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Abstract

This paper is qualitative and theoretical reseaafhthe concept of sovereignty and the libertaribaary,
particularly the concept of individual liberty. iepresents a concept developing study, with a pecent
laid on the individual liberty, and the theoretibakstablished concept of sovereignty. The reseéochs
could be identified with the conceptualization ananifestation of the individual sovereignty, asedretical
phenomenon that is not fully conceptualized andtktrdefined. In the scope of this paper, contamilysis
method and comparative method are used. The asalysmparison and synthesis refer to the theorfes o
sovereignty and the theory of libertarianism, réisigl in developing the concept of individual sovgnéy and

its socio-political manifestation.
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INTRODUCTION

This paper is qualitative and theoretical research of the cootepvereignty and
the libertarian theory, particularly the concept of individual Ijpelttrepresents a concept
developing study, with a specific accent laid on the individual libaryd the theoretically
established concept of sovereignty. The research focus could be @emifin the
conceptualization and manifestation of the individual sovereignty, asreoptenon that is
not fully conceptualized and strictly defined. In the scope of thiempacontent analysis
method and comparative method would be used. The analysis would refethiteahes of
sovereignty and the theory of libertarianism. The comparatitbadevould be used for
comparison of these two theories. The paper would start with thezar@lyhe concept of
sovereignty in its classical sense, its etymology and esséme typology of sovereignty,
the dimensions of sovereignty, the principles of sovereignty; would ncentwith
analyzing the libertarianism as a specific theory, the idéadofidual liberty, its principles
and consequences; and in the end would finish with synthesis of theees$ehe two
theories resulting in conceptualization and manifestation of the individual sougreig

The first effort of defining and demystifying the potential cquoef individual
sovereignty would take place as a synthesis of the concept oegmigrin its classical
sense and the concept of individual liberty. The constitutive eltsvad the concept of
individual liberty in classical sense would be transferred to dmeept of sovereignty in
classical sense. When the parallel is established, the comstigléments of the both
theory would potentially produce a new concept of individual sovereigntier Alhe
conceptualization of the individual sovereignty, further operationalizatmid take part.
The operationalization consists of the political manifestationaartin potential political
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organization and social manifestation in certain potential sociakgaesce. In that way,
the conceptualization and the manifestation of the concept would be donke awhtept
could be listed among the other types and dimensions of sovereignty.

THE SOVEREIGNTY IN A CLASSICAL SENSE
Etymology and essence

The termsovereigntyderives from Latinsuperanussupremuswhich meanghe
highest superior, ultimate and from old French, representing characteristic attachad to
subject —supremacyin certain domain. In that sense, the most general and etymological
meaning of the term sovereignty is connected wjtblitical) supremacy or ultimate
absolute, supreme willt is theultimate authority(Schmidt 1993, 11).

When it comes tabsolute, supreme wjllit goes hand in hand with ultimate
power. From this pure rationalist analyze, emerges that sovereigotgt cepresent power,
understood in its broadest sense. The most common definition of poweMgixed/eber,
and it is defined “as the possibility of imposing one’s will upon lle@avior of other
persons.” (Galbraith 1995, 4-5). In John Kenneth Galbraith’s typology of pdoverd in
its The Anatomy of Powgthere could be distinguished three kinds of powendign
power, compensatory poweand conditioned power.(Galbraith 1995, 4). The term
supreme, ultimate, absolute narrowly connected to the concept aindign power
Galbraith defines theondign poweras:

Wining submission by the ability to impose an alternative to teeemnces

of the individual or group that is sufficiently unpleasant or painduthet

these preferences are abandoned. There is an overtone of punishment. The
expected rebuke is usually too harsh, so the individual will endure, submit,
or give into the power from fear or threat. The individual is avedirthe
submission via compulsion. (Galbraith 1995, 4-5).

From other perspective, the concept aoindign power in Ayn Rand’s essay
Capitalism, the Unknown ideais presented as olitical power, or the power of threat,
punishment, compulsion, or most general, plogver of institutionalized violencéRand
1967, 53). In Rand typology of power, alongside the political power standsom@mic
power. Michael Mann, in hisThe Source of Social power: Volume Two, The Rises of
Classes and Nation-statess stating about that thpolitical power “derives from the
usefulness of territorial and centralized regulation.” (Mann 2006, 9). He contipoldgcal
power means state power” (Mann 2006, 9), and determines it as “aelfgenitthoritative,
commanded and willed from a center.” (Mann 2006, 9). The operatiothalizénction
between the all three most general types of power could bedbirathemeansof power.
Franz Oppenheimer, in his fundamental wdrke State makes a distinction between
economic meanandpolitical meangOppenheimer 1926, 24-25); the last presenting means
of violence, robbery, threat, as an operationalization of gbktical power. Or in
Oppenheimer’s words: “the state is fully developed politicalmaggOppenheimer 1926,
276). The State is the final apparent product and manifestation offuttleer
operationalization of th@olitical means In the sense of Max Webdhe stateis human
community, which successfully claims monopoly on legitimate use yiqdd coercion, on
certain territory. (Fukuyama 2012, 24). In that sense, the sta@evislent coercive
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regulator of thesocial relations. Or in the words of Hans Hermann Hoppe (he uses
government instead of state), in his b&axdmocracy, the God that Failethe Government

“Is a territorial monopolist of compulsion — an agency which may engagontinual,
institutionalized property right violations and the exploitation — in foem of
expropriation, taxation and regulation of private property owners.” (H2pp&, 45). Also

the state is personified by thmolitical elites which hold thepolitical authority. In
addition,” the state is sovereign, or the supreme power, withinertgoty, and by
definition the ultimate authority for all laws, i.e. binding rules sufgmbrby coercive
sanctions.” (Dosenrode 2007, 19). From this analysis it could be concluddtetetre
three concepts, connected to the broadest concemowdreignty derived from its
etymological and essential meanififne stateemerged as the last phase in the process of
operationalizatiorandpolitical manifestatiorof the concept of sovereignty. The process of
operationalization moves in this directi@overeignty — political power — political means —
state From the opposite perspective, the sovereignty is the ultimatepoatization of

the state understood as a concept or as a manifestationsdVvereignty triacconsists of:
political power, political meansandthe state

Theorigins

Jean Bodin is the first author, explicitly focusing and writibgut sovereignty in
his masterpiec&ix livres de la Républiquéde defines the sovereignty as amimited
unique irresponsible perpetual undivided and inalienable power (Bodin, 1903), or as
“absolute and perpetual power of a commonwealth.” (Merriam 2001, 7). Boginasmes
that sovereignty, must reside in a single individuadafiford Encyclopedia of Philosophy
In that sense, the sovereignty could be identified with the ultipaléical) power of an
individual. In the historical context, the individual with the ultimdpmlitical) power
represents thenonarch Sovereignty in Bodin’s context gives directions and provides the
justifications of the Monarch'’s political actions. The monarch’$ iziultimate, unlimited,
institutionalized in the form of political power and conceptualizedha new term of
sovereignty Thomas Hobbeds the second important author, mentioning the terms
sovereigntyand sovereignin his Leviathan Following Bodin’s tradition, Hobbes focuses
on the personification of the political power in a society, emanateddh theSovereign.
(Hobbes 2010, 143). Theovereignacts in the name of the society (its members), and its
main function is providing security in it, through limiting individuali®édom of action
and establishking strict (political) order, in the frametioé state or Leviathan The
Sovereignrepresents embodiment of thtemcial will, and its aspiration towards the
foundation of thd_eviathan and at the same time, it remains bearer (Hobbes 2010, 143) of
the pure political powerThe Sovereigns the new form of thgure core-statewhich
should providgustification for the individual’s restrictions. It could be concluded that the
first broader and dominant meaning of sowereigntyis absolute poweor political power,
expressed in atate on its territory, over individuals and objects located on it.

Typology



Generally defined, sovereignty involves specific elements attaichéi] which
could produce different types of it. Potential analyze of the typesowdreignty, would
further produce an overall image and holistic definition of it, pgpyttention to the all
elements that are incorporated in the concept and its variousngeamm the following
part of the paper would be analyzed two elements of each type oéigmig, thesourceof
the sovereignty and theolitical manifestationof the concept. The source of the
sovereignty would represent the independent variable(s); the type of the suyesaijthe
political manifestation in certain political organization would reprg dependent
variable(s). It could be distinguished several major types of sgméye These concepts
would be analyzed purely theoretical, and there is a room fogimarempirical
inconsistency.

The divine sovereigntepresents the oldest narrower concept of sovereignty, with
specific source of it. Divine sovereignty theory, or theocratiorfhdocates the source of
the sovereignty or the source of the political poweGnd — “Omnia potestas a Deo”.
(Shkarik & Siljanovska 2009, VII Ch.). In the sense of this theorywéreignty,the God
is the source of the sovereignty, and it provides l&ggimacy of the SovereignThe
Sovereignhave a right, which is originally delegated from god, to govern drudilate the
political power over certain people, territory and objects. In thattion,the Sovereigiis
a representative of the god on the earth, and it is enforcer of the \goidon the earth.
This theory emphasizes the duality of the power, the power on thenheanethe power
on earth, as an emanation of the previous one. In the context of Chridigious
domination, this theory provides the justification for the emperoit&s MWhen it comes to
the political manifestation of this type of sovereignty, it iwags connected with the
monarchy as a specific political organization. The monarch is the ulti®avereign

National sovereigntyepresents concept of the era of political modernism, and
emerges as an opposed concept to the concept of divine sovereigthtig. $overeignty
concept, the central position takes the concept of nation, which could biiedeas$ the
source of this type of sovereignty. The nation could be determiseal source of the
political power, and it presentscallective undivided bodybroader than the individuals
living on the state’s territory. (Shkarik & Siljanovska 2009, VII Ch. tBe contrary, the
nation could be defined as amagined political communitywhich represents the
sovereign. (Anderson 1998, 19). From this definition evolves that the nation as a
sovereignty concept could be controversial, because it could bendetdrby the political
power; it emerges as a result of thedern state As a political manifestation of the
concept of national sovereignty, tNation-statearises, which is still the dominant form of
political organization. The concept of national sovereignty is narrcaynected with the
concept of popular sovereignty, and often they are interferinthenpolitical praxis.
Popular sovereigntys the most common and most referring type of sovereignty. The
theory of the popular sovereignty emerges at the same tirhaheittheory of the national
sovereignty, and that is the main reason of their mutual intedererhe source of the
popular sovereignty could be identified with theople living on the specific territory
exposed to the direct effects of the certain political power. fobading father of the
concept of popular sovereignty is Jean-Jack Rousseau. He is positlomipgopleas the
subject of the social contract, which gives a birth to the btadg, and gives dynamics and
will to it. (Rousseau 1978, 47). Following this statement, it could beleded that every
single individual is a party in the social contract and possest affihe sovereignty. The
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sovereignty is incorporated in tleocial will. (Rousseau 1978, 22). Unlike the national
sovereignty, the popular one, highlight the individual as a part oP#dople and it is
partially sovereign in its part, conceptualized throughptitive liberty.(Berlin 2000, 50).

In this framethe peoplalo not represent collective body, but sum of individuals, living on
a certain place in a certain period. (Shkarik & Siljanovska 2009,C¥l). The popular
sovereignty is actualized in the political organization, whigre people as sum of
individuals, participate, directly or indirectly, in the process oftjgali decision-making.
The political manifestation of this concept is tfepublic as a form of political
organization.

Working People sovereigniy a type of sovereignty, or particularly it is a type of
popular sovereigntyThe difference between the both is that\Warking Peopleappears as
the source of the sovereignty, so the difference is mainly rhetdie political
manifestation could be observed in Becialist RepublicThe typology of the sovereignty
that results in various types of sovereignties, show another dimesfdiom concept of the
sovereignty. This dimension is tiestification of the political power possessed by certain
individual and group — political elites, through the concept of sovereighgsovereignty
(political powe) in its essence staysnchangedand not challenged but the source
(justification) of it varies.

Dimensions

Along with the typology of sovereignty, the concept of sovereignty u@sotwo
different dimensionanternal sovereigntandexternal sovereigntyin this case, the context
is the independent variable, which coulddoenesticor international which determines the
concept of sovereignty. The both dimensions of the concept of soverargnityterrelated,
determine each other, and represent preconditions for each other existence.

Internal sovereigntyas a concept could be connected to the concept of sovereignty
projected on certain state territorydemestic contextAccording to Stephen D. Krasner
within the frames of his boolSovereignty, Organized Hypocrjsipternal sovereignty
means “supremacy over all other authorities within territory and pbpnl” (Krasner
1999, 47). This particular concept, or the internal dimension of the savisrdasporiented
towards the individuals living on the territory. The author Hannu Hemodetermine the
concept of internal sovereignty as a “degree of control exerbis@diblic entities and the
organization of authority within territorial boundaries.” (Heinonen 2006, 11).cbheept
of internal sovereigntycould be identified with the etymology and the essence of the
sovereignty, as anltimate absolutepower, orpolitical powerof the sovereigmwithin the
certain territory and population on that territory. According tosthéed, the concept covers
the freedom of action afhe sovereigrnon the concrete territory, acting as a subject of
sovereignty over the objects ofovereignty— population and objects on the territory.
Following this logic, the state, represented throtigl sovereignis the subject of the
sovereignty, and the individuals could be identified as the objectseadabereignty. It
could be concluded that in the theoretical frameworiktairnal sovereigntythe state is the
subject of the sovereigntthe holder of the political power, using it asiastrumentfor
achieving its goals. The highest principle of internal sovereigritgedom of actiorf the
state, on its own territory.



External sovereigntyepresents a concept, which is examined in different context
from the internal sovereigntythe international contexiThe international context involves
states, international organizations, and other entities that codldllgaplay a role of an
international actor. The dominant and most active subject in theatitanal relations is
the stateand the world order istate-centri¢ or Westphalian In this international context,
the concept of external sovereignty state-oriented Krasner determines the external
sovereignty as “independence of outside authorities.” (Krasner 1999nd@&pendence as
a category represents the immunity of external, direct non-careeation and in the case
of the concept oéxternal sovereigntgnd the state as its subject, the independence could
be identified withnon-interventionof other states in national issues, given through the
basic principle of the international lawnen-interference in domestic affair&ccording to
Heinonen, the external sovereignty is conceptualization of “the ofghertain actors to
enter into international agreements.” (Heinonen 2006, 11). In this casesxtémal
sovereignty represents the ability of the states to engageemational voluntary relations,
and further their capacity as an actor in the international context. Tednatato express its
consent for every relation that produces an effect on it. Thisrstatas represented by the
principle ofvoluntarism in international affairs

In addition, three principles could be separatédedom of action non-
interference in domestic affairsnd voluntarism in international affaicsThe mentioned
principles are limited through some international normas—-cogenshorms. (Frckovski,
Georgievski & Petrusevska 2012, 25). There is no need of a state'siictorssdoption of
these norms, but it is obliged to respect them. In that juaycogenshorms represent a
common legal framework of state’s action within the internatiocc@hmunity. The
expression of the concept of sovereignty is limited by thesseogensiorms.

THE INDIVIDUAL SOVEREIGNTY

The concept of individual sovereignty is relatively new conceptrondy
connected with some political theories and philosophies, focusing on thaliraliliberty
at most. In that sense, the individual sovereignty would be analymmegh the theoretical
framework of the theories dibertarianism individualist anarchismclassical liberalism
and other “isms, which have certain attitude towards the individual liberty. Theid
elements and principles of the concept of sovereignty in clasg#oak would be used in
favor of developing the concept of individual sovereignty. The concept of dudilvi
sovereignty could be further operationalized in a certain politigadifestation or political
organization, based on this concept.

Libertarianism

Libertarianism represents a political theory and political philogaytich puts the
individual as the central actor in social relations, and the indivitherty as the highest
value in its axiological system. It is built on the heritagelagsical, or the old liberalism.
The central position in the theory of classical liberalism tékeghysical integrity of the
individual, individual's property and his freedom of action.(Locke, 2006). The
libertarianism, as a theory stands on libertarian creed.(Rothbard 2002, 22). In the
words of Murray N. Rothbard, one of the greatest theorists and séstvi individual
liberty, in his boolor a New Liberty
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The libertarian creed rests upon one central axiom: that no ngrmow of
men may aggress against the person or property of anyone esenayhbe
called the ‘nonaggression axiom'. ‘Aggression’ is defined as thatioi of

the use or threat of physical violence against the person or fyragpfer
anyone else. Aggression is therefore synonymous with invasion. (Rbthba
2002, 22).

In the libertarian theory, the individual liberty is observedhasopposite principle
of violence, or threat of violence. In that sense, the individual libextiplated by using of
violence, and the individual liberty refers to the absence of violeweethe individual. In
addition, the individual is free in the action he takes, as long asatkeyotcoercive The
individual liberty could be projected #s spacen which the individuals could act, and the
boundariesof that space are other identical spaces. Defined by litmrsarthe individual
liberty is “an absence of interpersonal violence, the use of edtifarce or violence, or its
threat against the person or property of another.” (Osterfeld 1986, 488)th& individual
liberty could be defined as “the right of every human being touputss or her own
happiness in him or her own way.” (Palmer 2015, 31). The idea of individheaty
express the concept eélf-ownershipwhich, “asserts the absolute right of each man, by
virtue of his (or her) being, to “own” his or her own body; thataszdntrol the body free
of coercive interference.” (Rothbard 2002, 28). In Isaiah Berlin's eqpn@lization of the
freedom in his bookrour Essays on Liberfythe individual liberty corresponds with the
negative liberty or the liberty that gives an answer to the question: “[w]hdhésarea
within which the subject (a person or group of persons) is or shouddtlie tio or be what
he is able to do or to be, without interference by other persong?lif 2000, 50). The
liberty is defined by its limits or the actions that limitFurthermore, the idea of individual
liberty as the core-idea of libertarianism would be examineiiskbasicprinciplesand the
consequences produces.

There are threerinciples of libertarianism:individualism voluntarismand non-
interference

Individualism represents a principle of libertarianism which covers the
epistemological and the ontological position of the relation betwsenntividual being
and social existence. The phenomena of individualism and collectigstonceptualized
by Ervin Laszlo, in his bookndividualism, Collectivism and Political Powdfurthermore,
in the aspect of individualism, the individual being is primary, andstiogal existence is
secondary; the man’s individual being, will determine, or mold tiepe of his social
existence. (Laszlo 1963, 6). In that sense, “The society is beirgythdotal of the social
existence of individual beings, it tends to be determined by individfakszlo 1963, 6).
The principle of individualism is pointing to the “primacy of the indival human being as
the fundamental moral unit, rather than the collective, whethey, stass, race, or nation.”
(Palmer 2015, 31). From the point of the individualism, the individual isehtat actor of
all relations in the frame of one society (representedsasraof individuals), it is the only
subject of the social (interpersonal) relations, and everyoelaishaped by his rights and
duties in it. The basipreconditionfor establishing social (interpersonal) relation is the
individual liberty.



Voluntarismrepresents a principle of libertarianism which coversinkévidual
consentfor establishing a social (interpersonal) relation. The individualesun®r every
relation the individual is engaged, embraabsence of coerciomhevoluntary exchange
is the central category in the principle of voluntarism. The exchignggduntary, when it is
“entirely unhampered by violence or threat of violence.” (Rothbard 2009]t84)iramed
legally by agreements and the ones that make the exchanges are cetlattacts.
(Rothbard 2009, 91). In addition, according to Rothbard “the society based on woluntar
contractual agreements icantractual society.(Rothbard 2009, 91). The central element
of voluntarism covers “contract and voluntary exchange of goods amitese by
individuals or groups, on the expectation of mutual benefit.” (Charti@hérles 2011, 3).
The voluntarismstands for the statement that every individual engaged in sorie soc
(interpersonal) relation that produces some effects over him, shepitdse his consent
about the engagement. In other wordsluntarismas a principle stands for no coercive
engaging in social (interpersonal) relations. The individual ie fce choose in which
relation he would enter, with the responsibility of the effectthaf relation. The individual
makes the final judgment of a potential establishing a oglath which he or she would
represent one side.

Non-interferenceepresents a principle of libertarianism which covers the absenc
of violent actionor coercionin the social (interpersonal) relations. In the part above, it is
examined the essence of the state, eseacive violent regulatorof social (interpersonal)
relations. In this sense, the non-interference principle points ogisspatssivityin the
social (interpersonal relations). The interference of the sthi coercive interference, is
pointed to the “free choices of individuals.” (Rothbard 2009, 913). As defired, t
individual liberty, as the absence of coercion or violence, the igeensterference is
violating it. Also the non-interference principle relates to tiaéesnon-interference within
property rights (Palmer 2009, 126), as the guarantee of the individu#y.liGencluding,
the non-interference in individual liberty is a crucial principle &stablishing system
framed by the idea of individual liberty. In the libertarian lodlee individual has the
ultimate right ofself-ownershigand the right of entering the social (interpersonal) relations
he choosenon-violentlyand with an absence of coercion.

There are threeonsequencesmerging after the implementation of the idea of
individual liberty: spontaneous ordenon-coercive poweandminimal government/private
protective agencies

Spontaneous orderefers to the first consequence potentially produced by fully
implementation of the idea of individual liberty. The concept is alsavkroy the names
voluntary order unimposed orde(Bamyeh 2009, 28)polycentric order(Hayek 2011,
230) ornatural order.(Hoppe 2007, 71). The concept of spontaneous order, where the
individuals are the central actors, is opposed to the concepipoised order(Bamyeh
2009, 28) orconscious orderwhere the order is established by the state — as a form of
institution which regulates the social (interpersonal) relatisitls coercion. In that way,
the spontaneous order could be defined as: “Significant and positive ctiogifioace — in
which decentralized negotiations, exchanges, and entrepreneurship eotwegrgpduce
large-scale coordination without, or beyond the capacity of, any dakbplans or explicit
common blueprints for social or economic development.” (Chartier & Charles 2011, 2).

Also, the spontaneous order could be described as the produnstvwebrked
individual liberties where the voluntary individuals enter in non-coercive social
(interpersonal) relations. In that sense, the spontaneous order is the rémilhdividual’s
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preferences, instead of the state’s projection. This kind of order toesan that everyone
does what he or she likes, but rather it is shaped, or organizée boluntary agreements
and by thepractical authority (Bamyeh 2009, 27) - instead of absolute or permanent
political authority. Using Adam Ferguson’s phrase, “the concempohtaneous market
order is a product diuman actiorbut nothuman desigfi.(Chartier & Charles 2011, 389).
The concept of spontaneous order covers the order which does not involvealpolitic
authority constituting it, but instead it is based on the individualls.vAs it is putted by
Pierre-Joseph Proudhon, the founding father of anarchism, the libertgemmas the
motherof the order, not as idaughter.(Proudhon, 1863Non-coercive powerepresents
the second consequence of potential establishing of the idea of indilimkra}, which
refers to the types of power which does not involve coercive pawmderstood as power
based of using violence or threat with using violence.\idrecoercive powecorresponds
with the Galbraith’'scompensatory poweand conditioned powerGalbraith defines the
compensatory poweas “winning submission by the offer of affirmative reward, by the
giving of something of value to the individual so submitting (...) [tindividual is aware

of the submission for a reward.” (Galbraith 1995, 5). It could be cortjuidhat the
compensatory powerould be identified with the power pfoperty, the power ofeward,

the power ofproduction or the power otervice In addition, Galbraith defines also, the
conditioned poweras “Wining submission by changing beliefs. Persuasion, education,
habituation, social commitment to what seems natural, proper, righ¢€#he individual to
submit to the will of another or others. Submission reflects tbieped course; the fact of
submission is not recognized.” (Galbraith 1995, 5-6). dtwaditioned powerefers to the
power of the ideas or the power of the persuasion. In the essehes®types of power is
using non-violent method, which is totally opposite of tbedign poweror thepolitical
power, as a power which is based on (non)institutionalized using of violencéhel
typology of Ayn Rand, there are two types of power,gbktical powerand theeconomic
power. The first one is examined in the beginning of this paper. The ecorpmmier,
according to Rand is the power of producing and selling the productsd ®&7, 52). In
addition, it is the power expressed in positive manner, the power afdgethhe power of
motivation. (Rand 1967, 53). At the first sight it looks that the Raecb®omic poweand
Galbraith’scompensatory powere identical, but further analyze of the both could provide
that the Rand’s one is broader and incorporates the two typedlwhi®es powers, the
compensatoryand the conditioned The producing, which the economic power is
characterized by, does not refer only to some material goodsJsoufoa ideas. In that
sense, the market is not used only as an economic category, butigtheocial; it is not
only a symbol of material exchange, but rather as comprehensivangecof goods, which
could be material and non-material. According to this statenfemtain-coercive power
could be identified with theeconomic poweras an incorporating power of all powers
which are not using the violence or the threat with violence as mhethod. In the
libertarianism’s judgment, theconomic poweis the only justified power for achieving
individual or social goals. The Randesonomic powealso is identical with Albert Jay
Nock’s concept ofocial power(Rothbard 2009, 53). The individuals are totally free to use
the economic powerinstead of thecoerciveone. The further operationalization of the
economic power results iaconomic meangOppenheimer 1926, 25) which could also
appear as a method of economic power, or as means for satidésings. (Oppenheimer
1926, 24).



Minimal government/Private protective agencas the third consequence of the
implementation of the idea of individual liberty. They refer topbktical and legal frames
of the established free society. The liberty that is attatheah individual is noabsolute
but it is limited with the liberties of other individuals. The del®r respecting the
boundaries of each liberty could be satisfied with constitutimigimal governmenor
private defense agenciebhese institutions are coercive by its nature, but they expnes
coercion as a response of coercion. Their function is protectingpndhedual’s physical
integrity, propertyandliberty. They articulateondign powerbut in a manner of protection
of the mentioned categories. In this context, it couldn’'t be refelea political power,
because the violence is nnottiatory, but it is practiced asr@sponseSimply,the minimal
governmentndthe private protective agenciese institutions ofndividual’'s protection
not institutions ofsocial regulation.On the other sidethe minimal governmerdand the
private protective agenciegliffer among themselves. In the concept winimal
governmentthe Government represemenopoly The concept of minimal government is
usually adopted in the theories wframinarchism minarchism objectivismandclassical
liberalism. (Osterfeld 1986, 20-29). The theorists of these theories do not belidiie i
functionality of a fullystateless societyrhey believe irminimal state or night-watchmen
state (Nozick 1974, 26), who holds the monopoly of all usdoote. (Nozick 1974, 26).
Despite theminarchists the individualist anarchists market anarchistsand anarcho-
capitalistsdo believe in the idea of a fulktateless societyfhe idea ofprivate protective
agencyor dominant protective agendiNozick 1974, 25) is widely spread between the
anarchists, as a concept who represents attrinativeto the government. Thagencies
are private, they are offering protection, and the individuals dowyda protection; naive
called private governmentThe main difference between th@nimal governmentor the
night-watchmen statand theprivate protective agencgr dominant protective agencis
that the first one represents a monopoly, a single center; ahd gase of the agencies, it
could be developenhultiple centers of powefOsterfeld 1986, 356).

The expressegrinciples of the individual liberty, and theonsequencesf the
potential implementation of the individual liberty, could be the basecasfceptual
development of the individual sovereignty, and its manifestation in the society.

Conceptualization and manifestation

The concept of individual sovereignty could be a theoretical amalgam tha
contains the concept afovereignty in its classical sensand the political theory of
libertarianism specifically the idea of individual liberty, manifested througtprinciples
andconsequences

The conceptualizatiorof individual sovereignty could be based on three principles:
e Ultimate freedom of his actionas long as he or she is not using coercive
actions;
* Voluntary engagingn every kind of social (interpersonal) relations that
produces some effect on him or her;
* Non-interferenceof other individuals or group of individuals with coercive
methods and threat of using coercive methods.
The concept of individual sovereignty could result in three gradaaifestations
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» Economic/social power, as the only justified kind of power in the kocia
(interpersonal) relations between individuals or group of individuals;
* Spontaneous order, developed on individual’s free wills;
« Minimal Government/Private protective agency, as an institution for
protecting individual’'s physical integrity, property, liberty.
Theindividual sovereignty triads constituted of:

« Economic/social

sovereignty;

power as the operationalization of the

individual

* Economic meanss non-coercive means for satisfying human’s desires;
* Spontaneous ordeas the manifestation of the individual sovereignty in the
social (interpersonal) relations.

In the end, théndividual sovereigntyould be defined as a concept which gives an
ultimate primacy of the will of the individual, limited by othedividual's life, property
and liberty; inviolable individual’s physical integrity and propepglitically manifested in
minimal governmenor private protective agencgnd socially manifested ispontaneous

order.

Table 1: Types of sovereignty (source: My own depiction regarding the sover eignty phenomenon)

Types of sovereignty

Sour ce of the sovereignty

M anifestation in specific political
organization

Divine sovereignty God Monarchy

National sovereignty Nation (collective body) Natistate

Popular sovereignty People (sum of individuals) dio
Working People sovereignty Working People Soci&tiepublic

Individual sovereignty

Individual

Minimal government/
Private protective agency

Table 2: Dimensions of sovereignty (source: My own depiction regar ding the sover eignty phenomenon)

. . . . : Individual
Dimensions of sovereignty Internal sovereignty External sover eignty .
sovereignty
Context Domestic International General
Actor The state The state Individual
Essence Supremacy Independence Individual liberty
Free will/
Principle Freedom of action Non-intervention/Voluntarism Voluntarism/
Non-interference
SOC'(.)'pOI't'.C‘aI The State International anarchy Spontaneous order
manifestation
Limitation Jus cogensorms Jus cogensorms Life, Property, Liberty
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Figure 2: Theindividual sovereignty triad

CONCLUSION

It can be concluded that the conceptualization and manifestatibie aidividual
sovereignty are done in the following way, first by analyzéhefconcepts of sovereignty
and individual liberty, and finally with synthesis of the bathe sovereignty in a classical
sensecould be defined as the ultimaielitical power, practiced bythe state over a certain
population and objects located on certain territory corresponding withstidte’s
boundariesThe sovereignty triadonsists opolitical power, political meansandthe state
The sovereignty in classical sengetermined of theourceor thejustification of it, could
appear asglivine national popularandworking people sovereigntgach of it is manifested
in different kind of political organization Determined of the contexidomestic or
international the sovereignty could have two dimensidnggrnal andexternal The basic
principles that the sovereignty rests &eedom of actionnon-interference in domestic
affairs andvoluntarism in international affaitsThe limitations of the sovereignty are the
jus cogensnorms. The individual libertycould be defined as the space in which the
individuals can act freely, which is characterized by an absanasing violence or threat
with using violence. The thrdeasic principlesof the individual libertyareindividualism
voluntarismandnon-interferenceThe threeconsequencesf a potential fully adoption of
the idea of individual liberty are the emergencespbntaneous orderdominance of
social/leconomic powem the social (interpersonal) relations and political organiaatio
operationalized in aninimal governmenbr private protective agencylhe individual
sovereigntycould be defined as a concept which gives an ultimate primattyeo#ill of
the individual, limited by other individual's life, property and lilyertinviolable
individual’'s physical integrity and property; politically manifdtin minimal government
or private protective agencgnd socially manifested ispontaneous ordelt is based on
the principles of individual’'dreedom of actionvoluntarismin the social (interpersonal)
relations andnon-interferencewith coercive meansThe individual sovereignty triad
consists of economic/social power, economic means and spontaneous ordiemitatiens
of the individual sovereignty are tipaysical integrityof the individuals and theproperty.
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