
C E N T R A L  A N D  E A S T E R N 
EUROPEAN PERSPECTIVES ON
INTERNATIONAL RELATIONS

TRAC ING THE 
D I SCOURSES 
OF  TERROR ISM
Iden t i t y, Genea l o g y  and  S t a t e

ONDRE J  D ITRYCH



Tracing the Discourses of Terrorism



Central and Eastern European Perspectives on International
Relations Series

Series Editors:
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Introduction

There is no terrorism beyond the discourse of terrorism. This
discourse has its conditions and rules. It is the critique of these
conditions and rules that this book is concerned about.

Thousands of scholarly articles and books have been published dur-
ing the decade that separates us from the catastrophic events of 9/11
on the subject of terrorism. This book will tread a different path to
most of them. It is a historical study of how states have articulated
statements about terrorism since the 1930s, under what conditions
these statements have been articulated, and what has been the effect
of the discourses made up of these statements on global politics,
including the constitutive role of the present discourse on what will
be posited to be a dispositif of global terrorism (cf. Foucault 1980
[1977]).

The states’ discourse of terrorism, like any discourse, carries
tremendous power. It is the power to constitute the subject (ter-
rorist) and its complementary Selves in difference from the Other,
thus managing the political order (which is in continuous need
of such management). As a constitutive element of the global ter-
rorism dispositif it therefore strategically orients a broad set of
practices – inflicting punishment, disciplining, surveilling – that bear
on states, populations and individual human bodies. Being a criti-
cal project, this book does not create a new theory of the terrorist.
Instead, it historicizes terrorism, bringing to fore the invisible prac-
tices of power and knowledge which constitute it, and challenging
its dominant reifications. It parts with the dominant knowledges of
terrorism (in terrorism studies, jurisprudence and so on), which tend
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2 Tracing the Discourses of Terrorism

to be insensitized – and, what is worse, insensitizing – to the false
realism of the object, and to the practices of power that make this
realism possible and therefore (re)produce a societal narcosis toward
governmental practice.

Indeed, it has become commonplace to start scientific treatises on
terrorism with a lament that the object is notoriously difficult to
define, not least because of its politically contested nature. This, how-
ever, has arguably been something of a ritual, having no practical
consequences for the subsequent inquiry. In fact, attempts at objec-
tive definitions and positive statements about terrorism following
such exasperations have not been in short supply. The field’s reflex-
ivity has been more or less simulated. It stands subservient to power
because it reinforces the sense of unity of terrorism, making it possi-
ble to label as ‘terrorist(s)’ a wide array of actors with diverse political
agendas in different places around the world which employ a vari-
ety of tactics of political violence to challenge the spatiotemporally
specific status quo; and it does so by advertising and legitimizing con-
cepts such as the ‘new terrorism’, with its unprecedented lethality
and its capacity to undermine ‘our way of life’, and such concepts are
marked by a fundamental irrationality (often sustained by Orientalist
notions) and a potential omnipresence. Through these practices, the
field of terrorism science is part and parcel of the global terrorism
dispositif: it is dependent, in articulating statements about terror-
ism, on the claims issued by governments, which are unfalsifiable by
standard methods of scientific inquiry to which it claims to adhere,
while lending its scientific posture (with the corresponding entitle-
ment to the production of trusted knowledge) to the purpose of
authorizing them.

Much the same can be said about standard and textbook histo-
ries of terrorism. Gallons of ink have been spilled writing them. Yet,
ironically, these histories of terrorism do little to historicize the pre-
sentist notions of terrorism since they tend to be characterized by
a backward projection of the present concept of terrorism (often
poorly stabilized) to the past, thus endowing it with a certain essen-
tial and eternal substance – effectively allowing for a mutability of
only the accidental properties. If there is any confusion as to what
terrorism is, it is only because of the politicization of the concept,
or its abuse by the media, while a historical study sine ira et studio
can elucidate its proper character. In their relentless search in the
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historical fabric for anything matching such a ‘terrorism’, to which
any historical sense of transience and contingency falls victim, and
in drawing laws and lessons learned based on historical episodes
featuring bedfellows as strange as Zealots, Hashasheen, Taborites,
Anabaptists, Thugs, the Inquisition, French revolutionaries, Anar-
chists, various national liberation movements and Al-Qaeda, these
histories naturalize, rather than historicize. Ironically, projecting ter-
rorism backwards, possibly as far as antiquity or even the dawn of
recorded history and all civilization, with the advent of modern ter-
rorism commonly dated to the late eighteenth century and associated
with the French Revolution, and finding eerie ‘similarities’ across
this wide historical landscape (for illustrative examples, see Laqueur
2001 [1977]; Rapoport 1984; 2005; Martin 2003; Gray 2003; Hoffman
2006; Chaliand and Blin 2006; or Law 2009) does not prevent the
authors of these histories from claiming that the present times are
exceptional and legitimizing the politics of extraordinary responses.
The contemporary terrorist wants ‘total war . . . unfettered by laws,
norms, regulations and conventions’ (Laqueur 2004: 60), and terror-
ism today ‘has nothing to negotiate’ and therefore cannot be justified
as a last resort (Chaliand and Blin 2006: 10). The consequence is clear:
‘So massive and consequential a terrorist onslaught [as the attacks
of 9/11] required nothing less than an equally comprehensive and
far-reaching response’ (Hoffman 2006: 19).

The history of terrorism in this book is different. It is a critical
history: ‘a history of the present’, as this concept was understood
by Friedrich Nietzsche and later Michel Foucault. It is a genealogical
critique of the concept of terrorism.

Such a history does not look for the essential origin (Ursprung)
or the linear evolution of terrorism up to its present state. In fact,
it starts from the assumption that there is no such origin. Focus-
ing on how states articulated statements about terrorism across
time and tracing both continuities and discontinuities in their dis-
courses in three discursive series, this study instead points out
the contingency of the understanding of terrorism contained in
them, while showing how each time terrorism was rendered as an
exceptional threat that warranted extraordinary responses. Draw-
ing on the theoretical reflection of the international order by
Carl Schmitt – yet aware of its particular context and ideological
limitations – it also proposes some basic conditions of the emergence
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and evolution of the states’ discourse of terrorism from the 1930s to
the present day.

In the first chapter (‘Concerning Method’), methodological
assumptions are laid down and the method of analysis, combin-
ing Foucault’s structural analytic and genealogical power analysis,
is introduced. In the second chapter (‘Overture: One World, Many
Terrorisms’), to prepare the ground for the claim that when terror-
ism emerged in the states’ discourse in the 1930s, the unity of the
concept (comprising assassinations of protected persons and mass
explosions) was purely accidental, the multiplicity of the meanings
of the term as it had been used previously is outlined. Then fol-
lows the exposition of this discourse. In ‘Emergence/y (1930s)’, it is
suggested that the discourse’s initial emergence was conditioned on
the crisis of the international order, and that it can be interpreted
as a strategic response to the emergency intended to preserve the
(fictional) community of states by means of a collective normaliz-
ing action. International terrorism in this period was constructed as
a clandestine action, a conspiracy between the terrorist and a (revi-
sionist) state united in their struggle to overturn the status quo – and
therefore, the terrorism was effectively a means of the state’s policy.
Ironically, the discursive practices imposing discipline on the interna-
tional community and the envisioned counter-terrorism regime that
were meant to contain the crisis were based on the same universal-
izing principles that made the crisis possible in the first place. In the
next chapter, ‘Division (1970s)’, it is argued that the (re)emergence
of the discourse of terrorism in the early 1970s was yet another
strategic attempt to prevent the continuing erosion of the status
quo as political struggles failed to remain contained to their terri-
torial spaces. However, this time, in contrast to the 1930s, because
of the restitution of the political under the provisional nomos, a
battle over the discourse followed between the first world and the
autonomizing third world, resulting in a duality of discursive orders.
(Not silent, the second world states enunciated statements accord-
ing to rules borrowed from both discursive orders, but curiously
more of these statements were from the first world’s order, which
suggests their essentially conservative position regarding the new
provisional nomos.) In this battle, claims about the limits of (civi-
lized) violence based on the status quo preference were countered by
a discourse of underlying causes pointing to the systemic violence
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embedded in the international political and economic order, which
either amounted to terrorism as such, or at least was its most impor-
tant cause. In the latter case, terrorism could even be considered
legitimate by states – the former colonies which themselves had only
recently come to existence, often following campaigns of organized
political violence.

The terrorist subject has been constructed in the discourse in a mul-
titude of statements constituting relational patterns of identity and
difference. Three such patterns (‘basic discourses’) are identified in
the states’ discourse of terrorism in the 1930s: civilization/barbarism,
order/chaos, and political enemy/hostis humani generis. In the discursive
practices organized around those basic discourses, the terrorist was
constructed as a depoliticized and dehumanized enemy of the order,
who undermined the peace and reason guaranteed by states and their
servants (bureaucrats, soldiers) and whose barbarism was the con-
sequence of his unfettered use of violence. In the 1970s, in both
discursive orders, the pattern of civilization/barbarism was preserved
as much as the discourse of order/chaos among the first world states.
In contrast, new basic discourses of innocence/harm (both discursive
orders) and regime/people (the third world order) can be observed as
emerging in this period.

Drawing on the findings of in the historical chapters, in the fol-
lowing chapter, ‘Enclosure (2000s)’, the ‘history of the present’ of the
concepts and categories used in the contemporary discourse of ter-
rorism is concluded. Despite an ongoing absence of a legal consensus
on the definition of terrorism, a single hegemonic order can now
be observed in the states’ discourse of terrorism, conditioned on the
demise of the spatial order determining the modalities in which vio-
lence is distributed in world politics. Characteristic of this enclosure
has been an excess in the construction of the reality of global terror-
ism, projected into the extreme dehumanization and depoliticization
of the terrorist in the familiar basic discourses of order/chaos and
civilization/barbarism. The result has been a sanctioning of extraor-
dinary responses in a new war without rules (or at the very least
suspending those rules), which more than a continuation of politics
by other means is turned into social pest control and imagined as a
surgical intervention that removes the cancer cells of terrorism, and
also a legitimization of measures representing different Foucauldean
modes of government – discipline and surveillance, or security and
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biopolitics. In a number of ways this discourse betrays its continuity
with the discourse of the 1930s. Terrorism once again emerges as
a phenomenon whose unity is accidentally constituted, and it is
presented as a threat of unprecedented proportions which requires
a universalist action by the international community. Moreover, as
in the 1930s, a counter-construction of the civilized and ordered
mankind is juxtaposed with this global threat, disciplining both the
‘inside’ of particular political orders and the ‘outside’ of the inter-
national order. Statements once articulated under the rules of third
world’s discursive order (for example, statements about state terror-
ism) are silenced or marginalized, and the discourse of root causes –
once a discourse of resistance – is depoliticized and transformed into
a moderate liberal discourse of development as a means of structural
conflict prevention.

Having presented the analysis of the three discursive series, the
focus is then shifted to the relations of power and knowledge. The
chapter ‘Power and Knowledge’ thus inquires into the constitu-
tive relationship between the discourse of power in the three series
inquired into before and the knowledge as discursive formations in
which truth claims relevant for this discourse have been formulated.
At the most general level, the basic discourses of order/chaos (with
the irrationality of the terrorist stressed particularly in the latter two
series) and civilization/barbarism and the discourse of (mental) dis-
ease will be related to the practices of the modern constitution of
sovereign reason, which recognizes itself by excluding madness and
chaos from the realm of ‘civilization’ and domesticates men in par-
ticular territorial sovereignties, where autonomy of reason can be
established (cf. Ashley 1984). As we descend further below, interdis-
cursive links to law, crime science and terrorism studies (from the
1970s on) will merit particular attention. Regarding the first link,
of particular interest will be the legal positivism paradigm defined
by universality, progressivism, rationalism and liberalism and condi-
tioning the ‘progressive codification of international law’, including
criminal law and international humanitarian law – which is instru-
mental in the subjectification of the victim of the terrorist violence
as a ‘civilian’ and thus sows the seeds for the later rendering of
(counter)terrorism as war. Later legal theoretical claims that a state
of nature obtains in the international order or that international law
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is ‘shattering’ because of terrorism, which reinforces the notion of
global chaos and legitimizes extreme and violent responses, will also
be critically examined. Regarding the second link, the subjectifica-
tion of a new criminal as a mobile professional in the conditions
of increased transnational circulation stands out as constitutive for
the subjectification of the terrorist in the discourse among states.
Finally, the emergence in the 1970s of the field of terrorism stud-
ies and its inflation following 9/11 (with the extension of the
production of truth claims to the burgeoning industry of think-
tanks or consultancies) are significant events in their own right.
More importantly, however, by and large the field continues to
be dominated by a Polizeiwissenschaft ethos, making it ever ready
to enter the services of power or lend legitimacy to government
policies.

Instead of engaging in such Polizeiwissenschaft, this book aims to
expand the horizons of ‘thinking space’ (cf. George 1989) concerning
legitimate violence in global politics and to partake in (the contin-
uous process of) liberation from the straitjacket that this machine
imposes on our political possibilities. Its contribution to this critical
project lies first in the genealogical perspective employed in regard
to extensive archives of empirical material – a fruitful but so far
underdeveloped venue of critical inquiry. Second, it devises a research
design, making use of Foucault’s toolbox to facilitate a transparent
and intellectually disciplined poststructuralist discourse analysis that
may serve as a source of future inspiration. The book does not aspire
to contribute to ‘identifiable scholarly literature by increasing col-
lective ability to construct verified scientific explanations of some
aspect of the world’ (King, Keohane and Verba 1994: 15). Assum-
ing that causal science is but a particular discourse of knowledge,
the privilege of which can be asserted only under certain historical
and political conditions (cf. Foucault 1970), I believe that the kind
of analysis presented in the book may meet the relevance criteria
of even mainstream international relations insofar as it ‘illuminates
important issues in world politics’ (Keohane 1988: 382), even if it
does so on its own terms.

This book is primarily interested in the discursive structures that
ultimately make certain actions, including violent actions, possible
and others prohibited. Therefore, not much of the human suffering
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actually caused by such violent actions finds its way into its pages.
It is never lost from sight, nonetheless. The physical violence,
whoever commits it, and the human suffering which inevitably sur-
rounds it are most real. It is with this violence always in mind that
the conditions of discourses that form the horizons of our thought
about it are interrogated here.



1
Concerning Method

This chapter introduces the methodological framework and the
research design for the genealogical analysis that follows. Its ambi-
tion is to lay down a method that draws substantially on Foucault’s
‘toolbox’.1 As Foucault had a rather notorious aversion to uni-
versals (cf. Foucault 1991), the design aims to be true, not to
his methodical prescriptions, but rather to the ontological, epis-
temological and theoretical assumptions of his historical analyses
and their normative underpinnings. The reader who is interested
more in the empirical or theoretical arguments and less in the
mechanics of how these arguments have been arrived at may
safely skip this chapter. For those interested in the conduct of
poststructuralist inquiry, it may perchance serve as a source of
inspiration.

Needless to say, this book is not the first genealogy conceived in
the field of international relations. A very selective list of previous
genealogical studies includes James Der Derian’s genealogies of diplo-
macy (Der Derian 1987) and terror and the national security culture
(Der Derian 1992)2; David Campbell’s genealogy of America’s foreign
policy (Campbell 1998); Jens Bartelson’s genealogy of sovereignty
(Bartelson 1995); Richard Price’s genealogy of the chemical weapons
taboo (Price 1997); Patrick T. Jackson’s genealogy of the civiliza-
tional discourses of Germany after WWII (Jackson 2006); Richard
Jackson’s genealogy of the war on terrorism (Jackson 2006)3; Lene
Hansen’s genealogy of the Western discourses of the Balkans (Hansen
2006); and field genealogies such as Steve Smith’s genealogy of Inter-
national Relations (Smith 1995) and Oliver Richmond’s genealogy

9



10 Tracing the Discourses of Terrorism

of peace and conflict theory (Richmond 2010).4 All these genealo-
gies are products of the broader reflectivist movement, some strands
of which have been inspired by poststructuralism. As a conse-
quence, they refuse to conform to Keohane’s condition for the
recognition of reflectivists within the discipline, namely that they
articulate and test causal hypotheses about a positively observable
reality (Keohane 1988).5 The fundamental question asked by schol-
ars inspired by poststructuralism is, how does order (logos) emerge
from disorder (chaos) – in other words, how are geographical, con-
ceptual and epistemological boundaries established, and identities
constituted in the play of identity and difference. Their aim is
to reverse a ‘theoretical enclosure’ imposed on the international
political imagination (cf. Der Derian 1992: 7). The philosophi-
cal foundation for these inquiries is the importance of the word
(discourse).

Following in the tradition of the linguistic turn in philosophy
that attributed to language supreme importance in making sense of
the world,6 poststructuralism was initially articulated in resistance to
linguistic structuralism, which conceived of language (langue) as a
system of signs whose meaning is established through differences and
which enables speakers to issue mutually understandable utterances
(paroles). Language, in this understanding, is the law of speech that
organizes the world which we inhabit and in which things have no
meaning based on their essence, but only in relation to signs existing
at the level of langue. Such a language is not a product of the acting
individual will; it is a structure (Saussure 1983). Poststructuralists like
Foucault or Derrida (1978) draw on these assumptions, but they see
language not as a closed but rather as an open and constantly mov-
ing structure of signs which continues to generate meaning through
patterns of (privileged) identity and (devalued) difference, and focus
on the power relationships underpinning these patterns. Gone is the
inevitable and stable representational relationship between the sig-
nificant and the signified. The word ceases to represent objects in
the real world; instead, it constitutes them. Discourse is ontologically
significant, (violently) endowing subjects, objects and material struc-
tures with meaning. It does not create things, but it does ‘turn them
to shapes and gives to airy nothing/a local habitation and a name’.7

There rests the constitutive power of discourse, and it is why it makes
sense to study it.
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Methodology, or the frame

The world according to Foucault: Discourse, power, genealogy

Discourse

Discourse, according to Foucault, is neither a conversation, nor a dis-
cussion of something (for example, the method). It is a formidable
structure of meaning, a regular but unstable series of statements. A
statement, the ‘atom of discourse’, must be distinguished from a (log-
ical) proposition, a (grammatical) sentence or an (Austinian) speech
act, as Foucault argues in the Archaeology of Knowledge (Foucault 1997:
90). This is not to say that a statement cannot include sentences,
that it cannot make sense, and that speech acts are not in fact series
of properly arranged statements.8 It is to say that propositions, sen-
tences and speech acts are categories at different levels of analysis.
A statement must also be distinguished from a sign. The sign only
exists ‘in the oblique form of [a] description that would take [it] as
its object’ (ibid., 95). If there were no statements (‘descriptions’),
there could be no language. Yet the sign is not simply contained
in the statement. It is imposed on it and controls it, since a sign
is a part of the system for the construction of possible statements
which is called language (langue). So Foucault’s statement, although
it is always composed of an identifiable set of signs, exists at a very
peculiar level: a level which is neither the level of the sign itself (that
is, the abstract level of langue) nor the level of its material manifes-
tation (such as a letter that is randomly typed on a typewriter and
printed on a page).

Having made the distinction between statements and the other
categories existing at separate levels of existence (propositions, sen-
tences, speech acts and signs), Foucault finally arrives at the defini-
tion of a statement. A statement, according to Foucault, is ‘a function
of existence that properly belongs to signs and on the basis of which
one may then decide, through analysis or intuition, whether or not
they make sense, according to what rule they follow one another or
are juxtaposed . . . ’ (Foucault 1997: 97). In other words, it is a modal-
ity of existence proper to signs and their series which allows them
to be more than a mere sequence of marks, endows them with a
‘repeatable materiality’, and makes it possible for them to relate to
the domains of objects (120). This is the statement’s (enouncement)
enunciative function, and it accounts for its character as an event.
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The statement can assume variable forms. It can be a statistical
formula, a siren sound, a modern artwork or a lighthouse sequence.
Insofar as it does not have a structural unity of its own, it is always
‘invested’ in other unities (like sentences). But despite the elusiveness
of its form, it circulates, changes, serves or resists particular interests,
or participates in challenges.

As noted above, the statement is the base unit of discourse. Hence,
Foucault refers to discourse as (1) a general domain of all statements,
or (2) a specific group of statements for which certain conditions of
existence can be defined (Foucault 1997: 131). Discourse is therefore
a collection of statements (as langue is a collection of signs). However,
it is also a system of their formation and ordering. As such, it is not
externally imposed on the statement as it is being formulated, but
rather is constituted through the statements’ articulation and their
interactions.

Discourse is boundless. To be sure, any particular discourse, includ-
ing the discourse of terrorism, is but ‘a fragment of history . . . posing
the problem of its own limits, its divisions, its transformations,
the specific modes of its temporality . . . ’ (Foucault 1997: 131). Not
only does a discourse have its rules (order) determining who can
speak about what and how, but it also has boundaries that delimit
the marginalized and excluded. But there is nothing beneath or
beyond discourse that is understood generally. The methodological
consequence is that one cannot step out of discourse and observe
it from a vantage point, and expose the true meaning of things,
or establish a causal relationship (at least in the traditional sense)
between the discourse and the social practices that form the social
reality.

To say that discourse is boundless does not mean that it creates
objects which have no separate existence, as it were, an sich. Neither
is it, however, a mere medium of experience. By enabling statements
about objects the discourse constitutes them. This is the foundation
of pouvoir d’affirmation, the constitutive power of discourse – ‘le pou-
voir de constituer des domaines d’objets, á propos desquels on pourra
affirmer ou nier des propositions vraies ou fausses’. Because of its
productive possibility, the discourse is ‘le pouvoir dont on cherche á
s’emparer’ (Foucault 1970: 12), the power to be seized. The method-
ological implication is that a Foucauldian discourse analysis should
not treat discourse as a set of linguistic facts linked together by certain
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syntactical rules, but rather as a battlefield, or a strategic and polemic
game (cf. Foucault 2000a).

Power

Because of its constitutive power, the discourse is a site for trans-
mission, transformation, exposure and inversion of the relations of
force. Power, conceived as the multiplicity of such relations of force
that are immanent to the domain in which they operate (Foucault
1976: 121–122), was the central problem around which Foucault’s
historical inquiries were organized. He understood power neither as
an (institutional) entity nor as an (individual) capacity; neither as
communication (though ‘power relations are exercised, to an exceed-
ingly important extent, through the production and exchange of
signs’) nor as a commodity (Foucault 2000c: 338; 2004: 14). Draw-
ing on Kelly’s synthesis of Foucault’s propositions of power (Kelly
2000: 37nn.), its key characteristics may be considered as follows.
Power is impersonal and subjectless; it is relational; it is decentered
and multidirectional; it is strategic; it is productive (that is, not repres-
sive); and it is immanent in social relations (economic, sexual) among
individuals. The exercise of power

is a set of actions on possible actions; it incites, it induces, it
seduces, it makes easier or more difficult; it releases or contrives,
makes more probable or less; in the extreme, it constrains or for-
bids absolutely, but it is always a way of acting upon one or
more acting subjects by virtue of their acting or being capable of
action.

(Foucault 2000c: 341)

The subjectlessness of power means that it is not governed by the
will of individual subjects. That does not belie its strategic character,
however. For despite the subjects’ basic intentionality and tactical
polyvalence of power there is assumed to exist an overall (spatiotem-
porally contingent) strategic cohesion through the power’s ‘machine’
rationality. In Foucault’s historical studies, power is analyzed through
different models: of war (the ‘Nietzschean hypothesis’), but also of
game (with both models mirroring his concept of discourse discussed
above) and government (where governmentality comes to stand for
the mentality of the government, or conducting the conduct of



14 Tracing the Discourses of Terrorism

individuals). In those studies, the sovereign power, associated with
a law which coerces, prohibits and punishes, becomes gradually
complemented – though never entirely substituted – by disciplinary
power (microsocial, constitutive and bearing on individual bodies
through prescription), liberal security (regulating circulation within
the life environment) and biopolitics (macrosocial, constitutive and
bearing on populations).9

Closely associated with Foucault’s notion of power is the concept
of dispositif. It can be interpreted in a threefold way. First, it can
be interpreted as a ‘heterogeneous ensemble’ of discourse(s), insti-
tutions, regulatory decisions, laws, architectural structures, adminis-
trative measures, scientific statements and philosophical, moral and
philanthropic propositions; second, as a particular configuration in
time which arranges those components and thereby strategically ori-
ents the multiplicity of forces in a given domain; and third, as an
instrument which makes it possible to make truth claims about the
field of power in specific historical periods (Foucault 1976; 1980
[1977]; cf. Bussolini 2010; Deleuze 1992; Agamben 2009).10 Follow-
ing Foucault’s understanding of the dispositif as a complex edifice
(Foucault 2007: 8) and taking into account the historical evolution
of the modalities of power, from sovereignty to discipline, security
and biopolitics, the methodological conclusion is that inquiring into
current dispositifs, including the dispositif of terrorism, requires one
to pay attention to what characterizes all of them: from law to the
practices of the contemporary panopticon to statistical profiling and
normalization through the distribution of optimal future and risk
analysis.

The inclusion in the dispositif of scientific statements or
philosophical propositions points to another important aspect of
Foucault’s notion of power – its relationship to knowledge. ‘There
is no power relation without the correlative constitution of a field
of knowledge . . . ’, Foucault writes (1979: 27). This relationship is
mutually constitutive. ‘The exercise of power constantly produces
knowledge,’ but at the same time ‘knowledge constantly induces
effects of power’ (an interview, quoted in Foucault 2000c: xvi) which
rely on the production of authoritative truth claims about how things
were (historical facts), how things are now (present facts) and how things
always are (historical laws; cf. Hansen 2006: 66). Power and knowl-
edge are not identical. However, neither are they ever separable.
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Genealogy

In the conventional sense, genealogy is a means of answering the
question of origin. Historically, this question was never asked out
of pure interest. The answer could, and indeed did, determine
what rights and duties a person had. Moreover, since a unity of
the person’s descent and their moral character was often assumed,
genealogy could answer the question of one’s character too. Exam-
ples of such uses of genealogy are found in the Iliad, in Hesiod’s
Theogony (which discusses a cosmogony in which all is genealogi-
cally derived from three initial entities), and in the concept of the
Apostolic Succession (where certain exceptional powers are passed
down from the Christ to successive generations of men). In all
such cases, the present social status or moral character of a person
(or a god) is determined and legitimized by means of his or her
genealogy.11

Nietzsche broke radically with this conventional understanding.
His genealogy is (a method of) wirkliche Historie, the real and effective
history, which is neither monumental nor antiquarian, but critical.
Here, genealogy is counterposed against the ‘total history’, with its
strictly defined boundaries of the inside and the outside. Nietzsche’s
genealogy inquires into the conditions under which humans discov-
ered the values of good and evil. Yet it does so without resorting
to any transcendental criteria that are located outside history or at
least discovered only at its dusk (cf. Hegel 1991: 23). In fact, it con-
cludes that the present unity of the norm and its historical stability
is nothing but an accidental construct produced by power. Nietzsche
refutes the concept of Ursprung (origin), which is associated with an
unchangeable and eternal essence of things – divine, perfect, abso-
lutely true and real at the moment of their birth and remaining so in
potentia. His genealogy looks at the beginning of things – complex,
heterogeneous and temporal – in order to destabilize that which is
commonly considered stable. By historicizing his object of analysis
(Christianity), Nietzsche challenges the subjecting of the present to
the totality of history, to the purposeful evolution of things and to
the progress of reason (Nietzsche 1996; cf. Nietzsche 2005).12 This
is in line with his understanding of ‘that which is’ as a result of
the dice throws of chance. The resulting combinations are indeed
determined by necessity, but this necessity is the result of a momen-
tary and nonpurposeful constellation of forces rather than some
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transcendent but intelligible principle. Methodologically, this means
that retrospectively one can reconstruct the constellation leading to
the particular result. But with ‘that which becomes’ being a product
of the constant game in which chance and necessity interact to pro-
duce outcomes, no laws as principles of history that would be valid
beyond the moment can be established (Cf. Nietzsche 1974; 1982;
2006; Deleuze 1983).

Nietzsche’s influence on Foucault was extensive, and readily con-
ceded. The former’s understanding of genealogy was a major inspi-
ration for the latter’s own genealogical method, which Foucault
introduced in Order of Discourse (Foucault 1970), subjected to a treat-
ment in a form resembling a manifesto in Nietzsche, Genealogy, History
(Foucault 1977 [1971]) and subsequently employed in Discipline and
Punish (Foucault 1979 [1975]), History of Sexuality I: The Will to Knowl-
edge (Foucault 1976) and Society Must Be Defended: Lectures at the
Collège de France 1975–1976 (Foucault 2004). In a nutshell, genealogy
as Foucault practised it can be conceived of as a historical inquiry
into the discursive constitution of subjectivity conditioned on power
relations.

Since Nietzsche inquires into norms, customs and institutions, in
their subject matter, his and Foucault’s genealogies diverge. Foucault
does embrace, however, the key assumptions of Nietzsche’s wirk-
liche Historie. ‘There is no timeless secret,’ Foucault writes, adding
that ‘the secret is that there is no essence, or that it was fabri-
cated in a piecemeal fashion from alien forms’ (Foucault 1977: 142).
He further elaborates Nietzsche’s conceptual distinction between
Ursprung and Herkunft (descent of blood, tradition, or social class)
and Entstehung (an emergence as violent reinterpretation).13 Regard-
ing the last, Foucault claims that emergence always results from an
eruption of forces, and transitions of discursive series take place, not
according to the subject’s prefigured telos, but are instead contingent
on the historical situation, the play of dominances. Genealogy is then
a form of history that ‘can account for the constitution of knowl-
edges, discourses, domains of objects, and so on, without having
to make reference to a subject that is either transcendental in rela-
tion to the field of events or runs in its empty sameness throughout
the course of history’ (Foucault 2000b: 118). Its purpose is ‘to record
the history of interpretation’,’ identified as ‘a violent and surrepti-
tious appropriation of the system of rules’ (Foucault 1977: 152). Like
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Nietzsche’s genealogy, it disturbs that which once was thought stable,
and fragments what seemed a whole. However, it is far from a roman-
tic revolt against reason and the Enlightenment. In a commentary
to Kant’s newspaper article Was ist Aufklärung? Foucault interpreted
the Enlightenment as ‘a philosophical ethos that could be described
as a permanent critique of our historical era,’ a critical ontology of
ourselves that is

not a theory, a doctrine, nor even a permanent body of knowledge
that is accumulating; [instead] it has to be conceived as an attitude,
an ethos, a philosophical life in which the critique of what we are
is at one and the same time the historical analysis of the limits
that are imposed on us and an experiment with the possibility of
going beyond them.

(Foucault 1984: 32–50)

Such an enlightenment Foucault was ready to embrace, and he saw
genealogy as developing rather than undermining it, or revolting
against it.

Foucault conceived of genealogy as an extension of archaeology,
his earlier method of historical inquiry which he had subjected to a
methodological treatment in Archaeology of Knowledge (Foucault 1997
[1969]).14 Both archaeology and genealogy explore the conditions
of discourse and, in a rebellion against what Foucault called ‘tradi-
tional history’, conceive documents as ‘monuments’ to be studied
in their own right. But while archaeology is interested in constitu-
tion of truth (knowledge),15 genealogy’s focus is on the constitutive
relationship between power and the subject. Moreover, genealogy
was intended as a methodological advancement endowing the his-
torical study of discourse with a dynamic that archaeology as a
‘structural analytic’ lacked, and making possible inquiries into how
discourse is regulated – in other words, genealogy was meant to
explore external (power) conditions for the emergence (apparition),
development (croissance) and variation of discursive series (Foucault
1970; cf. Dreyfus and Rabinow 1982: 83).16 Nonetheless, in Foucault’s
toolbox, both archaeology and genealogy would continue to coex-
ist in a relationship of complementariness rather than succession
(and they were later conjoined by hermeneutique de soi, inquiries into
historical formations of individuality).
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Schmitt: Thinking the Mayhem

The genealogical study of discourse takes interest in the constella-
tions of power that bear on its order (whereas this order transmits,
amplifies and transforms the relations of force). In what follows,
Schmitt’s concepts serve to create a dynamic historical landscape
on which (re)emergences, evolutions and inversions of the (global)
terrorism discourse can be recorded, and which provides a launch-
ing pad for the genealogical claims related to those movements.
It should be made clear that no attempt is made here to write a the-
ory of the terrorist as a modern re-articulation of the theory of the
Partisan.17 Instead of taking the terrorist as a fixed subject to whom
certain qualities (absolute enmity, for example) can be attributed, this
genealogical inquiry is interested in how his subjectivity is discur-
sively constituted. To that end, and for this limited purpose, Schmitt’s
concepts, such as global civil war, depoliticization, absolute enemy,
or social pest control – all of which were introduced against the back-
ground of the collapse of the nomos of the Earth – are considered
useful.

Schmitt’s nomos is the foundational act that creates a concrete
territorial order as a unity of legal (Ordnung) and spatial (Ortung)
orientation (Schmitt 2003: 67–69). Jus publicum Europeanum was an
instance of such an order which emerged with the discovery of the
New World. Its key spatial characteristic was a line between the new
open space, where brutal battles for control over land could take
place, and the old, where war was regulated. This ‘bracketing of war’
(eine Hegung des Krieges) sought to prevent wars of annihilation while
recognizing that war as such was inevitable.

Compared to the brutality of religious and factional wars, which
by nature are wars of annihilation wherein the enemy is treated
as a criminal and a pirate, and compared to colonial wars, which
are pursued against the wild peoples, [the] European ‘war in form’
signified [the] strongest possible rationalization and humanization
of war. (142)

Such a rationalization was achieved by limiting the legitimate author-
ity to wage war to the state (a public person) as a justus hostis, which
could treat any other state as an opponent on equal grounds with
whom a peace could be made (cf. also Odysseos and Petito 2007: 7).
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This nomos, Schmitt contended, collapsed with WWI. What
followed were attempts at abolition and criminalization of any (inter-
state) war but also, paradoxically, the emergence of wars of annihi-
lation fought in the name of humanity: total wars that promised
‘to end all wars’. The war among states was eventually succeeded
by a global civil, colonial or humanitarian war of annihilation,
Vernichtungskrieg (Schmitt 1991: 29; 2003: 205). This new war has
a punitive character – it is an instrument of social pest control, a
police action taken against a parasite. In the process of depoliti-
cization, the enemy, formerly a justus hostis, becomes the absolute
enemy who is removed hors humanité (cf. Schmitt 1987 [1978]; 1996:
54). To Schmitt, the distinction between friend and enemy is, of
course, the ultimate distinction ‘to which all action with a specifi-
cally political meaning can be traced’ (Schmitt 1996: 26). However,
in the new (dis)order the enmity is intensified to the absolute. The
enemy is cast as the disturber of peace and consequently as the
hostis humani generis – the (international) public enemy. He can-
not be reduced or contained. Instead, he is turned into a monster
that needs be destroyed, one divested of his political character and
rendered in other, particularly moral categories (cf. Ulmen 1987;
Schwab 1987).

The idealization of jus publicum Europeanum in this narrative is con-
spicuous and, as Koskenniemi (2004a) persuasively argues, it is based
on political-theological rather than on historiographical grounds. It is
not to be replicated here. Yet the fundamental movement toward a
state described under the heading of the global civil war is accepted,
but with two qualifications. First, the (re)emergence of the discourse
of terrorism in the 1970s will later be argued to be conditioned on
the temporary restoration of the nomos. This is against Schmitt’s
own contentions that regard this period as one of a global civil war
due to the then long lost (but arguably idealized) unity of the world,
which due to the superpower contest and, later, decolonization was
succeeded by bipolarization and, later, multipolarization. Second,
the argument here is not a straightforward (neo)Schmittian critique
of cosmopolitan humanitarian intervention, total war and spaceless
universalism (for a review of such a critique, and also its deconstruc-
tion, see Teschke 2011), but a case in favor of this power constellation
as a key condition of possibility for the contemporary discourse of
terrorism and the evolution of the global terrorism dispositif.18
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Method, or the road

Fundamentals

Genealogy as understood here is a method of discourse analysis. The
ways of analyzing discourse are many. Indeed, they share an interest
in language and how it produces the material world, or at least par-
ticipates in its production. But they take different views on almost
everything else: what discourse is, how it can be known, or how it
should be studied.19

Based on the above-articulated methodological assumptions, the
fundamentals of the Foucauldian discourse analysis may be put
forward as follows. First, such a discourse analysis is interested in con-
ditions for the articulation of statements. It is a matter of ‘defining
the conditions in which the function that gave a series of signs . . . a
specific existence, can operate’ (Foucault 1997: 122). It departs from
the contention that the enunciative field is incomplete and frag-
mented (in other words, ‘everything is never said’) and it strives
to establish a law of rarity according to which some statements
are being made and others are not. Second, it is neither semiolog-
ical nor hermeneutical. It focuses on statements and conditions of
their existence rather than on signs – this methodological princi-
ple is defined as une regle de l’exteriorité by Foucault (1970: 55); and
it does not attempt an exegesis of signs to reveal their hidden true
meaning. Third, it is not merely a vehicle of liberation, but indeed
it is a method – a way of producing knowledge. It is important to
note, however, that it is not a method in the traditional Cartesian
sense. As such, it does not prescribe a series of practiceable steps –
‘procedures of inquiry’ (King, Keohane and Verba 1994: 7) whose
successful performance would guarantee the scientifically sound con-
clusions of one’s analysis. At the same time, it is not merely a Methode
der Darstellung – a means of representation of those conclusions. Both
Nietzsche and Foucault thought of genealogy as a way taken in a
certain direction – that is, with clear ontological and epistemologi-
cal assumptions, theoretical claims (regarding, in Foucault’s case, the
subject’s origin and the conditions for a discourse’s emergence and
the historical transformation to be found in constellations of forces),
and a clear normative purpose. Neither of them defined precisely how
individual steps should be taken, however. A consequence of this
conception of genealogy in this study is the inclusion of a research
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design as a series of transparent choices about what should be the
object of research, what it should ask and how the source material
(the archives) should be chosen and organized.

Reading terrorism

For the purposes of the following analysis, the genealogy used here
combines two approaches. The first is a ‘structural analytic’ of the
discourse, which examines the internal rules that create possibilities
for the articulation of statements. The second is a power analy-
sis which purports to answer not the what, but the how question,
and in doing so it focuses on the constitution of subjectivity (the
terrorist and, by extension, the Normal Self) through the external
relations of multiplicity of forces that are actualized through identifi-
able power constellations. As these are mutable in time, the discursive
series identified in the research design below are not studied in
isolation. Nor are they merely compared. In the genealogical nar-
rative, continuities and discontinuities across discursive series (dis-
appearances, reappearances, variations, transformations) are instead
recorded and related to certain specific conditions, thus rendering
those evolutions and the present state anything but natural and
inevitable.

To meet its historicizing objective, the analysis proceeds as fol-
lows. At the beginning, the essenceless multiplicity of meaning of
the term terrorism and hence also the mutating identity of the ter-
rorist in the general discourse before the emergence of the first robust
states’ discourse of terrorism are established. To do so, a catalogue
of variety is produced using a simple content analysis of the front
pages of the New York Times (published since 1851), and compar-
ing the analysis with analyses of the uses of the word ‘terrorism’
in The Times of London (1785) and Le Figaro (1826). In all three
cases, the period covered is from the date of their first printing of
the word until the 1930s. The periodicals were chosen because they
were some of the most widely circulated publications, and the state-
ments in them were, moreover, not issued merely by their direct
contributors, but also by a number of other actors, including state
governments of countries other than the state of publication. The
methodological assumption is that the undisciplined character of
the discourse may be observable even when only a few major peri-
odicals of the examined time period are taken into consideration,
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and the possibility that this was, for whatever reasons, the case
in just one of the periodicals is tested by the addition of the two
others.

After this overture, the discourse of terrorism among states is sub-
mitted to a genealogical inquiry. As noted above, discourse is defined
as a group of statements for which certain (internal and external)
conditions of existence can be defined. To inquire into the condi-
tions of the general discourse of terrorism would, however, seem a
task beyond the pale of the possible. Therefore, further limitations
must be imposed on what is studied. The first limitation consists
in limiting the subjects who make statements to states (i.e. their
representatives).20 Indeed, Foucault emphatically advised us to study
power ‘outside the model of Leviathan’, that is, outside the juridical
edifice of sovereignty (Foucault 2004: 34). The choice to focus on
the privileged is justified here by the consideration that the states
are in a unique position to (collectively) produce authoritative truths
about legitimate violence. As a consequence, states’ discourse of ter-
rorism may be assumed to constitute a fundamental element of the
contemporary global terrorism dispositif. This dispositif, to recall, is
posited to comprise various sovereign (exceptional) practices, and
the hybridization of authority characteristic for the current global
order has been argued to reinforce sovereignty rather than diminish
it (Amoore and de Goede 2005: 150; Amoore 2006; Butler 2006). The
second limitation is temporal. Three discursive series are chosen for
probes, piercing selective moments in time (cf. Laclau and Mouffe
2001: 8) to point to continuities, discontinuities and transformations
rather than to put forward a comprehensive linear narrative. The
choice of the series is not random. The 1930s witnessed the first emer-
gence of a robust state discourse of terrorism. Therefore, this decade’s
series is an obvious target for an initial probe,21 a decision further
reinforced by the limited attention the Marseilles attentate and the
ensuing debate in the League of Nations receive in standard histories
of terrorism. Since genealogy is first and foremost the ‘history of the
present’, the inclusion of the 2000s is also to be expected: it is the dis-
course to be historicized. Finally, the selection of the 1970s is perhaps
more arbitrary, but it may be justified on the grounds that this time
period can serve as a chronological interlayer, and because at this
time, the discourse re-emerged with a new intensity and developed
in interesting ways.
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The analyses of each of the series are organized identically. First,
the structural analytic of the discourse is conducted. It focuses on:
(1) the ‘law of rarity’; and (2) the ‘basic discourses’ of identity and
difference. The law of rarity governs what is said and what is not.
It is derived from the totality of statements aspiring toward formu-
lating a certain discourse of truth about the object (le discours vrai)
of terrorism, and it indicates (while remaining an analytical derivate)
the existence of practices that manage enunciative possibilities. Basic
discourses are a concept borrowed from Hansen, who defines them as
ways of constructing, in practices of linking and differentiation, radi-
cally different Selves and Others along spatial, temporal and ethnical
lines (Hansen 2006: 52). Here they are conceived as internal rules of
a discourse sui generis that determine how the terrorist subject and its
complementary Selves – the ‘State’ as a wielder of the monopoly of
legitimate violence, the ‘Soldier’ and the ‘Bureaucrat’ as its extended
hands, and the ‘Normal Man’, who consents to the established order
of things – are constituted in each series through mechanisms of sub-
jectivation (of the Self) and subjectification (of the Other). The analytic
of the internal rules is exemplary insofar as it presents a selective sam-
ple of statements rather than their totality to indicate the presence of
the particular rule across the enunciative field. The assumption that
the ultimate criterion of a good example is that it can be multiplied
(cf. Bartelson 1995: 8). Second, a power analysis inquiring into the
external conditions of the discourse of terrorism is conducted. This
analysis focuses on the constellations of power as structures in which
global power relations are actualized, and it investigates them using
Schmitt’s conceptual apparatus introduced above.

Finally, the constitutive relations of power and knowledge are
inquired into through an exploration of the nexuses between the
states’ discourse of terrorism and the discursive formations of rele-
vant knowledge beyond it. The formation of terrorism knowledge is
specifically analyzed in a way that is inspired by Foucault’s archaeo-
logical method (Foucault 1997). The focus, therefore, is on discursive
regularities (régles de formation) related to objects of discourse (rules
and relations that enable their constitution as objects); modali-
ties of statements (forms, authors and articulation sites); concepts
of discourse (enabling ordering by means of inferences, implica-
tions, descriptions, generalizations or specifications); and discursive
strategies (organizing all of the above).
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The archives

Foucault’s genealogy is archival – it depends on ‘a vast accumulation
of source material’ (Foucault 1977: 140). Foucault himself proposed
three methods of treating documentation: exhaustively, by sampling,
or by a preselection of important documents. Even after having
delimited the discourse of terrorism above in terms of the speak-
ing subject (the state) and temporality (time probes), given the sheer
size of the discourse, to treat the archives of statements on terrorism
by states in their entirety would still be a gargantuan undertaking.
Of the remaining alternative methods, preselection of important doc-
uments is chosen because sound and convenient criteria to delimit
the discourse can be identified that render unnecessary sampling
procedures which, to yield reliable results, would have to be rather
complex.

The inquiry is therefore limited to statements articulated by states
at two particular international fora – the League of Nations in the
1930s, and the United Nations in the 1970s and 2000s. These insti-
tutional frameworks provide convenient boundaries to the field of
states’ discourse of terrorism as privileged loci for discussing states’
(international) security issues, moreover with almost universal partic-
ipation. Hence, the statements enunciated in those frameworks have
the advantage of being both authoritative and representative, even
as the institutional demarcation produces a comprehensive yet nec-
essarily also a somewhat abstract perspective. References to support
descriptive claims concerning the order in a given discursive series are
not intended to capture all statements enunciated in accordance to
the given rule, but rather as illustrative examples, whereas the choice
is made so that the enunciating states’ diverse histories, regime types
and geographical locations are all taken into account.

The archives (as material structures) of the League of Nations and
the United Nations in Geneva and New York yielded much of the
documentation necessary for reconstructing the discourse. The mon-
uments studied included conventions, draft conventions and various
bodies’ draft resolutions, resolutions, reports, minutes or transcripts,
and individual states’ communications. The number of pages of the
official documents reached hundreds in the 1930s, thousands in the
1970s and tens of thousands in the 2000s. The archives assembled in
order to inquire into the constitutive relations of power and knowl-
edge are even more extensive, their stacks including legal documents,
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but also proceedings from conferences where terrorism was discussed,
academic texts in the field of law or terrorism studies, works of lit-
erature and motion pictures. Regarding the treatment of statements
articulated in the field of terrorism knowledge, for the sake of presen-
tation, these are referenced in two distinct ways. When the statement
serves primarily as a discursive monument, the full bibliographic
information is given in a note; when it is used primarily as a reflection
on the field, an author-date system is used.

In the rest of this chapter, a concise overview of the debates on ter-
rorism in the three chosen historical periods is put forward. It can be
read as a conventional history of the terrorism debate in the League of
Nations and the United Nations, separated from the discourse analysis
that follows. It is not intended as a comprehensive international legal
history of terrorism (for that, see, for example, Saul 2006a), but rather
to provide a historical institutional context for further inquiries.

In the 1930s, the debate on terrorism was sparked in the Council
of the League of Nations by a request by Yugoslavia under art. 11/2
of the Covenant, that is, relating to a circumstance which threatens
to disturb international peace.22 It followed the Marseilles attentate
(1934), in which its king perished. The event is described in more
detail in the chapter Emergence/y (1930). The Council eventually
decided to create a Committee of Experts (who, however, represented
their governments) that would prepare two conventions (based on a
proposal submitted in between the Council meetings by France)23:
one on the prevention and punishment of terrorism, and one on
an international criminal court. (The latter issue was separated from
the former since there existed a disagreement on the court’s utility
which, as it was foreseen, could impact the action in other areas.24)
The Committee sat for three sessions (1934–1936), while the issue
was also discussed in the Assembly’s First Committee, and states were
asked three times for their written comments.25 Finally, a diplomatic
conference was convened by the Council to deliberate on the draft
conventions (1937).26 In the end, these conventions were indeed con-
cluded and signed by a number of parties,27 but they never entered
into force. The debate can therefore be divided into two parts. The
first was driven by the perceived need of a political resolution of
the international conflict between Yugoslavia – and by extension,
the Little Entente – and Hungary. The second was characterized
by a discussion about the substance of terrorist acts, which in the
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Convention on the Prevention and Suppression of Terrorism would
be defined as ‘criminal acts directed against a state and intended or
calculated to create a state of terror in the minds of particular per-
sons, or group of persons or the general public’,28 and about effective
universal action to suppress it.

In the 1970s, the discourse (re)emergence followed the Munich
massacre (1972), which will be treated in more detail in the respec-
tive chapter Division (1970s). Three days after the tragic event, the UN
Secretary-General Kurt Waldheim proposed the inclusion of the item
on the agenda of the General Assembly entitled ‘Measures to prevent
terrorism and other forms of violence which endanger or take inno-
cent human lives or jeopardize fundamental freedoms.’ In the final
submission, and because of pressure from the third world states, a
concern for ‘underlying situations which give rise to terrorism’ was
added to this title. After a heated debate in the General Committee
and the plenary session regarding whether the item should be dis-
cussed at all,29 it was ordered to the Sixth Committee (Legal Affairs)
under a modified title based on a proposal by Saudi Arabia:

Measures to prevent international terrorism which endangers or
takes innocent human lives or jeopardizes fundamental freedoms,
and study of the underlying causes of those forms of terrorism
and acts of violence which lie in misery, frustration, grievance and
despair and which cause some people to sacrifice human lives,
including their own, in an attempt to effect radical changes.30

This formulation would also serve as a title for the first U.N. General
Assembly resolution on the subject, res. 3034 (1972). Three more res-
olutions on terrorism followed in the 1970s: 31/102 (1976), 32/147
(1977) and 34/145 (1979). It was only in the last one that all acts
of terrorism were condemned instead of terrorist acts perpetrated by
‘colonial, racist and alien regimes’.

The main site of the debate was the General Assembly, in its
capacity as a body collectively legitimizing and delegitimizing states’
action rather than of a sovereign lawgiver (cf. Claude 1966; Brownlie
1998; Simma 2002), its Sixth Committee, and the Ad Hoc Commit-
tee it established through the res. 3034 (1972). The Security Council
remained mostly outside the debate. This was due less to the per-
ceived (insufficient) seriousness of the issue than to the institution’s
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general paralysis. The Ad Hoc Committee sat for three sessions in the
1970s and produced three comprehensive reports with recommen-
dations for the General Assembly.31 It was composed of 35 member
states from all three ‘worlds’. The first Committee divided itself in its
final sessions into three subcommittees – the subcommittee on the
definition of terrorism, the subcommittee on its underlying causes
and the subcommittee on measures of prevention. Each subcom-
mittee’s sessions lasted only two days, in which a consensus was
meant to be reached. It was no surprise, then, that the Commit-
tee’s conclusions were indecisive, the issues most contentious being
precisely those that the subcommittees were to deliberate on: defini-
tion, causes and action.32 In this context, a number of states chose
to adopt sectoral treaties which established as criminal offences var-
ious activities associated with terrorism even as the term as such
was avoided (cf. Bassiouni 1975; Cassese 2001; Lehto 2003; for a
more general discussion of these sectoral treaties cf. Saul 2006a:
130–142; Hafner 2006; or Gioia 2006). In the 1970s, two conven-
tions which were concluded in this way were the Convention on
the Prevention and Punishment of Crimes against Internationally
Protected Persons, including Diplomatic Agents (1973),33 which secu-
ritized ‘maintenance of normal international relations’ by means
of traditional diplomacy (a rather manifest testament to the per-
ception of the existing international crisis), and the International
Convention against the Taking of Hostages (1979).34 The sectoral
approach would prevail until the 1990s, when it started – in line
with the genealogical conclusions reached in the chapter Enclosure
(2000) – to be succeeded by a new universalism. This universalism
was manifested in the Convention on Terrorist Bombings (1997),35

which included a definition of terrorist acts taken from the General
Assembly res. 49/60 (1994), which was itself inspired by the Conven-
tion for the Prevention and Punishment of Terrorism (1937).36 More
broadly, it was also manifested in the principle of quasi-universal
jurisdiction the newer sectoral treaties established (Freestone 1997) in
contrast to the more traditional principles of jurisdiction contained
in the previous treaties. By that time, more than a dozen conventions
and protocols had been signed and ratified by a number of states,
though despite a considerable rise in ratifications following UN Secu-
rity Council res. 1377/2001 only a minority of states have ratified all
of them.37
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In the 2000s, the debate on terrorism has evolved into enormous
proportions in the United Nations. A robust debate in the UNGA ple-
nary session immediately followed the events of 9/11, with an echo
of the tragedy still present as it opened in the UN New York Head-
quarters on Sep. 12, 2001. Besides the res. 56/1 (2001) condemning
the recent terrorist attacks, and several other resolutions debated dur-
ing the plenary sessions that followed in the coming years,38 the
General Assembly has been issuing annual resolutions in the series
‘Measures to Eliminate International Terrorism’, which was prepared
by the Sixth Committee and closely resembled the res. 49/60 (1994)
in its ‘unequivocal condemnation of all acts, methods and practices
of terrorism as criminal and unjustifiable, wherever and by whomever
committed’39; ‘Human Rights and Terrorism’,40 succeeded by the
series ‘Protection of Human Rights and Fundamental Freedoms while
Countering Terrorism’41 (prepared by the Third Committee); and
‘Measures to Prevent Terrorists from Acquiring Weapons of Mass
Destruction’ (prepared by the First Committee).42 These Committees
also submitted several occasional resolutions in this period. Further-
more, within the Sixth Committee, a special Working Group has been
discussing the draft comprehensive convention on terrorism, the
convention on nuclear terrorism, and the possibility of convening
a conference to define terrorism.43 The same triad of issues organized
the deliberations of the Ad Hoc Committee on Terrorism which was
established by the General Assembly resolution 51/210 (1996).44 The
current draft comprehensive convention was presented to the Ad Hoc
Committee in 2000.45 However, despite several attempts at breaking
the deadlock, notably in 2002 and 2007, the negotiations on the con-
vention remain stalled. Somewhat contraintuitively, the most serious
point of contention has not been the definition of the act of terrorism
(art. 2),46 but rather the proposed clauses excluding from the scope
of the convention (art. 18) either national liberation movements or
state militaries.

Under the favorable political constellation expounded in the
chapter Enclosure (2000s), the Security Council gradually became
seized with terrorism in the 1990s. Within hours after the 9/11
attacks, the French President of the Security Council, Levitte circu-
lated a draft (a ‘second French proposal’, as it were) of what would
become S/RES/1368 (2001), a resolution that recognized the right
to self-defense against international terrorism while not instituting
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any collective measures, leaving it to the states themselves to decide
what constituted ‘international terrorism’ (Oudraat 2004: 161).47 The
Council indeed later assumed extensive legislating powers in the issue
area of terrorism, which have obligated states to perform a variety of
actions such as adopting certain domestic legislation.48 At the same
time, it has made no effort to control the violence associated with
the global war on terror (instead, normalizing ex post consequences
of this violence49), while confirming that terrorist acts represented
threats to international peace and security. Terrorism, declared crim-
inal and unjustifiable regardless of its motivations in the Council’s
resolutions,50 would be defined in S/RES/1566 (2004) based on a
Russian proposal that combined elements of the 1937 Convention
and res. 49/60 (terrorism provoking a ‘state of terror’), and the Inter-
national Convention against the Taking of Hostages (1979) and the
draft comprehensive convention (with the purpose to ‘intimidate a
population or compel a government or an international organization
to do or to abstain from doing any act’).

Furthermore, the conflict of terrorism and human rights has been
discussed in the 2000s in the Commission on Human Rights – more
specifically, in its second Subcommission on Promotion and Pro-
tection of Human Rights and the working group on guidelines and
principles for the promotion and protection of human rights when
combating terrorism.51 Both the Commission and the Human Rights
Council that succeeded it (2006) have issued a series of resolutions
and decisions on the matter.52 Finally, as in the past, terrorism
has also been subject to debates and legal action by a number of
regional organizations and other specialized intergovernmental bod-
ies. These debates, however, remain beyond the pale of the analysis
that follows.



2
Overture: One World, Many
Terrorisms

The standard histories of terrorism, in their presentist bias, tend to
suppress the multiplicity of meaning of the term that has existed
ever since the word ‘terrorism’ made its discursive entrée in the late
eighteenth century (if we are to believe authorities such as the Oxford
English Dictionary or Dictionnaire de l’Académie Française). This chapter
demonstrates the complexity of the fabric from which the meaning
of terrorism in the discourse among states in the 1930s was carved
out, and thus it points to the accidentality and contingency of this
process. In other words, it suggests that the terrorism spoken about
in the 1930s was simply not there; nor was it historically inevitable
that, in their discourse, it would take the form it finally did. In the
period covered by the content analysis of the three chosen newspa-
pers (the New York Times, the Times of London and Le Figaro), the
concept indeed became increasingly used. There were few rules, how-
ever, governing the ways in which it could be used and to whom it
could be attributed.

Starting with the New York Times front pages, terrorism in this
period referred, in the most general terms, to both a state and an
activity. (This is in accordance with the OED’s definition, which
includes both the policy of terrorizing and the condition of being ter-
rorized.) It was both violent and nonviolent. It undermined the state
(by spatially limiting the reach of its legal power) and sustained it.
It could be direct violence, or it could be deeply structurally ingrained
(‘atmosphere of fear’). Finally, it included action by regular militaries.

The earliest mentions of terrorism were related to the political sit-
uation in Ireland. The ‘terrorism’ of the Land League was linked to

30



Overture: One World, Many Terrorisms 31

anarchy and disorder (lawlessness spatially limiting the sovereign’s
legal power)1 as much as to alternative government or rule (which
‘supplants the law’2) and fear instilled by violence: ‘landlords are
shot, agents in cold blood brutally murdered with great violence; old
cruelties are also revived’.3 However, it also involved nonviolent tac-
tics, notably the ‘boycott’ as a newly invented means of pressure.
Commenting on the boycott practices, Lord Hartington, a Secretary
of Ireland, said, ‘Such a state of terrorism prevails in Ireland’ that
a substate society effectively commands obedience of the people.4

Another Irish Secretary, Lord Balfour, later added that ‘the place
which the law ought to fill was occupied by the National [Land]
League’. Members of the League, he continued, ‘relied upon secret
societies, dynamite and the dagger, the object of which was to bring
about a state of anarchy by means of assassination’.5 The League’s
terrorism was described as incendiary,6 and as a revolt,7 but also as
a ‘war’ against great land ownership.8 In its turn, in a manifesto
reprinted in the New York Times, the League accused the government
of employing ‘a system of terrorism’ in which people were denied
their constitutional rights.9

Constitutional rights played an important role in another widely
reported type of terrorism, which for the lack of a better term is
here called ‘electoral’. In the New York Times, this terrorism (some-
times referred to as ‘political terrorism’) was primarily located in
the post bellum, effectively occupied South. It was attributed to the
Democrats10 and defined as interference in free elections, subverting
the government and infringing on individual people’s rights.11 More-
over, it was accompanied by a state of ‘no law, no order, except the
law of the revolver and the order that comes from obedience to the
bandits’.12 The racial dimension, that is, the denial of civil and politi-
cal rights to the ‘colored people’, was rather crucial. This occasionally
resulted in framing the issue (‘virtual serfdom’)13 as ‘something more
than national’ – that is, as something of ‘cosmopolitan’ importance.14

As a matter of fact, while its perpetrators pursued different politi-
cal agendas, the electoral terrorism was by no means limited to the
South. There were reports of instances of it in Greece15 and Silesia.16

A specific case of terrorism related to elections was ‘the militant
campaign of terrorism, ranging from arson and bombs to window
breaking and the placing of chemicals in letter boxes’, waged by the
British Suffragettes.17 On the other hand, the terrorism in the South
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was not necessarily linked to elections, and it was certainly not tem-
porally limited to the decades after the Civil War. This is illustrated by
a reference to the terrorism practiced by the local government, which
was making ‘punishment or crime impossible’,18 or much later arti-
cles identifying terrorism with ‘night raids’19 or the Ku Klux Klan’s
rule (‘a state of chaos and terrorism’).20

Terrorism was also practiced by strikers, and in this case it was also
associated with violence and lawlessness.21 After all, it was negat-
ing one of the basic laws of the social order: the law of labor. State
power (the army) had to intervene to relieve the population of this
terrorism,22 which appeared to have a certain ethnic element as work-
ers not taking part in the strikes complained on several occasions
about ‘terrorism by foreigners’.23

Never was the word mentioned, on the other hand, in relation to
certain events that are notorious in the history of terrorism literature,
such as the Haymarket Bombing (1886), the McKinley assassination
(1901), or the incidents of ‘anarchist terrorism’ in Europe and Russia.
The discursive link between terrorism and anarchism, in fact, does
not seem to have been particularly strong at the time. This is not to
say, however, that anarchism and terrorism were not related at all.
In 1908, it was reported that the United States ‘has declared open
war on anarchists’ to ‘put [an] end to terrorism’ by driving them out
of the country.24 In 1919, a news piece went to print about a failed
plot to launch a ‘carnival of murder’ planned by anarchists who, in
this article, were also termed ‘terrorists’.25 And the next year, ‘gov-
ernment officials’ were quoted in reference to a Wall Street bombing
as saying that it was ‘an act of general terrorism’ aimed against the
federal government.26

The first mention of terrorism in Russia was rather late, and was
related to the state terrorism consisting of executing people without
trial. Russian nonstate terrorism was first reported by the New York
Times in 1903 when Social Revolutionist party activity was described
as ‘less doctrinaire and more violent in tactics’ since ‘[the party] has
revived something of the old terrorism which shook Russian Society
twenty years ago’.27 The organization would wage a ‘war of terror-
ism,’ for example, through attacks against police officials.28 Later, the
newspaper’s statements about terrorism in Russia would refer either
to the (Bolshevik) revolutionary terrorism,29 or to the Soviet (regime)
terrorism. In September 1918, the New York Times printed a rather
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important statement on the former: a telegram sent by United States
Secretary of State Lansing to various other governments. It states,
among other things, that ‘this government is in receipt of infor-
mation . . . revealing that the peaceable Russian citizens of Moscow,
Petrograd, and other cities are suffering from an openly avowed cam-
paign of mass terrorism and are subject to wholesale executions’.
The government also ‘feels that it cannot be silent or refrain from
expressing its horror at this state of terrorism’ to which ‘peaceful’
and innocent people are subjected by the revolutionary regime and
‘irresponsible bands’. While calling for action, it intended to ‘impress
upon the perpetrators of these crimes the aversion with which civi-
lization regards their present wanton acts’.30 The next day, a headline
that read ‘Wilson Condemns Rule of Terror in Russia’ was featured
on the front page.31 As for the Soviet terrorism, in one later instance,
the Soviet government was directly equated with terrorism, and it
was asserted that with this ‘terrorism’ (as an entity) no other govern-
ment should enter relations.32 The Soviet terrorism as policy could
then be recorded in a variety of ways, including evictions of the
non-proletariat from their homes during a housing crisis.33 But the
New York Times also mediated the Soviet regime’s own perspective,
from which enemies of the regime were labeled as ‘terrorists’ sup-
ported from abroad since the 1920s.34 A day after the Kirov murder
(1934), the New York Times ran the following headline: ‘Soviet “War
on Terror” ’.35 In the regime’s propaganda captured on the newspa-
per’s pages, its enemies planned and executed acts of terrorism ‘to
check the triumphant Soviet power’36 since the change they desired
could not be achieved by ‘democratic’ means.37

Another phenomenon described as terrorism was violence and
intimidation practiced by extremists of various kinds. These included
Communists/the Spartacus League,38 but particularly the Nazis in
places such as Germany or Austria before Nazi regimes were formed
in these countries.39 The Nazi terrorism in Saar, prompting a peti-
tion to the League of Nations, was also noted.40 Later (after the
Marseilles attentate), the League’s Saar Commission published a
report, in which it detailed the ‘terrorism’ in advance of the planned
plebiscit and linked its perpetrators to the German government.41

When Dolfuss formed a new regime in Austria (1933), he declared
that its system would be authoritarian, but felt it necessary to
add that ‘we decline . . . terrorism. We will go as far in [the state’s]
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defense as we are compelled to go, and we will allow no terrorists to
overrun us.’42

Terrorism as a breach of conventional warfare was first reported
during WWI. The ‘barbarous practices’ of German submarines were
termed terrorism,43 as were the ‘methods of calculated brutality’
employed by the Central Powers which were intended, in Lord
Balfour’s opinion, ‘not merely to crush to the dust those with whom
they were at war, but to intimidate those with whom they were still
at peace’.44 This terrorism involved violence and intimidation against
civilians (and other neutral governments), and as such, it consisted
of a suspension of the ‘order of war’. It was always attributed to gov-
ernments by their (state) enemies. (The same pattern would later be
repeated during WWII, when once again Germany would enact a
‘government by terror’ in the occupied territories and exercise ‘pure
terrorism’ on the sea. Germany, in its turn, would frame as terrorism
acts of resistance to its rule, and it framed the bombing campaign
of the Royal Air Force as ‘organized terrorism’.)45 However, ‘German
terrorism’ was also mentioned outside the war context. In a report
from a Reichsraat session in Vienna, a Czech deputy, Dr. Stránský,
was quoted as speaking about ‘fifty years of German terrorism’, which
now culminated in the partition of Bohemia.46 Several years later, to
legitimize the ongoing occupation of the Ruhr, Poincaré referred to
the German failure to abide by the articles of the Versailles Treaty as
terrorism.47 (The activities in the Ruhr that frustrated the subsequent
occupation were also described as terrorism, as was, in the opinion
of German Foreign Minister Rosenberg, the conduct of French and
Belgian troops there.48)

The terrorism that was reported on by the New York Times was
certainly not spatially limited to the countries that were already men-
tioned. It also happened, or was attempted, according to the printed
statements, in Bulgaria (chaos, mass arrests and executions follow-
ing a coup d’état),49 Cuba (night explosions),50 Bengal,51 Macedonia,52

Spain,53 the Philippines,54 Japan55 and China.56 Neither was it limited
to any political objective, since the newspaper reported on purely
criminal terrorism associated with organized crime (Mafia) in both
Italy and the United States.57

The variety outlined above is also present in the occurrence of
‘terrorism’ in the two other media outlets. In The Times, terrorism
was first mentioned in 1796, when the newspaper observed that ‘the
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dominion of terrorism is very far from being at a period in France’.58

Some of the early instances then included the report that Dijon ‘is
still under the yoke of imperial terrorism’ exercised by the army gar-
rison in the period immediately following the battle of Waterloo,59

and the news of the ‘ineffectual terrorism’ practiced by the govern-
ment in Ireland.60 Around the same time a comic piece was printed
by The Times in the form of a letter reporting that the ‘Sultan pur-
sues his plan of reform, but only by the most complete terrorism’,
which involved, for example, the introduction of blows.61 In the
1830s, terrorism in Ireland, the rebellious parts of Canada (where
the authority of the law ‘seems to have been extinguished’)62 and
Germany (with Berlin and Vienna trying to ‘annihilate [the] liberty’
of the various German principalities and people)63 and the ‘terrorism
of the press’ (mentioned in a parliamentary debate)64 were reported
on, as was the terrorism in relation to the 1839 Newport riots (‘sys-
tem of coercion’). In the next decade, terrorism was identified at least
once with a positive meaning, in this case standing for alarmism
with a good cause.65 However, in the revolutionary year of 1848,
The Times quoted Austrian Foreign Minister Baron Wessenberg’s state-
ment, emphasizing the much more familiar dichotomy of order and
disorder when describing the present predicament: ‘There is no strife
of nationalities . . . but a combat of order against anarchy, of legal
authority, without which no government can exist, against terrorism,
of preservation against destruction.’66

In the 1850s, The Times reprinted an article from the New York
Herald, which compared the situation in the South – ‘invisible and
lawless despotism’ – with the terrorism occurring during the French
Revolution. The result: in the South ‘there is as little of political lib-
erty as in Russia’.67 Some years later, a failed attempt at ‘terrorism’
in Krakow was mocked in The Times. In the story, after ‘a gentle-
man accused of entertaining reactionary opinions’ was assaulted,
he corrected those who had challenged him with his walking stick.
‘Everyone seem[ed] delighted at the terrorists having been terrified.’68

Police terrorism as misbehavior was then mentioned in the 1870s.69

The radical increase in incidences of terrorism in The Times in the
next decade should be attributed to the reporting of subversive ter-
rorism in Ireland and, to a lesser extent, in Russia. In an interesting
statement contrasting with the two, the latter is depicted as ‘both
an end in itself and [a] means to other ends. It gratifies a malignity
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of temper which has been festered till it has become a ruling pas-
sion.’ And in the same article, while the anarchist or the nihilist
must be condemned, since his crimes are ‘inconsistent with an ele-
mentary form of civilization’, at least their intent is intelligible and
their interests are limited. This cannot be said of the ‘dynamite
fiend’ (terrorizing London rather than the much more distant, both
politically and geographically, St. Petersburg), who is a ‘cowardly
murderer’ hardly discriminating among his victims. As such, to him
is attributed an unprecedented barbarity, since

in war the slaughter of non-combatants has always been looked
upon as a mark of the blackest barbarism, but the worst acts of
medieval tyrants and of savage tribes have now been surpassed
by the blind, though calculating, malignity of men domiciled as
citizens in the most progressive country of the modern world.70

Meanwhile, in Ireland itself, The Times, similarly to the New York
Times, related Irish terrorism to a state without law, which spread like
‘a plague among a community deprived of the elementary safeguards
of a civilized state’.71 Following the assassination of French President
Sadi Carnot some years later (1894), Bismarck too was quoted as using
a medical metaphor when he expressed the opinion that ‘the system-
atic and endemic terrorism had not been known in Europe to the
same extent before the appearance of Social Democracy’.72

The assassinations of the 1890s (the ‘golden age of terrorism’ in
many more recent accounts) do not seem to have been framed as
terrorism at the time, as terrorism in this decade remained linked
primarily to the Irish matters. These were also reported on in the
first three decades of the twentieth century and were marked by The
Times’ coverage of the terrorism in the Russian Empire (in its Pol-
ish lands the term stood for assassination and robbery, but also, for
example, for the attacks on liquor stores),73 Bolshevik revolutionary
and state terrorism, the terrorism in Punjab (an ‘organized campaign
of anarchy’, a framing suppressing the separatist aspiration to a new,
independent political regime)74 and Bengal, viewed from the colonial
perspective, and the terrorism in Germany and Austria. The mean-
ing of German ‘war terrorism’ was expanded to include ‘terrorist
diplomacy’ – this was in reference to a plot uncovered after WWI (The
Times was reprinting reports by Frankfurter Zeitung) which consisted
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of ‘explosives and bacilli cultures [being] distributed to French and
Italian anarchists to practice acts of sabotage in those countries’.75

Le Figaro, published since 1826, had its first recorded mention
of ‘terrorisme’ as late as 1908, when it reported on the ‘anar-
chist terrorism’ in Spain.76 The following instances refer to non-
state, subversive anarchist terrorism (in Russia, Spain or Belgium)
rather than to terrorism as a state without law, or state terrorism.
The exclusivity of Le Figaro’s focus on nonstate terrorism, however,
receded during WWI when, as in The Times, terrorism (‘une régime
sévère de terrorisme’)77 was reported in the territories occupied by
Germany. (There were even references to ‘la philosophie teutonne
du terrorisme, qui s’appuie sur le postulat de la divinité du peuple
germain’.78) The scope of this ‘système du terrorisme allemande’ was
later extended in delegitimizing claims that victimize Germany’s ene-
mies and even its own population in order to sustain the war effort
and prevent the government’s immediate collapse.79

After WWI, the terrorism in Berlin as a state of violence,80 the
Russian revolutionary terrorism,81 the terrorism in Barcelona by
means of mass explosions and the terrorism in Ireland were all
mentioned by Le Figaro, as was the terrorism in Morocco (1925).
Interestingly, the report on the last was followed by a deliberation
about the differences between ‘guerre européenne’ and the (asym-
metric) conflict in North Africa.82 Electoral terrorism was reported
too, as was the ‘terrorism’ standing for the disorder caused by extreme
movements in Germany and Austria, and the ‘terrorism’ in Indochina
that stood for murder, burning villages, and pillaging.83 Immediately
before the Marseilles attentate, terrorism in Europe was associated
primarily with skirmishes and violence by storm troops in Germany,
Austria and Saar. Le Figaro also noted that the local puppet govern-
ment in Manchuria accused the Soviet Union of ‘having encouraged
acts of terrorism’ there at this time.84

This catalogue of variety shows what kinds of different things ‘ter-
rorism’, as used in the discourse before the 1930s, could stand for.
Some abstract patterns in the ways that it was used can indeed be
identified. The negative connotations of terrorism were predominant,
and such terrorism was often attributive (it is reprehensible, and it
is what the others do). Terrorism also seems to have been habitually
conceptualized as anti-government, either as the ideal opposite of the
good and ordered government (often within a delimited space and



38 Tracing the Discourses of Terrorism

often associated with barbarism, producing a contrast to the ordered
and tranquil civilized state), or as an action which undermines the
existing mode of government, is in contradiction to the normative
order, or prevents its full realization. It seems to have been this nega-
tion of the existing order, this stasis, that was really terrifying about
terrorism: its displacement of terror from its constitutional limits in
that it seized it from its legitimate wielder (the state), or the tres-
passing by this wielder against the rules for the legitimate exercise of
terror.

These patterns are, however, too general to be constitutive of a
distinctive order of discourse, thus leaving many exceptions, much
irresolution and a lot of underspecified difference from other forms
of political violence (anarchism is the most obvious contender on
the subversive side) or, indeed, of political or even military action.
Therefore, when speaking of how terrorism emerged in the discourse
among states following the Marseilles assassination, it can plausibly
be claimed that it was a process of Entstehung, a violent and narrowing
reinterpretation contingent on a certain constellation of power rather
than on the emanation of any essential and historically inevitable
Ursprung. We now turn to the conditions of this emergence and of
that which followed.



3
Emergence/y (1930s)

‘Europe shocked, fears grave complications,’ read the headline of the
New York Times the day after King Alexander I Karadordevic, the king
of Yugoslavia, was slain on Oct. 9, 1934, less than an hour after he
arrived at Marseilles aboard the cruiser Dubrovnik for a government
visit. (The second victim of the attentate was the French Foreign Min-
ister Louis Barthou, who possibly fell by the hand of the French police
in the chaos that ruled the scene.) The king’s assassin, armed with a
Mauser gun, had gone by many names – Černozemski, Georgiev or
Vlada the Chauffeur. He had once been a hired gun for the Internal
Macedonian Revolutionary Organization (IMRO), but at the time of
the assassination he was working for the Croat revolutionary move-
ment, the Ustaša. Černozemski was not acting alone. On the steps of
the Bourse, near which the assassination took place, was another con-
spirator, Mijo Kralj, who was armed with a bomb which he did not
throw. Two other accomplices, Pospišil and Rajić, were ready to strike
in Versailles should the Marseilles attempt failed. They were all Ustaša
members, and the group was supplied with weapons and instructions
by an Ustaša leader, Ante Pavelić and his associate, Eugen Kvaternik.
All had come to France using Hungarian passports. Černozemski was
killed on the spot. Kralj, Pospišil and Rajić were sentenced to life in
prison by a court in Aix-en-Provence (1936). Pavelić and Kvaternik
received death sentences in absentia, since upon completing their
mission they had safely returned to Italy, where they were residing
under the protection of the Fascist regime.

In the aftermath of the attentate, Belgrade immediately sent
troops to the Italian and Hungarian borders to ‘avert invasion’,1

significantly, not doubting for a minute that (these) states were
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behind the assassination, which would become a founding act of
‘international terrorism’ in the 1930s. The situation calmed even-
tually, however, and resulted in no further immediate international
hostilities. Marseilles was not to be a new Sarajevo.

The circumstances of the event are not of particular concern here.
Suffice it to say that Yugoslavia at this time was a multinational
empire ruled by a Serbian elite headed by the king, who had declared
a royal dictatorship (1929) to institute a lasting peace within his arti-
ficially named realm. This had the effect of further alienating some
of his subjects. The more radical dissenters, such as those who later
formed the Ustaša (‘Rebels’) with Italian support, went into exile, and
by the time of the Marseilles attentate, they had committed a number
of acts of political violence on the Yugoslav territory. There is lit-
tle doubt that these organizations were characterized by an ‘absolute
enmity’ toward the government. In the words of Pavelić: ‘The strug-
gle will be hard, pitiless, terrible, bloody – a struggle for life and death,
by all methods, to shake off the alien force.’2 Moreover, their opera-
tions were transnational and they could benefit from ‘safe havens’
located in Hungary, Italy or Bulgaria. That said, the Marseilles attack
was not by far the first assassination of a head of state by a clandes-
tine organization with transnational links striving to tear down the
existing government in a country, and it was all but inevitable that
a robust discourse of international terrorism would emerge among
states following the assassination. And yet it did.

This chapter has a twofold aim: that of describing the order of this
discourse in which the concept of terrorism was stabilized and the
subjectivity of the terrorist took shape, and that of inquiring into its
conditions of emergence and existence. The first part is a structural
analytic of the ‘law of rarity’ (rules of the discourse). The second part
is a power analysis that develops an argument that this discourse was
a strategic response to an emergency intended to preserve the status
quo of the community of states by means of a collective normalizing
action.

The archaeology of patient and painstaking endeavor3

Law of rarity

The character of the enunciative field is fragmentary, which is
another way of saying that ‘everything is never said’. That which is
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said is determined by a law of rarity, a set of dominant rules for the
articulation of statements. In the most abstract terms, this articula-
tion was determined as follows. First, it was not doubted at all that
there was such a thing as terrorism. That is to say that there was a
wide consensus that a certain type of political violence could and
should be defined as ‘terrorism’, while indeed some frustration could
be observed concerning the imposition of an imprecise term onto the
debate.4 Second, state terrorism, while it was rather firmly entrenched
in the popular discourse, was almost entirely absent from the political
discourse. For example, it was never argued that state terrorism was
the real cause of the subversive terrorism – an argument that would
become rather frequent in the 1970s. Finally, the paradigm of ‘inter-
national terrorism’ limited the debate to terrorism as an international
phenomenon.5 As a result, it was the international order that was the
referent object to be secured.

Terrorism’s accidental unities

The scope of terrorism on which it remained possible to make state-
ments was delimited with reference to the terrorist’s activity intended
or calculated to create a ‘state of terror’. There indeed was some dis-
agreement about whether the founding act of international terrorism,
the Marseilles attentate, actually created a state of terror or common
danger, or mere excitement.6 But over time these initial doubts seem
to have evaporated. The activity that defined terrorism was initially
defined as twofold: assassination and mass explosions.7 (This dual-
ity did conform to some previous popular images of the terrorist,
but much rather of the anarchist as carrying a bomb in one hand
and a revolver in the other. Yet hardly was this a prevalent represen-
tation; and in the popular discourse terrorism would actually keep
its multiple meanings in relation to both the activity and the author
well beyond this particular moment.8) Therefore, the French proposal
which emerged from the initial debate in the Council defined terror-
ist activity as, firstly, any attempt on the life and liberty of heads of
states, members of government (including also members of parlia-
ment), and government officials, but also private persons who fall
victim to the terrorist violence because of their political attitudes,
and, secondly, as explosions in public buildings and traffic. Material
damage causing a disturbance of public order complemented the vic-
timization of the rather extensive class of selected persons and the
general public.9
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A tendency to discursively widen the boundaries can be observed
in later statements related to terrorism.10 There were efforts to include
soldiers among the protected persons, to comprise means of commu-
nication (telegraph and telephone systems) and public services (water
supply, electric transmission) among the protected goods, and to
expand the terrorist’s arsenal to include poisons and chemical or bac-
teriological substances.11 In the related statements, the terrorist was
elevated to the status the universal malefactor, for whom apparently
nothing was impossible:

Experience has shown that, quite apart from attempts on the life
or liberty of certain prominent persons and attempts on public
buildings, railways, etc., terrorists also commit other acts with the
object of striking terror into the population: for example, they
cause floods, spread infectious diseases, dislocate public services
or public utility services, etc.12

In the final proposed definition, the initial duality was preserved,
however. Terrorist acts would include causing ‘death or grievous bod-
ily harm or loss of liberty to sovereigns and other public persons’
(but due to the overall depoliticization of terrorism no private per-
sons by virtue, for example, of their political attitudes), destruction or
damage of public property, and ‘any willful act to endanger the lives
of members of the public’ that created a state of terror (art. 1/2).13

Therefore, the conceptual unity of terrorism was created from het-
erogenic elements in a way that had to be, and eventually indeed
was, normalized in the discourse. Besides the two disparate activi-
ties, assassination and explosions in the public space, another unity
moreover emerged: that of (international) terrorism as attacks on the
life or liberty of sovereigns and representatives of public authority
(protected persons), and on the general public (a multitude).

Terrorism as an unprecedented threat

This terrorism was constructed as something radically new and ter-
rible, which justified the (envisioned) universalist action against it.
The discourse therefore abounds with statements on the ‘frightful
scourge of terrorism’,14 constituted by acts which offend the ‘univer-
sal conscience of mankind’15 and which are of a contagious nature.16

Such terrorism was something ‘entirely new in European public law’17
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(understood as order rather than legislation) and very different from
the ‘old terrorism’ – individual and domestic.

The unprecedented character of the terrorist threat was sus-
tained by several arguments. First, the international order was
perceived as more vulnerable than in the past because of the grow-
ing interdependence,18 as well as new modalities of diplomacy
which required state representatives to travel much more to other
countries.19 More importantly, terrorism was defined as an organized
conspiracy, in which it (allegedly) differed from isolated, individual
acts ‘committed by criminal anarchists, examples of which can be
found in history’.20 In such a conspiracy the terrorist conspired with
a (revisionist) state. Their unholy alliance, unlike, for example, the
common ‘political murder’,21 threatened to cause anarchy and chaos.
It also effectively rendered terrorism an instrument of state policy, a
‘disguised intervention’22 and a(n) (repeated) ‘individual invasion’23

(as opposed the conventional war as a collective invasion).

Terrorism and the state

It was this conspiratorial feature that made international terrorism
a threat to international order that needed to be acted upon. The
state was both the victim of terrorist violence (directed ‘against the
state’ in the convention for the prevention and punishment of ter-
rorism) and its instigator and sponsor, since it provided the terrorist
with false passports, contacts, material assistance and a territory to
safely operate from (see below) and refused to cooperate with other
states. For reasons suggested in the next section, the only ‘com-
plicit’ state subjectified in the discourse was the revisionist Hungary.24

The Marseilles events were therefore described as a culmination of a
terrorism ‘inspired and abetted for years on Hungarian territory’25

and performed by both the Ustaša and Hungarian ‘associations’
abroad alike,26 making Budapest a center from which terrorist ten-
tacles reached out to the neighboring countries and further. Indeed,
in the final resolution by the Council, not the Hungarian govern-
ment but, instead, ‘certain authorities’ were declared responsible for
the Marseilles attentate. That said, to Budapest was attributed the
responsibility in the discourse, both directly – through the alleged
assistance by the army to the Croat nationalists and the direct link
between associations of minorities engaging in acts of terrorism and
the Hungarian government – and indirectly, as it seems to have
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been inconceivable that Hungary had no knowledge of the terrorist
‘camps’ on its territory.

While the conspiratorial bond with the state that made terror-
ism an instrument of state policy remained present in the discourse
beyond the initial debate in the aftermath of Marseilles (and it was
made abstract so that no attributive statements were made), it was
curiously limited. Indeed, under the terrorism convention, states had
a duty to refrain from encouragement of terrorist activities directed
against other states (or, as the draft submitted to the conference read,
to undermine ‘the safety and order of any other state’27) based on
the general principle of non-intervention.28 That which was subject
to action (criminalization, punishment and so on) in the conven-
tion was terrorism itself, however, not the state activity – which, as it
was only once pointed out, was the actual problem that spurred the
debate in the first place.29 In this alienating move, the concept of a
terrorist driving a wedge in the (illusionary) community of all states30

could be established and preserved.

Elusive but anchored: Janka Puszta as the safe haven of the 1930s

The conspiratorial character of terrorism was sustained also by recur-
rent references to its transnational character. The terrorist (or at least
the infernal machines he constructed) moved freely from one state to
another, taking advantage of such modern means of communication
as trains, which still represented an unprecedented global interde-
pendence and a speed which negated distance.31 In disguise and
armed with false identity papers, the terrorist challenged the inter-
national order directly by attacking its constituent units (states), but
also by undermining the fundamental signification of the existing
state power, a grid through which it could be interpreted: national
boundaries. Despite his or her elusiveness and potential omnipres-
ence, the terrorist required a territorial base from which he or she
could operate. As suggested above, this territorial base was pro-
vided by none other than the complicit state. It was the ‘very
centre of terrorist activity’ directed against other states,32 a place
where terrorist elements could be ‘established’33 – in other words,
estated, and it formed an anti-governance space in the otherwise
disciplined and readable international political order. It could exist
only because the complicit state willed it, since, as illustrated in the
case of Hungary, other possibilities, for example, that the terrorist
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elements could prey on a state’s weakness, seem not to have been
contemplated.

The paradigmatic terrorist camp (‘safe haven’) of the 1930s was
not located in some faraway and, for those articulating the domi-
nant statements, culturally strange territory, but in a small Hungarian
farmstead of Janka Puszta, only a few miles from the Yugoslav bor-
der. This place, frequented by terrorists, including the regicides of
Marseilles, had all the features just described. It could not ‘exist
in an organized country without the consent and assistance of
authorities’.34 Furthermore, it was a deviant (authoritarian) political
order, under which the Ustaša could form a ‘society’ which made no
secret of its existence, ran a press (to spread propaganda) and issued
regular military uniforms and even coinage.35 It served also as an
education facility, where the wicked art of terrorism was taught in
order to be practiced elsewhere: it was thus a school36 or a nursery
of terrorism37 and occasionally also a storage space for terrorists who
could be sent abroad (‘a real criminal depot’).38

Marginal state discourses of terrorism

The law of rarity decides which statements are enunciated. It is never
total, however, and statements that either remain isolated or form
marginal, subdued, alternative discourses (sets of statements) at the
boundaries of the discourse studied always exist. Perhaps the most
radical alternative discourse of terrorism in the 1930s series com-
prised statements claiming that terrorism, while indeed it was real
and could be isolated from other forms of political violence, did
not constitute a public menace and hence no exceptional collective
action was necessary.39 A second marginal discourse related to root
causes (which would be much more emphasized in the next series
studied). The problem of repression as a cause of subversive terrorist
violence was indeed raised by countries neutral in the Marseilles cri-
sis such as Finland, but it was most forcefully articulated by Hungary.
In a defensive move against the charge that terrorism emanated from
its own territory, Budapest argued that this terrorism (whose exter-
nal manifestations it did not doubt) was instead a consequence of
the ‘revolutionary frame of mind to which the Yugoslav regime [had]
given birth’.40 Against the discursive strategy to align terrorism and
revisionism (see below), Hungary responded by linking terrorism and
injustice – a move reinforced by the constant identification of the
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Croats on its territory as political refugees or emigrés forced to flee the
reach of Belgrade’s repressive establishment.

Yet another marginal discourse was relativist. It was based on
the premise that subversive political violence often succeeded and
its international prosecution would therefore always befall the van-
quished party and never the victorious. The present project of inter-
national action against terrorism thus betrayed a systematic partiality
for any government in power, since all rebellions ‘would, by def-
inition, be placed in [the category of terrorism].’41 The statements
articulated in this discourse suggest a rare sensitivity to the contin-
gency of power and its origin in violence. Belgium, their ‘author’,
did not, however, actually protest the universalist action, but merely
proposed narrowing its scope.42 Moreover, during a diplomatic con-
ference, Belgium was one of the states which promoted a general
definition of terrorism (linked to a ‘state of terror’) rather than the
more detailed enumerative one, as the latter could, in its view, give
rise to controversies and evasion of law.43

Basic discourses

The terrorist subject (and its complementary subjectivities) was
(were) constituted in the discourse in three identifiable basic dis-
courses of identity and difference: civilization/barbarism, order/chaos
and political enemy/hostis humani generis.

Civilization and barbarism

The discourse of civilization and barbarism is perhaps the most
salient basic discourse in which the terrorist (Barbarian) Other, as
opposed to the (civilized) Self, was constituted. Terrorism was ren-
dered as a blot44 on, or a scourge45 of, human civilization and a
grave menace to its peace,46 of which the League of Nations was
the designated guardian. It stood for the return of barbarian prac-
tices into the civilized world, which (presumably) had previously
gotten rid of them.47 Thus, it ‘stirred the conscience of civilized
nations’48 and was damaging, ‘accordingly, to humanity as a whole’.49

Terrorism was a ‘crime against civilization’ and ‘odious barbarity
or vandalism’50 (the latter a synonym of barbarism with a peculiar
reference to property). The action against terrorism, on the other
hand, was meant to unite the whole ‘civilized world’, which now,
after Marseilles, was in a state of horror. The cooperation among
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nations was necessary for the ‘protection of the common heritage
of the whole civilized world – security of life and limb, health, lib-
erty, and public property intended for the common use – against
the criminal activities of certain terrorists’.51 In even more urgent
words, there could be no hope for the future of civilization should
this international repression fail.52

The principle of a cultural ordering of humankind based on the
dichotomy of the civilized Self and the barbarian Other can be
traced back at least to the ancient Hellas (for more on this, see the
chapter Power and Knowledge). In the states’ discourse of terrorism
in the 1930s, however, barbarism was redefined in two important
ways. First, the Barbarian was no longer identical with the Savage
as a being raised and living outside the reach of civilization while
threatening to press onto its boundaries. Instead, as a courtesy of
the complicit state, he resided inside those boundaries, even as the
terrorist community was all but normal – rather, it was authoritar-
ian (i.e. not democratic) and disrespected human subjectivity, with
the residents being treated ‘almost like slaves’. Some of the inhabi-
tants would manage to escape, while others would commit suicide
in a desperate attempt to free themselves from the oppressive yoke.53

(References to slavery must have been intended to have a strong reso-
nance, since it had recently been subjected to intensive international
action and prohibited in the strongest possible terms.) The conve-
nient inside location of the terrorist combined with his characteristic
elusiveness furthermore meant that he or she could appear and strike
anywhere at any moment. Second, the terrorist as a modern Bar-
barian was not identical with the Savage since his subjectivity was
indeed defined by primitivism, identifiable with the transgression or
negation of existing conventions of the use of violence (the limits
being manifestations of the civilization), but also by the state-of-the-
art technology that he used for his deadly purposes. From the point
of view of the civilized Self, proud of the human (its own) progress
and its achievements, the terrorist was a monster born out of moder-
nity, which knew all too well how to reap its fruits, but which, at the
same time, remained in some peculiar way imprisoned in the past.

Order and chaos

The barbarian character of the terrorist made possible his
subjectification as a malefactor of the established order. This was
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primarily the international order, yet one maintained by the con-
tinuing existence of the states as its constituent units. Therefore, the
Marseilles attentate brought about a ‘state of anarchy and alarm in
Europe’.54 Terrorism more generally then, through a rather intrigu-
ing mediation in the state of mind of the protected persons and
the political state,55 caused a disruption of the order,56 and a dis-
integration of juridical values of first importance57 and destroyed
‘discipline, increasing poverty and suffering, and so paralyzing [the]
state’s powers of reaction’.58 The terrorist threat to the order origi-
nated most of all in the conspiratorial relationship at its core between
the terrorist and the complicit state against the background of the
widespread crisis of the national orders: ‘For, after all, what European
country is at present contented?’ Should states actively support or
even tolerate in their territories subversive elements participating in
political conflicts in the neighboring states, ‘what would become
of Europe?’59 In a rather typical juxtaposition of order and civiliza-
tion on one hand, and chaos and barbarism on the other (creating
the link between the two basic discourses), this dark vision of the
international politics could be evoked even more specifically: ‘orga-
nized government would become impossible. An era of anarchy and
international barbarism would overwhelm the civilized world, in
which the most elementary foundations of international peace would
inevitably disappear.’60

The dichotomy of order and chaos can be seen also in a rather per-
vasive representation of the slain king as a great unifier. Alexander
was a founder of homonoiá, a peacemaker and an eradicator of dissent
among the peoples of the land he invented – Yugoslavia. The terrorist,
his assassin, on the other hand, sowed the seeds of discord and chaos
among the nations of the Balkans united under the Karadordevic
rule. An attack on Alexander could therefore be metaphorized as an
attack on peace itself,61 and the murdered sovereign could be molded
into the ultimate peaceful and orderly Self opposed to the subver-
sive terrorist Other. The latter could, however, be juxtaposed also to
meaner servants of the state who guaranteed the public order, while
the terrorist’s intent (the only intent, since his political motives were
suppressed) was to sow the seeds of chaos.62

The same temporal accent found in the basic discourse of civiliza-
tion/barbarism – with the terrorist somehow morally imprisoned in
the past – can finally be observed in the basic discourse of order/chaos.
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Here the recurrent pattern is one of attributing to the terrorist a
resistance to ‘historical destiny’ and ‘irresistible natural forces’. Par-
ticularly from the perspective of the new states of Central Europe,
following WWI, a process of national unification as ‘one of the
laws governing the history of Europe’ was concluded and finally
brought justice to the European order. Yet this order was now under-
mined by forces which attempted to arrest and strike a blow to
the ‘inevitable evolution’.63 Similarly, if from a different ideologi-
cal perspective, terrorism was also conceived as an instrument of
reactionary parties who ‘want[ed] to put back the clock of history
of mankind by centuries’ and thus to undermine the new political
order.64

Political enemy/hostis humani generis

In this basic discourse, the terrorist was depoliticized into an ‘enemy
of the human race’65 to whom no protection under international
law should be provided. Indeed, there existed a certain discursive
variation on this issue, and the depoliticization process seems to
have been only gradual. While it was stated during the initial debate
in the Council that terrorism never had any political sense,66 the
French proposal likewise mentioned ‘terrorist action with a political
object’ and the need of prosecuting ‘political crimes of international
character’.67 The Council resolution then called for the establishment
of a committee of experts ‘to assure the repression of conspiracies
or crimes committed with a political and terrorist purpose’.68 After-
wards, acts of terrorism continued to be occasionally considered
political crimes for which the right of asylum could be invoked,
particularly when they were directed against the representatives of
power and did not involve the death of a large number of ‘inno-
cent persons’.69 But in the course of the debate, such a position
would come to be seen as ‘excessive generosity’: terrorism could
not be considered a political crime, since it disrespected the sanc-
tity of human life and contradicted the fundamental interest of the
international community. ‘Terrorism was not a political conception,
but a method of action consisting in assassination, sequestration,
incendiarism, bomb-throwing and the like.’70 As a consequence, a
dominant pattern of subjectification emerged in which the terrorists
were identified as professional assassins, criminals, malefactors, com-
mon murderers, thieves, incendiaries and paid agents carrying out
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certain instructions:71 in other words, the ‘enemies of [the] human
race’ who must be ‘relentlessly tracked down and prevented from
injuring their fellow creatures’.72

The rationale behind this depoliticization discourse was to sep-
arate terrorism from political crimes, for which special protection
had been established under international treaty law (imposing limits
on extradition that hindered the envisioned prevention and pun-
ishment regime) while, at the same time, preserving its exceptional
character. Terrorism was no ordinary crime; neither could it have
been identified, however, with a political crime as an established
exception (which would offer the terrorist certain privileges). The
terrorist as a subject was, in consequence, stripped of any political
motive, and his ends were limited to the creation of a state of terror
undermining the civilized order for unspecified purposes. Any inten-
tionality behind terrorist violence could only have been provided by
the complicit state with its revisionist political agenda. Thus the last-
ing subjectification of the terrorist as a madman who not only used
insensible means of action, but also had no sensible purpose could be
established. In that he was not juxtaposed to any idealized Self, but
rather to an established category of the political criminal to whom
the liberal international order, in its benevolence, granted a few spe-
cial privileges, provided he would not rebel against domestic liberal
orders but rather against the unenlightened regimes which the flame
of freedom had not yet reached.

Things fall apart73

Terrorism had not been established as a category of violence that
could be readily and unproblematically used to endow what hap-
pened after Dubrovnik landed in Marseilles with meaning. Instead,
the concept of terrorism was a product of Entstehung, a violent reinter-
pretation, and not a result of any essential and historically inevitable
Ursprung. Indeed, it would be sensational and historically inaccurate
to claim that the emergence of (international) terrorism in the states’
discourse after Marseilles was the very first time ‘terrorism’ appeared
in the international debate. The anarchist conferences at the turn
of the century dealt with the kind of political violence that would
only later be generally termed terrorism (even if the means devised to
combat anarchism here prefigured the later elements of the terrorism
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dispositif such as surveillance, using the latest technological advances
such as Bertillon’s portrait parlé, or international espionage aimed,
for the first time, against nonstate actors; cf. Bach Jensen 2009).74

Yet there had indeed been several previous attempts to bring ter-
rorism to states’ discourse, from political and expert debates on
transnational cooperation in combating crime to the possibility, con-
templated by the Commission on the Responsibility of the Authors
of the War, of establishing a concept of ‘systematic terrorism’ in the
war context following WWI (such terrorism was attributed to ‘primi-
tive barbarism’, which was nonetheless ‘aided by all the resources of
modern science’75); debates on the codification of international crim-
inal law76; or those occasions during which some states were accused
by others of supporting terrorism.77 But it was only after Marseilles
that these dispersed statements were succeeded by a robust discourse
with an identifiable order.

A possible way of inquiring into how it was possible is ‘chessboard
analysis’. From this perspective, the reasons for why the Marseilles
case was successfully brought before the League’s Council and why
the statements in the first period were characterized by the attribu-
tion of guilt to Hungary had to do with (Central) European alliance
politics aimed at balancing Hungary’s and Bulgaria’s revisionist ten-
dencies after WWI (which were supported by Italy, which had an
unresolved conflict with Yugoslavia over Dalmatia) – that is, the Little
Entente and the Balkan Pact, both including Yugoslavia and both
linked to France. All the countries involved in these alliances sup-
ported Beograd’s motion, but France and Britain opposed involving
Italy in the attribution moves (as noted above, some of the conspir-
ators escaped to Italy after the assassination) as they were seeking at
this time a rapprochement with Mussolini to balance the rise of Hitler’s
Germany. What this analysis fails to account for, however, is why
Marseilles was framed as ‘terrorism’ (even though, as demonstrated
above, the concept had all but a precise meaning), why it was brought
before the League in the first place, why a debate of an unprecedented
intensity followed, and why it culminated in developing a compre-
hensive apparatus of international cooperation designed to prevent
and punish terrorism based on the premise that ‘the rules of inter-
national law concerning the repression of terrorist activity are not
at present sufficiently precise to guarantee efficiently international
cooperation’.78
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Looking at the problem from the perspective of global power con-
stellations and deploying the nomos perspective, what emerges as
the key condition of the possibility of this emergence and order is
the change in the political constellation that took place as the legal
and spatial order which Schmitt termed jus publicum Europeanum and
which, among other things, made a bracketed war conditioned on
the notion of limited enmity possible, was dissolving into ‘general
universality’ (Schmitt 2003: 227). The bracketed war was a victim of
this movement since war – that is, with the exception of the human-
itarian war – was now abolished: it would now be a crime against
humanity, and humanity, in its turn, would pronounce judgment
upon the aggressor.79 This normativism that replaced the nomos,
however, obscured the fact that the naked power ruled with no con-
straint, only clothed in revolutionary idealism. Since parties usurped
the universalist concept of humanity for themselves and denied it to
the enemy, the global civil war, a war of annihilation in which enmity
was absolute and neutrality impossible, followed (Schmitt 2003: 246;
cf. Schmitt 1996: 54). Schmitt was rather sensitive to the role that
knowledge structures played in this process, as he admonished inter-
national lawyers who ‘served to intensify the dominant normative
industry and to produce an illusory science of international law’
(Schmitt 2003: 243).80

Against this background, the emergence of the discourse of terrorism
among states can be seen as a strategic response to the emergency of
preserving the (fictional) community of states by means of a collec-
tive normalizing action. The terrorism as it appeared in the discourse
among states in the 1930s was a construct intended to manage the
established order, and it was conditioned more by its inherent crisis
than by any ‘objective facts’, such as the emergence of a particularly
dangerous revolutionary character. The terrorist as a subject provided
a convenient enemy against which the (fictional) community of
states could be united. At the same time, international terrorism was
constructed as a clandestine state action which was symptomatic of
the crisis and which needed to be eradicated. The terrorist appears on
the stage as a new hostis humani generis, yet he is never, to recall, a sub-
ject acting in his own right but rather an instrument of the complicit
state employing terrorism as a means of a disguised intervention, a
war without rules. In other words:
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one of the most difficult factors in the European situation is that
we have been accustomed to combine force with policy, and that,
having combined them on the heights where, during the great
war, force was employed in the service of what one country or
another believed to be justice, we now find that, in the depths
of more or less individual initiative, that same force is often
combined with common murder and odious terrorism.81

The objective of the collective action against terrorism was to con-
tain political violence subversive to order to those (national) political
spaces in which it came to life, and thus to protect the interna-
tional order. Therefore, it was not, unlike the former Holy Alliance
or a contemporary project of states in Latin America, aimed at the
states’ joint protection of their constitutional orders. However, while
it was a fundamentally conservative reaction to a crisis, its character
was not conservative at all. The envisioned new mode of governance
(filling a ‘gap in international organization’)82 involved universal nor-
malization (terrorism as a criminal offence in all national orders,
subject to same punishment whether committed inside or outside
them and not granted any special protection as a political crime) and
the creation of universal and extraterritorial instruments and means
of communication, supervision (surveillance) and punishment of ter-
rorism (the closing of jurisdictional lacunae; the establishment of
the International Criminal Court to ensure universal prosecution).
And there lies the paradox of the 1930s counter-terrorism: both the
universalizing discursive practices and the envisioned new global
counter-terrorism policy were intended to contain the crisis, but they
were based on the same universalist principles that made it possible
in the first place.

Conclusion

The first robust state discourse of terrorism emerged in the 1930s.
This terrorism was carved from the multiplicity of terrorisms as a
monumental construct against which a universalist and normalizing
action was to be taken to preserve the (fictional) community of states.
For, while the terrorist was rendered as a new hostis humani generis
who strived to infuse the civilized order with chaos and barbarity,
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he was at the same time dependent on a conspiratorial relationship
with the complicit state (which was the only entity that could endow
terrorism with political, or for that matter any, rationality). This rela-
tionship had to be permanently severed to prevent the emergence of
a new war without rules: the global civil war. The escalation of the
crisis ultimately prevented the emergence of the envisioned nondis-
cursive practices (and hence a true terrorism dispositif) which were
meant to manage the crisis but were based on the same principles that
made it possible in the first place. The 1930s counter-terrorism failed,
and so did the imagined community of civilized states, which was
trampled in mud by military shoes in what was to become the blood-
iest conflict humankind ever witnessed. But the discourse remained,
and so did the rules that ordered it. But the genealogy of terrorism,
as the following chapter will demonstrate, is a history not only of
continuities, but also of discontinuities and subversions.



4
Division (1970s)

‘[The] lunatic acts of terrorism, abduction and blackmail which tear
asunder the web of international life’ – this is how Golda Meir
described the spectacular sequence of events that is remembered as
the Munich massacre.1 It started with the storming of the dormitory
of the Israeli team at the XXth Olympic Games by a Black September
commando on Sep. 5, 1972. Following 15 hours of negotiations
(Black September demanded the release of Palestinians held in Israeli
prisons as well as five senior members of the RAF jailed in Germany,
including Baader and Meinhof) was the transfer to Fürstenfeldbruck
Airport, and ultimately the German law enforcement authorities’
fatally failed rescue operation. A spectacle it was indeed. A live broad-
cast of the unfolding crisis was watched by close to a billion people
in more than a hundred countries around the world (Taylor 1993) –
and in this multitude of gazes, some actually belonged to the ‘ter-
rorists’ themselves, who used a television set in the dormitory to see
the crisis in a broader context (including the international context).
‘We have made the universe hear what it did not hear before,’ the
three surviving commandos – released in a bargain struck with the
hijackers of a Lufthansa flight en route from Damascus and Beirut
to Frankfurt on Oct. 29, 1972 – told the worldwide audience during
a press conference held in Libya, where they had received a hero’s
welcome.2

To some extent, the spectacle of Munich makes it more under-
standable why Brian Jenkins’s period metaphor of ‘terrorism as
theater’3 gained such notoriety in the new field of terrorism studies
in the 1970s. It does not, however, explain the intensity with which

55
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the discourse of terrorism among states reemerged in this period.4

As argued below, it was once more in response to a perceived crisis
of the international order. By forcing a discursive unity on a rising
tide of phenomena such as political assassinations, bombings, air
hijackings and kidnappings, states of the ‘first world’ resurrected the
discourse to delegitimize nonstate revolutionary violence sponsored
by other states, which, to them, seemed to threaten their hegemonic
position in the existing international order. However, under a power
constellation substantially different from that in the 1930s, this move
met with fierce opposition.5 The discourse of terrorism was now a
true power to be seized. The prize was a hegemonic understanding of
what legitimate violence is, and what constitutes a just political order.
In structural terms, it meant that, some elementary commonality
notwithstanding, there could be observed in this discourse a funda-
mental and, in the last instance, unresolved duality in terms of laws
of rarity and basic discourses. The terrorist could be constructed as
a masked and elusive revolutionary armed with an AK-47 automatic
rifle, but also as a system of capitalist exploitation and imperialism, or
a faceless machine of the state terrorism apparatus practiced by par-
ticular alien powers against oppressed peoples. Instead of one order,
two interconnected ones – this is how the enunciative field was now
organized.

Mastered by their own rhetoric

‘Each speaker was master of his own rhetoric and, sometimes unwit-
tingly, revealed much of himself and his Government’s approach
to the item under consideration and other questions,’ the United
States’ representative remarked after the first rounds in the discursive
battle over the meaning of terrorism were fired in the UN General
Assembly’s Sixth Committee.6 This reflection is intriguing because
of the significance it attributes to language that is ultimately
beyond the power of the speaking diplomat. The masters of rhetoric
were the masters only insofar as they owned it; the rhetoric mastered
them insofar as it made them reveal something significant about the
truths about terrorism (and not only terrorism) that they had inter-
nalized and now conveyed. This section attempts to reconstruct what
these truths were.
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Law of rarity

For the reasons suggested above, the enunciative field of the dis-
course of terrorism among states in the 1970s was divided. The two
discursive orders, governed by their own laws, are identified here
as the ‘first world’ discourse (FWD) and the ‘third world’ discourse
(TWD). These, of course, are only heuristic constructs which are not
necessarily commensurate with the realities of political geography.
The first world’s order of discourse extended to its allies in the (geo-
graphical) third world, whereas the third world’s order encompassed
only the autonomizing part of this divided space. Interestingly, the
discourse analysis shows that the ‘second world’, while not silent,
articulated statements according to the rules of those two discrete
discourses rather than according to its own. Perhaps even more inter-
estingly, despite its ideological affinity with and actual support for
national liberation movements (NLMs), it leaned more to the status
quo first world discourse.

Common grounds

It is important to stress at the beginning that, despite the sug-
gested division, there was some common foundation for the two
orders, the FWD and the TWD. From the most abstract point of
view, terrorism was considered a meaningful subject to be discussed
by all. The concept, despite a profound disagreement concerning
its definition, also seems to have included in the vast majority
of statements the element of anti-government introduced earlier.
Either terrorism was the ideal counterpart of a good domestic
political order, prevented a collectivity’s emancipation (state ter-
rorism), or undermined the international order by assailing diplo-
macy or international traffic (nonstate terrorism). Either way, it
was constructed as something essentially reprehensible. This posi-
tion, it should be pointed out, often (if not always) extended also
to third world states’ positions toward nonstate terrorism. More-
over, in one way or another, in both discursive orders terrorism
was also related to the state. It was practiced either by it or
against it. In the latter case it would be discursively constructed
as sponsored by other states. Finally, the discourse was limited to
‘international terrorism’ as opposed to ‘domestic terrorism’.7 State
terrorism was effectively internationalized because it was conceived as
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preventing the internationally recognized title of certain peoples to
their state.

A disciplined variety

These, then, were the common grounds delimiting the boundaries of
the states’ discourse of terrorism. Beyond that, a basic duality gov-
erned the discourse. Yet this duality of order did not translate into an
effective disorder. The two orders limited and disciplined the enun-
ciative field much in the same way as an order with one governing
pole would have done, and indeed had done in the 1930s.

At first glance, surveying the definitions and typologies of terror-
ism embodied in states’ statements, it would seem that the discourse
had no order at all. In the FWD, terrorism could be variously defined
as a ‘heinous act of barbarism in the territory of a third state’,8 as any
threat or act of violence on foreign territory with a view to achieving
a political objective,9 as acts of violence in which there is no relation
between the authors and the victims, and which are planned and
undertaken in foreign localities and use spectacular means, spreading
fear in the affected population and the world at large,10 as a system-
atic threat or use of violence to break the will to resist of those against
whom it is used,11 or as a means whereby the oppressed could com-
municate their grievances effectively to their oppressors.12 It could be
characterized by its intent (political) and method (arousing terror),13

by an attempt to coerce a state into performing a particular action
(an early instance of what would become the established specifica-
tion of being ‘directed against a state’),14 by repetition of terrifying
acts,15 or by acts of killing and maiming the innocent. In terms of the
substantive content of the concept of nonstate terrorism, in continu-
ity with the discourse of the 1930s, assassination and mass bombings
were still included among terrorist activities (though the importance
of assassination withered with the emphasis on the indiscriminate
character of terrorist violence). However, these activities would be
compounded, and to some extent even superceded, by new activities:
hijacking (‘air piracy’) and hostage taking (primarily of diplomats).

In the TWD, definitions of terrorism were scant, as it was stressed
(see below) that a precise definition should be arrived at only after
a rigorous study in order to protect the right to legitimate resistance
to the state.16 Nonetheless, that would not prevent articulation of
statements of various typologies of terrorism. (In contrast, since the
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scope of terrorism as constructed in the FWD would be rather nar-
row, these typologies are not commonly found there.) It could be
divided, therefore, into repressive acts by colonial, racist and alien
regimes, individual acts and acts for private gain17; terrorism by the
state, against the state, and criminal terrorism18; individual terror-
ism and political terrorism (encompassing state terrorism, aiming at
subjecting people, and nonstate terrorism)19; heinous (criminal) and
political terrorism20; national (analogous to homicide and motivated
by cupidity, love of power, or love of adventure) and international
terrorism (motivated by a noble cause of self-determination)21; or
state and international terrorism22 (others would equate the two).23

However, as in the 1930s, the multiplicity of definitions and spec-
ifications did not mean a lack of defragmentation of the enunciative
field. The statements articulated in both orders would follow certain
sets of rules, and the series of statements articulated according to
these rules would relate to each other. For example, in what is below
described as the ‘discourse of method’, two different series of state-
ments can be identified, each articulated according to a different set
of rules. Furthermore, statements formulated according to ‘logics of
exception’ (TWD) or ‘discourse of limits’ (FWD) are linked to each
other.

The discourse of alarm

In continuity with the 1930s series, the FWD featured a ‘discourse
of alarm’ which constructed terrorism – once more – as an unprece-
dented threat, thus opening up the political possibility for excep-
tional responses. It included statements – some of which were
articulated by the second world states – about an alarming spread
of international violence, the increasing gravity and frequency of
terrorist action, a wave of violence and terror spreading through-
out the world,24 the wave of terrorism which is ‘making our own
world impossible to live in’,25 or a true ‘human crisis’.26 In a verbatim
continuity with the 1930s, terrorism was rendered as ‘the scourge of
our time’27 but also, by making use of medical imagery (see below),
as a ‘plague’ or a worldwide disease.28 Such terrorism threatened
some ‘key elements holding the world community together’ such
as communication by mail, international travel or diplomacy,29 the
‘machinery of international cooperation’30 (by, for example, sowing
‘fear and distrust among states’)31 or, generally, international peace
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and security. It was a continuation of the barbarity and plague of
Nazism32 and threatened to ‘explode into a real holocaust, because
there is no force like fear in inciting men to commit so many irra-
tional acts’:33 in other words, to bereave the rational of their reason,
with catastrophic consequences for the political order and the future
of humanity. The facilitating conditions of rendering terrorism as
a(n) (unprecedented) threat were, as in the 1930s, the otherwise pos-
itive achievements of modernity. Now these conditions were, among
other things, the advent of television34 and more generally improved
global communications (which meant also that fear could be commu-
nicated more easily and effectively).35 Once again, terrorism, despite
its barbarity, was constructed as the dark side of human progress.36

This would be emphasized, particularly in the latter part of the 1970s,
by pointing out the rising threat of nuclear terrorism.

The terrorism that was the cause of such alarm was, as suggested
above, a constructed unity of disparate phenomena, which was as
accidental as the unity detected in the 1930s. It was also exclusively
a nonstate terrorism: a terrorism which challenged the status quo
and which, as the terrorism discussed by states in the 1930s, did so
not only because it negated or undermined the order’s institutions
and the means that cement it together (such as international traffic).
It also divided the community of states since, as in the past, its modus
operandi was conditioned on the assistance of complicit states. While
the first world states did not consider all subversive nonstate terror-
ism as sponsored by other states,37 they indeed seemed to see most
of it in this way.38 The rising threat of nuclear terrorism therefore
could, for example, be unproblematically linked to the threat of the
nuclearization of certain states.39 However, there was one important
difference in terms of the identity of the complicit state threatening
to undermine the existing order. It was no longer a revisionist state
which could be confined to the ‘past’ both by virtue of the barbarous
means of its policy and by its aims. Now, it was the new postcolonial
state with progressive rather than status quo ante agendas.

Discourses of method

In the FWD statements, to check this new and unprecedented threat,
collective action had to be immediately taken. The TWD statements
on the method of dealing with terrorism, on the other hand, built
on the methodological conviction that it was important first to fully
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understand the underlying (or generating) causes of terrorism before
practical solutions could be found.40 At the same time, the TWD
comprised a mass of statements which positively identified those
underlying causes of terrorism – misery, frustration, grievance and/or
despair brought about by colonial, racist and alien regimes – needless
to say, before any study was initiated. The methodological argument,
therefore, was a subversion that created possibilities for shifting the
focus of the debate to other political issues. The discourse of under-
lying causes therefore can be interpreted as a major challenge to the
FWD statements about nonstate terrorism.

Because of the existing division, despite agitated calls for unity
and the need for universal action to cure the universal ‘interna-
tional disease’,41 no ‘coalition against terrorism’ (like that of the
1930s) would be discursively constructed this time. The idea of
a universal convention which would create a general regime of
counter-terrorism similar to that of the 1930s – that is, which would
include a fundamental norm on the prohibition of terrorism, and
establish procedures for punishment based on the normalization of
particular political orders and aut dedere, aut punire, and for common
surveillance – proved impossible to conclude.42 The first world and
its allies’ strategy thus gradually turned toward a focus on the imple-
mentation of the existing and the conclusion of new sectoral treaties
that laid the ground for limited particular regimes.43

Two logics of exception

What made statements on underlying causes and ultimately all state-
ments about nonstate terrorism in the TWD possible was a particular
response to the first world’s identification of a number of NLM activ-
ities as terrorism. The rules governing this response may be called
the two ‘logics of exception’. The first logic of exception governs
statements that exempt all activity by an NLM from the discourse
of terrorism.44 No matter what the action is, such an activity is not
terrorism when (1) a noble and just cause guides the actor’s hand,45

(2) great suffering that had been previously imposed on the terrorists’
desperate people,46 or (3) there is a defensive/restitutive aim in the
national liberation movement’s activity.47 Indeed, terrorism is repre-
hensible. But what the first world states speak about, while indeed
constituting acts of violence, is not terrorism, and those who perpe-
trate it are not terrorists. When such a subjectification is made in the
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FWD, and it is often the case, these statements constitute a status quo
discourse that is intended to discredit NLMs and the process of histor-
ical change transforming the international order. Such rhetoric may
in fact itself be ‘intellectual and psychological terrorism’.48 While the
first exception logic predictably spurred much controversy, the first
world was unable to resist enshrining reservation/exception clauses
for NLMs into all key General Assembly statements on terrorism
passed in the 1970s, perhaps also because of the limited support
for this view by the second world states.49 The first world was more
successful, on the other hand, in preventing the inclusion in those
statements of the marginal offshoot of the first exception argument
according to which the international community was under obliga-
tion to assist NLMs in overcoming the (colonial) order, since their
actions aimed at realizing the principles of the UN Charter.50

The second logic of exception had a direct conditioning effect on
the TWD statements about nonstate terrorism (with the exception of
some marginal statements in the TWD on criminal terrorism). This
logic is characterized by an effective agreement with the FWD on
the essence of nonstate terrorism. Yet because terrorism is the ulti-
mate reaction to an excess of power (state terrorism), a last resort
of the ‘desperate, colonized, persecuted and underprivileged’,51 such
terrorism is legitimate. It is never lauded. But it is justified as a reac-
tion to the state terrorism. It is a necessary and hence legitimate evil,
a true counter-terror.52 This reactive terrorism is also constructed as
being beyond control (contra the discourse of the state sponsoring
of/responsibility for this terrorism), and its impact is diminished in
comparison to terrorism practiced by the state.53

The conclusion that terrorism could be rendered legitimate in the
states’ discourse is important in two respects. First, it demonstrates
how the states of the autonomizing third world attempted to shift the
boundaries of legitimate violence in the international order.54 Sec-
ond, it challenges the established view in the history of terrorism that
by the 1970s terrorism had gained such negative connotations that it
served merely as an instrument of delegitimization of the other’s state
or action (cf. Gearty 1991; Hoffman 2006; Rapoport 2006). While
these states made considerable effort to decouple NLMs and terror-
ism in the first logic of exception argument, under the second logic
of exception they legitimized NLMs’ terrorism based on the ontology
on which they now agreed with the states of the first world.
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A marginal offshoot of the second logic of exception (and hence
legitimization of terrorism) was the relativizing discourse of violence,
encountered already in the 1930s. In the 1970s, it would feature
rather abstract statements about ‘the doors of glorious history some-
times unlocked by the keys of what is called terrorism’,55 or about
the tension in revolutionary violence between ends and means.56

It would also include more immediate reminders that many present
states were born of a violence which, at the time, the international
society may have characterized as terrorism,57 and that the states
which now favored the status quo owed their freedom to their own
‘freedom fighters’ during the Reformation, the Napoleonic Wars or
WWII.58 George Washington could be called a terrorist by Saudi
Arabia to strike the point home. (The United States objected that he
was instead a ‘rebel’ on the assumption that he never hijacked a boat
nor killed innocent civilians.59)

The discourse of underlying causes: The third world’s challenge

As noted above, the discourse of underlying causes was the dominant
discursive challenge to the FWD statements on nonstate terrorism.
This challenge consisted of a causal relationship discursively estab-
lished between state and nonstate terrorism – a link conditioned
on the second logic of exception which provided that nonstate ter-
rorism could be legitimate. The introduction of state terrorism in
the discourse of power was a revolutionary move intended to both
seize the discourse for defensive purposes and serve as a medium
for a change of the established international order. The state terror-
ism in the TWD stands for ‘the most dangerous brand of violence,
the most often practised at the most comprehensive scale’ and
employing the most modern means.60 It is the ‘true terrorism’ –
not least because, in a repetition of a classic Leninist argument, it
is divorced from the masses.61 It can involve physical repression,
denial of political participation, colonial domination, foreign occu-
pation, sustaining poverty, foreign exploitation of natural resources,
systematic destruction of flora and fauna, or any war in violation
of the UN Charter.62 It is the preserve of colonial and capitalist
regimes acting individually or collectively: in some statements, it is
the entire (cruel and unjust) international (capitalist) order that is
the ultimate cause of (nonstate) terrorism, with clear implications for
action.63
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The first world’s response: The discourse of limits

The first world refused the discourse of underlying causes in several
series of statements. Some would confine state violence (‘state ter-
rorism’) to other debates, most notably debates about human rights
and Geneva laws (international humanitarian law), where it was
(supposedly) already covered.64 Other statements would question the
scientific soundness of the causal claims,65 or denied the applicabil-
ity of ‘academic logic’ to the problem altogether (since ‘academic’
meant impractical).66 Moreover, it would be argued that whatever
the causes of nonstate terrorism were, they were located ‘inside’ the
state and thus should not be subjected to an international debate.
In yet another series of statements, it was claimed that while causes
indeed were important in the long term, due to the pending crisis
some action had to be taken immediately.67

However, the most important first world defense against what was
seen as an implied legitimization of terrorism in the discourse of
underlying causes was what could be termed a ‘discourse of limits’.
In this discourse, underlying causes of terrorism were rendered effec-
tively irrelevant, since nonstate terrorism was reprehensible by the
sole fact that it transgressed conventional limits of violence. No pos-
sible cause could make such transgression legitimate. A status quo
discourse par excellence, it was reaffirming the inviolability of the
existing (conventional) boundaries to action.

Recurrently, the case for transgression as a delegitimizing factor of
nonstate terrorism would be made by an analogy with states: even
when a state’s survival is at stake, there exist certain limits imposed
on its action under the established norms of international society.
Therefore, these limits should exist for groups and individuals too.
Such an argument could be sustained by an interdiscursive refer-
ence to international humanitarian law, which was being made more
precise at that time: if there existed a consensus on the constraints
imposed on the behavior of parties in wars (including terrorism),
these constraints should a fortiori apply also in times of peace.68

It could also be related to civilizational norms so that civilization
would stand for restraint while barbarity for excess: ‘once the delib-
erate and unprovoked murder of unarmed civilians is justified by ref-
erence to the murderers’ motives and frustrations . . . we might as well
include murder among legitimate indulgences of a permissive soci-
ety and wipe the Sixth Commandment off the tablet of man’s ethical
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history.’69 In other words, terrorism was once again constructed as
violence outside the framework of institutions constituting ‘the very
nature of our civilization’.70

To such statements about limits, responses would be articulated in
the TWD. These statements emphasized that NLMs’ choice of means
must be measured against the means at their disposal. ‘It would be
unjust to expect [the oppressed people] to adhere to the same code of
ethic[s] as those who possessed more sophisticated means of advanc-
ing their own interests.’71 This line of reasoning could be stretched to
the point in the TWD where it was argued (by sovereign states) that
to ‘overthrow foreign domination and regain usurped territories,’ an
inherent right to use all the means at one’s disposal exists, without
any constraints imposed either internally or externally.72

Basic discourses

In an important discontinuity with the 1930s, the duality of the
discursive order was mirrored in the double subjectification of the
terrorist subject as a Revolutionary and a State. The terrorist as rev-
olutionary (FWD) is a masked anarchist, elusive and stateless. The
terrorist as state (TWD), in contrast, is a regime or machinery that
terrorizes the subjected population and maintains the existing unjust
international political order. In the TWD, the subjectification of the
revolutionary as a terrorist would also be challenged by means of
articulating different subjectifications for the same subject. These
different subjectifications were conditioned by the first logic of excep-
tion and would replace the term terrorist with terms like ‘freedom
fighter’, ‘guerilla’ or ‘commando’.73 Each of these labels would, in its
own particular way, legitimize the action of its bearer, either by ref-
erence to his just cause (freedom) or by reference to the war context
which makes the use of violence permissible. Alternatively, under the
second logic of exception, the FWD’s identification of the terrorist
would not be undermined, but the characteristics attributed to the
terrorist in the FWD would be challenged. Instead of being depicted
as an insane/coldblooded criminal, the terrorist would be represented
as a deprived and desperate person using extreme means (the only
means available) to redress the terrible wrongs he had suffered at the
hands of the ‘real terrorist’.

The division notwithstanding, some fundamentally similar basic
patterns of identity and difference, while relating to different terrorist
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subjects, can be established. These are (1) the basic discourse of
civilization/barbarism, a legacy of the discourse of terrorism in the
1930s, and (2) the discourse of innocence/harm, which, in contrast,
had hardly any precedent.74 Their functions are similar insofar as in
both cases, the subject is established as hors humanité. Besides these,
one robust basic discourse can also be identified in each order. In the
FWD, it is the discourse of order/chaos, familiar but now reinforced by
its association of the terrorist with a pirate and a discrete discourse
of terrorism as a disease. In the TWD, it is the basic discourse of the
(terrorist) regime/people.

Common basic discourse I: Civilization and barbarism

In the FWD in particular, one can find familiar statements about the
terrorist being positioned outside the boundary of civilization since
he or she assails civilization and its values, all civilized people or
mankind as a whole (which effectively renders him or her inhuman).75

The most distinct characteristic of the terrorist as a barbarian in this
discourse is the transgression of the established (civilized) norms lim-
iting the use of violence.76 As a result, his grievances, whatever their
substance, are being internationalized in an ‘uncivilized’ way.77 One
explicit implication is that the civilized mankind could be called
upon to ‘take a keen look’ at those states which did not partake in
the effort to create a universal counter-terrorism regime.78 The exclu-
sion from humanity, on the other hand, would generally not extend
to the states that were deemed to sponsor terrorism. Instead, in the
FWD statements, as in the 1930s, a call would resonate for a unity
of the world community in the face of an imminent human crisis
brought about by the terrorist’s inhuman methods.79

As mentioned above, that call would remain unanswered. The
autonomizing third world instead focused on state terrorism. In con-
structing the state terrorist, statements articulated in the TWD would
use a very similar difference of civilization and barbarism. State terror-
ism was therefore constructed as ‘the most drastic form of savagery
and barbarism’80 because it transgressed ‘most elementary codes of
human and civilized behavior’.81 In a less abstract sense, it would be
associated with ‘tyranny’,82 not least to underline the positive qual-
ity of the autonomizing third world’s Selves, who, in their political
spaces, emancipated those who had formerly been ‘terrorized’ by the
colonial Other.
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Common basic discourse II: Innocence and harm

In the 1930s the innocence of the terrorist’s victim featured only
marginally in the discourse. Now it seems to have gained a rather
prominent status in both the FWD and the TWD. What was per-
ceived as distinctive about the terrorist was that he took ‘innocent
human lives’.83 In each discursive order, however, innocence would
be defined rather differently.

In the FWD, the innocent were those located outside a (partic-
ular) political dispute which, as in the 1930s, ought to have been
contained within its place of origin.84 After all, it was said to be ‘a
traditional function of international law to attempt to contain vio-
lence within the narrowest feasible territorial limits’.85 In the TWD,
the innocent who were preyed upon by the terrorist were the pow-
erless subjects of the tyrannical (in the sense of both usurpatory and
oppressive) power.86 Thus, these innocent people were located inside
the political space of a conflict, rather than on the outside. It is
noteworthy, however, that in both cases the innocent as victims of
terrorist violence were a multitude, rather than sovereigns in their
physical bodies or their limbs (government officials), the dominant
target in the states’ discourse of the 1930s – and one whose identifi-
cation with innocence (harmlessness) could indeed have been much
more problematic.

The first world’s discourse: Order and chaos

The FWD basic discourse of order and chaos shows an impor-
tant continuity with the 1930s.87 The terrorist commits an assault
on the international order and organized society (which guaran-
tee human progress).88 He or she is the author of nihilist violence
aimed at the destruction of free societies,89 or of a ‘murder of a
state’, thus rising ‘against history, law, justice, humanity and peace’.90

In some statements, the terrorist seems to have all but succeeded:
‘Mankind . . . came to be dominated by armed men who roamed the
world, trafficked in drugs, stole, attacked trains, aircraft, ships and
banks, and sacrificed innocent human lives.’91 More often, the chal-
lenge to order would result in a call for action, and the FWD’s
discourse of order is therefore closely linked to statements previ-
ously identified with the FWD’s discourse of method. The terrorist
represented a threat that required immediate and resolute action
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lest a reign of anarchy, jungle law, a medieval ‘private war’, or
the scourge of war without there actually being a war (i.e. limited
and spatially contained violence exercised by soldiers) would pre-
vail. Such a war without a war would deprive innocent people of
their right to be free from fear, which could (only) be guaranteed by
organized governments.92 The choice for the future was clear: either
governments or gunmen.93

In continuity with the 1930s, and complementing and reinforc-
ing what was described above as a discourse of alarm, the terrorist in
the FWD was represented as a potentially ubiquitous threat: ‘the evil
is everywhere. The criminal walks every day the entire geography of
our planet.’94 His or her actions could ‘[explode] in any place, [at] any
hour, at any time, without respect for the life of anyone.’95 In con-
trast to his predecessors in Janka Puszta in the 1930s, however, the
1970s terrorist was not founding an alternative polity. Moreover, his
spatial dislocation could now have moral implications: he was ‘with-
out homeland,’ which also meant that he was ‘without honour and
without morality’.96

Part and parcel of the basic discourse of order and chaos was the
subjectification of the terrorist as a pirate. It became rather pop-
ular in relation to one particular manifestation of terrorism – air
hijacking.97 What seems to have facilitated this subjectification was
the idea that as the pirate of yore roamed spaces characterized by a
void of sovereign power, so did the 1970s terrorist on board airplanes
(at least until the International Civil Aviation Organization’s regula-
tory treaties were concluded).98 At the same time, the subjectification
was by no means inevitable, since in the traditional understanding,
embodied also in the Geneva Convention on the High Seas (1958),
piracy tended to be defined as an act of one vessel against another
(rather than a forcible takeover of one vessel by those on board) and
related to strictly private objectives.99 In practical terms, the parallels
between the terrorist and the pirate could be instrumental in that
piracy was a universal archetypal crime against order, humanity, civ-
ilization and the jus gentium as its particular product, which rendered
the terrorist as a hostis humani generis and effectively located him hors
humanité. Besides serving to dehumanize the terrorist, the analogy
was also an effective instrument of depoliticization through which
real political objectives, such as political change in one delimited
space, were suppressed in favor of viewing terrorism as a(n) (alleged)
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universal attack against humanity. (In the discourse of depoliticiza-
tion, terrorists would be committing ‘the most cruel and heartless of
crimes . . . [preparing] in cold blood, in a calculated way, deliberately,
in silence and in secret . . . their destructive and nefarious activity
which sometimes reaches, kills or destroys people who are tragi-
cally powerless before such refined evil’.100) Furthermore, the crime of
piracy invoked universal jurisdiction and other exceptional measures
against the enemy who had deliberately excluded himself from the
protection of order and civilization. Finally, it is worth pointing out
that the genesis of the currently popular metaphor of ‘safe havens’
can be traced back to its roots in the identification of the terrorist as
a pirate in this discursive series.

Depoliticizing and dehumanizing effects were achieved also by a
new discrete discourse of terrorism as a disease.101 The depoliticiza-
tion was reinforced in this discourse through the representation of
terrorism as a mental disease. The terrorist was therefore ‘senseless,
insane, demented’.102 The dehumanization was facilitated by depict-
ing terrorists as agents of a contagious disease, such as cancer, plague
or some other unspecified epidemic.103 The international body politic
would be constructed as a patient (a single sick body) who was threat-
ened with being consumed by such a disease, for which a cure had to
be found.104 Moreover, in line with the discourse of method (FWD), it
was argued that the patient had to be cured as soon as possible, even
before all the causes of his illness were known.105 The two aspects of
the disease of terrorism would in fact combine productively since the
terrorist was endowed with the power to bereave the normal Self of
its reason and sanity: in other words, his madness was contagious.

The third world’s discourse: A faceless regime and the people

In the TWD, the state terrorist would be subjectified in a way that
differentiated him from the idealized postcolonial Self, which itself
was founded in the difference and was characterized by an emanci-
pation of the individual, by justice and by spatially limited politics
(counterposed to the state terrorist’s imperialism). The state terrorist
subject would commonly be represented as a faceless machine, inhu-
man, barbaric and criminal106 (as opposed to the political character of
the freedom fighter/revolutionary terrorist).107 It would be a(n) (inhu-
man) ‘regime’ that terrorizes ‘people’, both within and without the
legal boundaries of its power. It might not have a face, but it would
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have a name: the archetypical terrorist state in this discourse was
Israel, while the United States, Portugal and South Africa were also
often claimed to practice systematic and mass terrorism.

Israel was the only state terrorist subject whose character sketch
was drawn in the TWD in detail, however. In fact, it could relate to
a number of referents. It could be a state as such, but also a (Zionist)
regime, an ideology (Zionism) or – in an exception to the rule that
the state terrorist has no face – a band of former terrorists (whose list
would be duly presented)108 who later became the new state’s lead-
ers. In any case, it was a terrorist subject. Its terrorist identity would
be asserted both by pointing to the original acts of Israeli terrorist
violence, such as the King David Hotel bombing (1946) or the Deir
Yassin massacre (1948)109 and by pointing to the list of Israel’s sub-
sequent actions. They would include, at various levels of abstraction,
‘the war of annihilation waged by Israel, in a national policy of state
terrorism, against the Palestinian people by murdering their national
leaders and intellectuals and all those who inspire them to struggle
for their nationhood’110; raids, covert operations and the shooting
down of an airliner111; and, more generally, intimidation and a rule
of fear and terror112; and bestiality against innocent civilians.113 It is
noteworthy that, besides the standard modi operandi of state terrorism
established in the TWD such as colonial domination, foreign occu-
pation, and exploitation of the subjects, Israel’s terrorism would, in
addition, comprise acts associated in the FWD with nonstate terror-
ism (assassination and even ‘piratical hijacking’). From these acts, it
was claimed, Israel was born.114

The sound and the fury

The Munich events were spectacular indeed, as were some other
acts associated with terrorism from the same period. That would not
explain the dramatic (re)emergence of the discourse of terrorism in
the 1970s, however. Nor would it explain the increasing number of
events to which the terrorism label was attached by both states and
terrorism science.115 To be sure, in this sense, 1970s terrorism was
much less virtual than the terrorism in the 1930s, when discursive
references to real events, with the notable exception of the references
to the Marseilles attentate, were almost entirely absent. That these
acts would be called terrorism, however, was never a given. Some
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continuity from the previous state discourse in the FWD was indeed
preserved, but new accidentalities emerged too (TWD).116

The argument proposed here is that the fundamental condition of
both the (re)emergence with considerable intensity of the discourse
of terrorism in the early 1970s (interpreted as yet another strategic
response to the perceived emergency due to the continuing erosion
of the status quo as political struggles failed to remain contained in
their territorial locations) and its divided and intensely political char-
acter due to the challenge to this move were a temporary restitution
of the nomos. Such a claim departs from Schmitt’s own analysis of
this period as a period of a ‘global civil war’. In retrospect, how-
ever, it is possible to make a persuasive case that the Cold War did
represent a territorial order with a certain unity of legal and spa-
tial orientation that used both traditional (diplomacy) and modern
means (nuclear weapons, or more precisely, abstract calculations con-
cerning their use) to rationalize interactions and bracket war. This
despite the persistent inflammatory rhetoric used by parties to dis-
cipline their domestic realms and sustain the national security state
that gave more appearance than substance (in terms of nondiscursive
practices) to the absolute enmity within the order.

This political constellation indeed differed from the jus publicum
Europeanum – most notably in that it presented a trichotomy of polit-
ical spaces (Großräume), which, using the conventional Occidental
perspective, can be termed the first, second, and third world. Sec-
ond, the legal order (Ordnung) was indeed much weakened compared
to the jus publicum Europeanum, with an obvious consequence: an
intensified (but not absolute) enmity within the order. Diplomacy
and nuclear weapons formed brackets that effectively ruled out war-
fare between the first and the second world. In the third world, the
situation was different. Not only was it a space of an intense political
contest between the northern great powers where conflict was pos-
sible and, in fact, also unbracketed because some elementary norms
of international law (nonintervention) and limited (‘civilized’) war-
fare, while purportedly universalist in nature, would not apply there
in practice. The third world, a battlefield of men and a marketplace
of seductive ideologies and lucrative contracts, was also a site of total
colonial war, since it was, unlike the ‘new world’ before, autonomiz-
ing and subjectivating itself. This subjectivation effected not only the
colonial war waged between the national liberation movement and
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the imperialist metropolis in the North. Once some of the former
colonies gained independence, it also effected the discursive chal-
lenge of the limits of legitimate violence and the character of the
international order in the debate about terrorism.

This challenge, made possible by the political fragmentation in
the North (temporarily restituting the political in the international
relations), was ultimately unsuccessful. First, despite sustained effort,
the autonomizing third world was unable to silence the discourse
about terrorism in the very beginning. It then attempted to seize the
discourse of terrorism, which, in its view, was intended to conceal
the very evils that the desperate acts of violence were intended to
publicize.117 This seizure was a failure too, however. The third world
states were indeed able to add clauses about the prima facie unre-
lated right to self-determination to all important final documents
(resolutions, reports).118 Yet they did not succeed in bringing about
a state in which a convention on state terrorism by colonial, racist
and alien regimes, which indeed was the only terrorism condemned
in the founding resolution 3034 (1972) and the several that followed
it in the 1970s, could be passed; in which hostages as defined in the
International Convention against the Taking of Hostages (1979)119

would include the colonial peoples (and the colonial governments
would effectively be rendered as terrorist); or in which the end of
colonial domination and foreign occupation, or the prohibition of
all assistance to regimes that exercise it, could be effected.120

The debate ended in an impasse. The explanation for this would
undoubtedly be complex and reach beyond the scope of this analy-
sis. It can only be reiterated that, interestingly, despite its ideological
affinity for, and the actual support it provided to, both liberation
movements and new governments,121 the second world, perhaps
because it was constrained by the existing nomos, figured more as
a status quo than a revolutionary entity in the debate. Lukewarm,
rather than directly opposed to its initiation, the Soviet Bloc indeed
made statements in favor of NLMs and their war for independence.
But it showed little inclination to effect a more fundamental transfor-
mation of the international order. Despite their criticism of capitalist
states, second world states would not, for example, venture to iden-
tify those states as terrorist. This generally conservative position,
intriguing given the inherent revolutionary rhetoric of Marxism and
Leninism, may be said to reflect the second world’s actual satisfaction
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with the existing nomos and a sense of threat that it shared with the
states of the first world.

It is important to note that the (re)emergence of the discourse of
terrorism was not the only strategic response to containing the total
colonial war and the perceived crisis of the status quo order. Another
one was the development of international humanitarian law (IHL),
in particular through the Geneva Protocols (cf. Gasser 2002).122 The
success of this other response is subject to dispute. But it is plau-
sible to argue that it made possible the criminalization of certain
actions by NLMs that were considered to constitute acts of terror-
ism in both the FWD and the TWD. It is, however, crucial to keep in
mind that the natural boundaries of IHL were defined by the situa-
tion of armed conflict. Therefore, the acts considered within Geneva
laws were only marginally identical with the acts considered in the
FWD. Nonetheless, an interdiscursive relationship would form in the
FWD between terrorism and IHL, and this relationship transcended
the narrow borders in which the allusion could be substantiated.
It resulted, among other things, in the normalization of constructing
the subject of nonstate terrorism’s victim as a ‘civilian’, even when
the acts to which reference was made were taking place outside the
context of the armed conflict. In this way, the terrorist’s action could
be delegitimized, since it involved a transgression of an established
norm (that would only seem to apply to a situation in which the dif-
ference between a civilian and a soldier made sense). By extension,
it could also be suggested that a state of war obtained in the world –
although this may have been a new kind of war, a war without a
war. The war on terrorism was not yet officially declared.123 But in
the identification of the terrorist’s victim as a civilian, it was already
implied.124

Conclusion

The discourse of terrorism in the 1970s, like the discourse of terror-
ism in the 1930s, emerged in response to a perceived crisis of the
international order. Yet this time, due to the basic condition of a
temporary restitution of the political under the provisional nomos,
the initial unity turned into a true battle over the discourse. In this
battle, the autonomizing third world countered the status quo claims
about the established (civilized) limits of violence by turning the
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debate to the systemic violence characterizing the existing interna-
tional political and economic order. The provisional unity formed in
the states’ discourse of terrorism in the 1930s was replaced by a dual-
ity of both laws of rarity and basic discourses. Yet this duality did
not result in a discursive disorder. The two discrete discursive orders
it produced defragmented the enunciative field in that they deter-
mined the possibility of enunciation of statements. Statements made
by second world states, standing in between the two, were articu-
lated according to rules borrowed from both, but these statements
more closely followed those of the FWD. This can be explained by
their effective satisfaction with the power constellation, which they,
unlike the autonomizing third world, had no intention to unsettle.

The basic division was identified in terms of a focus on one form of
violence: revolutionary or systemic. However, while the third world
states attempted to force alternative subjectifications of the subject
that in the FWD was conceived as a terrorist, under what has been
termed a second logic of exception they also consented to his or
her terrorist character while, at the same time, legitimizing his or
her actions. The violence he or she employed was merely reactive in
nature. Therefore, while it was terrorism by the state that was primar-
ily discussed in the TWD, nonstate terrorism would also have a role
here, and more importantly, it could be legitimate. Therefore, state-
ments could be enunciated on nonstate terrorism in the discourse of
underlying causes, which was proposed as the main challenge by the
autonomizing third world in the battle over the discourse of terrorism
as such.

The discourse of terrorism among states in the 1970s betrayed both
continuities and discontinuities with the discoursive series studied
in the last chapter. In the FWD, a recurrent discourse was that of
alarm. The nonstate terrorism (whose unity in the 1970s was as acci-
dental as in the 1930s, but due to the incorporation of air piracy,
in somewhat different ways) was constructed as an unprecedented
threat to the international order, preying on and abusing modernity
and human progress. It would also continue to be associated with
state policies. Regarding basic discourses, in both orders the respec-
tive terrorist subjects were identified as ‘barbarians’ who hurt the
innocent, with obvious depoliticizing and dehumanizing effects. In
the FWD, the reference to innocence was commonly made in terms
of spatial location (outside the political conflict’s space of origin),
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whereas in the TWD it would be made in terms of power(lessness).
In the FWD, the basic discourse of order and chaos would also con-
tinue, but now it was amended by the association of the terrorist with
the (air) pirate, which reinforced his location hors humanité, and by
the (sub)discourse of disease where terrorism would be represented
as a contagion/plague. In the TWD, a discrete discourse can more-
over be identified which was organized around the dichotomy of the
terrorist regime and the victimized people.

The defragmented but fundamentally divided discursive field, con-
ditioned on the power constellation identified as a temporary restitu-
tion of the nomos, was the defining feature of the 1970s series. The
next chapter suggests how the fading away of this provisional nomos
effected a restructuring of the discourse back toward hegemony. How-
ever, as one cannot step in the same river twice, not just continuities,
but also many discontinuities with the 1930s series will be identified.



5
Enclosure (2000s)

‘A hellish storm of ash, glass, smoke and leaping victims’ – this is how
the New York Times described the pandemonium (the newspaper actu-
ally invoked Hieronymus Bosch to render the picture more vivid)1

that followed after two planes crashed into the World Trade Center
(WTC). In little more than half an hour later, a third plane flew into
the Pentagon in Washington D.C. Finally, the fourth plane crashed
close to Shanksville, Pennsylvania. The 19 perpetrators of the attacks,
which took close to 3,000 lives, were shortly afterwards associated
with the Al-Qaeda organization.

The responses to those acts of mass violence, the spectacular images
of which remain engraved in our memories, were excessive on many
levels. The excess was perhaps least surprising in the case of the
media, which declared America to be ‘under attack’, as the first pic-
tures of the smoking towers of the WTC were broadcast over and
over again. In the next few weeks, the media continued to fuel the
image of the global terrorism that threatened everyone and whose
manifestation on ‘9/11’ was a milestone in the history of mankind –
nothing would be now as it used to. Such statements would often
be reinforced by misguided literary allusions. For example, there
was the mobilization of the powerful image of the character of the
Professor from Joseph Conrad’s The Secret Agent, who was depicted
as roaming ‘like a pest in the street full of men’2 with a bomb
strapped to his body, as the perfect subjectification of the modern
terrorist (cf. Shulevitz 2001).3 Lost in this mobilization, however,
was the actual virtuality of the plot to blow up the Greenwich
Observatory, a symbol of science and modernity, which in the book

76
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was masterminded by an agent provocateur and a foreign diplomat.
A similar example is that of the references to W.H. Auden’s Sep. 1,
1939, facilitated by the poem being set in New York and its references
to a ‘psychopathic god’, but at the same time supressing lines such
as ‘Those to whom evil is done/Do evil in return’ or the more gen-
eral scope of the critical commentary Auden makes about the modern
age. ‘Nous sommes tous Américains,’ Le Monde famously declared in
an admirable show of solidarity,4 which, however, could easily be
read also as a construction of a fictional unity of the victims, since
‘our values’ of civilization and order had also been attacked in this
heinous act. In the same newspaper and in his characteristically bom-
bastic style, the philosopher Jean Baudrillard would later claim that
the attacks constituted an absolute event, the mother of events, the
pure event ‘qui concentre en lui tous les événements qui n’ont jamais
eu lieu. Tout le jeu de l’histoire et de la puissance en est bouleversé,
mais aussi les conditions de l’analyse.’5

By far the greatest excess has been the emergence of the true ‘global
terrorism dispositif’, with the states’ discourse of terrorism as part and
parcel. The change in the power constellation brought about by the
end of the Cold War made this discourse in response to 9/11 a mon-
umental and generally hegemonic construction of global (counter)
terrorism. Among the most notable continuities with the previous
series are the basic discourses of civilization/barbarism and order/chaos,
or the discourse of alarm, as these discourses once again invoke the
specter of terrorism as a new and unprecedented threat. The most sig-
nificant discontinuity is proposed to be the excess that has been used
to facilitate ever more extraordinary responses conditioned on the
construction of an alienated, dehumanized and lethal enemy. It is the
excess of the reaction to terrorism – the magnitude of the hyperbole,
rather than the excess of any objective material violence – which
seems to determine the modalities of the political process through
which violence is distributed in the contemporary international order
more than anything else.

In both of the previous discursive series, the discourse of terror-
ism did not (re)emerge ex nihilo, yet there always could be found
an identifiable moment of dramatic change in terms of both form
and content. In this chapter, much more than in the previous chap-
ters, the inquiry begins in medias res. On one hand, there has been
a continuity of the discrete discourse of terrorism from the 1970s
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(for example, in annual statements on the issue in the form of U.N.
General Assembly resolutions on international terrorism). On the
other hand, the modified structural constellation of power started to
effect the discourse’s transformation already in the late 1980s. Due to
these factors, 9/11 has been a turning point only to the extent that
it pushed to the extreme rules for articulating statements, many of
which could be observed even before.

For example, UNGA res. 40/161 (1985), passed after the seizure of
the MS Achille Lauro, introduced a formula that would be recur-
rent in a vast amount of future statements by states on terrorism
(and not only in UNGA resolutions). It condemned, ‘as criminal, all
acts, methods and practices of terrorism, wherever and by whomever
they are committed.’ Res. 48/122 (1993) was the first UNGA reso-
lution not to include the self-determination clause (that effectively
removed NLMs from its scope) and, at the same time, also the first to
include a rudimentary definition of typical terrorist acts. In this defi-
nition, these acts were targeted against innocent persons, commonly
involved destruction of human rights, threatened the integrity and
security of states, destabilized governments, undermined a pluralistic
civil society, and checked the economic and social development of
states. The definition was afterwards formalized in res. 49/60 (1994)
to include ‘criminal acts intended or calculated to provoke a state
of terror in the general public, a group of persons or particular
persons for political purposes’.6 Such acts were moreover declared
unjustifiable under any circumstance, ‘whatever the considerations
of a political, philosophical, ideological, racial, ethnic, religious or
any other nature’. Both statements would become normalized and
repeated in a number of following resolutions, declarations, and con-
ventions and also in debates. Furthermore, in the aftermath of the
Vienna World Conference on Human Rights (1993), the UNGA’s
Third Committee started to prepare resolutions on terrorism and
human rights, the concern of which, starting with res. 48/122 (1993),
which was mentioned above, was the ‘destruction’ of human rights
and the destabilizing of governments (presumably their guarantors)
by nonstate terrorist activity. Also, a new Ad Hoc Committee on Ter-
rorism was created in 1996 (cf. UNGA res. 51/210) and prepared
three conventions (while it has been negotiating a comprehensive
convention on international terrorism). Of these the Convention
on the Suppression of the Financing of Terrorism (res. 54/109/1999)
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deserves a particular mention, for it was the first sectoral agreement
which included a quasi-definition of terrorism. This definition con-
sisted in an explicit backward construction of sectoral offences as acts
of terrorism, and it further included all acts

intended to cause death or serious bodily injury to a civilian, or
to any other person not taking an active part in the hostilities in
a situation of armed conflict, when the purpose of such act, by its
nature or context, is to intimidate a population, or to compel a
government or an international organization to do or to abstain
from doing any act.

In the latter part of the 1980s, the Security Council also started to
issue statements on terrorism after condemning, in res. S/579/1985,
acts of hostage taking as manifestations of international terrorism.
Since the 1990s, it has repeatedly declared terrorism, its sponsor-
ing (res. 687/1991) and sheltering suspects in cases of terrorist acts
(S/748/1992) a threat to international peace and security.7

A fugitive and a vagabond on the earth

The contemporary discourse of terrorism is one of gigantism and
apocalypse (cf. Said 2001a; Kapitan 2003). At least among states, it
is also a hegemonic discourse – one of ‘enclosure’ – with the polit-
ical challenge of the 1970s exhausted and the very conditions for
politicization of the discourse (touching on fundamental principles
of international violence and justice) dramatically changed.

Law of rarity

When the General Assembly’s plenary session opened at the UN
Headquarters just a day after the 9/11 attacks, the echo of the recent
tragedy undoubtedly continued to be, to borrow from the title of a
later book by Jonathan Safran Foer, ‘extremely loud and incredibly
close’.8 Despite this rather extraordinary setting, the rules that can
be observed to govern the articulation of statements in the debate
on terrorism that immediately followed seem to hold for much of
what followed. Two fundamental ones can be identified at once. First,
despite their unprecedented means (hijacking civilian airliners with
the purpose of turning them into weapons) no one doubted that the
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acts of mass violence that happened on 9/11 were actually terrorism.
Second, in all statements enunciated in this debate, terrorism was
universally condemned. It was also frequently stated that it repre-
sented a threat to peace and security and that no cause could possibly
justify it. This would be reiterated in many statements by states that
followed, all the General Assembly and Security Council resolutions,
reports of the Ad Hoc Committee and so on. In the words of one
member state: ‘Terrorism can never be justified. Terrorism is never a
legitimate weapon. The targeting and deliberate killing of civilians
are unacceptable. Full stop.’9

The hegemonic order of the discourse reveals itself in several ways.
In vain, one searches for the previously common statements on state
terrorism. NLMs are rarely mentioned, and when they are, it is always
under the ‘first logic of exception’, aimed at an alternative subjectifi-
cation of actors, but never the second logic, that of legitimizing their
terrorist action. The discourse on underlying (root) causes of terror-
ism has been transformed from a means of resistance and challenge.
It has been depoliticized and discussed universally in the context
of a universal condemnation of terrorism, but more importantly, as
linked to liberal governmentality (see below).10 Even though ‘the
establishment of international relations based on sovereign equal-
ity, multilateralism and justice’ would continue to be occasionally
stressed,11 gone is the project of transforming the international order
based on capitalist exploitation. Finally, not only would states express
compassion with the United States unisono in the aftermath of 9/11
(or at least with its citizens, or the direct victims), but they would
also participate in constructing the terrorism which had targeted ‘all
of us’.12

Terrorism’s nature: In pluribus unum

Given the vast amount of statements on terrorism articulated by
states, their considerable variety is hardly a surprise. Some of the
statements were rather essentialist, even as they were not too spe-
cific about the nature of terrorism: ‘Despite the fact that terrorism
is multifaceted, its nature is one and the same, and at its roots lies
a doctrinaire egoism which has been raised by its followers to the
highest level of evil, intolerance and cruelty.’13 In other words, as an
often-quoted phrase goes, ‘what looks, smells and kills like terror-
ism is terrorism’.14 Some of the other statements would, in contrast,
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reflect a certain epistemological scepticism, likening terrorism to a
terra incognita, the heart of which we do not understand. But even
in these statements the terrorist nature of certain phenomena would
not be doubted.15 Yet other statements would point to (or regret)16

the absence of a precise definition of terrorism, but they would not
hesitate to condemn it morally: ‘We could debate how to define it,
but we all understand [emphasis added] that no cause, however legit-
imate, justifies the use of indiscriminate violence against innocent
civilians in order to coerce societies and governments.’17

All these statements – at times uncertain of how to precisely define
terrorism but positive in recognizing it and condemning it – suggest
just how normalized the concept has actually become: a monumental
unity of terrorism in ‘all its forms and manifestations’. The com-
mon ground for these manifestations seems to be the indiscriminate
character of terrorist violence which is aimed at innocent civilians,
specifically including women and children, who are ‘massacred and
maimed’18 and its global anti-government character:

In a cynical mockery of international cooperation, terrorist
groups, even those from entirely different parts of the world with
entirely different agendas, had begun to work together to train
operatives, trade expertise in death and cooperate in the perpetra-
tion of atrocities. Their only common bond was a willingness to
murder the innocent in pursuit of their goals.19

The discourse of alarm

Ironically, once again, terrorism is identified as a new and entirely
unprecedented threat. An important reference of these statements
has been the 9/11 attacks themselves: the vile, heinous ‘worst ter-
rorist assault in the history of the world’ and a ‘terrible evil which
shocked the conscience of the entire world’ and burnt horrifying
images into the global memory that would, from now on, serve as
a ‘constant reminder to all of the need to stamp out this scourge’.20

But the alarm is associated with the new global terrorism in general.
It is constructed as the ‘greatest of new dangers’,21 predominantly on
the assumption that it knows no limits. These include, first, the famil-
iar spatial limits. Terrorism has no boundaries22 or nationality23 and
is an elusive evil24 spreading to all corners of the world. No coun-
try, including great powers, is safe or immune against it.25 Second,
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and now seemingly stressed more than in the past, there are also
moral limits26: terrorism is brutal and unconstrained in its readiness
to inflict mass casualties.27 Even when it is conceded that terror-
ism is not a new threat, its ‘scale and brutality’ are said to ‘have
altered our lives and our thinking and forced us to take new mea-
sures to protect ourselves’.28 Thus, because of its limitlessness, which
is either immanent to it or characteristic of its current manifesta-
tions (in discontinuity with the previous discursive series, which
already had constructed it as limitless), terrorism is a new exis-
tential threat to individuals, nations and human civilization as a
whole.29

Part and parcel of this alarmist construct of a terrorism char-
acterized by an unprecedented lethality is the catastrophic possi-
bility that terrorists could use weapons of mass destruction. Some
statements would point out the risk of terrorists or ‘irresponsible
dictators’30 acquiring WMDs31 that would ‘allow them to kill on a
scale equal to their hatred’.32 In a number of other statements, ‘grow-
ing evidence of possible linkages between terrorism and weapons of
mass destruction’33 is cited. Yet other statements and notably those
included in the Nuclear Terrorism Convention would seem to con-
struct nuclear terrorism not as a possibility (based on the common wis-
dom that terrorists do seek to acquire weapons of mass destruction)
but, despite its hypothetical character, as a material fact.34

Such statements follow those in the previous discursive series,
where terrorism was constructed as benefiting from modernity and
globalization (which result in a fast and seemingly uncontrollable
movement of persons, ideas and, importantly, capital), but at the
same time reaping the fruits of progress for the vile purpose of actu-
ally impeding the universal progress. As in the past, terrorism is
now characterized by a dialectic of modernity (in terms of means)
and countermodernity (in terms of purpose). And once more, glob-
alization serves as an important permissive cause for the rise of
international terrorism.35

The discourse of action

The discourse of alarm can again be logically connected to a series
of statements on how terrorism should be faced. The first notable
characteristic of the discourse these statements form is its totality.
The aim of global counter-terrorism is to free us from terrorism
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‘forever’, or to ‘eradicate’ terrorism,36 and such an ambitious objective
requires an harmonious response by the entire international commu-
nity. Furthermore, as in the 1930s, today it is thought that terrorism
must be prevented from undermining its (discursively constructed)
unity.37 The counter-terrorist policy should include denying terror-
ists safe havens or lending support to terrorist movements in any
way.38 At the same time, refraining from support of terrorism would
no longer, as in the 1930s, suffice to eradicate international ter-
rorism, which ‘has become essentially stateless and nebulous in
nature . . . ’39

Emancipated from the state, terrorism now forms an autonomous
network40 or, more marginally, an octopus whose ‘destructive ten-
tacles’ would reach to all societies,41 a metaphor applied also to
organized crime, with which terrorism is now frequently associ-
ated with a clear depoliticizing effect. Indeed, rogue states can be
unproblematically associated with this network for the purpose of
advocating interventionist policies against them. But terrorism is no
longer an instrument of state policy.42

A striking manifestation of the excess coded into the global ter-
rorism discourse in the 2000s, the action called upon against this
terrorist network is predominantly framed in terms of war. Terror-
ism could be articulated as an ‘individual invasion’ in the 1930s.
In the 1970s, it was distinguished from regular warfare based on
the transgression of its norms, but at the same time, it represented
a new mode of warfare, a ‘war without war’. Now, this association
seems to become a general rule for articulating statements on terror-
ism. Terrorism is therefore described as ‘all out war declared against
all of humankind’43; ‘the principal method of warfare used by disaf-
fected groups seeking to achieve their political ends and to blackmail
national governments’44; ‘violence transformed into a method of war
against innocent people’45; or the ever uglier face of war ‘involving
civilians on a large scale’.46

The response by the international community to terrorism, in
consequence, is also ‘war’47 – even as this war is often claimed to
be fought on different fronts, including political, legal and eco-
nomic fronts.48 In addition to legitimizing direct military responses
(such as the invasion of Afghanistan, which was initially identi-
fied as a space whose conquest and political transformation would
paradoxically undermine Al-Qaeda, a deterritorialized global terrorist
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network),49 this move would also militarize practices in other fields.
Indeed, the suspension of law associated with the war paradigm is
certainly not the only practice advocated or performed by the states
countering terrorism. But normalizing the association between ter-
rorism and war, even at the more abstract level of an organizing
metaphor (which would make possible the frequent use of com-
bat, battle or front metaphors when articulating statements about
terrorism/counter-terrorism), has nonetheless been effective in ratio-
nalizing the extraordinary practices that are produced even by a
‘liberal’ power apparatuses such as Justice and Home Affairs in the
European Union (EU).

The universal action against terrorism as constructed in statements
by the states should have rather extensive transformative effects for
it is aimed at eliminating ‘conditions conducive to the spread of
terrorism’. These include poverty, injustice, unresolved conflicts, eco-
nomic marginalization, lack of good governance and rule of law, and
widespread violations of human rights.50 This may seem a surpris-
ing continuity with the TWD discourse of underlying causes (1970s).
But it is not necessarily so. Now articulated, not by the autonomiz-
ing third world, but by almost everyone, it is actually no longer a
discourse of resistance and revolution seeking to instantiate political
alternatives, but rather a hegemonic practice of normalization that
betrays unmistakable features of global (neo)liberal governmentality.
Development as a promise of the future, rather than a redistribution
at present (a suppressed political alternative), is said to constitute the
means of prevention of conflict and terrorism based on the belief
that there is no place for (authentic, not imported) terrorism in the
‘developed’ world. Therefore, removing the causes of ‘unequal devel-
opment’, in particular through the closest possible integration of the
‘underdeveloped’ into the global economy and carrying out normal-
izing internal neoliberal reforms, is proposed also as a solution to the
problem of terrorism.

Finally, even when we are faced with the (discursively constructed)
unprecedented threat posed by a global transnational network, it is
never suggested that the status quo order consisting of sovereign poli-
ties should change too. Their plurality is to be preserved even against
the (supposedly) unified global enemy. All the apocalyptic visions
notwithstanding, a world state continues to mark from beyond the
boundaries of the political imagination.
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At the discourse’s fringes

To avoid imposing a false totality on the discourse and thus rein-
forcing power rather than inquiring into the multiplicity of forces
existing in the field, statements located at the fringes of the other-
wise hegemonic discourse should also be paid due attention. Their
first series relates to the concept of state terrorism. State terrorism
is indeed occasionally mentioned. However, it is not mentioned in
a way that would be reminiscent of the TWD of the 1970s. At that
time, the concept of state terrorism organized a discourse of resis-
tance and stood for a prima causa of revolutionary violence. Now it
seems to have a residual character. While it was the only form of ter-
rorism specifically condemned in res. 3034/1972, now it would not
be mentioned in UNGA resolutions at all, nor would a reference to
it be included in the draft comprehensive convention discussed in
the Ad Hoc Committee and the Sixth Committee’s Working Group
(despite the fact that some states indeed strove to have ‘state terror-
ism against innocent civilians’ specifically included in both).51 The
term state terrorism is, moreover, always situated in the context of a
universal condemnation of terrorism, and in practice it is used only
for the activities of the armed forces of a single state (Israel)52 rather
than for the systemic patterns of repression and exploitation as in
the TWD.

Like state terrorism, national liberation movements would not sim-
ply be erased from the list of objects on which statements in the
discourse of terrorism could be articulated. But statements on NLMs
now seem to be governed exclusively by the first logic of exception:
terrorism is to be universally condemned, but it has to be differenti-
ated from NLMs’ activities, and their members must be subjectified
not as terrorists but alternatively. To this end, a standard definition
of terrorism has been called for by some states on the assumption
(or in the hope) that it would prevent ‘wilful confusing [of] terror-
ism with struggle[s] for national liberation and independence’. For
Lebanon, the difference was clear: ‘National liberation is a right and
an honour; terrorism is a crime and cowardice.’53 Moreover, as with
the statements on state terrorism, these statements are most accu-
rately seen as residual, rather than as an indication of a real challenge
to the hegemonic order of discourse. The once common trope assert-
ing the right of peoples to self-determination has not featured in any
recent UNGA resolutions on terrorism, for example, and the attempt
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to insert a special paragraph confirming that right into the draft
comprehensive convention has also failed.54

Finally, the discourse features statements articulated by pariahs of
the international order – states such as Cuba, Belarus or Zimbabwe
(who, however, could and indeed would follow the rules of the dom-
inant discourse in their other statements).55 For example, in the first
UNGA debate after 9/11 Cuba would claim that ‘many seem not to
have realized . . . that the end of independence was decreed for every
other state without exception’ by the United States. (Cuba too had
been subjected to terrorism, but this was the state terrorism con-
ducted from Washington.) Havana opposed the war, which, in its
view, would only lead to a cycle of vengeance, the death of an
incalculable number of innocent people, and ‘unpredictable effects
on a global scale’. It also warned that states of the South would
become ‘victims of actions of force if today we accepted war on
the pretext of the struggle against terrorism’.56 In addition, it later
stated that ‘[the] war on terrorism and the alleged promotion of
freedoms serve as pretexts for aggression, military occupation, tor-
ture, arbitrary detention . . . and the imposition of political, economic
and social models that facilitate imperial domination’.57 Equatorial
Guinea would go even further when it pointed to ‘covert terrorism
carried out under the pretext of defending and protecting democracy
and human rights’.58 In a similar vein, Belarus criticized the ‘terroriz-
ing of civilians and the trampling of human rights in the name of the
war on terror that were being witnessed in many regions’.59 It also
identified as the (sole) root cause of terrorism the unipolar world
order which ‘makes progress unattainable’.60 Finally, for Zimbabwe
the war on terror ‘exposed the duplicity and insincerity of erstwhile
leading democracies and human rights monitors with regard to the
question of the observance of human rights’.61

Basic discourses

As in the previous series, the terrorist subject takes shape in jux-
taposition to several complementary Selves. Some of them will by
now be rather familiar: order/chaos, and civilization/barbarism. The
discourse of humanity/inhumanity that is marginally present in the
previous discursive series, however, can now be considered more
salient. Finally, a new distinct moralist discourse of good/evil can be
identified.
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Through those discourses, terrorism is rendered as a common
enemy of all peoples and societies, and of peace and justice,62 a
total enemy to the collective Self constituted by references to order,
civilization, humanity and good. This universal collective Self can be
discursively constructed as existing in reality: ‘The evil of terrorism
has caused us to rally together.’63 ‘In this new millennium, it is clear
to all responsible nations that one issue above all unites us as we seek
to promote lasting peace, security and prosperity: the common war
on terrorism.’64 Alternatively, it can also be prescribed. We have all
been attacked, and unless we unite, we perish, for the enemy, the
anonymous traitor of humanity, can strike anywhere: ‘We do not
know where to find [the enemy], but we know that he is among us.
We do not know what it is that he seeks, but we know that he is ready
to strike at any moment.’65

Order and chaos

‘Terrorism is a movement. It has an ideology and it has a strategy, and
the strategy is not just to kill. It is, by terror, to cause chaos and insta-
bility and to divide and confuse us, its enemy.’66 Besides imposing
an imagined unity on terrorism as a movement, and hence on the
identity of terrorist subjects wherever they are and whatever their
agendas, the statement exemplifies the basic discourse of order and
chaos. The discourse being rather familiar now, here it may receive
only a cursory treatment pointing to substantial continuities in the
articulation of statements across the series. Terrorists are not just out
to kill: ‘The underlying reason for terrorism is to create chaos, to dis-
rupt the global system of peace and security.’67 It threatens peace and
stability,68 undermines the foundations of human society,69 disrupts
its normality,70 and strikes the universal values of international order
and society,71 thus imperiling friendly relations among peoples.72

Again constructed as a paradigmatic anti-government practice, ter-
rorism wants (paradoxically) ‘to rule the world’73 and at the same
time to make the world ungovernable, for should groups of killers be
allowed to threaten innocent masses, the world, if it survives at all,
will turn into a ‘hopeless battleground’ with no order or security.74

Reinforcing the basic discourse of order and chaos and facilitating
the terrorist subject’s depoliticization (which is otherwise effected in
particular by the near exclusive focus on the means not ends of the
terrorist action)75 and dehumanization, medical vocabulary is also
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mobilized much more in the 2000s than in the 1970s. That the threat
of terrorism is omnipresent can therefore be articulated in terms of
the lack of ‘immunity’ any state currently enjoys from the ‘disease’
of terrorism.76 This disease, as in the past, is constructed, on one
hand, as a (metastasized) ‘cancer’ or ‘plague’.77 That way, the ele-
ment of contagion and uncontrollable spread is emphasized. On the
other hand, it can be constructed as ‘madness’78 to underline the
sheer irrationality and mindlessness of terrorist activity that causes
‘senseless destruction’.79 The international community of states then
predictably identifies itself with ‘reason, law and order’80 even as its
‘collective psyche’81 was wounded in the 9/11 attacks that showed
the ‘extreme vulnerability’82 of the international body politic. To pre-
vent its consumption, in a medical reinscription of the discourse of
action (see above), the ‘cells’ that constitute the terror network need
to be ‘surgically removed’83 or at least rooted out84 lest their ‘thirst
for blood, death and destruction’ spread.85

Civilization and barbarism

The familiar basic discourse of civilization and barbarism is also
encountered again, and its rules for articulation of statements
show a major continuity with the historical discursive series. The
terrorist therefore undermines the fundamentals or universals of
civilization,86 affronts this civilization,87 or threatens its unity and
survival.88 Terrorism is barbaric,89 and its barbarity rests again pre-
dominantly in that it transgresses the fundamental norms of con-
strained and thus civilized violence. The terrorist is ‘blind and
savage’,90 with the blindness forming a natural link to irrationality
while at the same time referring to the indiscriminate character of
terrorist violence.91 While civilization is associated with light (it is
‘enlightened’), the terrorist is associated with darkness. Hence he rep-
resents the ‘dark side of modernity’92; succumbs to ‘dark forces’93 (or,
alternatively, is possessed by some unidentified, incomprehensible
power that is ‘a dark antithesis of the light we all want to see at
the dawn of the new millennium’)94; is allured by the ‘dark appeal
of resentment and murder’95; and falls into ‘dark depths of criminal
degradation’.96

Following the period whose end has been commonly interpreted
as a victory of democracy and freedom over totalitarianism and servi-
tude, it is now the terrorist who is the enemy of freedom,97 and who
knows ‘no greater enemy and no greater force than the one embodied
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in a free society’.98 His or hers is a ‘primitive [emphasis added] and
totalitarian ideology of politics’.99 Like communism once was, terror-
ism is constructed as a challenge to the values of an ‘open and free
society’100 that now have come under attack once more101 and must
be defended under the flag of civilization.

Humanity and inhumanity

Replaying themes familiar from the previous discursive series but
articulating them more forcibly, the basic discourse of humanity and
inhumanity constructs the terrorist as a hostis humani generis who
operates ‘outside the pale of any human values.’102 From this exter-
nal position, that is, because of their essential inhumanity103 (as a
consequence of which their lives are ‘worthless’),104 terrorists pose a
threat to all humanity (once again constructed as unitary).105 Terror-
ists also shock the conscience of humanity,106 commit a crime against
humanity,107 and undermine not only national, but also human
security.108 In a discontinuity with the FWD (1970s), this subjecti-
fication no longer relies on the terrorist’s identification with the (air)
pirate. However, the disappearance of air hijacking, which was once
among the key phenomena associated with terrorism, has not in the
least impeded the thriving of terrorism as a political concept, or the
fundamental dehumanization of the terrorist.

The terrorist also disrespects human rights. The relationship
between terrorism and human rights is complex, however. The ter-
rorist negates human rights as a cosmopolitan norm since he violates
the most fundamental human right – the right to life – and it fol-
lows that his violation of this norm leads to his violation of all
the others as well.109 This violation of the sacred norm in the new
global (dis)order brings about exclusion from the human commu-
nity and facilitates exceptional responses, since the terrorist, by virtue
of his own actions, need not be considered a fellow human being
any more. The adverse relationship between (nonstate) terrorism and
human rights could be observed already in the 1970s (when it was
stressed that terrorism negated ‘fundamental rights and freedoms’110).
But it became more salient only with the end of the Cold War,111

when it coincided with the protection of human rights becoming
an ever more important rationality of violence through the politics
of (humanitarian, responsible, or protective) intervention. How-
ever, other statements about human rights which bring attention to
excesses of counter-terrorism are also articulated. The risk of human
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rights violations in some (unidentified) countries was pointed out
soon after 9/11,112 and it has since been emphasized in a series of
resolutions prepared by the Third Committee and titled ‘Protection
of Human Rights and Fundamental Freedoms while Countering Ter-
rorism’ (which eventually succeeded the original ‘Human Rights and
Terrorism’ series). Those resolutions do condemn all acts, methods
and practices of terrorism and assert the role of state institutions
as the ultimate guarantors of human rights. At the same time, they
also deplore the occurrence of violations of human rights and funda-
mental freedoms in the context of the fight against terrorism.113 The
discourse of violation of human rights in counter-terrorist activities,
marginally articulated throughout the time series in different institu-
tional sites, thus seems to come closest to a discourse of resistance to
the practices of the global terrorism dispositif.

Good and evil

Finally, many statements would construct the terrorist subject using
moral categories of good and evil. ‘The face of terrorism is one blood-
ied by its evil intention.’114 It is ‘a universal evil with tentacles in
all societies’,115 a globalized evil.116 Speaking of globalized evil can
be intended to dissociate terrorism from any particular civilization
or religion.117 More often, the terrorist seems to be evil since he or
she challenges the established governmentality of the modern secu-
lar state (which resolves the ancient conflict of fear of God and fear of
government in favor of the latter) and threatens to reinstate religion
as a determinant in international relations from where, at least in the
prevalent political imagination, it was expelled as the Westphalian
order came into being. Needless to say, uniting against the evil can
also be a means for the fundamental transformation of the good:
‘Together we can confront and defeat the evil of terrorism. Together
we can secure the Almighty’s gift of liberty and justice to millions
who have not known it. Together we can build a world that is freer,
safer and better for the generations who follow.’118

A world without rules119

The intensely political character of the states’ discourse of terrorism
in the 1970s has been succeeded by a discourse that is hegemonical
and depoliticized. It is generally accepted and reproduced by great
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powers as much as the third world states (which is not to claim that
there exists an absolute harmony in this respect). It creates a world
in which these state actors, as long as they are recognized as mem-
bers of civilized humankind, can legitimize and realize their power,
discipline and punish, and suppress alternatives to the normal order
inside their national boundaries.

The key condition of possibility for this discursive enclosure is
argued to be a once more changed power constellation, which, in
the absence of a nomos, has turned the total colonial war into a
true global civil war. This global civil war, a war without rules or a
deadline,120 has been characterized above all by humanitarian inter-
vention (i.e. an intervention waged in the name of humanity) and
the global war on terror – a social pest control to eliminate the ter-
rorist as a parasite. In an extension of the discourse of disease, this
project has been combined with the action intended to remove the
rogue states, which are seen as an ill of the international order. More-
over, the ‘sick’ failed states, who, as ‘patients’, lose their autonomy
to decide on their own (cf. Manjikian 2008), must be ‘cured’ also
because they threaten to breed and disseminate the terrorism virus
and check the progress and stability of others.

The first response against the ‘acts of war’ (as the 9/11 acts were
interpreted by the United States; cf. Jackson 2005) was the invasion
of Afghanistan. It started as a punitive expedition, and at the same
time it was an attempt to politically control chaos by territorializ-
ing threats by locating their source/base in rogue or failed states in
what could easily be read as a prime example of a countermodern
move (cf. Ó Tuathail 1999). In time, however, the invasion has come
to symbolize the disruption of order which makes Afghanistan an
illustrative metaphor of the absence of the nomos and the final sub-
stitution of an international constitution based on a bracketed war
and mutual recognition of enemies with a state of permanent excep-
tion (Ditrych 2012). In such a permanent state of exception there
can be no neutral ground, and every nation must make a decision
(‘either you are with us, or you are with the terrorists’121). As for the
individual persons, whoever is not on the right side seems to be com-
mitting crimes by their mere participation in the war. The person’s
very enmity is a crime and he or she is placed in a statusless limbo:
he or she is neither a combatant, nor a civilian. Marginal categories
such as ‘unlawful enemy combatant’, first documented in the United
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States Supreme Court case Ex Parte Quirin (1942), have been resur-
rected. But in reality they provide the enemy with no status and no
protection from the bare power (cf. Gasser 2002; Harris 2003). In this
new state of nature everything is permitted, which is to say that the
only constraint imposed on those in power is the (perceived) amount
of the power they wield.122

None of the above is intended to convey the idea that there are
no challenges to the existing power constellation characterized by
America’s hegemony. Its main contenders, Russia and China, use a
variety of means to increase its costs or at least free-ride. They have
also challenged, among other things, the United States’ legitimiza-
tion of the policing action in Iraq.123 But despite all predictions of
its decline, in the 2000s the United States has been able to sustain
both its hegemonic position in the international order and the hege-
monic discourse of terrorism, from which others continue to benefit
and which continues to be governed by a single order. While a mod-
ified power constellation would be likely to influence the conditions
under which statements about terrorism are articulated, this may not
necessarily mean dislocating the dispositif, of which the discourse of
terrorism among states is a productive element. A new nomos would
indeed (re)create a possibility for reconfiguration. But that is not to
say that it would necessarily cause it.

Conclusion

The two most important characteristics of the discourse of terror-
ism after the end of the Cold War and the 9/11 tragedy have been
enclosure and excess. Following the intense political character of the
1970s series, in which a duality of distinct discursive orders could
be observed, now there seems to once more exist only one order
(all but eliminating statements on state terrorism, and reinscrib-
ing the discourse of root causes in terms supporting global liberal
governmentality practices) which betrays several distinct similarities
to the rules that governed the discourse in the 1930s. Terrorism is
constructed in a way that unites the adversary, with whom vari-
ous local actors and pariah states can be associated on the basis of
often superficial or suspect evidence. It is again depoliticized, but
now predominantly through the near exclusive focus on the means
rather than the ends of terrorist action (as in the FWD in the 1970s).
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It emerges as a new and unprecedented threat in the discourse of
alarm, which is logically connected to the discourse of action, in
which the image of the mankind united to efface the universal
scourge of terrorism forever is constructed. The terrorist is once more
subjectified in basic discourses. Some are more familiar (order and
chaos, civilization and barbarism), and some, in their present form,
are new (humanity and inhumanity, good and evil).

Unlike in the 1930s, on the other hand, the terrorist does not seem
to depend on the state anymore. No longer does he or she realize a
(renegade) state policy. However, what seems to be the most striking
difference from both of the previous discursive series is the excess
coded into the discursively constructed reality of terrorism. This
excess, itself conditioned on the changed power constellation and
manifested in the extreme alienation, depoliticization and dehuman-
ization of the terrorist, has arguably had a fundamental constitutive
effect on the current modalities of global politics, in particular those
related to the control of state violence. It has facilitated global polic-
ing action, but also states’ efforts to discipline their domestic realms.
In what was declared a ‘world without rules’, the only constraint
imposed on states’ behaviour toward some other states and individ-
ual human bodies is the limits of the power they wield. In the global
civil war, the real war as a continuation of policy by other means
turns into a social pest control.



6
Power and Knowledge

This chapter explores the constitutive linkages between the states’
discourse of terrorism and specific (external) discursive formations
of terrorism knowledge that can be seen as inducing effects of
power while being subjected to this power’s effects at the same
time. At the most general level, there seems to be little doubt that
the basic discourses in which the terrorist has been ‘othered’ as
the perpetrator of illegitimate violence, and in particular the basic
discourses of order/chaos and civilization/barbarism, have been con-
ditioned on the modern constitution of sovereign reason, which
recognizes itself by excluding madness and chaos from the realm
of civilization – incidentally, the central topic of Foucault’s Folie et
Déraison (Foucault 1961). In international relations, as Ashley (1984)
notes, the sovereignty of the reasoning man has served as a universal
regulative ideal that enables a global domestication of men into par-
ticular territorial sovereignties and normalizes a certain historically
contingent economy of power. The terrorist is located outside the
pale of this ordered and civilized world.1 At the same time, he or she
is neither confined nor exiled, but thanks to his or her mobility and
elusiveness he or she challenges the very paradigm on which global
political normality is based. In the previously analyzed discursive
series a certain difference in terms of the understanding of the ter-
rorist as irrational can be detected. In the 1930s series, while to some
extent being seen as irrational, the terrorist does not seem to be con-
structed as a madman. Indeed, he or she is depoliticized and reduced
to a criminal, and as such he or she could hypothetically be observed
and treated as a sick person that needs to be subjected to psychiatric
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expertise that would make a technical prescription for normaliza-
tion: correction of deviance. But a strong link between the states’
discourse of terrorism and the psychiatric discourse of deviance is
hard to detect. In the latter series, in contrast, the madness associ-
ated with terrorism is much more emphasized. Finally, the recurrent
theme in all three series (but absent in the TWD) is the dual face
of the terrorist, who masters the latest technological advances of
progress (civilization) and at the same time represents a force of back-
wardness and reaction to the civilizational progress toward ending
contingency, undecidability and, ironically, war.

1930s

Social sciences

No attempt at forming a discrete formation (discipline) of terrorism
studies can be recognized in data on the 1930s. In fact, the links
between the states’ discourse of terrorism and social sciences gen-
erally seem to be rather limited in this period. The statements about
terrorism articulated here reflect more their dispersion in the general
discourse than the progressive narrowing observable in the states’
discourse. Indeed, in the Encyclopaedia of the Social Sciences (1934),
Hardman defined terrorism as ‘the method or underlying theory of
systematic violence employed by an organized group in an effort
to achieve its goals,’ which characteristically involved a relocation
of power.2 Terrorism was differentiated from intimidation (which
was associated, for example, with labor conflicts) in that it relied
on the actual use of violence; and from government terror in that
it did not pretend to be exercised by a legally constituted author-
ity. In the past, it had been ‘an accepted revolutionary technique of
anarchism’ and had found its purest expression in the violence of
Narodnaya Volya’s Executive Committee. But as a revolutionary tac-
tic, terrorism could never really succeed, since governments would
not yield to the terrorist campaigns. A thoroughly normative con-
clusion could therefore be drawn: ‘the art of revolution must be
sustained by the will of a large portion of the population affected by
the power at issue and by concerted mass operations’.3 Yet the under-
standing of terrorism as revolutionary (that is, as striving to relocate
power) was by no means universal. The word ‘terrorism’ would, for
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example, continue to be used in reference to government oppression.
To illustrate this use, in the year of the Marseilles attentate, Foreign
Affairs printed an article titled ‘The Evolution of Soviet Terrorism,’4

and at the end of the 1930s, an article nomothetically illuminating
‘typical life cycles’ of dictatorships would list (systematic) terrorism
as one of their characteristic instruments.5 Moreover, one can point
out the clear differences that existed between the definition of ter-
rorism in an authoritative social sciences source, and the forming
of the concept of terrorism in states’ discourse. In the former, its
aim is redistribution of power; in the latter, it is destruction of power
(i.e. making organized government impossible). In the former, it is a
phenomenon near extinction, since it involves individuals or small
groups, whereas it would be classes and masses that would hencefor-
ward drive social change; in the latter, it is a phenomenon of utmost
concern, a new and growing threat to the (international) order.

At the same time, there seems to be one (sub)field of social sci-
ences where constitutive linkages to the states’ discourse of terrorism
can be detected: crime science. As a paradigmatic Polizeiwissenschaft,
it formed an important part of the knowledge that had been circu-
lated in the field formed by police theorists and professionals in the
decades before the 1930s. This knowledge had created the subject of
a new criminal (most often an ‘anarchist’) as a mobile professional
existing in the conditions of increased transnational circulation and
technological progress. Combating this subject then required new
forms of coordinated policing (cf. Deflem 2002; Jäger 2006; Härter
2013). While indeed informing the discourse of terrorism, this knowl-
edge is more productively inquired into in the genealogies of current
dispositifs of (general) security, since the genesis of a number of ratio-
nalities and technologies of transnational police cooperation seems
to have been found in this period.

Law

The knowledge (in the sense of a discrete external discursive forma-
tion) which is in the closest constitutive relationship with power
in the 1930s is legal knowledge. To be sure, since the action to
be taken was first and foremost a legal action, this structured the
enunciative field in terms of the choice of lexicon, the structure of
the (legal) argument, etc. But much more significant than that was
the constitutive relationship with the dominant period paradigm
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of legal positivism, and the more concrete linkages to the field of
international criminal law.6

Legal positivism, which, in contrast to natural law theories, identi-
fied as the source of law the will of the state, had gained dominance
in European jurisprudence in the nineteenth century. However, it was
only in the first decades of the twentieth century that it found its
literally ‘purest’ expression in the theory of Hans Kelsen. It was devel-
oped in his Reine Rechtslehre, which was incidentally published in the
year of the Marseilles attentate.7 Kelsen viewed the legal order as a
system of normative ascriptions which are all genealogically related
to the Grundnorm, the basic norm. It is a system of inherent and
uninterrupted unity and harmony. This harmony could be positively
discovered through the exercise of a mathematicizing jurisprudence
that clears law of all sociology. (However, it should be noted that,
in contrast to the earlier versions of legal positivism, Kelsen’s theory
substituted the state and the command as a sovereign source of the
norm with the law itself.)

Kelsen’s pure theory was perhaps the most extreme offshoot in
jurisprudence of the Enlightenment rationalism and progressivism
before the failure of modernity which Lyotard (1979) metaphori-
cally termed ‘Auschwitz’. However, in its extremity it most clearly
shows the dominant legal epistémé of the period, the criticism of
which indeed existed, but remained rather marginal. (For instance,
Schmitt and Hans Morgenthau stood up, in opposition to Kelsen,
but not necessarily in a mutual agreement, against the sovereignty
of the law and in favor of the political.8) This epistémé, with its
universality, progressivism, rationalism and liberalism,9 conditioned
the project of the ‘progressive codification of international law’,
one of the most visible revolutionary changes to the jus publicum
Europeanum, whose ultimate objective was to write down interna-
tional law (‘to meet the legislative needs of international relations’10)
as a universal and harmonious normative system free of the unde-
cidability that comes with the political. In the extreme, the process
of positivation of international law was to be followed by the inter-
nationalization of law in general: an effort to make the international
law the true (Kelsenian) sovereign over municipal realms in an effort
to civilize nations (cf. Koskenniemi 2004b). A parallel project, less
ambitious than internationalization but conditioned by the funda-
mentally same principles, was that of unification of criminal law,
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that is, a normalization of law inside the national orders rather than
its positivation.11 The 1937 Terrorism Convention – alongside other
period conventions on slavery, counterfeiting currency, traffic in
women and children, drugs or obscene publications12 – combined
both positivation (but not internationalization) and normalization.
It reaffirmed and specified (through positivation) the norm prohibit-
ing intervention. At the same time, it created an obligation for
states to normalize their national legal orders: that is, to make cer-
tain acts criminal offences and to provide for their punishment in a
unified way.

Despite the shift toward universalism as a basic characteristic of
the period’s political constellation, there were clear limits to the
states’ interest in adopting binding positive legislation.13 Similar lim-
its can be observed in the expert discourse regarding the unification
of criminal law.14 This expert discourse can be identified as the dis-
crete knowledge formation which the states’ discourse of terrorism
most specifically drew on.15 In the following analysis, it is limited to
statements articulated in the organizational framework of the Inter-
national Bureau for the Unification of Criminal Law (IBUCL). It is
a methodological choice that warrants some justification. Since the
Bureau’s international conferences were attended by leading experts
from 44 countries of the world, the enunciated statements can be
taken as both authoritative and representative (and while delegations
were formally sent by the participating governments, they did not
represent the states’ official positions). Moreover, the issue of ter-
rorism featured prominently on the agenda in the 1930s, and the
statements’ concentration was therefore considerable.

The roots of the IBUCLs’ discourse of terrorism can be traced to
the first international conference on the unification of criminal law
in Warsaw (1927). At this conference, the inclusion among delicta
juris gentium of employment of means capable of causing a com-
mon danger was discussed in addition to piracy, trade in women
and slavery, drug traffic and traffic in obscene publications.16 Ter-
rorism was not yet directly mentioned (even though it had been
suggested by Romania as a subject demanding international legisla-
tion the previous year).17 Eventually, however, it was indeed placed
by the organization committee on the agenda of the third confer-
ence in Brussels (1930). Terrorism would later be discussed also at
international conferences in Paris (1931) and Madrid (1933). Indeed,
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there would be no consensus on the precise definition. That said,
several reports were delivered on the subject, and the concept did
acquire some recurrent features in the discourse. At the same time, it
was concluded in both Paris and Madrid that terrorism should not be
treated as an international crime since it did not trouble international
relations.

The interest of states in terrorism after the Marseilles attentate
seems to have had a considerable influence on the legal discourse, as
shown during the IBUCL’s sixth conference in Copenhagen (1935).
Here, terrorism was elevated to a prominent status on the agenda,
and the conference was concluded by presenting a proposal for its
national codification as a crime. Saul (2006a) contends that the con-
ference discourse borrowed a number of statements from the League
of Nations’ committee of experts – for example, references to a com-
mon danger, a state of terror, or obstacles to the functioning of public
bodies – in the definition proposals. However, all these had been
articulated in the IBUCL discourse before (see below) and it there-
fore seems to make more sense to reverse the relationship: the legal
discourse likely conditioned the discourse of power in terms of pro-
viding constitutive elements for the definition of terrorism and also,
as developed later in this chapter, for depoliticizing the terrorist. In at
least two important ways, however, the discourse of power condi-
tioned the legal discourse: (1) the essential duality of terrorist acts
(assassination of privileged persons and mass explosions) was asserted
in the legal discourse, and (2) references to international relations as
a referent object of terrorist action came to be emphasized.

To better see how the IBUCL discourse could condition the states’
discourse of terrorism, the key statements articulated in the former
are now surveyed. The very first report on terrorism, delivered during
the Brussels conference (1930) by Niko Gunzburg, identified terror-
ism as a series of crimes capable of producing a common danger.18

This common danger could be a result of a rather broad scope of
activities: from explosions to spreading contagious diseases and caus-
ing floods. The reference to a common danger was included in the
final commission proposal, unlike the catalogue of activities (which
would, however, be drawn upon and expanded in the final propo-
sition of the Paris conference).19 Terrorism would additionally be
defined also as acts against the life and liberty of (as yet unspeci-
fied) persons or against private and state property which, moreover,
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are committed ‘with the purpose of expressing or executing political
or social ideas’.20

There would as yet be no link to the state, as an orchestrator of ter-
rorist violence or as its victim. At the same time, in the final report of
the conference terrorism was considered as having as its object ‘détru-
ire toute organisation sociale’,21 introducing into the legal discourse
of unification of criminal law the familiar aspect of disorder. In Paris
(1931) and Madrid (1933) too, terrorism was defined as undermining
social order and instituting anarchy. The subjectification of the ter-
rorist proposed during the Madrid conference, for example, read as
follows: ‘He, who with the aim of destroying the entire social order
[toute organisation sociale] employs any means whatsoever to terrorize
the population, will be punished.’22 These statements about under-
mining the social order were actually themselves a replication of the
Institute of International Law’s earlier definition of ‘social crimes’ as
‘criminal acts directed against the bases of the entire social order
[toute organisation sociale], and not against only a certain state or a
certain form of government’.23

In both Paris and Madrid, however, the issue of whether terror-
ism constituted a new international crime (un délit de droit des gens)
that would make the suspect subject to extradition and warrant a
universal repression was resolved in the negative. It was conceded
in Paris that the terrorist could operate in more state territories and
could even imperil the bien morale which was international peace.
Yet the danger he produced was a common, not an international,
danger. Two reports delivered on the issue in Madrid also argued
against the notion of terrorism as an international crime. In fact,
in the first report it was claimed that the contrary view would actu-
ally imperil international relations since it would compel states to
pass judgments on other states’ politics. What would seem a rare
conservative statement in the period of universalism and positiva-
tion of absolute principles is followed by the conclusion, however,
that some other acts, such as barbarie against defenseless populations
(massacres, collective cruelties, etc.) indeed should be internationally
punishable notwithstanding the identity of the crimes’ perpetra-
tors and the declared political motive.24 (This is hardly surprising
when it is recalled that Raphael Lemkin, the report’s author, later
famously coined the term ‘genocide’, which encompassed precisely
such activities.25) In terms of the definition of terrorism, Lemkin’s
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report noted that terrorism was not une notion juridique, but a con-
cept which united other crimes (such as murder or arson) in that
there existed a special state of mind on the part of the criminal
(rather than the terrorized victim), a part of which was a political
objective. Roux’s report, on the other hand, made an important con-
nection between targeting hommes politiques and terror aimed toward
the general population: a connection which would become subject
to some controversy in the political discourse but would eventually
be normalized.26

The Copenhagen conference (1935) endorsed the dual nature of
terrorism that was coming to be established in the states’ discourse
(assassination of protected persons, and explosions directed at the
general public). It also introduced international relations as a refer-
ent object of harm of the terrorist action. The final report, published
in Revue de Droit Pénal et de Criminologie and sent to the League
of Nations’ Expert Committee,27 found it desirable to criminalize
terrorism because it changed or impeded the operation of the pub-
lic authorities and disturbed international peace. The one common
characteristic of all terrorism was the sense of insecurity of life, liberty
and property (in other words, the sacred liberal triad). In addition to
attributing to the terrorist an attempt to undermine the liberal order,
the debate in Copenhagen seems to have furthermore followed the
patterns of the states’ basic discourse of civilization and barbarism –
in statements that it had heretofore avoided, terrorism was identi-
fied with danger for humanity or ‘lutte politique aux extremes de la
barbarie et de la sauvagerie’.28

The legal discourse also played an important role in the depoliti-
cization of terrorism among states. In this discourse, the key force
behind denying the terrorist any political motive was the per-
ceived need to remove terrorism from the category of political
crimes for which a certain special protection, namely with respect
to possible extradition, existed.29 This legalistic or technical depoliti-
cization could then reinforce the general depoliticization linked to
the dehumanization of the terrorist and his or her subjectifica-
tion as an absolute enemy of civilization and order in the states’
discourse.

The legal discourse of unification of criminal law depoliticized the
terrorist with considerable force. However, it should be emphasized
that even here marginal discourses of ‘political terrorism’ existed.
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At the very moment of the genesis of the discourse of terrorism in
international criminal law, Gunzburg’s report mentioned no social
or political intent of terrorism, yet in the final commission proposal
to the plenary session of the Brussels conference, it would indeed
be characterized as expressing or executing political and social ideas.
In the subsequent conferences, the presented reports also referred to
political and social motives of terrorism (Lemkin’s terrorist state of
mind demanded a political end, for example).30 That said, in the end
terrorism would only be limited to practices intended ‘for the pur-
pose of terrorizing the population’31 or to cause social disorder at the
most abstract level. This indeed amounted to an effective depoliti-
cization since the terrorist’s objective was therefore pure negation:
the destruction of any political order. The terrorist, as Givanovitch
claimed in Copenhagen, was ‘un vulgaire bandit et non un homme
politique’, whatever his cause was. Terrorists always corrupted the
political; their crimes, however, never were political.32

The dominant conceptualization of terrorism as a depoliticized
crime in Copenhagen followed the effective depoliticization that
could be witnessed at the Paris and Madrid conferences. The ter-
rorist’s ultimate objective, it was conceded, was to overthrow the
existing social order in the most general sense (that is, including in
the sense of the ‘international order’). Because of the purely abstract
character of this end, the terrorist’s objective would generally not be
considered ‘political’ – a term reserved for combating an incumbent
government.33 Proposals were actually made in Copenhagen to sub-
stitute ‘political terrorism’, a term enjoying a certain popularity in
the general discourse, with ‘public terrorism’, which had no immedi-
ate relation to the political and could be unproblematically removed
from the category of political crimes and subjected to universal
repressive action.34

1970s

Two ideologies of violence

The basic duality in the states’ discursive orders in the 1970s was,
in the most abstract terms, organized around the violence problema-
tique. In the TWD, the systematic violence built into the fabric of
capitalism and colonialism was emphasized. In the FWD, the killing
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by those professing to be emancipating themselves and the masses
they claimed to represent from this system was the violence that
mattered. Both positions were ideological in that their respective
visions were narrowed to one contemporary manifestation of vio-
lence. If they were willing to consider the other (as in the TWD’s
second logic of exception), then it was only as a moment in a chain of
causality in which it was preceded (and thus produced) by the other
form. A way to further reflect on and refine these two positions is to
replay the debate on violence that Jean-Paul Sartre and Albert Camus,
two widely internationally influential intellectuals of their time, had
engaged in concerning the war in Algeria (1954–1962). Despite the
intellect of both participants, it was indeed a debate characterized
by ideological myopia. It was also one which ultimately ended their
friendship (cf. Aronson 2001; 2005; Sprintzen and van den Hovern
2004).

The author of l’Homme Revolté (1951) vigorously refused all neces-
sitarian and abstract justifications of violence. The freedom that the
rebel claims must be for all. In their rebellion, rebels assert their
humanity by detaching themselves from the world of the master and
the slave; and in murder or terrorism (standing for killing of ‘the
innocent’), rebels commit an unjustifiable double sacrifice of inno-
cence and life.35 Already in Les Justes (1949), Camus had affirmed this
morality, which he exposed in the deliberations and actions of Ivan
Kaliaev, a Socialist Revolutionary and a designated assassin of Grand
Duke Sergei, brother to Tzar Alexander III (1905). Kaliaev actually
decided not to proceed with a planned attack once he learned that
the Grand Duke’s children were in the carriage that was to be hit. In a
fictional scene in the play, whose plot follows this event, members of
the organization discuss the justice of his action. Some claim that the
lives of two children (‘innocents’) are not significant when the fate
of humanity is at stake. Thousands of others die every year because
of the systemic violence. But Kaliaev and others disagree. Indeed,
despotism must be literally ‘killed’ and a brave new world built.
But it cannot be founded on a murder of two innocent children.36

Camus’ conservative position on violence would later translate into
a rather blind advocacy of the French counter-insurgency campaign
in Algeria – the proper reason for the clash with Sartre, who by that
time had become one of the foremost spokesmen for emancipatory
violence.
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Sartre emphatically distanced himself from Camus’ view. Not only
did he see revolutionary violence as an appropriate response to the
systemic bourgeois violence and a highway towards future human-
ity. He also celebrated the particular violence against Europeans (the
French) in Algeria – most vocally in his preface to Franz Fanon’s
The Wretched of the Earth (1963). Furthermore, he would endorse
the Munich massacre and claim that it was the only available
means to resist the existing system of oppression (Aronson 2005:
308). To Sartre, every liberal discourse of limits was only a man-
ifestation of the status quo power keen on its own preservation.37

In the preface to Fanon, he embraced the latter’s psychologizing
view of the colonial situation and the constitution of the colo-
nial Self/Other. He would claim that the revolutionary violence
was constitutive of the postcolonial subject, cured of the ‘colo-
nial neurosis’ and more advanced and humane than the present
Man. From this Fanonesque perspective, violence was not only
justified as a means to an end, but it had a liberating and
constitutive function in itself. But what was more: the conflict
unfolding in the third world was, for Sartre, symbolic, and its con-
sequence transcended its boundaries. For the decolonization was
simultaneously taking place also in Europe, or better yet, in the
European subjects’ psyche, from which the ‘settler’ was being ‘sav-
agely rooted out’.38

The third world’s Epistémé

Interestingly, despite their autonomizing ambition, the postcolonial
states of the third world looked for authoritative ‘truth claims’ to
reinforce the discursive challenge of the dominant status quo seem-
ingly mostly in Western knowledges. Marxism-Leninism comes to
mind first as the distinct knowledge that authorized the material-
ist world system analysis behind the TWD’s discourse of underlying
causes. This is the case notably of the statements about the exploita-
tive character of colonialism and imperialism, their driving forces
and their relationship to capitalism, as much as of the emancipatory
rhetoric of revolution.39 At the same time, the envisioned modalities
of the new autonomous political space of the third world remained
constrained by the logic of nationalism (rather than national eman-
cipation as a stage in the realization of the consciousness that would
be followed in the historical dialectic by transnational socialism).
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Emancipation and national independence were one, and they were
to remain so.

Another knowledge which seemed to have a conditioning effect
on the third world’s discursive order was Freudian psychoanalysis,
mediated through the influential writings of Franz Fanon. Fanon’s
analysis would be organized around issues such as the internaliza-
tion of the unequal positions of the colonizing and the colonized,
the purifying role of violence that transforms the ‘narrow world’
of normalized power relations, or the consequent mental rebirth of
the (post)colonized Self.40 These issues would resonate also in the
TWD, providing basic legitimization for the liberation violence and
ruling out the preference for the peaceful and gradualist method of
achieving independence. On the other hand, the Fanonesque radical
Utopia populated by the new humankind born from the successful
decolonization violence never was echoed in the TWD.

A major factor facilitating the influence of Fanon’s analysis of the
colonial situation in terms of power was its dramatization in Gillo
Pontecorvo’s Battle of Algiers (1966).41 This remarkable movie cap-
tures the problematic of both state and revolutionary violence while
it manages – despite having been commissioned by the Algerian
government – not to dehumanize the Colonizing Other or roman-
ticize the revolutionary struggle. It also emphasizes some of the
aspects of Fanon’s analysis which are of consequence to the TWD.
First, it gives material reality to Fanon’s geography of the soul in
presenting the two distinct colonial worlds: the Casbah and the
Cité Européenne, the latter of which must be conquered if the new
postcolonial subject is to be constituted.42 Second, it forcefully articu-
lates the inevitable historical dialectic of an emancipatory revolution.
Despite the seeming success of the counter-terrorism operation led by
Colonel Mathieu, after some time – ‘nobody knows how and why’,
as the commentary reads – a mass action follows, leading to national
independence. The French are unable to resist the dictate of history.
Third, it legitimizes the use of all means of resistance available, as
much as the refusal to be bound by any limits on the exercise of
violence that are imposed on the status quo power. Following his cap-
ture, a (fictional) charismatic leader of the Front de Libération Nationale
(FLN), Ben M’Hidi, is asked during a press conference whether he
found it cowardly to send out women carrying bombs in their bas-
kets that killed a number of innocent people in Cité Europeenne.
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His answer: It is even more cowardly to attack defenseless villages
with napalm bombs. Having no air bombers, the FLN uses baskets to
carry the explosives instead; baskets which it would be happy to trade
with the French for their planes, should the latter wish to make the
exchange.

Enter terrorism science

When the UN Dag Hammarskjöld Library compiled a list of literature
on terrorism in 1972, most of the items were studies of legal problems
associated with protection of diplomats, colonialism, the Middle East
or urban insurgency in Latin America. The remainder were general
social science treatises on civil and revolutionary violence or govern-
ment terror, including classic works of the European emigrés Hannah
Arendt and C. J. Friedrich,43 and a more recent study by E. Victor
Walter (which did not actually deal with modern totalitarianism, but
with the tribal structures in Africa in the nineteenth century).44 If the
same list were composed a few years later, it would have looked strik-
ingly different. The reason was that after the Munich massacre, the
first world’s science of terrorism was born. It was born in the United
States. And it was born, to paraphrase Nietzsche, from the spirit of
counter-terrorism.

The picture of this science of terrorism in the 1970s that emerges
from an archaeological analysis is that of a relatively small commu-
nity with a limited number of scholars of various backgrounds that
produced a discourse without much rigid discipline. Yet it featured
‘instant classics’ by authors such as Rapoport, Crenshaw, Wilkinson
or Laqueur and had its own agendas, members, funding and estab-
lished means of linking separate research groups, as well as shared
causal beliefs and notions of validity (cf. Ranstorp 2006; Ranstorp
2009; Reid 1993; Raphael 2009). From the institutional perspective,
an important founding moment was the creation of a terrorism pro-
gram at RAND (1972) headed by Brian Jenkins and funded by the
United States government as a part of its new counter-terrorism
apparatus that was meant to ‘provide a broad understanding of the
origins, theory, strategy and tactics of modern terrorism’ (quoted in
Ranstorp 2009: 20). RAND was a crucial institutional site for the con-
stitution of discursive practices of both power and knowledge in this
period, since it was a major recipient of government funding and
a privileged provider of scientific expertise. Furthermore, researchers



Power and Knowledge 107

associated with RAND played an important role in establishing aca-
demic centers such as the Centre for the Study of Terrorism and
Political Violence at St. Andrews (Jackson 2009: 81).

The object formation

Institutions do determine enunciative possibilities. But the archaeol-
ogy of the field should be interested in much more. Here, it is used to
examine the rules and practices of the formation of objects and the
assembling of their grids of specification; theoretical concepts that
make possible inferences, descriptions or generalizations and their
borrowings from other discourses; and, finally, the overall discursive
strategies. In terms of object formation, the new science was primarily
interested in the phenomenon of terrorism, and it would also artic-
ulate statements about the terrorist subject. A common definition of
terrorism as an object of scientific research would have provided the
field with clear boundaries. It was indeed sought, but not found, and
a kind of Definitionenstreit followed. Admittedly, it did not result in a
complete chaos, as, for instance, Schmid and Jongman’s study (2006
[1984]) showed that 83.5 per cent of 109 definitions of terrorism
assembled before 1984 included the element of violence and force,
65 per cent stressed its political character and 51 per cent associated
it with fear and terror. But Schmid also found that the majority of
researchers (58 per cent) preferred their own definition to anyone
else’s, whereas the rest would favor a wide variety of other definitions
(Schmid and Jongman 2006 [1984]: 25).

The absence of a commonly agreed definition facilitated the over-
reach (cf. Silke 2004a: 4; Gordon 2004: 107) and, as the field grew
institutionally, an ever wider dispersion of statements. This presented
no obstacle to their continuing articulation. Forgetting the concept’s
accidental nature and in absence of a clear definition of terrorism,
researchers produced a wealth of essentialist, nomothetic and nor-
mative statements about it. Reflectivity about and sensitiveness to the
problem of power relations in the constitution of terrorism would be
rare if not absent. Even the often cited claims by Jenkins that the
‘use of the term terrorism implies a moral judgment’, terrorism is
‘what bad guys do’ and it can consist of ‘almost any violent act by
the opponent’ which is once labeled terrorist are actually not rela-
tivist, but essentialist in nature. What Jenkins meant to say was that
terrorism was abused, and therefore the true meaning of terrorism
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was obfuscated.45 Even Laqueur, who claimed that there were many
terrorisms and concluded that a truly scientific, predictive study was
consequently impossible,46 never reached the conclusion that per-
haps there was little benefit in subsuming these disparate phenomena
under one object of study. Instead, he made a number of generalizing
conjectures about the ineffectiveness of terrorism or the absence of
a causal relation between its occurrence and perceived grievances.47

Stohl, another voice critical of the period science of terrorism, would,
in his turn, deconstruct the myths obtaining in the field, which he,
however, also understood not as constitutive of the social reality, but
rather as obscuring it.48

Turning to the terrorist subject, drawing a character sketch of him
would be a rather common exercise among terrorism researchers, and
it would not be hindered by a lack of actual empirical research on
the perpetrators of terrorist violence (cf. Silke 2004a). In a number
of statements, terrorists emerge as politically motivated and rational
rather than mindless, senseless and irrational.49 However, in many
other statements that examine their social background or mental
health, they are portrayed as abnormal, psychologically disturbed,
fanatical or foolish (in the sense of a false conscience resulting from
their mental disease), or self-destructive (that is, disrespecting the
sanctity of their own life).50 Their apparently senseless behavior is
explained by pointing to the most curious causes – from inconsis-
tent mothering to faulty vestibular functions of the middle ear, a
rejection of the father and the values he represented, a thirst for
power that is satiated only by inflicting pain and death upon other
human beings, or failed socialization (see an overview in Schmid
and Jongman 2006 [1984]: 89–91). Indeed, it seems that the nexus
of power, sex and destruction was much more common in explain-
ing the terrorists’ behavior than their inspiration in the doctrinary
treatises of Mao, Trotsky or Ho Chi-Minh (however, they could have
been indoctrinated with the ideas in those treatises while at univer-
sity, according to the narratives stressing their social background and
implicitly refusing material deprivation as a cause of their violence).51

This nexus was likely even more salient than the established period
social scientific concepts such as ‘relative deprivation’.52 The terrorist
is not ‘normal’, but sociopathic, narcissistic and paranoid, and occa-
sionally he or she is even portrayed as having pathological features
without actually suffering from any disorder – a rather convenient
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kind of abnormality and a way around the absence of evidence of
any clinical symptoms (cf. Silke 1998). The terrorists’ abnormality
and irrationality are then useful in sustaining their depoliticization
and rendering their profiles in medical terms in the FWD.

Grids of specification

The science of terrorism was born at a time when ‘systematic
ordering and classification of empirical data’ was considered a con-
dition for a successful explanation of social reality.53 Yet, as one
researcher complained in a period statement, by the end of the 1970s
there were ‘almost as many typologies of terrorism as there [were]
analysts’.54 Interestingly, in an overwhelming majority of studies ter-
rorism encompassed both state and revolutionary activity (with the
latter being possibly divided into ‘revolutionary’ activity, attempting
an overall change of the existing order, and ‘subrevolutionary’ activ-
ity, striving for a change within the existing order).55 To exclude state
activity from the study of terrorism, for example, by means of estab-
lishing a semantic opposition of ‘terror’ and ‘terrorism’ (observable
today), would be rather rare.56 It did not seem eccentric when Jenkins
claimed that ‘governments, their armies, [and] their secret police may
also be terrorists’.57

Speaking of state terrorism as an object to study would seem to be
a rather important difference from the FWD. Yet caution is in place.
Most authors list state terrorism in their introductory typologies, but
the actual focus of their studies is then exclusively nonstate terrorism
(cf. Jackson 2009). Moreover, when they do speak of state terrorism, it
is in a way that alludes exclusively to the authoritarian dictatorships
of the second world, and their statements thus show little critical pur-
chase with regard to their own governments and their policies. The
duality of state and nonstate terrorism, which could have been influ-
enced by the popular discourse, does not seem, moreover, to have
been reflected in the real research agenda.

Theoretical concepts

Mirroring the lack of discipline in the field, no paradigmatic theory
or competing theories as sets of general inferences about terrorism
would emerge.58 Nonetheless, there can be identified several theoret-
ical concepts that were recurrent in a number of statements in the
field, and which seem to mirror and possibly even be constitutive
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of the contemporary states’ discourse. The first of those concepts
is terrorism as theater, spectacle, drama, advertisement or, generally,
communication.59 This concept was conditioned by (and reinforced)
a certain economy of violence (as an exchange of symbols) and
the excessive rendering of the effect of terrorist violence as tran-
scending the limits of the immediate and the material. From such
a conceptualization of terrorism, it was only one step to the condem-
nation of the role of the media in effecting and sustaining the then
present (international) political crisis.60 The media, in addition to
succumbing to ‘political correctness’ in their liberal overstretch, not
only obfuscated the true meaning of terrorism. They also provided
a medium for terrorism as communication – its oxygen, as Margaret
Thatcher put it – and thus disseminated fear and made possible the
global traffic of ideas undermining the international order. Finally,
by playing their part in making the terrorism crises into live spec-
tacles, the media were understood to hamper rescue operations and
jeopardize the lives of hostages. In contrast, the performative or com-
municative understanding of terrorism does not seem to dislocate the
subjectification of terrorism as irrational and depoliticized: what is at
stake is either a perverse aesthetic of killing, or the substance of the
message, the subjectivity. The context involved in its formulation is
forgotten in favor of the focus on the way it is delivered.

The second concept is that of terrorism as a new mode of conflict.
Similarly to the states’ discourse, this new war was characterized by
the increased threat it posed to civilized society and public order. This
threat could be alternatively a consequence of the society’s depen-
dence on modern technology; the lack of a spatial limitation of the
conflict and hence the lack of a notion of neutrality, and the capabil-
ity of the contemporary terrorist to materialize and strike anywhere;
his abuse of the technological progress to his own advantage; or a
transgression of the established norms limiting the use of violence.61

The notion of the unprecedented threat terrorism presented was fur-
thermore strengthened by raising the specter of nuclear (or CBRT)
terrorism.62

The concept of terrorism as a new mode of warfare facilitated apoc-
alyptic visions of the future, and occasionally even of the present.
Jenkins would readily admit that ‘measured against other disruptive
forces in the world’ such as oil embargoes, conventional wars, infla-
tion or food shortages, the impact of terrorism was rather limited.63
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But even in his estimate, the destructiveness of terrorist acts would
rise as the public grew more bored. Terrorist organizations could be
turned into new armies in the states’ service or, alternatively, they
could become private companies offering their services on the ter-
rorism market (presumably also to state actors). Finally, in a distant
echo of a state discourse of the 1930s, these organizations would be
imagined as hypothetically forming a terrorist ‘society’ that would
carry out a worldwide revolution or, resigning on the terrorists’ orig-
inal political aims, establish an independent income base sustained
by criminal activities.64 Laqueur too envisioned future terrorism as a
‘multinational corporation’, but one financed by Moscow.65 The cen-
tral role of Moscow was in fact asserted in a series of truth claims
in the American science of terrorism in the next decade, which por-
trayed international terrorism as a global ‘network’ masterminded by
the second world’s metropolis.66 This knowledge not only became a
commonplace in Washington’s policy circles (Schmid and Jongman
2006 [1984]: 102–103). It also served to legitimize its covert policies,
in particular in Latin America,67 and it also seems to have inspired
the later commonplace conceptualization (in both political and aca-
demic or expert discourses) of global terrorism as a network – a
conceptualization likely reinforced by the burgeoning literature of
global governance, which relies on the metaphor of a network (or
‘steering’) to make power intelligible.

Discursive strategies

Regarding the dominant discursive strategies of terrorism science, the
field can be best described as (1) liberal and (2) positivist. Its lib-
eral character is manifested in the concern about the future of the
liberal political order in the first world not only because it was threat-
ened from the outside, but also because of the response it could cause
on the inside.68 At the same time, the field’s ethos was not progres-
sive and emancipatory, but rather favoring the political status quo
(Gunning 2007; Jackson 2009; Jarvis 2009; cf. Cox 1981). A greater
understanding of social problems (in this case, the accumulation
of the knowledge about terrorism) would inevitably translate into
social progress, including a reduction of violence. But this could be
achieved without the necessity to transform the existing order, since
the causes of those problems were not systemic. A government’s effec-
tivity vis-à-vis the terrorist would be the best prevention of its excess
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vis-à-vis the citizen. Therefore, terrorism science acted (or aspired to
act) as an extended arm of the state and was involved in its hegemon-
ical project by producing truth claims that reinforced the discourse of
power and could be readily used to legitimize governmental policies
(Gurr 1988; Herman and O’Sullivan 1990; George 1991; Reid 1997;
Silke 2004a; Schmid and Jongman 2006; Jackson 2009).

Therefore, policy relevance, that is, the contribution to state
counter-terrorism policies, was by and large the only criterion of
relevance. The means of achieving this relevance was producing state-
ments conforming to the positivist standard of scientific inquiry that
privileged quantitative methods, and explanatory nomothetic state-
ments as the preferred research outcomes.69 Ever since the science
of terrorism was founded, however, it was criticized from within
for failing to live up to those standards – for being too descrip-
tive, for producing few explanatory or predictive testable hypotheses
about terrorism and its recurrent patterns, for tolerating poor research
methods, or for lacking a sound empirical basis for its essentially
speculative and unfalsifiable conclusions (cf. Gurr 1988; Merari 1991;
Silke 2004a; 2004b; Schmid and Jongman 2006). These misgivings
nothwithstanding, in its general operation of relying on ‘facts’ that
were not acquired by anything close to the positivist standard of
scientific inquiry (that is, relying on ‘facts’ produced by govern-
ments instead) while at the same time presenting itself as producing
objective knowledge about terrorism, terrorism science was not only
inconsistent. It also legitimized the reality created by those ‘facts’ by
endowing them with scientific credentials.

2000s

Terrorism and law: Between an apology and a critique of
counter-terrorism

In the 1970s, international law seems to have been primarily focused
on the technical aspects of counter-terrorism. This is no longer the
case. The global state of emergency associated with the war on terror
and manifested in the suspension of the established rules of inter-
national order related to limits on international violence, but also
of the protective medium of law between violence exercised by the
incumbent power and individual persons and their bodies, has had
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a profound effect on international law. It is plausible to assume that
some of the reactions to this new state of affairs have been constitu-
tive of the states’ discourse of terrorism and have become an element
in the global terrorism dispositif. This includes, in particular, apolo-
getic discourses of the state of emergency which comprise statements
articulated by critics of modern positive legalism and/or government
counsels70 and which are based on distorted concepts of natural law
and the state of nature which has been enacted by the terrorists
(cf. Ward 2009). There can be little doubt that to claim with scientific
authority that the ‘state of nature’ now exists in the international
order or, in other words, that international law is ‘shattering’ because
of terrorism71 contributes to the reification of the construct of global
chaos and to the legitimization of extreme and violent responses to
the actions of others.

Law has been no gentle civilizer, in particular insofar as its apolo-
getic or constativist schools of argument are concerned. At the same
time, it has not been a pure apologist either. From various quarters
the state of affairs has been criticized.72 It could moreover be sug-
gested, for example, in resistance to both the dominant legal theory
and the political practice, that terrorism was a ‘term without legal
significance . . . a convenient way of alluding to activities . . . widely
disapproved of’.73

Terrorism science: Inflated but still (generally) subservient

The science of terrorism in the 1970s was produced by a relatively
small community of scholars without a strict discipline. Yet these
scholars shared, at least to some extent, discursive strategies, con-
cepts and so on. In the 2000s, in contrast, the scientific field inflated
into vast proportions in terms of dedicated academic departments,
academic courses offered, books and research articles published, and
defended Ph.D. dissertations (cf. Ranstorp 2009; Silke 2004; 2009).
At the same time, to answer the exponential rise of the demand for
terrorism truth claims, the field for producing authoritative state-
ments about terrorism has outgrown its former narrow institutional
limits. Where privileged access to governmental information trans-
lates into a competitive advantage, think-tanks, often employing
former government experts and thus institutionally binding the field
even more with the structures of power (cf. Ranstorp 2009; Herman
and O’Sullivan 1990) have sprouted like dandelions as a sui generis



114 Tracing the Discourses of Terrorism

locus for producing authoritative claims about terrorism. In this envi-
ronment, trends such as reliance on government sources with no
possibility or capacity for their verification and the circular reproduc-
tion of a few claims until their dubious source was forgotten could
mature. Quality controls for what constitutes solid science, while
theoretically still in place and certainly adhered to by some, cannot
possibly be followed en masse. Tales of mythomaniacal analysts such
as Alexis Debat rising to a privileged position in the field with fake
credentials furthermore testify to the lack of control over the field’s
access points and rules for establishing authority (Ranstorp 2009: 26;
Burnett and Whyte, 2005).

That said, the very same lack of discipline may have facilitated the
flourishing of the critique at the field’s margins. There, a research
program of Critical Terrorism Studies (CTS) was established with
the foundation of the Centre for the Study of Radicalisation and
Contemporary Political Violence at Aberystwyth University and the
launching of the journal Critical Studies on Terrorism (2008).74 While
open to a variety of perspectives informed by different metatheo-
retical assumptions, the program can be generally characterized by
an interpretative method of critique of the constructs of terrorism
within the field and outside of it (including discourses of power,
the media and so on), and by a focus on the neglected area of state
(counter-)terrorist violence or the constitutive relationship between
terror and the modern state.75 Despite the effective dissolution of the
program in institutional terms, as a distinct field for production of
critical knowledge about terrorism CTS continue to thrive. Moreover,
critical research of security practices that may be seen as elements
of the global terrorism dispositif has been produced elsewhere too.
A notable example has been a group of authors around Didier Bigo
researching the contemporary modalities of liberal security while tak-
ing inspiration from the thought of Foucault and Pierre Bourdieu.76

Finally, established journals such as Security Dialogue have printed a
number of articles critically inquiring into different aspects of mod-
ern security and biopolitics, many of which, in one way or another,
have also drawn on Foucault.

The object formation

Regarding the discursive regularities, one finds considerable continu-
ities in the field of terrorism knowledge (cf. Silke 2004; Jackson et
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al. 2009). The first of those continuities relates to the field’s object.
It has become commonplace to start scientific treatises on terrorism
with an obligatory statement about the problem of the definition
of terrorism. Some authors indeed have been sceptical regarding the
enterprise of defining terrorism77 and do not seem to resent navi-
gating the waters of ‘X Studies’. Others, on the other hand, have
seen the lack of a definition as a contingent rather than an inher-
ent problem (cf. Jarvis 2009: 14) and have not given up their quest
(sometimes synthetizing in nature78) for scientific progress predicated
on a consensus on what constitutes the field’s object.79 Indeed, it is
being recurrently pointed out that terrorism is a politically contested
term; a construct constituted of a number of phenomena.80 But this
does not generally seem to be a fundamental obstacle to the attempts
to define terrorism, nor does it prevent the articulating of positive
statements about it.

In the mainstream science of terrorism, pointing to the problem of
definition is something of a ritual, with no practical consequences
for further research. That said, there indeed does seem to be at
least some commonality among the definitions formulated in the
academia. First, an element of publicity or the effect on the watch-
ing audience is still rather recurrent in the academic definitions.81

Second, terrorism is often defined by reference to its innocent or
civilian/noncombatant victims (linked to the new concept of dou-
ble targeting/victimization).82 In particular the latter element has
been rather salient in the states’ discourse since the 1970s, and its
domestication in the science of terrorism testifies to how deeply prob-
lematic concepts can be normalized – rather than challenged – at the
academic sites of terrorism knowledge production.

The interest in devising a common terrorist profile has also per-
sisted in the field (cf. Silke 1998; Crenshaw 2000).83 The basic
duality of the terrorist as either a rational person (for example, one
driven by a strategic logic to compel liberal democracies to terri-
torial concessions)84 or a madman, has continued from the 1970s.
Individual psychology remains to be used as a basis for explana-
tions of terrorist behavior,85 including, for example, the idea that
the terrorist’s narcissistic ego produces sociopathic behavior.86 But
radicalization would become the dominant concept used in such
explanations (Jackson 2009: 72), incorporating an element of struc-
tural conditioning. This has enabled a fusion with explanations based
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on the understanding of terrorism as primarily a group activity, that
is, an activity including individual and collective stages in the evo-
lution of the terrorist mind, to the constitution of which political
and social environments also may contribute.87 However, in the field
of terrorism knowledge more broadly conceived, the paradigm of the
terrorist as madman, so salient in the states’ discourse, seems to dom-
inate, and it finds a forceful new expression within the concept of
‘new terrorism’ (see below).

Grids of specifications

The typologies (grids of specification) too continue to include the
duality of subversive and repressive terrorism. The general lack of
interest in state terrorism as compared to nonstate terrorism (Jackson
2009) furthermore still testifies to the terrorism science’s bias in favor
of the state. More generally, the multitude of typologies that vari-
ously focus on actors; victims; causes (ideological, religious, nationalist
or single issue terrorism; organized criminal or causeless terror-
ism, perpetrated by madmen); environments (domestic, international,
transnational or global with unclear boundaries among these cat-
egories); means; or purposes (such as building of morale or group
cohesiveness, advertisement of the cause, undermining order, elim-
ination of forces, provocation of countermeasures)88 is telling of the
multitude of disparate phenomena that could be – just like in the
states’ discourse – stuffed into the terrorism box.

Theoretical concepts

No paradigmatic theory or set of competing theories of terrorism has
emerged in the field of terrorism knowledge since the 1970s. That this
field has been able to sustain itself without both an object and nor-
mal theories is in itself rather extraordinary. It also may explain why
generally it has conceived of its relevance in practical, ‘firefighting’
terms and has had little incentive to estrange itself from the domi-
nant structures of power on which it depends in producing its truth
claims.

However, as in the 1970s the absence of paradigm(s) does not mean
that terrorism science is devoid of concepts. The concept of terror-
ism as theater continues to thrive, particularly among the scholars
inclined to rational interpretations of terrorism who do not succumb
to the idea that terrorists want a lot of people dead. Yet perhaps the
most salient concept in the field today, which seems to be related
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to the earlier concept of terrorism as a new mode of warfare in the
states’ discourse, is the ‘new terrorism’.89 Unproblematically incorpo-
rating new methods of violence (such as suicide bombings) under the
heading of terrorism, or endlessly debating the never-realized threat
of nuclear terrorism,90 the concept of new terrorism facilitates and
sustains the later excess of responses after 9/11.91 It constructs terror-
ism as more lethal than any previous form of subversive violence, as
absolutely indiscriminate, aiming at pure destruction, as potentially
omnipresent and limitless (and hence uncontrollable under normal
circumstances), and as totalitarian (undermining the basic values of
the – fictional – world democratic society).92 Terrorism has turned
from ‘theater’ to ‘slaughter’. It is still rehearsed in front of the cameras
but without any script, with the only apparent intent of the actors
being to spread fear, chaos and destruction. The new terrorists want
a total war, ‘unfettered by laws, norms, regulations and conventions.
In the terrorist conception of warfare, there is no room for the Red
Cross.’93 Through both the psychological analysis of the terrorist as
malade and the concept of new terrorism, which also deploys medi-
cal metaphors such as ‘cancer’, the terrorist subject is excluded from
society in much the same way as the terrorist subject encountered in
the states’ discourse of terrorism.94

As in the states’ discourse, the ‘new’ terrorist also makes use of glob-
alization (conceived in terms of progress) for the sake of undermining
it.95 Terrorism is a true anti-globalization: the absolute antithesis of
the (supposedly) positive processes that globalization entails (such
as increased circulation of people, goods and capital). That said,
globalization is seldom used to explain terrorism, except when it is
argued that the latter is a revolt of those whose time has passed and
who, as the revisionists in the states’ discourse of terrorism in the
1930s, are somehow imprisoned in the past.96 More often, the con-
cept of globalization is used to sustain the construct of omnipresent
terrorism; of a terrorism which is a true anti-governance, since its
global network structure97 seems specifically aimed at undermining
the existing international political order of states (only modified, but
not fundamentally transformed by global governance); and of ter-
rorism as ‘inextricably linked’ to organized crime as another ‘global
network’ (the crime-terror nexus facilitating the depoliticization of
terrorism).98

In the heart of the concept of new terrorism, however, lies another,
more important nexus: that of terrorism and religion.99 Religion and
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terror have indeed been related one to another in the past.100 How-
ever, now the nexus is used as the most important explanation for the
total enmity and the indiscriminate slaughter which are the trade-
marks of the new terrorism. In this explanation, a fanatic adherence
to the inherently transcendental values of religion is the true source
of the madness (irrationality, complete incomprehensibility) that is
manifested, for example, in suicide bombings.101 Religion is what
makes the new terrorism ultimately possible down on the Earth.
In this constructed causal pattern, religion means, above all, Islam
(cf. Jackson 2007).

A powerful concept that sustains this pattern of reasoning has
been Samuel Huntington’s clash of civilizations: ‘Nation states will
remain the most powerful actors in world affairs, but the principal
conflicts of global politics will occur between nations and groups of
different civilizations.’102 Because of Huntington’s identification of
civilization and religion, his essentially belligerent posture in theo-
rizing patterns of interaction between civilizations, and his use of
terms such as ‘bloody borders of Islam’, what was intended as an
alternative blueprint for understanding international relations after
the Cold War became a powerful means of the association of Islam
and terrorism.103 The binary and par excellence Orientalist dichotomy
between Islam and the West,104 which Huntington drew under the
influence of Bernard Lewis, one of the foremost Western scholars of
Islam (who himself had written earlier that ‘it is appropriate to use
Islam as a term of definition and classification in discussing present-
day terrorism’105), readily offered itself as an explanation of the world
after 9/11. With their emphasis on conflict rather than cooperation
and exchange, their drawing of dystopian visions of the future106 and
their proposing of simple ideographs for association and dissociation
(one cultural trait), such explanations have underpinned a range of
exceptional (military, disciplinary, purgatory) policies and have been
conducive to intercultural alienation.

Discursive strategies

In terms of discursive strategies, a significant continuity can be
observed in terrorism science. Positivism, objectivism and the
‘problem-solving’ bias continue to dominate the field, whereas, in
continuing tension with its proclaimed adherence (or aspiration) to
the principles of normal social sciences, it remains dependent on
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claims issued by the government structures and essentially unfalsi-
fiable by standard methods of scientific inquiry. Yet it is still the very
‘scientific’ posture or, alternatively, the ‘expertise’ which arises from
the think-tank senior fellow’s proximity to the government struc-
tures, which seems even worse, that is used to authorize those claims.
On the other hand, as the status quo bias is in no way inherent to
positivism, the liberal critique of counter-terrorist policies or threat
perceptions has not been incompatible with its discursive strategies.
In other words, while the mainstream terrorist science continues to
lack a reflexivity related to its object of inquiry, concepts and so on,
critical inquiries into security practices have not been limited to the
critical (sub)field.

Conclusion

The aim of this chapter was not to establish a definite set of con-
stitutive linkages between discursive formations for knowledge pro-
duction and the truth claims articulated in the discourse of terrorism
among states. Instead, it pointed out some general conditions (such
as the relationship between sovereignty and reason) and important
interdiscursive linkages: the linkages are between crime science (facil-
itating the subjectification of the terrorist as a mobile professional
in the environment of ever increasing transnational circulation), law
(with its paradigm of legal positivism defined by universality, pro-
gressivism, rationalism and liberalism in the 1930s; and as a source
of the concept of the civilian victim of terrorism, which was used
in IHL in the narrow context of armed conflict but translated in a
way that effaced those boundaries) and, finally, terrorism science,
constituted as a discrete formation, or a field for knowledge produc-
tion, since the 1970s. This field, with notable exceptions, remains
to be dominated by a Polizeiwissenschaft ethos and lends scientific
or expert credibility to claims based on data which often cannot be
verified and thus fail to conform to its own standards of scientific
inquiry. Moreover, through concepts such as ‘new terrorism,’ which
in its ahistorical hyperbole facilitates excessive inferences about the
nature of the threat, the field validates the extraordinary practices
bestowed on states, populations and individual human bodies.



Conclusion: The Global Terrorism
Dispositif and Its Critique

This book historicizes terrorism and the construction of the terrorist
subject in the discourse of states. It points out various present and
past practices in which the subject has been constructed, and draws
attention to some (but certainly not all) of the constitutive relations
of power and knowledge that are at play in this – in principle, never-
ending – process. It is a genealogical critique of terrorism. Such a
critique arguably retains its purchase even as the White House pro-
poses that the war on terror must seek new tactics (it was previously
scratched from the administration’s vocabulary, but it has made its
way back since).1 President Obama’s latest major speech on the sub-
ject well demonstrates the continuing purchase of the issues outlined
in the previous chapters. Indeed, Obama claimed that the war on
terror must not be ‘boundless’. Furthermore, he suggested that more
oversight should be imposed on the use of drones outside ‘warzones’
(in Pakistan, Somalia and Yemen, where they are run by the CIA), as
well as tighter standards (the government’s internal guidelines): the
only case for an attack should now be a ‘continuing and imminent
threat to the American people’ rather than to United States interests.2

But do the killings of an Al-Shabaab bombmaker (Ibrahim Ali) and
even a Pakistani Taliban leader (Hakimullah Mehsud) that have taken
place since then really conform to this new definition? And, more
generally, how is the war on terror made less boundless if it is to be
reduced to ‘a series of persistent, targeted efforts’ against Al-Qaeda
‘affiliates’ worldwide, of whose activities even the newspapers report
almost daily (AQAP in Yemen; AQIM in North Africa; Al-Nusra Front
and ISIL in the war-torn Syria; Al-Shabaab in and around Somalia;
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Boko Haram in Nigeria; and Ansar Al-Sharia in Mali, Tunisia, Libya,
Egypt and Yemen)? The point made here is not that these groups do
not exist or engage in very real acts of political violence because of
which other people perish (though perhaps they ‘exist’ in an onto-
logically different way from that in which our reason, always sorting
and categorizing, sees them as existing). It is rather to question the
terrorist’s depoliticized and global conspiratorial character – which is
reinforced, for example, by the disseminated imagery, reminiscent
of Umberto Eco’s Prague cemetery meeting, of a ‘conference call’
of more than 20 leaders of the ‘global’ Al-Qaeda (including Ayman
Al-Zawahiri) and its minions from Nigeria to Uzbekistan, the inter-
ception of which was allegedly behind the United States’ decision
to close 19 of its diplomatic missions abroad in August 20133 –
and emphasize his or her local political agendas. While indeed
some violence professionals (including violence entrepreneurs) may
travel across various battlefields of the ‘global jihad’ and engage
in the struggles waged there, the battles are invariably fought for
the establishment of new political entities whose constitution is a
fundamentally interpreted version of Islamic law.

What is at stake here is not just words. As suggested above, the dis-
course of global terrorism is a constitutive element of the dispositif
of global terrorism as a ‘complex edifice’ of practices: rationalities
and technologies that can be associated with war and law, disci-
pline and surveillance, or security and biopolitics (Ditrych 2013a).
Indeed, many of these practices have been critically interrogated
before, either within the research program of Critical Terrorism
Studies – which is situated at the margins of the field of terrorism
knowledge or, to allude to its (once) institutional site at Aberyst-
wyth, at its distant shores – or elsewhere. These practices include
‘exceptional’ practices like war; the radical curing of rogue states
through regime change, and failing states through state-building pro-
cedures (cf. Chandler 2006); and extra-judicial procedures in sites
like Guantánamo, perhaps the best contemporary representation of
Agamben’s ‘camp’ where individuals, reduced to ‘bare life’, confront
unmediated and unchecked power (cf. Agamben 1998; Agamben
2005; Butler 2002), but also in much more extensive ‘zones’ in
Pakistan, Yemen or Somalia (where ‘drone justice’ is silently dis-
tributed from above4) or in the North Caucasus (cf. Souleimanov
2007; Souleimanov and Ditrych 2008). Even where the terrorist
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subject is claimed to be dealt with within the realm of law, which
is not suspended entirely (since as an ‘enemy combatant’ he or she
does not enjoy any rights), suspensions are in place regarding habeas
corpus, special trial procedures and so on. In Europe, many of these
suspensions have been put in place already in the 1970s (Ditrych
2013b). The dispositif practices furthermore include ‘normal’ pre-
emptive risk management techniques for governing mobilities in the
neoliberal economy through the emergence of the biometric state
and its cultural performances (Amoore 2006: 2009; Aradau and van
Munster 2007; Muller 2008; de Goede 2008), and also biopoliti-
cal practices (cf. Kiersey and Stokes 2010) and practices combining
biopolitics with surveillance (discipline) in new constellations (Bigo
2008; cf. Lyon 2003; Levi and Wall 2004). What is suggested here is
that all these practices that significantly affect the existence and con-
duct of states, populations and individual human bodies in global
politics are strategically oriented by the concept of terrorism – and
constantly validated with reference to the catastrophic possibility of
a future terror event (cf. Aradau and van Munster 2011).

The genealogical critique of this concept seeks to contribute to
this broader critical endeavor. What is the telos of such a critique
from a Foucauldean perspective? Or, to ask together with Jürgen
Habermas, ‘[I]f power is inescapable, why fight?’ (1986: 7). What is
to be done when the subject is produced by power, and knowledge is
inevitably in a very close constitutive relationship with it? Foucault
provides no simple answer. Indeed, his view on the prospects of cri-
tique, while always challenging the emancipation stressed by critical
theory, developed over time. In his earlier years, Foucault would cam-
paign against logophobia, and this campaign would consist first and
foremost in challenging the sovereignty of the signifier and putting
‘en question notre volonté de verité; restituer au discours son carac-
ter d’événement; lever en fin la souverainité du signifiant’ (Foucault
1970: 53). The purpose of such a campaign: not simply reversing
existing relations of domination, but opening new possibilities for
subjectivation that would substitute the closed dichotomic structure
of identity and difference by an open structure featuring multiple dif-
ferences. Later in life, one finds him defending negative liberty (while
never claiming that there was anything natural about it) as a way of
preserving the political, and assigning Hayek and Mises to his stu-
dents for reading. Even here, however, Foucault’s objectives remained
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more ambitious than to preserve the political. It is the human condi-
tion, he maintained, to exist in a system of power. But it is also the
human condition to continuously resist the irresistible. Every day, an
individual is faced with a choice of which power is the most dan-
gerous, which power to challenge and which hegemony to try to
destabilize (Foucault 1983: 231–232; cf. Thiele 1990: 916–918). Rev-
olution is here substituted by resistance, and the state of freedom by
the continuous practice of liberating, resisting and transcending the
‘double bind’ of individualization and totalization.

It is in this context that Foucault’s character of the ‘new intel-
lectual’ enters the stage. Intellectuals of this kind do not explain
the world for others. Instead, they problematize it and disturb that
which seemed certain (Barša and Fulka 2005: 71–84), and thus they
create a possibility of reconfiguration. Theirs is not a theory which
accommodates the spectator to the strange – in the Orphic sense, to
the suffering god, and in the modern sense, pushing the boundaries
of science by explaining the hitherto unexplained (cf. Der Derian
1987: 10) – but one which makes strange what he or she used to
be accommodated to. The new intellectual is a ‘guerilla fighter’, a
nomad constantly (but metaphorically) on the move and ever ready
to fire a shot at the detected weak spot of the existing structures of
domination.

For some, the romantic figure of the founder of WikiLeaks may
embody best the character of such a new intellectual, one con-
stantly (and literally) on the move searching for the Achilles’ heels
of the deceitful and conspiring governments (while it can also be
argued that Assange is a partisan of a very traditional kind, just
like Edward Snowden, who, while less charismatic, has undoubtedly
caused much more serious damage to the systems he assaulted). Yet,
while Foucault’s new intellectuals by definition do not have to be
scholars, they indeed can be: they can be critical scholars whose con-
tribution is the continuous expanding of the space of dissent within
the existing structures of knowledge and thus a shaping of power’s
productive possibilities. It is a process that may never end: not of
liberation, but of a continuous liberating.

The genealogy of terrorism in this book is an attempt at such
a scholarly critique, or better yet, at a ‘metacritique’, since instead
of firing shots at particular governmental practices, it inquires into
the deeper discursive structures that ultimately make them possible.
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By inquiring into the conditions for the constitution of the terrorist
subject, it does not seek to substitute the closed dichotomic structures
of identity and difference with an open structure of multiple differ-
ences, but to challenge these structures by making hitherto ‘facile
gestures difficult’ (Foucault 1988: 155). There can be little doubt that
even if it successfully establishes the accidentality, contingency and
basic uncertainty in the heart of terrorism in the discourse among
states and in the mainstream terrorism science, the essence of this
concept is bound to remain deeply rooted in the field of terrorism
knowledge. Further action is required.



Notes

1 Concerning Method

1. As Foucault would have it:

All my books . . . are, if you will, little tool kits. If people wish to open
them and make use of this certain phrase, idea, or analysis, as one
would use a screwdriver or a wrench . . . to break the systems of power,
including those from which my books are conceived . . . well, so much
the better.

(interview in Le Monde, Feb. 21, 1975;
quoted in Thiele 1990: 917)

2. Since Der Derian’s subject matter converges with mine, it is useful to
briefly sum up his arguments. Security, according to Der Derian, is ‘born
out of a primal terror and estrangements which diplomacy has histori-
cally sought – and often failed – to mediate’ (Der Derian 1992: 73). The
terror of a violent death turns out to be the radical difference of security.
Terrorism then emerges as a challenge to the national security pledge on
which the modern state is founded. Yet it is only a ‘spectacular, micro-
cosmic simulation’ of a crisis in the international order (1992: 81), and
the counter-terrorism is constructed as a counter-simulation – an attempt
to engender a new discipline within this order that can save its domi-
nant legitimizing principle. While the theoretical argument of this book
resembles Der Derian’s in some ways, I find his use of the Baudrillardian
concepts of simulation, simulacrum and hyperreality (cf. Baudrillard
1981) difficult to accommodate with the underlying assumptions of
genealogical inquiries, notably Foucault’s concept of power (see below).
Baudrillard himself positioned himself in the radical opposition to this
notion in a manuscript article which he sent, audaciously, to Critique
while Foucault was the editor there (the manuscript was rejected), argu-
ing that power itself was a simulation, and the Foucauldian analysis
effectively asserted its truth-principle instead of exposing its nakedness
(Baudrillard 2007 [1976]; cf. Fardy 2012).

3. Jackson’s genealogy is a genealogy which inquires into an issue close
to this book’s topic – the ‘wars on terrorism’ waged by Ronald Reagan
and George W. Bush – but it is also one which, in pointing out their
mutual similarities and linkages to the common ideological foundation
established through America’s foundational myths, is grounded in critical
discourse analysis (CDA).

4. Bartelson’s and Hansen’s books in particular have methodological over-
tures too and provided much inspiration for the present genealogical
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project. For a recent methodological contribution on genealogy that was
influential for this chapter, see also Vucetic (2011).

5. It is important to note, however, that not all scholars associated with
these strands would call themselves ‘poststructuralists’, and the poststruc-
turalist is partly a caricature drawn by his critics in the field (as once was
the idealist or the neorealist).

6. For Foucault himself, the turn to language started already with
Kant, whose philosophy articulated certain possibilities of modern
thought, marking the distinct ways in which it has been related to
knowledge, including the traditions of formalization and hermeneutic
interpretation (Foucault 1966).

7. William Shakespeare, Midsummer Night’s Dream, V.i, 16–18.
8. In his strategic model of discourse focused on the function of statements

Foucault did indeed find a source of inspiration in Austin (cf. Austin
1962).

9. Foucault inquires into these modes of power notably in his published vol-
umes Discipline and Punish (Foucault 1979 [1975]) and History of Sexuality
I: The Will to Know (Foucault 1976) as well as the lectures at Collège de
France (Foucault 2004; 2007; 2010).

10. Agamben usefully counterposes the dispositif to static sovereignty. Asso-
ciated with the pure activity of governing and everyday management
(oι

,
κoνoμία), a dispositif can be ‘anything that has in some way the

capacity to capture, orient, determine, intercept, model, control, or
secure the gestures, behaviors, opinions, or discourses of living beings’
(2009: 14).

11. The source of inspiration for these initial remarks was a lecture by
Raymond Geuss, which I had the pleasure to attend years ago while at
Cambridge.

12. In the words of a poet who was a contemporary of Nietzsche and
shared his distaste for grand narratives endowing the past with linear-
ity and meaning: ‘Wo ist der, der sagen dürfe /So will ich’s, so sei’s
gemacht!/Unsre Taten sind nur Würfe /In des Zufalls blinde Nacht.’ Franz
Grillparzer, Die Ahnfrau (1817).

13. In a separate lecture (Foucault 2000a), Foucault deals separately with
Enfindung (invention), another Nietzschean concept counterposed to
Ursprung.

14. To remain true to his aversion to becoming a founder of a school, Foucault
presented this treatise as a hindsight reflection on his method rather than
an attempt at an edifice to be inhabited by future generations of scholars
in the history of thought. In other words, he intended to make plain
‘what made it possible to say what I did’ (Foucault 1997: 128).

15. Knowledge here combines two words, connaissance and savoir, of which it
is the latter that appears in Archaelogy of Knowledge’s original title. This is
important insofar as Foucault associates the former with a particular cor-
pus of knowledge – its subject, its object, and its governing formal rules –
and the latter with the conditions that make particular connaissances
possible in given periods (Foucault 1997: 16ff.).
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16. Dreyfus and Rabinow emphasize the methodological considerations
behind Foucault’s turn to genealogy, whereas Behrent suggests, based on
an interpretation of Foucault’s lectures from 1970–1971, that it was the
subject matter (law) that may have been more important in its genesis
(Behrent 2012; cf. Foucault 2011).

17. Even as in the opinion of some who have recently attempted to write
them, such theories are now ‘the key to the knowledge of political reality’
(Ulmen 2007: 101; cf. also Benoist 2007; for the original theory of the
partisan see Schmitt 2004).

18. Combining the perspectives of Foucault and Schmitt may cause a certain
unease. In particular, their different conceptions of the nature of poli-
tics can be pointed out. For Schmitt, the political is decisively located
in the realm of exception. For Foucault, it is likely to be found more in
the realm of normation. This difference need not emphasized too much,
however. As suggested in the conclusion, exceptional and normalizing
elements are both constitutive of the global terrorism dispositif and inter-
act in forming new heterogeneous practices such as states of exception
involving panopticism and decisionism emerging in the circulation man-
agement apparatuses as contingency is read in risk practices in terms of
radical uncertainty and catastrophe (cf Aradau and van Munster 2007;
Bigo 2008: 124).

19. Because of these differences and the fact that they are often coupled
with an often undisciplined and liberal attitude to method, it is difficult
to speak of discourse analysis as a discrete methodology. Nonetheless,
as such it has entered the organon of social sciences (for a widely cited
review of discourse analysis in international relations with a prospect of
contributing to its constitution as a normal science cf. Milliken 1999).

20. To say that states make statements is, of course, nothing but a figure of
speech intended for the presentation’s purposes, and with no anthropo-
morphizing intent. Key in the decision of what constitutes a relevant
statement is the state authority behind it.

21. To arrive at the proper point of departure is a rather formidable challenge.
Foucault himself was accused by Derrida that in his Reason and Madness
(1961) he wrongly situated the moment at which reason rejected and
began to repress its counterpart, madness, with Descartes’ Meditations.
Derrida argued that the difference between reason and madness, or logos
and chaos, was already present with the Presocratic philosophers (Derrida
1978).

22. Doc. C.506.M.225.1934.VII.
23. Doc. C.542.M.249.1934.VII. For the drafts, see docs. A.7.1936.V;

C.222.M.162.1937.V.
24. Docs. C.546.M.383.1937.VII and C.547.M.384.1937.VII.
25. These comments are collected, for example, in docs. C.184.M.102.1935.V

and A.241936.V; for an analytical summary of the second round of
responses by the Secretariat cf. Doc. C.R.T.25 (1936).

26. Doc. C.255.1937.V.
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27. See the international conference’s Final Act, Conf. R.T.29, and the report
to the Council, Doc. C.50.1938.V. The conference was attended by 35
states. Invitations were sent not only to the League of Nations’ mem-
bers, but also to the United States, Germany, Brazil, Costa Rica, the
Free City of Danzig, Japan, Iceland, Liechtenstein, Monaco and San
Marino. The list of the states that signed the convention includes Albania,
Argentine, Belgium, Bulgaria, Czechoslovakia, Cuba, the Dominican
Republic, Egypt, Ecuador, Estonia, France, Greece, India, Haiti, Monaco,
the Netherlands, Norway, Peru, Romania, Spain, Turkey, the USSR,
Venezuela and Yugoslavia.

28. Doc. C.546(I).M.383(I).1937.V.
29. A compilation of views presented in the General Assembly was made by

the Secretariat and presented to the Sixth Committee as Doc. A/C.6/L.867
(1972).

30. Doc. A/L.673 (1972).
31. Doc. A/9028 (1973); A/32/37 (1977); A/34/37 (1979). The Committee’s

original mandate was later extended by the resolutions 31/102 (1976)
and 32/147 (1977).

32. In the final report, the Committee stated that there was a ‘diversity
of existing views on the various aspects of the subject submitted for
consideration.’ Doc. A/9028 (1973), Report of the Ad Hoc Committee.

33. UN Treaty Series, vol. 1035, no. 15410.
34. UN Treaty Series, vol. 1316, no. 21931.
35. Doc. A/RES/52/164.
36. Res. 49/60 (1994) identified with terrorism ‘criminal acts intended or

calculated to provoke a state of terror in the general public, a group of
persons or particular persons for political purposes’.

37. Sectoral treaties would also be concluded by specialized intergovern-
mental agencies in the 1970s. Two such treaties were passed in the
International Civil Aviation Organization (ICAO) – the Hague Conven-
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(1979), Minutes of the Sixth Committee, statements by Brazil and the
United States.

28. Doc. A/PV.2127 (1973), Minutes of the General Assembly, statement by
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Prognosis (Langley: Central Intelligence Agency, 1976).
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46. This subargument of the first exception appears, for example, in the fol-
lowing statement by Mauritania in the General Committee (1972): ‘[The
term terrorist] could hardly be held to apply to persons who were denied
the most elementary human rights, dignity, freedom and independence,
and whose countries were subjected to foreign occupation’ (quoted by
Sofaer 1986: 904).
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