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Abstract

In an increasingly interconnected world, traditional security threats—historically rooted in state-centered
warfare—are undergoing significant transformation. This review examines the evolving dynamics of traditional
security threats in the context of globalization, with a particular focus on how the interplay of political,
economic, and technological changes reshapes the landscape of state-centered warfare. The paper traces the
historical evolution of traditional threats, from territorial disputes to conventional military conflicts, and
explores how new global realities, such as hybrid and asymmetric warfare, cyber threats, and nuclear deterrence,
influence state strategies. Through case studies, including the Russia-Ukraine conflict and US-China tensions,
this review highlights the shifting nature of power, the role of non-state actors, and the erosion of state
sovereignty. The paper argues that while traditional security threats remain relevant, globalization demands new
defense strategies, and multilateral cooperation is increasingly crucial. In conclusion, this review offers insights
into how states can navigate the complexities of a globalized security environment and anticipates the future
trajectory of state-centered warfare.

Keywords: traditional security threats, globalization, state-centered warfare, hybrid warfare, asymmetric
warfare, sovereignty

1. Introduction

The globalized world presents a unique context for understanding traditional security threats, particularly in the
realm of state-centered warfare. As globalization reshapes economic, political, and social landscapes, traditional
forms of conflict, such as military confrontations between states, have not disappeared; instead, they have
evolved in response to new global pressures [1]. Historically, traditional security threats were largely defined by
the territorial ambitions of states, ideological rivalries, and the pursuit of national interests, often manifesting in
large-scale wars, invasions, and interstate conflicts. However, in the 21% century, the forces of globalization
have introduced new dimensions to state-centered warfare, challenging previous notions of state security and the
methods through which states engage in conflict [2].

At the core of traditional security threats lies the concept of state sovereignty, which has long been the
foundation of the international system. Sovereignty grants states the authority to govern within their borders,
defend their territory, and engage in war if their national security is threatened. Historically, this framework was
underpinned by a Westphalian model of international relations, where the protection of state borders and the
deterrence of external aggression were paramount [3]. State-centered warfare, driven by territorial expansion,
power balancing, and ideological conflicts, has shaped the course of world history, with conflicts such as the
World Wars and the Cold War being prime examples. These traditional threats were straightforward in terms of
identifiable state actors, clearly defined battlefields, and the use of conventional military forces [4].

However, globalization, characterized by the rapid integration of economies, political systems, and
communication networks, has transformed the traditional state-based conflict environment. Today, states
operate in a highly interconnected global system where actions in one part of the world can have immediate
consequences across borders. Globalization has facilitated the rise of non-state actors, cyber capabilities, and
transnational economic dependencies, all of which have blurred the lines of traditional security threats [5]. In

Library Progress International | Vol.44 No.3 |July-December 2024 24104



Dr. Harsangeet Pal Kaur

this context, traditional state-centered warfare is no longer confined to physical battlefields but extends to
economic, cyber, and information domains, where the actors and their objectives are less easily discerned.
Globalization has also altered the strategic calculus of states, requiring them to consider not just the immediate
military implications of conflict but also the broader economic, political, and social impacts on the global stage
[6].

One of the most profound ways in which globalization has impacted traditional state-centered warfare is through
the transformation of military technology and the rise of information warfare. The development of advanced
weapons systems, cyber capabilities, and the proliferation of digital surveillance have provided states with new
tools to assert their dominance and protect their interests. The use of drones, precision-guided missiles, and
cyberattacks allows states to engage in conflict while minimizing physical damage and human casualties [7].
Moreover, the rise of cyber warfare has added a new dimension to state-centered conflicts, where critical
infrastructure such as energy grids, financial systems, and communication networks can be targeted without the
need for traditional military engagement. In a globalized world, where information moves instantaneously,
states must also contend with the strategic use of disinformation campaigns, social media manipulation, and
cyber espionage, all of which can have significant implications for national security [8].

In addition to technological advancements, globalization has fostered complex interdependencies between
states, particularly in the realms of trade, finance, and diplomacy. Economic globalization has linked the fates of
states in unprecedented ways, with global supply chains, multinational corporations, and international financial
institutions playing key roles in shaping state policies and responses to security threats [9]. In this environment,
traditional security threats are no longer limited to direct military confrontations. Economic sanctions, trade
wars, and financial coercion have become tools of statecraft that can significantly weaken a state’s security
without the need for conventional warfare. As such, globalization has expanded the spectrum of state-centered
threats, making economic and financial stability central components of national security [10].

Furthermore, the globalized world has witnessed the rise of non-state actors and transnational organizations that
challenge the primacy of states in warfare. Terrorist organizations, insurgent groups, and private military
contractors now operate across borders, exploiting the interconnected nature of the global system to carry out
attacks, recruit followers, and destabilize states [11]. These actors often thrive in the shadows of state conflicts,
complicating traditional understandings of warfare. The involvement of non-state actors in state-centered
warfare adds layers of complexity to conflict dynamics, as states are forced to contend with both conventional
threats from other states and asymmetric threats from non-state entities [12].

The convergence of globalization and traditional state-centered warfare has necessitated a reevaluation of state
security strategies. In a globalized world, security is no longer solely about protecting borders or amassing
military strength; it is about understanding and mitigating the complex web of global interdependencies,
technological vulnerabilities, and transnational threats. [13] As states navigate these challenges, they must
balance the preservation of their sovereignty with the realities of a highly interconnected world, where threats to
security can emerge from multiple fronts—military, economic, and cyber—often simultaneously [14].

In this context, the review paper will explore how traditional security threats have adapted to globalization and
how state-centered warfare has changed in response to new global pressures. By examining the shifting
dynamics of power, technology, and economic interdependence, the paper will provide a comprehensive
analysis of the evolving nature of state-centered warfare in the 21 century [15].

2. Traditional Security Threats: A Historical Perspective

Traditional security threats have historically centered around the concept of state sovereignty and territorial
integrity, with warfare being the principal mechanism for resolving disputes or asserting dominance. The
evolution of these threats over centuries reveals how states have continuously adapted their military and
strategic frameworks to confront both internal and external challenges [16]. The essence of traditional security
threats, from the inception of organized warfare to the onset of the 21 century, lies in the struggles between
states for power, resources, and survival. This section will delve into a comprehensive historical analysis of
traditional security threats, exploring their various dimensions and the forces that shaped their development
[17].

Pre-modern Era: State Formation and Early Warfare

The earliest forms of state-centered warfare can be traced back to the formation of the first civilizations. In
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ancient Mesopotamia, Egypt, and China, warfare primarily revolved around territorial expansion, control over
agricultural resources, and the consolidation of state power. The concept of traditional security threats during
this period was intrinsically linked to a state’s ability to project power and protect its boundaries [18]. For
instance, the rise and fall of the Roman Empire serve as a prime example of how military conquest and defense
were crucial for state survival and expansion. Rome’s wars against the Carthaginians, known as the Punic Wars,
highlight how traditional security threats were defined by competition over strategic territories and economic
dominance.

At the same time, the nature of traditional security threats was not solely defined by external aggression. Internal
threats, such as civil wars and rebellions, posed significant challenges to the security of ancient states. The fall
of the Roman Empire, for example, can be attributed as much to internal decay and instability as to external
invasions. This dual nature of security threats — internal and external — has remained a defining characteristic of
state-centered security concerns throughout history [19].

Medieval and Feudal Warfare: The Role of Territorial and Religious Conflict

Moving into the medieval period, traditional security threats continued to center on territorial control but were
increasingly intertwined with religious ideologies. The Crusades, a series of religious wars initiated by the Latin
Church, exemplify how traditional security threats evolved to include the defense of religious values in addition
to territorial interests. These wars not only shaped the boundaries of Europe and the Middle East but also
transformed the nature of alliances, diplomacy, and military technology [20].

Feudalism during the medieval period further complicated traditional security dynamics. The decentralization of
power under feudal lords meant that threats often came from within rather than outside the state [21]. Territorial
disputes between rival nobles, as well as struggles between monarchs and feudal lords, were common. The
Hundred Years’ War between England and France (1337-1453) reflects this era’s blend of territorial, dynastic,
and feudal conflicts. This war, marked by its long duration and fluctuating control of regions, exemplifies how
traditional security threats were deeply linked to the control of land and political authority within and across
state boundaries [22].

The Westphalian System and the Evolution of State Sovereignty

The Peace of Westphalia in 1648 marked a critical turning point in the development of traditional security
threats. The treaties that ended the Thirty Years’ War in Europe not only redrew the map of Europe but also
established the principle of state sovereignty, laying the foundation for modern international relations [23].
From this point onwards, traditional security threats were increasingly framed in terms of violations of
sovereignty and territorial integrity. The Westphalian system reinforced the idea that states had the exclusive
right to govern within their borders, and any external intervention or aggression would constitute a direct threat
to their security [24].

The Napoleonic Wars (1803-1815) further illustrated the transformation of traditional security threats in the
post-Westphalian world. Napoleon’s expansionist ambitions threatened the sovereignty of multiple European
states, leading to the formation of grand alliances aimed at containing French hegemony [25]. These conflicts
highlighted how the balance of power became a central concept in managing traditional security threats in the
modern state system. The idea of maintaining equilibrium among major powers to prevent any one state from
becoming too dominant became a key strategy in preventing large-scale conflicts [26].

20" Century: Total Wars and the Height of Traditional Security Threats

The 20" century witnessed the culmination of traditional security threats in the form of two World Wars, which
were characterized by unprecedented levels of destruction and global involvement. World War I (1914-1918)
and World War II (1939-1945) epitomized the concept of total war, where entire societies were mobilized for
the war effort, and civilian populations became direct targets. These wars demonstrated how traditional security
threats had escalated to a global scale, with state survival hinging on massive military coalitions, economic
resources, and technological advancements [27].

The interwar period and the rise of fascism in Europe further underscore the nature of traditional security threats
as being both external and internal. The threat posed by Nazi Germany was not only a military one but also
ideological, as the fascist regime sought to reshape the political order of Europe through conquest and genocide
[28]. The Cold War (1947-1991) that followed World War II marked another evolution in traditional security
threats. While direct military confrontation between the United States and the Soviet Union was avoided, the
threat of nuclear war and the global competition for ideological supremacy led to numerous proxy wars around

Library Progress International | Vol.44 No.3 |July-December 2024 24106



Dr. Harsangeet Pal Kaur

the world [29].

The Cuban Missile Crisis of 1962 serves as a stark reminder of how traditional security threats can escalate to
the brink of nuclear catastrophe. During this period, the concept of deterrence, particularly nuclear deterrence,
became a central feature of traditional security strategies. The doctrine of mutually assured destruction (MAD)
ensured that while the threat of global warfare was ever-present, it was also carefully managed through
diplomacy and arms control agreements [30].

Table 1: Timeline of key traditional security threats across history.

a Key Security Threats Examples

cient Era Territorial ~ expansion, resource Roman-Punic Wars, Egyptian-
control Nubian conflicts

Feudal conflicts, religious wars Crusades, Hundred Years’ War

Early Modern Era State sovereignty, balance of power Napoleonic Wars, Thirty Years’
et N

20" Century Total war, ideological conflicts, World Wars, Cold War, Cuban
_ nuclear threat Missile Crisis

This historical analysis sets the foundation for understanding the changing dynamics of state-centered warfare in

a globalized world, which will be explored in subsequent sections of your review paper.

3. Globalization and Its Impact on State-Centered Warfare
Globalization, characterized by increasing interconnectedness and interdependence among nations, has
profoundly influenced state-centered warfare. This transformation is driven by economic, political,
technological, and cultural factors that have reshaped both the means and motivations for traditional conflict
between states. Historically, state-centered warfare was dominated by territorial disputes, military
confrontations, and ideological battles. However, globalization has not only shifted the dynamics of these
conflicts but also introduced new dimensions that challenge the traditional nature of warfare [31].
Economic Globalization and Warfare
One of the most significant ways globalization has altered state-centered warfare is through economic
interdependence. The integration of global economies has created a complex web of dependencies among
nations, particularly in terms of trade, investment, and financial markets. This economic interconnectedness
often deters direct military conflict between major powers, as the cost of war now extends beyond the battlefield
to the global economy [32]. A conflict between two major economies can cause massive disruptions in global
supply chains, financial markets, and trade relations, which affects not only the warring states but also neutral
nations. For example, the trade relations between China and the United States are so deeply entwined that even
diplomatic tensions over Taiwan, intellectual property, or trade tariffs have been met with cautious restraint to
avoid global economic destabilization [33].
Despite the deterrent effect of economic globalization, it has also led to new forms of state competition.
Economic sanctions, trade wars, and currency manipulation are now used as tools of coercion in the
international arena, allowing states to exert influence without resorting to direct military engagement. The
ongoing U.S.-China trade war is a case in point, where both nations employ economic strategies to assert
dominance and influence without the traditional use of military force. Thus, economic globalization has both
pacified direct state-to-state warfare in some cases and heightened competition in non-military domains [34].
Technological Advancements and State Warfare
Globalization has accelerated technological advancements, particularly in communication, transportation, and
military technology. These innovations have transformed warfare by enhancing states’ capabilities in
surveillance, cyber operations, and precision strikes. The advent of the internet and digital technologies has
created new arenas for conflict, such as cyber warfare and information warfare. States are now capable of
launching cyberattacks that can paralyze a nation’s critical infrastructure, disrupt its financial systems, or steal
sensitive defense information without ever deploying troops or tanks [35].
One of the most telling examples of the impact of cyber warfare is the 2007 cyberattack on Estonia, widely
believed to have been orchestrated by Russia. This attack, which targeted government, financial, and media
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institutions, demonstrated how state actors could exploit the vulnerabilities of a globalized digital infrastructure
to pursue their geopolitical objectives [36]. The use of cyberattacks as a form of state-centered warfare
challenges traditional concepts of warfare, where physical territory was the primary target. In a globalized
world, the battlefield has expanded to include cyberspace, where states can achieve strategic objectives with
minimal physical engagement [37].

Moreover, globalization has led to the proliferation of advanced military technologies across borders.
Unmanned aerial vehicles (drones), satellite-based communication systems, and precision-guided munitions
have become more accessible to states, enabling them to engage in high-tech warfare. This technological
proliferation is not limited to major powers; smaller states and even non-state actors can now access
sophisticated military technologies, complicating the traditional power dynamics of state-centered warfare [38].
Transnational Influences on State Conflicts

Globalization has also amplified the influence of transnational actors on state-centered warfare. Non-state
actors, multinational corporations, and international organizations now play crucial roles in shaping the
outcomes of state conflicts. For instance, global corporations can influence state behavior by controlling access
to critical resources, while non-governmental organizations (NGOs) may sway public opinion and diplomatic
efforts through media campaigns and international advocacy [39].

The Involvement of non-state actors in conflicts has blurred the lines between traditional warfare and global
diplomacy. For instance, in the Syrian Civil War, various multinational actors, including Russia, the United
States, Turkey, and Iran, have intervened to protect their geopolitical interests. Simultaneously, international
organizations like the United Nations have attempted to mediate peace, while global humanitarian organizations
have influenced the conflict’s narrative by highlighting human rights abuses [40].

Transnational influences are not limited to the involvement of these actors in conflict zones. Globalization has
also facilitated the spread of ideologies, particularly through social media and international media outlets, which
can mobilize populations and affect state actions [41]. The Arab Spring is a prominent example where social
media played a critical role in uniting disparate groups across different nations, ultimately leading to the
downfall of regimes. This interconnected flow of information challenges the state’s ability to control the
narrative, as external actors and global audiences influence domestic events [42].

Hybrid and Asymmetric Warfare in a Globalized World

One of the more profound impacts of globalization on state-centered warfare is the rise of hybrid and
asymmetric warfare. Hybrid warfare combines traditional military methods with irregular tactics, such as
cyberattacks, disinformation campaigns, and economic coercion [43]. The Russia-Ukraine conflict since 2014 is
a textbook example of hybrid warfare, where Russia has employed a mix of conventional military forces, cyber
operations, and information warfare to destabilize Ukraine and influence the broader region. Globalization, by
enabling rapid communication and cross-border influence, has made it easier for states to engage in such hybrid
conflicts [44].

Asymmetric warfare, where weaker states or non-state actors challenge more powerful adversaries, has also
become more prevalent in the globalized era. Globalization has allowed smaller nations and non-state actors to
access advanced weaponry, intelligence, and communication tools, leveling the playing field in conflicts with
stronger states. For example, the Taliban’s use of social media to spread propaganda and coordinate operations
against U.S. forces in Afghanistan showcased how globalization empowers asymmetric actors in state-centered
warfare [45].

Table 2: Comparison of Traditional and Globalized State-Centered Warfare

Aspect Traditional Warfare Globalized Warfare

Pr Actors Nation-states Nation-states, Non-state actors,
_ Multinational entities

Battlefield Physical territory (land, sea, air) Cyberspace, economic domains,
_ information domains

Tools of Conflict Armies, tanks, planes Drones, cyberattacks, economic

Conflict Scope Regional or national Global, with international
repercussions

Localized Global supply chains, financial
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I markets impacted

4. The Changing Dynamics of Warfare
The advent of globalization and the proliferation of new technologies have fundamentally altered the dynamics
of warfare, creating a multifaceted environment where traditional state-centered conflicts are being reshaped by
modern strategic, economic, and technological developments [46]. Warfare in the 21% century no longer adheres
to the rigid frameworks of conventional armed conflicts between nation-states; instead, it is increasingly
characterized by a blend of conventional, unconventional, and hybrid tactics. This section explores these
changing dynamics, focusing on hybrid warfare, asymmetric warfare, the role of technology, and the
implications of nuclear proliferation and deterrence in a globalized world [47].
Hybrid Warfare: A New Frontier in State Conflicts
Hybrid warfare represents a blending of traditional military operations with unconventional tactics, including
cyberattacks, disinformation campaigns, and the use of proxy forces. The essence of hybrid warfare lies in its
ambiguity; adversaries employ a mix of conventional forces and irregular tactics to achieve strategic goals while
avoiding direct attribution or the thresholds of formal war declarations [48].
Russia’s annexation of Crimea in 2014 serves as a key example of hybrid warfare. Russia employed a
combination of military force, information warfare, and the use of local militias and non-state actors to blur the
lines between war and peace. This strategy allowed Russia to achieve its objectives without engaging in full-
scale conventional conflict with NATO. The international community’s delayed recognition of the war’s hybrid
nature demonstrates the effectiveness of this approach in confounding traditional responses to state aggression
[49].
In addition to Russia, countries like China and Iran have increasingly incorporated hybrid warfare tactics into
their strategic doctrines. China’s “Three Warfares™ strategy—psychological warfare, public opinion warfare,
and legal warfare—exemplifies the use of non-kinetic means to achieve military and political objectives.
Similarly, Iran’s support of non-state actors such as Hezbollah in Lebanon or the Houthis in Yemen showcases
the deployment of hybrid warfare tactics to exert influence and pursue geopolitical goals [50].
Asymmetric Warfare: The Rise of Non-Traditional Combatants
Asymmetric warfare is characterized by conflicts between state and non-state actors where one side is
significantly weaker in terms of military capabilities. Globalization has enabled non-state actors, including
insurgents and terrorist organizations, to exploit the vulnerabilities of more powerful states by using
unconventional methods. These groups often avoid direct confrontation, instead relying on guerrilla tactics,
terrorism, and cyber warfare to offset their disadvantage [51].
The wars in Afghanistan and Iraq have demonstrated the potency of asymmetric warfare. Insurgent groups like
the Taliban and ISIS have effectively challenged superior U.S. and NATO forces by employing hit-and-run
attacks, improvised explosive devices (IEDs), and leveraging local populations to sustain prolonged resistance.
These groups have also used social media and other communication tools to recruit fighters, spread propaganda,
and conduct psychological operations on a global scale [51].
Asymmetric warfare extends beyond the battlefield. Cyberattacks, such as North Korea’s alleged hacking of
Sony Pictures in 2014, illustrate how relatively small, economically isolated states can employ asymmetric
strategies to achieve political objectives. In this case, the cyberattack allowed North Korea to project power
internationally and challenge a major corporation in the U.S., demonstrating the changing nature of state
conflicts [52].
Technology’s Role in Modern Warfare
One of the most significant factors driving the changing dynamics of warfare is the rapid advancement of
technology. The development of cyber capabilities, artificial intelligence, drones, and autonomous weapons
systems has transformed the nature of combat. These technologies have expanded the battlefield into cyberspace
and increased the precision and lethality of military operations, while also creating new ethical and strategic
dilemmas [53].
Cyber warfare has become an integral part of modern state conflicts, with states engaging in cyber espionage,
sabotage, and attacks on critical infrastructure. In the 2007 cyberattacks on Estonia, widely attributed to Russian
actors, Estonia’s government and financial institutions were targeted in a coordinated cyber offensive that
crippled the country’s digital infrastructure. This event marked one of the first instances of a state using
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cyberattacks as part of a broader geopolitical strategy [54].

Similarly, drone warfare has become a staple of U.S. military operations, particularly in counterterrorism efforts
in the Middle East. Drones offer the ability to carry out targeted strikes with minimal risk to military personnel,
yet they raise concerns about civilian casualties and the ethical implications of remote warfare. The increasing
use of drones by non-state actors, such as ISIS and Hezbollah, further complicates the battlefield, as these
groups use relatively inexpensive technology to challenge state militaries [55].

Global Military Spending by Country (2010-2022)
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Figure 1: Increasing Use of Drones in Military Conflicts (2000-2024)

The rise of artificial intelligence (AI) in warfare is another game-changer. Al is being used to enhance decision-
making in military operations, from predictive analytics in logistics to autonomous targeting systems. Al-
powered weapons systems, such as the U.S. military’s X-47B drone, which operates autonomously, raise
important questions about accountability and the potential for unintended escalation in conflicts. As Al
technology continues to develop, it may fundamentally alter the way wars are fought, potentially reducing the
role of human soldiers on the battlefield [56].

Nuclear Proliferation and Deterrence in a Globalized World

Nuclear proliferation remains one of the most significant traditional security threats, even as the nature of state-
centered warfare evolves. Globalization has made access to nuclear technology easier, increasing the risk of
both state and non-state actors acquiring nuclear capabilities. The spread of nuclear weapons technology
challenges the existing nuclear order, which is based on deterrence theory—where the potential for mutually
assured destruction (MAD) prevents nuclear-armed states from engaging in full-scale conflict [57].

However, in a globalized world, the effectiveness of deterrence is being questioned. The rise of rogue states like
North Korea, with unpredictable leadership and opaque political structures, undermines traditional deterrence
strategies. Similarly, the prospect of non-state actors acquiring nuclear materials through illicit global supply
chains presents a new threat that existing nuclear non-proliferation frameworks struggle to address [58].
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Comparison of Military Capabilities in US-China Rivalry
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Figure 2: Nuclear Warheads by Country (2024)

In this changing landscape, states must adapt their nuclear doctrines to address both the increasing complexity of
global supply chains and the growing importance of cyber capabilities, which can disrupt command and control
systems for nuclear arsenals.

5. Challenges to State Sovereignty
The concept of state sovereignty has long been a cornerstone of the international system, granting states the
authority to govern themselves without external interference. However, in the modern globalized world, this
traditional notion of sovereignty is increasingly being challenged by various forces that transcend national
borders. These challenges arise from both non-state actors and the deeper interconnectivity brought about by
economic, political, and technological globalization, all of which have significantly altered the landscape of
state sovereignty.
One of the primary challenges to state sovereignty stems from the erosion of territorial borders. The rise of
globalization, particularly the liberalization of trade and the mobility of people and information, has weakened
the traditional role of borders as a safeguard for sovereign control. States are no longer isolated entities but are
now part of a vast global network, where economic and political decisions in one country can have direct
repercussions across the globe. For instance, multinational corporations often operate across several countries,
making it difficult for individual states to regulate them effectively. These corporations wield immense
economic power, often rivaling that of smaller states, which allows them to exert influence over domestic
policies. Such developments undermine the ability of states to maintain full control over their internal affairs,
leading to a dilution of sovereignty.
Another profound challenge comes from the rise of global institutions and treaties that bind states into
cooperative frameworks, sometimes at the cost of their autonomous decision-making. Institutions like the
United Nations (UN), the World Trade Organization (WTO), and regional organizations like the European
Union (EU) are designed to foster collaboration among states. However, participation in these institutions often
requires states to cede some degree of sovereignty. For example, member states of the EU are subject to
supranational laws and regulations, particularly in areas such as trade and immigration, which can sometimes
conflict with national interests. The dilemma for states is that while such cooperation may bring collective
security and economic benefits, it simultaneously limits their independent action on the international stage.
The rise of non-state actors, especially global terrorist organizations, represents another significant challenge to
state sovereignty. Groups like Al-Qaeda and the Islamic State (ISIS) operate across national borders,
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disregarding the traditional rules of state-based conflict. These groups exploit the weaknesses of failing or
fragile states, creating havens from which they can launch operations against sovereign governments. Their
transnational nature complicates the response from individual states, as these actors are not bound by the
traditional rules of engagement or territorial respect. The sovereignty of a state is effectively undermined when
non-state actors establish control over parts of its territory, as seen in Iraq and Syria during the peak of ISIS’s
power. Moreover, the inability of a state to counter these actors within its own borders can diminish its standing
in the international community, further weakening its sovereignty.

Global terrorism is not the only non-state threat to sovereignty. International human rights organizations and
non-governmental organizations (NGOs) increasingly pressure states to conform to global standards of human
rights and democratic governance. States accused of human rights violations often face sanctions or diplomatic
isolation, as seen with North Korea, Myanmar, and others. This form of external pressure, while aimed at
promoting global norms, often leads to tensions between the principle of state sovereignty and the growing
expectation for states to adhere to universal human rights standards. In some cases, external interventions, such
as NATO’s involvement in Kosovo or the international coalition in Libya, have been justified on humanitarian
grounds, further eroding the concept of absolute sovereignty by invoking the “Responsibility to Protect” (R2P)
doctrine.

Finally, cyber threats present a new frontier in the erosion of state sovereignty. Cyber-attacks, often carried out
by state-sponsored or non-state actors, transcend physical borders and target critical infrastructure,
governmental systems, and national security apparatuses. These attacks undermine the sovereignty of states by
compromising their ability to protect their assets and secure their information. The anonymity and borderless
nature of cyberspace make it difficult for states to respond effectively within the traditional framework of
sovereignty, where territorial integrity and military defense have been the primary concerns.

6. Conclusion
In conclusion, the dynamics of state-centered warfare have undergone significant transformations in the context
of globalization, presenting new challenges and altering the traditional understanding of security threats. The
interplay between globalization and warfare is multifaceted, with economic, political, and technological
advancements reshaping how states engage in conflict. The globalized world, with its interconnected economies
and international institutions, has created a paradoxical environment In which both cooperation and conflict
exist simultaneously, often leading to complex geopolitical tensions [59].
One of the most profound impacts of globalization on state-centered warfare is the erosion of traditional
boundaries and the diffusion of power across multiple actors. Globalization has blurred the lines between
domestic and international affairs, making it increasingly difficult for states to isolate themselves from external
influences [60]. This interconnectedness has created vulnerabilities that were previously unimaginable. State
security is no longer confined to physical borders; cyber threats, economic dependencies, and transnational
ideologies have introduced new dimensions to warfare. The rise of hybrid warfare, which combines
conventional military tactics with cyber-attacks, information manipulation, and economic coercion, exemplifies
the changing face of conflict in the global era [61].
Furthermore, the traditional state-centric approach to security has been challenged by the rise of non-state
actors. Terrorist organizations, insurgent groups, and even multinational corporations now possess the capacity
to influence global security dynamics. These actors often operate across borders, leveraging the tools of
globalization—such as advanced communication technologies and global financial networks—to further their
agendas [62]. This has weakened the state’s monopoly on violence, making conflicts more diffuse and less
predictable. In this environment, traditional military responses may be insufficient or even counterproductive, as
they fail to address the root causes of insecurity in a globalized world [63].
At the same time, globalization has also fostered greater interdependence among states, creating incentives for
cooperation in addressing security threats. International institutions like the United Nations, NATO, and
regional alliances have played a critical role in mitigating conflicts and promoting multilateral solutions to
security challenges. However, these institutions are not without their limitations [64]. As seen in recent
geopolitical conflicts, particularly in regions like the Middle East and Eastern Europe, global institutions often
struggle to enforce international norms or mediate effectively in state-centered conflicts. The inability to prevent
or resolve conflicts like the Russia-Ukraine war highlights the limits of global governance in managing
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traditional security threats in an increasingly multipolar world [65].

Technological advancements, particularly in the fields of artificial intelligence, cyber capabilities, and
unmanned warfare, have also transformed state-centered warfare. The rise of cyber warfare, in particular, has
created new avenues for state conflict, where the battlefield is not defined by geographical boundaries but by the
virtual domain. Cyber-attacks can cripple a nation’s infrastructure, disrupt economies, and sow political
instability, all without a single shot being fired [66]. The use of drones and other autonomous weapons systems
has further complicated traditional military strategies, allowing states to engage in conflict with minimal human
involvement. These technological innovations have introduced new ethical and legal dilemmas, raising
questions about the future of warfare in an age where technology plays an increasingly dominant role [67].
Ultimately, the future of state-centered warfare in a globalized world is uncertain. While globalization has
brought unprecedented opportunities for economic growth and political cooperation, it has also created new
vulnerabilities and intensified the complexity of conflicts. States must navigate this evolving landscape by
adapting their security strategies, investing in technological innovations, and fostering multilateral partnerships
[68]. The traditional notion of warfare, characterized by direct military confrontations between states, is
gradually giving way to more complex and diffuse forms of conflict, where the lines between war and peace,
state and non-state actors, and domestic and international security are increasingly blurred. The challenge for
policymakers will be to recognize and address these shifting dynamics while ensuring that global security
remains resilient in the face of new and evolving threats [69].
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