
Sovereign God, Sovereign State, Sovereign Self 

Sovereignty is the vote. The union card. The insignia of mem- 
bership in the club. Leas exclusive than it once -, the club now 
encompasvo much of the globe. and nonmembers continue to 
oeek enuy, often utilizing rather impolite method, to that end. 
Sovereignty remains the "esuntial qualification for full member- 
ship in international miety, or to erpreaa the point more compre- 
hensively, the qualification which makes a asate rligiblc for Cull 
membership."' Sovereignty namu an aspiration; acrvn as a goad 
to action; signifies an accompliimenr: ddiner an  opposition be 
ween ihe smte and iLs rodety; and encodes a legal construction. 
namelv, formal sovcreirmw. - .  

Why is sovereignty so pervarive and so elusive? To address this 
comprehensively would take volumea, but I propore only to scratch 
the &face of &ings by looking at the way &reign& continuer 
to mark divouroe in internatiod relations, hirtov. and current 
affairs. Then I rill move to a series of epeculative reflections on 
the continuing power of the concept of sovereignty. Pindly, I will 
touch on a theme by no means original to me: rovcreignty as a 
boundarysetting d i x o u n c a  way to divide theorizing about 'do 
mcstic politics" from theorizing about the smte and its 'external" 
relations.' My aim over the long haul is to move toward a new 
dincourse of sovereignty which would enable ua to interrogate 
uncritical aarumptions about sovereignty rather than to pow it as a 
problem and aucmpt to eliminate the concepL 
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Politid Leo&& Bernard Crick proclaims that there arc cru- 
cial diEcrcnca b e h e m  power and sovereignty, and that it is but 
b-ringloriatu bluffing which h a  confuud the two and caused 
shvneW deaths.* Wvming to his topic, Crick l a m b ,  rover- 
eigny 'Y 2 greater c u m  and a aurce  of more conceptual confu- 
i o n  than even Clauuria'r dubious doctrine. For even if one sap 
that wmcthing d l e d  ' the S u e '  is wvereign. it doer not follow 
that this ~ ~ r e i g n t y  s h o d  alwap be used or con alvap be used.* 

But Crick's ue of the conditional blunts the edge of his pc- 
lemical sword; he uy "if here is something called W e  State" 
and "F it ir wvcrcign. One is left with the impresrion that them 
mtut indeed be wvercign staur, else why the fuaa? It becomes 
clear that Crick in in the ume bind m many thinkers ouuaged at 
abuses of lmcrcignty (in Crick's -, Margaret Thacher'a bellicor- 
ity in the FalkIanbMalvinu f i r ) ;  yet. Crick is unwilling to 
jeuimn the idea., b e a u x  if r Srhole counyl is threatened, m r -  
cigny becomca mcmingful: Y in 191418 and 193945.* Populu 
vlvereignty mmr out to be m n  k u r  at the lovereign game &an 
a u r a r y r ,  being able to achieve more robust and enthusia~tic 
%eel of mobilkation. When people volunluily act togmher. the 
fonnal mechanism of .a wnreign state can then cffcctirrly counter 
a" external foe. 

In Michvl Howard's Th C o w  4 Wm? we find a defenv of 
h c  nationatau and i u  comsponding xwemignty. H o d  criticiz- 
es a erceuivc and tra@c one of the moments of popular saver- 
eigny Crick vnlorha. namely 1914-1918. H o d  would hold onto 
the concept of sovereignty br future use. To H m d .  the 'tragedy 
of 1914" evolved fiom the 'later ninereenth<cnmry apotheosis of 
the Nation Stay, lagether with the glorification of w which 
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accompanied i t .  . . ." This. for conternporq Eumpcpn.. is an 
hi~roriul  curiaity, almost impossible to conceive of today. (Save 
br Bernard Crick?) H o d ,  an erudite and e m p r a t e  w i k r  
aevching for h c  rrrongcst povibls intendicn to rcom this rhe- 
torical m d  analytic p i n t  agrinrt amreign excess, excoriates "the 
groulquc and evil elaggerationa of miliruistic n a t i o n a l i ~ m . ~  He 
concedea that miswst of the Slav is 'the beginning of po l ida l  
widom.* And yet. Howard argues that liberal optimim regarding 
'the reinteprion of mankind in nor political patuma which will 
transcend the old 'war +m' and make p d b l e  perpetual 
peace"0 is misplaced, a. 'the nation Stau atill remaina the only 
mechanism bv which h e  o r d i n w  man and woman acbicvc some 
sense, however limited, of participation in, and rerponaibility for, 
the o rde t in~  of their own locieties and the conduct of the dbirs 
of the world."" For Howard, h c  allcrnative to h c  Stay is not a 
supmamist order of peaceful i s u p t i o n  by dibintegration, akin 
to a Lebanonization of political life. 

In The Gq o j  Go4 SL Aqurtine wrius: 

For where can that lust for powcr in arrogant heam come ro 
rest until dvr w i n g  from one o%lce to maher, it u r i r s  u 
-9 [mmmrm irp.iu-I? Nar there would h no ocu- 
son for h i s  continuous pmgrem if unbidon werc not illpo, 
e m ;  and the rucnriJ rantext for ambition i s  s people cur  
ruplcd by gmcd and r n ~ u a l i ~ . ' ~  

The distinctive mark of Roman life as a duilor innnq a city of 
man, waa greed and lust for poucuion, which presumed a right of 
exploitation. T%ir became a foundation for human relationship, 
warping and perverting perwnality, marriage, the family. all th ine .  
Auguatioe vrites 'For he who desires h e  glory of polsession 
would feel that his pomr were diminished. if h e  *ere obleed to 
share it w i h  a n y  living ysociate . . . . [Hlc chchhea hi. own 
manhood."" Augustine's scorn for the Pa. RmMM h a m  no 
bounds. (I exaggerau. H e  does have mme good words for Roman 
jurticc and order, imperfect ar they were and hare been, but the 
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V a m d  . . . principle for action," which encourages a kind of 
integral na t iondm that is exclusionary and dangerous.'* 

Visions of a new and better Pax Rwaq stripped of the unat- 
tractive features of dominion, continue to seduce thinkers and 
ideologues. One finds, for example, feminist peace theorists who 
preach a new religion of universalism by inverting the rankings 
and evaluations of 'old war" theorists who might cling to a b 
manatyle pox That is, they 4 for a benevolent, feminized peace 
against a malevolent, masculinized wardy~tem.~ A world of trans 
parent harmonics, once sovereignty is eliminated, is  a vision that 
itvlf rests on the very oppositions, hierarchies and repressions it 
seeks to displace. If, as Joan Scott has argued in her book. Gzndc* 
and tlrs Polilia of Hiskny, the high politics of wan and states is a 
"gendered concept, for it establishes its crucial i m p o m c e  and 
public power, the reasons for and the fact of its highest authority, 
precisely in its exclusion of women from it work,-' then the 
totalized version of feminist anti-state discourse functions as the 
perfect mirror to its diabolical win. Feminized peace is a 
gendered concept generated in large measure by the masculinized 
war system. Each requires the other. Just as the Par insti- 
tutionalized universalism by suppressing particularism, or blunting 
and normalizing the terms of its expression. SO, too, d o  many 
contemporary versions of peace everlasting seek m reprear the 
"otherg--whether "primitive tribabms' or *mlseulinized sover 
cigns." 

Rob Walker has argued that sovereignty generates a number 
of typical problems: the tension between universalism and 
particularism; and defining international relations in w m s  of the 
preacnce or absence of primary actors (sovereign s t a ~ s ) . ~  But 
the system itself is defined by an absence of sovereignty. The dib 
course of statr mrcignty makes claims to sovereign i d e n t i v W t h e  
One is separate from, superior to, and generative of the Many, the 
Other, the Dierent  . . . .- If that One i s  a masculinized repre- 
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lcntation in sovereign discourse, a reversal occurs with much of 
the peace dirrourae of feminist universalists. For the thinking in 
this latter pta, the One is feminized md this logic of identity 
prevails over all other terms This game requires the absolute 
otherness of the d e  in a manner analogous to sovereignty's 
dependence upon the othcmen of the silent and absent female. 
The discourse of s m n g  sovereignly in its c l h c  formulation is a 
discourse of absolute mastery over internal space and independent 
vulnerability in the external zone of competing sovereignties. The 
discourse of univedism as embodied in yearnings for Empire o r  
a feminist utopia is a discourse in which any intemal/external 
divide melts away. 

1 move now from the contestability and instability of the sop 
ereign signs I have noted to a modest project of historic excava- 
tion, bringing forward the many ancient tracks that lie just be- 
neath the surface of the smooth, paved road of modem sovereign- 
ty in its full theoretical elaboration. Sovereignty is an heroic and 
contradictory narrative. Ic is  a story of civic peace and unity on 
the one hand, and of the necessity of war and state violence on 
the other. This narrative gained ascendancy and has held sway as 
a particular historic configuration, a response to concrete p r o  
surer and problems. 

[Power] b indispensable to various waya of thinking about 
thingbnot only politiu bur Cod and the named. Political 
meanings in the West gat layered over older, mythic under- 
standing, potent imagw of r i d ,  mboo, the demonic, the 
sacred. Thine,' sap the Hebrew Testament, 'is the pomr and 
the glory." ma is r d l e n t d  in the Oxford English Dictionary in 
which power as a characrerirtic of politid or national strength 
is a usage dating from 1701, a "lam use" c l a i m  the dictionary 
and one preceded by "a celestial or spiritual being having con- 
trol or influence; a divinity.* 

This auggcsrion needs fleshhg out, for if my hunch was at all 
correcr, it memo that claims to penultimate (or wen ultimate) 
poftdus (or power as dominion, a notion essential to early modem 
theories of state sovereignty) are parasitic upon a singular. sover- 
eign, masculinized deity for much of their force. This force forms 



part of what Frederick Jamcson might call our historically c m t &  
turd political unconscious. This force might a h  help to account 
for the surplus meaning of sovereign and state. 

The notion that Cod is Sovereign and utterly transcendent is 
c e n t d  to Judaco-Christian metaphysics: "Cod created the heaven 
and the earth from a fo&sr void. There was darkness over the 
deep, and God'u spirit hovered over the water. Cod said. 'let 
there be light.,' and there was light Cod saw that the light war 
good, and God divided light from d a r k n e ~ . ~  - 

We all know the story, and n rccopizc its power, even if we 
do not sham it er a piding counolo& m ~ & r n  Christendom 
once did. God's sovereignty is perpetual, absolute, indivisible. 
From Cod's sovereignty comes the 'right of dominion over his 
creatures, to dispoae and determine them as wemeth him good," 
writes Elisha CoIes in an 1835 work on Aom'cal Dirwrse of God's 
Sovnagnvm Coles notes: There can be but one infinite; but one 
omnipotcni; but one supreme; but one first cause; and He is the 
author of all."" 

the moment we p d t  the existence of anything independent of 
Cod in ita derivltion of hctuai being, in that mumtnt we haw 
denied the divine sovereignty. For even if w should grant that 
now, or at some future pink God ham assumed or gained 
absolute conuol over it. the moment we allow the uisunce of 
anything outside of His fiat or ih principle or origination and 
o u W  d Hb government as the principle of itr continued 
ui.tcncc, then we haw cvilcerPred the ubdutmm of the divine 
authority and rule.* 

Cod's right is coterminous with His sovereign power: it is a 
right of dominion, rule, posseasion. ~III-pclvarive and efficient . . . 
omnipotent and un&featable.* Human beings are subject to 
Cod's sovereign dominion. W ' a  a l l i p e d v e  sovereignty misses 
nothing, attends to everything. This vision of metaphysical realism, 
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&pendent upon a monistic conception of truth, dominated row 
ereignty talk for centuries, laying the bash for the juristic conccp 
h n  of the state. Political theorist Carl Schmitt writes: 

All significant concepts [arc so] not only became of their hi, 
mric devclopmentin which they were rrvufemd from theol. 
ogy to rhe theory of the atate, whereby, for example, the om- 
nipotent God be- the omnipotent I*Wgiver--bul a h  be- 
cause of their systematic suucture. the recognition of which is 
net- for a aociologiul conaidcration of thcrc c o n ~ c ~ u . ~  

Consider Jean Bodin's discussion of sovereignty as the sum- 
mum inrpniurrr, that which can neither be delegated nor &vide& 
"Sovereignty is that absolute and perpetual power vested in a com- 
monwealth which in Latin is termed  lo^.^' Bodin further 
states that 'it is the distinguishing mark of the sovereign that he 
cannot in any way be subject to the commands of another, for it 
is he who makes law for the subject, abmgates law already made, 
and amends obsolete law.- Political theorist Susan Buck-Mom 
adck m e  rationde of modern sovereignty owes much to the 
inventive fantasy of phiIosophers."" If she is right, Bodin (with 
Hobbes close on his heels) is among the most inventive. Bo& 
and Hobbes are each implicated in "the birth of ideology. . . . the 
peculiarly modern habit of justifying political acts by reference to 
abstract, metaphysical ideals.& To Hobbes. 

the only way to erect such a Common Power . . . i s  to tonfcm 
all their power and strength upon one Man, or upon one A s  
scmbly of men, that may reduce all their Wills . . . unto one 
Will . . . . Thia is more than Conacnt, or Conwrd; it it a teal 
Unitie of them all, in one and the same Pemon, made by Cove- 
nant of mry man with every man, in such manner, .a$ if every 
man should ray to mry man, 'I Authorize and give up my 
Right of Governing my rlft, to thia Man, or co &is Assembly 
of men, on thia condition, that thou give the Right to him, 
and Authorisc all hi Actions in like manner . . . .' This is the 
Generation of that great Leviathan, or rather (to speak more 
reverently) of that M o d l  God, to which we om under the 
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Wnthin r counq's b u n d m k  no law counu other than that 
hued by thc oovemign, bc it prince, pvlinmmt or p e o p l m o  
higher law, no imperial law, no divine law, no natural law. 
There I8 no  appeal to any higher courr, no nrbilcr, avenger or 
ulrim~le gUydiVl d - and j u t i c e  

This is the lc@ h d o m  'of mty .owreign country in the 
regulation of i u  own d w t i c  f i n . "  People "cling m the magic" 
of thir conception, Brecht n o w  wistfuUy.' T h i  conception w 
turn upon the p o p l e  themselm, should the popular sovereign 
wi l l  find among the rant. of the p o p l c  enemies akin to external 
hostilities. 

Yet those (myself included) who lament the m e a r e s  of sover- 
eignty, whether in autocratic or popular forma, cannot do  without 
i t  All critiques, if they are to haw any bite, must take it on as a 
point of reference, if not aa a rPrting point The least interesting 
m a m e n u  of t h i  theme are thost that condemn m r e i g n t y  and 
go on to consrmct a hnrasy world that would m m e  into being 
were sovereignty dissolved altogether. Thia L not possible. What is 
posible ia m criticize those theories which meat the state and 
sovereignty as an unpmblcmatic unity. Or, following the lead of 
James Tully, to take mauen a step funher and link up  the reign- 
ing juridical notion of the atate to a legalistic conarruction of the 
selt Tully chancteriua juridical theorizing u the *dominant ideol- 
qn" of modern political thought, and q u e a  that it contains the 
fol la ing elemenla: 

The sulc rep-nlcd u m independent, lenitorial m o n o p  
ly of political pacr. Political pacr is the right ro UII in order 
to enforce unived rule of either ob@tiv. right or rubjmtive 
righe, such u righa, n r ~ d  law, mmmon good, tradition, 
msprity will, modemimion, or the conrtimtion. Political pmcr 
I8 cxemird either dimtly by mme -reign M y  (monarch, 
community Y a whok. d i e )  or indimtly by mmc m p m n l a  
tive body. . . to whom pacr  is eithcr delcpted or dicruted 
by a -reign body. . . ?' 

Ruraell Hardin, encapsulating the judicial view, notes that 
what righu are m individuals, sovereignty is to rtatea, and that 
national sovereignty L 'merely the external analog of the internal 

domestic s o ~ e r e i g n t y . ~  Similarly, Teny Nardin w c i a t e s  the ju- 
ridical theory with the sovereignty of nations and of aekea." I 
ri l l  return now to the theme of sovereign states and selves. 

F. H. Hindey can live with all of thir. Sowreipty has Ui- 
umphed, he inaiab, because it more or leas had to. The concept 
was 'sooner or later unavoidable" because "men have thought of 
power in terma of sovereignty." o r  at leaat m e  ovewhelmingly m 
think thiu way given the "primary need to ensure effective ererciae 
of power, the more so as the growing complexity of the commu- 
nity waa serving m emphasize the importance of the slate.- T o  
Hinaley, we have litrle choice but to stick with lovereignty for one  
very basic rearon: 

The internal rncchanirm of the modern body politic would 
grind to a halt if the auvmption that them rar a final and 
absolute authorit, within it were ro bc abandoned. In intern* 
tionrl practice, the erinlencc d a sovereign authorit, wirhin the 
vparale community is univcrsnlly recognized u the caaentid 

d iu mcrnbcdip in the inlcrnationd communi- 
t y . .  . ." 
Tne state is "sovereim in the domestic context" and this unr - ~~ ~ " 

ereignty qualifies it for that agonistic arena, the international lyb 
tern. Harold hti d c u l a t e d  in 1921 that the 'orthodox theory of 
sovereignty" in fact coerces the paru 'inm a unity" and thereby 
places iuclf 'at the disposal of the social group which, at any 
given historic moment happens to dominate the life of the 
alate.*" h k i ' a  qualifiers fall out of most accounu of the a m -  
dard narrative. Sovereignty is beautified and one does not, h e n u  
h k i ,  inquire into the p u r p m s  for which particular order is 
mainlained. Indeed, the United State, Supreme Coun has, fmm 
time to time, joined the heavenly chorua. Take these word. of 
Justice Sutherland in 1956: 'Rulers come and go; governments end 
and forms of government change; but mvemgnty ruruivea. A polit- 
ical society cannot endure without a supreme will lomewhere. 
Sovereignty is never held in suspnse.*' 
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sovereignty" to be "perhaps the most prniciow and dangerous 
consequence of the poli t id  equation of freedom and free will." 
She further adda that the *famous sovereignty of political bodies 
has always been an illusion, which, moreover, can be maintained 
only by instmmena of violence, that is, with essentially nonpoliti- 

r cal means.m This is a tembly unthmrized feature to 

4 political thought, aa is her daim that the Constitution of the Unit- 
ed States knows nothing of mvcreigns o r - G G e G t y .  In d n g  
this daim,-& citm Justice lames Wilson's comment 
'to the Constitution of the United the term sovere. 
~ ~ ~ Q I x . + ~ x  d w e l t  could h-7- 
used with (Wilson has the Preamble p the Consti- 
tution in mind.) But, even in that place it would not, perhaps, - - 
have comported with the deliracy of those who ordained and 

.established that Constitution. They might have announced them- 
of the ~ n i t c v n -  

r ious of the fact, they avoided the ostentatious declaration. 
Nineteen yeam later, Chief Justice Marshall ostentatiously 

asserted that: T h e  jurisdiction of the nation within its wun terri- 
tory i s  necessarily e s a n d  is susceptible of no 
lizitation not im* by itself?lnyGstriction upon it, deriving 
nlidi* from an e=mal so_urce, would imply a didnution of its 
mverei- the extent of the restriction . . . .* Clearly sover 
eignty is part and parcel of our own repertoire of political and 
juridical conceptn. But the matter is open to contestation. Indeed, 
Sanford Levinson n o w  the 1793 ure Rigg v. Pm+in, which 
identified the Constitution with 'the sovereign will of the people," 
and declared, in effect, that oppreasion could be mandated 
through constitutional forms." Docs the United States version of 
democratic sovereignty cany the signs of sovereign will ( ~ Z W  
-nus), of m m m m  i-m and ultimate POfCSm, or is some 
other notion of powe~ percolating in this c o n s m i n ?  If so, is it 
that version of democratic sovereignty which ~eeh and valorizes 
(+u Madison and Hamilton and Lincoln, for that matter) some 
vansparent harmony between the voice of the people and the 
exerciac of political power? 

THE Sovm~ic~ SELF AS A PROBLEMATIC E m  

To deconstruct the sovereign state is one thing; to go  after 
viaions of the sovereign, autonomous self is quite another, al- 
though 1 am persuaded the two are essentially linked. A few scat- 
tered, representative examples: (1) T o  say that a state is sovereign 
means that it decides for itself how it will cope with its internal 
and external problems, including whether or not to seek assistance 
from others and in doing sa to limit ia freedom by making com- 
mitments to them."" (2) 'It is by virtue of their autonomy, or 
their capacity to act freely, that uiivnc are constituted as members 
of a state and as bearers of rights. I t  is this capacity of the citizen 
that gives rise w the sovereignty of the ~tate."'~ There is a grow- 
ing body of feminist work that challenges the predetermined iden- 
tity of the self as sovereign, questioning the view of rationality it 
valorizes, and so on. Is the thinking self really disembodied, age- 
less, sexless, and transcendent of historic particularity, as Kant 
claimed? What is the stam of the self of rational choice theory? 
And, ironically, even as this feminist challenge continues, what 
about the dominant discourse of abortion as untranuneled choice, 
shoring up the boundaries of self-sovereignty as pomssion, men 
claiming property and ownership righrs in the self? 

To same extent, the sovereign self is both pr~blematized and 
reified in feminist discourse. This bears further examination. The 
strong deconstructive route is not the way to go here; it is too 
blithe, too thin, to sustain anything approaching a compelling 
account of the subject/citizen. But there is plenty of room for 
critique, for examining, in Kirsti McClum1s words, "the complicity 
between the sovereign subject and the sovereign state in modem 
political theory," and going on to indicate that the statist impera- 
tives to which weh a theory of political agency i s  linked may not, 
in the long run, best serve feminist concerns-concerns which are 
quotidian in nature and thus fall outside the =narrow frame of 
the *sovereign subject as a privileged political agentmm This p r o b  
lematic construction fails to capture any of the richness of the 



~ L t u r i v d  politics to which feminiam haa given rise. This consrmc- 
tion d i d o w  the he or ahe who embraces it in i u  unrelenting 
version to enter into debates concerning identity politics, including 
d l e d  q p m e n r a  from Wiirence." What ia required, in other 
words, is puuing flcnh on the bones of h n d t ' s  stark declaration, 
"If men wish to k free, it is precisely sovereignty they mrut re- 
n o ~ n c e . ~  

Such a politic8 exiru in that rich body of thought, much of it 
wiuen  by C e n d  Europeans wer the paat w e d  decadea, t h m  
h i n g  civil society in oppoaidon to an authoritarian, sovereign aute 
apparatru. The alternative posed to sureprivileging m m i g n  dirr 
c o w  is not a cleanedup version of Rouucauian popular sover- 
eignty. Here the writing8 of Adam Michnick and Vaclav Havel arc 
especially impormL Theorizing about democracy, Michnick seeb  
to hold tradition and change in tension with one another; he 
wishes to mediate the claim of mmmunity and individual h e -  
dom. His world is a world in 'permanent conflict k w e e n  conser- 

; I  ntism and conteaution" and if the state. in the name of lover- . ~~ 
~~~~ ~- ~~ ~~ 

eignty, intervenes in favor of one o r  the other. 'pludirm is de- 
ruoycd."  Havel wites of politics as "pracdcal morality, . . . as 
eaaendally humanly measured c u e  for our fellow humans.- 

Havel never u u s  the word sovereignty in any easay; nor has 
he, to my howledge, launched into sovereign discourse since hi 
elecdon aa Resident of CzechodovaLia. A closer lmk  is warranted. 
One theorist who has elaborated an alternative to statist versions 
of so~reignty ir a noted Polih philosopher, currently residing in 
Rome, who has addressed this theme repeatedly. T h e  state is 
firmly soverrign when it governs society and also selves the corn 
mon good of society and allors the nation to realize i u  own r u b  
jectivity, its o m  identity.8 Insofar a I grasp this version of s o r  
emignty, it is located neither in the atate per u ,  nor in some un- 
mediated consvuction of the sovereign will of the people; instead. 
it is in the various auociations of civil society in dialogue with one 

another aa aubjecu, which lmvly  vandates into a sovereign r a t e  
whose only legidmate existence is to see that rules are followed 
and the varioua loci of human social existence protected and 
u m d .  The coexistence of overlapping, porous sovereignties is 
avumed and righu inhere in communities and groups, not mlely 
in sovereign selves. Thru more power dcvolves to mediating 
institutions, o r  flow from them than in sutist con~uuctions. The 
self is neither the fully sovereign, absuact, legalistic Kantian s u b  
ject MT the decentered, fragmented, chameleon-like self of some 
deconsvucdve accounL One irony of such accounu is that, in the 
name of lo-ning thing, up, one often finds instead a politica 
that pusher t o d  an absolutism of the particular. This wind. up  
k i n g  little different in practice from the absolutism of the juridi- 
cal subjecr Both mrra of ulver take their caws to court, m to 
speak, rather than into democratic dialogue. The chastened ver- 
sion of sovereignty I point to b protective of plurality internally 
and cosmopolitanism externally. The possibility of agreement and 
alliance is always open. Civil society and the state are no t  cob 
lapsed. But the state ia not a hd-shelled, impemcable entiry. It 
exisu in an international society in which sovereignty is neceararily 
limited. States am nested in wider societies, in suategic culturrs, if 
you will. Attunement to Ulir stubborn reality lend. itself to  a com- 
plete, contexrudied analysis, wholly at odds with the austere, 
dehistoriched and thoroughly lamentable penchant for formal 
modeling, for obsessive h u m k r  crunching," that continuer to 
flourish in the study of international relationeperhaps a latter- 
day version of Nero fiddling ar Rome bums. 

I conclude with yct another kginning, a final sign of the 
timea: In T b  Nnu Y d  T i m ,  Friday, March 30, 1990, front page, 
left column, the headline mad: Lithuania OtTen to Discuss a Vote 
on  i u  Soverei~ntv. The headline witer used the Dotent word. " ,  . 
sovereignry, although it vas unclear that the leaders of 'thir 
rrpublic's embauled independence movement" used the term 
it& Perhap  they did. ~ " t  the words that recur throughout the 
article are 'secession" and "independence." Mr. Landsbergis, the 
Lithuanian President, indicated all matters were negotiable with 
Mmow, rave 'independence." T b  Nnu Y d  T i m  reporter, Francis 
X. Cline, howmr,  encoded 'independence" aa 'lovereignry" in the 
body of the text as well." 



At m k e  in thii obvmtion is not whether, in k t ,  the lith- 
w i v l s  ur imrnened in the diacourac of mreignty,  but that Tb 
Nau Y d  7%- clearly i s  I u  headline witer and reporter-ride 
vene  in the Ed& republics could think of no more parrlfvl and 
definitive name for a drive t a n r d a  h e d o m  fmm the impasition 
of foreign domination. If statehood remains an euential qualikicb 
tion lor mcmbemhip in international socidty, ia sovereignty eucn- 
rial to statehood? Do the lithuvlivlr want independence or, a 
lk N~av Y d  Tiur inaiau, imcreignty? What diierence doea it 
mnL? Perhaps the diEcrence bcneen life and death. 

Post-Lecture Discussion 

h j m m  Mm It seems that what Ms. U s h h n  haa done is to 
ransack history for a r t  of propositions leading to a powerful con- 
dwion. Fint, cosmos h a  been thought to be better than cham 
for some time now, ince  day one p u  might say. Or, to use her 
own language, spphony  is better than cacophony. Second, there 
is a need for what I would like to call d i e n c c  to achieve either 
lymphony or cosmos, which is the C m k  word for order. Now the 
question b: How salient doea the salience have to be? The thrust 
of the question is: To what extent does d e n c e  require unity? 
This ia the univernaliam/particuluirm issue lhat Rofcsaor Elahain 
rden to. 

As I undentand Ms. Elrhtain'e work. she fin& lhat sovereign- 
ty, aa clauically undentmd. Leverages off of the recognized need 
for a d i e n c e  and sum. or baker rm much. This is where we 
conflate power with violence without undentanding what we arc 
up to. What she wanu to do, in accord with a signilkant Polish 
figure now living in a nation ini& the city of Rome, ir to under- 
stand sovereignty functionally, such lhat the purpose that it  e m s  
determines the limit of the claim of rwcreignty in any case. Thihia 
would give w a relatively n m  notion of Yrnreignty. If we accept 
and undentand hiis notion of sovereignty, it would provide a con- 
text in which the kinda of auestion~ that we have been addrewinrr 
at the conference over the paat n o  d a r  would be more re101vabG 
than they am under mvereignty clu*dly and rigidly undentmd.  

Panidpmzt It ir interesting that the noted phi lmpher  relding in 
Rome, as well as other philosophen, am all coming out of a oadi- 
tion of philosophizing that is very much in tension with the Stale. 
Alm. there are people who came out of a r t  of political m o g n i -  
tions where they suffered the depravation of ovemening state 
mvereignty, and, at the same time, they suffered the dislocations 
of not having viable civic identity. 


