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Anomauin. Cmamms 30cepeddiceHa HA 3MIHAX, WO B8i00Y8AIOMbC Y MINCHAPOOHOMY
npOCmMopi, 6NAUE AKUX MONCHA CHOCMepieamu HA HAYIOHANbHOMY, MINCHAPOOHOMY (iHO3eMHe
8MPYUAHHS V GUOOPU), A MAKOJHC HA IHOUBIOYANIbHOMY (3MiHu 6 idenmuunocmi) pisHsax. L]i
nepemeopeHHs Mo2iu 0 8iugysamu yemsepmuii 2e0NOAIMUYHUL NOPAOOK.

Knwuoei cnosa: depoicasnuti cygepenimem, 2eonoaimuyHull NOpPsiOOK, IHO3eMHe 6MPYUAHHS Y
subopu.

Abstract. This paper is focused on changes occurring in the international space the impact of
which can be observed at a national, international (foreign electoral intervention), as well as
individual (changes in identity) levels. These transformations could foreshadow the fourth
geopolitical order.
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Globalisation and the information revolution have contributed to the limiting of
not only a state’s capacity to control a given space that used to be an exclusive attribute
of a nation state, but also modifications of authority-citizen relations and the way in
which sovereignty is understood — at the level of politics, economy, and culture.
Nowadays, sovereign power is being limited as a result of bilateral and multilateral
connections on a regional or a global scale. At the domestic level, sovereignty is
limited not only by agreements concluded with other states and organisations, but also
by transformations that take place in society, an example of which is network identity
[5, p. 90-92].

This assumption is the starting point of this paper, whose role is solely to make
a contribution to further considerations; in this paper, [ would like to draw attention to
two phenomena that have recently intensified and that perhaps will keep re-occurring
in the nearest future, leading to further limitation of sovereignty, namely, electoral
interventions conducted by foreign states and corporations. The impact of other
entities on national elections has long been discussed, primarily in the context of weak
states; nonetheless, the phenomenon of interfering in elections in the United States of
America, which is considered the sole hegemon, is unsettling. Perhaps limited
sovereign power of a nation state (as the basic actor of international relations) will
become an element characteristic of the fourth geopolitical order.

Referring to John Agnew and Stuart Corbridge, it is possible to identify in the
years 1815-1990 three orders where various combinations of spatial organisation of
international relations prevailed. The third period (the years 1945-1990) is the Cold
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War order, with the world divided into two dominant areas of influence [1, p. 13-22].
Towards the end of the third order, the structure of the US neoliberal presence in the
international arena was two-fold: economic matters and security apparatus. Another
phenomenon characteristic of that period was institutionalisation, an example of which
is NATO and the IMF; however, over time, this ‘supranational liberal order’ started
functioning independently of the USA, foreshadowing the fourth geopolitical order.
At present, one can notice only an outline of the fourth period based on a new form of
transnational liberalism. This is noticeable particularly in economy — the Doha
Development Round commenced in 2001, and other agreements that constitute a
continuation of a rise in the number of regional groups that has been observed since
the 1980s due to international economic integration processes. At the economic and
the institutional levels, a new geopolitical order may be said to have been formed;
however, identification of other characteristic traits will not be possible in the nearest
ten years or so, when it is possible to determine that these traits are not momentary
changes but a trend that plays part in the formation of the new order.

Moving to titular sovereignty, one should mention foreign electoral
intervention. It is a situation in which “one or more sovereign countries intentionally
undertakes specific actions to influence an upcoming election in another sovereign
country in an overt or covert manner that they believe will favor or hurt one of the
sides contesting that election and which incurs, or may incur, significant costs to the
intervener(s) or the intervened country” [4, p. 192].

In the years 1946-2000, the United States of America interfered in 81 foreign
elections, while the Soviet Union or Russia interfered in 36 eclections [3, 88-106].
However, since mid-1980s, the number of US interventions has fallen, while the
number of Soviet/Russian interventions remains at the same level. There is no
scientific research that would be more recent, but in 2018 it was observed [2, p. 36]
that the most intense interventions using false information were conducted by China
in the local elections in Taiwan, and by Russia in the parliamentary elections in Latvia.
The third place is taken by the USA — Russia and Kremlin-related hackers responsible
for, among others, running accounts in social websites, were accused of interfering in
the American midterm elections. In virtually every elections of greater importance,
administrators of social media outlets carry out operations consisting in deleting
suspicious accounts or false content that may contribute to a shift in the results of
elections.

In 2016, Dov H. Levin wrote that in order for the phenomenon of a great power
interfering in foreign elections to take place, two conditions must be met, namely, the
condition of a motive and the condition of an opportunity. Firstly, a great power has
to notice that a candidate or a party running in elections constitutes a threat for its
interests due to views and interests being significantly different from the great power’s
preferences. Secondly, an important state actor must be cooperating with the great
power and providing it with information on the most effective intervention methods.
If any of these conditions is not met, a great power does not interfere in a given election
[4, p. 189-202].
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The definitions presented by Levin imply that both sides of foreign electoral
interventions are nation states that vary in terms of their respective potential. However,
what about a situation where one of the sides is a corporation operating in a virtual
space, while the other is a hegemon?

In January 2021, Facebook, Instagram, and Twitter suspended accounts of the
president of the world’s most powerful country — the United States of America. Were
corporations allowed to deny one of the most powerful people in the world his right to
freedom of speech? Acting on the principles of the federal and state law, Facebook
and Instagram violated the constitutional right to freedom of speech. The First
Amendment to the Constitution of the United States of America, which prohibits
restrictions of the free exercise of religion, freedom of the press, speech, the right of
the people to petition and to assemble, entered into force in 1791. It is not without
significance that Donald Trump’s views are very far away from those of Mark
Zuckerberg’s, and American society is divided in terms of political preferences,
facilitating the occurrence of a condition of an opportunity.

The question is, how to determine the limits of freedom of speech so that citizens’
rights are not restricted, while protecting the sovereignty of the state at the very same
time? One should bear in mind that geopolitics is not confined to a territory, an example
of which is the concept of geopolitical analysis understood as a structure and culture
where the importance of popular culture and mass media is taken into account. In the third
geopolitical order, the significant role of international organisations started to be
recognised; therefore, it was agreed that non-state actors can serve functions in an
international system. Perhaps in the fourth order, a similar role will be played by
representatives of other non-state actors, such as transnational corporations?

The impact of corporations on the domestic situation of weak states is
noticeable, particularly, if it is a negative impact and it leads to a change in legislation,
and, consequently, a lower quality of citizens’ life. However, I would venture to say
that people’s lifestyle in the 21st century and the fourth geopolitical order are
substantially different to those of the preceding period. This is largely due to
globalisation and the information revolution, owing to which the network society and
the network identity have been formed. This type of identity is a result of an individual
living her life more in the virtual world than the actual one, and starting to identify
with the virtual world of her choice, consequently, considering website users or online
group users members of her community.

In this understanding, identity (or rather one of the possible options in the
Western societies) has complicated my question about the way in which a state’s
sovereignty could be protected without limiting its citizens’ rights. Identity is the most
important category that regulates the relationship between a person and the world —
this assumption made by Manuel Castells shows why freedom of speech in the context
of restrictions imposed on social media is so important for modern society. It also
allows one to imagine reactions to implementation of national legislation intended to
regulate rules for publishing content on social websites, aiming at minimising or
excluding the phenomenon of electoral interventions carried out by other states, but
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also situations where administrators or owners of such websites are denying politicians
who are legally in power their right to freedom of expression.
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HO3uk Anacmacisa
JIveiecokuii nayionanvnuii ynieepcumem imeni leana @panka

OCOBJINBOCTI CYHACHOTI'O BE3IIEKOBOI'O IUCKYPCY
Y MIZKHAPOJHUX IMPOLHECAX

Anomauisa. [looano cenezy ma meopemuyni OCHO8U 00CNIONHCEHH KOHYENYii OUCKYPCY Y HaVyi
npo MidCHApPOOHi 8iOHocuHU. Posenanymo ocobaueocmi 6e3neko6020 OUCKYpcy ma npoananiizo8ano
11020 NPaKMUYHULL BUMIP HA NPUKIAi npoyecia cexk ropumuzayii, decex ropumusayii, cmpame2idHux
Hapamueie, wo € KI408UMU IHCMPYMEHMAMU CYYACHOI 308HIUHbOL NOTIMUKU 0epIHCas.

Knrouoegi cnosa: ouckypc, midxcnapoona be3nexa, cex iopumusayis.

Abstract. The genesis and theoretical foundations of the study of the concept of discourse in
the science of international relations are presented. The peculiarities of the security discourse are
considered and its practical dimension is analyzed on the example of the processes of securitization,
desecuritization, strategic narratives, which are the key tools of modern foreign policy.

Keywords: discourse, international security, securitization.

CydJacHi BUKIHUKH MIXHApOJHOTO TOPSAAKY MOTPEeOyIOTh HOBUX MIAXOAIB 10
BHUBUYCHHS Ta PO3YMIHHS MIXHAPOJIHUX BITHOCHH, SIKI 3a0€3MeuyBaTUMyTh HaJEKHI
eKCIUTAaHATUBHI OCHOBU JUIS BaXJIWMBHX MIDKHApOJHUX TporeciB. [10puauzartis
MDKHApOAHUX BIJHOCHH Ta BIAXIiJA BIJ €TaTU3MYy BHUKIHUKAIM CYMHIBH MI0J0
€(heKTUBHOCTI 3BUYHUX METO/(IB aHAJI3y Ta MOCTABUIIN JOCII1AHUKIB MEPE JUIEMOIO:
OPUTPUMYBATUCA  METOAOJOr  IO3UTHBI3MY, HPOTE€ BHU3HATH HE3AATHICTh
IPOrHO3yBaTH TEHJEHLII Yepe3 NOCTIMHY MIHJIMBICTh MI>KHAPOAHOTO CEPEIOBUILA, YU
3aCTOCYBaTH ANTbTCPHATUBHY IParMaTUYHO-THOCEOJIOTIUHY YCTaHOBKY —
MNOCTIO3UTHUBI3M — Ta 3HAYHO PO3IUIMPUTH MEXI Mi3HAHHA U aHaI3y.

Jlunema, 110 3rojJioM Iepepociia y HayKOBY IMOJIeMiKy, BigOyBamacs y 1980—
90 pp. Ta y Teopii MKHApOAHHUX BIJTHOCHUH OTpUMajia Ha3By 4YeTBepToi, a0 MeTa-
TEOpeTUYHUX JnebaTiB. Pe3ynbTaToM HAyKOBOTO MHCIYTY CTaj0 BHOKPEMIICHHS
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