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CONCEPT OF SOVEREIGNTY
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Sovercignty seregnrded as anessemtial elemgpy of the'state. The term *soves-
eignty' is derved from the Latin word 5 i ;
eigaty denotes supremscy or supreme power of the state. In what sense is the state
rggarded supreme or superior to other associations?

At the outset, it may be noted that sovereignty is prumarily a-degal concept, 1t
denotes supremacy of the state primarily in the legal sphere. J.W. Garner, in his
Intraduction fo Political Science. has defined sovereignty as that ‘characteristic of
the state in virtue of which it cannot be legally bound except by its own will or
limited by any other power than itself. All classical definitions of sovercignty
focus on supgemnacy of the state in the legal sense. All objections about sover-
eignty anise when this concept 15 shified from the legal and juristic domain to
ather spheres such as moral, political, and sociological.

The_basic idea is that the soversisn—be.i o ‘monarch, chief executive or an

sembly—is able to declare law, issue commands and take political decisions

l.e. determining public goals and their priorities) which_are binding on all indi-
viduals and associations within his jurisdiction. He commands physical force to
pumish those who ignore or disobey his orders or decisions. Fhe-soverei
laws. commands and decisions at his own will, not with the approval ar consent of
any other individual or association, Sovereignty, in its pure form, 1s more befitting
E_-m_qna.wh than an assembly or constitutional sel-up":ut it has to be applied to var-
tous systems so long as it is accepted as a universal characieristic of the state.
Mareover, supreme legal authority of the state can best be established through the
concept of sovereignty itself.

In fact] sovereigniy anms the stale with supreme Jegal authority in both internal
and external spheres| [ntemally. it establishes supremacy of the state over all indi-
viduals and associationslextémally it i ce of the state if:g{:eﬁ:e
control or interference of any other siate in the conduct of ils international rela-
tions” Theorctically seseh savcreign-state is equal (o every othergng inn
law, regardless of its population, area or economic wealth. The United Nations
-0

- Thus, sover- o
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W states that the United Nations 15 based: d-u-.gﬁmumn

on the pninciple
ualiny of all s —and recogmzes a sphere of _domeaic junsdicuon’ /
which is E.D be reserved to cach member state
Since(the concept of sovercignty Jsttnbutes supreme power to the will of the

“ssovereign. ‘il is by nature an abs unlimited and perpetual power, This may,
owever, got be interpreted ag an _rb:'rm-_'ﬂ power, The absolute power implied by
sovereignty is not intended to be exercised without reason or without invoking
ont’s conscience or sense of justice or without regard to prevalent customs, social
values, ideals or necessity of the common interest or public interest. Due regard 1o
all these factors has to be given, otherwise the legitimacy and authority of the sov-
ereign power will be rapidly eroded and sovereignty may eventually be lost/ The
idca hehind the absolute nature of sovereignty is that, legally speaking, the fover-
eign is not obliged to consult or seek the approval of any other individual or group
whether a particular decision, command or law is right or wrong. He is empow-
ered to decide all such issues at his own will and discretion, and his decisions will
be binding en all unless he himsel chooses to revoke them!

Historical Development

In fact, the modem theory of the state was perfected only when the concept of
sovereignty was introduced into it. Jean Bodin. a French writer of the sixigenth =
century, was the first 1o formulaie the concept g_mmly_iyi_t_!_ﬂ_l_ll_lttni_l}r_'.
Although in angigni days Aristotle had talked of supreme po\-_.ler}ouatcd in dhffer-
ent bodies according to the form of govemnment, he had not given the idea of sov-
ercignty because, according to him, the power of the ruler or auling body was
Iimited by the law which existed above them, Conditions in the Middle Ageswere
not favourable 1o the development of the concept of sovereignty because the
emperor’s power was limited on the one side by the rights of the feudal lords, and
on the other side by the claims of the Pope to superior authority, The idea of sov-
ereignty made its appearance with the dawn of the modern period. Toward the end
of the medieval period a number of causes combined to create new political ideas.
The feudal nobles were weakened by the Crusades and by their own quarrels.
Commerce and towns destroyed their monopely of wealth; new methods of war-
fare destroyed their military supremacy, Taking advantage of their weakness, the
king increased his power and importance until he became supreme in t!:c state.
Besides, the ruling monarchs of national states like England and France _had
achieved a_deéﬂ:e of unification and centralization of authority never attained
before, 50 that they freed tHemselves from thé contral of the Pope as well. Thus,
the ground had been prepared for the development of the theory of sovereignty.
Jean Bodin, who held Henry 111, King of France, in highest esteem, became an
exponent of this theory.

Jean Bodin (1530-96)

Bodin defined sovereignty as "the absolute and perpewual power of cumma:ldin._g

in a state’, as the ‘me_pombmcilizcns and subjects unrestrained by law’.

Thus Boc‘lln places the sovereign above law, because he himself is the source of
» T —— e
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Jaw. This view marked a significant departure from the medieval outlook. The
medievel world conceived law as part of the universal and ctemal order. Kings,
councils and pudges who enforced law were themselves under law. They were not
empowered to create it It could only be discovered by a study of custom and pre-
cedent. The idea of the state as o source of law was alien to medieval thought,
Bodin sought to reverse this position by making the sovercign himself the

suurce of all law Defining the state as an aggregation of families and their com-
mon possessiens ruled by a sovere:gn power and by reason, Bodin argued that in
every independent community poverned by law there must be some authority,
whether residing in one person or several, whereby the laws themselves are estab-
hished and from which they proceed.

 Bodm weated the spyereign above law but not abave duty.and mocal responsi-
bilty. He rmposcd fwo important hmitations on the powers of the sovereign: (o
firstly, there are some fundamental laws (such as, the Salic law of Frunce. which
excluded females from dynastic succession) and the sovereign could not lawfully
abrogate such laws; and (b} secondly, puvatg property, being granted by the law
f nature, was inviolable; therefore, the sovercign could not tax his subjects with-
out thewr consent

Sy ok ,.;
Hugo Grotius (1583-1645) — += 111 <€) { v

After about half a century of Bodin's enunciation of the theory of sovereignty,

«  Grotjus, a Dutch jusist, widely known as the father of international law, made an
impariant contnbution to the concept of sovereignty. He brought out the ilﬁ]ﬁ-rim-
nons of sovereigmiy of the suate in the intérmational sphere, Le. independence of
the soverergn state from foreign control, Grotius sought to build a system of inter-
national law oo two distnct foundations: {!’ Nations are subject to pawral law or
‘the dictate of nght reason” in the same manner as citizens because the society of
nations s formed on the same fundamental moral principles which guide the
bebaviour of men in society; and (b) Grotius recognized a *voluntary’ law of
nations based upon their free whether explicit, as expressed in treaties
and convenuons, or imphicit, as expressed in usages and customs.

Thus, Girotus, Like Bodin, antributed moral responsibility to sovereignty, but
he extended 1t to the external sphere also, In the second place, he made it clear that
nihens respecied international law not because it curtailed their sovereignty, but
because they voluntanly chose 10 do so, of their free consent. In this way, Grotius
introduced the idea 6f external sovereignty w the existing idea of internal sover-
eignty, and thus gave it a fuller shape.

Thomas Hobbes (1586-1678)

In the seventeenth century Hobbes, an _Engl:sh political thinker, further developed
the coneept of sovereignty As an exponent of the theory of the social contract,

L 4 |
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As men emerge from the state of nature ~charetenized by law of the yun
gle—and form a state to attain order, peace and secunty, they crente a sovereign
for this purpose. They sumends L titucal g w2 [ught 0 :
to oppress the weaker— o the sovereipn. e surrepd urTe adef | comple ¢, linatand in
!E"mc' How can they ask for restoration of their natural rights once they have

ame civilized men! Delying the authority of the sovereign would mean rever-
_sion Lo the state of nature, the state of anarchy, law of the jungle, where the stron
|

ger will be free 10 oppress the weaker, Hobbes, WW
e, o s [, ¢ !

Habhes's chiel contribution to the theory of sovereignty consists i adding an

element of legitimacy to authority of the sovereign, because he held (a) that the
gmisithe firoductolteivill ofihe peopleggm| (b) that theSOTTTeTFvenjuys ¥
lueghat is, hympueot providing orded’
whn , another English exponent of the theory of the social
contract, didaot conceds shsolute sovereignty of the state. He thought that the
n society was held by the people which came sjency

efore the fof the sty The natural rights of
Mﬁéﬂig%lcmupcnndthc” Vil Sl

Jean Jacques Rousseau (1712-78) '~ _
In the lcighteenth|century, Rousseau, the French exponent of the theory ol the
sacial contract, made an imporiant contribution to the theary ol soverergniy. by

introducing the doctrine of popular sovereignty. While another chief exponent of
the social contract theory, viz. Hobbes hud created o sovereign apart from the peo-

Ie, Rousseau made the people themselves sovereign In liis opinion. g0
ple, f o e peop y _m_t!!gy
'":_i in their comporate capacity on

50 :

n. Rousseau went o the ex

tent of saymg that the jsaphe”

| GENERAL WILL
According to J.J. Rousseau (1712-78), the comman denominator of the real will

f le which embodies not only their common interest but also .mw-
Eﬁ;{:’;‘;ﬁ’m |ong-term interest. Man realizes his freedom by submitting his

' particular will to the direction of the general will




142 . An iniroduction 1o Political Theory
Jaremy Bentham (1746-1832) '

Bentham, the famous English Utilitanun, argued that sovercignly was not limited
by law, but was subject to moral limitations. Bentham mantained that sover-
thgnty was limited by the ;':nsxihilily of resislance, and there were conditions
inder which resistance wis morally justified. He, thegefore, insisted that the soy-

— "

iohn Austin (1790-1859)

1 the nineteenth centary, the theory of sovercignty as a legal conce ;
: fry, the _ . Pt was per-
kcted by Aus  English jurist, He is regarded as |Im7£1ésﬁx_ gnient of the

tonistic_theory of sovereignty. In his Province of Jurisprudence Determined
1832) Austin observed:

ITa determinate human superior, not in the habit of obedience 1o 1 like supe-
rior, receives habitual obedience from the bulk of a given society, that
determinate superior is sovereign in that society, and that society fincluding
the superior) is a society political and independent,

Austin’s theory of sovercignty was influenced by the then prevailing condi-
_ —

bns i England. The early Unlitarians had sought to remove the anomalies of
ammon law by subordinating i1 10 a superior law which consisted in the universal
nd permanent dictates of natural reason; the state could neither ignore nor abro-
pte that superior law. Repudiating these arguments, Austin advanced his theory
if positive law which expressed the‘will ¢ | sovereign of the state and
ience not bound by the dictates of natural law or any other superior law. Austin
wought to define law as the command of the sovereign, obliging the subject to do

or refrain from doing. certain acts, failure to obey the law being visited by penalty.
I'hus, he identified the following charactenstics of law: (a) It must emanate from a
Jeterminate source, that is, the sovereign, 1o be clearly located in the state; (b) it
must be the expression of the command of the sovereign; and (c) it must be
backed by sanctions. In other words, djsobedience to law must be punishable.
These charagteristics are peculiar 1o the: pasitive law of the state, not to be
found in natwral law, custom or religious commandments. Thus, natural law, or
for that matler any superior law, is not law in the proper sense of the term.
Accordingly, in case a positive law enforced by the state comes into conflict with
the natucal law or religious commandments, etc., the former must prevail. In this
way Auglin established supremacy of the power, authority and qgmmaulds of Thr!
sovereign beyond doubt. He maintained that any nights of the citizens, u?::ludn ng
the right to property, were nothing but concessions granted by the sovereign. The
subjects could have no legal right against the state, .
By establishing a single source of all positive law Austin put forward a monis-
tic view of law, state and sovereignty. It is significant that Austin's theory solely
dwells on the legal character of sovereignty; it does not repudiate moral or social
limitations on the powet of the state. He does not declare the state as a ‘perfect
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embodiment of reason’ us the weabist theary had maintained Ausiin |

nent Ul-ﬂb!s_l;lll_llt and unlimited sovereignty purely from the lectlor For

of vjew. He admits that sovercign authonty habitually ”J-..‘l e
moral principles though not legally bound by any extems
envisage an irresponsible sovereign, but holds that the soyereien cannot be for-
mally made responsible to any authonty similar to himself: hus ;:::}1| ..n'-.. legally
superior to all individuals and groups within his junsdiction =

werves fundarner
al authonity. He does pot

I
CHARACTERISTICS OF SOVEREIGNTY

Viewed as a purely legal concept, it is customary 10 describe certain characteris-
tics of sovercignty. They are: absoluteness, permanence, universality, inalienabul-
ity and indivisibility.

Absoluteness

and perpetual power . . . of commanding in a state’. Sovereignty 15 regarded as
absolute because it cannot be_limited or_restricted by anv_supenior_power ot
“authority. The_will of the sovereign reigns supreme in the stare. The sovereign
ﬁ;.'f}'fhis own will, pay due regard 1o moral principles, customs and traditions or
public opinidn, but he is not responsible to any authonty—individual or
group—similar or superior to himself. Similarly, the sovereign may pay due
regard to international law by his free consent, not because he 1s obliged to obey
the commands of any superior state or intemational organization.

Absoluteness 6fsavergignty is the logical outcomg of'its legal character, which
may not hold good in the political sphere, nor would 1 govern the non-legal
actions of the individuals and groups within the state,

~Permanence

Permanence of sovereignty is the corollary of its absoluteness. Bodin describes
sovereignty as perpetual power because, 'if power be held only for a certain tune
(it does not matter how long a time), itis not sovereign power. and he whe holds it
for that time is not a sovereign.’ _

In order to understand the permanence of sovereignty, it is necessary 1o distin-
guish between the at; Theoretically, sovereignty belongs to the
state. Governments may be formed and dissolved according to cstablished proce-
dure, but the continuity of the state will not he affected by such changes. As such.
sovereipnty endures as long s the state maintains its independence. The quality
of permanence should not be interpreted to mean that sgyeraigniy is eternal. On
the other hand, if a state loses its independence and is placed under the suzerminty

of another state, its sovereignty is also lost.
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Universality

Sewareignty oo oiveoal, all pervaseve o all comprchenuve bty an the senue
Wit it extends oall nnlwlllmlfn eroupw, areay aned things within the state 1o state
Rrants iimuiity of ex H‘rlrlmlilhly to any catepnry of pemons, capee mlly Toreign
heads of atates, U N olliciabs, Torergn covoys, mobassadors, their stall, residence
ind vehicles, elo it i hecause of g fiec conggnt, not hecae of any extermal obli-
ity o vestioction. b other words, 1t s a matier of intermtional conrtesy, nol of
compulnion. This concession can be withdrwi at any moment ab e will of (he
wOVETEIn \ 1

Fotermtional assocemtions and multmational corsrations uperating willin the
ternitaries of difterent states are aluo sulijec) 1o the sovereignly of the respective
wlinles

Inallenability

A an essennal element of the sue, woveIgiEnty t.muul hc wlerred or piven
iy without destivying the state itself, As Lieber has pnl i 8 wereignly can no
e be alicnated than a tree can ulu-n.nr t rpht o sprons or ooman can transfer
lis Tk and personahity without self-destruction.* When i state cedes 3 purtion of
i ety Lo arother stiste, the ceding state is not wholly destroyed. But from the
promnt ol view of the ceded pertion, the otgmal state no longer exists, and sover-
cipnty of i iew slate comes it expsence. This also proves that the sovercignty
o a slale over any alcii is rlul !I-u!\l‘t Hul |r|.|l J!ht,t{l hy ..II1tIt|]Lrjﬂ!L
According g Hlobbes wien peaple emerge Trom the stite of nture, they create
T Slsoveiegn 100 ot a cane of sovereipnty being transferred from people 1o he
severeign, becanse o the state of meture sovereignty did not exist ot all. When
-:NT_‘J__:'I_I_ sumne I.lrll'_l&“l;lﬂljlulr ghlq of the pulplr. ey e st e
on the onds fiy on bt hesr fundamental salwgol gglis o life, liberty, and prop-
"Try mII I",],”“T""“i W8 POt & question of m.mry,: nnlvww
Egnpﬁ’ the e Ives tefiin ¢ nfr’uuv l||rmu_._|u11‘l' in spale of the formation of the
ale, [n It ystem of thought sovereignty g throughout held by the gen: gen-

eral will, nithough powers |r|ﬂ_bg_dglsu.|._t:d-‘l-u the govemmen|: hence,_sover-

T il 'l-t rostulate

elpnly proves i be mahienable. T
v"'a
Indivisibility

As sovereipnty ix an abrolute [rower, it cannot be divided between or_shared hy
differen_gets of indiv wor proupy. In every stlie, sovereignty must b be vested
i \JI‘E'C‘ |l|!l|l;-ii'.ﬁi.'1:||]}' competent (o issue the final commands, Division of sov-
ereignty s bound 1o give rse 1o inconsistent, conflicting and ambiguous com-
wands. This condition i not compatible with the very concept ufm\rcmgnty In
uther &ords, o dwaded sovercignty is 8 contradiction in terms,

The principle of the foderal state is usailly cited as ap exgeplion to this charne-
wishic of sovereigmy. Federalism involves the allocation of powers between the
fesleral feentsal or umon) auvcﬂirrlcnl and sate governments which. a[#_f_ﬂﬂﬂﬂlﬂd

an ndependent and coordinate i their respective spheres. AL Lowell, an

A
i
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Armeriein wrber, anied that “there can exist within the same terniores WO BOV-
cretpns insmng comminds 1o the same subjects wuching different matters’. The
Supremie Courl of America also declared in'one case tha ‘the Unsted States are
suveren i 1o ull the  powers of 8.0 government actually surrendered by the states,
whale cach state in the union 15 soverelgn as 1o all powers reserved ., We i India
are iy less Tamibinr with federal government. We lave legislatures and cabinets in
the stutes besides the Union Parliament and the Cabiner. The subjects of legisla-
tion are divided into the Union List, State List and Concurrent List. Unlike the
USA, however, in fndia the Union and the staies are governed by a ‘rl[‘lLlE‘ consti-
ition .Liltiujﬂwu\ of legislation are assigned 10 the Union “The main
Teatnres of Federal Mates in olher countries are more or less similar.

This paradox can be resolved by making o distinction between ‘sovereignly”
and "power” in the legal segse. Power emanates from sovercignty. Sovereignty
vests in the state, power is assigned to the government. Sovereipnty is supposed 1o
be cxcn.w:cj by the state, power 18 cm.ru_gp:_i___rgyl_lhc different prigans ol povern-

The pattern of exercise of power

rllcrll legislative, executive amd judicial, *
depends on the nature of prganization of the government. We describe states as
‘unitary” and “federal” because of different patterns of organization of their gov-
ernments. Properly speaking, these are forms of government, not the forms of

glate. In n unitary government, power is divided between o gingle sct of legisla-

wre, exccutive and judiciary. On the other hand, a federal government evolves
various sets of such organs. Thus, the federal system represents an extension of
the principle of division of powers between the ofgans of the federal and state
governments, All of them combined together constitute a single state with a single
sovereignty—absolute, perpetual, all-pervasive, inalicnable and indivisible. The
dww:nn nfpnwcm cun be evolved or aliered from fime to time but sovereignly
remaing itact so long as w e siple mainteins its independent existence. In the
international sphere, 100, the state continues 1o be regarded as one enlity —single
and indivisible—whatever its form of government and consequent division of
powers, '/n

It is ogein imporant to note that all these characteristics are peculiar to the
legal notion of sovercignty. They are best represented by an absolute monarchy.
In the actual working of the state—cspecially in the case of a democratic, federal,
pluralist and constitutional government-—it becomes extremely difficult w dis-
cover the seat or real character of sovereignty.

ASPECTS OF SOVEREIGNTY

Suvereignty is primarily a legal concept, However, in actual proctice. sovercignty
may be ascribed to different types of conditions which are deseribed as different

forms or aspects of sovereignty.

Titular Sovereignty /

|nmﬂmﬁm__mmhics such as, Englang and Japan, the queen, the king or

the emperor is officially referred to as the sovereign. Such a ruler is only 2
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Domunal or biular head of state. withour any real powers which are vested in dif-
ferent argans of the govemmen! according to the constitution of the state, This
o of sovereignt is, therefore. caled utular soveregnty =

De jure and De facto Sovereignty

In the case of revelutions, that 1s. 3 successful overthrow of the exishing regime in
3 st through unconstitutionsl means—that i, not by the established procedure
of replacing the existing govemnment—a distinction arises between the formal and
actual position. Thus, tull such dme as the new sovereign is legally established and
recognized, there may exist two soversigns—one in the legal senge who has lost
his teal powers: the other in the factual sense who has not vet been legally estab-
lished. Under such circumstances, the legal or formal soversign is said to retain de_
_estversignny while the NETCIPD 5 ¢ i de facto sover-
eignty. This state of affairs can only continue temporan!y because it is marked by
unceriznty, confusion and iregulariny. Some historical examples of the emer-

SN o soversignny are: the authority exercised by Cpomwell in Eng-
\'.'-:.d. by 0w France, and the Bolshevist srour in Russia afier 1917, The
‘ilitary diciat < of the préseni-day world, established after a coup d err,
diso represent de facro soveteignty unnl they evolve suitable means to legitimize
. their authonty. De o saversigniy is so described because in actual practice its

mgw ed by the people, elther because of sheer force or a gtrang fol-
lowng Iong the people. e

Some wrizrs. meluding Joha Austin, refuse to draw a distinetion berween de
Jure and de facto sovereigaty. Thay argue that adjectives like ‘lawful” and ‘unlaw-
ful” cannoi be apphed to the term sovereignty as it becomes meaningless without
wegal sancnon. It would, therefore, be more logical if the terms de facro and de
wure are applied oaly 0 govemnmen, not to sovereignty. The de jire soversignty
alone is sovere:mny in the real sense of the term. The so-called de facto sover-
f1Emy remaing inconsaquennal unnl it achieves the status of de jure sovereignty,

A Critical Appraisai

The concept of soversigmty was evolved 1o perfect the theory of the modem state,
It soughi w free the modem swte from obligations towards other social institu-
-ons, particularly the autherity of feudal lords and the papacy, and to establish the
digmiry of the st2ie in the international sphere, Thus, the theory of soversignty
prociaimed the monopoly of the state in deciding public policy and declaring the
= thar binds all citizens in unequivocal terms. It instituted the nation-state as an
independent entty m the international sphere. not bound by any organization
“upenor ta uszifl In shon, sovereignty armed the state with supreme authority in
= mtermal as well as external affeirs.
nOLON. soversignty constitutes an essential element of the legal
= state. [n fact, the state cannot perform its function of regulating
e b = viuzens unless 1t is equipped with supreme authority. The logic of
the iegal character of sovereigniy postulates that it has to be absolute, permanent,
niversal, mnabenable and indivisible. In the legal sphere, therefore, sovereignty

e
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cannot he held responsible 1o any human superior, When we say that the sover-

cign is not bound hy any moral principles or international ohligations except at his
own will, it 15 only intended to emphasize that the sovercign cannet be subordi-
nated to any other human agency for inte rpretation of such obligations

But in the sphere of actual practice, all authority postulates responsibility. Sov-
ereignty, being supreme authonity. poslates highest responsibility.  Theo-
retically, we may cvolve the image of a perfect sovereign and thus justify him
exercising supreme authority. But in the real world, sovercignty has 1o be vested
in human beings who, being monals, are as imperfect as any other human beings
When the authority of a mortal human sovereign is proclmmed 1o be absolute;
perpetual, beyond any responsibility or obligation, it leads 10 socially disastrous
consequences—the most cruel and degenerate forms of autocracy, tyranny and
authontaranism, untold oppression inside the state and more destructive wars
outside.

To straighten the issue, it is imperative to draw a distinction between the staie
and the govemnment so that sovereignty is always regarded as an attribute of the
state—conceived as an abstract idea—while the government consisting of human
beings, whatever their wisdom or excellence of character, is nn_ly g.-isig_ncd defi-
nite powers, to be exercised through an established procedure with mhun_ It chf:ck.s
and safeguards. This is necessary so that no organ of the government is abie 10
become omnipotent. This would imply a departure from rirg original cancept of
sovereignty which sought to vest savereighty in a "determinate person o body of
persons’. This would mean a constitutional government. Only this kind of govern-
ment can be expected 1o function n 2 responsible manner and del:_ver the goods,
especially in the present age of demoeracy when the people are claimed to be the
real sovereign.

i
CONCEPT OF POPULAR SOVEREIGNTY
What is Popular Savereignty?

overeignty %L;L i posad 1o be
ignty is primari ' is suppose
ignty is primarily a L. The vereign is su {
fp;q_m:!.na::ﬁnigu:em, functioning solely according to his own judgment a_-nd
ill—right or wrong. He can ignore and override any mhgr cm_mdcmmh -
:resgﬁptions of divine lew or natural law, principles o muml:w. dictates of pub-

in ording to the classical thepry. legal sovercionh s 2 pated 1p.
i ini . Accordin; L =

g l?p mn'i::e Jerson .:.rgbcdv of persons”. It is definitely orus vized., pecise amd
the ‘determ pers dy ol LT

; the will of the state and i< com-_
gni source of daw. [t represents e state ar e
= gecas _th_B_'_ [ding. Its disobedience is visi ted by penalties. I1s the sourss

of all rights in sociexy. 1t is ahsolute, unlimited and supreme.  »

/ ' Iy comesponds o absolute maa-
% it Jegal sovereignty closely : -
n l“':alaphm i i he chie! exponents o
hy. Tt ;?:igniﬁcam mnl_]_g,n_ﬂ_nﬁm mﬁw 11_..; chict e ‘;\ =
?m # i had built their theories 1n the context of ab __._t;_c; ”-m:,-\

oot tio oy berween thean
This sort of situation does

fawed
and practice. However, s We mov

not create problems of inconsiste

& to other forms of poyemment. v are
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