
Discussion Case 1 

Controversy: Does Globalisation Mean the End of States? 

What does globalisation mean for the survival of states? To some thinkers the integration of the 

international political economy spells the end of state sovereignty as the global system’s 

organising principle. According to this interpretation, states are increasingly “being 

overwhelmed by globalisation, and have lost control of their economies” (Boli, Elliot and Bieri 

2004). In a transforming world, nonstate actors, not governments, are becoming the primary 

transnational actors. Others thinkers disagree. They foresee a rising backlash against 

globalisation and the renewal of state power, which they regard as indispensable for effective 

governance (Lentner 2004).  For example, some believe that because the expectations raised by 

the extraordinary advances in telecommunications technology have remained largely unfulfilled, 

states have made “a remarkable, unexpected recovery” and globalisation is “in the middle of an 

accelerating political meltdown” (Cohen 2006). 

As you weigh such different opinions, try to evaluate whether globalisation is “yesterday’s fad or 

more lively than ever” (Albert 2007) and what this means for the fate of the state’s future. To 

better inform your interpretation, consider the rival ideas that journalist Neal R. Pierce observed 

circulating in debate at the fiftieth Salzburg seminar of global leaders about globalisation’s 

probable impact on the survival of states. He learned at that conference that a consensus 

prevailed that: 

States in the future will still be needed to give people identity, raise taxes, provide social 

safety nets, protect the environment, and guarantee internal security [but that ironically] 

states fatefully shrank their own power by creating supranational institutions such as the 

United Nations, World Trade Organisation and World Bank.  Each created its own cadre of 

civil servants unaccountable to any single state [alongside] the rise of influential, globally 

active nongovernmental organisations (NGOs) gaining a voice in official UN deliberations 

[while] feeding off cutting edge technology and setting new global standards without much 

accountability to anyone. As the Salzburg sessions there was real unease about 

globalisation  - a fear that the world now emerging would be too cruel, too amoral, too 

exclusive in its power-wielding...A global market does not create a global community, one 

speaker commented. Yet the conference made it clear that the erosion of the state is not 

coming from above, it’s creeping up from below [through] the rise of subnational regions 

impatient with the bureaucracy and unresponsiveness of large national governments.... 

ethnic, racial and religious groups grasping for power are perhaps an even greater pressure 

from below.... We could end up with more states. The United Nations now has [192], and it 

could one day end up with four hundred or more just because of ethnic divisions. But how 

many will be viable nations?... Perhaps we’ll see forms of community as unknown as the 

nation-state when it burst on the scene in the sixteenth century (Peirce 1997, 9). 
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