHOBUB
akademiunuil iHmepec 00 MAKUX Oyxce 83AEMONO8 SI3AHUX MA CYNEPedUBUX KAme2opill K
«HAO0EPHCABAY, «2e2eMOHy, «imnepiay ma «imnepianizmy. Lla cmammsa € cnpobow
BUSHAYUUMU BIPO2IOHUL MPEHO 8 MALOYIMHBLOMY PO3BUMKY CUCIEMU MIJCHAPOOHUX BIOHOCUH 3
akyenmom Ha modxcaugy poav Cnonyuenux LlImamie Amepuxu AK HaAUOinbwl NOMYHCHOL
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oepoicasu cyuacnoeo ceimy. Ll cmammsa mae na memi 00CIiOUMU CUNOBUU KOMHOHEHM
AMEPUKAHCHKOI NPUCYMHOCMI 8 CYUACHIL C8IMOSIt NOIImuyi 3a 00NOMO20H0 NOPIGHSILHO20
aManizy 1020 OCHOBHUX CKAAOOBUX 3 CUNOBUM NOMEHYIANIOM KIACUYHOI iMnepii nonepeonboco
cmonimms, - bpumancovkoi Imnepii, - npuiimarouu 00 yeacu KOMNOweHmMu 5K "scopcmroi
cunu"”, max u xomnowenmu "m’skoi cunu" obox Oepicas. Aemop esadzcae, wjo NOHAMMA
"eecemonisn CIIIA" abo nasime "Amepuxancoxa imnepis" ne empamuiu c80€i aKMyaibHOCHII,
He38axCary Ha O4e8UOHUL icmopuyHull mpero 3anenady nauysanns Cnoayuenux [lImamis,
wo cnocmepizascs 6npooosdc Opyeoi nonosunu XX cmonimms. Cnonyuyeni Lllmamu
npooo0sdcyIomsb 0YOU I0epOM 8 MAKCUMIZAYIT MPAOUYIIHUX YUHHUKIE CUTI08020 NOMEHYIaLy
cyuacHoi genukoi depaicasu i, o € beanepeuo OilbUL aNCIUBO, BOHU NPOOOBUCYIOMb DYMU 6
3MO31 8UZHAYAMU MA KOHMPONI08AmMu 00csie ma Gopmu yuacmi 6 MidCHAPOOHUX 8iOHOCUHAX
6CIX [HWUX NPOBIOHUX 2PABYie CGIMO60I NOAIMUKU 6 KOHMEKCMi CY4acHoi 2n00aivHoi
cucmemu MidCHapOOHUx GiOHOcuH. Bionocne 3menwenns oocaey enausy CILLUA ma npoyecu
C8IM0B0I NoNMuUKY HA NOYAMKY HOB8020 Mucsa4onimms 0y10 epekmusHo KoMNeHco8aHe
CNUOUHHUMU 3MIHAMU Y NPUPOOl AMEPUKAHCLKOL MOSYMHOCMI, SIKA CbO2OOHI 6ce Oinblue
Habyeac xapakmep CMPYKMYPHO20 OOMIHYBAHHA 6 CUCMeMI MIHCHAPOOHUX BIOHOCUH.
Ocobucma no3uyis aémopa 3 yiei npobaemu Noasi2ae 8 CMEEPONCEHHI, WO aAMEPUKAHCLKA
2e2eMOHIs 306CiM He npupedena 00 3aHenady 3 Ypaxy8aHHAM Mo20 GeIU4e3H020 8NIUBY, AKUL
Cnonyueni LlImamu esice 30iticHUNU HA MIXCHAPOOHI 8IOHOCUHU nicas []py2oi c8imosoi 6iliHu.
Ilooanvuwe npooosoicenns Oominyeanus Cnoayuenux Llmamie Amepuxu 6 MidCHAPOOHILL
nonimuyi XXI cmonimms 3anexcamume 8i0 30AMHOCMI AMEPUKAHCLKO20 NONIMUYHO20
icmebOaiwMmMeHmy npucmocy8amucs 00 ymMos noCmoinoaapHo20 c8imy ma SUKOPUCINO8Y8AMU )
BIACHUX IHMepecax NOJIMUYHUL 8NIIUE YUCETIbHUX HEOEPHCABHUX MIHCHAPOOHUX AKMOPI6, 5K,
3 uacom, 6ce Oinvuie i Oinbwie OyOyms 6idicpasamu NposioHy poib y GopmyeanHi
RONIMUYHO20 NOPOKY OEHHO20 C8IM0B020 2100A1bHO20 NPOYEC).

KuarwuoBi caoBa: 3osniwns nonimuxa CILIA, imnepis, MOHONONAPHICMb, 2€2eMOHIA,
C8IMOoBULL yCmpiti.

AunHoranusi. Kowney Ounonapnoti  cucmemvl — MeHCOYHAPOOHBIX — OMHOULEHUU
B0CCMAHOBUL  AKAOGMUYECKULl — uHmepec K MAKUM  OYeHb  63AUMOCEA3AHHbLIM U
APOMUBOPEUUBLIM — KAME2OPUAM — KAK — «CBEPXOepIHCcasay, «2e2eMOH», «UMnepusy U
«umnepuaiusmy». Ima cmamos A619emcs NONbIMKOU ONPeoeiums B03MONCHbIU MPEHO 8
O0yOywem pazeumuu CUCemMbl MeHCOYHAPOOHBIX OMHOUIEHUL C AKYEHMOM HA 803MONCHYIO
ponv Coeounennvix [[Imamos Amepuku kax Haubonee MOUHO20 20CYOaApCmMead CO8PEMEHHO20
mMupa. Oma cmamvs umeem yYeavio UCCIe008amb CULOBOU KOMNOHEHM AMePUKAHCKO20
NPUCYMCMBUSL 8 COBPEMEHHOU MUPOBOU NOJUMUKE, UCHOIb3YSI CDAGHUMENLHO20 AHANU3A €20
OCHOBHbBIX COCMABNAIOWUX U CULOB020 NOMEHYUANA KIACCUYECKOU UmMnepuu npeovioyuezo
eexa, - bpumanckou Hmnepuu, - npunumas 60 6HUMAaHue KOMNOHEHMbl Kak "scecmiou
cunvl”, mak u KomnoHewmol "msexou cunvl" oboux eocyoapcme. Aemop cuumaem, ymo
nouamue "eecemonusi CIIA" unu Oaxce "Amepuxanckas umnepus" ne nomepsanu ceoeli
AKMYyanbHOCMU, HeCMOMpPsi HA OYeBUOHbIUL UCTMOPUYECKUll MPeHO YNAOKa 20Cno0Cmed
Coeounennvix I[llmamos, wHabaooaswulica 6 meyeHue 6mopou nonosunvl XX eexa.
Coeodunennvle Lllmamvr npoodondicarom 0you audepom 8 MAKCUMUAYUU MPAOUYUOHHBIX
GPaxkmopoe cun08020 NOMEHYUANA COBPEMEHHOU BEIUKOU 0epIHCaABbL U, YMO HECOMHEHHO Dolee
BAJICHO, OHU NPOOOJIHCAIOM ObIMb 6 COCMOAHUU ONpedesisimb U KOHMPOIUPOBAMb 00beM U
Gdopmbl  yuacmusi 6 MeNCOYHAPOOHLIX OMHOUIEHUAX 68CeX Opyaux 6edywux uspoKos
MEJNHCOVHAPOOHOU — NONUMUKU 68  KOHMEKCme  COBPEMEHHOU  2100aNbHOU  CUCmeMbl
MedxHcOYHapoOuwix omuoutenuti. OmuocumenvrHoe ymeHvutenue oovema enuanus CLIA na
npoyeccol MUpo8oll NOJUMUKU 8 Hauaie HOB8020 mulcayenemus Ovblio 3phekmuero
KOMNEHCUPOBAHO 2YOUHHLIMU USMEHEHUAMU 6 NpUpooe aMepUKaHcKo2o Mo2yujecmaad,
KOmMopoe ce200Hs 6ce Oonbule U Oobule npuobpemaem xapakmep CMPYKMYPHO2O
OOMUHUPOBAHUS 8 cucmeme MelCOYHAPOOHbIX omHoweHul. JIuunasa nosuyus aemopa no
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OaHHOU npobieme 3aKII0UAemcs 8 YMEEPHCOeHUU, YMO AMEPUKAHCKASL 2e2eMOHUsL 808Ce He
obpeyeHa Ha YNaook, C yuemom mo2o 02pomMHo20 enuanus, komopoe Coeounennvle [LImamor
yolce OCyuweCmeunu Ha MeHcOYHapooOHvle OmHoulenus nocie Bmopoil muposoii 8ouiHbi.
Janvuetiwmee npoooasxcenue  oomunuposanus Coeounennvix ILlImamoe Amepuxku 6
medncoyHapoonou nonumuxe XX| eexka O6ydem 3asucemv om cnocoOHOCMU AMEPUKAHCKO20
HOUMUYECKO020 UCMeDIUUMEHMA NPUCNOCOOUMBCS K YCI08UAM NOCMOUNOIAPHO20 MUpA U
UCNONb308aMb 6 COOCMBEHHLIX UHMepecax NOIUMUYecKoe 6IUAHUE MHO2OUUCTEHHbIX
He20Cy0apCmeeHHbIX MeNCOYHAPOOHbIX aKmopos, KOmopbvle, CO 8pemMeHeM, 6ce Oovlie U
bonvwe 6yoym uecpamv 6e0yuyio poib 6 (POPMUPOBAHUU NOTUMUYECKO20 NOBECMKU OH:
27100a1bHO20 MUPOBO20 npoyecca.

Kurouessble caoBa: guewnsia nonumuka CLIA, umnepus, MOHONOAAPHOCMb, 2€2eMOHUS,
MUPOBOU NOPAOOK.

The current problem. Since the bipolar system of international relations disappeared,
the issue of its future transformation has been pivotal in academic discussions among the
leading scholars of international relations for thirty years already. The vast majority of
scholars agree that a system based on multipolarity will be the most probable configuration in
a post-bipolar world. This suggestion implies that the US will ultimately lose its world's
empire status. However, there are numerous objective factors acting counter to this forecast.
Having repeatedly proven its viability, American imperialism may even in the short-run
appear to be the only possible scenario for an upbeat future of humanity.

The aim of the article is to validate that the US is not to lose its hegemony in the
global system of international relations. There are numerous objective factors favourable to
the ongoing US hegemony in international politics to safeguard a peaceful and democratic
progress of the global society.

Analysis of the latest research and publications. There are at least a few approaches
to define a notion of the “empire”. The first is based on the historic and retrospective
approach that defines “ideal types” of empire such as Roman, Spanish, British, Ottoman and
Russian [Morgenthau, 2005]. A most telling example of this approach is Max Boot’s views
[Boot, 2004]. The second is grounded in empirically defined “empires” as a set of
predetermined parameters [Motyl, 2006]. The third appeals to the ontology of
“constructivism”, defining the empire as a socio-ideological construct with historically
transcendental characteristics as Dimitri Simes [Simes, 2003] or Adam Watson [Watson,
1992] suggest. The fourth continues the Marxist critical mainstream tradition, as evidenced by
the views of Terry Boswell [Boswell, 2004]. This paper seeks to combine historical-
retrospective and systemic analysis of the prospects for the future dominance of the United
States as a fundamental component of the international system.

The important research results. During the second half of the twentieth century, the
term “American Empire” was used only by radical critics of US foreign policy. In the wake of
the terrorist attack against the United States on September 9, 2001, the debate about the status
of the United States as an Empire became an important part of the political, scientific, and
media discourse. In the context of this debate, the term “empire” is not always fraught with a
negative connotation. Such authors as Thomas Donnelly [Donnelly, 2008] and Charles
Krauthammer [Krauthammer, 2014] enthusiastically embrace the existence of Pax
Americana.

Publicly representing the United States, the officials never mention the international
role of the country in this context. It seems highly plausible that, given the environment in the
aftermath of the 9/11 terrorist attacks, the failure to treat the US as an “empire” derived from
the sui generis Stockholm syndrome. That said, the fact is that the United States most likely
falls under the notion of “empire” to a far greater extent than its official name suggests.

While defining the role of the US in the world, many students of international relations
who have parsed the post-war US foreign policy, utilize the term “hegemon”. In so doing,
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they stress that its foreign policy is extensive in reach, but is not imperial. More often than
not, such notions as “unipolarity”, “global leadership”, and ‘“the sole superpower” [Nye,
2002] are used interchangeably. Granted that such classical materialistic parameters as
territory and population are a point of departure in their narrow sense, the US and all of its
former dependent territories occupied less than 10 per cent of the Earth’s land mass and
accounted for an approximately 5 per cent of the world population. By contrast, the British
Empire, for instance, totaled as much as 20 per cent of the global populace [Fergusson,
2004a]. It is not the formal measurement but rather the logic of history that makes the
comparison of the British Empire with the modern United States entirely feasible. Both
countries have undergone a period of rapid territorial expansion accompanied by a total
takeover of local communities. It must be conceded that the United States accorded a lower
priority to territorial acquisitions, especially on other continents. To all intents and purposes,
during the Cold War the United States had a total of over 700 military bases in 130 countries
[Fergusson, 2003: 65]. Today, the situation has not changed much, which makes American
military presence in the world indisputably imperialistic. The United States outpaces all other
major powers in defence expenditures. The US also sits atop the tech world leaving other
contenders for global leadership lagging behind. American military pre-eminence topples
Britain's respective leadership, and if the military supremacy is an indispensable constituent
of the imperial power, the United States can indeed be regarded as a modern-day empire.

Despite an intrinsic correlation between the level of global military presence and the
corresponding economic costs necessary for its maintenance, which eventually leads to
economic decline, the United States is not going to face this prospect any time soon. Military
spending equalled 4.05% of GDP in 2005 [The World Factbook, 2011: 691]. This is much
less than the critical level of 10%, which, according to Paul Kennedy, spawns “imperial
overstretch”, a phenomenon that eventually triggered Great Britain's loss of an overwhelming
global dominance [Kennedy, 1989]. Taken in their entirety, economic aspects — at a scale not
less than that of military capabilities — of the US seeking to position itself in the contemporary
world, illustrates the grand role of this country in global economy, even despite the downfall
of American standing in global GDP that started in the 1950s. Tremendous economic and
military capacity leads to the creation of imperial-like agenda in country’s foreign affairs. The
current National Security Strategy proclaims dissemination of freedom’s advantages as the
goal of US foreign policy and even goes further to presume the possibility of a preventive
strike against any nation deemed to be a threat to the American interests [The U.S. Army and
the New National Security Strategy, 2003]. It seems to be self-evident that such foreign policy
determining factors and tools defined in such a manner are fully consistent with the imperial
policy of the Victorian era.

One of the arguments frequently used to point out the difference between the British
empire and modern United States comprises the reference to so the called “soft power”, which
is essentially an American trait in contrast to the United Kingdom in the early of XX century.
According to Joseph Nye, “a country can achieve its preferred outcomes in world politics
because of other countries admiring its values, emulating its example, and aspiring to its level
of prosperity and openness” [Nye, 1990: 86]. In other words, “soft power” is more efficacious
than “hard power” in the long run. The resort to “soft power” is not implicitly inconsistent
with the assertion about the imperialist nature of the present-day US policy. Quite the
contrary: It bears significant resemblance to the UK foreign policy in the interval between the
mid-X1X and the beginning of the XX century. The British Empire likewise strived to make
its system of social values alluring for others. Its businessmen, clergy and officials were
providers of eurocentrism throughout all the territories of the British Crown. Novel
technologies were put to the service of the imperial propaganda since the dawn of the XX
century. What is now BBC World Service was established in 1932 as BBC Empire [sic!]
Service, so the genesis of broadcasting landmarked invisible presence of the Great Britain in
the world information field even beyond the British frontiers, although it failed to prevent its
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decay. Thereby, it begs the question whether the global media presence of the USA can be
viewed as an element of the power politics in the contemporary international relations, and
whether the American popular culture can be considered a leverage to impact the policies of
other states in the world. Even in the era of global communication networks, American media
presence is focused on Europe, Japan, Korea, Australia and Latin America. Its presence in the
other regions is of a complementary nature. That is to say that according to J. Nye
terminology American “soft power” has no global dimension. On another hand, the US
remains mass migration country. About 16,7 million people immigrated into the country from
1974 to 1998 whereas in Great Britain this figure accounted for 18 million people over the
period from 1850 to 1950 [Fergusson, 2004b: 267]. According to the partisans of “soft
power” approach, for instance, a large share of the US tertiary students repatriate with a
considerable set of American values which they disseminate, asserting the loyalty to the US
across continents. These figures, however, do not necessarily indicate great (on the historic
scale) potential of the US soft power compared to that of Great Britain. The significant
proportion of people who studied in the US remain in the country and even those returning
home do not necessarily become proponents of American domination in other world regions.
This can be illustrated on the example of Great Britain which faced similar phenomenon in
terms of training elites for its colonies [Howe, 2002: 53].

Arguably, all trappings point to the fact the United States of America is the imperial
nation. There is no such state that could challenge the USA in the military and technical
domains as well as in the economy. The impact of the American culture is world-spanning
and overarching although it also faces some obstacles. Unlike Great Britain, its dominance is
founded upon immigration, but not upon colonization. In its broad sense, it is not only about
the immigration of people, but of capital inflows and presence of the foreign companies in the
American legal system. There are some substantial reasons for being pessimistic about the
USA capacity to retain the status of alluring centre for investment and institutional presence
for the foreign economic agents taking into consideration the high rate of the American
foreign debt. As of now, this debt has run to 18 trillion US dollars. That makes the American
economy lie in the power of a constant influx of foreign capital. In the meantime, the deficit
of the current capital account has for a long time remained in order of 500 billion US dollars
[CIA World Factbook, 2014]. In case of Great Britain, if we take the period from the 1870s to
1914, there was always a surplus of net foreign investment, and in 1913 it reached the height
of 9% of the GDP [Fergusson, 2003: 68]. This is not to say the decline of the American
hegemony in international relations will happen over the coming decade. This means that the
United States is no longer a superpower. Transnational threats such as terrorism, international
crime, nuclear proliferation and global environmental crisis cannot be neutralized by
America's unilateral actions.

This does not necessarily imply that the US is losing its status as an imperial state with a
global presence in international politics. It can no longer be considered a global hegemon, but
will remain the leader of the coalition of the world's most powerful states for many years to
come. The US interventions in Iraq, Afghanistan, and Syria have proven that America’s
global role cannot be realized without the effective assistance of other states as well as
without the existence of the pro-American international coalition. Moreover, the European
countries are even outpacing the United States in terms of economic and financial
development aid, aimed ultimately at stabilizing the social and economic situations in
countries embroiled in the regional conflicts of the post-bipolar world in order to guarantee
their loyalty towards the Euro-Atlantic community. In today’s world, an empire can no longer
live in a situation of “splendid isolation”, as Britain did at the end of the 19th century.

Recognition of the imperial character of the United States by the political class in that
country is fundamental for maintaining the low-conflict nature of the modern world. The
Iragi example shows that the United States mistakenly relied on the fact that their presence in
this country would only be short-lived and that the extent of its support for that country might
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be limited. These calculations turned out to be false. A successful empire is never based on
direct coercion, and economic and other long-term incentives are needed to ensure the loyalty
of local elites. Today, the US is investing too little in its "empire." Their outstanding military
and economic potential is incapable of bringing about the preferred social, political and, in
part, economic transformations in other countries. By the majority of objective parameters,
conceivably besides the socio-cultural, the US dominates the British Empire of the early
twentieth century, but there is a clear structural weakness of American hegemony in the
modern world. The United States is an importer, not an exporter of "human capital”. It
ignores the direct economic presence in politically important regions of the world, such as the
Middle East. It discounts the need for the continued support for its actions on the part of the
Euro-Atlantic allies. Therefore, the future of a sustainable international order and a stable
international foundation will depend on a fundamental change in the attitude of the US
political class regarding the need to continue and strengthen the global nature of its foreign
policy and to involve all countries in the Euro-Atlantic community in a concerted joint action
to support the modern international order. Unlike the multi-polar system of the power
balance of the seventeenth century, the hierarchical structure of the modern international
system can be called monopolarity in the absence of a hegemony. After the collapse of the
Soviet Union, the US emerged from the Cold War as the only superpower.

However, the future multipolarity will not imply the return to the initial stage of the
Westphalian model of international relations. The structure, supported by a certain array of
isolated, autonomous, sovereign states, gives way to a set of interdependent, heterogeneous
elements, including states, state like institutions, international corporations, non-governmental
international organizations, virtual communities, transnational communities of interest and
political organizations, etc. The plurality of existing international actors is foreshadowing a
rather rapid evolution of monopolarity towards more dispersed configuration of power
capacity and more complex role-stratification in the international relations of the near future
[Nye, 2002: 244].

The main parameters of the international order will now be determined not only by
states, but also by the amalgamation of various international actors that in their actions are
likely to consider territorial boundaries as an obstacle to the achievement of their global goals.
States will continue to exist, but increasingly as the institutional context of social processes
and disruptive technologies that have partially got out of hand.

Very often in order to describe general characteristics of the international relations
within the traditional, archetypal, “Westphalian” concept, a metaphor of the pyramid billiard
table is used where unicolourous object balls move and collide. In the light of today's internal
and external challenges to the supremacy of the modern “sovereign” state, a more appropriate
analogy seems to be that of the multitier network that encompasses a wide variety of
international actors in its development. In terms of dialectics, such a conceptualization of
international relations means the return of international relations to the state of the
hierarchical international community of the Middle Ages with a predominantly concentric
configuration of the structure of the international system.

A policy that overemphasize its own interests and actions with great probability will be
extremely ineffective under these new conditions. None of the world's leading powers is able
to withstand the financial burden of completely independent action and cannot allow self-
imposed go it alone in the conditions of the global economy. Most of the problems that help
to solve the age-old problem for humanity in modern circumstances require a collective
interaction that inevitably transforms any policy based solely on independent actions and
converting its own interests into an absolute.

The policy of electoral alliances within a limited number of partners may become an
alternative to pursuing politics of self-contained actions. However, in a world where there is
no clear bipolar simplicity, the delineation into probable or desirable allies and opponents is
no easy task. Moreover, it is often the case when security allies turn out to be competitors in
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the field of international trade, finance or technological development. Instead of a greater
controllability or even predictability of development of world politics, countless blocks and
situational coalitions will lead to both fears of being marginalized on the part of those who
remain outside the coalition and uncertainty in the strength of the compromises reached by the
participants in such alliances.

However, in a world where sovereign territorial states will coexist with international
actors without territorial localization and sovereign status, in all probability such a form of
maintaining primacy of cooperative activities will be limited in its practical effectiveness.
While universal in terms of the participation of states, it leaves behind non-state international
actors. Integration of the latter will require not only establishing formal foundations for more
equal relations among them and traditional actors, but also governing relations with social
communities and, first and foremost, in openness and social responsibility. Private
corporations, international organizations, both intergovernmental and non-governmental, as
well as individualized international actors, can no longer ignore legitimizing their political
activities, claiming their enhanced status within the framework of transnational and global
political projects of the future. However, the latest point seems to be even more problematic
in the near future vis-a-vis the states coming to terms with losing dominant monopoly in
public politics.

However, there is a fundamental provision that this substantially stateless community of
international actors will shelter the critical bulk of processes determining the macro-
configuration of the international relations system and the future of international politics. This
newly established community may become both a driver of fundamental changes and a factor
inhibiting the radical transformation of the world order thus providing for the perpetuation of
the basic features of the Westphalian system in their modified modus. Smooth evolution of
the international system maintaining the dominating position of the United States largely
depends on its ability to ensure the broad support coalition in this dynamic dimension of
modern international relations. So far, the US politics in this sphere has been focused
predominantly on the economic aspects of establishing the fundamental structure of the global
world order that attracts economic agents regardless of their national jurisdiction. Programs
facilitating social and economic transformations and stand-by programs implemented by
institutions including IMF and the World Bank under the incentive of the US, provide for
grand-scale privatization, liberalization of financial transactions and intensification of the role
of financial sector generating the favorable conditions for capital accumulation.

With no less success, the United States also aspired to export its own model of social
and economic fabric within the framework of the central zone of the most developed countries
of the world economy. In the endeavors to take a driver’s-seat-position in their industries,
European and Japanese companies are bound to provide a permanent and substantial presence
in the US market that leads to the need to adapt their business and corporate strategy to the
requirements of US law and the ruling liberal economic ideology.

In the post-bipolar world, the configuration of the structure of international relations
will not be able to shape up a global empire based on the clear violence of one dominant
hegemonic state. To a greater extent, as was typical of the previous historical period, the
world order will be derived from the ability of the contenders for leadership to mold the
political and economic environment of their main competitors™ existence and, consequently,
to modify the content, shape, and priority of their foreign policy goals and means of their
implementation.

The safeguard to preserving the monopolar structure of international relations in the
international system is the USA's ability to frustrate the efforts to establish the regional
integration community in the Far East where Japan, China, and the ASEAN countries will
network in the form of “free trade zone” with preferential schemes for commodity and
investment flows, or with elements of the monetary union. A prerequisite for the further
systemic dominance of the United States is not only its ability to use the market mechanisms
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to assert its global advantage in the production of goods and services, but also the expansion
of structural penetration into and dominance over the central area markets of the world
economy and the preservation of control over the international division of labor. The overall
trajectory of American policy towards reshaping the internal make-up of the central-area
countries of the modern international system is defined by an effort of the United States to
unobstructed concentrate capital in sectors that are vital to securing American advantage
fuelled by the country’s enormous financial opportunities. However, dividing the international
system nucleus into autonomous jurisdictions and preserving diversity of the socio-cultural
and political identities significantly reduces efficiency of the US policy.

The role of the United States as a structure-forming component of the international
relations system will depend on the factors that are endogenous in nature. These also includes
the issue of the duration of the macroeconomic expansion wave that was a distinctive
characteristic for this country’s development in the last decade of the twentieth century.

Finally, there is a long-term possibility that the United States will lose its global role as
a result of changes in the hierarchies of US foreign policy priorities and enhancing its regional
focus with elements of neo-isolationism stemming from socio-political and demographic
changes within the country. An increase of the share of citizens with non-European historical
background, in particular those from Latin American countries, may become an additional
factor in the regionalization of American foreign policy and the weakening of its system-
forming role at the global level.

Conclusions. A conceptual understanding of the United States of America as an
imperial state has the right to exist in a current historical context. Using the classical arsenal
of «power factors», defined by the Realpolitik tradition of international studies, it can be
argued that the USA prevails over other states in the military, technological, economic and
partly, in the cultural areas. Hence, it objectively creates a gravitational field of imperial
domination in international politics. The imperial role of the United States reached its peak
immediately after World War 11: it played the role of hegemony in international politics and
economy. The post-war period saw a decline in the American superiority over other states in
merely quantitative aspect of the power factors, but the country remains in the dominant
position in the current international system. Thus, the shaping of the post-bipolar system of
international relations develops as a dialectical process of interaction of trends of maintaining
continuity with the previous historical form of existence of the international system on the one
hand, and radical renewal in its most significant features, on the other. The major regulatory
framework that defines the proportion of these two trends, for the time being, is the USA
foreign policy which is generally characterized by focusing on preserving and even
strengthening the overarching principles of its historical predecessor in the post-bipolar
structure of the international system. Primarily, this relates to the central place of the USA as
the dominant and structural component of the international system. If the dynamics of
globalization of international relations remains at current high level, such policy of the USA
may lead to preserving, under new historical circumstances, some features of unipolar
configuration of international system as a consequence of the internal consolidation of its
nucleus likely to consist of the few most developed states which will be opposed by the
periphery, more increasingly unified and homogenous in its basic socio-economic structures,
and comprising the rest of the world states.
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