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|. Examining the Global Liberal Order as ‘Global Ci  vil War’

Since the presumed end of the Cold War (HabermadsCerrida 2003: 94) the
economic, martial, biopolitical and cosmo-politichlaracteristics of the global liberal
order have received a great deal of attention &gd-Filho and Johnston 2005; Reid
2006; Archibugi 2003). Of particular interest tastipaper is the suggestion that a
number of so-called ‘Westphalian’ binaries or distions no longer hold in the
contemporary order. For example, characterising #na as a ‘second age of
modernity’, Ulrich Beck suggested that a shift waprogress from a society of states
to on ‘a legally binding world society of individisa (Beck 2000: 84) in which
distinctions such as ‘war and peace, domesticqppénd foreign (policy)’ no longer
obtained (ibid.: 83; cf. Alliez and Negri 2003). @emporary discourses on the role
and characteristics of violence in the global ordete, moreover, that notions of
‘violence’ and ‘war’ must be thought together besguhe distinction between ‘war’
— a category engendering primarily reflections araativity of sovereign states (e.g.
Suganami 1996) — and ‘(political) violence’ — aeggiry which excludes this in order
to study violence by states against civilians (sashgenocide, ethnic cleansing,
persecution of minorities, etc.), violence betweefiians (such as civil or intra-state
wars, terrorist attacks) or even violence by a8 or armed groups against state and
market institutions (such as revolutions, terroatacks, etc.) — can no longer hold.
Indeed, one might capture the sea-change impligtiancollapse of this distinction
between war and violence by saying that contempovaslence is increasingly
‘civil’, though obviously this civil violence maymlonger be encompassed solely in
thetraditional sense of ‘civil war’, where the term denotes aflecirwithin a state or
society. Complicating things further, it is suggektthat the distinction between
public use of (legitimate) force and private exseonf (illegitimate) violence is also at
best unstable. This is because violence is prgseattied out by ‘private’, as well as
state or ‘public’ actors and also due to the cigiéepresented to the state’s monopoly
on the legitimate use of violence by partisans’ claims that theirivgte actor)
violence against states can be legitimated by hehnighoral cause (liberation against
invasion and occupation, past grievances, etc.féBenoist 2007).

While these reflections offer an interesting andessary starting point for examining

the global liberal order, this paper examines wéetbuch reflections on order,



violence, war and, importantlgnmitymay not be more productively located within a
framework enabled by the notion of ‘global civil waThe notion of ‘global civil
war’ is not without difficulties: it is rather seaisonalist, but this may well be the least
of the problems associated with it, with more sggiones primarily arising from its
provenanceé, location in discourseand theoretical specificity. Importantly for the
present discussion, the term has been used recenttjescribe the vertiginous
transformations of order, war, and violence in therent global order. Political
philosophers such as Giorgio Agamben (2005), Michsrdt and Antonio Negri
(2004), and Jean-Luc Nancy (2003a, 2003b, 200426a60d) have all utilised the term
in their recent work — though Nancy himself eschéwesterm for his preferred ‘war
of monotheism’ (e.g. 2003b) — and these appropnati while pursuing distinct
trajectories, appear surprisingly complementaryitifa commentators of post 9/11
policy developments have also pointed out the neeckamine notions of a civil war
at global level, noting that ‘the war on terrorissranalogous to civil war on a global
scale, in that it is taking place in a world whiglobalisation has shrunk and
interconnected’ (Dan Plesch cited in Beaumont 2002)

Yet this paper refutes a fixed meaning to the motb‘global civil war’ — this is not
borne out by the extant explorations of it, in &awent — and, for that matter, to the
amalgam term ‘global liberal order’ (cf. Petito 20p It asks, rather, the following
guestion: how can these recent conceptualisatibreomtemporary order, war and
violence as ‘global civil war’ assist us, if at,alh thinking about the global liberal
order? It suggests, by way of the analysis belbat, these appropriations can provide
core elements of a notion of ‘global civil war’ bilat they need to be supplemented,
and sometimes contested, by a historical and sutbstgperspective that situates our

understanding of the term in the historical circtanses that have led tbe need to

* | thank Fabio Armao for his critical feedback an different draft of this paper and Stefan Elbe fo
his comments and his help with translating Scheatid Schnur's German texts.

! The provenance of the term ‘global civil war’ ktémains unclear, though it is thought the jugist
political thinker Carl Schmitt began using the teéghobal civil war’ [Weltbirgerkried after a meeting
with the novelist and essayist Ernst Jiinger in 1842as been sometimes argued that the term &ctual
first appeared in Eugen Rosenstock-Hues®jis Europdischen Revolutionen. Volkscharaktere und
Staatenbildung1931), though Ernst Jinger claimed that he fisgtd it hisDer Arbeiter. Herrschaft
und Gestalt(1932). It appears in writing in Schmitt’s ‘Diet#e globale Linie’ in 1943 (Schmitt
1995a).

2 |n part affected by the historical revisionism Bfnst Nolte who argued that WWII could be
understood as a ‘European civil war’ (1987), ragirmm 1917 to 1945. His thesis on the clash of
ideologies contributed to thélistorikerstreit and was controversially expanded as ‘global or
international civil war’ to include the Cold War9@6). This paper offers an argument that seeks to
delineate a different framework for thinking ab&lobal civil war’ than that of Nolte.

3



address warl/violence/order as a ‘global civil walh other words, it is necessary to
locate this term within a broader account of how mev find ourselves in an
international-political epoch (or, better: in a nepoch ofthe politica) identifiable in

its incapacity to distinguish between war and cwdlence, war and peace, but also
tending towards conceptions of absolute enmity.tRisrpurpose the paper also turns
to, first, Schmitt’s account of the bracketing odmand ‘regulation’ of enmity as
central achievements of the ‘Westphalian order’ #meir dissipation in the post-
World War | era with the arrival of a liberal antdséract universalism, found in his
Der Nomos der Erde im Volkerrecht des Jus Publidcunopaeum(1950/2003).
Second, it explores jointly Schmitt’s account oé tthecline of ‘just (or real) enmity’
and the emergence of ‘absolute enmity’ and ‘globail war’ in Theorie des
Partisanen (1963/2004/2007) — which he traced to the arrival of revolutionary
Marxist ideology — and the discussions of Germast{vdorld War Il intellectuals
who extended this insight by examining ‘revolutipndaumanism’ and expanded
conceptions of ‘global civil war as a product ofcartain ‘pathogenesis’ of the
Enlightenment (cf. Koselleck 1988; Schnur 1963)hr8itt is important, moreover,
not only for his elegiac historical reflections tme emergence of a post-1914 era
(‘post-Westphalian’ in IR terminology) as a globaivil war, but because his
reflections on the changing nature and contextatitigal violence form, along with
Walter Benjamin’s work (1978, 1999), a major stagtpoint, if one to be overcome,

for Agamben and often an implicit reference poortNlancy and Hardt and Negri.

Central to the paper’'s attempt to ‘formally indeathe global liberal order as
‘something like’ global civil war has to be the §ieNestphalian’ evolution of the
notion of enmity away from a context of ‘plurivelisen’ to a context of
‘universalism’, with a movement from (proceduraljy¥t enmity to the re-emergence
of (substantive) just cause (be this of liberabtbrer revolutionary convictions) which
intensifies designations of absolute and unjustignrt is for grasping the political
contours of this global liberal order that this lpngnary examination of various
understandings of ‘global civil war’ — and its aftlant, historically specific, and
‘world-ordering’ practices of enmity (cf. Nancy 200— may be needed. The paper

concludes with a reflection on how a mutual exgloraof the global liberal order

% The German 1963 edition and also both the 2004d6moand 2007 Ulmen English translations are
cited here, as these render German terms in ditfevays used in the subsequent discussion. Se& unde
(1963) in the References section.



and ‘global civil war’ — of the global liberal ordas ‘something liké" global civil
war — can illuminate not only the contours and rimé constitution of this
contemporary order but also lead us to a prelingimaarticulation of the notion of
‘global civil war’ for political thought.

II. Contemporary reflections on the ‘global civil w ar

In this section, | examine three contemporary appations of the terms ‘global civil
war’ — Giorgio Agamben’s ifstate of ExceptigrMichael Hardt and Antonio Negri's
in Multitude, and Jean-Luc Nancy’s, as offered in a numbersshygs and, more

recently, inThe Creation of the World or Globalization

Exception and governmental violence in the global liberal order

Giorgio Agamben begins hB8tate of Exceptiowith a reference to ‘global civil war’
(2005: 2), a starting point which ‘signals an imma¢el concern with the current
transformations of world order’ (Nielson 2005). Heknowledges that this term can
be traced to Hannah Arendt (1963) and Carl Sch(h63/2004/2007), who first
used it to respectively address the effects ofltgvam after 1945 and the evolution of
war and enmity in the era of the partisan. Agambems the creation or launching of
global civil war to the ways in which modern totatianism created a ‘legal civil
war’:

modern totalitarianism can be defined as the astabknt, by means of the state of
exception, of a legal civil war that allows for tpaysical elimination not only of
political adversaries but of entire categoriesitizens whom for some reason cannot
be integrated into the political system (Agambe@22@).

Today, Agamben asserts pessimistically, the staexaeption should be seen as the
dominant contemporary ‘paradigm of government’aassult of which we are today
‘faced with the unstoppable progression of a “glaal war” (Agamben 2005: 2).
One might superficially assume that the referencad” century totalitarianism can

be taken to imply that by analogy, that i, means othe state of exception (as a

* ‘Something like’ in the sense of (Heidegger 1983 and 4). Also important is to regard this tesn a
formally indicative of a phenomenon or set of pheeaa; as a ‘formal indication’ it can be used to
proceed with the discussion but may well be supled®r redefined in the process (Kisiel 1993: 48ff)
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normalised mode of rule and government) a global wiar is created in which the

elimination of ‘absolute’ enemies (cf. Schmitt 2D@&comes possible.

What is important for Agamben, however, is the irdtimg of the state of exception,
away from jurisprudential theories which link it thctatorship, to the state’s self
defense, or to a restoration of what Agamben aallgleromatic [full] state of the

law’; but also away from Schmitt's argumentHolitical Theologythat,

All law is “situational law”. The sovereign prodwand guarantees the situation in
its totality. He has a monopoly over this last dem [of the exceptional case].
Therein resides the essence of the state’s somyeigshich must be juristically
defined correctly, not as the monopoly to coercéoorule, but as the monopoly to
decide. The exception reveals most clearly thenessef the state’s authority. The
decision parts here parts from the legal norm, @adformulate it paradoxically)
authority proves that to produce law [to createrajcal order] it need not be based
on law’. (Schmitt 2005: 13, brackets added)

For Agamben, the state of exception does not radefa special kind of law’

responding to an actual emergency or a neceskity,the law of war’ might respond
to situations of war; ‘rather, insofar as it isusgension of the juridical order itself, it
defines law’s threshold or limit concept’ (Agamb2005: 4). It is important to note
that Agamben’s analysis rests on the negationedessity’, that is, on a refutation of
a ‘real emergency’. Agamben denies that soveremmep — as ‘constituted power’
belonging and yet standing outside the law (cf.I9die 2004: 64) — responds by
suspending the law to an objectively determinableergency, necessity or
‘exceptional case’Ausnahmezustahdo some threatenintping, and for the purpose
of preserving law and juridical order. This refidatof the possibility of an objective
assessment of exceptional circumstances is eslyeciacessary if we are to
understand the sovereign transformation of thee sthtexception into the dominant

paradigm of government (Agamben 2005: 2).

To accept the existence of a really existing emerger exceptional circumstance
would fit closely with official, as well as mostatemic and policy discourses (cf.
Ignatieff 2004), on the new normality employed lre tglobal war on terrorism’ to
justify the suspension of law and civil liberti@his would require another layer of

causation and explanation — what causes the enwrgench that the state of

® See Tracy B. Strong’s ‘Foreword’ to the 2005 exitof Political Theology in which he modifies
George Schwab’s rendering Récht zu schaffesss ‘to create a juridical order’, p. xx.
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exception is invoked and needs to become the tal&?he rise of global terrorism
(ibid.; Dworkin 2002), of ‘netwars’ (Arquillar an&onfeldt 2001)? Is it the ‘revolt
against the West’ (Bull and Watson 1984; Dunne 200Rimately a civilisational
discourse, traced to essentialist grounds, andbasgran essence [religious, cultural,
historical?] to the West and the agents of rest&tda it? Is it insurgency? Yet, such
causality would give credence to the notion thatest of exception respond to some
real threat or circumstances requiring the suspensi the law. And it ighis which
Agamben’s account refutes by way of expositionhef telation of the law to reality,
which bears on the subjective nature of decidirggebent/situation that necessitates

the exception (Agamben 2005: 31).

In other words, Agamben re-inscribes the statexoéption as a ‘space of devoid of
law, a zone of anomie in which all legal determimraé — and above all the very
distinction between public and private — are deattid’ (2005: 50). And indeed, the
‘global civil war’ resides in the disappearancetioé ‘fiction between of a nexus
between violence and law’, leaving nothing but @ne of anomie, in which a
violence without any juridical form acts’ (Agamb2005: 59). By referring to Walter
Benjamin’s distinction between mytho-juridical apdre violence (1978), the latter
being the ‘possibility of violence that lies abgely “outside” and “beyond” the law’,
Agamben contests all attempts to enclose the excepithin the law (2005: 58)
having in mind, specifically, Schmitt’s contentidimat ‘the exception confirms not
only the rule but also its existence, which derivaty from the exception’ (Schmitt
2005: 15). Against Schmitt’s argument that the ptioe makes the normal sphere
possible and that, in the state of exception, igalitorder still prevails (because the
exception is not chaos and anarchy, though, as ckays, ‘not of the ordinary
kind’) and juridical order is preserved through thery suspension of the norm,
Agamben wants us to view the state of exceptioliciBous, normalised, permanent

and antithetical to the law.

What is at stake here is the operation of the sthexceptionas normality and as a

form of political rule(here, in the sense of ‘paradigm of governmentQaiben,

¢ Alexander Karschnia calls this into question, heeve because he claims that Benjamin’s meaning
of reine Gewalt should be best understood as ‘ambi-violence’ bezalike many of those German
‘Ge-’ words it contains a fundamental ambivalendaich disrupts Agamben’s forceful argument:
‘Gewaltmeans not only violence, brute force, in the sefstiolation”, but on the contrary, it also
means the maintenance of rule, governance, poweetial’ (Karschnia 2005: 58).
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looking at the transformations of world order, @sts that the state of exception aims
to preserve the law — that the suspension of the macurs for the preservation of the
juridical or political order (Schmitt 2005: 12) -acadraws upon Walter Benjamin to
call this into question. Writing in light of Fasnis Benjamin suggests in his ‘Theses
on the Philosophy of History' that ‘the state ofergency where we live is not the
exception but the rule’ (1999: 248): that statehsf exception, this zone of anomie
which can no longer sustain the fiction of violesaelation to law, is not temporary,
it is not for the purpose of preserving the law amdlical order, but is the a new way
of being ruled, of new form of government. ‘Theeatpt of state power to annex
anomie through the state of exception is unmaskdidmjamin for what it is: &ctio
iuris par excellence, which claims to maintain the lavits very suspension as force-
of-law’ (Agamben 2005: 59). It is this that Agamben calls, a ‘gigantomachia
concerning a void’ (ibid.: 53-64).

This echoes official voices of the ‘new normalcy'tbe ‘new normal’, pronounced by
Vice President Cheney the day before the USA PATIRARt passed into law in
October 2001: ‘Many of the steps we have now bewpefl to take will become
permanent in American life. They represent an wtdading of the world as it is, and
dangers we must guard against perhaps for decad=srte. | think of it as the new
normalcy’ (Cheney 200%). The new normalcy, encompassing as it does the
‘biopolitical operations’ of the state of exceptiand which involves the defence of
logistical societies (Reid 2006), points to a diion of the relationship posited by
Schmitt between the rule and the exception, allgwhkgamben to speak of its
becoming the ‘dominant paradigm of government inntemporary politics’
(Agamben 2005: 2). When the state of exception tesothe (political) rule, we

discern it more clearly as ‘a space devoid of law’which the law is replaced by

" To put it in its proper context, as Brett Nielsexplains with respect to Agambert4omo Sacer
project, of whichState of Exceptiois a part, ‘If, for Schmitt, the sovereign mainathe possibility of
deciding between the exception and the norm, Benjaoontends that these have become
indistinguishable, establishing a link between é&xercise of sovereign power and the production of
bare life. This becomes the point of departureAgamben’s analysis of sovereignty in Homo Sacer.
With the concept of bare life, Agamben identifietheeshold at which life is placed both inside and
outside the juridical order, and he equates thiagmxical situation with the structure of soverdygn
itself’ (Nielsen 2004: 64; Agamben 1998).

8 A gigantomachia, much unlike, but equally as intaor as, thgigantomachia peri tes ousia the
Sophist(244a), this is what Plato calls the perennialuargnt between idealists and materialists
concerning the shapes of being (or substance tity)eahich Martin Heidegger recalls most famously
in Being and Timé1962).

° This has inspired an exhibition, for example, bg tCl in New York, and other artistic explorations
URL: http://www.ici-exhibitions.org/exhibitions/normatinmal.html(accessed 28 Aug. 07)
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‘civil war and revolutionary violence, that is humaction that has sheddpostd
every relation to law’ (ibid.: 59f° Since the state of exception has ‘today reacised i
maximum worldwide deployment’, we are faced with #dvent of a global civil war
in which

the normative aspect of the law can thus be ohtitelr and contradicted with
impunity by a governmental violence that — whilenagng international law
externally and producing a permanent state of diarepiternally — nevertheless still
claims to be applying the law (ibid.: 87)

The emphasis placed on the fictitious (or willei@d}e of exception and on the analogy
to Nazism, alongside the exposition of Benjamirgll to bring about aeal state of
exception with which to fight Fascism (1999: 24®jght suggest that we are faced
with a ‘post-modern’ totalitarianism, which nornsas the state of exception and
leads us to a ‘global civil war’. Yet this term ee$, for Agamben, not so much to
actual fighting or a specific instance of conflmit, importantly, to a form of world
ordering, pursued by (or which is) the global lddeorder. The global liberal order,
then, maybe be preliminarily ‘formally indicateds a ‘war-order’. As he explains in
an article in thé=rankfurter Allgemeine Zeitung

By the rapid reduction of global politics to thetiireses of “state/terrorism”, what
once seemed a paradoxical and peripheral termolday become real and effective.
By strategically linking the two paradigms of th&te of emergency and the civil
war, the new American world order defines itselfaasituation in which the state of
emergency [exception] can no longer be distinguisinem the norm, and in which
even differentiating between war and peace - amadsn external and civil war - is
impossible (Agamben 2003; brackets added).

How are we to conceive of this ‘American’ world erdthen, in which ‘governmental
violence’ unfolds, attesting to no juridical formdaobliterating ‘the normative aspect
of law’ (Agamben 2005: 87)? Furthermore, how aretavenderstand ‘governmental
violence’ and its relation to law and to world argl&Vhile the emphasis on ‘civil war
and revolutionary violence’ adjoins Agamben’s argmtnto that of Benjamin (and to
Arendt (1963:17) and Schmitt (2004: 34, 39 and 8§6 think that it is of little help

in understanding the actual world order, and preege®of world ordering, which he
invokes. Rather, it may be advisable to understhadgovernmental violence’ of this

war-order and its relation to law as taking planethe internationalisation of the

19 The reference to civil war and revolution unwidfiyn returns Agamben to the dual origins he posits
for the term: to Arendt and Schmitt. Hannah Aresgeaking of the world in which war is replaced by
revolution, suggests that ‘the end of war is retiotu..a kind of civil war raging all over the dart’
(Arendt 1963: 17).



transition from a ‘territorial state’ to a ‘popula state’, that is, the
governmentalisation of the state (Foucault 1997): &lobal civil war’ can then be
thought as the necessary context for achieving ethés of this order with the
necessary means. Let us turn briefly to Foucault.

When a world order takes as its object the ‘poputatunderstood ‘as a set of
elements that, first, is connected with the gensysitem of living beings... and,
second, may offer a purchase for concerted intéimen ¢hrough law, but also
through changes of attitude, of ways of acting landg that can be obtained through
campaigns)’ (ibid.: 70; emphasis added), then #ve dloes not remain tied to the
preservation of sovereignty, and its juridico-poéit order, in the circular and
inseparable fashion which Foucault identified (20@10-211). In an era of
governmentality, imposing but also, arguatdyspendinghe law is but one of the
‘multiform tactics’ of power for the aim of ‘dispwg) things: that is, of employing
tactics rather than laws, and even of using lawm#elves to arrange things in such a
way that, through a certain number of means, sachsach ends may be achieved’
(ibid.: 211). Foucault speaks obviously of using thw as a tactic of governmental,
power. Yet, in his analysis of neo-liberal govermtadity (cf. Lemke 2001) Foucault
clearly elucidates the neo-liberal withdrawal ot thtate, not as a lack, but as a
distinct ‘technique’ of government.The suspension of the law can, it is argued here,
operate as a tactic of governmental power in mbhehsame way. If we accept this,
the question becomes, then, what are the (‘suchsackl) ends of the global liberal
order, if this order is indeed engaged, among othalated ends, in the
governmentalisation of the state, the transformatifoterritorial states into population

states?

The sovereign’s task, Foucault argued, was to nersavereign, that is, in power;
there was, in other words, a circularity to sovgméy, in that its end was ‘internal to

itself’ (Foucault 2001: 211). Governmentality, dretcontrary, is characterised by a

™ The influentialcritical reading that Agamben (and Hardt and Negri in tHeWiong subsection)
offers of Foucault is not being ignored or deniedeh It is necessary, however, to also point to its
conflation of ‘sovereign and biopolitical modespafwer relations. Ultimately, biopower becomesdittl
more than a new, fancier term for sovereign powealternatively, sovereignty becomes generalised
to embrace additional objects of rule. Inevitatldych confusion also produces problems when one
attempts to theorise resistance to contemporamyotitcal government, which remains conceived in
traditional and decidedly un-Foucauldian transcantirms of emancipation’ (Prozorov 2007: 54).

12 Contrary to most treatments of ‘globalisation’ @hd state in IR.
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finality, directed towards the things it managdsd() If the global liberal order is an
order for which the political concern is ‘populatipthen its end is to manage that
population ‘in pursuit of the perfection and intéieation of the processes it directs’
(ibid.). Yet, one could argue, some remnant ofutagty remains: to preserve the
emphasis on life and population management is afscend of a governmental
economy of power. It is this, possibly, that allowsucault to note that, whereas
sovereign power has historically created systemsexaflusion by differentiating
between those who submit to its power (perhapa,dontractarian fashion), and those
who violate it (such as ‘criminals’), governmenpawer differentiates between those
who behave in accordance with the welfare of theufaiion and ‘those who conduct
themselves in relation to the management of theilptipn...as if they were not part
of the population...as if they put themselves outitof(Foucault 2007a: 43-44).
‘Governmental violence’, to use Agamben’s term, migndeed be necessary to
ensure that a distinction is drawn between thodeo‘wesist the regulation of the
population, who try to elude the apparatus by whibk population exists, is
preserved, subsists, and subsists at an optimell l@vd the population; as Foucault

argues, this ‘opposition is very important’ (ibid4).

What range of means or ‘tactics’ might be necessaryhis? Any tactic, including
the permanent suspension of the law, which alldwssdrder to identify, criminalise,
control, indeed, to ‘police’ those who stand outsitie population and oppose the
governmentalisation of the state. The tactic anetaipns of governmental power as
police activity is pertinent to the workings of tgkbal liberal order as ‘global civil
war’, as discussed below, because it is exercisednally, i.e. within the population

and reinforces the order and its governmental mimdgcf. Agamben 2000: 103-7).

Imperial civil war

Michael Hardt and Antonio Negri also bedjtultitude, their sequel t&mpire (2000),
with an analysis of the ‘permanent state of glatmmiflict’ in which the attempt to
think the ‘in common’ and the possibility of demacy have to be located (2004: xi).
This permanent state does not mean that theregegaent outbreaks of conflict, but
rather must be understood in the sense that ‘whet®ming a general phenomenon,

global and interminable’ (2004: 3). For Hardt angigN, war in the age of Empire can
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no longer be conceived as inter-state limited war requires an awareness of the
emergence of the ‘new supranational form of sogatgi, which they analysed in
Empire with its ‘new notion of right, or rather, a nenscription of authority and a
new design of the production of norms and legatumsents of coercion’ (2000: 9; cf.
2004: 3). This form of sovereignty ‘supersedes wmigliism and imperialism, is
dissociated from national and supranational institis, and emerges from the
autonomous and immanent logic of capital expansiod management’ (Harting
2006: 2). The ground laid by Hardt and NegEmpirewould seem to offer a proper
setting for thinking about the ‘global civil war ithat its articulation of a new form of
sovereignty across global relations modifies tHament of ‘internality’ that one

traditionally associates with ‘civil war’.

The boundedness of sovereign political entitiesh@g an assumption that holds in
the present epoch, war can only be conceived adl \ear, as ‘armed conflict
between sovereign and/or nonsovereign combatantin a single sovereign
territory’, yet a territory not confined to ‘national spateit, rather, ‘across the global
terrain’ (2004: 3; emphasis in original). Hardt eegri state that all conflicts raging
today, from Colombia to Aceh to Afghanistan to Irdlqot or cold’, have to be
understood as ‘global civil wars’ or, better, ‘inn@a¢ civil wars’ because they take
place across this global terrain (2004:*4Moreover, because they are meant to
‘repress movements of resistance and impose omleéhe multitude’ these current
global civil wars also have to be read as ‘coungenigencies’ (2004: 37). As such,

one should add, they must be explicitly regardecheislised (cf. Carlton 2006).

Hardt and Negri, however, also speak of ‘war’ agldbal war’ and it is not always
clear whether this is to be understood as equivatear as a variation of or, even, in
distinction to ‘global civil war’. Noting this fldlity in using these terms, Hardt and
Negri’s understanding of the changing relationsiipaveen war, politics and global
order, offers a number of interesting attributekjcl are outlined here in brief. First,
they suggest that war today is a ‘permanent soelation’ (2004: 12) which relates

war to their earlier exposition of the biopolitigadoduction of Empire (2000: 22-41).

3 Hardt and Negri briefly acknowledge that the teieltbiirgerkrieg belongs simultaneously to
Hannah Arendt and Carl Schmitt, but they dismissrtBubstantive insights because ‘these authors
were thinking of a civil war between the capitaligirid and the socialist world, which first tooketh
form of the Soviet Union against the Western Euampeountries... and later against the United States’
(2004: 359, n. 2).
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If we are in this state of perpetual war (as arpanent social relation’), war can no
longer be thought of as a threat to the currenicgire of power but must be
understood as productive of it: war should be ustded as an ‘active mechanism that
constantly creates and reinforces the present bbwtar’ (2004: 21). In Empire, then,
‘war functions as an instrument of rule’ (ibid.iiki so that in their work, too, the

global liberal order may be formally indicated dsvar-order’.

Similarly, Hardt and Negri argue that this new foofrsovereign power cannot really
‘arrive at the pure production of death’; rathemust safeguard and ‘preserve the life
of its subjects’, otherwise it would be destroyitggelf. Thus, much like it produces
and regulates order, global war must produce agdlate life itself (ibid.: 20). |
understand this to mean that Empire is a new fofmowereignty but its sovereign
power is exercised for biopolitical ends and thiougopolitical or governmental
means, most obviously witnessed in its life-prodgctapabilities. It is in this sense
that Hardt and Negri can claim that ‘war has becamegime of biopowerthat is, a
form of rule aimed not only at controlling the pdgtion but producing and

reproducing all aspects of social life’ (ibid.: 13)

Order and life, those two things that we used tbeaiste with different spheres of
politics, international and domestic, merge asethés of Empire. When conceived of
as distinct, order and life are maintained and leggd through a variety of social
institutions but in the extreme case involving tieed for war and the need for police
action respectively. As they blur, so do war antdicgoactivity, suggest Hardt and
Negri (cf. de Benoist 2007; Agamben 2000). In othvards, a war which aims to
produce and sustain a social order is not a limited with specific tactical and
strategic objectives that can be easily achievasthiike the crime fought by police
activity, it must be fought and won ‘daily’. Alsbie police activity, war in the age of
Empire may have the best results when it is pretem2004: 20). It would appear
that war is driven in two apparently diverging direns, ‘on the one hand, reduced to
police action and, on the other, raised up to asolabe ontological level by
technologies of global destruction’; yet, Hardt axegri argue that ‘the reduction of
war to police action does not take away but cordiits ontological dimension’ (ibid.:
19) War, in this way, ‘becomes the general matdk dll relations of power and

techniques of domination, whether or not bloodsikeidvolved’ (ibid.:13). Not only
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does global war begin to resemble ‘police actiafi. e Benoist 2007), it also takes
on elements of ‘guerrilla and liberation warfarenfierly used in the struggle against

colonialism’ (Harting 2006: 6).

This state of war is characterised by a situatiomhich the state of exception has
become permanent and genéfalardt and Negri 2004: 7, emphasis in origindlno
points of distinction to the preceding Agamben dsston, however. First, Hardt and
Negri suggest that war during the time of stateeseignty was limited spatially and
temporarily and, when war occurred, this could hdaustood as ‘a limited state of
exception’ (ibid.: 8) in contrast to the contempgraovereign formation of Empire in
which war is both an instrument of rule and alsgause of this, a permanent relation
productive of order and life. It is in this senbkattthe state of exception has become
permanent and generalSecond, it is worth noting, however, that theyrbt remain
with a legal understanding of ‘exception’ (the ‘G legal understanding’) but seek
to relate this to US exceptionalism, which refershte preponderant power of the US
and its ability to order globality, but which alswans éxception from the lawibid.:

8, emphasis in original). The one legal permareami general global state of
exception is supported by the other, US exceptismal Importantly, moreover, an
unlimited exception means that ‘the constant preseri an enemy and the threat of
disorder are necessary’ in order to legitimate @&xeeption and also ‘imperial
violence (ibid.: 30).

The indistinction that plagues their account regeydwar’, ‘global war’ and ‘global
civil war’ has already been noted, as has theiblproatic suggestion that all wars in
the contemporary world are global or imperial civdrs. The former issue requires a
delineation between, on the one hand, war / glelzal as an attribute of Empire —
which is permanent, biopolitically productive ofetisubjects of Empire, and order-
generating across this global terrain — and, onother hand, actual wars fought as
counter-insurgencies to suppress resistance & ek above functions of war/ global
war in Empire. Strictly speaking, it remains a digsas to which understanding the
term ‘global civil war’ ought to be restricted tthie former permanent global war or
the latter, counter-insurgency, type of imperiailavar, which might be better called

‘imperial war’ or ‘war for imperial maintenance’,hich Hardt and Negri sometimes
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also use. This is also noted by Heike Harting wigues that Hardt and Negri ‘read

all contemporary wars as “global civil wars” or tmars™ collapsing them as

postmodern phenomena rather than wars that eitbesu@ particular imperial
projects of reordering current global geopolitiastbat have long-standing post-
colonial roots but have mutated into global civdrfare. (2006: 6)

Despite their political commitment to resist th®jch a conflation may end up
supporting ‘a normalizing global imaginary of wdibid.: 2) much like hegemonic

discourses of global war.

A world (order) without an exterior

Jean-Luc Nancy does not utilise the exact termgylof ‘global civil war’ but his
conceptual exposition places his post 9/11 thinKingly within its bounds. There
are a number of interesting contributions and cotioes that Nancy makes towards a
thinking together of the global liberal order are tconcept of ‘global civil war’.
First, in the vein of the analyses Multitude and Empire Nancy’s conceptualisation
also revolves around the theme of ‘internality’ butt decisively distinct way. Rather
than being internal to ‘Empire’, for Nancy the ghblgivil war is internal to the West:

The present state of the world...is a civil war:sitthe internal war of an enclosed
city, of a civility, of an ‘urbanity’, which are ithe process dianning out to the very
limits of the world and, because of this, spreading right to theeeity of their own
concepts. (Nancy 2003a: 23; emphasis added)

The reference to the ‘limits of the world’ suggetbiat Nancy does not conceive of the
West in cultural-civilisational terms. Indeed, Ngns keen to contest the dominant
way of framing this ‘war as a clash of civilisati® (Huntington 1996):
‘this....forbids us to speak of a “war of civilisatis’, as if Western civilisation were
confronting another civilisation, an Arabo-orientale’ (Nancy 2003b: 51). Indeed,
elsewhere Nancy speaks of ‘the instrumentation adigions, or the deviation,
perversion, or betrayal of this or that religionduding the national theism of the
United States)’ for the purposes of sustaining ttosinant and influential framing
(Nancy 2004: 109)*

Second, the reference to the ‘limits of the woddd the theme of ‘internality’ itself

point to Nancy'’s insight that the present war gl@bal civil war, one internal to the

14 ¢f. Hardt and Negri 2004: 35. It is interestingnmte that for Hardt and Negri the US denied ttst i
global security policy and strategy amounts toasltlof civilisations because ‘the notion of cialiion
is too limited for their global vision’.
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West as an order, or a way of being, whose enad isr¢ate a world ‘without an
exterior’, as a ‘worldwide enclosure of absolutariamence’ (Ojakangas 2007: 215;
cf. Schmitt 1995a: 447; 1995b). Such enclosurentarinality means, at a superficial
level, that the ‘war of monotheism’ waged by/in A&est must be understood as a
kind of civil war: it is ‘no longer the old war c&fovereign States, not since the open
conflict of 1914’ suggests Nancy, consistent irs tivay with other accounts of the
demise of Westphalia at the time of the Great Wangy 2003b: 51; cf. Schmitt
2003: 140).

Yet, less superficially perhaps, internality oreinbrity also pertains to the presumed
dissipation of the ‘age of the linedds Zeitalter des globalen Liniendenkertse end
of both political thought structured by lifésand also of the ‘Westphalian’ world-
ordering praxis of drawing lines, leading to a mesturing of world order and
international law dlie Struktur des Volkerrecht§Schmitt 1995a: 447; cf. Odysseos
2007: 130-134 and Rasch 2005; cf. section threst)wias decisive for ‘Westphalian’
world politics. Nancy’'s ‘war of monotheism’, muctké Hardt and Negri's global
war, is not war as such; rather, it may be besersidod as that order-producing war
and war-making order which is unlimited in scoperation and spac.Schmitt had
called this a ‘borderless, global pan-intervensomi (1995a: 446-447). Yet, in its
claim to limitless scope and duration, this ‘waden’ still divides space into zones of
war and peace, though peace itself becomes ‘warfiked with relations of force,
surveillance etc., while war becomes a form of patel peace maintenance (cf. Hard
and Negri 2004; Beck 2005). Peace and war ‘musinberstood in accordance with a
substitutive value that makes the two terms absllutontemporary with one
another, starting with the inversion both of thiinctions and of their “classical”
relations’ (Alliez and Negri 2003: 110). Such arder is no longer ‘open’ to
multifarious possibilities of determination. As MilkOjakangas notably illustrates, it
may well be the function of enmity to ‘introducejmoment of transcendence, and
thereby a moment of openness and freedom, intantineanence of world order’
(Ojakangas 2007: 211).

!5 1n The Nomos of the Earthis becomes ‘global linear thinking’ (Schmitt 20®7).

18| thank Justin Pickard for prompting me to thihistfurther.

7 Schmitt had identified this with the United Stasdter the denigration of the Western Hemisphere as
the last global line, contrary to the clash of wenistorical ideologies thesis put forward by Ernst
Nolte (1996).
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This points to a third significant insight, thatetlglobal civil war amounts to the
‘disorganisation of all the Western world’s ownrfag of equilibrium’ (Nancy 2003b:
51), in other words, to what we in IR call ‘balarmfepower or threat’ (see Schmitt
2003; Waltz 1979; Walt 1987). This is not triviabt for IR, not for Nancy, and not
for possibilities of order. This is because, as diszussion of ‘Westphalia’ below
indicates, tabalanceinvolves a structuring of the field of politicsf(dt.aclau 2005)
that requires a recognition of the other as a @utacally) just and equal enemy, with
recognised rights to existence, neutrality and stasce (see Odysseos 2007).
Balancing also means that, just as war can be wagjedthis kind of enemy, peace
can also be negotiated and accepted (Schmitt 2008). disavowal of balancing
disavows also the commitment to a distinction betwear and peace and makes it
possible and permissible (‘licit’ is Agamben’s lé¢germ, see 2000: 107) to eliminate

the other as enemy (cf. Odysseos 2002).

Importantly, moreover, the withering of power-pigiti forms of equilibrium is the
twin process of what Nancy calls the ‘tendentialitelation of its “Western”
distinction at the heart of the process of its dglobalisation™ (Nancy 2003b: 51).
The West's ‘globalisation’ must be thought of ageplication of its normative-
ideological and material-economic structures, aé agethe governmentalisation of its
political structures, as discussed above. Yet seplcationproduceshe world order
but also life and subjects (Foucault 1997a: 59dHand Negri 2000, 2004; Althusser
1971). In the process of replicating its structureds effective globalisation — the
West can no longer sustain its own distinction frotimers, a distinction or difference
which, however, forms the very basis on which wbgllises itself. ‘The West has
come to encompass the world, and in this movemesapgears as what was supposed
to orient the course of this world” (Nancy 2007:):3As Enrique Dussel argued a
decade earlier, the West was never jadependentautopoietic, self-referential
system, but instead igart of a world-system’, a system nevertheless whichag
helped bring into being and which it works to peliand sustain; it is ‘in fact, its
center (1998: 4; emphasis in original; cf. Schn#@03: 233). But if the distinct
centre — which orients the course of the orderystesn — can no longer remain
distinct or central, it begins to tear itself apditte result of this rupture is

a situation that destabilises the splits of theEltdope and that produces, on the one
hand, the American superpower, and, on the othed,ithe heavy deficit of identity
that is Europe’s lot, revealing to the full light day the contradiction between its
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claim to rational-moral universality (i.e., in so@ and democracy) and the glaring
injustice of the situations created by its own dmation. (Nancy 2003b: 51)

Thus, Nancy suggests that the West and its civiimais but a ‘work of death’
(2003a: 24) so that ‘everything takes place asef world affected and permeated
itself with a death drive that soon would have inajhelse to destroy than the world
itself...” (Nancy 2007: 34).

Finally, what might this ‘work of death’ actuallyean? For Nancy, arguably, global
civil war is the productaind character of that war-order propelled by a ‘csalion’
‘whose values of monotheism, self-presence, anith thave exhausted themselves’
(Harting 2006: 6). We clearly see the emergencthisfkind of war-order as ‘the lot
of a civilisation that is coming up against its olwmit’ (Nancy 2003b: 52), which
cannot, given Nancy’'s criticaAbbau of Heidegger, but remind us of the latter's
discussion of the end of philosophy and the ‘cotigé of metaphysics (Heidegger
1972). More specifically, for Nancy however, ‘gldbaivili war designates an
epistemological and material war’ of the West (Hé@t2006: 6). That ‘the same
Western world is in a permanent state of internal’ \iNancy 2003b: 51), renders all
talk of clash amongst civilisations inappropriatel alltimately ‘othering’, because it
points to the causes of this war as the West's ‘@pmitual emptiness and self-
destructive logic of sameness’ (Harting 2006: 6).

This kind of spiritual exhaustion leads also to lendmess or hypocrisy: ‘The
civilization that has represented the universal maon — also known as the West —
cannot even encounter and recognize any longerefagvity of its norms and the
doubt of its own certainty’ (Nancy 2007: 34). Nambyes not, of course, think that
this assumption of universalism and the hypocrisyeif deception to which it points,
is new (cf., prominently, Koselleck 1988; Edward308). ‘This was already the
situation two centuries ago’, Nancy writes, refegrto Hegel (Nancy 2007: 34). He
might as well have pointed, as others have dorthet&rench Revolution (cf. Kesting
1959; Schnur 1963, discussed in section three} iEsignificant because, as Harting
suggests, Nancy’s locating of this war(-order) \A&stern’, yet at the same time as
global civil war, ‘makes legible the ways in which globalil war arises as an
epistemological problem of Western metaphysics'r{idg 2006: 6).
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Having outlined some of the contemporary ways inctvlihe notion of the ‘global
civil war’ has been used and the insights to beiediforward to section four, which
rearticulates preliminarily the elements of a fraragk of a ‘global civil war’, the
paper now turns to Schmitt’s reflections on thedrisal emergence and collapse of
the Westphalian order and the becoming possibgeglbbal liberal order which may
be understood as something like ‘global civil wam' particular, the following section
discusses Schmitt’'s analysis of the ambivalenteagments of Westphalia and the
dangers of their dissipation, and using them tdh&rmr ground his discussion of

absolute enmity and ‘global civil war’ ifiheory of the Partisan

[1l. Schmitt and the notion of ‘global civil war’

‘Schmitt does not belong to one clearly discerndaia of modern European politics’,
Jan-Werner Muller suggests in his important wakkDangerous Mind‘rather, he
was a thinker during a time of transition — andhiaker of the transition, in particular
the transition from a European to a post-Europagal @Muller 2003: 245). It is for
this reason, perhaps, that today we may stilly aflleobjections to the contrary (e.g.
Huysmans 1999), turn to Schmitt for conceptualisiglpbal civil war’. In this
section, it is argued that in order to understdredsignificance of this term, we need
to examine Schmitt's account of the emergence, ewehtual collapse, of the
bracketing of war and emergence of ‘just enmity’ canitral achievements of the
‘Westphalian order’, an order whose genesis andigkeime examines ithe Nomos
of the Earth(2003). We also, however, need to take into adc8ahmitt’s discussion
of partisan warfare and its evolution through ‘resonary universalism’, to which
he traces the emergence of absolute enmity andalgowil war in Theory of the
Partisan (2004/2007). Adding to Schmitt’s discussion of klar revolutionary
ideology, and in particular Lenin’s (and to a lessegree Mao’s) world-revolutionary
struggle, the section also explores the expansidheoterm ‘global civil war’ by a
number of German post-World War 1l intellectualshovin the 1950s and 1960s
extended Schmitt’s insights by examining an oldat, lperhaps more important,
revolutionary universalism, that of tlgenre humairerupting with, but by no means

contained to, the French Revolution.
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From Hegung des Krieges to violence unbound

Schmitt’'sThe Nomos of the Earprovides a historical and legal-theoretic accaint
the genesis and demise of the first spatial omlkich was uniquely ‘global’ in scope
and which he called theomosof the earth (Schmitt 1950/2003). This order was
contemporaneous with the processes of seculamsatd the advent of the modern
state as a form of social organisation on the ipalitstage, a development which
transformed thenstitutional and legal basis of political coexistence of pes@ed
princes in Europe (cf. Colombo 2007). In IR we refie this same order as the
‘Westphalian system’ to designate the system atticels among ‘sovereign’ states in
an anarchical environment, whose myth of origine(Seeschke 2003) has it
established after the Peace of Westphalia of 1848, more broadly to refer to the
ontology of international politics where the stasethe primary sovereign actor
(Brown 2002).

Given that Schmitt’'s admittedly nostalgic and altnapologetic account coheres,
when read in a superficial way, with the mytholagfyinternational Relations, it is
worth noting that he distinctly traces the creatainthis order to the unrepeatable
event of the European ‘discovery’ of the ‘New Wollcf. Dussel 1995). For scholars
of International Relations the value of Schmittrekysis lies in the explicit locating
of the creation of ‘Westphalia’ within an expansgincolonial modernity and its
‘global linear thinking’ (see Schmitt 2003: 87ffJhis outlook emerges from his
analyses of ‘Westphalia’ as a global spatial oqgledicated on a set of distinctions,
or lines, drawn between European soil and the so-callea ‘&pace’ of non-European
soil (Odysseos 2007; Odysseos and Petito 2008atfmitt 1995a). Contentiously,
one might say reading Schmitt, that one of the maimposes of ‘European
international law’ (cf. Ulmen 2003), thes publicum Europaeumvas the facilitation
of the ‘colonial’ (political, military and econonjidand-appropriation of this ‘New
World’: Westphalia is inextricable from the expasiof colonialism and capitalism
(cf. Dussel 1998; Harting 2006).

On the basis of such lines and distinctions, theew® of the Earth achievesine
Hegung des Kriegesn European soil: a limiting, rationalising and, & sense,
humanising of interstate, or bettexer-sovereignvar. In its exposition of concepts,

its historical claims about the state as the ‘adégjbearer of order’ (Colombo 2007:
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26ff) and as the ‘historical agency of detheolotigraand rationalization’ of ‘public

life’ (Schmitt 2003: 159 and 140), its critique thie emerging international law, the
Nomosis a complex, multi-layered and very much contesteok (cf. Koskenniemi

2004). The analysis here merely outlines what malf be the two most significant
achievements of this global order: first, the etiolu of ‘bracketed war’ and, second,
the development of the notion ¢fistus hostis a just enemy. Both are worth
examining, it is argued, precisely because thaisigation is of particular importance
for Schmitt’s later analyses of violence and ennmiythe post-1945 world and its

tendency towards global civil war.

The first achievement concerns the aforementiomadkieting and ‘regulation’ of
war, which can be traced, as argued elsewhere,tbdtie emergence of the state as
an agent of rationalisation and ‘detheologisatmipublic life but also to the drawing
and maintenance of lines or distinctions (the dteda‘amity lines’) between
European soil and the ‘free space’ of extra-Eurogaads available for appropriation
(Odysseos and Petito 2007).The amity lines set aside two distinct areas icensd
‘open spaces’ (Schmitt 2003: 94-95): on the onedhdhe landmass of the New
World, whose belonging to the native populationss wat recognised, and on the
other, the newly mapped and navigable seas. In typias of ‘open space’, force
could be used freely and ruthlessly as these wegsadesignated for agonal tests of
strength’ amongst European powers (Schmitt 2003: Séhmitt does not deny that
this spatial distinction ‘presupposed the consigmnoé unrestrained violence to the
rest of the world’ (Rasch 2005: 258)but it was precisely this which negated the
need for expansive war on European soil, and aliokmeited war,guerre en forme

to emerge as the norm. In this peculiar way, tleeegfthe interstate order which
existed until 1914 (cf. Nancy 2003b: 51) had soughprevent wars of annihilation,
i.e. to the extent that war was inevitable, to kehat’ (Schmitt 2003: 246). This was
wholly different from later liberal attempts to disb or banish war, that is, to end

'8 schmitt documents how, in fact, there were thieesl drawn at different historical junctures and
resulting in distinct spatial orders: the distribatrayas (2003: 90-92 and 287), agoramity lines
(2003: 92-99 and 287) and the final global lingh# Western hemisphere (2003: 99-100 and 281ff),
which did not concern land-appropriation as did plhevious two lines but which signal the isolation
sphere of the United States that displaced Eurtyeeold West, with a new, truer and more just West.
Schmitt discusses the end of the Western Hemisp®the ‘last global line and with it the age daf th
global line in 1995a.

19 As Achille Mbembe writes in ‘Necropolitics’, ‘athanifestations of war and hostility that had been
marginalized by a European legal imaginary findee@ to reemerge in the colonies’ (2003: 25).
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war as such(Joas 2003; Reid 2006). Thes publicum Europaeumecognised that
‘any abolition of war without true bracketing re®a only in new, perhaps even
worse types of war, such as reversions to civil wad other types of wars of
annihilation’ (Schmitt 2003: 246). It accepted was an inevitable occurrence of
international political order and, in doing so,dla foundation for ‘a bracketing of
war’ which rendered it as ‘a regulated contest mtés gauged by witnesses in a
bracketed space. Such wars are the opposite afddis¢Schmitt 2003: 187).

The acceptance of this type of regulated but lichitearfare also enabled the
recognition of the opponent as an enemy on equaingls. This development of the
notion of justus hostigjust enemy), associated with the denigratiorjusta causa
(just cause) reasoning in the commencement andngagf war, was the second
achievement of this ordé?. The concept of an ‘equal and just enemy’ evolved
alongside the emergence and consolidation of théemostate as the predominant
political entity, as well as the weakening of therat authority of the Church out of
the demise of theespublica Christianathough these occurred through long and
hesitant transitions. Under these conditions, warféoecame divorced from
substantive causes of justice. Since war was thensnby which land could change
ownership status, it became a type of politicatteh amongst states (Schmitt 2003:
100). Any enemy which had the form of a state waissaenemy and war could be
waged against it. This avoided wars of convictioreed and religion (that is, based
on justa causa which had historically led to unlimited war thhad sought the
enemy'’s annihilation. As he would say almost twoatkes later, ‘with the bracketing
of war, European humanity had achieved somethitrgesdinary: renunciation of the
criminalization of the opponent, i.e. the relatation of enmity, the negation of
absolute enmity’ (Schmitt 2007: 90). For Schmitn'ouncing the discrimination and
defamation of their enemies’ was a significant ame@ achievement, in fact, a most
‘human’ development (Schmitt 2004: 64). Since Schithiought that war was an
inevitable part of political life, regarding an @mg as both just and as an equal
partner meant that peace could be made with tlehgnHis ultimate destruction was

not sought, but conflict with him was possible aedulated by established norms and

20 Just’ here refers to a ‘procedural’ kind of justiarising from a recognition of sovereignty, whish
none other than the recognition of the right ofvatal and resistance, a ‘purified’ violence poimgito
a ‘purified’ or ‘hostility without affect or, at kst, without an individual or “private” affect’, se
(Derrida 1998: 124).
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rules. The development of the notionjudtus hostisand the elimination of just cause,
moreover, also indicated an order of relations arsystem of war which recognized
the enemy’s ‘right’ to resistance and self-defenicesum, Schmitt associates the
‘nomos of the earth’ with the emergence of limiad regulated wars that sought
balance and the avoidance of preponderance, réther the extermination of the

enemy in the name of a just cause.

At the same time, SchmittMomos of the Eartls an elegy for the collapse of thes
publicum Europaeumin fact, this elegy is narrated in light of Sclhifei concerns
with the co-emergence of a new kind of universalidegal positivism and,
importantly for world order, an American ‘pan-intentionism’ (1995a: 445), that
threw the peculiar statist-institutional charactérWestphalian world politics into
irreparable crisis in the early decades of the" 2@entury (on the realist
institutionalism of Schmitt, see Colombo 2007). Wheere the primary reasons for
this collapse, however? The answer is complex ameblves structural and
normative/ideological elements, as well as chamgéise conduct and means of war.
Amongst the structural changes, one must noteaat tevo: first, the emergence of the
United States out of its own global line of the Wées Hemisphere which had
allowed it since the articulation of the Monroe Dow in 1823 to articulate an
isolationism that amounted to an emerging inteamati, rather than European-global,
order (Schmitt 2003: 289). The US had till 1917iksted between isolationism and
interventionism and had historically participated international politics with
effective absence; a post-Westphalian, or a ‘posbtfgean’, era is traced by Schmitt
to the US’s decisive swing towards a global paeswgntionism which strives to
reorder the Earth as a globe, leaving no ‘interrslace and society unchanged
(1995a: 445-448), and that seeks to produce, asdraibove, a borderless ‘world
without an exterior’ (Ojakangas 2007; Petito 20(B8cond, Europe’s self-decentring
through the colonial expansions of European powaarsthe subsequent recognition
of former colonies as sovereign states, especidtign such sovereignty was purely
artificial (what Schmitt calls ‘the territorial p&y of states and colonies in
international law’ as occurred in the Congo Conieee of Berlin 1884-85, see
Schmitt 2003: 218). In the purely superficial, etlthan effective, replication of the
state-form, the development of which out of theezignce of ‘European’ modernity

Schmitt had documented, and the attempt to ‘expamdirnational law to include
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former and current colonies makes evident Eurojpétisnate, universal and common
standard’ to replace, at least in name, the prevastinctions of European and non-
European lands (2003: 220-221).

The normative/ideological background of the dissolu of the jus publicum
Europaeum however, was the emergence of a ‘spaceless’ siraab universalism.
With regards to universalism, Schmitt was concerabdut the effects of ‘de-
concretisation’ — the move away from concrete gp#inking and ordering towards
abstract ideals and justice in international pgitiThis concern remained alive for
him throughout the post-1945 era, when he analybed‘tellurian’ character of
‘genuine’ partisans, signifying an admittedly rortiarview of them as earth-bound,
territorial and autochthonous, which preserved tHesm taking on absolute and
more abstract ideals of justice, as happened with ttansition towards world-
revolutionaries (Schmitt 2004: 13).

Specifically confronting the liberal universalisrhtbe newly emerging global liberal
order, Schmitt argued that the ‘spaceless univiereathat followed thgus publicum
Europaeum exemplified in the inability and unwillingness doaw lines and spatial
distinctions, could in no way lead to a world ofubdless inclusion. Consistent with
his earlier works, such ahe Concept of the PoliticalSchmitt 1996a: 56), he
criticised the discourse of humanity that charasger such universalism, and that still
describes much liberal and cosmopolitan thinkirdptg as inherently exclusionary or
othering to its adversaries. The distinction ttaimanity’ draws — through those who
designate themselves as its arbiters — is betweemaih or humane as against the
inhuman; good or freedom-loving as against evifreedom-hating, to borrow from
the vocabulary of recent US foreign policy. This asdistinction that seeks to
subsume, it is an act of consumption, devouringusmag-up the other and, as such, it
points to an absolute kind of enmity, rather thaam ‘teal’ enmity of thgustus hostis
(Schmitt 2004: 64-68).

The dissipation of the admittedly ambivalent achieents of thgus publicum
Europaeumwas already evident in the League of Nations dred dreation of the
crime of wars of aggression — which Schmitt hadaaly criticised in many essays in
the 1920s and 1930s (see Schmitt 1994). Schmiticaaserned that this would have
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inescapable effects on the conduct of war and theagement of enmity, leading
ultimately, as he would write in 1963, to an ‘unhding’ of violence unfolding
through ‘ever new, ever deeper discriminationsneralizations, and devaluations to
the point of annihilating all of unworthy lifégbensunwerten Lebdh§Schmitt 2004:
67; cf. Schmitt 1996b: 27). Coupled with changeshe meaning of war with the
criminalisation of ‘wars of aggression’ (Schmitt@0 273), but equally with the
changes in the conduct and weapons of war, priynaith the advent of air war over
land and sea which, for Schmitt, absolutely ‘diged| the connection between the
force applying power and the population in questidhe spatial orientation and
bracketing of war ceases to exist (Schmitt 2008).3BPlardt and Negri have called

this the ontologisation of war (2004: 19).

Revolutionary universalism and global civil war

As noted above, for Schmitt, the theory and praabicbracketed war and just enmity
had undergone a gradual, but with hindsight undexhudissolution with the
convergence of the aforementioned developmentsthén post-1945 era Schmitt
continued the investigation of the world-politicaffects of the collapse ojus
publicum Europaeupmost notably inTheory of the Partisa(1963/2004/2007), but
also through his influence on an important cirdiestodents, despite the fact that he
was prohibited, as a Nazi, from holding univergtsitions in the Federal Republic
of Germany. Whereas Schmitt continued to theohsettansformation of order, war
and enmity by looking specifically at the histofiesmd theoretical emergence of the
figure of the partisan and its evolution with trdvent of the Marxist-Leninist world-
revolutionary ideology, this circle of students, igfhincluded Reinhart Koselleck,
tackled another revolutionary ideology of worldrefgcance, that of Enlightenment
humanism. Schmitt and ‘his’ students, thereforeyvjple parallel insights about the

juncture of enmity and global civil war, to whidhet paper turns next.

Theory of the Partisan

Schmitt’s two lectures on the partisan in 1962, lishled asTheorie des Partisanen
1963, expanded the notion of ‘global civil war’, i had been give its initial
orientation in ‘Die Letzte Globale Linie’ (1995ajoaind the erasure of geopolitical

global lines and the rise of US global intervenigom In Theory of the Partisan
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Schmitt explores ‘global civil war’ as characteddey the transition from real enmity
(discussed above @sstus hostisto absolute enmity within a global order in which
the state was no longer the ‘adequate bearer ef’'aadd in which bracketed war had
collapsed; an order being given definition and caminto being around new
structurations of politics with partisan and worékolutionary warfaré This short
book historically traces the emergence of partisanship the Spanish Civil War of
1808-1813 (cf. Hardt and Negri 2004: 71). It owgBrthe main characteristics of the
partisan precisely at a time when Schmitt argued plartisan warfare was in a state
of flux with the advent of mechanisation and maation, but also with its infusion
of revolutionary and universalist fervour (Schn#@04: 13). Although an irregular
and highly flexible and mobile fighter by standaaodsegular troops, the partisan was
characterised by ‘intense political commitment’ ualy to a ‘fighting warring or
politically active group’ and this is what enablesto sustain his distinction from ‘a

common thief or criminal’ (ibid.: 10).

This intense commitment to a political objectivather than private enrichment, is
also related to the ‘tellurian character of thetipan’, by which Schmitt means that he
is tied to a particular territory as ‘the defendéhouse, hearth and homelardbajus
und Herd und Heimiit (ibid.: 20). For Schmitt, then, the partisan ®%i in an
essentially ‘defensive situation’ and it is thisfatese of an attacked or threatened
territory, which makes his political activities s$iadly specific and concrete, rather
than universal and abstract (ibid.: 13). Just gsomantly, moreover, this means that
the traditional partisan still operates within @®ea of ‘real’ enmity, limited by its
desire todefend which ‘preserve[s] it from the absolutism of abst justice’ (ibid.:
13). For instance, the partisans of the Spanishil Giar of 1808-13 placed
themselves

on the defensive side of the old European contalestates whose old regularity,
worn down to mere convention and game, showedf iteebe no match for the

revolutionary new Napoleonic regularity. The enethys became a real enemy
again, war again real war. The partisan defendimtipnal soil against the foreign
conqueror became a hero who was fighting a reathgrie a real sense. (ibid.: 63)

2L As Gary Ulmen explains, Schmitt used the adjestiveal’ and ‘absolute’ to enable a distinction
between ‘enemy’ and ‘foe’ which is not easily acenadated in German (Schmitt 2007: 89, n. 90;
Ulmen 1987; Schwab 1987).
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Obviously, the relinquishment of limited, or rea&nmity was amongst the most
noticeable of changes (alongside a certain regaton) once the partisan begins to
‘identifly] with the absolute aggressiveness of aorld-revolutionary or
technologizing ideology’ (ibid.: 13). And, it is blgighlighting and analysing the
changes to the figure of the partisan, from theewfe irregular fighter of the
Spanish Civil War through to its theorisation bynlreand later Mao Tse-tung, that
Schmitt grasps the notion of absolute enmity andtes it to the notion of ‘global

civil war’.

For Lenin, Schmitt argues, the absolute enemy Wes class enemy, the bourgeois,
the western capitalist and his social order in gwewuntry in which they ruled’ (ibid.:
35). The struggle against him, therefore, had toespond to the enemy’s own
universal presence. As Schmitt writes, ‘Lenin wde tfirst who consciously
conceived of the partisan as an important figureatfonal and international civil war
[des nationalen und des internationalen Birgerkrgigend tried to make him into an
effective instrument of central communist-partydesship’ (ibid.: 342 According to
Schmitt, Lenin conceived partisan warfare as betango the realm of the methods
of civil war’; what preoccupied Lenin were ‘purefgictical or strategic question[s]
relating to the concrete situation’, but he alslh fieat partisan war must use any
means ‘legal or illegal, peaceful or violent, regubr irregular’ to achieve its purpose,
the ‘communist revolution in all countries of thenhd; whatever serves this purpose
is good and just’ (ibid.: 35). For a universal wagainst an absolute enemy no

bracketing Hegung remains possible.

In this way, ‘only revolutionary war is true warrfaenin, because it derives from
absolute enmity. Everything else is a conventiggahe’ (ibid.). It is worth noting
that Mao Tse-tung, like Lenin, was a professiomafofutionary, and like Lenin, he
aimed the struggle at the world-wide class enenowéVer, the tellurian character of
the partisan intensifies with Chinese communism lellag, while being exploded by
Lenin and his revolutionaries. As Schmitt puts it:

Mao’s revolution is fundamentally more telluric thaenin’s. The bolshevik avant-
garde, which seized power in Russia under Lenigiérship in October 1917, is
different in every way from the Chinese communigte, after a war of more than

22 1t should be noted that in the text Schmitt utfisa number a cognate terms: ‘national’,
‘international’ and ‘global’ civil war but that thast two are not necessarily interchangeable.
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twenty years, took charge of China in 1949. Thdediinces lie not only in the
internal structure of the group but also in theatiehship to the soil and the people
they seized. (ibid.: 48)

Central to Schmitt’s definition of the political the distinction between friend and
enemy (1996a) and ‘it presupposes both friend areang’ (2004: 65). InTheory of
the Partisan he notes how ‘war finds its meaning in enmitjheTquestion, however,

is whether the enmity can be contained and reglldbat is, whether it represents
relative or absolute enmity’; Schmitt’'s answer pgrhaps, to be expected: ‘The
warring party alone must decide this on its owroaot’ (ibid.: 41). What is obvious
once this decision is made, however, is that ‘tlee of absolute enmity knows no
bracketing. The consistent fulfillment of absola@emity provides its own meaning
and justification’ (Schmitt 2007: 52, 2004: 38)idtthe constant, ceaseless search for
and fulfilment of absolute enmity that comes torelaterise ‘global civil war’.

This has wide-ranging repercussions for the phastoithejus publicum Europaeum
and the Westphalian order, the dissolution of whidhmitt had dated to decades
earlier, because as Jan-Werner Muller riglthgerves, ‘thgartisan or terrorist is in
certain respects a symptom of much larger strucpuadblems’ (Muller 2006: 5). The
Nomosbook had noted that in thas publicum Europaeuraivil and colonial wars
had been excluded from the delimitation of war (8ith 2003: 309). As argued
above, the limiting of Europedand war was predicated on the possibility of (non-
European areas for) land-appropriations, that agprgal wars (cf. Odysseos 2007:
126ff). As to civil wars, they too had been excedsto use a paradoxical but fitting
term, by the denigration giista causaeasoning based on absolute and abstract ideals
of justice. The bracketing of war was not onlylisitation or containment but also its
rationalisation and ‘humanisation’. In part, indmational Relations we have tended
to assume that this was down to the formedigus regio, ejus religiovhich made
impossible wars of creed and religion that hadohisally led to unlimited war. There
is obviously another story of the, at best varialleccess of this formula (Teschke
2003; Krasner 1999).

% The fact that Chinese communist partisans foughniversal class enemy together (or in the form
of?) with Japanese colonialism is but an ‘innert@diction in Mao’s own situation’ (Schmitt 2004:
41).
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Revolutionary humanism

Whereas inTheory of the Partisarschmitt was concretely focused on theorising
partisan warfare and its transformative encountéh wthe revolutionary, indeed,
aggressive universalism of class struggle, higitsiabout the history of Europe and
revolutionary spirit influenced a number of studestudying in Heidelberg in the
early post-war years, such as Reinhart Koselleaqnd Kesting, Nicolaus Sombart
and Roman Schnur. Writing theses after World WamlIiHeidelberg, where the
liberal humanist spirit was seeking ‘moral renewathey became Schmitt's
interlocutors and he became an important influefioethem (see the excellent
discussion in Miuller 2003: 104-5). Generally, theirork examined another
revolutionary thinking: that of the Enlightenmemdain particular its philosophies of
history. Variably they examined the ‘perniciouseets’ of moral universalist critique
of the absolutist state offered by tpkilosophesand thesociétés de penséMiller
2003: 106-111). Koselleck, for example, practisdthtihe called ‘conceptual history’
in order to examine the moral critique of fhl@losophesagainst the absolutist state,
which sought its abolition (1988; cf. Edwards 20068g argued that such moral
politics could not govern except by bringing abthe Terror ‘and a total state, in
which the sovereignty on actual individuals wasdeid behind the facade of a

supposedly anonymous government by morality’ (Mi@03: 107).

As Miuller documents, Hanno Kesting continued thearexation of the
Enlightenment critical project against the ‘paaifyiabsolutist state’ and argued that
‘under cover of seemingly pure moral argument,ledr became thinkable again, as
the enemies of a morally unified humanity had taleated not merely as enemies,
but as criminals to be putors la loi (ibid.: 108). This tied the Enlightenment
philosophies of history to the outbreaks of theltgll civil wars’ of the early and mid-
twentieth century because ‘...philosophies of histdilge morality, contained an
inner dynamic, which, since it failed to understgmver, had to resort to increasing
(and ultimately unlimited) violence’ (ibid.: 113)n the French Revolution, this
radicalised and moral politics ‘led directly to tlkesis which then unfolded as a
bloody civil war’ (ibid.: 107), itself ‘a preludentthe global civil war of the twentieth
century, which had left no positive philosophicaddcy whatsoever’ (ibid.: 117-8). It

was really Roman Schnur, however, who turned hesnabn to the effects of the
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Enlightenment on European international law andremspecifically, on thgus
publicum Europaeumin an essay published the same year as SchrRitrtisan
which is discussed here briefly. It is he who giemsaccount of utopian war and its
treatment of enmity, and who highlighted the paitdties of the notion of ‘global

civil war’ in the ideology of humanity.

Studying the writings of Jean-Baptiste du Val-dé&c&; baron de Cloots and Jacques-
Pierre Brissot de Warville (hereafter, Cloots amis®t), Schnur would argue that

‘The War of Utopia is ...not a war in the traditiors&inse’ but rather,

a crusade, waged much like the crusades were wiagbe past. Yet it has a more
noble and holy object than the crusades in the Middjes, for it is a crusade of an
already liberated people against the tyrants, tteoto liberate other peoples. As
Brissot says, it is a crusade of universal lib¢t§63: 313).

As such, Cloots would propose, the revolutionary sigould only be understood as
‘the global mission, but not the mission of the uliss who marched out for a
phantom; rather it is the mission of freedom’ (ikpidit is for this reason that
revolutionary war was conducted and heralded utigemotto ‘war against the kings,

freedom to the citizens’. For Schnur this is,

the global civil war. This war knows not the battliestates against states, but that of
global parties warring amongst one another, namilg, champions of freedom
against the oppressors, yes, even public morafjyingt social vices; in short, the
good against the bad. Because it is the idea igjtatisfhere, it uses not only weapons,
but also propaganda, and so the measures in thisarganot those used between
different states, but those of civil war. (ibid143

Propaganda rather than weapons, but also propagentaeapons, the global civil
war (and Schnur is speaking thie global civil war) suspends ‘the formal separation
between friend and enemy...and with it the foundatadnthe laws of war, the
international law of thgus publicum Europaeungibid.). With respect to the latter,
Schnur’'s assessment was that it would have ‘deagtaonsequences for future
developments’ in that ‘now annexations are no loraye annexation of one state in
relation to another state; rather it is much moocase of apontaneous incorporation
of liberated peoplemto what is so far the sole representative oftthman species —
the French nation’ (ibid.; emphasis added). Cldatd argued, Schnur suggests, that
one cannot consider the victories of French reumhary war as conquests or
invasions in a traditional sense but, rather, that‘the daily application of the

Declaration of Human Rights’; these are conquestswhich the victims, the
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vanquished, are ‘tyrants’, and the only ‘victortisth — a truth that is not subject to
moral or legal judgement, because this truth &lfitsow the morality and law’ (1963:
314).

Schnur’s exposition of the revolutionary spirittoe genre humairand its ‘utopian’
thought leads to the unveiling, not of a moral digse but, rather, a political
discourse of humanit§, which still informs global liberal thinking todagnd which
forms a parallel with the Marxist revolutionary spihat Schmitt himself discussed in
Theory of the Partisarirhis matrix makes it almost too easy, howevesumggest that
‘global civil war’ is the violent opposition of ghal ideologies (cf. Nolte 1987, 1996).
To some, this would fit nicely with an account betcontemporary ‘global war on
terrorism’ as a global civil war in the sense oé thrutal clash of two totalising
worldviews: aggressive liberal interventionism dsldmic fundamentalism. Yet, it is
argued here that this ‘clash of ideology thesistas restrictive and potentially
essentialising as a concept of global civil war aedds to be relinquished, in favour
of a concept that can account for the historicaémgmnce, conceptual contours and
political effects of the global liberal war-ordé&doreover, as is discussed in the final
section, there is a need to think together this-aveer’s relation to and treatment of
enmity. It is with such a necessarily preliminaigadission that the paper concludes
below.

IV. Towards an articulation of the elements of ‘glo  bal civil war’

The paper began with the question as to how, dilatecent usages of the notion of
‘global civil war’ could assist us in thinking abiotle global liberal order. The three
recent philosophical accounts examined above offortant insights towards an
articulation of ‘global civil war’ as a frameworloif understanding the particularities
of the global liberal order as a set of impulsdspally active projects and set of
‘multiform tactics’. In addition, the paper exaraththe emergence of global liberal
order as a product of post-Westphalian transititmshe impulses and tactics of the
population state, to the era of absolute enmitypadisan and revolutionary warfare
etc. To this end, the paper discussed Schmitt’$ecious account of the conditions

24| thank Fabio Petito for making this point abce political discourse of humanity. Cf. Miiller 2003
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and reasons for the dissolution of the main aclnmreés of Westphalia, bracketed
war and ‘limited and regulated’ enmity, as wellkas account of the emergence of
absolute enmity and global civil war ifheory of the Partisawith the arrival of
revolutionary Marxist ideology. This was supplenseht in brief, through a
recounting of discussions between German post-W@rkt Il intellectuals about

‘global civil war’ as a product of the Enlightenmen

The paper utilised the term ‘war-order’ as formaltglicative of the global liberal
order, to which a certain kind of war/violencengegral, as (in) a state of global civil
war. This order-producing war and war-making oféads back, it is suggested here,
to Schmitt’s final sentence ifiheory of the PartisarSchmitt writes that: ‘the theory
of the partisan flows into the question of the @ptoof the political, into the question
of the real enemy and of a newmosof the earth’ (Schmitt 2007: 95; cf. Schmitt
2004: 68). What does this signify, and how doekeilp us discern the elements
needed to articulate a framework of ‘global civiamvin which to understand the
global liberal order? At the very least, that theestion of theorising ‘global civil war’
is related to the question of the distinction betwéiend and enemy, but also to the
guestion of ‘unanticipated new sorts of enmity’'ttltmme into being’ (Schmitt 2004
68). Moreover, it is also tied to the questiontd eEmergence of a new nomos, ‘a new
spatially concrete legal and political order. Feh®itt, nomosis the foundational act
that creates a concrete order as unity of (legafleroand (spatial) orientation
[Ordnung und Ortnungwhich has historically, at least in the exampfeNestphalia,
been constituted by ‘world-forming’ processes afdappropriation (Odysseos and
Petito 2007: 4; cf. Schmitt 2003: 67-79; cf. Nar307: 41). Taken alongside the
more recent insights of Agamben, Hardt and Negrid aNancy (sometimes
complimenting and sometimes contesting) this aatioa of the political / enmity /

order helps us articulate the following elementglobal civil war.

First, global civil war is that war-order in whidiracketing becomes untenable, in
which violence is unbound. Driven by globally aetiyprojects of population
government, and supported ideologically by ‘uniaéssng and technologising’
conceptions of justice, morality, society and ecogp this war-order resists
bracketing because it rescinds the distinction betwreal and absolute enmity. As

Schmitt argued with respect to Lenin, ‘the languagd the conceptual world of the
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contained war and the enmity measured in doses m@ematch any longer for the
sudden emergence of absolute enmity’ (Schmitt 288%: The ideological drivers of
an aggressive universalist spirit require that ‘iéwds of absolute enmity must come
into being’, almost to allow the ‘opponents [to] tmally consign each other to the
abyss of total devaluation’ and make possible thaiysical destruction and
elimination, an annihilation which becomes ‘comelgtabstract and completely
absolute’ (Schmitt 2007: 94). Yet, such annihilatis not even aimed at the enemy as
such but ‘serves only anotherstensibly objective attainment of highest valdes
which no price is too high to pay. It is the reniation of real enmity that opens the
door for the work of annihilation of an absoluterety’ (Schmitt 2004: 67; emphasis
added). One could argue, contra Schmitt, that i@ tontemporary war-order
annihilation is aimed at thepectre of an (absolute) enemy, who must be both
produced and who must also remain elusive andastit is its abstractness that
allows for the enemy’s total renunciation. As BegsMurray argues, outside of
bracketing of war,

in this transaction of death, what is absent igxghange or even a relation between
subjects who can recognize each other: both pamieshe ground or in the air,
confront an unknowable foeThe enemy becomes abstract for both sides. (2005:
220)

The spectral presence and elusiveness of this ea#lows for the articulation and
actualisation of the ‘highest values’, signalling treturn of a radically different just
cause: just cause now pertains to and, indeed]igigh the need for the ‘internal
production of repulsioR® coherent with what Jacques Derrida has called the
autoimmunitary movements ‘which produce, invent) d&eed the very monstrosity

they claim to overcome’ (Habermas and Derrida 2093:

Classical liberal values contained within the podik discourse of humanity still
operate, as Schnur documents, but these are noelleshéd or reformulated within a
global order whose highest values include not dngedom/liberation but also
governmentalisation (i.e. the emergence of popasis the object of government);
or better, freedomfor governmentalisation. Yet, the making global of the
governmentalisation of the state does not meanténatorial wars, which cohere in
form with acts of ‘conquest’, ‘annexation’ (Schni®63) and land-appropriation

(Schmitt 2003), do not take place. Yet when theyfdoexample, as in the territorial

% This is Charlotte Rawson’s phrase.

33



wars of the ‘global war on terror’, they serve thepose of reconstituting the global
liberal war-order as a governmental order: one hictv ‘the art of government’
(governmentality) co-emerges with ‘self-governmdhemke 2001; Foucault 1997b,
2007a, 2007b). They are indeed for the sake ofrdibey others in non-
governmentalised societies (Schnur 1963: 314)thuatliberation is not classically
liberal but, rather, governmental. Encouraging -gelfernment requires the
promotion of values of freedom and techniques dividualistic self-determination
(or ‘subjectivisation’) (Foucault 1997a: 59). As Ueault suggests, these are
‘techniques which permit individuals to perform ertain number of operations on
their own bodies, on their own souls, on their dwught, on their own conduct...’
(2007b: 154). Schnur is correct to have point too€§ argument that only ‘tyrants’
need fear this kind of ‘conquest’, because ‘tyraftke global war on terror's Saddam
Hussein and the Taliban) resist the transition feotarritorial to a population state, in
other words, the governmentalisation of the stahey (all those ‘tyrants’ and their
misled subjects) stand outside the world populattonto ‘elude the apparatus by
which the population...is preserved, subsists, atgists at an optimal level’ and, as
such invoke repulsion (Foucault 2007a: 44). Thes¢dlte truth that will not subject
itself to external judgement’, the truth that issélf now the morality and law’
(Schnur 1963: 314) is the truth of the art of prtdiely managing populations, which
produces life and self-creating subjects (Fouch9fi7a, 2007b; cf. Hardt and Negri
2004 and Heidegger 1977). This is the new justeatsch now legitimates the fight
against the posited spectre of an absolute energt Wardt and Negri rightly call
‘justification by result’ (2004: 30; cf. Beck 2005)

Second, related to the emergence of absolute enmitye ‘disorganisation’ of the
historically specific forms of balancing developedthe Westphalian era (Nancy
2003b; Schmitt 2003). The withering away of balaggpoints to both the dissipation
of the figure of the just enemy and to the emergasfcan enemy that must be totally
devalued in the process of attaining the orderighiest values’. Devaluation and
dehumanisation of the enemy (his inclusion by esioly, see Agamben 1998), recall
contra Schmitt that ‘global civil war’ is also tlspace of anomie (and that anomie is
at the heart of nomos) in which ‘governmental uwigle' suspends the law while
claiming to uphold and preserve it (Agamben 2005. §he global liberal order is

best grasped as ‘global civil war’ when the stateexception can no longer be
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distinguished from the norm. Yet contrary to Agamibeclaim that the violence of
the global liberal war-order assumes no juridicaf, it is argued that the suspension
of the law is butone of this order’'s multiform tactics of orienting, daring and
governing, which allows core distinctions of palgj such as that between war and
civil war, that of citizen and detainee, that ofrwand peace begin to dissolve
(Agamben 2003; cf. de Benoist 2007). Indeed, a ldpusy framework of ‘global
civil war’ makes it possible to say that ‘civil peais another way of war’ (Hardt and
Negri 2004: 12), and that peace itself becomeslikey filled with relations of force,
surveillance etc., while war becomes a form of patel peace maintenance (cf. Hard
and Negri 2004; Beck 2005): as Alliez and Negriénawtably argued, peace practices
and war practices have become ‘absolutely conteanpavith one another’ (Alliez
and Negri 2003: 110).

Finally, and perhaps most significantly, ‘globaVviciwar’, much like national civil

war, is characterised by internality. How does thignifest itself? The liberal war-
order aims to create a world ‘without an exteri@a§ a ‘worldwide enclosure of
absolute immanence’ (Ojakangas 2007: 215; cf. StH@b5a: 447; 1995b). In part,
this internality arises from the unlimited scoperation and space claimed by the
global liberal war-order. Geopolitically, the unlmoled nature of the war-order also
relates to the ending of global lines ahchiendenkenitself (Schmitt 1995a).

Moreover, the interiority of this war-order is alsmduced by the universalization of
the structures, through which it orients and ordées world. In ‘globalising’ its

normative-ideological, material-economic and gowegntalised political structures,
however, this war-order can no longer sustainwa difference from others — it has

rendered itself invisible to itself as a localiswdation.

Yet, maintaining this difference is essential foogucing, naming and repulsing the
absolute enemy. In creating a ‘world without aneext’ (Ojakangas 2007), the
global liberal war-order aims to close off diveps®ssibilities of determination and to
leave resistance without a concretetside possibility (though this itself is a
problematic assumption). Alternative visions thesiain abstract and are articulated
often in opposition to the universalising idealstlué order but are granted no justice
or legitimacy (cf. Schnur 1963: 314; Nancy 2003b602). Even the progressive
‘right’ of the weak to ‘bear arms’ (Barkawi and @y 2006: 349-352) is increasingly
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vacated of its traditional meaning. In this wayggl who wish to resist atérected
in a governmental fashion, do swoughparticipating and/or ‘self-government’, what

Foucault called ‘technologies of the self’ (e.g02b: 154).

To conclude, within the developing framework of thebal liberal war-order as
‘global civil war’, central place must be accordedthe role of enmity. The above
preliminary thoughts on the recent and older uséglabal civil war’ have sought to
think enmity together with ‘order’ and war, but tluer reflection on the war-order’'s
constitution, ‘management’ of ‘enmity’ (which spaatf a spectrum from recognition
to regulation to elimination, but also of orderlinsertion) is urgently required. Of
great importance is the delineation and analyste®paths towards which the enemy
is itself directed and is encouraged to take, althgylines articulated by Foucault
under the heading of ‘self-government’ and alsothe form of an unavoidable
freedom (on this ‘enforced freedom’, see Odyss&@@8). Why is this focus on
enmity ultimately vital? Because, one might saynv8chmitt,

the enemy is our own question @&estalt.. The enemy is not something to be
eliminated out of a particular reason, somethingpecannihilated as worthless. The
enemy stands on my own plane. For this reason t oorgend with him in battle, in
order to assure my own standard [Mal3], my own §miy ownGestalt (Schmitt
2004: 61)
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