ISSN 2786-491X, e-ISSN 3083-7472

Philosophy, Economics

Vol. 6. No. 1. 2026

15.09.2025
Revised:  26.02.2026
Accepted: 30.04.2026
Published: 29.05.2026

Received:

and Law Review

Journal homepage: https://phelr.com.ua/en

UDC 341.01:327.7 DOI: 10.63341/2786-491X-2026-1-63

The transformation of the international legal order
under multipolarity: Competing governance models
of the US, China, and the EU

Rilinda Magellara Mehmeti*

Professor

Ministry of Justice of the North Macedonia

1000, 9 Dimitrie Chupovski Str., Skopje, North Macedonia
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-9581-4140

Abstract. The aim of the study was to identify the legal mechanisms through which competition between the
United States, China and the EU is altering the substance and institutional implementation of international law.
The methodology was based on conceptual-legal, formal-legal, doctrinal-legal, comparative-legal and comparative
analysis methods, applied to the study of the international legal order and models of global governance of the
United States of America, China and the EU. On the basis of international legal instruments, strategic and conceptual
documents of the United States of America, China and the EU, official materials and specific legislation, it has
been established that, in a multipolar world, international law retains its significance as a common language of
legitimacy; however, the ways in which it is interpreted, applied and institutionally reproduced are determined
by competition between various centres of normative influence. Competition between these actors alters the
international legal order not through a rejection of international law, but through different ways of interpreting,
applying and institutionally reproducing it. The American model exacerbates the fragmentation of the legal order
by extending the category of “rules” beyond formally binding international law to include sanctions, secondary
restrictions, export controls and coalition mechanisms. Key trends in the transformation of the Chinese model
have been identified, linked to the prioritisation of sovereignty, non-interference, development, institutional
representation of non-Western states, and opposition to extraterritorial sanctions. Ithas been demonstrated that the
European model influences the international legal order through the juridification, institutionalisation and external
dissemination of digital, climate, trade and human rights standards. An analysis of the practical manifestations of
these models has revealed their differing legal natures: the US employs coercive normative influence, China utilises
domestic anti-sanctions mechanisms with external effects, and the EU relies on the regulatory diffusion of norms
through access to the European market. The study has shown that the international legal order of the 21 century
is becoming polycentric, as normative, interpretative and institutional power is being redistributed among the
American, Chinese and European models of global governance. The practical significance lies in the possibility of
using the results to analyse sanctions policy, digital regulation, the reform of international institutions and the legal
assessment of models of global governance
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Introduction

The international order of the 21% century is evolving
amid intensifying competition between several cen-
tres of power, which influences the ways in which in-
ternational legal norms are formed, interpreted and
applied. The universal legal framework of international
relations retains its significance, yet its principles are

interpreted through various models of security, devel-
opment, technological regulation and institutional in-
fluence. Competition between leading actors affects not
only foreign policy strategies but also the ways in which
the international order is legally justified. As a result,
a contradiction arises between the formal preservation
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of common principles of international law and their dif-
fering substantive interpretations in the American, Chi-
nese and European models of global governance.

In the academic literature, changes to the interna-
tional order are examined through several interrelat-
ed lines of analysis. A study by M. Velliet (2025) found
that US export controls have gradually shifted from a
logic of non-proliferation and law enforcement to a
logic of strategic competition with China. This indi-
cates that US technology regulation is becoming not
only a tool of national security, but also a means of re-
stricting competitors’ access to critical technologies.
J. Angelo’s (2025) work establishes that export con-
trols can be used by the US for the purposes of non-mil-
itary strategic competition, including the regulation of
artificial intelligence (AI), quantum technologies and
next-generation communication networks. The Amer-
ican model demonstrates the expansion of national le-
gal instruments beyond the scope of traditional arms
control and their incorporation into a broader regime
of technological containment.

Contemporary Chinese theories of the internation-
al order, as identified by H. Xiong et al. (2024), do not
merely reject Western approaches, but form their own
understanding of the global system, based on historical
experience, political pluralism, state sovereignty and
the representation of non-Western actors. The authors
demonstrated that the Chinese approach broadens
the analysis of the international order beyond a West-
ern-centric framework, as it views it not only as a sys-
tem of rules but also as the result of the distribution
of power, hierarchy and competition among different
political and civilisational centres. T. Harper’s (2025)
study supplemented this conclusion by demonstrating
that the Chinese model of development and governance
shapes an alternative conception of the global order
through infrastructural connectivity, development initi-
atives and a focus on the states of the Global South. The
Chinese model is not aimed at the complete destruction
of the existing order, but seeks to alter the distribution
of influence within it, offering a competing means of le-
gitimising global governance.

According to J. Mir6 (2023), the concept of open
strategic autonomy has become a way for the EU to re-
think globalisation, external dependencies and the Un-
ion’s role in the context of geopolitical competition. The
European model of global governance is viewed not
only as normative or law-centred, but also as a mod-
el of adaptation to a multipolar environment, where
international law is complemented by instruments of
sustainability, strategic autonomy and regulatory pro-
tection. The work by A. Bendiek & 1. Stuerzer (2023)
demonstrates that the “Brussels effect” (the external
diffusion of EU standards beyond its market) is based
not only on the size of the EU’s internal market, but also
on the political capital arising from European coordina-
tion procedures and legal certainty. This allows the EU

to be viewed as a competing model of global govern-
ance that transforms the international legal order not
through sanctions-based coalition pressure or sover-
eignist revisionism, but through the external diffusion
of legal and technical standards.

In a study by B. Maksuti (2026), using the examples
of Albania and North Macedonia, it was found that even
with a shared orientation towards European integra-
tion, the outcomes of rapprochement with the EU may
vary due to domestic political conditions, institutional
stability and external factors. This demonstrates that
the external projection of European standards is not
automatic - its external impact depends on the ability
of partner states to perceive, adapt and institutionally
embed European standards. In the Western Balkans,
as established by A. Semenov (2025), the EU’s condi-
tionality policy faces a decline in trust in the outcomes
of European integration, the influence of geopolitical
factors, and a shift from transformational reforms to
a more pragmatic logic of engagement. The EU retains
the ability to shape standards and conditions for con-
vergence, yet its normative influence becomes less sta-
ble where incentives linked to European integration
are perceived as insufficiently defined, and other ex-
ternal actors offer alternative formats for political and
economic cooperation.

Existing studies reveal individual aspects of Amer-
ican technology and sanctions policy, the Chinese in-
terpretation of sovereignty, and European regulatory
power; however, they do not sufficiently demonstrate
how these approaches relate to one another as compet-
ing legal mechanisms for altering the content of inter-
national law, the hierarchy of its principles, and the in-
stitutional forms of its implementation. The aim of this
study was therefore to establish the influence of the
American, Chinese and European models of global gov-
ernance on the relationship between international law,
sovereignty, security, development, sanctions instru-
ments and regulatory standards. To achieve this aim,
the following tasks were set: to distinguish between
the “international legal order” and the “rules-based in-
ternational order” as different categories of analysis of
international law and politico-normative rules; to com-
pare the American, Chinese and European models of
global governance in terms of sources of legitimacy, at-
titudes towards sovereignty, the role of institutions and
their transformative effect on the international legal
order; to analyse, on the basis of practical examples, the
impact of the American, Chinese and European models
of global governance on the international legal order
through sanctions, technological, anti-extraterritorial,
digital and climate-related instruments.

Materials and Methods

The study was qualitative in nature and was based
on the application of conceptual-legal, formal-legal,
doctrinal-legal, comparative-legal and comparative
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analysis to examine the legal transformation of the
international order in the context of competition be-
tween the American, Chinese and European models of
global governance. Using the method of conceptual-le-
gal analysis, the transformation of the international le-
gal order was interpreted on the basis of a distinction
between the categories of “international legal order”
and “rules-based international order”. The choice of
these categories is due to the fact that they reflect the
distinction between international law as a system of le-
gally binding norms and a broader politico-normative
construct encompassing alliance commitments, institu-
tional practices, standards of conduct and strategic ex-
pectations. The works of P. Gewirtz (2024), M. Tracht-
enberg (2025), and L. Vinjamuri et al. (2025) were used
as the theoretical and legal basis for distinguishing be-
tween the categories of “international legal order” and
“rules-based international order”, as well as for the
subsequent comparison of the American, Chinese and
European models of global governance. Their analysis
made it possible to identify the distinction between
international law as a system of legally binding norms
and a broader political-normative framework encom-
passing institutional practices, alliance commitments,
standards of conduct and competing conceptions of in-
ternational legitimacy.

A formal-legal method was employed to analyse
the normative sources enshrining the basic principles
of the international legal order. The Charter of the
United Nations (1945), the Declaration on Principles
of International Law Concerning Friendly Relations
and Cooperation Among States in Accordance with the
Charter of the United Nations (1970), and the Helsin-
ki Final Act (1975) were considered as the normative
basis for defining the content of the sovereign equality
of states, the prohibition of the use of force, the peace-
ful settlement of disputes, non-interference, territorial
integrity, international cooperation and respect for in-
ternational obligations. An analysis of these documents
enabled the formulation of a legal criterion against
which the American, Chinese and European models of
global governance were subsequently compared, and
their impact on the transformation of the international
legal order was assessed.

Using a method of doctrinal and legal analysis, this
study examines the American, Chinese and European
models of global governance as distinct approaches to
the legal construction of the international order, there-
by identifying the internal legal logic of each model.
The choice of the US, China and the EU is based on the
fact that they act as independent centres of normative
influence in a multipolar world: the American mod-
el is associated with the expansion of the category of
a rules-based international order, the Chinese model
with the priority of sovereignty, non-interference and
institutional revisionism, and the European model
with centre-right multilateralism and the regulatory

Mehmeti

dissemination of standards. Strategic and conceptual
documents from the US, China and the EU, including the
National Security Strategy of the United States (2022),
the Global Security Initiative and the Global Govern-
ance Initiative (Ministry of Foreign Affairs of the Peo-
ple’s Republic of China, 2023a; 2025) A strategic com-
pass for security and defence (Council of the European
Union, 2022), were used to identify the doctrinal ap-
proaches of the relevant actors to the international or-
der, sovereignty, security, development, multilateralism
and strategic competition. Regulatory acts, including
Article 21 of the Treaty on European Union (2008), the
Rules on Countering the Unlawful Extraterritorial Ap-
plication of Foreign Laws and Other Measures (Order
of The Ministry of Commerce of the People’s Republic
of China No. 1, 2021), and the Anti-Foreign Sanctions
Law of the People’s Republic of China (2021), were
used to analyse the legal instruments for implement-
ing these models. Analytical studies and reports, in-
cluding M. Grajewski (2023), European Parliamentary
Research Service (2024), and M.T. Fravel (2025) were
used for a comparative interpretation of the influence
of these models on the transformation of the interna-
tional legal order.

Using the method of comparative legal analysis,
the American, Chinese and European models of global
governance were compared with the aim of identifying
the differences between them. The comparison was
conducted according to the following criteria: basic
normative formula, source of legitimacy, main object of
normative protection, main instruments of influence,
attitude towards sovereignty, role of the UN, legal vul-
nerability, and transformative effect on the internation-
al legal order. These criteria were chosen because they
allow the models to be compared not as foreign policy
strategies, but as different approaches to the legal con-
struction of the international order.

The practical manifestations of the American, Chi-
nese and European models of global governance are
compared using the method of comparative analysis.
For each model, examples were selected that reflect
a characteristic instrument of influence on the inter-
national legal order: for the US - sanctions pressure
and export controls (Bureau of Industry and Securi-
ty, 2024); for China - countering unilateral sanctions
(Ministry of Foreign Affairs of the People’s Republic
of China (2023b) and the promotion of a security con-
cept based on sovereignty and non-interference. For
the EU - digital (European Commission, 2024) and
climate regulation (European Commission, 2026). For
the EU, a section of the CMS (2024) analytical report
is additionally utilised, as it reflects not the creation
of a new legal regime, but the practical application
of existing data protection standards. The selection
of these examples is based on the fact that they re-
flect different ways of practically influencing the in-
ternational legal order: coercive normative pressure,
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challenging extraterritoriality, and the regulatory ex-
tension of standards. This made it possible to correlate
the theoretically identified models with their practical
manifestations and to determine through which legal,
economic and technological instruments they influ-
ence the international legal order. The limitations of
the study stem from its theoretical and analytical na-
ture and the lack of comprehensive coverage of the po-
sitions of other participants in the international legal
order. Furthermore, the study focuses on the norma-
tive and legal dimension of the transformation of the
international legal order and does not include a quan-
titative assessment of the effectiveness of the instru-
ments under consideration.

Results

Competing models of global governance

in the international legal order

The transformation of the international legal order in
the 21° century is taking place whilst its basic norma-
tive framework remains intact. The international legal
order is viewed as a system of principles, norms and
institutions governing the interaction between states
and other subjects of international law. It is founded
on the principles of the sovereign equality of states,
the prohibition of the use of force, the peaceful settle-
ment of disputes, non-interference and international
cooperation, as enshrined in the Charter of the United
Nations (1945), the Declaration on Principles of Inter-
national Law Concerning Friendly Relations and Coop-
eration Among States in Accordance with the Charter
of the United Nations (1970) and the Helsinki Final
Act (1975). In the classical understanding, such an or-
der is based on a combination of state sovereignty and
legal constraints arising from obligations to maintain
international peace, observe international law and par-
ticipate in multilateral cooperation.

In a multipolar world, differences lie not in the
recognition of these principles, but in the way they
are interpreted, prioritised and institutionally imple-
mented. The US, China and the EU define the relation-
ship between international law, sovereignty, security,
development and legitimacy in different ways. Conse-
quently, the transformation of the international legal
order manifests itself through competition between
models of global governance, within which various
centres of normative influence shape different ap-
proaches to the substance of international obligations,
permissible instruments of influence, and the role of
international institutions.

A comparison of the categories “international le-
gal order” and “rules-based international order” has
revealed a distinction between legally binding norms
of international law and the broader political-norma-
tive framework of global governance. The internation-
al legal order is based on legally binding norms en-
shrined in the Charter of the United Nations (1945),

international treaties, customary international law
and general principles of law. The rules-based inter-
national order is a less well-defined category, as it
may include, alongside norms of international law, po-
litical commitments, institutional practices, alliance
arrangements, standards of conduct and strategic
expectations (Trachtenberg, 2025). Competition over
such an order therefore reflects not only a dispute
over existing international law, but also a struggle to
define the content of international “rules”, criteria of
legitimacy, and the authority of institutions to inter-
pret the international order (Vinjamuri et al., 2025).

This distinction is particularly evident when ana-
lysing the American model of global governance. It is
based on a broader understanding of the category of
“rules”, extending beyond the scope of formally bind-
ing international law. In this model, legally binding
norms coexist with political commitments, allied co-
ordination, sanctions mechanisms, export controls,
technological security and coalition-based regulatory
frameworks. As a result, the international legal order
becomes more fragmented and polycentric, as paral-
lel regimes of normative influence, based on strategic
compatibility, economic security and coalition soli-
darity, emerge alongside universal international legal
norms (Gewirtz, 2024).

The American model of international order is based
on an expanded understanding of normativity: the cat-
egory of “rules-based international order” encompass-
es not only formally binding sources of international
law, but also political, institutional, alliance-based and
strategic rules. In this respect, it differs from the cate-
gory of “international legal order”, as it links interna-
tional legitimacy not only to law, but also to American
leadership and the Western institutional architecture
(Trachtenberg, 2025). From the perspective of classi-
cal international law, such an expansion of the norma-
tive framework creates tension between the universal
principles of the international legal order and politi-
cally selective criteria of legitimacy. The Charter of the
United Nations (1945) and the Declaration on Prin-
ciples of International Law Concerning Friendly Re-
lations and Cooperation Among States in Accordance
with the Charter of the United Nations (1970) enshrine
the sovereign equality of states, the prohibition of the
use of force, non-interference, the peaceful settlement
of disputes and cooperation among states as the foun-
dations of the international legal order. The American
model does not formally reject these principles, but
supplements them with criteria of democracy, allied
solidarity, open markets, technological reliability, and
the containment of states regarded as revisionist.
Consequently, international legitimacy is determined
not only by compliance with universal international
law, but also by a state’s inclusion in a broader polit-
ical-normative order, shaped predominantly within
Western and coalition frameworks.
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The legal and political significance of this ap-
proach lies in the fact that the international order is
interpreted not only as a set of universal norms, but
also as an institutional and value-based configuration
linked to American leadership, a system of alliances
and strategic coordination. The main contradiction of
the American model lies in the fact that the category of
“rules” proves to be broader than that of “law”: legally
binding norms coexist with political commitments, co-
alition standards, sanctions practices, export controls
and mechanisms of strategic deterrence (Trachten-
berg, 2025). This blurs the line between norms based
on universal consent among states and rules that ac-
quire practical binding force through the economic, in-
stitutional and coalition power of the US and its allies
(Hopewell, 2022; Gewirtz, 2024).

In the American model, sanctions policy, export
controls and trade and technology restrictions serve
as instruments for implementing an expanded under-
standing of international “rules”. Unilateral restrictive
measures, secondary sanctions and extraterritorial
regulatory instruments are used as means of exerting
normative pressure on states, companies and interme-
diaries from third countries (U.S. Department of the
Treasury, 2024). Export controls and technology restric-
tions are used to limit the access of certain states and
associated entities to sensitive US technologies (Bureau
of Industry and Security, 2024). The legal issue is that
measures based on US national jurisdiction acquire a
transnational effect and impact entities outside US ter-
ritory. In the field of international economic law, this
means that trade and technology regulation are used
not only to organise exchange, but also as instruments
of economic coercion, strategic pressure and the forma-
tion of selective access hierarchies (Hopewell, 2022).

Consequently, the American model transforms the
international legal order by extending the scope of the
international order beyond formal international law
and shifting rule-making to allied, coalition and na-
tional frameworks. Its key effect is that legally binding
norms begin to coexist with political rules, sanctions
regimes, export controls and mechanisms of strategic
deterrence. This exacerbates the fragmentation of the
legal order, as parallel normative regimes based on co-
alition solidarity, strategic compatibility and econom-
ic security emerge alongside universal norms. For US
allies, including the EU, this model creates a derivative
legal effect: participation in sanctions regimes, export
controls and technological restrictions becomes a
means of integration into the American architecture of
the normative order. In a multipolar world, the Amer-
ican model simultaneously upholds and redefines the
international legal order, transforming it into an arena
of contestation over the content, source and limits of
global rules.

The Chinese model of the international order rep-
resents an interpretation of international law in which
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priority is given to sovereignty, non-interference, the
equality of states, the peaceful settlement of disputes,
and the central role of the UN. These principles are en-
shrined in the Charter of the United Nations (1945) and
elaborated upon in the Declaration on Principles of In-
ternational Law Concerning Friendly Relations and Co-
operation Among States in Accordance with the Char-
ter of the United Nations (1970). The Chinese approach
does not deny this legal framework, but alters the hi-
erarchy of its elements: sovereignty and non-interfer-
ence are viewed as limits on external political pressure,
unilateral sanctions, bloc discipline and the universali-
sation of liberal-democratic standards (Ministry of For-
eign Affairs of the People’s Republic of China, 2023a;
Gewirtz, 2024). The legal significance of this approach
lies in the fact that China uses the language of the UN
Charter not to replace international law with a differ-
ent system of legitimacy, but to justify a state-centred
interpretation of the international order. According to
this logic, the legitimacy of international action is deter-
mined primarily by respect for sovereignty, the absence
of external coercion, and the recognition of the formal
equality of states. A state’s status under international
law is separated from the assessment of its domestic
political regime, whilst the principle of non-interfer-
ence takes on a restrictive function in relation to sanc-
tions mechanisms and politically conditioned terms of
cooperation (Ministry of Foreign Affairs of the People’s
Republic of China, 2023a; Fravel, 2025).

This position finds practical expression in an-
ti-sanctions and blocking mechanisms aimed at limit-
ing the effect of foreign restrictive measures and the
extraterritorial application of other states’ national
legislation. The rules on countering the unlawful extra-
territorial application of foreign legislation and other
measures provide for an assessment of foreign regu-
lations in terms of their compliance with international
law, their impact on China’s sovereignty, security and
development interests, as well as their consequences
for Chinese citizens and organisations (Order of The
Ministry of Commerce of the People’s Republic of Chi-
na No. 1, 2021). The Anti-Foreign Sanctions Law of the
People’s Republic of China (2021) enshrines the possi-
bility of applying countermeasures against individuals
and organisations involved in the drafting, adoption or
implementation of discriminatory restrictive measures
against China, its citizens and organisations. Conse-
quently, the Chinese model is implemented not only as
a doctrinal appeal to sovereignty and non-interference,
but also as a normative mechanism for countering for-
eign sanctions and the extraterritorial application of
other states’ national legislation.

Development also takes on legal and political sig-
nificance within the Chinese model. Reform of global
governance is presented as a process of enhancing the
fairness, inclusivity and representativeness of the in-
ternational system (Ministry of Foreign Affairs of the
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People’s Republic of China, 2025). Development is
viewed not only as an object of international coopera-
tion, butalso as a criterion for the legitimacy of the inter-
national order. Economic growth, infrastructure connec-
tivity and the increased participation of non-Western
states are becoming the basis for a re-evaluation of the
distribution of influence within global governance insti-
tutions. The Chinese model is therefore institutionally
revisionist in nature: it does not reject existing inter-
national institutions, but challenges the distribution of
interpretative power within them and the parameters
of legitimate global governance (Fravel, 2025). Unlike
the American model, China is transforming the inter-
national legal order not by expanding the scope of co-
alition “rules”, but by altering the hierarchy of existing
principles of international law. Sovereignty, non-inter-
ference, development and institutional representative-
ness are put forward as the foundations of international
legitimacy, whereas the Western model of a rules-based
order is viewed as a mechanism for maintaining asym-
metric normative influence (Gewirtz, 2024). At the
same time, the Chinese model contains an internal le-
gal contradiction: sovereignty and non-interference
function not only as universal principles, but also as
instruments for limiting external pressure on issues af-
fecting security, territorial interests and regional influ-
ence. Consequently, the Chinese model transforms the
international legal order not by rejecting international
law, but by altering the hierarchy of its principles. The
Chinese approach is revisionist but not anti-legal: it
retains a commitment to the UN Charter and interna-
tional law, yet challenges the Western interpretation
of legitimacy, particularly regarding unilateral sanc-
tions, extraterritorial jurisdiction, bloc politics and the
universalisation of liberal-democratic standards. Its
transformative effect lies in the fact that international
law becomes a space of competition not only for com-
pliance with norms, but also for determining which
principles should take precedence in global governance.

The European model of the international order is
characterised as a law-centred and institutional-regula-
tory model of global governance. In this model, the EU’s
external action is linked to international law, multilateral
institutions, human rights, the rule of law and procedur-
al legitimacy. Article 21 of the Treaty on European Un-
ion (2008) stipulates that the Union’s external action is
based on the principles of democracy, the rule of law, the
universality and indivisibility of human rights, and re-
spect for the UN Charter and international law. The legit-
imacy of the EU’s foreign policy derives not from global
leadership or anti-hegemonicrevisionism, but from com-
pliance with legal principles, institutional procedures
and multilateral commitments. In contrast to the Amer-
ican approach, in the European model the concept of a
“rules-based order” is much more closely linked to inter-
national law, the central role of the UN and effective mul-
tilateralism (European External Action Service, 2016).

The legal significance of this model lies in the
fact that the international order is reproduced not
only through the recognition of universal norms, but
also through institutions, procedures and coordina-
tion mechanisms. The EU links the stability of the
international legal order to institutional predictabil-
ity and procedural decision-making, seeking to limit
unilateral behaviour by states through international
organisations, treaty regimes and multilateral mech-
anisms (European External Action Service, 2025). At
the same time, the European model influences the in-
ternational legal order through the dissemination of
its own legal and regulatory standards. Consequent-
ly, the EU exerts external normative influence not
only through support for international institutions,
but also through standards, trade relations and in-
stitutional forms of cooperation (European External
Action Service, 2016). This creates an internal legal
tension within the European model. On the one hand,
the EU reinforces the importance of international law,
human rights, procedural transparency, and environ-
mental and digital standards. On the other hand, the
dissemination of norms formed within the EU legal
order raises the question of the limits of their external
universalisation, since access to the market, institu-
tional proximity or deeper cooperation may depend
on the adoption of standards developed within the
Union itself. This mechanism can be explained by the
“Brussels effect”: EU norms acquire transnational sig-
nificance either through their voluntary extension by
companies to global operations, or through the adop-
tion of similar standards by third countries (European
Parliamentary Research Service, 2024).

In a multipolar world, the EU is adapting its rule-of-
law-centred model to an environment of strategic com-
petition. The concept of strategic autonomy reflects
the Union’s desire to retain the capacity to formulate
foreign policy, economic and regulatory decisions in-
dependently, although this autonomy is constrained by
the structural impact of US-China rivalry (Council of the
European Union, 2022; Grajewski, 2023). Consequent-
ly, the European model transforms the international le-
gal order through the juridification, institutionalisation
and transnational dissemination of regulatory stand-
ards. Unlike the American model, the EU links the rules-
based order more closely to international law, multilat-
eral institutions and procedural legitimacy. Unlike the
Chinese model, it does not regard sovereignty as the
primary limit on external normativity, as it links inter-
national legitimacy to human rights, the rule of law, and
environmental and digital standards. The transforma-
tive effect of the European model lies in the fact that
the EU’s regional normative system acquires global sig-
nificance and becomes one of the mechanisms for reg-
ulating international relations, whilst the international
legal order gains a more pronounced regulatory and
institutional structure.
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Legal models of global governance

in the transformation of the international legal order
In a multipolar world, the transformation of the in-
ternational legal order manifests itself through the
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coexistence and competition of various models of glob-
al governance, which define the relationship between
international law, sovereignty, security, development
and legitimacy in different ways (Table 1).

Table 1. Comparative characteristics of the US, Chinese and EU models of global governance

Criterion

Basic normative
formula

Us

Rule-based international order

China
Sovereignty, non-interference,
development, reform of global

governance

EU

International law, effective
multilateralism, human rights

Source of legitimacy

Leadership, alliances,
democracy, security of the order

Sovereign equality, political
pluralism, development,
anti-hegemony

Law, institutions, human rights,
procedural legitimacy

Main object of
normative protection

Stability of the existing order
and the alliance system

State sovereignty
and equitable development

The universality of international
law and institutional
predictability

Main instruments
of influence

Alliances, sanctions,
export controls, trade
and technology restrictions

Security, development
and global governance
reform initiatives

Treaties, standards,
conditionality policies, trade
and digital regulation

Relationship to

Recognised, but balanced
against security and political

Regarded as a primary norm
and a limit on external

Limited by international
obligations, human rights and

sovereignty compatibility interference supranational coordination

Support whilst maintaining Support for the UN as a Support for the central role

Role of the UN scope for unilateral universal and anti-hegemonic of the UN and multilateral
and coalition action platform institutions

The main legal
vulnerability

Selective application of rules,
extraterritoriality, blurring of
the line between law and “rules”

Selective use of sovereignty and
the limited scope of the human
rights dimension

Limited strategic autonomy
and dependence in the security
sphere

Transformative effect
on the international
legal order

Extends the scope of “rules”
beyond formal international law

Shifts the hierarchy of principles
in favour of sovereignty, non-
interference and development

Transforms the legal order
through the regulatory
dissemination of norms,

standards and procedures

Source: compiled by the author based on Treaty on European Union (2008), National Security Strategy of the United
States (2022), Council of the European Union (2022), K. Hopewell (2022), M. Grajewski (2023), Ministry of Foreign Affairs of the
People’s Republic of China (2023a; 2025), European External Action Service (2016; 2025), M.T. Fravel (2025), L. Vinjamuri et

al. (2025), M. Trachtenberg (2025)

A comparison of the three models has shown that
their differences concern not only foreign policy objec-
tives, but above all the methods of legal construction
of the international order. The American model exacer-
bates the fragmentation of the international legal order
to the greatest extent, as it extends the scope of political
and normative “rules” beyond the bounds of formally
binding international law and relies on coalition-based,
sanctions-based and extraterritorial mechanisms. The
Chinese model proposes institutional revisionism; it
does not reject international law or the central role of
the UN, but seeks to alter the hierarchy of its principles
in favour of sovereignty, non-interference, development
and broader representation of non-Western states. The

European model largely retains a universalist commit-
ment to international law, multilateral institutions and
procedural legitimacy, yet simultaneously reinforces reg-
ulatory fragmentation through the external dissemina-
tion of its own standards. Consequently, the transforma-
tion of the international legal order under multipolarity
is expressed not in its destruction, but in the redistribu-
tion of normative power among various centres of pow-
er, which define the content of legitimacy, permissible
regulatory mechanisms and the priority principles of
global governance in different ways. It is also worth
examining the practical manifestations of the Ameri-
can, Chinese and European models of global govern-
ance in contemporary international relations (Table 2).

Table 2. Comparative characteristics of the empirical manifestations of competing models of global governance

Practical manifestation

HEETIR D of the global governance model
Sanctions pressure on companies
USA, 2024 and intermediaries from third

countries involved in circumventing
restrictions against Russia

Significance
for the transformation
of the international legal order
The external effects
of US national sanctions and
their use as an instrument
of normative pressure

Instrument of influence

Sanctions, secondary
restrictions, transnational
pressure
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Table 2. Continued
Significance

Actor, period Instrument of influence for the transformation
of the global governance model . .
of the international legal order
_ . . Use of technology regulation
Restricting access by Russia, China, Export controls, Entity List, | as a securi tooli};d tgo restrict
USA, 2024 Iran and associated entities to P o ty ’ R . §
. . technology restrictions competitors’ access
sensitive US technologies " .
to sensitive technologies
Anti-sanctions stance, Limiting the extraterritorial
Countering unilateral sanctions and | criticism of extraterritorial effect of national sanctions
the extraterritorial jurisdiction of jurisdiction, appeal to regimes by invoking sovereignty,
foreign states sovereignty and non- non-interference
China, 2023 interference and international law

Formulation of an alternative security
concept based on sovereignty,
non-interference, dialogue
and rejection of bloc logic

Presents an alternative security
model opposed to bloc logic,
unilateral sanctions
and external political pressure

Sovereignty, non-
interference, common
security, dialogue

EU, 2024, full
implementation -
2026

Creation and phased introduction
of a unified risk-based legal
framework for Al regulation

Digital regulation,
risk-based approach,
Al standards

The EU’s ability
to set digital standards
with potential external effects

Phased introduction of a carbon
border adjustment mechanism linking
the access of carbon-intensive goods
to the EU market
to their production emissions

EU, 2023-2026

External dissemination of
EU environmental standards
through trade regulation

Climate regulation, carbon
requirements for imports

Note: the examples provided do not constitute an exhaustive description of the foreign policy practices of the US, China and the
EU, but are used as analytical illustrations of the legal mechanisms for transforming the international legal order

Source: compiled by the author based on Ministry of Foreign Affairs of the People’s Republic of China (2023a; 2023b), U.S.
Department of the Treasury (2024), Bureau of Industry and Security (2024), European Commission (2024; 2026)

The legal risks of the American model lie primarily
in the fact that secondary sanctions and extraterritorial
export controls create a situation of competing jurisdic-
tional requirements. Entities in third countries, which
are not formally subject to US domestic law, find them-
selves compelled to take US restrictions into account
due to the risk of losing access to the US financial sys-
tem, market, technologies or supply chains. This gives
rise to legal uncertainty, reinforces private-sector com-
pliance with sanctions regimes and blurs the distinction
between a state’s domestic jurisdiction and interna-
tional legal regulation. As a result, US national meas-
ures acquire an external normative effect without uni-
versal international consensus and without mandatory
institutional enshrinement within the UN framework.

The Chinese model operates differently: the PRC’s
anti-sanctions legislation establishes a domestic legal
mechanism to counter foreign restrictive measures, yet
simultaneously has an external normative effect. The
rules on countering the unlawful extraterritorial appli-
cation of foreign legislation and the PRC Law on Coun-
tering Foreign Sanctions translate the doctrinal appeal
to sovereignty and non-interference into a system of
legal prohibitions, countermeasures and legal conse-
quences for persons involved in the implementation of
foreign sanctions. In doing so, China uses domestic law
as a tool to protect against external sanctions pressure
and, at the same time, as a means of challenging the le-
gitimacy of other states’ extraterritorial measures.

The European model disseminates its own stand-
ards through a different legal mechanism - conditional
access to the EU internal market. The EU’s digital, cli-
mate, trade and human rights requirements acquire
external significance when third states, foreign compa-
nies or transnational supply chains are forced to adapt
to European rules in order to retain access to the Un-
ion’s market. In this case, EU norms are not imposed
as universal international law, but effectively become
transnational standards of conduct through market
conditionality, regulatory compatibility and the en-
forcement practices of European institutions.

CMS (2024) deserves special mention, as this
source reflects not the creation of a new legal regime,
but the practice of applying the existing EU General
Data Protection Regulation. It records the consistent en-
forcement activities of European regulators in relation
to companies, including major technology platforms.
This confirms that European data protection standards
function not only as a normative model but also as a
mechanism of regulation that is actually applied. Con-
sequently, these empirical manifestations reveal three
distinct mechanisms of transformation of the interna-
tional legal order. The US influences it through coercive
sanctions and technological restrictions; China through
challenging extraterritoriality, defending sovereignty
and promoting an alternative concept of security; and
the EU through the regulatory expansion of digital, en-
vironmental and human rights standards. Their overall
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analytical value lies in the fact that they demonstrate
the practical manifestation of multipolarity: the inter-
national legal order is changing not in the abstract, but
through the specific legal, economic and technological
instruments of various centres of power.

The transformation of the international legal or-
der in a multipolar world is manifested not in the dis-
appearance of international law, but in changes to the
ways in which it is interpreted, applied and institution-
ally reproduced. The 21%-century system is becoming
more polycentric, fragmented and competitive. Inter-
national law retains its significance as a common lan-
guage of legitimacy; however, different centres of pow-
er are increasingly defining the content of legitimacy,
the hierarchy of principles, the limits of sovereignty and
the permissible instruments of normative influence in
different ways. The US, China and the EU demonstrate
three different models of such a transformation. The
American model transforms the international legal
order by extending the category of “rules” beyond for-
mally binding international law, relying on coalition
frameworks, sanctions pressure, export controls and
technological containment. The Chinese model trans-
forms the international legal order by reordering its
principles: sovereignty, non-interference, develop-
ment, political pluralism and broader representation
of non-Western states in global governance institutions
are brought to the fore. The European model trans-
forms the international legal order through the legali-
sation, institutionalisation and external dissemination
of regulatory standards, including digital, climate, trade
and human rights regulation.

Empirical examples confirm that this is not mere-
ly a matter of foreign policy competition, but also of
the legal transformation of the international order. US
sanctions, secondary restrictions and export controls
demonstrate how national legal instruments acquire a
transnational effect and begin to function as a means
of international normative pressure. China’s criticism
of extraterritorial jurisdiction and unilateral sanctions
demonstrates a desire to limit the extraterritorial effect
of national sanctions regimes by invoking the principles
of sovereignty, non-interference and the central role of
the UN. European instruments reveal a different mech-
anism of transformation: norms formed within the EU
legal order acquire external significance through access
to the European market and become part of the global
regulatory space.

The competition between these models affects not
only the rhetoric of international law, but also the in-
stitutional reproduction of the international legal order.
For the US, the UN retains its significance as a universal
framework of legitimacy; however, practical regula-
tion is increasingly shifting to coalition, sanctions and
technological regimes operating in parallel with uni-
versal institutions. China, by contrast, invokes the cen-
tral role of the UN as the basis for criticising unilateral

Mehmeti

sanctions, bloc logic and extraterritorial jurisdiction,
but at the same time seeks to alter the distribution of
influence within existing institutions of global gov-
ernance. The EU supports the UN and multilateral in-
stitutions as the basis for procedural legitimacy, yet
supplements universal international legal mechanisms
by extending its own regulatory standards externally.
Therefore, the institutional transformation of the inter-
national legal order is expressed not in a rejection of
the UN, but in competition over which institutions, pro-
cedures and legal regimes will determine the substance
of international legitimacy in a multipolar world.

Consequently, the international legal order of the
21 century is becoming not post-legal, but polycen-
tric. Its stability depends not on a return to a unipolar
model, nor on the replacement of universal institutions
with competing blocs, but on the ability to preserve a
common international legal framework whilst simul-
taneously adapting global governance institutions to a
more pluralistic and multipolar international system.
Multipolarity redistributes normative and interpreta-
tive power among various centres of power, transform-
ing the international legal order into a space of compe-
tition between the American coalition-sanctions model
of a rules-based order, the Chinese model of sovereign
institutional revisionism, and the European model of
centre-right regulatory multilateralism.

Discussion

The findings of the study have shown that the transfor-
mation of the international legal order does not signify
the disappearance of international law, but is expressed
in a change in the ways in which it is interpreted, ap-
plied and institutionally reproduced. This conclusion is
consistent with the position of R. Vos et al. (2021), who
viewed the international legal order as a system that
remains significant for maintaining international peace
and security, but which is under pressure amid shifts in
the global balance of power, growing challenges to ex-
isting norms, and the strengthening role of non-West-
ern states. Similarly, in the work of D.L. Sloss (2022),
the analysis focuses not on the uncompleted collapse of
the international order, but on the aggregate of threats
to the rules-based international order; it is emphasised
that this order faces challenges but is not yet in a state
of complete collapse. The findings of this study confirm
the thesis regarding the crisis in the international le-
gal order, whilst simultaneously clarifying its nature,
demonstrating that this crisis manifests itself not only
in the weakening of universal norms or international
institutions, but primarily in the redistribution of nor-
mative and interpretative authority amongst several
centres of power. In contrast to approaches by authors
who emphasise the general pressure on the interna-
tional legal order, this study considers multipolarity
as a legal reconfiguration of the international legal or-
der, manifested in the competition between American,
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Chinese and European models of global governance.
This conclusion also aligns with the study by K.M. Osland
& M. Peter (2021), who, using the example of UN peace-
keeping operations, demonstrated that in a multipolar
environment, international institutions are compelled
to adapt to a more complex environment by prioritis-
ing the rule of law and “bottom-up” approaches. The
work by T. Wijaya & K. Jayasuriya (2024) analyses the
formation of a new multipolar order through combined
development, changes in state forms, the emergence of
new business classes and competing regulatory spaces.
This study expands on this line of thought: multipolar-
ity has not only institutional or political-economic sig-
nificance, but also international legal significance, as it
alters who determines the content of international le-
gitimacy, the limits of sovereignty, the permissibility of
economic coercion, and the forms of global governance,
and how this is done.

In K. Hopewell’s (2021) study, the crisis of the liber-
al trading order is linked to a shift in the US’s role with-
in the international trading system. The author demon-
strates that the US has moved away from its former role
as a multilateral leader and has employed unilateral
trade measures that have complicated the functioning
of World Trade Organisation mechanisms, including
the trade dispute settlement system. This study finds
that the American model has a broader transformative
effect - it operates not only through trade measures,
but also through sanctions, export controls, coalition
frameworks, and trade and technology restrictions. This
study therefore builds on the conclusion of K. Hopewell,
viewing the crisis of the liberal trade order as part of a
broader transformation of the international legal order,
within which economic and technological instruments
acquire normative significance and influence the con-
ditions of participation of states and companies in the
international order.

J. Schmidt’s (2022) work analyses the legality of
unilateral extraterritorial sanctions as a distinct issue
of international law, linked to the limits of jurisdiction,
sanctions regulation and the principle of non-interfer-
ence. The findings of this study align with this position,
as the American model is also examined through the
transnational effect of US national legal instruments
and their impact on third states, companies and inter-
mediaries. At the same time, this study expands upon
J. Schmidt’s approach: extraterritoriality is viewed not
only as a question of the legality of individual sanction
measures, butalso as a mechanism for transforming the
international legal order, through which the American
model turns national legal regimes into instruments of
international normative pressure. H.G. Cohen’s (2024)
study found that states resort to measures at the in-
tersection of trade and security, including sanctions,
tariffs, export controls, foreign investment screening
and subsidies, whilst the rules governing their appli-
cation remain insufficiently defined. V.K. Aggarwal &

AW. Reddie (2024) examined a new economic state
strategy as the use of trade and investment instruments
for foreign policy objectives, which places pressure on
international economic institutions. The work by G. Fel-
bermayr et al. (2021) systematises interdisciplinary
approaches to the analysis of economic sanctions, their
causes, consequences and effectiveness. The authors’
conclusions correspond with the findings of this study,
as sanctions, export controls and trade and technology
restrictions were examined as interrelated instruments
of the American model. However, this study offers a
different level of generalisation: such measures are an-
alysed not only as instruments of economic policy or
security, but also as elements of the American model for
transforming the international legal order, reinforcing
the blurring of the boundary between law, security and
economic coercion.

The findings of the study revealed that the Chi-
nese model does not reject the international legal or-
der, but rather redefines the hierarchy of its principles
in favour of sovereignty, non-interference, develop-
ment and institutional representation of non-Western
states. This is comparable to the work of S. Seppanen &
E. Smith (2025), which analysed the new Chinese doc-
trine of non-interference. The authors demonstrated
that the Chinese approach to non-interference is not
limited to the classical understanding of this principle,
but takes on a more contextual character, depending
on the subject, form and purpose of the interference.
This helps to clarify the findings of the present study:
non-interference in the Chinese model functions not
only as a principle of the UN Charter, but also as a legal
argument against external political pressure and inter-
ference in a state’s internal affairs. In the work of . deL-
isle (2024), this conclusion is supplemented through an
analysis of sovereignty as a consistent category in the
Chinese approach to international law. Sovereignty oc-
cupies a central place in Chinese international legal ar-
gumentation, although its content and significance have
varied across different periods and subject areas. This
corresponds with the findings of the present study, as
the Chinese model has been identified as sovereignist
but not anti-legal - it does not replace international law
with a completely alternative system, but utilises exist-
ing principles of international law, primarily sovereign
equality and non-interference, to challenge Western in-
terpretations of legitimacy.

In the study by M.S. Erie (2023), China’s out-
ward-oriented legal regulation is examined as a reform
aimed at modernising the intersection of Chinese do-
mestic law, foreign policy and international law; how-
ever, it is noted that it remains more of a politico-le-
gal discourse than a fully defined policy. Z.]. Wang &
J. Chen (2025) have traced the evolution of this con-
cept, its transformation into an element of national
strategy, and its role in international affairs amidst ge-
opolitical competition. These works refine the findings
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of the present study: the Chinese model encompasses
not only the protection of sovereignty and non-inter-
ference, but also the development of outward-looking
legal instruments through which China operates in a
context of global competition. At the same time, a com-
parison of these approaches reveals that the degree of
institutionalisation of the Chinese model is assessed
differently in the literature: M.S. Erie presents it pri-
marily as a political-legal discourse, whereas Z.J. Wang
& J. Chen view it as an element of an emerging state
strategy. Therefore, in this study, the Chinese model is
considered not merely as a foreign policy stance, but as
a means of legally constructing the international order,
combining doctrinal arguments, anti-sanction mecha-
nisms and strategic positioning.

K.J. Alter’s (2025) study examines export controls
from a historical and contemporary perspective with-
in the context of US-China relations in the 21 centu-
ry. The author found that US restrictions on advanced
semiconductors and related technologies reflect the ex-
tension of export controls to areas where the direct mil-
itary application of the technologies is not always obvi-
ous; however, control over such technologies is viewed
as part of US policy towards China. This conclusion clar-
ifies the technological dimension of the American mod-
el identified in this study: whilst the author analyses
export controls primarily in the context of US-China re-
lations, this study considers them as one of the tools of a
broader transformation of the international legal order.
At the same time, the impact of export controls is not
unambiguous. In a study by Y. Peng (2025), based on US
sanctions against the Chinese semiconductor industry,
it is demonstrated that external pressure may not only
restrict China’s access to technology but also stimulate
the development of its own domestic semiconductor
industry. This helps to clarify the findings of the pres-
ent study: export controls serve as an instrument of
normative and strategic regulation, yet their impact is
not limited to directly restricting a competitor’s techno-
logical development. D. Woods (2025), having analysed
China’s response to the tightening of US technological
controls, demonstrates that a further escalation of such
measures could lead to a departure from a unified glob-
al technological network and the formation of a more
polarised structure of the US and Chinese technological
spheres. Consequently, export controls in the American
model can simultaneously serve as an instrument of
normative pressure and a factor in technological frag-
mentation and regulatory tensions.

In the work by A. Bradford (2023), global competi-
tion between the US, China and the EU in the regulation
of the digital economy is examined through the concept
of “digital empires”. The EU is presented as a rights-ori-
ented regulatory model, that is, as an actor exerting in-
fluence primarily through legal standards, regulation
and market access, rather than through military or
sanctioning power. This approach allows the findings
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of A. Bradford to be correlated with the results of the
present study: the European model has also been char-
acterised as rights-centred and institutional-regulato-
ry. At the same time, this study broadens this focus, as it
examines the European model not only in the sphere of
digital regulation, but also as part of a broader transfor-
mation of the international legal order, encompassing
climate, trade and human rights regulation.

A study by A. Steinbach (2023) analyses the EU’s
shift towards strategic autonomy in the context of
geopolitical rivalry, supply chain vulnerabilities and
technological change. The author demonstrates that
strategic autonomy expands the scope for the EU to act
independently, but simultaneously creates points of
tension with EU law and international law. This conclu-
sion is comparable to the findings of the present study,
in which the European model was presented as dual:
on the one hand, the EU maintains its commitment
to international law, multilateralism and procedural
legitimacy; on the other hand, it adapts its law-cen-
tred model to the conditions of strategic competition.
Therefore, this study views strategic autonomy not as
the EU’s rejection of legal logic, but as a means of adapt-
ing it to a more competitive international environment.
B. Crum (2025) examined the EU Al Act by comparing
the “Brussels effect” with experimental governance.
The author demonstrated that the external effect of
the EU Al Act can be explained not as the automatic
spread of a European standard, but as a more open and
experimental process of interaction between different
regulatory approaches. M. Almada & A. Radu (2024), in
turn, demonstrated that the spread of the EU Al Act as
a global standard may have unintended consequences
and even limit the global reach of EU policy in the field
of artificial intelligence. These works refine the findings
of the present study: the European model does indeed
transform the international legal order through the ex-
ternal diffusion of standards, yet this process is neither
automatic, homogeneous, nor fully controlled by the
EU itself. This is where the present study differs from
a simplistic understanding of the “Brussels effect”: Eu-
ropean norms are viewed not only as an instrument of
global influence, but also as a source of regulatory ten-
sions in a multipolar world.

In this study, linking market access for carbon-in-
tensive goods to the EU market to account for carbon
emissions during their production was examined as an
example of the external diffusion of EU environmen-
tal standards through trade regulation. This finding is
comparable to the work of L. Durel (2024), in which
border carbon adjustment is analysed through the lens
of its compatibility with World Trade Organisation
rules. The significance of such instruments extends be-
yond the trade and economic sphere, as they affect per-
ceptions of permissible forms of climate regulation in
international economic law. The work of S. Otto (2025),
in turn, refined this conclusion: the political reactions
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of third countries to the EU’s carbon border adjustment
mechanism show that the external impact of Europe-
an environmental standards is not an automatic or
unilateral process. In contrast to the findings of this
study, which emphasises the external diffusion of EU
standards through trade regulation, the works of these
authors highlight the reciprocal aspect of this process -
adaptation, resistance and reinterpretation by other
participants in the international order. Therefore, the
European model transforms the international legal or-
der through regulatory standards; however, such trans-
formation depends not only on EU norms, but also on
their perception, contestation and practical application
outside the Union. Consequently, multipolarity does
not abolish international law, but alters the conditions
for its interpretation and application. The international
legal order retains its significance as a common nor-
mative framework, but operates in a context of com-
petition between the American, Chinese and European
models of global governance.

Conclusions

The study has established that the international legal
order of the 21%* century is developing amidst a com-
plex balance of power and intensifying normative
competition. Its normative foundation is linked to in-
ternational law, the UN Charter, and the principles of
sovereign equality, non-interference, peaceful settle-
ment of disputes, and international cooperation. How-
ever, the ways in which these principles are understood
vary across different centres of power. Multipolarity
does not eliminate international law from the system
of international relations, but alters the conditions un-
der which it operates. International law continues to
function as a universal legal language, but no longer
has a single centre of interpretation. In these circum-
stances, competing models of global governance be-
come a means of shaping different conceptions of
international legitimacy. Distinguishing between the
categories of “international legal order” and “rules-
based international order” is necessary for assessing
the transformation of the legal order. The international
legal order is primarily associated with legally binding
norms, whereas a rules-based order also encompasses
political, institutional and strategic rules. The Amer-
ican model demonstrates the expansion of the scope
of international “rules” beyond the classical sourc-
es of international law. This model utilises alliance
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mechanisms, sanctions policy, export controls and
technological restrictions. As a result, US national and
coalition instruments acquire a transnational norma-
tive effect. The Chinese model is built on an emphasis
on sovereignty, non-interference, the equality of states
and the central role of the UN. It does not reject interna-
tional law, but shifts the emphasis within its principles.
Within the Chinese approach, development, institu-
tional representativeness and criticism of extraterri-
torial sanction mechanisms are incorporated into the
argument for reforming the international legal order.

The European model is based on the rule of law,
multilateral institutions, human rights and procedural
legitimacy. The EU influences the international legal
order by extending its own regulatory standards in
the digital, climate, trade and human rights spheres.
A comparison of the three models shows that the
transformation of the international legal order occurs
through different mechanisms: sanctions-based and
coalition-driven influence, a sovereignist reinterpre-
tation of principles, and the regulatory dissemination
of standards. Competing models of global governance
manifest themselves not only at the level of doctrinal
approaches, but also through specific legal, economic
and technological instruments used by the US, China
and the EU to influence the international legal order.
Consequently, the sustainability of the international
legal order in the 21°* century depends on whether uni-
versal principles of international law can retain their
regulatory significance in a context where the US, China
and the EU interpret their content, priorities and meth-
ods of application differently. Future research would
be well advised to focus on the conditions under which
competing models of global governance remain com-
patible within a single international legal order. A sepa-
rate strand of such analysis could address the question
of international legal mechanisms capable of curbing
fragmentation and maintaining a common normative
framework in a multipolar world.
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Mehmeti

TpaHcdopMaLia MDKHApPOAHOIro NPaBoOBOro NOpPAAKY
B YMOBaX 6aratononfpHoOCTi: KOHKYpPYIOUi Moaesii ynpaBaiHHA
CLWIA, Kutar Ta €C

Pininpa Makennapa MemsTi

[Ipodecop

MinicTepcTBo toctuuii [liBHiYHOT MakeoHi1

1000, Bys1. lumutpis Yynoscbkoro, 9, M. Ckor’e, [liBHiuHa MakefoHis
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-9581-4140

AHoTauif. MeToto fgocuipKeHH s 6yJ10 BUSIBJIEHHS IPABOBUX MeXaHi3MiB, 3a JJ0OMOTOI0 IKUX KOHKYPEeHIList Mix
CIIA, Kutaem Ta €EC 3MiHIO€E 3MiCT Ta iHCTUTYILiHE BTiJIeHHSI Mi>KHapoAHOTO paBa. MeTogoJioriss 6a3yBasnacs
Ha KOHLENTYyaJbHO-IPaBOBUX, $OPMaJbHO-IPABOBUX, JOKTPHHAJIbHO-IIPABOBUX, NOPIBHAJBHO-NIPABOBUX Ta
MOpPIBHAJIBHUX MeTO/axX aHaJli3y, 3aCTOCOBAHUX /10 BUBYEHHS MIXXHApOJHOI'0 IPaBOBOI0 NOPAAKY Ta MoAeseil
io6anbHOro ynpasiinHsa CIIA, Kutato Ta €C. Ha ocHOBi MiXKHapo/ZjHO-IPaBOBUX JJOKYMEHTIB, CTpaTeriYHUX
Ta KOHLEeNTyasbHUX JokyMeHTiB CIIA, Kutato Ta €C, odinifiHnx MaTepianiB Ta KOHKPETHOTI'0 3aKOHO/|aBCTBa
BCTAHOBJIEHO, 1110 B 6araTorno/sIpHOMY CBIiTi MiXKHapoZHe NpaBo 36epirae CBOE 3HAUYeHHS sK CIiJibHa MOBa
JIETITUMHOCTI; OZJHAK CIIOCOOU MOT0 T/IyMayeHHs1, 3aCTOCyBaHHA Ta IHCTUTYL[iHOTO BilTBOPEHHS BU3HAYAKOThCS
KOHKYpEHIIi€l0 MK pi3HUMHU LieHTPaMH HOPMATHUBHOTO BIUIMBY. KOHKypeHIlisi Mi>k UMH Cy6’€KTaMH 3MiHIOE
MiDXXKHApOAHUH MPAaBOBUH MOPSIOK He HIJISIXOM BiIMOBU BiJj Mi>kHApOJHOTO MpaBa, a Yepe3 pis3Hi cnocobu Horo
TJIyMadyeHHs], 3aCTOCYBaHHSA Ta iIHCTUTYLiMHOTO BiITBOPEeHHS. AMepUKaHCbKa MO/ieJIb ITOCUJII0€E PparMeHTalito
MIPaBOBOI0 MOPS/IKY, PO3LIMPIOIOYN KATEropito «IIpaBU/I» 3a Mexi GopMasbHO 060B’I3KOBOr0 Mi>kKHAapO/HOT'O
[paBa, BKJIYAKYU 10 Hel caHKIil, BTOPUHHI 0OMeXeHHs, eKCMOPTHUH KOHTPOJIb Ta MeXaHi3MM KoaJiljiH.
BusHaveHo KJ/040Bi TeHJeHIil TpaHchopMalLii KuTalicbKoi MojeJii, OB’si3aHi 3 NpiopUTEeTOM CyBepeHITeTY,
HEBTPYYaHHAM, PO3BUTKOM, IHCTUTYLIMHUM MNpeJCTaBHULTBOM He 3aXi[HUX Jep)KaB Ta MPOTUIIEID
eKCTepUTOpiaJibHUM caHKLifAM. /[oBeJleHO, 1110 €BponeichbKa MOJesib BIJIMBAE HAa MI)KHApPOJAHWUW NpPaBOBUU
MOPSA/L0K Yepe3 IpHUAn3allilo, iIHCTUTYLi0Hai3alif0 Ta 30BHILIHE NMOMUPEHHS CTaHJapTIiB y chepax uudppoBUx
TeXHOJIOTIH, KJIiMaTy, TOPTiBJIi Ta NpaB JIOAWHU. AHaJIi3 NPAaKTUYHUX IPOABIB IIUX MOJeJIel BUSBUB IXHIO Pi3HY
npasoBy npupogy: CIIA 3acTocOBYOTh NPUMYCOBUU HOPMAaTUBHUM BIIMB, KUTall BUKOPHUCTOBYE BHYTPIIHI
AHTHUCAHKIiHHI MexaHi3MHU i330BHiMIHIMU edpekTamu, a ECTIOKIAJAETHCS HA PETYISATOPHE IOUIUPEHHS HOPM Yyepe3
JOCTYII 10 EBPONENCHKOr0 pUHKY. JlociizKeHHS oKa3aJio, 10 MiXKHApOJHUU NPaBOBUM NOPAAOK 21 CTOMITTA
CTa€ NOJILEeHTPUYHUM, OCKIJIbKM HOPMaTUBHA, IHTeprnpeTaliiiHa Ta IHCTUTYLiMHA BJIaJia Nepepo3NoAiISAETbCA
MiXK aMepHKaHCbKOI0, KUTAWCbKOI Ta €BPONENHCHKOI MO/JIeJsIMU IJ1I06aJbHOTO BpsAyBaHHA. [IpakThyHe
3HAYEeHHS NO0JIAATa€ B MOXKJIMBOCTI BUKOPUCTAaHHA OTPUMaHUX pe3yJbTaTiB [ aHaJli3y CaHKLIMHOI MOJIITUKH,
peryioBaHHsl nUpoBoi chepu, pedopMyBaHHA MDKHAPOAHUX IHCTUTYLIM Ta NpaBOBOi OIiHKH MojeseH
[7106aJIbHOTO BPsIZIyBaHHSA

KntouoBi cnoBa: caHkiifiHi peKMMH; HOPMAaTUBHUN BIUIMB; €KCIOPTHHUI KOHTPOJIb; €KCTEPUTOPIa/JbHICTD;
perystoBaHHsA UdpoBoi chepu
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