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The current global financial crisis, a crisis that was largely 'made in

the USA' and also first broke in the American heartland of neo-liberalism,

before spreading unevenly through the world market, tells us much about

the 'motley diversity' of the 'present state' at the start of the 21st

century. For, while almost all states enjoy formal equality as sovereign

states, some states are substantively more equal than others.  These

states (and the forces that they represent) are able to displace the costs

of crisis-management other states and/or social forces, preparing the

ground for the same mistakes to be made. So we must consider what these

states share as they act in the framework of a world market organized

overwhelmingly on capitalist lines and why it matters that they differ in

regime forms, social bases, state projects, and state capacities.

Moreover, just as the world market involves more than trade relations

among national economies, the global political regime involves more than

interactions among national states. The interactions of the world market

and global polity comprise the field for struggles to win differential

profit using the most varied economic and extra-economic means and to roll

back limitations associated with alternative social projects. It is shaped

by the competing logics of friction-free economic flows to maximize the

scope of accumulation on the world market and of efforts to control

political territory, socio-spatial divisions, scalar arrangements, etc.,

to create frictions for economic or political advantage. While the former

logic has produced different stages and forms of the 'imperialism of free

trade' (which is typically established and maintained through a mix of

'hard' and 'soft' power), the latter involves the most varied strategies

to gain competitive advantages or limit certain forms of competition.

Posing questions about internationalization and the nation-state reflects

the decline of a the configuration of economic and political power that

framed the 30 years of economic growth after 1945 -- as this decline is

seen from the national economic and political perspectives of Fordist

modes of growth, import-substitution, or developmental states. Core and

semi-peripheral economies in this period were largely seen as national,

managed by national states, and linked to national economic, security,

welfare, or development objectives. This national embedding of capital

accumulation was only part of the story: international regimes,

imperialist control over strategic resources, the Cold War, regional blocs

tied to metropolitan interests, and neo-colonialism also mattered. Growing

integration of the world market from the mid-1970s (as both cause and

effect of the crisis of this economic and political order) undermined the

ability of national states (as they were constituted at that time) to

continue managing their national economic spaces 'in the old way'. The

resulting worries about the future of national states led to a major

reorganization of economic and political configurations that is more

suited, in neo-liberal terms, to increasing control over workers and other

subaltern forces and to creating a more finance-led imperialism of free

trade.

This politico-economic reordering means that 1980s debates are now largely

irrelevant. World market integration does not challenge the state in

general but specific states with particular powers; and states can be

redesigned and reordered to facilitate (or limit) new forms of

accumulation on a global scale. Thus we see the transfer of some national

state powers up to supranational apparatuses, down to regional or local

authorities, or sideways to international networks; second, a retreat from

the political use of sovereign authority to markets, partnerships, and the

third sector to deliver state objectives; and, third, attempts to

integrate the world market and manage its contradictions through new

international regimes. This recalibration of national states does not

affect them equally. Some have more power than others to influence the

transfer of powers, the balance among sovereign authority, market forces,

public-private partnerships, and social networks, and to design the new

international regimes. Internationalization creates new hierarchies of

states as well as new forms of world market integration. The challenge for

progressive social forces is how to develop economic, political, and

social alliances across many scales in order to incapacitate the more

powerful imperial-national states and to create trans-national movements

that can provide an alternative approach to globalization based on

economic and social justice.

