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This paper argues that globalization and interdependence has contributed to the
“contingent maneuvering” of states with sovereignty from an economic perspective,
whilst nuclear non-proliferation, security, survival, and rising nationalism established
states as prominent actors on the global stage from a political perspective. The paper
proceeds with an Introduction and Background Information of the State in part one.
Part two gives a literature review of the state on the global political stage. In part
three, the paper theorizes globalization and economic interdependence as the border-
less source responsible for the decreasing power of states. Part four ponders how the
contentious issues of nuclear proliferation, residual nationalism and non state actors
contributed to the erosion of sovereignty for reasons of security and survival. And in
part five, I ponder the theoretical implications and give concluding remarks.
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From the historic continental United States of America to the savannah lands of Africa through
the oil regions of the Middle East to the Asian and Russian peninsula, the European Westphalia
state system has become one of the dominant political systems that have taken shape across
international society. It has been a central model that that can accommodate only the ‘real
state; hierarchical, coercive, and sovereign’ but not federal or decentralized states.!Peter
Strick interpreted the Westphalia state system as a product of nineteenth- and early twentieth-
century realpolitik and nationalism.

Historically, Jessica Shadian puts the Westphalia State system as the construction of a political
system where political identification became subsumed under jurisdiction of the state and ac-
companying territorial boundaries, with national identity and national movements for self-
determination as fundamental pillars of statehood.? The defeat of the British Empire in the
American war of independence and the emergence of the United States of America (USA) as a
sovereign state provides a parsimonious explanation along those paradigms. “The European
expansion into the rest of the world, had by no means reached its climax when its second
stage, decolonization, began in the second half of the eighteen century, with the assertion of
independence by European settler states in the Americas.”® Proliferation of independent states
across Latin America and most of Africa in the 19'" and 20™ century was therefore no historical
accident. The emergence of states across Africa, Asia, and the Middle East was evidence of
the Westphalia state system epitomizing global governance. How that has strengthened the
role of the state as primary actors across the international stage was therefore no hidden
agenda. The future of the world has since then been shaped by the European state system
across economical, political and social parables. By the end of the 19" century, it became clear
that a reversal in the creation of the state system was unlikely.

With the proliferation of the state system, the principle of sovereignty took shape as a deeply
rooted international doctrine calling for non-interference in the internal affairs of states. How-
ever, this doctrine has come under increasing scholarly debate, largely as a result of globaliza-
tion and interdependence, nuclear-non-proliferation, security, survival and rising nationalism.
These factors brought to light compelling realities of the changing nature of sovereignty across
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the global political spectrum. The question has sovereignty eroded, therefore took shape as a
contentious debate for modern scholars of international affairs.

This paper questions sovereignty in two broad perspectives. In the first perspective, I looked
at how globalization and economic interdependence have become the borderless source re-
sponsible for the contingent maneuvering of states with sovereignty. This section looks at how
the single global capitalist economic system, the free global market economy, non-
governmental organizations and Multinational cooperation are forcing states to either retreat
or sharing power in the contemporary world. In the second part of the paper, I look at a re-
surging state authority or prominence in the global political landscape with specific examples
on nuclear proliferation and rising nationalism for reasons of security and survival. This section
specifically looks at the United States (US) military interventions in Iraq, Iran’s nuclear conun-
drum, and rising nationalism in Venezuela and the European Union (EU) with specific examples
on the United Kingdom (UK) and Sweden. I then introduced my findings in a theoretical and
empirical implication on the contested doctrine of sovereignty. This gives a pathway for further
scholarly research as international politics continues paddling along unknown horizons. 1 first
start with a theoretical and literature review on the doctrine of sovereignty.

The relevant literature pondering the notion of sovereignty in modern international theory has
in itself been conflicting. Whilst many scholars opine the erosion of sovereignty as a result of
globalization and economic interdependence, numerous others compellingly argue that states
are only contingently maneuvering with sovereignty and therefore remain the prominent ac-
tors across the global political and economic landscape. “In Hendrick Spruyt’s (1994) account,
the world is made up of independent actors who are drawn to each other for the purpose of
making trades. Sovereignty emerges out of that because the state, rather than non-territorial
and functionally organized alternatives (like city leagues) was able to facilitate the deals.”* In
his analysis of the contemporary modern state, Adam Watson defined the extension of political
sovereignty as the most important feature of modern international society.” Watson’s reason-
ing stems from the bases that all modern states are least nominally independent, juridical
equal and most importantly the system has been further loosened by an increasing outlawry of
the use of force.®

Similarly, Benno Teschke(2002) opine that “independent of theoretical premises, there is a
broad consensus in the IR community that specifically modern principles or constitutive rules
of international relations — state sovereignty, exclusive territoriality, legal equality, non-
intervention, standing diplomacy and international law were codified at the Westphalia Peace
Congress against the background of the demise of pre-modern institutions of political authori-
ty.”” Scholars, such as Huber, Jellinek and Triepel all recognized sovereignty as central charac-
teristics of states. For Jellinek, sovereignty is defined as “the quality of the state by virtue of
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which it can only be legally bound by its own will.”® Sovereignty is not the lack of limitations,
but the capacity to impose limits, thus meaning such limits cannot be imposed on a state by
other states.

In Krasner’s view, the contemporary international system is defined by sovereign states as the
building blocks and the basic actors of the modern state system. Krasner defines sovereign
states as territorial units with juridical independence; they are not formally subject to some
external authority.’ Nonetheless, he noted sovereignty of the modern state to be best
summed as “defacto autonomy,” because he argues that, “even though the power and prefer-
ences of foreign actors will limit the feasible options for any state, sovereign states are not
constrained because external actors have penetrated or controlled the structure of their do-
mestic authorities.”*® Whilst several scholars would disagree with Krasner, many others have
theorized the contested doctrine of sovereignty along similar parallels.

Scholars such as Helen Thomson, for example, have argued that “since the early 1990’s cos-
mopolitans have redefined liberalism from what they deem the global age and urged a new
kind of international politics that begins from a universal ethical commitment to the moral val-
ue and autonomy of individuals.”** In Thompson'’s view, the doctrine of Sovereignty is in itself
a complex one. Thompson’s argument was based on drawing the distinction between external
and internal sovereignty. Using Allan Jame’s reasoning in both 1986 and 1999, Thomson as-
sumed that Sovereignty means “constitutional independence; neither the internal nor the ex-
ternal half can exist without the other.”*? Internally, sovereignty means the power of the state
to make and enforce laws upon individuals and associations within its jurisdiction, and exter-
nally it is the independence from foreign control.* Looking at modern international politics, it
is evident that states continue to make and enforce laws; however the notion of interference
from external forces has questioned the contemporary role of the state in the interdependent
world of modern times.

Professor Richard Langhorne’s justification of anxiety on the contemporary role of the state
could not have come at any better time. He noted that the erosion of state sovereignty lies in
“the complex and often contradictory results of the global communications revolution,” the
“conjunction of microchip computers and the orbiting satellite restructuring the global econo-
my,” which has abolished state frontiers.!* This is evident today with the rapidly revolutioniz-
ing global information and communication technology infrastructure.

In her redefinition of sovereignty, Jellinek further made a compelling argument that there was
no near congruence between state and society.’® She noted that the centralized state on
whose reflection the ancient and modern science of the state almost exclusively grew up, no
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longer forms the rule in the life of nations.'® Her reasoning was based on the fact that social
groups and social interest transcends state boundaries. Looking at the interconnected world of
our time, both Jellinek and Richard Langhorne made similar arguments on the gradual erosion
of state sovereignty.

With an understanding of “the study of international regimes as the product of formal inter-
pretations of the nature of politics and the behavior of agents and actors, the contribution of
power, interest and identity cannot be neglected as the political passion, material interests and
ethical perversions that gives form to international regimes.”*” Sovereignty in the Westphalia
state system has therefore become evident and transcendental, even though “regime theo-
rist'’s lost sight of the regional coordinates of sovereignty, or the normative variables through
which states, their agents and others have given form, substance and effect to sovereignty.”®
According to Grovogui, they erroneously predicated their analysis of sovereignty upon three
common place assumptions, all derived from the Westphalia common sense.'® In Grovogui’s
view these assumptions are supported by “the notion that, through the agency of the Europe-
an empires and decolonization, a Westphalia-derived morality of state sovereignty gradually
became the basis of the international system.”?° Both (Bull, 1977), and (Watson, 1992), have
characterized sovereignty, as a historical anecdote of the peace of Westphalia in 1648, thus
postulating the modern international order of autonomous states.

Following an in-depth theoretical and literature review, three major questions come to mind.
Firstly, how is globalization and economic interdependence revolutionizing and subsequently
eroding sovereignty in the international system? Secondly, how are nuclear proliferation, na-
tionalism, security and survival strengthening sovereignty in the international system? Thirdly,
what are the theoretical and empirical implications on sovereignty in the international system?
This brings us to the in-depth analysis of how globalization and economic interdependence is
rapidly revolutionizing and consequently making states to maneuver with sovereign power in
the international system.

The argument that globalization and economic interdependence is rapidly forcing states to
maneuver with sovereign power is not conflicting at all. In this particular section of the paper,
I argue that globalization and economic interdependence is forcing states to share power with
new actors on the global stage, thus posing challenges to national sovereignty. Power in this
context ranges from the power of a state to provide economic, political and social security for
the citizenry. “This reality is evident in every aspect of life — from sustaining the environment,
to relieving poverty, to avoiding conflict and developing institutions that allow us to meet our
responsibilities to others in today’s interdependent world.”?! This is based on the well founded
progressive transformations of communications and information technology, the flow of capital
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and the proliferation of multinational and transnational corporations that are continually
shrinking our world across economic parables.

From the end of the cold war marking the proliferation of western liberal democracies and its
single global capitalist economic system driven by neo-liberal market principles, the world has
been characterized by a surging economic interdependence, thus epitomizing the borderless
vehicle shaping global communities, doorsteps across nation states defined by territory and a
functioning authority. The evolution of the World Wide Web (the internet), the rise of multina-
tional corporations and global financial institutions with well defined international legal mecha-
nisms has infact become the driving mechanism for this contentious phenomenon of economic
liberalization and globalization. Several contemporary scholars of international relations have
suggested the increase of such global institutions as a threat to sovereignty, noting the loss of
control and authority of the state. Scholars such as Jessica Mathews for example argued that
“national governments are not simply loosing autonomy in a globalized world, but sharing
power — including social, political and security roles with businesses, international organiza-
tions and with a multitude of citizens groups known as nongovernmental organizations.”??

The rise of international legal institutions such as the International Criminal Court (ICC) and
other adhoc tribunals provide an explanation along those lines. “Today, customary internation-
al law allows for universal jurisdiction for a broad range of crimes. In addition, some interna-
tional treaties explicitly require parties to prosecute perpetrators, or extradite them to another
state where they will be prosecuted.”” These include Conventions on Torture, Genocide, Refu-
gees, Race, Children, Discrimination against Women, and International Covenants on Civil and
Political Rights and on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights.?* Carol Fehl wrote that:

“Multilateral human rights treaties, customary international human rights law — have
created a norm of international legal protection of human rights that is at least as im-
portant as the norm protecting sovereignty and the norm of non-intervention. By vir-
tue of the fact that this norm, of necessity, involves the limitation of state sovereignty,
human rights can be seen as being given priority above sovereignty.”*

Such multilateral conventions, limit the range of permissible actions that states may take
against vis-a-vis its own citizens, thus limiting its sovereignty.?® The movement of capital
across transnational boundaries falls along similar global trajectories. Richard Cooper (1968)
was therefore justified to point out that “capital mobility has undermined the ability of states
to control their own monetary policy.”?’ Coopers argument was supported by Noam (1987),
and Rosenau (1990). Noam(1987) argued that “in the long run telecommunications will trans-
cend the territorial concept and the notion of each country having territorial control over elec-
tronic communication will become archaic in the same sense that national control over the
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spoken ( and later the written) word became outmoded.”?® James Rosenau on the other hand
argued that issues such as “atmospheric pollution,” terrorism, the drug trade, currency crisis,
and HIV/ AIDS are products of interdependence, or new technologies, and are transnational,
thus states cannot provide solutions to them.? Both Noam and Rosenau’s arguments are evi-
dent in today’s interdependent world.

The proliferation of multinational cooperation’s, foreign direct investment and capital flow
across transnational boundaries of the modern world is no historical accident. The case of the
developing worlds of Africa, Latin America and China provides a parsimonious explanation
along those parables. In all these countries, deregulation and new rules defining the game has
undermined state sovereignty. It was such compelling arguments made by Thomas G. Moore
in 2008. He opined that:

“China’s growing economic power should be understood not only in terms of state —to-
state relations and conceptions based on national economic development, but also in
terms of cross border networks of production and exchange that co-existed, often un-
comfortably, with the territorially based national state system, thus manifesting a
deepening global interdependence rather than incipient hegemony or creeping de-
pendence.”?

This is evident in China’s activities across several fronts of the global economic landscape. To-
day, China may flex its muscles, but her economic activities has forced the Asian dragon con-
tingently maneuver with national sovereignty through its commitments and compliance obliga-
tions under the World Trade Organization (WTO). Even if the economic dragon accumulates
power as most realists would contend, globalization, interdependence and China’s economic
engagement with the rest of the world has shifted the dynamics of its sovereignty to some
degree. China’s commitments and obligations under the World Trade Organization (WTO) are
forcing it to share power with Supra national Corporations such as the WTO.

The flow of finance is arguably another contentious globalized phenomenon posing daunting
challenges to sovereignty over the years. As states are embedded in a network of international
financial governance architectures, the flow of finance across transnational boundaries has
concomitantly shifted the dynamics of state regulation on capital flow across national bounda-
ries. Finance flow escaped the control of states in a market where firms, multinational cooper-
ation’s and people are empowered to easily transfer capital across transnational boundaries.

Although there exists scholarly arguments that states could exert some degree of control when
national interest is threatened, control over the flow of capital in a world characterized by a
revolutionary age of modern information and communications technology does not in the least
hold water. Christopher K. Ansell and Steven Weber are justified that “states may struggle to
retain control, but they are doomed to lose this battle for reasons parallel to why state sover-
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eignty came to characterize the international system several hundred years earlier — the logic
of exchange.”! Today, the world is characterized by an economic landscape that has finance
and capital flow transgressing transnational boundaries across all facets of modern interna-
tional relations.

No one can deny some of the benefits states have gained from the revolutionizing forces of
globalization and interdependence. Such benefits may not be limited to strengthening state
efforts to empower citizens economically and socially through its interaction with transnational
actors such as Inter-Governmental Organizations and Non-Governmental Organizations, but
also provide opportunities for citizens, develop infrastructure, strengthened state institutions,
and make states restore meaning to borders in response to globalization.

Nonetheless, with the “internal dimension of sovereignty derived from a state’s monopoly of
legitimate forces within its borders,” (Thsuma, 2000) and the relationship between the state
and civil society (Reinicke, 1997), state regulation of finance flow in the globalized world has
been one of the greatest challenges to sovereignty. This is evident with inter-linkages amongst
multinationals, financial institutions such as banks, communications and information systems
architectures, international non-governmental organizations and other small businesses as the
bedrock of global interdependent mechanisms posing daunting challenges to national sover-
eignty across the rapidly changing world of modern times.

In hindsight, the notion that sovereignty remains to be a tool for states can be questioned in
several other fronts. The emergence of supra national organizations calling for more state co-
operation across the global economic landscape itself speaks quite some volume. Organiza-
tions such as the World Trade organization (WTO), the United Nations (UN), the International
Monetary Fund (IMF), and the World Bank (WB), just to name a few, constitute examples of
global governance evolutionary mechanisms manifesting a compromise of sovereignty. The
membership of all these organizations is built around the well founded evident of states giving
up some elements of national sovereignty. The case of the World Trade Organization for ex-
ample provides a parsimonious example along those parallels- The World Trade Organization
is founded on a principle of deregulation, thus facilitating an amicable business and trading
interaction between member states. The organization has well defined trading tariffs that
emerged from an international consensus between states.

States have since then been obligated to define their national trading regulations around doc-
trines codified under agreements of the World Trade Organization. For example China’s evolu-
tion to become the newest member of the organization indeed raised some international eye-
brows among scholars of international relations. This was largely due to China’s long standing
foreign policy evolving around protecting national sovereignty. However China’s membership
of the World Trade Organization, has questioned its sovereignty in several fronts. The mass
movements of goods and services, the flow of capital and finance, and the revolutionizing of
business through modern information and communications technologies is a testament of the
contingent maneuvering of states with sovereignty across global economic and political hori-
zons. The pace of globalization and interdependence has indeed shaped our world. Thus it
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further explains why nuclear proliferation, residual nationalism, security and survival are dy-
namic factors strengthening sovereignty and the prominence of states across the global politi-
cal spectrum.

With the changing pace of the global governance architecture, the pace of globalization has
propelled the contentious political conundrums of nuclear proliferation, nationalism and securi-
ty to a debate on the state of national sovereignty. The questions, has nuclear proliferation,
nationalism and security revived the prominence of the state on the global stage, has sover-
eignty been strengthened by this impending rising global phenomena, therefore took shape
across the global political landscape. Several theories have since then emerged with the rise of
non-state actors, nationalism and nuclear proliferation. Some scholars have argued that, since
the events of September 11" 2001, there has been a resurgence of sovereignty on the global
stage.

In his book titled Surprise, Security and the American experience, John Caddis Lewis for exam-
ple argued that American foreign policy to act unilaterally in pursuit of terrorists in Afghanistan
and Irag was a demonstration of America’s resolve to act unilaterally at the expense of sover-
eignty on one aspect and the defense of its national sovereignty and interest from another
perspective.>* By making such reasoning, Caddis made a compelling argument of a reviving
national sovereignty. A careful consideration of US policy in the aftermath of the September
11™ 2001 attacks in New York demonstrated the resolve of nation states to act alone under
situations undermining national sovereignty, survival and security. US military interventions in
Afghanistan and Iraq fall along similar trajectories.

In Glyn Morgan’s view, “the Westphalia sovereignty has fallen out of favor among many in the
U.S international relations community in the wake of 9/11, thus reduced to a conditional right,
with military interventions justified in preventing human rights and nuclear proliferation, when
approved by the United States and her allies.>® Morgan’s theoretical contributions toward the
literature on Sovereignty indeed raised the alarm for all those scholars interested in global se-
curity. Whilst many have raised serious issues with her theoretical concerns, it only befits to
argue that sovereignty in the aftermath of 9/11 have taken a paradigmatic shift from its tradi-
tional definitions.

It must be noted that even though the United Nations Security Council was not in approval of

a United States Resolution for a unanimous authorization of military intervention against the
Baghdad regime, the United States was determined enough to pursue it all alone. Arguably,
the United States use of “arbitrary power” (Thompson, 2006) and attack on the external sov-
ereignty of Iraq, was a political machination geared towards defending national interest and
sovereignty. This was evident in both the two speeches given by President George W Bush
(JR) shortly after the 2001 attacks in New York and before military interventions in Irag.
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In both his speeches, the President’s messages were clear to the nation and the world at
large. He cited America’s resolve to pursue national enemies anywhere and at anytime as a
national policy mechanism that must never be compromised. Citing North Korea, Iran and Lib-
ya as “an axis of evil,”** President Bush’s shifting of US foreign policy stemmed from a resolve
to defend national sovereignty and security. Historically, John Caddis Lewis made similar com-
pelling arguments about America’ resolve to defend its sovereignty dating back to the 18
century. In his book Caddis wrote that:

“In 1817, Secretary of State John Quincy Adams, reacting to the burning of Washing-
ton, D.C., by British forces during the War of 1812, inaugurated three policies to se-
cure the nation as it grew: preemption --the U.S. would react swiftly and forcibly to
attacks; wnilateralism-+the U.S. would reject alliances requiring response to unforesee-
able developments involving other nations; Aegemony-the U.S. would predominate in
the Western Hemisphere.”*®

American foreign policy following the tragic September 11" 2001 incident was therefore no
historical accident. The policies were a testament of America’s resolve to protect its sovereign-
ty at any time.

Nonetheless, US policy of pursuing non-state actors has also had a parallel shifting dynamics
of sovereignty from another perspective. In a nutshell it has become a driving mechanism of
raising the bars of sovereignty across global political horizons. With the military interventions
in Afghanistan and Iraq, a heat wave alarming other nations began spreading like wild fire.
Other nations since then felt that the US unilateral policy of pursuing terrorists anywhere and
at anytime in defense of national sovereignty and security was a threat in itself to their securi-
ty survival and sovereignty. Countries such as Iran, North Korea, Venezuela, Syria and several
small developing nations began a global campaign against what was regarded as a hostile US
policy.

This policy could largely be argued to stem from reasons of survival, security and defense of
national sovereignty. Countries such as Venezuela were alarmed that only by raising the alarm
on the global stage could they succeed in their soft power politicking. This was evident with
President Hugo Chavez's global campaign against US foreign policy, his pursuit of modernizing
Venezuelan armed forces, the strengthening of military and economic ties with Russia, and
nationalization of foreign oil and communications companies in Venezuela. Richard Lapper
puts it this way:

In order to better defend Venezuelan sovereignty and ensure domestic security, the
National Armed Forces are working to upgrade their outdated weapons, communica-
tions, and surveillance systems, primarily with new equipment purchased from Russia,
China, Spain, and Brazil to arm and equip up to one million troops and reserves. Ac-
cording to government officials, the thrust of this military buildup is defensive. Chavez

34. This is an excerpt from the 2001 speech of President George. W. Bush Jr. after the September 11,
2001 attacks of the twin towers, New York and the Pentagon, Washington D.C.
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has pointed to the need for greater vigilance on Venezuela’s borders, especially with
Colombia, where paramilitary and guerrilla forces retain a long-standing presence.*®

Apart from the case of Venezuela, residual nationalism in the European Union (EU) presents
scholars with a compelling argument of state prominence in modern international relations.
With an understanding that the European Union (EU) was founded under principles of integra-
tion geared towards both economic and political development to meet challenges of the 21*
century, the United Kingdom (UK) and Sweden’s failure to adopt the European Currency pro-
vides one with a parsimonious example of a residual nationalism in the quest of protecting
national sovereignty. Since its inception as a model for regional integration, euro-skepticism
grew to be a major obstacle to the European Union. “The growth in euro-skepticism can be
traced back to a variety of anxieties: the prospect of EU enlargement by 10 new member
states bringing with it fear of the displacement of companies and of immigration, with both
factors seen as leading to increasing unemployment in a Europe where the economic upswing
is a long time in coming.”*’

This is evident with “the difficulties (or the lack of determination) of the member states, politi-
cal parties and electoral alliances, even the pro-European ones, in putting Europe at the center
of public debate and in informing and organizing extensive discussion on the important issues
(such as the constitution, enlargement, and European identity), thus paving the way for pro-
test votes and, by avoiding the issue of European integration.”® Today, European integration
continues to be threatened by a proliferation of right wing nationalist opposition movements
across several EU member states- a paradigmatic shift seen by many as a strengthening of
sovereignty across the European peninsula.

Apart from the residual nationalism, Iran’s nuclear policy further provides scholars with a lit-
mus test on the question of sovereignty. With the invasion of Iraq and the presence of thou-
sands of US forces in her backyard, Iran has strengthened efforts in the quest of pursing nu-
clear technology. It has defied international legal mechanisms and made it clear that the pur-
suit of nuclear technology was a sovereign right that it would not compromise. Amidst series
of international sanctions, Iran has enriched more uranium than at any other time. It has test-
ed long range missiles capable of carrying nuclear war heads in a show of international defi-
ance. Despite several years of negotiations, Tehran maintained that pursuing nuclear technol-
ogy was a sovereign right. Iran’s behavior in this context could be attributed to hegemony of
the political discourse as argued by (Larsen, 1997: 22). In retrospective, Iran’s nuclear policy
in terms of an objective situation that all states would respond are due to the main discourses
of sovereignty and independence (Kubalkova, 2001), and security seeking behavior based on
objective conditions (Waltz, 1979).

Although scholars differ in their views of Iran’s pursuit of nuclear technology, what is interest-
ing is that, the doctrine of national sovereignty has been tested. In a world continually evolv-
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ing around unknown trajectories, it came to light that nations still have the resolve to adopt or
pursue policies in defense of national sovereignty. “It was the culmination of the George Bush
preemptive doctrine and promotion of freedom that contributed in steering a global diplomatic
tension in which developing nations were left with no choice but to challenge hegemonic
machinations poised to transgress sovereignty and possibly steer instability and insecurity
across porous national borders."”*

Iran’s nuclear policy and Venezuela’s foreign policy have therefore brought to light the reviving
prominence of the state and national sovereignty across the global political stage. Thus, the
theoretical and empirical implications are evident of the contingent maneuvering of states with
sovereignty as a result of globalization and economic interdependence, and prominent actors
on the global stage for reasons of survival, security and residual nationalism.

This paper largely gave a theoretical and empirical analysis of the question and debate on na-
tional sovereignty in the literature of contemporary international affairs. In the midst of sever-
al theories brought forward by modern scholars, the paper provided two different perspectives
of sovereignty — an economic perspective supporting a notion of states maneuvering with
sovereignty as a result of interdependence, globalization, communications and information
technology, and a political perspective on the other hand supporting the prominent role of the
state, and strengthening of sovereignty as a result of nuclear proliferation, security and a ris-
ing nationalism across the global political landscape.

Amidst several scholarly arguments on the state of globalization, the paper found that eco-
nomic interdependence as a result of innovations by communications and information technol-
ogy has progressively transgressed national boundaries, thus raising a scholarly question on
the role of the state in contemporary economics. Even though scholars remain divided on the
notion that the state remain relevant in modern international economic affairs, the paper
found the maneuvering of state power to be contingent. Thus, our contemporary world is
characterized by states sharing power with other actors on the global stage.

The paper found both theoretical and empirical evidence suggesting the flow of capital and
the proliferation of multinational cooperation as bedrocks to the borderless source forcing
states to share power with non-state actors such as Supra national and transnational corpora-
tions. This is evident with the proliferation of multinational banks and foreign development
investments across territorial boundaries of the developing countries of South East Asia, Africa
and Latin America. By using the World Trade Organization to support argument, the paper
showed that states have defined their trading regulations around doctrines codified under the
international mechanisms of the organization, thus compromising sovereign principles. The
paper has persuasively used China’s membership of the World Trade Organization as a fitting
example of the retreat of the state around those economic parables.

Nonetheless, the paper found an interesting political variable strengthening national sover-
eignty across the global political landscape. The notion that nuclear proliferation, a rising na-

39. Ibid, See The Global Balance of Power, pp 11-20



tionalism and security has strengthened sovereignty was made around compelling arguments
of US military interventions in Iraq, the Iranian nuclear conundrum, and the residual national-
ism in Venezuelan and the European Union (EU). Using these global events, the paper found
these nations to have acted for reasons of survival, security and the quest of strengthening
national sovereignty.

Even though scholars differ in their views on sovereignty, it is interesting to see how the paper
found the two different perspectives — one using economic parallels supporting arguments on
the “contingent maneuvering” of states with sovereignty, and the other using political varia-
bles showing the prominence of the state for reasons of security, survival, rising nationalism
and the quest to protect national sovereignty. The paper found that along the evolving nature
of our world across political, economic and social trajectories, the debate on sovereignty will
continue to be based on globalization, economic interdependence, communications and infor-
mation technology, survival, security and a residual nationalism on the global political land-
scape.

In the modern debate on sovereignty across the global political landscape, traditional argu-
ments found power and legitimacy to reside within the state, whilst contemporary arguments
found the state to be struggling with sovereignty from one perspective and strengthening ter-
ritoriality from another. Nonetheless this paper theorized that states are “not passive actors,
neither in retreat, or the sole power player in contemporary politics, but their room for maneu-
ver is always contingent.”*® In sum questions around the state and sovereignty in the contem-
porary era could be concluded in two major parameters.

Firstly, globalization and interdependence have forced states to share power with new actors
in terms of states responsibility in the provision of socio-economic and socio-political opportu-
nities to citizens. Similarly, states are also sharing responsibilities in its obligations of strength-
ening state institutions and developments in infrastructure and modern communications tech-
nology through its interaction with transnational organizations. Secondly, despite a compro-
mise of sovereignty across economic horizons, reasons of security, survival and a rise of resid-
ual nationalism brought to light the prominence of the state on the world stage as a compel-
ling contemporary reality. This means that the response of the state to new realities through
an evolving global corporation has restored some degree of meaning to borders in a globalized
era. Whilst it is descriptive, theoretical and conceptual, evidences provided are real, suggestive
and comprehensive.
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