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CONTRASTING U.S., CHINESE AND RUSSIAN
PERCEPTIONS OF SOVEREIGNTY"

Charles E. Ziegler

Traditional realist theory would assert
that as great powers Russia, China and the
United States should have basically conflict-
ing interests. Indeed, during most of the first
decade of the 21 century Moscow and Bei-
jing sought to balance America’s unilateral
exercise of power. And yet the three countries
have common interests in many areas—con-
taining terrorism, ensuring stability in trou-
bled regions, taking advantage of globaliza-
tion to promote economic development and
modernization, and dealing with the new se-
curity threats of environmental disruption,
infectious diseases, and narcotics traffick-
ing. Many analysts, and some policy-mak-
ers, argue that shared interests in addressing
the new security threats and the need for co-
operation clearly outweigh balance of pow-
er considerations in international relations.'

In this rapidly changing, globalized
world new mechanisms of statecraft are
needed to address new and unprecedented
challenges, yet in many respects prominent
scholars and practitioners remain ground-
ed in 19" century perspectives. One central
principle that continues to inform and shape
international relations is sovereignty and its
associated principle of territorial sanctity,
though the concept is frequently interpreted
differently to suit perceived national inter-
ests. As great powers, Russia, China and the
United States each seek to preserve sovereign
control over domestic affairs and to maxi-
mize their freedom of action international-
ly, and so are reluctant to concede sovereign
authority, whether to regional organizations,
multinational firms, or the more intangible
erosions of sovereignty that accompany glo-
balization.

A central argument of this paper is that
sovereignty as employed by great powers is a
malleable concept, though realism takes it as
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a constant. Realists assume that all states are
equal in terms of their sovereign authority to
manage affairs within their own borders, and
to conduct business on the world stage with
other powers, even though they may vary dra-
matically in terms of size, and economic and
military capabilities.? But I suggest that it is
precisely those variations in understandings
of sovereignty that lead to misunderstandings
and tension in the modern globalized world.
For this reason, a constructivist approach
that focuses on norms and identities, and
which takes into account domestic influenc-
es on those norms, is more appropriate than a
realist approach if we are to understand con-
trasting perceptions of sovereignty.
Sovereignty evolved out of the Europe-
an context over the course of several hundred
years.® Although the concept dominates inter-
national politics, nations will interpret sover-
eignty differently depending on their distinct
norms and historical experiences. Russia’s
and China’s experiences have convinced most
of the political elite that centralized power is
critical in exercising Westphalian sovereignty,
while the United States retains a far more de-
centralized view of power.* Westphalian sover-
eignty here is defined using Stephen Krasner’s
approach, as exclusive control over one’s in-
ternal affairs and the exclusion of any external
authority structures from the state’s internal
decision-making processes.’ Also important
for this discussion are Krasner’s distinctions
between domestic sovereignty, which refers to
the formal organization of political authority
within a state and the effective exercise of au-
thority within that territory, and interdepen-
dence sovereignty, the ability of states to reg-
ulate movement across boundaries and the
potential erosion of control through such de-
velopments as globalization. All three of the
great powers are sensitive to infringements on
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their sovereignty across the three dimensions,
but each responds in different ways to per-
ceived violations of the sovereign order. More-
over, these norms continue to evolve, making
the task of analysis even more difficult. The
subsequent discussion will elaborate the ma-
jor strands in thinking on sovereignty among
the three powers.

Variations in Sovereignty Perceptions

Russia

An essential feature of Vladimir Putin’s
project to restore Russia’s great power status
was his determination to re-centralize power
in Moscow, rejecting the chaotic, decentral-
ized form of governance that prevailed under
Boris Yeltsin as weakening the state. Russia’s
nascent “federalism” in the 1990s was viewed
as a dangerous erosion of Moscow’s domes-
tic sovereignty, opening the country to the
influence of foreign firms, non-governmen-
tal organizations (NGOs), and terrorists.
A weak center left the state vulnerable to for-
eign political influences in the form of civ-
il society building and democracy promotion
programs. Under Yeltsin, the Russian Fed-
eration effectively conceded domestic sover-
eignty to the constituent units in the interests
of territorial integrity, leading to an extreme-
ly decentralized and asymmetric federalism
(or perhaps more accurately, feudalism). By
appointing regional supra-executives, sus-
pending elections of governors, eliminating
Yeltsin’s treaties with the regions, emasculat-
ing the Federation Council, and restricting
the activities of foreign-influenced NGOs
Putin sought to restore Moscow’s sovereign
authority.

Externally, developments in the Europe
in the mid to late 1990s impacted percep-
tions of sovereignty in Moscow. NATO’s ex-
pansion eastward over Russian objections,
and its support for Bosnia and particularly
Kosovo, including bombing Serbia in 1999,
made clear the United States and its al-
lies had adopted a view of sovereignty clear-
ly at odds with that of Moscow or Beijing.
In Moscow in April 1997 Russia and China
adopted a Joint Declaration on a Multipolar
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World and the Establishment of a New Inter-
national Order, advocating sovereignty, ter-
ritorial integrity, and non-interference in in-
ternal affairs, and asserting the equality of all
members of the international community.®
In contrast to Western condemnation of Ser-
bian atrocities against Kosovar Albanians,
the Russian position as the Kosovo conflict
unfolded was that Yugoslavia’s troubles were
a civil war, an internal matter, and that nei-
ther side could be judged right or wrong.” The
situation was viewed in Moscow as compara-
ble to Chechnya; the Kosovo Liberation Ar-
my was deemed to be a terrorist organization
employing tactics and with goals similar to
those of Chechen militants.

The ability to defend state sovereignty is
clearly a function of the state’s political, eco-
nomic and military capabilities. In the global
community all states may have de jure equal-
ity, but in Orwellian fashion some states are
more equal than others. Since the restora-
tion of Russia’s great power status, Moscow
has asserted the right to claim a “sphere of
privileged interests” around its periphery ac-
cording to President Dmitri Medvedeyv, in
those former republics that are now sover-
eign states.! Events along Russia’s borders-
witness the Color Revolutions-may negative-
ly impact Russian sovereignty.

President Medvedeyv, and to a lesser ex-
tent Prime Minister Putin, have acknowl-
edged that Russian integration into a glo-
balized world in critical to the country’s
modernization, yet globalization also pres-
ents fundamental challenges to interdepen-
dence sovereignty. The international ex-
change of goods, information, people and
technologies drives economic development,
but gradually erodes central control over a
nation’s sovereign boundaries. Russia in the
1990s experienced an influx of liberal norms
and values, along with foreign products, re-
ligious organizations, and NGOS, that were
unfamiliar and largely unwelcome. Russia’s
global opening coincided with the emascu-
lation of centralized power, reinforcing the
perception that these forces eroded the coun-
try’s sovereignty.’
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The “sovereign democracy” philosophy
of Vladislav Surkov, and Putin’s attempts to
restrict the influence of foreign corporations,
governments and NGOs in Russian soci-
ety, could be characterized as efforts to en-
hance both Westphalian and domestic sov-
ereignty.'® The idea of sovereign democracy
emerged according to some Russian analysts
as a reaction to the threat of global neo-im-
perialism in the form of U.S. hegemony, and
is predicated on the vitally important West-
phalian concept of sovereign equality among
states.!! The three-hundred year old, Euro-
centric Westphalian system has become the
foundation for the global order. Once the
fundamentals of this system—above all sov-
ereignty—begin to erode, the outcome is an
international environment without rules or
norms, making the global interactions un-
predictable and more unstable.!?

Russia has a long tradition as a major Eu-
ropean and world power, and Russians resent
being lectured to on democracy by Western-
ers. A number of prominent Russian ana-
lysts argue that democracy is nation-specific,
culturally constructed, and should be estab-
lished according to each country’s nation-
al and legal traditions.'® Foreign support for
“democratic forces” inside Russia and its
neighbors thus is considered one of a series
of strategies designed to weaken Russia, to-
gether with the eastward expansion of NATO
and attempts to counter Moscow’s integra-
tive strategies in the post-Soviet space.'* The
United States, as the world’s most powerful
actor, is a threat to international order be-
cause “it no longer views national sovereign-
ty and state boundaries as an obstacle for in-
tervention when regional and international
security is at stake.” However, “the princi-
ple of national sovereignty remains a prior-
ity for many states, including Russia, which
do not want to become an object of ‘human-
itarian intervention’ led by NATO or any-
body else.”!3

China
China’s modernizing authoritarian
model has generated pressures for change,
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threatening stability and calling into question
Beijing’s ability to retain full control over its
provinces. International pressures to respect
human rights are viewed as threats to China’s
sovereignty and territorial integrity-Beijing
perceives the two norms as a zero-sum game
that could encourage separatism in Taiwan,
Tibet and Xinjiang.'® Observing the collapse
ofthe Soviet Union under Mikhail Gorbach-
ev, and economic collapse under Yeltsin,
Chinese leaders were determined to main-
tain tight political control through the Com-
munist Party.”” As economic reforms shift-
ed fiscal and administrative authority toward
provincial and local units, it was incumbent
upon Beijing to prevent fragmentation com-
parable to that experienced by Yugoslavia or
the Soviet Union and to preserve domestic
stability. The model China developed con-
sisted of economic decentralization paired
with upward accountability and the preserva-
tion of central control.'® This system of one-
party governance may facilitate the abuse of
power and encourage localized corruption,
but it does guarantee domestic sovereignty.
Beijing is also jealous of its Westphalian sov-
ereignty, rejecting as interference in its inter-
nal affairs any attempts by external powers to
criticize the country’s human rights record.
Allen Carlson rightly asserts that sover-
eignty “...lies at the core of contemporary
China’s evolving relationship with the rest
of the world.”" China has become increas-
ingly tied into international organizations,
and greatly values its participation in inter-
national regimes, but participation (as in hu-
man rights forums or the World Trade Orga-
nization) comes with limitations on domestic
sovereignty. President Hu Jintao has empha-
sized that diplomacy should promote eco-
nomic development, safeguard national sov-
ereignty and security, and maintain stability.?’
While Beijing advocates a prominent role for
international law and the United Nations, it
selectively interprets the sovereignty provi-
sions of both. In forums such as the Shanghai
Cooperation Organization China promotes
its view of sovereignty, equating separatism
with terrorism and extremism, for example,
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lumped together as the three great evils. Bei-
jing employs a narrow definition of self-de-
termination, restricting it to former colo-
nial peoples; the concept does not apply to
separatist groups within sovereignty entities.
At the same time, China’s deepening integra-
tion into the world economy has forced some
concessions to interdependence sovereign-
ty, as it has gained membership in the IME
the World Bank, and the WTO among others.

China’s rapidly evolving political and
economic position has generated contra-
dictory impulses on sovereign governance.
To reference the recent case of the upris-
ing in Libya, China (along with Russia) ab-
stained on UN Security Council Resolu-
tion 1973 establishing a no-fly zone around
the country. Li Baodong, China’s ambas-
sador to the UN, stressed that China fa-
vored a narrow interpretation of the resolu-
tion, and stated the international community
“...should adhere to principles of objectiv-
ity and neutrality, and fully respect the sov-
ereignty, independence, unity and territori-
al integrity of the country concerned. There
must be no attempt at regime change or in-
volvement in civil war...?! Li also voiced con-
cern that the safety of civilians and property
in Libya might be threatened by armed in-
tervention, but these humanitarian concerns
may have been instrumentally motivated—
there were 30,000 Chinese nationals in Libya
at the start of the intervention, and Chinese-
funded enterprises had contracted for 50 ma-
jor projects worth $18.8 billion.?

As a rising power China is accepting
greater responsibilities internationally, and
its position on emerging international norms
is gradually changing. This has slowly begun
to chip away at the notion of absolute sover-
eignty. At the same time, Beijing’s growing
confidence, increasing power, and greater
flexibility has provided China with increased
capabilities for influencing regional and
global affairs. Over the past two decades Chi-
na has become increasingly responsive to hu-
man rights issues, as indicated in its response
to pressure over its business dealings with
Sudan and the humanitarian crisis in Dar-
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fur.? Beijing has also shown greater flexibili-
ty in its foreign policy thinking as evidenced
in the shift toward greater participation in
UN peacekeeping operations. Yet this new
activism and flexibility on issues of human-
itarian intervention and international peace-
keeping has not significantly eroded China’s
commitment to the traditional norms of state
sovereignty and non-intervention in domes-
tic affairs.?* Beijing continues to reject ac-
tions by individual states or regional organi-
zations that infringe on sovereignty, insisting
that to be legitimate all such measures must
have the imprimatur of the United Nations.

While officially China’s position on sov-
ereignty is that it is unchanging, a number
of foreign policy elites recognize that it is in
China’s national interests to take a broad-
er approach to sovereignty. Allen Carlson’s
work has shown that China’s inflexible rhet-
oric on sovereignty does not preclude flexi-
bility in practice, specifically in the areas of
international peacekeeping and multilater-
al intervention.? The concept of tianxia (“all
under heaven”) and discussions of an Asian-
Pacific international relations reflect China’s
new confidence and the possibility of devel-
oping international norms not predicated on
European-based ideas of sovereignty.? The
thrust of this line of thinking is that the in-
ternational order and its fundamental prin-
ciples have for the past three centuries been
constructed through the European experi-
ence, and that the rise of Asia (and specifical-
ly China) may signal the beginning of a new
order based on different principles. Perhaps
these new ideas derived from Asia’s cultural
context will address the tensions and contra-
dictions among sovereignty, territorial integ-
rity, human rights, and humanitarian inter-
vention that strain relations among the three
great powers.

The United States

Washington is also extremely sensitive to
possible infringements on American sover-
eignty, but unlike Russia or China the coun-
try’s identity has historically tolerated and
even celebrated decentralization; indeed,
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a range of political forces has consistently
sought to weaken the center in favor of state
governments. The absence of a consensus on
a strong center, I would suggest, means that
internationally Americans are more easily
persuaded than either Russians or Chinese
that the centers in other states may be flawed,
and hence may forfeit their claim to sovereign
rule over their people if they behave abusive-
ly. The American perspective, then, stresses a
decentralized political order and popular sov-
ereignty, while the Russian and Chinese per-
spectives emphasize political centralization
and state sovereignty, reinforced by the nega-
tive example of the disintegration of three for-
mer federal communist systems.

Since the end of the Cold War Ameri-
can political discourse regarding sovereign-
ty and intervention has divided into two
broad camps. The first and most influential
has been the unlikely “alliance” of the liber-
al internationalists and the neoconservatives.
Each of these intellectual tendencies favors a
revised view of the classic idea of Westphalian
sovereignty, advocating the concept of Amer-
ican essentialism and an activist role for the
United States in world affairs, although the
two strains proceed from different assump-
tions. Liberal internationalists, including top
figures in the Clinton and Obama adminis-
trations (Madeleine Albright, Al Gore, Hill-
ary Clinton, Michael McFaul) agree that
America should use its power to protect hu-
man rights and support democracy, fol-
lowing the Responsibility to Protect (R2P)
principle, but that Washington should gener-
ally use diplomacy before military force, and
should act through multilateral organizations
such as the United Nations as much as pos-
sible. By contrast, the neoconservatives as-
sociated with the George W. Bush adminis-
tration (Paul Wolfowitz, Robert Kagan, and
Norman Podhoretz, among others) promot-
ed the idea of using American military power
to effect democracy through regime change,
while rejecting international organizations
as at best ineffective, and at worst constrain-
ing U.S. freedom of action.”” Both discours-
es support a more limited concept of sover-
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eignty, but only for countries other than the
United States.

The other prominent, but less influen-
tial discourse, advocates a more restrained
use of American power, more limited objec-
tives, and eschews goals of regime change and
democracy promotion. These two strains—
isolationists and realists—tend to support a
more traditional position on sovereignty. Iso-
lationists (including Ron Paul, Patrick Bu-
chanan and Ted Galen Carpenter of the lib-
ertarian CATO Institute) call for reducing
American spending and presence abroad, re-
ject nation-building and democracy promo-
tion, and want to avoid having America’s free-
dom of action constrained by participation in
international organizations. Realists such as
George H.W. Bush’s foreign policy advisors,
and scholars, including Henry Kissinger and
John Mearsheimer, believe humanitarian in-
tervention, democracy promotion and regime
change are not in the national interest of the
United States. Humanitarian and democra-
cy promotion campaigns pursued by liber-
al interventionists and neoconservatives drain
resources and attention from critical securi-
ty tasks of balancing against real threats, pri-
marily the rising powers in Asia. A more cau-
tious use of military power, particularly in the
form of offshore balancing, can focus U.S. ef-
forts on the most serious threats, reduce the
drain on the treasury, and avoid sparking anti-
American sentiment.?

One major difference between the Amer-
ican and the Russian and Chinese politi-
cal systems is the critical role played by the
legislature in foreign policy. Although the
U.S. Congress frequently delegates respon-
sibility to the executive branch, particular-
ly in the area of foreign policy, Senators and
Representatives consistently use foreign pol-
icy issues for grandstanding and appealing
to constituents. Congress therefore drives an
approach to sovereignty that rejects any form
of interference in America’s internal affairs,
while reserving to Washington the right to
act internationally without constraints. The
draft 2011-12 Defense Authorization bill,
for example, notes that the United States is
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at war with non-state actors like Al-Qaida
and the Taliban, and gives the President legal
authority to pursue terrorist groups and any
states that may harbor them (as in the oper-
ation against Osama bin Laden). Domestic
civil rights groups are concerned about the
possibility of prolonged conflict and indefi-
nite detentions resulting from this legislation,
but ignore how the law’s sweeping territorial
scope will justify international sovereignty vi-
olations at the President’s discretion.”

In sum, American liberal internationalists
and neo-conservatives are generally willing
to sacrifice traditional notions of sovereign-
ty to realize their goals of protecting vulner-
able populations, advancing democracy, pur-
suing hostile non-state actors like terrorists,
and ensuring American hegemony. In con-
trast to the neoconservatives, liberals support
the UN Responsibility to Protect criteria for
intervention—genocide, war crimes, crimes
against humanity, and ethnic cleansing, act-
ing on humanitarian grounds for interven-
ing. Neo-conservatives see little utility (and
much harm) in multilateral institutions like
the United Nations, justifying American uni-
lateral action through security rationales. Re-
alists and isolationists value traditional forms
of sovereignty as promoting America’s nation-
al interests, but they constitute a less influen-
tial voice in American foreign policy.

Security Threats and
the Responsibility to Protect

One fundamental difference among the
great powers is that Russia and China face
significant threats to their stability from do-
mestic separatists and home-grown ter-
rorism, while the United States is primari-
ly concerned with international terrorism.
Consequently, Moscow and Beijing are high-
ly sensitive to international norms (such as
those protecting human rights) or actions
(such as humanitarian intervention) that
might constrain their ability to deal with in-
ternal security threats. From this perspec-
tive, sovereignty ensures freedom of action
internally, and prevents other major powers
or institutions (such as the U.S. or NATO)
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from having a role in or influence over their
sovereign exercise of authority domestical-
ly. Moreover, in the cases of China and Rus-
sia, the concept of domestic sovereignty is
used to preserve a non-democratic regime.
This leads to a clash of values with the United
States and the West more broadly (although
Russia is closer to the European civilization
model and so appears normatively less dis-
tant than China).

By contrast, the U.S. needs to maximize
its freedom to operate internationally to deal
with terrorist threats such as al Qaeda. This
may lead to violations of sovereignty, as in
the 2011 operation to kill Osama bin Laden,
where the U.S. refused to obtain permission or
even inform the Pakistani government in ad-
vance. Similar security reasoning was applied
to the cases of Afghanistan in 2001 and Iraq
in 2003. Moreover, the U.S. government’s ca-
pabilities to conduct operations that may vi-
olate sovereignty—whether to apprehend or
kill terrorists, or to protect populations as in
the case of Libya—far exceed those of oth-
er states. Sovereignty then is not the theoreti-
cally equal condition that realism claims, but
rather a protean concept that varies depending
on the relative power of the state in question.
States may voice support for the idea of sover-
eign equality, but in reality the more powerful
can accept those elements of sovereignty that
support their national interests, while reject-
ing others that may constrain their interna-
tional actions. Sovereignty is interpreted se-
lectively because situations vary in the extent
to which they threaten national security, gen-
erate humanitarian outrage, or prove politi-
cally feasible. As Stephen Krasner has argued,
sovereignty is less a set of rigid, enduring prin-
ciples than a set of loose conventions that are
often circumvented by powerful states.*’ Al-
though such behavior may lead to charges of
“double standards,” all great powers operate
from this principle, since they are acting on
their perceived national interests.

Key insights into each major power’s ap-
proach to sovereignty can be gained by a brief
look at their respective positions on the “re-
sponsibility to protect” doctrine (R2P). First
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elaborated by the International Commission
on Intervention and State Sovereignty, and lat-
er adopted by the UN at its 2005 World Sum-
mit, R2P holds that the international commu-
nity can and should respond to genocide and
other mass atrocities, including war crimes,
crimes against humanity and ethnic cleansing,
through intervention. However, such interven-
tion is to be a last resort, and the principles of
state sovereignty and territorial inviolability are
to be respected to the greatest extent possible.?!

The three great powers hold different po-
sitions on the responsibility to protect. The
Obama administration has endorsed the con-
cept, and has incorporated it into the 2010
U.S. National Security Strategy. In 2009 the
State Department created an Ambassador at
Large on War Crimes Issues, and the following
year the U.S. Security Council created the po-
sition of a Director for War Crimes and Atroc-
ities.’> By contrast, Russia’s official position
is that states have the primary responsibility
to protect and promote human rights, while
international organizations and mechanisms
should play only a supporting role. Moscow
also strongly condemns using human rights
as a pretext to interfere in the internal affairs
of states.** The Chinese position is closer to
that of Russia—while endorsing the principle
of R2P, the Chinese government emphasizes
that governments bear primary responsibility
for protecting their citizens, and the interna-
tional community should provide assistance
and support while respecting the sovereignty
and territorial of states.>

Conclusion

By contrasting great power perceptions
of sovereignty in international relations,
as outlined in Table 1, we can more easily
understand the underlying sources of
tension in many contemporary global issues.
Russia and China approach sovereignty
from essentially a 19" century, absolutist
perspective, though in each case they have
made some accommodation to changing
norms of territorial inviolability and
humanitarian intervention, rhetorically if
not in practice. Russia and China cannot
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match the United States in global reach;
their capabilities tend to be more regional,
constraining their international behavior,
though China’s rise may be changing the
equation. Perhaps more importantly, the most
significant threats confronting Russia and
China are internal pressures for separatism
and domestic terrorism, unlike the global
terrorist threat facing the United States.
Moscow and Beijing, therefore, jealously
protect their sovereign right to confront
these threats free from outside interference.
By contrast, Washington reserves to itself
the right to seek out and destroy terrorists
and other threats to its security regardless
of location; in the process, the sovereignty
of other states may be compromised. While
expecting other states to understand this
logic, the U.S. holds that its Westphalian
sovereignty is absolute.

The same dynamic impacts human
rights protection and democracy
promotion efforts. U.S. policy, premised
on the democratic peace argument, favors
spreading democracy as a means of eroding
support for terrorism and supplanting
problematic authoritarian states with
more reliable democratic allies. Russia
and China view American support for
democratic movements such as the Color
Revolutions and the Arab Spring as
choosing sides in domestic conflicts, an
unwise practice at best. More to the point,
Moscow and Beijing hold that such actions
violate Westphalian (and international
legal) sovereignty by questioning the
legitimacy of established states, attempting
to undermine their regimes, and fomenting
instability. And while emerging norms
such as the responsibility to protect have
granted the international community
greater flexibility in defending the rights
of civilians, they have not been able to
provide clear guidance on when and
where to intervene. While the new security
threats should logically provide a basis
for collaboration among great powers,
contrasting views of sovereignty make
cooperation difficult.
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Table
Contrasting Perceptions of Sovereignty

United States Russia China
Sovereignty- International Domestic terrorism | Domestic terrorism and
related threats terrorism and separatism separatism
Domestic Absolute for US, Absolute and Absolute and inviolable
Sovereignty contingent for others |inviolable
Westphalian Contingent (on non- |Absolute and Absolute and inviolable
Sovereignty state actor threats), inviolable

absolute for U.S.
Interdependence | Variable, borders Some erosion inevi- | Some erosion inevitable,
Sovereignty partially controlled |table, but should be |but should be limited

limited

Prepared for the Academic Educational Forum on International Relations/ International Trends Journal
conference on “Russia and the West: Cycles and Prospects for Cooperation,” Moscow, May 31-June 1,
2011.

See Maryann Cuisimano Love, Beyond Sovereignty: Issues for a Global Agenda, 4™ edition (Boston:
Wadsworth, 2010); Ken Booth and Nicholas J. Wheeler, The Security Dilemma: Fear, Cooperation
and Trust in World Politics (New York: Palgrave Macmillan, 2008); and Colin L. Powell, “A Strategy of
Partnerships,” Foreign Affairs, Vol. 83, Issue 1 (January/February 2004), pp. 22—34.

Since realists take sovereignty as a given, most have devoted little attention to the concept. See Kenneth
N. Waltz, Theory of International Politics (New York: McGraw-Hill, 1979), esp. pp. 95—-96. John J.
Mearsheimer, The Tragedy of Great Power Politics (New York: W.W. Norton, 2001) does not discuss
sovereignty at all.

Robert Jackson, Sovereignty: Evolution of an Idea (Cambridge: Polity Press, 2007).

I recognize that in each country there are diverse schools of thought on international relations, and that
these conflicting perspectives have variable impact on the foreign policy behaviors of their respective states.
In this paper I am concerned not with delineating all the varieties of theoretical trends, but rather with
identifying the dominant perspectives as reflected on official state policies.

Stephen D. Krasner, Sovereignty: Organized Hypocrisy (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1999),
pp. 3—4.

URL: http://www.fas.org/news/russia/1997/a52--153en.htm, accessed May 23, 2011.

James Headley, Russia and the Balkans: Foreign Policy from Yeltsin to Putin (New York: Columbia
University Press), pp. 263—264.

“Medvedev nazval ‘pyat printsipov’ vneshnei politiki Rossii,” August 31, RIA Novosti, at URL: http://
www.rian.ru/politics/20080831/ 150827264.html, accessed March 3, 2011.

Andrei Kokoshin, Real’nyi suverenitet (Moscow: Izdatel’stvo ‘Europa,’ 2006), pp. 15—17.

Domestic sovereignty refers to “the formal organization of political authority within the state and the
ability of public authorities to exercise effective control within the borders of their own polity.” Krasner,
p. 4. For an elaboration of the concept of sovereign democracy, see V. Surkov, “Russian Political Culture:
The View from Utopia,” Russian Social Science Review, Vol. 49, No. 6 (November-December 2008), pp.
81-97; and V. Surkov, “Nationalization of the Future: Paragraphs pro Sovereign Democracy,” Russian
Studies in Philosophy, Vol. 47, No. 4 (Spring 2009), pp. 8—21.

See the remarks by Oleg Barabanov, in “Esli Vestfal’ i bolen, to etot bol’noi skoree zhiv, chem. mertv...”
Mezhdunarodnye protsessy, Vol. 5, No. 3 (15), September — December 2007), pp. 106—107.

See Marina Lebedeva, “Chto ugrozhaet Vestfaliu?” Mezhdunarodnye protsessy, Vol. 6, No. 1 (16), January-
April 2008, pp. 117-120.

Andrei Kokoshin quotes IR scholar Alexei Bogaturov and Foreign Minister Sergei Lavrov to this effect.
Kokoshin, pp. 18—19.

Kokoshin, p. 22.

Tatyana A. Shakleyina and Aleksei D. Bogaturov, “The Russian Realist School of International Relations,”
Communist and Post-Communist Studies, Vol. 37 (2004), p. 49.

21

1/ 2012

COMPARATIVE POLITICS -



CPABHUTEJIbHBIN AHATU3 KOHLUEIMUWNW U MHCTUTYTOB

17 2012

CPABHUTEABHASI MOAUUTUKA -

20

21

22

23
24

25
26

27

28

29

30

31

32

33

34

Chen-shen J. Yen, “Sovereignty, Human Rights and China’s National Interest: A Non-Zero Sum
Game,” Foreign Policy Research Institute, February 2011, at URL: http://www.fpri.org/enotes/201102.
yen.china.pdf, accessed May 23, 2011. Yen, Director of the Institute of International Relations at National
Chengchi University in Taipei, argues that Beijing’s view is misguided, since promoting human rights on
the mainland would help preserve China’s core interest in retaining control over Taiwan.

On the role of federalism in economic development with comparisons between Yeltsin’s Russia and China,
see Olivier Blanchard and Andrei Schliefer, Federalism with and without Political Centralization. China
versus Russia, National Bureau for Economic Research (February 15, 2000).

Shiuh-Shen Chien, “Economic Freedom and Political Control in Post-Mao China:
A Perspective of Upward Accountability and Asymmetric Decentralization”? Asian Journal of Political
Science, Vol. 18, No. 1 (April 2010), pp. 69—89.

Allen Carlson, Unifying China, Integrating with the World: Securing Chinese Sovereignty in the Reform
Era (Stanford: Stanford University Press, 2005), p. 224.

“Chinese President urges Diplomatsto Serve National Interests,” Chinese Embassytothe United Stateswebsite,
July 21, 2009, at URL: http://www.china-embassy.org/eng/zmgx/zlyjjdh/dycdh/t574517.htm, accessed
May 12,2011. Also, see Wang Jisi, “China’s Search for a Grand Strategy,” Foreign Affairs, Vol. 90, Issue 2
(March/April 2011), pp. 68-79.

“China Calls for Civilian Protection in Armed Action,” Xinhua (May 11, 2011), at URL: http://www.
chinadaily.com.cn/china/2011-05/11/content_12486356.htm, accessed May 17, 2011.

“Push Factor; China’s Rescue Mission to Libya, Economist (March 5, 2011); “Chinese-Funded Enterprises
have 50 Large-Scale Projects in Libya,” People’s Daily Online (March 23, 2011), at http://english.peopledaily.
com.cn/90001/90778,/90860,/7328978.html, accessed May 17, 2011.

Lydia Polgreen, “China, in New Role, Presses Sudan on Darfur,” New York Times, February 23, 2008.
“Chenggiu Wu, “Sovereignty, Human Rights, and Responsibility: Changes in China’s Response
to International Humanitarian Crises,” Journal of Chinese Political Science, Vol. 15 (2010),
pp. 71-97; Pang Zhongying, “China’s Changing Attitude to UN Peacekeeping,” International
Peacekeeping, Vol. 12, No. 1 (Spring 2005), pp. 87—104.

Carlson, Unifying China, Integrating with the World.

See Allen Carlson, “Moving Beyond Sovereignty? A Brief Consideration of Recent Changes in China’s
Approach to International Order and the Emergence of the tianxia Concept,” Journal of Contemporary
China, Vol. 20, No. 68 (January 2011), pp. 89—102; and G. John Ikenberry and Michael Mastanduno,
eds. International Relations Theory and the Asia-Pacific (New York: Columbia University Press, 2003).
See the perceptive critique of both schools of thought by John J. Mearsheimer, “Imperial by Design,”
The National Interest, No. 111 (January/February 2011), 16-34. Mearsheimer designates the liberal
internationalist school as “liberal imperialists,” equating them with the neocons in their support for an
American empire.

Mearsheimer calls for offshore balancing in three major areas of strategic interest — Europe, the Middle
East, and Northeast Asia. Mearsheimer, “Imperial by Design.” Another major proponent of offshore
balancing is Christopher Layne. See his “From Preponderance to Offshore Balancing: America’s Grand
Strategy,” International Security, Vol. 22, No, 1 (Summer 1997), pp. 86-124; and “America’s Middle East
Grand Strategy after Iraq: The Moment for Offshore Balancing has Arrived,” Review of International
Studies, Vol. 36, Issue 1 (2009), pp. 5-25.

Carrie Johnson, “Making it Official: Hunting al-Qaida Worldwide,” National Public Radio, May 23,
2011, at http://www.npr.org/2011/05/23/136500471/making-it-official-hunting-al-qaida-worldwide,
accessed May 23, 2011.

Krasner, Sovereignty.

See Rajan Menon, “Pious Words, Puny Deeds: The ‘International Community’ and Mass Atrocities,”
Ethics & International Affairs, Vol. 23, Issue 3 (Fall 2009), pp. 235-245.

International Coalition forthe Responsibility to Protect website, at URL: http://www.responsibilitytoprotect.
org/RtoP%20National %20level %283%29.pdf, accessed May 23, 2011.

“Russia’s Position at the 64" Session of the UN General Assembly,” at http://www.un.int/russia/new/
MainRoot/docs/interview/pos64en.htm, accessed May 23, 2011.

The Responsibility to Protect and the Protection of Civilians: Asia-Pacific in the UN Security
Council, Update No. 1 (February 10, 2009), at http://www.responsibilitytoprotect.org/files/PoC_
Update 1%5B1%5D%5B1%5D.pdf, accessed May 23, 2011.

22



