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Introduction

» Today little vitality remainsin the idea that force is judtifiable only to the extent thet it is used
to protect the common interest or well-being of society. This norm has ceased to operate as
alimit because the ‘interest of society’ no longer coincides with ether the geographic
boundaries of society or the foreign commitments of asociety”.*

Thisis not aquote from a contemporary scholar discussing the impact of globaisation on the way
that the justified use of force is viewed. It isfrom taken from Sheldon Wolin's discussion of violence
in Western politica thought in the 1960s when the word globdisation did not yet enjoy its current,
seemingly irresgtible, gpped. But it points to atension which has grown and received far reaching
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atention snce the Wolin wrote his article: namdy the tenson between on the one hand the
geographic boundaries of society and its foreign commitments and on the other the indde/outside
boundaries which are used when thinking and reasoning about the justified use of force.

As| will arguein this paper, this tenson has increased as aresult of two pardld
developmentsin politica identities both of which make the indde/outside divide seem increesngly
problematic and inadequiate for thinking about the judtified use of force. The firgt of theseisthe
development of transnationa politica identities articulated in relation to issues which have boundaries
broader than those of the state. The interest of the community no longer coincides with the
geographic boundaries of the state in Wolin's wording. The second development is the pardld and
related resffirmation of the rights of individuas to resst oppressive sates (and their use of force) —a
privatisation of politica identities— which creates uncertainty about the ,,foreign commitments of
society” to intervene in support of that right. Asthe last section of the paper argues, these
developments have opened up the questions which are the stuff of the globa governance debate.
And as the paper concludes these ,,big* questions deserve far more explicit and critica treatment
than they actudly receive.

Who defines the Justified Use of Force? A , biasfor states

Before taking stock of the ways in which shifting politica identities are leading to a rethinking
of the use of judtified use of force, it isimportant to underline that dthough there has never been an
uncontested agreement on what congtituted a justified use of force, modern palitica thinking (and
even more So modern internationd relations thinking) has relied heavily on the ideaithat a priori
gates have the ultimate authority to define which uses of force are justified and which are not.

The (still) most accepted and widely used definition of the Sate is the Weberian one, that it
successfully monopolises the legitimate use of force. And in historica perspective thisis areasonable
way of thinking about states. European states were established by claming a monopoly on the use of
legitimate force within their territories. As a variety of authors have argued, Sates did actudly
manage to wrestle the control of judtified use of force from various dternative authorities and in the

process of doing so constructed devel oped the adminigirative and lega gpparatuses which we have



come to identify as states.> Moreover, in the course of the 19" Century the state claim to monopolise
the legitimate use of organised force was extended to cover adso the internationd redm.® Clearly, this
state monopolization was never totad. There were pockets — even in Europe — where non-states
authorities (e.g. the Sicilian Mafia®) successfully continued to claim a control over organised force
and internationdly practices of piracy and mercenarism never fully disappeared. But it became
broadly accepted that states could and should make a claim to monopolise the use of force.

A discussion of monopoly, however, says little about whether states were judtified or not in
the way they used their monopoly. And athough legitimacy figures prominently in the Weberian Sate
definition, Weber himsdf is curioudy slent on what the nature of the legitimacy heinvokesis One
can read him (as Walker does’) as resting it on aversion of German nationaism which haslittle to
say about how that legitimacy is viewed by those ingde and outside the polity who have other
politica identities. And many other authors prefer to smply let the issue of the extent to which the
date isjudified in its monopolisation of the use of force drop. Thus, Tilly prefersto refer to
controlling the principal means of coercion within a given territory“® and Giddens to the ,, direct
control of the means of internal and external violence'.” The reason for the hesitance to refer to
legitimacy isthat it raises the glaringly obvious question ,,what legitimacy, defined by whom?* And
the authors prefer not to make a positive judgement of the legitimacy of the state use of force part of
their definition of the sate. Such a judgement would make any discussion of the substance of
legitimacy totdly circular and vacuous (the state is legitimate in its use of force because it isthe Sate
and hence setsthe criteria of that legitimacy). Of course, ,,if we take states themsdalves asthe
assessors of legtimacy, it is clear that the Sate is the legitimate deployer of coercion. Rebd groups,
separatist movements, and transnationd groups are not viewed as legitimate deployers of coercion
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by the states or statesmen as a group.“® But then the substance of the legitimacy claims of states drop

out of the discusson.
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Thisisprecisely what hastended to happenin internationa relations. The peace of Westphdiain
1648 is widely read as setting the stage for the modern state system where it became part of the
accepted internationa practicethat polities should bealowed to determine the normsaccording towhich
they were governed on their own. The religious wars, where an essential goa was to change these
norms, was to be athing of the past. And should be replaced by a,,biasin favour of sates*, dlowing
satesto definefor themsalves according to which normstheir polities should be ruled. And henceasoto
define which uses of force should count as (un)justified. On thisaccount, thinking about the use of force
internationaly was confined to thinking about which uses of force between stateswere (un)justified (jus
ad bellum) and means could be judtifiably be used in these wars (jusin bello).

This reading of Westphdia and its implications for thinking about the justified used of force
received backing (for opposite reasons) from both of the two grand traditions for thinking about the
relationship between violence and politics® Thefirst of these traditions (which most IR scholarswould
cdl , redig") backed it becauseit ssemed the best way to ensure order. In their understanding violenceis
aways an inevitable part of palitics (because of human nature, the irreducible and conflicting nature of
normsor because of some structurd logic of anarchy). In such conditions, the question becomeshow to
manageinevitable and omnipresent violence and how to keegp it from propping up and becoming openly
expressed in politics. Relying on states to monopolise violence within and possibly to establish some
kinds of norms and ingtitutions (if one follows the so called English school™®) for how to regulate it
without seemed an obvious way of diminishing conflict.

Theother tradition (whichmost IR scholarswould call ,,idedist” or, liberd™) backed it becauseit
seemed the most adequate way of dlowing politiesto rule themsalves. Indeed, on this account politics
can (and sometimes does) take place without violence. In fact, a cruciad question for paliticsishow to
keep violence out of political processes and hence make it possible for politiesto determine their own
fate according to un-imposed rules. Relying on states to keep violence out of palitics (by legidation and
law) within and by non-interference (and possibly the development of internationd law) without is a
necessary, but not sufficient, condition for preventing violence from interfering with politics. It is hence

& Thomson (1994: 8)
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not surprisgng thet ,,liberals’ such as Frost or Wazer have the principle of non-interference figuring as
high on their agenda as do classical redlists such as Kissinger or Morgenthau.™

Thetouching agreement around an a priori sance which make states centrd in defining and the
judtified use of force within their boundaries and which by the same toke reduces the internationa
discusson of which uses of force are (un)justified to the use of force in wars between states has of
course never been absolute. There are three obvious (and widely acknowledged and discussed) cases
where there is no way around taking a stlance on the substance of clamsthat internd usesof forceare
judtified. The most obvious of these are when competing authorities claim statehood (and hencetheright
to monopolisethejustified use of force) onthe sameterritory. Thus, inwars of onaswdl asinthe
cases of avil warsor revolution, it isimpossibleto ignorethe question. Thereisno way around deciding
which authority isright inits clam. It isapractica matter of deciding who to dedl with as a gtate. The
second case is when State violence is enormous that we cannot ignoreit because they ,, chock themora
conscience of mankind*.*? One could also take amore legdistic stance and point to the devel opment of
internationd law (human rights; genocide convention etc.) which indicate limits to which human rights
abuses are condemned.™ However, asamply illustrated by history, reactionsto human rights abuses may
come with condderable ddlay if & al and our ,common mord understanding” as well as our
interpretation of legd norms may be very dagtic. But gross sate violence certainly doesplacethenorm
of arguing that Sates define thejudtified use of force ontheir territory under consderable strain. Thethird
case, iswhen thereisno Sateto refer to and hence no gpped to astate which definesthejustified use of
forceis possible

The question of how to think about the justified use of forceisin clear aprofoundly vexed one.
While modern palitica thinking rests on the ideathat states monopolise the justified (legitimate) use of
force, thisideais either atautology or in need for further elaboration to get at what the substance of that
legitimacy (defining what the judtification is). In this section | have briefly indicated that athough in
(nationd) paliticad theory the question is extensvely dedt with in internationd relations, there hasbeen a
broad agreement (for contrasting reasons) to keep the door closed on the question of how States define
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thejudtified of force, except asit touchesthe use of force between states. Whether for reasons of order
or because states have been seen as expressing the sandards of legitimacy within apolity, the generdly
accepted norm has been (in crude terms) that ,,once a population is incorporated into complete
citizenship, a nation-dtate is given dmost complete authority to subordinate the population. it can
expropriate, kill, and starve with rdatively little fear of externd intervention.“™ | have aso pointed out
though (asindicated by the ,dmogt” and , rlatively* in the quote), thet this closure has never beentotaly
successful as the question of the substantive nature of judtifications for the use of force has crept in
through the back door. In the remainder of this paper | am going to argue that becauise of the ongoing
redefinition of politicd identities, it is becoming even harder to keep that door shut.

The Development of Transnational Political 1dentities

Thefirg point | want to argue, isthat politicd identities are increasingly defined in relation to
politica communitieswhich have bordersdifferent from those of the sate. Theimplicationistha Frost's
clam that ,,al normative issues in world palitics today refer, either directly or indirectly, to the Sate,
interstate relations and the role of individuals as citizens of states“™° is decreasingly vaid except asa
tautology: With few exceptions (statel ess peoplein particular) most people belong to states since states
cover the entire globe. Rather, the implication of this changing definition of politica identitiesisthat the
polity in relaion to which the use of forceisjudtified has boundarieswhich are often different from those
of the gtate. | will make this point first by giving some indications of the reasons behind the shifting
political identities. And then by showing that this makes placesthe definition of the justified use of force
on atransnationd agenda as well as on the agenda of internationa (inter-state) politics as governments
are under pressure to take position on the use of force in and by other states.

Political identities are increasingly defined in relation to issues and borders which are different
from those of states. There has been an enlargement of the political space to which people refer, take
part inand fedl concerned by. There has been atransnationaisation of the polity in relationtowhich they
define their politica identities. In part this is due to the increasing mobility of people. As touridts,
migrants, or neighbours of migrants, peoplefed concerned by what goeson in amuch wider polity than

5 Meyer (1980: 119).
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that of their own state.'” Thus, migrant networks play an important rolein reshaping politics both in the
»hogt"* and,,home"* states. And their involvement is growing not only as aconsequence of theincreasing
number of diasporas/migrants, but al so because of thegrowing possibilities of usng thesecommunitiesto
organise (illegd) trade to finance politicd movements, raise ,taxes’ [viz. the PKK or the UCK in

Germany], disseminate propaganda, or even Smply to get votesin regular eections*® They infact play
animportant role in cregting atransnationa political space which can be used for contesting the use of

force by states.’

Inadditiontothis, evenif thereisnoimmediate persond reasonto fed concern, people may well
enlargethe polity with which they identify and in which they participate. The mediabringsthe politicsof a
much larger polity in peoplesdaily lives. asargued by Shaw ,,wars[and one might say more broadly the
use of violence] lose their spatia location, and, through their telegeneic (re-)presentation, become
political crises in which questions of justice and intervention must dso be publicly discussed and
decided in the far-off centres of globa divil society*.?

Theredefinition of politica identitiesisfurther accentuated by enlargement of the paliticad agenda
to cover issues which are inherently transnationd. Indeed, there has been a tendency to expand the
sphere of the politica and ,,previoudy de-politicized areas of decison-making now find themselves
paliticized.* Thus, issues such as ecology, stience, food safety or the gender relations have been placed
solidly on the politica agenda. An dthough theseissues dso lead to question jutifications of the use of
force in and by dates, the most obvious and clearest example of where the politica agenda has
expanded greatly inwayswhich clearly lead to questioning the use of forceisin the areaof humanrights.
One might argue with Habermas that since the defeat of fasciam after the second world war thereisan
attachment to human rights and democracy and abelief that these are principleswhich demand universa
respect.

And findly, to avoid giving an overly voluntarigtic picture of whet drives the redefintion of

7 Beck (2000: 72-77), Held (1999 : 321-326).
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political identities, it is important to underline that it is rot only a matter of changing saf-definitions,
universal vaues or expanding politica agendas. Rather, the expansionisjust as often imposed by the de
facto linking up of socid gpaces through what one might term structurd changes. Thisisnot only truein
the sphere of the economy whereit ismost often argued and situated.?® Also political, cultura and social
spaceisdirectly affected. Internationa networks, education, funding, and mediaplay animportant partin
setting local political and cultural agendas.®* Moreover, sudiesof statesin Africa(and moregeneraly the
developing world) concur on the importance of the international granting of statehood rether than its
interna condtitution.”® Many states, their conflicts and ways of justifying the use of forceiis shaped by
internationd factors and concretely by the cold war. In Buzan's wording the internationd system is
increasingly penetrating.?® The situation in Mozambique, Angola, Columbia or Afghanistan are hardly
comprehens ble without the past interferences of other Sates.

Theimplication isthat astate (or its citizens) cannot Smply declare that it does not want to be
affected by anuclear disaster or re-conceptudizations of gender or human rights: they are affected. And
it is hence not surprising that both those who wel come and those who contest (sometimes violently as
they become members of ,internationd terrorist organisations’) these developments redefine their
understanding of the polity they arerdaing to asbeing far larger than those of the tatewithinwhich they
find themsalves.

These changes in politica identity have as a consequence that the extent to which the daim to
define the judtified use of force by any one state becomes something which is an immediate concern far
beyond the polity as ddimited by the boundaries of that sate.

It is something which can be (and is) chdlenged, contested or gpproved by a wide range of
actorsand movementsin atransnationdised politica spacelargely by non-state actors. It is contested by
individud citizenswho do not necessarily lobby directly, but till have firm beliefs about what isjudtified
or not for other states to do. They find it important that children should not be used as soldiers in
Columbia, Falungong members tortured in Chinaor triba law (including murders of honour and blood

23 |_eander (2001).
2 see e.g. Loureiro (1998), Lebaron (1997).
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money) applied in Pakigtan. It isfurther contested by awide array of advocacy groups of variousforms,
including private business and NGOswho try to influence thewaysin which forceis used. Lobbying by
Amnesty Internationd inthe UN away of contesting the legitimacy of the Myanmar governments use of
violence againg the Karen, and blocking Shdll stationsin Germany away of contesting the Nigerian
government’ s violent trestment of the 1bo. And findly, it is contested (more or lessviolently) by groups
that have adirect stake in a conflict. Thus, Kurdish terrorism on the territory of the German republic
becomes a way of contesting the Turkish state's claim to use force in a judtified way. The overdl
consequence in Beck’ swording: ,where the dominant political image of modernity was Leviathan, the
mora standing of ‘nationd’ powers and superpowerswill, for the future, be captured in the picture of
Lemue Gulliver, waking from an unthinking eep to find himsdlf tethered by innumerabletiny bonds'* .
But the redefinition of political identities also makes it more difficult to shut the door on the
substantive issue of how justified use of force in interdate relations. Because indeed, much of the
transnational politisation runs through states® Theindividual, expert communities, advocacy groups or
NGOs who mohilise around questioning the use of force in and by statesin other parts often do so by
putting pressure on their own states. Concretely trandated, this meansthat thereis pressure on statesto
intervenewith the definition of what isajustified use of forcein other. Themost spectacular illustration of
thisisthe development (and pressurein favour) of so cdled ,, humanitarian interventions®. Andit certainly
isnolonger case (as conventionally argued?) that only interventionshaveto bejustified. On the contrary
as shown by the debates around Algeria®® and Rwanda®™ governments al'so are under strong pressureto
judify non-intervention. But the increased internationd (meaning inter-gtate) involvement in the
definitions and debates about the justified use of force nationdly, isaso vishblein less spectacular — but
equdly important— policies. Thus, governments use sanctions (e.g. the EU Sanctionsagaing Zimbabwe),
the use of politica conditiondity on loansand aid to influence thewaysin which forceisused. And there
IS growing pressure by sates on firms to become ,good citizens’ and shoulder ther ,socid
reponghbilities’ in particular by checking that their activities do not encourage or benefit from

penetrating international system], or even whether they can“ (1995: 195).
%" Beck (2000: 72).
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Hillegitimate® practices in other countries (as illustrated eg. by the Kimberdy process and the
establishment of a code of conduct to limit the trade in ,,blood diamonds"*).

Inclear then, thefact that politica identitiesareincreasingly conceived (by choice or imposition)
in relaion to polities and issues which are transnationa (though not necessarily ,,globa*) in nature has
madeit moredifficult to fall back on the Sate astheinditution with ultimeate authority to definewhich uses
of force are (un)judtified within itsterritory. Rather it has made that question of which uses of force are
justified and which are not part of atransnationa debate and thistransnationa debate, in turn, hasbeen
important in aso pushing the issue higher up on the agenda of interdate politics. That is dlams about
justified uses of violence are not taken at face value but discussed. There is deep breach inthe biasin

favour of accepting Sates as the ultimate authority.

The Privatisation of Palitical Identities

The breach in the bias in favour of states has been further widened by the fact that politica
identities are often formulated against the state, rather than in relation to or as condituted by it. Inmuch
of contemporary thinking about the relationship between politica identity and the State, that State is
construed as the main threet to political identities and aso the key source of (unjustified) violence. This
reading of the relationship between the date and the individua runs straight againg the kind of Hegdlian
reading proposed by Frogt (where individuals are congtituted and given politica identity through their
relationship to the state™) or the communitarian reading proposed by Wal zer (who thinksthet mordlity is
Lthick* inside states and ,, thin* outsde™). Below | want to outline four reasons for why this kind of
»privatised” politica identity has become increasingly accepted and dl four are rereading of the
relationship between individua politicd identities and the state which have profoundly influenced
contemporary politica thinking. The aim of this exercise is to bring home the point that it has become
increasingly difficult to defend any apriori assumption to the effect that sovereignty and the state system
are positive and important per se>*

Thefirg, revigiting of the reationship between the state and political identities has degp rootsin
modern political understandings of legitimacy. Indeed, the,, dilemma’ of how to recondilethemultiplicity

%2 Frost (1996: 147-150).
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of individud political identities and the dominance of the Sate is a fundamentd and peragtent part of
modern palitical thinking semming from the disenchantment of enlightenment. Becauseindeed, ,, theissue
of legitimacy blassoms when appreciation of the conventiond character of socid normsand ingtitutions
becomes widespread” and we can no longer ground legitimacy in some rdligious or transcendentally
derived understanding.* Thisdilemmaisall the more pronounced asthe state expandsinto al spheresof
socid life. Asit getsinvolved with everything from labour rdaions, to film-making and the condtitution of
the family, the pressure on the Sate to legitimate the rules it enacts becomes greater. And at the same
time, it becomes harder for the Sate to actudly legitimate the these rules.

Thisisdl themore serious asthe expansion of the sate (often prompted by ademand thet it and
guaranteerightsin various fied) centralises and mobilizes power. Y &, ,,thisvery mohilization of power
endowsit [the state] with awesome potential for evil*.*® And it might well bethe casethat this,, potentia
for evil* becomesakey source of oppression of identitieswhich areat oddswith the,, hegemonic identity
of the state*.®" In fact, the state may be fundamenta in creating those identities (by defining nationals,
criminas, madness etc.). And athough this does not justify atotal rgjection of the state and even less of
democracy, it certainly has a sobering effect on thinking about the relationship between the sate and
political identities. It makesfor consderable caution — and awareness of the need for reflexivity — about
any kind of blanket gpprova of states clamsto use force judtifiadly: a,, perhgps* postion as Connally
agues®

The second, revisonissmilar in that it dso posesthe potentia that the mgor threet to politica
identitiesmight comefromthe sate, in avery immediate and physica manner. Thisrevisonistied tothe
re-readings of the history of the twentieth century, where the State stands out as anything but an
ingtitution which can be counted on to useforce in judtifiable ways. Indeed, one reading of the history of
themassvetotditarian Sate violenceisthat it isnot only not opposed to the process of monopolisng the
legitimate use of violence in date inditutions but a Sgn of the fragility and potentia revershility of that
process (this is Elias argument™) or even more strongly alogical consequence of that process.

Bauman’'s work on the Holocaust epitomises this postion. It argues that it is precisely the

% Connally (1984a: 2).
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concentration of power in the state and the devel opment of bureaucratic culturewhichisthe cause of the
Holocaust. The development of the bureaucratic culture gives the Holocaust not only its peculiar shape
and effidiency, it isat the origin of the very ideaof thefind solution.*® And the monopolisation of the use
of force with the state had the effect of freeing the use of violence from moral caculus™ Hencg, ,,inthe
face of an unscrupulous team saddling the powerful machine of the modern state with its monopoly of
physicad violence and coercion, the most vaunted accomplishments of modern civilization faled as
safeguards againgt barbarism. Civilization proved incgpable of guaranteeing mora use of the awvesome
powersit brought into being.“** Theimplication of thiskind of rethinking of the rdlationship between the
politica identity of theindividud and the Sate, clearly makesit very difficult to see any reason for ana
priori , biasin favour of sovereignty”. The way that political identities are articulated after a 20" century
revigting of the state makes it far from clear that as Hobbes argues.

..the estate of Man can never be without some incommodity or other; and that the greatest, that

in any form of Government can possibly happen to the peoplein generdl, is scarce sendble, in

respect of the miseries, and horrible camities, that accompany a Civill warre; or that dissolute
condition of masterlesse men, without subjection to Lawes, and a coércive Power to tye their
hands from rapine, and revenge...*?
The point Bauman makes is not only that the Sate is not alesser evil. Rather, it isthat the modern state
can turn out to be the key source of evil in some contexts.

A third, kind of revisting of the state which hasled to agrowing acceptance of political identities
articulated againgt it, sems not from arereading of modernity or modern history, but from rethinking of
the state outside the European context. While with some dretch of imagination (and neglect of the
violence entailed in the process) one can argue that state building in Europe was based on somekind of
community building process, asmilar moveisliterdly impossblein therest of theworld. Mogt blatantly
in Africa, exigting political organisations, communitiesand boundaries played avery limited role as Sates

% Blias (1982).
40,,The light shed by the Holocaust on our knowledge of bureaucratic rationality is at its most dazzling

once we realize the extent to which the very idea of the Endlsung was an outcome of the bureaucratic culture.”
Bauman (1989: 15).
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were established by European colonial powers.™ But aso elsewhere (post-) colonid statesdevelopedin
conditions which are very different from thosein Europe and which makeit difficult toimagine datesas
embodying polities sharing a thick mora and palitica culture,

Toimaginethisis made al the more difficult because of the oppressive, exclusonary nature of
many dates, confirmed in any counting of ingtances of internd-wars, violent deaths and ethnic
deandgng.*® Thisingght which iswell anchored in politica and academic discussons. In fact, to denote
that a, state isnot a Sate” scholars (aswell as policy-makers) attach adjectivesto states who become
quas-states™®; falled-states*; rogue-states™; crimina states;*® war-lord states™ etc. And one of thekey
characterigtics of these , states with the adjectives® isthat they cannot — or do not want to— control the
use of force on their territories, but are on the contrary the source of some of the most serious uses of
force and oppression. The armed forces are often openly used against large groups of the population.
And even when they are not, they dlowed (encouraged) to finance themsdves by looting and
racketing.”" In these kinds of conditionsit is clear why observers (academic and politicd) find it hard to
grant thedtate any ,,apriori bias' in defining the legitimate use of force and on the contrary find it easy to
sympathise with the many political identities articulated againgt state violence.>

Thislead straight onto the find point | want to make which turns around the fact thet in ,,risk
society”, identities are increasingly formulated around issues of security to which the private sector is
increasingly called to reply. The argument about the rampant sense of insecurity is nicely articulated by
Bauman who arguesthat it hastriplerootsin uncertainty about the digtinctionswhich guide everyday life,
insecurity about the future (linked to flexploitation), and physical/bodily safety. > However, asvisblein
politica debates, thereisatendency to dideinto afocus exclusve on the safety part of insecurity andin

“4 Appiah (1993), Clapham (1996).
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particular on the safety of the body, protection from crime and military matters. But thisdidein unlikely
to do anything to dleviate the underlying problem: ,, Thereisagtory of adrunken manwho searched for a
logt banknote under a lamp-post — not because he logt it there but because the part of the pavement
undernesth was better lit. Transferring anxiety from globa insecurity and uncertainty, itsgenuine causes,
into thefield of private safety followsroughly the samelogic.“** Theresultisthat ,, politics' doesnot seem
cgpable of seeing (let done deding with) the problem.

This Stuation is aggravated by the fact that politics gppears increasingly irrdlevant to people’'s
daily concerns. Thereisagap between the sensethat the state isexpanding and that politics seemsnot to
actudly capture the key preoccupations people have. Bauman expresses this in terms of the
dissppearance of the ,agord’ and the difficulty of articulaing private grievances politicaly and
,ajglomerating them* to givethem political force® In avery similar way, Bourdieu deploresthefact thet
the many ,,.smdl sufferings’ are not articulated paliticadly. The ,,big sufferings are gone* and now each
individual is|eft to dedl with what seems private persona problems detached from the larger context.>®

The consequence of thisis that palitics as embodied by the State and its ingtitutions appears
effect of making private responses stand out as not only legitimate, but necessary. In aworld wherethe
State is seen as ather incapable of picking up and/or of articulating adequate responses to insecurity
(mogly formulated in physicd terms) threetsit isonly fair enough to bring in private dternatives. The 0
cdled,,neo-liberd revolution” and the rethinking of the statein utilitarian terms (as essentidly sdlf-saving
and rent-seeking) has added legitimacy to thismove by making giving an auracof effectivenessand goped
to private solutions® Theresult isarather spectacular growth in the reliance on private security guards,
private police-forces, private prisons, and private military companies, many of these are roofed under
efficient service-providing firms operating transnationaly.>®

It certainly isnolonger the casethat ,, practices[of non-gtateviolence] arenot only prohibited but
have become unthinkable*.*® Rether, thereis amounting effort to ground this privatisation in ethica and
politica terms. Thustwo political philosophersconcludethat ,,..in amercenary context theremay well be

% Bauman (1999: 49).

> Bauman (2999: 7).

% Bourdieu (1993).

>" Evans (1997), Feigenbaum (1999).

%8 Bl akely (1997), Johnston (1992), Moyle (2001) and Leander (2002).
* Thomson (1994: 145).
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less killing motives around. Themoral economy of amercenarist world would appear to be preferable
to that of the Statist societies we currently inhabit.“® And paliticaly, there is increasing pressure on
governments to revise their stance on mercenaries (and in particular on ,, private military companies®).
Hence, in response to the recent green paper the secretary of state argues that ,, we conclude that the
employment of professond, responsible and well regulated PMCs could, in some circumstances,
contribute to the establishment of maintenance of relative sability, under which lagting solutionsto such
problems might be worked out. We further conclude that PMCs may have a legitimate role to play in
helping weak governments to secure revenue streams, for example by protecting border points and
highways“®* It seems to me that the Situation is nicdy summed up by Shannon who arguesthet thereis
»asdf-replicating dynamic that assgns private forceto dleviate human insecurity only to degpenitsroot
causes. As areault, these private armed groups are able to position themselves, where self-interest so
moativatesthem, asguarantorsof socid and economic sability, and to selectively chdlengethedate; inan
increasing portion of the world, thisis a battle for hearts and minds that the state is losing.“®

It is impossble to say exactly how influential and widespread these identity constructions
»agang* the date are and what exactly the links between them are. But | am aso not sure that it is
important to do so in this context. What ultimately mattersfor my argument hereisthat we do recognise
them, for each of these discoursesisapart of contemporary politica thinking and practice. And—just as
the transnational identity congtruction referred to above — they make dtate daims to define (and
monopolise) the judtified use of force questionable. These dams might bejudtified. But they might also
not. And the ,bias in favour of the state’ in judging the matter has suffered a rather substantia
downgrading. There is an ill-articulated ,, perhgps*which has made its way into thinking about states
claimsto have amonopoly onthejustified use of force. Conventiona doubts about the boundaries of the
polity have taken on gigantic proportions as has conventiona distrust of states and their oppressive
powers. And a the sametime private clamsto definethejudtified use of forceareincreasngly legitimate.
There is a denationdlisation or privatisation of politics®

60 Lynch (2000: 152).

%! Foreign and Commonwealth Office [, 2002 #2616: recommendation f; p. 3].
%2 ghannon (2002: p. 45).

%3 Beck (2000: 1, 14).
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Shifiting Poalitical 1dentities and Global Governancein Security

Once we dart introducing conditiona clauses when taking about sates right to define the
justified use of forcewe are in trouble. We have opened a Pandora box out of which awhole range of
guestionsand problemsareflowing. If it isnot the sate who definesthejudtified use of forcethenwhois
it? And where does the authority of that who derive from? And what exactly are then the standards
according towhich thejustified use of force arejudged? And what and how (concretely) isit possibleto
do about the infringements of these standards. These questions which flow out of this Pandorabox are
the stuff of the debate about globa governance in security: they turn around the issue how (and if) it
would be possible/desirable etc. to organise a palitica rule over the use of force in the internationa
»aharchica society”. Thisisof course a— if notthe— perennid question of internationd relations. And it
would be preposterous to pretend to give an ultimate answer to it in thisor any other context. So | am
not going to try. In fact, | am convinced that there can beno such answer and that thisadebatewhichis
bound to go on for long and that it is good that it does so.

However, | do think that there is an important point to be made, namely that the problems and
questions haveto befaced. They will not vanish because we neglect them. Not ,,doing anything*— &t leest
nothing concerted — is of course an option (perhaps the most likely one). But it seems important to
acknowledge that non-action is a politica choice. | want to make this point is by speling out the
intractable dilemmas caused by the shifting political identitiesjust described and the related condiitionality
on the state' sright to define the judtified use of force. | will point to two such dilemmaswhich arelinked
mainly to thetransnationdization of palitica identitiesand two dilemmaswhich aretied to the difficulty of
dedling with the privatization of politica identities. And | will use these dilemmasto illustrate and argue
that the debate about ,,globa governance’ in security is not only an absiract debate about providing
blueprints for aworld state (or arguing for why such blueprints will not work or are not desirable). But
rather, it isadebate about a transformation of internationd politics which isdready going on and from
which there is no escape and conclude on the note that | think far more could be done in international
relations to addressiit.

The transnationdisation of politica identities and the related problematisation of sates right to
define the judtified use of force poses two kinds of reated problems which have to do with the
organisation of politics internationdly: the firgt has to do with the creetion (or reform of the existing)
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ingtitutions to organise forma poalitical processesto ded with the resulting . The second, hasto dowith
the problem the politica community which can provide the context for these processes. And thesetwo
problems make up animportant part of the discuss on around the creetion of ,, cosmopolitan democracy”.

The reason why the issue of forma political processes and inditutions arises is that with the
transnationdisation of politica identities and the pressures on dates right to define the justified use of
force (and the pressures to intervene) there is dso — as argued above — a pressure to areate more
sructured ways, embodied in forma ingitutions, of handling the problem. Firg, thisis so because the
agenda setting is highly inequitable. Not al abuses of state violence provoke internationd reaction and
condemnation. In fact many would tink that far from enough do. Characteridtic of this pogtion is
Hassner's lament / question ,,Can we be on our little bourgeois idand protected by tariff or police
barriers, without even looking at the suffering of the planet a the TV, refusing the refugees and letting
everyone massacre themselves around us? Such a perspective seems unacceptable, but, at the same
time, 1 cannot demongrate how we will pass from the present prevailing non-engagement to a
‘contagion’ which, eventually, would bring us back to our respongbilities for the world.“®* The most
obviousway of ,, brining usback" to these respongbilitiesisto create processeswhich alow a setting of
the agenda to become less arbitrary. That is less dependent on the fads of the media, the presence of
NGOs or persond links that are established by migrant groups and policy makers.

Thisneed isreinforced by theinequitiesthat exist inthewaysexsting ingtitutions (and the UN in
particular) handle the issues that are actualy placed on the agenda. Thus criticism abounds of the way
that some conflicts are singled out to judtify intervention (viz. the discussions surrounding Irag or
Kosovo), while some areleft running their course without outsde intervention (Rwanda, Soudan). And
even more so of thekinds of interventionsthat are then agreed upon.® And the obvious consequenceis
biting criticiam of the (non)poalitica processes in which these choices are made, the domination of the
great powers (and the USin particular) in these process™ and of the actua implications of the choices
and calsfor reform (including blueprints for such reforms®™) of exigting ingtitutions. In Neuman’ swords
»IN Kosovo, the end of the legitimate warring state was at stake. Where is the politica entity that may

%4 Hassner (1995a: 381).

% Seefor example the chaptersin van Ham (2002).

% patomaki (2001; and 2002).

%" Held is no doubt the key reference for this (1995; and 2002) but there are many others.
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legitimately spesk in the name of humanity.“%®

A second issue which isdirectly related to this one is the question of whether it is possible and
desrableto imaginethat such indtitutionaised political processes could actudly take place. What would
bethe,,glue‘ holding thet political community together? What kind of ,, civil religion* (Rousseau) or basc
common contextual understanding could make legidation possible and legitimate? Human rights is an
obvious contender for that role. But it is dso a contender around which there is a high leve of
disagreement. Partly because theserights privilege an understanding of theindividud whichisspecificaly
» Western®. It developed in the West. It prioritieslooking at theindividua as detached from community
rdigion and context and thet it disregards dternative understandings of rights®® But perhaps more
centraly, human rights is often argued to provide too thin a glue to hold the community together. As
argued by Habermas,,, even aworld wide consensus about human rightsis no equivaent to the solidarity
among citizens developed in the nationd frame. Solidarity among citizens has its roots in specific
collective identities. However, solidarity among world citizens must rely exclusvely on the mord
universalims expressed in human rights*.”® And these , universalisms' are too wesk to provide the
bonding of ared existingmord community. They risk merdly serving the purpose of depaliticising palitics
by locating poalitics at such a distance from citizens théat they no longer can or want to participateinit.”

The second pair of intractable dilemmas which arise are related to the second aspect of the
shifting political identities, namely their increasing privatisation. Indeed, once it is the case that we see
private politica identities articulated againg the Sate as contending for the definition of thejudtified use of
force, we aso have to confront a Stuation where it is increasingly difficult to think about international
political processesasinvolving exclusvely (or even mainly) states. A wholerange of other actorsclama
spacefor themselvesin these processes and have obtained that spacein actua political practice. NGOs,
representatives of various nationdist movementsaswell asfirmsand banks play animportant roleinthe
aready exigting processes. They are consulted, have seats in the UN and often are the indtitutions
through which palicies are channelled. Clapham thus refers to the privatisation and NGOization of

%8 Neumann (2002: 80).

% Julie on human rightsasacivil religion??
70 Habermas (1998b: 162-3).

™ Kymlicka (2001).
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palitics.”* And Susan Strange heavily insisted on thefact that diplomacy had to berethought into indlude
and non-state actors.”

The firg dilemma this Stuation poses for globa governance in security is that there has to be
some procedure for singling out (and justifying) why some private actors are included in the process
while others are not. And thisis clearly not an easy task. For one, many private actors make no clam
(even theoretica) to representing any community at dl. Such isthe case of most firmsand of many gang
leaderswho are driven mainly by economicinterests. But even thosewho do claim representativeness of
some politica identity find it hard to uphold that claim. They by definition represent aspecific group with
a ecific politicd identity. And this paves the way for contesting the represetativeness of that specific
community. For example, how important isrealy the community of bettered womenin Azerbaijan which
thewomen’ smovement clamsto represent or theinternational community of thewomen moregenerdly
which interantiona feminist movements claim to stand for. Are these communitiesmerely acongruction
of donors willingness to grant money (which is not to say that this congruction is necessarily a bad
thing)? But moreover, even if the community (and its identity is accepted as significant) there are
condderabledifficultiestied to establishing that private actor actudly representsit in any meaningful way.
How representative the PKK is of the Kurds in Turkey, the Fatah of the Palestinians in Gaza, the
separatis Kashmiri groups of the mudims in Kashmir etc. is clearly not easy to settle. And these
guestions are not small. If these groups represent no one but themselves, avery margina part of some
larger group, or afraction of the own group what isthe judtification for making them part of the paliticd
processes and whét is the criteria according to which one can establish whether or not they should be
alowed to take part?

The second dilemmaisonerdated to therisk of theimplications of including (and empowering)
non-state actors. Even though Hobbes' spectre of thewar of al againgt al might not be considered the
worgt progpect in dl conditions, it fill isafearful one. Even to the most adamant defenders of the idea
that there is no a priori reasonto think that Sates are better (or more justified) in their use of violence
than other actors, thereisan acute awareness of thefact that empowering non-gateactorsmight bevery
counter productive. Thisin particular the caseif that empowering leadsto awithdrawa (or weakening)
of date inditutions, so that large chunks of territory are Smply abandoned and Ieft to the mercy of

"2 Clapham (1996).
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whoever happensto bein the possession of most arms and/or the best contactsfor getting those. And it
is of course difficult to ignore that this was the concrete result of the privatisation policies (and the
policies officidly intended to encourage civil society development) pursued with great energy since the
early 1980s. Thus, according to Kaldor, ,,instead of forging anew morerespongvereationship between
date and society, as the civil society theorigts of the 1980s had anticipated, the state Smply withdrew
from large part of society. What was revea ed beneath thelayers of state control wasnot civil society but
uncivility [...] Civil society wasineffective because there was no rule of law; there was no public control
of violence*™

A dightly less dramatic verson of the problem arisesin the discussons of how far to dlow and
encourage privatisation in security and what theimplications of thisprivatisationisfor sate security. This
isadebate which hasarisenin many different context. In Central and Eastern Europe, there hasbeen far
reaching disagreement (reaching thetop of the IMF in the dispute surrounding Stiglitz and hisresgnetion)
about the extent to which the creation of markets required the prior congtruction of ingitutions, or, if on
the contrary the creation of markets were a necessary precondition for ingtitutiona reform. Applied to
the ream of the use of force specificaly, disagreements have raged between those who think that the
privetisation of the control over the means of violence will lead to an Sicilian syndrome and those who
think that it is merely a step on the road to creating order.” Smilarly a theinternationd level thereis
intense disagreement about whether or not the restrictions on the use of mercenaries (as defined by the
UN and the OAU conventions) should be changed to make it possible to rely more extensively on
PM Cs to establish order or if undertaking such changeswould lead to increasing disorder and violence.

| have ingsted on pointing to these dilemmas because they are an unavoidable part of
contemporary politics. Because palitical identities have been shifting, the definition of thejudtified use of
force by statesisincreasingly conditiona both on transnationa scrutiny and on approva by wholerange
of non-dtate actors. But as these dilemmas indicate the consequent rethinking and reshaping of global
governancein security faces problemsto which there clearly are no easy — and evenless agreed upon —
answers. Asthissection hasindicated though, it isaso not the case that these are hypotheticd dilemmas

which might arisein the future if current trends continue. Rether these dilemmas are confronted literaly
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everyday in internationa politics in different soheres. There are indtitutions which actudly do take
positions on the which uses of force are judtified and which are not both within and between sates.
There are formalised procedures for deding with this. It is assumed that there is a glue which strong
enough to hold world society together. Private actors are dl the time alowed to be part of politics and
states are making choices about precisay which actors to give such roles and which to exclude.

Just as theills flowing out of Pandoras box could not be stuffed back into the box, so these
questions are bound to stay with us. And | would argue that a large share of what scholars in
internationd relations are busying themselves with are precisely these processes. So | am not going to
rejoin the common whole- sale complaintsabout thetrividity of work donein IR and/or itsirrdlevanceto
internationa/world palitics. But | am going to conclude on the fact that it seemsto methat much of this
work isbeing donewithout sufficient attention to theimplications of these dilemmeasfor power rdaionsin
globa governance or to how to changesin globa governance structures might be used to change these

relations.

Conclusion: Sociology and the Future of Global Governance

Thispaper hasargued that shifting political identitieshasled to severe srainsin the conventiond
notionsthat a priori (though not absolutdy) states have the right to define the justified use of force on
their own territory and that a priori discussionsabout thejustified use of forceinternationdly should be
restrained to discussions about the use of force among states. It has dso argued that asaresult ,, global
governance” of the judtified use of force has become amuch more pressngissueininternationd politics,
Thisisso both because existing inditutions of globa governance areunder strain asthey haveto confront
the dilemmeas of dedling with transnationa and privatised claims to define the justified use of force and
because it isin thereform or recregtion of globa governance indtitutions that hopes for more equitable
processes for dedling with the developments lie. My interpretation of the current resurgence and
flourishing of the debate about globd governanceisthat it isintimately tied to these developments.

Thispaper isobvioudy the outgrowth of debatesthat aretaking placeininternationa relations. It
has made no clam to present new evidence on any single issue. And it has in the main rdied on
argumentsthat are present in the internationd relations debate. Y et, dthough there are floods of books
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and articleson different aspects of thetrendsthat | have dedlt with here, it isstriking thet rdlatively few”®
of them tacklethe grand questions about what theimplications of thesetrends arefor thinking about and
practisng globad governance. In part this might be because of the dominance of, reindorsement

discourses*”” which take the ordinary language usageto bethe correct one: since our ordinary notionis
that the state hasamonopoly on legitimate that clam istaken asagiven. In part it might be becauseitis
consdered that thekey chalengeisnot a theleve of globa governancebut a theleve of state- bullding:
thetroubleisthat we need to construct more stable states and that is essentially anationa process.” But
it seems to me that both of these strands of argument redlly miss the point. Even if thereis clearly a
problem with weak states (a,,week Sate dilemmd’ asHolgti phrasesit) and even if we mostly continue
to assumethat ates have amonopoly on thejustified use of force, it is<till the case (and | think none of
the authors subscribing to these arguments would claim otherwise) that in the meantimewe doal so do
giveincreasing spaceto transnational and private political identities and thisisleading to areform of the
ingtitutions governing the judtified use of force.

Therefore, it isimportant to raise the big questions about what is happening to the subgtantive
meaning of justified force, who getsavoicein reformulaing it, what theimplications of thisare and how
to think about making it more equitable. In 1994 Thomson argued that ,, Authority, violence, territory, the
state, sovereignty: these arethe suff of globd palitics. Assuch one might well expect that it be centrd to
internationa relations theory. Y et, until recently, internationa relations specidists have treated them as
uncontested concepts, relegating them to the reslm of assumption* ™ As | have just tried to point out |
think that global governance (meaning the political arrangements for governing) might well be added to
the ligt of things which has recaived nothing like the atention it actudly deserves. | think that the most
promising way forward isto look critically and sociologicaly at the way the dilemmeas creeted by the
transnationalisation and privatisation of the definition of the judtified use of force are dedt with in actud
politics. We need critical and reflexive sociology to spell out which reformulations of identity metter,

« 80

when and why. Itiscdearly not only ,, what you say but where you spegk from™* which isof importance

inthis context. But we aso need it to pave the way for aredigtic thinking about possible waysforward.

" NB. that | am not saying everyone and that thereisalong list of exceptions.
" Gellner (1959).

"8 Thisis Holsti's position (1996).

" Thomson (1994: 11).

22



8 Bourdieu (1982).

23



Refer ences:

Angoustures, Aline and Valérie Pascal (1993) ‘Diasporas et financement des conflits', in Francois Jean and Jean-
Christophe Rufin, eds, Economie des guerres civiles, Paris: Hachette, pp. 495-543.

Appiah, Kwame Anthony (1993) In My Father's House: Africa in the Philosophy of Culture, New York & Oxford:
Oxford University Press.

Arendt, Hannah (1969) On Violence, New Y ork: A Harvest Book Harcourt, Brace & World, Inc.

Barnett, Michael M. (2002) Eyewitness to a Genocide: The United Nations and Rwanda, Ithaca: Cornell University
Press.

Bauman, Zygmunt (1989) Moder nity and the Holocaust, Ithaca: Cornell University Press.

--- (1997) Postmoderinty and its Discontents, Cambridge: Polity Press.

--- (1999) In Search of Politics, Cambridge: Polity Press.

Bayart, Jean Francois, Stephen Ellis and Béatrice Hibou (1997) La criminalisation de |'Etat en Afrique Pais Editions
Complexe.

Beck, Ulrich G. (2000) What is Globalization?, Oxford: Blackwell.

Bilgin, Pinar and Adam David Morton (2002) ‘ Historicising representations of ‘failed states”: beyond the cold-war
annexation of the social sciences', Third World Quarterly 23, 1, pp. 55-80.

Blakely, Edward J. and Gail Mary Snyder (1997) Fortress America: Gated Communities in the United States,
Washington D.C.: Brookings I nstitution Press.

Bourdieu, Pierre (1982) Ce que parler veut dire: L'économie des échanges linguistiques, Paris: Fayard.

---, ed. (1993) La misére du monde, Paris: Editions du Seuil.

Bozardan, Hamit (1993) ‘Kurdistan: économie de guerre, économie dans la guerre’, in Francois Jean and Jean-
Christophe Rufin, eds, Economie des guerres civiles, Paris: Hachette, pp. 105-146.

Buzan, Barry (1995) ‘ The Security Problematique in the "New World Order™’, in Ronnie D. Lipschutz, ed., On Sacurity,
New York: ColumbiaUniversity Press, pp. 196-211.

--- (2002) International Society and World Society: English School Theory and the Social Structure of
Globalisation: Manuscript, forthcoming as book.

Chomsky, Noam (2000) Rogue States: The Rule of Forcein World Affairs: South End Press.

Clapham, Christopher (1996) Africa and the International System. the Politics of State Survival, Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press.

Connolly, William (19844) * The Dilemma of Legitimacy’, in William Connolly, ed., Legitimacy and the State, Oxford:
Basil Blackwell, pp. 222-249.

--- (1984b) ‘L egitimacy and Modernity’, in William Connolly, ed., Legitimacy and the State, Oxford: Bas| Blackwell,
pp. 1-20.

--- (1991) Identity\Difference. Democratic Negotiations of Political Paradox, Ithacaand London: Corndll University
Press.

--- (2000) * Speed, Concentric Cultures and Cosmopolitanisny’, Political Theory 28, 5, pp. 596-618.

Elias, Norbert (1982) ‘ Civilization and Violence: On the State Monopoly of Physical Violence and its Infringements’,
Telos 16, pp. 133-154.

--- (1998/1939) The Civilizing Process: The History of Manners and State Formation and Civilization,
Oxford& Cambridge: Blackwell.

Evans, Peter (1997) ‘ The Eclipse of the State? Reflections on Statenessin an Era of Globalization’, World Politics0,
October, pp. 62-87.

Feigenbaum, Harvery, Jeffrey Henig and Chris Hamnett (1999) Shrinking the State: The Political Under pinnings of
Privatization, Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Frost, Mervyn (1996) Ethics in International Relations. A Constitutive Theory, Camridbe: Cambridge University
Press.

Gambetta, Diego (1993) The Sicilian Mafia: The Business of Private Protection, Cambridge: Harvard University Press.

Gellner, Ernest (1959) Words and things, London: Gollancz.

Giddens, Anthony (1985) The Nation-State and Violence. Volume two of a contemporary critique of historical
materialism, Oxford: Polity Press.

Guzzini, Stefano (1998) Realismin International Relations and International Political Economy: the continuing
story of a death foretold, London, New Y ork: Routledge.

Habermas, Jirgen (1998a) Die postnational e Konstellation. Politische Essays, Frankfurt a.M.: Suhrkamp.

--- (1998b) ‘ Jenseits des National staats? Beemerkungen zu Fol geproblemen der wirstschaftlichen Globalisierung’, in

24



Ulrich Beck, ed., Politik der Globalisierung, Frankfurt aM: Suhrkamp, pp. 67-84.

Hassner, Pierre (19953) ‘Le XXe siecle, la guerre et la paix’, in La violence et la paix. De la bombe atomique au
nettoyage ethnique, Paris: Editions Esprit, pp. 371-391.

--- (1995b) ‘Par-dela le nationa et I'international: la dérision et I'éspoir’, in La violence et la paix. De la bombe
atomique au nettoyage ethnique, Paris. Editions Esprit, pp. 335-355.

Held, David (1995) Democracy and the Global Order: From the Modern State to Cosmopolitian Governance,
Cambridge: Polity Press.

--- (2002) ‘Violence, Law and Justicein aGlobal Age’, First Press www.theglobalsite.ac.uk, pp. 1-13.

Held, David, Anthony G. McGrew, David Goldblatt and Jonathan Perraton (1999) Global Transformations: Palitics,
Economics and Culture, Stanford, CA: Stanford University Press.

Hintze, Otto (1975) ‘Military Organization and the Organization of the State', in Felix Gilbert, ed., TheHidorical Essays
of Otto Hintze, New Y ork: Oxford University Press.

Hobbes, Thomas (1651 (1985)) Leviathan, London: Penguin Books.

Holsti, Kaevi J. (1996) The Sate, War, and the State of War, Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Howe, Herbert M. (2001) Ambiguous Order: Military Forcesin African States, Boulder CO.: Lynne Rienner.

Jackson, Robert H. (1990) Quasi-Sates. Sovereignty, International Relations and the Third World, Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press.

Johnston, Les (1992) The Rebirth of Private Policing, London and New Y ork: Routledge.

Kaldor, Mary (1999) ‘Transnational Civil Society’, in Tim Dunne and Nicholas J. Wheeler, eds, Human Rightsin
Global Palitics, Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, pp. 195-214.

Kymlicka, Will (2001) ‘ Citizenship in an Eraof Globdization’, in Will Kymlicka, ed., Paliticsin the Vernacular, Oxfarct
Oxford University Press, pp. 317-327.

Leander, Anna (2001) ‘ Dependency Today: Finance, Firms, Mafias and the State’, Third World Quarterly 22, 1, pp.
115-128.

--- (2002) ‘ Globa Ungovernance: Mercenaries and the Control over Violence', COPRI Working Paper, 4.

Lebaron, Frédéric (1997) ‘ Les Fondements Sociaux de la Neutralité Economique. Le Conseil de la Politique Monétaire
delaBanque de France’, Actes de la Recherche en Sciences Sociales, 116-117, pp. 69-90.

Linklater, Andrew (2001) ‘Citizenship, Humanity, and Cosmopolitan Harm Conventions’, International Political
Science Review 22, 3, pp. 261-277.

Loureiro, Maria Rita (1998) ‘L'Internationalization des milieux dirigeants au Brazil’, Actes de |a recherche ensciences
sociales, 121/122, pp. 42-52.

Lynch, Tony and A. J. Walsh (2000) ‘ The Good Mercenary’, Journal of Political Philosophy, 8, pp. 133-153.

Malmvig, Helle (2001) ‘ The Reproduction of Sovereignties: Between Man and State During Practices of Interventior?,
Cooperation and Conflict 36, 3, pp. 251-272.

Meyer, John W. (1980) ‘ The World Polity and the Authority of the Nation State’, in Albert Bergesen, ed., Sudiesof
the Modern World System, New Y ork: Academic Press, pp. ?7?

Moyle, Paul (2001) Profiting from Punishment: Private Prisonsin Australia: Reform or Regression: Pluto.

Neumann, Iver B. (2002) ‘ Kosovo and the end of the legitimate warring state’, in Peter van Ham and Sergel Medvedev,
eds, Mapping European Security After Kosovo, Manchester and New York: Manchester University Press,
pp. 66-81.

Patoméki, Heikki (2001) ‘ Can the UN (and the World) Survive the US?, Manuscript.

--- (2002) ‘Kosovo and the end of the United Nations?, in Peter van Ham and Sergei Medvedev, eds, Mapping
European Security After Kosovo, Manchester and New Y ork: Manchester University Press, pp. 82-106.

Pizzorno, Alessandro (1987) ‘Politics unbound’, in Charles S. Maier, ed., Changing Boundaries of the Political:
essays on the evolving balance between the state and society, public and private in Europe, Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, pp. 27-62.

Reno, William (1998) Warlord Politics and African States, Boulder, London: Lynne Rienner.

Rotfeld, Adam Daniel (2001) ‘ The organizing principles of global security’, in SIPRI, ed., Yearbook 2001: Armaments,
Disarmament and International Security, pp. 1-12.

Shannon, Ulrich (2002) ‘ Private Armies and the Decline of the State', in Kenton Worcester, Sally Avery Bermanzohn
and Mark Ungar, eds, Violence and Politics: Globalization's Paradox, London: Routledge, pp. 32-47.

Shaw, Martin (1996) Civil Society and the Mediain Global Crises, London: Pinter.

Stopford, John M. and Susan Strange (1991) Rival States, Rival Firms, Competition for World Market Shares,
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Strange, Susan (1996) The Retreat of the State: The Diffusion of Power in the World Economy, Cambridge Cambridge

25



University Press.

Thomson, Janice (1994) Mercenaries, Pirates, and Sovereigns: State-building and Extraterritorial Violencein Early
Modern Europe, Princeton: Princeton University Press.

Tilly, Charles, ed. (1975) The Formation of National Statesin Western Europe, Princeton: Princeton University Press.,

--- (1990) Coercion, Capital and European States, AD 990-1992, Cambridge MA and Oxford UK: Blackwell.

van Ham, Peter and Sergei Medvedev, eds (2002) Mapping European Security After Kosovo, Manchester:
Manchester University Press.

Varese, Federico (1994) ‘Is Sicily the Future of Russia? Private Protection and Rise of the Russian Mafia', Archives
Européennes de Sociologie XXXV, 2, pp. 224-258.

Volkov, Vadim (2000) ‘ The Political Economy of Protection Rackets in the Past and the Present’, Social Research 67,
3, pp. 709-744.

Walker, R. B J. (1993) ‘ Violence, modernity, silence: from Max Weber to international relations’, in David Campbell
and Michael Dillon, eds, The Political Subject of Violence, Manchester and New York: Manchester
University Press, pp. 137-160.

Walzer, Michad (1977) Just and Unjust Wars: A Moral Argument with Historical Illustrations, New York: Basic
Books.

--- (1994) Thick and Thin: Moral Argument at Home and Abroad, Notre Dame, IN: Notre Dame University Press.

Weissman, Fabrice (1993) ‘Mozambique: La guerre du ventre', in Frangois Jean and Jean-Christophe Rufin, eds,
Economie des guerres civiles, Paris: Hachette, pp. 299-341.

Zurn, Michael, Gregor Woalter, Sabine Dreher and Marianne Beisheim (2000) ‘Globaisierung und die
Handlungsfahigkeit des Nationalstaats’, Zeitschrift flr Internationale Beziehungen 7, 2, pp. 297-331.

26



