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The world’s current state of geopolitical affairs is increasingly paradoxical. While the US tightens its borders, borders of the state seem less important than ever. This trend continues worldwide, with states confirming their sovereignty by increasing security or creating defense systems, and shunning international cooperation to a large degree, in defense the state as container of “the nation”. However, if anything, the current world is on the road to the death of our current definition of state.  The problems that exist seem to indicate that the state and the nation are becoming increasingly separate, and that the nation-state is long past dead, especially in the United States.


In this respect, we have fallen into the “territorial trap” and emphasized the borders of the state as important issues in defense of the sovereignty of the nation. Our borders are more secure than ever, but the fact remains that in this new world, where the gravest threats are rouge nations of terrorists, and not rouge nations contained within states, the borders are unimportant. The ability to strike back at a state is highly attuned, but the ability to strike at a nation is very weak. Defending borders is possibly the worst allocation of resources possible. Doing only that ignores the worldwide “terror” trend, in which 12 of the most recent major attacks since 9/11 were coordinated from within. In determining what is most important in the new geopolitical model, we must do away with geography almost entirely.


The advent and flourishing of trans-state nations, stateless nations, and multi-nationalists, has done the opposite of what many had predicted, which was the death of the nation. Instead, the nation has become one of the strongest forces in the new world, despite the dilutions and convolutions it can suffer. Much like one of Angew’s new geopolitical models, “Clash of Civilizations/Cultures”, the Nationalists have struck out at states, which ironically enough, no longer properly represent the “container of the nation”. Bearing that in mind, the proper state response to analyze the mental maps of cultures and civilizations. The nations based on those cultures will strike at places other than the edges of states. Instead, the focus will be on what they perceive to be symbolic, districts which they believe they do not have access to, nodes which represent activity centers they cannot penetrate, and landmarks considered to be goalposts of achievement or symbols of ideologies and nations.


Agnew states that “Security is, then, by definition, within the state.” Since the world’s focus is on security of the state, but the attack is from and upon the nation, this is a now untrue argument. Territory is less and less important, and the collapse of the United States would not stop the mission of Al Queda, for instance, who are at war with the nation, which is no longer contained within the state. Nations have, thanks to extremists, become macro-nations, encompassing whole ideologies and forming alliances never before possible. For instance, where Canada and the US were formerly two separate nations, it can now be argued that they have been swallowed by the idea of macro-nations.


It is impossible to reconcile the idea that nations are at war, when the targets seem to be states. Ideologies, cultures, and civilizations are clashing in the form of nations, but the current state of affairs only serves to point out that it really accomplishes nothing. The existence of multi-nationalism and the increasing heterogeneous nature of people throughout the world are undermining the fallacious mission of the enemy and opposition nation. 


Because of the paradoxes posed by the forcing of labels and mental maps onto the newest geopolitical world order, macro-nations have emerged, and the state is no longer a thing of relevance or importance except in terms of implementing some security. In essence, there is no hope for the state as a protector or container of a nation any longer. The nation-state is dead as an effectual geopolitical model. The nation is dying as well. The macro-nation is the newest emerging model, while the state is merely a tool of the macro-nation. The only solution to the paradoxes of nation and state are to abandon them altogether as tools of the old world order.

The old models of geopolitical age do not apply now, and the new geopolitical age is “Macro-National”. The two ages that come closest to this definition are Civilizational and Ideological ages because of the conviction of superiority in terms of values and beliefs that fuels the inter- and intra-national conflict. In the macro-national model of geopolitics, nationalism is defined by a variety of factors, such as alliances within states, the perceived alliances between states, shared ideologies of states, and general “othering” factors. It is ironic that when states matter so little in the new age of geopolitics, their policies matter so much. In fact, a key definition of the macro-national age is that the macro-nations are not defined by the individual nations or states themselves, but defined by those who target them as the “other”. Similarly, Ernest Renan’s definition of what a nation is no longer holds true in this model, and the past of the macro-nation is far less important than the actions it is perceived it will take in the future.  Anthony Smith’s model is also no longer true, the newest national model is no longer territorial in any respect, really, and more determined by the mental map of those that define the macro-nation itself as well. The macro-national model is even the antithesis of the ethno-centric model because it is defined by its opposition. 

The most troublesome thing about the macro-nationalism age is the fallacy it is based upon. It does not permit individuals to define themselves as multi-national, or recognize the differences internally. Most importantly and most troublesome, is that the macro-national definitions are static. Once a macro-nation is defined, it cannot be easily changed. Whereas the alignment of a particular state or it’s policies can undergo revolution and become an entirely different entity, a nation, much less a macro-nation is less likely to change, and, because of the way it is defined, may change constantly but still appear to be the same to those that define it.

For example, Spain’s recent situation. Spain has been attacked as part of the western bloc, the macro-nation of allies in Iraq, the state of Spain having been a supporter in the action there. However, three days following the attacks, the incoming government renounced its involvement in the Iraq situation, and reversed its support. However, it would be a mistake to assume that such changed would no longer make Spain a target; it has already been attacked and thus identified with the macro-nation aligned to the U.S. Another characteristic of the new geopolitical age is also the states’ effort to disassociate with macro-nations, unsuccessfully, of course. By changing state policy, it is a feeble move that geopolitically, changes nothing as to how the state is perceived by the enemy but the state loses a potential ally. The macro-national structure trumps the state in many ways. The strategic advantage the macro-national structure affords the U.S. and her allies is the ability to label their enemies as well, and define them by the macro-national structure instead of based on the official policy of the state. There are several good examples of this, such as Afghanistan, in which the official state government was trumped by organizations the U.S. defined as existing within the borders of the state. The state’s diplomacy was no longer an issue because we were not at war with the state, and instead at war with the macro-nation that resided within the state. It worked to our advantage again in declaring the “Axis of Evil”, and defining those states as containing a macro-nation of “evil-doers”, and although it wasn’t a very high-minded concept of macro-nationalism, it can still be defined as such because we (the opposition) are the ones who are able to define our enemies in large, trans-national groups disregarding their inner-complexities. 


While riddled with paradoxes and irony, macro-nationalism, as destructive and broad a concept as it is, is the face of the newest geopolitical age and landscape. The fanatical against the moderate is the new threat, and takes the place of the Cold War in terms of dividing the world against itself. The state is not dead, but its policies will be ineffective. The actual geography of the world will increase in bearing for international relations, and the “domino theory” will once again become prevalent, with the idea that extremism breeds extremism. However, this time, the domino theory will carry some water, since the macro-national groups we are in opposition to are not confined to states, and are able to bring their nation to other states, and even within our own. For the world, it is nothing new that we haven’t experienced before, but never to this level before. The terminology of macro-nationalism is not widely accepted, but the ideas behind it are very apparent in our current world structure.  However flawed or bad the current system of world geopolitics is, it is the age we are now in, and we must learn to play by its rules.
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