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Chapter

Trajectory of Nation-State
Sovereignty in the Era
of Globalisation

Subhash Patil

Nation-state faces many potential problems as a result of globalisation process.
Orne of the problems the state is facing is the problem of state sovereignty. Though
there are several views which surround this idea, one view is that nation-state is
dissolving as an institution and is an obsolete concept today. Another view puts
forth its arguments stating that nation-state has increased its importance for
maintaining and evolving globalisation trends. There are others who think that
the nation-state faces restructuring thou gh globalisation evolves it in an altered
state,

INTRODUCTION

The nation-state in the globalisation era interacts with world through its

foreign policy issues wherein each nation-state is equal in terms of
having absolute sovereignty as per the Westphalia Treaty 1648, and the

sole right to use legitimate pOWer within its territory. Transnational
actors in international system and international intergovernmental
Organisation have become si gnificantly more important than the nation-

f trade and business

State. They represent the high profile of politics 0 .
state. Now it is the test of the time to

compared to the profile of the nation- ; _
Protect its old notion of Westphalian model of sovereignty. Thg nation-
state faces greatest challenge from globalisation and how to maintain its

Stability within its borders is another challenge. Non-state events like
capital flows through international markets, private 1r.1vestm<?nt
affecting foreign currency prices and BPOs providing jobs with
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profitability will have a definite impact on individual nation-states @
defy the nation-state's control.

It is with this intention to analyse and discuss how globalisation erod =3
the sovereignty of the nation-state. This chapter attempts to analyse te
concept of sovereignty through ages from ancient times to the presentefé
of globalisation. This chapter begins by outlining the various cha%len.g?fi
globalisation presents to nation-states and progresses to an examln?m%
of where the nation-state may go next because of the sheer complexity ¢ -
the issues involved. This chapter in its conclusion highlights the eff [,

globalisation has on the notion of the state and what form or forms thel
nation-state may assume in the future. "

OUTLINES OF CONCEPTUAL HISTORY .

4" . L
Men do not wield or submit to sovereignty. They wield or submit tf:),

authoFity or power. Authority and power are facts as old and ubiquito"?
as soclety itself; but they have not, everywhere and at all times, enjoy®?
the support or suffered the restraints which sovereignty, a theory of

assumption about political power seeks to construct for them” (Hinsley
1986:1). Sovereignty is a concept, which men in certain circumstance?

haveapplied -2 quality the ) - antet
y have attribut they haveco
Posed to the political power. tbuted ora claim they |

The term
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The concept of 'sovereignty' was formulated in conjunction with the
founding of the modern state system in the 16" and 17" centuries. By the
end of the 15" century, there were up to 500 semi-independent political
units in Europe, although the trend was towards centralisation under
monarchs. At the same time, these units saw themselves as the municipal
embodiments of a universal (Christian) community (Camilleri and Falk,
1992:13). For most civilisations, sovereignty has not been a defining
Cl}aracteristic of political life. The notion would have meant little to the
tribal communities of Africa and Oceania organised primarily around
ties of lineage and kinship. The multi-state system of ancient China with
its subtle but fluid relationship between the monarchy and feudal lords
and princes could scarcely be described as a system of sovereign states
(Ibid:12). The Greek city states, frequently engaged in war over territory,
trade and personal rivalries were not internally organised in accordance
with the logic of sovereignty. The ancient Greeks did not differentiate
between state and society and the rulers were citizen governors who
Wwere simultaneously subjects of state authority and creators, of public
rulesand regulations (Held, 1989:26).

were not favourable to the development of
use emperors' power was limited on the
al lords, and on the other side by the
hority. This is in sharp contrast to the
as subordinated to the universal and

Conditions in the middle ages
the concept of sovereignty beca
one side by the rights of the feud
claims of the Pope to superior aut
feudal times, when the state law W
eternal order.

opolitan patchwork of overlapping
hically interwoven jurisdictions and
political enclaves (Camilleri and Falk, 1992:2). The hegemonic principles,
which underpinned growth of the Egyptian, Persian and Roman
empires, bore little resemblance to the modern notion of sovereignty.

Medieval Europe was a cosm
loyalties and allegiances geograp

The political communities constituted by German people of the Dark
Ages or those reflected in the kingdoms and principalities of medieval
Europe were not sovereign states. Harold Laski notes, however, that
there is historically no limit to the variety of ways in which the use of
Power may be organised (Laski, 1941:41). Mary Catherine Bateson sees
more room for human agency and change: “The state is not a fact of
Nature, however, but the solution to the problem-a modern and western
Solution, recently generalised to the rest of the world, which is, in turn,

itselfasource of problems” (Batesory 1990:150)-
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: ich
vereign state in thc
Europe is regarded as thi{ cradle olfl lt;,}jl:c:nt(;djnr‘\ril\f;'sal | 351; Lor dgr ‘;Vg;ill:
both rulers and the rule were s the law of God As Rober "
reflected and derived its authority from. ‘ manity of the chur
i i “the Christian com ile carthly
descnbej tlﬂte xfrzl;izlsgi‘:zgsiith the fixed and the eternal, Ivr\l'l';ltllz teudal
tlTa-nsCer:—.gl-(:lSIrlort-lived and changing” (Sack, 1980:184)- -nd extern a}
Clt:::n:v there was no demarcation between domf‘ssg lie territories’
?I;heres: of organisation, no dividing line be.tweerk:l Iljevel of coherence
and private estates. This system enjoyed cppmdera ecial raditions and
and unity by virtue of common legal, religion and so * - the concept
institutions (Anderson, 1974:37-38). “The Phenorf‘lenothey originated a;
of sovereignty are best understood historically since o uthority aI.nl d
an expression of the search fora purely secular ba?hls 4 17" centuries
the new state organisations in Europe of the 16 381T77)
(International Encyclopedia of the Social Sciences, 1968:77).

By the 16" century,

the Renaissance inar
important in the g

ecularisation of life a

: hed fact
Historians argue as tq when SOVereignty became a firmly eStabh:’; peac®
of political life. Some foousing Onthelate 15" century, others O]naliaf 163°
of Augsburg, 1555; ang Still others o, the Treaty of Westp 1 ed tO the
Sovereignty in both theory ang Practice was closely rela
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prevailing social and economic environment of 16" and 17" century
Europe. According to Hinsley, sovereignty is an inevitable and virtually
irreversible stage in the evolution of political institutions, or a necessary
culmination of the integration of state and community (Hinsley, 1986:18).
As Laski argues, the sovereign state represents not an absolute but an
historical logic (Laski, 1947:48). And the idea of sovereignty was firmly
entrenched by 1648.

DIVERGENT APPROACHES

F.H. Hinsley characterises sovereignty as final and absolute authority in
the political community and notes that it has been intimately associated
with the state; and it could not after all be divorced from the state. He
talks about the 'inexorable' consolidation of the state and the 'victory of

the concept of sovereignty' (Hinsley, 1986:215).

ed to undermine the heritage of feudal ideas, was
important intellectual influences on the
edieval Europe, priority was accorded to
oman mind tended to ground law in the
1980:113). The state was understood as

summa protesta, a Latin phrase denoting a quality of mystique and
majesty, which in 16"-century French philosopher Jean Bodin would use
interchangeably with sovereignty. The intricate system of Roman law
was based on the simple but fundamental principle that a political
community had the inherent power (or imperium) to exact unlimited
obedience from its citizens(Doyle, 1963:43-44).

of Roman law is clearly seen in Machiavelli's

ffers a descriptive commentary on theItalian
ecast of the absolutist states that

t theorists, notably Bodin and

Roman law, which help
undoubtedly one of the most
emerging theory of state. In m
divine or customary law, the R
community or its rulers (Dyson,

The European revival
tlfeatment of the state, who o
city-states of his own day but also a for

were in making. It was left to subsequen . an
Hobbes to equate the state with the exercise of supreme authority within

a given territory or society. Institutions and individuals in charge of the
state represented the highest power in the land, acting as a court of last
resortand holding an effective monopoly on theuse of force.

insofar as it conceives of the state as

quintessentially a structure exercising absolute power and auth.ority ?n
society (Eckstein, 1979:6). Bodin's De La Republique was first published in
1577 at the height of civil war between Catholics and Huguenots. His
thesis that a central authority should wield unlimited power was in part

The theory of sovereignty, then,
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|

an attempt to restore order and security to the deeply d1v1dec.i 1:(:‘1;:;1 }
society in France. He contended that such power had to be giv o }
recognition. It had to be endowed with sovereignty. Tl?erefore, ably. ‘
words 'souverainete', 'majestas’ and 'summa protestas' interchang -y
Bodin defined sovereignty as Supreme power over citizens and sunjlaW :
unrestrained by law (Bodin, 1606:84). A notion influenced by Romal e
and the familiar doctrines of the ruler's imperium and legibus so ui "
God was above the sovereign and the supreme power of the SOY‘gedg; :
overall subjects was subordinated to the 'laws of God and Natur.e - ohas
suggests that the sovereign was above the people, or as Maritain

itain and
argued, separate from transcendent over the people (Maritain a
Sullivan, 1954:31).

Hugo Grotius (1583-1645), Dutch jurist, was remembered as thfj‘ faﬁ;elgsj
international law and he sought to build a system of internationa

that madesignificant contribution to the concept of sovereignty. ¢
Thomas Hobbes (1588-1679) further developed the concept :s |
sovereignty in his The Leviathan in 1651, Hobbes argued that the sta’tef":he
the product of the will of the people and sovereignty is an attribufe 0

b Ith’, 2
) € united in one erson, a 'commonwea is
Lew'at.h an (Hobbes, 1968:382‘3)- Thus, Isjovereignty for Hobbes '
undivided, unlimited, inal; leand permanent.

Jute
1778), like Hobbes, favours an abs%bes

who

Franco

is Marie Voltaire (1694-
undivi i

ded Sovereign . .. Ho
separates COmmunity a4 , h, however, is not desp




argued that states sovereignty was unlimited and indivisible, and that the
state was the result of a contract in which all individuals had agreed to
submit to its will. He equated the state with the body politic that had been
formed by social contract, reducing government, the rulership, to a mere
commission (Hinsley, 1986:153). For Rousseau, the idea of a social contract
virtually disappears, for he conceives of the community of citizens as a
moral and collective personality in which each member, while uniting
himself with all, may still obey himself alone, and remain as free as before
(Rousseau, 1950:14). This found expression in the 'general will' and
endowed the body politic with absolute power over all its members. Moral
authority (or popular sovereignty), at least of akind, was reaffirmed as the
basis of state sovereignty. The prerogatives of the sovereign could not
exceed the limits of general conventions (Ibid:31). Sovereignty for
Rousseau is inalienable and indivisible but vested in the body politic
thereby expounding the concept of popular sovereignty, he rules out
transfer of sovereignty and accepts the idea that sovereignty originates
and stays with people (Cranston, 1986:30). Rousseau's authoritarian
Pronouncements relating to the general will were restatements of heavy
arguments in French absolutist thought(Keohane, 1980:442).

Bentham (1748-1832) argued that sovereignty was not limited by law, but
was subjected to moral limitations. He, therefore, insisted that the
sovereign should justify his authority by useful legislation with the object of

Promoting the greatest happiness to the greatest number (Barry, 1995:43).

AUSTIN'S APPROACH

In the 19 century, the theory of sovereignty as a legal con.cept was
Perfected by John Austin (1790-1859), an English utilitarian jurist and an
€xponent of Monistic theory of sovereignty. In his lectures on
jurisprudence in 1832, he observed that the concept of legal sovereignty
and command theory of law are associated. The state, for Austin, was a
legal order in which the specific authority is ultimate source of power.
This authority, which issues the commands that are habitually obe}{ed
ut which is jtself immune to the commands of others, is the sovereigh
Power in the state (Camilleri and Falk, 1992:22). Its authority is unlimited.
In this theory, he asserts that moral character of the law is irrelevant. What
Matters is its effectiveness. The law is the command of the sovereign,
€Xpressing his wish backed by sanctions (Ramaswamy, 2003:172).

John Austin and Hans Kelsen (1887—1973) are leading exponents of
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logical positivism that advocates the study of actual legal systemf 1?:\(71.
avoids the search for independent justifications in tern.rls of natura o
By establishing a single source of positive law, Austin put fOl.'W"vu:rhe
monistic view of law, state and sovereignty (Gauba, 19.81.67).ests
analytical school to which Austin belongs argues that sovereignty rthis
in a determinate person or body of persons and law emanates frori‘lfact
body. The analytical jurist describes it as a political but not a lega g
This concernis only with law (Cocker, 1966:502).

PLURALIST APPROACH

The pluralist theory of sovereignty has been fully developed by J. Nlev‘;ﬂle
Figgis, Harold J. Laski, A.D. Lindsay, Leon Duguit, Ernest Barke'r, a;);
Parker Follett and Krabbe, They object to the legal theory of sover elgn ty
pernicious, wherein the state habitually exercises any sort of author lty'af:ls
insists on the need to properly distribute social authority among varlihe
Eroups (Ramaswamy, 2008:175). The pluralists pointed out that %
i the modern world and the inter®
states makes the issue of state Soveret;g;
we look at the facts, it is clear enough th
been broken down” (Ibid:176).

untenable. Lindsay observes, “If
the theory of Sovereign state has

and 'externa]' aspects of sovereig“t{he
’ : -24). Exte . ishes {




1981:62).

R . . .

'fc?:ﬁ;tl ie‘?hape dlistmg?lshes between two aspects of sovereignty -

ot S _elt‘ﬁlglnty anc! f)perational sovereignty'. The former relates to

cquality getw e legal ability of a state to decide policy for itself - and the

mpleren: e;zn stat'es. The latter concerns a state's actual ability to

e policy - its effectiveness - which is limited by external
aints(Keohane, 1991:1-4).

ilitilre?apldfh makes a distinction between these two types of

'fOrmal'gr; &y, uF does note t.hat 'sovereignty' which includes Keohane's

1992:325) g;erelgnty can indeed be shared or divided (Lapidoth,

(i) thesove ear gued that t.here are three elements of state sovereignty -

other st reign state is Sl:l'k‘)Je.C!: to international law, (i) itis not under any
ates control, and (iii) it is able to exert power(Ibid: 329).

for the

Lapi
pidoth notes, further, that there are a number of implications
which

relatio . .
are: ns between states of this construction of state sovereignty,

* Allstates possesssovereign equality.

[ ] . . .
States cannot intervene in the affairs of another state.

[ ]
States have exclusive territorial jurisdiction.

[}
States are presumed competent.

* Statescan only be bound by adjudication with their consent.

[ ]
States have almost unlimited right towage war.

e source of binding rules between

* Positivist international law is th
which is beyond the free will of

states, rather than natural law,
states (Mills, 1998:3).

These impli

COnCSee implications are problematic an

Cultivpt of sovereignty is as Leibniz ¢
ated (Onuf, 1991:425).

d lead to the conclusion that the
haracterised it thorny and little

G
DILOBALISATION AND SOVEREIGNTY: A

'SOVe .
re
ignty' has a spatial dimensio

OCCu .
. -Cupat ; :
its 1fp lon and possession of territory-

e
m . (4o
ost clearly in the drawing of territorial boun

n in that it is premised on the

This spatial dimension manifests

daries that separate
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the 'inside' from the 'outside’ (Axtmann, 2003:3).

s d
State sovereignty is an old concept. In its classical forrr}, itis absfollllltz1 Z‘e’
without limits. Itis a tool of state power and authority, in view ofa et
the principles of state sovereignty remained relevant until the c; e
socio-political and economic development which Cha"en%_()Ol'ﬁ)-
functional and practical relevance in the new world order (Garba, :

David Held identified five gaps withregard to the concept of sovereigh’y
in the global context. In th

€ economic realm, there are forces that aChrll?:z
undermine the power and scope of national states. In the glOb‘_"‘l'co ase
markets, role of multinational corporations (MNCs), incré an
workforce, mobility and the decisive role of teChrlologyd
communications, internationalisation of production have erode

. . : wea
state's capacity to control its own economic future. Economically
states are under

. inside
great pressure than before, both from outside and in$
(Held, 1989:228)

The classica] regime of soyere: changin®
erei ast b
processes and structures of gnty has been rec y

. . fstate

. . T€glonal and global order. The quality © al
soverelgnty in the Contemporary Worldg both in internal and externer
relations have fundamentally cha '

nged: stat eignty is N0 lon?
absolute(Simonovic, 2002:372), sect state sovereig



state is trapped within the webs of transnational forces, and unable to
determine its own fate. Globalisation is portrayed as a homogenising
force, eroding 'difference’ and capacity of nation-states to act
}ndependently in the articulation and pursuit of domestic and
international policy objectives. The democratic territorial nation-state
seems to face decline or crisis(Morse, 1988:22).

According to Michael Mann, capitalism, now become global,
transnational, post-industrial, informational', consumerist, neo-liberal,
and 'restructured', is undermining the nation-state-its planning, its
collective welfare state, its citizen's sense of collective identity. New
'global limits', especially environmental, population threats, terrorism
and 'human rights' are producing a new 'risk society' to be handled by
nation-state alone (Mann, 2002:135).

Until the Second World Watr, nation-state was considered as primarily
military actor which, got undermined with the emergence of power
blocks, led by US and USSR through their military alliances like NATO
and Warsaw Pact. The disintegration of USSR and collapse of
communism led to the dissolution of Warsaw Pact. The USis the world's
only 'superpower'. Thus, the proliferation of international and regional
organisations has also moderated the idea of nation-state sovereignty
(Ramaswamy, 2003:179). Nation-states were once the masters of
markets, now it is the markets on many crucial issues are the masters
Over the government of states. And the declining authority of states is
reflected in a growing diffusion of authority to other institutions and
associations (Strange, 2002:128). Thus, the impersonal forces of wox:ld
Markets, integrated over the post-war period more by private enterprise

in ‘finance industry, and trade than by cooperative decisions of
governments, are now more powerful than the nation-states. According
f the nation-state is waning, such

to John Ralston Saul, “The power 0 suc
states as we know them may even be dying in the future, power will lie
with global markets” (Saul, 2005:5)-

Hence, the classic regime of sovereignty ha

Processes and structures of regional and glob

nto - diy i 0] and legal domains. National
erse, overlapping politica oW embedded within broader

SOvVereion are I .

amew%rlz o?r;c(l)v:;tao;znzd law in which states are increasingly but
One site for the exercise of political power and authority (He.ld, 2002:72). .It
can be argued that owing to globalisation, the Westphahan. syste.m is
already become past history. The Westphalia norm of sovereignty is no

s been recast by changing
ol order. “States are locked
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o 1d.

i balising worl
operative; nor can it be retrieved in the preseni glooliﬁcal etoric,
}I(')ll:eg :)ncipt of sc,)vereignty continues to be important cllI:] ftions of national
d reverse re - dicially

ially for people who seek to slow and | oth judicial
eSlpi(-ecClleatlelZmin;tior? in the face of globalisation. Howevter;nlzefzt t}lne criteria
:fnd practically, state regulatory capacities have ceaned C()j Smith, 200122

of sovereignty as it was traditionally conceived (Baylisan

sovereignty:
A number of material developments have undercult ‘;::Z 5 like global
Today, a nation-state is unable by itself' to contro onmental 155UeS
transnational companies (TNCs), ecological or envir computer data
satellite remote sensing, global stock and bond tradmiglfo - calls donot
transmissions, nuclear fallout, internal access and iele}J} the face of huge
constraint a nation-state to halt at frontier checkpoints. ntransfersr states
offshore bank deposits, transworlg electronic money

: the stat¢
(I) Under the influence of globalisation, the constituenclesoczicted an
have been changing, ie. the SOvereign state normally 'pr rier again®
Promoted domestic ang internal interests thys acting as a 'bar state ofté
external intrusions, In Contrast, Post-globalisation sovereign
advances transborder 4 i

le,
Consultations, for exam_lgma1 erS-
matters on macroeconomi

cor

of md)
globalisation May have reduced the chances
Scholte, 2001:22)

: ge 10

n
Thus, globalisation has Presented a fundamental Chau:reig"ty'
Westphaliap states-syste and its centra) Principles of state So‘i't is 0
Though globalisation has Tought the demise of sovereignty,
means dissolving th

unn
e state, The Nation-state has become an
even dysfunctional unit for isi

economic endeavoyy jp, a border]
shared CoMMmunity of €Conomic jp,

of economic activity, The boundar

ingful I
terests; it defines no meaning isi
hand of the globg] Market foy g0

. nvl
ies are drawn by the debt ]iltt‘:/r rathe’
ods and services, They fo
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than precede, real flow of human activity(Ohmae, 1993:78).

Accqrding to David Botter, seven complications have been identified
relating to the general idea of the relative autonomy of the state within
the global economy. They are:

e The word 'state' needs careful handling; states can take quite
different forms.

* Stateautonomy is not the same thing as state power.

e State can be seen as more and less autonomous at the same time if
no distinctions are made between different dimensions of

autonomy.

e An institution within a state may be more autonomous than
another institution.

¢ Amounts of state autonomy can vary through time.

e Amounts of state autonomy at any one time canvary depending on
the state location in the global economy.

* All states require at least some autonomy in
important functions for global economy (Potter, 1992:224).

Camillerj and Falk talk in terms of a sovereignty 'discourse' which is a
way of describing and thinking about the world in which nation-states
are the principal actors; the principle centres of power, and the principle
objects of interests. It has marginalised other ways of thinking about
social arrangements and the locus of power and authority. It is a way of
Speaking about the world, a way of acting in the world. It is central not
only to the language of politics but also to the politics of language.
SOVereignty as both idea and institution lies at the heart of the modern
and therefore western experience of space and time (Dalby, 1990:17). Itis
Integral to the structure of western thought with its stress on dichotomies
and polarities, and to a geographical discourse in which territory is
Sharply demarcated and exclusively controlled (Biersteker and Weber,
1996:1). Constructivism is a way to counter the marginalisation of
alternatives, a way 'torender the invisible” visible (Ibid:53). As astate has
become reified, there is a need to denaturalise the state (Der Derian,
1989:4). Allot observes that sovereignty isnotafact of the physical world.
Sovereignty isnota fact, buta theory (Allot, 1990:302).

According to Camilleri and Falk, sovereignty may notbe t.he last wor.d. on
the subject. Given far-reaching transformation of the soc;al and political
landscaPE, we have witnessed this century, and especially these past

order to perform
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several decades, there is a pressing need to rethink the conc?ptt t?:si
practice of sovereignty (Camilleri and Falk, 1992:11). Anc!erson ties -
transformations to adopting a post-modern world view. Th?rewitli
globalisation processes require us to renegotiate our rela'tlonsl‘uPd by
familiar cultural forms, and remind us that they are things made -
people-human, fallible things, subject to revision. Globalism and po

. e
modern world-view come in the same package; we will not have ont
without the other (Anderson, 1990:25).

Former Secretary-General Boutros
General Assembly entitled “
for basic sovereignty contin
exclusive sovereignty has ¢

-Ghali stated in his 1992 report to tf:i
An Agenda for Peace” that although respe

ues to be important, the era of absolute Elr'lte
ome to an end. He also observed that desle
the doctrine of absolute and exclusive sovereignty extending over a fe

ity as
centuries, state sovereignty has never been so absolute in reality 2
claimed in theory (Kobayashi, 2001:25).

pts no long

the crucible of history",

. . singy
O states are becoming increasi’

. tion
Cordmg to Walker and M . “ ery no
o endlovitz, “The ver} e
of sta,t,e System implies that States are alreaq interdependent in som
sense” (Walker ang Me Y

1 nce 15
cited a5 2 thee ndlovity, 1990:3), Increasing interdepende”"
between

vereignty. Keohane while dis’tiﬂ_guls that
Operationa}] sovereignty, maintain® licy’
nges states' abilities to carryout national Ro A
Teignty byt not states' formal SOV'erelgrl

g0ty is lim; .

t to state gq
formal' ang
interdependence challe
i.e. operationa] sove
Operational soverej

< .. . att
organisation (Ke°hane,1991:1_9).e joining an intern




activity. Contrary to this, one can contend that states do not have a choice
regarding whether to join or not such arrangements. Mark Zacher uses
the concept of 'enmeshment' to describe this condition. States are
becoming increasingly enmeshed ina network of interdependencies and
regulatory/ collaborative arrangements from which exit is generally not
a feasible option (Zacher, 1992:60). This affects not only operational
sovereignty, but also the autonomy to make rational decisions. From
1951 to 1986, the number of IGOs increased from 123 to 337 and number
Pf international NGOs increased from 832 t0 4649. In 1951, there were 100
International conferences per year, and during 1970s, there were around
3000 per year. Finally between 1946 and 1955, 6,351 bilateral treaties
entered into force, while between 1966 and 1975, 14,061 treaties did so
(Ibid:65-66). Therefore, nation-states are realising that there are issues,
which they cannot deal with by themselves, this realisation is leading

them to undermine their sovereignty.

As states become enmeshed and realise that their well-being depends on
others, James Rosenau posits that global culture will expand and become
all encompassing;: global culture - that realm of norms which are shared
on a worldwide scale may be neither fixed nor stagnant. As technology
shrinks the world and as value systems within the subcultures are
exposed to the dynamics of life in a post-industrial order, global culture
seems likely to undergo transformation, to encompass broadened
conceptions of self-interests pursued by others (Rosenau, 1989:32).
Whatever the explanation, the expansion of human rights ideas 'a
worldwide scale can be traced to the fact that the world is in many
respects being transformed into one society (Dimitrijevic, 1989:121).

Gabriel Almond stresses the impact of international factors on internal

political structure and process (Almond, 1989:238). He refers to Hintze's
general law which holds that “the spirit and essence of internal politics is
dependent on the external conditions of the state” (Ibid: 245).

Theorists of widely diverging ideological persuasion have recognised

the declining efficacy of state action, and the emergence of issues,

relationships and institutions that dissolve the national-international
ation, interdependence,

divide. Numerous concepts, including aggreg o
World society, world order and world economy, have beenadvancedasa
Way of opening a window on the globalisation of human affairs, of

Teassessing the meaning and function of sovereignty.

Jessica Tuchman Mathews argues that environmental strains that
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transcend national borders are already beginning to breakdown the
sacred boundaries of national sovereignty, previously rendered porous
by the information and communication revolutions and the sudden
global movements of financial capital (Mathews, 1989:162). Thgrefc.)re;
global processes, both natural and human made, are demonstratmg ml

most dramatic fashion that the permeability of artificial, socially

constructed borders between states are undermining the sovereignty
(Mills, 1998:9).

As Wriston notes: Today the veloci
science, technology,

national sovereignty
89:75). The computer
access to vast amoun
As these technologie
helped to decentrali

ty of change is so great in all aspects Oi
economics and politics that the tectonic plates o
and power have begun to shift (Wriston, 1988(;
revolution has made the manipulation of data an
ts of information almost instantaneous (Ibid, 167).
s have decentralised knowledge, they in turn have

oundaries and threaten and

endanger the very fabric of global peace and stability (Corea, 1990:77)-

trol more diffjcyt in ways and 1ess
relevant in others, The nature ult in certain way

and Si ifi . r e boun
tochange (W riston, 1999:7). gnificance of sovereignty a

|
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commodi 'j i
ot B tlg\ 33;1 ZlheAmformatlon standard' replaces the gold standard
ool tha ods g¥eemen'ts, governments do not have the power to
sovereignty be i;urrenc:les .(Ibld:71). Thus, not only is operational
or nt b pia thg undermined, the sovereign ability to decide whether
calls et y the game h:’:lS also disappeared, leading to what Wrist

e twilight of sovereignty (Wriston, 1999:12). 0

Chan i At

teChn(;glngi e:: hcommumcatlon§, transportation and production

clobaliseion ef\ve also .deterrltorialized production, leading to a

raditiooal of pI.'Od.UCi'IIOfI and allowing TNCs to supersede the
political jurisdictions of national scope (Rosenau, 1992:18).

In the Thi

merc; g?}rrg(\:/\/?rld, thf: weak . developing states are frequently at the

these TNCs }Sl or forelgf\ capital and technology, which in turn allow

them and ox 0 have freereign of the country. Insome respects plundering

Third Worldportmg the profits. However, in the words of RobertJackson,

initial states do pot have control over TNCs especially in granting
ccess to the territory (Jackson, 1990:178).

Once .
eVadeTal:Ilcs are 1.n51de the country they frequently have been able to
y meaningful controls. And indebted third world states are

fre
ext(:‘:;;tils);:eholden to the World Bank and IMF for funds thus further
i\ un del'mining Control.over important economic and social policies and
| Power and g S;)lve_relgnty. In order to coordinate a global economy,
control o Tal\lll(t: ority .have be.en relocatec.i pz.xrtially, away from states
though it rema; s and 1r'1ternat10nal organisations. The sovereign state,
e product ains a key instrument for the coordination and expansion of
ve process on a global scale, can no longer perform this

funct;

ion si :

this furl:: ;mgle-handedly. More importantly, the very performance of
on requires the state to act in ways that weaken its claim to

SOvere;
reignty (Camilleri and Falk, 1992:98)-
unable to adequately ensure security

become increasingly permeable to
reated weapons with

Stat

eC:lesare also finding themselves

Outsj d: ephemeral borders have
threats. Technological advances ¢

des .
andtgl’:;:ge power which threaten the very existence of the human race
ntereq intare pc.’Wel'leSS to counter these weapons- Governments have
act and I-Io lvf’r lous agreements and alliances such as NATO, Warsaw
ese agre elsinki Accords to help counteract and defuse such threats.
ements also hinder some states' policy—making abilities since
allies. Thus, international

the

-1€y hay .

In e to take into account wishes of their
tate's sovereignty. Thus,

iStitutj
mtemati(;ns can directly intrude on S
nal agreements are 'acts of sovereignty'and 1GOs are premised
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ontheexistence of sovereign states (Motyl, 1992:318-9).

i ilateral
As Camilleri and Falk note “a great many bilateral gnd rE;xltélie;uted
arrangements - some formal, other informal - have considerably

. ” i i and
the logic and political force of territorial demarcation” (Camilleri
Falk,1992:142).
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