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US Security Interests?

Kevin D. Egan

(ABSTRACT)

As the economic, political, and cultural forces of globalization continue to proliferate throughout
the international community, the concept of sovereignty will be increasingly challenged with the
task of grappling with the problems of governing these forces.  This thesis examines Michael
Hardt and Antonio Negri’s characterization of how globalization will be governed – imperial
sovereignty – in their vast work, Empire.  In doing so, Michel Foucault’s theoretical construct of
bio-power is analyzed as it relates to the constitution of sovereignty, and how it subsequently can
benefit international relations theorists’ understanding of how power may be implemented to
help effectively govern, protect, and promote life on a global scale.  Yet, Empire is not without
its shortcomings.  Its nebulous take on imperial sovereignty is too ephemeral; there is no
conception of a center to Empire, no institutional arrangements that articulate the use of power.
The role of “big players” such as the United States must be taken into consideration in
addressing the future prospects of governing the forces of globalization and the populations
exposed to these forces.  Ultimately, it appears that the best hopes for such governance lies in
wedding the national self-interests of states in seeking security to the use of international
institutions for more humanitarian intervention.  Such a union grants force and structure to an
international community otherwise devoid of authority and order.
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Introduction

THE INTERSECTION OF SOVEREIGNTY AND GLOBALIZATION

The term ‘globalization’ has been the fashionable catchword used to encapsulate the

political, economic, and cultural movements of the last decade.  Yet, we often are hard-pressed

to define it in concrete terms.  It seems that we only know it when we see it.  That is, if one were

to walk down the streets of Cochabamba and see a McDonald’s, one would be inclined to say,

“Ah, that is a product of globalization.”  But, globalization is more than just the spread of

McDonald’s and MTV to every corner of the globe.  The growth of transnational business, with

accompanying flows of labor and capital across state borders, networks of communication made

quicker and more diffuse through ever-proliferating information technologies, and cultural

messages and norms embedded in such movements are all indicative of this phenomenon of

globalization.  Whatever form it may take, globalization is having some very significant impacts

on both domestic and international politics, particularly in terms of the notion of governance

itself.  The forces that accompany globalization – be they the threats of terrorist activities and

international crime or the advantages of international trade and the proliferation of information

and communication technologies – blur the borders between domestic and international.  Perhaps

there is no greater concept that will be affected by, and have to grapple with, the implications of

globalization than sovereignty.  The notion of sovereignty is the key theoretical construct

delineating between inside and outside, domestic and international.  Having sovereign power

means having authority and control over a territory and population, but as territories and

populations are continually permeated by globalization, mechanisms of governance must adapt

to maintain sovereign control.
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In the introduction to Governance in a Globalizing World, Keohane and Nye ask, “How

will globalization be governed?”  Ultimately, this question is at the core of this thesis, and it is

the fundamental question that guides the analysis of Michael Hardt and Antonio Negri’s work,

Empire.  Empire posits sovereignty in a new era of emerging global flows of capital, labor,

communication, and information – those phenomena indicative of globalization.  In essence,

Hardt and Negri articulate sovereignty as a logic of governance, or what Foucault might call

governmentality, encompassing the practices of globalization.  They argue that the networks of

power that constitute the forces of globalization are giving rise to a supranational form of

sovereignty akin not to the imperialism of the 1800s or 1900s, but to the formation of an empire.

As they make clear at the offset of Empire, while sovereignty may be in decline for the

modern state, this does not mean that everywhere sovereignty is in decline (2000, xi).  According

to Hardt and Negri, this articulation of sovereignty is not necessarily a new phenomenon, but it is

being ushered onto the global scene through entirely new means, those being the global mass

media, the internet, transnational corporations, and a loose structure of national and international

political institutions.  In this sense, sovereignty is posed as a permeation of economic, political

and cultural forces throughout the international sphere, accompanied by the productive power

constituted by transnational flows of labor and capital, information and communication, and a set

of norms embedded in these flows.  These norms, in turn, are enforced by international

institutions and nation-states themselves.

Perhaps a brief example might clarify this system: the establishment of certain

transnational corporations within a developing country brings about the growth of capitalism.

Along with this growth, the populace of the country is beginning to have access to the mass

media and internet, and accompanying this growth of capitalism and permeation of
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communication and information are certain democratic principles: ideas about human rights,

worker rights, free elections, etc.  As these norms take root, there are a myriad of institutions in

place to help ensure their development – economic institutions such as the International

Monetary Fund and World Bank, political, juridical, and military institutions such as the United

Nations and NATO, and a vast range of non-governmental organizations fulfilling multiple

functions.  Each component of this scenario taken together as a whole is representative of the

structure of Empire’s sovereignty.

Defining Sovereignty

Before delving too deeply into the substance and structure of this thesis, some

clarifications of definitions are in order.  First and foremost, because this thesis is ultimately

about sovereignty, the concept of sovereignty itself must be teased out.  In his work, Sovereignty:

Organized Hypocrisy, Stephen Krasner sets forth four clear and appropriate understandings of

sovereignty: international legal sovereignty, Westphalian sovereignty, domestic sovereignty, and

interdependence sovereignty.  He summarizes each understanding as such:

International legal sovereignty refers to the practices associated with mutual
recognition, usually between territorial entities that have formal juridical
independence.  Westphalian sovereignty refers to political organization based on
the exclusion of external actors from authority structures within a given territory.
Domestic sovereignty refers to the formal organization of political authority
within the state and the ability of public authorities to exercise effective control
within the borders of their own polity.  Finally, interdependence sovereignty
refers to the ability of public authorities to regulate the flow of information, ideas,
goods, pollutants, or capital across the borders of their state (1999, 3-4).

At first glance Krasner’s conceptualization of sovereignty may not seem pertinent to Hardt and

Negri’s project, but it is essential to placing their argument in the larger context of understanding

sovereignty.  Empire is essentially about sovereignty; it genealogically traces the emergence of
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this modern understanding and then turns to casting an understanding of sovereignty in light of

the forces of globalization.  Each aspect of Krasner’s characterization is key to a cohesive

understanding of the notion of sovereignty, and each, in some way, is contested by the forces of

globalization and rearticulated (although never explicitly) in Empire.

 Krasner continues to explain the intricacies of each conception of sovereignty.

International legal sovereignty and Westphalian sovereignty both deal with issues of authority

and legitimacy, which includes establishing international recognition as a nation-state and being

entitled to the benefits of such recognition (4).  For example, international legal sovereignty

concerns whether a state or territory has juridical autonomy.  Is there an acting government able

to exercise juridical norms over a defined population?  This question could define whether an

entity is in possession of international legal sovereignty.  Westphalian sovereignty, on the other

hand, deals more specifically with the “institutional arrangement for organizing political life that

is based on two principles:  territoriality and the exclusion of external actors from domestic

authority structures” (20).  To gauge Westphalian sovereignty, one must look at what institutions

are in place to secure authority over a territory and establish legitimate rule excluding the

interference of external forces to manipulate and infiltrate the body politic, and how effective

these institutions are in doing so.

Domestic sovereignty and interdependence sovereignty deal more with issues of control.

Domestic sovereignty pertains exclusively to how effectively institutions are able to maintain

internal or domestic control, and what kind of authority they can exert over the body politic.

Domestic institutions, ranging from the educational system to the legal system, provide a

structure and order to the domestic population.  They allow the government to effectively exert

control over and through the body politic.  Also, underlying this notion of sovereignty is the



5

logic of rule that determines the relationship between the people and the government apparatus,

setting the limits of legitimacy to the exercise of governmental authority.  Interdependence

sovereignty, as mentioned before, deals with regulating flows across state borders – these flows

could include anything inclusive to trade, information/communication, pollution, and disease

(12).  Trade tariffs, immigration practices, and export/import controls can all fall under this

umbrella of sovereignty.  The forces of globalization may most noticeably contest this notion of

sovereignty, after all, flows of capital and information/communication along electronic media are

difficult to regulate.  Furthermore, the operation of transnational corporations complicates the

landscape of regulated trade and commerce, and coupled with the activities of the UN, NATO,

and the like as well as NGOs, domestic and Westphalian sovereignty becomes contested.

Finally, with the growth of international juridical norms, and the establishment of institutions

such as the International Court of Justice and International Criminal Court, international legal

sovereignty becomes a matter in question.

Regardless of how these notions of sovereignty are contested by globalization, these

standards of sovereign power form the basis for how sovereignty is to be understood.  In a

sentence, one could say that sovereignty deals with how statal institutions effectively exercise

power to establish authority, legitimacy, and control over a body politic via juridical norms,

mediation of cross-border flows, and procurement of security from external intervention and

coercion.  With Empire, Hardt and Negri contend that these functions are less a manifestation of

statal institutions, but more so appendages of the forces of globalization.  Therefore,

transnational corporations, international media outlets, and nongovernmental organizations, as

well as more ephemeral entities such as the flows of ideas and goods act as means of control and

authority.  Singular populations are not targeted within this system, but instead multiple
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populations across state populations are subjected to these multiple forms of sovereign power.  In

other words, juridical norms become established through the messages of communication and

information and culturally embedded meanings in the flow of capital and labor, and these norms

are enforced by more external actors than state institutions.  Similar movements are apparent in

the establishment of security.  The mediation of flows across borders, as already mentioned, has

been compromised.  Yet, I do not want to get too far ahead of myself here; these issues are dealt

with more explicitly and in greater detail in the third chapter dealing specifically with Empire.

Traditional Conceptions of Power

Another term that will be integral to this thesis is power, because at the core of

sovereignty is power.  In a world that is experiencing a substantive transition in the structuring of

the international order (or disorder) in the wake of the end of the Cold War and the growing

forces of globalization, Hardt and Negri seem to be implicitly arguing that we are stuck with an

antiquated understanding of power.  By their account, measuring power strictly in terms of a

state’s military, economic, or geographic superiority is no longer sufficient in light of a more

fluid international system – a system in which flows of capital, information, and people

challenge traditional borders and the aforementioned notions of sovereignty.  Before turning to

what Hardt and Negri believe to be a more useful conception of power, that is, bio-power, it

would be helpful to examine some traditional understandings of power in international relations

theory.

 Primarily, it would be beneficial to briefly examine how power is conceived in the two

predominate theories of international relations thought, neo-realism and neo-liberalism, or

complex interdependence.  Beginning with neo-realism, Kenneth Waltz’s classic neo-realist text,
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Theory of International Politics, conceptualizes power as operating in the anarchic international

system.  Within this anarchic system, Waltz argues that states seek their own security primarily,

and only once security is achieved will states seek grander objectives.  Because of this, the

international system is naturally inclined to seek a balance of power.  Power, then, is a means

and not an end; it is a means to establishing security.  Power must not be an end, as Waltz

discusses, “[States] cannot let power, a possibly useful means, become the end they pursue.  The

goal the system encourages them to seek is security.  Increased power may or may not serve that

end…If states wished to maximize power, they would join the stronger side, and we would see

not balances forming but a world hegemony forged” (1979, 126).  Power, in this context, can be

viewed as a state’s capabilities to enact its will internationally, with the primary purpose of

establishing security.

Based off of this conceptualization, Waltz believes that power can do four fundamental

things: 1) it is the means to securing autonomy; 2) greater power provides greater range of

actions; 3) greater power allows a state to dictate the “rules” of the international game (i.e. a

more powerful state determines how other, less powerful actors will “play”); and 4) greater

power means greater stakes in the international system and the ability to act in the name of those

stakes (194-5).  So, power is a means equated with force.  The distribution of capabilities refers

to the ability to enact force in the international community in the name of securing protection and

advantage, and in doing so, other, less powerful states must adapt.  Military effectiveness is

probably the most readily apparent manifestation of power under this paradigm.  Brute military

strength is the primary means of establishing security and autonomy and allows a state to exert

its will throughout the international community.  It also means that a state with a greater military
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presence has a greater stake in the international system, assuring stability to protect its assets and

interests both at home and abroad.

Waltz’s conception also implies that power is something that the state alone possesses.

States exist in the anarchic international system as cohesive, impenetrable units using force as a

means of self-preservation.  Internal actors are not a concern, because “national politics is the

realm of authority, of administration, and of law,” not of power (113).  Interstate entities do not

count either, since they merely exist in a system structured by power exerted by states.  Finally,

although power may not refer strictly to military capability, it does refer to the ability of a state

to impose its will upon other states.  While it may preserve security for the state exerting it,

power is ultimately a means of coercion.  Thus, economic, political, or military power may allow

a state, acting as an independent and autonomous entity, varying amounts of leverage on the

international scene

Neo-liberal thought concerning complex interdependence operates off of some of the

same basic assumptions about power as neo-realism, although it conceptualizes the international

system that power exists in as structured and not anarchic.  Robert Keohane and Joseph Nye’s

key work, Power and Interdependence, highlights this.  Instead of an anarchic system, they see

the international community as defined by mutual dependence: “Interdependence in world

politics refers to situations characterized by reciprocal effects among countries or among actors

in different countries” (1977, 8).  While this statement seems self-evident, it has important

implications for the two divergent theories of international relations.  For one, interdependence

itself means that states do not act as autonomous agents.  Because the relationships among states

are reciprocal, the actions of one state will affect other states in the community as well as itself in

turn.  This means that states that are considered more powerful cannot exert their will over the
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less powerful without fear of consequence, as in neo-realism.  Any exertion of power will have

repercussions for all states involved in an interdependent international system.

Furthermore, the clause “among actors in different countries” implies that not only do

states not act with autonomy, but, also, they are not unified agents either.  Individuals and

institutions internal to the state are active agents in the international system as well.  Individuals,

governmental institutions, industries, and corporations are all able affect the international order.

These effects can be the result of multiple movements across state boundaries – money, goods,

people, and even ideas – thus, widening the understanding of capabilities in relation to power

even more.  One can already see that power in this case is more decentralized than the neo-realist

formulation; it is able to operate within and across state borders, and through networks

comprised of individuals, capital, and communications.  All of these movements and actors

provide an order to the international community in that states and other institutions cannot act

with impunity; they are tied in together via common economic, political, and social interests.

Such an ordering of multiple state and non-state institutions loosely bonded by reciprocal

relations offers a different conceptualization of the capabilities indicative of power.

Still, while they operate under different assumptions on the structure of the international

community and the agents capable of enacting power, Keohane and Nye seem to buy into a

similar characterization of power as that formulated by Waltz.  Power, by their standard, is still a

means to create leverage or coerce other states and institutions to act consistently with one’s own

interests, “Power can be thought of as the ability of an actor to get others to do something they

otherwise would not do.  Power can also be conceived in terms of control over outcomes” (11).

So, again, power is a means of control over outcomes and not necessarily an end in itself.  But,

the authors do recognize that there are problems with this view of power.  For one, they believe
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that, “the resources that produce power capabilities have changed” (224).  Military power and

resource allocation are no longer the only primary factors in calculating a state’s power to

influence outcomes, and this makes measuring power difficult.  Furthermore, those power

resources that are measurable do not necessarily equate to effective power over outcomes (225).

Other means of power can therefore be invoked to influence desired outcomes; for example,

Keohane and Nye identify bargaining as one of these means.  While power can still be exercised

to influence outcomes, it is conceptualized in a much more amorphous manner, fitting many

different resources, and making it difficult to measure.

Bio-Power and Empire

Yet, if one accepts the characterization of globalization as presented by Hardt and Negri,

these conceptualizations of power presented by Waltz and Keohane and Nye suffer similar

limitations. Hardt and Negri apply an understanding of power better able to account for flows of

power that are deterritorialized, reciprocal, and productive, which they believe is a necessary

account for the constitution of Empire’s sovereignty.  Their conception of globalization requires

flows of power to be deterritorialized because money, ideas, and norms have become less

dependent on territoriality or material entities.  Instead, they fleet about on networks created by

communication and information technologies, and as such, capital, labor, ideas, etc. are not fixed

in one territory but move fluidly across borders.  Power must also be reciprocal according to

Hardt and Negri’s narrative to provide for the hybridization that they see as representative of the

forces of globalization.  Individual identities, as well as entire cultural identities, are

simultaneously threatened and produced by globalizing forces.  As the values, beliefs, and norms

of disparate societies and cultures are brought closer together through the mass media, internet,
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and economic practices of expanding capitalist markets, hybridized communities and individuals

emerge, retaining elements of their original cultural influences and embracing aspects of others.

Finally, power must be a productive force, not just coercive.  Ultimately for Hardt and Negri, the

productive capabilities of power are what drive Empire; they are the catalysts for social

formation and movements.  These matters will be discussed in greater detail in Chapter 3 as I

engage some of the specifics of Empire.

To account for these dynamics of power, Hardt and Negri turn to the work of Michel

Foucault.  Foucault’s work illustrates that a theory of power must account for the multiplicity of

its flows that act upon and through the social and individual body, which Hardt and Negri then

extrapolate and apply to the international sphere at every level.  Foucault’s conception of power

is more dynamic as decentralized, productive, and fluid, and it is this notion of bio-power that

Hardt and Negri feel is better suited to characterize the dynamics of globalization.  In The

History of Sexuality, Foucault examines the capabilities of bio-power to govern life through the

transition of power from an ancient regime of domination to a modern set of political practices

geared toward the maintenance of life (measuring birth and mortality rates, establishing

standards and codes of health and sanitation, etc.).  Specifically, he looks to the transformation of

power from the sovereign as the overseer of life and death to the ushering in of modernity, and

with it a growth of science and politics that helped distribute this power over life and death.  It is

the formulation of bio-power that Foucault presents here that will likely prove most germane to

the topic at hand.  Foucault states, a development in knowledge concerning mankind’s survival

(agricultural and medical techniques included) brought a “relative control over life [and] averted

some of the imminent risks of death” (1990, 142).  Mankind, having conquered its daily struggle

with death, is able to take over its role as a truly political being; that is, mankind has transformed
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from the Aristotelian sense of a “living animal with the additional capacity for a political

existence” to a political animal whose existence is defined by its politics (143).  It is within this

conception of political being – the ability to determine the fate of a population through its

political decisions – that Foucault situates the notions of bio-power and the bio-political.

Beyond exposing life to the possibilities of preservation or extermination, bio-power also

takes on a productive role.  Foucault believes that networks of power exist in reciprocal

relationships, and by this understanding, bodies act as both objects and subjects of power.

Addressing the system of punishment in Discipline and Punish, Foucault states that, “the

political investment of the body is bound up, in accordance with complex reciprocal

relations…the body becomes a useful force only if it is both a productive body and a subjected

body” (1995, 25-6).  Foucault describes how often such dualistic capacities of the body were

employed via torture.  Thus, while the body was the object of torture, it also became the agent of

reconstituted power networks.  Utilizing the concept of bio-power can help to understand how

individuals, communities, and institutions are caught up in networks of power, but at the same

time these entities produce and reformulate these networks.  A simple example would be in the

case of laborers working at a specific factory.  While these individuals are caught up in a certain

field of power (exerted through such practices as hierarchical observation from bosses,

regimented workdays with scheduled breaks and time cards, circumscribed physical positions

along an assembly line, etc.), through strikes and other movements of resistance these laborers

can produce new networks of power.  Hardt and Negri believe that similar occurrences take place

throughout the international system, providing a motor of social production propelling Empire

along.
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One of the primary means through which bio-power manifests itself within Empire is via

the evolution of modes of production, and this becomes a crucial underlying aspect of

sovereignty for Hardt and Negri.  That is, in Empire sovereignty is constituted, at least in part, by

the forces spawned by emerging modes of production.   For example, the progression of

capitalism in Empire is characterized by revolutionizing the modes of production from the

centers of industry to networks of technology, communication, and transportation.  Production is

no longer dependent upon factories and workplaces and is more contingent upon technologies of

information and communication and even means of transportation.  These modes are now

integral to the production, development, and dispersal of goods; information and communication

technologies are infused with “traditional” labor practices, allowing for more efficient

development and distribution of goods.  This has allowed the practices and values of capitalism

to proliferate globally, and as the modes of production become deterritorialized, they move us

beyond just mere economic production (the production of capital and material goods) and on to

the production of social reality itself.  The norms and values that come along with economic

practices of production structure individual relations, as well as entire communities and

populations (think Fordism, discussed briefly later in the thesis).  Thus, not only are commodities

produced, but so too are needs, desires, social relations, and individuals themselves.  In Empire,

bio-power manifests itself through these flows of production.  For example, although not directly

addressed by Hardt and Negri, one may see that through mass advertising identities are

constructed, desires are manufactured, and an entire populace of consumers is produced.  It is

bio-power operating through these networks of communication and commerce that is able to

produce the individual and the population.  The principles accompanying production that
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structure social relations, provide order to life, and govern individuals are part of the constitution

of sovereignty in Empire.

To summarize, briefly, up to this point: the main question that Hardt and Negri are

attempting to answer in Empire is how globalization is to be governed.  The key to assessing the

governance of globalization is in understanding how sovereignty operates in the international

system, especially considering the dynamics of globalizing forces – this is the essence of Empire

and is the primary reason why engaging Empire’s theoretical construction of sovereignty is

critical to this thesis.  If we are to understand sovereignty as Krasner conceptualizes it, it is

characterized by four attributes and functions it provides: establishing legal autonomy from other

states (international legal sovereignty), exerting authority to govern a territory and exclude the

interference of external actors (Westphalian sovereignty), effectively exercising this authority

within the state (domestic sovereignty), and regulating the flows of capital, goods, people, etc.

across borders (interdependence sovereignty).  I have already discussed how globalization

challenges these characterizations, so I will not reiterate that argument here.  In light of these

challenges and the development of the modes of production and their political, economic, and

cultural implications, Hardt and Negri see sovereignty arising in a new form.  Although

individual state sovereignty persists, with globalization has come a singular logic of sovereign

rule that is encompassing the globe.  This logic, as Hardt and Negri argue, and which I will

address in greater detail in the third chapter of this thesis, is born from US constitutionalism,

carried out through the proliferation of economic practices, and enforced by a myriad of

international institutions and states.  Finally, essential to understanding the impact of these

practices and the constitution of sovereignty under Empire is bio-power.  Hardt and Negri use
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this concept to illustrate how the sovereignty of Empire affects every level of life from individual

to population.

These issues will constitute the material of the first two chapters of this thesis.  Chapter

one will deal with Foucault’s conception of bio-power and how it ties into the notion of

sovereignty.  Foucault identifies modern sovereignty as a function of the disjunctive transition

from an ancient role of negative power over life to the modern role of productive power for life.

This will illustrate the transformation of power as an implement of the sovereign in overseeing

life and death to the distribution of power through the population, ushering in modernity, and

with it a growth of knowledge and development of techniques that helped with the control and

preservation of life.  Marking this transition is the birth of what Foucault terms bio-power –

“power to foster life or disallow it to the point of death” (1990, 138).  This power over life – to

control, govern, and administer individuals and populations – is what makes bio-power

constitutive of sovereignty.  Illustrating this linkage hinges upon Foucault’s conception of

governmentality, and thus I will also examine the fusion of bio-power with the political through

the practice of governmentality.  Foucault’s work on government rationality articulates the

production of sovereignty through bio-power in modern liberal societies, and because this is

ultimately the source of Hardt and Negri’s conceptualization of sovereignty in Empire, it

necessitates an examination of governmentality.

  In the second chapter I will look to Empire specifically, focusing my examination on

Hardt and Negri’s characterization of sovereignty.  To do so, I will address the “ontology of

production” that underlies their analysis.  That is, Hardt and Negri identify bio-power as the

driving productive force behind their conception of globalization.  Bio-power creates, permeates,

and results from economic and social production in the international sphere, and it is their
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argument that this force is the crux of the newly emerging form of sovereignty, which brings

with it the governing forces of globalization.  In short, I will elaborate on the themes that have

been discussed in general here.  Furthermore, Hardt and Negri call upon Deleuze and Guattari to

buttress their argument, and so, to better assess Empire and its application of bio-power, I will

also briefly engage Deleuze and Guattari’s Anti-Oedipus in this chapter.

This brings me to the final chapter of the thesis in which I will offer a critique of Empire.

Hardt and Negri make a drastic mistake in not being willing to identify any institutional driving

forces within Empire.  Foucault uses the concept of bio-power in a very specific sense, and while

Hardt and Negri may not be overly concerned with staying true to Foucault’s formulation, there

is still a need to couch the bio-political practices of Empire in a certain institutional framework.

That is, for Foucault bio-power manifests itself through a network of institutions in the form of

sets of practices aimed at the individual and social body.  As Colin Gordon points out in

discussing the articulation of bio-power through the concept of governmental rationality, “A

whole aspect of modern societies…could be understood only by reconstructing certain

‘techniques of power’, or of ‘power/knowledge’, designed to observe, monitor, shape and control

the behaviour of individuals situated within a range of social and economic institutions such as

the school, the factory and the prison” (1991, 3-4).  This notion of governmentality is essential to

Hardt and Negri’s work as a logic of sovereign rule that extends beyond state borders and

permeates the global sphere.  Yet, their analysis seems to downplay the role that states and

institutions will play in securing governmentality.  At the international level, the state cannot be

ignored as a critical institution acting to structure global relations and enact power in an effort to

govern globalization.  States may also act to manipulate other international institutions to serve

as mechanisms of governance.  While Hardt and Negri certainly do not deny the existence and
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activity of these institutions, they contend that there is no center (or centers) to Empire; that is,

there are no central states or institutions that drive sovereign power in Empire.

My principal contention with Empire is that there is no recognition of states and other

international institutions as primary sources of bio-power, which would therefore act as the

engines driving Empire.  An arrangement of institutions must exist to provide a structure to

governmentality, and inevitably there will be singular driving forces operating in such systems.

Specifically, I argue that the United States is still the most critical actor in the creation and

enforcement of any form of governance over the forces of globalization.  This moves beyond the

fact that, according to Hardt and Negri’s narrative, the sovereignty of Empire is born of US

constitutionalism, and instead enters a terrain in which the US guides the imperatives of any

machinations of global governance.  The juridical norms of US constitutionalism do not take on

a life of their own as they are swept up in the globalized flows of goods and ideas, but they are

enforced by the strength of US capabilities.  In other words, what Hardt and Negri view as

characteristic of the sovereignty of Empire, I believe exists only as an extension of US power.

This is characteristic of a more hegemonic form of power, with a definitive center or driving

force behind it and multiple institutional offshoots capable of implementing this power.  In this

sense, the discussion switches from a focus on the operation of sovereignty and power under the

auspices of Empire to that of hegemony.

Understanding the role of the United States in the emerging world (dis)order can be

likened to a reinvention of its hegemonic power and not just a fragmented conceptualization of

its position in the global Empire.  Since the end of the Cold War and the dissolution of the Soviet

Union, the United States has taken a proactive (although sometimes inconsistent and, some

might argue, hypocritical) role in protecting and advancing human rights and securing peace and
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stability, ranging from intervention in Somalia to the bombings in Kosovo.  This has become

even more apparent since September 11th as the US has pushed forth with military force and

threat to engage those who threaten the security and stability of states, both internally and

externally.  In short, as the lone remaining hegemonic force, the US provides the military might

to secure any norms that exist in the international community.  Economic advancement and the

proliferation of the mass media and information technologies spread the ideas of human and

individual rights, and the principles of liberal democracy in general, but military force and/or the

use of certain international institutions such as the IMF, NATO, or WHO are necessary to secure

their practice.  Because of this, one can see an interrelationship among coercive power (military

force), bio-power (the motivational force behind and target of institutional and economic

practices), and hegemony (the position of leadership obtained as a function of these two forms of

power).

At the core of the concerns for hegemony is maintaining a position of security, and it is

this oversight that is the true deficit in Empire.  For all of Hardt and Negri’s talk of juridical

norms, there is an absence of a discussion of security and how states, primarily the United States,

will persistently continue to pursue their own security interests themselves.  Perhaps this

appeared to be an acceptable omission in the pre-September 11th world, but since that time,

security issues have dominated public and political agendas.  Because of this, I will focus on the

notion of security and the role that the United States has and may come to play in establishing

security as an element of global governance.  The present state of international affairs offers a

fertile ground to engage some of these ideas; US involvement in Afghanistan and Iraq seems to

be more indicative of the future of global governance than the notion of Empire.  This final

chapter will further illustrate the need to incorporate, if not emphasize, security institutions in
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any theory of governance regarding globalization, and at the helm of these institutions is the

United States.  The leadership role of the US, incorporating its coercive power and military

might with the prerogatives of bio-political practices, offers a more fitting conceptualization of

how the forces of globalization can be governed than does the diffuse and ill-defined imperial

right of Empire.  Compared to a system in which the United States maintains a central role in

governing the forces of globalization (even if indirectly through pursuing its security interests),

Empire does not provide a characterization of international rule capable of dealing with the

threats that may be associated with globalization.  The US, as the center to an extension of

sovereign power or as the lone global hegemon, acting through both its military might and

various international institutions is the only entity equipped to deal with such phenomena

effectively.

 At the end of the day, I believe that this thesis will allow for a better understanding of the

application and limits of sovereignty put forth in Empire.  My primary objective in writing this

thesis are threefold: first, to illustrate the usefulness of bio-power as a concept in understanding

governance, and particularly sovereignty as presented in Empire; second, to examine the

constitution of sovereignty itself as presented by Hardt and Negri; and third, to demonstrate that

ultimately Hardt and Negri’s characterization of sovereignty, that is, their answer to how

globalization is to be governed, lacks an essential analysis of security and the central role of the

US in establishing it.  This is not to say that Empire does not contribute in any way to our

understanding of how international politics operates.  Specifically, applying the concept of bio-

power explicitly to the notion of sovereignty helps to reveal the sheer impact that power has on

life through governance.  It helps to illustrate the multiple institutions and their arrangement in

society, as well as those emerging in the international community, and how these institutions
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operate to manage and order multiple populations.  In this sense, bio-power does not replace the

conceptualizations of power presented by neo-realist and neo-liberal theory, but instead

augments them, exposing how states can exert incredible authority and control over life itself.

Because of this, the United States finds itself in a unique position as the lone global superpower

to protect and promote life internationally through ensuring peace, stability, human and

individual rights, and finally security.
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Chapter 1

BIO-POWER AND GOVERNMENTALITY

For Hardt and Negri, bio-power and politics intersect at the problem of sovereignty, and,

in fact, it is the manifestation of bio-power through the political that constitutes what they

believe to be a new articulation of sovereignty on a global scale.  To understand Hardt and

Negri’s formulation of sovereignty, it is first necessary to examine Foucault’s conception of bio-

power and how it relates to governance and sovereignty in his work.  It must be understood at the

offset that Foucault holds matters of sovereignty as only one aspect of governance.  This is not to

say that the two are completely distinct; government and sovereignty are interrelated, and it is

bio-power acting through governance that helps to bring the notion of sovereignty into sharper

focus.  Hardt and Negri tie bio-power directly into the constitution of sovereignty, but forgo an

explicit analysis of the practices and institutions implicit in this constitution.  The goal in this

chapter is to elucidate Foucault’s conceptualization of bio-power, how it is manifested through

governmentality, and how this is interrelated to the problem of sovereignty, all in an effort to set

up an illustration of the deficit in Empire.

Sovereign Power Over Life and Death

As mentioned previously, the two key texts to understanding bio-power are Discipline

and Punish and the first volume of The History of Sexuality, and these two works will be at the

heart of this chapter.  An understanding of bio-power is contingent upon Foucault’s

characterization of the transformation of an ancient regime of sovereign power to a modern form

of bio-power.  The sovereign’s exercise of juridical power under the ancient regime was focused

on taking away one’s life or allowing one to live, while the exercise of bio-power is meant to
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“foster life or disallow it to the point of death” (Foucault 1990, 138).  This transformation marks

the birth of the population as an autonomous entity demanding attention and care from the ruler.

With the advent of the population, Foucault argues, came the practices and mechanisms to

oversee it, as well as to manage and protect it, which were manifested in an entire range of

political practices and social, economic, and political institutions meant to ensure the execution

and dispersion of bio-power.

The final chapter in Foucault’s The History of Sexuality, “The Right of Death and Power

Over Life,” is really an investigation into the notion of sovereignty itself, as well as an explicit

articulation of bio-power, a concept he employs to examine other specific institutions such as the

penal system in Discipline and Punish and mental institutions in Madness and Civilization.  In

this specific chapter, Foucault provides a narrative of the passage from ancient or classical

regimes of power, in which the sovereign had absolute authority over its subjects, to modern

regimes of governance where political institutions distribute power throughout the population.

Ultimately he brings us to the function of sovereign power in contemporary politics, examining

how it manages, orders, and controls life.  To begin, then, one must examine sovereign power as

it operated in ancient times, when the sovereign had the absolute right to decide about life and

death.  While this right transformed from an absolute in which the sovereign could almost

arbitrarily dispose of or give life into a right over life and death contingent upon threats to his

existence, it remained that sovereign juridical power manifested in the right to kill or not kill, to

take life or let live (135-6).  Thus, when the sovereign was threatened by an individual

attempting to transgress his law, he was able to directly exercise power over this individual via

punishment; and, when the sovereign was threatened by an external enemy, he indirectly wielded
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power over the lives of individuals by exposing them to death through waging war (135).  It is in

the case of the former that Foucault engages sovereign juridical power in Discipline and Punish.

At the offset of this work, Foucault looks to the exercise of the sovereign’s juridical

power through the act of punishment.  Prior to reforms of the penal system, public torture and the

“spectacle of the scaffold” demonstrated the sovereign’s supreme authority over life and death.

The act of punishment itself was a symbol of the sovereign’s authority over his subjects; it was,

at one and the same time, the force and legitimacy of the law.  “The ceremony of the public

torture and execution displayed for all to see the power relation that gave [the sovereign’s] force

to the law” (Foucault 1995, 50).  The actual acts of torture and execution became legitimate

through a re-enactment of or confession to the crime, as these ceremonial procedures reproduced

the truth of the crime.  Revealing the truth of the crime gave justification to the enactment of

justice, which could only flow from the sovereign’s right to punish.  Foucault recognizes the

sovereign’s power in the ritualistic revealing of the crimes in stating that, “The secret and written

form of the procedure reflects the principle that in criminal matters the establishment of truth

was the absolute right and the exclusive power of the sovereign and his judges” (35).

Punishment in itself was the justification for sovereign power; the act and ritual of torture both

revealed the truth of the crime and served as the means of establishing the sovereign’s absolute

juridical right to take away life.

Yet, this power relationship between sovereign and transgressor became reconstituted

over time, and this would eventually be indicative of the distribution of bio-power throughout

society.  Not only did the work of reformers call attention to the brutality of acts of public torture

and execution, but these acts themselves often turned the tide of power against the sovereign.

Often during public torture the crowd would be moved to sympathy for the criminal and would
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react by rebelling against the torturers and executioners.  These acts of dissention, in effect, were

direct challenges to the authority of the sovereign.  Foucault’s theory of reciprocal relations

accounts for this redistribution of power since the body of the prisoner acted as both the object of

power through the act of punishment and a subject of power that is able to instigate new power

relationships through the public’s reaction to this punishment.  Such challenges to juridical

authority threatened the sovereign, and as the public’s reaction to punishment grew more

disapproving, it became more necessary for a reformulation of how punishment was to be

enacted in society.  This gave rise to a new mode of punishment evident in a penal system geared

toward rehabilitation, a redirection of power targeting the soul rather than the body.  No longer

would punishment be meted out in lashes across the back, but by confining the prisoner, making

punishment more private from the public and internalized in the criminal.

This redistribution of power operated through specific practices and institutions that

comprised a new juridical right to punish.  Sovereign power in this realm came to be articulated

through a legal system that removed the arbitrariness of punishment from the magistrate and

through a penal system that lessened the intensity of this punishment while simultaneously

concealing it from the public.  This transformation has given rise to a more pervasive, yet more

diffuse network of power, which is indicative of bio-power.  The modern system of discipline

and punishment is geared toward managing and surveying the social and individual body and

enforcing the internalization of the legal norm upon society; no longer is its goal to take away

life, when necessary, but to actively govern life.  As Foucault states in The History of Sexuality,

“the law operates more and more as a norm, and that the judicial institution is increasingly

incorporated into a continuum of apparatuses (medical, administrative, and so on) whose

functions are for the most part regulatory.  A normalized society is the historical outcome of a
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technology of power centered on life” (1990, 144).  This is the institutional basis for bio-power

and indicates the transition in meaning of sovereign juridical authority.  The implications of this

transition and the advent of bio-power are made more explicit through The History of Sexuality.

As mentioned above, as the concept of a population arose and society became a very real

and tangible entity, sovereign power took on a new form.  The advent of the legal norm and

growth of accompanying institutions was part of this process, but bio-power encompasses a

larger logic of governance overall.  Representative of this movement was the change in mentality

regarding sovereign juridical power.  The right to “take away,” as in life or property in

punishment, has been supplemented by many other elements of power “working to incite,

reinforce, control, monitor, optimize, and organize the forces under it: a power bent on

generating forces, making them grow, and ordering them, rather than one dedicated to impeding

them, making them submit, or destroying them” (136).  Such power, as it permeates the

population, manifests as “the right of the social body to ensure, maintain, or develop its life”

(136).  Thus Foucault reinforces the idea that under modern regimes of sovereignty, populations

have arisen as an entity that must be cared for by the government.  In order to establish the

legitimacy and authority that goes hand in hand with sovereignty, the body politic must be

provided for and protected.  Yet, as Foucault notes, wars have been bloodier than ever and entire

populations are threatened by complete atomic annihilation as we teeter on the “threshold of

modernity.”  This too is a result of bio-power and is the flipside to the modern regime of

sovereignty.

 According to Foucault’s analysis, “the power to expose a whole population to death is

the underside of the power to guarantee an individual’s continued existence” (137).  As

technologies have developed to better ensure and promote life, so too have the abilities to kill
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more efficiently and in greater scale, and what is meant to ensure existence also may

simultaneously threaten it.  “But the existence in question is no longer the juridical existence of

sovereignty; at stake is the biological existence of a population…power is situated and exercised

at the level of life, the species, the race, and the large-scale phenomena of population” (137).  So,

here one begins to see the separation of sovereign juridical power and bio-power.  In the Middle

Ages, the sovereign enacted power to maintain his position of authority; it was self-legitimating,

in that the exercise of power by the sovereign was justified in and of itself as a means of

consolidating power and establishing security.  In terms of punishment, power was exercised

through torture to bring about the truth of the crime and discipline the criminal, while in terms of

establishing security from external threats, power was exercised through the establishment of an

army and the act of war itself.  These were, and still are, exercises of sovereignty.

Bio-Power and the Practices of Governmentality

But, as the notion of a population that needs governance grew, particularly in the 18th

century, sovereignty came to be accompanied by the practices and institutions of bio-power,

which constitute Foucault’s notion of governmentality (I will return to this concept later, but first

I would like to explore bio-power on its own terms in more detail).  The population, or society,

needed practices and apparatuses capable of regulating its interactions and ensuring its existence:

Now in the eighteenth century we find a further function emerging, that of the
disposition of society as a milieu of physical well-being, health, and optimum
longevity.  The exercise of these three latter functions – order, enrichment, and
health – is assured less through a single apparatus than by an ensemble of multiple
regulations and institutions which in the eighteenth century take the generic name
of “police” (Foucault 1984, 277).
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This notion of police could manifest itself through the practices and institutions aimed at the

achievement of three general objectives: economic, public order, and health (278).  These

elements of social structure were not covered under the umbrella of sovereignty’s juridical power

and constituted new problems of rule that the government needed to address.

The problems of economics, order, and health instigated an extremely pervasive system

of power relations throughout society.  These power relations flowed through numerous

institutions that continually popped up throughout this time:

During the classical period, there was a rapid development of various disciplines-
universities, secondary schools, barracks, workshops; there was also the
emergence, in the field of political practices and economic observation, of the
problems of birthrate, longevity, public health, housing, and migration.  Hence
there was an explosion of numerous and diverse techniques for achieving the
subjugation of bodies and the control of populations, marking the beginning of an
era of “bio-power” (Foucault 1990, 140).

Schools, barracks, and workshops along with other institutions such as hospitals and prisons

became means for ordering and observing individuals and helped to structure the social system

around what was considered to be the norm of behavior.  An assemblage of practices inherent to

each institution constituted this norm: examinations in schools, regiments of training and drilling

in barracks, the organization of labor in workshops, etc.  This dispersal of bio-power marked a

new logic of governance, one which Foucault dubs government rationality or “governmentality.”

The techniques and practices of governmentality are even more pervasive in our modern liberal

societies.  The traditional institutions of schools, hospitals, and prisons still exist as mechanisms

of control and observation, and the government has taken a more proactive role in ordering and

surveying society (from the functions of the police in tracking sex offenders to larger scale

involvement such as the US census).  Beyond these institutions, social norms are embedded in

individuals on a daily basis through the media, advertisements, and even the act of being a
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consumer.  Now, governmentality does not have to be as hinged upon physical institutions as it

once was (a notion critical to Hardt and Negri’s argument), although much of its efficacy is still

dependent on the ability of these institutions to enforce the norms of society.

The notion of government for Foucault expands beyond the institution of the government

itself.  Of course the executive, judicial, and legislative branches as well as state governments,

city officials, school boards and the like all fit under this rubric, but Foucault’s understanding

moves past any institutional basis and posits government as a set of practices.  These practices

are geared toward all levels of social organization, from the population to the individual, and

provide and order a structure to all relations therein.  Colin Gordon discusses Foucault’s general

conception of government:

He proposed a definition of the term ‘government’ in general as meaning ‘the
conduct of conduct’: that is to say, a form of activity aiming to shape, guide or
affect the conduct of some person or persons…Government as an activity could
concern the relation between self and self, private interpersonal relations
involving some form of control or guidance, relations within social institutions
and communities and, finally, relations concerned with the exercise of political
sovereignty (1991, 2-3).

So, here one can see that under Foucault’s conceptualization the exercise of sovereignty is but

one aspect of the practice of government.  While government retains a very general function

throughout society, sovereignty seems reserved for the politico-juridical practices of the state

apparatus.  It is the transformation of the exercise of sovereignty through the birth of bio-political

practices that I have traced in Foucault’s work.  Now, I would like to take a moment to briefly

look at the bigger picture of governmentality, especially since the practices and institutions of

sovereign power are implicit to this notion and, ultimately, it is the logic of governmentality that

drives Hardt and Negri’s analysis in Empire.
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The major distinction between practices of sovereignty and practices of government,

according to Foucault, lies in the discontinuity of power versus continuity of power.  That is, as

described above, during the Middle Ages juridical power was exercised autonomously by the

sovereign over the body politic, but, with bio-power’s growth throughout the eighteenth century,

power became more decentralized, permeating society through reciprocal networks.  Thus,

Foucault concludes in his essay “Governmentality” that implicit to the exercise of sovereign

power is the quest to delineate the power of the sovereign from other sources or power:

This means that, whereas the doctrine of the prince and the juridical theory of
sovereignty are constantly attempting to draw the line between the power of the
prince and any other form of power, because its task is to explain and justify this
essential discontinuity between them, in the art of government the task is to
establish a continuity, in both an upwards and a downwards direction (1991, 91).

This, after all, is the primary goal and function of sovereign power, to create a border between

legitimate authority over a population and territory and competing forms of power, be they

internal or external to the state.  The bio-power implicit to Foucault’s conception of

governmentality does not operate in the same manner; it seeks to create a seamless relationship

of power throughout society via diffuse, capillary networks of political practices and techniques.

What establishes this continuity is a “field of intervention,” to which Foucault affixes the title of

economy or political economy (92-3).  This field of intervention is constituted by those practices

and institutions of government (schools, hospitals, penal systems, military programs, etc.)

arranged in an efficient and effective manner to ensure the proper ordering, surveillance, and

maintenance of the social body.

For a long time the exercise of power in the rigid manner of sovereignty, as dictated by

Machiavelli for example, prohibited the development of governance (97).  Power was held in a

strictly hierarchical structure, in which the sovereign had a monopoly on juridical power, and, so,
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the game plan for the prince was to wield this power effectively in an effort to consolidate more

power and exert his will over his subjects.  But, this changed as the population, or social body,

grew in prominence and necessitated attention for its care.  As feudalism dissolved, the question

became not how to wield power over the heads of the people to ensure sovereign rule, but how to

use it to best govern them.  “In contrast to sovereignty, government has as its purpose not the act

of government itself, but the welfare of the population, the improvement of its conditions, the

increase of its wealth, longevity, health, etc.” (100).  The government apparatus is, of course,

integral to this, but society itself is also responsible for its own up-keeping – it has become

necessary for individuals to be aware of how they govern themselves and to ask how they want

to be governed by others.  As Foucault states at the offset of this piece on governmentality,

“How to govern oneself, how to be governed, how to govern others, by whom the people will

accept being governed, how to become the best possible governor,” these are the questions and

problems posed by the birth of the social body and the integration of government (87).

Bio-Power and Its Productive Capabilities

Yet, the population did not merely pose problems of governance and distribution of

power; it provided opportunities for production as well.  For Foucault, bio-power is a necessarily

productive force and because of its capabilities for production, it inevitably became an integral

aspect in the growth of modern capitalism.  As he states, “This bio-power was without question

an indispensable element in the development of capitalism; the latter would not have been

possible without the controlled insertion of bodies into the machinery of production and the

adjustment of the phenomena of population to economic processes” (1990, 140-1).  It is here that

we begin to see an overlap of Foucault’s work with Marxism.  The elements of Fordism offer a
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perfect example of the fusion of these theoretical traditions.  The economic principles introduced

by Ford illustrate how the bio-political governance of bodies helps to fuel the productive

capabilities of the capitalist machine.  It is when bio-power expands beyond mere economic

production to the ordering of social relations that social production manifests, and it is this notion

that is critical to Hardt and Negri’s characterization of sovereignty as constituted by bio-political

processes.

Looking a bit closer at the creation of the assembly line and rise of Fordism one can see

the evidence of bio-power’s mark on the social and individual body as well as on the means of

production.  Fordism was the quintessential application of bio-power in capitalism; it provided a

structure for ordering, surveying, and maintaining individuals as they labored on the

manufacturing floors.  It was, to use Foucault’s language, controlling the insertion of bodies into

the machinery of production by assigning the worker a specific task and then placing him or her

into a physical position along the assembly line.  But, as is the case with phenomena associated

with bio-power, the impact of Fordism reached far beyond the factory walls of modern industry.

Fordism helped to acclimate society with these burgeoning economic practices, from structuring

the workday to ordering the relations of the family.  The dictates of Fordism provided an

economic and social model unparalleled in its efficiency and productivity, and it provided the

groundwork for a society driven by production, centered on the dictates of capitalism.

As Gramsci points out in his analysis of Fordism and Americanism, Ford’s success in

increasing the efficacy of the manufacturing process (and in doing so, lowering the costs of

production as well as the selling price of goods and raising overall wages) allowed for the whole

life of the nation to revolve around production; the hegemonic forces of production could then be

maintained by a minimal amount of political and ideological intermediaries (1999, 285).  That is,
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the success and affluence spawned by these modes of production paved the way for a society

defined by its economic roles. In doing so, many other fields of intervention have come to play a

role in promoting economic production.  For example, the realm of health care is integral in

ensuring a healthy work force, “Medical advance, which has raised the average expectancy of

human life, is making the sexual question increasingly important as a fundamental and

autonomous aspect of the economic” (295).  Here we see the beginnings of social production, as

families are viewed as the fundamental unit of economics because they produce labor, the basis

for production.  Single men and women are stigmatized in society as abnormalities if they do not

have children, and thus norms of behavior become focused on economic doctrine.  This, in a

sense, is what Foucault is talking about in terms of the economy of governance: effective and

efficient means of ordering social relations and governing the individual by both institutional

arrangement and the permeation of social norms.

In fact, it appears that Foucault believes that the bio-politics of the eighteenth century

anticipated the formulation of an economic/social/political doctrine such as Fordism:

If the development of the great instruments of the state, as institutions of power,
ensured the maintenance of production relations, the rudiments of anatomo- and
bio-politics, created in the eighteenth century as techniques of power present at
every level of the social body and utilized by very diverse institutions (the family
and the army, schools and the police, individual medicine and the administration
of collective bodies), operated in the sphere of economic processes, their
development, and the forces working to sustain them (1990, 141).

So, one could extrapolate from this that the practices of bio-power in the eighteenth century, as

well as the institutions through which these practices manifested themselves, represented the

basis for more advanced forms of capitalism, further refining the economics of the relations of

production.  Under the ancient regimes of authority, life was something that could only be used,

and so its true value resided in its being taken away (either through punishment, as a sign of the
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sovereign’s authority, or through war, an establishment of power and security).  Yet, as these

regimes gave way to modern government, life took on a new meaning for both the state and

society.  Life took on a value, through bio-power, as a productive force, and it was in the

interests of the state and society to cultivate and promote life as an economic asset.

Governmentality and Liberalism

At the end of the day, what can one make of this?  Tracing the exercise of sovereign

juridical power and the emergence of bio-power through Foucault’s work, it appears that

sovereignty is established through the practices of governmentality.  Foucault states that

sovereignty has been brought into sharper focus as governmentality has implemented an “art” of

governance – questions can now be asked about what forms sovereignty can take and not how

governance can be derived from the authority of sovereignty:

I would say that…the problem of sovereignty was never posed with greater force
than at this time, because it no longer involved, as it did in the sixteenth and
seventeenth centuries, an attempt to derive an art of government from a theory of
sovereignty, but instead, given that such an art now existed and was spreading,
involved an attempt to see what juridical and institutional form, what foundation
in the law, could be given to the sovereignty that characterizes a state (1991, 101).

He suggests that we should not view the society of sovereignty as being replaced by the

disciplinary society and then that as being subsequently replaced by the society of government,

but that sovereignty-discipline-government form a triangle of movements inherent to modern

politics and society (102).  By his standard, grappling with the movement of these three elements

constitutes liberalism.

In the introduction to their collection of essays dedicated to examining Foucault’s

contributions to understanding liberalism and neo-liberalism, Andrew Barry, et al. explicate
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Foucault’s take on liberalism.  Liberalism should not be understood in terms of the practices or

the reason of state politics themselves, but as an attitude between society and state, that is, a

disposition that critiques the sovereignty-discipline-government triangle that constitutes the

relationship between state and society.  As Andrew Barry et al. discuss, “From Foucault’s

perspective, liberalism is more like an ethos of government.  Liberalism is understood not so

much as a substantive doctrine or practice of government in itself, but as a restless and

dissatisfied ethos of recurrent critique of State reason and politics” (“Introduction” 1996, 8).

Theoretically, this ethos should act to moderate the state’s exercise of sovereign power, due to

the recognition on the government’s part that its authority ultimately resides in the people and

the people’s efforts to hold the government accountable for this responsibility.  So, in modernity,

the legitimacy of sovereign rule flows from the people and sovereign power is exercised through

the state and the practices of social, political, and economic institutions.

Liberalism helps to draw out or make more explicit the problem of sovereignty as it

confronts the contemporary state and society.  In his essay, “Liberal Governments and

Techniques of the Self,” Graham Burchell draws out the relationship between liberalism and

sovereignty:

Liberalism fixes the terms of the problem of how political sovereignty must be
exercised: what relationship must political sovereignty establish with this quasi-
natural reality over which it presides but with which it cannot do just what it
likes?  What is within and what outside of its competence?  What techniques,
what procedures, what regulations and laws enable this reality to function in
accordance with its nature and to optimum effect in the production of wealth and
the promotion of wellbeing (1996, 25)?

It is at this point that Hardt and Negri intercede; Empire is their effort to struggle with the legacy

of liberalism and sovereignty.  Hardt and Negri struggle with the effects of the extension of US

constitutionalism on prospects for global governance, as they propose a theory of sovereignty
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arising from the juridical bases of a global logic of government articulated through the economic

and political practices of liberal democracy.  Through their work, Hardt and Negri attempt to

address the questions posed by Burchell above, but ultimately they fail to provide a conception

of the techniques and institutions that drive global sovereignty and operate through the multiple

networks of globalization to ensure its effective exercise.  But, before delving into this critique, I

will address Empire on its own in the next chapter.
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Chapter 2

EXPLORING THE TERRAIN OF SOVEREIGNTY IN EMPIRE

For Foucault, the juridical existence of sovereignty is no longer in question, yet the

biological existence of the population is increasingly jeopardized by the political practices of its

governing institutions (1990, 137).  Conversely, Hardt and Negri seem to posit that the problem

of the juridical existence of sovereignty and the problem of the biological existence of a

population are beginning to coincide on a global scale.  That is, Foucault identifies that

sovereignty is distinct from, but interrelated to, the political practices of power that govern life,

while Hardt and Negri believe that in the emerging era of globalization the two are becoming

more intertwined.  Through bio-power, the juridical practices of sovereignty within Empire are

constituted and take on the function of managing and governing the biological existence of

multiple populations.

In terms of the structure of Empire, the neo-liberal juridical, economic, and political

institutions that have accompanied the globalization of capitalist production have established an

international order of imperial sovereignty that encompasses the entire globe.  While I do believe

that Hardt and Negri’s analysis of an institutional arrangement constituting this capillary network

of bio-power is lacking, I will save my critique for the next chapter.  In this chapter, I will focus

on engaging their formulation of sovereignty in terms of Empire itself.  In doing so, I will

address how Foucault’s conception of bio-power fits into the constitution of Empire, the

subsequent relevance of Hardt and Negri’s genealogical overview of sovereignty, and how

sovereignty now supposedly manifests itself in the contemporary international order.

At the offset of Empire the authors establish one basic assumption that guides the

analysis that follows throughout the work: there is world order.  Furthermore, they contend that
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this order is of a juridical formation, it does not arise from the “natural and neutral hand of the

world market” or a single rationality culminating from some transcendental historical processes

(2000, 3).  There is a definitive logic behind the sovereignty of Empire, but it sprouts from

multiple practices of governance, economic institutions, and accompanying legal norms.  The

police actions of the UN and NATO and the economic imperatives of the WTO, World Bank,

and IMF provide the material basis for the establishment of international juridical norms.  What

Hardt and Negri want to do is examine how these practices come into being, how the logic of

imperial sovereignty is grounded in these practices and simultaneously justified and enacted

through the power of the juridical norm.  Their focus is on the “gap between the formal

conception that grounds the validity of the juridical process in a supranational source and the

material realization of this conception” (6).

The Sovereignty of Empire

Hardt and Negri propose that this mode of sovereignty is an entirely new phenomenon.

The understanding of sovereignty in Empire escapes the traditional historical forces of capitalism

and attached forces of political power.  Current forces of globalized capitalist production and the

institutional practices exercised to ensure the expansion of these forces, according to Empire, has

resulted in “a single supranational figure of political power” (9).  I would like to state at this

juncture that it is not my objective in this thesis to determine whether Empire is really a new

phenomenon in sovereignty or not, but rather to engage Empire on its own terms and evaluate its

material basis.  That is, does the institutional arrangement of the international community

account for Hardt and Negri’s depiction of Empire (but, again, that will be addressed in the next

chapter)?
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At the core of this paradigm shift in the conceptualization of sovereignty is its

boundlessness, “Empire exhausts historical time, suspends history, and summons the past and

future within its own ethical order.  In other words, Empire presents its order as permanent,

eternal, and necessary” (11).  There is no outside to the sovereignty of Empire.  Traditionally,

sovereignty indicated some kind of border separating the internal from the external and

demarcating spaces for appropriate and justified use of force and power. Graham Burchell stated

earlier that part of the task of liberalism is to determine what is within and outside the

competence of sovereignty, but this is not relevant in Empire as there is not inside or outside.

Now, according to Hardt and Negri, instead of an international community dominated by

competing claims to authority and conflicting forms of sovereign power, a single power has

arisen to order global politics.  “This is really the point of departure for [Hardt and Negri’s] study

of Empire: a new notion of right, or rather, a new inscription of authority and a new design of the

production of norms and legal instruments of coercion that guarantee contracts and resolves

conflicts” (9).

So, this new force of ubiquitous sovereign power secures an order in pursuit of peace and

establishes juridical norms constituting a regime of international ethical standards.  Through its

singularity in logic and dominance, Empire is both comprised by and productive of institutional

practices geared towards global order based on these imperatives:

In Empire there is peace, in Empire there is the guarantee of justice for all peoples.  The
concept of Empire is presented as a global concert under the direction of a single
conductor, a unitary power that maintains the social peace and produces its ethical truths.
And in order to achieve these ends, the single power is given the necessary force to
conduct, when necessary, “just wars” at the borders against the barbarians and internally
against the rebellious (10).
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This is the new notion of right to which Hardt and Negri referred previously.  It is based, in part,

on US constitutionalism and liberalism, and this may be equated to Foucault’s conception of

governmentality.  By Foucault’s understanding, the rationale behind the US constitutional and

liberal project is to best govern the individual and society simultaneously, as Colin Gordon

points out: “Modern governmental rationality, Foucault has said, is simultaneously about

individualizing and totalizing: that is, about finding answers to the question of what it is for an

individual, and for a society or population of individuals, to be governed or governable” (1991,

36).  This, in essence, is integral to US constitutionalism and liberalism – the simultaneous need

to protect the individual and provide for society.

Hardt and Negri believe that this rationale drives Empire.  The individualizing and

totalizing directives of constitutionalism have expanded beyond the borders of the US and are

now structuring the juridical forces of the international system.  They state that it is time to

“enter the terrain of Empire and confront its homogenizing and heterogenizing flows in all their

complexity” (2000, 46).  It is the constant tension in liberal society between protecting the

expression of individual identity, allowing for heterogeneity, and keeping the collective of

individuals within the fold of society, homogenizing the people around the social norm.  This is

the central tension of right in Empire, a part of the problematic of sovereignty, as juridical power

attempts to grapple with the body – both individual and social.

The notion of right enforced by Empire, which Hardt and Negri dub “imperial right,” is

also partially based on productive economic flows pushing to every border of Empire, which

bring with them new senses of hybridized identities.  This is also part of the homogenizing and

heterogenizing forces of Empire to which they elude.  As capitalism proliferates and the modes

of production expand along with the consumer market to every frontier of Empire’s landscape,
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individual and collective social identities will be threatened more.  The social and cultural forces

that accompany globalized capitalism envelop the entirety of social life as it proliferates across

the globe.  These forces create new norms of behavior and beliefs, yet, at the same time, they

provide opportunities for individuality in the midst of totalization.  Thus, identity becomes

constituted in part by the social norm and in part by deviating from that norm.

While these economic forces cause the hybridization of identities, their effects do not just

stop there.  Along with such practices come the normative imperatives of capitalist and neo-

liberal economic institutions.  This gives cause to Hardt and Negri’s statement in the preface to

Empire regarding the blurring of spatial divisions among the First, Second, and Third Worlds,

“we continually find the First World in the Third, the Third in the First, and the Second almost

nowhere at all.  Capital seems to be faced with a smooth world – or really, a world defined by

new and complex regimes of differentiation, and homogenization, deterritorialization and

reterritorialization” (xiii).  So, one may find evidence of economic, political, and cultural

hybridization throughout the world, and the same forces that bring hybridization also bring the

juridical norms of imperial right.  Finally, another component of imperial right is the military

might to back up these forces, giving authority to the practice and enforcement of right.

Bio-Power and the Advent of the Control Society

To get a better grasp on what this juridical order of imperial right entails, I return (with

Hardt and Negri) to Foucault and the notion of bio-power.  This analysis will point to “the

material condition that defines [the juridical system’s] purchase on social reality” (22).  Just as in

the previous chapter bio-power provided the theoretical concept through which to illustrate the

materiality of sovereignty in transition from an ancient regime of rule to that of modernity, Hardt
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and Negri utilize bio-power as the grounding for the emergence of sovereignty in Empire.  They

characterize the transition of state sovereignty to supranational sovereignty as analogous to the

transition from disciplinary society to control society.  The disciplinary society reflects a regime

of sovereign power in which specific practices are implemented through a diffuse network of

institutions to exercise power over the body.  So, in Foucault’s analyses, hospitals, prisons, and

schools are all part of this network that overtly exercises power throughout the population,

structuring, observing, and maintaining the social order.  This is the essence of the disciplinary

society.

On the other hand, the control society is characterized by the same institutions, but power

is exercised in a much different manner.  It is a society in which “mechanisms of command

become ever more ‘democratic,’ ever more immanent to the social field, distributed throughout

the brains and bodies of the citizens” (23).  That is, power is not necessarily imposed upon the

people; it is not wielded over or even through the social body.  Instead, it is part of the social

body; power is implicit to the institutions of democratic societies, but beyond that, power is

inseparable from flows of capital, information, and communication.  Because of this, power is

internalized as Hardt and Negri state: “The society of control might thus be characterized by an

intensification and generalization of the normalizing apparatuses of disciplinary that internally

animate our common and daily practices, but in contrast to discipline, this control extends well

outside the structured sites of social institutions through flexible and fluctuating networks” (23).

Bio-power becomes particularly relevant in discussing the manifestation of the control society,

as it is this hidden aspect of power that allows for the extreme efficacy of mechanisms of control.

Bio-power, as discussed earlier, operates at the very level of the body itself – it may be

exercised over and through the individual and society as a whole.  Bio-power’s effectiveness as a
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means of control and command, as an ordering and structuring principle, and as a productive

imperative comes from its embeddedness in the daily practices of life itself.  “Power can achieve

an effective command over the entire life of the population only when it becomes an integral,

vital function that every individual embraces and reactivates of his or her own accord” (24).  For

this phenomenon to spread to a supranational form of sovereignty, two key forces of bio-political

production are critical to Hardt and Negri’s analysis: the globalization of capitalism, and its

implicit role in the production of life, and the multi-faceted flows of communication throughout

the international community.  Embedded in the capitalistic modes of production and in the

messages of mass communication are certain social norms of behavior.  As these norms

proliferate and are internalized by individuals and entire populations, they become mechanisms

of control.  Capitalism is not only about open market ideology, but the principles and techniques

that underlie capitalist production provide an ordering function for life itself.  As mentioned

previously, fields of knowledge such as health and family, urban planning, and demography

become functions of economics as capitalism expands, and in doing so the surveillance and

maintenance of individuals and the population becomes ever-incorporated into the logic of

governance.  Such a logic has been refined in America, from data gathered via the national

census and the Department of Labor, to health care programs initiated by companies and the

government, to the structure of the education system as a means to “land a good job.”  As

economies become open to capitalism across the globe, such techniques of intervention, along

with accompanying institutions, will arise in other countries to meet the needs of burgeoning

labor forces and demanding markets.
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Anti-Oedipus: The Machines and Flows of Global Capitalism

Hardt and Negri use the work of Deleuze and Guattari to help address the connection of

bio-power to the forces of capitalism and the flows of productivity (both in an economic and

social sense) that accompany them.  Where Foucault leaves one without an explicit discussion of

bio-power’s productive capacities in capitalism, Deleuze and Guattari provide a new terrain in

which capitalism and bio-power are inextricably linked, and thus bio-power becomes a primary

force for social production.  For Hardt and Negri, the notion of imperial right is not enough to

structure the international sphere alone, what must be understood is “the motor that sets it in

motion” (27).  It is bio-power’s productive capabilities embedded in the forces of capitalism that

gives action to imperial right, so it is really the terrain set forth by Deleuze and Guattari that is

expanding past the borders of Western countries and constituting the sovereignty of Empire.

Because of this, I would like to turn my attention to Deleuze and Guattari’s Anti-Oedipus to

briefly explore their work as it relates to the formulation of Empire.

Hardt and Negri find the impetus for imperial right in the elements of Deleuze and

Guattari’s conception of social production.  Primarily, these elements are the notions of

machines and flows.  Hardt and Negri look to machines as the ontological substance of social

production (28).  Machines, after all, produce, and what social machines produce “in their

various apparatuses and assemblages [are] the world along with the subjects and objects that

constitute it” (28).  The social machines produce the world through a multitude of flows: flows

of capital, information, communication, people, etc.  But, perhaps this is putting the cart before

the horse.  First, what are these social machines?

Deleuze and Guattari state that a machine can be defined as “a system of interruptions or

breaks…Every machine, in the first place, is related to a continual material flow that it cuts into”
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(1983, 36).  So, really, machines and flows are inseparable – the one cannot exist without the

other.  Machines produce and redirect flows, while flows order and connect machines.  The

entire international system is a machine comprised of other machines and flows.  States and

institutions such as multinational corporations and governmental organizations act as machines

producing and redirecting flows of people, money, weapons, and even disease and pollution.

Each machine interrupts flows: people cannot pass freely between state borders without being

subjected to immigration laws; money cannot be exchanged between corporations and people

unimpeded by taxes and exchange rates; weapons, diseases, and pollution all too are moderated

(ideally) by their own respective institutions.  These breaks and interruptions of flows do not

mean that flows are discontinued, but that they are altered as they pass through the machine, en

route to another machine:

Far from being the opposite of continuity, the break or interruption conditions this
continuity: it presupposes or defines what it cuts into as an ideal continuity.  This
is because, as we have seen, every machine is a machine of a machine.  The
machine produces an interruption of the flow only insofar as it is connected to
another machine that supposedly produces this flow…In a word, every machine
functions as a break in the flow in relation to the machine to which it is
connected, but at the same time is also a flow itself, or the production of a flow, in
relation to the machine connected to it (36).

One can begin to see here how the interconnectivity of machines and flows provides an order to

any given system.  Machines, then, can be any mechanism in such a system acting to direct,

condition, absorb, propel, etc. flows.  The machines of corporations, banks, governments, and

even people assign value to flows of money, and they direct these flows to the purchase of goods

or the accumulation of more money.  Money does not flow on its own accord; it does not have its

own value or utility.  Only when it is directed by machines does it take on any function.
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The flows that permeate society are really manifestations of bio-power.  Such flows as

capital or information are not merely exchanges of money or ideas, but inscriptive messages,

norms of thought and behavior that are meant to be internalized and acted upon.  “Society,” as

Deleuze and Guattari state, “is not exchangist, the socius is inscriptive: not exchanging but

marking bodies, which are part of the earth” (185).  This is the control society.  Only when

power is exercised through the multiplicity of flows of social production does the control society

come into existence.  When the norm is inscribed upon the individual, it becomes both an

ordering principle and a mechanism of production, and this is how the individual is a social

machine.  The social machine receives a flow, internalizes it, and reproduces it through its

activities.  Perhaps the most explicit system in which this phenomenon is apparent is that of

capitalism, and, because social production is so integral to capitalism, it is also at the core of the

control society.  Consider contemporary consumer culture in which individuals internalize the

messages that are produced by capitalism and presented through the communication of

advertisements and the mass media.  In this society not only are goods produced, but so too are

consumers and their desires.  Control is exerted implicitly through the norms of behavior

imposed by economic relations – in a sense, this is what Adorno and Horkheimer address in their

work on the culture industry.  After all, culture prescribes the morals, traditions, and codes of

conduct that different peoples abide by, and in a large part culture is produced by economic

conditions.  Globalization has allowed for the cultural influences of advanced capitalism,

including the norms and values of liberal democracies, to spread internationally.

Capitalism is the ideal in terms of attempting to break free from territoriality, to

becoming all encompassing, naked, and borderless.  Capitalism, as Marx conceptualized it, is

always pushing into new territories, looking for new markets to exploit.  So, for capitalism to
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continue its success in a finite world, it must transcend beyond fixed flows of capital, means of

production, and labor as well as beyond territoriality:

The capitalist machine…is faced with the task of decoding and deterritorializing
the flows.  Capitalism does not confront this situation from the outside, since it
experiences it as the very fabric of its existence, as both its primary determinant
and its fundamental raw material, its form and its function, and deliberately
perpetuates it, in all its violence, with all the power at its command.  It sovereign
production and repression can be achieved in no other way.  Capitalism is in fact
born of the encounter of two sorts of flows: the decoded flows of production in
the form of money-capital, and the decoded flows of labor in the form of the “free
worker” (33).

This is why Hardt and Negri find the globalization of capitalism so necessary to their argument:

it has no outside and is an almost perfect conduit for the flow of sovereign power along its

ethereal network of flows.  As capital fleets across the surface of the earth, accompanied by

certain juridical norms, entire populations are continually reconstituted as social machines in the

production of life.

So, as capitalism fuels the social machine, the social machine in turn organizes and

produces the machinery and flows of capitalism, and, at least according to Hardt and Negri, the

imperial sovereignty of the emerging world order.  As Deleuze and Guattari state, the social

machine codes the flows in its global system, providing inscriptive norms of production and

consumption, behavior and belief:

The social machine is literally a machine, irrespective of any metaphor, inasmuch
as it exhibits an immobile motor and undertakes a variety of interventions: flows
are set apart, elements are detached from a chain, and portions of the tasks to be
performed are distributed.  Coding the flows implies all these operations.  This is
the social machine’s supreme task, inasmuch as the apportioning of production
corresponds to extractions from the chain, resulting in a residual share for each
member, in a global system of desire and destiny that organizes the productions of
production, the productions of recording, and the productions of consumption
(141-42).
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Furthermore, it is not coincidental to Hardt and Negri’s work that Deleuze and Guattari

conceptualize the earth itself as the most basic of social machines.  In Anti-Oedipus they state

that, “The primitive territorial machine, with its immobile motor, the earth, is already a social

machine, a megamachine, that codes the flows of production, the flows of means of production,

of producers and consumers” (142).  And, it is always capitalism’s pushing against this territorial

social machine, attempting to escape the grasp of its finite frontiers, which provides the material

force of bio-power for Hardt and Negri in the constitution of Empire’s sovereignty.

Some of the machines driving the imperialist machine of globalized capitalism are

international corporations.  Moving away from Deleuze and Guattari’s analysis back to that of

Hardt and Negri, they contend that, “transnational corporations construct the fundamental

connective fabric of the biopolitical world in certain important respects” (2000, 31).  Through the

growth of transnational corporations, economic practices and forces have become more

deterritorialized.  Nation-states have come to play a lesser role in economics as they are relegated

to “instruments to record the flows of the commodities, monies, and populations that

[corporations] set into motion” (31).  Also, while setting into motion these flows of capital and

labor, corporations produce and order social relations, they manufacture desires, and mark the

bodies and minds of individuals with the logic of biopolitical production (32).  That is, there are

certain norms affixed to the practices of these corporations – as it was with Fordism, along with

the deterritorialization of production comes a new ordering of social life.  Populations, money,

and commodities become more fluid, and thus social relations fluctuate.  What it means to be a

citizen changes in accordance with mobility and commodification.  Family relations change

along with the means of production.  Identity is shaped by the messages of consumerism.
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Inextricably linked to these forces of change is the role that communication plays in spreading

biopolitical production.

Communication, language itself, is a necessary component to the social production of

life.  The flows of money, people, and commodities are contingent upon communication, and

with communication come the meanings or messages (or what Hardt and Negri would call

subjectivities) affixed to these flows.  Next to power, communication may be the most critical

principle in organizing social reality.  “Power, as it produces, organizes; as it organizes, it speaks

and expresses itself as authority.  Language, as it communicates, produces commodities but

moreover creates subjectivities, puts them in relation and orders them” (33).  So, communication

industries are both a product of bio-power and necessary to its successful functioning.  The

Internet and mass media make capital and information all the more transitory and capable to be

diffused and digested globally.

It is also at this point where one may see the process of legitimatising imperial

sovereignty at work.  While sovereign power exists in the flows of social production, its

legitimation resides in the language it produces in those flows.  Power legitimizes itself through

its own invention of a language of authority:

The legitimation of the imperial machine is born at least in part of the
communications industries, that is, of the transformation of the new mode of
production into a machine.  It is a subject that produces its own image of
authority.  This is a form of legitimation that rests on nothing outside itself and is
reproposed ceaselessly by developing its own languages of self-validation (33).

The power of imperial sovereignty is able to generate its own language of justification. So,

because Empire is boundless, because there is not outside or external reference point, legitimacy

and authority comes from its own design, that is, the sovereignty of Empire “locates its only

point of reference in the definitive absoluteness of the power that it can exercise” (39).  The
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exercise of power in itself is legitimation for its use because it is absolute and because it defines

itself.  The normativity it gives rise to, in turn, is born of the globalized bio-political machine –

the economic-industrial-communicative machines of social production (40-1).  How this system

came into being is articulated through Hardt and Negri’s genealogical analysis of sovereignty.

A Genealogy of Sovereignty

Hardt and Negri believe that the central tension that constitutes modern sovereignty as it

has developed over time in Europe is the conflict between freedom and servitude (69).

Individuals have the natural desire for freedom, but in constant opposition to this desire for

unlimited freedom are the authoritative forces maintaining order, security, and prosperity.  How

liberty is to be balanced with authority is the perpetual crisis of sovereignty.  Because of this,

Hardt and Negri conceptualize the history of sovereignty as one of turmoil, and they identify

three moments in European modernity that are crucial to the contemporary understanding of

sovereignty:  “first, the revolutionary discovery of the plane of immanence; second, the reaction

against these immanent forces and the crisis in the form of authority; and third, the partial and

temporary resolution of this crisis in the form of the modern state as a locus of sovereignty that

transcends and mediates the plane of immanent forces” (70).

As the Middle Ages gave way to the Renaissance, there was a dramatic transformation in

the way man conceptualized its relationship to the natural world.  Whereas humans once

believed that knowledge was handed down by a transcendental authority and their lives were

guided by the fickle hand of fate, a new belief arose that man had control of its own destiny, that

it was of the earth and therefore was the creator of the conventions of the world: time, religion,

politics, science, etc.  This is the plane of immanence, and this constitutes the desire of
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individuals for freedom.  Once man came to the realization of its own immanent reality, the

desire for self-determination grew.  Yet, the second order of modernity attempted to impose an

order on this desire through a reformulation of transcendent authority (74).  The conflict between

the authority of the church and the self-awareness of man’s position on earth raged on and finally

culminated in the struggles of the Enlightenment.

During the Enlightenment, theorists from Descartes to Kant to Hegel grappled with

reconciling the transcendent plane of authority with the immanent plane of desire.  Out of the

flood of political thought came the belief that state sovereignty may best be secured through the

establishment of “a transcendent political apparatus” (83).  Hobbes probably best articulated this

through the concept of the Leviathan, in which the sovereign was able to exercise absolute

authority as a “Mortal God.”  Hobbes must “qualify nominalism [or one may say the

transcendental plane] enough to give sovereignty solid ontological standing; but he must retain it

enough first to give the sovereign free rein to define the common rules and second to undercut

attempts by discontented subjects to appeal above the sovereign to a higher power” (Connolly

1988, 21).  According to William Connolly, Hobbes’ have faith in reason is equivalent to having

faith in the laws of nature, which is to have faith in God who instilled reason in men and then

passed the natural laws on to mankind (23).  Thus, Hobbes presents transcendental sovereign

power as the solution to the problem of forming civil society.

So, for Hobbes, social production and reproduction was ordered by the absolute power of

the sovereign as legitimized through transcendental authority.  Ultimately, Hardt and Negri

believe that this is the underlying principle found throughout all modern thought concerning

sovereignty.  Political institutions may differ, “but modern sovereignty really has only one

political figure: a single transcendent power” (Hardt and Negri 2000, 85).  But, they also contend
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that as capitalism developed, it played a larger and larger role in grounding the modern theory of

sovereignty (85).  As discussed above, capitalism and the exercise of bio-power have become

more inextricably linked as flows of capital, labor, and means of production have become more

diffuse, and this is all manifested through modern sovereignty.  “When the synthesis of

sovereignty and capital is fully accomplished, and the transcendence of power is completely

transformed into a transcendental exercise of authority, then sovereignty becomes a political

machine that rules across the entire society” (87).  So, as bio-power and capital, acting as

machinations of sovereignty, become more diffuse throughout society, sovereign authority itself

extends throughout society.  It follows, then, that as international institutions become nodes for

flows of bio-power and capitalism becomes globalised, sovereign power embedded in associated

economic, political, and social practices extends past state borders and takes on the form of

imperial sovereignty.

US Sovereignty and the Constitution of Empire

Finally, in this chapter, I would like to examine the explicit constitution of the new

juridical power of Empire that is imperial sovereignty, and how the legacy of the United States’

sovereignty is implicitly connected to its formulation and expansion.  To understand imperial

sovereignty, it is first necessary to recognize the distinction between the American and European

conceptions of sovereignty and how the American conception has been constituted historically.

The power of US sovereignty is immanent, not transcendent; it is generated by the productivity

of the multitude, and thus its ultimate source of legitimacy comes from the consent of the

multitude (164).  Yet, the nature of the multitude itself imposes a limit upon its own productive

capabilities of sovereignty.  “In the process of the constitution of sovereignty on the plane of
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immanence, there also arises an experience of finitude that results from the conflictive and plural

nature of the multitude itself” (165).  The plurality upon which America is founded, that very

definitive characteristic of the multitude that provides the fuel of creativity to production, must

also be managed and ordered.  For US sovereignty, the central tension is not between that of

transcendental authority and immanent authority, but between production and control.  How are

the forces of production, both economic and social, to be moderated?  There must always be

limits imposed upon capitalist production to prevent crises of overproduction and to ensure its

success.  Similarly, the social body must also be managed; there must be a controlled insertion of

bodies into the machines of production, as well as an ordering provided to social interactions that

would otherwise be without form or direction (e.g. enforcing law, providing education, ensuring

security, etc.).  Still, by the nature of capitalism and the limitlessness of human desires and

ambitions, there is a constant tension between production and control.

Hardt and Negri also contend that with this tension comes a constant pushing of

sovereign power toward an outside, and so it is driven to overcome its self-imposed limitation by

continually expanding into new terrains (165).  This is the imperialist tendency of US

sovereignty.  At the core of this tendency are the juridical principles of the Constitution.  Hardt

and Negri argue that there are four distinct phases in US constitutional history, and thus there are

four phases in the articulation of US sovereignty: from the Declaration of Independence to the

Civil War; the Progressive Era – bridging the turn of the century to the presidencies of Theodore

Roosevelt and Woodrow Wilson; from the New Deal, through World War II, and culminating at

the height of the cold war; finally, starting with the social upheaval of the 1960s to the collapse

of the Soviet Union (168).  These four phases not only mark transitions in the conceptualization
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and exercise of US sovereignty over time, but they are also integral to the development of

imperial sovereignty.

In the first phase of constitutional history, the fledgling American terrain was defined as

an uncharted territory.  In turn, the impetus behind sovereignty was to expand into these frontier

lands.  The declarations of freedom that typified the youthful republican democracy of America

became the conceptual metaphors for its drive to expand – the frontier became a frontier of

liberty (168-9).  “Liberty and the frontier stand in a relationship of reciprocal implication: every

difficulty, every limit of liberty is an obstacle to overcome, a threshold to pass through” (169).

This, again, is characteristic of the perpetual state of crisis that Hardt and Negri envision

sovereignty to be in.  During this phase, the crisis for sovereignty came in the forms of the

external presence of the Native Americans and the internal problem of African American slaves.

The expansion of sovereign power had to deal simultaneously with expulsing the Native

Americans (in order to maintain a true frontier “in need” of annexation) and reconciling the

contradiction of a significant portion of the American population that was not afforded the same

liberty upon which the country was founded.  The flux created by these external and internal

crises propelled the expansion of sovereign power and defined the application of the Constitution

itself.

As the frontier lands dwindled and the Civil War (in theory) emancipated the African

American slaves, the US faced a new era of sovereignty.  To rearticulate the imperatives of

constitutionalism previously born of the infant country’s fervor to expand, Theodore Roosevelt

and Woodrow Wilson took two contradictory approaches to sovereign power.  Roosevelt looked

to the outside of American space for imperial dominance, typified by the images of the Spanish-

American War and the Rough Riders’ charge up San Juan Hill (175).  While Roosevelt’s
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approach was one of imperial conquest, Wilson’s project attempted to extend the juridical power

of the Constitution beyond US borders, as would have been articulated by the League of Nations.

The sovereign power of the Wilsonian project was intended to guarantee international peace, but

with the coming world war the objectives of US imperialism were to change dramatically.

The third phase of the US Constitution/sovereignty began with the New Deal (although

Hardt and Negri also claim that it could ultimately be traced back to the Bolshevik Revolution of

1917, since it would eventually give rise to the object of America’s containment policy during

the impending Cold War).  During this time, the tendencies of the United States to exert its

imperial will at home and abroad became overtly evident and sometimes repressive (176-7).

Again, these tendencies could be traced back to earlier times of African American slavery or the

Monroe Doctrine.  Yet, the dominance of the United States was made clear through its leadership

role in World War II and its imperial prerogatives to contain communism during the Cold War.

With the dissolution of the Soviet Union and the end of the Cold War, the United States was able

to flex the full might of its imperial sovereignty.  This era constitutes the fourth phase of the

Constitution.  Without the limit of Soviet communism to push against, US sovereign power

could flow freely and has come to be exercised in the form of a global police.  Starting with the

Gulf War, the United States has assumed the full role of the world police enforcing international

justice.

The concept of international justice ultimately originates with the juridical norms of US

constitutionalism, spreading outside of its borders through the flows of political, social, and

economic practices:

The contemporary idea of Empire is born through the global expansion of the
internal U.S. constitutional project.  It is in fact through the extension of internal
constitutional processes that we enter into a constituent process of Empire…The
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networks of agreements and associations, the channels of mediation and conflict
resolution, and the coordination of the various dynamics of states are all
institutionalized within Empire.  We are experiencing a first phase of the
transformation of the global frontier into an open space of imperial sovereignty
(182).

The extension of these constitutional processes manifest in the international community as a

regard for human rights, the desire to promote democratic governments in ex-communist and

developing countries, and maintaining/imposing peace.  Yet, according to Hardt and Negri, there

is no center or singular driving force to Empire.  That is, just because the juridical power of

imperial sovereignty is an extension of US constitutional principles does not mean that the

United States is the locus for Empire.  Instead, the institutional arrangement of the international

community as well as the deterritorialized flow of capital ensure the exercise of juridical power,

and it is the multitude with its productive capabilities and plurality of identities that both

legitimizes and necessitates the order of imperial sovereignty.

Controlling the Global Multitude

Here we return to bio-power and how it administers, controls, and maintains sovereign

power in Empire.  As mentioned above, it is the global multitude that both produces the

supranational sovereignty of Empire and demands its control.  The multitude is defined by its

differences – its plurality of cultural identities – and it is these differences that necessitate

control, for the same forces that constitute Empire threaten to tear it apart.  So, unlike “the

people,” which connotes unity and a singular will, “the multitude” is defined by its precise lack

of unity.  The multiple wills and driving forces of the global multitude are in constant flux,

resulting in a vast international community of simultaneous conflict and hybridization.  The

forces of globalization work to harness the power of the multitude and direct it into the
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productivity of globalized capitalism.  But, at the same time the differentiated forces of the

multitude are working against this singular logic, causing rifts in the fabric of globalization

through such phenomena as the Seattle protests, Zapatista movement, and the creation of terrorist

organizations such as al Qaeda and its activities of September 11th.  Because of this, “the

biopolitical existence of the multitude has the potential to be transformed into an autonomous

mass of intelligent productivity,” that could potentially overthrow the sovereign system of

production, exchange, and communication that controls them (344).  One can see the similarities

between Marx’s belief that the proletariat would gain the weapons to overthrow the bourgeoisie

through the productive output of capitalism and Hardt and Negri’s belief that the forces of

globalization could provide the same means to the global multitude.  But, since Empire thrives

off this biopolitical existence as well, it must control their powers and not destroy them (344).

Ultimately, Hardt and Negri believe that the control of Empire’s sovereignty is guaranteed

through the bomb, money, and ether.

Nuclear weapons act as the absolute peacekeeper.  They have “reduced every war to a

limited conflict, a civil war, a dirty war, and so forth” (345).  The existence of the bomb has

placed us at Foucault’s “threshold of modernity,” and this fact is inscribed in every member of

the global community.  The political decisions that mankind makes could potentially jeopardize

the existence of entire populations, if not life itself.  Perhaps the potential for nuclear war is the

ultimate means of control for the international system.  Money, too, acts as a force of control,

although one that does not guarantee its efficacy through total annihilation.  The transnational

and deterritorialized flows of money have permeated and lessened the sovereignty of nation-

states, while at the same time constituting an essential force within Empire.  The circuits that

money flows along forge new relations of production and organize new social systems,
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culminating in “global cities” (346).  Just as individual identities are hybridized under this

system, so too are cities, which become mixtures of locality and internationality.  In such cities

new codes of conduct and social relations are birthed in the language of commerce.  Finally,

ether provides the communicative vehicle of Empire’s control.  As communication travels along

the networks of information technologies, the Internet, and the mass media, it enables control

through the messages and expression of the juridical norms of imperial sovereignty, while at the

same time little control can be exerted over its influence.

So, by this point we have run the full gamut of understanding the sovereignty of Empire.

The question still remains of how well Hardt and Negri attend to the arrangement of international

institutions that ensure the exercise of bio-power in the constitution of this new form of

sovereignty.  Invoking bio-power as a prime constituting agent and productive force in Empire

necessitates such attention.  But, beyond this need, the matter is more than just a theoretical

question of how true they stay to Foucault’s analysis.  Examining the material, institutional basis

for sovereign power in Empire should reveal if, in fact, Empire does exist as Hardt and Negri

articulate it.  This is the fundamental question that will guide my critique in the following

chapter.
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Chapter 3

PROBLEMS OF SECURITY AND THE ROLE OF THE UNITED STATES

      Hardt and Negri have attempted to formulate a new theory of sovereignty grounded in the

notion of imperial right as it flows along networks of bio-power, particularly those of capital and

communication.  Embedded in these networks are juridical norms, born from US

constitutionalism, which are internalized by the individual and social body, governing life

through this internalization of norms, values, and beliefs.  As stated in the previous chapter, this

is the advent of the control society.  Yet, while I do believe that bio-power is a useful concept in

understanding sovereignty, that is, in grasping the significance of sovereign power in its

pervasiveness throughout society and its impact on the governance of life, I do not believe that

the sovereignty of globalization is as deterritorialized or decentered as conceptualized by Hardt

and Negri, or that their conception of sovereignty can meet the challenges of security in the 21st

century.  There must be a material or institutional basis to bio-power, and as such there must be

some semblance of agency or driving forces at work within the structure of international

institutions.  Furthermore, Hardt and Negri seem to fail to grasp the importance of engaging the

concern of security.  They seem to engage globalization on a level separate from those states and

regions that pose substantial resistance to the expansion of the “Western way of life.”  Hardt and

Negri do not account for the threat of “global chaos – a virus of disorder fed by environmental

damage, overpopulation, poverty, refugee flows, ethnic conflict and failed states” (Luke and Ó

Tuathail 1997, 710).  Empire does not appear to be equipped to deal with these phenomena, and

this is due, in part, to the fact that Hardt and Negri do not provide a sufficient depiction of states

and institutions and their roles in creating a sense of global governmentality.  This issue goes

hand in hand with accounting for how states and institutions would operate within Empire to



59

provide for security efforts and to ensure the realization of democratic norms.  To this extent, the

United States has been the principle actor in attempting to promote these goals, and its current

involvement in Iraq and Afghanistan offer perfect fodder to further examine these ideas.

Looking specifically at the notion of sovereignty, sovereign power is targeted at defining

populations and enacting prerogatives to produce, maintain, and order the population.  The

overriding logic to these prerogatives is to provide protection.  To do so in modern liberal

societies, sovereign power must be exercised through specific institutions and apparatuses that

permeate the body politic, allowing for effective and seamless integration of mechanisms of

governance.  Hardt and Negri do not provide an accurate enough depiction of how the sovereign

power of Empire operates.  Through which institutions is it exercised? Who drives Empire?  In

other words, returning to the question at the offset of this thesis, how is globalization to be

governed?  If we are to look at globalization as a set of forces that brings with it opportunities for

economic prosperity and shared cultural values and beliefs, as well as the expansion of threats

caused by cultural conflict and terrorism, there must be institutions in place to provide an order

to this otherwise orderless phenomenon.  To an extent there are institutions in place to provide

for such an order, but it is not the order conceived by Hardt and Negri; it is an order imposed by

states such as the US capable of exerting its influence and manipulating international institutions

to ensure stability and control.

Hardt and Negri fail to grasp that there is a need for a physical and material structure to

the international community, one that would ground sovereignty and keep power from fleeting

ethereally and without direction over the globe.  While this structure may still be amorphous and

often inconsistent, far from a global Leviathan, certain agents within the international system

exercise sovereign power to provide for some sort of order.  At the core of this system, as I have
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mentioned above, is the United States.  It is my contention in this chapter to illustrate that there is

an extension of power flowing from the United States, but, unlike Hardt and Negri’s take on this

issue, this flow is a controlled exertion of US sovereign power indoctrinated in foreign policy

initiatives aided by international institutions that have become extensions of this power and

guided by the primary interest of establishing security followed by the promotion of democratic

norms.  So, Hardt and Negri state that, “In contrast to imperialism, Empire establishes no

territorial center of power and does not rely on fixed boundaries or barriers.  It is a decentered

and deterritorializing apparatus of rule that progressively incorporates the entire global realm

within its open, expanding frontiers” (2000, xii).  I argue that in contrast to both Empire and

imperialism, the extension of US sovereign power beyond its borders is a “tangible” center to the

global system yet is not geared toward traditional territorial conquest.  The intention is not to

bring other territories under the sovereign control of the United States, but to extend the logic of

bio-power to secure the governance and protection of life internationally (at least where the US

deems possible and within the sphere of its self-interest, but this will be addressed shortly).

There is no singularity of rule, but there is dominance in power that can be used to promote

peace and security, protect populations against starvation and extermination, and to mete out

justice.

A Global Warrior for the 21st Century?

Since September 11th the world has witnessed an ever-growing commitment on the part

of the US to establish security both internally and externally to its borders.  The threats posed by

terrorists and authoritarian states, as well as generally unstable regions of the world, demand that

an emphasis should be placed upon security in conjunction with the pursuit of justice.  While
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Hardt and Negri discuss the expansion of juridical norms and much of the previous chapter was

devoted to teasing this idea out, attention should also be paid to the principles of domestic and

international security.  Because of this, I would like to start this chapter by briefly looking at the

work of Robert Kaplan, particularly that of Warrior Politics.  I think that his work is appropriate

and topical to understanding the emerging forces operating in international politics for several

reasons.  For one, Kaplan looks to the frontiers and regions untouched or in direct opposition to

the principles of Empire that Hardt and Negri set forth.  Returning to the notion of global chaos,

these regions are hotspots for such discontent; riddled with failed states, ethnic conflict, and

entire populations that are homeless and poor, these regions have gone untouched by any

conception of state sovereignty, let alone “world governmentality” (Luke and Ó Tuathail 1997,

714).  The populations indigenous to these places stand outside of Empire (Hardt and Negri

would contend that these populations are spawned by Empire itself, but nevertheless exist

entirely within its borders).  Regardless, it cannot be argued that these areas – such as sub-

Saharan Africa, regions in Southeast Asia and the Middle East, and the Balkans, just to name a

few – are representative of a singular logic of sovereign rule.  They exist outside any dictates of

governance ushered in by the narrative of Empire and, in fact, are either relatively untouched by

the trends of globalization or actively resist them.  Beyond his worth in illustrating sites of social

and political turbulence that run counter to the aspirations one might imagine for governing

globalization, Kaplan provides a lucid understanding of the position the United States finds itself

in and the role it assumes in international politics.

At the end of the 20th century and the dawn of the 21st, the United States has found itself

in a unique position as having emerged from the Cold War as the world’s lone superpower.

Being in this position has allowed the US to take on an unprecedented responsibility acting as a
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global police.  The military dominance of the US coupled with a global expansion of wealth and

the proliferation of communication and information technologies have provided the impetus for

the articulation and enforcement of universal rights.  Particularly, respect for individual rights,

the protection of human rights, and the desire to ensure peace and security have all become

matters of US foreign policy.  These values are elements of the US constitutional project, and, as

Kaplan states, “foreign policy is, ultimately, the extension of a country’s domestic inclinations

and conditions” (2003, 96).  Unlike Hardt and Negri, Kaplan understands the extension of US

constitutionalism to be the formulation of foreign policy instead of a nebulous notion of right

articulated through the networks of globalization.  To be sure, networks of capital and

communication play an important role in spreading the message of these values, and while such

flows are out of the control of any one state, the military might backing US foreign policy

objectives provides the muscle to secure their advancement and protection.

It is interesting to see that in Warrior Politics Kaplan arrives at a similar conclusion to

that of Hardt and Negri regarding the emerging order of international politics.  He too concludes

that a new age of imperialism is dawning and an empire may soon be a reality.  Unlike the

hegemonic tendencies of the United States in the Cold War era, there is no one major

oppositional force that has emerged to confront the US.  This allows the US as the lone hegemon

to dictate the rules of the game, to a certain extent, without having to calculate its actions against

those of another superpower.  This system is not the Empire Hardt and Negri are talking about,

and one should not confuse Kaplan’s project with their project.  For one, while his approach is

partly theoretical, it is grounded more in the realism of national self-interest and the idealism of

prudential altruism and not the power dynamics of Foucault and the historical materialism of

Marx.  The United States’ current involvement in Iraq offers a perfect illustration of this line of
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thought.  Certainly there is an imperialist air surrounding the motivations for US military action,

an air that is not belied by the not too subtly humanitarian name “Operation Iraqi Freedom.”

Yet, the nomenclature surrounding this operation does reveal the possibilities for the good that

can be done in conjunction with pursuing American interests.  Being freed of the despotic regime

of Saddam Hussein, the lives of the Iraqi people could undoubtedly be improved through a

sustained effort by the United States and relief organizations that may take action after the

conflict.  Even though its interests of security and prestige are primarily being served through its

military action, the US is also contributing to the governance of global standards of human rights

by disposing of a regime guilty of using chemical and biological weapons on its own people.

Although only time will tell what will happen in terms of governance in Iraq, it would be safe to

say that the US will attempt to promote the ideals of democracy in the formulation of a

subsequent government.  This situation appears to coincide directly with Kaplan’s belief in the

role of the US and the coordination of its imperial self-interests with more benevolent

humanitarian intervention.

Kaplan has a fundamentally different interpretation of how empire will manifest itself:

Instead of the ubiquitous and fleeting networks of power crisscrossing the international sphere

providing the order of imperial sovereignty, he believes that the imperialism of the 21st century

will be guided by the United States and will be a mechanism of its foreign policy.  He contends,

“Despite [US] anti-imperial traditions, and despite the fact that imperialism is delegitimized in

public discourse, an imperial reality already dominates [US] foreign policy” (147).  Imperial

right cannot be enforced by a nebulous amalgamation of institutions and immaterial flows of

capital and communication.  Such a structure does not exist, and those institutions that are in

place to provide some semblance of global order, such as NATO and the UN, are largely backed
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by the will of the United States.  Without such backing, these institutions do not have the

efficacy that the US military has, and, as is the case in Iraq, even without the support of these

institutions the US is capable to provide the might to secure its own prerogatives.  Kaplan seems

to point us in the right direction for an alternative view of how sovereign power operates in

contemporary international politics.  By his account, it appears that the world is somewhere in

transition: not close to the threshold of an overarching logic of sovereign rule (be it a global

Leviathan or a more diffuse Empire), but still straying away from a sea of anarchy awash with

numerous nation-states struggling to grapple with individual sovereign identities.  Instead, a

handful of powerful states, particularly the United States, with a few international institutions at

hand, are able to exert power in accordance with certain juridical norms (mostly of a western

origin) to, in bio-political terms, provide governance and order to multiple populations across the

globe.  This, to an extent, assures a system in which the US can exercise its sovereign power,

through its military dominance, in pursuit of security and, at times, justice.

But, the ability to ensure peace and stability and mete out justice cannot be carried out

universally.  There are limits to the US’s willingness and capabilities to protect human rights

internationally and punish those who transgress such norms:

In the twenty-first century realism is appropriate to a Hobbesian world in which
there is no global Leviathan monopolizing the use of force in order to punish the
Unjust.  Though the world’s preeminent power, the United States can punish the
Unjust only occasionally, or else it would be permanently overextended in its
dealings with regional hegemons like China, as well as permanently engaged in
small wars, and its power would consequently diminish.  The same holds for
NATO and other organizations (105).

These limitations are imposed by practical matters of restricted military resources accompanied

by concerns for self-preservation.  The US cannot risk a decline in its power by over-extending

its military force.  Doing so would jeopardize its own interests and threaten its consolidation of
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power, which in turn would restrict its ability to promote human rights in future scenarios.  For

example, as the US is involved in Afghanistan and Iraq currently, it cannot risk an escalation in

hostilities with North Korea at the expense of overextending its military capabilities.  Doing so

might ultimately render the US incapable of dealing with such future threats or having the

resources at hand to address humanitarian crises in such regions.  Human rights violations in

North Korea are certainly as atrocious as those committed in Iraq, but the US is not equipped to

deal with both cases simultaneously.  If there is any hope for US intervention in the name of

human rights in North Korea, power must be preserved to be utilized another day.  As Kaplan

states, “human rights are ultimately and most assuredly promoted by the preservation and

augmentation of American power” (109).  For this to happen, a certain amount of self-interest

must dictate foreign policy and guide the extension of sovereign power, thus allowing security to

take precedence.  Unfortunately, this means that a certain level of picking and choosing, or, some

might say, hypocrisy, will guide foreign policy and military initiatives.

Shifting Focus: From the Sovereignty of Empire to the Hegemony
of the US and Its Security Interests

I do not want to stray too far from the topic at hand.  This conceptualization partially

defines the role of the United States in current international politics and conflict management,

but more specifically it illustrates a different mode of sovereign power at work – an alternative to

Empire that may have some of the same imperial characteristics, but operates through different

mechanisms.  Empire grants us insight into the importance of understanding the biopolitical in

order to fully grasp the power of current economic, political, and social practices over life and

death.  It also exemplifies how certain international flows, i.e. capital and communication, work
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to regulate and transmit juridical norms.  But, beyond these elements, Empire’s usefulness is

limited.  It does not account for a more material basis to sovereign power in a pursuit of stability

and peace.  Instead, Hardt and Negri want sovereignty to be couched in the flows of

globalization themselves – in the economic practices of transnational corporations, the messages

of the international mass media, the cultural exchanges brought about by increased travel and

information technologies.  Furthermore, Empire’s emphasis on a unified global logic of

sovereign rule is misdirected.  Kaplan merely highlights these points by illustrating the reality of

global politics today, examining how specific states and institutions operate in this realm.  I

would like to follow the thread of how these entities, particularly the United States, operate in an

international system that is increasingly permeated by the forces of globalization.  In doing so, I

will also briefly examine how the concept of hegemony and its relationship to bio-power and

more overt, coercive forms of power adds to our understanding of future prospects of governing

globalization.

First off, in discussing hegemony I would like to make it clear that I am not arguing that

the US should go it alone in the international community.  Unilateralism is not a viable option for

US foreign policy, nor is it desirable if there are to be any hopes of a system of governance over

globalization, particularly in promoting security initiatives.  In his work, The Paradox of

American Power, Joseph Nye Jr. argues that while the United States is the predominant military

power of the time, it cannot act unilaterally.  Even in the current war with Iraq, not only did the

US make efforts to “sell its case” to the international community, but even when the UN Security

Council vetoed military action, the US has garnished the support of many other states

independently.  Nye states that even while nation-states will remain to be the focal point in
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global governance, countries will be willing to sacrifice some of there sovereign power to help

ensure more predictable and stable relations:

In the face of globalization, however, even countries as strong as the United
States will find that unilateral measures will often be insufficient, will fail, or will
generate reactions.  Countries facing increased globalization will become,
therefore, increasingly willing to sacrifice some of their own legal freedom of
action in order to constrain, and make more predictable, others’ actions towards
themselves (2002b, 105).

Nevertheless, hegemonic tendencies can still be exhibited through such “cooperative” efforts;

specifically, the United States can create such efforts via the influence of its soft power.  Such a

situation seems to be the case with Kuwait’s willingness to allow the US army to use it as a

launching pad for the war effort.  This meets both Nye’s conception of cooperation, as a more

stable Iraq without Saddam Hussein at the helm presents a more peaceful and predictable

neighbor for Kuwait, and the hegemonic pressure the US could exert in securing such

collaboration.  Yet, unlike Nye’s characterization of cooperative efforts, the United States has

not had to sacrifice any of its sovereign authority to achieve its desired ends, but it has attempted

to forge strong relations with other states to increase the appearance of its legitimacy and

efficacy of actions.  Because of such instances, exploring the interrelation of hegemony with bio-

political practices of governmentality and the coercive power of US military strength may help

grant insights into the role of the United States and how the legitimacy of its actions is

established.

Even though the United States cannot or should not act unilaterally, it still maintains a

position central to globalization, and more importantly, to the establishment of international

security.  The key, as Kaplan has illustrated, is to wed national self-interest to the capabilities of

altruism.  Unfortunately this mentality can lead to inconsistency in military intervention, where
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cases that demand attention because of human rights violations or extreme suffering are

overlooked because they are not vital to national interests.  In his article, “Hobbes’s Dilemma

and Institutional Change in World Politics: Sovereignty in International Society,” Robert

Keohane addresses the role of powerful states, particularly the US, operating under this mentality

in a globalized world:

The great powers will indeed seek to forestall threats to their security or power, as
continued intervention in Iraq shows: threat control may replace both traditional
balance of power and collective security as the major principle of security.  Yet
maintaining peace among contentious peoples will be elusive, even if not as
utopian as instituting democracy worldwide (2002, 78).   

New imperatives for security have created demands for legitimate (albeit, sometimes

contestable) intervention, as illustrated, again, by the ongoing situation with Iraq.  Still, many

regions are ignored until the situation becomes so intolerable that non-intervention can no longer

be justified in any terms.  Rwanda, Somalia, and Bosnia throughout the 1990s are examples of

such regions.  Because they were not viewed as geo-politically important to security interests, the

conflicts in these regions were allowed to persist until such horrible atrocities were committed

that a global public outcry demanded the attention of powerful states to intervene.  This leads to

a question of how legitimacy is established under such a system that appears to be more

indicative of hegemony than Empire.

Under Empire, legitimacy is established purely out of the fact that there is not outside;

there is no recourse to another ultimate power other than that of the imperial right of global

sovereignty.  Yet, in a system that is ordered by a more hegemonic power, like the United States,

the legitimacy for intervention resides in what is necessary for the hegemon to retain and

augment its power.  This is readily apparent in the justification behind US military intervention

in Iraq.  One could argue that Saddam Hussein’s regime was seen as a threat to US hegemonic
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power: for over ten years it basically thumbed its nose at any attempts on the part of the United

States (and the international community for that matter) to disarm and comply with regulations

concerning its possession of suspected biological and chemical weapons.  Threats made by the

US to enforce this disarmament without a substantial backing to such threats would ultimately

undermine US prestige and power.  Military intervention was therefore justified on the grounds

of retaining hegemonic power.  The US could only maintain its position as international enforcer

of global standards concerning the possession of weapons of mass destruction, the harboring of

terrorists, and the violation of human rights by actively engaging those states it finds in violation

of these standards.  Here one begins to see the interrelationship of coercive power and more bio-

political practices as they relate to the notion of hegemony.

The coercive power of military force employed to maintain hegemony can also be used in

conjunction with bio-political practices aimed at exerting power more directly (and often more

discretely) over the target population.  Thus, legitimacy can take on two faces: one, in the name

of maintaining hegemony, and the second in the name of alleviating suffering.  This, going back

to Kaplan, is a matter of melding national self-interest with more altruistic and humanitarian

objectives.  Often self-interest or the preservation of power will take precedence over these

humanitarian objectives, but such objectives can still be used as justification for intervention and

may also be beneficial side products of coercion.  Again, depending on the outcome of US

involvement in Iraq, this may offer a perfect example of such logic.  The US invades Iraq to

preserve its prestige and position of global power, but as an additional benefit new social and

political institutions may be introduced to the Iraqi people to improve their lives.  Yet, hegemony

does not necessarily have to be secured through military means only.
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There are means to address security issues that are not readily critical to serving national

self-interests in the name of preserving hegemonic power.  The key mechanisms that can help to

mediate such issues, while at the same time dispersing the burden of military and economic

involvement on the part states, are the myriad of governmental and non-governmental

institutions that help provide a loose structure of authority and control throughout the

international community.  It is this institutional basis that seems to be lost on unilateralists and

not paid enough attention to by Hardt and Negri.  Ultimately institutions are the nodes in the

international network of globalization through which power flows.  This is an essential point to

both Foucault’s conceptualization of bio-power and any semblance of global governance.

Institutions such as the IMF, World Bank, NATO, the UN, and even the World Wildlife Fund are

apparatuses for the articulation of bio-power, exercising control over populations whether it is

through foreign aid programs, military intervention, or environmental protection initiatives.

Sovereignty itself can be viewed as a kind of institution, as Robert Keohane discusses in his

essay, “From Interdependence and Institutions to Globalization and Governance,” regarding the

problems of security and control both domestically and internationally:

The historic liberal solution – institutions founded not on idealism but on an
understanding of self-interest – is, in my view, relevant not only to domestic
constitutionalism but to the creation of international regimes…Sovereignty is an
institution created for an international society; like other institutions, it undergoes
change in a response to environmental conditions (2002c, 11).

Keohane’s words hearken back to the language employed in Empire, where sovereignty is

viewed as an extension of constitutionalism.  But, unlike in Empire, sovereignty is still primarily

an institution of the state, or at least a function of state institutions, and not the decentered and

deterritorialized phenomenon that Hardt and Negri make it out to be.  Empire, as Hardt and

Negri characterize it, does not and will not exist as an all-inclusive logic of sovereign rule
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extending throughout the global community providing order and governance to the forces of

globalization.  This notion of Empire is continually contested by those areas untouched by or in

active opposition to the forces of globalization that are supposed to usher it into existence.  The

best that can be hoped for in terms of the successful advancement of security interests throughout

the international sphere, and the subsequent management of globalization (which may promote

or threaten security), is a more benevolent hegemonic order enforced by the United States.

Extensions of Sovereign Power and the Governance of Globalization

What is happening now in terms of globalization and sovereignty is that many of the

international institutions, which act as nodes in the networks of globalization, are becoming

extensions of sovereign power, particularly that of western states.  The application of specific

institutions such as the IMF, UN, or WTO can be used to achieve results that are mutually

beneficial to multiple states, and thus, in a sense, they help formulate the national self-interest for

states.  In fact, as Keohane states, the use of institutions to achieve certain ends should not be

viewed as a substitution for self-interest, but as a means for shaping self-interest at both the

domestic and international levels (2002b, 67).  Reliance on institutions that are not necessarily

apparatuses of the state should not be viewed as a sacrifice of sovereignty but as an

augmentation, a means to securing political, economic, military, and environmental initiatives

through an extension of national interests.

The United States could accomplish more in accordance with its self-interest, be it

domestic or abroad, by actively engaging and utilizing institutions.  As mentioned above,

unilateral action is constrained by capabilities, and thus only the most pressing matters of

national self-interest are addressed, while conversely the use of international institutions would
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allow for greater scope of action.  As Nye states, “In instances where we do not have the

unilateral capability to produce the outcomes we want, our sovereign control may be enhanced

by membership in good standing in the regimes that make up the substance of international life”

(2002, 163).  Using the IMF or World Bank more effectively in regions such as sub-Saharan

Africa could help deter terrorism in the future by alleviating the poverty and suffering of

individuals who might otherwise turn to terrorist organizations as a means of providing for their

families.  A greater willingness to use the UN as an intervening military force could help

promote greater stability and allow for collective security actions by nipping conflicts in the bud

before they escalate and incorporate other large regional actors (take the conflict in the Balkans

for example).  Inclusion in the International Court of Justice and International Criminal Court

could bring about a greater international commitment to substantial norms of justice and their

enforcement allowing a global crackdown on war criminals, terrorists, or international criminals.

It does appear that the concept of sovereignty has shifted in meaning due to the forces of

globalization and an accompanying increase in interdependence, and surely its articulation has

been transformed by its extension through international institutions.  States that utilize these

institutions or work in conjunction with them are able to articulate their self-interest through their

respective activities.  In this sense, institutions operate as extensions of sovereignty, and thus

sovereignty is no longer just about territorial control, authority over a body politic, or the

separation of an inside from an outside; instead, sovereignty extends beyond the state, is

articulated through multiple institutions, and, in many cases, is ultimately geared toward the

establishment of security – often by exerting power over other populations.  By this account,

sovereignty is deterritorialized, but not as conceptualized in Empire.  It no longer exclusively

defines territory, but remains a construct of state authority that can be exercised across state
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borders by many institutions.  There is probably no clearer example of this than the ongoing US

intervention in Afghanistan to bring to justice members of al Qaeda and promote its own

domestic security by disrupting this terrorist organization.  Equally poignant is the US’s desire to

gain support for military intervention in Iraq from the United Nations, although now that the war

has begun they have forgone such support.  In both cases, the US has extended its sovereignty to

other peoples and territories through its military might.  In doing so, it is promoting safety and

hopefully prosperity for peoples external to its borders by pursuing its own self-interests of

security and justice.

The complex system of interdependence produced by globalizing forces allows for

sovereignty to be less fixed by territory, yet these same forces increase the efficacy of sovereign

institutions to operate beyond state borders.  Within this system of complex interdependence,

sovereignty takes on the role of a legitimate mechanism of international politics that not only

delineates an inside from an outside, but also moderates the forces of globalization and

influences the activities of other international actors:

What sovereignty does confer on states under conditions of complex
interdependence is legal authority that can either be exercised to the detriment of
other states’ interests or be bargained away in return for influence over others’
policies and therefore greater gains from exchange.  Rather than connoting the
exercise of supremacy within a given territory, sovereignty provides the state with
a legal grip on an aspect of a transnational process, whether involving
multinational investment, the world’s ecology, or the movement of migrants, drug
dealers, and terrorists.  Sovereignty is less a territorially defined barrier than a
bargaining resource for a politics characterized by complex transnational
networks (Keohane 2002b, 74).

Again, this wording appears to be somewhat familiar to that found in Empire, in that sovereignty

has become less of a territorially defined entity, but it differs because it still has an institutional

basis, specifically the state.  More specifically, only certain states have the luxury of wielding
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sovereignty as a bargaining tool.  Failed states clearly do not have the sovereign authority to do

so, and states that lack in the traditional measurements of power (military, natural resources,

economy, and population) also seem to lack the capabilities to compete with the sovereign power

of states such as the US and emerging powers like China and India.  That is, sovereignty is still

exercised by the state, either by itself or through an arrangement of other international

institutions, but as a bargaining tool of foreign policy, it is only afforded to certain states that

have the capabilities to enforce their interests.  The implications of sovereignty, then, have

changed in light of globalization.

Returning briefly to Krasner’s four basic conceptions of sovereignty, one can see that the

function of sovereignty moves beyond juridical independence, the distinction between an inside

and outside (that is, preventing external actors from intervening) via institutional practices,

political control within a territorially defined polity, and management of trans-border flows.

These elements, as discussed in the introduction, have been contested by the forces of

globalization to varying degrees.  While they do still maintain a level of importance in

understanding sovereignty, Keohane points out a new primary function of sovereign power – the

ability of a state to manipulate other international institutions (be they states or organizations)

and networks of power to exert authority and control over other populations.  As discussed

above, the use of international institutions and an increasingly interdependent world have

allowed self-interest to converge with actions that smack of global governance – police actions,

humanitarian assistance, regulation of economic relationships, etc.  So, unlike Hardt and Negri’s

conceptualization of sovereignty as an imperial right that pervades the international community,

regulating globalization through diffuse and reciprocal economic, political, cultural, and social

flows, sovereignty can only act as a force for global governance if it is exercised by a state.  But,
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often this will only be initiated when the state’s security or interests are threatened, and recently

no other phenomenon has directly threatened the security of the United States more so than

terrorism.

The Quest for Security

Hardt and Negri deal with the general issue of terrorism briefly, but since September 11th

it has dominated public discussion and has guided the actions of the US (and many other)

governments.  Again, this is why the matter of security demands attention and helps to illustrate

the changing nature of sovereignty (albeit, not in the way that Empire characterizes it).  It also

illustrates why the United States remains the focal point to and driving force behind

sovereignty’s exercise through international institutions.  As the US is threatened by terrorist

activity and unstable regimes such as Iraq pose a perceived threat to its interests, as well as those

of much of the international community, it will continue to take a more proactive role in

establishing security at home and abroad through means beyond just military intervention.

Keohane describes the impetus that terrorism, or as he calls it, informal violence, has created in

fusing national self-interest with more altruistic aims:

Recognition of the dangers of informal violence may lead the United States
toward a broader vision of its global interests…One of the implications of this
blurring of lines is that the distinction between self-defense and humanitarian
intervention may become less clear.  Future military actions in failed states, or
attempts to bolster states that are in danger of failing, may be more likely to be
described both as self-defense and as humanitarian or public-spirited (2002a,
282).

He continues by stating that, “More generally, recognition of the dangers of informal violence

will force a redefinition of American national interests, which could take different forms.  Such a

redefinition could lead Americans to support measures to reduce poverty, inequality and injustice
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in poor countries” (282).  Globalization has allowed the threat of terrorism to spread through

advancements in communication and information technologies, increased mobility across

borders, and greater access to low-tech means of destruction and consequently security has

become a global issue.  The expansion of this threat and the desire to procure security may

redefine American interests, and in doing so, its exercise of sovereign power extends to other

countries, through military intervention as well as proactive humanitarian initiatives.

To conclude this chapter: it is getting more and more difficult to distinguish between appropriate

institutions focused on regulating and governing specific forces of globalization.  International

institutions currently in place are ill equipped to provide a solid structure to the network of flows

of communication, information, capital, people, and even means of force and coercion.  These

forces are difficult to disentangle from one another and even more difficult to manage in the

current international system, as Keohane notes:

It is less and less feasible to regard issues of trade, finance, environment, and
security as separable, each with its own institution devoted to it.  The world
system looks more and more like a polity.  Successful polities have governance
structures in which the institutions are well-articulated with one another; but the
world polity, if one can call it that, has disarticulated and fragmented institutions
(2002c, 15).

This is my primary contention with Empire, and in light of the absence of well-articulated

institutions that provide sovereign governance over the “global polity,” I have turned my

attention to the role of the United States and the institutions within its range of influence as

possible emerging sources for the governance of globalization and procurement of international

security.  Unlike in Empire, without a center or driving force behind governance, it can hardly be

hoped that institutions will be arranged or applied in a cohesive manner capable of authority and

legitimate control over the forces of globalization.  With no backing to these institutions, they are
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likely to remain ineffectual, or worse, to crumble under the weight of responsibility placed upon

them.  This, after all, is one of the goals of sovereignty: to provide an institutional arrangement

capable of dealing with issues of control and authority, or, as Robert Keohane frames it, “The

broad institutional issue to which traditional sovereignty was an appropriate response is how to

preserve and extend order without having such severe demands placed on the institutions that

they either collapse or produce more disorder (2002b, 70).  Hardt and Negri do not successfully

account for this, and I feel that the only way to realistically do so is to examine the role that the

United States can and will play in the future of global governance.  A good staring point for

getting a grasp on this role has become evident in the post-Cold War era as the US has become

involved in conflicts in areas such as Somalia and Bosnia, and, more pertinent to its national self-

interests, Iraq and Afghanistan.  Although these cases are not perfect examples in either their

execution of involvement (Somalia) or timing (Bosnia) or sometimes motivations (Iraq), they

illustrate facets of what the future could hold in wedding national self-interest to humanitarian

efforts in directing sovereign power through foreign policy initiatives.
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CONCLUSION

 At the beginning of this thesis I discussed the question of how globalization is to be

governed, and ultimately it has been this question that guided the analysis that followed

throughout this thesis.  Empire, in its own right, is an attempt to engage this question as well, and

thus it has found itself central to my critique.  Specifically, Hardt and Negri have constructed an

understanding of sovereignty that is constituted by the normalizing forces of economic, political,

social, and cultural flows.  These flows are characteristic of globalization, and, by Hardt and

Negri’s account, also act as the primary forces providing for the governance of globalization.

That is, the flows of globalization seem to produce their own governing norms.  But, more than

norms are needed to provide for effective governance or a useful understanding of sovereignty

that extends beyond state borders.  There must be tangible institutions that are capable to

articulate power (or in Hardt and Negri’s case, bio-power) through populations in order to exert

legitimate authority and to effectively manage, order, and control them.  This is the primary

deficit in Empire, and because of this Hardt and Negri’s conceptualization of sovereignty is not

only nonexistent, but it does not present a feasible future for the governance of globalization

either.

It is because of this deficit that I have looked to the role that the United States plays in

international politics.  Particularly, its role in actively pursuing security initiatives illustrates

several important points regarding sovereignty.  For one, unlike in Hardt and Negri’s conception,

sovereignty certainly has a center (or centers).  In international politics, sovereignty is still an

institution of the state, and if there is to be a more overarching form of sovereignty

encompassing parts of the globe, it must be driven by states.  Yet, sovereign power has changed

in a way that is somewhat consistent with Empire because it has become less territorialized,
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although not completely deterritorialized, as states can articulate it through networks of

institutions throughout the international system.  In this way, sovereignty can bring about the

objectives of national self-interest by affecting the interactions of other states and institutions,

while simultaneously bringing about means of benevolent governance to regions in need of it.

This is not to say that all of these efforts are successful.  Military intervention in

Afghanistan has led to regime change, but whether a new government will be peaceful or

enduring is still in question.  Foreign aid and debt relief projects in many developing countries

have been nothing short of miserable failures, especially in sub-Saharan African countries.

International environmental efforts have been severely hampered of late by US unwillingness to

join.  Nevertheless, these examples illustrate that there are institutions in place, and often an

accompanying desire, to initiate networks of global governance.  Collective security efforts may

show the most promise in allowing for collaborative efforts to provide supranational governance.

Although many of these efforts in the 1990s were slow to be initiated and were often

incoherently or ineffectively applied (as in the case of the peace keeping mission in Rwanda for

example), as globalization brings threats closer to home for several global powers, willingness to

take action and the effectiveness of those actions will undoubtedly increase.

Unfortunately, what Empire does not do is account for these future possibilities.  The

roles of states and institutions are not central to Hardt and Negri’s narrative, but it seems that

such actors are necessary for the articulation of power in establishing an extension of sovereignty

capable of managing, ordering, and controlling populations within the global community as well

as the forces of globalization that permeate those populations.  As the current situation of

international relations stands, the United States is the only actor that has the economic, political,

and military capabilities to be the source for such effective governance.  International institutions
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such as the UN and NATO are rendered all but impotent without the backing of the US, and

many other institutions such as the IMF and World Bank already act much like extensions of US

sovereignty.  Again, this sovereignty does not act in the ways of British and French imperialism

of the 18th and 19th centuries; instead of territorial conquest, there is more of a desire to spread

the ideological practices of liberal democracy and the open markets of capitalism.  Along with

Hardt and Negri, there is a belief that the proliferation of these practices will carry with them

juridical norms that will procure security and justice, but there is still the need for some form of

might to back these norms and assure their actualization.  Hardt and Negri do not pay the

necessary attention to any driving force able to ensure such security.

Still, Empire does offer some beneficial insights into international politics.  One of the

most important insights, in terms of what I have addressed in this thesis, is the contribution of the

concept of bio-power.  As stated at the offset, bio-power is not meant to supplant more

traditional understandings of power in international relations theory, such as those presented by

Waltz and Keohane.  Instead, bio-power can augment these understandings of power.  Not only

can power be viewed as a coercive force, used to manipulate the international system so that a

state may better secure its self-interests, but power can also be a productive force used to benefit

other populations and not just serve national self-interest.  Foreign aid and debt relief,

humanitarian intervention, and environmental initiatives are all examples of forms that bio-

power can take, often initiated by states and articulated through multiple international and

domestic institutions.  Such programs are used to protect, manage, and order life processes:

foreign aid and debt relief aim to spark development and alleviate poverty; humanitarian

intervention aims to reduce the suffering caused by poverty or protect populations that are
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otherwise defenseless from extermination; and environmental programs are meant to preserve

the basis for life itself.

Bio-power helps to illuminate the positive applications of power, and it also reveals the

imminence of power over life itself.  This imminent power over life can manifest in both very

positive forms, as illustrated above, and in extremely negative or deleterious forms.  That is, with

the advent of nuclear weapons, governments are able to expose entire populations to total

annihilation; life itself can be eliminated by political decisions and the implementation of

weapons of mass destruction.  This is the flipside to the tremendous good that can be done via

political action.  This is the benefit of accounting for a concept such as bio-power, in that it calls

to attention the direct impact of governance and the political decisions that states make upon the

lives of the governed.  It is critical that states, particularly the United States, recognize the

immediacy of power over life as they attempt to exert their sovereign will throughout the

international community in seeking their national self-interests as well as pursuing more

altruistic programs.  Recognition of this taken in conjunction with the tremendous good that can

be achieved through mechanisms of global governance, whether initiated solely by a state or

articulated through international institutions, can allow for a better overlap of national self-

interest with more humanitarian modes of intervention.  Thus, as Keohane pointed out, we may

begin to see more efforts to reduce poverty, promote development, ease ethnic tensions, secure

trade relations, etc. motivated by the infusion of self-interest with a genuine concern to help the

populations of other countries and regions.  Only when the self-interests of a state coincide with

the broader objectives of humanitarian assistance/intervention will a rationality of global

governance emerge, and this governance will only become effective when international

institutions are utilized as extensions of state sovereign power.
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