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Abstract 

In this paper we will attempt to show how modern nation-state mo-
del is jeopardized by current globalization trends to the extent that its 
institutions are being dissolved and fundamental functional framework 
is at risk. Th e dissipation of the state-centric order of Modernity has been 
advancing at an acute pace over the last few decades in the context of 
complex measures undertaken by neoliberal politics. Th e consequences 
of these processes are: challenged state sovereignty, institutional dissipa-
tion, destroyed economy base, threatened basic security, trend of identity 
re-coding, reduced spending on social welfare and the overall large-scale 
pauperization of citizens.   
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Until recently, debates in theory and history of state revolved 
around discussions on the issue of the temporal location of its emer-
gence in the Middle Ages, at least when it comes to the type of state 
that is close to our contemporary understanding of this political 
and legal entity (Vincent 2009: 26). Debates in those disciplines had 
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not yet subsided when a new theoretical fi eld opened, its focus on 
the processes of dissolution of the state-centric order of Modernity 
that has been unfolding before our very eyes. Hence an apparently 
radical formulation of the issue of its future sustainability in the 
title of this paper. It is our intention in this paper to prove the basic 
hypothesis that the state-centric order of modernity is dissolved 
by a series of planned and synchronized activities, the main con-
sequence being the collapse of the political and legal institutions 
of the modern nation-state. Although during the 20th century, in 
V. Pavlović’s view, the interest of political science shift ed its focus 
from the state to some other political science topics such as interest 
group theories, political behavior research, new polyarchical plurali-
sm, social movement theories, civil society and the like, theoretical 
debates in the last few decades rekindled the interest of political 
scientists in the issues of state, its position, functions and changes 
that it is exposed to. According to him, there are many reasons for 
such developments: the rise of ethnic nationalism in Europe asso-
ciated with the post-Yugoslav and post-Soviet fragmentations and 
the creation of small new states and of their characteristic synthe-
tic national identities, intense regionalization processes, creation of 
transnational links and supranational integration in the context of 
EU. Of course, there are also the “inevitable” processes of globa-
lization and cosmopolitism that allowed for the creation of the so 
called post-sovereignty order and the rise of new institutionalism 
(Pavlović 2008; 10).

Although in this paper we will not engage in presenting a deeper 
historical retrospective of doctrinal contributions to understanding 
the nature and character of the state, at this point we will repe-
at some key theoretical contributions that have become virtually 
commonplace in political science. Th is is done for the purpose of 
achieving a better theoretical defi nition of the modern concept of 
statehood, whose current status we intend to review. Th is list of mo-
dern-age thinkers undeniably includes Niccolo Machiavelli, whose 
view of the state is centered on its political power, and Jean Bodin, 
who in his concept of sovereignty designated one of the state’s most 
important properties. Th omas Hobbes) who was the fi rst to raise the 
issue of state security concept, no doubt belongs to the list, too, as 
does John Locke, who laid the foundations of modern state constitu-
tionalism and burgeois society as its ineluctable correlate. Not to be 
forgotten are also Jean Jack Rousseau) who insisted on the Volonté 
Générale concept and on direct democracy, and Hegel, who pointed  
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to the rational state order that - with its inner logic - overcomes the 
particularities and egoism of the bourgeois society and strives for 
its historical fulfi llment as an altruistic order rounded in its legal 
and political universality. Karl Marx (Marx, 2010) is indispensable, 
too, with his marking of the statè s class character and domination 
of the ruling classes’ and groups’ particular interests... Max Weber 
viewed the state as a political organization with attributes of a pu-
blic institution and bureaucracy as its fundamental feature. Th en, 
there is also Alexis de Toquille, whose political thought points to 
the signifi cance of the state in several important political domains: 
theory of democracy, civil society, political culture and also in the 
context of the transition from the old authoritarian regime to the 
democratic society. (Ibid.: 13)

Whatever tradition we rely upon in defi ning statehood,  their 
smallest common denominator is that modern state must fulfi ll its 
three core functions to be recognized as such: fi rst – the provision 
of internal and external security of the public order and of citizens; 
second -  the availability of the necessary level of legitimate and 
functional representation; and third – facilitation of economic func-
tionality, or, a satisfactory level of welfare of its citizens by providing 
enough goods and services for redistribution. For the successful ful-
fi llment of these basic state functions, it must fulfi ll six important 
conditions (Stojanović, Djurić, 2012; 30):

 – Clear territorial defi nition as a source of sovereignty and legal 
absolute power within its constitutionally defi ned space.

 – A transparent and guaranteed set of constitutional principles 
and rules with a clearly distinct national identity.

 – A guaranteed body of citizens’ uniform rights and liberties.
 – Direct and unmediated (without the involvement of other, 

mediating communities) relations with other states and their 
institutions

 – A clearly defi ned “one-nation” concept with the majority re-
presentation and decision-making.

 – In case of unitary state, the equality of federal units.
(see: Stojanović, Đurić 2012: 30)
Th e presented concept of modern state based on the neo-Webe-

rian tradition is facing a signifi cant crisis. Globalization processes 
(gradual decline of sovereignty and territory, de-industrialization, 
de-legitimization, pauperization, identity destruction etc.) caused 
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a radical imperilment and reduction of autonomy, challenging the 
main role of the state. According to S. Orlović, nation-states are 
not the only or main power-holders in the world. Th eir sovereignty, 
their identity and institutional capability, their security functions, 
economic role and existential framework that it was providing for its 
citizens are systematically questioned. 

Globalist ideology’s basic approach is the view that the traditio-
nal state concept is obsolete and should be replaced by new forms of 
transnational and regional associations and structures. Th e modern 
nation state is perceived as a key obstacle for the acceleration of 
globalization and the creation of fi nancial, media, information and 
other markets as signifi cant segments of its universal order. Th eo-
rists, as well as the political public are led to believe that national 
state is too small for big problems and yet too big for small ones. 
Th is has led to the problem of so called national state management 
crisis. In order to create a space for their infl uence and operation, 
the new transnational structures deliberately globalized the percep-
tions of some existing international issues (terrorism, organized cri-
me, climate change, economic and fi nancial crises etc.) 

“Today, nation-states are less involved in creating the rules of 
the game and more in observing them. Th ey implement decisio-
na taken by international organizations. Two interpretations of the 
same thing are possible. Th e fi rst is Anthony Giddens’ approach, 
that “citizens understand that politicians have limited power to re-
solve problems and, as a result, they lose their trust in the existing 
systems of government”. Th e second is M. Pecujlic’s view that “go-
vernments no longer feel responsibility towards citizens, but only 
toward international organizations”. Th e authority of state is dissol-
ving and transforming into new forms of supranational structures.” 
(Orlović 2008; 109)

Th e dismantling and dissolution of their institutional capacities, 
states are faced with the impossibility of effi  cient functioning and 
sometimes with a complete obstruction of their capacity to solve 
national problems within the national scope. Th is concept resul-
ted in the so-called delegitimization of both national institutions 
through the dismantling of their institutional and functional ca-
pacities, and of their national elites that, in the new circumstances 
and with destroyed institutions were not fully capable to respond 
to the needs of citizens and their accumulated existential problems. 
Moderators of globalization elites diverted citizens’ justifi ed discon-
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tent to further pressure and profanation of nation-state institutions 
and the uncritical acceptance of solutions imposed from the outside 
infl uence of international organizations. All that was done under 
the guise of the alleged “nation-building and state-building”. ”Th e 
other external source of demands for institutions is political power 
that all states, statè s alliances or occupation forces exercise in their 
direct coordination with local authorities. Th at is what we call “bu-
ilding of the nation” (Fukuyama 2007: 49).

Th e state of citizens’ complete disorientation was skillfully used 
to further devalue everything labeled as “national” since in reality, 
a sharp crisis in the functioning of national institutions was quite 
visible. Th is mistrust and discontent are – without any question - 
the most obvious indicator of peoplè s feelings for the state. In its 
extreme form, it is manifested in declining readiness to fi ght for 
it and therefore, states are increasingly abolishing their standing 
armies and justifying this by economic and functional reasons. 
(Creveld 2012: 398)

On the national level, political elites were increasingly losing the-
ir election legitimacy as, due to the dilapidated institutional capaci-
ties of the state (in which the nation-state also played a subordinate 
part), it was not in position to keep election campaign promises 
or perform its defi ned obligations in public policies. Th us, basis 
of legitimacy for their position of political authorities was quickly 
crumbling, creating the space and need to fi ll the vacuum of in-
stitutional ineffi  ciency by the increasingly pronounced interventi-
onism of international organizations of the global order of world 
power. “Financial markets are being de-nationalized with breath-
taking speed, out of any state control. (…) It is quite unreasonable 
and immoral that daily speculations with amounts that exceed one 
billion dollars per day can “put out of the track” lives of millions of 
ordinary people and to force them to clash with states that used to 
represent interests of their population (Cirn 2003: 9). “Rollercoaster, 
named as “casino capitalism” keeps going on. It was under control - 
if there was any control at all - of IMF, itself also a non-government 
subject. (Creveld 2012: 379)

Unfolding together with the globalization tide were processes 
that jeopardized the security functions of the state. Since Th omas 
Hobbes’ time, the security function of the state was given great 
prominence, along with the principle that the state that is not able 
to protect its own citizen lacked its prime reason for existence and 
deserves disobedience. “Providing security – which was since times 
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of Th omas Hobbes considered as most important function of the 
“corporation” called the state - will be sometimes given to the other 
entities. Some of them were territorial, but not sovereign - they will 
represent some form of union even larger than state itself; other, 
more numerous, were neither territorial nor sovereign.” (Creveld 
2012: 393) Adam Smith, in his liberal contemplations about the ba-
sic roles of a constitutional state underlined that, out of its three 
functional areas, security issues fulfi lled two most important ones. 
Th e fi rst one is the protection of citizens from violence and threat 
from other states and the second one is protection of citizens from 
violence and threat from other citizens, within the society.  Consi-
stent with this statement, and considering the previously described 
serious crisis of statè s management caused by globalization proce-
sses, the security area will in future become decisive in terms of the 
survival of nation-state. 

“Th e phase of latent risky threats is coming to an end. Th e invi-
sible threats are becoming visible.” (Beck 2001: 81) It is no wonder 
that Urlich Beck labels modern society as the risk society, and that 
he sees security risks as a results of the permanent inability of sta-
te to provide quality protection for its citizens. Th e recent tragic 
events in Paris and Brussels caused by terrorist attacks give blea k 
evidence of these assertions. Also, “more and more citizens inside 
OECD countries claim that their security has been endangered by 
risks associated with the the deterioration of the natural aspects of 
life. An increasing number are aff ected by diseases that are cau-
sed by the environment (…). Th erefore, more people in the OECD 
region feel insecure due to the rise in crime and heightened risks 
from environmental pollution”. (Cirn 2003: 84) A particular space 
for the degradation of the state’s security function was created by 
introducing private agencies and security corporations in this vital 
fi eld. Th e fast expansion of the scope and type of services and the 
volume of business done by these corporations is crucial evidence 
to the extent of security risks faced by citizens and the state itself. 
Th is fundamental function without which there is no respectable 
state system is thus “placed at the disposal of entirely private goals”.  

Th e so-called “external risk” was also oft en used as a good excu-
se to constantly extend the role of the NATO Alliance which was 
otherwise rendered useless, and to seek additional reasons for pre-
serving its existence, even if it is totally contrary to the internati-
onal law and decisions pass by the UN as was the case with the 
1999 aggression on the Federal Republic of Yugoslavia. Its allegedly 
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protective role was disputed even within some EU member-states. 
“As the French stated several times, the existence of NATO in its 
present form is obviously at odds with the continuation of European 
integrations it its traditionally most important segment – securing 
common defence from outside aggression.” (Creveld 2012: 375) A 
large portion of the Serbian public perceives this issue correctly, 
regarding it harmful for national interests. “Serbian public has no 
illusions that NATO membership mostly signifi es remodeling of its 
own security to suit the interests of its most powerful members, pri-
marily the US, which also entails exposure to the pressures to join 
their military ventures that have nothing to do with Serbia’s secu-
rity or interests” (Gajic, 2015; 183). Th is is, in fact, a typical process 
of sovereignty transfer from the national level to NATO institutions. 
Widely recognized French geo-politician Henry de Grossouvre cle-
arly points out that “one community is either the master of its own 
interests, or it vests them in another party that does not consider 
them vital” (Groussouvre 2014: 7). 

New global actors and global power 

Global power, personifi ed in a global governance system, has ge-
nerated the so called “new global actors” who have assumed the 
management and coordination role from the nation-state level to 
the level of international institutions and organizations, even if they 
are part of states belonging to the so called “core” or “inner circle” 
of the most developed states like the European Union itself, as their 
supranational-level organization. Th ese new global actors are invol-
ved in the transfer of sovereignty for the benefi t of transnational 
corporations, international fi nancial organizations, global capital 
and international organizations, including IGOs. Th e entire proce-
ss is vigorously promoted and advocated by global media networks, 
global and regional NGO s̀ and other similar organizations set up at 
the national levels as their local broadcasters. Ivan Krastev clearly 
proves that in his view that „international actors also contribute 
to the de-legitimization of national elites. Th ey are not punishing 
elites because of their failed promises to voters, but rather encou-
raging them to continue to do so. Th e international community is 
punishing governments only for not acting upon their obligations 
to the IMF and it is not interested in establishing to what extend 
politicians fail to deliver on their promises to voters.“ (Orlović 2008: 
111) Th is is occurring in the same context as the so-called economic 
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loss of sovereignty of states where “multinational corporations erode 
state sovereignty with the sheer mobility of their capital – by inve-
sting and withdrawing their capital, but foremost by the evasion of 
tax payment as the principal source of state income (…) Economic 
sovereignty of states is threatened by supranational organizations 
to which it delegated part of its sovereignty, accepting the „rules of 
the game“, transnational fi nancial institutions (IMF, World Bank) 
multinational corporations and globalization of the world market, 
as well as information and communication technologies (internet, 
satellite television)…”(Orlović 2008: 111). 

An important consequence of these processes is the crisis of 
statè s readiness to keep tackling such problems. Institutionally 
damaged, functionally blocked, politically delegitimized, with re-
coded identity, legally deregulated, militarily decimated, economi-
cally impoverished, nation-state increasingly tends to concede its 
full capitulation. “Whatever those processes, they are almost always 
accompanied by decline of statè s readiness to assume responsibility 
for its economy, to provide social benefi ts, to educate the young 
generations, even to perform its function of citizen protection from 
terrorism and crime. At best, it shares these tasks with other orga-
nizations, or in the worst case scenario – it simply fails to do so”. 
(Creveld 2012: 400)  

Seen in a geopolitical context, these process are very effi  cient as 
they are part of the specifi c economic policy of guiding or coer-
cing entire regions to “specialize” in poverty by means of planned 
impoverishment, de-industrialization and slowed modernization. 
Th ey are part of a projected outcome of the globalizing elites in 
their eff ort to preserve their economically privileged position, to 
enable the unhindered and unjust appropriation of the work and 
resources of others, briefl y, to preserve and strengthen their own 
monopoly position in the globalized structures of the fi nancial, 
economic, media, military and geopolitical power. In other words, 
there is a kind of “geopolitics of poverty” – “a planned concept of 
control over the economic decline of regions and nations that are 
seen as geopolitical opponents of great geopolitical powers and their 
smaller allies. Conversely, there is a signifi cant economic rise and 
accelerated economic development of states labeled as “pivot states”, 
whose task is the regional preservation and promotion of the exiting 
geopolitical order of world power.” (Despotović 2015: 39).

Figure 1 below simplify but distinctly presents the structure of 
contemporary international relations under the infl uence of global 
institutions strongly supported by world fi nancial capital. It explains 
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how the new global actors are positioned as key actors in current 
international relations who create not only the new power order, but 
also dictate the dynamics of relations within that order: Meanwhile, 
modern nation-state is completely instrumentalized and serves the 
purpose of maintaining but also development of the global corpo-
rate sector even in the segment of its remaining institutional capa-
cities. 

Th is development, geared toward the domination of corporatism, 
was foreseen with astonishing precision and almost prophetically 
by Abraham Lincoln who said: “I see the coming of the crisis that 
scares me, and because of which I fear for the future of my coun-
try... Corporations are placed on the throne and the age of high level 
corruption is approaching, when those who represent the fi nancial 
power of the country will try to prolong their rule using peoplè s 
prejudice until the whole fortune is accumulated in a few hands, 
and the republic is destroyed.” (Grup 2012: 65)

 

GRNGO 

(Global and regional 
non- governmental 

organizations) 

M N S 

(Modern  

national state) 

GFI 

(Global financial 
institutions) 

NWO 

(New world order) 

GMS 

(Global media 
system) 

TNK 

(Transnational 
corporations) 

Figure 1.  New Global Actors
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Th e danger of new corporate order lies in the fact that today’s 
corporations do not have any obligations toward the state or states 
on whose territory they operate. Th ey not only evade tax payment 
or compliance with the legal system, but they are vigorously insi-
sting on maximal deregulation. Corporations refuse to participate 
in the state’s commitments towards its citizens in any way, even 
symbolic one. Th e tragedy is all the more evident since citizens are 
the biggest victims of the trans-corporate sector, whether as their em-
ployees, consumers of their goods and services taxpayers or mostly as 
tax payers that bear the brunt of their insatiable appetites. “In con-
trast to the states, multinational corporations didǹ t have to protect 
their citizens, they didn’t have to provide them with any welfare or 
to protect the border, they didǹ t posses any sovereign territory to 
be concerned about. Free from all responsibilities and limitations, 
corporations could use economic opportunities wherever they aro-
se…” (Creveld 2012: 337) 

But the consequences of those actions for citizens were not just 
economic or fi nancial. Th e global political experiment taking its 
place on a living, human tissue is very cruel in its malignant “crea-
tivity”. “Neither the population nor individual citizens were spared 
from the eff ects of globalization. Th e population is exposed to many 
impacts, from ethnic cleansing, forced movements, stateless people, 
refugees, internally displaced persons or individuals with dual ci-
tizenships.” (Orlović 2008: 117) If those megatrends continue, they 
will face even harder consequences in future. “Th ey will be forced 
to fi nd some new stronghold for their economic status, and, in some 
cases, even for their physical safety or they will probably have no 
future.” (Creveld, 2012: 406) Even Jagdish Bhagwati, who wrote his 
book in defense of globalization, in the chapter dealing with mul-
ti-national corporations did not conceal their destructive impact 
of on the nation-states where they operate and on their citizens, 
especially if they are small, poor and politically poorly governed. 
“Th e danger that small countries will become the objects of large 
corporations are bigger among the smaller and poorer nations with 
weak government. We must face the fact that politicians and bu-
reaucrats of those countries could be bribed by rich corporations 
that are making huge profi ts at the expense of their host-country.” 
(Bhagwati 2008: 279).

  For most citizens this is bad news: their future is dismaying, 
and the existential uncertainty increasingly certain. It is quite hard 
to fully understand or explain these trends in outside the context of 
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processes of advanced depopulation and, metaphorically and philo-
sophically speaking - “dugouts” whose essence of being is reduced 
to the technical and technological sector’s attachment and corporate 
slavery. “As was the case in the past, when empires fell and new 
feudal structures emerged - similar transition will also mean depri-
vation of freedom, because citizens will become users of services of 
mighty and wealthy individuals or - which is more possible in most 
cases – of various corporations. (Bhagwati 2008: 406)

States that opposed such a state of aff airs were very soon con-
fronted with various forms of political, economic and even mili-
tary sanctions. Some of them were declared failed or weak states, 
and some of them even renegade states, the main reason for such 
“branding” being their refusal to obey to the existing internatio-
nal practice of unfair trade. Th at open and, for many countries, 
destructive policy drew its inspiration from the concept of “geopo-
litics of destruction”. “Sometimes, the whole regions and pan-regi-
ons were exposed to the forces of “geopolitics of destruction”. Th is 
doctrinal and ideological concept asserted itself at fi rst in the shape 
of hidden “friendly globalization” and enforcement of the standards 
of neoliberal economic trade (robbery), and, in cases of refusal or 
even organized resistance, the state-actors which denied such “rules 
of the game” were subjected to exemplary punishment by means of 
aggressive political and economic sanctions and eventually, by acts 
of brutal military reprisals.” (Despotović 2015”: 65) 

Conclusion

At the time when numerous challenges and crises (many of them 
deliberately generated) threaten to completely annul available sta-
te capacities for addressing them, new theoretical knowledge and 
political approach that stands for the renewal of the nation-state 
and its institutions is slowly but surely and bravely emerging. We 
believe that now is the right moment for a clearer insight into the 
increasingly distinct demand for an effi  cient nation-state. Th ere is a 
rising awareness of the fact that it is not possible to overlook, avoid 
or ignore the national level of security (Gacinović 2012: 127). 

Global challenges – no matter how radical or widespread acro-
ss the world, cannot be effi  ciently resolved without the institutio-
nal capacities of the nation-state. “Nation-state is irreplaceable in 
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off ering internal security, safety, a sense of belonging and identity… 
today maybe even more than before we need strong and effi  cient 
states with a limited scope of their necessary functions.” (Orlović 
2008: 116)

One of the more optimistic visions in this respect is David 
Held’s, whose model of cosmopolitan democracy it trying to con-
ciliate globalization trends with the functional importance of the 
modern state (Held 1997: 255).  Considering all of the above-said, 
we are disinclined to believe that it is possible to achieve viable 
and sustainable compromise between globalization and the nation-
state - and not because it is not achievable per se, but because of 
the knowledge and belief that most of the new global actors are 
not ready for any concessions or fl inching. However, there is also 
the other side, that of the nation-state, that can and must seek its 
measure of freedom and purpose in the space of legitimate struggle 
for the preservation of the democratic order of a modern nation-state 
and the welfare of its citizens.  

At the end of this paper, let us answer the question in its title: 
the nation-state is not only possible, but - today more indispensable 
than ever. Th e world has entered the phase of turbulent relations 
and is overwhelmed by multiple problems that are threatening to 
destroy not only the Westphalian state-centric order but also the 
basic existential framework of millions of citizens. Th ose destruc-
tive processes can only be confronted by an interconnected order of 
nation-states which is yet to be created, with internal re-democra-
tization, re-institutionalization and re-legitimization of its primary 
functions as its important pre-requisites. Otherwise, nation-states 
will perish in the ruins of their past order of democracy and welfare 
transformed into a neo-corporate structure of global power and 
monopoly of private interests.  
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