We live in a world in which state borders appear to be increasingly irrelevant to the flow of information and commerce.  Yet, such phenomena as the “war on terrorism” make state borders more important than ever.  At the same time, “national” interests and identities have emerged in interesting ways, as national groups that do not necessarily have their own sovereign territory are re-constituted using mass communication techniques such as the Internet.  We have seen acts of terrorism carried out in the name of such national causes.    We have also seen attempts to “make sense” of the present geopolitical age by employing historical precedents from past geopolitical conditions. 

1)  Review and discuss these paradoxes, drawing on the theoretical background we have read (or will soon read!) concerning “the state” and “the nation.”  Do you see any solution to these paradoxes?
2) In a world that is simultaneously hyper-territorialized and de-territorialized, how would you characterize the “geopolitical age” that we are now in?  Does it conform to one of the previous models as described by Agnew (Civilizational, Naturalized, Ideological)?  Does it contain elements of these models, and if so, which ones?  Or is today’s geopolitical age a wholly new one?
--------------------

Even the idea of Agnew’s Cultural/Civilizational clash is moot because macro-cultures are not stable enough, the newest emergence is the extremist groups.

Close to Civilizational and Ideological ages, but does not apply. 
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