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Abstract

Traditionally understood as the absolute
authority of the state over a defined territory and
population, sovereignty isincreasingly chalenged by
the borderless nature of information systems, global

data flows, and the power of multinational
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corporations. Thispgper criticaly examineshow digitd
infrastructures reshape the concepts of bordersand
authority, creating both opportunitiesand risksfor
dates. Drawing upontheoriesof internationd relations,
information governance, and cybersecurity, the study
analyzesdiverse national responses, including the

Author European Union’s regulatory model, China’s

Dr. Kusum L ata authoritarian approach, the United States’ market-
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Gurugram, Haryana, INDIA the Westphalian conception of sovereignty while

enabling new formsof governancethat blendterritorid
authority with control over digita space. Thefindings
suggest that sovereignty inthedigital ageisneither
obsol ete nor absol ute but is undergoing reconfiguration through contested practicesof digital governance.
The study concludes with recommendationsfor balancing national autonomy with global cooperation,
emphasizing the need for multilateral normson cybersecurity, dataprotection, and cross-border digita trade.
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I ntroduction

Sovereignty has been the organi zing principle of themodern international system sincethe Treaty of
Westphaliain 1648, defining the state asthe supreme authority withinitsterritorial borders. Rooted inthe
notionsof territorid control, non-interference, and themonopoly over thelegitimate use of force, sovereignty
has shaped politica, economic, and legd ordersfor centuries. Inthistraditiona sense, sovereignty isinseparable
from borders, laws, and the authority of Governmentsto regul atethe affairs of their citizens. But, the 21st
century isnot sameit presentsaprofound chalengeto thisclassica conception. Theriseof digita technologies
(including theinternet, cloud computing, artificial intelligence (Al), big data, and blockchain etc.) hasgiven
birth to aborderless cyberspace whereinformation, capital, and communication flow with unprecedented
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speed and reach. These transformations have created adigital environment that cuts acrossthe physical
boundaries of nation-states, complicating their ability to regulate, secure, and govern. Theresult isan urgent
need to rethink sovereignty inthedigital age.

Digitd sovereignty hasemerged asanew dimens on of state power, concerned not only withterritorial
control but also with authority over data, digital infrastructure, and online activities. The growth of global
information systems raises critical questions: How can states maintain sovereignty when much of their citizens’
dataisstored inforeign servers? How should Governmentsrespond when multinational corporationsexercise
influenceequal to or greeter than that of nation-states? What aretheimplications of cybersecurity threatsthat
transcend borders? Theimpact of digitalizationisevident across multipledomains. Economically, datahas
becomethenew dtrategic resource, often comparedto ail initsimportancefor growth and innovation. Socialy
and paliticaly, digitd platformsshgpe public opinion, enablepalitical mobilization, and eveninterfereineectora
processes. Security-wise, cyberattacksthresten not just nationd infrastructurebut also democraticingitutions.
Each of these devel opments exposes the limitations of the Westphalian framework and compel s statesto
consider new strategiesfor preserving sovereignty inthedigital domain. Thispaper contendsthat sovereignty
inthedigitd ageisbest understood as ahyhbrid phenomenon onethat combinestraditional territoria authority
withthecapacity to control digital flowsandinfrastructures. Whilethenotion of sovereignty isnot obsolete, it
isincreasingly fragmented, contested, and reconfigured by information systems.

Inthedigital age, bordersarenot only geographical but aso virtud. Firewals, datalocalization laws,
and encryption policies serve as new forms of boundary-making. China’s “Great Firewall” exemplifies the
assertion of cyber-sovereignty, while the European Union’s General Data Protection Regulation (GDPR)
demongtrates how datalaws extend territoria jurisdictioninto cyberspace. By contrast, the United Stateshas
adopted amore market-driven model, privileging innovation and corporate autonomy over strong regul atory
control. Thesedifferent approachesillustrate how sovereignty isdiversifying rather than disappearing.
Multinational technology corporations, including Google, Amazon, Microsoft, and Meta, occupy acentral
placeinthedebate. Thesefirmscontrol critica infrastructures, managevast anountsof data, and shapedigita
interactionsacrosstheglobe. Their power challengesthe state-centric model of sovereignty, creating new
asymmetriesbetween statesand private actors.

Theinfluenceof corporationsin shaping internet governance, security protocols, and even political
discourse demonstrates the need for an expanded understanding of sovereignty that incorporates private
authority. Cybersecurity threatsfurther complicate sovereignty. State-sponsored hacking, ransomware atacks,
and disinformati on campaignsunderminethestability of statesand erodepublictrustiningtitutions. Insome
cases, cyber operations blur the lines between war and peace, forcing statesto adapt doctrines of defense
and deterrenceto thedigital sphere. Sovereignty today isasmuch about protecting digital infrastructuresasit
isabout securing territorial borders. Thecentral aim of thisstudy isto analyze how information systems
challengeand reshapesovereignty inthedigitd era

Review of the Literature

Theoriginsof sovereignty asapoalitical concept date back to early modern thinkers such as Jean Bodin
and Thomas Hobbes. Bodin (1576/1992) defined sovereignty as the “absolute and perpetual power” of the
date, aprinc plethat underpinned theideaof indivisibleauthority. Hobbes (1651/1994), in Leviathan, reinforced
this notion by portraying the sovereign as a necessary guarantor of order, stability, and protection. The
Westphdian settlement of 1648 institutionalized theseideasby establishing the principleof cuiusregio, eius
religio—each ruler’s absolute authority within territorial boundaries (Osiander, 2001).

In the 20th century, scholars such as Stephen Krasner (1999) refined this concept by distinguishing
between domestic sovereignty (authority within borders), interdependence sovereignty (control over cross-
border flows), international legal sovereignty (recognition by other states), and Westphalian sovereignty
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(exclusion of external authority). Krasner’s typology remains foundational for analyzing how globalization and
digital technologieserodeor transform different dimensionsof sovereignty. Thesedassicd and moderntheories
largely emphasi zeterritory, borders, and the state asthe central unit of authority. Yet, the rapid growth of
digital technol ogies has exposed the limitations of thisframework, particularly concerning control over
transnationd information flows and therol e of non-state actors.

Globalization theories highlight the diffusion of authority beyond the nation-state. David Held and
colleagues (1999) argued that globalization creates overlapping systems of governancewhere authority is
increasingly shared between states, corporations, and internationa organizations. K eohane and Nye (2000)
advanced the notion of “complex interdependence,” emphasizing that in a globalized world, sovereignty is
congrained by flowsof capita, goods, and most rel evant today i nformation. Zygmunt Bauman (2000) described
sovereignty in “liquid modernity” as increasingly porous, with borders losing their capacity to fully regulate
flows. Thisresonateswith debateson digital globdization, wheredatatrave singantaneoudy acrossjurisdictions,
rendering classical territoria control insufficient. However, critics such asRodrik (2011) caution against
overstating globalization’s power, arguing that states retain substantial regulatory capacity, particularly in sectors
wherethey chooseto assert control.

The concept of digital sovereignty has gained prominence as states attempt to adapt sovereignty to
cyberspace. It broadly refers to a state’s ability to control its digital infrastructure, data, and online activities
withinitsjurisdiction (Pohle& Thidl, 2020). Whileinterpretationsvary, the coreideaisthat sovereignty inthe
digital age extendsbeyond territory toinclude control over cyberspace.

Scholarsdivergeonwhether digital sovereignty reinforcesor underminestraditiond sovereignty. Mud ler
(2017) arguesthat cyberspaceresistscentral authority dueto itsdecentralized architecture, making traditional
sovereignty difficult toimpose. Conversdy, DeNardis(2014) highlightshow statesareincreasingly reasserting
control through laws, surveillance, and infrastructure regul ation. Thistens on defines much of the current
debate. Bruce Schneler (2015) stressesthe security dimension, noting that cyber threats undermine sovereignty
by targeting critica infrastructure and destabilizing politica systems. Similarly, Klimburg (2017) identifies
cyberspace as the “fifth domain of warfare,” where sovereignty is contested not only by rival states but also by
crimina networksand hackers.

Information systemsarecentra totheexerciseof digitd sovereignty. They enablethe storage, processing,
and transmission of data, which has become a strategic resource for states and corporations alike. Nye
(2010) conceptualizes “cyber power” as the ability to obtain preferred outcomes through the control of
information systems, highlighting theintersection of technology and political authority. The governance of
information systemsisinherently globa, often transcending thejurisdiction of any single state. Internationa
organizations have attempted to create frameworks for digital governance. The United Nations’ Internet
Governance Forum (IGF) providesaplaform for dialogue, thoughit lacksbinding authority (Mudler, 2010).
The European Union’s General Data Protection Regulation (GDPR), by contrast, exemplifies how regional
regul ationscan project sovereignty extraterritoridly, compelling even non-EU companiesto comply (Bradford,
2020). Helen Nissenbaum (2010) emphasi zestheethical dimension, particularly privacy, ascentra to digital
governance. Shearguesthat protectinginformationa privacy isessentia for democraticlegitimacy inadigita
society. Therapid commercialization of databy corporations, however, complicatesthe capacity of statesto
regulateinthe publicinterest.

Different stateshave pursued distinct model sof digital sovereignty, reflectingtheir politica sysemsand
priorities. Forinstance The EU framesdigita sovereignty intermsof individua rights, privacy, and regul atory
autonomy. The GDPR (2018) and the Digital ServicesAct (2022) exemplify itsrights-based approach,
projecting European normsglobdly (Kuner, 2020). Whereasthe Chinaadvancesamode of cyber sovereignty,
emphasizing strict state control. Its Cybersecurity Law (2017) and the “Great Firewall” reflect an authoritarian
approach to regulating content, dataflows, and platforms (Creemers, 2018). The U.S. relieson amarket-
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driven model, privileging corporate innovation. While it has strong cybersecurity measures, it lacks
comprehensivefedera privacy laws, leaving digital sovereignty fragmented across statesand corporations
(Aaronson, 2021). Indiarepresents ahybrid case, seeking greater control through its proposed Personal
Data Protection Bill and initiatives like “Digital India,” while grappling with tensions between innovation,
privacy, and surveillance (Chaudhuri, 2020). Russiaemphas zestechnol ogica self-reliance, mandating data
localization and promoting asovereigninternet (Soldatov & Borogan, 2019). Itspoliciesreflect geopolitica
concernsand aneffort toinsulatedigital infrastructurefrom external pressures.

Despite rich scholarship, severa gaps persist. First, much of the literature focuses on advanced
economies, with limited research on how devel oping countries navigate digital sovereignty amid resource
congtraintsand infrastructural inequalities (Gorwa, 2019). Second, while states are central to debates, the
roleof multinational corporationsin shaping sovereignty remains under-theorized, despitetheir dominance
over infrastructureslikedoud computing and socid media. Third, internationa law and multilateral cooperation
ondigita governanceareunderdeve oped, with fragmented regimes often refl ecting competing nationd interests
(Floridi, 2020). Recent debates also emphasize the risk of fragmentation, often referred to as the “splinternet.”
Asdgatesimposedatal ocalization and content restrictions, the global internet risks splintering into regiond or
national silos(Chander & L&, 2015). Whether thisfragmentation representsadecline of sovereignty or its
reassertionin new formsremains contested.

Theliteraturerevea stwo centra tensions. Ononesde, scholarsarguethat digital globdization erodes
sovereignty by diffusing authority acrossstates, corporations, and networks. On theother, empirica evidence
suggeststhat statesare actively reasserting control, whether through authoritarian firewalls, rights-based
regulations, or nationalistic policies. Rather than sovereignty disappearing, it appearsto bereshapedintoa
contested and hybrid form, where authority isshared, fragmented, and negotiated across multiple domains.
Thereforethisreview underscoresthe need for further research into how states adapt classical notions of
sovereignty to cyberspace, how non-state actorsreshape authority, and how internationa normsmay reconcile
nationa control with globd interdependence.

Research Objectives

Specifically, the paper will:
»  Examinethedisruption of the classica Westphalian model of sovereignty by digital technologies.

»  Assesstheroleof cross-border dataflowsand multinational corporationsinundermining or reshaping
stateauthority.

»  Comparenationd strategiesfor digital sovereignty, including the European Union, China, the United
States, India, and Russia.

Thisinquiry issignificant for scholars, policymakers, and citizensdike. For politica theorists, it enriches
debates on globalization and governance. For Governments, it providesinsightsinto the design of data
protection, cybersecurity, and digitd tradepolicies. For globa governanceinditutions, it highlightstheimportance
of multilateral cooperationin cyberspace. Ultimately, the paper underscoresthat sovereignty inthedigita age
isneither absolute nor irrelevant; itisan evolving construct shaped by theintersection of politics, technology,
and power.

Research Methodology

Thisstudy adoptsaqualitative, secondary-data-based research design to examine how information
systems affect state sovereignty inthedigita age. Given theabstract and theoretica nature of sovereignty, as
wdll astheglobal scope of digita transformations, secondary sources provide the most gppropriate basisfor
acomprehendveanayss.
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Theresearch employsan interpretive and analytical approach, focusing on thecritical evaluation of
existing literature, policy frameworks, and case studies. Instead of generating new primary data, the study
synthesizesingghtsfrom scholarly works, Government documents, andinternationd reportsto highlight petterns
andtensionsin theevolving debateon digita sovereignty. A qualitative approach enablestheidentification of
underlying themes such ascontral, authority, andlegitimacy in cyberspace.

The analysisdrawson multiple categoriesof secondary data:

» Academic Literature: Peer-reviewed journa articles, books, and conference papers provide
theoretical grounding. Authorssuch asKrasner (1999), DeNardis(2014), and Schneier (2015) inform
the conceptua framework on sovereignty and cybersecurity.

» Government and Regulatory Reports. Key policy documents, including the European Union’s
General Data Protection Regulation (GDPR), China’s Cybersecurity Law, India’s draft Personal Data
Protection Bill, and U.S. cybersecurity strategies, illustrate national responsesto digital sovereignty.

» International and Multilateral Framewor ks. Reportsand treatiesfrom organi zations such asthe
United Nations, theWorld Trade Organi zation, and the Internet Governance Forum shed light on
effortsto establish globa normsfor cyberspace governance.

»  Think Tank and Industry Publications Andysesfromthe BrookingsIngtitution, Carnegie Endowment,
McKinsey, and the Internet Society provideinsightsinto corporateinfluence and emerging global
trendsindigital governance.

Comparativeanaysisof selected case studies (EU, China, U.S,, India, Russia) alowed exploration of
how palitica systemsshapenationd gpproaches. Thishe ped distinguish between authoritarian and democretic
modelsof digital sovereignty.

Relying exclusively on secondary sources presents certain limitations. Some policy documents may
lack transparency dueto national security concerns, while academic debates may reflect regional biases.
Additionally, the selection of case studies, thoughillustrative, doesnot cover all global contexts, especialy
those of smaller or resource-constrained states. Despitetheselimitations, secondary dataandysisprovidesa
broad, rdiable, and ethica meansof examining global trendsindigitd sovereignty.

Analysis and Disscussion
1. TheReconceptualization of Sovereignty in Digital Contexts

Sovereignty has always been contested, but the rise of digital technologies has accelerated its
transformation. Information systemscloud infrastructures, social mediaplatforms, and cross-border data
flowspose uniquechdlengesto the classical modd. Traditiondly, sovereignty implied thecapacity toregulate
borders, protect citizens, and control resources. Inthedigital domain, these e ementsbecome more complex:

bordersare porous, citizensinteract in borderless cyberspace, and datarather than territory becomesthe
critical resource,

Thedigital environment forces statesto adapt. Some scholarsarguethat sovereignty isin decline,
eroded by transnational flowsof information (Mueller, 2017). Others contend that states are reasserting
control through laws, regulation, and technological barriers(DeNardis, 2014). A bal anced view suggeststhat
sovereignty isnot disappearing but rather being reconstituted in hybrid form, combiningterritoria authority
withdigita governance. Oneof themost profound changesisthereconceptudization of borders. Traditiondly,
borderswere geographica markersenforced by military and legal ingtitutions. In cyberspace, bordersare
redefined as regulatory frameworks, encryption standards, and firewalls. For example, China’s “Great Firewall”
isbothatechnological andlegal border, restricting foreign digital flowswhile creating acontrolled domestic
internet ecosystem (Creemers, 2018).
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In contrast, the European Union’s GDPR extends European sovereignty into cyberspace by imposing
data protection standards that apply globally. Any company handling European citizens’ data, regardless of
location, must comply with EU rules(Bradford, 2020). Thisdemonstratesthat bordersin thedigital agecan
belegal and normativerather than purely geographicd. Theseapproachesillustratetwo mode s of sovereignty
in cyberspace: one based on exclusion and control (China), and the other based on regulatory expansion
(EV). Both confirm that sovereignty remainsrel evant, though exerci sed through new mechanisms.

2. TheRoleof Multinational Corporations

Multinationd technology firmsareamong themost powerful actorsinthedigital ecosystem. Companies
like Google, Amazon, Microsoft, and Metacontrol critical infrastructures, cloud services, search engines, and
social platforms, that shape political communication and economic exchange. Their capacity toinfluence
public discourse, € ectoral campaigns, and eveninternationa relationsrai sesthe question: Do corporations
exercise a form of sovereignty? Empirical evidence suggests that they do. Facebook’s role in disseminating
misinformation during the 2016 U.S. presidentia el ectionsdemonstrated how corporate platforms can affect
national sovereignty by undermining democratic processes (Allcott & Gentzkow, 2017). Similarly, Amazon
Web Serviceshostscritical digital infrastructuresfor Governments and corporationsworldwide, giving it
leveragethat rivalsstate capacity. Thetension between statesand corporationsisevident in regulatory conflicts.
The European Union’s antitrust actions against Google and Meta exemplify attempts by states to reclaim
authority. Yet, theglobal reach of these corporations complicates regul ation, asthey operate s multaneoudly
under multiplejurisdictions. Inthissense, sovereignty isfragmented between statesand private actors.

Cybersecurityisnow integrd to sovereignty. Cyberattackstarget criticd infrastructuresbanks, hospitds,
power gridsand can destabilize entire nations. The 2007 cyberattack on Estonia, widdly attributed to Russian
actors, pardyzed Government websitesand financid systems, signaing how sovereignty can beundermined
digitdly (Herzog, 2011). Similarly, the2020 SolarWindsattack on U.S. federd agenciesreved ed thevulnerability
of eventhemost advanced states. Cybersecurity challengesthevery ideaof borders. Attacks often originate
outsidethetargeted state, blurring accountability. Attributionisdifficult, as perpetrators can mask identities
through proxy serversor state-sponsored hacker groups. This createsaparadox: while sovereignty implies
control over security, thetransnationa nature of cyber threats makes absol ute control impossible.

In response, states are investing in cyber defense. The U.S. established the Cybersecurity and
Infrastructure Security Agency (CISA), whilethe EU launched the Cybersecurity Act (2019). Chinaand
Russiahaveincorporated cyber operationsinto military doctrine. Theseactions suggest that sovereignty inthe
digital ageincludesnot only physical defensebut aso digital defense asacorecomponent.

3.  ComparativeApproachesof SatesToward Data L ocalization, Privacy, and Cyber security

»  TheEuropean Union: Regulatory Soveregnty: TheEU emphasizesrights-based digitd sovereignty.
The GDPR (2018) asserts individuals’ rights over personal data, while the Digital Services Act (2022)
regulates online platforms. Theseframeworks demonstrate how sovereignty can be projected outward
through extraterritoria regulation. However, criticsarguethat compliance costsburden smaller firms
and that enforcement remains uneven across member states (Kuner, 2020).

»  China: Authoritarian Cyber-Sovereignty: China’s approach reflects a state-centric and authoritarian
model. The Great Firewall, datalocalization laws, and strict platform regul ations aretool sto assert
state control over cyberspace. Thismodel enhances sovere gnty but at the cost of freedom of expression
and global interconnectivity. It also signals the export of China’s cyber governance model to other
statesinthe Globa South (Creemers, 2018).

» TheUnited States. Market-Driven Sovereignty: TheU.S. approach isfragmented, prioritizing
innovation and corporate autonomy. While cybersecurity frameworksexist, comprehensive federa
privacy laws are absent. Asaresult, digital sovereignty is shared between the state and powerful
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corporations. Thismarket-driven model promotestechnol ogica |eadership but rai sesconcernsabout
privacy and monopolistic practices (Aaronson, 2021).

» India: Hybrid Digital Sover eignty: Indiabalancesregulatory control with digital innovation. Its
proposed Personal Data Protection Bill (2019) reflects elements of GDPR, while initiatives like “Digital
India” seek to expand infrastructure. However, concerns about Government surveillance and data
|ocdization requirementshighlight tens ons between soverei gnty, rights, and businessinterests (Chaudhuri,
2020).

» Russia: Sovereignty Through I solation: Russiaemphasi zestechnol ogica self-reliance. The 2019
“Sovereign Internet Law” aims to create a national internet infrastructure independent of global systems.
Whilethisstrengthens state sovereignty, it risksdigital isolation and reduced connectivity with the
global economy (Soldatov & Borogan, 2019).

4.  Fragmentation and theRisk of the Splinter net

Agrowing body of literature highlights the risk of internet fragmentation the so-called “splinternet.” As
statesimposestricter datalocalization, censorship, and nationd firewalls, thevision of asingle, openinternet
isbeing replaced by regiona or nationd digital ecosystems(Chander & L&, 2015). Thisfragmentation reflects
states’ desire to reassert sovereignty but undermines the global nature of cyberspace.

Theimplicationsares gnificant: restricted cross-border trade, reduced innovation, and weskened internationa
cooperation. Yet, fragmentation a so indicatesthat sovereignty isbeing reinvented rather than eroded. States
are willing to sacrifice openness for control, confirming sovereignty’s enduring relevance.

Conclusion

Thetransformation of sovereignty inthedigital agereflectsboth continuity and disruption. Whileclassca
sovereignty haslong been associated with territoria control and exclusvestaeauthority, theriseof information
systems has destabilized thisframework. Borders are no longer merely geographical markers; they are
congtructed through firewalls, regul atory frameworks, and globa datagovernance. Theanaysishasshown
that sovereignty isnot disappearing but isinstead being reconfigured into new formsthat blend territorial
authority with digital governance. Thecomparative caseshighlight this hybridity. The European Union projects
sovereignty outward through regul atory power, Chinaassertsauthoritarian control over itsdigita domain, the
United Statesrelieson technol ogica |eadership and corporateinfluence, Indiaexperimentswith hybrid models
of regul ation and devel opment, and Russiaprioritizessalf-reliance. Theseexamplesillustratethat sovereignty
inthedigita eraisnot auniversa phenomenon but acontested practice shaped by political culture, economic
capacity, and strategic goals.

At adeeper leve, the study demonstratesthat sovereignty isnow embedded in networksof governance
where states share authority with multinationa corporations, international organizations, and transnational
infrastructures. Thisfragmentation makes sovereignty lessabsol utebut not esssignificant. Thepressing chdlenge
isto strikeabalance: safeguarding national autonomy without undermining the cooperative potential of a
globd digita commons. Sovereignty inthedigital age, therefore, should be understood not asobsolete but as

adaptive, relational, and continuously negotiated.

Suggestions

Addressing the challenges of sovereignty in thedigital agerequiresamultidimensional strategy that
combines cooperation, regulation, and citizen empowerment. Since cyber threatstranscend nationd borders,
unilaterd responsesareinaufficient. Statesmust collaboratethrough the United Nations, the Internet Governance
Forum, and regiond organizationsto establish bindingnormson cyber warfare, tribution, and conflict resolution
incyberspace. At the sametime, Governmentsneed to bal anceregulation with innovation. Overly restrictive
measuresrisk stifling creativity and economic growth, while unregul ated digital capitalism can undermine
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privacy, competition, and democratic val ues. Effectiveframeworks should therefore protect individud rights
and promotefair marketswithout discouraging technol ogical advancement.

Another critica stepisstrengthening data governance mechanisms. As datahasbecomethelifeblood
of thedigital economy, states need clear policieson data protection, cross-border flows, and localization.
Such policiesmust safeguard nationd security whileensuring globd interoperability. For devel oping countries,
thepursuit of digital sovereignty requirestargeted capacity-building measuresto avoid excess ve dependence
onforeigntechnol ogies. Investmentsinindigenousinfrastructure, open-sourcetools, and regiona cooperation
can help these nati ons secure autonomy and competitivenessin theglobal digita order.

Equaly importantisaddressngtherisk of internet fragmentation. Excessverdianceon naiond firewdls,
datasilos, and restrictive policiesthreatensthe very opennessthat makestheinternet aglobal resource.
Diaogue among mg or powersisessential to maintain interoperability and preservethe cooperative potential
of cyberspace. Findly, digital sovereignty should not bereduced to ameatter of state power done; it must also
reflect therightsand agency of citizens. Empowering individua sby safeguarding digital freedoms, ensuring
transparency, and hol ding both states and corporations accountabl efor misuse of technology will ensurethat
sovereignty inthedigital eraispeople-centered rather than solely authority-driven.
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