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The sovereign territorial state as a mode of organizing political space into exclusive sites of uncontested authority is inadequate to its purpose especially in the light of contemporary globalization. The problem has been poignantly true from the very beginning in the Caribbean where European conquest and colonisation transplanted the Westphalian state after the European model as the unit of international organization. Small and open, the Caribbean territories  have from the outset of colonization been exposed to the mercy of transnational forces which rendered the claims of sovereignty  a farce and a mockery. The typical Caribbean state has been distinguished by its deep dependence in practically every sphere of its existence. Sovereignty remained an atavistic symbol, an illusory indulgence parodied persistently by a multiplicity of transgressions. Especially after self-determination was obtained after World war II, while sovereignty has served as a symbol of dignity and equality, more often it was invoked as a rhetorical flourish with minor effect in international negotiations and bargaining. 


In an world that is increasingly engulfed in an unprecedented movement of peoples across borders, the words "self-determination" and "sovereignty" are contested serving as the verbal cutting edge in a wideranging transnational intellectual discourse around issues on the continuing relevance of state boundaries and the survival of the state itself. Indeed, in the contemporary world, "sovereignty" has emerged as the symbolic site of relentless contestation in which the rewriting of the rules of the game in the distribution of power and privilege, markets and investment, rights and recognition, in practically all states is at stake. In the relatively easy flow of peoples, commodities, monies, images, and messages across borders under multiple jurisdictions and new supranational institutions, the relevance of the state as the exclusive repository of sovereignty and citizenship rights conferring territorial security and collective identity is interrogated. 


In all of this change, few remember that the state, which itself is of fairly recent vintage as the unit of international organization, at its inception was an imaginary and ambiguous domain, its territory  often  under multiple jurisdictions becoming secure and demarcated only into the nineteenth century. 
 It has repeatedly altered its criteria of membership from territorial links(ius soli) to blood and descent(ius sanguinis), to custom, culture and beliefs.
 . The modern state  has tended to redefine its meaning inconsistently and opportunistically in response to the exigencies of population shifts, industrial needs, and other factors. It has always been a contingent phenomenon in practice.
 
The state system in its history has always been fluid, with some periods more stable than others. The dissolution of the Ottoman, Hapsburg, Russian and post WW II colonial empires has all witnessed the proliferation of new states. To this have been added most recently the collapse of the USSR, Czechoslovakia, Ethiopia, and Yugoslavia bringing some fifteen more states into existence. However, in all these instances, the state system has retained its vibrancy and the state, even in its diminished and contested form, its pre-eminent position as the main actor in international organization. New actors have proliferated in the political arena of the contemporary international system however, some affirming the jurisdiction of state sovereignty, others undermining it. The state no longer holds a near monopoly on the organisation of power and authority in the new international order. Numerous  deterritorialised actors compete for influence and control  

 reconfiguring international space and the traditional territorial aspect of control, citizenship and community. It is not a clear and unambiguous picture with contradictory as well as overlapping currents swirling around the state challenging its effectiveness as a repository of governance and identity.


The problem needs to be apprehended in a wider global context in which larger issues are clearly self-evident. The state as a carrier of a dominant cultural core and as an exclusive unit of loyalty is challenged and being redefined everywhere in the vortex of a massive globalization process in migration and digitally-driven communications. Migrant communities and minorities are no longer quiet and compliant. Caribbean peoples who have migrated to the industrial countries in particular have been militantly assertive of their rights, often claiming to be here and there at the same time. In a state system which seems to be in a condition of decomposition at the dissolving mercy of an avalanche of transnational economic exchanges, mass migration, transnational environmental crises, transnational terrorism and drug trafficking and digital communications, to be a citizen is now only a formal statement of legal rights and obligations separated from a sense of shared cultural identity with a state. The multiethnic state has become the norm. Of the one hundred and eighty five states in the world, few are homogenous; nearly all bear the mark of ethnic and cultural heterogeneity. The structure of this pluralism varies considerably in terms of the number of ethno-cultural communities, their respective sizes, and the depth of their differences and similarities. Among the 187 sovereign states, it has been estimated that there are about 4,000 ethno-cultural entities; 40% contain 5 or more such communities; less than a third have ethnic majorities; some such as Nigeria and India possess over one hundred each; others such as Guyana, Belgium, Northern Ireland, Trinidad and Fiji are ethnically bipolar. Today, a wider assortment of forces and factors enter into sustaining migration as a permanent feature of international life.
 New forms of meaning are constructed around a new idiom of interaction suggesting such new identities as an e-mail associational community. 


In the face of globalization and massive migration, split identities are becoming more common, multiple identities are negotiated, dual citizenship proliferate and a global network of shared symbols render sovereign exclusivity over citizenship less tenable.  One of the critically defining components of the state, its people, is now slipping through the net of sovereign allegiance aminly by way of mass migration. Hence, despite rearguard actions for a reclamation of the state as a suitable receptacle of exclusive belonging, inexorably new forms of identity are crafted around selves that dwell in innumerable multi-cultural milieux around the world. Mass migration in which Caribbean peoples have contributed significantly, has created an increasingly borderless world in which national cultural identity and juridical citizen rights have been decoupled making nonsense of sovereignty claims of the state
.


The contemporary  state is now a site of relentless interrogation of the validity of any sort of exclusive sovereignist claim of cultural consensus or attempts to impose one
.  In effect, the central issue pertains to its re-structuring as an artifact of meaningful human association. The modern person in quest of personal identity  finds that the state increasingly assumes the fissiparous form of a fragmented place of exile lacking a center of gravity. While from the inside the state is assaulted as a repository of personal meaning, from the outside it is buffeted by globalizing transnational forces that ignore its sphere of governance and control of citizen allegiance. The secure self now seeks new boundaries of belonging, more intimate and reliable than the state, often discovered in a non-territorial associational and economic entities such as proliferating transnational organizations and movements. All of this is facilitated by the comprehensive communications networking of the  globe welding the world together as an integrated single site of survival. While the trajectory of this change is not unequivocally clear, it is a fact that the claims of the state for sovereignty especially over its people, especially in the Caribbean where migration has been ingrained and great, is unworkable and impractical. This may well describe the contemporary Caribbean condition.  In effect, in the Caribbean as elsewhere, the contemporary  state can now no longer lay on its citizens any sort of exclusive claim to identity or attempt to impose one
.  The massive movement of Caribbean peoples to metropolitan centers outside the Caribbean  has created another sphere of contestation in the construction of allegiance and identity. However, Caribbean peoples insist that they are "Caribbean" regardless of where they live holding on to all their foreign passports and partial alien identities thrown into the new ecumene. Caribbean peoples, both within and without the Caribbean,  have now renegotiated their identities creating new reconfigured mental mixes from their old insular spheres and new metropolitan residences.  The secure self needs new non-exclusive and deterritorialised boundaries of belonging rendering sovereignist claims an inconvenience if not an absurdity.


New creative forms of accommodation are clearly required so that the practices of Caribbean peoples in establishing multiple sites of residence and claiming multiple identities are reconciled by practices of the state. A new international relations of the Caribbean is at hand, one that is less territory-based and more people-based  so that inadequacy of state boundaries and its exclusivity in claims of sovereign control be more closely aligned to the multiple identities of its transnationalised and hybridized peoples of the region. Many opportunities are possible in this redesigning in the roles of old institutions rendering them more appropriate to the practices of the people. It may require a call for open borders and a redefinition of the territorial state so that citizens are found wherever they settle unbound from the limitations of exclusive territory and patriotic allegiance. A new epistemology and metaphysics of the state is required transgressing the old exclusivist mould. In this view, the Caribbean imaginay is wherever Caribbean peoples reside, inside and outside the Caribbean. It orients towards enfranchising the diaspora and enlisting them fully in the task of maintaining and preserving Caribbean culture and interests. This is the task and point of this paper, to provide the outline of this problem and point to possibilities of a new reconfigured Caribbean existence and consciousness in a new institutional state.


I shall discuss this identity as a sort of ethno-regional identity which points to the base on which belonging is anchored. I offer a topology of Caribbean identities along its spacio-cultural axis. It looks at identity as an area of change and contestation. In developing the central ideas of the paper, I shall look the concept of the Caribbean homeland as a constituent element in defining regional and territorial arena of identity formation. It attempts to show in looking at the ethno-Caribbean homeland the contestations over self definition that are being engaged and how multiple identities emerge. The Caribbean in particular was always at the crossroads of confluent forces, and its peoples always sought to re-negotiate their existence and self-definition. In this sense, even with some strong attachments to localities in the Caribbean, contestation and mobility has been the norm. What is probably different is the nature and magnitude of the contemporary globalizing forces that are engulfing the region.  The paper also looks at the meanings of the terms "sovereignty" and "self-determination" especially in relation to the de facto practices of the state.

B. The Caribbean Admixture of Peoples and Identities



In the Caribbean, however and wherever we choose to locate its boundaries, it usually is visualized as an area populated by a diverse polyglot of peoples. There are whites, blacks, browns, yellows, reds, and an assortment of shades in between. There are Europeans, Africans, Asian Indians, Indonesian Javanese, Chinese, Aboriginal Indians, and many mixes. There are Christians, Hindus, Muslims, Jews, Rastafarians, Santeria, Winti, Vudun, etc. They speak in a multitude of tongues -Spanish, English, Dutch, French, English, and a diverse number of creoles such as Papiamentu, Sranan Tongo, Ndjuka, Saramaccan, Kromanti, Kreyol, as well as Hindustani, Bhojpuri, Urdu, etc. In whatever combinations of race, religion, language, and culture they cohere and co-exist, they dwell on small islands and large, some poorly endowed with natural resources, others abundantly. Perhaps, no other region of the world is so richly varied. Remarked Caribbean scholar, Michel-Rolph Trouillot: "...Caribbean societies are inescapably heterogenous...the Caribbean has long been an area where some people live next to others who are remarkably distinct. The region -and indeed particular territories within it -has long been multi-racial, multi-lingual, stratified, and some would say, multi-cultural".


In the contemporary period, the Caribbean states have been carved out of the functional plantation zone and has assumed its regional center of gravity in the insular areas. A few continental coastal countries are usually appended to this Caribbean region including Belize, and the Guianas. The islands include two great chains, the Greater  Antilles which covers 90% of the land space and peoples of the region includes Cuba, Hispaniola(Haiti and the Dominican Republic share this island), Puerto Rico, and Jamaica; and the Lesser Antilles which incorporates the other smaller islands. The Caribbean region has been truncated into sub-linguistic subsets reflecting the early pattern of colonization by an assortment of European powers. Hence, the Spanish area includes Cuba, the Dominican Republic, and Puerto Rico which is part of American territory. Spanish is spoken by about 60% of the 33 million people who inhabit the Caribbean. The French portion includes Martinique, Guadeloupe, French Guiana
 which are currently departments of France, and Haiti which has been independent since 1804. A French-based Creole is spoken in Dominica and St.Lucia.  The Dutch parts include Suriname which has been independent since 1975, Aruba which is a separate part(officially the third part of the Dutch Kingdom), and the five-island Netherlands Antilles constituted of the islands of Curacao, Bonaire, Saba, St.Maarten and St.Eustatius which are part of the Dutch state(officially the second part of the Dutch Kingdom). The English-speaking areas include an assortment of independent and dependent islands linked to Britain collectively called the Commonwealth Caribbean(the independent ones include Jamaica, Barbados, Guyana, Belize, the Bahamas, Antigua, St.Kitts-Nevis, Grenada, Dominica, St.Lucia, and St.Vincent; the dependent ones include the British Virgin Islands, Monseratt, Anguilla, Barbuda, and the Cayman Islands, and the Turks and Caicos islands) and linked to the United States namely the American Virgin islands. There is one anomalous island, St.Maarten which is a condominium jointly run by The Netherlands and France.
 
The contemporary Caribbean displays in its raw statistics some of the variations in the region. Cuba has about 10.3 million persons, while the Caicos has only about 10,000. The per capita income in Haiti, the poorest country in the Western Hemisphere is about $300 while it is $7,600 in the Bahamas and a high of about $13,421 in Bermuda. Franklin Knight sums up this array of differences well: "The contemporary Caribbean, less a melting pot than a melange, remains a strangely fascinating fusion of race, ethnicity, class and cultures-and the inescapable legacies of slavery and the plantation system have enormously complicated the social stratification of the region.".
 


The economies of the Caribbean eventually evolved typically into monocrop plantation production of cotton, coffee, and sugar  and this was foreign-owned and-oriented for export. Colonization bequeathed a diversity of races, languages, religions and cultures and an immigrant society with weak social cohesion and community organization. In the late twentieth century, a substantial part of the Caribbean peoples resided in North America, Britain, the Netherlands, and France in what has been referred to as the  "Caribbean Diaspora". It has been argued that this phenomenon which includes substantial retentions of Caribbean cultural forms in predominantly Caribbean residential areas in the metropolitan countries has created a new meaning of the Caribbean region to include all areas of the world where Caribbean peoples have migrated and reconstituted themselves as discrete sub-communities.  In this sense, the Caribbean is located wherever Caribbean peoples congregate in tropical and temperate parts of the world, in industrial and agrarian regions, among white and black communities anywhere and everywhere.


To understand how peoples in the Caribbean cohere into cultural communities, how they are different and separate, how they act in solidarity and individually, one may look at the diverse bases on which they have tended to define themselves. These bases include such factors as homeland, language, religion, race, customs, etc.or what Clifford Geertz called the "givens of social existence".
  These bases have a tendency to organize life into identity and solidarity formations which command the behavior of its members.
  This part of the essay will not engage a discussion of all the bases of ethnic identity formation but only one, homeland or territory. The idea of homeland assumes a homogenous and uniform territory and an area of common communication and interaction in familiarity.
 But it is more than that in that it suggests a shared consciousness, a spacial structure in tempoaral depth - historical memory, and the veritable mental and emotional environment of the individual.
 It is a "home" with biological connectedness inscribed in images of "mother-" and "father-" land.  The idea of homeland then is pregnant with powerful symbolism of belonging. For most Caribbean persons their images of a separate and unique identity is derived from their association with the shores and scenes, the special sights and sounds, of the Caribbean environment. It is the land which is the physical expression of home that has nurtured their identity and wherever they are found away from home the images of the Caribbean assume the shape of a metaphor for life itself.  Many Caribbean peoples who have migrated for decades and not returned home live in a sort of nostalgic dreamland of their ancestral environment that sustains their claim to a separate identity. Many make periodic treks back home as if enacting a life-reinvigorating ritual to an ancient mystic Mecca.


The Caribbean homelands however are not ancient places where Caribbean peoples and their ancestors have always lived.
  Caribbean peoples are new arrivals who have had to reconstruct their identities having lost most of what they had in the transmigration from the Old World. Argues Derek Walcott: "That is the basis of the Antillean experience, this shipwreck of fragments, these echoes, these shards of a huge tribal vocabulary, these partially remembered customs. They survived the Middle Passage and the Fatel Razack, the ship that carried the first indentured Indians from the port of Madras to the cane fields, that carried the chained Cromwellian convict and the Sephardic Jew, the Chinese grocer and the Lebanese merchants selling clothes samples on his bicycle".
  This melody of memory applies to the polyglot descendants of the new Caribbean natives, separated from their Old World roots even though cultural residues persist in one form or the other.
  


Homeland had to be re-invented. Homeland requires territory to start with before it is transformed into a moral architecture of the mind and memory. The territorial aspect was adopted from the  administrative boundaries of the colonial powers. 
 Unlike continental land masses where such colonial boundaries tended to cut across ethnic communities, in the Caribbean the insular structure coupled with the decimation of the aboriginals allowed for unambiguous borders enclosing separate human settlements becoming the constitutive units of the new homeland. Following the European pattern, the island colonies would emerge as  new states in the territorialization of the Caribbean.
 The colonial administrative boundaries offered the perimeters of the homeland of the Caribbean peoples in a process of "islandisation" of territorial identities. Thus for example Cuba, Haiti, Jamaica, and Puerto Rico would become the homes and sovereign states of the immigrants who came to this part of the Western Hemisphere and over time these identities would in turn become distinctive in their own way. Into these new insular spaces, narratives and myths would be infused with memories constructed out of the recent painful past and attached to the land rendering it sacred and historical. Walcott again: "This gathering of broken pieces is the care and pain of the Antilles, and if the pieces are disparate, ill-fitting, they contain more pain than their original sculpture, those icons and sacred vessels taken for granted in their ancestral places. Antillean art is this restoration of our shattered histories, our shards of vocabulary, our archipelago becoming a synonym for pieces broken off from the original continent".
  It is in this recent reconstruction, the Caribbean homeland states are marked by their modernity.

Caribbean Migration and the Transnationalisation and Hybridization of Caribbean Selves

Nancy Foner, noted Caribbean immigration scholar, remarked that the Caribbean has been "more deeply and continuously affected by migration than any other region of the world".
 Since the emancipation of the slaves from plantation labor, emigration has come to symbolize the quest for freedom and a new life. Beginning with the British colonies where slavery was abolished finally in 1838,
 waves of freed persons moved first away from their islands to other Caribbean places, then to circum-Caribbean regions, and finally to North America and Europe. The patterns of movement had become embedded so that  Elizabeth-Thomas Hope can claim that a veritable "culture of migration" had emerged as an integral characteristic of Caribbean  identity.
 Fanning out from the islands, new nuclei of settlements were implanted  becoming mature communities of intergenerational migrants, many becoming local residents sustained by a memory of their original island roots. Caribbean diasporic communities have now been firmly established in North America, Europe, and elsewhere linked into vibrant extensions of Caribbean ways of life by the internet, trade, and travel. 


Caribbean immigration has become inscribed into the very being of Caribbean selfhood much of this identification sustained by replenishment of new migrants and networks of recruitment. Few persons in the Caribbean do not have relatives overseas; few do not expect to migrate while still retaining their Caribbean identity. In some places such as Guadeloupe, Martinique, Guyana, and Suriname, about half of the local population has migrated. In other places, the percentages are substantial but more importantly this pattern of mobility is now an ingrained part of Caribbean survival and an aspect of the imagination as life blood itself. Migration has not been a terminal movement but an ambivalent almost lateral strategy of redefining the self by multiple and serial locations in simultaneity.


Caribbean peoples have been on the move as a way of life. It all started in the British possessions after emancipation in the mid-nineteenth century when the planters sought to retain the services of their ex-slaves by denying them land as they sought to make an autonomous survival free from the drudgery of plantation life. Restrictive laws literally propelled the emancipated to seek new horizons and opportunities elsewhere. Thus begun the move to other parts of the Caribbean where there were jobs and land. Bonham Richardson noted that by 1845 as many as 10,000 migrants from the small islands of the Leewards travelled to Trinidad  and 8,000 to Guiana.
 They moved for freedom and a livelihood.  Many migrated usually as seasonal workers to the new plantations in the Dominican Republic and Cuba. Many stayed and intermarried spawning the nuclei of diasporic settlements sustained by family recruits and networks of familiarity in a sustained drama of redefining life and identity in the Caribbean. 


The initial inter-island migration was not confined to the insular region but expanded to the circum-Caribbean by the end of the nineteenth century, to the Panama Canal, Venezuela, Curacao, aruba, etc. The Panama Canal in particular saw the recruitment of some 20,000 Bajans, 80,000-90,000 Jamaicans and many other islanders.
 After the canal was constructed, many Caribbean workers remained becoming "Black Zonians" while others migrated to costa Rica and  to Cuba and the Dominican Republic where new American investment in plantations and sugar occurred.


Breaking out of the ambit of inter-island and circum-Caribbean migration towards the beginning of the twentieth century, Caribbean migrants extended into North America. By 1924, some 102,000 moved to the eastern seaboard mainly to Boston and New York. The American reception was reduced to a virtual trickle by the imposition of a new restrictive anti-immigration legislation in July, 1924. However, World War II would literally re-open the flow. West Indians were recruited to the armies of the Allies and many thousands found jobs on America military bases in the Caribbean.

 
More important than the war in re-opening Caribbean migration to the North was the reconstruction of Europe after the end of the war. Cheap labor was in demand and West Indians in droves were welcomed. To the United Kingdom alone went some 230,000-300,000 mainly to London and the Midlands.
 British welcome however came to an abrupt end with the passage of the Commonwealth Immigration Act of April, 1962. But by then, a large diasporic base was already established and networks of family recruitment continued to draw West Indians to Britain. By the 1980s, a new generation of West Indian descendants had emerged with a community of some 650,000 "Black Britons". To France, the French Antilles sent in 1975, about 165,00; by 1982, about 265,000; and by 1990, about 337,000. To the Netherlands,  went about 250,000 Dutch Antilleans.


In the USA, the immigration restriction was lifted in 1965 so that Europeans were no longer privileged by the old race-based recruitment criteria. This saw a dramatic influx of Caribbean migrants so that by the 1990s some 600,000 West Indians were in United States. To Canada went about 250,000 West Indians. After the Cuban Revolution, a large numbers of Cubans, some one million, entered the USA creating new Havanas in Miami and New York. Haitian migration also saw a tremendous influx to the USA numbering some 300,000. Similarly, about 350,000 came from the Dominican Republic. Puerto Ricans in the United States have numbered up to two million alone time or the other.


While Caribbean peoples were on the move throughout the caribbean beginning in the mid-nineteenth century, new labor recruits arrived from the Old World as their replacement. From India, between 1838 and 1924, some 551,000 Indians arrived and were deployed throughout the Caribbean.
From China up to 1880, some 160,000 Chinese, most deployed to Cuba.
 From 1834 to 1880, about 41,000 Portuguese came from Madeira, the Azores, and Fayal. From Indonesia came about 22,000 Javanese mainly deployed to Suriname. Once settled, these more recent immigrants would join the rest of the Caribbean in the overseas trek constituting new diasporic communities. 


From all this steady migratory drift, the Caribbean has been drained of its citizenry who, wherever they were, planned to return home and even in long generational departures kept alive their territorial identity. Caribbean citizens abroad infused their local economies with a steady supply of remittances for the purpose of supporting their kin and for investments and upgrading of their homes even after many had gone for long  periods making only periodic visits to the Mecca of their Caribbean spirituality. Well being was sustained by remittances and large gifts in goods despite the significant population transfusions overseas. Homes  were linked to external kin homes overseas in a continuity of a shared Caribbean consciousness. Most Caribbean persons have relatives in the home away from home and the young make it their main aspiration to follow in the tracks of the living departed. A veritable "migration culture" has evolved without severing the umbilical primordial territorial chord to the Caribbean motherland.  Professor Karen Fog Olwig who studied this Caribbean phenomenon as exemplified by Nevis commented on "the almost complete reorientation of the Nevisian population to a global community which today has become the primary context of life".
  


The construction and maintenance of a cultural identity is always a dynamic process. In the case of the Caribbean with so many of its people residing overseas and with much of the center of cultural gravity and dynamism transferred to the communities in the diaspora, the land itself begins to assume the role of a fantasy that is often kept alive by periodic treks especially for funerals which offer opportunities for family reunions and reminiscences. Anthropologist Olwig tells an interesting story of these treks in Nevis  which represent an attempt at cultural management for returning relatives:"Much of the farming on Nevis today probably should be seen as a cultural not an economic venture, the primary purpose being to maintain a home on Nevis for the global family network. As one elderly Nevisian explained, he did not keep goats for his own needs -they were met almost entirely by canned vegetables and imported frozen chicken- but so that he could give his children and grandchildren  a taste of home during their brief stays in Nevis".
   


The island territories in the Caribbean is thus imagined and enculturalised in a process that  may be called cultural territorialization which renders places meaningful for a people, and turned into a powerful potion of myths and memories which impart a mystique that maintains the attachment of Caribbean persons to the homeland wherever they are.  The territorial aspect of the Caribbean then is more than sheer geography but is more like an isopomorphic bonding of people and place caught up in  a bounded pattern of unique relationships.
  Caribbean peoples everywhere globally seem to share a common communication grid which is now greatly facilitated by e-mail and the internet. Their shared consciousness is not defined in terms of race, color, religion, or language, but claim to a territory with (real or imagined) distinctive way of life, a cultural space, which they call home.
  

Towards a New International Relations of the Caribbean:Territorial Sovereignty versus the Caribbean Transnational Self

It should be clear from the foregoing analysis that the practices of Caribbean peoples are at great variance from the exclusive claims for singular loyalty to the state. Caribbean peoples are distributed both within the Caribbean and outside but share a common deterritorialised imaginary. The Caribbean is located wherever Caribbean consciousness extends and is practiced. that means that the caribbean as a deterritorialised phenomenon. It requires a new institutional vessel that lends recognition of this simple fact of life. It also invites an attempt to exploit this fact for the general welfare of the Caribbean peoples where ever they live. It first entails a more realistic understanding of what is the operational meaning of sovereignty in the face of globalization and the global distribution and dispersal of Caribbean peoples.   

a. Revisiting and Re-visioning SOVEREIGNTY

In theory, sovereignty is an intrinsic feature of the state, and according to Hurst Hannum, only states can be sovereign.
 It is an indisivible absolute element of the state standing as the cornerstone of the claims of the state for equality and self-determination. In the classic definition of the state set forth in the 1933 Montevideo Convention of Rights and Duties of States, its constitutive elements are set forth thus: "The state as a person of international law should possess the following qualifications:a.a permanent population; b.a defined territory; c.government; and d.a capacity to enter into relations with other states. 


It is clear that these traits attached to the state in practice cannot be absolute and must necessarily be one of degrees. More than that, they were often controversial, murky, subject to many interpretations, and noted Hannum, represented a rhetorical claim celebrating "the mythology of state grandeur".
 The very history of the state bears testimony to the fact that the traits assigned to it were often absent or contested. For instance, as Spruyt noted, sovereignty at the founding of the state in the late European Middle Ages was an attribute assigned to the king and was really about a contest about the nature of the king's authority.
 Kingship won out so that the realm was deemed the absolute property of the king to do as he wished. It was later that the realm was separated from the king. It was then that the sovereignty of the king was transferred to the public territorial realm as inalienable. It was a major innovation in the history of the state when sovereignty became attached to territory so that authority became defined on the principle of territorial exclusivity. It was however not until the nineteenth century that fixed borders became as an aspect of territorial claims. From this history, territorial sovereignty became endowed with a double feature in external autonomy and internal hierarchy. Other states accepted sovereignty and by mutual recognition after the Peace of Westphalia in 1648 states confirmed their claims to absolute territorial authority as an integral part of their existence in an new interstate system. Under the old theory, sovereignty confers territorial jurisdiction over their citizens, endows them with membership in international organizations, and provides them with the legitimate use of force within their confines.


But have these claims been grounded in practice rather than in the mythology of grandiose theory? It is clear from the outset that sovereignty was a plain contradiction in that it could not be absolute in an interdependent state system. The very presence of other "absolute" states renders absolutist claims untenable. Interdependence abridges sovereignty so that at the outset of the idea of sovereignty, the state has lived the life of a fiction in its practices. Steven Krasner and Daniel Froaks capture this well: "Conceptually, the Westphalian state, which emphasizes the centrality of exclusive authority within a given territory, has never provided an adequate explanation for the behavior of rulers. The Westphalian order is only weakly institutionalized.  Rulers have frequently chosen to violate the domestic autonomy of other states. The international system is anarchic. A variety of inconsistent principles have been used to legitimate policy."
 Numerous practices would accumulate during the evolution of the state to fracture sovereignty claims in the form of international treaties, universal human rights, prohibitions against the use of force, regional organizations, etc. Sovereignty would become relative and subjective. In the contemporary context, the challenge to sovereignty claims of the state has come from the emergence of many new actors which have fragmented its authority and autonomy. David Held and his collaborators describe the new emergent phenomenon as "a new sovereignty regime" in the face of the forces unleashed by globalization such as non-territorial movements and international regulatory bodies.
    

b. The future Resides in an EPISTEMIC SHIFT

The prerequisite for making innovations consists of acts of the imagination in relation to the future of the state in an uncertain and chaotic international environment. Professor  John Ruggie refers to this change as one pertaining to our "mental equipment" in re-imagining collective existence.
 Citing Kenneth Walzer, Ruggie shows the need to engage the imagination as the first step in redefining the future configuration of transnational life:"The state is invisible; it must be personified before it can be seen, symbolized before it can be loved, imagined fore it can be conceived".
 Society is conceived as webs of meaning so that in the new metaphysics of international activity the diverse, fluid, ad hoc, provisional, less coherent and less organized proliferation of images and movements, as Arjun Appadurai puts it, are not condemned but accommodated in new visions of non-territorial spaciation of political authority.
 The acts of the imagination constitute a form of work and social practice argues Appadurai:"The image, the imagined, the imaginary-these are all terms which direct us to some critical and new in global cultural processes:the imagination is social practice...the imagination has become an organized field of social practices, a form of work and a form of negotiation between sites of agency and globally defined fields of possibility."
 Professor James Rosenau points to specific areas of disjuncture adopted from chaos theory to demonstrate the enfeebling of the state and how it is being superseded by a proliferation of transnational actors which produce new international public spheres.
 In effect, a new discourse is needed to comprehend and negotiate entities and processes which are not fixed and mutually exclusive but disjointed, contradictory, protean, unstable, hybrid, transitional, and non-territorial. New ideas and institutions rooted in practices of Caribbean peoples are compelled for survival in the new globalized future. Sovereignty as symbol may have served its purpose in the past as a constructed artifact but now needs to be readapted to the new realities of the times.  
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