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Introduction

I

n his essay “Sovereignty” for Theory & Event, Michael Hardt argues
that the world order did not change on September 11, 2001.1 Rather, the date signified a longstanding politico-historical shift: the
decline in nation-state sovereignty as a viable organizing norm and
practice of international politics. Increasing transnational flows of capital, weapons, peoples, and information, as well as proliferating international institutions for governing economic and social relations, had
decreased states’ power over their territorial spaces. Political problems
were becoming more global in scope, including mass migrations, climate change, and the neoliberal privatization of common life across
continents, and they revealed the inadequacy of nation-states for solving them. The thinning veneer of state sovereignty was particularly exposed on 9/11, as non-state agents beholden to no clearly identifiable
Westphalian power stripped the illusion of state territorial supremacy.
Cells of loosely affiliated individuals enacted a spectacle of mass violence of which only national governments were presumed capable.
They eluded institutions of state security, and weaponized the same
civilian machinery—passenger airplanes—that accelerated the human
mobilities contributing to state permeability. More than a singularly
horrific assault, the attacks were one dramatic moment in an ongoing
erosion of state sovereignty.
Hardt was not claiming that sovereignty, as supreme control and
final authority over a defined space, was eroding as a possible form
of power, however. He provocatively argued that sovereignty was relocating from the domain of nation-states to what he called a “new
global sovereignty.” State powers, for Hardt, now “exist within and
are functional to a larger form of sovereignty. That functionality to the
new global sovereignty is the determining factor.” State authority is
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increasingly deployed to buttress global powers such as empire and
transnational capital, even as it cannot hold on to the monopoly of
violence within its own territory. The blurring jurisdictions of the two
main instruments of state violence—police inside nations and military
directed externally—indicated this shift. Militaries now enforce social
order within their own nations, as defensible borders were fragmenting
from well-defined contours to the mobile boundaries of nonstate actors, like transnational terrorists, refugees, smugglers, and migrants. In
addition, police powers had become increasingly militarized, such that
local, civilian forces perceive “enemy combatants” among their own
communities.2 The inside-outside conflation of the state institutions of
violence revealed to Hardt how the coercive instruments of state action
have detached from national borders. Sovereignty has gone the way of
neoliberal economics, popular culture, and politics: it globalized.
Hardt’s perceptive argument identifies key aspects of state sovereignty’s decline. He joins other seminal scholars of sovereignty, including Giorgio Agamben and Wendy Brown, to argue that sovereignty
has detached from state power to expand across the globe, whether
through Empire (Hardt and Negri), worldwide productions of bare life
(Agamben), or neoliberal capital as the new sovereign (Brown).3 “Sovereignty” presciently predicts how the events will shape a particular
telling of international relations in a global era.
However, in contrast to a unidirectional narrative of global sovereignty, the intervening years have also seen intensified recurrences
of nation-state sovereignty. Some states have gained coercive power
over citizens and bored more deeply into the lives of the populace,
especially as they aim to securitize territory, regulate social order, and
manage individuals within the nation. Widely distributed strategies of
national security buttress state power against the preferences of global
sovereign forces. State sovereignty has, in many instances, re-oriented
the monopoly of violence back inside territorial boundaries, targeting
individuated threats, communities, and bodies that are presumed to
threaten from within. As the world since 9/11 appears increasingly
chaotic, with rising global inequality, nonstate violence, and climate
change disasters that uproot entire populations and put groups at war
for scarce resources, one common response by national governments is
a re-commitment to bolstering state sovereignty by securing borders,
combined with internal state repression of unruly, hungry, and desperate populations housed within the nation-state. In various places
across the globe, state sovereignty remains a vibrant aspiration.
To conceptualize sovereignty as a resurging phenomenon is to unsettle the familiar narrative of international relations, in which state
sovereignty was preeminent up to the end of the 20th century and is
now in decline. These claims construct a linear narrative of dissolution
that does not leave room to conceptualize contemporary sovereign-
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ty as episodic and uneven. While we agree with Hardt that there are
many ways in which state sovereignty has diminished, especially in
regards to the circulations of transnational capital that easily elide state
borders and regulations, there has also been a simultaneous and concomitant increase in particular formations of state sovereignty, especially in militarized and securitized modes of power. Pursuits of sovereignty vary in different regional spaces; they fluctuate, rather than
being established conditions that remain stable over time only to later
dissolve.4 Widespread surveillance, police militarization, and mass
incarceration reveal the resilience of national sovereign power over
internal populations, in novel and anti-democratic ways that Hardt’s
essay did not foresee.
We argue that there is no unidirectional trajectory of state power in our global era from territoriality to deterritorialization, from the
national to the global, or from fixed to mobile sovereignty. These contrasting processes actively coexist. Sovereignty, in our moment, takes
place through shifting circulations of power harnessed to or disengaged from divergent aspirations to territorial supremacy, within and
outside nation-states. In this article, we examine a few contemporary
aspirations to state sovereignty across the globe to analyze some forms
that sovereign ambitions take in the post-9/11 era: 1) increasingly militarized modes of sovereign police power against citizens, as seen in the
US and Egypt among other states, 2) state securitization of domestic
populations through surveillance of everyday life, as seen in multiple countries, and 3) growing desires of national populations to fortify state sovereignty, as seen in Great Britain’s Brexit vote to leave the
E.U., Islamic State’s aim to establish territorial statehood in the form
of a Caliphate, and the US presidential campaign of Donald Trump.
Together, these examples show various ways that state sovereignty has
increased and turned inward toward the control of domestic populations in the name of order, and often at the invitation of anxious publics who see in the state a savior from the political chaos and economic
precarity of globalization.
1) Militarized modes of sovereign police power over citizens

The blurring between military and police apparatuses in the United
States began decades before the September 11 attacks, as Hardt and
many other scholars have noted.5 This trend took off with the Nixon and Reagan administration’s “War on Drugs,” 6 and by the 1990s
Congress arranged for the Pentagon to funnel surplus military grade
equipment to civilian law enforcement.7 The police began treating drug
use and other minor crimes with tactics more appropriate for military
activity, engaging in crime control methods that resemble an occupying military’s counter-insurgency campaign.8 By the 2001 attacks, the
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structural conditions for the heightened militarization of police functions were already in place. Police strategies to preserve the peace rapidly expanded to include military weapons and tactics for preempting
terrorism.9 Hardware such as armored tanks, grenade launchers, and
battle dress uniforms, combined with military intelligence technology,
have influenced police engagement with civilians. Citing an “unprecedented level of US armed forces’ involvement in internal security matters,” Peter Kraska among many others observes greater cooperation
between policy and the military at all levels, including information
sharing, technology and weapons transfers, and the growth of special,
heavily armed units (e.g. SWAT teams) that emulated military special
forces.10 Many of the $4.3 billion worth of weapons and equipment
that have been transferred from military to police departments since
9/11 are heavy and brutal; according to the ACLU, for example, 500
law enforcement agencies received Mine Resistant Ambush Protected (MRAP) vehicles.11 These vehicles were customized to withstand
damage from roadside bombs, but are now deployed for routine police
business like delivering arrest warrants. Other trends in militarized
policing include mapping the topography of city streets as if they were
war zones, repressing street protests with military formations, and exacerbating the violent and punitive policing that disproportionately
impacts poor and minority communities who have been more readily
perceived as hostile enemies.12
The increased militarization of police within the US does not necessarily serve a global sovereign, as Hardt might have it. Instead, it
buttresses US control over and against citizens in ways that reproduce
historical patterns of domestic social stratification. Recent iterations of
militarized policing were observed nation-wide in the images of heavily armed police trying to contain Black Lives Matter protests over the
police shootings of African-Americans. As figure 1 portrays, the heavily armed police SWAT team handcuffing a nonviolent protester in Baton Rouge was not an act of global sovereign force. It is in the service of
the state’s maintenance of internal order, and produces a form of state
sovereignty that construes democratic action and the daily survival
strategies of minority populations as threats. The penalization of democratic protest is not new, nor is it newly racialized. Police-initiated
violence has targeted dissent by poor and minority communities and
leftist political movements throughout American history.13
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Figure 1. Militarized police power in the service of state sovereignty.
Baton Rouge, July 9, 2016.
(Jonathan Bachman/ Reuters)14

The 21st century has seen greater supersession of constitutional rights
such as the fourth amendment’s prohibitions on unreasonable searches and seizures and the fifth amendment right to trial, as with the vast
expansion of plea bargaining in the American criminal administration
system. At the same time, there are broader sweeps of the population
subject to mass incarceration (for example, stop and frisk policing).15
Indeed, over 2 million people are currently incarcerated in the US,
which amounts to the highest proportion of incarcerated citizens of
any country in the world.16 Furthermore, the criminalization of informal economic activity disproportionately impacts low-income and
minority people, and is part of the widespread move from welfare to
penalization for the state management of poverty.17 All of these expansions in police power are notoriously unchecked. At the same time,
police taking of civilian lives are almost never subject to criminal prosecution, even when it is unprovoked and proven as such by a video
recording. This means that the state’s police power is the “exception”
in Carl Schmitt’s definition of a sovereign; it uses extra-legal force to
enforce order, and is also exempt from the law.18
Looking beyond the borders of the United States, many national
regimes have deployed hybridized police-military formations to as-
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sert state sovereignty over domestic challengers. When the series of
protests called the Arab Spring began in Tunisia in 2010, western governments, mass publics, and area experts hailed what appeared to be
a cascading transnational surge of popular uprisings aimed at overthrowing the region’s despots. In Egypt, millions of protesters agitated
for the long-time dictator Hosni Mubarak to step down. With support
from the military, Mubarak was ousted in 2011 and a new democratically elected government formed under the Muslim Brotherhood’s
leader Mohammed Morsi. Yet the governing power of the Brotherhood
was soon swept aside by a coup, supported by the military, that nullified the country’s first presidential elections and brought former head
of military intelligence and defense minister, Abdel Fattah el-Sisi, into
power. In post-coup Egypt, as in other Arab Spring states of Bahrain,
Syria and Yemen, the government painted all citizens who challenged
the state’s ruling power as agents of external powers, or as deviants
and extremists, and then used state violence to repress them.19 These
governments countered the Arab Spring with resolute affirmations of
their state sovereignty, and used force through any coercive apparatuses they could harness, whether police or military, without respect
to any formal delineations between them. Egypt, for one, is left with a
regime as repressive to its internal population, if not more so, than the
one toppled in 2011. Governments that treat their citizens as enemy
combatants and deploy various monopolistic forms of state violence
against them demonstrate that state sovereignty has not diffused globally but has congealed and intensified within the national entities.
State sovereignty through official state violence in Egypt is complex, however, as its coercive forces are not monolithic nor well-coordinated. While in power, Mubarak regularly used the official and
secret police as instruments of repression to further his rule. At the
outset of the protests against his regime, police forces tried to violently quell the uprisings. The Egyptian army, however, had its own authority and economic power somewhat independent of the president’s
power base; it aligned with protesting civilians to oust the president,
but it ultimately kept the regime in place through Sisi’s later coup.20
As in Tunisia, Egypt’s revolution succeeded because the military ultimately fought against the police, which was working to undermine the
protests. It pitted one arm of state sovereignty against another.21 This
pattern of military-police confrontation in Tunisia and Egypt was not
replicated in other Arab spring contexts. In Bahrain, Syria and Yemen,
the military and police converged to defend the dictatorships. The
role of the military in the Arab Spring was therefore contingent “on
the structure of that military and its place within a given political system”22—a function of the specifics of national sovereignty, rather than
a globalized sovereign’s playbook. Challenging Hardt’s claim, these
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examples reveal that there is less an overarching movement towards
global sovereignty than there are disparate and conflicting manifestations of national sovereignty.
2) State surveillance over domestic populations

Since 2001, general surveillance activities by public and private entities
have expanded around the world. State security and intelligence functions that arose during the Cold War have only grown in influence,
as countries have intensified their national security state functions.23
Nearly every advanced industrialized nation undertakes surveillance
of its population and others, and is involved in the widespread collection of data on citizens and noncitizens alike. 24 Governments form official databases, identification systems, and biometric data collection to
equip counter-terrorism agencies. They conduct cyber-espionage and
hacking against internal dissidents and other states. The imperative of
security against dark transnational forces that seek to destroy civilization—in the war on terror’s nomenclature—justifies the near-impunity
and operational secrecy of state surveillance in many countries.25 The
loosening of legal constraints on intelligence-gathering, as well as the
lack of adequate regulatory protections for privacy, contribute to the
rise of such activities.26 National security state operations work largely
outside the checks and balances and other legal self-constraints of a
liberal-democratic order.
This electronic surveillance has an international reach that challenges aspects of state sovereignty. Transnational political assemblages conduct surveillance and sponsor forums for the sharing of
intelligence. Information-gathering occurs through multi-national institutions like the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) or the
International Criminal Police Organization (INTERPOL), which have
their own surveillance functions. Private sector actors looking to monetize consumer information for marketing and advertising purposes
have vastly expanded public data collection activities. Some scholars
argue that this vastly expanded surveillance is in the service of global
capital, helping to produce post-state global sovereignty dominated by
finance.27 Private corporations generate massive data and keep their
money in off-shore locations, easily evading outdated state regulations still tied to traditional jurisdictional logics. Aligning with Hardt’s
general claims about global sovereignty, they argue that multinational
corporations have nearly unfettered power to gather data about populations in order to generate markets, create tradable informational
products, and raise capital.28 All of these monitoring capacities span
a planetary network of fiber optic cables and satellite transmissions,
making territorial boundaries seemingly irrelevant to the circulation
of information.
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However, focusing only on global governance and transnational
capital misses how states utilize surveillance regimes against globalizing tendencies in order to bolster national power. Far from being in
the service of global capital, governments often compel multinational
telecommunications and Internet companies to collaborate on surveillance activities. To operate in a given market, these companies can be
required to hand over data in the service of national security.29 Technological innovations in electronic communication, developed by private
capital, make possible the rapid production, circulation, and analysis of data. These innovations expand the capacities and efficiencies
of surveillance, making it more tempting for governments to exploit.
States harness the surveillance capacities and information generated
by multinational companies to strengthen their national borders, control internal populations, spy on other states, and instantiate domestic
order.
While the logic of national security calls for boosting controls over
movement in and out of national boundaries, states do not just affix
their surveillance to borders but extend them inwards, through the
management of domestic populations. Armand Mattelart argues that
a “techno-security paradigm” guiding “societies of security” expands
national security to protect the populace by monitoring countless facets of the population.30 States centralize the “geographic, communications and financial records of all their citizens and residents,” giving
them greater access to population-level data, as well as to individual
profiles.31 In the name of good governance, states measure and analyze
citizens’ behaviors, seek to technologically pinpoint their whereabouts
at any time, and identify their political proclivities, friends, and computer keystrokes (which may reveal shopping habits, illicit desires,
and much more). The purpose of contemporary surveillance, as Fuchs
and Trottier observe by building on Michel Foucault’s foundational argument, “is not only to collect data, but also to use this data to exert social control.”32 State surveillance entails a proliferation of government
bureaucracy and private contractors in order to acquire and process
vast, detailed amounts of digital information about individuals. Some
states even use equipment first developed for military battlefields on
local citizens, including wireless fingerprint scanners, biometric photographing, and aerial surveillance with drones.33
One example of an expansive and virtually unchecked state surveillance program in the US includes the joint FBI and Homeland
Security Nationwide Suspicious Activity Reporting Initiative, which
trains thousands of local, state and private agencies to report suspicious persons and gather information on their daily behaviors.34 ”Suspicious behavior” is gauged by local officers, or neighbors, or passersby; it is often arbitrarily determined and disproportionately identifies
nonwhite and non-Christian people whose daily actions may seem
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different and therefore suspect, or who come from racialized groups
with a historic legacy of being treated as threatening and dangerous.35
Boundless amounts of generated information on generic populations
and individual persons—“suspicious” or otherwise—are stored in the
hope that it can be harnessed at a moment’s notice by government
agencies at a later date.36 Citizens have limited access to the full sweep
of information collected about them, and anything can be recorded as
“criminal intelligence” without proof of reasonable suspicion or probable cause. These efforts contribute to state sovereignty, as the accumulation of intimate, political, and associative microdetails about people
and populations is largely exempt from the oversight and monitoring
required in a democratic, adversarial system.
The state sovereignty produced out of all of this surveillance is
not primarily dematerialized or deterritorialized, even if informational flows emanate within “the cloud” of networked servers and travel
instantaneously across state borders. Instead, it takes shape as the familiar, Westphalian, Hobbesian form of state sovereignty, in order to
secure order over the bodies of individual citizens and the collective
citizenry. When corporate entities like Facebook, Google, and AT&T
cooperate with states they effectively become government agents of
data collection and surveillance. Information may be deterritorialized
and mobile in many respects, but states use surveillance to maintain
the territory of state power and preempt threats against it. This aim
may be impossible, as Brian Massumi would note, but it structures the
organization of state surveillance as it continually expands over the
population.37
3) Desires from the people to bolster state sovereignty against transnational forces

Around the world, an increasing desire for state sovereignty can be
seen among diverse nations; it is often in response to the inequalities
of globalization. There is a generalized feeling, across individuals and
populations, that people have less power to determine their life conditions than in previous generations. Many turn to government to save
them from nebulous and unknowable transnational forces. State power comes to seem the sole source of sovereignty that can demonstrate
strength and self-determinism against external forces.38 Some citizens
aim to reestablish state self-determination over the powers of transnational capital. Others aim to fortify national borders against refugee
populations fleeing violence and poverty in other nations, including
Hungary, Turkey, and America, as well as Great Britain. Still others expressed reactionary forms of national pride against other members of
the nation deemed disruptive to state integrity and order. For example,
during the Arab Spring many called on the state to increase repression
against dissenters within the nation. The nation-state continues to be
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vested with substantial symbolic power and normative legitimacy to
protect national identity, regulate order, and claim custodianship over
principles such as freedom, liberation and justice.
The British referendum vote to leave the European Union in June
2016—“Brexit”—was one such articulation of the desire for state sovereignty that directly opposed transnational flows of money and people.
Popular British sentiments for state power grew out of resentment of
the EU and a fear of refugee populations and global capital, all perceived to intrude on traditional modes of state sovereignty. According
to a Lord Ashcroft poll of over 12,000 British voters on the day of the
referendum, supporters of the ‘Leave’ vote gave numerous reasons
for disentangling from the EU: Half cited “the principle that decisions
about the UK should be taken in the UK;” a third felt Brexit “offered
the best chance for the UK to regain control over immigration and its
own borders.”39 Many argued that the EU’s transnational governing
system over-regulated Great Britain, while at the same time elevated
foreign and corporate interests above Britain’s own. This sacrifice of
parliamentary sovereignty to a continental body, they argued, was detrimental to state agency. Brexit supporters also wanted to re-capture
border control to prevent influxes of undesirable populations, such as
Syrian refugees escaping their country’s violent regime and war, as
well as economic migrants from lower income EU countries.
The Brexit desire for sovereignty appeared xenophobic, and surely
this is reason for much of its support.40 But supporters’ demographics
offer additional reasons for why Brexit passed. These voters were older, less educated, more economically insecure, employed in non-skilled
trades, and less flexible in competing in a global economy.41 Facing economic competition from others in Europe, many recognized that the
EU’s neoliberal promise of widespread wealth creation excluded them.
In effect, they felt that the UK bargained away of sovereignty to the EU
for benefits they never received.42 The referendum, a democratic instrument of national governance, empowered them to undo the formal
arrangements by which they had ceded some measure of collective
autonomy.43 Brexit allowed those resenting EU membership to feel as if
they had re-acquired a measure of control, re-establishing agency and
security in precarious, uncertain times.
In the US, Donald Trump’s presidential candidacy embodied,
among other things, a collective desire for renewed state sovereignty. Trump’s speeches emphasized the degraded status of the country,
appealing especially to the plight of the American worker. It proved
an effective rhetorical strategy because it fomented his rapt audience’s
sentiments of fallen greatness. They felt overwhelmed by un-American forces in the forms of foreign entities, immigrant populations,
and racial and religious minorities. Trump’s promise to his supporters
was this: you may feel weak and injured now, but my state policies
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will soon vanquish the enemies that sap your power, allowing you to
experience your rightful, and unbound, agency.44 Trump argued that
violent and punitive forms of state expansion, especially strong borders—whether a concrete wall, draconian detention of immigrants, or
outright denial of entry to religious and racialized groups—will revive the feeling of sovereignty and security his listeners seek. When
Trump trumpeted the border wall, he promised to deliver triumphant
strength through military and state action. As he exclaimed, “We’re
gonna make our military so big and so strong and so great, it will be
so powerful that I don’t think we’re ever going to have to use it. Nobody’s going to mess with us.” It is a promise that state power, so big
and so strong and so great, can wipe away all individual experiences of vulnerability. Trump’s campaign transmuted affectively intense
experiences of powerlessness into the justification for state violence
imagined as sovereign freedom.45
Trump’s campaign slogan, “Make America Great Again” offered
that dramatic performances of violent state power can restore sovereign greatness to both the individual and the state. By promising to
take down the powers sapping American sovereignty—which he and
his audience diagnose as terrorists, immigrants, other nations, and racialized others—he implied that US political subjects can escape their
feelings of dependence and vulnerability. This helps to explain why
Trump’s support is especially strong from white, male, and lower-income supporters. It is not that they are the population most injured by
the economic recession or diminished state sovereignty, but that they
feel unable to achieve what they have always been told is their rightful
entitlement. The rightful entitlement they desire, Trump knows, is to
be like him: a master over self and others, economically and politically dominant, and beholden to no other. His promise to recapture the
sovereign freedom he claims to embody is most compelling for those
people who have historically and fervently invested in sovereign individualism, typically the white men upon whom it is implicitly modeled.46 Trump’s adherents surely feel threatened by the rise of women
and minorities to positions of political power and public visibility, but
they, like many others, also feel at the mercy of economic and political
forces that few people can identify or understand. Indeed, the individual sovereignty they desire disavows the very impact of these larger
forces on their lives. It then stimulates their investments in the traditional apparatuses of sovereignty as a proxy for their own individual
power: a dominating military and exacting border patrol.
There is also a concurrent desire among particular nonstate actors
for state sovereignty. We can see this, most surprisingly, in the 15-year
evolution of the sort of parties that perpetrated the 9/11 attacks. At
the time of the 9/11 attacks, Al-Qaeda was in effect de-territorialized,
claiming no land as its own and operating through small transnation-

14

Theory & Event

al cells. The group was seen as one example of globalization’s underbelly. Popular commentators like Moises Naim likened the group’s
organizational structure and multi-nationality to an NGO: a loose
network of ideologically-aligned individuals.47 Such actors, as Hardt
insinuated, would be controlled through similarly borderless global
sovereign powers of control. Al-Qaeda gathered in cave complexes in
Afghanistan, but dispersed once NATO forces led by the United States
pursued their leadership. A franchise affiliated with the group would
later sprout up in Iraq following the American invasion.48 The group,
Al-Qaeda in Iraq, was the precursor for the Islamic State, previously called the Islamic State in Iraq and Syria (ISIS). Yet, as Hardt and
many others could not have foreseen, Islamic State later attempted to
establish permanent territory upon which to build its state, institute law
and order and begin its expansion.49 With the Syrian civil war, Iraq’s
government in tatters, and competing regional powers unable to reach
consensus, Islamic State was able to secure a vast amount of territory
in much of both countries. Islamic State, in other words, pursued state
sovereignty on a territorial basis.50
Through grotesque violence, military activity, quasi-state institutions and sophisticated media operations, the group tried to function
like the state its self-declared name expresses—it is, after all, pursuing
an Islamic State. The Islamic State repudiated the de-territorialized organizational structure of Al-Qaeda to seek sovereignty in the form of
an established Caliphate, a kingdom led by a religious authority and
based on Muslim principles.51 State sovereignty remains the locus of
identity and authority for the group that has captured so much of the
world’s fears. ISIS thus leads to a different reading of sovereign desires than Wendy Brown’s seminal account of “waning sovereignty.”52
For Brown, current sovereign aspirations, including building border
walls between states, stem from a fantasy that sovereignty can be rehabilitated in an era of its decline; as ISIS reveals, these fantasies even
produce wicked dreams of re-territorialized ambitions.53 Instead of a
permanent shift from state power to supra-national constellations, the
differences between Al Qaeda and Islamic State reveal an oscillating
countershift from global sovereignty back to state sovereignty.
Conclusion
Rather than the disintegration of national sovereignty re-amassed at
the global level, we inhabit an era of competing state sovereignties
amongst geographic locales and material flows that cycle in and out
of power, and often condense downward at the intrastate level. While
there are many ways in which state sovereignty has declined, it would
be incorrect to tell one global story of sovereign power in which the
nation-state loses it as transnational forces gain it. In the US, Great Brit-

Anker and Youmans | Sovereign Aspirations 15

ain, Egypt, Islamic State, and elsewhere, pursuits of state sovereignty have expanded in certain respects. These pursuits often focus on
managing internal populations, using techniques of militarized policing and mass surveillance, and have been undertaken with a popular
mandate in many places. Challenging the expected paradigm of deterritorialized power, many states and populations remain transfixed on
material territoriality, especially border securitization against threats.
Both established and aspiring state powers continue to fetishize territory as a primary site of sovereignty, even as they also utilize dematerialized informational flows and nonstate actors like corporations to
secure their ground. Hardt’s analysis of sovereignty tells a powerful
and important story about globalization, but there is more than one
story to tell about state sovereignty’s operations in contemporary global politics.
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