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THE RETURN OF HISTORY

WORLD POLITICS IN THE EARLY TWENTY-FIRST 
CENTURY

This article focuses on global processes that took shape in the last quarter of 
the twentieth century. The logic of their continuation has decisively affected 
the megatrends of modern world politics and the role of Russia in the newly 
emerging international system. The demise of the Soviet Union and the 
collapse of the bipolar world order only suspended the natural evolution 
of the global system. “Truncated” globalisation resulted in a “reactive” 
accumulation of contradictions between the “supercivilisation” and the rest of 
humanity as well as within the societies that “won” the Cold War. The growth 
of radical anti-Western groups like the Islamic State, the strengthening of 
new international “influentials” and the gradual revival of Russia as a world 
power have all disproved the “end of history” thesis. Today, the existential 
problem faced by the world is the search for a new global consensus, with a 
collective security system covering all of humanity at its core.

ANDREY VOLODIN

When asked about the future of Western civilisation, Indian analyst 
Parag Khanna (The Future is Asian: Global Order in the Twenty-First Century, London: Weidenfeld 

and Nicolson, 2019, p12) replied, “History has not ended but returned”. To 
elaborate the point one must examine the last decades of the preceding century. 
The rise of Pax Americana as a new world political paradigm, substituting 
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Soviet–American bipolarity (“the end of history”, as it seemed to many in 
the early 1990s), was considered by both the academic world and the average 
human being as a long-term trend in global development. However, according 
to Willy Brandt, one of the most outstanding statesmen of the second half of 
the twentieth century, history is a living, ever evolving process that at times does 
not obey the political elites’ likes and 
dislikes. However, such an approach 
to sociopolitical analysis was more the 
exception than the rule, as institutional 
theories dominated Western social 
science discourse. For the Anglo–Saxon 
intellectual tradition, the presumption 
of stability of the emerging system 
remained the starting point of 
reasoning, while dynamic change was 
given secondary importance. This was 
the philosophical point of departure 
for concepts like “the end of history” 
that embodied the notion of Pax 
Americana/American neo-colonialism. 
As has been long noted, “Individual 
countries or peoples either appear in 
the foreground or temporarily fade 
into the shadows. There is nothing ‘discriminatory’ about this. There are no 
peoples immanently backward, as there are none immanently advanced”. (EM 

Zhukov, MA Barg, EB Chernyak and VI Pavlov, Theoretical Approaches to the Study of Global History, Moscow: Nauka, 

1979, p35) The evolution of the world system in the late twentieth–early twenty-
first centuries followed this general historical pattern.

“THE END OF HISTORY” OR METAMORPHOSIS OF INTER-STAGE TRANSITION?

It is generally accepted that time puts everything in place. Thus, a retrospective 
analysis reveals that the dismemberment of the Soviet Union in 1991, which 

contemporaries thought of as a “geopolitical catastrophe”, represented from 
the point of view of historical science, the initial stage of the restructuring of 
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The dismemberment of the 
Soviet Union in 1991, which 
contemporaries thought of as 
a “geopolitical catastrophe”, 
represented the initial stage of the 
restructuring of world politics 
in the direction of a polycentric 
configuration. The demise of 
the USSR which gave rise to 
the political and psychological 
complex of “triumphalism” 
in the West, obscured the 
understanding of the genuine 
processes in the world economy 
and international relations.
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world politics in the direction of a polycentric configuration. The demise of the 
Union of Soviet Socialist Republics (USSR), which gave rise to the political and 
psychological complex of “triumphalism” in the West, (As noted by German Chancellor Helmut 

Schmidt) obscured the understanding of the genuine processes in the world economy 
and international relations, which had already started to assert themselves in the 
mid-1980s. The regrouping of forces that took place on the global scale (not 
always noticeable to the media) led historian Paul Kennedy (The Rise and Fall of the Great 

Powers, New York: Vintage Books, 1989, p534) to draw certain conclusions in the second half 
of the 1980s. 

“Technological and therefore socioeconomic change is occurring in the world 
faster than ever before… the international community is much more politically 
and culturally diverse than has been assumed and is defiant of simplistic 
remedies offered either by Washington or Moscow to its problems… the 
economic and productive power balances are no longer as favourably tilted in 
the United States’ direction as in 1945 … even in the military realm, there are 
signs of a certain redistribution of the balances away from a bipolar to more of 
a multipolar system”. 

To make his idea of   the approaching multipolarity more tangible, Kennedy (ibid) 
emphasised, “the only serious threat to the real interests of the United States 
of America (US) can come from a failure to adjust sensibly to the newer world 
order”. This point was supported by Walter Lippmann’s classic phrase—to bring 
“into balance … the nation’s commitments and the nation’s power”. (ibid)

States regarded as active influences of the new world order included Argentina, 
Brazil, Egypt (the undisputed leader of the Arab world), India, Indonesia, 
Nigeria, (the most populated country on the African continent), South Africa, 
Venezuela, etc. The absence of China and (to a lesser extent) Turkey from the list 
of “candidates” was significant, as some experts believed the accelerated growth 
of their economic systems had not adequately transformed their societies to 
grant new geopolitical status. For authors like Kennedy (ibid, pp447–58) however, 
the Celestial Empire was a full member of the “pentarchy” that controlled world 
politics and included Japan, the US, the USSR and Western Europe. A principle 
of categorisation for the newly emerging geopolitical entities was the quest for 
real sovereignty in the international system. However, the long-term interests 
of the newcomers did not always coincide with the motives of the then two 
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“superpowers”—the US and the USSR. The yearnings of the new “influentials” 
to diversify world politics and encourage the superpowers to be sensitive to their 
interests became a strategy of behaviour that subsequently manifested itself in 
the emergence of international dialogue formats like BRICS (Brazil–Russia–
India–China–South Africa), IBSA (India–Brazil–South Africa),  etc.

The collapse of the Soviet Union, resulting in the advent of a “unipole”, 
slowed down the global processes that 
took shape in the second half of the 
1980s. The participants in the new 
regrouping of forces in world politics 
faced tasks highlighted by British 
futurologist Hamish McRae. (The World 
in 2020: Power, Culture and Prosperity: A Vision of the 

Future, London: Harper Collins, 1995, p6) “One 
of the great issues of the first quarter 
of the next (twenty-first) century will 
be whether countries can learn from 
each other not just how to make their 
industries efficient but how to make 
their whole societies more efficient”. 
The “development agenda” therefore 
became the main political paradigm 
not only for the new influentials but also for the “rest”—the vast majority of 
states/members of the world community. The collapse of the Soviet Union 
however was destructive to the new agenda. 

The dismemberment of the USSR marked the beginning of the “age of 
acquiescence”, as American Left Wing authors described the ethical situation in 
the world. That is, until the end of the 1980s the second superpower effectively 
played the role of a dialectical counterbalance to the “collective West” led by 
the US. By its very existence, the Soviet Union created “operational space” for 
developing countries in world affairs and objectively expanded the possibilities 
for cultivating “nonconformist” views by a significant part of the intelligentsia 
on both sides of the Atlantic. Its collapse narrowed the field of liberty both for 
developing countries/transitional economies and for independent thinkers in the 
West, including the youth. The lack of alternative world development (“the end 
of history”) worried eminent Western intellectuals. As Economics Nobel laureate 

Despite the “triumph” of the 
West, which “won” the Cold 
War, the parametric problems 
that had accumulated in the 
world system were not resolved 
but rather increased. These 
included the lack of drinking 
water, under consumption, 
intensified migration flows to 
the West, climate change, habitat 
degradation, deterioration of 
living conditions in cities in both 
the East and West and so on.
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Jan Tinbergen once enquired—how adequately have the consequences of the 
USSR’s self-liquidation been evaluated for Russia and the rest of the world by 
the most active participants in this process?

The breakup of the bipolar world and assertion of Pax Americana were 
institutionalised by the Washington Consensus—a set of principles and 
norms designed for regulating socioeconomic processes as an alternative to 
state intervention. These “maxims” reflected the strategic position of the US 
administration, international financial organisations (the International Monetary 
Fund and the World Bank) and leading American think-tanks. The ideology 
behind the new world order was globalism—an unwritten set of rules that 
prescribed servile behavioural patterns to the “rest”, that is, most of humankind. 
An ideologist of the new paradigm was Francis Fukuyama, (The End of History and the 

Last Man, New York: Free Press, 1992) whose central idea was   “free market globalisation” as 
the driving force behind endless technological progress and effective satisfaction 
of “ceaseless” consumer demand. However, despite the “triumph” of the West, 
which “won” the Cold War, the parametric problems that had accumulated in 
the world system were not resolved but rather increased. These included the 
lack of drinking water, under consumption, intensified migration flows to the 
West, climate change, habitat degradation, deterioration of living conditions in 
cities in both the East and West and so on. Old contradictions were multiplied 
by new ones encouraged by the logic of post-bipolar development. As American 
researcher Manfred B Steger (Globalisation: The New Market Ideology, Boston: Rowman and Littlefield 

2002, pp4–5) wrote, the “de-ideologised world”, at the beginning of this century, 
is both naive and utopian. “The opening decade of the twenty-first century is 
quickly becoming a teeming battlefield of clashing ideologies. ... This ideological 
contest over the meaning and direction of globalisation will deeply impact the 
political and ethical issues of the new century”. The conflicting visions of the 
coming world order, the prevailing norms and values as well as the “symbols of 
faith” of various geopolitical actors were affected by this struggle.

“Winners write history” was the driving idea of globalisation. The new 
“metaphor” guiding world development encompassed the primacy of economic 
growth and inattention to development including the imperatives of employment 
and the mitigation of social and property disparities; the decisive role of “free 
trade” as a stimulant of economic growth; unrestricted freedom of action for the 
forces of “supply and demand” unrestrained by the nation-state in the societies of 
the “second” and “third” world; the liberty of choice (for the Cold War winners); 
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a sharp reduction of interventionism by the state (for developing countries/
transitional economies) and the introduction of the Western political economic 
paradigm as unrivalled in any cultural or social environment. This led to the 
dismantling of the welfare state, in which a mixed economy and political pluralism 
balanced “spontaneous market forces” 
thereby supporting society in a state 
of dynamic equilibrium. The new 
market paradigm in academia was 
addressed as “turbocapitalism”. (Edward 

Luttwak, Turbo Capitalism: Winners and Losers in the 

Global Economy, New York: Harper Collins, 1999) 
Turbocapitalism and globalisation (the 
“new market ideologies”) suggested 
limiting the scope of state activity to 
implementing a defence allocation and 
maintaining law and order by a social 
contract between the government and 
the people. Authorities were instructed 
to focus their energies on privatising 
state enterprises, deregulating the 
economy (liberating it from state custody), lowering taxes (including for top 
financial groups), tightening control over the labour movement and reducing 
social expenditure.

The triumphalism enjoyed by the “victors” prevented Western strategic elites 
from gaining a comprehensive understanding of the world that had become more 
complex after the Second World War. Operating with ideas and theories over 
two hundred years old was a priori doomed to failure. Submission to the logic 
of Western globalisation did not take into consideration myriad interests that  
did not disappear with the collapse of the bipolar world. These were manifest 
in ongoing local and regional conflicts and in the progressive aggravation of 
the previously mentioned parametric problems of mankind. In 1993, Russian 
scholar Alexander I Neklessa formulated the concept of the “orientalisation” of 
the West to shape the development trajectory of concerned societies for years to 
come. The forecast rested on the direction and intensity of migration flows after 
World War Two from the historical South to the industrialised societies. 

The compression of time and space essential for globalisation also resulted 

From December 2000 to 
December 2010, more than 
three million jobs were lost in the 
corporate sector of the US, the 
worst indicator since 1928–38, 
with more than one third of all 
jobs lost in industry. The states 
of New York and Ohio lost 38 
per cent of jobs, while for New 
Jersey and Michigan the fall in 
employment was even more 
significant at 39 per cent and 48 
per cent, respectively.
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in the acceleration of crossborder flows of capital, labour and ideas that became 
relatively free from the control of nation-states. This side effect at the turn of 
the millennium had a contradictory effect on the economies and societies of 
the West. Furthered by new communication technologies, modern rentiers 
and financial tycoons operating in global markets made gains inconceivable 
in the bipolar age. Their profits grew as the banking and financial systems of 
transitional economies were weakened deliberately by the ideas and principles 
of the Washington Consensus. By the end of the 1990s, the cash equivalent of 
almost two trillion US dollars was circulating daily in global currency markets. 
(Peter Gowan, The Global Gamble: Washington’s Faustian Bid for World Dominance, London: Verso, 1999, pp3–12) 

The demise of the Soviet Union indirectly contributed to the revitalisation of 
multinational companies in developing countries. No longer constrained by the 
limitations of national legislation, transnational corporations (TNCs) created 
their own deregulated global labour market, objectively increasing the territorial 
mobility of the latter. Controlling more than 70 per cent of world trade, the 
TNCs actively increased their global presence and the volume of foreign direct 
investment in the 1990s increased by about 15 per cent annually. (Robert Gilpin, The 

Challenge of Global Capitalism: The World Economy in the Twenty-First Century, Princeton: Princeton University Press, 

2000, p20) The Washington Consensus and unrestricted globalisation however had 
several important adverse long-term consequences.

 First, the dismantling of state monopoly capitalism created by Franklin 
Delano Roosevelt’s New Deal resulted in the rejection of measures to protect 
the US’s production potential, ensure the employment of American workers 
and improve their living standards. According to Patrick J Buchanan, (Suicide of a 

Superpower: Will America Survive to 2025, New York: St. Martin’s Press, 2011 pp15–6) the index of America’s 
industrial decline has been impressive. From December 2000 to December 2010, 
more than three million jobs were lost in the corporate sector of the US, the worst 
indicator since 1928–38, with more than one third of all jobs lost in industry. 
The states of New York and Ohio lost 38 per cent of jobs, while for New Jersey 
and Michigan the fall in employment was even more significant at 39 per cent 
and 48 per cent, respectively. During this period, the cumulative foreign trade 
deficit was 6.2 trillion dollars while the deficit in trade with China reached two 
trillion dollars. At different times, nations have gained vitality through increased 
production and zeal for economic nationalism while regressive development 
is an outcome of free trade. (Buchanan, ibid, p17) The persuasive conclusion is that 
deindustrialisation destroys vitality and erodes the creative energy of society, 
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ultimately weakening the geopolitical position of a given country.
Second, in the absence of an alternative world project (the USSR), globalisation 

aggravated the contradictions of the post-bipolar world, which erupted from 
time-to-time—the breakup of Yugoslavia, the events of 11 September 2001, the 
Iraq crisis, etc. In addition, trends with 
economic and political origins had 
a significant impact on polarisation 
within the world economy. As early 
as the beginning of the twenty-first 
century, it had been noted, “the growing 
complexity of the world economy 
and more intense competition are 
pushing an ever increasing number of 
less successful contestants out of the 
(globalisation) race”. In addition, the 
deepening involvement in globalisation 
could “lead to an escalation of internal 
contradictions and the rise of all kinds 
of political risks”. (AG Volodin and GK Shirokov, 

Globalisation: Origins, Trends, Perspectives, Institute of 

Oriental Studies, Russian Academy of Sciences, Moscow, 2002, p141) Challenged by acute domestic 
conflicts developing societies in general and Islamic ones in particular responded 
with movements and organisations whose goal was a radical revision of the 
Western “world project”. The emergence of “revisionist” practices, schools and 
theories that rejected globalisation and globalism, like the Islamic State, was 
the responsibility of Western intellectual elites. The “end of history” concept 
completely ignored the qualitative differences in cultural, economic and social 
organisation between Western societies and non-Western entities.

The compulsory inclusion of predominantly pre-capitalist (at best early 
industrial) societies in globalisation provoked a natural rejection of its principles 
and practices in non-Western societies. The people there were hostile to “alien” 
forms of cultural and economic regulation and thus globalisation itself gave birth 
to the non-acceptance of the world order imposed by the West. The incomplete 
industrial diversification of non-Western societies as well as their cultural and 
social regulation has been described exhaustively in Russian third world studies. 
The connection between history and modernity in transitional societies became 

Migration has been instrumental 
in constituting a new social 
class structure in Western 
democracies. The widening 
space of the “islands” of the 
South in the North may result 
in the emergence of numerically 
strong communities that 
occupy the “grassroots” of the 
social pyramid. These groups, 
instigated by the demonstration 
effect of consumption, are likely 
to demand greater social welfare.
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conspicuous in the age of globalisation. The lack of a full-fledged genesis of the 
industrial mode of production predetermined the lack of a viable alternative to 
the guiding role of the state. In the second half of the 1970s, Soviet economic 
history expert VI Pavlov had written:

“The genesis and development of capitalism acquire formation spontaneity 
and systemic irreversibility only under the condition that they are preceded 
by the formation of equally spontaneous and systemic mode of production 
background. The less mature and active these prerequisites are, the more the 
role of the state as an industrially stimulating factor. The state essentially 
compensates for the lack of spontaneity and the ability to self-develop. … 
In historical reality, the genesis of the most viable types of capitalism like the 
Dutch or English ones did not do without the active support of the state. It 
did not stop bloody violence either during the expropriation of the working 
population within the country or during the execution of overseas conquests”. 
(Zhukov, Barg, Chernyak and Pavlov, ibid, p314) 

In short, the dismantling of the guiding role of state interventionism in accordance 
with the canons of the Washington Consensus brought many transitional societies 
(primarily African) to the brink of cultural and social disruption and engendered 
a response such as aggressive political “heresies” and increasing migration flows 
towards the industrially advanced countries of the West.

Third, under Pax Americana, the rejection of globalisation acquired two 
basic dimensions. On the one hand, the radical organisations that emerged set 
themselves the twofold policy target of not only stopping the internationalisation 
of Western culture, economics and politics but also of subverting public 
institutions in countries that were the driving forces of globalisation. On the 
other hand, the protest took the form of intensified migration flows, potentially 
capable of drastically changing the ethnic and national composition as well as 
the civilisational matrix and evolutionary paradigm of Western societies.

THE “ORIENTALISATION” OF THE WEST

In understanding the “orientalisation” of developed societies, the case of the 
Netherlands is most illustrative. Experts admit that historically the country 

had been one of the most tolerant societies of the West. The initial migration 
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flows (Huguenots from France, Sephardic Jews from Portugal, etc) contributed 
significantly to the economic growth and social prosperity of Dutch society. 
However, after the Second World War, the attitude of the Dutch people towards 
migration gradually began to change.

“The image of the Netherlands as a liberal society has become increasingly 
contradictory to the current sociopolitical climate in the Netherlands. The 
beginning of the new millennium has seen the rapid uprising of Right Wing 
populist parties, causing Dutch society to polarise. The big issue in this 
development has been the multicultural society. The accommodation and 
assimilation of immigrants, mainly non-Western people of Islamic descent 
and the problems this poses to Dutch society, has grown into the foremost 
important topic in the Dutch public debate”. (K van Zoon, Of Pluralisation, Assimilation 
and Polarisation: An Enquiry into the Development of the Multicultural Society in the Netherlands, Mimeo, 
University of Vienna, Vienna, 2009, p1)

The statistical expression of the migration flow to the North has been the 
growth of an “alien” civilisational substrate in the ethno-demographic structure 
of Western societies. Belgium, France, Germany, Italy, the Netherlands are some 
of the industrialised nations potentially susceptible to an eventual “clash of 
civilisations” in the not so distant future. Migration has been instrumental in 
constituting a new social class structure in Western democracies. The widening 
space of the “islands” of the South in the North may result in the emergence 
of numerically strong communities that occupy the “grassroots” of the social 
pyramid. These groups, instigated by the demonstration effect of consumption, 
are likely to demand greater social welfare. It is increasingly difficult to separate 
migrants for economic reasons from arrivals who are dissatisfied with the 
political order at home. In addition, the poor quality of education, the low level 
of professional capacity, the inability to join the host society (behaviourally, 
culturally, linguistically) are important reasons for the involvement of migrants 
in criminal activity and/or in the “grey” economy, “which inevitably strengthen 
repressive measures of the state in advanced countries”. (Volodin and Shirokov, ibid, 

p132) Western globalisation destroyed centuries old civilisational foundations of 
industrialised societies in the mid-1990s, prompting experts to question their 
integrity and vitality. McRae (ibid, p272) critically assessed the ability of the US to 
maintain the position of avant-garde society under conditions of migration and 
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demographic stalemate. 

“Managing a peaceful transition from a US which is dominated by white 
European culture to one which is truly multiracial and very different from 
Europe, will be the greatest single challenge the US will face in the coming 
generation. Failure would destroy the American dream, but the transition will 
test the tolerance and adaptability of the nation more sternly than perhaps any 
other change in its remarkable history”.

As to the countries of Western Europe that found themselves in a migratory 
whirlpool, McRae (ibid, pp271–2) predicted the probability of “ethnic cleansing” 
similar to what took place after the collapse of the once united socialist Yugoslavia.

TRUNCATED GLOBALISATION AND ITS CONSEQUENCES

The interrelationship between post-bipolar globalisation and the intensification 
of migratory movements to Western countries has been obvious. As early as 

the 1990s, globalisation had taken the shape of “triadisation” with Japan, the US 
and Western Europe as its main beneficiaries, while there was no real, systemic 
involvement of developing countries in the process. Noted economist Baldev 
Raj Nayar (The Geopolitics of Globalisation: The Consequences for Development, New Delhi: Oxford University Press, 

2005) academically classified this model of globalisation as “truncated”. According 
to him, the main actors in globalisation were the TNCs from France, Germany, 
Great Britain, Italy, Japan, Spain, Switzerland and the US. The concentration of 
economic power at one “pole” was complemented by the pauperisation of most 
of humankind, giving rise to the radical restructuring of the world economy and 
international relations. However, in addition to the concentration of economic 
power with TNCs and the marginalisation of a significant part of humanity 
(primarily in transitional societies), globalisation gave birth to yet another 
process, the consequences of which the West experienced at the beginning of 
the third millennium. The polarising effect of globalisation, embodied in the 
principle of “the winner gets all”, benefitted the economic interests of the newly 
industrialised countries (as they were collectively named in the scholarship of the 
1970s–1980s) of the Far East and Southeast Asia. The economies of Singapore, 
South Korea, Taiwan, the leaders of the ASEAN (Association of Southeast 
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Nations) group, benefited from globalisation due to the “exodus” of industries 
from the US, West Europe and partly Japan.

 As Buchanan (ibid, p12) remarked, America opted for “the interdependent, 
global world envisioned by nineteenth century dreamers such as David Ricardo, 
Richard Cobden, Claude-Frédéric Bastiat and John Stuart Mill”. This experiment 
with free trade had been a fiasco in the nineteenth century, when its main 
adherent, Great Britain, was pushed onto the backstage of the world economy, 
initially by the US and later by Germany. The liberalisation of the world’s largest 
market (the US) had several long-term 
consequences. First, from the late 1950s 
to the first half of the 1960s, West 
European and Japanese manufacturers 
rushed into this space and later the 
tigers of East and Southeast Asia 
(Malaysia, Singapore, South Korea and 
Taiwan) began to feel more at ease in 
the American market. However, the 
Celestial Empire benefited the most 
from the Washington Consensus. In 
1994, Beijing made a “strategic move” of devaluing its national currency by 45 
per cent, thereby cheapening its already low-priced labour force and inviting 
“earners” (TNCs) to China for maximising their profits. By 2008, the US’s trade 
deficit with China amounted to $266 billion. (Buchanan, ibid, p13) Second, neoliberal 
“theology” coupled with the non-resistance of the Bill Clinton and George W 
Bush administrations with minuscule interest in economic matters turned into 
a kind of indulgence for American entrepreneurs who started shifting their 
enterprises to developing countries, where the price–quality ratio of labour forces 
created lucrative opportunities for the extraction of surplus value. The inevitable 
sequel of this process was deepening deindustrialisation of the national economy 
and the decomposition of high quality labour in America and other Western 
societies.

 In the US, the deteriorating quality of the labour force had a strong 
polarising effect and two types of “belts” crystallised—the “sun belt” (cities 
south of the thirty-sixth parallel) and the “rust belt”, which included former 
industrial centres like Detroit and Cleveland. According to American scholar 
Richard Florida, (The New Urban Crisis (in Russian), Moscow: Tochka, 2018, pp5–6) the new urban 

In 1994, Beijing made a “strategic 
move” of devaluing its national 
currency by 45 per cent, thereby 
cheapening its already low-
priced labour force and inviting 
“earners” (TNCs) to China for 
maximising their profits. By 
2008, the US’s trade deficit with 
China amounted to $266 billion.
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crisis, “extends even further and penetrates deeper than the previous one (of the 
1960s and 1970s). … This crisis is hitting both the old industrial cities of the US 
Rust Belt and the declining post-industrial northeast of England. … A new crisis 
is affecting growing cities with unsustainable economies dependent on energy, 
tourism and real estate. ... It turns out that the new urban crisis is also a crisis 
of the suburbs, urbanisation itself and modern capitalism in general”. Cities as 
guardians of historical traditions and catalysts for social change in American 
social sciences have been always regarded as the most important sources of life 
energy (“passionarnost”, to use the vocabulary of the eminent Russian historian 
Lev N Gumilev) of the people, directly affecting the US’s proactive foreign policy.

According to Walt W Rostow (1916–2003), (The Great Population Spike and After: Reflections 

on the Twenty-First Century, Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1998, p159) migration has changed the 
ethno-demographic configuration of American society. In Texas, one of the key 
states of the “sun belt”, the ethnic composition of the population has undergone 
rapid change. If the existing trajectory persists, by 2030 the Anglos, who were 
about 60 per cent in 1990, will fall to 37 per cent, while Hispanics will make up 
46 per cent of the state’s population. The inevitable consequences of such shifts 
are population growth below the poverty line, declining household incomes and 
further social and property polarisation. Rostow (ibid) added that about 40 per 
cent of the American population that annually steps into the economically active 
age is composed of immigrants. On average, their qualifications are significantly 
inferior to the intellectual and professional levels of Anglophones, reducing the 
viability of the American economy. The civilisational “rift” of American society, 
which manifest itself with particular force in the 2016 presidential election, 
is the transition of quantitative changes to a new qualitative state. In fact, a 
serious political struggle has commenced to preserve the European foundations 
of American culture and society. Similar processes with a certain time lag may be 
observed in other developed countries of the West as well.

 In the 1990s, the West was referred to as a “monopolar universal 
supercivilisation”. (MV Ilyin and VL Inozemtsev (Eds), Megatrends of  World Development, Moscow: Economica, 

2001, pp29–59 and pp235–60) However, by the beginning of the third millennium, it had 
become clear that uncontrolled population growth accompanied by intensive 
migration to the North would be the main “design” of the global order to come.

“Demographic trends are already triggering irreversible shifts in the social 
composition of developed countries, since control over migration is beyond 
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the capabilities of nation-states in the West. ... The ‘Tiermondisation’ (that is, 
third worldization) of advanced societies seems to be an irreversible drift. It is 
with this megatrend that all other trends will have to be co-related. It is from 
this angle that one should probably clarify the very ideas of ‘supercivilisation’ 
and ‘counter-centre’ (forces opposing Pax Americana). Much more typical 
than the external and geographically emphasised contrast between civilisation 
and barbarism, core and periphery, typical of bygone times, today the internal 
contradiction is becoming more and more revealing. ‘Supercivilisation’ is split 
and its own ‘third world’ emerging inside can become a much more dangerous 
‘counter-centre’ than could be imagined in the logic of the outgoing century”. 
(Ilyin and Inozemtsev, ibid, pp290–1)

In principle, ethno-demographic shifts may be instrumental in revising foreign 
policy directions, as Rostow (ibid) had 
maintained in the mid-1990s.

Under the influence of 
“Southern” migration, the permanent 
destruction of the cultural, linguistic 
and institutional foundations of 
homogeneity and integrity of the 
“North Atlantic civilisation” provoked 
interventionist reactions from the 
US and its allies in the form of 
“expeditions” to Afghanistan (2001) 
and Iraq (2003). The administration 
of George W Bush tried thereby to 
extend the “unipolar moment” (as the 
American political scientist Charles 
Krauthammer described the state of humanity in the late twentieth and early 
twenty-first centuries) and at the same time convince the rest of the world 
that the US remained its leading guiding force. The failure of “pacification” in 
Afghanistan and Iraq seemed to be the starting point of a new global regrouping 
of forces to institute a different, polycentric configuration of the international 
system.

“FIGHTING BETWEEN TWO SYSTEMS”: A SOURCE OF VITALITY FOR THE WEST

Migration has changed the ethno-
demographic configuration of 
American society. In Texas, one 
of the key states of the “sun belt”, 
the ethnic composition of the 
population has undergone rapid 
change. If the existing trajectory 
persists, by 2030 the Anglos, who 
were about 60 per cent in 1990, 
will fall to 37 per cent, while 
Hispanics will make up 46 per 
cent of the state’s population.
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The “North Atlantic civilisation” drew its vitality and energy from a powerful 
source, that is, from the existence of a capable “counter-centre”—the Soviet 

Union and the socialist community. Not to be the strategic loser, the “struggle 
between the two systems” forced both sides to improve constantly their economic 
systems, scientific, technical and military potential and invent sophisticated 
methods of ideological dispute. Thus, a peculiar positive inertia of the West moving 
forward arose, in which the Soviet Union played a considerable (albeit indirect) 
role. In a meaningful sense, the self-destruction of the USSR became the real 
end of history for the West, since it deprived the entire North Atlantic system of 
external impulses for internal self-development. The spontaneous modernisation 
forces of Western societies were insufficient for the maintenance of Pax Americana. 

The extinction of the dialectical impulses of inter-systemic rivalry resulted in 
a number of negative consequences for the US and the West. The collapse of the 
USSR negatively affected the vitality of American society and the era has been 
sarcastically named the “age of acquiescence”. Pressure on organised labour (which 
started in the presidency of Ronald Reagan) and universities as potential sources of 
free thought increased. Equally harmful for the future of America (and the collective 
West) were the gradual disappearance of public opinion and independent discourse 
(an effective tool for feedback from society to government) and the adoption of 
conformist patterns of behaviour on all “floors” of the political system. As a result, 
politics began to lose its competitive content and the competition of ideas was 
gradually substituted by the confrontation of personalities. Negative changes 
also affected the criteria for recruitment into the elites of Western societies. Dull, 
colourless figures occupied the political space, ready if necessary to act on the servile 
principle of “what/who are you pleasing”. Western societies also underwent major 
changes in the distribution of national income. In the US, globalisation resulted 
in the increased polarisation of society. In 2018, according to opinion polls, 78 
per cent of Americans survived on a “paycheque-to-paycheque” mode. According 
to the estimations of American economists, only 20 per cent of the economically 
active population succeeded in “integrating” with globalisation, while the 
remaining 80 per cent felt excluded from the developmental process. Thus, in the 
US itself, globalisation turned out to be truncated and increased internal disunity 
and tensions in society. Similar processes were underway in Western Europe as well.

The increasing complexity of the international situation (or the unipole 
crisis) revealed the helplessness of Western elites to take adequate decisions 
and act effectively when new brainteaser issues required creative and nontrivial 
methods and immediate reaction. It seems that for modern Western elites, 
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strategy is an unknowable and speculative category, while their decisions are 
ruled by instinctive reactions, tactical in the best case. This helplessness has 
generated a search for external enemies that do not obey the logic of the “end 
of history” and do not want to fit into the behavioural patterns prescribed by 
Pax Americana. The “triumphal procession” of the Western project is ending 
and establishing a new global setup has become a political urgency. The initial 
chronological watershed is difficult to outline. The failed interventions of the 
West in Afghanistan and Iraq may be regarded as an imagined “red line” between 
the old and new geopolitical ages. A retrospective analysis of those events reveals 
that the Iraqi expedition instigated the creation of a radical and aggressive anti-
Western project, which soon took the form of the Islamic State. 

In October 2006, with the merger of several radical groups, a new political 
entity, the Islamic State of Iraq, 
was created. The total area of the 
territory it controlled in 2014 was 
more than hundred thousand square 
kilometres, with a population of about 
eight million people. The IS has an 
ideology, a political programme and 
in its conquered territory carries out 
the Sharia’s socioeconomic agenda. 
The Islamic State was the first visible 
evidence of a systemic crisis of 
truncated globalisation. In fact, the 
“counter-centre” it represented sought to redistribute material and financial 
resources at the global level. It also rejected the polarised world development 
that asserted itself after the demise of the USSR and demanded freedom of 
behavioural and cultural orientations. In other words, globalisation from above 
would be replaced by globalisation from below, which would improve the social 
and property status of marginalised and pauperised groups in Muslim and other 
transitional societies. The anti-globalist agenda, in forms intellectually accessible 
to the masses of the population, led to broad support for IS ideas in a number of 
countries in West Asia as well as amongst Muslim minority communities around 
the world.

In a meaningful sense, the self-
destruction of the USSR became 
the real end of history for the 
West, since it deprived the entire 
North Atlantic system of external 
impulses for internal self-
development. The spontaneous 
modernisation forces of Western 
societies were insufficient for the 
maintenance of Pax Americana.
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ANTI-GLOBALISM: TRENDS AND ACTORS

The phenomenon of the Islamic State (and other radical Islamist organisations) 
has evolved in the context of constantly growing global ideological and 

political diversity. Active participants of these developments have been economic 
nationalists such as Patrick J Buchanan in the US, supporters of Jörg Haider 
and his Freedom Party in Austria, Jean-Marie Le Pen and his National Front in 
France, the German People’s Union of Gerhard Frey, the Italian National Alliance 
headed by Gianfranco Fini, etc. National populist organisations expressed their 
opposition to “globalisation from above” which they said was destroying the 
nation-state and imposing supranational (conformist) models of consciousness 
and behaviour on the rest of the world through “cultural globalisation”. Left 
Wing populist regimes and movements challenged truncated globalisation, 
especially in Latin America (the party of Hugo Chavez in Venezuela, the Zapatista 
rebellion in Mexico, the government of Jean-Bertrand Aristide in Haiti, etc). 
Some nongovernmental organisations seeking to protect the environment, 
achieve gender equality and address acute problems of employment and social 
justice also launched active efforts to dismantle the Washington Consensus. (Steger, 

ibid, pp84–5) Naturally, these forces relied on different support groups in society. 
However, the intensity of their activities unequivocally pointed to the discontent 
of the people in various countries and regions, ultimately posing the problem of 
a conceptual revision of the world order established after 1991. During a visit to 
China in 1999, Venezuelan President Hugo Chavez pointed out that the collapse 
of the Soviet Union did not mean, “Neoliberal capitalism had to be the model 
followed by the people of the West”. (Richard Gott, In the Shadow of the Liberator: Hugo Chavez and 

the Transformation of Venezuela,  London: Verso, 2000, p190) At the time, the Bolivarian leader called 
for joint action by the countries of Latin America, the Middle East and Asia, as 
an effective tool for resisting the neoliberal version of globalisation.

The efficiency of “development populism” was measured ultimately by living 
standards. For example in 1973, the income level difference in the most and least 
developed countries was 44:1 but by the beginning of the third millennium the 
gap between the “centre” and the “periphery” had become an egregious 74:1. 
According to the United Nations, the number of people living below the poverty 
line increased from 1.2 billion to 1.5 billion by the beginning of the twenty-
first century and 25 per cent of the world’s population had a per capita annual 
income of less than US $140. (Thomas W Pogge, “The Moral Demands of Global Justice”, Dissent, Fall 
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2000, pp37–43, online at https://www.dissentmagazine.org)

A “fundamental” response to the challenges of neoliberal globalisation came 
from the activities of civil society organisations worldwide. The consolidation 
of the opponents of globalism gradually gave rise to an alternative discourse, 
contributing to the formation of a new identity on a transnational basis, that 
is, an egalitarian anti-globalist political consciousness and culture, encouraging 
the formation of crossborder alliances 
over geographical, ethno-national and 
professional/class barriers. Alternative 
globalisation included the following 
pivotal principles—the return of 
ethical values in international relations; 
equal opportunities/globalisation for 
all; real participation of “peripheral” 
countries in the development and 
implementation of strategic decisions 
on a global level and recognition of 
the diversity of humankind as a unity 
of “classical” and “non-classical” civil 
societies. Opponents of neoliberalism 
proceeded from the fact that the 
existing model of globalisation had 
provoked universal chaos and 
resulted in “parametric” consequences 
uncontrolled by the US and its allies. 
These included the transformation of local and regional conflicts into global 
ones, the irreversible degradation of the environment, uncontrolled migration 
from transitional societies to the West accompanied by inevitable changes in 
the civilisational/cultural matrix of Western societies, etc. A demonstration 
of anti-globalist intentions was the clash of approximately forty thousand 
demonstrators with police during the World Trade Organisation conference in 
Seattle, Washington on 30 November–1 December 1999.

 The Battle of Seattle, as the event was later named, became the culmination 
of events initiated by the Asian economic crisis of 1997–98, economic default 
in Russia in August 1998, mass strikes in France in the winter of 1998 and 
the collapse of a number of large American and West European investment 

In 1973, the income level 
difference in the most and least 
developed countries was 44:1 
but by the beginning of the third 
millennium the gap between 
the “centre” and the “periphery” 
had become an egregious 74:1. 
According to the United Nations, 
the number of people living 
below the poverty line increased 
from 1.2 billion to 1.5 billion 
by the beginning of the twenty-
first century and 25 per cent of 
the world’s population had a per 
capita annual income of less than 
US $140.
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funds. An indicator of the seriousness of the situation was the appeal by George 
Soros, one of the “shepherds” of globalism, to abandon the devastating “market 
fundamentalism” and construct a global “new deal”. Thus, on the eve of the 
third millennium, a coalition of forces, heterogeneous in cultural, ideological, 
political and social origins, a sort of a new “counter-centre”, gained momentum. 
It included various civil society organisations and anti-globalist movements 
affiliated informally with such formats as the World Social Forum. Finally, in the 
late 1990s, after the Asian financial crisis, globalisation became instrumental in 
reviving the Nonaligned Movement, inspired by the former Prime Minister of 
Malaysia, Mahathir Mohamad. Thus, theoretically, the institutional platform of 
the “counter-centre” was established at the interstate level.

THE GLOBALIST CAMP: COMPOSITION AND STRUCTURE

The realignment of forces at the global scale raised questions on the 
composition of those “guiding” the coalition. The most general (and 

superficial) answer was that at the head were transnational corporations and the 
ruling groups, regardless of party affiliation, of the three gravitational centres of 
globalisation (Japan, the US, Western Europe) as well as the dependent states of 
the North Atlantic and parts of the Asia–Pacific . However, events such as the 
1999 Battle of Seattle demonstrated the existence of concrete opposition to the 
neoliberal globalisation project within advanced societies themselves. 

In the late 1990s and early 2000s, ardent supporters of globalisation “from 
above” were classified as “transnationals” (Samuel P Huntington, Who are We: America’s Great Debate, 

New York: Penguin Books, 2004) or “cosmocrats”. (John Micklethwait and Adrian Wooldridge, A Future Perfect: 

The Challenge and Hidden Promise of Globalisation, New York: Crown, 2000, pp241–2) What were the cultural, 
economic, national and political boundaries/parameters of this unconventional 
community? According to Huntington, (ibid, p268) “The new global elite” included 
representatives of “academia” engaged in practical activities, employees of various 
international organisations, senior personnel of transnational corporations, 
entrepreneurs in internationalised high-tech industries, chief executives of major 
banks, stockbrokers, international lawyers, consultants of large corporations, 
etc. In 2000, their number around the world was estimated at 20 million, 
while by 2010 it was expected to double numerically. About 40 per cent of 
this transnational group was of American origin. The behavioural models of 
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these transnationals/cosmocrats were based on values   of globalisation while the 
nation-state in their vision was an “archaism” in an ever-tightening world. They 
were formally attuned with values   of multiculturalism but were not connected 
“emotionally” with either their country of origin or residence. The commonality 
of interests between transnationals and globalists was not only economic 
(indifference to national markets) but also had deep cultural foundations. 
However, the cooperation and consolidation of various clusters of the new global 
elite remained effective only under three preconditions. First was the undeniable 
economic, scientific and technological superiority of the collective West over the 
“rest”. Second was the availability of superior military potential and the political 
will to use it “if necessary” against states that refused to obey the “guiding 
principles” of globalisation. Third and 
last was the non-resistance of “the rest” 
in accepting decisions emanating from 
the “programming centre”.

Pax Americana functioned until 
the beginning of the “expeditionary 
mission” of the US and Great Britain 
to Iraq in 2003. The failure of that 
venture triggered processes potentially 
detrimental to the US and the Western 
world, which had so far been in a latent 
state. That is, “temporary difficulties” 
gradually transformed into the “retreat 
of the Empire”. Retrospectively, it may 
be argued that Western elites became 
hostage to their own illusions. Triumphalism, as a particular legacy of a “victorious” 
Cold War, stuck in the minds of the ruling circles of the US and its allies. This 
notion was intellectually fuelled by the academic world there, in the form of 
“the end of history”, “there is no alternative” (TINA) development and similar 
concepts. On the one hand, while aggressively imposing truncated globalisation 
on the rest of the world, the West created with its own hands a counter-centre 
to its policy. On the other hand, the triumphalist ideas and concepts disarmed 
the “golden billion” ideologically and physically by demobilising active groups 
of society through fantasies about the only viable path of human development. 
Over centuries, a superiority complex or colonial style of thinking had been 

On the one hand, while 
aggressively imposing truncated 
globalisation on the rest of the 
world, the West created with its 
own hands a counter-centre to 
its policy. On the other hand, the 
triumphalist ideas and concepts 
disarmed the “golden billion” 
ideologically and physically by 
demobilising active groups of 
society through fantasies about 
the only viable path of human 
development.
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introduced systematically into the mass consciousness of some Western societies. 
This was associated with the attitude of the British towards the Indians, which 
Jawaharlal Nehru (The Discovery of India (in Russian), Moscow: Foreign Literature Press, 1955) drew 
attention to at the time. 

“These people (officials of the Indian Civil Service) are the most tenacious 
labour union in the world and everything that infringed on their interests was 
inevitably considered harmful to India. … This idea spread to one degree or 
another to various sections of the English people … even to the English worker 
and farmer … fell under its influence and despite their subordinate position 
in their homeland, felt the pride of their owners and sovereigns. … In the best 
case, he (a worker or farmer) was full of vague benevolence but one that does 
not go beyond the strict framework of this system”. 

Time has shown that the mechanism of the indoctrination of mass consciousness 
has remained virtually unchanged. Only the tools for processing public opinion 
have become more modern and sophisticated.

CONCEPTS AND FORECASTS OF THE NEW WORLD ORDER

In Western political discourse of the post-bipolar age, there was also a sober 
and realistic view of both the “triumph” of the Cold War and the prospects 

of the collective West in the world economy and politics. One of the architects 
of the Marshall Plan, Charles P Kindleberger, (World Economic Primacy: 1500 to 1990, Oxford: 

Oxford University Press, 1996, p190) responded sympathetically to the suggestion made by 
future Nobel Prize winner Paul Krugman in the early 1990s that America could 
expect a time of “sclerosis and decline”. Although he went further in his forecasts 
of the future global economy, he avoided a direct answer to the question of 
which country would become the leading society in the near future. (Kindleberger, 

ibid, p228) At the end of the twentieth century, economist and sociologist Lester C 
Thurow (The Future of Capitalism: How Today’s Economic Forces Shape Tomorrow’s World, London: Nicholas Brealey, 

1996) placed the problem of the future of America and the West in a wider context 
of the viability/vitality of these societies.

“The danger is not that capitalism will implode as communism did. Without a 
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viable competitor to which people can rush if they are disappointed with how 
capitalism is treating them, capitalism cannot self-destruct. Pharaonic, Roman, 
Medieval and Mandarin economies also had no competitors and they simply 
stagnated for centuries before they finally disappeared. Stagnation, not collapse, 
is the danger”. (Thurow, ibid, p325)

In the early years of the third millennium, Western social science discourse 
was focused on the fate of Pax Americana and the prevention of the West’s decay. 
Rostow’s goal setting seemed reasonable, conceptually and practically. Having 
elaborated the paradigm of “critical margin” he emphasised, “The United States 
does represent a significant margin of power and influence when it both expresses 
the majority will and is prepared to back its rhetoric with action. … The United 
States cannot impose its will on others as a hegemonic power, but big things are 
difficult to do in the world community without our active participation”. (François 

Crouzet and Armand Clesse (Eds), Leading the World Economically, Amsterdam: Dutch University Press, 2003, p273) 

An identical idea in a polemically polished form was expressed by the Russian 
scholar Nodari A Simonia.

“Despite the efforts of a powerful American propaganda machine and many 
foreign and Russian experts who champion the idea of   a ‘unipolar world’, the 
‘superpower’ status of the United States belongs to the historical past—being 
the legacy or relic of this past. The lucrative perspective for the United States is 
to evolve into the first, but among equals, power of the world. All attempts to 
prove the opposite by strengthening the military aspects of its power projection 
in the international arena will not bring victory … turn out to be ineffective, 
but costly and therefore only exacerbate the already unenviable position of 
the United States as the world’s largest debtor”. (A Petrov (Ed), “Catch-up Development” 
and what it is catching up with: A Search for Conception, Institute of Oriental Studies, Russian Academy of 
Sciences, Moscow, 2011, p11)

Kindlberger, Rostow and Thurow as part of America’s “strategic elite”—their 
ideas intellectually supported the US policy line—were naturally cautious in 
their vision of the future. Deindustrialisation in the West created anxiety among 
both the ruling class and the business community. French President Jacques 
Chirac in evaluating the increased role of financial capital in the world economy 
in 1995 articulated his attitude unequivocally. “Speculation is the AIDS of our 
economies”. (John Ralston Saul, The Collapse of Globalism and the Reinvention of the World, New York: Penguin 
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Books, 2005, p144) Post-bipolar globalisation has weakened the viability of capitalism 
and subverted the West as its conceptual embodiment. The behavioural principles 
of truncated globalisation essentially denied capitalism as an industrial mode of 
production. Large corporations avoided creating new enterprises that could result 
in lower prices for manufactured goods, strengthened their grip over markets thus 
reducing competition, increased their profits by again subduing competition and 
tried to minimise financial risks by limiting the number of market actors. (Shimshon 

Bichler and Jonathan Nitzan, “Dominant Capital and the New Wars”, Journal of World Systems, vol10, no2, Summer 

2004, pp255–327) Such conspicuous non-market behaviour ultimately brought about 
the expected demonstration effect in many developing countries/transitional 
economies. The reverent and sometimes servile attitude towards America and 
the West gradually gave way to a sober minded look at current events, pushing 
the “rest” to search for an alternative international relations paradigm.

 The political, psychological and social attitudes in Africa, Asia and Latin 
America began to change. Simonia believes the turning point, invalidating the 
American version of capitalism, was the crisis of 2007–09. 

“Before the crisis, many politicians and intellectuals in Asia still had a belief 
that, despite a number of blunders, Western economic theory and practice 
were the most efficient tools globally, but … the crisis and worldwide recession 
forced many Asians to question Western competency”. (Petrov, ibid, p25) 

Doubts about the viability of American style globalisation were articulated in the 
West as early as the end of the twentieth century. A change of mood was inferred 
from the “closed” design of the business community and the resultant reluctance 
to deviate from corporate ethics, which were not exposed to comprehensive 
“thematic” debates even on existential issues. As Saul (ibid, p144) argued, the world 
of business “is a world of a pyramidal order, obedience within structures and 
solidarity among senior figures”.

The financial and economic crisis of 2007–09, became both an instrument 
and a driving force for the destruction of the interstate coalition, which in 
1991 had declared the principles of the Washington Consensus as its political 
“mission”. The trajectory of this complex evolutionary process (which was 
rapid by global history standards) may be described schematically as follows. 
Truncated globalisation eroded the very foundations of the Western project, on 
the one hand and provoked and exacerbated conflict with the “rest” and between 
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developing countries (as well as within the latter) on the other. The crisis of 
globalisation eroded the capacity of both national (transitional societies) and 
international institutions. The weakening of international institutions together 
with the increasing polarisation of world development created an environment 
ready for international conflict and the extreme manifestation of such hostility 
took the form of a “clash of civilisations”. The vacuum of power and control 
arising from destruction and decomposition (social structures) required newer 
actors and ideas. The claim that there could be no “alternative development” was 
proven false. A newer model of world politics, as well as the need for newer elites 
for competent management of the “new quality” international system became a 
necessity.

The collapse of the counter-centre, the Soviet Union, had twofold 
repercussions for the US and its allies. On the one hand, the dismemberment of 
the USSR “eclipsed” active economic growth and development in China, India, 
Indonesia and other non-Western societies, thereby loosening the vigilance of 
the Western elites and weakening the vitality of Western societies for which the 
former Soviet Union had been a strong and permanent incentive. On the other 
hand, the lack of historicism in the 
perception of world development, the 
visible manifestation of which were the 
“end of history” and related concepts, 
deprived the ruling classes of the West 
of a sober perspective on the evolution 
of Russian society after the collapse of 
the Soviet “Empire”.

 Entities of imperial origin 
(Ancient Rome, Byzantium, Britain, 
Austria–Hungary, the Soviet Union 
and its historical predecessors) for 
political and economic reasons may 
be classified as “classical” and “non-
classical”. Classical empires, the 
conceptual embodiment of which was 
Great Britain, were organised on the principle of exploitation by the “centre” 
of the “periphery”—the latter, due to non-equivalent exchange, strengthened 
the metropolis economically and politically. The disruption in relations 

The crisis of globalisation 
eroded the capacity of both 
national (transitional societies) 
and international institutions. 
The weakening of international 
institutions together with 
the increasing polarisation of 
world development created 
an environment ready for 
international conflict and the 
extreme manifestation of such 
hostility took the form of a “clash 
of civilisations”.
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resulted in Great Britain losing its global geopolitical status and its subsequent 
transformation into a state of auxiliary significance. The internal mechanisms of 
reproduction in non-classical empires worked somewhat differently, in particular 
in Austria–Hungary and monarchical Russia/the Soviet Union. The ruling 
classes in both empires, pressed by the influence of numerous outside challenges 
introduced the existential idea of   an external security contour. The meaning of 
this notion was to protect the core of the system (Alpine and Danubian Austria 
and Russia proper) from external challenges with the assistance of territories that 
were treated as subsidiaries and dependent on imperial centres. Subsequently, 
the termination of subsidiary relations, despite the inevitable contraction of 
territory, did not entail irreversible economic and (geo)political consequences. 
“Decolonisation” theoretically created the conditions for the concentration of 
internal material resources and intellectual energy of society, that is, the former 
economic and military–political core of the empire, on the execution of a 
“development agenda”.

 In the West, the collapse of the Soviet Union was interpreted unambiguously 
as a harbinger of a further weakening of Russia and the country’s inevitable 
loss of world power status. This view was implicitly supported by methods of 
institutional analysis (still adhered to in Anglo–Saxon countries), designed for a 
static, unchanging state of the international system, thereby ignoring dialectics 
and dynamics as guiding principles of societal evolution. Dilip Hiro (After Empire: 

the Birth of a Multipolar World, New York: Nation Books, 2010, pp5–6) has described the mobility and 
cyclical nature of international life at the beginning of the third millennium. 
“Developments … have cumulatively led to an international order with multiple 
poles, cooperating and competing with one another, with no single pole being 
allowed to act as the hegemonic power. Quite simply, the age-old balance of 
power is back at work”. Thus, the beginning of the 2010s materialised the ideas 
of Kennedy (ibid) about new influentials (now regional leaders). In the early 
twenty-first century, this group was joined by Turkey and Iran with claims for 
regional leadership being articulated by Saudi Arabia as well. In addition, the 
ASEAN geoeconomic group made its presence felt as a geopolitical community. 
The “Leftist turn” in Latin America was directly related to the regrouping of 
forces on a national statist basis and reflected the collective desire of several states 
to defend their economic and political interests. Although the integration trends 
in Africa have not yet matured, the desire to unite efforts has become clearer 
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there as well.
The movement towards a new, polycentric world order has been a reflection 

of the ever-growing structural complexity of modern humankind. New countries 
joined this process of historical dimension as genuine actors but needed 
assurances of security. However, expectations of “global governance” to regulate 
globalisation in the interests of the “rest”, as prominent intellectuals in the West 
and East had hoped for, have been shattered. (Deepak Nayyar (Ed), Governing Globalisation: 

Issues and Institutions, New Delhi: Oxford University Press, 2002) The time has come to transform 
“global governance” into a global collective security system. The construction of 
such a system should begin with the Eastern Mediterranean currently the main 
“incubator” of numerous inter and intrastate conflicts, originating in cultural, 
ethnic, historical and religious contradictions. It is an existential necessity to 
negotiate these controversies to bind the Eastern Mediterranean area as well as 
neighbouring territories into a single 
“set”— a system of collective security. 
If this model proves workable, its 
principles and arrangements could 
be extended to the rest of Asia and 
subsequently to other continents, 
including Europe.

In the polycentric global order, 
much will ultimately depend on the 
efficiency of the new influentials as 
well as Russia. The agenda for the latter 
has been outlined by the “Crimean 
Consensus”, a collection of behavioural 
patterns spontaneously designed by the 
public mind. The consensus consists of 
two central principles, complementary 
to one another. First is a proactive 
foreign policy based on principles 
of sovereignty and “strategic autonomy” and the second is vigorous economic 
growth to resolve social dilemmas and push the advancement of science and 
technology, encouraging the Fourth Industrial Revolution. The polycentric 
organisation of humankind is too general a definition to reveal particular though 

The movement towards a new, 
polycentric world order has 
been a reflection of the ever-
growing structural complexity 
of modern humankind. New 
countries joined this process of 
historical dimension as genuine 
actors but needed assurances of 
security. However, expectations 
of “global governance” to regulate 
globalisation in the interests of 
the “rest” have been shattered. 
The time has come to transform 
“global governance” into a global 
collective security system.
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important features of the new world order and regional politics. In principle, 
one may agree with Neklessa that the model of the future global structure will 
have a multi-tiered character. (Ilyin and Inozemtsev, ibid, p145) However, the process of 
globalisation has shaken the foundations of classification based on the usual 
principles of historical and political cartography. The algorithms of globalisation 
have changed under the influence of parametric troubles. These include the 
degradation of the environment, uncontrolled demographic growth in the 
South, increasing pressure on the Earth’s resource potential, alarming levels 
of unemployment, overpopulation of urban centres (including in the “golden 
billion” area), migration as a new “natural calamity” turning into economic and 
social disaster, sharp deterioration in educational and professional standards 
everywhere, etc. The international architecture of the near future, reflective 
of the processes that were put into action in the mid-1980s, will preserve the 
hierarchical order. As French analyst Côme Carpentier de Gourdon, (Quoted in Alexei 

Kuznetsov’s “Contours of Global Transformation” Moscow, Russia) has argued:

“A brief era of unipolar American hegemony is now waning fast partly as a 
consequence of inner processes of decay and disintegration in the US and 
partly because of the rapid rise of the Asian giant states of China, Indonesia 
and India—on which many countries such as Australia and even the US are 
becoming economically dependent—the revival of Russia, the increasing 
autonomy of Latin America … and the undefeated defiance of a few ‘resistant’ 
states such as Iran, North Korea, Cuba and Syria, backed to a certain extent by 
the new great powers of the East and South”. 

Given the trends emerging in world politics, one may distinguish between 
two groups of states (“A” and “B”) as supporting structures for the future 
global architecture. Group A would include Brazil, China, India, Japan, 
Russia the US and the states that form the historical and economic core of 
Western Europe. These states are expected to become new gravitational fields 
maintaining the integrity of world space, despite the interstate contradictions 
that exist between them. Group B would be composed of new regional 
leaders, like Argentina, Mexico, Venezuela (despite the persistence of domestic 
political turmoil), Egypt, Nigeria, South Africa, Indonesia, Iran, Turkey etc. 
The main function of the second group would be to sustain regional order 
and stability compensating for the inefficiency of regional and international 
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peacekeeping institutions. Calls for a transformation of the United Nations 
indirectly indicate uncertainty about the observance of principles and norms 
of global and regional security. The newer world order, no matter how blurry 
its future outlines, would rely on multilateral cooperation between states on 
a horizontal basis. Today, reform of the United Nations has become urgent 
and inevitable. However, for large-scale transformation to materialise, a new 
global consensus is needed, built on state–state relations, accompanied by a 
far-reaching transformation of the global financial architecture. Transition 
to a polycentric organisation of humankind will take time. In the transition 
period, the world would need supporting structures of global and regional 
stability in which the existing fora of international relations (ASEAN, BRICS, 
the European Union, the North Atlantic Treaty Organisation, the Shanghai 
Cooperation Organisation, etc) would play an important role. Coordinating 
the activities of such interstate formats could reduce the economic and 
geopolitical costs of the “perilous passage” (Amiya Kumar Bagchi, Perilous Passage: Mankind 

and the Global Ascendancy of Capital, New Delhi: Oxford University Press, 2006) from a bankrupt Pax 
Americana to a polycentric global space, reflective of the genuine diversity of 
the modern world.
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