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This study examines how states combat episode®leinee that pose an
ontological threat to the state. Sovereignty isiadbe of practices that draw, maintain,
and redraw boundaries around political authorfig, $tate is the polity constructed by
these boundaries. The boundaries can be physicalas a border between state or
conceptual such as that between public and priVdese boundaries create the
‘conceptual maps that state leaders use to malse sfrthe world. The threat posed by
violent action is constructed by narratives. Rievist narratives of violence, the focus
of this study, are illegible to states using curi@nceptual maps and therefore cannot
be defeated while they remain. States are forceeldimw the boundaries of sovereign
authority in the course of combating these threatgylting in a transformed state.

In my three cases — golden age piracy in tHdcEhtury, anarchist ‘propagandists
of the deed’ at the turn of the®20and al Qaeda — | demonstrate that the state ajgvel
creative solutions to concrete crises. For ingagolden age pirates exploited a surfeit

of ungoverned land and open markets in the eaffyc&gitury Atlantic to attack trade



forcing colonial states to bring their Atlantic oales into the domestic sphere and shift
the sea into an open space. Similarly, the rigeefabor movement and the development
fingerprint databases and the universal passpstegywere, in part, responses to the
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Finally, counterterror innovations devised to cotrdda@Qaeda, such as targeted killing
and bulk data collection, have transformed bortters sites of exclusion designed to
keep out undesirables to sites of collection wileeg are tracked and controlled. Each
case demonstrates how states re-inscribe themdshwesirawing conceptual boundaries,
such as between in order to make sense of an epigadvisionist and respond

effectively.
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Chapter 1:
Introduction

At 2:49pm on April 15, 2013 the first of three eagilons took place at the finish
line of the Boston Marathon, resulting in 3 dead 864 injured. A few days later the
National Guard and Boston Police were on a mantaurguspects Tamerlan and
Dzhokar Tsarnaev. Tracked by a cell phone le&t aar they had stolen, the Tsarnaev
brothers would find themselves in a shootout whin authorities that killed 26 year old
Tamerlan and injured 19 year old Dzhokar beforddtter was able to escape. Thus
began the manhunt; surreal scenes where armeandb@Guardsmen blocked off a
perimeter thought to be where Dzhokar Tsarnaevhiisg and then went house to
house, knocking on doors and searching the subumares of the residents of
Watertown, Massachusetts. They entered houseseandhed backyards producing a
contrasting aesthetic of quiet, sanitized subualg@nst the urgency and raw power of
militarized searches. Only thing is, Dzhokar Ts&wnwas not within the area blocked
out and searched. He had escaped onto a boatjisstie the area, hiding under a tarp.
After hours of these searches, it was only affecal man noticed blood on his boat and
tipped off the police that Dzhokar Tsarnaev wassied.

This story stands as a metaphor for many the exigdis posed to the state in the
21% century. The Boston policemen and National Guaatssealed off a particular
territory and searched it slowly, house by houseégia method of force that could be
seen as an exemplify the modern territorial stegting to exercise authority and
power in the way that it knows best. Dzhokar Taaxnis one of the types of challenges

which are posed by what has come to be known abagjzation’; weakening the state



from a place, physical or conceptual, just outsitiés reach. No matter how much force
was used, no matter how much land was coveredwmhany basements and sheds were
searched, Dzhokar Tsarnaev would have evaded edaptgause he simply was not in the
place police were looking. The way in which thetstwas responding was inadequate
for his capture, and, intentionally or not, he \@hte to use it against them. Of course,
the metaphor should not be taken too far. Dzh®karnaev was captured and police
obviously were not incapable of looking at a bo#va blocks from the sealed off area.
Sooner or later they were likely to get there. Bdbes capture the idea that the state is
besieged by challenges and threats it is not ctlyradept at handling.

The metaphorical story told above has becomegbdinee conventional wisdom:
the state is retreating as it does not have thaatigro deal with the threats to its
sovereignty posed by the set of processes we lodlalization. Processes such as the
movement of people, goods, money, and informatevass boundaries, and the
developing linkages between people thousands @&snaibart have come to be seen as
eroding the state. They are of particular dangéhé¢ state, not necessarily because they
are non-territorial (or at least function with & eient relationship to territory) but
because the state itself depends upon boundd@esving, redrawing, and maintaining
these boundaries are what make states sovereigtiféer@ntiates the state as a political
form from polities such as empires, city-statesl faudal orders. If it is the creation of
boundaries that defines the state, and therefditicp@nd political science, then

globalization poses a series of problems for theréuof the state.



Of course, ‘globalization’ is a rather opaque tenany times taken to mean
increased economic interdependehcEhis is only a part of the ‘phenomenon’ of
globalization. | define the term as a series otpsses and flows of people, goods,
capital, and information that have the effect afwing the world closer togethér.
Inherent in many of these flows and processesraebéity to transcend the boundaries
that create and define the state. It is thesasld@mdary processes that ‘threaten’ the
state. The idea of bringing the world closer tbgettan be opposed to a world of
discrete boundaries that divide it up. Of coutssmsboundary processes are nothing new
and have existed for centuries; if there is anghinew’ about globalization, it is the
higher volume of these process as their concatanateates the push towards what
Roland Robertson has called the ‘whole earth pecfuilOne could even argue that it is
the configuration of transboundary processes thatast important, not the aspects of
any particular process. For instance, where irpist migration could be defined as
moving from one state to another, when combinet waipital mobility, environmental
degradation, increased trade, and social mediang@mimers, migration could now also
be viewed as another force erasing the distindiEtween those states.

How states have dealt and can deal with challettgbsundaries is the focus of
this study. Of course this is a very large topitg that many careers may not be able to
satisfactorily explore, let alone a single projelet.this manner | sympathize with
Tzvetan Todorov in his study of ‘the other’ in whibe muses, “My subject...is so

enormous that any general formulation soon ramifisscountless categories and

! Keohane and Milneinternationalization and Domestic PoliticStiglitz, Globalization and Its
DiscontentsFriedman;The World Is FlatPelaez and Pelae3jobalization and the State

2 Jackson and Nexon, “Globalization, the Comparatethod, and Comparing Constructions”; Robertson,
Globalization

® RobertsonGlobalization



directions...how to speak of such things®ne way of doing this is recognizing that
these types of threats are not unique to the sthtstory and its development from early
modern Europe to the present day. Therefore, welbaose a particular type of threat
and look back through history to see how the dtatedealt with it. One of the major
processes associated with the challenges facduelstdte is that of the violence typified
by, though by no means limited to, the jihadistagsm of al Qaeda. In this instance, a
group with a different relationship to territoryatihthe state and no settled relationship to
any state has successfully attacked many of th&isanost powerful states, causing
crises of authority and security which had at oofdbeen unthinkable. Such terrorism
is said to provide threats to the future of theéestaspecially as it concerns what could be
called ‘de-territorialization®. Willem Schinkel sums up the position nicely batistg
that, “these forms of terrorism, then, leave tla@esseemingly helpless, thus undermining
its legitimacy since they make it clear that thenoqoly of legitimate violence is then
helpless against globalized forms of terroristemue”’ Studying the threat typified by
al Qaeda is an interesting way to gain leveragtenarger puzzle posed above, that of
how the state deals with transboundary processesaulse the threat posed is so
immediate and has been repeatedly recognized Isg ihwolved as dangerous.

The type of threat posed to states by al Qaedatikistorically unique. Al Qaeda
is a group that poses a challenge to the statgoabti@al form and history can give us

some interesting parallels between it and simiésades of violence such as the golden

* Todorov,The Conquest of America.

® Ulrich Beck, “The Terrorist Threat"; Faisal Dewljianscapes of the JihaBarak Mendelsohn,
“Sovereignty Under Attack”; Stuart Eldefierror and Territoriality, Zygmunt Bauman, “The Demons of
an Open Society”; Aye Zarakol, “What Makes Terrorism Modern?".

® Bauman, “The Demons of an Open Society”; Eldgarror and Territoriality.

" Schinkel, “Dignitas Non-Moritur?”



age pirates of the early I@entury and the anarchist violence propagated dry who
called themselves ‘propagandists of the d&atithe turn of the 20century. In both
cases, the state was challenged, transformed probteced in a recognizable manner.
There is a history of successful responses to ttreses built around creative solutions.
Therefore violence can act as a site for the drawing, redray, and maintenance of the
boundaries of political authorityThis relationship between polities built on thawling
and maintenance of clear, delineated boundaripsldical authority and entities that are
able to perpetrate violence with a disregard feséhboundaries hints at some central
questions about the state in thé'2&ntury.

In this work, I will not provide a definitive angwto the problem posed above
about the future of the state in the face of glalaéibn. However, the argument that the
state has found ways to combat similar problente@se posed by globalization can
provide us with some questions that can be uspdotoe the larger issue of globalization
and the state. While obviously al Qaeda poseffereint sort of problem to the state than
increased capital mobility, social networking, naigon, and climate change, studying it
and its historical corollaries can give us a sesigheoretical tools that could help us
understand other processes and flows usually adsedowith the concept of
globalization. Therefore, we should view the rielaship between globalization and the
state as part of the larger theme of this dissentathich focuses more closely on the
production of boundaries through the relationstaeen the state and violence.

| argue that the state can be transformed anddapeal in the process of

responding to this type of violence with creatiodutions to concrete crises. With this in

8 From here on out these men will be called ‘propaigis’ unless otherwise noted. For more on why
please look at Chapter 5.



mind, | argue that state transformation is as yikélnot more so, than state erosion.
Simply because the world does not look like it yikdterday does not meant that we have
seen the end of the state. Such a position tenogeremphasize the attributes of the
state, say a strong welfare state or control odaraestic economy, which were
prevalent in a particular historical time and pla¢&story tells us that the state has not
been the same across time or space and therefareeteto conceive of it as something
that can and has changed and keep this in mind a$sssing the impact of
globalization on our own polities.
The argument

My central argument is that violence with transhaary aspects acts as a site for
the redrawing of the boundaries of political auityor This violence cannot be made
sense of using contemporary boundaries, creatisgscfor states and compelling state
leaders to creatively redraw the boundaries otipaliauthority in order to effectively
combat the threat. In other words, the stateaiestthat defeat such actors are not the
same entities as those which originally faced ti@sc There are new boundaries as
what is now thought of as part of the state wasebtare, while parts that were
previously included no longer are. The threatlieesn made legibleand can now be
defeated. This argument can give us insight iflaaamajor issues in world politics.
First, as mentioned above, it can give us somedgeein understanding the role and
future of the state in a globalized world. It does do so by claiming that the state will
transform and remake itself as a new, yet still chamt, actor in world politics. Instead,

the claim is that the state has the capacity tostoam in the face of such threats, giving

° Scott,Seeing Like a Stat€or more see Chapters 2 and 3.



us some leverage to think about what is currerdfypening in world politics. For
instance, as discussed in more detail in Chaptas &, consequence of the Global War on
Terror (GWOT) we are seeing a growth of state sdllanee over both citizens and non-
citizens alike through the proliferation of droraexl bulk data collection, an area where
previously the state did not claim or exercise atti. This is happening while it
becomes easier for people and information to doosders in a way that seems to violate
20" century practices of statehood. New boundarigs baen drawn.

Second, through the use of two historical cases;amedevelop a set of ideal
typical tool or ‘mechanisms and procesSeiat can help us to understand the current
GWoT both empirically and ethically. Empiricallhe framework developed below can
help us to understand the response of the Uniteig@$Sand give us some deeper
theoretical understanding of why it appears thatiditer strategies of targeted killings via
the use of drones and data surveillance have beea successful than the previous
strategy of intervention. It also alerts us toplessibility that some of what we take for
granted in the states that we live in will changaaesult of the GWoT.

There is also an ethical component to this studly.empirical claim proffered
here should be read as determinative. There isasopn why any particular outcome had
to come about the way that it did, only explanaiay it did do so. When combined
with the recognition that changes in these situati@re largely inevitable if the threat is
to be defeated, it becomes apparent that citizeasyostate are empowered to shape
state responses to these crises if given the regplity to attempt doing so. If change

itself is the only thing resembling a certaintyenhthere is both an opportunity and an

9 Tilly, “Mechanisms in Political Processes.”



imperative to shape the response in a manner canswith the goals that we hold for
our own polity. In addition, it becomes perfed#éygitimate to question whether or not
we would even like to ‘defeat’ the threat. Is society better off with the threat and the
status quo if the only imaginable ‘solutions’ arerse? What are not helpful are the two
extremes of defeating the threat at all costs amyidg the capacity to change because
we are tied to current manifestations of our go&ltimately this entails a political
morality, taken largely from John Dewé&Yythat may hold certain goals not as universal
principles but as tools to help guide us in findgadutions in particular times and places.
These themes will be revisited in Chapter 7.

Finally, this study attempts to explain changehm practice of sovereignty
through processes that can be referred to as heggp'en the margins’ of the state
system. That the state has changed over timei@that is well covered in
constructivist International Relations (IR) However, most of these studies deal with
changes that happen at the center, either throughges in governance and/or major
changes in the interactions between states suslarasliplomacy, trade, etc. In contrast,
this study focuses on change that has happeneafjtintbe interaction of the state with
the ‘non-state’ and ‘transnational’ in periphemgions such as the colonial Atlantic in
the 18" century and Afghanistan and Pakistan today. $henge may not have been as
obviously monumental as that wrought by the FreRefolution or the Second World
War, but it is important nonetheless and helpoustderstand the state all the more.

The argument that campaigns to combat major epssofdeansnational violence

force states to transform how they draw boundarigmlitical authority depends upon

! Dewey,Reconstruction in Philosoph$61-186.
12 Barkin and Cronin, “The State and the Nation”; IHsktional Collective IdentityReus-SmitThe Moral
Purpose of the StatBukovansky]egitimacy and Power Palitics



particular conceptions of both ‘the state’ and @m@gnty’ as well as the threats posed to
the state by different types of violence. Theestatconceived of as something performed
through the practice of drawing boundaries arowldipal authority. To quote Michel
Foucault, “The state is a practice not a thitigThese boundaries define the state and set
it apart from other types of polities. They inaduikrritorial borders but are not limited to
them. Conceptual boundaries between internatidoéstic, public/private, and
citizen/alien, among others, are just as impottanhe state as anything that can be seen
on a map. Territorial borders are merely one tyfggoundary. If the state is a polity
performed through the drawing of boundaries, sogatg is the practice of drawing

them. Sovereignty then is a bundle of practicas dinaw, redraw, and maintain
boundaries around political authority. Traditionahceptions of sovereignty such as
those leaning on ‘authority’, ‘legitimacy’, ‘the egption’, etc. implicitly recognize the
claim that sovereignty is about drawing boundariggercising authority, having a

"“ means the

“monopoly of legitimate physical violence over atpaular territory
construction of boundaries between one territoy amother and between legitimate and
illegitimate. The same goes for any attempt tccide the exception®, create nations,
etc. Only the focus is different: instead of ampa concept, or an action, it is the
boundary that is the focus of this study.

This conception, or recastif§pf the state and sovereignty helps us to view how

violence can threaten and force change in the eatiuthe state. It is not so much

through the violence itself, the casualty countamy particular competing claim to

13 Foucault,Security, Territory, Populatian

“Weber,The Vocation Lecture$3.

15 Schmitt,Political Theology 5; ElshtainSovereignty114—117.

'8 For similar treatments see R.B.J. Walkesjde/OutsideJens BartelsoA Genealogy of Sovereignty
Jackson and Nexon, “Relations Before States”, anooners.



authority or legitimacy. Instead it is by challemgthese boundaries, by turning the
boundary against the state so that its continuatieans the continued existence of the
episode of violence in question. In other wordslence that cannot be made sense of
within boundaries$n situ exists in part because of them and is therefoheeat to them.
As described in Chapter 4, the presence of ‘the Imthe early 18 century, an
imaginary boundary that separated Europe from e World, created a plethora of
open markets, sympathetic publics, and ungovetaed that made nearly perfect
working conditions for pirates. Since the statdafined by its ability to draw and
maintain boundaries around political authoritysthecomes something of an existential
crisis for the state and requires new boundariéetdrawn in the process of combatting
this threat for the state to be re-inscribed. gsire concept of ‘practice’ we can view
any particular boundary as something habitual,reopeance that constructs what might
be called the ‘conceptual map’ of political actofihese conceptual maps tell us what is
possible and not and what is thinkable and notgivan situation. The episodes of
violence studied in this dissertation ‘shattersbdoundaries, tear up these maps, and
force those in power to come up with, in the wastiBlans Joas, “creative solutions to
[concrete] problems”. Thus, something new, in this case a politicalnatzuy, is
brought into the world. A new conceptual map sated among those participating in
the political sphere and the state survives.

Of course not all violence, or even violence dedcagainst the state, produces
this type of threat or is able to trigger theseaigits. The type of threat produced by

violence varies. Violence can threaten a partrcstiate, it can be used by a state, it can

7 JoasPragmatism and Social Theory; JoasThe Creativity of Action126—144.

10



be carried out outside of the state, and it camatien the state as a political form. Itis
only this last group, which | termevisionist violencewhich challenges state boundaries
in the manner necessary to cause the sort of cithages the focus of this study.
Moreover, these threats come not necessatrily fiittmb@es of the act or actor such as
the number of casualties, level of damage, ideokdgnotivations of the actors, the
structure of the group perpetrating violence, ertyype of act (i.e. piracy, terrorism,
infantry movements, etc.) undertaken. Insteadnthaning of violent actions, and thus
the threat that they pose to the state, derives fhe narratives built around those actions
from a multitude of actor® Narratives of revisionist violence cast violersea
challenge to the state as a political form. Theyuwsed when violence cannot be made
sense of or recognized within current conceptugsnahattering’ boundaries, and
forcing change. In this dissertation | demonsthate three such episodes — the golden
age of piracy in the early f&entury Atlantic, propaganda of the deed at the i the
20" century in Europe, and the jihadist terrorism figoi by al Qaeda at the turn of the
21 century — have challenged boundaries and forcadgsh

Finally, I want to take the time to point out tweafures of this argument. First, it
should be noted that these ‘changes’ do not usta@lw a form whereby states gain or
lose control over territory, policy area, peoples, Instead, what we tend to see is an
‘authority swap’ where some areas are drawn ingfd®undaries that were previously
outside and vice versa. This is present in eash aad is important for my theory that
the state re-inscribes itself as an ‘authority swagans that the state neither gains nor

loses authority. For instance, in Chapter 4 | show states gained greater control over

'8 For more on narrative, meaning, and action see (darrative and the Real World”; Somers, “The
Narrative Constitution of Identity”; Ringmar, “Ohé Ontological Status of the State.”
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colonial territory in the Americas as a resultlodit campaign against golden age piracy
but gave up claims of direct control over sea landgke Atlantic. Since most boundaries
are conceptual, as opposed to territorial, new temad to take the form of these sorts of
‘swaps’.

Second, while change and transformation are thesfo€this study, continuity
needs to be recognized as well. Recall the argumade above about the state’s
continuance as the dominant actor in world politielere, change is the vehicle through
which we view continuity. Since the state has ntwlmgical core outside of its own
performance, replacing a ‘shattered’ boundary witiew one means the state is not the
same as before. Yet, it is still the state. #ti# performed through the practice of
drawing, redrawing, and maintaining boundaries adgpolitical authority. By changing,
the state is perpetuated.

Method

The theories/conceptions of sovereignty and rewistoviolence outlined above
should not be thought of as hypotheses or contegatsre to be tested again an
empirical reality but instead as ideal types thilitlve sketched out in more detail in the
following chapters? Since we are always subject to our own biases eveays we
cannot imagine, testing theories against ‘reabgtomes problematic. For instance,
testing for X means that X is important and therefee should look for it. 'Y might be
present and causally important but if it is noeatty implicated in X, we pay little or no
attention to it because we have already stateihtenest in X. Therefore, we as social

scientists are not ‘getting at reality’ but aret@asl viewing reality from a particular

19 Weber,Max Weber on the Methodology of the Social SciedeeksonThe Conduct of Inquity

12



viewpoint that has already valued X over Y. Tligssentially the critique of
mainstream social science by feminists, post-cal@ts and the like. Experience, and
therefore what we think of as reality, is as mua$hfoned by our own socially
constructed view of the world as it is by that emé world. For this reason there is no
separation between the mind and the world as Diescelaimed?

So how can we do social scientific research ifgiactice it is impossible to talk
about what something ‘really is™? This is what ideal types help us to accomplish.
According to Max Weber, ideal types are “one sigeuhts of view” based on a value
position and are used to “construct a unified aiwdlconstruct’® It is important that
they are recognized as deliberately capturing soaneof reality while equally
deliberately leaving other parts out in order teegis some analytical leverage on that
reality. The point is not to design them so thatytmatch up perfectly to the external
world? For instance, when arguing that the state isxddfby the construction of clear
and delineated boundaries around political autjrorilo not mean to say that this is the
only way the state can or should be presented.eNMogoing on in any polity than
merely the construction of boundaries. | am omlyirsg that we should look at them in
the manner | am advocating in order to see somgimportant, something we miss if
we do not. John Dewey concurs when he argueshbaties are not universals that are

to match reality or to be continually reproduceda isituation but instead, “they are tools

% DescartesDiscourse on Methad

2 Ringmar, “On the Ontological Status of the Sta#50.

22 \WeberMax Weber on the Methodology of the Social Sciergtes

% This is largely the approach taken in discussiotymologies by George and Bennett and Elman. See
George and Bennetfase Studies and Theory Development in the Sodiieh&s Elman, “Explanatory
Typologies in Qualitative Studies of Internatiofallitics.”
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of insight”?* They “suggest possible traits to be on the lovkowin studying a
particular case™

Ideal types are not to be tested nor changed s@thairical reality matches up
with them. Doing so, Dewey claims, “sinks [theesttist] to the level of the routine
mechanic™ They are, in Weber’s words, a “utopia...found nowehe reality”” Such
assumptions can range from the ‘all actors aremati to ‘rationality is culturally
determined’. Instead, ideal types are supposée wseful, defined as “worthy of being
known”?® Of course “worthy of being known” is a very sutijee standard that can only
be determined by the researcher, hence the impertanvalue positions in the creation
of ideal types. The researcher must be able ®upée the reader that what they study s
worthy of being known. But ideal types can be vesgful in telling us about specific
cases and have become increasingly utilized imicestrands of what is usually termed
constructivist IR? It is also very common in formal theory approa;hehere the formal
model is an ideal typical construction of the wahdt emphasizes only one or two
aspects of that world in order to gain analytieaierage on a problem of choite.

Ideal types are meant to give us analytical leveraga single case by comparing

that ideal type to the case in question with time @i explaining the divergence. This is

best done through an analytic narrative, definethagrocess of working through the

24 Dewey,Reconstruction in Philosoph$69.
% |bid.
*®|pid., 168-9.
z; Weber,Max Weber on the Methodology of the Social Sciergtes

Ibid., 72.
2 JacksonCivilizing the EnentyNexon,The Struggle for Powet.ebow,A Cultural Theory of
International Relations
39 Moon, “The Logic of Political Inquiry”; HardinOne for All 91-100; This argument is very similar to
Waltz's famous contention that what mattered fthre@ry was not empirical validation but insteadidag
consistency, see WaltZheory of International Politigs71-72.
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logical extension of one or more ideal types iragtipular ‘case®’! In this case, the
emphasis on narrative analysis is due to the biafthe meaning and intelligibility of
all human action comes as much from context aadtien itself. Therefore, “action
itself has a basic historical charact&r’Philosopher Alisdair Maclntyre argues that
human life, and in fact the entire social world¢ostructed of narratives with
beginnings and endings. We cannot understand ityooalhuman action without
narrative since the meaning, and thus the causksarsequences, of all action is
grounded in the contexts and understanding thaghumeings have of the world around
them. For these reasons, “narrative history adréam kind turns out to be the basic and
essential genre for the characterization of all &faraction™’® It is only through telling
these stories that we can understand and explamamaction. What cannot be produced
are generalizable laws of social and political lvetrameant to be applicable in multiple
cases, the goal of positivist social science whemestions such as, “does democracy
make war less likely?” and “why do some statesyputrade barriers while others do
not?” are explored. This method views such endsaskeptically, unconvinced that we
can come to final answers for such general questioading this type of generalizability
for depth in the attempt to talk about specificesas

The narratives are constructed by looking to exizatree narratives of both state
leaders and those perpetrating the violence intgurely using primary documents. For

the golden age of piracy, | use sources from tH#i®®ecord Office of the National

31 JacksonThe Conduct of Inquiry

32 MacIntyre After Virtug 212.

% |bid., 208. For a deeper discussion see p.2082@5a similar discussion in IR dealing with thatss of
the State see Ringmar, “On the Ontological StatikeoState".
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Archive in Kew, London, UK* as well as the online database of the Calend&taié
Papers Colonial Seri&sn addition to assorted other primary documents.fgfopaganda
of the deed | use documents in K¥8im addition to the Archive de Prefecture de Police
in Paris®” For my chapter on al Qaeda | intereviewed poligkers, experts, and
activists in Washington, DC in the Summer of 20T4ese sources allow me to
construct the necessary narratives with some cendel by using and interpreting their
own words.

Each narrative in this study starts with an idggaldal conception of the state
based on one or more boundaries unique to thataimdeplace€® For example, Chapter 4
starts with ‘the line’ separating Europe from itdahtic colonies in the early T&entury.
This does a good job of explaining patterns of ni@btrade, rule, and governance in the
Atlantic during the 17 and early 18 centuries. However, this ideal typical constisct
not ‘useful’ in understanding these same pattesnsnuch of the 18 century, as a
system of mercantilist trade and close colonia developed. Why? This problem
situation becomes apparent because of the dedsi@mmmstruct an ideal type, without

which this may not look like a puzzie.In this case, as with the others, the ‘cause’ was

34 Hereafter PRO. | used the following collectionghiis archive for this case: Admiralty Papers (AQM
Colonial Office Papers (CO), High Court of the Adatty (HCA) and State Papers (SP). Each collection
has a series of sub collections which are numbereztific pages within in collections are notatethwan
“f” for folio, i.e. PRO CO 323/2 f. 289.

% Hereafter CSPCS. Collections are numbered byatasge specific papers.

% | used the following collections in this archiwa this case: Foreign Office Papers (FO), Homed®ffi
Papers (HO)

3" Hereafter APP BA. | utilized the police files hiit the archive (BA) which broke down into either a
particular suspect or a particular thread. Theyratated by numbers (i.e. 77, 1215, etc.) buspreeific
papers are not always given identifying marks.

* This idea is taken from John Dewey’s claims thatdetails of any particular conception, “are tsimg
must go into history to discover”. Dewelhe Public and Its Problem52.

39| would argue that this is the case in much ofH& deals either with this period or topic. Roallts a
good example of this, using the Seven Years W#ymsal state behavior in a system defined by the
territorial sovereignty identity that grew out betPeace of Westphalia. This will be taken up amem
detail in later chapters. Rodney Bruce Hillitional Collective IdentityOf course, Hall isn't alone in
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an episode of revisionist violence. Since | amattgmpting to argue that golden age
piracy, for instance, was the only factor contribgtto the change described, my mission
is to talk about how it interacted with other fasto The meaning of action is determined
in large part by the context of that action, intjgatar the narratives built around it. Some
of these factors will have had an effect (colomials, mercantilist trade in the piracy
case, rising nationalism and the First World Wathie propagandist case, rise of social
networking technologies in the al Qaeda case) lluhat be sufficient to have caused
the change. The trick is to show that revisiomistence had the effect | have claimed
and to show how that interacted with the conteatiad it to create the change in
boundaries. Instead of necessary or sufficientitmms, golden age pirates,
propagandists, and al Qaeda are instead ‘adequatditions for change. Adequate
causation asks the question of why the world isttiricallysoand nottherwisé.*
Therefore, golden age piracy, for instance, tedlsvhiy the practices of colonial rule in
the 18" century developeds they didwhich is vitally important for those people
experiencing that episode of violence, even if \egsgimilar outcomes could have
developed anyway.

Since each instance of change is in many waysueragd every event is largely
dependent upon its historical and social contexitéooutcome, how can theory help us
to understand more than any single case? Agamistthe goal of positivist social

science which provides an answer built around tatioms across cases. Since | have

making this assumption, see: Richard N. Rosecrakzt@n and Reaction in World Politic€hristian
Reus-Smit, “The Constitutional Structure of Intéiomal Society and the Nature of Fundamental
Institutions”; Daniel PhilpottRevolutions in Sovereigntillada Bukovanskyl egitimacy and Power
Politics.

“0Weber,Max Weber on the Methodology of the Social Scier@&Katznelson, “Structure and
Configuration in Comparative Politics”; Jacks@iyilizing the EnemyJacksonThe Conduct of Inquity

17



stated that there is no way to view the world fritve necessary Archimedean viewpoint,
such recourse is not available to me. That sad) looking at three cases and
attempting to add to debates on globalization Aedstate or transnational violence and
the state that are based on hundreds or possiugdmds of possible cases. How can |
do this if my chosen method is geared towards ktdigng a single case? What social
scientists working in the mode of ‘ideal types’ kdor is analytical, not empirical,
generalizability. For instance, Charles Tilly aeguhat what we should look for are a
series of mechanisms, processes, or configurati@rsof that are recurrent through
cases of particular phenomena, even as the outcoitlesse cases are not
generalizablé: Mechanisms are abstract features of complex s\amt they

“compound into processe&”.How they do so in any particular case is dependerthe
particulars of that case. There is no reason wiyyparticular mechanism must be
wedded to a particular outcome as in any coveamgdccount. As Tilly explains, “their
aggregate, cumulative, and longer-term effects eansiderably depending on initial
conditions”?® Daniel Nexon agrees, arguing that, “dynamics eadlhcatenate with other
factors...to produce historically variable outcom&sKechanisms and processes are
abstract concepts that can be carried from casas® to help us to understand the
outcome of a particular situation. As Nexon argusthe extent that...contexts endure
across time and space, we should expect to selaismechanisms and processes at

”n 45

work”.

“L Tilly, “Means and Ends of Comparison in Macro $tegy”; Tilly, “Mechanisms in Political Processes.”
“2Tilly, Explaining Social Processgs.

3 Tilly, “Mechanisms in Political Processes,” 25.

*4 Nexon,The Struggle for Poweb5.

* Ibid.
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Plan of dissertation

To restate, revisionist violence acts as a sitere/the boundaries of political
authority are drawn and redrawn because it canmotdde sense of within contemporary
boundaries. So long as those boundaries exisipa® the threat posed by episodes of
violence characterized by revisionist narrativBsce the state is defined by the presence
of these boundaries, redrawing them results i stahsformation and perpetuation.
Golden age pirates, anarchist propagandists, aQ@dedla are three such episodes. By
examining how states have dealt with the formerweocan develop a series of
analytically general ‘mechanisms and processes'diva us some leverage into how
states are dealing with the third episode and atbheent and future threats. This, in
turn, allows us to contribute to the debate onftihare of the state in the face of
globalization.

The above argument is laid out piece by piece theenext five chapters.
Chapters 2 and 3 outline the theoretical framevedttkis project, developing the ideal
types necessary to carry out a rigorous narratatyais. The state and sovereignty are
the focus ofChapter 2. Following post-structural or critical analysdsovereignty and
pragmatist philosophy, | will lay out a conceptiofithe state and sovereignty as practice,
as something that is ‘done’ and maintained as agbts something that exists on its
own. As stated above, sovereignty is the praciarawing boundaries around political
authority and the state is the entity that is @eédhrough these practices. As such, the
state is the polity of modernity, reflecting it<ts on the separation between the mind
and the world. This mirrors the separation betwstate and society, or the boundaries

between entities, that allow one to rule anothiéris conception of the state means that it
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differs from other ideal typical polities (univeksaomposite, buffer, and overlapping)
that are not characterized by boundaries. Thimidieh of sovereignty is necessary for
me to put forth a theory of state transformatiothie face of the crises created by
episodes of revisionist violence.

Chapter 3 has two parts. The first part focuses on the viayghich threat is
produced from violence, focusing on role of naugdi Surveying the current literature
on terrorism in IR, | describe the constructiorttokat from violence in a way that goes
beyond the actions undertaken, the ideological ypdeings of the group undertaking
them, the structure of said group, or the ‘sevedtyttacks. These more traditional
ways of thinking about violence obscure how sudcievice relates to the state as a
bundle of boundary-producing practices. Insteaddimg on the literature on threat
constructiorf’® | argue that it is narratives that explain the#trthat violence poses to the
state. | create four ideal typical narratives aslesice in order to draw out qualitatively
distinct genera of threat — Entrant, Resource, &@wvist and Criminal. This typology is
derived from four short narratives on differentsegles or ‘waves’ of piracy, each
demonstrating one of the four types. As menticsiaolve, narratives of revisionist
violence are of particular importance for the pwgmof this project because it poses a
challenge to the state as a form of governanceisieist violence can only be
determined by looking at the narrative construdtedive that violence meaning by both
the state AND those perpetrating the violence.

In the second part of Chapter 3, | typologize tlrezhanisms extracted from my

narrative, connecting my conception of state sagatg with my conception of

“6 Booth, Critical Security Studies And World Politjda/aever, “Securitization and Desecuritization”;
Buzan et alSecurity Watson, “Framing’ the Copenhagen School.”

20



‘revisionist’ violence. Drawing heavily on the graatist social theory of Hans Joas,
who also relies heavily on Dewey and Mead, | wibw how and why these episodes of
revisionist violence create crises for states battering’ the habit of practice and
forcing states to come up with something creativeom here, | construct two distinct
processes: “Shattering” and “Re-inscribing”, eadthvheir own set of mechanisms.
Chapters 4 and 5 take this theoretical framewodkapply it to two historical
cases of ‘revisionist’ violence in order to demoat& how creative solutions to the crises
created by these episodes of violence re-insctibedtate. Each Chapter, as well as
Chapter 6, will be constructed as a narrative sitred by the ‘mechanisms and
processes’ developed at the end of Chapter 3 wimlaltaneously outlining the relevant
boundaries and demonstrating each case as an embkoglisionist violence. It should
be mentioned here that the ‘states’ under reviethigistudy are of a particular type.
They are all either European or what might be dadlgreat power, often both. There are
a few reasons for this. First, it is assumed ti@afpowerful states that not only sit at the
center of a state system but also compose its ciearaln other words, hegemons are
more likely to set standard practices and therefoea existence is more important to the
continuance of the state system than their weakersp This also holds, though to a
lesser degree, for weaker states closer to thestmte as Belgium or Luxembourg in
Europe. Relatedly, each of the violent actors tblékdws explicitly challenges the state
in some manner. If you are looking to upturn théire social and political system it
makes sense to attack its center than its peripHanally, as will be discussed more in
the conclusion, there is every reason to think tth@tmanner in which smaller, weaker

states are challenged by and combat such actdiffasent from how powerful ones do.
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Thus this study is Euro- and great power centhie;dtate itself is largely a European
construct and it is European states and their doasins in North America and East
Asia that have dictated the boundaries that tie st@aws in any particular historical time
and place.

Chapter 4 examines the golden age of piracy in the Atlamtithe early 18
century. During this time, sea lanes were contkespaces between rival European
powers and Atlantic colonies remained ‘beyond the'| largely ungoverned outside of
cities and ports and chiefly thought of as intaoratl holdings of the crown. Golden age
pirates exploited these dynamics by relying on wegued land and colonial markets to
attack trade. British attempts to combat piracydtates to bring the Colonial Atlantic
into the domestic sphere. What we have thennaresformed state which, by moving
‘the line’ so as to include the American colonidsiles simultaneously beginning the
process of relinquishing control over the sea, gdiie way for the mercantile
colonialism of the 18 century and the near constant warfare this systegendered.

Chapter 5tackles the violence conducted by propagandidisardecades leading
up to the First World War. These terrorists wdske do exploit open borders to plan
attacks on target states, such as France, invellatsafe’ states, such as Britain. They
were also able to use media coverage of statesgpreas a recruiting tool, making it
harder for the state to crack down ruthlessly despany attempts to do just that. In
response, continental European states were foocaltbiv peaceful anarchists into the
public sphere, following Britain’s lead, while féitating greater police cooperation and
coordination between states, and establishinggréatder controls, including the

institution of personal passports. Essentiallyrimaries were opened up within the
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domestic state, part of a process that led to inie labor laws and greater speech
rights, while they were simultaneously tightenerbas states, restricting the movement
of people and goods that defined the prewar era.

Chapter 6 attempts to apply the insights of these two hisabichapters to help
us understand the contemporary violence of al Qaadats associates and the resulting
GWoT. Of course, this story is still playing itselt, so the conclusion and the type of
change that is to happen are still dependent updhelr events. However, there is
evidence that such changes are indeed taking plageif their content is yet to be fully
settled. Therefore, this chapter will look inte tuture and set some plausible scenarios
for how this may work out. Al Qaeda and its alles/e taken advantage of greater flows
of information and people to create a decentralirta/ork that challenges strict
territorial conceptions of jurisdiction and authyri This has created the type of threat
that has become synonymous with the new securélestges brought about by
globalization. However, once again we are sedirgievelopment of creative solutions
to the crisis created by revisionist violence. Wiearly attempts to defeat al Qaeda by
the invasions of Iraq and Afghanistan backfiredvere largely ineffective, targeted
killings via drones and the recently leaked NSAvsillance programs, such as PRISM,
have the potential to draw new boundaries of statkority based on surveillance across
borders. In particular there are three new bouadavorth watching. Targeted killing
via drones in Pakistan and Yemen, among other gJd@es the potential to change the
relationship between the US and other powerfuestahd the states not deemed strong
enough to protect their territory. This could mearewriting of what it means to be a

‘failed’ or ‘quasi’ state, a shift in the meaninglmundaries for these entities. Second,
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the use of drones as well as big data surveillpnograms allows the US, and those who
will soon be able to boast these capabilitiestdokt movements across borders.
Therefore, following the ‘surveillant assembldgéterature, borders go from sites of
exclusion meant to keep out undesirable peopledgia@nd information to sites of
collection used to control increasingly high nunsbef flows. Collection sites become
new boundaries in cyberspace, drawing the statetlig realm. Finally, this has the
potential to change boundaries around citizensaetig citizenship from the body and
creating ‘data doubles’, part of which may not eberconsidered ‘citizen’. What must
be kept in mind is that while there is no reasothiok that this saga will turn out any
one particular way, we as political actors have esa@ontrol over it.

Chapter 7 will conclude this study by summing up the argutraard beginning
to project its implications forwardn the beginning of this introduction, | statedttha
there were three major payoffs from this studyagrenderstanding of the state and
sovereignty, globalization, and the Global War @nrdr. Each of these will be taken in
turn. First, the state and sovereignty will be fpont and center as | recap the findings
and analysis of this study. Second, | talk abdoiv@jization by looking forward. The
theoretical tools developed above do not solverttending puzzle of what will happen
to the state in the face of globalization. Whaiytdo is provide us with another way of
tackling the problem, one that works beyond thel ‘ivstay or will it go’ dichotomy that
plagues the literature. It can be argued thatadipétion is just as likely, if not more so,
to transform the state as it is to erode its ingooe in political and social life. If we are

to take the admittedly large step of generalizinig process to explain how the state

*"Haggarty and Erickson, “The Surveillant Assemblafeleuze and Guattarh Thousand Plateaus
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deals with the crises and challenges of all glabadi processes, we can start to think
about what the politics of the 3tentury will look like. There are a number of
implications of this statement and the bulk of Glka@ will begin to sort through them.
There is the chance that that state will begiratbté deal with a particular problem and
therefore the process will be broken. There is #ig interesting possibility that even if |
am correct in my diagnosis of the situation, tlaeswill change at such a rapid pace that
it will become something else and it will no londper recognizable unless we are able to
create stable ‘conceptual maps’. Either way, ¢chigpter attempts to bring the focus back
out to the state in the 2Tentury.

Finally, | attempt to draw out the implications faur understanding of the GWoT
by taking a normative turn. Building on the worklohn Dewey, | argue for morality to
be rooted not in universals but instead in situegiolf the conclusions of this study are
correct, change is a necessity if we hope to défeathreat in each case. Taking this into
consideration, we must make sure that the outcgraemething that is in line not with
particular manifestations of universal goods batead with flexible interpretations of
them. In other words, we may have to reconceealihat ‘privacy’, ‘democracy’, or

‘justice’ means in a Zicentury dominated by data.
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Chapter 2
The State, Sovereignty, and Boundaries

“My task is...to maintain the skin that keeps the ia place.
Two laws in two places in fact”.

~ Tyador Borlu
The City and City
China Mievill&®

In order to understand how the golden age of pjragypaganda of the deed, and
the jihadist terrorism typified by al Qaeda haveaated as sites for the redrawing of the
boundaries of sovereign authority, we must undedstmvereignty, and by extension the
state, and its relationship to boundaries. Th#tespurpose of this chapter. It also means
revisiting, as has happened so often in the pagedfs in IR, the concept of sovereignty.
Despite, or maybe because of, the importance afdheept in scholarly and policy
discourse, the literature on sovereignty has giusemultiple variations on the use,
meaning, and construction of sovereignty. Thugeterealist, liberal, constructivist,
rationalist, feminist, post-colonial, and post-stiral (among others) writings on
sovereignty. It can reasonably be argued that widsiese conceptions capture
important aspects of sovereignty, the state, areinational politics that others leave out.
However, with so many options it is tempting tddal the advice of Nuno Monteiro and
Kevin Ruby to ignore sovereignty and simply “get anth the work of producing
knowledge about world politics. However, as will be shown below, how a scholar
conceptualizes sovereignty can go a long way towetdrmining the type of theories he

or she will develop. This is especially true ipraject like this one that deals with

“8 Mieville, The City & The City373.

9 Monteiro and Ruby make this statement in the cdri&debating ontological or philosophical
foundations for the study of International RelatiorHowever, the sentiment (and the critique) ésshme.
Monteiro and Ruby, “IR and the False Promise ofd2iphical Foundations.”
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boundaries. Therefore, there is a need for a,sdkdr ideal typical conceptualization of
sovereignty, one that allows us to see how thes®@gs of revisionist violence act as
sites for the drawing of the boundaries of politeathority.

The state is a polity constructed and charactelizeah ideal of clear, delineated
boundaries while sovereignty is the practice ofuing those boundaries. This sets the
state apart from other types of polities such apiess, city-states, universal systems, etc.
while tying sovereignty to the state. At any pautar time, the state is made up of
multiple boundaries that are not limited to the gbal, territorial ones that can be seen
on a map. Examples include those delineatingttite §om society, the public from the
private, the citizen from the alien, and the in&ional from the domestic, among other
possibilities. Conceiving of sovereignty in thismmer helps us to understand how the
state has traditionally dealt with the types ofllgmages that violence presents to it. We
can pinpoint particular boundaries and particutaeats to them as well as the creative
solutions arrived at to solve these concrete probland redraw boundaries to mitigate
such threats.

The plan of this chapter is as follows. The nextion will review the different
popular conceptions of sovereignty in the field®fand how each one, while more or
less useful for their own purposes, does not helpnderstand the problem at the heart of
this study. This will be followed by a more thogbuexplication of sovereignty as a
bundle of practices that draw boundaries aroundigallauthority and the state as a
bounded polity. Two aspects will be foregroundsalindaries and practices. | will
develop each part of this concept in some detailtaan draw on the work of James

Scott and Tim Mitchell to show what sovereignty'the practice of drawing boundaries
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around political authority” can mean. The goatto$ chapter is to develop a workable
conception of sovereignty that can serve as an tgpigal platform on which to argue
that states redraw boundaries as a consequenaeagfssfully combating episodes of
revisionist violence.
Sovereignty in international relations

In this section | want to split the literature avsreignty not into the
paradigmatic camps that typify the study of IR (tbb these splits are still apparent) but
instead into the different ontological positionssmvereignty. One major school of
thought attempts to define sovereignty as a prgmdrstates, something held (or not) by
a pre-existing entity. Therefore, the state isaitiing that can, in principle, exist without
sovereignty. To these scholars sovereignty isitaeréor propositiort’ For example: Is
Entity X, say Somalia, Afghanistan, or Palestinepgereign state? Can a state lose or
forfeit its sovereignty? When does interventioolaie sovereignty? Do powerful states
actually respect sovereignty? Such studies dogwoifse, go beyond a simple dichotomy
in talking about entities such as ‘quasi-stafest splitting sovereignty up into different
categories, allowing for states to have sovereignsome arenas but not oth&fsstill,
the overarching idea is that sovereignty is sometktates have (even if it is more or
less). Therefore, despite claims that sovereigniecessary for a state to exist, there is
still a clear separation between the state thaheae sovereignty and the sovereignty

that can be had. The state must exist withoutreayety if it is to ‘have’ or ‘get’ it.

0 Gross, “The Peace of Westphalia”; Hinsl8pyereigntyJacksonQuasi-StatesKrasner Sovereignty
Lake,Hierarchy in International Relations

®1 JacksonQuasi-States

*2 Carlson,Unifying China, Integrating with the Worl&rasner SovereigntyLake,Hierarchy in
International Relations
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This can be demonstrated in some of the major wanksovereignty in this vein.
Robert Jackson talks about quasi-states as a pnaee they occupy a nebulous
middle ground, breaking up the naturally dichotosoature of sovereignty® Quasi-
states are ‘states’ that cannot live up to thaéstaod’ conferred on them by the
international community. They have ‘negative’ s@gnty but cannot perform the
functions of the sovereign state, or ‘positive’ smignty, and therefore are at the root of
many security and development problems plaguirgym@itional politics. In his work on
hierarchy, David Lake views sovereignty as a cantraith authority given to a party in
return for protection, market access, or other ggddHowever, here sovereignty is
treated as an object, something that can be gimenof) to someone or something. Lake
splits sovereignty up along policy lines (econorsesurity, etc.) so that it is not
indivisible, therefore helping him to build his a@a@ption of hierarchy where another state
may have de facto or even de jure control overspee of another state’s sovereignty.
However, sovereignty is still a property of statas must be in order to be contracted out
— and therefore an existing entity in its own rigfihis property does not change. And,
while it is possible that contracts could be retent the fundamentals (economic,
security, etc.) do not change nor is there a mashafor this rewrite to take place.

Sovereignty can also be viewed as a certain setied, rights and responsibilities
that is the same for all states in all times. BéepKrasner demonstrates this concept
when he argues that powerful states prioritizeapgects of sovereignty that are in their
own interestS®> While this may seem like a mechanism for chaagysome aspects are

emphasized over others due to the interests gddherful, it does not assume that the

3 JacksonQuasi-States
>4 | ake,Hierarchy in International Relations
% Krasnher,Sovereignty
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list of rules, rights, and responsibilities changeall. This constitutes his evidence of
‘organized hypocrisy’ because the conception cartigular set of rules, rights, and
responsibilities is read back through time andlat@s where it does not fit. Instead he

argues that,

...the norms and rules of any international institoéil system, including the sovereignty
state system, will have limited influence and waillvays be subject to challenge because
of logical constrdictions (non-intervention versmsmoting democracy, for instance),
the absence of any institutional arrangement fahaitatively resolving conflicts (the
definition of an international system), power asyetmes among principlaed actors,
notably states, and the differing incentives comfiray individual rulers®

In other words, anarchy and power matter more thamules of sovereignty because
those rules have routinely been broken by thoseegohwenough to do so. However, as
Martha Finnemore and others have pointed out, wiagtlook like the breaking of a
particular rule may actually be well within theesland practices of a particular time
period®’

A lack of variability in sovereignty and the sta&ealso seen in many rationalist
studies that use the state as the unit of measuatemeh as studies on the democratic
peace, trade, development, and interstate war, gmmamy others. This type of study
tends to mold the state into a ‘box’ which contaliinct ‘variables’ that vary in time
and place. One of these variables, the depenaeiatole, is then chosen as the important
one for a particular study and the others areddstéind correlations. In doing so, a few
assumptions are relevant for the purposes of thdys First, the state, as the container

holding the variables, does not change. In thelwof Janice Thomson, “The state is the

**pid, 3

" Krasner argues, for instance, that frequent imetion is a sign of sovereignty as ‘organized hyisgt
However, as Martha Finnemore has shown, interventias a perfectly legitimate way to retrieve unpaid
sovereign debt well into the $@entury. In this period, such intervention wasewdence of hypocrisy
on the part of strong states because these int&msrwere not considered the type of violations of
sovereignty that Krasner claims. Finnemdree Purpose of Intervention

30



state is the state® If it did change, the study itself would be commpised. At most, a
changed container drops out of the dataset asdrbes something else since units of
measurement should not vary within a particuladgt¥Vhile each container must be
distinct from other containers in order to countta®wn container, it must be similar
enough that a) all containers can still be recagphiazs containers and b) it does not
change over time. Second, the variables thatugeased to be so important are to have
no effect on the presence, absence, or dynamisheafontainer. If different values of
any of the variables could make the container exisiot, or even change into a different
type of container, the study would be compromfSe@here is a danger here that
sovereignty becomes irrelevant, the state is urgihgrand it can be controlled for.
While many scholars doing this type of study wopldbably accede that the state can
change, that there is dynamism, their researclstigkie account of this in order to draw
out general, if not universal, laws of state bebmrin the form of statistical correlatiofis.
Studies that impart, implicitly or explicitly, th#te state does not change, that
sovereignty is a property of states, tend to leatbione of the two major predictions
about the future of the state facing the challerajegobalization: either that nothing is
changing or that everything is changing. Both cdrom a place where the state is a
single thing that is unchanging and therefore nettker continue or pass away.

The idea that sovereignty is a variable conceptieas a foundational claim of

the constructivist and critical theory schoolsRfdince their inceptiof. This has

*8 ThomsonMercenaries, Pirates, and Sovereigfig9.

%9 Jackson and Nexon, “Globalization, the Comparate¢hod, and Comparing Constructions.”

% For a similar critique of the comparative methodjéneral, see Inayatullah and Blaneyernational
Relations and the Problem of Differen&8-102.

®1 Ashley, “The Poverty of Neorealism.”; Linklatévlen and Citizenswalker, “Genealogy, Geopolitics
and Political Community.”
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created three relevant literatures for this stutlge first is concerned with how
sovereignty, or at least modern sovereignty andrtbdern state, came to be a major
idea/force in politics. Specifically, it attempgtsexplain the move from a heteronymous
system of overlapping or non-existent sovereigntyledieval Europe to a system of
sovereign states, the so-called Westphalia que&tidthile this literature does not
necessarily think of sovereignty only as a fixedgarty of states, it does bring a certain
dichotomy. At one point there were no statespatlzer there were states. Why?
Variants of this question drive all of these worl&hange in this regard is seen as a
change in the “organizing principle” of, and thedde of differentiation® between,
actors in the system from one of heteronomy orsuiziy (and increasingly empire) to
one of sovereignty that still exists to this day.

This literature can shed some light on any disausabout the future of the state
in the face of globalization. The comparison & thefore’ and the ‘after’ serves to
define the state while simultaneously working asnaplicit theory of the state. The state
is not eternal and since it developed historicatlwill one day exit the world stage. It
can provide a theory of what to look for in divigithe presence of systems change. For
instance, Daniel Nexon contends that the Reformatieated linkages between
Protestants that posed serious problems for thgpasite polities of Early Modern

Europe® This suggests that one site to be looking fongeavould be political

%2 Spruyt, The Sovereign State and Its Competit&sggie,Constructing the World PolityOsiander,
“Sovereignty, International Relations, and the \Whatian Myth”; PhilpottRevolutions in Sovereignty
Nexon,The Struggle for PoweBranch, “Mapping the Sovereign State: Technoldgythority, and
Systemic Change”; For accounts outside of IR ség, TWar Making and State Making as Organized
Crime”; Tilly, Coercion, Capital, and European States, AD 990-1988nn,The Sources of Social Power
Andersonlineages of the Absolutist Stalthomas ErtmariThe Birth of LeviathanGorski, The
Disciplinary Revolution

%3 Ruggie,Constructing the World Polity

 Nexon,The Struggle for Power
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relationships that cannot easily be folded intdjigiterms, “the nested governing
structures of the state”. Therefore, such a liteeacan prove quite valuable in not only
understanding the state and sovereignty but alagimmg how it might unravel.
Without denying the importance of this literatute,framing can mask change
within the sovereign state. Christian Reus-Sngtias that it “obscures the significant
differences between historical systems of statésThrough this lens, changes in
sovereignty becomes apparent but, under the twapgrof literature above, they are
either not apparent or not a focus of study. Bkisond constructivist literatiffe
attempts to look at how sovereignty has changedtowe, what might be termed
‘systemic’ change as opposed to the systems chafrte ‘Westphalia’ group abové.
This literature attempts to demonstrate that ifed#int eras, particular logics or
normative understandings undergird the state syatehthe practice of sovereignty.
The era of the modern sovereign state is usuatigdor up into three different
periods. Rodney Bruce Hall’'s categorization iSdgh Dynastic Sovereignty was the
dominant political culture in the century and af lafore 1648 and was based on the idea
that the state and the crown, or court, are ondledame. What mattered politically is
one’s relationship with the Monarch. The periotinsen 1648-1789/1815/1848 was
characterized by Territorial Sovereignty. Whileachwf Europe was still ruled by
monarchs, the state itself had come to be objedtdbove and beyond the Monarch.

Finally, from some time in the early "t @entury to today is a period where sovereignty

® This does not mean that this group of scholarsemghat there have been no major changes inate st
since its inception, only that their work does ooter such changes. Reus-Smihg Moral Purpose of the
State

% Barkin and Cronin, “The State and the Nation”; IHltional Collective IdentityReus-SmitThe Moral
Purpose of the StatBukovansky] egitimacy and Power Politic8obbitt, The Shield of AchilleBull,

The Anarchical SocietyVendt,Social Theory of International Politics

" The latter is the change from one system to anpthe former the change within a particular system
Gilpin, War and Change in World PoliticSpruyt,The Sovereign State and Its Competitors
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rested in the nation. Here the nation servesttite and the state serves and protects the
nation. Some scholars have begun to argue thateatsased on liberal individuality and
the global logics of the market have begun to dgvelver the past few decadés.

Much of the literature on this topic is focuseddamonstrating that such changes
have indeed taken place, setting out the logieach era and their consequences for
international politic$® Mlada Bukovansky concentrates on how sovereighanges
across the system, building a theoretical framevanokind the contradictions and
complementarities between ideas and practice tif®jdn the 18 century, she argues for
a dialectic between monarchical hierarchy as thmidant practice of rule on the one
hand, and the Enlightenment as the dominant sdii@ecourse on the other. The two
were able to come together to reproduce aristacaail monarchical rule, with the
‘enlightened absolutism’ of Central Europe as arckxample, but differed in the latter’s
call for equality and popular sovereignty. The powf the American and French
Revolutions was due not simply to their successa@k thereof) but instead to how they
spoke to political actors across the western wibrdd had the similar ideas and levels of
disaffection While many contradictions can be [s@ssed’ by those in power, they do
create moments where disaffected actors alignigopkiong the fissures of these
contradictions. Since all eras and cultures valldncontradictory ideas, it is here that we
need to look when attempting to explain major ejésoof political change.

While sympathetic to Bukovansky’s use of contradittand complementarity, it
is useful to question her use of ‘internationaturd’ as a unified and causally

determinative concept. Here, as in other writiofyghis type, all practices of

%8 Bobbitt, The Shield of AchillesCerny, The Changing Architecture of PoliticSassenTerritory,
Authority, Rights
% Hall, National Collective IdentityReus-SmitThe Moral Purpose of the State
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sovereignty, international and domestic, derivenfieosingle norm (or bundle of norms)
of legitimacy; causation only flows from the bigttee small. The cultural norms of
legitimation exist in and of themselves and areltleas from which practices of
sovereignty follow. Thus, sovereignty is sometHikg an entity, if an unseen one, that
is similar to the conception of the rationalisetature above. Of course instead of
‘having’ sovereignty, sovereignty is now somethaimgred between states about how
they should behave. But it is still a singulantynwith a real, if variable, core.

Hall argues in a similar fashion, seeing practmesharacteristics of an era
following from these norms. One example is higdssion about the differences
between the colonial practices of the territoriad @ational sovereigns. To Hall, these
patterns of rule are not the result of actionsrnakethe colonies, in the process of
colonial trade, or in ruling the colonies by thetropole. Instead, he argues that they
follow logically from the legitimating norm that dominant at the time, either territory
or nation. Thus, the whole of sovereignty andrimaéional politics depends on a few
‘crises’ or a few moments when contradictions wadske to lead to change. Once such a
norm or culture is changed everything follows frdmAre patterns of colonial rule
(especially in the Atlantic) in the T&entury really due to the legitimating norms of
territory that grew out of the Treaties of Westjpdial Or is Westphalia merely a
backdrop as events and actors ‘on the ground’ ehgdd current state practices and
forced it to develop new ideas, interests, andanately new practices?

The argument that unobservable, immeasurable ferggs as normative or

ideational superstructures are the dominant farcescial life is not only unnecessary
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but it is also suspeél. The idea of grand historical changes within tlagessystem

builds on just such an idea. A ‘culture’ of sovgnty has changed and with it how the
state operates. However, this commonly gets kWward, ignoring how practice can
come before culture. Getting the ‘how’ wrong notyomeans that the ‘why’ is probably
wrong as well but also serves to obscure much aitweghgoing on. Therefore, the idea
that the state might be changing via creative swlstto concrete problems is off the
table. However, an approach of this study alloevschange in how the state operates,
even at a larger level. It is possible to recogtiath that the French Revolution could
usher in the concept of a ‘nation’ and that smailet still meaningful changes can occur
as well.

Each of these three broad literatures on sovernelgps their strong points. The
state as an entity that can ‘have’ sovereigntyhaédigis to the ways in which sovereignty
can be ‘given’ and yet still not realized, provigins with a jumping off point to question
the world map even if many end up rejecting theopsed dichotomy* The Westphalia
literature tends to develop sound theories of thesand has the ability to show us how
systems change can occur. The systemic changauite shows us how sovereignty is a
variable concept that has had different manifestatin different times and places.
However, each comes with weaknesses that makeithequipped to deal with the
subject of this study.

The state and sovereignty
The third major literature on sovereignty that geswvn out of constructivism

broadly conceived views sovereignty as producealtn “discourse, practice, and

9 Dewey,Reconstruction in Philosophy
" Inayatullah, “Beyond the Sovereignty Dilemma”
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performance”? Here the state is not an entity that can exidt'aave’ sovereignty, nor

is sovereignty a singular norm from which the picas of states derive. Instead, it is
something that creates the possibility of the stan as the state allows sovereignty to
be realized? Utilizing this literature, this section will malke argument that
sovereignty i1 bundle of practices that draw, redraw, and maimtaoundaries of
political authority. This section has three parts. First, | will d&strate how

sovereignty and the state are linked; one cannst exh the other. Nor can they exist
without other ‘entities’ as the relations betwetates and these entities logically precede
the state’s existence. Second, sovereignty isezoed chiefly with boundaries, not order
or authority (though these are usually necessamponents for boundaries). Finally,
sovereignty can best be understood through theepdrod practice. Each of these
aspects will be taken on its own, before beinggauk together and its significance
demonstrated.

Before explaining the why, how, and significancesovereignty as “a bundle of
practices that draw, redraw, and maintain the batas of political authority” and the
state as a “bounded polity”, we need to figurewhiat type of things we are talking
about when we talk about sovereignty and/or thie sthe state is an entity. It is a type
of entity that we may call a polity, which, follomg Ferguson and Mansbach, is simply a
‘political community’ or congeries of authority e#glonships which have “a distinct

identity; a capacity to mobilize persons and thesources for political purposes, that is,

2 Jackson and Nexon, “Relations Before States”: 319.

'3 Biersteker and WebeState Sovereignty as Social ConstriRingmar, “On the Ontological Status of the
State”; BartelsonA Genealogy of Sovereignivalker,Inside/OutsideMitchell, “The Limits of the State”;
Scott,Seeing Like a Stat©nuf, “Sovereignty”; Kratochwil, “Sovereignty, &erty, and Propriety.”
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for value satisfaction; and a degree of institwigration and hierarchy” The state,
therefore, is merely a type of polity right alordgsi but distinguished from “tribes,
empires, corporations, trading leagues, city-staiedsel groups, religions, private groups,

'S

and so forth™> This study is placed within a literature thataéses the state as a

particular type of polity as opposed to work thegsithe term ‘state’ as an equivalent of

y 76

‘polity’.
Thinking ideal typically the state can be distirghed from other types of polities
such as universal systems, composite politiesgbafines, and overlapping or
heteronomous systems. Universal systems claito &k within their reach and therefore
have no boundaries. The medieval Catholic Chunchnaany dynastic Chinese empires
made similar claims and Alex Wendt's ‘state ongand’ displays similar
characteristicd’ Composite polities such as empires are prediaaigtie relationship
between center and periphery, a relationship thaften personal and is usually based on
some form of tributé® Buffer zones exist between small polities in anehere
boundaries are not drawn, for example the Ital@méryside between city-states in the

15" century or the zones separating't@ntury kingdoms in Southeast A&faFinally,

" Ferguson and Mansbach, “Polities Past and Pré8&#%,372.

®bid., 372.

"% This is a common practice in history, where mames the term ‘modern state’ is then used to detme
the state from other types of polities if such stidction is necessary. For works in politicalesaie that
use this terminology see Tillzoercion, Capital, and European Stgt&gott,The Art of Not Being
Governed

7 JacksonSovereignty Science Fiction is one of the places where systems have been toyed with the
most and best drawn out. For instance, in theatadtsicFirefly, the entire known world is ostensibly
governed by the ‘Alliance’ which has no viable pplio compete with it. The Galactic EmpireStar
Warsis yet another example as is the colonial emfiattlestar Galacticathough the last of these did
have to organize itself against the threat posetthé&yylons.

8 For more see Nexon and Wright, “What's at Staken@nAmerican Empire Debate”; Nexofhe
Struggle for PowerSchwartz, “Globalization”; Deudney, “The Philapleia System”; DeudneBounding
Power

"9 Spruyt, The Sovereign State and Its CompetitdisongchaiSiam Mapperfor a study on those people
living in such spaces see Scdihe Art of Not Being Governed
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overlapping systems break up the inside/outsideaticeny of sovereignty into multiple
insides and outsides, similar to the heteronomodesraf medieval Europ®. In fact
many claim that this is what lies ahead in th& @ntury®* Of course any real world
polity can contain elements of multiple ideal tygipolities. For instance, during the
Cold War, the Soviet Union could be characterizet@h a state with clear boundaries,
and a composite polity in its relations, not onighwhe Warsaw Pact states, but also in
many areas within the USSR proper.

If the state is an entity, then sovereignty isgaeof actions that it undertakes to
create and perpetuate itself. However, it wouldh®ocorrect to imagine a pre-existing
state undertaking a series of actions called ‘sogaty’. This is because the state does
not exist outside of these actions; it is only Ingertaking them that it can be recognized
as such. As Michel Foucault put it, “the stata jsractice, not a thing® There is no
reason to privilege the existence of the state vateampting to undertake a study that
must allow for the possibility that said existemeay be coming to an end. Therefore,
sovereignty and state are indelibly intertwined;caanot talk about one without talking
about the other. We can tell that sovereigntyteXyg observing the presence of clear,
distinct boundaries and the only way that we knlb&vgtate exists is through sovereignty.

Sovereignty is therefore ‘socially construct’In order for boundaries to be
created, other entities must exist and be recodrizeonstitute the other side of that
boundary. This means that the state and soveyeagatrelational’ entities.

Relationalism is a theory that the relations betwestities should be ontologically prior

8 Spruyt, The Sovereign State and Its Competitors

8L Bull, The Anarchical Societyobrin, “Back to the Future.”

82 Nexon and Wright, “What's at Stake in the Americ&mpire Debate.”
8 Foucault,Security, Territory, Populatian

8 Biersteker and WebeState Sovereignty as Social Construct

39



to the entities themselv&3.Actors have no prior existence outside of thelations (or
actions, since most actions are relational). St cannot exist without the
simultaneous existence of the other entities thaeiates and separates from itself such
as society, citizens, ‘the international’, or ots&ates. Therefore, the state and society do
not exist until the relationship that allows thesrekist is formed®

What might stand out from the attempts to defireedtate and sovereignty above
is a lack of specifics. The state is not definsthg concepts like ‘bureaucracy’,
‘international recognition’, ‘monopoly of violengéstanding army’, ‘nation’, or
‘citizen’, let alone even more specific concepfich specifics are rooted in time and
place and using them in a definition of the stateil root that definition in time and
place as well. This tendency has two effectsnialte it hard to perceive change over
time and space. First, it obscures the fact thatynentities that we would define as
states did not have these characteristics. Serditlese characteristics are imputed onto
entities that did not have them or we fail to retag some states as such. Second, doing
this makes it hard to see how the organizatiorboféaucracy’ or ‘the welfare state’ and
their meanings have changed. They do not measatine thing in all times and places
and these different meanings and processes hawetanpconsequences for people

living in these states and international politiasrengenerally — not to mention scholars

% Dewey and Bentleyknowing and the KnowrEmirbayer, “Manifesto for a Relational Sociology”
Jackson and Nexon, “Relations Before States”; THplaining Social Processes

% The idea that the state can exist on its own,ittiets an ontological existence outside of itefiattions
with citizens, society and other states, is noitédhto rationalism. It is something that is agesent in
much constructivist work, as evidence by Alex Wé&nittea of a ‘state on an island’. 8vocial Theory of
International Politics Wendt argues that, “sovereignty does not pressgpasociety of states”. Wendt's
idea of empirical sovereignty means that theredsra sovereignty that exists in and of itself safgfrom
what other states say and do. This is extendaistdiscussion of the state “as a person”. Herddahat
the state as a person goes beyond an allegorytaphwr and is instead an actuality. Of coursedlsis
assumes that we exist outside of social interactiguosition that relationalism denies. See WeBdtjal
Theory of International PoliticsNendt, “The State as a Person in Internationaofj”
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who study the state. If ‘statehood’ is not constarer time, large-N and many
comparative historical studies need to be done gdthk.

Many if not all of these attributes or processegehaeen associated with the state
for periods of its history, but simply because stinmg hasbeen does not mean that it
needso be®’ Friedrich Kratochwil has argued that, “The ingiitin or institutions that
are part of this concept [sovereignty] and the ficas need not stay the same or have a
clearly identifiable trans-historical core, but pess a certain ‘family resemblance’
without necessarily sharing all or several of tame features® The key distinction
here is the difference between a ‘trans-histogoaté’ and ‘family resemblances’. This
can be taken to mean that the former includesythestof specifics — features to
Kratochwil — warned against above. The lattertt@nother hand, calls for a level of
analytic generality. ‘Family resemblances’ mayude similar properties or dynamics
around a broader concept such as ‘boundaries’ withh@ntion of what types of
boundaries are necessary or what their effects bmusOperationally this entails setting
out large scope conditions and letting the rest pla in the process of doing narrative
analysis. So the state cannot be defined in tefrbsreaucracyy or the ability to

marshal economi€ or coercive powet: among other popular characteristics. Both of

8 Bartelson builds this off of the assertion, takem Nietzsche, that “only that which has no higtoan
be defined”. | take this to mean that definingpaaept or actor forces us to look for that veryghin
history, causing us either to not find it or to ke history in order to find it as anything withiatory is
likely to have changed and developed from sometbis@. In other words, we cannot have strict
definitions of our objects of study IF we hope tonbnstrate how they have changed over time. Strict
definitions have the downside of forcing us to deaivhat does and does not matter beforehand, gieglu
studies of change. Jackson and Nexon agree, grthan “the acceptance of boundaries as givens (or
primitives) makes it hard to theorize about thedpietion of the...boundary in the first place”. Béstm,
A Genealogy of Sovereigntiackson and Nexon, “Relations Before States,” 312

8 Kratochwil, “Sovereignty, Property, and Propriéf§6; Ringmar, “On the Ontological Status of the
State,” 439.

8 Strayer,On the Medieval Origins of the Modern State

% Poggi, The Development of the Modern St&pruyt, The Sovereign State and Its Competitors
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these points, 1) that the state and sovereigntindedibly linked to each other, creating
and depending on each other and 2) with featurlystome decided in-case, are
important aspects of the concept of the state arfprenere.
Boundaries

As mentioned above, it is clear, delineated bourddhat set the state apart from
other types of polities and therefore defin& ifThis is what Deleuze and Guattari call
“the state form”, which has a tendency to creatended spaces for rufé. Boundaries
are lines of political significance which “decidénh issues, activities, and practices fall
within [the state’s] authority realm — the politicaand which lie in the provenance of
non-state authority® It is said that the state is ‘Janus faced’, aithinward looking
apparatus and an outward looking 8neBoundaries create this arrangement. However,

we need to be careful that we do not start withpitesence of a boundary but instead

L Tilly, “War Making and State Making as Organizedni”; Van CreveldThe Rise and Decline of the
State

%2 The idea of such bounded political authority iéeted in the modern tendency to categorize erpes.
In many ways, this can be followed back into thigétenment project and its attempts to categaaize
demarcate events, objects, etc., especially thksnafrRene Descartes and his mind/world or mindybod
distinction. Descartes argued against the idasioig the senses as the basis for human expersrbey
were not adequate to get to the true nature oblbfect of knowledge. In order to do this, Descaetegued
that we need to separate the world the sensesitapriet, that of matter or body/world, from thdtieh
allows us to ‘be’, i.e. the mind. Itis only thifuthis latter realm that we can truly get to tihae nature’
of something. The way in which this has been méudy the boundaries set by states has been redhark
upon by the likes of Tim Mitchell who argues thabkvledge went from attempts to deepen the knowledge
of universals to a “quest for certainty, understasdhe correct modeling of an ‘external realitythe
internal exhibit of the mind”. If Jens Bartelsorcisrrect that “sovereignty and knowledge implicatedh
other logically and produce each other histori¢allyen a world in which the reasoning individual,
separated from the world, is the sole arbiter efkhown is likely to be governed by bounded pditie
DescartesDiscourse on Method and Meditations on First Plolalsy, Mitchell, Colonising Egyptl177;
Bartelson A Genealogy of Sovereign®y.

% Deleuze and Guattari talk about three relevantepts as per the ‘state form’. 1) They mention tiosv
state form is against nomadism — both physicaliartdought — as it tries to hem in all around jt;The
state tries to make the areas that it rules ‘siffado that it makes sense to it; 3) it rules tigfou
segmentation. All three can be seen as ways inhwthie state draws boundaries in order to produce
legibility. Deleuze and Guattay Thousand Plateay23-4, 208—-31, 385-7.

% We can add “other-state” alongside non-stateigdbfinition. Thomson, “State Sovereignty in
International Relations,” 217.

% JacksonQuasi-States
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problematize it. This is the only way to questiba state and its existence. As Jackson
and Nexon argue, “It is somewhat problematic tosader the way in which the state
project operates ‘domestically’ without considerhmmv it operates ‘internationally’, and
in particular to pay attention to the ways in whibk operations of the project constitute
this demarcation’®

It is these boundaries that set the state apart éther types of polities. The
most obvious type of boundary is a physical onédieéneates the authority of one state
from that of another. These are the bort@tst can be viewed on a map such as the
48" parallel or the Rio Grande. They are meant ttota in that while we cannot see
such vanishing lines, we can say that on one ditleedine lies the authority of Canada
and Mexico, respectively, and on the other sidedh¢he United States. Therefore, the
state is bounded as regards other states andjitseHs it is created along with those
states with which it shares bordé's.

However, we can easily begin to think beyond thesence of physical, territorial
boundaries and into the realm of the conceptuahtares that further demarcate the

state and are of greater significance for thisystuebr instance, the very idea behind

there being something called ‘domestic politicsd anternational politics’ as opposed to

% Jackson and Nexon, “Relations Before States”.

" For the rest of this study ‘border’ will be usen this type of boundary, with boundary signifyitig
larger family of which ‘borders’ are members.

% This is not to imply that such boundaries areawsttested as they certainly are. These contessatie
the focus of a lot of literature on war and contftitat form much of IR as a field of study, as debaver
boundaries have been an important part of conttietsseen India and Pakistan, France and Germany,
China and Russia, and Israel and its neighborsngmmeany others. However, for the purposes of this
study, these are rather uninteresting boundadedispute over the boundary between India and Rakis
in the region of Kashmir in no way imperils thetstas a form of political community. It only imflsrthe
size and scope of two particular states. In ayskooking to question the existence of the statiegio
boundaries take center stage.
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simply ‘politics’, owes its purchasing power to sosignty®® This has created not only
the field of study termed political science bubatse very possibility of such
interactions. This is not to say that we shoultlatassify but instead suggests that those
classifications change over time, that their conieembedded in historical context and
that we should investigate them so as to guardedisas we possibly can against
reification. Yes, physical or territorial boundssican tell us ‘where’ we may look for
‘domestic’ or ‘international’ politics so that Waslton refers to dealings with one side
of Niagara Falls as ‘domestic’ and the other ‘insgional’. However, this fact itself does
not separate the difference between ‘domestic”iaernational’ politics. Another
distinction needs to be made as there can be attenal issues, dynamics, crises, etc.
that are not fully explained by a physical bord&herefore, in addition to territorial
borders, which are ‘real’ in the sense that wessmthem on a map and they are
supposed to demarcate pieces of the earth, wealtaaltout a conceptual border between
the ‘international’ and the ‘domestic’.

The idea that certain processes are internatiothbthers domestic is at the root
of the notion of ‘two-level’ games. For instan&gbert Putnam argues that U.S.
President Jimmy Carter had to balance domestitiggoind international concerns in his
dealings with Iraf’® Andrew Moravscik argues that we need to foregdodomestic
political concerns when looking at how states téwith each other as opposed to
simply starting with the environmental pressurethefinternational system and the

‘given’ state interests they engend®&rand Jeffrey Legro argues that grand strategies

% As an example, see Nexon and Wright's argumentitahmw empires tend to collapse the
international/domestic distinction. Nexon and WitigWhat's at Stake in the American Empire Debéate?
19 pytnam, “Diplomacy and Domestic Politics”.

191 Moravscik, “Taking Preferences Seriously”.
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need to be accepted by a large enough portionreaddmestic constituency, enumerating
the problems of such acceptance, before they caméeted on the international staffe.
Each study assumes a boundary.

This is not the type of study being done here. hJtadies take the boundary that
separates international from domestic politics gvan and looks for linkages between
these two realms. Instead, this study is lookingoav certain episodes of violence
challenge the boundary that creates these two sealmorder to do this, we must
understand what that boundary is and what the mganfithe challenges posed by
violence are. Of course the argument here isthieste challenges produce an ontological
threat to the state as a polity. This becomes iogmible if we are assuming the
presence of the boundary that creates these twuogsedn fact, the very process of
practicing domestic or international politics aslsueinforces this boundary and
recreates these realms of action. This is somgthiait is not remarked upon by the likes
of Putnam, Moravscik, or Legro, but is entirely stitutive of the worlds that they create.

There is no reason to stop at the boundary crettimgqternational and domestic
realms as other types of conceptual boundariemtagral to the existence of the state.
For instance, we can theorize about the boundavyda® who counts as a ‘citizen’ and
who as an ‘alien’. This is something currentlyyhg out in the United States where
debates on immigration policy are effectively delsatver where to draw this line. In
addition, boundaries between what is consideretigoabd what is considered private, or
what is the state and what is society are alsogbeat. These boundaries have the same

properties as those above. Both ‘realms’, i.ezail/alien, state/society, public/private,

192 egro,Rethinking the World
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are created through the presence of the boundary &vacting in them as such
reinforces that boundary. They are clear andrdisfis well as universal.

However, it should be noted with some force thatamdy are these not the only
places where boundaries are drawn, none are negéssthe presence of a state. The
state is not simply a list of boundaries that saefgapre-determined realms like
citizen/alien and public/private, or even territattyis would be the creation of the trans-
historical core warned against above. Insteadsthie is a polity that creates such
realms of political action and authority demarcaigdlear, delineated boundaries. What
those boundaries separate in any particular tindepéace is to be decided through
empirical study not a priori theorizing. The exdegpabove are just that; examples
meant to demonstrate that states have multipledanes that are both physical and
conceptual.

We should also warn against taking any particutamblary as existing wholly
separate from others. The idea of a ‘single’ baupdhat is totally distinct from others is
an analytical fiction, albeit a very useful ondiméd in this study. Take the border that
separates India from Pakistan. Is this a singtddx@ In one sense, we could see the
border that encapsulates India from its neighbarshe sea) as singular. In another
sense, the border between India and Pakistan teulldought of as a singular segment of
India’s border. In yet another, the boundary betwkndia and Pakistan that runs through
Kashmir could be characterized as a single borelearaite from others. Therefore, what
counts as one boundary is not something that @agitally distinct but is instead

something created by the researcher for the puspafdeis or her study. This means, of
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course, that it needs to be created and justifigbe course of doing research and does
not exist on its own, a process | will undertakeath narrative in this study.

A focus on boundaries also allows us to highligiet importance of action on the
‘margins’ of the state and the state system andihaffects the machinations of the
center. These margins are where the cases afifsertation take root; the colonial
Atlantic, the working class slums of European sitignd the rugged terrain of Central
Asia. None could be considered consolidated ditise states of their time. Of course
many of those listed in the literature above foonsnteractions between centers as major
moments of change. Focus on such events — théi@ged Westphalia, Seven Years
War, French Revolution, Congress of Vienna, Worldr8Y Cold War — can obscure the
importance of the margins in constructing a paliéfined by boundaries meant to keep
them outsidé® The center itself is constituted through powdéatiens with the margins
and therefore is as dependent on them for thestenxce as such as it is on other
recognized centers. This can be captured by aytledsovereignty built on boundary
drawing since any boundary draws what is ‘outsadeimuch as it draws what is ‘inside’.
All three of the cases in this dissertation inclgdeups and peoples at the margins of the
state at their own times and places. The golderpagtes existed on the physical edge
of the system in the Colonial Atlantic and were poised of men who felt they were
being bypassed by the state. Propagandists werprsed of those crushed by
industrialization in the late focentury and al Qaeda of men and women who feel lef
behind, many in places such as Afghanistan and Emmdnich are at the margins

already. All challenged the state and its existeatl created crises that forced a redraw

193 Enloe, “Margins, Silences, and Bottom Rungs”.
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of the boundaries of sovereign authority. The nmasrgave deep impacts on the
machinations of the center because the centef igsgfined through its interactions
with the margins and the boundaries created throlugge interactions.

Finally, it should be obvious that these boundaaies in real life, not as clear,
distinct, or absolute as | make them out to beusTik the nature of the ideal type.
However, making them so clear makes it more obwuasn transgressions occur. For
instance, as will be discussed in more detalil iafZér 5 of this study, European states in
the late 18 century attempted to create a distinct boundatyden those who could and
could not speak legitimately in the public spheldmwever, this proved nearly
impossible and revolutionaries such as those prgatinlg propaganda of the deed found
ways to get their ideas out while their suppressioly sparked further attacks on state
authority. This boundary was being challengedwaas redrawn by many western
European states in the®0entury. Here, the transgression of a boundattyeis
interesting part and only by setting out a cleatict boundary as an ideal type can we
really see the transgression for all that it was.

Sovereignty and boundary drawing as practice

Finally, the last part of the conception of sovgngy outlined in this chapter is
that boundary drawing is best conceived as a pectlhe boundaries that define the
state and sovereignty are not simply drawn on aonaecided in a legislature or smoke
filled room. Instead, they are drawn as a consecpief repeated action, what has been
termed practice. Practices are defined heteabgual, patterned action that both

constitutes the social world and its inhabitantsl atructures possible future actio.

194 Adler and Pouliot, “International Practices”; Halzas The Creativity of ActionSchatzki Social
Practices
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Practice allows us to look at and analyze the oladde, the measurable, even the
qguantifiable, while focusing on the possibilitibey create for or take away from actors
in the material world. Sovereignty becomes sometkiat states ‘do’.

Practice is patterned action. Adler and Pouliokerthis clear by claiming
distinctions between behavior, action, and pracfiteBehavior is something acted upon
the material world such as running through theessre Action is behavior imbued with
meaning, such as running after a thief. Howevectre is patterned action and can be
seen in actions such as “police squads chasing dommal gangs” because this is
action that is “socially structured and reiteraté§” Practice is patterned. It is not
merely doing something or doing something imbuetth wieaning. It must be repeated.
It is not an ‘event’, so that the drawing of a bdary does not happen with a single
‘event’, i.e. a peace treaty, a diplomatic missmna law passed in a legislature, but
happens instead through time as actions becomategpeften enough to become
practices. ,As will be discussed in Chapter 3, &dn play a role, especially in
‘shattering’ practices and in helping to decide ahhpractices are performed at which
times, but events are not enough to draw lastiregmmgful boundaries around political
authority.

107

Over time, these patterned actions become halmtuaithinking.”* As Hans

Joas explains, “all perception of the world andaation in the world is anchored in an

195 Adler and Pouliot, “International Practices.”

1% Ipjg. 5.

19%Common constructivist concepts such as ‘norms’‘sadalization’ are not used in this study. In rhuc
of the constructivist literature, norms and soegtiion are used as ways to make the world bettemly
we can get people to practice peace. If only westeialize rivals into being friends, etc. Whiés is
always possible, it does not capture the meaningaitice. This is something that realists andyman
rationalists critique norm-driven constructivisnr.fdf nothing else, habit and practice can anduhget
us to think about how habits are hard to changehamdwe cannot simply make a better world through
socialization.
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unreflected belief in self-evident given facts andcessful habits®® This explains

most of what we do. When we put our clothes othémorning or open a door, we do
not think about it. We do not debate the positaed negatives and make a calculation
on whether or not we should do it. Nor do we deldtether it is appropriate or how we
should attempt to solve the problem. We just ddhtabits” are important because, as
John Dewey argues, “[they] economize intellectsaivall as muscular energy. They
relieve the mind from thought of means, thus frgehought to deal with new conditions
and purposes™ If we spend so much time thinking about how, wdryd whether we
should get out of bed, brush our teeth, or operbé#uroom door, there would be little
time to make economic transactions, to govern @sulr to write academic books and
articles. And of course, there is much that gaoé&s these processes and problems that
we are not thinking about. Those things that wéhaltk about, those problems that we
do solve, only happen because so much of what we ‘tia@lden’ in practices, no matter
how trivial.

Practices constitute the social world by helpingausreate ‘conceptual maps’ of
what is and is not possible. They do this for teasons. First, practices help to create
what we think of as ‘facts’. Practices as habitglon can be so deep, so reified, that
we tend to take them for granted. They become estopned ‘facts’ to us because we do
not and cannot think of other alternatives. Asnegles, we can use the economic liberal
thinking of the west or the protocols of diplomagichange. Each of these becomes a
part of the conceptual maps of those actors tggargin them, unquestioned and habitual

actions that give the world meaning. In the narestbelow we see that in each case the

198 joasThe Creativity of Action128.
199 Dewey, The Public and Its Problem$1.
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relevant states ‘doubled down’, a mechanism Iredtenchment, on the boundaries being
challenged because they could think of no othermdttives even after recognizing the
nature of the problem. In other words, practicasstruct the reified knowledge that we,
as humans, need to think, to reason, to solve @nodd"® This brings us to our second
reason: action is the fundamental ontology of ddié&a Without ‘doing’ there is no

doer. Without performing the functions that definmamely boundary drawing, states
do not exist.

Think about what a state is. How do we know thatWnited States exists? Is it
because we can visit Washington, D.C. and see thieeWouse or the Capitol? Or is it
because those of us who are citizens pay taxésvote in the elections that it
administers and abide by the laws that it has pi@ssethe Department of Treasury
stopped performing the day to day tasks thatassgned, would it exist? Would it not
just be a building with a bunch of people in itRisTis based on phenomenalist ontology.
As Dewey argues, there is no need to “transcendreeqce by some organ of unique
character that carries them into the super-empiiri¢a Therefore, “knowledge is purely
related to things that can be experienced and @mafjrobserved™*? There is no ideal
form in which the state exists. If it does notwif@oundaries through its practices, we
would have no evidence of its existence and thezatavould not exist.

Finally, practices have a discursive effect (e &ction conveys meaning to
those who experience it), creating and structupiogsibility in the material world. In
other words, since they are unthinking and sineg ttonstitute the world, they help to

dictate subsequent action. The decision to unkieday sort of action is dependent upon

1101 evine,Recovering International Relations
1 pewey,Reconstruction in Philosophy7.
12 jacksonThe Conduct of Inquiry
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historical context; on what is happening around actpr or group and what has
happened to her or them in prior situations. Tioeeg the unthinking actions that are
practices are what create the possible menus iohacOf course most of the time action
is repeated, we make the action of turning a damskrecause we have experience that
doing so opens the door. We do not think abouBiit even in cases, such as those
highlighted in this project, where practices chamvgeere they are shattered, what is
possible depends on what came before (the shatteaetice) and/or what is currently
happening (other, ongoing, unshattered practicigl actions are not taken from a
menu of all possible action. Even if the list okpible actions is infinite, all of those
options are not open to actors because they dither not or cannot think of them in a
context in which so much of what they do is basedhe idea of habit:

So what does it mean to think of the state as albwf practices? It means that
it is manifest in habitual action that creates ‘canceptual maps’ of the world, not by
drawing lines on a map. An example from the naregadn golden age piracy in Chapter
4 can help to demonstrate this. This narrativeises on an imaginary line drawn in the
Atlantic that separated Europe from its colonidkeprises in that region such that there
was no ‘peace beyond the line’. This line, a mé&ature of the historiography of the
Early Modern Atlantic, has been said to have beawd by Pope Alexander VI as part

of the Treaty of Tordesilla8? Putting aside controversies over whether or histwas

13 A clearer idea of this claim may necessitate agho experiment. Think for a moment about theltota
amount of numbers between the integers 1 and 2.ahbwer is clearly infinite right? 1.1, 1.11,111.1
1.1111 are all different numbers that stand betvleand 2 and there is no reason we cannot justysimp
add another one on the end. However, this isdésarly not the exhaustive list of all numbersttes
number 3 is not between 1 and 2 and yet it is abeumThis is why we can say that even while the
possible list of choices an actor can make is it&jrihere are still other choices he or she canrake
because of the reified practices upon which héneris building a ‘conceptual map’ of the world.

14 5ee Mattingly, “No Peace Beyond What Line?”; Bent Search for Sovereignty
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the casé’® we can begin to question the idea that boundariesirawn in the conscious
act of doing so. First of all, such a boundarydse® be agreed upon by all actors
involved, not just in the act of drawing it butdnbsequent years as the sides involved act
as though the boundary or boundaries in questemaaningful. Simply drawing a line
on a map and shaking hands does not create a hgunlamost, it starts a process of
doing so wherein those involved now have the chgheof acting in ways that re-draw
and maintain said boundary.

Secondly, a boundary is usually only drawn in a ey reflects what has
already taken place or is currently taking plaktenust in some way reflect current
practice in order to be intelligible. If the Spsimidid not hold colonies in what is today
Latin America while the Portuguese had their cabhbldings centered on Africa,
Brazil, and South Asia, drawing the line wheredts would have made little to no sense.
Finally, in this case, the meaning of the line dehdramatically between Tordesillas
and the early 18century. When it was originally drawn in 1494yias meant to
separate the New World into two realms, one foti@al and one for Spain in order to
settle disputes about future findings and rightsiggor trading lanes. By the early"18
century, it was used to separate the states ofpfeurom their colonies as two different
spheres of politics. So while ‘the line’ that sismportant in understanding how states
dealt with golden age piracy may have been ‘drawthe late 15 century, it was not
this act that drew it. Instead, it was a seriegrattices such as the protection of trading

lanes, low levels of direct colonial governance] #re use of peacetime privateers that

115 steinbergThe Social Construction of the Ocean
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upheld the boundary and gave it its meaning. Tpesgtices became so commonplace
that when they were challenged, the first impulsstates was to double down on them.

It is important that boundaries are habitual, meginat there is a certain level of
stability inherent in the actions that draw thesarilaries and give their meanings to
those participating in #Bcentury colonial politics. If these boundaries aot drawn by
habit but instead are drawn by any action, if taeyso in flux as to not be recognizable,
the state project itself begins to unravel. Habil stability are immensely important for
the construction of the state as conceived indhipter:'°

In other words, to focus on the boundary and whnehvehere it was drawn, not to
mention simply assuming its existence, is to migsially everything interesting about
that boundary. It misses how the boundary was n&deas something meaningful, it
misses why the boundary was drawn where it wasjtansses the way in which the
boundary took on meaning and had consequencesyand its original intent. These
are all aspects that are picked up by looking mbt at the state as a boundary drawing
enterprise but also at that enterprise as oneaglnatilt on practice. Boundaries are not
drawn on maps but instead through habitual, pagteaction. This allows us to better
investigate how they are drawn, why they are draamd, more importantly for this study,
how and why they change and the consequences lotthanges.

Finally, echoing my warning of overspecificatioroab, what these practices are
can only be decided in case. As Dewey warned gitarg his own conception of the

state, “What the public may be, what the officiale, how adequately they perform their

16 This is a point that will be taken up in Chaptatufing a discussion of how the state might reaede
vanish from world politics even if one were to guicey argument as valid.
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functions, are thingare have to go to history to discotet’ For instance, in the case of
golden age piracy, pertinent practices such assbeof privateers, loose governance of
the colonies and colonial land, and the competitioer sea lanes all created a boundary
separating the colonies from their European masteting them apart as a different,
non-state sphere. The boundary for the narrativeropaganda of the deed is one in
which western states attempted to control the pugghere, shutting out revolutionary
voices while also allowing citizens and goods tssrborders easily in the name of free
trade. This is the two-pronged boundary that veszesl upon and turned against
European states by the propagandists. As thesexamples illustrate, there is no
particular boundary, set of boundaries, or bundieractices that create boundaries that
we can define before looking at the case. Nadnese a particular type of boundary that
is linked to major episodes of transnational vickenHowever, we can come up with the
conception of sovereignty as boundary making ardsthate as the bounded polity.
The state as a bounded polity

That the state is and should be defined by thetipeacf boundary drawing is
apparent in the works of Timothy Mitchell and JarGesScott, respectively. In
Colonising EqyptMitchell argues ‘order’ was applied to Egypt fanial power by
creating a ‘state’ that was set above ‘societythst it could be governed without
effecting the nature of this ‘society’. From thentage point, the colonizers saw
disorganization and chaos and attempted to ‘sehesbbjective problem of chaos though
measures such as reforming schools so that theyemanse’ in the mind of the

‘objective’ observers and redesigning houses, gdta and streets. Egypt had its own

7 Dewey, The Public and Its Problem83.
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order prior to the arrival of the colonizers bustbrder was viewed as chaotic by western
observers. ‘Disorder’ was created by the Britrstheir attempt to create ‘order’. r.
Elsewhere, he argues for the state as a ‘struatffiexdt’, something that is created
as apart from and above society by those undegalkifferent practices of political
authority™*® This necessitates boundaries. In order to Havstate set apart from the
society that it exerts control over, boundaries tmgscreated that separate it from that
society. These boundaries are created not by loeawgn on a map or by law or decree
but by the practice of ruling, by sovereignty, amd reinforced through the creation of
‘order’ as a means of dispelling ‘chaos’. Mitchethoes Foucault by stating that “the
politics of the modern states were modeled onrtteéthod of replacing a power
concentrated in personal command...with powers tleae wystematically and
uniformally diffused. The diffusion of control remed mechanisms that were measured
rather than excessive and continuous rather tharadie”**° R.B.J. Walker echoes this

thought:

| have come to believe that it is less importantrgist on the possibility of a critical
social theory of international relations as sudmtko refuse the Cartesian demarcations
between inside and outside, “Us” and “Other”, whigermitted the theory of
internggional relations to occur as a discourseeahmunity and anarchy in the first
place:

A similar dynamic is demonstrated by James C. Skdiis inquiry into failed
state projectsSeeing like a Staté® Scott argues that major state development pmject
derived from what he calls “Authoritarian High Madesm”, necessarily fail because

they neglect to take account of practical knowledgetis For our purposes, we can see

18 Mitchell, “The Limits of the State”

119 Mitchell, Colonising Egypt175; FoucaultSociety Must Be Defended

120 \valker, “Genealogy, Geopolitics and Political Coomity: Richard K. Ashley and the Critical Social
Theory of International Politics,” 85; Thomsdviercenaries, Pirates, and Sovereiga8.
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his emphasis on how states make people and tHegble’ in order to rule them. This

is apparent in his discussion of"l€entury German forestry where trees were valued
only for their timber. Therefore, forests wereatesl that contained only those trees that
produced the highest yield of desirable timberyaalgrow fallow in a few generations
due to a lack of biodiversity and the resultant soil. This is shown further in the
distinction between ‘crops’ that we use and ‘weetat we do not. Animals that we use
for food or other purposes are ‘livestock’ and #htdsat we do not use are ‘pests’ or
‘varmint’. He argues that similar processes ocaigturing the creation of surnames for
the inhabitants of early modern England and Wdkesdevelopment of planned cities,
the process of Soviet collectivization and Tanzamilagization. In each case, the state
made people ‘legible’ according to their own intsain order to rule. In the language
used for this study, the state had to make peopldtangs ‘legible’ and in the process,
drew the boundaries of rule that sustain, creaie define it. Both Mitchell and Scott
provide useful examples of what a social sciensficdy of the state built around the
practice of drawing boundaries can look like.

This section can be summed up as follows. The stad sovereignty implicate
each other as the former is an entity that can exist in how it undertakes the actions
implied in the latter. The actions that it takegitally precede the entity taking them
because without those actions, the entity wouldem@it as such. Those actions involve
drawing boundaries around political authority satttme state is a polity defined by those
boundaries and sovereignty is the action of drawegn. This is evidenced by how
states have been able to set themselves aparstioiety, creating both in the process, in

order to rule. These actions, as described byhdit@and Scott, could not be undertaken
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by other types of polities. Finally, boundaries drawn through a bundle of practices
which become habitual, creating ‘conceptual mapsvlmat is and is not possible. They
are not drawn through the action of drawing linesaanap or other singular events. This
helps us to understand the types of change argued this study as it allows us to
pinpoint particular boundaries that have been ehgkd by major episodes of
transnational violence that take place on the margBy understanding what these
boundaries mean, we can also understand the staladged.
Conclusion

As the quote at the beginning of this chapter destrates, the state and
sovereignty are not defined by law, authority, cohterritory, nation, or coercion but by
the boundaries that allow such concepts to take inch particular place. In order to
understand the effects of revisionist violence, byp@xtension globalizing processes, on
the state we need to come up with a workable cdimepf the state and sovereignty,
one that allows us to study how the state can adagatdition to the possibility that it
erodes. In other words, we need to understane th@sndaries. This chapter attempts to
do this by defining the state as the bounded pebtyapart from other polities and its
own society and sovereignty as a bundle of prasticat draw, redraw, and maintain
boundaries of political authority. Therefore, vehiih its ideal-typical form the state may
be singular and cohesive, it can be broken updifterent boundaries that can be studied
on their own. Particular boundaries are not cledidtinct from one another and existing
as such in the world. Instead, it is more accuxasay that these boundaries are a single
boundary that can be broken up and studied inrdifitessegments depending on the needs

of the researcher.
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Breaking up the state into different boundariethia way gives us the ability to
see how it could change in response to the ‘thrdssthe golden age of piracy,
propaganda of the deed, and al Qaeda (circa 2@@Edp Common conceptions of
sovereignty as a property of pre-existing statesatdeave room for the possibility of
change and lead to the Manichean character of writgtgs on the state and
globalization. In addition, studies conceivingsolvereignty as an overarching, singular
bundle of norms (and therefore the state as a kingype) tend to overlook what might
be called smaller scale changes in favor of laigeolutions’ such as the Treaties of
Westphalia, the French and American Revolutiond,tha end of colonialism. These
are, indeed, major turning points in the historyhef state, but this type of study probably
overstates their importance as it leaves no roarolange through the solving of
concrete, practical problems. Conceptions of sagaty as the drawing of boundaries
and the state as the creation of a series of bowsdalow for the possibility of such
methods of change and therefore for the possilafity shifting state in the face of
globalizing processes.

The next chapter covers two more theoretical isbeésre heading into the
historical narratives. First, it will outline tiypes of threats that violence can pose to the
state and sovereignty. In doing so, we will sew hgarticular relationship between the
state and violence can pose the ontological thmee¢ssary to be a challenge to the state
and how this can lead to the redrawing of a bound&econd, the chapter will outline
this process by drawing the work of Hans Joas aadrpatist philosophers such as John
Dewey and William James to show how the conceptractice, and by extension

sovereignty as practice, plays into a theory ohgeabased around creative solutions to
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concrete problems. This should provide us withthie®retical platform on which to

construct the narratives in Chapter 4-6 that agectinter of this study.
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Chapter 3:
Violence, Threat, and the Boundaries of Sovereignuhority

At the turn of the 2B century, bombings and assassinations by men repoiiee
anarchists put Europe and North America on edgew®&en 1892 and 1894, eleven
bombs went off in Paris. Between 1898 and 190dr, heads of state were killed. These
‘propagandists of the deed’ became ‘enemies of mityi&* and arguably the greatest
security threat of the age. A major, multi-lateztibrt was launched — including
summits, overt and covert police cooperation, dwedaicceptance of transnational spying
— that some have likened to the current globalavaterror (GWoT)? However, while
propaganda of the deed subsided prior to the Wmstd War, assassinations of European
leaders actually increased in the interwar yeaestda spate of anti-colonial groups.
The response to these attacks by affected stateswee localized and less urgent.
Why? Both groups have been described as “tersdmstd utilized the same tactic:
assassinatiol? How can we understand differing responses tolairactions? Why
would the period that resulted in fewer deathslasd destruction have provoked the
more comprehensive, urgent response? Why did g8ieskar actors and actions pose
diverse threats to the states of their time andgila

Similar puzzles present themselves across hist®macy has posed different
threats and as a consequence has been acceptid;ruaalized, and extirpated by
states, sometimes simultaneously. Similarly amyilfar military action ranging from

launching a missile to shooting a gun has provak#drent sorts of threats. Threat is a

122| and,Enemies of Humanity
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relational concept. In order to understand howahis constructed from violence we
need to place context logically prior to actorj@tt motivation, structure, and even body
counts. In particular we need to focus on the-spseific narratives constructed upon
the relationship between violence and the state.

In Chapter 1, | briefly introduced a concept caliedisionist violence’ that | use
to refer to the golden age of piracy, propagandaefleed, and al Qaeda. The mission
of this chapter is to outline the concept of remisst violence and demonstrate how it
interacts with sovereignty as the practice of dreyredrawing, and maintaining
boundaries around political authority. The praggithat draw boundaries are given
meaning through narratives that give state actopast, present, and future. Violence is
a large part of these narratives and there ares ®&sic ways that it relates to boundary-
producing practices which range from producing titempholding them to challenging
them. Therefore, different narratives or narrative configtions on the relationship
between the state and violence produce distinclitatise genera of threatsFor
instance, the dominant narrative built around pgapaa of the deed was that they posed
a threat to the existence of the state and bowsgemiety. Violence in this case posed a
threat to the state’s ability to draw boundaried seproduce itself. However, the
narrative built around the anti-colonialists waattthey posed a threat to specific
imperial holdings of specific states. Violenceénposed a threat to the amount of
political power held by those able to draw bourekariln each case, violence had a
different relationship to the boundaries that palthe state and therefore posed

different threats.
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The plan of this chapter is as follows. First v a look at how violence and
threat are characterized in much of IR by lookipgcifically at the literature on
terrorism. Next, building on the work of Ayse Zko§ Barak Mendelsohn, and Oded
Lowenheim in addition to the emphasis on threastrotion in the securitization
literature, | put forth a theory that the type lofetat posed by violence is best understood
through narratives on the relationship betweerevioé and the state. This will be
followed by a section explicating four basic, idéglical narratives — entrant, resource,
revisionist, and criminal — each posing qualitdinaifferent threats to states. The
significance of each will be fleshed out by looketgdifferent episodes of piracy. The
last part of this chapter will then explore theateinship between revisionist violence and
sovereign boundaries, developing a series of ‘m@she and processes’ through which
we can understand how revisionist violence hapttential to force the redrawing of the
boundaries of sovereign authority.

Terrorism and threat

Much of the literature on violence in IR explaihg threat violence poses to
states using variables associated with eitheryibe of action undertaken or the attributes
of the actor(s) involved. While these can be ingurvariables, | argue that we need to
understand narratives on the relationship betwedance and sovereignty in order to
understand threat. In this section, | explore g¥asof each in the context of the
literature on terrorism. First, the literaturevaalence in IR is massive — including war,
conflict, nuclear politics, and non-state violemreong others — and it makes sense to

winnow to a single literature that deals with thesseies, though | will touch on the wider

63



literature as well. Second, the terrorism literatdisplays features of each variable listed
above as well as growing voices of dissent thatl@gumping off point for this study.
Many studies on terrorist obscure variance in threat by decontextualizirg th
actor(s) perpetrating the violence, assuming tiatactor comes into being with its own
interests, goals, and preferendesnovo The focus is then on actor attributes eithea as
set of variables or as a background categorizatk@ncise. Such an approach, while
useful in many situations, cannot explain how actord their attributes emerge. This is
important in divining the types of threats or chatles posed by violence. The most
common of these are studies that start with thigctanethod or action of a particular
group in an event-based framework and then allowhie variance of pre-specified
variables to cause the outcome of interest (or. nat)its heart, such work tends to
assume that all terrorism, for instance, is largatyilar and asks questions like “what
causes terrorism?”, “how do states respond torism@”, and “what types of counter-
terror strategies work?”. Examples of literaturehis vein include Robert Pape’s study
on suicide terrorism, Max Abrams’ study on the gsscof terrorist acts, and Ethan
Bueno de Mesquita’s study on the effectivenes®ntitiations as a tool of counter-
terrorism*?” All three studies are event-based, taking eacitlats the object of study,
necessarily making use of datasets constructedeoagsumption that the relevant action,
terrorism, is similar enough to be taken out otastext and studied separately. In

addition, some of the more well-known historicapagaches to terrorism such as those

126The working definition of terrorism in this litexae tends to be the increasingly standard “theouse
threatened use of violence against noncombatagetaby individuals or non-state groups for paditic
ends”, Frieden, Lake, and Schul¥prld Politics: Interests, Interactions, Institutig 381; Abrams, “Why
Does Terrorism Not Work.”. Another useful defioiti used outside of the literature above tisg"
premeditated use of unlawful violence intendechtwicate fear in a large audience in pursuit obl#ipal
goal”, Zarakol, “What Makes Terrorism Modern?,” 2312.

127 pape, “The Strategic Logic of Suicide Terrorisdbirams, “Why Does Terrorism Not Work”; Bueno
De Mesquita, “Conciliation, Counterterrorism, aratterns of Terrorist Violence.”
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by Hoffman and Lacquer focus on the similaritieshaf act of terrorism to construct a
narrative as opposed to its diversity.

Another way that action is said to determine thieéhrough the scale or severity
of the attacks; the damage caused. One clasguwin@nt deals mostly with ‘severe’
terrorist attacks or how to explain the frequentguzh attack$? Similarly, Garrick et
al talk about the ‘scale’ of threat being similaithe scale of harm or damagé.One
may argue that it was the nearly 3,000 peopleditile September 12001 which
determined the United States’ response. Howeven & this were the highest death toll
of any single attack, al Qaeda is not responsini¢ife most deaths as a result of its
activities. Many secessionist groups which haveeat ‘terrorism’ have been
responsible for many more deaths without provolargar on terror’ and state on state
violence far exceeds both. The same point candmerasing the contrast between
propaganda of the deed at turn of th& 26ntury and the anti-colonialists of the interwar
years.

Additionally, threat is said to be derived from thitéributes of those actors posing
the threat. One common manifestation of this clan@rrorism studies are those who
focus on the motivations of the groups in questamegther religious, ideological,
nationalist, etc. Toft, Philpott, and Shah concaeton the Salafism of al Qaeda to
explain the group’s actiortd Andrew Phillips draws parallels between al Qamuiz the

French Protestants of the"L6entury, arguing that religious terror transcelpoisndaries

128 Hoffman, Inside TerrorismLaqueur A History of Terrorism

129 Clauset, Young, and Gleditsch, “On the Frequericyavere Terrorist Events.”
130 Garrick et al., “Confronting the Risks of Terranig

131 Toft, Philpott, and ShalGod’s Century
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and threatens the stdf&. Barak Mendelsohn focuses on how the religiousriweof al
Qaeda places it outside of international soct&tyAudrey Kurth Cronin argues that
groups with nationalist aims tend to last longamntthose with ideological oné¥. In
each case the salient factors determining threath& ideas or motivations of the
terrorists.

Another common categorization is along the linegrotup structure, specifically
the way in which terrorist groups have come todmmfified as networks” Usually,
networks are described as flat and decentralizexi¢h they may include a central node)
and are purported to have little regard for théestdhe argument is that terrorism, in its
networked variations, provides different challentfes other types of violence. The
focus is on tactics: networked groups use diffetactical configurations than
hierarchical organizations because they developedunter the strength of the latter. If
the theory is correct, a network is likely to sust@gainst a state or group of states ill-
equipped to oppose it. This is evident in Jacodp8hb’s work on the organization of
terrorist groups>® He claims that it is the trade-off between thsimeto be covert and
the need to control group members that determioesrtetworked or hierarchical
terrorist groups are. This is of interest maindgause of an implicit assumption that the
structure of terrorist organizations produces déife sorts of threats to those combating

them.

132 phillips, “The Protestant Ethic and the Spiritldfadism ”

133 Mendelsohn, “Sovereignty Under Attack.”

134 Cronin, “How Al Qaeda Ends”

135 williams, “Transnational Criminal Networks”; Adams, “Globalisation, Transnational Political
Mobilisation, and Networks of Violence”; EilstrumBgiovanni, “Transnational Networks and New
Security Threats.”

136 Shapiro,The Terrorist's Dilemma
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The wider IR literature on threat shows similardencies:>’ Stephen Walt's
famous addendum to Waltzian structural theory tinaat matters more than power
focuses on the intentions and actions of the targag staté®® Randall Schweller’s
typology of great powers acts similarly, classifystates by their intentiod® James
Fearon contends that threat comes from incomphédennation and structural incentives
to mislead™*® Nuclear deterrence theory melds action (nuclgaclg) with damage as
they argue that the act itself is uniquely destvect’ Common themes emerge: action,
incentive/motivations, and damage. Only in thisrture system structure tends to
replace group structure. Psychological theorieadtbto this list by focusing on the
threatened. For instance, prospect theory hathtbatened looking at what can be lost
and gained in divining threat, with loss aversidteg finding**? Others point to status
and/or emotion as important determinates of th€at.

This set of assumptions about terrorism has no¢ gmchallenged. Cronin
advocates a group-based approach as opposed vertrbased on&”* Christine
Hellmich has argued that the now common focus err¢hgious, and especially the
Salafi, origins of al Qaeda has more to do withré#s=archer than the research&d.

Mendelsohn, for his part, allows for other typesdeilogies to also challenge

international society, focusing on the differeneéeen trans-state and non-state

137 Stein, “Threat Perception in International Relasi

138 walt, “Alliance Formation and the Balance of WoRdwer”; Walt, The Origins of Alliance

139 schweller, “Tripolarity and the Second World War.”

140 Fearon, “Rationalist Explanations of War.”

141 3chelling,Arms and InfluengeCold War Statesmen Confront the Bomb

142 Jervis,Perception and Misperception in International Piakit Levy, “Prospect Theory, Rational
Choice, and International Relations.”

143 swenheim and Heimann, “Revenge in Internatioraities”; Lebow, A Cultural Theory of
International RelationsHymans, “The Arrival of Psychological Construésim”; Mercer, “Emotional
Beliefs.”

144 Cronin, “How Al Qaeda Ends”

15 Hellmich, “Here Come the Salafis™
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violence. Others stress the importance of hisébgontext, such as Ayse Zarakol, who
places terrorism in the context of the Westphadiae systemi*® Still others argue that
terrorism is a tactic, so understanding the palitgoals is important:’ Those

identifying with critical terrorism studies maintaihat terrorism is a word used to
chastise political enemies, so the use of the teran interesting puzzle and does not
intrinsically pertain to the actions of any grolp.Common to all of these critiques is the
assumption that even if terrorism were an actiosebiof actions (though one with
admittedly disputed contents), then we can statetiie meaning and consequences of
that action depend upon the context. The actg®ifitarries little meaning and it
certainly does not carry all of the meaning thamputed to it.

The idea that terrorism provides different typeshoéats to states makes it
difficult to study it as a single phenomenon. Melsdhn and Zarakol both make
variations of this claim. Mendelsohn argues thate is a distinction to be made
between non-state and trans-state terrorism whéhreifatter threatens international
society. Zarakol makes a distinction between systeeatening and system-affirming
terrorism, placing al Qaeda in the former groupmifar claims are also made by Oded
Lowenheim and Brent J. Steele in their study omigpewer authority and the GWd1°
Elsewhere, Lowenheim broadens the framework tadebpersistent agents of

transnational harm, which he splits up into pam@asihd predatory harm, the latter

146 Zarakol, “What Makes Terrorism Modern?”

147 Tilly, “Terror, Terrorism, Terrorists.”

148 Jackson, “Core Commitments of Critical Terroristadies”; Jackson, Smyth, and Gunnifitical
Terrorism Studies: A New Research Agertamp and Dixit, “Toward a Completely Construistv
Critical Terrorism Studies.”

149 _owenheim and Steele, “Institutions of Violencee@ Power Authority, and the War on Terror.”
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causing greater harm to, and provoking a greasgomse from, great powers. This
allows Lowenheim to make comparisons between thertem of al Qaeda and other
types of actions such as piracy and drug traffigkgretting us closer to a theory of
violence and thredt!

None of this is to say that those approaches ubmgariables listed above are
‘wrong’. They all have the potential to providewsh useful knowledge and we as
scholars would be worse off without them. Howetee, relationship between violence
and the state, and hence the threat posed, cuissatiese groupings. Groups of similar
actions, motivations, internal structures, or daenlagels can all pose different threats to
states. Because of in-type variation, these wétisittking about terrorism do not give
us much analytical leverage on the types of thréatence poses to states.

Violence, narrative, and threat

Understanding narratives on the relationship betvuealence and the state is
imperative to understanding the different typethodats violence poses. This statement
builds upon the work of Zarakol, Mendelsohn, anavenheim while making two key
additions. First, | posit that it is best to tdl@venheim’s instinct to broaden terrorism
into transnational harm and go even further toudelall violence. If we want to think
about how any particular act or episode of violetiiceatens the state, it is best not to
start with violence perpetrated by ‘state’ or ‘n&tate’ but instead create a framework
meant to encapsulate all violence. This permignikestigation of how violence
becomes state/non-state, piracy/privateering, ismdcrime and therefore how it

constructs, re-inscribes, and threatens the boigsirat produce the state.

50| owenheim Predators and Parasites
151 See also Richardsowhat Terrorists WanfThorup, “The Anarchist and the Partisan”
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Second, for the purposes of this study it is beshdve beyond frameworks built
on the ideological motivations of the violent. Mietsohn focuses on the ideologies of
the terrorists, Zarakol on the types of legitimatadaims they make, and Lowenheim and
Richardson are quite explicit that motivation igpirtant in their typologie¥?

However, by framing the situation as transnatimsalgreat power, the actors themselves
are given primacy and their motivations put fromtd @enter. If narratives on their
relationship constitute the actors, as argued hexajeed to move beyond motivation if
we are to begin to theorize about violence andathr&ecuritization theory and the wider
threat construction literature provide one wayeégih moving past intention or
motivations by focusing on how actions or situasi@ne turned into different types or
levels of threat$>® To these scholars, “Threats are not self-evidee@sily measurable
realities, but the outcome of a complex processoofal and political construction
through the means of languadé®. Similarly, “acts of political violence do not
necessarily 'speak for themselves’; they have todoeated and interpreted in meaningful
ways within a particular social, cultural, and bistal context™™>> However, this
literature has a tendency to look at, in CristogWleyer’s words, “types of events” as
though they present different challeng&sThreat construction is also common in the
critical security studiés’ and framing™ literatures as well as the critical terrorism

studies literature mentioned above.

152 owenheim does point out that motivation cannoabsolutely known and therefore great powers must
act on their impressions of motivation.

153Waever, “Securitization and Desecuritization”; Bozet al Security

14 Meyer and Miskimmon, “Perceptions and Responsd@iteats,” 626.

135 Jackson and McDonald, “Constructivism, US Ford®gticy, and the ‘War on Terror,” 18.

156 Meyer, “International Terrorism as a Force of Hg@nization?,” 650.

157 Wyn Jones, “Message in a Bottle?’: Theory andkRrin Critical Security Studies”; Bootlgritical
Security Studies And World Politics

158 Watson, “Framing’ the Copenhagen School.”
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In Chapter 2, | laid out a concept of sovereigrgyhee practice of drawing
boundaries around political authority and the séatéhe polity derived from those
boundaries. Practices create the conceptual rhapsve use to navigate the world and
therefore give us an idea of what is and is nosipdes. A practice framework helps us to
understand both the constitution of order and nessibilities for meaning and actitn
through the ‘shattering’ of habit® While actions and activities are a part of piatit
is narratives that give those actions meatiinand therefore constitute them as practices.
People, singular or collective, are made of storiBiserefore, narratives are “a central
component of the organization of practit®’as they provide meaning to action and
provide links to the past, present and future, tansng all three. By creating
understanding and the meaning of actions and acochk an approach is relational,
providing the platform on which actors are cong#itll Violence is a large part of the
narratives that turn state actions into boundaoglpcing practices. Looking at the role
of violence in these narratives allows us to, felltg Lowenheim, see how some
violence uphold existing practice and others dg paividing leverage into how threat is
constituted. This means looking at how violencpl&ed in relation to boundary
producing practices.

Of course, those using violence have a role intecrgéhe narratives that surround
their actions — these narratives can come frombaneinforced by any number of
sources — but it is best to think of justificatiorthis context, not motivation.

Justifications are the reasons given for violetibac are necessarily context-dependent,

159 Neumann, “Returning Practice to the Linguistic A.ur

180 This is discussed in more detail below. See &t&s The Creativity of Action
181 \WagenaariMeaning in Action

182 Bueger, “Practice, Pirates and Coast Guards.”
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and may or may not have anything to do with theriml or ideological motivations
individual actors have for undertaking violencéhefiefore, to the degree that it matters
what those perpetrating violence say, it is indbmetext of justification, which is part of
the narrative, rather than motivation.
Narratives of violence

| begin the process of understanding how violerarepose different threats to the
state by creating a set of ideal typical narratmeshe relationship between violence and
sovereignty: entrant, resource, revisionist, amaical. Narratives oEntrant violence
characterize violence as constituting a threatéopower of a particular state or set of
states. Such threats are either to the existednastate, the territorial integrity of a state
or the power/rights structure within a state. tinev words, entrant violence is that used
to either enter or gain more power within the systéVhile some boundaries are
threatened, entrant violence is made legible byectiboundaries, and threats can easily
be understood using current conceptual maps. Tieasatives tend to be used in
relation to coups or secessionist or revolutiorgaoups such as the LTTE, IRA,
HAMAS, and the Pied Noir. Other examples inclugesedes of piracy such as the
corso independentey independence corsairs, who raided Spanish stgppithe Latin
American wars of independence in the earl{) &8ntury, or the privateers associated
with Greece’s War of Independence. Similarly, mrasion of one state by another or
violence over contested territorial claims fir intkos narrative as could violence
experienced at demonstrations, riots, or upheantdgoreted as gaining greater rights

within a state.
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Narratives casting violence afk@sourcecharacterize it as something to be used
by the state. In this way it is inherently legiéita, though disagreements do arise as to
whether any particular usage may be legitimats. ieither an explicit threat to the
power of a state or to boundaries. Common exangflemlence understood as a
resource could be police attempting to assertuleeaf law, standing armies, or
mercenaries. In addition, narratives of resouroexice can be built around state
sponsored terrorism (think Iran and Hezbollah)ror @olence perpetrated as part of a
state’s involvement in illicit trade such as thdidan’s control over the poppy trade at
the turn of the 2%l century. Ostensibly, this type of violence isdiséthin and reinforces
standard practices and norms surrounding violenddlaus is implicit in the drawing of
boundaries. Though, it does present certain tgpdweats to those states, groups, or
individuals on the receiving end of this violence.

Reuvisionist narratives cast violence as an ontokdghreat, not just to a particular
state but tdhe state as a political formThis type of violence is a threat to the systam
a whole as it exists in a particular time and plaee those boundaries currently drawn
through state practice). It is typified today hg threat that al Qaeda is said to pose to
the national, territorial state. The threat ishshecause it cannot be made sense of within
the conceptual maps of relevant actors; the vi@escin this sense, illegible. Other
examples include the cases in this study: golderpagtes and the anarchist
propagandists of the turn of the™2@entury. The Earth Liberation Front could also be
described in this way. As a consequence, episoidevisionist violence have the

potential to result in major revisions in how trmuhdaries of state authority are drawn,
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leaving a different breed of states in the waksumicessful campaigns to combat such
threats.

Narratives ofCriminal violence cast violence as something outside dfnbti
necessarily a challenge to, the sovereign statkileMgriminal and revisionist narratives
both recognize violence as transcending boundapsodes of the former are seen to
provide tests for boundaries while the latter digechallenge them. The presence of
such narratives point to how ‘criminality’ is dug much to how violence is explained
and justified as any a priori decision to ‘brea& thw’®® In this context, the word
‘criminal’ seems apt as Mafioso and Drug carteésetamples of this sort of violence.
Many episodes of piracy fit into this type, suchtest currently taking place in the Gulf
of Aden. Below is a table provisionally placindested episode&* of the two types of
violent actions covered in the cases that follopiracy and terrorism ito each of the

four narrative types.

183 For more on the line between criminality and pedisee Scotffwo Cheers for Anarchisrhukes,

Power
%% pisodes in this instance can be described as datimnrs of violent actions constructed through

narratives, For more on ‘episodes’ see Tilly, “Maolsms in Political Processes.”.
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Table 3.1: Narratives on Historical Episodes of Vitence™®

Entrant Resource Revisionist Criminal
Palestinian 17" century Buccaneers | Golden Age of Chinese Pirate
resistance®® 18" wartime century Piracy Confederations
LTTE Privateers Propaganda of the | 19" century Malay
IRA Corso Independente Deed Piracy
ETA Algonquin and Iroquois Al Qaeda Piracy in the Gulf of
Hezbollah tribes during Seven Aden
Al Qaeda Years War Al Qaeda
Corso Independente | Hezbollah
Piracy in the Gulf of
Aden

Table 3.1 demonstrates how similar actions areaspaeross the four narratives.
Groups traditionally denoted as terrorist orgamiret are marked in bold. What we see
is that both ‘terrorism’ and ‘piracy’ are spreadass multiple boxes and each box tends
to have more than one type of action. We coulthécssame thing by extending the list
of tactical types or by focusing on religious/idagital classifications or group structure.
For instance, only one of the episodes with rewisionarratives listed above is religious
and two are secular. Many religious groups fab ithe entrant box, but many of those
groups are also considered secular. We see gwatipsetworked structures in both the
revisionist and criminal boxes and it is possibeewill see them in the resource box in
years to come. This demonstrates a benefit dfyfh@ogy; it is not only useful for
looking at some key distinctions between actorgroups within traditional types, but it

can also provide a larger universe of apt compasis®Ve also see some episodes appear

1851t should be noted here that each of these typelsl e useful when talking about the relationship
between violence any other type of order: libemajisapitalism, Christianity, Marxism, etc. Eachtlod

four types can fit into such a framework, thougltofirse any particular episode would most likel§tsh
types. For instance, a Marxist rebel group lookmtpke over a state would be best understoodtazng
violence in the context of sovereignty (lookinggeet a piece of the pie) but revisionist in the eahbf
capitalism.

186 Episodes are usually denoted by either group ramaegtime and place. Which one is chosen is due to
how easy it is to identify as such. This is noameto be a final listing or a concrete typology imstead a
rough sketch of similar actions that have diffenegtratives built around them.
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more than once, a reminder that any particularelgi€an be constructed from multiple
narratives.
Significance

So what is the significance of this typology? akgued in Chapter 1, any ideal
type should be judged on how useful it is and oatithcan tell us that we did not know
before. We cannot accept or reject it simply beeatimay or may not match reality in
some manner, nor is it important simply becauserénges life in a superficially
appealing way. This typology is useful becaushimes a light on the relationship
between the state/sovereignty and violence. RHfferdeal-typical narratives of this
relationship signify different threats or challeage the state. A narrative of revisionist
violence signifies different threats to the stéit@nt one of resource violence, etc. In
addition, we can connect these threats to stap@nsgs and the consequences of each
episode, using this typology as a springboardletter understanding of historical
episodes. The outcomes will not be identical,tbatunderlying dynamics — what Tilly
has called ‘mechanisms and processes’ — will bdasit’” What follows is an
exploration of the threats posed to states by dpsof piracy that can be characterized
by each of the four narratives outlined above a®jiris chosen because it is a single
action — here defined as robbery at sea — for wveltan establish each of the four
narratives above being used to construct threat.
Entrant Violence: corsos independente

Narratives of entrant violence construct any actioepisode of violence as a

threat to the balance of power and rights withe¢brrent system. Such violence is not

%7 |bid.; see also NexoiThe Struggle for Power in Early Modern Eurgsé.
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thought to challenge the state as a political forrhinstead upsets who wins and loses
within it. This can be demonstrated in a narrabiuét around theorso independenter
independence corsairs: pirates/privateers who fooighhe side of the emerging South
American states during their wars of independeigeenat Spain in the early tTgsentury.
The Latin American Wars of Liberation took placggkly in the aftermath of the
Napoleonic Wars. Starting in 1808 when Napoleaaded Spain and cut it off from its
colonies, those same colonies decided to take salyaf a weakened colonial overlord
to gain independence and statehood for themseles.wars grew in intensity after the
end of the Napoleonic Wars freed Spain to concentra the continent. They lasted for
nearly two decades, until roughly 1826 when PehileCand Ecuador joined Mexico,
Uruguay, Colombia, and others in effectively acimgvindependence. Only Cuba
remained as a significant Spanish colony in théoregt the close of the conflict. While
these wars were largely decided on land, therealsmsa key maritime component as
many of these emerging states commissioned prigateattack Spanish (and
Portuguese in the case of Brazil) shipping asqfatie war effort. Many of those
commissioned came from the lower rungs of Cariblseaiety and fought for ideological
as well as monetary reasons. This includes fostaes who valued a chance to fight
back against colonial oppression and “French Wheiah Privateers who combined a
Jacobin ideology with a consciousness of themselsdes garcons de la cotethe heirs
of theflibustier tradition of the seventeenth century, now savatiegSpaniards in a

more honourable caus€® Many also were from the United States and viethédlas an

188 Farle, The Pirate Wars215.
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opportunity to liberate the continent and spreaedom in the wake of the War of 1812
against their own former colonial oppresdr.

The crews were multi-national and flew under aetgrflags, with many ships
holding multiple ‘letters of marque’ — privateeringmmissions. Theorsosand the
emergent states they took commissions from bott agserrative of entrant violence to
legitimate their own actions and it even seepeal tiné understanding of the Spanish
themselves. The fight became one over Spaniskotgrin the region and resulted in
major changes to physical boundaries and a rafthole new states into the systéff.
They played an important role in the liberatioraafontinent by cutting off Spanish
access to the colonies even after the Napoleonis agd drawn to a close and
significantly shifted the boundaries of the Sparsdte while creating new states across
the continent. The response by the Spanish wasized as most other naval powers
viewed it as a Spanish problem in the early stagsiilar mechanisms were at play in
the Eastern Mediterranean during the same periqdizeteers played an important role
in winning Greek independence from the OttomansspRnses to threats of entrant
violence tend to be localized or take the formlbfuaces for or against the threatened
state.

Resource violence: buccaneering in th& téntury

Resource narratives construct violence as a legjiéirpart of current boundary
producing practices as they are part and pardileo€onstruction of these boundaries.
Therefore, such violence is not always construated threat, though certain problems

do arise. The buccaneers were largely privatebosemission was to attack the ships

189 Griffin, “Privateering From Baltimore During thep&nish American Wars of Independence.”
10 K onstam Piracy: The Complete History
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of rival states, commissioned with a letter of mergigned by a Monarch. For much of
this period, colonies were viewed as a spherefafence outside of Europe; they were
‘beyond the line’, a disputed and imaginary bougdaaparating Europe from its
colonies. What might have been construed as aof a¢ir had it happened nearer
Europe was not considered such in the coloniesusediere was ‘no peace beyond the
line’ as “no other rule is recognized but thatafce”!’* The economic system of the
Atlantic during this time was built on the extractiof raw materials such as bullion, fish,
and timber, whose proceeds went directly into stafeers. Consequently, land not
deemed valuable for extraction was left alone wiiitkesea became an area of
contestation over shippirfg? Peacetime privateering was very useful in thineenic
climate as a way to gain access to bullion largelyacted by Spain.

Buccaneers were viewed as patriotic heroes stanglirig enemies in the great
wilderness of the colonial Atlantic. They alsoded to stick together with English bases
in Jamaica, French bases on Tortuga, etc. Asaomemporary opined, “The privateers
of these parts...theire bodys are habituated tocthisitry, they knowe each place and
creeke, know the mode of Spanish fighting, towrsadpnever so well fortified, the
numbers being never so unequall, if money or gdodder be in the case they will either
win it manfully or dye coradgiously*’® If the buccaneers were viewed as a threat it was
because they were an arm of the state. In an atbgwne Spanish engineer who was a
part of an anti-buccaneering mission, the natityali the pirates captured was

constantly repeated: “The number of English deasl sid’, “On 10 September an

" This is from the Venetian Ambassador to England lietter to the Doge, see Eailéie Pirate Wars
92.

172 Glete,Warfare at Sea, 1500-1650

®PRO CO 1/25, 1.160
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English ship was sighted”, “These English piratesentaken back to the mainland”,
etc!}” They were constituted as a threat in the coribitterstate competition over
resources in the Americas.

Of course, many privateers went beyond their mamgertaking in unsanctioned
predation which was tolerated so long as the enserpenefitted the state. As Lauren
Benton argues, “letters of marque...could be broadbrpreted to permit attacks on a
wide range of targets”> For instance, Henry Morgan strayed beyond hisrét sack
Panama City. Alexander Exquemelin, who sailed WMtirgan and was present during
the Panama City incident, commented that Morgam@s fcommitted many...cruelties.
They showed little mercy, even to the monks...Norttely spare the women, except for
those who yielded themselves completély” Frustrated, the English appointed Sir
Thomas Lynch to enforce the Treaty of Madrid — méarend hostilities between the
British and the Spanish in the Americas — and clgaprivateering in Jamaica. Morgan
was captured and sent back to London for punishim&nias instead knighted and
awarded the position of lieutenant governor of JamaMorgan may have been viewed
as a morally deficient outlaw but his services wagemed a beneficial resource for the
state and thus not a threat to the English.

The challenges posed by the buccaneers are conmtlbe tesource narrative.
First, not all states had access to this ‘resoustech would cause tensions between
states. Second, the principle/agent problem snger as Henry Morgan’s saga
confirms. Third, as the context shifts so canrtgative causing conflict between those

benefitting from old and new narratives. Thisasically what happened with many of

174 ExquemelinThe Buccaneers of Americh25.
175 Benton,A Search for Sovereignt13.
176 ExquemelinThe Buccaneers of Americ200—1. For more on the saga see p. 186-208.
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the so-called ‘Red Sea Men’, who were active jggpr@vateering was no longer useful,
such as Captain Kidd and Thomas Tew who took meratg commissions only to be
proclaimed a pirate while at s&€4. Both were captured and hanged despite not doing
anything different than they had as privateers.
Revisionist violence: golden age of pirady

Narratives of revisionist violence cast it as all@nge to the ontological security
of the state, its existence and identity. This is visible in the dominant narrative of the
golden age of piracy. As Chapter 4 will cover inrmdetail, these pirates ravaged
Atlantic trade between 1716-1726 as the rise aletraxistence of ‘the line’, and the end
of the practice of peacetime privateering allowadungoverned land, open colonial
markets, and an influx of slaving ships to attaékglish trade leveled off despite being
surrounded by long periods of growff!. In 1720 alone English merchants lost seventy
slave missions, each valued at £3,000, in attatkle wommerce into and out of ports
such as Charleston and Philadelphia were interduptedays or even weeks at a time.
While Morgan was thought cruel, he was also comsttla patriot. Pirates were cast as
the ‘enemies of all mankind’, the ‘villains of alations’, and as being against ‘god,
country, and labor’, and authority itself. Thegtés of this period were ‘against
authority’ because the crown no longer had a neethém.

They responded by embracing this characterizatidrey called themselves the
devil's spawn and challenged how political rule Wegtimated at that time, typified by

Black Sam Bellamy’s self-identification as, “a Fieence...[with] as much authority to

Y7 For Kidd see RitchigGaptain Kidd for Tew see McDonald, “A Man of Courage and Ait§iy
8 This section is kept purposefully short as itis topic of Chapter 4.

179 GiddensModernity and Self-IdentiffHuysmans, “Security! What Do You Mean?”; Mitzen,
“Ontological Security in World Politics”; Steel®ntological Security in International Relatians
180 Davis, The Rise of the English Shipping Industry
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make war...as he who has a hundred sail of shipsaatesid an army of 100,000 men in
the field”®* The golden age only came to an end as ‘the Viras abolished, colonies
were brought into the domestic sphere, and theggsoof turning the sea into a truly
open space was initiated: the redrawing of the Barias of political authority??
Narratives of revisionist violence force changehey recognize and construct crises that
compel states to come up with creative solutiorgeftned, pragmatic problems that
result in new boundari€§® This is the dynamic under investigation in thisds.
Criminal violence: piracy in the Gulf of Aden

Narratives of criminal violence aim elsewhere. Blete as a polity is not
threatened, instead boundaries are challengednittiaim to political power. Violence
becomes a question of law and order where ‘crirsir@kate ‘zones of exception’ to
state rule and therefore the peace and securggaéty. This can be seen in the
contemporary narrative on piracy in the Gulf of Ada major trade route serving as host
to “12% of global maritime trade and 30% of the Mt crude oil shipments®* that in
2010 cost 12 billion dollars, including 240 milliatllars in ransom payments. The
vast majorities of these pirates originate fromdabasts of Somalia, especially villages in
the Puntland region, and use smaller fishing btmagdtack fishers, oil tankers, and
others, usually for ransom payments.

This narrative views Somali piracy as a criminakegprise attacking commercial

shipping and food aid. In this narrative, piragyllicit and connected to economic

8l DeFoe A General History587.

182 Rediker Villains of All Nations Woodward The Republic of Piratestuhn, Life Under the Jolly Roger
183 JoasThe Creativity of Action

184 pham, “Putting Somali Piracy in Context.”

185 Gill, “Maritime Piracy Costs Global Community Up $12 Billion a Year.”
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opportunities®® This is reflected in the questions asked of Sopigdtes by reporters
such as, “Isn’t what you are doing a crime? Holdwegple at gunpoint?” and “What has
this Ukrainian ship done that was a crim&®” Actions like the capture of U.S.-
registered Maersk Alabama, which led to the kidmagpf Captain Richard Phillips and
a four-day standoff before the U.S. intervened eha@come emblematic of their criminal
activity.'®® This is usually blamed on the domestic situatinBomalia, with the country
in turmoil since the fall of Mohamed Siad Barreggiime in 1991. Pirates have been
acting in a loophole in international maritime lawhe United Nations Convention on
the Law of the Sea (UNCLOS) covers piracy on tlghlseas while states are responsible
for their territorial waters®® However, in cases like Somalia, where the stagerio

ability to police its waters, there is a gray zom&t pirates can exploit.

There is some disagreement about the severityeaad of threat posed by piracy
in the Gulf of Aden. British Prime Minister Davicameron invoked language similar to
that of the golden age, “Frankly, the extent oflijack and ransom of ships round the
Horn of Africa is a complete stain on our worfd®. However, the response of the United
Nations Security Council (UNSC) has been much mauieed in its assessment. In
resolutions 1814, 1816, 1838, 1846, and 1851, ti8T professed itself “gravely
concerned” about piracy in the region. That siigical solutions involve “calls upon

states interested in the security of maritime &’ to work, “in accordance with

186 For an example of academic repetition of thisatare, Jablonski and Oliver call piracy “a modern
scourge...[that] delays shipping, drives up securists, hinders development in coastal states amd is
potential source of funding for terrorist groupssurgents, and international criminal organizatibns
Jablonski and Oliver, “The Political Economy of fdier.”

187 Gettleman, “Q. & A. With a Pirate”

18 sanders and Barnes, “Somalia Pirates Hold U.Staap

189 See United Nations Convention on the Law of the, 38 December 1982
http://www.un.org/depts/los/convention_agreemeessfunclos/UNCLOS-TOC.htm

190“Armed Guards to Protect UK Ships.”
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international law™°* While cooperation and multi-lateral efforts asdled for, a passive

voice is used as the UNSC, “Urges states in cotitim with the shipping and insurance
industries, and the IMO [International Maritime @nigation] to continue to develop
avoidance, evasion, and defensive best practf¢ésResolution 1838 even goes so far as
to claim that “this resolution shall not be consetkas establishing customary
international law™%® This is reflected in the UNCLOS definition of aay that starts by
calling it, “any illegal acts of violence or detent, or any act of depredation, committed
for private ends by the crew or the passengerspaivate ship or a private aircraft®
Piracy here is both criminal and private, outsitithe state. While the United Nations
certainly takes piracy as illegitimate and a sesiptoblem, it is seen as a challenge for
which current law is adequate. Even the langudgmigersal jurisdiction derived from
pirates as ‘hostes humani generis’ is standardized.

The lower level of threat posed by piracy in thdf@tiAden as opposed to the
golden age is a question of type, not scale. iiag explain why criminal episodes have
historically had longer life spans and take lorngeprovoke responses than revisionist
episodes. The danger is cast as areas of the glodre state authority is exceptionally
weak to non-existent, indirectly challenging claithat the state is the most effective and
legitimate way to order political life. Responsmsially include attempts to extend state
authority or build state capacity such as the fetion of boats patrolling the Gulf of
Aden. What we see here are four historical episafl@ common violent action, piracy,

in which each case has developed a different tim@aative. This is meant not only to

91 United Nations Security Council Resolution (UNSQR38, 7 October 2008
192 UNSCR 1851, 18 December 2008

1% UNSCR 1838

194 UNCLOS, Article 101
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demonstrate the threats and dynamics of each narratgreater detail but also to further
demonstrate that it is not the action undertakethis case piracy, that determines threat
but instead the narrative built around that actidrsummary of the threats posed by all
four narratives is provided below in Table 3.2.

Table 3.2: Threats and Dynamics Involved in Each Naative

Entrant Resource Revisionist Criminal

Violence challenges i Part of the drawing o Threatens the Threatens states by
particular state or a boundaries. Can existence of current attempting to create
set of states as a  strain the relationshif boundaries by using  de facto areas of
means of makinga  between states as them against the statt  exception. Uses

claim within the some make use of th  High potential for  current boundaries of
system. Potential to resource and some d  forcing states to state authority for its

change the borders ¢ not. Also provides a redraw boundaries own interests,
existing states and/o principal-agent and thus re-inscribe  irrespective of the
the rights structure o0 problem and the the state. state.
any particular state. question of howto ~ Major multi-lateral ~ Attempts to reassert
Responses localized stop using this efforts common. authority within
‘resource’ when it is boundaries is
no longer useful. common.

Of course, no episode of violence is limited torgle narrative, many if not most
are characterized by multiple narratives. We tamktof these narratives as
complementary, competing or parallel. Narrativess@amplementary when multiple
actors agree on the basic narrative. This dyn@&rapparent in the struggles of
secessionist and rebel groups. While the staterencebel group are unlikely to agree
on many things, they do agree that the violencd bgehe rebel group contests the
balance of power and rights within the state. Eazdhe cases in this study has
complementary narratives. Narratives compete vdiféerent sides have different ways
of understanding and justifying the same act(s)iaence. As demonstrated by

Christian Bueger, this dynamic is present in theateves on piracy in the Gulf of Aden.
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On the one hand we see the pirates partakinguseful fiction’ of themselves as the de
facto protectors of local (if not state) interastshe gulf. One pirate was quoted in the
New York Timesaying, “We don’t consider ourselves sea ban@fs.consider sea
bandits those who illegally fish in our seas, durgste in our seas, and carry weapons in
our seas. We are simply patrolling our seas. Kbirus like a coast guard® This
narrative has been used in legal defenses of pieaté has constructed a community of
practice in the region built around piracy. On thleer hand, this narrative is in direct
competition with the narrative given by the worldaval powers outlined above that
paints these men as criminals.

Parallel narratives are at play when we can seéipteuharratives at work side by
side. For instance, in addition to the narratiwesntrant violence used to characterize
the corso independente, we also see narrativéeafdrso independente as an example
of an illegitimate use of an accepted resourcenyM#d these corsairs strayed beyond
their letters of marque to attack ships from theld/s ‘neutral’ naval power$?® One
corsair named Jean Michel Alury even managed texaan entire island in the Gulf of
Mexico and turn it into his own private pirate pdie® before the U.S. intervened. These
actions, in addition to similar problems off therBary Coast and in the Eastern
Mediterranean, ultimately led to the ban on priedtey in the Treaty of Paris in 185%.

So in addition to a narrative of entrant violenoeit story includes a narrative of
resource violence: what was once a major resoorcgdtes, wartime privateering, came

to be seen as illegitimate as it became availabéewider group of actors. Of course,

195 Gettleman, “Q. & A. With a Pirate: ‘We Just WahetMoney.”

1% Wwhite, “The Marshall Court and International Law.”

7 ThomsonMercenaries, Pirates, and Sovereigkghite, “The Marshall Court and International Lgw”
Benton, “Toward a New Legal History of Piracy.”
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combinations of these dynamics are likely to bes@mnéin any single case. In the
narratives creating the GWoT, there is convergéeteeen al Qaeda and the U.S. on
threats to the state system as well as parallehinegs that portray al Qaeda as trying to
force the West out of the Middle East, overthroeusar dictators in Iraq or Syrig° or
partake in the Afghan poppy trade. These come edthpeting narratives themselves.
Therefore, it is useful to remember that the naseagketches above are only ideal-
typical. When looking to understand a particulgisede it is advised to look at narrative
configurations.
Reuvisionist violence and sovereign boundaries

In Chapter 2, | posited that the state can be wieagea polity constructed and
demarcated by boundaries while sovereignty is thetjge of drawing, redrawing, and
maintaining those boundaries. In this ChaptegJehargued that we can only understand
the challenge or threat that violence can poséates and in connection state reaction to
violence, by focusing on narratives on the relaiop between an episode of violence
and the state as a boundary producing entity. ulaviike to conclude this chapter by
explaining how revisionist violence and sovereigntgract to create sites where
boundaries are drawn and redrawn. | will do tlyigimphasizing the practice element of
sovereignty, especially a pragmatist conceptioprattice, and develop a series of
mechanisms that can help us to understand howigeigsviolence threatens the state
and forces states to redraw the boundaries of smreauthority.

So how can practices help us to theorize chand@8 cbnstitutes a developing

split in the ‘practice turn’ literature in IR. Aell and Pouliot, among othéelfs focus on

198 Of course the group attempting to do this tod8yS| has since splintered off of al Qaeda
199 Adler and Pouliotinternational Practices
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how practices can explain and even bring aboutgdand progress while Ted Hopf,
drawing on the works of Bourdieu, Dewey, and Theagklborno, focuses on how
practice explains continuity and the challengebrafging about meaningful chang®.
In many ways this could be seen as a reproducfitimearealist/liberal split that has
defined the field since its inception manifesthe practice turn. However, this debate is
a false one. Hopf talks about the skepticism tawaocial change of someone like
Theodor Adorno following the horrors of the HolosauHopf is referring to large scale
change on par with something like the French Reimiwr the Civil Rights Movement
as the only meaningful type of change. Hopf ig@drthat this type of change is not
only rare but also very hard to bring about in parthe very reasons of habit that the
practice turn highlights and this is a worthwhitegrical critique of Adler and Pouliot’s
attempts to use ‘practice’ to create a better world

Because practices are about the unthinking, theyusmdamentally unchanging.
What we are not thinking about we cannot changewever, they also give us many
sites of potential change as these habits aretésbdt. In a world made up of a nearly
infinite number of practices, meaningful changelvgays possible without grand
structural change. This is the type of changededwn in this study: the meaningful
change of boundaries that construct the state iétie@y do not result in the type of
grand systemic change many IR theorists talk abotite types of social change that are
Hopf’'s focus. Here the debate about practiceschiatige dissolves. This is where the

claim in Chapter 1 that this is both a study ofrdeand continuity comes from. These

200 Hopf, The Unbearable Liberalness of the Practice Turn
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changes in practices that construct borders aoesatsultaneously a reproduction of the
state itself. Hence, meaningful charagel continuity can exist simultaneously.

Practice theory may not be a theory of changeniegrthe practices of a group, entity, or
individual does not necessarily give us leverageyiimg to change their actions. But
what practice can do is give us a theory of howngleacan happen, how habit is thrown
into flux. Pragmatist social theorist Hans Joas porward the following model of

creativity and change:

...belief, and the routines of action based uporaiig repeatedly shattered; what has
previously been a habitual, apparently automatic@dure of action is interrupted...our
habitual actions meet with resistance from the evarid rebound back on us. This is the
phase of real doubt. And the only way out of thiese is a reconstruction of the
interrupted context... If [the actor] succeeds iarienting the action on the basis of his
changed perception and thus continuing with itnteemething new enters the world: a
new mode of action, which can gradually take rowt thus itself become an unreflected
routine. The pragmatists therefore maintain thidiwaman action is caught in the tension
between unreflected habitual action and acts d@tiiiey. This also means that creativity
here is seen as something which is performed wihirations which call for solutions,
and not as an unconstrained production of somethieyy without any constitutive
background in unreflected habffs.

If we interpret Joas’ ‘unreflected habit’ as praes, we see a pattern that can help
us to understand social change. Habit/praci&cBhattering of habi> Creativity in
solving to problem> New Habit/practice. However, we should also brefté not to
mistake the shattering of habit and the ensuinblpro situation as a brute fact, obvious
to anyone looking at the situation. Joas credéw/&y with adding a wrinkle to

pragmatism’s underlying model:

He [Dewey] takes as his point of departure nongok collision between habitual action
and reality, but rather the diffusely problematia@lity of an action situation as a whole,
which must first be recognized as problematic by #ttor himself... And it is this
definition of the problem that determines the digat in which the actor will look in
order to find solution$”

201 joasThe Creativity of Action128.
292 |bid., 131.
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In other words, any crisis or problem that arisethe practice of drawing conceptual
boundaries cannot be definagriori as would be the custom in a rationalist explanation
It can only be defined in the situation by the a&pinvolved. Until it is defined as such
it does not exist. Therefore, it is possible ithain identical situation happening to a
different set of actors the problem would not bentified as a problem at all, a new
problem would be focused on, or the problem wo@ddentified in a similar but still
divergent manner. As a consequence, the futunseswf action would be different and
the ‘solution’ or ‘adjustment’ would end up beindferent. There is no single answer to
piracy or even to golden age piracy. It dependbeawm the problem or crisis is
recognized and defined in the situation. Thissigegially true when problems are
defined by aggregates like societies or statese tisealways room to frame the problem
and therefore create possibilities for solutioiifis is why we need to focus on the role
of narratives in divining how violence producesetiir It is only through the
understanding of those whose habits have beerestdtihat we can tell a) if habits have
been shattered, b) in what ways they have beeresb@t and c) the meaning of this
shattering. All of this is only intelligible by éking at narratives.

Here, it is important to spend a bit of time diffetiating this approach from a
rationalist one. Is this not simply a case of dapn and instrumentality? Of actors
choosing the best possible solution when faced avpphoblem? The answer is that to a
certain degree there are elements of each butoyphep means fully or even accurately
describe the ‘model’ presented here. Two reasmsavered in the discussion above:
creativity and the contextual nature of the crisitie options chosen are not selected

from of a pre-determined list of possibilities beyt are in rationalist models; they are
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instead cases of true agency, creative selectioewfthings being brought into the
world. Rational choice models that select a fewonys for actors (cooperate/defect,
yes/no/abstain, etc.) can be useful in certairagduns but they do nothing to further
studies where the payoff is novelty. Similarlynmost rationalist models the ‘crisis’ or
problem is one that can be outlined ‘objectivelgm outside the situation. However, as
discussed above, such an assumption does notrhthicsimodel and may not be useful
in most instance®?

However, the real difference is in the focus omtwaasion. While this may make it
look similar to the ‘game’ metaphor commonly usedadtional choice models, in fact
this is what makes it so different. Here ‘situatioan be seen as ‘situated’. This is why
creativity and crisis recognition are so importaatause one can only see the crisis if
one is immersed in the situation, the broader cant€ontext creates the actors as they
exist in a specific time and place. It helps uariderstand action, its consequences, and
its meanings. This is why such an emphasis isegl@an narrative in this chapter, any
violent action whether terrorism, murder, rapepioacy is best placed into a ‘situation’ if
we as social scientists want to understand itsemuences and causes. Rationalist
models, on the other hand, presume generalizeatisitis and they are not context
dependent. The approach in this study is not albtetaction’ between preconceived
actors but instead ‘transaction’ between contiryuatreated and re-inscribed actfls.

This can be seen in Dewey’s claims about the gbalsactors have. Across
numerous works, Dewey puts forth a theory that reeand ends are not as self-evident

as they may appear to be, with the exception o&sdns he refers to as “work”, where

293 For more critiques along these lines see FesiensRragmatism’s Boundaries”; Onuiorld of Our
Making, 258—-262.
24 Dewey and Bentleyknowing and the Known
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goals are externally set. Typically, he states gloals are not set when action begins but
become more clear only as we choose the means atctans. In the words of Hans
Joas, “Only when we recognize that certain meamswaailable to use do we discover
goals which had not occurred to us befd®”In other words, goals are not something
pre-set; they come about as we discover the mdagion that are available to us in
any particular situation. Human action can onlstipfly be understood in conditions
with externally set goals, as it tends to be iforatl choice models. There are situations
where the goals themselves develop depending upahtive actor is experiencing in
that situation. While Dewey calls these situatitpiay”, they happen to form the
backbone of many of the most important politicdlaats and processes, including the
perpetuation of the state in moments when it isatened®®

In the empirical chapters ahead we will see thix@ss in action. For instance, in
the case of propagandists in Chapter 5, it is taedgue that instituting passports was
the goal of state response to the threat. It wasum option that could be chosen from a
list. Instead it is something that became avadlas the situation played itself out. This
is the creativity of the process. It is not thasgports had never been thought of. They
had been used in the past and were currently heed in Russia and the Ottoman
empire, but their universal use for the purposelasing off borders in early 30Europe
was something entirely new. The goal developsi@situation unfolds, giving creative
action its impetus. The same can be said of theisos currently being worked out for

the GWOT. The idea of collecting bulk data to kraad identify terrorists had been

295 joasThe Creativity of Actionl54.
298 For more on this aspect of Dewey’s thought seedyelemocracy and Educatipewey,Experience
And Nature
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thought of in the 1980s and experimented with @1890s°" However, it was not until
after 9/11 and the introduction of the GWoT thas thecame a major part of counter-
terrorism policy and the boundaries it is drawisgaaesult are new.

To this point, | have spoken rather abstractly alloe relationship between
sovereignty and revisionist violence through theslef a pragmatist view of action.
However, in order to begin putting together thedrisal narratives that form the
empirical portion of this study, we need to stddal typifying the ‘mechanisms’ that can
help us to identify and understand this phenomeridrey are split up into two
processes. The first of these processes is caltattering’; it includes the mechanisms
‘legibility/illegibility’, ‘crisis production’, and‘retrenchment’. The second process is
called ‘re-inscribing’; it includes the mechanisi®ative action’, ‘boundary drawing’,
and ‘authority swap’. It should be noted that éhisrno necessary chronological order to
these mechanisms within each process as many ppemag simultaneously. Creative
action can draw boundaries as part of an authewgp; there is no reason why these
must be viewed as steps with one happening afteottier. Instead they are analytically
distinct, capturing discrete parts of action that separated because of their ‘situated’
meaning, allowing us to gain analytical leverageaanessy reality.

Shattering

Each of these mechanisms will be taken in turmiisgawith the three

mechanisms contained within the process of ‘shaggra process through which the

unreflected habits, or practices, of political astare thrown into flux. This process

27 Harris, The Watchers
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helps us to understand the context in which thatme action that redraws boundaries is
made possible.
Legibility/illegibility

In many ways, the onset of the crisis (see the medhanism) starts with a lack
of understanding and recognition. In Chapterl&jdfly introduced James Scott’s
concept of ‘legibility’ in arguing that attempts meake citizens and society legible in the
modern era meant drawing boundaries. Scott opeadizes this concept of legibility as
attempts, “to arrange the population in ways tiapéfied the classic state function$®
In other words, actions, people, and processelegitde when they can be made sense of
within a particular conceptual map. Legibility, vilever, was not simply the process of
the state learning more about its citizens andtdeyrin the form of accumulated
knowledge. To Scott, these attempts “represemtidtbat slice of it [society] that
interested the official observet® Since legibility is dependent upon the interests
goals of those making society legible, there missi be actions, people, and processes
that are then illegible. Thus we have the dyin@efman forests after their
reconstruction for timber productions, the misefrMao’s Great Leap Forward, and the
problems with geometric cities. Actions, peopled @rocesses that are illegible are those
that make little sense within the current concelptaps of those acting in the world.
The actions in each of the cases in this study Wleggble to states due to the
contemporary boundaries of the state in that timtle@ace. This can happen in
numerous ways but two patterns are worth highlightiFirst, contemporary boundaries

can be used against the state, denying them negdssks and even facilitating the

28 geott,Seeing Like a Staté.
209 pid., 3.
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actions of those perpetrating violent8. For instance, golden age pirates were able to
take advantage of boundaries that left Atlantiooa@s outside of the state by exploiting
local markets for pirated goods and basing themnesetv ungoverned land. So long as
this boundary existed pirates would always havedlalvantages. In this manner,
contemporary boundaries are complicit not onlyhie ¥iolence but also in the threat
being perceived.

Second, contemporary boundaries can make the cinohgarratives of those
perpetrating violence illegible. This can be digarticulated in the case of al Qaeda. |
argue in Chapter 6 that al Qaeda’s mission is dmeetaphysical politics; a plane where
Muslims, Christians, Jews, and others reside defoom materiality and geographical
locale?!* This is a form of politics which makes little o sense in a world of
geographically bounded entities, hence the delmateswhat exactly al Qaeda is after
following 9/11. Both of these manifestations ¢giibility work to create a crisis and
frame violence as revisionist. Contemporary boudedaleny tools to states in these
cases and reinforcing them may even prove coumt@ugtive. They also obscure the
claims and narratives of those perpetrating viaddemntaking it harder to figure out what
is going on. Finally, it should be noted that thex no reason why this mechanism must
be tied to revisionist violence. lllegibility ne@dt create a crisis and other types of
narratives may also be solved with new boundafigsnstance when the drawing of a
border creating a new state leads to the end e€@ssionist movement. However, one
could characterize this entire process as an atteampake illegible violence legible so

that it can be dealt with. In fact, it could bg@ed that success in each case below

#0For Lowenheim, both predators and parasites @obili only predators create major threats for great
powers. LowenheinRPredators and Parasites
21 For similar arguments see De\janscapes of the Jihad
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revolved around making the threat legible, albedifferent ways. Piracy did not go
away after the end of the golden age of piracyjusit became a manageable criminal
problem. Neither assassinations nor anarchisnppéesaed after the bombings stopped
but they became decoupled. It is highly unlikélgttterrorism will ever disappear and
ridding the world of all jihadists is implausibl&ut in each case, the threat became (or in
the case of al Qaeda is on the way to becominggung that can be made sense of
within the system, i.e. legible.
Crisis production

Violence characterized by illegibility tends to ate crises for states. If violence
cannot be made sense of there is no way for tle tetaontrol, repurpose, or defeat it.
Since this illegibility is dependent upon those haaries that construct the state,
illegibility goes a long way to determining a csisiHowever, exactly what this crisis
entails can only be decided in case by the nagsiileveloping around that particular
episode of violence. This is because each onekateadifferent part of the state and the
state system, something that is important in that and place but is not timeless. For
instance, piracy’s attack on the slave trade aateah attack on the mercantilist system of
early 18" century in a time when the state legitimated fitsebugh the fostering and
production of trade. It would be a fallacy to clhuale that episodes of violence that
disrupt trade lead to the type of crises triggdrngethe golden age pirates. This attack
only creates this type of crisis for the statetagis manifest in the early tT&entury
Atlantic. We can observe the onset of a crisisugh state reaction and the
correspondence of state leaders and how they stieg#he dangers of a particular

episode of violence while remaining aware of thetert of those actions. Remember
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Dewey’s claim that the problem situation is onlgated by those experiencing it; crises
cannot be determined outside the situation in wthely develop. As mentioned above,
boundaries can be important for violence and yknstt create a crisis. This is,
therefore, an important mechanism in understankavg violence can shatter boundaries
and force states to redraw them.

RetrenchmeAt?

This is not an absolutely vital step. It is ertineossible for the two previous
steps to ‘shatter’ a boundary and lead to the ier@attion of drawing a new boundary.
However, this step is observed in all three casé®sdband may be a signal as to the
importance and habitual nature of a particular by Retrenchment is a mechanism
through which states immediately respond to thegsyf crisis listed above by
attempting to reinforce or ‘double down’ on a catrboundary. In the early T&:entury,
this meant the issuing of pardons which mirrorléteers of marqueof the I'&entury
and using convoys and large men of war to attemgtive pirates out of the sea. At the
turn of the 28 century this meant trying to clamp down on allrahist activity, no
matter the intent, in the hope of crushing thererstirain of thought. In the early®1
century this meant responding to al Qaeda by imgativo states, one of which had a
very tenuous connection to the aforementioned grdngach case, the early response
was to double down on a boundary which is makimdevice illegible. This is a sign that
it is hard for states to begin thinking about newdaries because they are part of the
‘conceptual maps’ of those governing the state nManes, there is recognition of the

situation as something new and yet retrenchmesttlishe response. In all three cases, it

%2 The traditional definition of this word is ‘a caifment of expenses’. This is not the conceptiat t
attempt to capture. Another definition, ‘entren@min— providing for defense with a trench — comsisof
an additional interior fortification to prolong tliefense’, better captures my use of this word.
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is only after reinforcing the failing boundary thiats truly shattering to those whose
actions draw and maintain it.
Re-inscribing

This is the process through which states comeips gvith the threat and form
creative solutions to pragmatic problems. Esskptiais is the back end of Joas’
pragmatist model for social action. It is how etamake revisionist violence legible. It
includes three mechanisms: Creative Action, Boun8aawing, and Authority Swap.
While the mechanisms in the first process above terappear chronologically with
some overlaps, each of the mechanisms in this gsaae best understood as analytically
distinct parts of simultaneous actions. Howewuds important to retain these analytical
distinctions as they each capture aspects of atditen with different consequences.
Creative action

Since the boundaries that constitute the statearstructed through practice, the
shattering of a boundary has the potential to teadeative action, to, in the words of
Hans Joas, ‘bring something new into the worldncs a shattering of a boundary means
that a particular conceptual map no longer hekphatders navigate the world, a new one
must be drawn up. In order to be ‘new’ this mapmaclude boundaries that had, up
until this point, been unthought-of. This does matan that every part of the actions
taken to defeat revisionist violence have no histbrantecedents. In fact, solutions
depend heavily upon both the constraints and pitissh of previous experience and
concurrent habits. Rather, they create realmsaté siction that, prior to the shattering,

were not a part of the conceptual map.
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That the Atlantic Colonies were a part of the stageopposed to international
holdings of the crown, was new and creative eveife aspects of the policies had
historical antecedents. There were passporteipaist, but the idea that the state would
be able to give everyone who traveled a passpdrtlarefore be able to control who and
what entered and left their borders was unthoufjini-the late 18 century. That the
state today would have the ability to track pe@ueoss their own borders and sift
through large amounts of metadata without specdiart orders was not thought possible
and therefore it was not something where the $tadlean authority claim. Each action is
creative, not because its components are newnbtgad because the context and use of
those elements are new as the state creates ma@lsrfor its authority even as old ones
die.

It is important here to take some time to discuss these actions are undertaken.
It is argued here that this creativity is unlikédybe centrally planned or discussed. After
boundaries are shattered there is a period ofandlerror where those combatting the
threat search for what fits into an ever-changiefyjnition of success. This is the
environment from which creativity springs, not atally planned process where a new
strategy is implemented and meets pre-determinesunes of success. This follows the
definition of the state as a practice constitutetilad nothing more than the boundary-
drawing actions undertaken by particular actofghd state is no more than a practice,
then it is actions from a variety of actors thathpmse it not always a center undertaken
carefully sorted out plans. In fact, these acticers change the composition of elites
whose actions draw boundaries and therefore holgepwithin a state. However, it

should be mentioned here that in each case | @félto ‘the state’ or a specific state
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(UK, US) to denote what is actually a less certegliaction. This is done for expediency
necessary from the contrast behind a relationalogy and a language that doesn’t
naturally incorporate such ontology.

This can be demonstrated in each case. Colonissmondence shows that the
fight against golden age piracy was conducted lgigyge colonial governors, merchants,
and others in the colonies as it was in London éfveartain actions, such increased
control over colonial governance, were undertalenrally. While passports needed to
be centrally instituted and there is a record ténmational deliberations on this topic, the
databases that made it possible were created mem#partments trying different tactics
to see what worked. There many tactics, rangiog fineffective data collection
techniques to brutality that did not find successrgy this time. Allowing the anarchist
idea in the public sphere only occurred to Frafaeinstance, following the failure of
the Trial of Thirty, certainly not a planned eveiiiinally, while the use of drones and the
collection of bulk data have been conducted cdgtrley were first undertaken by
particular sections of a large government bureaycatongside other policies that have
since fallen by the wayside. Both innovations wandertaken not by central directive
but instead by particular parts of the governmévgrgthe leeway to innovate in response
to the threat. It was only with the success ajesed killing and a particular data
collection and analysis system (it wasn't the amg) that they became standard.
Boundary drawing

In many ways it is hard to make an empirical diion between boundary
drawing and creative action for the cases thab¥all In each case, the creative action has

the effect of drawing new boundaries of sovereigtarity. Therefore, they are one and
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the same. But there is an analytical distinctiereh Of course, there are certainly
situations where creative action will not draw bdares. This is important in the
development of mechanisms that can provide us avitliytical generality, enabling us to
travel from case to case, project to project. Birlyi, the drawing of a boundary is in
many ways not purposeful in that those drawing baighdary are not undertaking
creative action with boundary drawing in mind. Tleeg undertaking an action to relieve
themselves of a threat, but they are put intouasdn in which doing so draws a new
boundary. Therefore, we should be utilizing anirelly distinct mechanism of
‘boundary drawing’ in order to fully understand amdke sense of the cases that follow
in this project. Creative actions become boundawviesn they meet success and are
habituated. Therefore, success is an importaniogp@ach story but it is important to
stress that success is something that has a tenttebe a moving target in such
instances. | will revisit the idea of successaglecase and how it was not simply getting
rid of pirates, anarchists and terrorists — thesdgywere not reached — in the conclusion.
Since the boundary is still being drawn, | alscdss success in the GWoT in some
depth in Chapter 6.
Authority swap

By ‘authority swap’, what is meant here is thatach case states not only gain
new authority claims, say over big data, their @mw@lonies, or their borders but they
relinquish effective control over something as wélbr instance, the pirate case in
Chapter 4 is not simply the story of the state iggimore control over colonial territory
but also how it gave up direct control over the eginning the process of moving it to

an open space. Boundaries are not simply aboubatyticlaims but also spaces where
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no authority is claimed. As described in Chaptdh8y create inside and outside,
foreign and domestic, public and private, etc. M/hew boundaries mean new areas of
control, they are also very likely to include oleas of control that are now outside of
the purview of the state. Since boundaries denama#side as much as inside, the
process of redrawing boundaries and re-inscrilduegstate necessitates authority claims
that are abandoned as much as it necessitatestltaisge gained. Much of this means
coming to grips with new realities such as theuttisfure between public brutality and a
mass media able to cross boundaries in the ldtedstury or the ability for people,
goods, and ideas to cross boundaries in tiecédtury.
Conclusion

After building a theory of sovereignty as practidelrawing, redrawing, and
maintaining boundaries around political authoritygl @he state as the polity that results
from these practices, we move in this chaptereonthy(s) in which violence interacts
with these boundaries. Taking a relational apgrdhat focuses on the narratives that
develop around episodes of violence, it is arghatidifferent narratives are how
challenges, threats, and opportunities are cortsttudn this chapter, | have created four
ideal-typical narratives between violence and seigety: entrant, resource, criminal, and
revisionist. It is the last of these that is theus of this study, because it helps us to
understand how the states draw and redraw bousdance pushes us into thinking about
the future of the state in a world of increasingbgll processes. Revisionist violence
provides a direct challenge to states, many tinpesily challenging their authority and
existence. However, it is only through the rectigniof these challenges as such that

they become real threats. Episodes of revisiomidence like the golden age pirates,
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propagandists, and al Qaeda, all take advantageisifng boundaries and force states to
redraw them if they wish to alleviate the threat.

The second part of this chapter attempts to cidatd typical mechanisms
through which we can understand this process. ,Hi¢atéked briefly about the
importance of practice and habit, drawing on pcactheorists both inside and outside of
IR. Drawing on the work of social theorist Hanagd develop a process of
Habit/practice> Crisis/Shattering of habt® Creativity in solving problem> New
Habit. In the context of understanding threatthw®existence of the state through
violence, | develop two processes, each with thmeehanisms. The first process is
‘shattering’ and includes the mechanisms legildilisgibility, crisis production, and
retrenchment. It helps us to understand how hsisitattered and the space is created for
the drawing of new boundaries. The second protess)scribing’, includes the
mechanisms of creative action, boundary drawind,arthority swap. It can help us to
understand how boundaries are redrawn in eachic@&sder to perpetuate the state,
albeit in a revised form.

These ideal typical instruments — sovereigntyhaspractice of drawing
boundaries, the state as the polity constructetthése boundaries; narratives of
revisionist violence; the processes of shatterimdyra-inscribing — will be used to
structure the cases that follow. The chaptersvaiteen as narratives and are largely
chronological. They are structured using the tnacesses outlined in this chapter.
Further exploration of the relevant boundaries evidence of narratives of revisionist
violence are folded into the story. We start vith golden age of piracy, which took

place in the Atlantic in the aftermath of the Tyeat Utrecht.
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Chapter 4:
The Golden Age of Piracy and the Creation of an ‘Aantic World’

This chapter is the first of three historical niwas meant to demonstrate how a
boundary was redrawn in the process of combatg&ugionist violence. In this case, the
ideal typical boundary to be interrogated is oreatzd in the early modern colonial
period that marked ‘Europe’ or the ‘domestic’ afbrih the ‘Atlantic colonies’ or the
‘international’. This boundary was drawn througbaafiguration of six practices: 1)
direct protection of ships on trading lanes clairbgdh state, 2) warfare over trading
lanes, 3) the use of privateers to attack rivatindgunominal times of ‘peace’ in Europe
without warfare ensuing, 4) economic patterns dfeetion, 5) the enforcement of ‘no
peace beyond the line’, and 6) low levels of ineohent in colonial governance. There
are, of course, many other things that went intoraal governance during the period
which remained static, but those above drew ardisboundary between different types
of political authority that can be used to exphaimat was happening in colonial America
up until the end of the I'7century. By the middle of the #&entury, this ideal typical
boundary no longer helps us to understand whatirgggon.

This is where the argument of this chapter, andeddhe entire project, lies. The
golden age of piracy acted as a site for the drgwfra new boundary through new
practices. Each of the next three chapters iststred in the manner shown here. The
rise of mercantilist trade, in place of extractias,the chief economic value of the
Atlantic colonies towards the end of thé"century ended some of the practices listed
above while others persisted, leaving the linedbrgntact but creating tensions in

colonial rule. This boundary was exploited by f@sa(illegibility), resulting in a crisis of

104



trade and state legitimacy (crisis production)rl¥em this process colonial states
attempted solutions that only reinforced the curbaundary (retrenchment, completing
the process of shattering), however they soon retiii@nged or abandoned each of the six
practices listed above for new ones (creative agtid his had the effect of redrawing the
international/domestic boundary (boundary drawswajhat the Atlantic colonies were
brought into the domestic sphere while the sealefasutside (authority swap,

completing the process of re-inscribing).

What follows is focused largely on the threatsatod response of, England. This
makes sense in this case for two reasons. FinglaBd had become the dominant actor
in the Atlantic by this time and therefore had thest to lose from piracy and the most to
gain by its demise. This is especially true ascérger of the Atlantic shifted north at the
outset of this period because much of the econealie lay in English hands as
opposed to French or Spanish. Second, most giitaes of this period were English
and most used the English government as their nbhatdbogeyman. None of this means
that piracy was not a major problem for the Frei8ganish, Portuguese, Dutch, or any
other European power with colonial holdings in &tkantic. It most certainly was and
all will be mentioned along the way as there isattempt to exclude the experience or
response of these colonial powers. However, duts fwime position, England gives us
the best demonstration of what happened.

Who Were the Golden Age Pirates?

Before getting into the narrative, | want to takene time to define the golden

age of piracy. What and when was the golden ay@at are its characteristics? What

differentiates it from other “waves” of piracy? firacy is defined as “the act of boarding
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any vessel with intent to commit theft or any otbeme, and with an intent or capacity
to use force in furtherance of that dttthen it has undoubtedly existed since the
beginning of maritime trade, if not before. Pirasysea robbery was a real threat to
merchant and naval ships throughout the early nmoelexr. However, | claim that the
golden age pirates created an unparalleled cosisthtes because they were different
from previous (and subsequent) waves of piracyis ditstinct character is what makes
them so significant and is something that muchefgiracy literature in IR does not
recognize. Heretofore, the literature has tendembliapse piracy and privateering,
focusing on method or action (i.e. seaborne rohkesyopposed to the context in which
that action takes placé.

In addition to the buccaneers, corso independante Somali pirates — covered in
Chapter 3 — the golden age can be differentiated 8till more waves of piracy. In the
18" century, wartime privateering was very commongrecetime privateering and
piracy were rare. The Barbary corsairs of the)/emf1 century claimed to be working
for the principalities of North Africa but were ¢ass criminals by Europeafis. They
effectively lasted as a serious threat until ad®#0, when France invaded and colonized
Algeria. Piracy was also rampant in Asia well itte 19" century. Large pirate
confederations, such as those led by Koxinga, Civéagd his wife Cheng Yi Sao, and

Shap Ng Tsai, occasionally rose to prominenceeri8f and 18' century in the South

234 MB Piracy Reporting Centre.”

214 Colas and Mabee, “The Flow and Ebb of Private SebViolence in Global Politics”; SalteRights of
Passage16—24; ThomsoriMercenaries, Pirates, and SovereigRsichala, “Of Pirates and Terrorists”
Z5pennell, “The Geography of Piracy: Northern Momat the Mid-Nineteenth Century”; Tinniswood,
Pirates of Barbary
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China Se#° while the entire period was also marked by peitgqy both in China and
the Malay world’The Malay pirates, similar to those in Somaligpanticular combine
elements of criminal and entrant narratives whieeg tvere the defenders of local
interests from foreign intrusion (in this case Bréish) while they were cast as
criminals.

The golden age of piracy lasted from roughly 1690730, peaking between the
years 1716 to 1728° The pirates of the golden age differed from thevjpus and
successive waves of piracy in more than just volofm@under, because in some cases
they were no more prolific. Golden age piratesenemo way beholden to the state;
they did not act on its behalf. In fact the nave of both the pirates and the English
cast them as rebelling against it. Not only dielythebel againsh state like theorsos
independentdid against Spain or Portugal but they rebelledrsgdHE state, the form
of governance itself and the type of control it@mders. They were not simply criminals
looking for economic gain. They were social rel@tayed against their society and the
forms of power therein. This is what makes thenmgamortant and unlike previous or
subsequent waves of pirates because other wayasatds were not estranged from the

state; in various ways, they were a part of théaitsic..

218 Eox, British Admirals and Chinese Pirates 1832-18Burray, “Living and Working Conditions in
Chinese Pirates Communities, 1750-1850"; Murrayhelg | Sao in Fact and Fiction”; Antorlyike Froth
Floating on the Sea

27 Tarling, Piracy and Politics in the Malay WorldLoyre, “Living and Working Conditions in Phillipe
Pirate Communities, 1750-1850"; Anderson, “Piratytie Eastern Seas.”

218 Rediker breaks this period up into two distinatipés. The first was that of the 1690s, when most
piracy was based in Madagascar and the Indian Ceadibecome the major playground. Second, is the
period from 1716 to 1726, when the Atlantic wasteestage. | am collapsing the two while recogrgzi
the later period as the heart of the golden agedik®r,Villains of All Nations Sherry,Raiders and Rebels
Bialuschewski, “Pirates, Markets and Imperial Auttyo”
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“No Peace Beyond the Line”

The purpose of Chapter 2 was to outline ideal sBipgonceptions of the state as a
boundary-drawing polity and sovereignty as the leiodl practices that draw, redraw,
and maintain boundaries of political authority. isTts, admittedly, a vague definition
bereft of specifics but it is designed to be thes/jwWe should recall Dewey’s
conception of the state and his statement thaifsyeare “things we have to go to
history to discover®® The exact nature of the ideal typical boundagy th interrogated
in each case is something to be outlined in théesof that case.

The dynastic sovereigns of theMdentury treated Atlantic colonies as an
international holding of the crown. This relatibisdeveloped in part due to the type of
economic goods that the colonies providédror the 18 century and much of the 17
century, the major value of colonies lay in thdailigy to fill the coffers of states with
precious metals as directly as possible. Goldsdmdr were the most sought after
property, prompting Spain’s incursions into Southeéica and Mexico, where there was
gold, rather than North America, where there wile li In order to protect the
commodity chain from mine to court, states attempbegain control over the seas
directly by laying claim to trading lanes to andrfr colonial holdings. In turn, they
tended not to be very involved in the everyday goaece of their colonies, focusing
more on those areas that were necessary for agtiacds a result colonial governors
were given wide latitude of action, with controlem\non-trade policy in a colony,
colonial courts which were not directly superviggcthe imperial center, and the ability

to commission privateers on their own authorityy sSbme degree this makes sense since

219 Dpewey, The Public and Its Problem88.
220 Colonialism of this period was also characterigd) religious zeal and/or b) freedom from religio
persecution. These are other reasons why colerges still ‘international’ during this period.
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the colonists were often religious exiles. Thigsloot mean they were independent as
there was loose state control. However, governameethe day to day happenings of a
colony (especially one without gold, silver or atkaluable raw materials) was not of
major concern to colonial states.

Sovereignty was being practiced, and was recognezt the sea as if it could
be expropriated as land had been, with states iclgiend fighting over discreet sections
of it. While there was still a distinction betwessga and land, there were attempts to
claim parts of the formeris a visone’s rivals as if it was the latter. Even thasguing
for a ‘freedom of the seas’, such as Hugo Grotespgnized that states could have
jurisdiction over the sea. While Grotius argueaiast ownership of the seas for reasons
of natural law irMare Liberum in De lure Belli ac Pacifie argues that states had the
ability, “to take Possession or Jurisdiction omgosome Part of the Se&”. In other
words, Grotius’ arguments for free navigation af #eas were against ownership of and
against jurisdiction over the entire sea, not agjgurisdiction over some part of the sea.
He was actually reinforcing standard practice tigroattempts to reforn¥®2 Since the
major threats to states at sea were the actiwafieisal states, this situation, whereby the
sea was split up into sections, made sense andneguart of standard practice. It made
so much sense, in fact, that fights over tradimgs$aproved to be a legitimatasus belli

Warfare over trading lanes and extracted goods as@old and silver was
carried out in large part by privateers. At a twilgen states were not necessarily able to

completely internalize violence in the form of starg armies, they “preferred to conduct

221 Grotius, The Law of War and Peacé66.
22 See BentonA Search for Sovereignt§31-137.
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foreign policy using private mean®. The most famous pirates or buccangedd this
age were considered patriots. As mentioned in &nh&) Henry Morgan went beyond
his ‘letter of marque’ to sack Panama City in aegame fashion. However, upon being
captured and sent back to London for punishmenydseknighted and made lieutenant
governor of Jamaica. It was common for privatéergo beyond their mandate to
undertake unsanctioned actions, blurring the lietsvben pirate and privateer.
Buccaneers tended to raid with their fellow coumtey; in this period, a French pirate
was based on Tortuga and an English one on PodlIRigmaica, etc. The general
pattern was that privateers with the sponsorshipngfiand would attack French,
Spanish, and Dutch trading ships while privateats #rench sponsorship would attack
English, Spanish, and Dutch trading ships, etc.

This competition went beyond times of war, thouigivas expanded during
periods of official hostility, to include times ptace. The use of privateers during
peacetime was legitimized by the idea that, ‘themo peace beyond the line’, i.e. peace
agreed upon by states after wars on the contindntad apply to the colonial,
international sphere. The New World was demarcaseg@in area separate from Europe,
part of a ‘layered sovereignt$?® The origins of the ‘line’ date back to the™&entury
disputes over New World jurisdiction between thetigguese and the Spanish.

However, the identity and position of the line veasl remains quite vague. It has been

223 Ritchie, Captain Kidd

224 The term “Buccaneer,” derived from the French ‘temier’ or the Carib ‘Bukan,” methods of
preserving meat by smoking. It reflects earl§! t&ntury pirate origins as coming from a groupRfehch
political and religious refugees...[who] eked outvanlg providing hides, tallow, and dried meat ...in
exchange for guns and ammunition,” Thomddercenaries, Pirates, and Sovereiga$.

22> Benton,A Search for Sovereignty
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argued that it is simply the Tropic of Can&éithe Tropic and a “prime meridian passing
through Ferro in the Canaries” set at the Treat@attau-Cambresis in 1589and the
Equator, among othet8. While there tended to be little official recogoit about the
placement of the line, its function was clear: winappened beyond the line was
recognized to be “behind God's back”.

On one side of the line were the affairs of Eurapethe other were colonial
affairs. In this situation, warfare could happenhe colonies without breaking out in
Europe and vice versa. Despite being claimed bys#dme monarchs, what we see here
are separate realms. These realms are conceptlialeae not drawn consciously but
evolved over time due to a series of practicesm@aition over trading lanes, economic
patterns of extraction, direct protection of shepsrying extracted goods, the use of
privateers, enforcement of ‘no peace’, and low in@ment in colonial affairs created
this line. It was ‘the line’ that made piracy’slden age so explosive and it was ‘the line’
that needed to be addressed in order to bring dbewnd of this golden age,
transforming the state in the process.

The economic patterns of #@&nd 17 century colonies facilitated a competition
for raw materials in the colonies in the form oizg®g, finding, and developing trade

routes, ports, ships, and/or mines. However, ad# century progressed, colonies

226 Mattingly, “No Peace Beyond What Line?”

227 |bid., 145.

228 Kenneth Steele argues that ‘the line’ became guater with an exception for North America. Heoals
points to the 50W meridian, the supposed line dragvin the papal Bull inter caetara, signed by Pope
Alexander VI in 1493, dividing the New World intg&nish and Portuguese spheres of influences. Steele
The English AtlanticBenton,A Search for Sovereignt§14 n.20.

22 gteeleThe English Atlantic191.

111



came to be able to provide agricultural goods amh some manufactured orés This
created a demand for workers which was filled keyrieing number of slaves available
from Western Africa. Trade, not simply extractitbecame the chief source of colonial
value and, in many ways, the chief source of wealtihof the growing mercantilist
economic system. Additionally, England’s rise as®@al superpower meant that new
colonies also came to the fore with North Ameritatmacco and cotton, West Indian
sugar, and West African slaves replacing Centrdl@outh American gold and silver as
the goods of choice. This system was vital topidwterns of rule, warfare, and
competition that characterize the™&ntury territorial state.

However, as economic and colonial interests chamupggterns of colonial rule
were slow to adapt. There is little reason to asthat, in a vacuum, £Zentury
boundaries would have had to change, or chandeeimanner that they did, simply
because of new economic patterns. While the mneaf economic patterns and old
patterns of colonial rule created the structuraldittons needed to spark change, it did
not determine the change to come. However, itedensions that were critical to
piracy’s golden age. A change in the colonial @roy from extraction to trade
combined with patterns of colonial rule during thexiod created space for pirates to
thrive, making their actions and demands illegtbleolonial states. This becomes
important as colonial governors and those in Lontiea to look for ways to make sense
of this wave of piracy. As will be seen later @swnot until the pirates could be made

legible, until their demands and their actions mselese within the boundaries of

230 Much of this change happened in the Atlantic. t&ascolonies such as India provided luxury goods
and therefore were not as important economicallyestern colonies. BlacEighteenth Century Europe
Stern, “British Asia and British Atlantic”.
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sovereign authority that colonial states were &bldefeat them. This will be covered in
subsequent sections.

Trade functioned best in peace and it became hardkharder for states to
justify continued warfare ‘beyond the line’ to otlstates, to merchants who brought
wealth, and to their own treasurers. Attemptsitforee peace beyond the line started in
the middle of the 17 century with states allowing for a grace perioewoimity of nine
months after a peace treaty had been signed (wdiiichot stop Morgan’s sacking of
Panama). However, it was not until the 1670s Emafland began to tell colonial
governors that they could not undertake measuresapofvithout London’s blessing and
until 1689 for all West Indian governors to be ledrfrom issuing ‘letters of marque’,
though the practice continu&d. Of course, privateering was still used extengiusi
European states in wartime well into the nineteeetitury>*

These attempts created nearly perfect working ¢immdi for pirates. A lack of
even attempted control over much of what was cldiagecolonial land gave pirates a
series of bases from which to work in Madagast& Bahamas and other small
Caribbean islands, and the many capes on the Garstiore. As Rediker puts it, “The
sailor knew...the Atlantic was a big place, thatéhepires were overstretched...these
circumstances created openings from bel&Ww't also provided pirates with markets for
their goods. Throughout the® entury, pirates and privateers alike found weleom

buyers in Atlantic colonies, especially in North Arnita. One English official remarked

%1 3ee “Measures for the Suppression of Piracy” dt&if LabareeRoyal Instructions to British Colonial
Governors Steele,The English AtlanticFor an example of uneven enforcement Archibalthitan gave
out letters of marque to privateers under the goiiséghting piracy’, see PRO ADM 1/1471 and PR@C
137/11.

232 ThomsonMercenaries, Pirates, and Sovereig@d.

33 Rediker Villains of All Nations 24.
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that, “The Pirates themselves have often told maeitlihey had not been supported from
the traders from thence [New York, Pennsylvania, Bhode Island] with ammunition
and provisions according to their directions, theuld never become so formidable, nor
arrived to that degree that they hav®”This was not a major problem to colonial states
so long as these privateers were serving theiraste. Once peacetime privateering was
no longer useful, the openness of colonial marteefsrate goods became a problem as it
gave these pirates an outlet to get rich off whad wow illegal plunder.

A common reason given in the historiography forrike of golden age piracy
was the end of the War of Spanish Succession id aidl the drawdown of naval forces
following the Treaty of Utrecht. This follows wilm economic view of piracy as being
determined by supply and demand. After the war Bhglish navy went from roughly
50,000 sailors to around 15,000, creating a largagof men with sailing experience
and no work. A number of early pirate captainshsag Henry Jennings and Benjamin
Hornigold were former privateers, who, while witlimo attack French and Spanish ships
illegally, refused to attack English ships. Thasted some IR scholars who have dealt
with piracy to focus on the link between privategrand piracy as a major causal
claim?®

That said, however dire the employment situatios mmaong those with sailing
experience, many pirates were not involved in the. Wwhile the numbers above show
an influx of 35,000 unemployed sailors, Redikemeates that only about 4,000 or 5,000
men went ‘upon the account’ during the entire pgrand only 1,500-2,000 in the years

1716-1718, which is when one would expect the inéiilunemployed from the recent

Z4PRO CO 23/1, .47
25 Colas and Mabee, “The Flow and Ebb of Private 8ewbViolence in Global Politics”; Thomson,
Mercenaries, Pirates, and Sovereigns
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war to be at its highest. Pirates tended to ddrova two different sources. One early
source of pirates was a group of ‘freebooters’ wtaoted diving for sunken Spanish gold
ships off the coast of Florida in 1714-1715. latfdennings and Hornigold used
Jamaican commissions as a cover to dive on thekaf&cWhen the gold dried up, they
found themselves outside of society and willingtart attacking ships. As the golden
age wore on, pirates also tended to come from oeghtor mutinied ships. With these
two facts in mind it becomes hard to justify thtawas the end of the War of Spanish
Succession and the use of privateers therein wdaaked the golden age of piracy.
Where the war does seem to have causal powertssimportance to the sequencing of
events. First, the understanding at Utretcht Wwasit would set up a “lasting peace in
America”, making it safe for trad&. Pirates stood in the way of this goal. Second,
without the war, piracy would have been squelchartiex with the lessons of Captain
Kidd (see below) and others fresh in the mind$ioéé in authority. The war gave a kick
start to the age, but it did not define it.

While the war of Spanish Succession and the upedteers therein played a
small role, the major causes of the golden ageraty were the change to a mercantilist
economy in the Atlantic and patterns of rule thed lget to catch up with this new reality.
The combination of the growing importance of trade methods of colonial governance
created for the era of bullion produced favorallecsural conditions for piracy. Pirates
of the golden age rebelled against their societyaditical actors while using common

practices of that society against it: as long aditte itself existed so would the pirates.

236« their design, as they said themselves, was tpemrecks. They went to sea, and in a shorter time

than could be expected, return’d again with a aersible sum of money” from the letters of Capt.nJoh
Balcher PRO ADM 1/1471, f. 14.

%37 Bjaluschewski, “Pirates, Markets and Imperial Auity.”

28 savelle Empires to Nationsl22.
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The line gave them shelter, open markets, and rtiehe illegible to the point that
attempts to defeat them were futile. This is inigairas we will see below how attempts
to defeat piracy by using tools provided by a waldtinarcated by ‘the line’ only made
the problem worse.

“Committing Depredations and Acts of Hostility”

The construction and recognition of piracy as aisfbegan in the East Indies at
the turn of the 18 century and grew out of the practice of privategri The saga of
Captain William Kidd demonstrates this transitiorddhe competing narratives over
piracy at the turn of the ¥&entury. Kidd, a renowned privateer from King Mtin’s
War /> was a captain who took a commission from the Bhdting to capture pirates
and attack French shipping in 1696.While on his mission, he performed largely the
same actions he had on previous commissions, edag geyond his ‘letter of marque’
to attack merchant shipping. He soon discoveratihis actions had been termed
‘piracy’ while he was at sea. One of the ships#etured, th€uedah Merchantwas
owned by Abd-ul-Ghaffur, an important figure at iexd Mughal Aurangzeb’s court and
therefore a powerful man with the East India Conyp@iC). Kidd soon became the
unsuspecting poster boy of the EIC’s campaign agginacy. Kidd learned of his
predicament while still at sea and decided to retarNew York, where his former
financier Richard Coote, Earl of Bellomont, hadiesde governor.

However, upon Kidd’s return, Bellomont, whose fantin London had fallen out
of favor, turned him in as part of his new antigpgr mandate. Bellomont told Kidd, I

set myself a rule never to grant a pardon withbetking’s express leave or

29 CSPCS 13/789
240 For a copy of the letter of marque see PRO HCA25fFor a copy of the registration of his shig th
Adventure Galley see PRO HCA 26/13.
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command.” Kidd left London as a respected privateer angrnetd five years later as a
pirate who was destined to hang in chains. Thiereivhich had been undertaken to
gain rival specie in the late 1 Zentury had come to be seen as detrimental te iad
English interests by the early8entury’*> Henry Morgan strayed from his letter of
marque and was knighted. Just a few decadedatdrdid the same and was hanged.
The buccaneer narrative of thé™dentury no longer defined these actions and wiasbe
replaced by a new narrative where the pirate wastds humani generis’.

Kidd’s successors in the Atlantic accepted thisnfreg and created a crisis in
colonial governance and trade in the first quasfehe 18" century. The presence of
pirates was not itself the crisis; the crisis arlgpem must be defined as such by the actor
or actors experiencing the ‘shattering’. Piracyvad a test to state authority and
economic well-being, challenging the rights of prdp that underpinned the emerging
system of mercantilist trade. If the state cowdt protect property rights, its utility to
those it claimed to rule would dwindle significantlThe disruption to trade took money
directly out of state coffers in the form of stokeeasure. It is estimated that roughly
2,400 English ships were taken between the yedr§-1726 by pirates, more than the
privateering ventures of any state during the reaam without the concurrent gain in
privateering booty as an offset. The triangulawsltrade, crucial to colonial agriculture
and state powéf? was interrupted repeatedly by pirates to the tfr#204,000 worth of
damage to the English slave trade in 1720 aloadiate when the average outlay of a

venture wa<3,000%*

*1PRO CO 5/860 f. 165

242\IcDonald, “A Man of Courage and Activity"”

243 Brewer,The Sinews of Power

%44 These figures are taken from RediRéitlains of All Nations
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These losses were not offset by compensating agwinich was the case during
the war or during the 7century, nor do these numbers reflect lossesendkror
Spanish shipping. On top of this, pirates provetdad concentrating their attacks.
Blackbeard halted shipping to and from Charlestomiore than a week in 1718 in
response to the capture of his former shipmateeSBednet?* Black Bart Roberts
paralyzed trade to the West Indies in 1721 and &d#80,000 prize off the coast of
Brazil*** The Grand Banks Fisheries off the coast of Newditand were assailed,
losing more than 50 English and French fishing aatl 720> Philadelphia had its
entire trade halted for a week in 1722. Virginna aryland merchants complained that
in 1717 pirates had cost thef800,000%* At the very least, golden age pirates proved
adept at paralyzing trade into or out of any patcport, creating a sense of terror
among the authorities.

This contributed to a period of stagnation in trad&20 had the lowest volume of
slaves shipped during a year of peace. Historianclvs Rediker points out, “there was
zero growth in English Shipping between 1715 arn2Bla prolonged period of

stagnation between extensive periods of growthThis is borne out in Table 4.1 below:

24> CSPCS 30/730 f. 366

246 Bjaluschewski, “Pirates, Markets and Imperial Aurity”; Rediker, Villains of All Nations

247 pritchard In Search of Empire

248 Thjs claim may be an exaggeration as there aher numbers to back it up. However, one may be
able to come to this conclusion when thinking belships that were captured and instead about the
knock-on effects to trade. PRO SP 42/123, 1717

49 Rediker Villains of All Nations
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Table 4.2*°

English Trade (000 Tons)
Entries and Clearances 1686-1779
Entries Clearances

Year Total | England | Foreign | Total England Foreign
1692-3 177 70 107 181 89 92
1693-4 201 95 106 143 74 69
1696 175 92 83
1697 245 144 101
1699- 338 294 44
1701

1700- 290 244 67
1702

1709 318 274 44
1710 311 244 67
1711 324 266 58
1712 356 327 29
1713 438 412 26
1714 479 445 34
1715 426 406 20
1716 349 456 439 17
1717 347 429 414 15
1718 369 354 15 445 428 17
1723 393 420 393 27
1726-8 421 457 433 24
1730 422

1737 404

1744 269

1751 480 421 59 694 648 46
1758 413 283 130 526 427 99
1765 693 568 125 758 690 68
1772 780 652 128 888 815 73
1779 710 482 228 720 581 139

While the data above is admittedly spotty somedseazan be discerned. First, we see
that the trade numbers in each column tend to gnosecline in correlation with the
others, years with high entries tend to be yeatis nigh clearances, etc. Second, looking
at total clearances, we see a small boom in 17 13cad/ar of Spanish Succession was
winding down. However, from about 1715 until tregadfades away in 1726-28, we see
a leveling off, then much higher numbers in thedtedf the century. Finally, if we look
at English Entries, we see growth between 17181d80/1737. Putting these three

trends together it stands to reason that tradédé\adf during the golden age of piracy.

%0 pavis, The Rise of the English Shipping Indusf§. Entries are goods entering port throughazst
Clearances are those leaving.
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While certainly piracy was not the only cause @ thck of trade growth, the evidence
mentioned above would seem to argue that it plagguart. However, even if it was not
the case that piracy played a role in the stagnatidrade, the lack of trade growth itself
may have deepened a sense of crisis which, comhiitedhe aforementioned
widespread piratical activity, forced the statelédine piracy as a crisis and take action
accordingly.

Piracy also threatened to tear apart the peatevdsarecently agreed to at
Utrecht. For this reason, Hornigold and Jennimpgsriotic’ decision to only attack
Spanish and French ships was actually a major @molidr the Englis®' The problem
got bad enough that the Lt. Gov. of Virginia, Aledar Spottswood, complained that
pirates were “committing depredations and actsostility upon the Spaniards and other
nations in amity with his Majesty;* while one Spanish official claimed that such acts
were “deviating from the publick faith®} These attacks took place at a time when the
Spanish were seen as a major problem in the Bahanabslsewherg&; eventually
leading the English into the War of the Quadrupliéafce in 17197°

Pirates were not simply an economic problem; trade viewed as a major arm
of statecraft. It became a major area of competiéind was used to fill state coffers and
pay off the debts incurred during almost constaatfare. Colonies, especially in the
Atlantic, had become prized for trade. This isamin which the state and the economy

were intertwined and had yet to be separated gsibald be after the rise of free-trade

»1pPRO CO 23/13 .53; PRO ADM 1/1471 f.14

»2PpRO CO 5/1317 .249

#3pRO CO 137/11 £.105 for quote, see £.92-109 faraspondence on this issue.

»*PRO CO 5/1317, f. 245-6; PRO CO 137/11, f. 47

25 This way led to the commissioning of privateeriadight against the Spanish and may have damaged
early progress in the fight against piracy, PRO48R 23, 1 Jan 1719. However, many pirates also took
Spanish commissions just to spite the English,e&zaHe Pirate Wars206.
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capitalism a century later. In addition, piratesved a challenge to state authority. They
developed an egalitarian society full of adventuahes, and merriment. The next
section demonstrates how they proclaimed themsealesnly against the state but also
against god and labor or property, the underpirsiofgsociety. Allowing them to exist
challenged state claims to legitimacy and authanitheir colonies, especially in an era
of mercantilist trade.

“Hostes Humani Generis”

The contemporary narratives that developed aroo@dolden age of piracy
demonstrate the high level of threat and the depthe crisis. Both the counter-piracy
narratives developed by the English and the naastihat the pirates themselves worked
to build pitted the pirates against the state &edithole of society. The rise in pirate
attacks scared local officials, shattering conterapoconceptual maps. Many calls
came into London asking for more men and shipgiNia governor Alexander
Spottswood wrote that “the number of pirates hasemsed since and there is now no
conceivable force that will serve to reduce théth"Another complained that they had
become “so formidable” that it would be hard to c@them?” The Boston News
Letter reported that they “so intimidate our saltrat they refuse to fight when the
pirates attack then?™® One admiral complained that for all ships goinig ithe capes of
Virginia, “it goes for granted they were chasedoinates, | see daily instances of it".
Piracy was not simply a nuisance or a set of roroaales; it had real world

consequences for the statesmen, sailors and mésabfathe day.

36 PRO CO 5/1364, f.483

XTPRO CO 23/1, f.47

258 Rediker Villains of All Nations 14.
Z9pPRO ADM 1/1472, 22 May 1718
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In response, the English tried to paint the piratethe ‘enemies of mankind’, the
‘villains of all nations’. Colonists were told thaverything that they did was a ‘sif?’.
They were the “dregs of mankind, and then they aplbear blaspheming their creator,
coining of oaths, embrewing their hands in innoddobd, and racking their hellish
invention for unheard of barbaritie¥€". Famed colonial puritan minister Cotton Mather
called them, “Sea Monsters®? One judge remarked that pirates acted, “withoyt a
pretense of authority other than that of their qsinate depraved wills...[they were]
robbers, opposers, and violators of all laws hun@amkedivine™® The part about
authority here is important; legitimate authoriy lonly in either god or, especially, the
crown. Claiming authority from another source wasonly blasphemy but dangerous
and illegible to colonial officials. However, for®st they were ‘*hostes humani generis’,
common enemies of all mankind. In 1699, the Britkarliament passed the fikst Act
for the More Effectual Suppression of Piraeprior to this, piracy law was still governed
by theOffenses at Sea Agtassed in 1536 by Henry VIII — calling piratesskes humani
generis’ and setting the pirates outside of so@etythe state.

Pirates were against the cornerstones of ruler lgan actuality property), god,
and country. Colonial correspondence repeatedy tle protection of trade and
mercantile property as the reason why resourceddibe used to defeat piraty. For
instance, one man of war was commanded to cruigrates because, “the pirates do

very much interrupt and prejudice his majestiegesaib trading to Virginia... it is a great

200 Kuhn, Life Under the Jolly RogeRediker Villains of All Nations

1pRO CO 5/869, f.401. More: “...piracy is a thingsofheinous a nature and of so pernicious
consequence...”, PRO CO 5/1116, f.2; “Varmint”, PRO 87/11, {.37

22 Rediker,Villains of All Nations 13.

%3 |bid., 7.

%4 5ee PRO CO 5/1364 f.483-7, PRO CO 23/12 £.89-92:102; PRO CO 152/2/1, f.34; CSPCS 16/115
f.70; CSPCS 29/661 f.350-1; CSPCS 30/551 f.261;C%B0/566; CSPCS 31/31.
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importance to this nation that the utmost endeashould be used to secure so
necessary & valuable a trad&. The bills passed in parliament to suppress pissy
recognized the threat to tratfe.During the era of mercantilism, property and érackre
as much a part of the state as they were the prasdtor, comprising a part of the
‘Sinews of Power’ of the ag&. Peter Earle claims that pirates “liked to buripsHor

the sheer joy of seeing these mercantile symbadiseoivorld they had left behind go up
in flames”?*® Attacks on private wealth for economic gain tvatld probably lead to
narratives of criminal violence today were givempmssly political tones in the early”18
century.

The pirates used similar narratives to justify arglain themselves. While all
pirates in all eras are concerned with economin tfabugh plundef? these pirates also
had political claims. They fought for a way ogElifthat they could not enjoy within
society and openly rebelled against the idea o¢ stantrol””° In the words of pirate
captain Sam Bellamy, “I am a free prince, and lehas much authority to make war on
the whole world, as he who has a hundred sail ipksdt sea, and an army of 100,000

men in the field”* Bart Roberts claimed that raising the black fia@ant that one

25pRO ADM 2/49, £.263

26 For a draft of one of these ‘acts’ see PRO CO 3%3289

%7 Brewer, The Sinews of Power

28 Earle, The Pirate WarsFor an example of a decision to burn a ship $&@ PICA 1/54, .119-120

29 For characterizations of pirates, including thosthe golden age, as chiefly concerned with the
economic gains of plunder see Bialuschewski, “BgaiMarkets and Imperial Authority”; LydoRijrates,
Privateers, and ProfitsRankin,The Golden Age of Piracy

2% One pirate by the name of Joseph Mansfield saisatial, “love of drink and the lazy life havirmeen
stronger motives for him than gold”. This demoatgs the way in which becoming a pirate was as much
about a lifestyle that could not be reached witheconfines of the British state and society. FHROA

1/99, f.116.

2’1 Bellamy is quoted by a man who reached Bostownyoiig a period as a prisoner upon his ship. Given
that the quote was made aboard Bellamy’s ship anth@er of interlocutors were between Bellamy and
Defoe, it is likely that it was embellished. Howeeyit does do a good job of capturing the moothef
pirates of this era. DeFoA,General History587.
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declares, “war against the whole worfé”.One of Bellamy’s men claimed that they
were acting as “Robin Hood’s mef“at his trial. William Fly claimed before his
execution that the state had hung many “honesivsll”’* and Charles Vane’s crew
regularly drank to the “Damnation of King Geord&”.Contrary to the beliefs of
contemporary English society, Power and God diddet¢rmine legitimate authority in
their eyes; the true criminals were the statentng/, and the merchants. For this reason
pirates claimed to have come ‘from the seas’ artthi@ ‘sold their natiorn”?

Pirates of the golden age were networked, tendstidio together, and, were, in
some ways, progressive in how they organized thimese This can be illustrated in the
likely apocryphal tales of the pirate island Liladid, located near Madagascar, where
each man had an equal share of all plunder andalitagian peace reignét. One
English official observed that pirates “alreadyeesh themselves a community, and to
have one common interest’. In addition, this ‘community’ also tended to belti
racial”® and accepting of homosexuality. The articles of Black Bart Roberts’ crew
read: “Every man has a vote in the affairs of moimleas equal title to the fresh

provisions, or strong liquors, at any times seized may use them at pleasure, unless a

272 RedikerVillains of All Nations 10.

*PRO CO 5/867, .16

2" DeFoe A General History606.

**PRO CO 37/10, .37

*’° Rediker Villains of All Nations

277 Libertalia should be viewed as much as an allegsrgn historical fact. However, that pirates tbld
story about themselves is an important window hrdw they viewed themselves, their actions, and the
wider world. DeFoeA General HistoryRediker, “Hydrarchy and Libertalia: The Utopiamignsions of
Atlantic Piracy in the Early Eighteenth Century.”

2’8 CSPCS 31/31.

29 PRO CO 152/12/4, £.136ii, it should be mentionieat equality between races on ship was not always
realized.

280 Byrg, Sodomy and the Pirate Tradition English Sea Roietise Seventeenth-Century CaribbpAn
well cited anonymous essays questions Burg's &msethat over half of all pirates were sodomitat b
does point out that no pirate articles ever barmmedosexuality, “Pirate Utopias: Under the BanneKioig
Death.”
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scarcity make it necessary, for the good of alijdte a retrenchment®> While pirate
captains may receive a slightly higher share ohgéw than others on the ship, the exact
amount was open to vote while many privileges, sagchse of the cabin, were shat®d.
Pirates, especially early in the era, had a visioa better world they began to create
aboard ship.

The choice to ‘go a pyrating’ was made easier leypllace that these men, and in
a few cases womef, held in society. In particular, piracy was a @sge to the
execrable treatment of sailors on merchant andlrsévas. Many of these sailors were
impressed into duty and conditions aboard thegesshere cruel. They ate little and
what they did eat was usually rotten. They wergpéd and punished repeatedly,
disease was rampant, and, after all of this, maeytwnpaid. In the words of
contemporary essayist Samuel Johnson, “No marbeidl sailor who has contrivance
enough to get himself into a jail; for being inhapsis being in a jail, with the chance of
being drowned...A man in jail has more room, betbexdf and commonly better
company™* To many, the life of a pirate, while short, wastainly preferable to that of
a merchant seaman. At his execution, Daniel Magcd@imed the “Pyrate’s life to be the
only life for a man of any spirit®® Bart Roberts rejected the life of a sailor claigi
that, “a merry life and a short one shall be mytoiof® Indeed, when pirates attacked a
ship, it was the captain who faced their wratheaslhis crew was able to speak well of

him. Attacks also did not lead to impressmently@mose willing to go along were

8L Boppbitt, Terror and ConsenB2.

282 Kyhn, Life Under the Jolly RogeRediker Villains of All Nations

283 Rediker, “Liberty Beneath the Jolly Roger: Thedswf Anne Bonny and Mary Read, Pirates.”

24 The quote is from famed English writer, essayist poet Samuel Johnson. It is taken from Rediker,
Between the Devil and the Deep Blue.Sea

*PpRO CO 23/1, .76

2% DeFoe A General History244.
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collected for future missions. Bart Roberts waswn for asking, “who was willing to
go, and who not, for he would force nobody".

To make it even harder for the state to make sehgelden age piracy, they were
defiant towards death. One observer was astonished told that instead of being
captured, pirates would “all go merrily to Hell &iger”. Another bragged to William
Snelgrave of not being afraid of “going to the déyi a great shot”. Many attempted to
blow up their own ships when all looked lost, hapfar “a brave blast to go to Hell
with” while cheering their own destruction. Of ¢ea, many were captured and still
proved defiant. Thomas Morris’ only regret upoa gallows was that he “was not a
greater plague to” the Bahamas. John Gow brokeote at his hanging and
immediately climbed back up the gallows to be harsgcond time. Reports of the trial
of Roberts’ men in 1722 described their walk togla#ows: “none of them, it was
observed, appeared to be the least dejected”.ethd®illiam Fly “walk’'d to the gallows
without a tear®® It was also popular among those pirates who wiltdree to play a
“Mock-court of judicature to try one another forrpgy”.** All this would have
consequences for the fight against piracy.

The narratives developed by both the English aagttates cast the pirates as
being against the state itself. They were outsifdciety, against authority, and made

claims which were rendered illegible in the coldfistate system of the T&entury

%7 PRO HCA 1/99, f.138 Such practices underminechaif captured pirates that they were forced onto
the ship, which would have spared their lives uriglgglish law. Many times pirates themselves weriteq
honest about who was and was not forced, see PRO52Q4, £.283,292. There were exceptions for men
with practical skills. For an example of a skilledn being impressed, see the trial of John Johm@son
tailor who was impressed upon Roberts’ ship, PRGAHM9, f.28.

288 The quotes in this paragraphs are taken from Redidlains of All Nations 11-12, 148-169.

29 For a ‘transcript’ of one such performance bydhew of Thomas Antsis see DeFdeGeneral History
292-294.
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Atlantic. They had their own ideas about the ratfrthe good life and how to achieve
it. In this way, they are similar to Hobsbawm’sc¢gal bandits’ and are as akin to Al
Qaeda as they are to contemporary pirdcythe pirates of the golden age created a
crisis that went beyond numbers of ships takenl@sgks in trade; it struck at the heart of
the state. Who they were, how they were defineddtfyand other, and how they
differed from other waves of piracy all play a raieheir rise and decline, altering how
states bounded authority in the Atlantic.
“How Little Acts of Grace and Mercy Work on these Vermine”

The earliest attempts to defeat piracy involvedipig many naval ships in the
sea; a policy a number of historians have arguedldeaisive” To them, the colonial
powers finally got serious and put enough shighé@water to put an end to piracy.
While state power was certainly a factor in piracgownfall, it does not play nearly the
role that these historians claim. For instancd, 700, during a time of peace, England
had more naval sailors in the Caribbean and Atighfan there were pirates, yet the heart
of the golden age was still to come. Non-Englisttes, especially the French, found that
the ships they sent to combat piracy during the@olkge were no longer in good enough
shape to do the job by the time they reached tmibzan. By the 1730s there was little
in the way of armed ships off the North Americaastof any kindand yet piracy did not
return®®> Nor did it return off the coast of Newfoundlangesgite a twenty-year period

beginning in 1725 where the coasts were not pattél However, this was certainly the

290 HobsbawmpBandits

21 Earle, The Pirate WarsLydon, Pirates, Privateers, and ProfitRankin,The Golden Age of Piracy
292 Baugh, “Maritime Strength and Atlantic Commerce”

293 pritchard In Search of Empire
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favored strategy of colonial governors and officeagly in the golden agé&. While
naval strength did prove decisive at times — it wasval mission that attacked and killed
the prolific Robert¥® — it was not specifically a show of force that wasical but how
that force was used. Naval power in the earlietspat the golden age tended to be used
to guard ships directly or to simply flood the sdis reflects the idea that the Atlantic
Ocean was a space that could be controlled bysstatat least open to contestation.
This was ineffective against piracy, not least liseanaval ships tended to be quite
cumbersome and unable to chase pirates into shalliers’® Essentially, it was a
continuation of existing practices and it preditydhiled. Control needed to be taken
over land to ensure the safety of merchant shigghout control of land, piracy could
flourish but with it, naval ships eventually becaommecessary to protect trade during
peacetime.

Another common approach adopted by colonial stedey in this period was the
giving of crown-approved pardofi. This was part of official policy early in the ot
as the King issued a pardon for all pirates wholdiagcept in 1717. This proved
unsuccessful as most pirates either ignored thdoparor accepted them and continued
looting. Blackbeard accepted a pardon that cartteland in North Carolina, a title, and
the hand of a local aristocrat’'s daughter onlyddgck ‘upon the account’ a few months

later®® Charles Vane accepted a pardon after an unstigtcatack and then proceeded

#'See PRO CO 5/860 .149-151;PRO CO 23/12 f.104,R&0 CO 23/13 £.30; PRO CO 152/12/1, f.34;
PRO CO 323/2, f.343; PRO CO 323/8, f.137; PRO SR#42A Apr 1717; CSPCS 29/484; CSPCS 30/566;
CSPCS 31/2009.

2% PRO ADM 1/2242; PRO ADM 2/50, f.290-3; Captain'sds for Swallow Jan and Feb 1722, PRO
ADM 51/954.

2% For complaints along these lines, see PRO CO 388/186.

27 For a copy of an order for pardons to be givenRi®©® ADM 3/31, 24 Sept 1717.

298 K onstam Blackbeard Woodward The Republic of Pirates
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to continue attacking ships within the we&kMany pirates even mocked the
government and ripped their pardons to pieces ugcgiving theni® The failure of this
policy makes a certain amount of sense. When meereelling against the state and
dynastic authority, why would they tie their fatethese forces by accepting a pardon?
Pardons were the mirror image of the ‘letter of gua’. In the latter, the monarch gave
the pirate the opportunity to pursue future plusdar the former, the monarch gave him
the opportunity to be forgiven of past plundersth& way, plunder is sanctioned by the
state. This policy was merely a continuation @f éixisting pattern of colonial rule where
connection to the monarch was paramount. It wasngal to fail because it did not
change the conceptual maps of state leaders whadle possible the practices of colonial
governance which allowed piracy to flourish in fiust place.

There were of course some success stories. Ranges Benjamin Hornigold
accepted a pardon and became a useful weapon ggiaates sailing in and around the
Bahamas, much to Governor Woodes Rogers’ “gresffaetion”*** However, despite
early optimism about the strategy, the failureh&f pardons became apparent to those
governing the colonie$’ Governor Hunter of New York remarked that “we édéound
by experience that their money spent and no metatiimg to employ them, they
generally return to their former course of lifé”. Similarly Walter Hamilton, governor of
the Leeward Islands, remarked to the Council ofi€rand Plantation, “your lordships

may now plainly perceive how little acts of gracel anercy work on these vermin&®.

29PpRO ADM 1/2282, 21 Jan 1721

300 Rediker Villains of All Nations
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The use of both naval power and pardons were ictefeein large part because
they were part of how ‘the line’, as a boundaryasapng Europe from its Atlantic
colonies, was drawn. They demonstrate the trewdr retrenchment, attempts to
reinforce contemporary boundaries, in such sitaatiorherefore we should expect these
policies to fail. However, even more important tire consequences of such failure.
This is when the ‘shattering’ is complete. It & that a situation is classified as a crisis
for those wielding state power but is instead wthey realize that the way in which they
habitually exercise authority is insufficient toeafjuthat crisis. Here the boundary is
shattered and space opens up for creative solutothe concrete problem of golden age
piracy.

“More Effectually Contribute Towards the Suppressing of Them”

For all of the damage that pirates did to trade,gblden age of piracy ground to a
halt in the years from 1726 to 1730. Its end isally dated either with the English
capture of Captain William Fly in Boston in 1726vaith the French capture of Olivier
La Buse in Southeast Asia in 1780.Pirate attacks between 1726 and 1730 were few
when compared to the previous decade, and aftdr aff&cks dropped even further.
Maybe even more important was that the piratebefdter stages of the golden age, men
such as WilliamFly and Ned Low, did not hold theats of their predecessors. They had
become something much closer to criminals, somegtthiat made sense within the
contemporary conceptual maps of state elites.

How did this happen? It was the creative actionh@inging the patterns of

colonial rule, effectively moving the domestic/imtational boundary, i.e ‘the line’, to

3> DeFoe A General HistoryRediker,Villains of All Nations Woodward The Republic of Pirates
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include the colonies and creating an ‘Atlantic wibthat brought about the end of
piracy’s golden age. First, there was a changlearcriminal code both in substance and
procedure. Second, we see attempts to direct iedlpolicy toward pirates. Third, a
propaganda campaign against pirates in the colevassundertaken. All were actions
that could be called ‘creative’ in that they brotigfomething new into the world’ and
played a role in solving the crisis caused by goldge piracy. All had the effect of
transforming the line between the domestic andrttegnational, with the Atlantic
colonies effectively becoming a part of the stdtaally, as discussed in Chapter 3, all of
the successful actions taken below were not céppinned and implemented, they
were part of a trial and error phase and undertakenncert with or response to colonial
administrators working in their own interests.

As mentioned above, English law defined piratefiastes humani generis’.
However, despite the ancient roots of this terihdates back to Cicero’s condemnation
of Mithradates II's Cillician privateers in a wagainst the Romarf$ — it was put to use
in new ways. First, its connotation as somethivad tomes from outside the state or
society was not common, as evidenced by the Meliszge of the term to describe
tyrants. Second, if pirates are the enemies ahatikind, then one would have to think
that any state could try any pirate. However, arsal jurisdiction only took hold during
the golden age. There is evidence that the termusad in connection to piracy in the
Caribbean as early as 1676, just as privateerirsgpgaoming a problem but this was not
the dominant practic& It was not until the late '7century that it began to become

standard. Rubin argues that this was pivotal éfigfht against piracy and the

306 Gould, “Cicero’s Ghost.”
%7PRO CO 138/3, 1.81-3
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development of piracy law in genef&l. The fact that we have had rather settled piracy
law for centuries means that piracy became, ditegblden age, a problem that was
‘legible’ to the state. Of course the actionsta pirate did not change, but fie,
exemplified by Captain Kidd, went from state-spaesioand legitimate to an enemy of
all mankind. This was partly due to pirate rhetppartly due to shifting political

context, and partly due to a reclassification lagest in light of new interests and ideas.
Universal jurisdiction meant that any state comydaind execute any pirate. Pirates were
legally extricated from the state and citizenrygffiective declaration that England

would not be offended if an English pirate metigesin France. Indeed, it was France
who caught one of the greatest pirates of the &#ges of the golden age, Ned Low, and
sentenced him to death in French courts despitEdgéish ancestry. This brought no
rebuke from England. A line was drawn around eitghip that left pirates outside of
state protectiof?

The original intent of the 1699 act and its harshighments for piracy was to
scare potential pirates away from a life of sedenp. However, given the defiance and
black humor with which many, though not all, pisateeated death, it is unlikely that this
happened. Where this change did prove effectiveinéaking pirates out of the sea. In
addition to finding other ways to dry up the supphpirates, expanded capital crimes led

to hundreds of hangings in the later years ofkisod>"

398 Rubin, The Law of Piracy

399 The vast majority of pirates were ‘he’, thoughreherere some notable exceptions. See Rediker,
“Liberty Beneath the Jolly Roger.”

310 For more see Dickinson, “Is the Crime of Piracys@lbte?”; Goodwin, “Universal Jurisdiction and the
Pirate”

311 Rediker Villains of All Nations 2628, 35; RitchieCaptain Kidd 142—-144.
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Despite the near constant warfare of the periodpemtion between states was
another feature of the legal fight against piradywillingness among European powers
to work together to rid the seas of piracy was aliga early; Article 2 of the Treaty of
Utrecht in 1714 contained a clause to combat pitdcyhis came from recognition that
the enemies to trade were no longer other stasdsacibeen the case in thé'Xentury,
but were instead non-state actors like piratesvalt in every trading state’s interest to
eradicate piracy and protect trade. Still, theeeenproblems. After England’s
unsuccessful dalliance with pardons, France coatirta give pardons to pirates for
years, undermining English attempts to ostracieenthA lot of cooperation happened at
lower levels of interaction. For instance, Freadld English colonies banded together to
fight piracy?” Similarly, Admiral Channeler Ogle was given tloldwing instructions,
“in case you should meet with on the coast of Aftany ships of war fitted out from
France against the pirates, and you find thatdimng them may more effectually
contribute towards the suppressing of them, youraseich case to do the same, and to
act in concert with then?*!

While changes in the laws against piracy may haledu, they were not as
important as changes to how the law was carried ©he “Act” was renewed in 1701,
1715 and again in 1719, even as pardons were gwen If the law had been effective,
why continue to renew it? These policies in mamysvcompeted with the more
successful ones and were certainly more centrédlyned. The problem was not the law
itself, but instead ineffectiveness in its implertaion. The law became much more

effective when England allowed Vice-Admiralty cautd be established in its Caribbean,

312 gcarlett,The Treaty of Utrecht
313 Rediker Villains of All Nations Mulich, “Microregionalism and Intercolonial Relans.”
%4 PRO ADM 2/50 f.290-3
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Western African, and the North American coloniesrygirates. Before this period, all
pirates were tried in London or in local colonialicts. The former meant transporting
pirates back across the Atlantic, an expensivey,sdmd arduous process. The latter were
designed to try colonial crimes, not those, sucpiay, that were against England and
English shipping™® When pirates were tried by colonial courts, tteyded to be
acquitted due to friendly juries, many of whose rbhers profited from trade with the
pirates. Fearing an insurrection, Governor Rogéthe Bahamas mentioned that he was
“too weak to bring them to a trial for most of theople here having led the same course
of life”.**

The extension of Vice Admiralty courts — presidegmby English judges and
under the aegis of England’s court system — intoctilonies meant the choice between a
long, expensive journey to London and the riskaofiattal at the hands of a friendly jury
disappeared. The problem of how to try pirates n@asgnized as early as ‘piracy’
became a problem distinct from privateering in16&0s. There were early attempts to
establish admiralty courts in Jamaica in the 16#@580%” because local courts felt that
they could not claim jurisdiction over the $&and frustrations with having to ship
pirates to England were common in the 1690s irEts Indies’® However, this
process was not uniform by any means and there stérmany problems and

uncertainties. Kidd was shipped to London from Néwk for his trial. There is

31> That there is a difference here between crimemsigdne colonies and crimes against England
demonstrates the claim that colonies were intesnatiholdings of the crown, not a part of the state
$1°PRO CO 23/13 1.20-24

317 See PRO CO 138/3 £.81-3. However, there wascstiffusion over what the court could and could not
do, see CSPCS 9/295.

$8pPRO CO 1/54, 1.117

319 PRO CO 323/3 £.298. Even as admiralty courts ypeiténto place in Jamaica, they were not elsewhere
causing much consternation among some coloniaiaf§, see PRO CO 323/2 f.271-6.
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evidence of regulations about which pirates ougliitet sent to England in the 1630s
and a number of times when colonial governors wesaire of how to proceed. The
Council of Nevis complained, “of pirates, that wavh not any power of jurisdiction
whereby we might proceed to trye theii”.All in all this was a process that was started
just as the first rumblings of the golden age bdganwvas not fully implemented until its
apex in the years following the War of Spanish $sson.

One reason for this ‘delay’ was the fact that plgadmiralty courts all over the
colonies (or allowing one to travel and set up amgre) was a creative act not a part of
the conceptual map of late™ Zentury England, as evidenced by the lack of umifty
and the continued shipping of pirates to Londomother reason was colonial resistance,
as colonial councils did not want their courts srbed?** However the shift came with
benefits to, and responsibilities for, England &#l.wrirst, the use of English judges
meant that England had taken greater control csenal policy in a way that it had not
done previously. Now, there was an enforced umiftyrof law on pirates. Second,
trying them in the colonies led to the spectaclbarfging pirates in the colonies, whence
many pirates originated and where pirates were inalduch higher esteeff:.

If English courts could be set up, this means Erajland began to treat the
colonies more and more like an extension of thednetate and not simply an overseas
holding or trading post. It reflects a deeper g®ato control colonial policy toward

pirates. Of course, the colonies were still tréatéferently, but they went from having a

$9PRO CO 324/6 1.163
%21 pPRO ADM 1/1879, 9 Jul 1718; Along the same lirfere were questions about what to do with the
plunder taken from pirates in a 1720 admiralty red@RO CO 323/8, f.10.
322 For instance, the Council of Virginia kept pushthg Governor to accept only county courts as opgos
E(Z?SCrown ones PRO CO 5/1364 f.505-520. See alsthiritCaptain Kidd

Ibid.
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lot of autonomy in this matter to having very &ttl Taking over colonial policy meant
that the ‘line’ was blurred even further. Govemarere appointed who complied with
British policy on piracy and if they did not theyeve replaced. This happened in New
York with Benjamin Fletche?, during the Captain Kidd affair, in Jamaica in 1,6
and probably most effectively with the appointmeht¥Voodes Rogers as governor of the
Bahamas in 1718, a largely ungoverned set of isléwitbwing the destruction wrought
by the recent war. The port of New ProvidencéhinBahamas had been the major pirate
base of the golden age’s early years and the statg of the island became an issue for
other colonies during this tim#&. It had housed famous pirate captains such asaBemj
Hornigold, Henry Jennings, Stede Bonnet, Sam Bsgllamnd Blackbeard. Rogers not
only found 700 pirates there upon his arrfi¥ddut also ran into trouble as many of the
inhabitants were more sympathetic to the piratan th the British governmetit.
However, he was able to clean up the colony antesdae pirates within a year by
taking responsibility not only for New Providenaet lalso for the many small islands and
coves that pirates had previously found to be kafens?

Colonial charters, a relic of the previous era \Whgave permission to found a
colony under the power of the crown, were threateamreaven revoked if policy was not

adhered to. This is essentially what happenekdarBahamas as the lords proprietor of

324 Eor more on Fletcher see PRO CO 5/1116, f.2-12) P® 391/8&10

325 Archibald Hamilton was deposed in large part beeaie was offering commissions for privateers to
attack Spanish ships and dive for Spanish golé P50 CO 137/11 92-109 for more on the problems
involved and PRO CO 137/12 f.103 for his revocation

328 Eor a first hand account of the state of the iéainom an inhabitant see “Walker to Lords of Trade
Plantation”, PRO SP 42/16, 5 Aug 1716. For conmpéaby the governors of other islands see PRO CO
5/1317, f.245-5; PRO CO 5/1364, f.483-7; PRO CQ.231.103-4, 107; PRO CO 152/12/1, f.34; CSPCS
29/635, f.388, CSPCS 30/556, f.266.
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the island forfeited their claim because they “hatl20 years then past [passed] taken
any care for the security of the said island$"Defeating piracy meant more than
applying force and a stern judicial hand. It megining the pirate nowhere to go. All
British colonies had some form of governor and gorent that was accountable to
Britain for a growing set of standard policies tot/pirates. The governor of New York
could no longer be friendly to pirates as the gowenf Virginia attempted to eradicate
them. The same thing held in French colonies inada and the Caribbean and Spanish
colonies as wel?* There were still, of course, largely ungovernesha, but these areas
became fewer and harder to live in as time wentHye idea that a colony such as the
Bahamas would be claimed by the British crown bittungoverned because it did not
provide any tangible economic benefit, would hasensed strange in this new system
even as it was reality a mere decade before. Winel@ahamas would have been
defended if the French tried to claim it, but @sK of economic value meant that what
happened on the island did not matter to the Emgliswn.

By the 18 century, ungoverned land meant pirates and pidisespted trade,
theraison d’étreof colonies and the ‘fiscal-military’ state. #s was becoming apparent,
the sea could not be controlled directly in oraeprtotect shipping lanes, the pirate could
not be given a safe haven on land as a man camedritirely on the sea. As it took
more control over colonial governance and all c@blands, the relationship between
the sea and the state changed as well. As G#ariel has argued, policies against

pirates turned the sea from a smooth space, iem, @ontested, and ungovernable, to a

30pRO CO 23/12 £.90
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striated space, i.e. one that is ordered, regulatredi controlled” In order for the sea to
be controlled by the state and in order for it ¢éoshfe for trade, the state had to control
the land that surrounds it. The pirates of thelgolage drove this lesson home for those
conducting colonial policy. Essentially, the Atlerbecame a ‘European lake’.

The third prong in this ‘war on piracy’ was a prgpada campaign leveled
against pirates in which they were depicted asawest sort of human. We have already
looked at the rhetoric used, but in this case lie¢orical campaign against piracy held
particular importance as it took place in the c@erwhere, in the f7and early 18
centuries, pirates were not recognized as evil@maning. In fact, pirates became
engines of economic well-being in the coloniesh&y fprovided cheap goods and/or
treasure for the colonial economy. In previousadies, they even acted as protection
against enemy navies. Merchants and inhabitarttsegborts in these colonies had a
rather favorable view of pirates. Since piracysted in some measure because it had
access to markets, that access had to be clds@tiis was done partly by taking control
of colonial policy.

Another major piece of this strategy was portrayirgtes as being “instigated by
the devil”. It was remarked of Ned Low’s crew ttia¢y were “Devils in
carnate...[providing] the liveliest picture of Helln a Christian society, this was meant
to taint pirate goods and turn public opinion. d@firse, it must be said that the pirates
themselves were complicit in this with Blackbealaimaing that he “came from Helf*’
Not only did they embrace their image as hell-bodechons, but as we get closer to the

end of the golden age, ever desperate pirate oadtaigan to attack colonial ports and

332 Kuhn, Life Under the Jolly Roger
333 Bialuschewski, “Pirates, Markets and Imperial Aurity.”
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moved away from their egalitarian, progressive @emching ever closer to the savages
they were portrayed to B&. This made the British propaganda campaign musieea

The importance of this campaign is not necessdsilgffectiveness, which may
be debatable. The campaign itself created thsidh that colonists were not living
‘beyond the line’ but were instead British subjemtitizens. Their colonies were part
of Britain, not merely its holdings. While theyddaot hold the same rights as those
living in Britain, as would become apparent a lalfitury later;® they were considered
domestic inhabitants nonetheless. The campaiglt d&l not change this, but its
presence demonstrates that the colonies neededuinder the control of the state in
order for piracy to be defeated. Of course, piigssif did not end at this time. There
were intermittent attacks throughout thé"@ntury but these pirates were cast as
criminals, not as threats to the state, and weneefbre legible to it¥’ The golden age of
piracy had ended and piracy in the Atlantic wasanotajor problem for European states
until the turn of the 1® century and then for different reasons and wiffectnt
consequences.

Each of these actions is ‘creative’ in the senagitifbrought something new into
the world”. They shattered existing practice aecbnfigured the conceptual maps of
those ruling the colonies. Each also solved tloblpm of piracy as it related to the trade
upon which the state and the economy were buliis $econd claim is not to say that

each one actually solved the problem, though tHeywefped. Even more important, they

33> Ned Low was one pirate captain of this era knoarhis cruelty. His former quartermaster told the
court at his own trial that Low, “in the Bay of Hiuras he murdered forty-five Spaniards in cold tfoo
and he was once so mad at the captain of a caphiedhat he “cut off the said Masters lipps amilbd
them before his face; and afterwards murdered ti@ercrew being 32 persons.” PRO CO 152/14 £.284
33 For an admittedly quite contested account linkjitgcy to the American War of Independence see
Linebaugh and Redikefhe Many-Headed Hydra

337 For proceedings of a trial for Piracy in 1740, B&O HCA 1/99.
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were viewed as having solved it and therefore éacdame a part of the new boundary
that was drawn as a result of the ‘war on pirad¥hile they were undertaken and spread
by the English state once they proved effectivereghs evidence here that many times
these policies came from colonial requests or iation. Each of these two mechanisms
happened simultaneously: creative action was tak#tna view to solve a problem in
conjunction with the process of ‘shattering’ outithabove, resulting in the drawing of a
new boundary of sovereign authority.

“The absence of sovereignty over the oceans is raotimeless feature”

Golden age piracy proved to be a big problem tbdeéhtury colonial states. It
challenged the idea of property that underpinnedhlercantilist trading system, it
directly affected the coffers of colonial statesd & challenged the idea that the state
itself could provide security to those it claimedtle. It grew out of the intersection of
the rise of mercantilist trade, the lagging of gmasce structures to deal effectively with
this emergence, and the practices of warfare alwhieb rule during that period. Golden
age pirates rebelled not just against Englandeathful conditions on 8century
merchant and naval ships moving across the Atldnti@lso against the entire edifice of
society and the states that perpetuated it. Gaderpirates were rebelling against state
rule as it was carried out in the early™@ntury, while using ‘the line’, and by extension
the practice of colonial governance, against thgestAs a result of having this boundary
‘shattered’, the state needed to draw new bourslafisovereign authority. In this case,
England specifically did so by moving the linestttiide the international from the
domestic. This happened by taking greater coofroblonies and the inhabitants

therein. Controlling colonial policy, the treatmerh colonists as subjects, and expansion
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of the English court system into the colonies dffiety meant that the colonies were
domestic arenas where previously they had beematienal holdings of the crown.

This should not necessarily be seen as the statdyntaking more control, but
instead as an ‘authority swap’. Colonies madesiecs with the force of English law
but attempted control of sea lanes began to weakenlhomson argues, “the absence of
sovereignty over the oceans is not a timeless featithe international system but
something that emerged in the course of the eigthesentury™*®* Change, not control,
is the operative word. States changed how they dreimportant boundary of sovereign
authority; they exchanged attempted control oversia for control of land in order to
make the sea safe for trade. That said, atteraigim jurisdiction over the oceans did
not cease untilsometime in the™@ntury?® What did change is that attempts to
directly protect sea lanes with naval power camentend while attempts to protect
colonies began.

The consequences of this new line were numerotie. wbrld was once again
safe for Atlantic trade, which grew in leaps anditas starting around 1730. Not only
did trade bloom once again in its aftermath, big &pisode was crucial in the
development, if not the creation, of a tight-krtfantic World”. The concept of such a
world is one that has come into vogue in the higgpaphy produced in the last few
decaded® Implicit in this is the contention that the Attambecame a part of Europe but

Asia and the Pacific did not. Studies have prddifed which look not just at the French

38 ThomsonMercenaries, Pirates, and Sovereigh§8.
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Colonial Economy or the British Empire, but alsdle Atlantic Economy or the politics
of the Atlantic as a whole. There is also a pleahaf evidence of a society developing in
this geographic space, such as the standardizattigmods between French and English
trading cities and the inter-imperial relations e&sary to suppress slave revéitsFor

our purposes, the important point is that the aaaif a political “Atlantic” happened at
some point in the late T7and/or early 18 centuries. | argue that piracy played a vital
role in this process by forcing states to coopeaatétake greater control of colonial
governance and policy. However, there is not gudar causal arrow. Inevitably other
forces, ranging from the growth of trade to poétidevelopments in the colonies
themselves, played important roles that shouldoedbrgotten or understated; the
“Atlantic World” is about more than tying coloniebser to states, but when we think of
the “Atlantic World” as we see its development owege a bit to the consequences of
combating piracy in the early ¥&entury.

The consequences of this new boundary reverbeetded/here as well. For
instance, Rodney Bruce Hall's arguments about titorial sovereign identity” of 18
century European states is based in part on theamiist colonial governance solidified
with the defeat of piracy’ In his seminalThe Sinews of Powghistorian John Brewer
outlines how colonial trade was a major part otdni's rise to power in the {8
century?” The colony and its trade were meant to enrichitbgopole and the golden

age of piracy meant that the best way to do this wanake it part of the domestic

341 DuPlessis, “Cloth and the Emergence of the AttaBtonomy”; Mulich, “Microregionalism and
Intercolonial Relations.”

342 Hall, National Collective Identity

343 Brewer,The Sinews of Power

142



sphere. Many within both histdf{and IR* recognize this connection between trade,
imperialism, warfare, and the state in th& t8ntury. These connections even had
implications to states that were not involved ie &tlantic. For instance, Britain’s vast
trade surpluses and sound fiscal position, dependgrart on its successful Atlantic
trade, allowed it to lend money to Prussia, a llmo#ted state. This money was integral
to Frederick the Great’s military successes aga#nstria and France on the continent,
especially during the Seven Years War. Pattermsestantilist trade and colonial
governance were deeply tied into the broader pettef international politics that
characterized the f&entury and those patterns of trade were shapeartrby the war
against piracy.

Similarly, while war in the colonies usually foll@d war on the continent, the
opposite was not the case before this period. iddee of ‘no peace beyond the line’ no
longer held in the Atlantic. Mercantilist tradeswa large part of the statecraft of this
period and the world was now made safer for tradtrish. In addition, no longer
could a skirmish in the colonies stay there. Cillconflict could lead a state into war
in Europe, as was the case with English entrytimoWar of Austrian Succession,
known in England as the War of Jenkins’ Ear, in1id0s. We also see a difference in
how colonies were treated in peace treaties befodeafter this period. For much of the
seventeenth century, warfare at sea was “essgmdialbntest about maritime lines of

communication®* This is reflected in the Treaty of Utrecht, sidrie 1714 two years

344 AndersonEurope in the Eighteenth Centufirn, Crisis, Absolutism, RevolutipBobbitt, The Shield
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before the peak of piracy’s golden age. Englandaghcontrol of a single port, Gibraltar
and won the asiento, a series of trading righgstle use of sea lanes, in Spanish
colonies’” However, the War of Jenkins’ Ear (1739-1748) ¥eagjht over control of
territory in Spanish colonies and England won gteattorial concessions as the victor

of the Seven Years’ War in 1763. Colonial tergtbad become prized during this

period and the campaign against piracy playedeindthis development because it drove

home the importance of controlling land in ordecomtrol the sed?

Conclusion

In the late 17 and early 18 centuries, colonies were still ruled in a manner
similar to that of a century before. In the intnotion of this chapter | talked about six
different practices that together drew ‘the lineat separated Europe from the colonies.
They were 1) direct protection of ships on trademes claimed by a state, 2) warfare
over trading lanes, 3) the use of privateers dunimginal times of ‘peace’ in Europe, 4)
economic patterns of extraction, 5) the enforcemémto peace beyond the line’, and 6)
low levels of involvement in colonial governand@f these six, two were already
beginning to falter. While peacetime privateenvas used in the name of fighting
piracy, it only contributed to the problem and Imad been a common practice since the
late 17" century. Similarly, economic patterns of extracthad slowly been replaced by
the triangular trade over the latter half of th& téntury. These two changes in

conjunction with the other four practices aboveatzd the space for piracy to flourish.

347 Scarlett, The Treaty of Utrecht
348 Being made ‘domestic’ does not mean being ‘eqoisimilar’, it only meant that they were now
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Pirates had found a way to exploit these circuntgigsnattacking trade and
making themselves illegible, effectively ‘shatteyithe practice of colonial rule, by
attacking shipping, challenging state authority #mdatening to blow up the entire
colonial economic system. It should be reiterabexdyever, that many pirates were
merely doing the same thing that they had beengdoindecades; it was the context and
the narratives that changed. In turn, this chgkeheach of the other four practices and
resulted in the need to redraw the internationatestic boundary. State attempts to
control the sea became less common. It soon bechwieus that the way to protect
shipping was not to directly protect ships anditrgdanes but instead to control land, to
make sure that pirates, should they arise, hadawe po go with their booty. This gave
less of an incentive to fight wars over tradingasiand indeed the wars that post-date the
golden age of piracy were over land instead ofitiadghts.

As part of this process, the colonial was brougtd the domestic sphere. War in
the colonies meant war in Europe. No longer csoltiething like peacetime privateer
attacks be considered as anything other than ate attacking another. The colonies
were a part of the state and as a consequencedhelde governed directly as such.
Each of the six practices were shattered and neledeelreplaced. The golden age of
piracy cemented two already ongoing processesidbef peacetime privateering
stopped and mercantilist trade dominated the ffesteocentury. However, it is directly
responsible for other changes.

Colonial states developed new practices to soleetimcrete problem of golden
age piracy by taking control of colonial policy acabrdinating between colonies and

even with rivals. The three major changes in calgoolicy — the use of Vice Admiralty
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courts, greater involvement in colonial governaree an anti-piracy propaganda
campaign targeting colonists — demonstrated tleatthonies had been brought into the
domesticandthe realization that the sea was made safestdade through controlling the
land that surrounds it. Attempts to control paftthe sea began to wane during this
period even as the sea became a place whererdttests ruled. This, of course, does
not mean that the protection of ships, for instadtsppeared; only that it was no longer
an unreflexive practice, replaced by attempts tdrob land.

As a consequence, the international/domestic boyrdal been moved. There
was still a line since the distinction betweenémiational’ and ‘domestic’ did not
disappear, but a phrase like ‘no peace beyondriaedecame nonsensical in this new
configuration. The golden age of piracy acted ageawhereby states redrew the
boundaries of sovereign authority, developing neacfices and new conceptions of the
international and the domestic — and citizen armehal because the old conceptions were
shattered. The state had faced a crisis broughyy@major episode of transnational
violence and re-inscribed itself as the dominaat sé political power by coming up with

creative solutions to a concrete problem.
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Chapter 5:
‘Propaganda of the Deed’, Passports, and Boundaries

in Europe at the turn of the 20" century

In the previous chapter, | demonstrated how aroei®f revisionist violence,
golden age piracy, challenged the state and shdtteundary producing practices.
Using the tools developed in Chapters 2 and 3,amesee that the golden age pirates
were made illegible by contemporary boundariesttshiag practice and forcing the state
to come up with a creative solution to draw a newrtglary and re-inscribe the state.
This chapter attempts to use those same toolsothancase, that of the propagandists at
the turn of the 20 century in Europe. The anarchists of the turthef2d" century
created a crisis for state leaders through a sefiassassinations and public bombings,
what they called ‘propaganda of the deed’. Thegeveetransnational community who
blamed the ills of society on government and theceatration of power and property.

Like golden age piracy, propagandist violence fdrstates to redraw conceptual
boundaries. There were two relevant boundaridstiagle anarchist violence illegible to
states. First, the public/private boundary wasvdran such a way that anarchist ideas
were not allowed into the public sphere and weeestlibject of a brutal repression
campaign. This boundary was supported by thewviatig practices, 1) use of show trials
and public executions to demonstrate state poweglaa focus — driven by conservative
nationalism — on ideas, as opposed to action$eathteat and corresponding attempts to
squash them out through coercion. Those stateshwinoved successful in the struggle
managed to redraw the public/private boundary deoto open political space to allow

anarchist ideas into the political discourse, it effect of funneling them into
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syndicalism and the labor movement. This new bamndut off the lifeblood of
anarchist recruiting by restraining the state fimuright repression.

The other important boundary for this case wastermational/domestic
boundary that allowed for the free movement of peapd goods across borders
untracked. Boundary was produced by two practitean ideal of free, open movement
of people and goods exemplified in few restrictitmsvhat could cross borders,
including the abolishing of passports in the firalf of the century, and 2) policies on
political exiles that resulted in a system whemaestates (Italy, Spain, Russia being the
best examples) simply tried to kick exiles outladit countries with little care where they
happened to go while others (England, Switzerlgade a home to these exiles. In
response, states altered extradition practicesv iNethods of policing presaged a
growth in surveillance which culminated in largeakeses on criminals and citizens.
This led to the creation of passports and greatetral of who and what crossed borders.
It was not the borders themselves that changethbiutmeaning via the practices that
drew them. Previous boundaries restricted the mewe of ideas but allowed the
movement of people. The new boundaries would d®posite. This is an authority
swap that resulted in the drawing of new boundahaswould define the nation-state of
the 20" century.

“Believing in a better future”
Those | call ‘propagandist®’ were usually lone wolf actors. Most of those who

used bombs, pistols, and knives to attack leageisic buildings, and monuments were

%491 use the term propagandist here because themaelvéd in this episode of violence thought of
themselves as ‘propagandists of the deed’. lalssbeen common to talk about them as the ‘argtrchi
terrorists’ but there are problems with this ch&gdzation. First, this was not a common conterapor
moniker. The term terrorism during this period waare likely to apply to the action of governments.
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not a part of some centralized network that toaleofrom a particular node. The
attacks were not planned centrally nor were thegs&arily a part of a larger conspiracy
against the state and society. However, theseaménheir actions were connected by a
set of philosophical ideas and an epistemic comtyuinat transcended borders. There
were a number of anarchist newspapers and pampafetsanarchist meetings treated the
movement not as a disjointed series of local mgstinut as part of a larger, international
movement. Attacks in Spain or France were cheatréae Club Autonomie in London;
attacks in Italy fueled attacks in the United Stat&ccumulated knowledge on how to
make bombs and evade capture was passed throwgghrtietings, papers, and
pamphlets. In this sense, they were truly tranenat actors even if those committing
the acts of violence were often disconnected agliyiocal. Their transnational
character was not necessarily in the connectiotvgdam actors (though this was also
present) but in common affinities and ideas.

Unlike the pirates of the golden age, propaganditse from a lineage with a
well-defined and fertile political philosophy chatiging the state. The godfather of
anarchist thought was Pierre Joseph Proutthdviuch like his socialist and communist

contemporaries, Proudhon focused on the effegisagferty on man and society. In his

Second, many of these men saw the ‘terroristsetthke capitalists and the states that supported.the
Third, since the term terrorism is as much politasdescriptive, using this word has the effedewéling
a judgment on the action. This is not the intdfihally, it needs to be emphasized that the prapdigts
were only a small sliver of the larger anarchistement from the 1®century to the present day even if
contemporaries referred to these men as anarchisere were many who identified with anarchism who
did not identify with ‘propaganda of the deed’. Meof those associated with anarchism, such as the
syndicalists and later, Baader Meinhof, were nidfto use violence or even actions that wouldyoloe
characterized as terrorism. In addition, thereeen some who propounded ‘propaganda of the deat)’
did not approve of the actions of these men. Risrreason, | use the term ‘propagandists’ to refe¢he
men who patrticipated in this episode of violenclyofPropaganda of the deed’ is used to denote the
larger philosophy. Anarchists are meant to refaartyone adhering to anarchist theory (except énsfd
guotes where anarchist can mean propagandist)reardhasm denotes anarchist theory.
#%proudhonWhat Is Property?
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seminalWhat is PropertyProudhon claims that property is theft. He arghaseven if
we agree with those like John Locke that a mamisled to the fruits of his labor this
right is not as universal as it may seem. Accg@dmProudhon, a man who grows corn
is entitled to that corn but this does not entiila to the land that the corn is grown on.
Simply because labor gives us the right to itd$rdoes not mean that we own the parts
of those fruits given to us by god. The idea afgarty so common in liberal philosophy
is at fault for the inequality and squalor thatrelzéerize modern society. However,
where Proudhon broke from other political philosexshon the left such as Jean Jacques
Rousseau and Karl Marx, was his belief that strmergralized authority was not the
answer. It was this authority that enshrined amdeated private property and therefore
was the cause of society’s ills. As Emile Henryudoremark at his trial, “socialism
changes nothing about the current order. It menstdée authoritarian principal, and this
principal...is only an old leftover of faith in a senjor power”>**

Proudhon’s thought, like that of Karl Marx, gainesction in the mid to late 19
century as the process of industrialization cretdege disparities in wealth and
opportunity across Europe. This created an unaesclargely hidden from public view,
which was ripe for revolutionary zeal, what camééoknown as the ‘social’ or ‘labor’
guestion. The first hints of this discontent cam&871 when members of the Parisian
working class took control of the capital for threenths until the state was able to
muster enough troops from the countryside to dgutaish the rebellion. The
Commune, as it became known, turned out to bdyangicry among those with

revolutionary sentiments. To many, both inside antside the movement, revolution

%1 APP BA 1115 e Petit Temps.
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seemed almost inevitable on the current trajectéingnch novelist Emile Zola,
sympathetic to the revolutionary cause, capturedsintiment in the musing of Madame
Hennebau, the manager’s wife in his no@ekrminal Upon watching a march of striking
miners, Madame Hennebau muses that she saw “thasied of revolution that on some
somber evening at the end of the century wouldyaarerything away. Yes, on that
evening the people, unbridled at last, they wonéke the blood of the middle class
flow...”*> The era was one ripe for revolutionary zeal, tingea broader fear of the
lower classes among some sections of the bourgeoisi

The beginnings of the anarchist revolutionary mosengave it three touchstone
moments. Two of these moments, the Paris Commemtiomed above and the 1886
Haymarket riots in Chicago, served as further ewigeof the crushing power of the
bourgeois state. The third, the assassinatiosr, afany attempts, of Russian Tsar
Alexander Il in 1881, galvanized the movement itk hope of success. It is worth
going over these last two events in order to gwa deeper understanding of the
movement’s psyche and a selection of its adhersntsequent turn toward violence.
On May 3, 1886 police fired out onto a crowd ofik&rs at the McCormick Reaper
Works. This led to a protest the next evening @&yidarket Square in Chicago led by the
city’s anarchist contingent. As the last speakexpped up his address, a bomb was
thrown into the crowd injuring 67 policemen andiki eight of them. Subsequently a
group of anarchists, none of whom threw the bondrevarrested and tried for the
murder of those eight policemen. They were cord&nd sentenced to death. Three

had sentences commuted and were released afteplisog stretches, one committed

%2 Quote taken from Tuchmamhe Guns of August and The Proud Tqw&8. Germinal became

something of revolutionist favorite, so much sa thmile Henry quoted it at his own trial, APP BA1BEL
Le Petit Temps
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suicide in his cell and four were hanged. Thd,tdich Paul Avrich called “one of the
most unjust in the annals of American Jurisprudéridebecame a touchstone. The
accused loudly proclaimed that they were on tralfar murder but instead for
“believing in a better future® Since the bomb-thrower was never actually founainy
anarchists came to believe that it was the poheenselves who threw the bomb in an
attempt to crack down on the city’s burgeoning ahigt movement. The authorities saw
this as justice. As J. Hayes Ladler, the Britishsul to Chicago, wrote, “The verdict has
brought relief to every class of society, anarchmsiw know that they cannot push their
liberty to abuse®>® Of course, ‘every class of society’ did not inautiat from which
the anarchists came. Haymarket became, like tmen@me before it, a touchstone, a
symbol of the anarchist struggle against bourgeodsety.

While Haymarket became a rallying cry, the assasisin of Alexander Il gave
the anarchist community hope. Anarchism first tbold not in the industrialized west
and north of Europe but instead in the largely agnasociety of Russia. Sergei Nychaev
developed a group called Norodnaya Volya, or Thapkes Will.>*° It was the People’s
Will, not the communists, who were at the forefrohRussia’s revolutionary movement
in the middle to late T®century. A chief goal of the group was the assasisn of Tsar
Alexander Il, ironically the man responsible foeding Russia’s serfs. After a number of
failed attempts, three young men associated withHéople’'s Will — Nikolai Rysakov,
Ignaty Grinevitsky, and Ivan Emelyanov — succe$gflid so in 1881. This not only

sent a shockwave around Europe but also signaléaktbroader anarchist community

353 Avrich, The Haymarket Tragedyi.

%4 TyuchmanThe Guns of August and The Proud Tquéd0.

%5 PRO HO 45/9660/A42380F

%% Norodnaya Volya, it should be noted, was largetytdlist as opposed to anarchist organization.
However, their actions were adopted by anarchisdstlae larger revolutionary movement.
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that action could be taken after the failure of@m@nmune. That this ray of light was
coming from the oppressive regime in Russia mad# ihe sweeter. While many were
still more in favor of peasant revolts and strikég, assassination of Alexander gave
many an opportunity to talk about the inevitablotation. This was especially
important since previous attempts at regicide laddd not only in Russia but also in
Germany, ltaly, and Spaifi. Following the attack, Russia began to hunt therchist
threat down with vigor, expelling many from the oty and into the greater European
diaspora where they would first congregate in Ssvitmd and then London, creating the
base of a broader movement.

It was in this context that the revolutionary pobtof Proudhon, Marx, and their
myriad followers found a home. However, this dad produce a united front. The
debate over hierarchy and the state in revolutiopalitics created a rift in the leftist
revolutionary movement that reached a head inaherlrevolutionary internationals of
the 1870s and 1880s with the marxist and other lghmips arguing for state control
over property and the means of production and tlaechists, led by Proudhon’s Russian
pupil and onetime mentor to Nychaev, Michel Bakyairguing that state control would
lead to a dictatorship of the proletariat. Theaarot be freedom if there is hierarchy.

The anarchists were therefore focused on a trapshtrebellion against the state and

%70ne1883 attempt came especially close but faileenvits leader, August Rheinsdorf, sprained his
ankle and was not able to take part in the missiending his underlings instead. The plan waddw hip
a bridge that Kaiser Wilhelm | and members of himily and government were to cross during a public
procession. While the group was able to placétmb under the bridge and had the attack timed
perfectly, the bomb did not explode. It turns that the man taking Rheinhart’s place had manageett
the fuse wet so that it would not light. It isergsting to think how different things could haueed out if
the Kaiser had been killed in the 1880s. Suréig, would have been the biggest scalp to be clainyed
anarchist assassins. See Jensen, “Daggers, Rifiéf)ynamite,” 130.
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hierarchy as opposed to the socialists’ nationitiem.** The two parties ended up
going their separate ways, as much rivals as coestdd

That said, while the marxist had a plan to orgatieeproletariat, the anarchist,
since he tended to shun organization, had f8n€he question for the anarchist became,
‘how does one start a revolution if one is agalmestarchical organization?’. Marxists
could argue that industrialization was a necessanyponent of the ‘movement of
history’ toward the rule of the proletariat. Theguld assemble and create organizations
meant to bring about the revolution. The anarshisuld not. They were forced to
develop a theory whereby “the emancipation of tlhekers will be made by the workers
themselves® and the theorist or activist could only attempptovoke this spontaneous
act. Thus the idea of ‘propaganda of the deed’ dea®loped by thinkers such as Elisee
Reclus, Errico Malatesta, and Piotr Kropotkin -earfer Russian aristocrat turned exiled
revolutionary who was largely seen as Bakunin’ssasor as chief intellectual of the
movement? — and put into practice in Italy in the 1870s 4880s. Since anarchists
tended to believe that human nature was good aidhéir revolution and ideal society
were backed up by good science, they began tothelbelief that the masses would

revolt if they were made aware of the situation Hredalternatives. While propaganda of

38 |_evy, “Anarchism, Internationalism, and Nationaiisn Europe, 1860-1939.”

%9 For more see Butterwortfihe World That Never Was

309 There were anarchist groups who were less lik@shun organization. Anarcho-communists and the
syndicalists — the latter coming to the fore appganda of the deed waned — believe that the paitst-s
society would be organized around small, decemrdlcommunes. Many of these anarchists also leeliev
in building small organizations to help bring abthé revolution. However, the strain of anarchfsom
which propaganda of the deed arose did shun orgigmiz | thank Kirwin Ray Shaffer for bringing shio
my attention.

%1 Fleming, “Propaganda of the deed: Terrorism andrélnist Theory in Late Nineteenth Century
Europe,” 14.

2 For more on Kropotkin and his thoughts see Kropptldemoirs of a RevolutionisKropotkin, The
Essential KropotkinOsofsky,Peter Kropotkin Cahm,Kropotkin and the Rise of Revolutionary
Anarchism
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the word could be useful, propaganda of the deaddndaring the attention of many
people to the anarchist cause in a short amouihefand therefore help to bring about
spontaneous revolution. However, as Marie Flememgarks, “The irony of the situation
is that while the theoreticians of modern anarchiggne moving in the direction of
accepting propaganda of the deed, in order, theiemcrease the possibilities for
‘anarchist’ action by the masses, they [the intdllals coming to this conclusion] were
reducing the importance and scope of their owrvitiets”.**

In its earliest incarnation, propaganda of the deas thought to be best carried
out by peasant revolts and labor strikes. Buntlea who would use dynamite and
assassination to strike fear across Europe andithiezed’ world in the quarter century
prior to the Great War were a derivation of thisad A bomb could enlighten the people
to the revolutionary fight, tell them who the enemgs, who was fighting on their side
and, ultimately, cause them to rise up in rebelaod usher in the anarchist utopia. In
many ways this created a tactical split within aimarchist community that would prove
the downfall of the propagandists. On the one tiaack were the intellectuals and
organizers, men like Kropotkin, Malatesta, and ReclOn the other were the lone men
who read these works and were inspired to use whiatolent means they could to
attack those they believed were responsible far guesition in life. These two groups

had very little official contact and the former wdend up repudiating the latter. Of

course, this was not known to authorities or theegal public who saw the anarchist

%53 Fleming, “Propaganda of the deed: Terrorism andrélnist Theory in Late Nineteenth Century
Europe,” 14.

155



movement as a vast conspiracy meant to bring @bhewgnd of civilization, a myth the
press, the secret police, and the anarchists theessgere all too happy to perpetute.
“The anarchist assassin...murders simply at haphazard

Unlike the case of golden age piracy where thedaeas on a single boundary,
‘the line’, this case includes challenges to twibedént boundaries, connected as a
consequence of events. The first boundary wasfesnn what public speech the state
did and did not allow. In the wake of the Frenav®ution, states bought into a
conservative nationalism which would attempt totaegpthe power of nationalism while
preserving a rights structure similar to the pneshetionary days. While 1894 did not
look like 1820 in this regard, the idea of an opeblic sphere and state involvement in
the day to day lives of its people was still n&adribed in the habitus of state leaders.
The second boundary was one of open borders whemdvement of people and goods
was part and parcel of everyday life. For the npast, borders between states were
between government and realms of rule. While statiempted to take advantage of
nationalism in the 1®century, many did not concern themselves withetreryday lives
of their citizens. They were not tracked nor widsey protected in ways that became
common in the ZDcentury. Above, | list four pertinent practic&$:public trials and
executions, 2) attempts to control ideas basedammservative nationalism, 3)
unrestricted movement of goods and peoples, andeyen policies dealing with
political exiles. This section will briefly talkomut these practices and the boundaries
they created and how they played a large partamife and sustaining of anarchist

violence roughly between the years 1880-1910.

%4 Jensen, “Daggers, Rifles, and Dynamite.”
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To the ruling classes, authority was thought t@ Ipart of human nature and the
state provided it, whether through custom or ‘métit Those who went against this
authority were termed the ‘enemies of humanity’However, the process of getting rid
of such groups ‘root and branch’ faced challengetha increasingly prevalent norms of
legal process and expanded media reach made dthkepratic. One consequence of this
insistence on controlling the ideas allowed in pupblitical discourse was an inability to
discern the ideas from the actions that may or nzyhave resulted from them.
Therefore, anarchy became the crime and a ‘wanarchy’ was all but declared in
name similar to the ‘war on terror’ that would oAl a century later. As US President
Theodore Roosevelt proclaimed, “Anarchy is a cragainst the whole human racé”.
The target is not the assassin, the bomb throweheopropagandist, but anarchy, the set
of ideas that argued against hierarchy. Undereotpractice, this was something the
state was to control. In addition, propagandisvag was made illegible by current

boundaries. One observer remarked that:

Every other class of political assassin has at leasie definite, tangible object in view.
He commits murder because he seeks to remove sartieufar ruler, or a member of
some particular governing party or body. The dmiatcassassin, however, murders
simply at haphazard...They exploded bombs in a thgatBarcelona which was filled
with innocent men, women, and children, none of mhwere connected with the

governmenf.eg

Here, we can see that the anarchist’s justificdioviolence, the attempt to bring about
an anarchist utopia, was seen as nonsensical orld dominated by the states.
Narratives of entrant violence are easily undexgtobile illegibility is part and parcel of

a narrative of revisionist violence. Anarchistleiace was illegible to those working with

%55 For more on human nature and rule during thisopesee BlomThe Vertigo Years

3% |_and,Enemies of Humanity

%7 Richard Bach Jensen, “The United States, IntesnatiPolicing and the War Against Anarchist
Terrorism, 1900-1914".

38 Kinna, Early Writings on Terrorismill:349.
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the conceptual maps of the laté"k®ntury. This sentiment is echoed elsewhere #s we
For instance, a briefing on the extradition of pinepagandist Theodule Meunier from
England to France claimed that anarchists aremeitdsted in “a new form of
government, but general destructidfy”.

State attempts to control the public sphere and egutd and could not enter into
it became increasingly unsuccessful as the matmihiconceptual tools needed to enter
it became more accessible. This put immense messuthe current boundary between
public and private. Industrialization had brouglith it the technology, embraced by the
anarchists of all strip€¥, not only to make weapons such as dynamite, battals
increase the movement of peoples, goods and ideaglt about by the increased reach
and freedom of a growing media. This meant thad@ man in Italy could hear news of
the execution of a French anarchist and decide to ¢rrance in order to exact revenge.
A poor Polish immigrant in the US could hear of treatment of an American-born
Italian anarchist and decide to assassinate Presididliam McKinley. Industrialization
also brought about the vast economic inequalitresuaban poverty that led many young
men to take up violence. Attempts to control tbbljg sphere in the manner that had
been possible in previous decades were no longsilge in an era of industrialization.
While state practices had yet to adapt, propagendmild take advantage in order to
attack the state. Chaliand and Blin sum up th&sdn nicely, “The very gradual

emergence of democratic freedoms allowed malcanterttroadcast their demands on a

369 [|h;

Ibid., I11:360.
370 The famous London Congress of 1881 advocatedudysif the new technical and chemical sciences
from the point of view of the revolutionary valueSee Fleming, “Propaganda of the deed: Terrorisin a
Anarchist Theory in Late Nineteenth Century Eurbpé,
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scale that had previously been unthinkable. Yetwinds of freedom blew
weakly...thus legitimizing such protest movements”.

In addition, there was little control over the mmant of people across borders.
This may seem like the lack of a boundary but txnolary in this instance deals with
what is considered international and what is carsid domestic, not how strong borders
are. While the ideal of borders creating set @axfdand that were theoretically free
from outside influence had been centuries old Is/time, in practice the control of
everything and everyone that crosses those bordeasner’s ‘interdependence
sovereignty” had yet to be realized. In late™&entury Europe “borders were not hard
to cross, legal agreements between states in matieh as extradition were few, and
communications between police departments wetawstiimentary”?® Part of this was
a conception of what did and did not matter todfage. At the risk of painting with too
broad a brush, the European state of tHeckEitury had not been legitimated through its
ability to protect those living within its bordesiad therefore was not very concerned
with the lives and doings of its citizenry, at least in the manner that we think of it in
the early 21 century. Its major focus was on the upper claasesthose who could play
the game of high politics. As nationalism becanggeater force in European politics,
this changed. The nationalism of thé"X@ntury was a reaction to the French
Revolution and the power Napoleon tapped into aasl accordingly fashioned in a

conservative manner whereby the nation was utiligethe staté’* Here, the citizenry

371 Chaliand and Blin, “The ‘Golden Age’ of Terrorish,75.
372 Krasner,Sovereignty

373 Chaliand and Blin, “The ‘Golden Age’ of Terrorishi,83.
374 Bobbitt, The Shield of Achilles
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were tools for state leaders to use for their berafgely in creating standing armies,
enhancing national economies, and staffing colayoakernments.

But this view of the nation as something to be Usgthe state also carried with it
a certain level of apathy towards what these pedigle- thus the growing level of
inequality and urban squalor — and where they weot. instance, for much of the"19
century there were no passports and people cowle maher freely across Europe
without harassment or questioniity.As the Spanish Duke of Arcos complained, “the
anarchist agitator who is driven out of one coullyythe authorities finds lodgment in
another™’® The only regular level of control given over thevement of people was in
the realm of political exiles, where the exile vilmnished from the home state. A
number of states, notably England and Switzertdrskcame places of political shelter
for exiles and there was no standard practice tvhdiing or cataloguing them. Such a
lax system of border control was useful in facilitg the movement of goods and money
when the doings of common people were of no greatern to the state, but it certainly
benefitted the anarchist. Even in the globalizedoé the 21 century, open borders are
still accompanied by a passport system, codifieatres regarding political exiles, and
routine checks of passing goods. In many waysdysrdre much less porous today than
they were in the late facentury.

When combined with the attempt to control the prditdiscourse and use rough

police tactics and sham trial® open, porous borders seem unworkable. If peaple a

375 salter,Rights of Passagdorpey, “The Great War and the Birth of the MatdPassport System,” 2008.
378 Kinna, Early Writings on Terrorisml|l:355.

377 More on English asylum below. As an example efghoblems posed, Parisian police believe that they
just missed coming across documents that would Hatadled an “international anarchist plan” because
the papers were sent to Madame Brochet, a sympathiSwitzerland, APP BA 79 1/31/94.

378 For more on this see section below on Paris 18821
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ideas can move all over Europe, it is hard to @nthat is said, shown, and thought
within a contained political space. While oppreasof all types was an issue, police
brutality became public knowledge. When Spanishabity in the Montjuic prisons

could lead to anarchist bombings in France anésalh London, there was a problem for
those attempting to maintain order using these austh Current boundaries not only
provided beneficial working conditions for propadests but also rendered them illegible
to the states opposing them. The process of &tradgt began as what previously had
been habitual actions for state leaders needed tethought and conceptual borders of
sovereign authority redrawn.

“Satan has made himself a dynamiter”

In the thirty-five years prior to the First Worldal/ Europe was beset by a series
of bomb attacks and assassinations by those latalacthists®”® Between1898 and
1901 four heads of state were kill&d.Russia experienced the killing of a Tsar in 1881
after many failed attempts and the killing of mgmgminent officials throughout the
period?®' There were three attempts on the life of the &aithe French President was
assassinated in 1894 and the Spanish Prime Mimisi€06. In 1900 there were
unsuccessful attempts to assassinate the Prind&lafls in Brussels and the Persian Shah

in Paris® Italy experienced numerous peasant revolts leahaychists and the

379 Not all attacks were by anarchists, though thetfaat they were usually attributed to them demeies
the threat they posed. Nihilists, and even sortiemalists, were popularly referred to ‘anarchistds an
example see the news report of a bomb explosi@amFrancisco falsely attributed to anarchists see
Kinna, Early Writings on Terrorismill: 258-60.

380 Jensen, “Daggers, Rifles, and Dynamite”; JensEne ‘international Campaign Against Anarchist
Terrorism, 1880-1930s.”

31 ylam, In the Name of the Peopliaimark, “Terrorism and the Fall of Imperial Riads Phillips, “The
War Against Terrorism in Late Imperial and Early&b Russia”.

382 Jensen, “The Evolution of Anarchist Terrorism ir@&pe and the United States from the Nineteenth
Century to World War 1,” 149.
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assassination of King Umbenrt®. The period also saw numerous attacks in landmarks
public cafes, opera houses, and apartment buildiegsented by the bourgeoisie. There
were also periods whereby attacks were concentnat@dingle country or city over a
short period of time, creating a sense of terravatand beyond any number of
explosions or casualties. For instance, there Wedeomb explosions in Paris between
the years 1892 and 18%4. Similar patterns developed in Spain around theeséime.
The violence was not limited only to Europe, eith@ne attempt on the Kaiser was
undertaken while he was in Cairo. In addition eyhharket, the US experienced the
attempted assassination of Carnegie Steel’'s Helay Zick by a man named Alexander
Berkman, and Leon Czoglosz’ assassination of PeasidlcKinley?® Argentina became
a breeding ground for both wayward anarchist iateilals and propagandists of the deed
such as the infamous French propagandist Augudia¥aiwvhile action was also reputed
to have occurred in India and the Phillipines aB.®fe

Of course, as outlined in Chapter 3, the numbetttaicks and the danger they
posed are at best only a part of the story. Wdmkgrchists attacked important targets
successfully and caused damage, much of theirtthle@aemanated from the narratives
that surrounded them. The anarchist came to b&idenmed the most devious of criminals

due to the surprising nature of their attacks, Wionly added to the sense of terror they

created. They could be hiding anywhere, they cbeldnyone. They could be under the

33 Jensen, “Police Reform and Social Reform: Itatyrfrthe Crisis of the 1890s to the Giolittian Era”;
Jensen, “Criminal Anthropology and Anarchist Teisorin Spain and Italy.”

384 Sonn,Anarchism and Cultural Politics in Fin de Siecleafice Varias,Paris and the Anarchists
Merriman, The Dynamite Club

385 Miller, The President and the Assassin

%% However, there is some debate about whether itamaschism that was afflicting Asia. However, it
does appear to have fallen under the same legalalimb See Richard Jensen, “Daggers, Rifles and
Dynamite"; Andersonnder Three Flags
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bench of a carriage waiting to strike or sippinffe® at a café that was about to explode.
They had no central figure and their dealings veereducted outside of the public eye.
A January 1894 column by Jose Echegaray in theiSp&eriodicalLa Lecturasums up

the mood:

Explosives are on the order of the day in the Clamof parliament],in the disorder of
the night in the theaters; they hang as a menaee ttne entire bourgeoisie, without
respecting the poor worker if they encounter hinpassing, and there is no person who
does not worry about dynamite, nitroglyceripanclastinas and detonators... Modern
explosives have come to upset everything: ideageopkrty and social relations.

The lowliest wretch in the worst social rubbish phdpudridero socidl holds a threat
over the entire society, like a horde of barbarigimswing their monstrous heads over the
frontier. The result is that the least becomedfitisg if not by power, by terror... Satan
has made himself a dynamiter and tries to be egithlGod, and threatens his shadow

[on earth?®’

There are two things to keep in mind here. Fh&t,anarchists are said to be against
“ideas and property and social relations”. Thisndastrates some of the illegibility
fostered by current boundaries, but it also denmatest a conscious attempt by those
countering propaganda of the deed to, accuratahlt@ashs out, paint it in opposition to
society and the state. Here we can see how tleanie‘enemies of all humanity’, or as
Echegaray suggests: ‘barbarians’, ‘monstrous’,'8athn’. The anarchist was usually
denounced in the strongest way possible as hairhgrman designs® For instance,
Johann Most was denounced as a “malicious andisygibsed person and unlawfully,
maliciously, and wickedly contriving, intending,chattempting in defiance of all
principles of morality and good government to jiystine crimes of assassination and
murder” at his trial for incitement in London in8B**° Given this rhetoric, Roosevelt’s

declaration that anarchy was the greatest threthieohge was not out of place.

%7 Quoted in Jensen, “Daggers, Rifles, and Dynamit8g.

3% See English Correspondence on the St. Petersbotigepl PRO HO 144/757/118516.
%9 PRO HO 144/77/A3385
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Second, the manner of the act was viewed as coyvaidiey were the ‘lowliest
wretch of the worst social rubbish heap’. Thisated a deeper sense of crisis. One
German correspondent claimed that “the anarchesheht is so mobile that even if a plot
were destroyed today, tomorrow another one woulfbbreed”>* Propagandist actions,
their transnational character, and the level ofesgcthey were able to keep led to
numerous claims of an international conspiracyregahe pillars of society.
Consequently, every threat was taken seriouslye i@stance demonstrates this very
well. During a trial for anarchists arrested ingiamd in connection with a plot in
Walsall near Birmingham in 1892, a telegram of supmvas sent to the defendants from
the “United Anarchists Groups, Londoti". The phrase itself caused a panic and the
belief that there were many attacks on the horfemm these ‘united groups’. If the
anarchists are united who knows where they widlckiinext! However, it appears that
the letter was sent not by any particular groupimstead by a single man, Thomas
Cantwell, editor in chief of thEommonweahewspapet?> The whole panic was fueled
not by good intelligence but instead by a prioidfeh a large conspiracy that made the
use of the term “United Anarchist Groups, Londorhiatening oné&?

It did not help matters that many combating propageof the deed had every
interest in exaggerating the threat. A largelgéablea took hold that the anarchists were
part of a major international conspiracy. Conspjirdneories helped the secret police

forces arrayed against propagandism receive mosfand be allowed more leeway

30 APP BA 1509, 2/22 Letter

¥1PRO HO 144/242/A53582

392 pid

393 For similar overestimations of threat, usuallyrtmn-English states, see PRO HO 144/258/A55684,
PRO HO 144/545/A55176, PRO FO 371/136, PRO HO 144102225, PRO HO 144/485/X37842B.
The search for such a plot was common, APP BA 3%/24.
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when working. These forces called all attacks rehiat’ even if the group undertaking
them identified themselves otherwise and they @ezpetrated some attacks as a way to
either capture anarchists and/or exaggerate tkatthy gain more favor with home
governments. Historian Alex Butterworth has evenegso far as to trace the origins of
the Protocols of the Elders of Zion to attempttatpthis conspiracy onto Europe’s
Jewish populatiof?’

Similarly, the media were all too willing to trunyp any possible anarchist
threats in a bid to sell more papers. Anarchisicis, trials, and plots were front page
news and took up a lot of column spadée Evening Newsade claims that 8,000
anarchists were present in London in 18940f course, the anarchists themselves
embraced this turn of events as a way to bring ath@urevolution. Since propaganda of
the deed was based on the theory that a seriegiohs (deeds) could bring about the
revolution as more people came to realize how cothe anarchists were, they had no
problem with their portrayal by the press and msthfighting then??® Many
propagandists viewed their trials more as oppatiesito get their message to the people
than as a way to save themselves. One, who plaeadky of possession of explosives,
freely ventured his own plot to blow up the Londtack exchange and repeatedly yelled
out, “I want to kill the capitalists®’ Trials also became events that allowed for the
spread of anarchist propaganda. During the tfigkancois Claudius Koenigstein, alias
Ravachol, his friends circulated a pamphlet thaineéd that the bourgeois make “of this

man a monster in the eyes of satisfied egoistdfamdhdifferent who do not want to see

394 Butterworth,The World That Never Was
3% Ruth Kinna,Early Writings 11:147.

3% Jensen, “Daggers, Rifles, and Dynamite.”.
%7PRO HO 144/1711/A55860D
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that it is they who created hin¥. They also demonstrated a stance of defiance tbwar
death similar to the golden age pirates. Emileridetaimed at his trial, “In no way do |
seek to hide myself from the retaliation of theistycthat | attacked?® All of this

played into the hands of the anarchist.

So the threat propagandists posed to Europeanastdtsociety went above and
beyond the number of bombs that were explodedeohéads of state laid to rest. It
touched a nerve that led to overstated, and pgdsdgus, conspiracy theories that were
fueled by the secret police, papers, and the aistsdhhemselves. In these conditions, the
public remained scared, police forces receiveduress, and papers were sold. While
we risk oversimplifying when we claim that the watilism of the 19 century was used
for the purposes of the state, it does capture gsongeimportant. This was a period
where man’s nature was popular explanation for reosial phenomena: the criminal had
a ‘nature’ and a ‘look*”® Peoples were of ‘races’ and ‘scientific’ theorlike eugenics
became populdf! Political elites believed that it was in the matof the common man
to follow their lead. However, in order to convnihie public that it was they who
should lead, state leaders needed to provide pimtecMuch of early nationalist rhetoric
contrasted a particular nation to its supposed e®(ne. the French against the
German), showing how the state was the nation'esgmtative tasked with defending
against the intrusions of the ‘other’ while simakausly aggrandizing the nation.

However, anarchists complicated this picture. ddy did they present a clear

%% APP BA 1132

39 APP BA 1115.e Petit Temps

0 5ee discussion on Cesare Lombroso and Alphonsiéi@ebelow.

%1 The First International Congress of Eugenics laWdiee Presidents Winston Churchill and Alexander
Graham Bell among others and its president was Majonard Darwin, son of Charles. Blofihe Vertigo
Years 334.
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alternative version of social organization, buttiseal tools for defeating security threats
did not work. Anarchists proved too decentralized, hard to separate from the
populace and too willing to sacrifice their ownds/for the cause. In addition, this
failure to stop anarchist bombings and assassimathbipped away at the state’s claims
as the provider of security. Not only was anaitcthiistoric against the state and their
attacks used as propaganda, but the very factitbat were attacks made the
legitimating claims of the state less persuaskhy countenance hierarchy if it cannot
protect you?

Was the very existence of the state at risk? Gimare that it probably was not.
However, that the anarchists were viewed as itgdsgthreat during the period is enough
to claim that they created a crisis. As explaime@hapter 3, threat is not something to
be objectively determined but instead somethingdkepaends on the narratives used by
both perpetrator and target. Propaganda of the plexluced a crisis for the capitalist,
monarchical, occasionally liberal order that rutkedling this time. Therefore it was a
threat to the state, not merely a particular sta particular regime. This order was not
to hold for long following the First World W4t in part due to the choices outlined
below. Those states that did not adapt, notabiirSand Russia, saw grave
consequences for their ruling orders as anarcpiaied important, but ultimately

unsuccessful, roles in the Russian Revolution kadspanish Civil War.

92t is nearly impossible to extricate the effectsarchist terrorism from those of the First Wongr,
which adds a level of complexity to this case. ldwer, as | talk about in Chapter 1, there is ngordo
think that any event has a single effect or simglese. We should think about causation in terms of
configurations in particular times and places aedl dvith such complexity when building historical
narratives. The role of this event is covered orardetail below.
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“Vive l'anarchie”

What does the literature on the propagandists lsaytdaheir eventual downfall?
Propagandism is not a common topic if"iRespite the parallels drawn, here and
elsewhere, between the anarchists and Al Qééda&here we do see conjectures about
the downfall of propaganda of the deed is in tls¢dniography. Usually these are split
into two groups: those that view the First World Vda decisiv€ and those that favor
the changes undertaken by the anarchist movensetfit'it Both are partially true.

Many of the changes that happened, both to the atat international institutions, after
the First World War did make it harder for propagjats to operate. Even prior to the

war, more anarchists began to reject propagandmshsi@rted to expend more energy

into legitimate channels such as the labor movement

However both explanations leave out important ¢tetaihe propagandists’ end
does not graft neatly onto the beginning and tlteadrihe First World War. Propaganda
of the deed was certainly on the wane by 1910libhwlSpain and Russia and flared up
again in Iltaly and the United States in the 19204 dditionally, many of the changes
that took place in the interwar years were alraaatyer way prior to the First World War

or at least had their roots in pre-war policiesdambat propaganda of the deed. Many of

“93 One important exception is Zarakol. Zarakol, “Wktakes Terrorism Modern?”.

404 Rapoport, “Four Waves of Rebel Terror and Septerhib& James L. Gelvin, “Al-Qaeda and
Anarchism: A Historian’s Reply to Terrorology"; Bhitt, Terror and ConsentMikkel Thorup, “The
Anarchist and the Partisan—Two Types of Terrohim History of Irregular Warfare”.

%> Tychman;The Guns of August and The Proud TqvBarbbitt, Terror and Consent

%% \WoodcockAnarchism Joll, The AnarchistsMarshall,Demanding the ImpossiblBookchin, The
Spanish Anarchistd-or more on this critique see Fleming, “Propagaofithe deed.”

%07 Jensen, “The International Campaign Against AlmiatcTerrorism, 1880-1930s”; While anarchism in
the US spiked in the years immediately following first World Warr, it could be argued that this was
part of the same episode of violence. Coben poutshat during the Palmer raids communists were
generally more feared, “American Anarchists weneatde of isolated bomb atrocities, but a more
ambitious, organized attempt was beyond themivoltild appear that at this time those who still pcad
propaganda of the deed were no longer thought todezious threat. They were now legible. Colen,
Mitchell Palmer 209.
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those claiming that the anarchist communities’a&pa of violence was decisive tend to
ignore the changing incentive structures providgthle state that presage these
decisions. Anarchist intellectuals and organizams that propaganda of the deed was
not “working”, granted, but many also saw more pigny avenues in anarcho-
syndicalism at a time when such actions were jagtriming to become legitimate. This
is compounded by the tendency for many of theselachto downplay propaganda of
the deed as a minor part of their preferred palitiovement.

In contrast, the argument here is more in line Wwaghn Merriman, Richard Bach
Jensen, and to a lesser extent Barbara Tuchmanse¢ha relaxing of anti-labor laws and
a begrudging acceptance of anarchism in the paphere as important in its downfall.
Both of these changes are a part of the new peacti@t | argue redrew boundaries. In
addition, an international element predicated ugpenclosing of borders to free
movement, facilitated by techniques of surveilladegeloped in response to propaganda
of the deed, also reduced violence by anarchistpgo Therefore, what we see is a
change in the boundaries of sovereign authoritgnom up the public sphere to anti-
state ideas while restricting the movement of pe@pld goods across borders.

These solutions took years to come to fruitione Tthmediate response in most
states was to step up police work and prosecutingt Benedict Anderson has
described as “a mass of draconian ‘anti-terrokegjislation, summary executions, and a
sharp rise in torture*® While this did lead to the successful prosecutibthe particular
culprits, it did not prove effective in stemminggttide of attacks. The ‘structure’ of the

propagandists and their willingness to die for¢hase made defeating them even harder

%8 AndersonUnder Three Flags3.
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than previous threat§. Violent acts were undertaken not by ‘official’anhist
movements but instead by lone individuals sympathetthe cause. Therefore,
prosecuting a movement leader such as Piotr KrapotkErrico Malatesta would prove
unproductive as would the infiltration of anarchgsbups in places like London and
Patterson, NJ; direct connection between thesepgrand acts of violence were usually
non-existent even for groups that outwardly supggbpgropaganda of the deed. Harsh
punishments were also unproductive. As detailed/@ppropagandist trials became
media events and served as a platform for the addwsspread their gospel. The
damned became martyrs and heroes to a particddos®f the public who felt crushed
by the combination of industrialization and nattmniding. Each execution tended to be
answered by a ‘revenge’ response by another propiéggja Executions were an old
practice which was not working, completing the gsxof ‘shattering’.

The events in France between 1892 and 1894 seie e@sample of this pattern.
In 1891, violence between strikers at a mine icl@liand authorities led to miner deaths
and the arrest and torture of some strikers wheotifiled as anarchists. According to
those in the movement, “police officers began tdhe prisoners, to whip them; they
trampled them under their boots; they amused thieeséy cutting them with sword
slashes™® Those tortured would be sent to prison. In rasppRavachol, who was a
friend of one of these men, set off a series of M the residences of the convicting
judge and attorney. The bombs were not as sucdessplanned and no one was killed,
but nonetheless it put the city of Paris on edgavachol was discovered and arrested

after bragging about his deeds to a waiter whitkeong dinner at the Café Very. While

%99 This problem was recognized. See a speech bydu&t& George Frisbee Hoar in response to
Congressional action taken after McKinley's asseg&in, PRO FO 412/67.
“1%There were also claims of sodomy by those toriup@P BA 1132 4/24/94.
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Ravachol’s bombs did not kill anyone, authoritiesrs discovered that he was wanted for
a series of murders and burglaries across the gouvhen confronted, Ravachol was
defiant, stating that his aim was to avenge tHedaanarchists at Clichy. “My object was
to terrorize so as to force society to look attesi§i at those who suffef”™ He argued

that to rob the rich was the right of the poortagas better to become a thief and
murderer than to die of hunger. Ravachol was septéto death for the murder of a
hermit during a robbery a few years prior. He wasied to the guillotine proclaiming
“Vive I'’Anarchie!”.

Ravachol became the patron saint of propagandseald¢ed as the word
ravacholisier meaning ‘to wipe out an enemy’, became commomchie lingo across
Europe®® Songs sung in anarchist pubs were written to cemarnate his act and death
with lines like, “All the bourgeois will taste themb” and “Let’s dance the
Ravachole!”® Soon thereafter, there was a bomb attack by amaared Meunier on the
restaurant where Ravachol was arrested, killingptberieter though missing its target:
the waiter Llherot who originally reported Ravackmthe police* Meunier was able to
escape to England where he spent two years beéomg baught and extradited on
charges of murder, not anarchi$tm Another bomb was soon discovered in the Paris

office of a mining company that was experiencirgirike at a mine in Carmaux in

1 TychmanThe Guns of August and The Proud Tque&3. Ravachol focused heavily on the events of
Clichy in his legal defense, see APP BA 1132 5/8/92

*21pid., 654.

13 Merriman, The Dynamite ClubB84—85. The famous revolutionary song ‘Pere Dushewas changed to
‘Chanson [song] de Ravachol’, APP BA 1132 8/5/@he police doc reports that his name was sung at a
soup kitchen administered by anarchists in Pagis,AAPP BA 77.

14 Hubac-Occhipinti, “Anarchists Terrorists of theniteenth Century.” He was open about trying to
avenge Ravachol, APP BA 1215 “Le Vengeur de Ravacho

“15PRO HO 144/485/X37842. Meunier was sentencedeariprison, he died 10 years later, APP BA
1215 “Le Vengeur de Ravachol”.
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southern Franc& This time the bomb was supposedly defused arehta&refully by
policeman to the nearest station. However, ontleeastation it exploded, blowing up six
policemen’” The plot was similar to the one undertaken bysawel and was carried
out by a young scholar by the name of Emile HélirnHenry, however, was neither
caught nor suspected and was able to get himsktrdon for the period of about a year
undetected. In the meantime, a man by the name@gidist Vaillant, a poor man whose
work in a sugar factory could not provide for haughter and his mistress and who was
radicalized during time spent working in Argentidacided to attack the Chamber of
Deputies. Throwing the bomb from the upper decinade a loud crack, causing panic
and multiple injuries but no fatalities. At higaly Vaillant proclaimed that not only had
he purposefully not killed anyone (he would havedua different bomb if he had) but
that he was striking out against a society thatdete third of its people live in poverty
and kills heroic men like Ravachol. Vaillant wouldd sentenced to death despite not
having killed anyone, causing threats of futuracks and widespread outrdge.

Despite a fierce campaign undertaken on his belwalonly by anarchists but also
by noted artists like Emile Zola and Laurent Tailaa- who had lost his eye to an
anarchist bomb — Vaillant was not pardoned. Heldvbecome the first Frenchman to be

sentenced to death in the™@entury for a domestic crime that did not invotarder.

“1® The perpetrator claimed that the supposed victimmsld only be bourgeois and therefore not innocent,
APP BA 1115 e Petit TempsMany other anarchists disagreed with this assessm

“I" For more, including pictures of the explosion, A&P BA 140

“18 Henry was considered a brilliant young student Wwhd good enough scores good enough for the
Polytechnic School but was refused because heddidhow up for his orals, APP BA 141. He claiméd a
his trial that his “scientific studies” let him tbe truth of human nature and therefore to anarghisPP

BA 1115l e Petit Temps

*19 For such a threat by an anarchist named MareekahBP BA 77 1/29/94. In fact some, including
Marechal, believed that Vaillant's execution and tasulting outrage would be good for the causd? AP
BA 79 1/29/94. Some feared further repressiomticgation of attacks, APP BA 79 1/30/94
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In addition, the Chamber of Deputies passeddisescélératesr ‘wicked laws’;
which severely repressed the anarchist press, anyigh supposed anarchist leanings,
and anyone with unauthorized dynamite. The ideaine the crime. In response, a man
by the name of Pauwels phoned in a suicide in tifferdnt apartments that were rigged
with explosives, killing the investigating office¥s

In 1894, Emile Henry returned from London and st devising a plot to blow
up the Café Terminus in downtown Paris, a poputar aork spot for the city’s
bourgeoisie. The explosion injured twenty andekilbnly one. Henry was captured in
the aftermath and confessed not only to the Cafénifheis bombing but also the bomb
that went off at the police station one year earlidenry was unrepentant claiming that
he wished he had killed more with the Terminus bioigb When asked why he set off a
bomb in a place where “peaceful anonymous citizgrkered in a café to have a beer
before going to bed® he proclaimed that all bourgeois were guilty amteague with
the state. Their comfortable lives were made erbidicks of the poor who could not
make ends meet. He also went on eloquently aleeenge for the killings of Vaillant
and Ravachol and defiantly told authorities, “Geadh and cut off my head, you may as
well...Others will come after me?? Henry was sentenced to death and was heard to

scream a muffled, strangled, “Be brave comradesvasd’anarchie!”;* before being

20| es Lois Scélérates de 1893-1894

21 Hubac-Occhipinti, “Anarchists Terrorists of thenteenth Century.” See also APP BA 1215 7/12/92
and 11/13/92.

22 Tychman;The Guns of August and The Proud Tqu6&9.

23 APP BA 141

24 APP BA 1115.e Petit TempsThat Henry's attempts to speak were strangledguhose performing

the execution led George Clemenceau to remarkhbeatrench response was “an act of savagery”. More
evidence of how the French response to anarchisriggm was self-defeating. Tuchma®yns of August
and the Proud ToweB71.
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guillotined. Henry became yet another hero ofrtttvement, the “St. Just of
Anarchism” beheaded by the French state.

The decision not to pardon August Vaillant predatgadbrought the ire of the
anarchist press who claimed that President SadicCarould feel the brunt of an
anarchist bomb. They were eerily close to thénthgcause Carnot was stabbed to death
on a visit to Lyon by a young Italian, Santo Casenho had read about his decision not
to pardon Vaillant in a local paper. A few dayfaCarnot’s wife received a letter
addressed to the ‘Widow Carnot’. It was a letemtdrom Caserio prior to his attack and
included pictures of Ravachol and Vaillant andwheds, “He is avenged”.

Between 1892 and 1894, eleven bombs explodedria iRgdhe homes of judges
and lawyers, at the offices of mining companieghanchamber of deputies, and in cafés
frequented by the bourgeoisie. It got so baddhstare in a Paris theater in 1894 led to
multiple deaths due to screams of “Une Bombe! dremrchistes” when scenery crashed
backstage. Thkois Scélératesvere once again updated in 1894 following the hiamb
of the Café Terminus and the Paris police begasang people for “incitement to
hatred of the bourgeoisie”, but the attacks comtititi It became clear that the public
trial of Ravachol had created a series of imitatord revenge seekers.

France was not alone. Similar cycles of copycgtiind revenge also played
themselves out in Spain. In 1892, a peasant agrisi Jerez meant to rescue five
comrades who had been sentenced to life imprisonfoea labor uprising ten years
prior led to the garroting of four young men. xighe men, before being choked to

death in public, got out the words “avenge us”.1893, a man by the name of Pallas

2 The quote is from APP BA 1115, 11/22/92.
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threw a bomb at the Spanish Minister of War, Gdridaatinez, killing one soldier, five
bystanders, and the General’s horse (though ledlien@eneral unscathed). At his trial,
Pallas talked about revenge for the Jerez ‘murdafen he was sentenced to death, he
yelled out “Agreed! There are thousands to contiheework!”**® Before his death, he
proclaimed that “Vengeance will be terrible!” Axaveeks later a bomb went off in the
Teatro Lyceo in Barcelona killing fifteen and cangsmass panic. The government’s
reaction was swift and devastating, rounding upaeyassociated with anarchism and/or
socialism and torturing them at the infamous Madntjrison just outside Barceloffa.
A man by the name of Santiago Salvador admittdgeiog responsible for the bombing
of the Lyceo opera house as revenge for the dé®hllas. Within days, another bomb
went off, killing two more people. The harder p@ice pushed, the more bombings
there appeared to 8. Repression was unsuccessful in stemming the hisatbreat.
Its only positive was that, in the words of the BuK Arcos, repression had the effect of
“scattering their forces”, though this was cold ¢orhsince this many times meant
attacks elsewher&.

Official multilateral cooperation also proved uritful. A few multilateral
agreements were reached, such as the 1898 Romer@uce# and the 1904 St.
Petersburg Protocol. The 1898 Rome conferenceseladuled after the assassination of

the popular Austrian Empress Elisabeth by an hadiaarchist and included all of the

426 Tychman;The Guns of August and The Proud Tqueé.

2" That Spanish responses to anarchism were atroaimlisounterproductive was readily apparent to the
English authorities who expressed shock at the Mmnaitrocities and repeatedly treated the Spaath
anarchist policies with contempt. See PRO HO 44632X56151C

28 The authorities were not oblivious to this dynamitr instance, they attempted to survey Parisrbef
and after Ravachol’'s execution to see if they viedanger for reprisal, APP BA 1132 7/12/92. Samil
steps were taken with Vaillant and other executessvell, APP BA 77 1/29/94.

42 Kinna, Early Writings on Terrorismill:347.
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major states and their police departments. Itgdsgachievement was the agreement of
a legal definition of anarchisti and an agreement to change the ‘attentat’ exioadit
clause to not grant political exile to those gudfikilling or attempting to kill a head of
state. However, none of the agreements from theeRBonference were put into
legislation. Only one of the agreed upon protadbiat states look to punish anarchists
for the use of explosives abroad, was ever drafteshy of the participating states, and
that state, England, did not even sign the finafeeence draft. The measure was never
brought to a vote despite repeated Tory promisesddition, the St. Petersburg
protocol, setting up official channels of communica between police departments, was
not signed by the US, UK, or France who saw itrasegessary and as a way for Russia
and Germany to interfere in their respective preesgand liberal rights). In particular,
the English rejected the Russian proposal to makechism itself a crim&!

For these reasons, both agreements proved todmhyaneffectual and were
secondary to the large number of informal agreesieetween police departments and
the unilateral spying which was occurring nearlgrgwhere. For instance, the Russian
Okhrana had a bureau in Paris, the British Sp&&hch cooperated with the Okhrana
against the wishes of Parliament, and Italy sed nptwork of secret agents in cities
across Europe and North America to spy on Italmmgeants. However, it could be

argued that this was largely ineffective as wélhe state with the largest international

430 Of course the English did not accede to this dt&im They certainly rejected the Russian proptsa
make all opposition to political organizations ‘actdism’ as this would have included any political
opposition. They also saw no need to go along thighagreed upon definition, “every act havingifer
object the destruction by violent means of anyaamiganization...Will be considered an Anarchist
anyone who commits an anarchical act accordinbe@bove definition” because they did not feel
comfortable choosing which sets of ideas were a@ekwot going to legal. They preferred to focusatye
on criminal acts. See PRO FO 881/7179.

“'PRO FO 412/67
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secret police, Russia, never rid themselves ofclingtragitation during the time of the
Tsar.

Many bombings were instigated by pol@gents provocateunsith the goal of
foiling the plot and alerting the public to an imtational conspiracy that did not actually
exist. One famous incident occurred in Belgiumi&94. The attack was to be used as
an excuse for greater funds for the Special Brari@cotland Yard based on evidence
which linked eight Germans and two Dutch anarchsthe attack. Subsequently, it was
revealed that the man who had carried out thelgttaBaron Ernest Ungern-Sternberg
who also went by the names Hekkelman and Hartings,in the pay of the Russian
Okhrana’s infamous chief Peter Rachovsky. It wae advealed that English special
branch officers were known associates of the ackiseHartings’ cover was ‘blown’
when upon his arrest he asked for a Monsieur Lebhaonard being the maiden name
of Rachovsky’s wife.

The practice of using special agents also backbesthuse many undertook
attacks without the knowledge of their superiods Italian infiltrator in London named
Gennaro Rubino used funds given to him by an hadgecial agent named Prina to start
an anarchist pre$8. Upon being revealed as a secret agent by thekist, Rubino
decided to prove his worth to the anarchists bggisiweapon given to him by the Italian
government to attempt to kill King Leopold in Belgi. Rubino was captured after the
failed attempt and the whole episode was a majdragrassment for the Italians and

stalled future cooperatidrf.

432 gutterworth,The World That Never Was
433 PRO HO 144/545/A55176
434 See also Di Paola, “The Spies Who Came in frontibat.”
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In a perverse twist, these policing efforts mdetlly added to the growing sense
of crisis during the period rather than really lvedp This became the chief reason why
the English rejected cooperation attempts by th&sRus, Italians, Germans, and
SpanisH?® In the words of one English official, “In my opam no good could result
from Spanish detectives coming over here to sthdysystem adopted by the
Metropolitan Police™*® Many of these requests centered on cracking dowanarchist
ideas, something the British were reluctant to écaose, as stated in a response to the
Spanish, “To be an anarchist is not any offendertglish law as it is to hold any other
theory with regard to social or political questiafé The presence of these foreign
police officers usually made things more dangeraosjess. Indeed, one English
official noted to the Italians that their actiorsefiously aggravate the danger they are
designed to check®

The English even began to believe that the mogjetanis anarchists were those
whose spying was uncovered by the anarchist contynuBxamples include Rubino and
a man named Michele Angiolillo who assassinatedSih@nish Prime Minister Antonio
Canovas after he was shunned by the French antaconisnunity as a suspected Spy.

In several instances, threats were invented jugtdeoke a reaction from other states, in
particular the Englisff? In response, many states began to move awaytfrisnpolice

cooperation in the decade prior to the First Wavldr, desiring diplomatic cooperation

43°See PRO HO 144/757/118516 for attempts by RuBS& HO 144/545/A55176 for attempts by Italy,
PRO HO 45/9739/A54881 for German Attempts and PRD43/10254/X3650, PRO HO
144/545/A55176, PRO HO 144/757/118516, and PRO &6827 for repeated attempts by the Spanish.
“®*PRO HO 144/757/118516

*" PRO HO 144/545/A55176

8 |pid

9 pid

*40One such instance was the Spanish warning thésBraout a series of attacks and a supposed
‘anarchist police’ meant to watch the real polioe ghwart their attempts to stop anarchist pldtke

English replied that they found no reason to benzda. PRO FO 371/136
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that could be better monitored. This is why the UR, and France were reluctant to
sign the St. Petersburg Protocol. Propagandeedddled as an international threat,
however, did not wax as these agreements and sggyans waned. In many ways, these
actions did little but attempt to reinforce old Ibdaries, covering up the problems in
extradition policies and porous borders by extegdirate reach across them.

However, the effect these actions and meetingohaghat came later should not
be underestimated. Despite recognition among ogudearies that such actions were
ineffective, they would be copied by future orgatians. Alex Butterworth points out
that the files of the Russian Okhrana were stutliedoth the CIA and the KGB in the
early Cold War period with an eye toward copyineithactics’** There are also claims
that the Nazi Schutzstaffel modeled itself on am&rchist Special Forces that sprung up
around Europe. Richard Bach Jensen argues thaB8&Rome agreement and the 1904
St. Petersburg Protocol were predecessors to #aian of Interpol a few decades
later’* Jensen states that these acts made police ctiopéafficial and systematic to a
degree it had never been before. Because othigisystem promoted by the Final Act
of Rome and reinforced by the St. Petersburg Pobtman now take its rightful place as a
major precursor, perhaps the first, to the creatial®23 of an authentic international
police organization®® It would appear that much of the internationdlgdog that took
place in the 20 century had its roots in this period, even thotigse were largely
ineffective in the fight against the propagandidtsvas a new practice created to

reinforce an old boundary.

*41 Butterworth, The World That Never Was
*42 Jensen, “The International Anti-Anarchist Confernf 1898 and the Origins of Interpol.”
“3 Ibid., 342.
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“A mortal enemy of anarchy could not have done moré

The first wave of policies meant to defeat the pggndists was not only
ineffective but in most cases, it backfired and entiek threat even stronger. As states
‘retrenched’, they found that the methods they &ialsand were not well-equipped for the
job. As one observer put it, “attempted suppressicanarchism by governments has
been [a] great failure*’ This forced them into coming up with new idead apw
tactics. Tactics that were not only ‘successfuk Wwere also a) ‘creative’ in that they
brought some new action into the world and b) Imedefffect of drawing new boundaries
around political authority, re-inscribing the cleafjed state(s). This section will look at
both mechanisms in tandem since, as mentioned apt€h3, they are only analytically,
not empirically, distinct.

So what did work? If repression and public triakse ineffective in stemming
the tide of propagandist attacks, how were thegatefl? Boundaries that closed the
public sphere off from anarchists and other graupse allowing for the free movement
of peoples proved unworkable in defeating the pgapdists. New boundaries needed to
be drawn. This was done by a twofold strategy.tl@@none hand, by prosecuting acts
but not ideas, anarchists were allowed into thdipgphere and a wedge was drawn
between propagandists and others within the movensafating the former. On the
other hand, increasingly effective systems of silaree made it harder for anarchists to
avoid capture. This culminated in the introductad passports in the interwar years

which made free movement, which was so importaangrchists, nearly impossible.

444 Kinna, Early Writings on Terrorism
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As in the last section, events in France in theD$8%e instructive. President
Carnot’s execution led to the rounding up not aflknown propagandists but also
anarchist intellectuals in the Trial of Thirty. @hwere tried as one group for conspiracy
as if they were in league together, but the evidemas so flimsy that even a sympathetic
jury acquitted most of them, including all of thtdllectuals. Unlike previous episodes,
there was no response to this very public triaktdad of repressive tactics and sham
trials, which only served to make attacks worse,Rrench realized that allowing the
intellectuals and propagandists to operate didesat to more attacks but to fewer,
assuming the intellectuals could be separated fhenpropagandists. Of course, many
anarchist intellectuals were all too happy to diseathemselves from those conducting
assassinations and bombings. While Ravachol’'sracplit the anarchist intellectual
community across Eurog®& most came around after his execution becausebttleved
his sentence was due more to his anarchist béafsto his crimes. However, Henry’s
bombing two years later was loudly denounced byynvémo saw it as immoral and
ineffectual. Anarchist publicist Charles Malatadstnat Henry had “above all struck
anarchism”, while literary critic Octave Mirbeauate, “a mortal enemy of anarchy
could not have done more than Emile Herify"The trial’s acquittal of prominent
anarchists in France, a group that did not necdggaclude those who condoned
propaganda of the deed, made them largely untolelbalprecedent so long as they
were not associated with violent acts. This waarconscious decision on behalf of the

French government as much as a lesson learnedgthtba prosecution’s failure. The

“45 For more on this trial see MerrimaFhe Dynamite Clubl163—202.

“48 For evidence of debate within the anarchist conityuom Ravachol’s tactics see APP BA 1132
“Minutes of an Anarchist Meeting”

447 Merriman,The Dynamite Club203.
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trial itself was seen as a sham but it gave thecamss an air of legitimacy. As a
response, the French government stopped producanglast martyrs, commuting an
anarchist’s death sentence in 1898 to life in priaond acquitting all four accused in 1905
of plots against the King of Spain and the PredidéRrance’ The days of being

jailed, and especially executed, for being an dnstrevere largely over in France as was
propaganda of the deéd.

After the assassination of King Umberto | in 19@8ly stopped passing laws
directed at anarchists and Interior Minister Giav&aiolitti instructed journalists not to
sensationalize anarchists attacks. One could wonarchist ideas without being
prosecuted for the acts of the propagandists; thielypombings and assassinations were
illegal. This, combined with an effective propadarcampaign that described the
propagandists as the “enemies of all mankind”,eédrpublic opinion against them and
led to disillusionment with violence among the mmest’s leader§? In fact, most of
the public had no idea about most anarchist betiefpite the public ‘successes’ of
propaganda of the deé&d. The ideology had failed.

At the same time, a wave of union liberalizatioaught many anarchists into the
public sphere and further drove a wedge betwederdiit factions of the community.
Those states that liberalized early, particulany YK and the US, saw much less

anarchist activity than other states. As RichaadiBJensen has argued about Italy,

48 Jensen, “The Evolution of Anarchist Terrorism ir@&pe and the United States from the Nineteenth
Century to World War 1,” 145.

49 There is one exception: in 1905-1906 a gang of peformed a string of robberies and hold-up in the
French countryside. Claiming to be anarchistsy tiet a lot of attention. However, most anarchits

not associate themselves with these men the wayditlewith the ‘attentat’ ofin de siécleParis.

450 See essays in LanBnemies of Humanity

*51 This led some anarchists to write in papers tdipiak their ideas beyond the use of bombs, see PRO
HO 144/545/A55176.
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“Labour union and strike activity became availaddea safety valve for proletarian
energies™” Liberalization was not a conscious to defeat @riam per se but it proved
effective and channeling anarchist energies intcentegitimate actions. Anarcho-
syndicalism, the anarchist version of unionism, a1 in France in 1895, a year after
the Trial of Thirty. This was a movement that vaeready beginning in the 1890s and
soon picked up as propaganda of the deed begaarte awver the next decade. It saw the
rise of a new set of intellectuals, led by Geor§esel, who focused on the eight hour
work day and the labor movement. As anarchistgewfowed to work through unions,
they increasingly denounced propagandist violesce strategy. By the end of the First
World War, many who were open to anarchist ideas fonind it more effective to work
through the system which gave them bargaining pogight-hour work days, and greater
political rights. Among those arguing for syndisai were old anarchist theorists and
publishers like Kropotkin, Malatesta, and Emile Bet>> Of course, many anarchists
scoffed at efforts for the eight hour work day aider union campaigns, claiming that it
did not matter how long one worked if one was gidit of a hierarchy. This further
demonstrates the way that some anarchists wer@melt into the public sphere and
others were not. The states which did not leamlésson, Spain and Russia,
experienced a civil war and a revolution, respe&tyivin which anarchists played an
important role. The states which did learn thsstan (France, Italy, US, Austria,
Germany) saw a sharp decline in propagandist veelém the first decade of the

twentieth century.

52 Jensen, “The International Campaign Against Aniatcherrorism, 1880-1930s,” 99.
53 Merriman, The Dynamite Club211.
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This is essentially a redrawing of the public/ptéseoundary. Remember,™1.9
century nationalism was about the use of the natidhe benefit of the state. However,
these attempts to control the public sphere irfahas of censorship, police brutality,
and public executions did nothing but fan the flaraethe movement. By allowing
anarchists into the public sphere and by legitintathe syndicalist movement, anarchists
were incentivized to abandon propaganda of the.d&&é point was not that the state or
the ruling classes capitulated as the labor fightdertaken by the syndicalists were
fiercely fought. It was that there was now a staggtimated avenue for those fights.
This was especially true with anarchist intelletdwes men like Kropotkin, Reclus, and
William Morris became less dangerous once they hegang talks to the Royal
Geographic Society and undertaking speaking toutisd United States. Open up the
public sphere to contrasting ideas and the ands;hiile still bitterly critical of the
state, were no longer interested in propagandaeofiéed. The state is no more than the
actions it undertakes; a state with a more incrupieblic sphere is a state with different
democratic possibilities than one without.

The experience in England was much different frbat tn the continent.
England, along with Switzerland, had long beenaag@Wwhere political exiles could live
and work in peace. Amnesty for such people wasgdax liberal traditiofi* for the
English were “not disposed to think of politicafugees as dangerou$®. Naturally, it
had quite possibly the largest concentration of@msts in its capital. Anarchists of
Russian, Polish, French, and Spanish origin flodkdcondon when their life at home

was at threat and they published numerous jousuads as Kropotkin's famousa

54 For writings praising England for its approach K&ma, Early Writings on Terrorism
> APP BA 1509 2/22 letter
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Revolteand Morris’Commonweaand hung out in clubs such as “L’Autonomf&”.
L’Autonomie was founded in 1887 and became a majarchist hangout and a subject
of interest for foreign governments and others Vikex to blame England for their
anarchist troubles. One German correspondent ethitmt “It is ridiculous to allege that
the English police are carrying out any sort olvsillance at all on the anarchists who
reside in London®’” In response, the English argued that this club mare social than
political.*® Continental governments were not blameless. Freech were accused of
“wanting to funnel toward England the dregs of 8ueiety”*® However, there were
arguably no lives lost to anarchist bombings athisight of propaganda of the deed.
Despite the sizable anarchist contingent in Londogre were only two foiled
plots and one attack in England. The first foiéot was from a group of anarchists in
Walsall in 1892. London police tracked a man ley/rtame of Balotta from Walsall to
Tottenham Court Road in London where he was fouitil @xplosives® Balotta, and
two other London anarchists by the names of ChareisCails were charged under the

Explosives Act. All Three were sent to prison tem years while another accomplice

%8 Oliver, The International Anarchist Movement in Late ViarLondon Butterworth,The World That
Never Was

*>" APP BA 1509 2/22 Letter

%8 See PRO HO 45/9739/A54881for German requestsiforan the Autonomie Club and the English
response to it. For French accusations see APRHAALes Anarchistes’l,a CocardeFor English
accusations see Kinngarly Writings 11:78.

59 APP BA 1509 2/22 Letter. It was also common fontawental states not to alert others when anahist
were expelled (despite expecting others, i.e. Ertlto keep anarchism under wraps). This was donget
England complained loudly about. Russia, Germang, Spain provided no lists of expelled while the
French, Italians, and Belgians provided lists a thham more after expelling anarchists, making them
largely useless, see PRO FO 412/68. The Englisthf this made their job much more complicated a
they had no idea who to look for when they did cawver to England, PRO HO 45/10254/X3650. See
PRO HO 144/668/X84164 for a case involving Belgianad the anarchist Jaffei and PRO HO
144/587/B2840C for reports of French and Spanigluksion without proper alerts, which the British
denounced as an “international discourtesy to enéliy Power”.

*This is according to the Chief Inspector Melvillééstimony. See the court proceedings for the s¥als
case at PRO ASSI 6/27/9. For a similar accounkKseea, Early Writings on Terrorismill:299.
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was was sentenced for five yedtsCharges of conspiracy were never proven.
However, there is a question as to whether orhmtglot’ was set up by a Frenelgent
provocateurby the name of Coulon, who provided the explosawed the supposed
‘plan’.*®*> The larger significance of the case was the iraion of a setup, which
simultaneously caused outrage among the Londomrclasacommunity and was used to
drive a wedge between different factions thef&in.

The second foiled plot took place in 1894 when ti@bans, Francis Polti and
Giuseppe Fornara, were arrested and charged umel&xplosives Act. While no
conspiracy charges could be sustained, the coocepdings themselves were electric.
Polti claimed that he had meant to avenge the d#atfaillant and stoked conspiracy
theories by stating that anarchists were nearlydonthe continent and were about to
become active in Londoff. Upon his arrest, Polti named Fornara as his csjuicator.
Fornara claimed in court that if he had had the eyphe would have gone to France or
Italy but since he had no money he was planninglowing up the ‘Royal Exchange’
because “there were many bourgeois and capit#iste”. He pleaded guilty claiming
that he “wanted to blow up the capitalists andrttiedle class™* Both this and the
Walsall case demonstrate the way in which the Metitan police were able to stop
attacks before they took place because of advasumeeillance systems (see below) and
because they made a distinction between anardeiasiand propagandist actions. This

was apparent during the propagandist run in ParesnvEngland refused to extradite

“51 Oliver, The International Anarchist Movement in Late VigarLondon 77-82.

%52 Coulon and anarchist publisher David Nicoll botis@sed each other of spying, leading to a pubbdt sp
played out in the anarchist press. See Kilgzaly Writings on Terrorismlll: 275.

53 See the telegram sent from ‘United Anarchist Grdummdon’, PRO HO 144/242/A53582

***PRO HO 144/259/A55860

*%° Quotes are from PRO HO 144/1711/A55860D
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Theodule Meunier and Jean Pierre Francois, a segpcomplice of Ravachol, for
anarchism. They were only extradited when theyabel credibly charged and found
guilty of murder’®® To the English, the former was a political cretbe, latter a
prosecutable crime, and it was only the latter upbith they wanted to dwell. While
this gave police and prosecutors less freedomttagainst anarchists, it kept attacks
from happening and prevented the media circusfdtiatved attacks on the continent.
However, there was one rather famous attack othenwich observatory, the
inspiration for Joseph Conrad’s novEhe Secret Agentin February 1894 an explosion
near the observatory resulted in one death: thistawfial Bourdin, the man carrying the
bomb. Both Conrad’s novel and later evidence piirthe possibility that the explosion
was an accident, when Bourdin tripped and setheffeixplosive on his way to a
destination abroad, believed to be P&fisDue to concurrent events in Paris, the event
created a media firestorm and brought pressure tipgopolice. One paper refuted police
claims to be monitoring the anarchists becaudeey wvere it would be “inconceivably
stupid of them to allow a man so professedly knawartial Bourdin to wander around
at will with a bomb in his pocket®® Others feared it was part of a larger plot gongya
suggesting that “Had not this unfortunate accidei@reenwich Park taken place, the
consequences, | feel certain, would have beerbtetf® Of course there is evidence
that Bourdin was not ‘professedly known’ and thregt thole incident was a circus. Still,

this is the only ‘attack’ to happen in England dgrthis time while the continent

%% Eor Meunier's extradition see PRO HO 144/485/X37 8% was conflicted, wanting to be free on one
hand but wanting to be able to claim responsibititythe attack on the other, APP BA 77 7/24/189%.
Francois see PRO HO 144/485/X37842A, as the pessihise of an attack, APP BA 77 12/2/92.

“67 Conrad also insinuates that the plot was hatceRiussian foreign agents, which is not substamtibte
the current historical record. Conrdde Secret Agent

8 PRO HO 144/257/A55660

49 Kinna, Early Writings on Terrorismill:362.
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experienced many. Its nature, a possibly accitlattzzck by a man who was attempting
to travel with a bomb already made, shows the mainnghich England was spared.

This does not mean that nothing was happening.ddomvas teeming with
special agents arafjents provocateurattempting to thwart the anarchist conspirdty.
This, however, presumed that there was an anaispiracy, that the men who set off
bombs were part of a large group centered in Londdns was demonstrably false.
Ravachol, Vaillant, Henry, Caserio, Pallas, and/&#br, among many others (including
Czoglosz and Berkman in the United States), ware &ctors tied to a set of
transnational ideas and sympathies. Yes, Henryswagosed to have met Malatesta and
spent time at I’Autonomie when in London, and Besgkninad a relationship with US
theorist Emma Goldman, but for the most part thvesiee single men undertaking solitary
deeds. While plots were routinely talked aboutAattonomie and elsewhere in
anarchist hideouts, they never seemed to comeiteofr and many were probably
instigated by secret agents attempting to arrestetihey could get to undertake such
plots as was supposedly the case in WalS8alscotland Yard First Detective Patrick
Mclintyre recalls that, “I know, of my own knowledgkat a large minority of those
frequenting the place were in the service and p&ontinental Governments$™ It was
mostly likely all for naught. England was not agihg ground for anarchist plots
hatched at ’Autonomie as many feared.

What London may have provided, however, was agiatffor the spread of
anarchist propaganda that connected these dispadat&luals into a transnational

community. Plots tended to be hatched inside #asl& of lone actors but these actors a)

*’0Dj Paola, “The Spies Who Came in from the Heat.”
“"1 Butterworth,The World That Never Was
472 Kinna, Early Writings on Terrorismill:289.
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needed the knowledge to make bombs if they webe tased and b) needed to have read
anarchist propaganda in order to be inspired. Bet#us were filled by the many
anarchist publications and many of these publioatwere centered in London. London
in the 1890s became the intellectual center ofdmsm, with papers in multiple
languages which were shipped out to anarchistsat¢he globé? However, shutting
down these publications, especially the ones tiganat call directly for violence, was

not only hard to do but was also against cheristadakes of freedom of the press in the
UK as inscribed by law.

Of course, anarchist papers, and those publishiem t were still tracked
assiduously and there were many attempts by paliticto shut down papets. English
police were able to pursue this avenue becausértgksh had a law against inciting
murder via the press. This law was used to seattrecinflammatory German anarchist
Johann Most to 16 months hard labidrMany, both in England and outside, attempted
to use this law to bring down the anarchist prasa whole. However, as the anarchist
press became increasingly adept at not explicétlyng for violence, such efforts were
usually for naught. For instance, one British MiReal for the trial of those who
published the popular pap€ommonweadfter they congratulated those who had
recently attempted to kill the Spanish King and €ueThe response from the British

authorities was that the paper did not expresstegrthe attack’s failure nor did it call

473 Johann Most's German language newspé&peiheit was published in London and distributed in
German speaking countries in Europe, see PRO HOYT4B385. Papers were also printed in Frengh (
Revolte Pere Peinarfl and Yiddish Arbeyter Frayndn the UK,Fraye Arbeter Shtima the US).
Argentina also became a center of anarchist pulditeas numerous papers were printed in Spanigh an
Italian.

"4 See PRO HO 144/258/A55684 for British attemptsaok Emile Pouget and his papeN’est Pas

Mort. Commonweagditor David Nicoll was arrested for ‘incitemeatrhurder’, KinnaEarly Writings on
Terrorism IlI: 282.

** PRO HO 144/77/A3385
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for future attacks and therefore it did not violdte law. In addition, “any attempt to
prosecute would serve no purpose but to advetisenischievous article”® In fact,
many anarchist publications would learn how to mhbincendiary claims without
traversing the law by calling for more violerfée Here it appears that England’s liberal
society’® may have helped it to avoid propagandist attdmlsin a world of freedom of
movement of people and information it may also haleged a role in the flourishing of
violence elsewher&’ Anarchists themselves claimed that “England Albas been
spared on account of her hospitality to the anatsHf°

Italy was another country without many bomb attamiswhich still played a
major role in the propagandism of the pre-World Warra. Their actions help us to
address the second conceptual boundary changkd gampaign against the
propagandists: the movement of people and goodssbiorders. Most of the problems
that anarchists caused in Italy were in the forrtabbr revolts and peasant uprisings.
That said, Italy was also a hotbed of anarchists sdw their society as one of the more
backward and unfair. At some point in the earl90s} Italy began to undertake a policy
of exiling suspected anarchists. Having abolisheddeath penalty, they found it
advantageous to send them out into Europe ratharkitling them. It is therefore no

accident that Italians become the chief perpetsatbtyrannicide. Carnot, Canovas, and

“* PRO HO 144/834/144519

47" See also PRO HO 144/545/A55176 for an articléd@Commonweatongratulating Spanish anarchists
for an 1893 bomb attack.

“78 |t should be noted that liberal society is noteeeall for anarchist violence. The United States
equally liberal and experienced more violence tBagland. A potential explanation is that the Udhite
States did deal with larger immigrant populatiorisol served as breeding grounds for anarchismdbdan
England.

79 England’s liberalism actually endeared it to Pkitopotkin, among others. At the outbreak of theds
War, he even came out in favor of England becatifeedreedom that he had been allowed. Most
anarchists hoped it would be the downfall of adta$ and criticized him for his statements. See
Butterworth., 396—-398.

*®9PRO HO 144/545/A55176
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the Austrian Empress Elisabeth were all assassingtédtalian anarchists. Exiling
anarchists led to a flood of those who had becateptaat inciting and inflicting violence
in numerous peasant revolts in Italy out into EeropMost of these exiles went to
England and for the most part, England was nofiadtof their arrival. This appears to
have been common during this time, much to tharitien of the English Special
Branch?®* This is essentially the same action Russia tndke 1880s after the
assassination of Tsar Alexander I, forcing manysiusanarchists (and nihilists and
other revolutionaries) out into Europe, leadingh® spread of the doctrine across the
continent. Again, the free, unchecked, and poardyitored movement of people and
ideas around Europe helped to feed anarchist \d@eldaring the era.

From the middle of the fdcentury until the First World War, only Russia and
the Ottoman Empire used passports. Movement arBunape was generally free.
Passports began to be used during the First WoddaiNd were codified in the early
1920s, about the same time that restrictions onigration also began to appear
(especially in the US). As demonstrated aboveatilkty to move about Europe was
critical to anarchist success, especially sinceesstates, such as the UK, were not as
draconian as others (Spain, Russia, France in88@'9). That said, the institution of the
passport cannot be solely attributed to anarchishe rise of the First World War and
fear of spies — driven as it was by their extensise in the fight against anarchism —
were the major reasons for the use of the pasapdrthe immigration restrictions that

characterized the interwar peritl.But that is not the claim made here. Insteagdjli@

8L For more on this see PRO HO 144/668/X84164, PROIBIO743/A56151C, and PRO HO
144/587/B2840C

“82 For more on international deliberations on thditaons and standardization of passports seeifng|
notes on the Geneva passport conference in PROLEG%5.
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that the passport was consciously justified asragfdhe war against anarchism and that
the establishment of the passport was not posaiti®ut the measures taken against
anarchism, even as other factors played a role.instance, the United States justified
the implementation of entry restrictions during getame as means of keeping out “the
undesirable, the enemy of law and order, the bregfdevolution, and the advocate of
anarchy” or “anyone advocating...or teaching andfland the British denied passports
to “suspects, anarchists, and bolsheviks"Making the end of propaganda of the deed a
part of the justificatory framework of the institwt of passports is enough to make it a
cause as it creates the rhetorical space for pasdpde taken seriously while coercing
opponents with claims of national secuffty.

However, even if the passport itself may not hasenbsolely or largely caused by
the anarchist threat, it could not have happenddowt the system of surveillance and
categorization of citizens that become popular agrteuropean police forces when
dealing with anarchism a mere decade prior. Thhaages revolve around the idea that
people can be tracked by databases of bodily festwhich originated from the work of
Italian criminologist Cesare Lombro$H. Lombroso argued that criminals come from a
genetically mutated crop of individuals, allowinignhto make broad generalizations
about how criminals looked and why their look wasptomatic of their devolutiofi!

Lombroso would look at a man like Ravachol and faiat that he could see the facial

83 Torpey, “The Great War and the Birth of the ModPassport System,” 2001, 265; Labdnnual
Report of the Secretary of Lab@5; Kinna,Early Writings on Terrorismill:343.

“84PRO FO 141/811. For lists of those denied passamd why see PRO FO 366/791. For how to use
such lists see instructions in PRO FO 612/265

“85 This argument is similar to claims that the WarT@mror was a reason for the Iraq War. See Krels a
Lobasz, “Fixing the Meaning of 9/11.”

“88 |_ombroso Criminal Mar Land, “Men with the Faces of Brutes: Physiognofighan Anxieties, and
Politics States.”

“87 Of course Lombroso’s ideas were quite controveesid bordered on eugenics. For more on the
connection to Lombroso and eugenics see Bitim, Vertigo Years346.
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mutations that signaled him to be a lowly crimin@&aining even more traction was the
work of Alphonse Bertillori®* Bertillon is probably best known for his criminal
identification technique called Bertillonage, ateys of physical identification of
criminals, which was very popular in Europe andWg#*°* Much like Lombroso, not
excluding the eugenic undertones, Bertillon belietheat criminals could be identified by
physical features such as the length of their @nusthe size of their ears. However, this
system began to go out of style around the tuthe®d century. Bertillon’s real
contribution is the development of the mugshot lailsdnethod of crime scene picture
taking.

Bertillonage was supplanted by the system of fipget taking still used today.
This began in England in the late nineteenth cgrdud along with a series of scientific
police reforms initiated by a man named Francigdsd!® Galton, much like Bertillon
and Lombroso, was tied into a larger eugenic ptajdich attempted to “place a given
individual within a population of recidivists andrifit’ habitual criminals, whose
propensity for social menace was written upon thedies.** However, his method
soon turned into a way to piece together past swbnbugh biometric measurements.
Oddly enough, maybe the best characterizationesfameforms and the thought behind
them is Sir Arthur Conan Doyle’s Sherlock Holmesels and short stori€S. Holmes,
despite being fictional, epitomized the scient#fproach to police work that helped to

keep Britain from experiencing the high volume odgagandist attacks experienced on

88 Martine Kaluszynski, “Republican Identity: Bertilage as Government Technique"; for more on how
Bertillonage changed police work even as it wamaffective technique, see Peter Becker, “The
Standardized Gaze: The Standardization of the B&&arrant in Nineteenth Century Germany”.

89 See PRO FO 27/3102 for correspondence betweeBritieh and the Americans on this topic.

49 Sekula, “The Body and the Archive”; Cole, “The ‘i@pnization’ of Fingerprint Evidence.”

91 Hall and Mendel, “Threatprints, Threads and Triggel7.

492 Doyle, Sherlock Holmes
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the continent. These were methods that were botipntaking place alongside the less
successful methods of Lombroso and Bertillon. Tiheye soon copied elsewhere. In
the United States, the response to propaganda afethd included the development of a
federal agency dedicated to investigating crimexder to ease the burden on the Secret
Service. This agency would eventually become #ueFal Bureau of Investigation
(FBI), which still exists to this da¥ The FBI began to compile a permanent fingerprint
database in response to the 1919 anarchist attdtkk ultimately led to the infamous
Palmer Raid&>

However, the change is not simply one of improvelicphg techniques but the
meaning and consequences of these techniquesdeBdsing a great way to identify
criminals, large databases were necessary forrfonige taking and other systems to
work. They were possibly the first incarnatiorftmfy data’. The mugshot meant that
pictorial databases of criminals could now be lef@n as physiological identification
fell out of favor. As propaganda of the deed posech a threat to the state and the
prevailing order of the time, these techniquesagbigpuickly upon news of their success.
Even if we are to grant that it was the nationdéstor of the First World War that was
the proximate cause of the passport, a functiopagsgport system still needed to be
based upon an elaborate database of bodily idenstifiThis was provided by the fight
against the propagandists, especially as extraditiactices became more tightly
controlled through diplomatic agreements in lindwithe Rome Conference, restricting
the movement of the propagandists prior to Great \Wae advent of the passport and

other measures such as postal service restrighatrnthe final nail in the coffin of the free

93 Jensen, “The United States, International Polieind the War against Anarchist Terrorism, 1900-
1914
94 CobenA. Mitchell Palmey 217-45; AvrichSacco and Vanzettl40-177.
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movement of people and ideas which was so impotteathte propagandists. As
detailed above, this happened in conjunction withdpening up of the public sphere to
include anarchist and other radical ideas. Thesative’ actions, creative in the sense
of bringing something new into the world, had tiffee of drawing new boundaries
around political authority. At the same time, hyigg up some control over the content
of political discourse but gaining control over thevement of people and goods across
borders, we see an ‘authority swap’. The statervaasweaker’ than it was before and it
did not ‘erode’. Nor did it expand or become sgen Instead, by redrawing boundaries
of sovereign authority, it stayed at roughly theedevel quantitatively but qualitatively
it was vastly different.
Conclusion

At the beginning of this story, sometime around@88Europe, we see a
situation in which, broadly speaking, conservatietionalism had led to attempts to
control the content of political discourse in tlegion while a growing philosophy of
laissez-faire capitalism in conjunction with a laafikechnological know-how led to
increasingly open borders as people, goods, aras ere able to cross without the
knowledge of state authorities. These boundarere wrawn through the four practices
listed above: ideology of free movement and fewdeorestrictions, uneven political
exile policies, public show trials and executicasg an ethic of conservative
nationalism. Each of these practices was ‘shattepeoved ineffective in a world of
growing interconnectedness and technological aceraeat. They each proved

significant in sparking the wave of propagandahefdeed that became quite possibly the

% Not only does this represent an ‘authority swap'the state but it also appears a lateral movéiferal
governance. Even while domestic public sphereareanore open, other forms of censorship and
surveillance of what travelled across borders definfly in the face of liberal norms.
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biggest political crisis of the era. So long assthpractices existed, it was hard for those
combating the propagandists to do so with any gffeeinscribing these practices and
boundaries actively made the situation worse.

Creative solutions were necessary and new bowexlagre to be drawn. In most
states, anarchists were channeled into the systdraway from the destructive
propaganda of the deed as the state began to adan@e of their claims. Future
Ravachols and Henrys were less likely to turn vibla the years around the First World
War because anarchist ideas were disseminateg frgél little consequence.
Simultaneously, these states took control oventbeement of people and ideas across
their borders, creating large fingerprint databaseseventually introducing the passport.
Gradually, passports and the control of bordersecemtonstitute the state as we thought
of it in the 2" century. While the passport, the Rome conferesmoe the directives of
some states such as Italy show that central ppleyed a role it usually followed
success. Scientific policing was not a centraldnped policy until after it proved
successful and the acceptance of anarchists iatle movement happened more
organically. Still, they redrew boundaries andn®eribed the state.

Of course, the story told here is not nearly asoum or clean as it is made out
here. Each affected state developed policiesnbket unique to themselves and not
every state drew each boundary effectively. Heogever, | want to spend some time
going over the consequences of propaganda of &k fde Spain and Russia, the two
states that lagged behind the rest of Europe (@tJ8) in combating anarchist violence
and the two that developed what may be seen asa 1solution’ to the problem. In

each state, the propagandists faded away as & oédlbody civil wars. In Russia,
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which had always used passports but was a majarexpf revolutionaries, anarchists
originally saw the 1917 revolution as somethingébbehind. They did just that along
with many exiles, including Piotr Kropotkin, whatwened to Russia to join the
revolution. However, soon the optimism faded dseitame clear what Lenin’s vision
was. Anarchists were persecuted alongside alr®thbo opposed the regime and
Kropotkin died a few years later in solitude. Agtasm was no longer a force once the
Soviet Union came into being. In Spain, anarchisivity was a feature of the landscape
throughout the 1920s and the anarchists formedbtiee anti-monarchical factions of
the Spanish Civil War. However, they, along whk socialists, were crushed by the
victorious fascists and did not return following thdvent of Franco’s reign.

In both countries, anarchists played key rolesringing about revolutions;
however, they found themselves on the losing satk bmes to other anti-monarchical
forces. An abhorrence of organization did not helpither cas&? However, even as
these specific regimes ‘failed’ to deal with thisdat and subsequently perished, the state
found another possible route to combat ‘propagaridiae deed’; totalitarianism. With
these two examples in mind, one would not wantamta covering law that open public
spheres were the only way to defeat this episod@aichist violence; this was just how
it was done in most of Europe. However, as thpaees closed in countries such as
Russia and Spain, anarchists did not return. ifatizins seemed to be better equipped to
run repressive regimes in an age of nationalism thaancien regime This is probably
because all of the totalitarian regimes listed &bdaimed to act in the interests of the

nation and the people. Doing so gave the stagztain level of freedom and popular

9 There were organizationalist anarchists in Ukraihe were also later crushed by Moscow.
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support not found iancien regimedministrations while simultaneously giving it new
tools to ferret out dissidents of any stripe. Eheases help us to run through the
counterfactual of different policies possible fingisuccess against propaganda of the
deed. It is evident that there is more than one twagdraw borders in response to a
crisis and events in Spain and Russia during tteewar period prove this point. There
is true creativity and agency, not the selectioa single policy that works. In both cases
(the liberal western states and the new fascist)p@aeshared crisis caused new
boundaries to be drawn which would have resouneifegts on political life throughout

the 20" century.
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Chapter 6:
Drones, Data, and Redrawing Boundaries in The GlobaNar on Terror

The episode of violence typified by al Qaeda aechonstrated in the attacks of
September 11, 2001 (9/11) is the latest examptewsionist violence. As mentioned in
Chapter 3, much of the literature on terrorismRrhias focused on actor motivations, the
act of terrorism, group structure, and/or the lefelamage done to explain incidents of
terrorism, the threat posed, and its effects. oAthese have the effect of folding al
Qaeda into a larger pools such as ‘terrorism’ vioeks’, ‘Islamic terrorism’, etc,
masking its unique effects. A smaller group ofadabs have recognized that al Qaeda is
a unique actor in contemporary terrorism, markhent as ‘trans-state’, ‘system-
threatening’, ‘transformative’ or ‘predator§’’. In Chapter 3, | build on this to argue that
the narratives that have developed around al Qaedaf those of revisionist violence,
violence that challenges the core of the stateerystOf course, al Qaeda has used
narratives of entrant violence to justify and ralypport for its actions across the Muslim
world. These narratives are evident in its strategattack the ‘far enemy’ — the US —in
order to defeat the ‘near enemy’ — secular Arabegowments? In addition, its
participation in the Afghan poppy trade has se@ninal narratives develop around it.
However, this only shows that any particular epésotiviolence contains many
narratives. What is interesting about al Qaedahferpurposes of this project are the

strong narratives of revisionist violence. Thees#tris ontological, challenging the state

497 Mendelsohn, “Sovereignty Under Attack”; LowenhePnedators and ParasiteZarakol, “What
Makes Terrorism Modern?”

9% This language is taken from Osama bin Laden’sipyisbnouncements. Bin Ladedessages to the
World; for similar analyses, see Benjamin and Simidre Age of Sacred TerroGergesThe Far Enemy
This was also a common refrain in the intervieves ttconducted, proving how pervasive this pardcul
interpretation is. Interviews with Byman, Benjarritillar, Felbab-Brown and Hicks.
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as a polity, sovereignty as a practice, and lilkegblden age pirates and propagandists
before them, forces the state to redraw the boueslaf political authority to effectively
combat the threat.

Unlike the other two cases, the process of redrgWwoundaries is still being
undertaken. For this reason, we cannot be suteévadevelopments in the Global War
on Terror (GWoT%” such as targeted killing and data surveillancebaieg habituated
and will lead to the drawing of new boundaries.wdwaer, these developments have an
unmistakable element of such a dynamic. Targeitbdds especially via drones, and the
National Security Agency (NSA) and Government Comitations Headquarters
(GCHQ) programs to track, collect, and analyze tiaiee made al Qaeda legible, making
it possible to defeat them. Because of these iathmvs, new conceptions of citizen and
alien decouple the citizen from his or her body emd a series of data flows, national
security is extended into new territorial and cqoiaal jurisdictions, and points where
data is collected become new boundaries. As dtyésuders change from sites of
exclusion to sites of collection. These developimézad to the reassertion of the state
into processes in which it had previously been abse
“They’d been here all along”

Three interrelated conceptual boundaries playedeaim the illegibility of al
Qaeda and the 9/11 attacks; 1) a world of boundétigs where all threats have a local

origin, 2) a legal, practical, and conceptual bargdetween domestic and international

9 This term is used to describe the fight againQa#da. It is not an unproblematic term and mdmgyo
interviewees were certainly uncomfortable wittoite making it clear that the Obama Administratias h
never used the term. The major reason seemsttabasing the term elevates counter-terrorism anto
war-like footing that gives the US government céainche in combating al Qaeda. This is the very
reason the term is used; | argue below that thé&sSedrawn boundaries in the fight against al Qaed
that the ability to conduct a Global War on Teligopart of the reason why. Interviews with Byman,
Benjamin, Pillar, Marcus, Levitt.
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surveillance, and 3) an idea that borders wers sitexclusion. Each will be taken in
turn. We start with the idea that all threats, etmse labeled ‘transnational’, emanate
from local disputes, claims, oppression, etc. Wthke term ‘transnational’ was used to
describe a plethora of threats, this referred ¢oojherations of the group — do they attack
across borders, are they a network, etc. — raliaer the politics of the threat.

Historically, this made sense. Hezbollah's attackJS Marine Barracks in 1983 made
sense within this world because it emanated frooggtes between Lebanon and Israel.
Similar patterns develop from attacks by groups Hamas or IRA. These local
struggles were similar to state threats. Terrongs believed to be largely state
sponsoret® wherein these threats “were [still] things you mged via diplomacy®* It
was believed that al Qaeda was no different, eivies ¢laims were not fully understood.
This can be seen in US President Bill Clinton’s aeks on terrorism in the 1990s. In one
instance, he placed jihadist terrorism as simdahe threats of state collapse and internal
warfare in Haiti and Yugoslavia because all wekmn4state™” At the center of these
actions is a conception of politics that is synooysiwith the state and its local claims to
authority?® All non-state violence was assumed to be pergtia the service of

state or state project. There was little roompiolitics outside othe state. The practice
constructing this boundary may seem tautologiaally threats connected to state were on

the radar of policymakers and those working inoral security. It had been this way

for decades.

%00 |hterview with Davison

% Interview with Byman.

2 pppyUS 10/15/1995

%03 zarakol, “What Makes Terrorism Modern?”.
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The belief can be demonstrated by how long it toolal Qaeda to be taken
seriously as a threat to the United States. @atda was primarily a part of local
struggles in one or more Arab states, it would lemiess likely to attack within the
United States and harder to make the argumenufatifig and attention. Bin Laden was
first fingered for the attacks on the World Traden@r in New York in 1993. This was
followed by the Khobar Towers bombing, the attach2JS embassies in Tunisia and
Kenya, and the attack on the USS Cole, all pri®d/id. Knowledge of al Qaeda was
guite common in certain circles of the Clinton Adinstration, especially Richard Clarke,
the National Security Council’s (NSC) Director obihterterrorism, and those working
beneath him. To these officers, 9/11 was notadegic surprise; though all claim it was
either a tactical surprise and/or on a larger sitala expected! This is evidenced by
Clarke’s September 4, 2001 memo to NSC Directordoteeza Rice which warned of
the deaths of “hundreds of Americans”, an ordanagnitude less than the attacks one
week later”

While this meant that al Qaeda was known to manynprent national security

people, there were many who refused to take theimusty. Clarke commented that,

“l think if you ask most terrorism experts in thadr1990s, ‘Name the major terrorist
organizations that might be a threat to the Unitdtes,” they would have said
Hezbollah, which had a relationship with Iran. Thveguld have said Hamas, which is a
Palestinian group. Most people would not have gdiQaeda. Most people wouldn't
have known that there was an Al Qaetfa.”

The only places searched for these threats wetlesdteemselves and the groups
challenging or being funded by them. Daniel Benjaand Steve Simon, analysts

working under Clarke, claim that the FBI and theoBrments of Defense and State were

% |Interviews with Benjamin, Hamilton, Pillar, Zeliko Levitt
*%The 9/11 Commission Repa2l2.
% “Interview: Richard A. Clarke”, Frontline.
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largely resistant to taking al Qaeda seriouslynjBmin asserted that it was “a bridge too
far” for these Departments to take al Qaeda sdictis For instance, many in the
Pentagon purposely dragged their feet when askednb@ up with military scenarios to
counter al Qaeda in the 1990s because “Iran remhdi@ecounterterrorism community’s
top concern®® The Bush Administration demonstrated the samawhjn In January
2001, Clarke warned that al Qaeda was not a Ibcaat to be brought into a regional
framework but was instead a transnational chall@hg®lost of those at the NSC were
aware of the threat. Again, it was senior leadprstsewhere that proved a problem,
especially in the Defense Department. Phillip k@N, who worked in the
Administration and had already written about al @aaprior to 9/11, stated that it took
many in the Administration “some time. You nottbat the almost immediate reaction
of [Defense Secretary Donald] Rumsfeld and [Undmr&ary of Defense Paul]
Wolfowitz is to assume that this is somehow a saateand wonder whether Iran or Iraq
might somehow be responsible for this.”

In addition, after retaliatory actions followingeti 998 embassy attacks, Clinton
was mocked for trying to ‘wag the do{j'to refocus attention away from his sex scandal.
CIA Director George Tenet and others were mockedrjing to drum up al Qaeda’s
threat in the late 1990s. There were of courseymaasons this happened ranging from
partisan animosity to a post-Cold War hangovembuith of this inability to recognize al

Qaeda as a major threat in the late 1990s is dtetbelief that threats come from local

%7 |nterview with Benjamin

% Benjamin and Simorhe Age of Sacred Terro256.

%9 Clarke, “Presidential Policy Initiative/Review h& Al-Qida Network.”

*1%Wag the dog, an expression notoriously used ing\t¥i@ Dog’ a popular 1997 movie starring Dustin
Hoffman and Robert De Niro in which a Presidentifzdies a war in order to cover up for his sex dahn
To many popular pundits at the time the bombingseviée imitating art.
http://www.imdb.com/title/tt0120885/
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struggles, i.e. states. For instance, China’saimskthe problems surrounding the
dissolution of Yugoslavia and the Soviet Union weeetainly on the radar. As one
policymaker explained to me, “Zero Americans diexhf international terrorism in 1999.
So make a budget case for why we should dramaticalfease spending at the end of
1999.%* Al Qaeda as a serious threat to attack withintBewould have been taken
more seriously if it had been recognized as anrorgéion divorced from local struggles.
Threats had been bounded within this particulaeetspf the state system.

This boundary can be viewed as a baseline assumipti@ach of the next two.
First, there were legal, practical, and concepboaindaries between domestic and
international intelligence. This boundary was teday the following practices: 1) a
culture where those working in international andhestic agencies rarely cooperated or
shared intelligence and 2) a separation for theeption of US citizens from the CIA and
NSA. The first of these led to stove-piping andyented the types of intelligence
gathering and analysis that have developed agpanss to 9/11? Both provided a
challenge to data collection. Attempts to colieetta-data in order to identify and
prevent future terrorist attacks were prevalerthe11990s, if not earlier. However, these
attempts were discarded not only because they wiewneed skeptically by veteran
intelligence officers but also due to the legaldhes that split domestic and international
intelligence.

During the 1990s, head of the Information Defengery (IDA) Eric
Kleinsmith made waves within the Defense Departnbgrtollecting open source

internet data and placing it in three dimensionapsthat could show hotspots of

! Interview with Byman
*12 This was one of the key findings of the 2004 QtfnmissionThe 9/11 Commission Report
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terrorist activities, a program that became knowble Danger. His data collection
efforts pulled up sensitive information not justsaspected foreign terrorists but also on
US citizens including Defense Secretary William €oland future Secretary of State
Rice. However, he was told that the data he dalteon US persons could only be held
for 90 days before being discarded, not enough timproper assessment. He ended up
having to ditch the project all together. After his program was shut down, it was
shifted to a consulting firm called Raytheon ord\be shut down again on the same
premises!* The lines between domestic and internationalligemce were drawn in

such a way as to make such surveillance practicalppssible. First, there were privacy
laws that stopped international agencies from cbilg domestic intelligence. Second,
there were other organizations in charge of dorméstelligence such as the FBI (whose
investigations required warrants) and the FBI tendefocus on the investigation of
previously occurring crimes, not the preventioriudéire ones. This was separate from
international surveillance which was undertakenhgyCIA and NSA and could be done
without warrants if it did not include a US citizeiihe line between domestic and
international intelligence is not a hard and fast but instead a constructed one. As 9/11
commission chair Lee Hamiton told me, “The lawlitseeates this difference”. It was
the practice drawing the boundary. The barrienewet only legal but practical and
institutional as well. Domestic and internatiosatveillance were undertaken by
different agencies and for different purposes: erand security, respectively. This made

it harder for relevant information to be connectg@ublicly acknowledged cause of the

*13 For an official overview of this project see theDInspector General’s repohvestigation into...Able
Danger.
14 For a narrative history including interviews wittajor protagonists see Harrighe Watchersl115-135.
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US’ inability to prevent the 9/11 attacKs. This distinction would eventually melt away
as a result of the GWoT.

Different spheres of intelligence demonstrate@lgebthat threats to national
security came from outside of borders, the thirdriztary mentioned above. The border
was a site of exclusion meant to keep such thoedtef the domestic realm. Practices
such as policing borders, border checks, the upasdports, and cargo inspections were
meant to keep undesirable goods, peoples, andiéeas from entering the country. As |
demonstrate in Chapter 5, this has not always treenase. Prior to the First World
War, borders were used more as demarcations beseeeneigns. The movements of
the lower classes were not important because tleeg not seen as a part of the state.
Propaganda of the deed, among others things, pendito this. The movement of
people and goods came to be viewed as importans@itdvas regulated by the state.
This regulation happened at the border, which veas thought of as a site of exclusion
and a series of practices developed which were nteaxclude certain people or goods
in order stop threats from entering.

Bounding all threats into local struggles, boungabetween international and
domestic intelligence, and borders as sites ofusxmh were all in tension with the
processes we associated with globalization. AldQaeas able to utilize international
news media to proselytize through its atta€kand the internet to build and maintain a
decentralized network and communicate propagandaemhnical knowhow. This is
very similar to the way that the propagandists vedaie to use mass media and new

printing technology to publicize ideas and evertsall of my cases, the boundaries that

*15This is one of the major premises behind the @drbmission report and the creation of the Departmen
of Homeland SecurityThe 9/11 Commission Report
*1® Nacos Mass-Mediated Terrorism
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were challenged had been weakened by other prackasere maintained through
habit that was only shattered by the recognitioregfsionist violence. This case is no
different.

Al Qaeda was able to take advantage of the boiegddrawn by the US and other
powerful states, making these targets vulnerahisdpers of the past”, The reaction
to 9/11 within the US government demonstrates thise very idea that al Qaeda could
attack the United States was a shock to many sedsmunter-terrorism experts in the
US government. To John Poindexter, Ronald Reagéati®nal Security Advisor,
“terrorism was a foreign probleni® That they could attack the United States from
within was an even bigger shock which challengedvigry conception of what a border
was. Mike Wertheimer, the NSA'’s top technologestild not believe that the hijackers
“had been plotting their attack within miles of tN&A’s headquarters in Ft. Mead,
Maryland. They'd been here all alonty”. How could an attack happen from inside the
United States if it was able to effectively seciseéorders? This would presage some of
the immediate responses to 9/11 such as strongertsecurity and increased checks on
containers coming into the nation’s ports. Al Qasdctions were illegible within the
contemporary boundaries that made up the ‘conceptap’ of US officials.

lllegibility extends to any attempt to discern@deda’s chief motivating factors.
Historian Faisal Devji argues that al Qaeda’s jilsadot political but is instead best
thought of as ethical or mordt. Al Qaeda creates a global landscape which works

beyond geography, cause and effect, “historicasdend identities”, and ultimately the

" This line was given to me by Daniel Marcus. Iaiew with Marcus.
*18 Harris, The Watchersl146.

*pid., 155.

2% Deviji, Landscapes of the Jihad
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state itself. This is why it has proven so handtifimse in the west to appreciate the
organization, because it is something that makéitigosense in a world of local
struggles. Deviji argues that “Osama bin Ladendsscriminate in his invocation of
domestic and foreign causes for the attacks of, 3hLE erasing any distinction between
the two and operating instead at a purely globaglle.”*** Cian O’Driscoll echoes this

globalized conception of al Qaeda by pointing bt its members’ “biographies often

relate to a disdain for national boundaries... travielely and have little connection with
their homelands:® While it is certainly possible that many recruitd join as a means
to fight local disputes from Palestine to Chechrnlga,ethos of the group was a
globalized one. Further, Deviji claims that theichdo attack the US Embassies in
Nairobi and Dar es Salaam in 1998 “had nothingaevith their political or military
status...it depended on the presence of local, ikigents in the regiori®® Former
defense analyst Kathleen Hicks contends that ati@ee"not a territory occupying
organization®** Locality, while present, is secondary. Contenappboundaries made
al Qaeda’s goals “incomprehensibi&"and the attacks illegible and nearly impossible to
combat.
“This is civilization’s fight”

In this section, | will review the narratives demeéd by both al Qaeda and its

enemies in order to demonstrate that a narrativevagionist violence can be used to

make sense of al Qaeda’s actions. These narratisgminted about by Mikkel Thorup

*2L |bid., 6-7.

22 0'Driscoll, “From Versailles to 9/11”

2 Deviji, Lanscapes of the Jiha®-9; This is backed up by findings from Able Dangich pointed out
al Qaeda cells in "Dar es Salaam, Kenya, Tanzfama] Nairobi",Investigation into...Able Danget7.le
24 Interview with Hicks

% Interview with Zenko
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and others?® are remarkably similar to those used to brandegolbe pirates and
propagandists as the ‘enemies of mankind’. Intamdio the attacks of September 11,
2001 in which 2,996 people were killed in New Yovkrginia, and rural Pennsylvania,
the al Qaeda network has been prolific. Prior/id 9hese attacks included the bombing
of a Yemeni hotel, the World Trade Center, US Emiessin Nairobi and Dar es Salaam,
Khobar Towers in Saudi Arabia, and the USS Cbdldn the years following 9/11, they
have been linked with a series of bombings actusdtuslim world in Casablanca,
Amman, Istanbul, Riyadh, Manilla, Jakarta, and tw&ali in addition to the
assassination of Pakistani Prime Minister Benahint® in 2007?® During this time al
Qaeda was also able to carry out high casualtglatan Madrid in 2004 and London in
2005. Al Qaeda also inspired attacks by those litite to no formal connections to the
organization, such as the Patriots’ Day attacklib3 Failed plots including the Bojinka
plot to hijack 12 transpacific planes heading ® thited States, an attempt to run a
plane into the Eiffel Towe¥, an attempt to detonate explosives hidden in sHaewd

the Christmas Day bombifigadd to the hysteria. Al Qaeda has also takenipéotal
struggles in the Sudan, Somalia, Afghanistan, CigahBosnia, Yemen, Iraq, and
Syria;** among others. That said, the creation of a caiststhe casting of al Qaeda’s

actions as revisionist violence does not come alyuirom their deeds but in how those

deeds are translated into threat.

2 Thorup, “Enemy of Humanity”; Land&nemies of Humanity

52"«Timeline: Al Qaeda’s Global Context.”

22 msnbc. com and NBC News, “Al-Qaida Timeline.”

*2“Timeline: Al Qaeda’s Global Context.”

*30“shoe Bomber.”

314yS ‘Foils Underwear Bomb Plot.”

32 These last two efforts have combined into a sligtoup, the Islamic State of Iraq and Syria ()SIS
which is in many ways competing with al Qaeda.
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Perhaps the most puzzling aspect of al Qaeda guhstion of what exactly they
want. It has been said that they are looking tarneto a 18 century caliphat&? to
institute sharia across the world or at least el#imds that belong to Islam, to get the
United States out of the Middle Ea$tto end democracy and freedom as we know it,
and, as a symbolic gesture, to awaken the Urfmahey have even been accused of

> with the intention of doing harm to, or even stayta war with, the US? and

nihilism
of looking for revengé® Some feel that their goals were utopian and uisteahnd that
“they want to create a vacuum into which they thgalodness and light will suddenly
pour”>* There are elements of truth to many of thesenslaiFor instance, bin Laden
has said that he bristles under American occupatidine holy land and would like to see
Palestine “completely liberated and returned tantst sovereignty®!* However, this is

a recruiting tactic?? While bin Laden and the al Qaeda leadership aegered by the
presence of American military bases in Saudi Aralpid Israel these were symptoms of
the larger problem: the global dominance of theisgcliberal state. Al-Zawabhiri claims

that “Palestine is the cause that has been firmtha feelings of the Muslim nation from

Morocco to Indonesia..In addition, it is a rallying point for all Arapbe they believers

°33 | ewis, The Crisis of Islam

>4 This is an extension of the ‘far enemy’ thesig 8& above.

3> See quote from Clinton and Bush below

%3 |nterviews with Byman, Pillar, Brannen, Hamilton

37 «they are sort of nihilist, they reject basicadlyerything”, interview with Brannen

%38 |nterviews with Benjamin, Hamilton, Brannen

39 Interview with Byman

>4 This was echoed by many of the people | interviiwi shows some of the trouble even today with
comprehending exactly what al Qaeda was and is &itete is from the interview with Brannen.

41 Bin LadenMessages to the Worl8.

*#2This is discussed in Devji and was a conversatiahl had with Matthew Levitt. DevjLanscapes of
the Jihad Interview with Levitt.
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or non-believers, good or evil® Local struggles are meant to act as bases ohtiper
and to inflame Muslim sentiment worldwide; theic#dity is immateriaf*

One of the common media tropes about al Qaedaisttis a throwback to
another era. Itis fed up with modernity and isking to recreate the world of the
prophet:* The fight is framed as modern vs. pre-moderrighténed vs. medieval.
However, as John Gray and Jean Baudrillard argpigeig simply not the case: al Qaeda
is a creature of modernit{f. It is thoroughly versed in the practices of thia. It has
used the internet for communication, the increasedement of peoples to train, recruit,
and attack, and deregulated financial flows to @oal store money, among others. It
also has a modern idea of its own mission and pé&p&ven when it draws upon ancient
or medieval Arab images and rhetoric, they are@uise for modern ends. This was
recognized by the 9/11 commission report, whoskastmused that al Qaeda was
“more globalized than we weré&”. In this way, al Qaeda is a reflection of the \dorl
which it is fighting against, which is exactly whatkes it so dangerous.

| would argue that Deviji’'s contention that al Qdsdpals are metaphysical and
lay outside the realm of politics is half right| @aeda is quite political, only they are not
recognized as such by states which can only maksesaf Al Qaeda’s religious claims
on their own terms. In this way, we can see tls@rdition between al Qaeda and, for

instance, a Palestinian cause which was “finalijtieized within an order of

%3 Mansfield,His Own Wordssee also Deviji.anscapes of the Jihad

¥ Deviji, Lanscapes of the Jiha@7.

>4 For similar arguments see Friedmhangitudes and Attitudesewis, What Went Wrong?2_ewis, The
Crisis of Islam

>4 Gray,Al Qaeda and What It Means to Be ModeBaudrillard, The Spirit of Terrorism and Other
Essays

**"The 9/11 Commission Repo840.
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intentionality dedicated to the establishment ohtional state®® The Palestinian cause
made sense within the state system. Al Qaeda 2004 did not. It desires freedom,
justice, wealth, power or other concepts that arelly associated with politics, only “it
wants them on its own term¥;'to “define the terms of global social relationgside the
language of state and citizenship.”It is “envisioning a whole new map™. This itself
proves to be a threat to the state while usingéng same boundaries set by states (and
the practices that are challenging them) againdt @l Qaeda is attempting to field a
battle on a metaphysical plane where boundariegedsiow them are non-existent, even
engaging in the battle would be perilous for tlaest This is the plane of ‘effects without
causes’ and al Qaeda itself has little control akrerconsequences of its actions.
According to Deviji, the sphere of action is notewme of Muslim autonomy, which is
the same one occupied by Christians and Jews. egaastly, there is to be no
distinction, no boundary? This explains why so many have failed to diagraise
Qaeda’s mission, leading to the illegibility de¢gilabove. Its politics do not exist on the
same plane as its enemies, so state to statet@tstetizen relations are unhelpful ways
to understand them. What must happen is for tite $b redraw boundaries, to develop
new practices that can make al Qaeda a ‘legiblalpm. Deviji is not the only one to
notice this dynamic. Zarakol argues that al Qasda threat to both the rules of the

game and the status-quo state(s)” and “a direetitho the international systeri?®.

%8 Deviji, Lanscapes of the Jiha8.

> 1pid., 76.

5%Al Qaeda’s mission is one that is even confusingrio rejected by many Islamic fundamentalists who
still view their struggle in local terms. Ibid., 31

51 Interview with Harris.

52 Deviji, Lanscapes of the Jihag0.

%53 zarakol, “What Makes Terrorism Modern?,” 2314, @3The first quote is taken from Jeff Huysmans
on revolutionary states, see Jef Huysmans, “SetWhat Do You Mean?”.
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Ronald Krebs and Jennifer Lobasz argue that al &bdeatens the very logic of
inside/outside that sustains the modern natior’stdt

If al Qaeda has so little control over the conseqas of its own actions, we need
to look at US rhetoric as it regards the GWoT idenrto complete this picture. Krebs

and Lobasz note that:

The attacks of September 11 were. according taldminant discourse, attacks on the
nation-state, but this should hardly be treatedrggoblematic or natural. These events
could have been represented differently: for examgd attacks on the central symbols of
the neoliberal empire, as crimes against humaoitgs crimes against innocents.

Therefore, the threat posed by al Qaeda is detedras much by the narratives
developed by the target as by the group itselfe ifkerpretation of the attack is as
important in locating the threat as the motivatibekind it.

That the threat posed by al Qaeda was differemt dtizer attacks in US history
was apparent in President Bush’s first public ré&ean the event, before any claims that
the attack was perpetrated by al Qaeda. He sthisddst public speech “Today, our
fellow citizens, our way of life, our very freedaztame under attack in a series of
deliberate and deadly terrorist act¥”.Notice that the attack is not on the US or upon
those living in NY and DC or working at the Worldafle Center or the Pentagon. It is
against a ‘way of life’ and ‘freedom’, conceptstthae manifest by, but larger than, a
particular state. Just nine days later, this st was displayed in greater detail in a

speech to Congress announcing the ‘War on Terror’:

They hate our freedoms—our freedom of religion, foeedom of speech, our freedom to
vote and assemble and disagree with each otherThis is the world’s fight. This is

>4 Krebs and Lobasz, “Fixing the Meaning of 9/11,244
% |pid., 432, n.81.
*0«The Text of President Bush’s Address Tuesday Nigh
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civilization’s fight. This is the fight of all whdelieve in progress and pluralism,
tolerance and freedorn’

While there is no mention of the state itself asnstitution under attack, it has been
framed such that core values and institutions tariska Two things are important to
draw out here. First, recognition that the stata @olity was at risk does not make for
very good rhetoric. Remember that the piratedefgolden age attacked ‘god, country
and labor’ and the propagandists were againsitutiginal and social relations’. Second,
in each case what was attacked happened to bethédeals upon which the state
legitimated itself. In the #Bcentury this was trade and god, at the turn o2tk
century this was order and property, and at the efithe 21" century this was freedom
and a democratic way of life. Hence, by recogmjzand creating a threat to these values,
there is an implicit recognition of the state itd®ing under attack. Of course, these are
not the only ideals upon which the state legitirdatself in each era, but they are the
values that state leaders felt were under threhtnamted to mobilize to defend.

That something new had occurred was recognizetidBtish Administration;
old ways of doing things were no longer operatidreadause a new threat had emerged.
In June of 2002, Bush stated that, “Deterrence...ns@athing against shadowy terrorist

networks with no nation or citizens to deferid”.In 2006, Bush reiterated this point:

The terrorists who declared war on America represen nation. They defend no
territory. And they wear no uniform. They do mo&ss armies on borders or flotillas of
warships on the high seas. They operate in thdostg of society. They send small
teams of operatives to infiltrate free nations. efHive quietly among their victims.

They conspire in secret. And then they strike auithwarning>®

7 «president Bush’s Speech to Congress Declaring aNarerror.”
8 «Text of Bush’'s Speech at West Point.”
% “president Bush’s Speech on Terrorism.”
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This echoes the 2002 National Security StrategySIN@hich called al Qaeda a
‘shadowy network®® The same sentiment was echoed by other admiistrafficials.
Deputy Secretary of State Richard Armitage clairied 9/11 created a “whole new
world”.*** Deputy Secretary of Defense Paul Wolfowitz clainteat, “the old approach
to terrorism was not acceptable any longé&r”.

Of course, it is not as if the Bush Administratmeated this rhetoric. The threat
of terrorism was something dealt with seriouslycsiat least the 19808. Bush's
predecessor, Bill Clinton, used similar rhetorrgping terrorism in largely similar ways.
In his remarks following the second most deadlyotgst attack on US soil, the bombing
of the Alfred P. Murrah Federal Building in Oklahar€@ity in 1995, Clinton remarked
that it was undertaken by, “forces that threatencommon peace, our freedom, our way
of life”.** Following US retaliation for al Qaeda perpetratedbings on the US
embassies in Kenya and Tanzania, he stated thatefi&a is and will remain a target of
terrorists precisely...because we act to advancespéeaenocracy, and basic human
values”. At stake is the “ongoing struggle betw&erdom and fanaticismi®

The nascent narrative on terrorism developederil®D0s recognized the same
dangers and used many of the same tropes as Bashdsic in the wake of 9/11, yet
there was no crisis. What solidified the crisiswlae creation of the GWoT. Nine days
after 9/11, President Bush declared the GWoT aresfadowed its expansive reach:

“Our war on terror begins with Al Qaeda, but it dowt end there. It will not end until

*0The National Security Strategy of the United Stafesmerica 2002, i.
*1“Return of the Taliban.”

*2«Deputy Secretary Wolfowitz on the Reasons fog Ivsar.”

*53 Harris, The Watchers

%4 pppPUS 4/23/1995

%> PPPUS 8/20/1998.
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every terrorist group of global reach has beendostopped, and defeate”. There are
three parts of this proclamation worth discussiageh The first is the use of ‘war’, the
second is the expansiveness of the enterpriseharttiird is how the first two combined
to create what Dana Priest and William Arkin cali@dp Secret America®™’

By casting counterterrorism as part of a war, t&sno was identified as the
defining national security issue of the®a¥entury. Tenet sent out a memo five days after
the attacks entitled, “We’re at War” in which hegaimed that the CIA “must give
people the authority to do things they might natimarily be able to do...If there is some
bureaucratic hurdle, leap it® Similarly, John Poindexter, the new head of tlfigc® of
Information Awareness at Defense Advanced Resdnajlects Agency (DARPA),
remarked in its aftermath that, “This is not busgas usual, we must put introduction of
new technology on a wartime basi8”. This use of the term ‘war’ reflects the
seriousness of the crisis and places it alongbiel@ther cases explored in this study.
Second, buoyed by the rhetoric of a whole new wdhid expansiveness of the war on
terror was a choice that would have far reachinmpequence¥’ The GWoT broadened
the fight from al Qaeda to all terror, terrorismgdaerrorists’* One year after the

attacks, the 2002 NSS proclaimed the war on téargtobal enterprise of uncertain

duration”?”> One critic, calling it a “grossly manipulativeege of salesmanship”, argued

¢ «president Bush’s Speech to Congress Declaring darerror”

%" Priest and ArkinTop Secret America

*%8 Harris, The Watchersl51.

*9pid., 152.

"0 Krebs and Lobasz, “Fixing the Meaning of 9/11”

"1 This reflects the way that the fight against thepagandists was characterized as being against
‘anarchy’ the idea. Greenwald echoes this sentini€he NSA explicitly states that none of the &teq
individuals is a member of a terrorist organizatiorinvolved in any terror plots. Instead, theine is the
views they express”. Greenwalp Place to Hide187.

"2 The National Security Strategy of the United StafeSmerica 2002, i.
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that “it would be impossible to define any way loéte being an end® It included not
just the US and its traditional allies, but evetepdial rivals such as Russia and China.
As much as the ‘coalition of the willing’ and tadk ‘new’ and ‘old’ Europe amongst
Bush Administration officials are highlighted, tB&VoT has proven to be a multi-lateral
undertaking, signifying the seriousness of thedtiré

Finally, these two trends combined to throw a eésecrecy over everything
remotely related to national security. As Priext Arkin argue, “Calling the reaction to
al Qaeda’s 9/11 attack a ‘war’ ensured that theeguwent could justify classifying
everything associated with running it’. Lee Tien concurs, “It is as if in order to
mobilize for the War on Terror you have to sprdad shroud of secrecy over more and
more of the government® This veil provided cover not only for labelingegything
‘national security’ but also allowing a multitudéagencies and contractors to innovate
ways to defeat the threat, though it was certgmolysible for this to happen without such
secrecy. It hasn't all been positive for the USeyovnent either. This veil has cast a pall
over the Snowden revelations, making it hardetHerpublic to trust the government that
it is doing responsible things with the d&dfaHowever, as Matthew Levitt put it, secrecy
is not an easy thing to get past in the intelligeoemmunity: “We won’t be successful in

today’s world if we don’t keep secrets¥”

>3 |Interview with Pillar

" Mendelsohn, “Sovereignty Under Attack”; Lowenheimd Steele, “Institutions of Violence, Great
Power Authority, and the War on Terror.”

>’ priest and ArkinTop Secret America

>"® Harris mentions that this was one of the bigg#fetes of the GWoT. Interviews with Tien, Harris.
" This was specifically mentioned by Zelikow who seeblic distrust as a consequence of “policy
judgments on what to collect, or the absence df juggments, combined with a wider erosion of tinst
intelligence agencies caused by abuses elsewtwri the NSA.” Interview with Zelikow.

>8 Interview with Levitt
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“Not whether but when”

Like the campaigns against the golden age piaatdghe anarchist terrorists, the
early stages of the GWoT were characterized bgmetrment. During the Clinton
administration, many saw terrorism as a law enfoe® problem. However, while there
was recognition that 9/11 shattered current wayhkioking about the world, the
immediate response reinforced old boundaries.ofmesinstances, the recognition of a
‘whole new world’ was used to enact policies thatevdesired previously. First, border
exclusion was enhanced through stricter airlineisgcchecks undertaken by the
Transportation Security Administration (TSA) andibgreasing random inspections of
shipping containers. Both of these may (or may have proven useful in the wider
GWoT, but they were attempts to reinforce the bawies that made al Qaeda almost
impossible to combat. The enactment of the Pafmbimmediately had a similar effect,
though its ultimate significance lies with the dataveillance and the new boundarigés.
However, the most visible response, and argualdyehst effective, came from the
belief that terrorism was caused by bad governmeantextension of the idea that all
threats emanate from local struggi@sThis is the logic that brought the United States
into wars in Iraq and Afghanistan. While the wadnlald changed, the Administration
changed only in its approach to the same old pneblePart of the reason for these
actions was an institutional stickiness based erc#pabilities of the US and its
‘coalition of the willing’. The military industriacomplex of the US provides it with a

surplus of materials to conduct warfare againstioitates. This was especially true

>"9 The significance of the Patriot Act was a pointifference between the privacy advocates |
interviewed. For instance, DS and Lee Tien sawAttteas vitally important while David Husband
believed that it was epiphenomenal to the risedifimology. Interviews with DS, Tien, Husband.
80 This was specifically discussed in my interviewhaDan Byman. Interview with Byman
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prior to 9/11, when counterterrorism and countenigency got much less attention. The
surplus of materials to fight interstate wars iglexnce of the belief that all threats
emanate from local struggles. This belief wasrivdbzed and habituated. If it was not,
then new capabilities would have been built thatiddnave made other options more
likely or at least made this one less so. Thisifaiof imagination led to the institutional
and material capability held by the US in the aiftath of 9/11 and these, in turn, played
a role in the decisions to go into Iraq and Afglstam.

There was a clear tactical reason, and possibEnge/motive, for going into
Afghanistan because Taliban leader Muhammad Omsiupweviding shelter to bin
Laden, al Zawahiri, and other leading al Qaedarégu While the invasion opened up the
space necessary for the subsequent targeted leéimgaign which led to bin Laden’s
death and crippled core al Qaeda in the regionwtrestills drags on thirteen years later.
It has led to 3,500 coalition fatalities and mangrenlocal ones and still no stable Afghan
government. However, while the invasion of Afglstan could be interpreted as a
necessary undertaking for future drone operatidribe decision to enter Iraq looks like
a clear case of retrenchment. Even as the wadamgeosting almost 4,500 American
lives and probably over 100,000 Iragi liv&snot to mention its monetary and political
costs, few links with al Qaeda have been foundfadt, al Qaeda only became active in
the country after the invasion and the currenthilesiwith ISIS have their roots in the
Irag War. Critiques of the Iraq War were commomniyp talks with policymakers. A
more interesting debate that formed in my intergelmowever, was whether or not Iraq

could be considered a counter-terrorism measuitiar Baid that it was “something they

%81 Hayden called the Afghan invasion a major sucbessvarned that this success was not guaranteed to
continue if resources were shifted away. Interwvetih Hayden
*824raq Body Count.”
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[the Administration] wanted to do anyway:” Zelikow argued that the narrative of Iraq
was “substantially different from the narrativetoé War on Terror®® Talk of a
reinvasion of Irag was common in certain Republicational security circles during the
1990s® One administration official remarked that intdrdabates on Iraq were “about
not whether but when™?

However, others had a different take on the ratatiqp between the Iraq War and
the GWoT. Daniel Byman saw it as part of an efforstop terrorism by deposing bad
governments while Daniel Benjamin argued that ‘dttacks of 9/11 spawned a kind of
vacuum in National Security thinking about whattonext that led to...the invasion of
Irag.™® Zelikow admitted that the “political climates {fraq and the GWoT] are
insoluble”>® Here, 9/11 became an opportunity to enact alréaeyred policies and
rhetorically coerce political opponents into thegiWar by painting it as part of the
GWoT>® Since al Qaeda was against democracy and freadatafined by the US,
Iragi Leader Sadaam Hussein’s opposition to bothted him into the same corner as
bin Laden. In many ways this echoed the battlesliof the Cold War: democracy and
capitalism vs. a communist other.

Administration rhetoric tied the Iraq War into t8&VoT. Defense Secretary

Donald Rumsfeld testified before the U.S. Sena@0id2 on Iraq:

“Last week we commemorated the one-year anniverdaihe most devastating attack
our nation has ever experienced, more than 3,00pl@&illed in a single day. And

%83 |Interview with Pillar

84 Micah Zenko and Kathleen Hicks expressed siméatiments. Interviews with Zelikow, Zenko, and
Hicks

°%5 Kagan and KristolPresent DangersTerrorism is conspicuously missing from this eotlon of essays
from future Bush Administration officials and thailties.

8 «Deputy Secretary Wolfowitz on the Reasons fog Ivsar.”

%87 |nterview with Benjamin

*%8 |nterview with Zelikow

89 Krebs and Lobasz, “Fixing the Meaning of 9/11”
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today | want to discuss the task of preventing emere devastating attacks, attacks that
could kill not thousands but potentially tens afukands of our fellow citizens®

Wolfowitz listed the reasons for the war as follo8ne is weapons of mass destruction,
the second is support for terrorism, the thirches ¢riminal treatment of the Iraqi people.
Actually | guess you could say there's a fourthroglasng one which is the connection
between the first two>™ Internally, he complained that the reason we wetetying
Saddam to al Qaeda was a “failure of imaginati@h'The war became part of a larger
counterterrorism strategy built around a ‘communpitgiemocracies’. As stated in the

2006 NSS:

Free governments are accountable to their peopleerg their territory effectively, and
pursue economic and political policies that beniifdir citizens. Free governments do
not oppress their people or attack other free nati®eace and international stability are

most reliably built on a foundation of freedd.

Freedom is equated with the state and, in this déation, is a major pillar of the GWoT.
Even if the real reason in the minds of Administrabfficials had little to do with al
Qaeda;” Iraq was justified through the GWoT, sold as péw larger ‘solution’ to the
crisis whereby bad states made terrorists. Thdrnhnarrative became al Qaeda vs.
democracy and freedom; the only way to beat thesmaaike the world safe for
American ideals was to start spreading those ideatls force if necessary.

The world’s most powerful state and its ‘coalitioiithe willing’ responded to the
threat by doubling down on current boundariesnpgyto understand the threat through
familiar conceptual maps. That the invasion of| weas something advocated for by

Administration officials before they got into powanly strengthens this argument.

*0«Testimony of U.S. Secretary of Defense Donald Rigid before the Senate Armed Services
Committee Regarding Iraq (Transcript).”

*1«Deputy Secretary Wolfowitz on the Reasons fog Ivsar.”

*2The 9/11 Commission Repd3B6.

*3The National Security Strategy of the United Stafesmerica 20086, i.

94 For such arguments see Debs and Monteiro, “Knowknowns.”
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According to their conceptual maps, the non-stateats came from states in the form of
tyranny or weakness in ‘troubled’ areas such advitelle East, Africa, and Central

Asia. Despite the shattering of 9/11, the respevesestill to reinforce old boundaries
and old ways of acting in the world. It was onlghatheir failure that new strategies
could take root and old habits were well and tshgttered.

“The robot is our answer to the suicide bomber.”

The invasions of Iraq did little to advance the GW While it could be argued
that the invasion of Afghanistan exposed al Qael@adership and forced it on the run,
the war itself was far from enough. Other toolsilddoe needed, creativity was
paramount. Two tools have become prominent. iFaei$ the start of targeted killing
campaigns largely conducted by unmanned aircradtames. The second was the
NSA'’s program to collect and analyze metadata.hEsataken in turn below.

However, before we start to talk about what hanleffective in the GWoT, it is
best to talk about whether or not there has beecess. First, what does success mean?
Most have stated that success must mean prevaitagks. On this score, those | talked
to were unanimous that the GWoT has played a nollea small number of attacks on US
soil and to US interests. However, no one seertfsn& that the job is done, with one
source commenting that it is “not yet complete aray not be complete for some
time”.>* Another commented that he does not see muclegyrand suggested that it is
“all tactical and operationaf®® Other types of successes have been pointedamgfing

from the decimation of the core al Qa&lto the new funding streams for national and

5% Interview with Zelikow
5% |nterview with Brannen
7 Interviews with Hamilton, Zelikow, Davidson
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homeland securit}?® Neither does this have to be a complete victdignine Davidson
openly questioned whether or not the War on Terooitd ever go away’’ while several
shared Dan Byman’s thought that “If you set thedialthere will be a Boston Marathon
attack every couple of years’ | think people cogitdon with their lives”.

However, there have been two other interestirands from these discussions.
The first is that a few of the people | talked tggested that the War on Terror will be
over when it is no longer a top priority. Pauldilpointed this out, arguing that the
GWoT will be over when we no longer care abod¥itkathleen Hicks said that it was
about “managing terrorisni®> Along this line, Shane Harris asserted that “\Wegning
to be fighting terrorists for a long, long timeutBve are not going to do it with our

army” %

When we bring counterterrorism off of a war fogti provided that basic goals
seem met and it is not in defeat, the crisis itaélfbegin to dissipate, new boundaries
will be drawn and the GWoT will be seen as soméa@isuccess. This we can see today
as the GWoT begins to take a back seat to othemadhisecurity priorities and the NSA
revelations bring critical focus on national seguactivities.

The other interesting strand is that a majorityhef people | talked to mentioned
the evolving nature of the threat. Many mentiohed al Qaeda had fragmented and is
now as much a brand name for groups such as ab8habh Somalia, Boko Haraam in

Nigeria, and, until recently, ISIS, among oth®tsOthers pointed out the new localized

nature of the threat, with one stating that, “ltdimk there has been a re-localization of

%% |nterviews with Brannen, Marcus

9 |nterview with Davidson

800 |hterview with Pillar

801 |nterview with Hicks

802 |nterview with Harris

%93 |nterviews with Felbab-Brown, Zelikow, Hamilton
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the jihad"® This is particularly evident in the rise of IS48d their attempts to govern
territory in Mesopotamia and the Levant. Neithkethese points were made as evidence
that the War on Terror has been succesSfuY.et, they could be read as such. If al
Qaeda is now a series of franchisees focused ototgr then much of the battle has
already been won. ISIS can be made sense of wiikistate system because it is
looking to control territory® It is now entrant violence and no longer a thteahe core
of the system.
Targeted Killing

While Predator and Reaper drones have become gyrous with the GWoT, the
history of unmanned aircraft stretches back be®dtd. Budgeting and research in the
United States started in the 1970s, use begareit980s, and drone operations were
common in combat theaters in Iraq and Afghanis®ithard Clarke pushed for the
installation of a program using Predator dronesearmith Hellfire missiles in counter-
terror operations prior to 9/f%. Of course, there was resistance to the use okdroAs
Rob Finkelstein, president of Robotic Technologg. | complained, the lack of
implementation over the past 20 years was dueriggih brain dead bureaucrats who
have no vision...The sad thing is that many usefsiesyis could have been fielded years

ago,” saving many live¥? Following 9/11 this turned quickly. As one USearcher

604 Similar points were made by Brannen, Zelikow, 8adidson. Interviews with Benjamin, Brannen,
Zelikow, Davidson

895 Matthew Levitt made this point most explicitly ciasing on how the threat can change faster than the
US government. Interview with Levitt

6% This is, of course, up for debate. While it dappear that ISIS is more focused on governingteyri
than al Qaeda, they also make claims that theykdpeaand govern, the spiritual lives of all Sunni
Muslims. Therefore, what is said here is a conjecthat appears true at the moment but couldyeasil
proven untrue by events in the near future.

97 Benjamin and Simorhe Age of Sacred TerroB21-2, 336-8, 343-6.

%% Singer,Wired for War 53-54.
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has put it, “the robot is our answer to the suididenber.*” Here we have the GWoT
opening up space for both the government and iliatprsector to develop such weapons
platforms for the purpose of counterterrorism, tgkadvantage of pre-existing
technology for a new purpose. As described betargeted killing and drone usage did
not become until after they proved successful.

Unmanned aircraft, or drones, have been used ffee fpurposes. The first is in
traditional military operations. Drones have pded air cover to operations in Iraq and
Afghanistan and were used to help create a nooifye 2n Libya’'® Secondly, they can be
a method of surveillance, gaining information iridpots in a manner not too dissimilar
from the U2 spy planes of the Cold War. Finalhgyt have been used to kill suspected
terrorists. Targeted killing, or signature strikkegan under the Bush administration as
CIA programs started in Yemen in 2002 and Pakisté&2004. But they have really
grown under the Obama Administration, which hagmalon the more targeted, more
kinetic operations, especially with drones, thatergeginning to come on line in the last
year of Bush and put a great deal of emphasisatratid were focusing on decapitation
of terrorist groups®'* In other words, the Obama Administration only métcpolicy
once it had an inside look at its possibilities #meh they ran with it. The Bush
Administration oversaw 47 drone attacks in Pakistawveen 2005 and 2009 while the
Obama administration oversaw 52 strikes in 2008efollowed by 112, 73, 48, and 26

from 2010-2013** That means that in each of his first four yearsffice, Barack

% |pid., 62.

610 Ackerman, “U.S. Drones Never Left Libya” Micah Zentold me that drone operations have almost
nothing to do with counterterrorism and are mof®d on counterinsurgency. This was not a common
opinion. Interview with Zenko.

1 Interview with Benjamin

®12“Drone Wars Pakistan.”
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Obama saw more signature strikes in Pakistan tisaprédecessor did in his last four
years combinefl? In addition, the Obama Administration has ovensaeother 80 drone
and 15 traditional air strikes in Yem&h. These strikes have killed 35 known al Qaeda
leaders in Yemen and 58 in Pakistan as of 2013anthl of 3,500 militants overalf.
The Justice Departments of both Bush and Obamea imaintained not only that
the GWOT is a war but that targeted killings arefid in wars zones. Indeed, Obama’s
Attorney General Eric Holder has suggested a siityilaetween a drone strike and the
tracking of the plane of Japanese General Isorakmamoto during the Second World
War?®™® Putting aside questions of legality and just wlaese claims demonstrate that the
GWoT is the justification for these campaidtisThe US has not always endorsed
targeted killing. In July of 2001, Martin Indylhe US ambassador to Israel, publicly
called his host country out for the targeted kgsrof HAMAS officials, saying, “They
are extrajudicial killings, we do not support that. It was not until the threat of al
Qaeda presented itself that it became thinkabléhiotJnited States to use such a tactic

as a regular part of its national security operetio

6131t should be mentioned that Michael Hayden, thener NSA and CIA Director under Bush, told me
that the program was ramped up beginning in 20@8 éhannual numbers do not reflect this. Intemwie
with Hayden.

4 “Drone Wars Yemen.”

615 Attacks tend to occur in bunches. In a two weetkqu between July 37and August 8 of 2013, 34
militants were killed by drone strikes in Yemend&a®n intelligence of future al Qaeda attacks on
embassies in Sana’a and on shipping in the Red"%emen Drone Strikes.” It should also be noted tha
drones strikes have been in decline from a 201R jpeBakistan and a 2012 peak in Yemen. This doés n
mean that drones operations are about to becomegdf the past; if they truly are resulting ireth
redrawing of boundaries, we should expect operatiortontinue as new threats emerge.

618 Holder, “Attorney General Eric Holder Speaks artNwestern University School of Law.”

1 Dan Byman told me that, “we found a use for ijus] because we wanted to kill terrorists”.
Interview with Byman.

®18 Mayer, “The Predator War.”
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Drone bases have proliferated over this periolderd are six operational bases in
Pakistan, despite closings amid public controv&rsyn fact, closings and reallocations
may be part of a larger strategy to make suredpetations are not interrupted by the
attention given to any single ba3e.Drone operations in Yemen are undertaken from
bases in Saudi Arabia and operations in North aedté/n Africa have increasingly been
undertaken from a base in Nigér.There are also major hubs in Ethiopia and the
Seychelle¥’ and a base recently closed in Djibouti. In additithere are reportedly 64
drone bases in the United Statés.

The proliferation of drone bases around the wbdsd not necessarily been met
with resistance. Niger has welcomed the use afesdor surveillance to help to protect
its own borders from being breached by Islamic Aamdntalists from Mali, Nigeria, and
Libya because, as President Mahamadou explaineé,r8ly on countries like France
and the United States, we need co-operation taremsur security>* Drone bases in
Pakistan have come under fire from the Pakistablipand the Pakistani government,
but there is evidence that top Pakistani leadersat only accepting of drones but have
asked for them. General Ashfaq Kayani asked théoddSontinuous predator
coverage” of the tribal areas even as he publisbaded the program as “unjustified and

1625

intolerable™

*9\Woods, “CIA Drones Quit One Pakistan Site.”

620 Bokhari, “Officials Confirm CIA Drones In Pakistdn

821 Whitlock, “Drone Base in Niger Gives U.S. a StrageFoothold in West Africa.”

622 Miller, Gearan, and Raghavan, “Obama Administraaithorized Recent Drone Strikes in Yemen”;
“An End to Drone Flights from Camp Lemonnier, Djilib”

2 Many of the bases are remote and only use snaaikepl which makes both attacks and surveillanse les
likely. Franceschi-Bicchierai, “Revealed.”

624 \Whitlock, “Drone Base in Niger Gives U.S. a StgateFoothold in West Africa.”

62> Allbritton, “Pakistan Army Chief Sought More Dro@overage in '08.”
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There are, of course, downsides to these attdeikst, many have claimed that
these attacks create more radicals than theyekiiecially in places like Yemen and
Pakistan which have already been hotbeds of tetractivity. In fact, reports have
suggested that the recent attacks on the US emlvaBgyghazi were, at least in part,
retribution for the drone strike that killed al @adeader Abu Yahya al-Libi¢ This
position was common amongst my interviewees, wiéimyrmentioning that the side
effects of targeted killing are seriotis.Second, such attacks also kill innocents. For
instance one 2013 attack in Yemen is estimateave killed 11-15 civilians at a
wedding attended by a supposed militéht.

One incident in particular encapsulates many efctbmplex problems that
targeted killing presents. Yemeni cleric Salem Aldnbin ali Jaber got some local
recognition for speaking out against al Qaeda amtd in his area. Local al Qaeda
leaders decided to meet with him and, upon guaeargéhis security, they met under a
tree near his mosque to talk about ali Jaber’s resnaHowever, during this meeting, all
of the men in the outdoor meeting were killed framirone attack?® Not only did an
innocent die, but it was a man who had spoken gainat the militants and could have
been a local ally to the US in the region. Howetlee assumption was made that since
he was talking to members of the organization he gualty by association. Even if
drones are more precitéethan traditional aircraft, the decision makingqess is still

open to human bias and error. In addition, manwdoy that these riskier missions are

626 Ackerman, “U.S. Drones Never Left Libya”

%27 |nterviews with Brannen, Benjamin, Zelikow, Bymdillar. In particular Zelikow, “of course, you are
attacking these communities, you are killing peogi@ere are very important human consequences.”
628«Drone Wars Yemen.”

29 Mazzetti and Shane, “With Brennan Pick, a LightDmone Strikes’ Hazards.”

3% The policymakers that | talked to were almost imaus that this was the case.
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being undertaken because the technology is availdbbecomes a “we got a hammer,
we start seeing more nails kind of phenomertén”.

Finally, there are data problems. Since it is \reagd to get numbers on whether
or not a militant or a civilian is killed, accouriend to differ. The United States counts
all able-bodied military aged males, including samseyoung as 16 year old
Abdulrahman Awlaki, as ‘combatants’ in cases withconfirmation. According to one
official, “It bothers me when they say there wesgen guys, so they must all be
militants... They count the corpses and they’re nallyesure who they aré>” The New
America Foundation has estimated that 400 civilizange been kille®; while the
Bureau for Investigative Journalism estimates asynaa 881 civilians have been killed
through 2012, including 176 childréfi. However, such claims are challenged not only
by the Obama Administration’s figures but also hgse who argue that there is no way
of getting reliable data from the Federally Admiared Tribal Areas (FATA) since no
one has acce$8. Civilian death tolls do not account for the ‘dayadone to civilians
living in territories that are constantly surveysddrones, which some view as
substantiat?® The US has recently declassified informationistgthat drone attacks
have “close to the same number of civilian caseslier incident as manned aircraft, and
were an order of magnitude more likely to resultiiilian casualties per engagemefit”.

Drone technology also tends be used in tougheatsitus. The technology has given the

831 Interview with Pillar

832 Becker and Shane, “Secret ‘Kill List’ Tests ObasnBrinciples.”

®33“Drone Wars Pakistan.”

8341 iving Under Dronesvi.

83 Fair, “The Problems with Studying Civilian Casigstfrom Drone Usage in Pakistan”; for reaction see
Carpenter, “Crunching Drones Death Numbers.” Madicgmakers | interviewed believed civilian
numbers to be exaggerated while also being sképtithe Obama Administration’s figures.

83| jving Under Dronegvii.

®37“Drone Strikes,” 1.
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US confidence to attack in situations previoushyuiht impossible, leading to the deaths
of terrorist targets in conjunction with more ciails deaths.
NSA Data Collection

The ability to tap into systems carrying data foope and internet use has existed
for some time. Former US Secretary of Defense RdlbeNamara attempted to design a
similar system called IRIS in the early 1980s drelitlea of data collection dates at least
as far back as HG Wells’ conception of the WorladiBrin 1938 John Poindexter,
Ronald Reagan’s National Security Advisor, stattedevelop basic systems to connect
information in real time as a tool of counterteisor following the bombing of a US
barracks in Lebanon by Hezbollah in 1983Prior to 9/11, the US also had a data
system named CARNIVORE®. Multiple sources confirmed that data collecti@ulh
begun in the late 19985but, as Kleinsmith and his colleagues discovetatkver got
the full funding or attention its adherents thougétessary.

The barriers to using and implementing such systaggan to melt away after
9/11. The attack “obviously provided the rationfalethe ramping up of increased
surveillance... it may have happened that at scomg pre may have tried to do that but it

becomes easier to sell that we are doing that @ftdr.”*** It also made it easier to ask

%38 Ball and Webster, “The Intensification of Survailte”; WellsWorld Brain

%39 Harris, The Watchers15—36.

8401 yon, “Surveillance after September 11, 2001.”

%41 Michael Hayden told me that build collection, “haelen going on since the late 1990s”. Paul Pillar
worked in the CIA during this time and related tbibowing story - “Back in 1997 | got involved imé¢
Defense Science Board summer study...[explainsat@®up of private workers doing cutting edge stuff
and every year they have a summer study on a plartitopic they choose - in 1997 it was terrorisnh]...
got involved in their science and tech committethwai bunch of people who were executives or senior
engineers in telecommunications companies. Otleeolhig emphases that these people in private indus
talked about was we need to do more in the aréataf mining. In other words, using algorithms fo si
through bulk collections stuff...what they [the NS#} doing is exactly what the community was urged t
be doing more of back in the late 1990s” Intervievith Hayden, Pillar

%42 Interview with DS
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for assistance from telecommunications companies2002 or 2003...it was easier for
the NSA to go to the companies here in the statdsay ‘this is a high national priority’,
we strongly want you to cooperate. You get the eoaipon”®*

Many in the intelligence community took the attaeksa failure, a shattering of a
previous practice, and were not only open to newhous of intelligence gathering and
analysis but also to stretching the boundariesglity. Poindexter recalls spending the
next few days after the attack sketching out a qanomghe called Total Information
Awareness, or TIA, claiming that, “The key to figig terrorism is information®* He
would later become the head of the Information Aemass Office inside DARPA. In
addition to information itself, analytical tools meneeded. James Heath, of the US
Intelligence and Security Command (INSCOM), hatest#hat the point of Able Danger
was to, “interact with it [the data], allow youfiod needles within that haystack
effectively and quickly’®* At the same time, NSA Director Michael Hayden dretp
use Executive Order 12333, signed by Reagan totemet the formation of the foreign
Intelligence Service Act (FISA) court, to beginleating correspondence which included
only one foreign correspondent. In 2001, Presi@ersh decided that the collection of
meta-data was not against the constitutibr-Hayden’s agency would create a program
called BAG, or “Big Ass Graph”, to collect and madense of communication. These

two systems would eventually converge to createthgrams leaked by Edward

843 Interview with Pillar

%4 Harris, The Watchersl78.

84 |nvestigation into...Able DangetO.

846 Michael Hayden told me that Bush used the Supi@met ruling in Smith V. Maryland to make this
claim. While ruling that the collection of metatdavas illegal per the 1974 FISA law it was noedul
unconstitutional. Bush took this to mean thatgheblem was one of separation of powers. The R#A
meant Congress was claiming the control of meta-ddiile Bush thought that national security clatses
the constitution meant that the executive had hierefore, this would not have happened when iifdid
9/11 had not provided the national security impéusollecting US meta-data. Interview with Hapde
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Snowden in the summer of 20%3.Similar programs have been developed by other
agencies such as the Terrorist Finance Trackingr®no (TFTP) which sorts through
bank records and transactions passing throughelgusn-based company SWIFT — for
which the Treasury Department has a subpoena —anittye to tracing and intercepting
terrorist funding. It has reportedly led to th@iae of at least one important Southeast
Asian al Qaeda leader in 2088.The department claims that this is not data-nginin
since most people do not undertake the types nfactions captured by the progrén.
Again, the GWOoT creates space for low level innmret in counter-terror that end up
becoming official policy not through central diriet but through proven ‘success’.

The GWoT has been widely cited as justificationtfa collection of bulk meta-
data®® Hayden’s pitch to telecom companies for user dagmged from cyber-attacks to
terrorism immediately after 9/11 and was met widme succes¥! Decryption
programs are justified as helping the US defeatdtests, dissidents, and other targéfs”
while the NSA uses the failure to ‘connect the dptsr to 9/11 as a justification for its
data collection method®. President Obama has justified the program withexific

example, “The program grew out of a desire to askleegap identified after 9/11. One

of the 9/11 hijackers, Khalid al-Mihdhar, made apé call from San Diego to a known

647 Greenwald, MacAskill, and Poitras, “Edward Snowdlen

%48 ichtblau and Risen, “Bank Data Is Sifted by UrBSecret to Block Terror.”

849 «Terrorist Finance Tracking Program (TFTP).”

%%The NSA meta-data programs can be split into twwigs: telephone and internet. Telephony ‘meta-
data’ includes the location of a call, who is reagj the call, what towers it goes through, etatetnet
meta-data, especially search data, is much moealieg than telephony meta-data. Knowing whassite
have been visited when is content in the casetefriet data. These data are collected under stadees.
Executive Order 12333 allows the executive to oblieformation. Section 702 of the most recentA-IS
act allows for the collection of bulk internatiortidta while Patriot Act section 215 allows for the
collection of data on communication involving USgmns. The three statutes overlap.

8! Harris, The Watchers201—205.

52 «peeling Back the Layers of Tor with Egotisticai&ffe”

853«The National Security Agency: Missions, Authaeitj Oversight and Partnerships,” 1.
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al- Qaida safehouse in Yemett.” Then FBI director Robert Mueller corroboratedstini
a House judiciary meeting, “If we had had this perg in place at the time, we would
have been able to identify that particular teleghoamber in San Diegd:” This
suggests that al-Mihdhar could have been caudgimhmto prevent 9/11. It is claimed
that 300 terrorists have been captured using thelseool XKeyScore, which allows
analysts to search emails without oversighand the US commander in Irag has claimed
that signals intelligence removed 4,000 insurgéois the battlefield during the 2008
surge?’ The NSA also claims that their foreign data axlten operations alerted them
to Najibullah Zazi, who, upon capture, admitteghkmnning a bombing of the New York
subway system. In England, the MI5 chief has atmirthat GCHQ'’s collection efforts
are necessary because there are “several thouslandst extremists [in the UK]%?

Of course, the NSA runs into legal problems whelecting bulk meta-dat&?
Telephony data can only be collected and storedefend of a conversation is outside
the US and warrants are necessary for lookingthse conversations. Warrants are
also necessary in order to look into internet des@nd communications within the
United States. Some of these problems have beared legally. For instance, a three
month rolling FISA ruling enabled by Patriot Acttien 215 and FISA act 702 allows

the NSA to collect phone data from major providarsh as Verizon on communications

54 Andrea Peterson, “Government Board Report Refites Argument for NSA Phone Records
Program.”

%55 |pid.

%% Greenwald, “XKeyscore.”

57«The National Security Agency: Missions, Authceitj Oversight and Partnerships,” 6.

%58 Hopkins, “MI5 Chief.”

9 This includes recent attempts by Congress to geolégal barriers, “The House Just Overwhelmingly
Voted to Rein in the NSA.”
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that have one US customer involV&d Many privacy advocates claim the NSA is also
collecting data from international servers, regasdlof whether communication includes
US person§?

Other problems have been dealt with by pushingetheggal boundaries. The
NSA works with a ‘three-hops’ rule wherein the NStarts with a number and can then
look at the number of anyone connected three degreseparation awd{. When using
internet data, analysts are given discretion atbdgther or not the communication the
NSA wants to tap into is domestic or includes &ifgm component and are alsarned
not to “ask about or speculate on sources or msttféd If there is reason to think that
the data is domestic after capture, the analyatosved to look inside it to confirm. In
addition, it has been ruled that the NSA can kemh slata for as long as it keeps
international dat&' Another potential circumvention is cooperatiorthaallies such as
the UK and Israef” The US has given GCHQ, its UK equivalent, $100ioni dollars
for unknown ‘deliverable§™ since there are fewer restrictions for colleciiothe UK’
France also has a comparable progtdnihe NSA claims that it has worked in
partnership with more than 30 countries but manstéhat it does not ask for “what the

NSA is itself prohibited by law from doing® i.e. spying on American citizens.

%50 Greenwald, “NSA Collecting Phone Records of Miléoof Verizon Customers Daily.”

%! This was also echoed by Dan Byman. Interviewk @i, Tien, Byman.

2 Fung, “Everything You Need to Know about Obama®A\Reforms, in Plain English.”

%3 Ball, Borger, and Greenwald, “Revealed.”

%4 Greenwald and Ball, “The Top Secret Rules ThabwWINSA to Use US Data without a Warrant.”

%% Hopkins and Harding, “GCHQ Accused of Selling$esrvices after Revelations of Funding by NSA”;
Greenwald, Poitras, and MacAskill, “NSA Shares Ratglligence Including Americans’ Data with
Israel”; “NSA and Israeli Intelligence.”

8% Hopkins and Borger, “Exclusive”; Hopkins and Hagli “GCHQ Accused of Selling Its Services after
Revelations of Funding by NSA.”

7 Hopkins and Ackermann, “Flexible Laws and Weak Bight Give GCHQ Room for Manoeuvre.”
%8 Chrisafis, “France ‘Runs Vast Electronic Spyinge@giion Using NSA-Style Methods."”

89«The National Security Agency: Missions, Authaeitj Oversight and Partnerships,” 6.
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Both the NSA and GCHQ have worked in conjunctiotihwiech companies to
collect data in two different ways. First, there &apstream” collections where the NSA
gains access to private fiber optic cables. Thdoine through a series of partnerships,
such as FAIRVIEW and STORMBREW where the NSA padméth a particular
company”’® Second there is the PRISM program where the N&Asgaccess to the
servers of these companfés.As one NSA document boasts, “Prism is a teamt&por
There is evidence that the NSA has paid companiesoimpliance costg while
Microsoft is alleged to have worked with the NSAdpwing the agency access to the
latest version of Microsoft Outlodk. GCHQ has been working with companies such as
BT and Vodafoné”” Other companies have begun to report reqiédtsyugh some,
like Apple, deny complying at all, despite growienjdence that this is not the caSe.

Many claim that the benefit of these programs matyexceed costs to privacy.

Privacy advocates label increasing government dlawee as “anathema to

670 GreenwaldNo Place to Hide101-108.

671 |bid., 109-118; Greenwald and MacAskill, “NSA Pri®rogram Taps in to User Data of Apple, Google
and Others”; Huhne, “Prism and Tempora”; Ball, Batgand Greenwald, “Revealed”; For their part, the
NSA and many of the companies implicated denytthiatis the case, see Gellman and Poitras, “U.S.,
British Intelligence Mining Data from Nine U.S. &rhet Companies in Broad Secret Program.”

672 GreenwaldNo Place to Hidg116.

6734y.S. Phone Companies Never Once Challenged NSA Baquests”; “The NSA Paid Silicon Valley
Millions to Spy on Taxpayers.”

7 Greenwald et al., “Microsoft Handed the NSA Acces&ncrypted Messages.”

67> Ball, Harding, and Garside, “BT and Vodafone am@etecoms Companies Passing Details to GCHQ.”
67 Tsukayama, “Facebook Report.”

877 Greenwald and MacAskill, “NSA Prism Program Taps$d User Data of Apple, Google and Others”;
These claims are covered in some depth by Greenival®lace to Hide Other Internet programs include:
Marina, a program that can store large amountstaf fbr 12 months and BULLRUN, and its UK
equivalent EDGEHILL, in the US (both named aftentas battles in their respective civil wars), wottxs
break down encryption codes meant to keep perstatalsafe. In addition, the NSA has developed a
program called Boundless Informant to be used &a-anining that allows an analyst to search foa dgt
country or for personal data based on email ordidtesses. See Ball, “NSA Stores Metadata of Miflio

of Web Users for up to a Year, Secret Files Shawekerman and Ball, “Optic Nerve”; Greenwald and
MacAskill, “Boundless Informant.”
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democracy,®’® “The more surveillance there is, the less dentmcoar nation will
become™” David Husband remarks, “understanding how theeguwent’s power over
you has increased is vital to our civil discour$e"Greenwald links privacy to human
creativity®® When asked to justify his decision to leak coafitial files on these
programs, Snowden remarked in reference to the Bkese, “I, sitting at my desk,
[could] wiretap anyone, from you or your accounténta federal judge or even the
president, if | had a personal emdif’. A recent report by the Privacy and Civil Libestie
Oversight Board (PCLOB) — a US Executive branchagereated through the
recommendations of the 9/11 commission — hinteatgreventing 9/11’ narrative. The
report claims that al-Mihdhar’s call had actualgeb intercepted by the NSA but it had
no information about his whereabouts whereas tierad knowledge that al-Mihdhar
had entered the country. All the information neeeg was already in the US: “The
failure...stemmed primarily from a lack of informatigsharing among federal agencies,
not of a lack of surveillance capabilities...Thiasaa failure to connect the dots, not a
failure to connect enough dot$}” The PCLOB report also refutes the numbers of
thwarted attacks claimed by the NSA, a positiorkbdaip by the failure of a presidential
task force to claim a single attack was thwafteddowever, Michael Hayden called the

deleterious effects of the GWoT “light stuff” commpd to other wartime misdeeds in US

878 Interview with Tien

879 Interview with DS

880 Interview with Husband

%81 GreenwaldNo Place to Hide170-209.

%82 Greenwald, “XKeyscore.”

683 Nakashima, “Independent Review Board Says NSA Piiata Program Is lllegal and Should End.”
%84 Andrea Peterson, “Obama Can't Point to a SingfeeTihe NSA Call Records Program Prevented a
Terrorist Attack.”
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history and asked me “What liberties have you I68t?There is also some debate and
guestion over how much data the NSA actually ctdlend looks at. It claims that it can
collect only 1.6% of all internet communication @h@0004% of all internet use.
However, Jeff Jarvis claims that after streamin§TH, and person to person (P2P) file
sharing are taken into account, the NSA can motyi@ctically everything that
matters™®

The success of both targeted killing and dataecbttn is still to be determined
but a narrative of success is developing. Thezesame numbers and verifiable
successes related to the targeted killing camp&igm@l Qaeda leaders and 3,500
militants have been killed via drones as of 20&8luding Osama bin Laden, and there
have been no US casualties. Whether or not blisecating al Qaeda or is actually as
precise as the Administration says that it isppiears to be thought a success. My
interviewees with policymaking experience, to aspet were convinced drones have
proven a tactical succe¥¥. As Benjamin noted, “If we had drone technologglothen
[the late 1990s] it would have been a whole diffiesgory but we would also have
needed the political will to do it® There is skepticism about their usefulness asgbar
an overall strategy. Beyond questions of civiliggaths, many see targeted killing as a

tactic that has been elevated to a strategy wtth furpose other than killing terrorists.

Michael Hayden claimed that, “we always knew thaingé use would make it harder to

%3 |nterview with Hayden

686 Jarvis, “How Much Data the NSA Really Gets.”

%87 One exception is Janine Davidson. While she thitidrone operations in Pakistan have degraded cor
al Qaeda, she labeled ‘signature strikes’ an “enalsament”. Interview with Davidson

%88 |nterview with Benjamin

%89 This dynamic was mentioned in Interviews with BymBenjamin, Pillar, Zelikow, Brannen, Felbab-
Brown, and Hayden.
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change the facts on the grouri&”.And, as one former defense department official
stated, “so and so got schwacked, so and so i3 gettschwacked, but where is the
assessment of what this did to the netwofk?".

There is more disagreement about the effectiveofetb® bulk collection of data.
Most policymakers | spoke with were adamant thatgfograms were successful and that
Snowden’s leaks weakened US national security. édew it is hard to identify concrete
successes. Zelikow claims that the nature ofligezice is, “such that it is very difficult
without a lot of sustained work to actually sepanrahich particular intelligence
programs, even within the NSA, contribute to vasidinished intelligence reports
circulated by the NSA and other intelligence agest®> He continues with a specific
use for bulk collection: “let’s say in August 20@thich was actually the case in the 9/11
story, and you wanted to go backwards and findadat more, we didn’t have that
before 9/11. The question was how can we revergmeer this to prevent a 9/11 style
attack”. Another interviewee told me that “Zazisnaught because people are looking
now”. However, many privacy advocates are muchenséeptical, claiming either that
a) that there is little evidence that such programsk or b) there is no way to tell with so
little transparency. David Husband commented ttiathey tell you they can’t do cost-
benefit analysis that is an even more damning tniat of the program because that

means they don’'t even know how much it costs anatvils doing and what benefit it's

9 |nterview with Hayden
81 Interview with Brannen
%92 nterview with Zelikow
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having.”* Some policymakers are even skeptical that thie tallection of phone
programs has been successtul.

A narrative of success built on the principlesho$ fproject would go something
like this. What these programs have done is miakarder for al Qaeda to exist as a
transnational group with little to no relationskipparticular territorial jurisdictions. The
use of surveillance tools ranging from the bulkedion of phone and internet data to
the TFTP have made the environment in which al Qaledved less hospitable. While
goods, people, money, and ideas still cross bordaessharder to conceal those
movements. This is one reason why we are seaiedaalization of the jihad because
it is much harder to conduct a transnational cagrpagainst the state if the state can see
what you are doing. Similarly, drone strikes hatippled the upper levels of al Qaeda
leadership, hastening the move to fragmentationrntiaamy of my interviewees pointed
out. It may be true that drone strikes have nehljgaced into a coherent strategic plan,
but it appears that they are having an effect dse) were a part of one. This effect, in
conjunction with the rise of data surveillanceylgmately easing the threat of revisionist
violence even if it is simultaneously stoking othieeats.

A second narrative of their success is that botietad killing and data
surveillance are becoming the go-to techniquesohterterrorism. If “robots are our
answer to suicide bombers”, then they may be masemge of al Qaeda and giving the
state a way to defend itself. One former droneatpe confirms, “We’re not going after

people — we’re going after their phones, in thedsohat the person on the other end of

93 Interview with Husband
89 |nterview with Marcus. Others have noted thaytbennot say that bulk data collection has been
successful but could say that the entirety of tl&Nvork has been. Interviews with Benjamin, Zeliko
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that missile is the bad guy’”> Byman comments that, “A number of our biggedskil
were people we didn’t know were thef&."These programs have been the culmination
of the intelligence community’s post-9/11 effottse secret to unlocking counter-
terrorism. Simply by working how they are suppos®edhey can become a success. As
David Lyon put it, “Seeking superior technologigpaars as the primary godt®. All of
this points to the social construction and histdreontingency inherent in talking about
the meaning of success. There simply is no wagdasure it a priori; as Dewey
outlines, it changes with the narrative.

“There will be chalk dust on my cleats”

The targeted killing and data surveillance progranesnew innovations
developed for and justified by the GWoT. They heet some success and have the
potential to result in the redrawing of the boumeaof sovereign authority. Where these
new boundaries will be drawn is still unknown as pinocess of reforming and
institutionalizing relevant practices is still dém@ng>® In this section, | will focus on
three major consequences and how they might rigstdtdrawn boundaries: The move
from new cyberspace boundaries focusing on cotleatihich have moved borders
assites of exclusion to sites of collection, theeegion of national security into new
territorial realms, and new practices of citizepshunlike in the previous two cases,
these boundaries are still developing and thereftra | discuss below is speculation. It

should not be confused with prediction, but iseastan attempt to think through the

8% gcahill and Greenwald, “The NSA’s Secret Rolehia U.S. Assassination Program.”

8% Interview with Byman

97 yon, “Surveillance after September 11, 2001, 19.

9% Baker, “In Terror Shift, Obama Took a Long Pathée, “Obama Readies Revamp of NSA”; Fung,
“Everything You Need to Know about Obama’s NSA Rafs, in Plain English”; Peterson, “The Senate
Has Another Go at NSA Surveillance Reform.”
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consequences of each new development in one ortmeweetically informed
avenue(sy?”

Much of what follows can be interpreted as pamvbat philosopher Gilles
Deleuze has termed the ‘control soci€ty’ The control society focuses on power and
builds upon Foucault’s distinction between sovargigwer and disciplinary powét.
Sovereign power, utilized up through thé"x8 19" century, located power in the
person(s) of the sovereign. Crime, for instances wonceived as a trespass against this
person and punishment — public displays of powdrmanitence — demonstrated this
conception. Disciplinary power, on the other hamds used to change behavior and
took place in enclosed, sealed off places sucheasdhool, the factory and the prison. It
is best encapsulated by Jeremy Bentham’s panopticprison with a tower encircled by
cells which allowed for the observation of any prier at any timé&”

In contrast, the control society manipulates bebrayy controlling flows. If the
panopticon is the archetype of disciplinary sutaeite, the surveillant assemblage plays
a similar role for the control sociel}j. The assemblage, a concept developed by Deleuze
and Felix Guattar®®* is a formation of power that is decentralized.e Barveillant
assemblage is noticeable in the shift from Big Beotstyle government oversight to a
flattened apparatus which includes private entitiésr example, PRISM depends upon
data first collected from private entities suclGaogle and Verizon. Similarly, much

surveillance used in police work is actually dogephvate entities in the form of CCTV

%99 For more on this see Bernstein et al., “SociaéSaé as Case-Based Diagnostics.”
" Deleuze, “Postscript on the Societies of Control.”

" FoucaultDiscipline and PunishFoucaultSociety Must Be Defended

92 Bentham;The Panopticon Writings

93 Haggarty and Erickson, “The Surveillant Assemblage

"% Deleuze and Guatta, Thousand Plateaus
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cameras at gas stations, malls, éts.Wilkinson and Lippert argue, “The de-centralized
SA [surveillant assemblage] refers to an arraytatiesand non-state institutions,
technologies, and forms of information that becdemeporarily and loosely stitched
together.™

Much like Hall's shift from a dynastic to a ternital sovereign identity and
Bobbitt’s change from state-nation to nation-sttte,‘control society’ template, while
capturing some of the larger processes at worgtisleterminative and cannot explain
the redrawing of a single boundary or its conte®itmilarly, the assemblage concept goes
too far in writing the state out of the future aflifcs. While one can recognize the state
is not the only important actor, it is the contenthere that the GWoT has re-inserted the
state into a process in which it had not previolrggn intimately involved. It remains
the pivotal actor, not one among many. As DavidrLputs it, “The responses of
September 11 are a stark reminder that for atliesging shape since World War 1l the
nation state is still a formidable forc&®. While data collection does seem to follow the
‘assemblage’ logic with CCTV cameras, credit casthpanies, internet and phone
service providers, and social media companies (gmtmers) standing as examples, it is
the state that is able, legally and practicallycdtlect all of this information in one place
and search 7 This is reflected in the controversy over PRIS&tduse the US

government has worked in concert with Microsoftakly forced Verizon to hand over

data, and captured data without the consent or lkettge of some companies. Exactly

%S wilkinson and Lippert, “Moving Images Through ass&mblage,” 312.

%% |yon, “Surveillance after September 11, 2001,” 21.

97 Of course, as the Edward Snowden saga demonsiratestion and analysis are often undertaken by
outside contractors with questionable allegiandéswever, the data and analysis are the propertyeof
state and that the collection is being undertakehé name of the state is important becausdheignly
actor with the ability to do this.
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how much data the state can and will take fromagte\sources is still undecided as
Google and other companies attempt to encrypttdataep it proprietary’® However,

the state still becomes the possible conveyorlafahwithin its boundaries however
definedand the only entity which can make claims of naimr physical security

making the bulk collection of meta-data possibl&e assemblage becomes a boundary
whereby the state “allows” the collection of dafaieth makes its security and control
possible. This extends sovereignty into the reaflicyberspace.

One site for the redrawing of boundaries is theafid®orders themselves.
Targeted killing and data surveillance have lethtoinstitutionalization of surveillance
across borders. The processes which have beed ¢aliether and termed
‘globalization’ have made it easier to cross aneinetvanscend borders, which is
important to an organization like al Qaeda whialeadly views itself as existing on a
global, metaphysical plane. In response, the drittiates and others have begun to
develop tools that adjust to these flows by dravanmgew boundary that keeps track of
them. Un- or pre-collected data is on one sidiisfboundary, collected data is on the
other. Deleuze argues that what matters aboueb®id the 2% century “is not the
barrier [or exclusion] but the computer that traeksh person’s position — licit or
illicit”. " This creates a world where “flows open up spa¢e®ntrol and...spaces of
control contain flows”!® Security changes from logics of exclusion wheselbrs are

meant to keep people out to logics of collectiohere they are sites of control over

"8 Timberg and Yang, “Google Is Encrypting Searcht@lty. That’s Bad for the NSA and China’s
Censors.”

99 Of course many of the exclusionary aspects ofdrsrtlave not gone away. We still have passpods an
we still have borders checkpoints and airport dessc However, these are becoming less importahein
21* century as collection points become more import@eleuze, “Postscript on the Societies of Coritrol
"%Romein and Schuilenburg, “Are You On the Fast KP4c
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flows.”™ Controlling flows does not mean that flows stopssing borders but instead
that the state is aware of them, tracks them, andunnel them into the spaces,
territorial and conceptual, it desires. The tragkof terrorist activity using data
surveillance does not stop such transactions frmssing borders, but it alerts the state
when a suspicious transaction does occur so tbhahibe investigated and acted upon.
This is what has been dangerous to al Qaeda, teobjatis to halt flows as such through,
for instance, increased searches of shipping o

These flows do blur some traditional borders arisl é@ntirely possible that
‘borders’ will be more associated with checkpointghe future than with claimed
territory.”? As Vukov and Sheller argue, “These securitizedidors reach further out
into transnational space (i.e. US borders checkemign territory) and deeper into
domestic interior space (i.e. Mexican border cheaks move hundreds of miles into US
territory).””"* However, more likely is a two-tiered border syst@here the collection
stations will be located in and outside of tradiibborders while those borders will still
demarcate what is to be governed and proté¢tetiis idea of borders is already

making its way into the US National Security esstbhent. This can bee seen in the

2014 Quadrennial Security Review which statesahatof the highest priorities of

"1 Hall and Mendel, “Threatprints, Threads and Trigge

"2 Two points of interest. First, the idea that lmvedare areas of total exclusion should not be aieas a
necessary feature of a state system. As the dsbealse demonstrates, there was a time not allchg
ago when borders were meant to demarcate betweenrgoents/states not block the movement of
peoples and goods. Relatedy, this reinforces ¢ prgued in Chapter 2 that no single boundary or
function is tied to the existence of the stateis their presence, not their content which defifesstate.
"3Vukov and Sheller, “Border Work,” 227.

"4t should also be mentioned here that data cidlectoes take place by entities that are not naciéss
attached to borders, such as GPS devices or cadittompanies. This (WHAT?) is certainly true and
border collection is only a part of the larger sase in surveillance. However, it is entirely flassthat
borders will act as the ‘tripwire’ alerting authties to undesirable acts with international commpdsie
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national security is: “securing and managing flapeople and goods into and out of
the United States™’

As surveillance begins to travel across bordeis,iitevitable that we will see
claims of a breach in the sovereignty of otherestatWhile programs like Boundless
Informant allow for the collection and searchingdata from the developing countries
that make up the world’s ‘hotspots’, the NSA hasrbspying on allies as weétf.
However, it is the drone program which really pessthis issue. The US is implicitly
claiming a unilateral right to kill the citizens other countries which pose a threat to it.
This is a change from the treatment of supposelgdfeor ‘weak’ states prior to the
GWoT. Of course, as Krasner makes clear, thedeai borders and jurisdictions of
weaker states have been breached by stronger sitatesthe inception of the state itself.
However, in the latter half of the ®@entury, a juridical norm of state independence
formed as a part of decolonization. Even as bardex breached in the name of
humanitarian (or other) intervention, the state agridical ideal is not challenged. This
dynamic is front and center in the ‘failed’ or ‘cqiastate literature that has been so
prevalent since the end of the Cold Warlt became a part of the conceptual map of
political elites to think that the world’s problerage best ‘solved’ — or the goods of a
liberal system are best achieved — in a world cetep} delineated by sovereign entities.

This may be unraveling.

">The 2014 Quadrennial Homeland Security Reyiksv

"8 MacAskill, “New NSA Leaks Show How US Is Bugginig European Allies”; Burke, “NSA Spied on
Indian Embassy and UN Mission, Edward Snowden Rlegeal.”

"7 Robert H JacksomQuasi-StatesRobert | RotbergWhen States Faifor more on various institutional
attempts to rank or warn about such states see dtat&iajaUser's Guide on Measuring Fragilityor
critiques of the concept see Inayatullah, “Beydme $overeignty Dilemma”; Jonathan Hill, “Beyond the
Other?”; Branwen Gruffydd Jones, “The Global PotitiEconomy of Social Crisis".
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There are a few possibilities here. First, weld¢@ee the rise of what Hardt and
Negri call ‘Imperial Sovereignty’ — a conceptionrofe where space is always open and
frontiers predominate over bordérs.Drones kill foreign nationals in foreign coungie
without their consent, creating frontiers of actfonthe world’s powerful states,
especially the US, at the expense of the soveteigitories of weaker staté$. The
GWoT has created the ‘permanent’ exception thatallfor this imperium with
“constant martial activity in the homeland and &'t This seems similar to the
construction of a world without clear boundariesableast clear borders. Another
variant might be a world with boundaries securirengnof the world’s most powerful
states but a larger area with little recognitiobofders wherein such battles are largely
carried out. This would be similar to the world1®00 without the formal colonial
structures.

Hardt and Negre, like the ‘control society’ literee, tend to write the state out of
the future. While the state is nominally at thatee of this ‘imperial sovereignty’, the
permanent exception removes the need for boundafieis is not the logic of the state.
A more likely scenario is a change in the meaninigooindaries for weaker, ‘quasr’
states. This may mean the development of a peasthereby threats to a state’s
homeland are considered a part of their jurisdigteven if it is hard to envision this right
being recognized if Pakistan were looking to kilireeone on US territory. These

boundaries will only be available to the powerflilcould mean the development of an

"8 Frontiers in this conception are not too dissimitam the idea of ‘buffer zones’ discussed in Gkag.
They are not hard separations between politicéiesitwhich necessitate locality, but insteacdthie words
of Frederick Jackson Turner, “the meeting pointigilization and barbarism”. Hardt and Nedgimpire
Turner,The Significance of the Frontier in American Histor

"9Behnke, “Reapers, Predators, and the Sovereign”

"2 Hardt and NegriMultitude, 21.
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open air space for surveillance with certain exogstin a manner similar to the sea. It
could also mean the recognition that certain stadasot control all of their territories
and these territories are then open game for tiwbese national security depends on
activities therein. In all three scenarios, wealtates keep their sovereignty and may
even gain some measure of national security butdMoge some of the control or
authority that they currently have. This is refggtin the proliferation of drone bases
throughout Africa. While AFRICOM is too controvasfor any state to host its
command (it is run from Germany), drone bases lpavkferated in Mali, Niger, and
Djibouti among other§! Even civilian airports have been used to laurmérations’?
The boundaries of sovereign authority are redrannefiect the reality of drone
campaigns. In theory, such changes could be apafigwhere in the world, but it is
hard to imagine such changes taking place in thset\Wen parts of East Asia. What we
can say is that states that cannot capture ddt@ewhore vulnerable because they will
not be able to control flows and stop possiblechia States that cannot stop or prevent
surveillance, whether through drones or data, wéllinder the surveillance those who
can. Weaker states may even ask for surveillamre powerful states as Niger, Yemen,
and Pakistan have done from the US at differerggimHowever, they will do this in the
name of their own sovereigntyj.

The other big possible change in boundaries ietteet of the creeping

expansion of domestic surveillance on boundaripars¢ing public/private and

"2Lwhitlock, “Remote U.S. Base at Core of Secret @pens”; Whitlock, “U.S. Expands Secret
Intelligence Operations in Africa.”

"22\Whitlock, “U.S. Drone Base in Ethi-o-pia Is Opéoatl.”

2t should be mentioned here that the policymakéatked to were adamant that sovereignty hasyarel
if ever, been breached in targeted killing campsigince permission has been asked and granted.
Interviews with Byman, Benjamin, Pillar, BrannemliEow, Felbab-Brown, Davidson
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citizen/alien. Many of those | talked to see the between domestic and international
intelligence vanishing, with 9/11 comission co-chaee Hamilton remarking that, “it's
kind of an artificial distinction...There is a growing recognition that at some place
intelligence needs to come together and this distin between domestic and foreign
must not be an inhibitor to the sharing of inforimat’’** This trend could manifest itself
in two ways. First, it changes the state’s vievit®bwn citizens. Of course, the state
has always tried to classify those living withis ifoundaries, to make them ‘legible’.
What we are seeing today is yet another derivaifdhis. Such a new derivation means
the drawing of new boundaries. While classificati@as always been a part of the state,
the method by which it is manifest has changedPreviously, surveillance tracked
bodies and their traces — for instance fingerpiamis DNA sample&? Surveillance in

the 2F' century is no longer about bodies but about da¢amsis; what Roger Clarke has
called ‘dataveillance’, the fingerprints of the’2dentury’” As Hall and Mendel argue, a
fingerprint and other bodily markers recreate pasints while ‘dataveillance’ attempts to
predict future events via the connections andimlatof data elements as opposed to the
elements themselves. Predicting the ‘rare evdri€roorism now means looking into
ordinary transactions such as shopping recordgrawmel itineraries. This creates a
‘threatprint’ or a, “future digital footprint of threat not yet in existence” which extends a

person into the futur€® It should also be mentioned that the targetsiofeillance are

24 Interview with Hamilton

2> yon, Surveillance as Social Sorting

"2°As one border security officer state, “We know ¢hisra person who has been doing this and this and
this — we just don’t know their name yet and we stmp them before we know it.” Quote from Amoore
and de Goede, “Introduction.”

27 Clarke, “Information Technology and Dataveillancklurakami Wood, “What Is Global
Surveillance?”.

"2 Hall and Mendel, “Threatprints, Threads and Trigge
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implicated by using credit cards, travelling, amjbging the advantages that Google, for
one, provides as it collects data.

So what does this do to the citizen? Wall and NMamsargue that what they call
“the drone stare’ is a type of surveillance thiast@acts people from contexts, thereby
reducing variation, difference, and noise that imagede action or introduce moral
ambiguity”. Drones turn “bodies into ‘targets’ farmote monitoring and destructiofi®.
While this is true for both citizens and foreigrtiaaals, it does change how the state
views people and bodies, with the potential to dnaw boundaries around citizenship.
In addition, data collection programs also pullplecut of their own contexts, making
them easily legible as ‘data doubles’ which becaeinteal representations of the sélf.
The person becomes the flows and transaction$iéhat she conducts every d&y.As
Hasan Elahi stateQur data dopplegangers mediate our interactiofisit is from this
that the ‘rare event’ of terrorism, theoreticaltgn be thwarted! For this surveillance
to work, people and ideas need to be turned int&. daata can be collected and
catalogued, so it is a way to follow people anag&lelt allows for the creation of risk
profiles which allow for predictio”? While this may give a fuller picture of any
particular person, it also allows for him or heb®disassembled and become a

collection of attributes so that he or she becodiiésrent things to different collectors

2 plbrechtslund and Lauritsen, “Spaces of Everydag&illance.”
" wall and Monahan, “Surveillance and Violence fréfar”; Gates, “The Cultural Labor of
Surveillance.”
31 Haggarty and Erickson, “The Surveillant Assemblage
32 yet the state surveillance apparatus can alstydasoverwhelmed by following all of these
movements and flows, burdening the system witmtoch data, making it harder to identify clear thsea
This proved an insurmountable obstacle with théesairefforts to collect such data, as well asBh«s
developed by the NSA after 9/11, and is still ayuesal possibility. HarrisThe Watchers
33 |Interview with Elahi
;z: Hall and Mendel, “Threatprints, Threads and Trigge

Ibid.
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and analysts. The ‘wholeness’ of the person ideiged in a new way as his or her
parts are analyzed without the context of the wioolés environment. This data double
can even affect the interactions we have with asthsrone of my interviewees
commented: “Our data dopplegangers mediate owaictiens”*® It is not mistake-free,
of course. This technique of viewing bodies is iad to the ‘guilt of association’ that
killed ali Jaber.

This loss of ‘wholeness’ allows for parts of thatd double’ of a person to be
coded as on the other side of the domestic/intemmaltboundary. The citizen/alien
boundary could be redrawn so that parts of thez&mit are placed into the ‘alien’
category and therefore made eligible for surved&anThis challenges the traditional
intelligence boundary between international and etin. In Hayden’s words, “I will
play in fair territory. But there will be chalk gsition my cleats!” If domestic
inhabitants or citizens are fair game for NSA sillaece, the difference between them
and foreign nationals erodes in one important vieaythh can now be targets of state
surveillance. Of course, there has been pushbathi® point and the machinations of
the NSA, the FISA court, and the Obama Administratll demonstrate that there is still
a distinction made between collecting data on Acaas and doing so on foreign
nationals. However, if this boundary erodes, iy/rba that ‘citizen’ and ‘international’
overlap in ways heretofore unknown.

A similar dynamic is at play in the debate aboetulse of targeted killing

domestically. Holder has maintained that the U§ kikha US citizen on foreign soil if

738 Elahi reminded me that while we met for the ftiste during the interview, our data doubles hadchbee
interacting for some time through email conversatioy visit to his website, etc. Despite nevekitag to
each other and not being sure what the other lobkegdwe were already connected. Interview withHt
3" Harris, The Watchersl59.
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1) he or she poses an imminent threat, 2) capsurdaasible and is continually
monitored throughout the mission, and 3) the opmras conducted in a manner
consistent with applicable law of war principldsegal justification comes from the
Authorization for Use of Military Force (AUMF), wbih passed Congress in 2001 and
was reinforced by the Supreme Court in HafffdiHolder has also dismissed concerns of
this happening on US soil as ‘hypothetical’, dragvparallels between Pearl Harbor and
9/117* If US citizens can be killed extra-judicially @manner similar to foreign
nationals and/or targeted killing takes place ontéf8tory, important aspects of current
boundaries become fuzzy at best and non-operatavabrst. New boundaries are
likely to be drawn here, but as of yet legal p@etnd statutes provide little guidance.
The consequences of the CIA’s drone program amdN®A’s data collection
program promise to be far reaching and are unliteelye completely rolled back. Many
of the NSA’s bulk collection programs rest on seet?215 of the Patriot Act but even its
demise may not stem the tide. As privacy advocageTien told me, “A lot of
companies started doing this stuff [surveillanahi®logy] after the War on Terror got
going and even if you roll the law back, you hae¢ made the Patriot Act vanish today
as the effects of all of that would continue to &mldurveillance technology® The
same could be said of the institutional forms tleteloped as result. The continued
presence of these programs has the potential tawetie boundaries of sovereignty; the

biggest question now is how.

38« awfulness of a Lethal Operation Directed AgaiadlS Citizen Who Is an Operational Leader of Al
Qa’'ida or an Associated Force,” 1-2.

"9 Holder to Paul, March 4, 2013.

"0 Interview with Tien
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In this section, | have laid out the sites whedrawing is likely and speculated
on some of the forms those changes will take. Nirikis means that boundaries, or
even borders, are no longer important. Protedtiedhomeland, a concept defined by
boundaries and borders, demonstrates their impm@tamhere is a line between citizens
and foreign nationals that privacy advocates dovastt to move NSA officials work to
find ways to circumvent. Both sides admit the pre® of an important boundary which
separates the US from other states and populatMfieat has changed here is that the
state — in particular the US — has adapted anddsrniaking the creative action of
following the movement of people, goods, and ideasss borders in the form of data so
that it can act when it perceives a threat. In, id@ppears that we are witnessing the
authority swaps present in Chapters 4 and 5.

Conclusion

One would be hard pressed to find an example @ittshing’ as clear and
dramatic as September 11, 2001. In response tattideks, previous certainties were
smashed, previous ways of looking at the world weréonger valid, and previous ways
of doing things were antiquated. New ideas antstatich had previously had trouble
gaining audiences and advocates were suddenlydsyesgl. The United States
government and its allies created the GWoT witliraaefined, expansive scope which
had the effect of elevating the threat. The viokeof al Qaeda shattered the conceptual
maps of state leaders and elites by making ite@stilegible to states within existing
boundaries and forcing the state to turn inwardtamk of its own citizens as threats.

The state’s response, like it was in the earf{y d@ntury and the turn of the ®thas been
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to draw new boundaries, to make sense of al Qa®tltuan its actions into recognizable
patterns that can be countered effectively.

Early efforts in the GWoT met with mixed resultspecially as regards the plan
of defeating ‘terror’ through regime change in Meldle East. Looking back, this was a
response one might expect from old practices atidhabits. If threats come from local
struggles abroad, solving those local strugglesssnsible policy option. As a result,
new practices had to be formed which have met gresatccess. Targeted killing and
data surveillance programs have become acceptaacasssful in crippling al Qaeda and
giving the US and its allies the upper hand inWer on Terror. These new programs
are currently in the process of becoming practibemselves even as they draw new
boundaries of sovereign authority. Borders mouenfbarriers to collections in order to
control flows, national security claims are extethtdeyond traditional jurisdictions in the
name of targeted killing, and the role of the @tizand therefore the boundaries drawn
around the term, are likely to change drasticallg tb the use of big data in national
security. How these practices are institutionaliaad the limits are placed on them are
still being contested, but they promise to go @laay to determining the placement of
these new boundaries. These changes can be wudktistough the prism of the
‘control society’, but it is only by looking at thease in detail that we can begin to
understand exactly where they may be headed amddhgfications.

Just like in the other cases, there is an authewgp. The state gives up some
authority, for instance in controlling who cross®esders, in exchange for some authority
or control in some other realm, for instance iradadllection and analysis. This study

will conclude with a chapter that does two thingsst, | will look at each of the cases in
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relation to one another, placing them in the laagertext of the future of the state and the
processes we call globalization in thé'2&ntury. Second, | will examine and discuss
the moral and ethical foundations and implicatiohthis study. Following Dewey, this
means a situated political morality which focusestee contextual possibilities of goals

rather than specific manifestations of those saoaésg
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Chapter 7:
Boundaries in the 2% Century

In the introduction to this work, | claimed thaetk were three major
contributions of this study: a greater understagdihthe relationship between violence
and sovereignty, a new way of interpreting the G\Warid an intervention into the
scholarly debates on globalization and the futdithe state in the Zicentury. The first
of these has been covered in depth in Chapterd 3 and will be summarized here in
addition to some of the trends apparent acrosedlmatives. Also in the chapter, I will
deal with the generalizability of this study in thentext of globalization. Finally, the
implications of this study with respect to the roferivacy in the GWoT will be used as
a vehicle to sketch out the value positions inhieiremy argument before concluding
with some ways to move forward.

Trends

Some will doubtless read this and attempt to Iddkesds, to discern the pathway
from the golden age of piracy to the end of al @aetich can then be projected further
into the future in order to understand what mightédnbeen called ‘the movement of
history’ in the 18' century. This project provides those looking tost with ammo.
First, the boundary being redrawn in the case §fadda would appear to be a revision
of the one drawn to defeat anarchist terrorismopBganda of the Deed was defeated in
part by the institution of passports, which sigedfithat the state was interested in the
movement of the lower classes and was willing ®hsrders to exclude or forcibly
include these people. As a result of the GWoTdberw are fast becoming collection
stations as opposed to places of exclusion. Tdnepf the boundaries formed in the

fight against propaganda of the deed is now beadgawn in the GWoT. This could be
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interpreted as a way to determine which boundanego be highlighted in future
situations. While it would be in the spirit of $hetudy to investigate how the logic of
borders is entangled in different forms of transmetl violence, | would caution looking
at this particular boundary because the boundakyng the two cases is not something
that is intrinsically linked to revisionist violeac

Second, there appears to be a movement in whiagbnahsecurity is increasingly
insured not through military might but instead tngb surveillance. This was clearly not
the case in the early ¥&entury. New boundaries dealt with control owerd and
keeping colonial governors in check. Surveillabegan in earnest as a way to defeat
propaganda of the deed. We saw the first mug slmaishe measurement of ears, noses
and fingerprints in order to derive the ‘crimingbé’. This led to the development of
documents which used these markers to identifydividual as a citizen of a state Q
with the right to pass across borders. Thesewakes#lance techniqgues meant to keep
people within national borders so that they cacdrgrolled. As the GWoT winds down,
control over bodies is still prevalent but it h&eb joined by control over data flows as a
new means of surveillance. However, | would agaution anyone who says that
revisionist violence leads to more surveillance thiese two instances it did, but
remember that it did not in Colonial Atlantic anianay not in future episodes. What
changes is context-specific rather than part afigassal law.

Another pattern in all three cases is that the mlen took part in these episodes
of violence all built reputations for being unconued by death. Part of the legacy of
golden age pirates was that they would rather &égoell together” than die on the

gallows. Some propagandists viewed their deatlas a&vent which could further the
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movement; indeed, the Spanish propagandist Paitdsimed, “Agreed!” upon his
sentencing. As 9/11 demonstrates, the suicidelaktas become an important tactic for
al Qaeda. While not all pirates, propagandistghadists demonstrated a disregard for
death (many pirates did reach the gallows, foamst), their attitude towards death may
have played a role in their illegibility. Modemitdating back at least to Hobbes, is
largely built on a fear of death and is derisiveha honorable death. To go against this
grain would make little sense to state leadersthen societies at large. That said, these
are not the only three groups who do not fear deAttQaeda is clearly not the only
organization to utilize the suicide attack and yethe of these other groups has been
recognized as revisionist violence. At best weldsay that defiance towards death
heightens the crisis, the sense of illegibilitye #tate is under attack and it cannot
threaten its enemies with death. But this defiase®t a cause. Even if each of the
trends can be discerned, that in no way meansstiwbat will happen going forward.
Historical trends do exist but can only be obsemest facto. They are not the
‘movement of history’ or some way to unlock theecof social and political life. They
are merely empirical trends that we observe andernsakse of.

Finally, I want to mention what is meant by ‘suas the campaigns
undertaken in each case. At first glance, it mapear that the barometer for success is
not the same. Pirates were extirpated, propagareksinguished, but terrorism remains
a threat even while | claim some sort of succeseanVar on Terror. Some explanation
is necessary. First, the stated objectives ithedle cases were to end piracy, anarchism,
and terrorism, respectively. This did not hapmEmonstrating how success changed

throughout each case in ways that reflected cumgpérience and the new boundaries
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being drawn. This reflects the decentralized natfitbe re-inscribing process, a single
barometer of success was not created and adhetiatmh a centralized plan. The
piracy case comes the closest to this ideal bué tivere cases of piracy throughout the
18" century and the act of sea robbery was vital énrtmerous wars fought during this
period. The key difference is that the piracyhwd middle of the f@century was not

only less frequent but was more easily dealt wétlsraminal while sea robbery in the
name of the state posed a different sort of chgéler-or the anarchist case, | have
mentioned that assassinations actually went updryéars after the propagandists were
active AND violence by anarchists did not necebsagcede. However, assassination
came to be interpreted as entrant violence in #meenof colonial independence while
anarchist violence now became a part of the syhslicaovement. This does not mean
that they were less threatening. After all, it vaasassassination by a secessionist group
which triggered the First World War, but both magase within current boundaries and
they were no long posing the threat of revisiomistence. In both cases, the threat to the
practice of drawing boundaries was eased ever idttion or people undertaking it
continued.

Success in the GWOT acts similarly. There is grediscussion of what success
might mean because we are currently in the midstisfparticular episode of violence.
Here, it appears that al Qaeda and the largerightdeat is localizing. ISIS has peeled
off and has begun constructing its own state. liafés such as Boko Haram, Al Qaeda
on the Arabian Peninsula and al Shabaab are meoegqupied with local concerns than
core al Qaeda ever was. If this trend were toinaet one could call the GWoT a

success (putting aside legitimate questions abmatihhas been conducted). Terrorism
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has not ended and these new groups still pose gemieerious threats to US interests as
currently constituted, but the state itself no lengppears at risk. Clearly, we cannot
know if this is the case; ISIS may yet succeeduitding a caliphate which has followers
throughout the Muslim world. But if the threat &hizes, jihadism is no longer
revisionist. Success in all three cases is theoétite revisionist threat. In each case,
new threats actually grew out of the original tlhyea at least new types of violence
evolved whether they be criminal, resource, orastitr Success was never complete.
Once again, the particulars are dependent upocetbes but the dynamic, the end of
revisionist violence, is the same.
Sovereignty

Sovereignty is not a prepackaged set of rightsragponsibilities that entities
called states do or do not fulfill, nor is it a sésystemic norms that govern behavior at
the meso and micro levels. The state is a practmiea thing. There are two patterns to
draw out of this study on sovereignty. First, eatthe narratives above demonstrates
that the state is dynamic with variation acrosstand space. This has implications for
the study of IR, much of which assumes the presehtiee state. Its dynamism means
that not only does this presence need to be prdatieed, but so does the form that any
state takes in any particular time and place. hbison of the state as a project which is
continually maintained and tweaked through theaetirg of boundaries opens up
avenues for violence to act as a site for thisgsec

Secondly, a conception of the state as a boundaguping polity, and by the
extension of sovereignty as the practice of dravilogndaries, highlights the margins of

political rule. For the most part, the center lsatvwe discuss when we talk about the
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state and sovereignty in political science. Cotséke “the rule of law”, “the
monopolization of legitimate violence”, and “the lfaee state” conjure up a picture of a
centralized force, overlooking what takes placthatmargins. Boundaries create an
inside and an outside; thinking of them as corstiéuof the state refocuses our energies
on these margins. Margins are not always dangehings. For instance, privacy and
free commerce are something that many living wititates cherish. However, this is not
always the case. Looking at boundaries refocuseattentions away from the center
and out into the places, conceptual and territonékere the contention is actually
happening, allowing us to observe how that conbenthanges long standing boundaries
that construct the ‘center’.

Of course the threats outlined in this study areeneomplex than finding oneself
on the wrong side of a boundary. The justificasiohthe pirates, propagandists, and
terrorists display worldviews that cannot be accadated within the boundary-
producing polities which rule them. However, beargthe outside but wanting in
theoretically can be. This is the reason why esatbode is illegible to the state,
threatening it in ways that are unique to the beuied that are drawn. Golden Age
pirates took advantage of how practices of coloni clashed with the rise of
mercantilist trade, propagandists took advantagheofensions between mass media and
conservative nationalism, and al Qaeda has takesn&age of the manner in which IT
made contemporary boundary-producing practicesletessoThese are men who lived in
the margins of the world (the Atlantic colonies tiroletariat, and Central Asia) and who
challenged boundaries that construct the statéhanstate system in a manner

imperceptible to those not alert to the importaoiceargins in the state system.
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This is where violence and narrative play a ré@ce actions do not have
intrinsic meaning | argue, following securitizatithreory, that the threat posed by
violence is constructed by narrative. In Chaptdrl&id out a four-part typology of
narratives on the relationship between violencethadtate. Resource violence is used
to draw boundaries and create margins while entriaténce is used to create new
centers or realign the benefits of being at theezenrhe other two narrative types
happen at the margins. Criminal violence looksr&ate ‘zones of exception’ in which to
act freely from state control. Revisionist violeris recognized as a threat to the
boundary-producing enterprise as a whole. A studigh focuses on the margins of the
system, therefore, will be much more attuned tcefifects of criminal and/or revisionist
violence in producing the state. In additionsibnly if we recognize that the threats
which are produced from violence depend upon halewt action is situated, i.e. what
narratives are built around it, that we can begisttidy how violence plays a role in
constructing the margins that in turn help prodileestate.

Globalization

The roles of dynamism and margins play themseluéschow we think about
the state in the 2century. The idea that the state is recedingarit is no longer as
important as it once was, is a straw man. Butasee in Chapter 6, both the imperial
sovereignty and the surveillant assemblage liteeatbhave a tendency to write the state
out of governance and international relations. yTdhe not claim that it goes away, but
that it will have a reduced role either next toestantities which are able to control flows

or as the administrator of a system of governartuetwalways claims the exception in
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order to avoid depending upon boundaries, respgtivihese are more nuanced
versions of the idea that the state and the presesfsglobalization are competing.

The evidence presented here complicates this sifyile it does not advocate
that the state is and will always be or that glad) processes are nothing new, it shows
that the state has the ability to change and bisichange allows for the state’s
continuance as the dominant political form. Newrmtaries are drawn and rule by
boundaries endures. The state faces episodeslehge which produce similar threats to
boundaries such as increased migration, tradetatdliows, faster communication, social
networking, and environmental pressures. Its nesphas been to redraw boundaries so
that these episodes of violence can be made sémns®that they can be normalized, and
ultimately, even if they continue, they no longese the same type of threat and the state
is re-inscribed.

| do not claim to have found ‘the answer’ to theldem of globalization and the
state. Instead, | argue that there are similarlitween certain episodes of violence and
have developed mechanisms and processes which lmeyildt to use in ordering
experience. Mechanisms such as illegibility ansi€iproduction can help us to
understand when similar threats to boundaries.aiMsechanisms like retrenchment can
help us point out how entrenched the boundarigsnla&e action illegible are. Problems
are solved through creative action and new bouad&an be drawn which make the
threat legible and therefore much less of a thr&amilarly, the mechanism of authority
swap, rooted as it is in the idea that the statlymamic, can guide us to look at these
instances not as the state gaining or losing artyo$@ontrol, legitimacy, or authority but

instead as exchanging some forms of authority fleers by drawing new boundaries.
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The state is a practice so habitual that those patiical power cannot imagine
exercising this power without it. It is also thgifeee upon which much modern political
power rests. For these reasons alone it is uglikesimply fade away. This is where my
findings lead me in projecting the future of thatetin the 2% century. It will devise
creative solutions to solve the concrete probldrfeces and as a result will re-inscribe
itself through new boundaries. If forced to chqodseould say that the state will neither
recede nor grow in import throughout the rest ¢ tentury but will instead find new
ways to assert itself. In the case of surveillaanee the GWOoT, the state serves as the
only actor realistically positioned to combine ttega streams collected by private
entities and currently has the only accepted, thaagtainly contested, justification for
doing so: national security. This gives it an adage over private conductors of
surveillance and allows it to farm out surveillaraz&l collection without being
threatened.

Of course, re-inscription is by no means guarantded possible for a threat to
arise which, for whatever reason, the state nexaesisense of. Such a threat would be
serious enough to begin unraveling the state asmteispace for polities constructed not
through boundaries but through alternative logicsite. This is the effect Daniel Nexon
argues the Reformation had on the imperial strestof Early Modern Europe, resulting
in the rise of the modern stdfé.One thing that separates the globalization oPttie
century from the transboundary processes of previeaturies is not the qualitative
differences between the respective processes arteeadlynamics involved, but is

instead the quantity of processes. This produckBeaent set of threats and challenges

41 Nexon,The Struggle for Power

263



to the state. It may be that states can dealavidw such challenges simultaneously but
cannot deal with 15 to 20. It is possible thatgheer quantity of processes which
transcend boundaries will be so high that evenigoats successful redrawing will
result in new forms of governance.

It is important to remember that the state is e@#trough practices and
practices are habitual. They are the unthinkimg®of action, the ‘conceptual maps’ of
how we see and act in the world, of what is antbispossible. The practices which
draw boundaries must not be one action among othensstead reified doings for
which we have no basis to challenge. Howevemiraaries are being redrawn on so
many fronts at the same time that no new boundaarde habituated, then we may be
into the territory of some other, as yet unimagjneality. If boundaries are constantly
changing and being redrawn, the resulting world ld/oww longer be adequately
understood as a world of states. Two things coegdlt. First, the idea of conceptual
maps is challenged and we have a world of boursl#net are ever-shifting, wherein
power and rule are clear only for small periodsmoke. This is, in part, the argument of
postmodernisnf?> Second, such a state of affairs may lead tollae@nment of rule
through boundaries. Boundaries would no longerestite purpose of demarcating rule,
of separating territory, conceptual spaces, or lgeiopo ruled and not ruled. What, in
such a circumstance, would boundaries provide3 dloine would be a shattering on a
much higher scale whose result would not be thevidgaof new boundaries but rather of

finding new ways of producing legibility and rule.

42 Rorty, Philosophy and the Mirror of Naturéyotard, The Postmodern Conditipflarvey, The
Condition of PostmodernityBaudrillard,Simulacra and Simulation
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The ever changing nature of°2dentury threats is something that many of the
people | interviewed articulated to me. Matthewitteexplained that the biggest
concern in counterterrorism is “keeping up witmts as they evolve..lt is a rapidly
changing world and change is much, much fastéri.ee Hamilton described the
terrorism threat as an “evolving threat that carga number of elements”. He focuses
specifically on cyber-attacks, which, 10 years &g® weren't focused on... at all*! It
is entirely possible that these trends are evideheeworld changing so rapidly as to
move governance beyond boundaries produced thnotagtice. The danger to the state
is not the transgression of boundaries, but thetemtly changing nature of those
transgressions which make it impossible to halsttta¢ new boundaries.

Privacy in the 21 Century

Following Max Weber and othéfs | argue in my introduction that the first step
in conducting ideal typical analysis is a valueipos. Theories are nothing but tools to
help us understand the world from particular vieinfg These tools are imbued with
value positions and those positions should bedteclearly as possible by a researcher.
Failure to recognize this is what leads to overwtdiclaims of objectivity and the
reification of particular viewpoints. With this mind, | conclude this study by outlining
the value positions which drive it. In particulawill elucidate an interpretation of John

Dewey'’s claim that morality is to be decided notuitymate ends or goals but instead in

3 |Interview with Levitt

44 Interview with Hamilton

"5 Weber,Max Weber on the Methodology of the Social SciedeaksonThe Conduct of Inquiry in
International Relations
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a particular situatioff® This claim will be discussed in light of the d&baver privacy
and surveillance which has been renewed by the 8eaowevelations.

There is no universal good; all morality is depeartdgoon the situation. Dewey
makes this claim ilReconstruction in Philosoptand it is similar to his claim ifthe
Public and its Problemthat the details of the state are something tleatnwst “go to
history to discover”. IrRReconstructionDewey argues that a reliance on universal moral
principles force one to either irrelevance or fanatn. At most, a universal moral
principle, such as justice, privacy, or democrguegyides us with the goals (or a tool for

insight) we may wish to achieve in a specific dgitma According to Dewey:

Action is always specific, concrete, individualizeshique. And concretely judgment as
to acts to be performed must be similarly specifito say that a man seeks health or
justice is only to say that he seeks to live hdglidr justly. These things, like truth, are
adverbial. They are modifiers of action in specdases. How to live healthily or justly
is a matter that differs with every person. Itigarwith his past experience, his
opportunities, his temperamental and acquired wesdes and abilities. Not a man in
general but a particular man suffering from sometigdar disability aims to live
healthily... The good of the situation has to be discovereaepted, and attained on the
basis of the exact defect and trouble to be reciffi’

There are two things to discuss here. First, tteargot to find a set of universal moral
principles is, according to Dewey, the downfalhodral philosophy dating back to the
ancients. Second, morality is dependent upon dlaésgf the situation, goals which are
unique to that situation and which may change tivez.*®

Finding new manifestations of normative goals desirartes the very creativity
upon which meaningful human action lies. Insteffihaling solutions which fit within

current conceptions (this is what is usually méantoming up with solutions), the

46 Dewey,Reconstruction in Philosophy

"7 Ibid., 167, 169.

"8 These are the reasons why | focus on narrativpedple are stories, then uncovering the detéits o
situation means immersing oneself in the narratihkaspeople are telling themselves and each offer.
“go to history” means to “go to the narrative”.
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situation provides individuals and groups with #iglity to come up with new

conceptions, to ‘bring something new into the worldllowing for such creativity is at

the heart of both Joas and Dewey’s conception wfodeacy’”® Instead of tying
themselves to a particular set of institutionsigints, democracy becomes an overarching
goal based around allowing people to act creatigaty fulfill their own potential. This

goal is realized in differently in different timagad places. Joas states that “the questions
of democracy are today the result of applying teaiof differentiation to itself”. He

goes on to claim that:

All conflicts over economic, political, military,na cultural issues are not taking a
different form. The questions of peace movemengsewdirected not only towards
military strategy itself but also toward the comtd differentiation of a military-

industrial-scientific-complex...The questions of the ecology movements are notlsne

directed towards the defense of a natural or imdit environment, but also take the
offensive in challenging the legitimacy...of techrgittal progress. The classical
questions of industrial society as to the structfr¢he social division of labor and the
distribution of wealth may still be frequently atlated by the trade unions in their
traditional form: however, they now become parsoimething which has been declared

the object of societal self-organizati6f.

In other words, Joas believes that each moveméhbevor already is being forced to
change how it manifests its claims and its go@lemocracy then is the ability to allow
for this creativity. Dewey states that democracgrinot be conceived as a...
consecration of some form of government which lasady attained constitutional
sanction.™ We should not act “as if our democracy is sonmgthhat perpetuated itself
automatically... that solved the problem of perpetnation in politics””** Instead,

democracy’s “purpose is to set free and develog#pacities of human individuals

49 Dewey,Reconstruction in Philosoph$86, 206-209; Deweif;he Public and Its Problemg5-109;
Dewey, “Creative Democracy: The Task Before Usgs]dhe Creativity of Action196—258.

%0 JoasThe Creativity of Action244.

51 Dewey,Reconstruction in Philosophg09.

52 This echoes the idea, contra liberalism, thattislcannot be solved by institutions which faait
rational exchanges. It is ever-present. Deweye&@ive Democracy: The Task Before Us.”
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without respect to race, sex, class, or econoratast’> One may disagree with this
definition of democracy on any number of grounds,the method through which it is
derived — an overarching goal, or set thereof, wican have different manifestations
across time and space — reflects the value posh@innforms this project. If we are to
act morally and effectively in times when habit bagn shattered, we must act in the
situation in which we find ourselves, not accordiaginiversal truths. Such universal
truthsMAY guide us in instances of habitual action, thoungyttend to reify inequities,
but they are of no use in the types of situatio@rened here.

This relates specifically to the GWoT and the paisses apparent in future
scenarios. | have argued that the outcome of regscavas not inevitable; other
‘solutions’ could have redrawn boundaries to mdtkedts legible. However, there is one
exception, one inevitability: if the threat washi® defeated, boundaries needed to be
redrawn. It is contemporary boundaries which aa&ing the episodes of violence under
study so threatening to the state. Bulk data ctiie and targeted killing were not
inevitable on 9/11. It would be a mistake to summneeathis project as ‘al Qaeda = drones
and surveillance’. Citizens have a large rolel&y in how such scenarios are carried
out. Anyone with a voice has agency and the sdoatan provide the opportunity for
creative action not just from the elites who rud aarry influence in the states targeted
but also from the citizens of these states andr aifiected peoples. If one is unsatisfied
with the affairs of the past few years, there mdltee time to influence how targeted
killing and data collection are institutionalizedthe United States as they rapidly

become habituated practices which draw new boueslaiBut the point here is not to

>3 Dewey,Reconstruction in Philosoph§86.
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send out a call to action but instead to suggesttths study gives us a way of
understanding the situation that | believe is intat. While citizens and other interested
parties can play a role in deciding the boundasfdbe future, they must understand the
situation they are in if they are to do so effeslyv And that situation necessitates new
boundaries. This means that we cannot simply soatwith past practice unless a) the
actions of al Qaeda and its allies do not invols@ub) we have no problem with al
Qaeda’s actions tearing apart the state. If thes¢he goals at hand, continuing past
practices is a perfectly justifiable pathway.

Instead, those unsatisfied with what is taking laasl taken place in the GWoT
must realize that they need to function in a situain which change is necessary. The
situation in which previous manifestations of goase evident no longer exists. Too
few opponents of both targeted killing and bulkadedllection recognize this. Too often,
the focus has been on the technology at the fareéibthese new practicés,but a) the
technology cannot be erased, it has already emémg@dPandora’s box and b) the
technology itself does not dictate outcomes as #neysocially constructed. There are
ways of using drones which do not lead to a militsat security state or an imperial
sovereignty as many fear. There may also be wagsotect privacy in an era of big
data. So, decrying the technology can be juselslsfeating and unproductive as those
who laud new technologies as our salvation. Teldyyas neither terminator nor savior.

This is manifest most clearly in the debate overgmy and bulk data collection.
Some people may hold privacy very dear. They naaaehn their heads a conception of

privacy in which all personal information is theoperty of the individual and is not for

54 For one such example see Singer, “Do Drones UriderBemocracy?”; for a critique see Carpenter,
“Bad Predator?”.
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consumption and use by public entities. Thislesualable goal, but clearly it does not fit
the situation. Not only does the US governmentlthe capability to access large
amounts of data, but this data is already beinigcigd by Google, Amazon, VISA,
Verizon, Facebook, efe. It is already out there, and while it may havpgened
without our privacy activists knowing it and whitenay have happened against their
will, it happened and cannot be undone. They radapt to this situation. To talk about
‘privacy’ is the equivalent of talking about ‘hdalor ‘justice’ in Dewey’s argument
above. Action takes place in a situation and floeeethe situation must be front and
center when we assign that action meaning. Naretstalk about universal goals such
as ‘privacy’. Additionally, there is no reasondmnfuse an overarching goal such as
‘privacy’ with a particular manifestation of thab@. Dewey argues that ‘health’ should
not be some sort of universal goal, but he alsaesgghat one can aim for ‘health’ as a
goal in a particular situation because, “Classifares suggest possible traits to be on the
lookout for in studying a particular casé€”. Universal goals may guide our actions in
particular situations, but we cannot let them bd to particular manifestations.

This cashes out in the following claim: we may hawvénd ways to re-

conceptualize manifestations of goals that areongdr possible in the current situation.

%5 One of the more interesting debates to come omtyoihterviews was on the issue of government vs.
corporate surveillance. Those in the policy comitywnho gave me an opinion on the issue were
unanimous that government surveillance was notagetous as corporate surveillance. Paul Pilldr to
me, “General Alexander has assured us, and | khathe is speaking the truth, that there are oBly 2
people in the whole NSA that are able to log itiie kind of database. Verizon has all of my metada
they know everybody | have called and when andnsoltow many people at Verizon have access to that
database? | haven't the faintest idea”. ZelikaWwaed: “In general, our government is somewhat more
careful and more regulated”. The gist was thagthernment has more restrictions on what it cawitio
the data. While recognizing that the two wererimiaed, privacy advocates were more concerned with
government surveillance. DS told me that, “Théestan bring all its forces to bear on an individua
whether that be the criminal justice system ordhiof that ilk”. The focus here is on what cardbee

with the data, not the restrictions to doing thttéegs. Interviews with DS, Pillar, Zelikow.

% Dewey,Reconstruction in Philosoph§69.
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This is something that many in the privacy advocamymunity have been slow to adapt
to. While it is not surprising that policymakersdaintelligence officers have come
around to thinking about privacy in new ways, asts/are lagging behind and it does
them no favors. Much of the legal argument isttanbund how bulk collection violates
the 1974 FISA law;” enacted prior to the rise of digital communicatidrhe advocates |
spoke to made it clear that privacy, while threateim new ways, is the same as it
always was. One privacy advocate told me, “Wepradcy, as a practical matter, in
ways that we didn’t think about for the longesteiomtil the technology starting
exposing things in ways that they weren't in thetg&® Another echoed this sentiment,
“In many ways privacy doesn't really change, thedts to it chang€’” In both quotes,
we see a universal ideal based around the withingldli information. Another used this
language in explaining privacy, “I can hold thiskdrom Congress, | can hold that back
from my family and friends!®*® The ways in which privacy might change dealt vtfita
degree to which it is realized. As DS suggesten¢o“maybe it changes because we
change the balance of i In this, | echo Harris who states that some @attivist
community are, “clinging to...an outdated versiordefinition of privacy. And frankly,

that is why they have not made more gaif¥s.That said, this should not be taken too

far. The problem here is not that privacy is neagly ‘outmoded’, but that it is

>"Donohue, “Bulk Metadata Collection”

8 Interview with DS

9 |Interview with Tien

"% Husband pointed out that this idea of rolling bpokcy is especially strong in older privacy adates
while younger ones are willing to live with the dateeded to make the digital world work. Intervigith
Husband

! Interview with DS

%2 |Interview with Shane Harris
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characterized as a universal ideal. Lee Tien desgtiprivacy to me as, “less as a thing
or a commodity that can be possessed but ratreer attitude.”®

Attempts to end government surveillance have alréadkfired. A few years
after 9/11, the public got wind of DARPA’s creatiohthe Total Information Awareness
system developed by John PoindexterCongressional hearings were convened and,
amid the controversy, Poindexter’s operation wag down. However, through a
loophole in the legislation, much of what Poindexed his team were working on was
repackaged and sent to the NSA and became thefbasi® bulk collection progranis.

At this point, Bob Popp, Poindexter’s second in otand at DARPA, sorted
through the many different features of the progwéith an eye towards cutting those
which may raise red flags. While he was reluctardut them, many officials did not
think that research into the protection of privacyuld pass the so-called “Washington
Post smell test”. What was the NSA doing that ineglit to conduct privacy researcfi?
The privacy protections originally imagined for Tikere written out of the program by
the time it was fully operational because of thaestmints placed by those focused on
privacy as withholding information. In other wordlse focus of the privacy advocacy

community has actually given its opponents morespa do what they wish. In

%3 David Husband was more than open to the idea-obneeptualizing privacy even if it was still withi
the ‘withholding’ framework. Interviews with Tiemusband

%4 Reports of Total Information Awareness began foeap as early as 2002, but it was not until 2004/5
that the story became large enough that congreaddi@arings were held and TIA was torn down. Rosen,
“Total Information Awareness”; For the entire st@ge HarrisThe Watchers

"®The Defense Department Spending Bill pledged thane of the funds appropriated or otherwise made
available in this or any other act may be obligdtedhe Terrorism Information Awareness Program”.
However, as Shane Harris points out, there was@ata‘provided: this limitation shall not apply tlee
program hereby authorized for processing, analgsid,collaboration tools for counterterrorism fgrei
intelligence, as described in the classified arin&ssentially, a black budget had been createdettye
many of TIA’'s component parts would be reassemblatiused under the NSA. Harfl$e Watchers

247.

"®®pid., 244-5.
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addition, the community has long risked lookingelikwas against national security. As
Harris told me, “activists have done themselveavors when they allow themselves to
be portrayed, sometimes unjustifiably, sometimessfjably, as their real aim being to
stop the government from doing surveillané&é.”

Instead of focusing on keeping or withholding imf@tion, we should start by
defining privacy as the control of informatiéf. Withholding is a particular
manifestation of that ideal, one that does nadlfitimes and place$’ Another option is
to radically give up information. This is the s&gy of Bangladeshi activist and artist
Hassan Elahi. Elahi was detained in 2002 followengneous suspicion that he had left
explosives in storage in Florida. After a few ddgsainment and another six months of
FBI questioning, Elahi decided to open his lifeammpletely’”® He posts every time he
changes his location or has opened up his bankiatgd This way the FBI cannot
suspect him as a terrorist. In his words, “Thd la&g/ to protect your privacy is to give
it away... you can monitor yourself much more effectivel§’.The strategy is that if
everyone has the information it is, in his wordsséless... What is important is
analyzing the information — what is the informattetiing you?”. With suspicious pieces

of data, “you cannot delete, but you can bury” theith a lot of other information.

57 Interview with Shane Harris
%8 This definition is taken from Renee Marlin-Benngtto argues that privacy is “controlling the flow o
information inwardand outward”; Marlin-BennettKnowledge Powerl69.
" Unless, that is, we are willing to take stepseegkinformation out of the hands of the companies w
own the databases the NSA uses to build its owhis i§ an intriguing idea but may come with weaker
services and therefore could be unpopular. Thisavpic | discussed with David Husband, Interview
with Husband.
O Elahi’'s project websitenttp://trackingtransience.net/

His TED talkhttps://www.ted.com/talks/hasan_elahi
"L Elahi told me that his project is now largely olese as everyone on social media is basically dhiisy
anyway, if not as deliberately as he. To demotesttas, he pulled out his phone and found a random
person on the social media site Instagram. Pistilvat are posted to Instagram have a timestamprand
geo-located. He and | were able to see wherg#hison lived, where he went on vacation, and where
ate out without having ever heard of him priorhie exercise. Interview with Elahi
"2 Romein and Schuilenburg, “Are You On the Fast KPA844.
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Control for Elahi is not simply about withholdingtds instead about releasing. This

way you can control your online persona:

There is so much of our identity that is online That data is having more interactions
with more people than we are. Who do you wantantml over that data? With us

being proactive about it and deciding what thatdat and who that is, and how that
represents you is much more direct than if it haedrbsome random person who decided,

‘well this is good enough, | think that describesiy’”

Elahi does not think that past conceptions of myvare useful in a digital world:
“What we think is privacy today is definitely notat it was...the concept of it has
changed.” He echoes what some of the policymdkatked to mentioned about the
dangers to privacy: that what seems to be imporsanhat is done with the data, not its
collection’”* In addition to releasing information, Elahi argukat “we too can hold up
a mirror”. Therefore, in addition to the releas@or data doubles, we can begin
surveillance on the government. There are two wiaigscould be achieved that could
work in concert. The first is already happeningtken sure to track the actions of
government and other officials. For instancehm pre-digital age, it was possible to
prevent the spread of images by taking the filnmfiajournalist’s camera on the scene.
However, the quickness with which this informatean be sent up to the cloud today
makes it impossible to have control over imagehieljournalist Scott Olson was
arrested in Ferguson, MO earlier this year, pidufethe arrest made it out because it
was so easy to capture the arrest and post pholiog o This means that the government
is not the only entity able to do surveillance, pleand other institutions can as well. .

Second, there can be a push for greater transpardinibe threat is not data

collection but is instead how it is analyzed aneldjgshen techniques for analysis and use

" These last three quotes and the next one arerfrpinterview with him. Interview with Elahi
"™ Interviews with Elahi, Hayden, Pillar
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need to be out in the open. This would put theestathe same position as its citizens
and give it an air of legitimacy, creating spacerfecessary surveillance. This has not
happened; repeatedly the American people are twdling only to later find out that
another is true, eroding trust and by extensiorstate’s capacity.

Much of this rests on the views of the public. e one hand, the events of the
past decade and a half demonstrate that secuity tierrorism is important to US
citizens. It may not be as important as many isitpms of power believe, but it is
important. However, the question of whether orprotate and public entities should
have access to our data is important to the gepakdic is still open. Most
policymakers | talked to are of the belief thasihot important; one summed up the
stance by saying, “relatively few people care altbistone way or anothéf” Ethan
Zuckerman, who helped pioneer pop-up ads, arg@asukers now accept that this sort
of manipulation is an integral part of the onlingerience... even when widespread,
clandestine government surveillance was reveales wlgistleblower, there has been
little organized, public demand for reform and ayi{”® Privacy advocates countered
that people do not care only because they do nmwlanough about what is going on.
As DS argued, “It will become more and more imptri@s people begin to understand
just how much information is being collected abitnetm, what is being used, and how
many different entities end up using that informati””” But if, as many polls show, it is
acceptable to the US public for the US governmeiaiiot some surveillance, then

transparency would seem to be a necessity.

"5 Interview with Daniel Byman

778 Zuckerman argues that this did not have to bewhis There were other possible models for the
internet that were not based on advertising. Zwumke, “The Internet’s Original Sin.”

""" Interview with DS
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Of course, transparency and intelligence are wvcepts that do not traditionally
work in tandem. Secrecy fosters the NSA’s missiblowever, we may be able to ask
for translucency if not transparen@. Translucency can mean being open and forthright
about the programs and their goals. It can medangaublic the decision criteria by
which targets are chosen and decisions to lookdotoestic data are made. Currently,
those decisions have been left up to the NSA ananalysts on their own judgment,
creating a system ripe for abuse. This would allomthe use of sorely needed cost-
benefit analysis of programs and could even ledddand of the 215 program.
Translucency does not have to mean publicizing ishumder investigation at any
particular time, but there could be a sunset prornigthere after 6 months or a year after
an investigation, US persons under surveillancenatified or their names are made
public. Reforms along these lines recognize aaligrorld where data is everywhere and
give some control over that data back to the peitsisrabout.

Lastly, such a conception of privacy would alsghel make it accessible to more
than those who can afford it. David Husband spadd@ut how privacy is being protected
most assiduously by the private sector in the myeatf ‘black phones’ and encryption
services. However, this is not something thatwwee has access to, making it
something that only the affluent can afford astggested’® Privacy as transparency
and as control of information is, theoreticallyjedst, something accessible to everyone.
This is how one can take a universal goal and m@zeghat it needs to have different

manifestations in different times and places. Saphocess places importance on the

"8 This concept was given to me by Michael Haydeterliew with Hayden
"9 Interview with Husband
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context in which that action is undertaken. Undeng piracy, assassination, and
bombing poses a threat to a state in some cordexts threat to the state in others.
Ways Forward

| can picture three ways to build upon this studiyst, the ideal typical
instruments developed here could be expanded &s ¢gagolving transboundary
processes which do not contain ‘violence’. How midpese tools help us understand
particular cases of migration, capital flows, eamimental degradation, and other
processes of globalization? There may also be efiisodes of revisionist violence to
be explored. The Earth Liberation Front may be possibility, while ISIS could be
another were it to turn into a proper caliphatssdntially, one way to expand this study
is to see how useful the tools developed herenao¢hier cases. This is especially true for
episodes that have taken place exclusively in nestevn regions. This would allow us
to see how weaker states deal with such thredigs cbuld give us a better idea of how
weaker or non-western states deal with revisiapstodes of violence. Are they
reacting in similar ways? Are they using the saraeatives? Do they even have the
resources to combat them in any sustained manhagpears that the answers may be
that they are quite different. This also bringsotiper questions. Why might some
episodes of violence not have a revisionist naredbuilt around them when others with
very similar characteristics — even illegibilityde not? Why might some episodes be
labeled as revisionist in the a non-western regiah not be recognized as such by the
system’s great powers? Is there something abeuwttie building narratives? Is it
something about those perpetrating violence? #these question can help us to

understand violence and transboundary processes.
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Another way forward would be to look more closatyhow the other narratives
are implicated in the boundaries of sovereigntyharty. | have stated above that entrant
violence challenges physical boundaries and thellision of power and resources
within them, while resource violence is used byest@o draw, maintain, and redraw
boundaries, and criminal violence looks to creatmés of exception’. However, each of
these could be further demonstrated with the type depth case studies and narratives
done here. A deeper look at narratives of criniiynal drug trafficking or piracy in the
Gulf of Aden might reveal something more about leagh relates to the boundaries of
sovereign authority than my cursory treatment iadar 3. The same goes with cases of
entrant or resource violence. In fact, such aystndy even begin to challenge my
typology by combining existing types of developimgwv ones. It would also help to
stretch this study in to different regions as emtireesource, and criminal violence is just
as common in non-western regions as in the cehtbesystem.

Finally, any particular episode of violence — espty those treated in this study
— could be looked at more closely with an eye amati@e configuration. Golden age
piracy also had narratives of criminality and resewiolence that are not fully explored
in Chapter 4. The same goes with anarchist vieéogminal and entrant) and al Qaeda
(criminal, entrant, and resource). This would oty help us to develop greater
understandings of particular cases but could ads@ Important theoretical implications
by looking at how narratives combine and even cdepi Chapter 3, | talk about how
narratives can be complementary (as they are inamsgs), competing, or parallel.
Looking at a particular case with an eye to howatares combine would help us to

further understand these tensions. Is there amythe can say about how some
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competing narratives become dominant while othexdeushed aside? A study of
Piracy in the Gulf of Aden may help us to underdtdns. How about the ways in which
multiple narratives work alongside each other itysvinat create a master narrative in
which different aspects were given precedencefi@rent times? A study of therso
independenteould help us to understand this. Similarly, treeys/in which we combat
the threats of revisionist violence brings abowt gpes of threats. There are interesting
ways to look at how narratives concatenate evearifigurations are context-specific.

As a corollary, we can expand the study of eachosl@s covered here into other
states. In Chapter 4, England is the focus; furshedy could include multiple states
(France, Spain, Portugal, Holland, etc.) and mayouer new narratives. In Chapter 5, |
mention the possibility of Spain and Russia forgamgalternative path to defeating
propaganda by the deed, that of totalitarianismeldge regimes paid a large price for
not adjusting as England, France, the US, and (&athong others) did, but the state itself
survived. Going off this, one wonders what happehen the state itself is challenged.
Can some states fail or do they succeed by copyiteg more powerful and influential
states do? Is this power in some ways dependemt thye ability to adjust? | would
guess that there is some form of diffusion basedumeess but Spain and Russia’s
experience challenges this. The ‘split’ outcoméhefanarchist case raises questions that
| do not have the space to fully address in thidyst In Chapter 6, | largely ignore the
narratives on al Qaeda coming from the Muslims itheaims to speak for. Al Qaeda
has also been more active in states at the peyigfi¢ne state system than either the

golden age pirates or the propagandists.
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More careful study of each case with a focus ortipialnarratives could flesh
out these ‘weak points’. Carrying the theory thestcases, focusing on other narratives
of violence, and expanding cases by looking atiplelharratives are all ways to expand
and ‘test’ this theory. The expectation would Ibattsome of what is written in these
pages would be challenged, but that it can alsp iieto understand the role that
violence plays in drawing the boundaries of sowgri authority and therefore the state

and politics itself.
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