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I ntroduction

This investigation is concerned with the relatidpshetween violence and politics. It
intends to be a theoretical reflection on the probthat violence represents for politics, but
it also seeks to gain some insights as to how na@emight be politically thought and
debated in more fruitful ways. The argument that fibllowing reflections pursue is that
violence can be better managed if the decisions deiwhtes concerning its use obey a
political logic. This is why a central aim of thgmper is to draw a sketch of what here is
called a “political grammar of violence”. That 8e seek to develop certain guidelines on
which kind of languages and justifications of viate can be valid from a political point of
view.

Naturally, an exercise like this requires a pragesessment of the political, and it is
another objective of this investigation to showtth#lence stands in a constitutive
relationship to politics; therefore, the latter @arty be properly understood if its relation to
violence is acknowledged. The first two chapteks @evoted to explore some aspects of
this relationship and the complexities and paradatkeonveys to political theory. The first
one explores, in broad scope, the place of violemeaodern politics. As we will see, this
is a tense and contradictory relationship, whosmptexities and paradoxes make so
difficult to talk about violence in a political lgonage. In the second chapter, these
perplexities will be illustrated by making referero the works of Hannah Arendt and Carl
Schmitt, in the hope that a deeper understandinghef perplexities entailed in the
relationship between politics and violence willdiined.

For the purposes of this exercise, hardly couldette more pertinent authors than

Arendt and Schmitt. On the one hand, both werentnte affirming the autonomy of the



political; on the other hand, both analysed exgidhe role of violence in political life.
However, though sharing similar concerns, Arendd aBchmitt reached opposite
conclusions, which makes all the more relevant @it will be argued in the final chapter,
they elaborated their arguments following -conssipwor not- a similar grammar. Hence
Arendt's and Schmitt's vocabularies will serve asebelements in our reconstruction of a
political grammar of violence.

This investigation is born out of a concern witk ttrescent devaluation of politics.
The growing destructive effectiveness of new weapand forms of violence -such as
terrorism- that apparently go beyond the contraraditional institutions, has been widely
acknowledged. The general feeling would seem tthag nowadays, politics can do little
to control violence. This adds up to a long traditin Western political thought, according
to which politics amounts to little more than viede and hence both have to be minimized.
We find this tendency, for instance, deeply roatedertain liberal traditions that see in
society a realm of freedom and progress. Politicgead, is seen as a realm of power and
violence that has to be restricted as much as lesfir peace and progress to be able to
flourish! And proof of this is the frequency with which tfnous dictum by Clausewitz,
that politics is war by other means, is -wronghkdn to mean that both amount to more or
less the same.

Here it is suggested that this judgement is nog amkguiding but dangerous. That
indeed the only way to control the destructiver@sgiolence is to politicize it, that is, to
discuss it in political terms. That in order to do the political has to be correctly
understood. In sum: not less, but more politicepprly understood, is the only possible
solution, though partial and temporal, to the gresproblem of violence. Which is why a

political grammar of violence is needed.

1 Bernard Crick quotes a famously illustrative pagsof Constant's “The Liberty of the Ancient
Compared to that of Moderns”: “The aim of the antsemas the sharing of social power among citizéns o
the same fatherland: this is what they called tipéfhe aim of the moderns is the enjoyment of tipém
private pleasures; and they call liberty the gu@s accorded by institutions to these pleasuresd,
caustically, Bernard Crick adds, “If that sound® la prophecy of the consumer culture... it isSO&M38).
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I. The perils of modernity: the political problem of violence

That violence is undesirable and disruptive foriaolife strikes us as evident, and only
with moral disgust can we consider the possibilitst violence might have a unifying
function. The aim of this chapter is to suggest thalence is constitutive of the political
both in a negative and positive way -without thiansling for desirable; and that it is
largely due to modern mind's inability to grasp dual nature of violence, that it represents
such a puzzling problem for political practice @ahdught. | proceed by first delineating the
general, problematic place that violence occupmesnodern societies. Then | go on to

outline the specific difficulty that violence erafor the political.

The double face of violence
Because violence is always relative, it cannot &ndd. Not only its meaning changes
between different societies and points in time; ¢bacept has such a subjective content
that an act that for someone is utterly violenthmigot be so, or not to the same degree, for
another persoh.

However, it is useful to underline two related maega that seem to be inseparable
from the present use of the word violence, and wiould appear to be rooted in its Latin
origins. On the one han¥olentia refers to vehemence, a force that expresses itsalf
passionate and uncontrolled manner (Imbusch, 20823); on the other hantfiolare is
evocative of a violation or an infringement of e@mtrules or norms. Both meanings seem

to always conflate. “Violence” rarely means onlyde; it rather refers to a force that has

2  For the purposes of this investigation, it istéreto avoid searching -in vain- for an “essential”
meaning of violence. Our method will be rather talgse how, in the writings of Hannah Arendt andlCa
Schmitt, the concept of violence relates to otleems that are considered to be part of, or linledtte
universe of “the political”.
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been already qualified, which is considered to béeast to some degree excessive or
transgressive of certain, more or less defineddirfBufacchi, 2005; 193-194). In any case
violence has a subversive taste, it is relatedgerturbation of the “normal” state of affairs
(Zizek, 2008; 2J.

Hardly could a neater distinction between violenod force be established. Every
line separating both terms, provided one can bevdravill be necessarily blurry and
unstable, for in different contexts the measurevbat is normal vary widely. And yet,
Hannah Arendt makes a fundamental distinction wadienpoints out thaférce... should be
reserved, in terminological language, for the &srof nature' or the ‘force of circumstances'
(la force des choses), that is, to indicate the energy released by ighysor social
movements” (1970; 44-45). This commentary suggéstiswhat we call violence can only
pertain to the realm of interpersonal relationshi#hilst force might be impersonal,
violence cannot: there need always be a perpetaatdra recipient. “Violence -writes
Raymond Aron- can only maintain a specific meanihgt designates a relationship
between men which involves the use or threats p$iphl force” (1983; 393-394).

If violence cannot be any kind of force, but onattis regarded as transgressive, it
nevertheless always involves physical force. Heatdgast for the purposes of this work,
violence might be minimally defined as an intenéibor conscious use or threat of physical

force so as to inflict damage on or interfere asperor property.Both faces of violence

3 Hence, for instance, there is a clear differdreteveen saying about someone that she or he igstro
meaning the possession of force, and qualifyingesmma as violent, which necessarily has a transgegss
negative sense (Bufacchi, 2005; 193-197).

4  There is something odd in such uses of the warlknce as we find in expressions like “structural
violence” or “the fundamental systemic violencecapitalism” (Zizek, 2008; 11). Clearly, here “viotai is
used to morally condemn another phenomenon, byadeglit to be out of place, opposed to the nataral
desirable order. The problem with this use of threntes that it is deeply misleading, if what we waat
understand is the troubling nature of violencelfitSehe same happens with such expressions as “dienbo
violence” or “the violence of language”, in whiclolence, by being equated to any kind of sociafrcioe -
in this case socialization-, acquires an ubiquiitstt tmakes impossible to identify the particularicactor
phenomenon that the term is supposed to refef tioe totality of the social system is declarediiatent, it is
no longer possible to distinguish violent from ndalent actions or social relations.1

5 Here | am paraphrasing tieford English Dictionary which reads, under the voice “violence”: “the
exercise of physical force so as to inflict injuwg, or cause damage to, person or property”. doigbtful
whether the exercise of force against an objectilshioe considered as violence. According to Johari¢e
this is a bourgeois assumption that we should atrand my opinion, generalizations cannot be méaieit
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should always be kept in mind, and this not onlytfe sake of conceptual clarity. As we
are about to see, the dangerousness of violencesctyom the very fact of its being an act

of physical force.

Conflict and violence: danger, impurity and sacredness
Before explaining why an act of physical force alg/aonveys a sense of danger, a word is
needed on how violence relates to conflict, botmcepts being generally closely
associated. Of course, social conflict need noagéabring about violence, not even in the
majority of occasions, but we could say that vickeigenerally surges when a conflict has
reached a certain level of intensityiolence is one of the forms in which a conflicigmt
be carried on; it might be the result of a quabetiveen two individuals or collectivities, or
one of the available means by which it is condu¢g&hmel, 1964; 22-28).

We are so accustomed to see violence as “out oépléhat we tend to conceive it
as something of quite a different nature from thedkof conflicts that we regard as
“normal”. However, Charles Tilly suggests that irodern, centralized states, collective
violence and ordinary political conflict cannot bensidered as separate phenomenons.
Disregarding whether it is violent or not, politic@nflict generally springs out of the same

kind of causal processes and obeys a similar Idggeticular factors might increase the

always depends on the intention of the particuialent act, and in this sense Keane is right iassting the
intentional character that violence always has (€ea2004; 32-37). Frequently, violence in a social
relationship is exercised by destroying, or thneiaig to destroy, someone's property; but thisadevice only

if it is directed -though by indirect means- agaiagerson or a collectivity. That is, if the destion of an
object is intended to alter in a certain directmrsocial relationship, the probability that thig adll be
regarded as violent might increase. If someone mgthouse in flames so as to oblige me to move to a
different town, most certainly we will be justifiéd calling this act violent. Equally, when an arogstroys

the material resources of the contending natiooriter to subjugate its enemy's will, we are witivegs
violence. On the other hand, violence does notsseeidy imply the actual deployment of force. Weghti

say “moral violence”, for instance, when A makesi® something he considers repugnant under threat of
violence. Yet it seems to me that violence alwayslves a dimension of physical force, be it in fitnen of a
threat, fear or a haunting memory (Aron, 1983; 394)

6 Now, what it takes to get to that point depenasturally, on the kind of social order we are
observing: some conflicts in some societies arectly dealt with violence. Simmel notes that in mos
traditional cultures, war is almost the only formwhich contact with alien groups takes place (Séhm
1964, 34).
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tension and increase actors' readiness to emplog risky and violent mearidn any case,
what has to be pointed out is this: in principleréhis always the possibility for any conflict
to become violent (Tilly, 2003; 442-453).

Now, it is not difficult to understand why in evesgcial order conflict and violence
entail the gravest perils. As Rene Girard explamisat is at stake in any single act of
physical aggression is nothing less than the veistence of society itself. Every display of
violence conveys the risk that an equally aggress#tort will come about, and with it the
possibility that an infinite flow of vengeance, esfe of bringing to an end the entire social
body, will be unleashed. Moreover, violence andflicinalways work against the order,
because the extent of their destructive effectsnigredictable. That most probably there
will be someone willing to avenge a victim is certat is not so how many, nor who they
are. In principle, violence and conflict bring aboa uncertainty, a degree of
unpredictability that every society finds difficutt bear (Girard, 1988; 6-13).

It comes as no surprise that, albeit in very ddfgrforms, in all societies violence is

seen as something “impure”, an undesirable tababhhs to be avoided. As Mary Douglas

7  In both violent and non-violent political contsc Tilly identifies similar mechanisms of activatiof
available we/they categories, which in turn canobee strengthened or not, depending on cognitive and
communicative processes occurring within the ctilldy, as well as between the contending grouf30g&
442-448). Now, even though it would seem obviouat thot every conflict or violence is politically
meaningful, how to distinguish political from nowodjpical is almost an intractable problem that aainbe
resolved, not at least in theoretical terms. Tilyeaks of “contentious politics” by which he means
“collective interaction among makers of claims dimeir objects... [that] would, if realized, affébe interests
of at least one of the claimants” (440). Hence,Titly, the presence of claims and their collectdimension
seem to be part of a political conflict, but itrist clear beforehand which claims can become aematft
political struggle. On a certain level, every kiofdviolence -and hence of conflict- is a problem folitical
theory, insofar as the political authority of thiate comes partly from its ability to centralize timeans of
violence. All violence is in this sense a politithieat. Yet, on another level, it might be saidttthe really
politically meaningful violence is that which shedsubt over the legitimacy of the state's monopafly
violence within a given territory. For if the viglee that was before considered illegitimate triumpher the
legitimate violence, we will be witnessing the sugf a new legitimacy and hence of a new politaraler
(Segovia, 1998; 59-60). Now, again, which formsiofence might create a new legitimacy cannot bakm
beforehand. This is only a preliminary note, for wi# have the opportunity to come back to somehase
themes.

8 Even in the simplest of societies, people relatedach other in ways which individuals are not
necessarily aware of. Perhaps only one form ofevicé could be possibly imagined that would be p#yfe
limited, innocuous and certain in its consequentteg:exerted upon marginal individuals who areretdted
to others at all. But they certainly have alwaysrba rarity. That was the case of Hh@mo Sacer in Roman
times, whose sacredness came precisely from thetliat he was going to be assassinated. They were
valuable because, due to their isolation, societglence could be divested towards them withoatdhngers
that killing any other member of society would haeaveyed (Girard, 1988; 23-60).
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notes, the concept of “dangerous” is usually coteteto “impurity”, for they both suggest
disorder, something that is out of place (Doug28€)6; 45).

Violence “impresses us with its socially destruetiforce as with an apparently
indisputable fact”, and yet, George Simmel argteis, is but one side of the coin (1964;
16). Conflict and violence might also have a pugsitintegrating aspect, insofar as they are
means by which dissociating factors -such as hextey, vengeance- and tensions are
resolved. Even when strife unfolds with utmost tgdeading to the annihilation of one
party, the social order is brought to a new balahgefreeing itself from disturbing
elements. Certainly -Simmel points out-, when dohtéims at annihilation, it approaches
the marginal case in which the unifying factor Im@st zero, but as long as there are
certain norms or limits to violence, which is usydhe case, there is also socializing factor
(Simmel, 1964; 22-28). Often individuals have tsaxsate with others in order to fight a
common enemy, and even when opposition reacheslithax of physical aggression, a
reciprocal relationship -sometimes under commoesruis established between antagonists
that otherwise would share nothing but mutual fedénce. Too readily conflict and
violence tend to be regarded as absolutely negdbirees, whereas perhaps only sheer
indifference, the oblivion of the existence of dther, is purely negative: it certainly leads
to the dissolution of society (Simmel, 1964; 13:37)

There is an additional reason why the positive meghtive sides of violence cannot
be separated. To classify violence as impure amdjefaus has in itself an integrating
function: it is a reassurance of the order, sirite ‘Outline of the set in which it is not a
member is clarified” (Douglas, 2006; 47). Also, induals are thus alerted about the great
perils that would result from any transgressiontted order. And yet, in defining their
anomalies, societies declare their vulnerability.stating what their order is about, they
show what needs to be done in order to subveiatiglas, 2006; 48-50). Violence, due to

the particular uncertainty it brings to social lifalways stands on the fringes of the
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permissible, on the very frontier that separates ldgitimate from the illegitimate, the
sacred from the criminal (Girard, 1988; 1). Gerlgratated, this is the perplexity that the
phenomenon of violence always entails which regttis its having, as it were, two faces.

The problem becomes particularly puzzling in modsocieties, as | will argue
further on, due largely to their inability to copdth the dual nature of violence. To
understand this it might be useful, first, to takdrief look at how traditional societies
control the dangerous effects of violence.

Rene Girard's thesis is well known: in traditiosatieties, sacrificial rituals are the
distinctive means by which violence is purified am@&de innocuous. Sacrifice allows
diverting the violence arisen from a conflict tthad party, a sacrificial victim that is either
incapable of revenge -i.e. a scapegoat- or alietnéocommunity: an indifferent element
whose death will not result in further retaliatiofi$us traditional societies attenuate the
risk of social rupture that violence always convégsard, 1988; 6-13).

Perhaps what is most striking is the boldness withich the ambivalence of
violence manifests itself in traditional societi@s.Girard points out, both faces of violence
converge in the sacrificial moment: because thémids sacred, it is a criminal act to
commit violence against it, whilst at the same titaesacredness comes from the fact that it
is going to be killed. The sacrifice is a momenmpoising great risks. Lest the community
might be defiled, ritual prescriptions have to bkoiwed with great care. Rituals have this
function: they make literally visible what is pua&d impure, what is sacred and what is
not. It seems to be characteristic of ritualistaamenunities that they need to publicly
display the symbolic patterns that constitute tbeder (Douglas, 2006; 15-61). Violence is
no exception; its pure and impure forms, its dasigered to be made visible, and it is not
surprising that its ambiguous nature, simultangougkgrative and destructive, becomes
quite explicit too (Girard, 1-16).

What we want to emphasise is: because in themngelean show both its faces,
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traditional societies can manage to live amidstgéels of violence. Here, nothing can be
more dangerous, and therefore more sacred, thdeneey hence nothing can be more
useful in outlining and reinforcing the social ard€&his is why violence usually has an
overwhelming presence in traditional societiesspite of its ghastly nature: its positive,
integrating function is there for everyone to s8et this by no means implies that
traditional societies are better prepared to regulelence. Quite the opposite, as Girard
notes: “the sacred consists of all those forcessehdominance over man increases or

seems to increase in proportion to man's effomaster them” (1988; 38).

M oder nity, impurity and the concealment of violence®
Compared to traditional communities, modern soesesieem to be more capable of dealing
with conflict in a relatively peaceful manner; aast, in them the everyday presence of
violence becomes considerably scarcer (Joas, #8®9° However, this has not alleviated
the fears that violence evokes. If anything, thearmmess of its dangerousness has
heightened. In modernity, to think of violence awihg a positive, integrating function is
almost an anathema; only danger and impurity renfamd it is this distinct difficulty in

coming to terms with the dual nature of violencwill argue, that renders the problem of

9 | am well aware that modernity can be definedgdyeral criteria, not always compatible, depending
on which particular levels and features want toebghasised. In this section | will mention two aipe
individualism and secularisation- that | considee tost relevant to understand how the place déwia
shifts in modern societies. In the following seotiin which | outline the particular problem thabikence
represents for modern politics, | will emphasisethar aspect of modernity: the plurality of valuesich is
clearly connected with individualism and the lo$@ sacred truth.

10 Obviously, the fact that in the everyday liferabdern societies the presence of violence becomes
scarce does not exclude that very violent outbwstsir from time to time. It is also boldly clednat the
technological development of weaponry, now capaflelestroying the entire world, feeds the sense of
danger associated with violence. And it is alse tthat relatively new forms of violence, such asorism,
become particularly fearful due to the uncertaihigy convey (Keane, 2004; 17-29). However, it isalear
to what extent the fears that surround violenceaarensequence of the new devices and forms afudésn,
and to what extent those fears increase the déstness of weapons and terrorism. Fear might it
human capacity to employ weapons in a more ratiargl or to respond to threats as terrorism in aemor
detached manner. To pursue this line of reasoniogldviead us too far from the purposes of the prese
investigation. Yet it needs to be noted that, ass=irgues, if modern communities -i. e. natiorestagucceed
in regulating violence within their territories, terally the story is different: in the relationm@ngst states
violent conflict becomes more difficult to contrdue to the lack of a centralized authority capatiie
monopolizing the means of violence (Elias, 198&sim). Since this paper is concerned with the relatigns
between violence and the political, which, as I aigue later on, can only take place within theriztaries
of the state, what has been said about the atienua violence in modern societies holds true.
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violence especially troubling for modern societesl, in particular, for political thought.

In his classic workThe Civilizing Process, Norbert Elias explains why the presence
of violence decreases, as a general rule, in mostEgieties. It is the result of an ongoing
trend that has been developing over a span of gesfwhereby long term processes of
centralization have led to the organisation of stes in the form of states. As an
increasingly centralized authority succeeds in npofining the use of physical force and
its instruments, the presence of violence in evayysbcial life gradually diminishes. Elias
magisterially describes how the previous traditipmaedieval order, characterized by a
permanent strife among a multiplicity of small gosugives way to a relatively pacified
situation in which the state, thanks to its overiwiieg power, succeeds in regulating to a
great extent the use of violence over large tefatainits (1996; 165-167)-

For our purposes, Elias' account is even more fgtgni in that he shows that the
civilizing process conveys a radical transformatiorthe personality structure, and hence
in the way individuals experience violence. All tdeves towards the satisfaction of
instincts become increasingly held in check by rimaé controls; feelings of guilt and
embarrassment work as self imposed limits thatagsemotions from being overtly shown
in society: they need to be concealed and kept dxoay public sight (Elias, 1996; 47-50).
Herein is the core of the civilizing process, witgréhe social controls and prohibitions

that regulate behaviour become increasingly intem@@ much more a matter of self

11 Violence not only becomes less frequent in modecial life; it can be argued that its consegasnc
become, generally speaking, less threatening. Asn®i explains, in differentiated and complex seegtthe
effects of violence become disjointed, that is,itlth to separate areas of existence. Conflicts dhae in
smaller and simpler groups tend to be more destruaend passionate, for they comprise larger aspcin
individual's life. In more differentiated societiewhere individuals' lives are divided among selera
affiliations, the destructive effect of violencecbenes fragmented. Certainly, acts of physical sgipe that
are destructive on a big scale still occur -as & among nations or classes-, and they can evenrigemore
devastating, but they are in any case more spor@ticthe other hand, Simmel notes, in modern sesiet
where relationships are perceived as if they oeclmainly between individuals, we naively conclulat
the destruction of two members should have the megastating effect on the totality of the sociedup
(Simmel, 1964; 17-44). One common counter-argungetitat violence, far from decreasing in modernity,
becomes more frequent, as can be seen in the tgretforms of violence so ubiquitous in the mediano
sport competitions (Keane, 2004; 105). Yet, as HEigslains, the passive pleasure that watching restlia
acts of aggression might provide, is already arotiatl one, as opposed to the direct, immediaisfaation
or witnessing of an aggressive impulse. If modadividuals might experience pleasure in the fieste; most
probably they will be disgusted by the latter (Elid896; 165-167).
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regulation than of external control (Elias, 19968

Here we can only point out the convergence, in ¢hdizing process, of the
centralization of the state and the growing indinit$' self-controt? Suffice it to mention
that the increasing power of the state deprivesrddtional, religious communities of their
absolute authority and hierarchical superiority.néfe the transmission of one single
“sacred reality”, valid for the totality of the conunity, becomes quite difficult, an
accompanying trend of modernity that is usuallywnas secularisation (Dumont, 1987;
35-65). “Here, to be sure, ultimaw&ltanschauungen clash” (Weber, 1970; 117), which
implies that, if no version of higher value canamitan absolute superiority, modern
societies could not rely on public, sacrificial foemances. Violence cannot be turned into
sacred, if only because there cannot be a shatexhral sacredness.

In modern life, the possibilities for individual® wattribute a positive value to
physical aggression -such as piety, nobility ordwwnbecome quite scarce. As its presence
in normal life decreases, subjects generally selentce with disgust (Wolin, 1962: 22). Yet
this does not mean that modern individuals havevgraore rational and moral, hence

more apt to see in its truthfulness the ugly nawbfr@iolence'® Nor does it mean that

12 In a nutshell, it can be said that it is theéase in society's complexity and differentiatienhanced
by the growth in state's power, that brings abbatgelf-control that characterises modern indiiuaAs
the central authority grows stronger, the influenEemaller units over the lives of their membeesréases,
and individuals become related to one another tiira more intricate and expanded web of groups and
associations. The prohibitions and regulations #eth member of society has to follow become more
internalized, varied and complex, so that eachviddal comes to be oriented in the world by an aimo
unique set of social controls. Which in turn creafee illusion that each person decides by its baw to
conduct itself in society (Elias, 445-449). Now,stHielief is inseparable from the secularisationt tha
accompanies modernity, and that in this contextjgortant to mention, if only in passing. Louis Doma
characterises this process as the becoming ofitiividual in the world”, by which he means a raadic
subversion in the value hierarchy whereby socia palitical life is no longer organized accordirgthe
higher needs of the religious community. In steadesav form of consciousness arises, whereby what
individuals can achieve in this world becomes #watimising principle of social organisation. Tl tof the
value hierarchy is no longer occupied by the saarfeidh, on the other hand, can no longer establishared
truth in a world in which individuals are suppogedchose their own ends (Dumont, 1987; 35-65). Naine
which would be possible without the autonomy anft@mtrol that individuals gain in modernity, asidd
too acknowledges. It also has to be noted that wérileis means that in modernity religion disapgeaior
that individuals become more rational -in the sehagthey get closer to the authentic truth.

13 In the typical liberal interpretation, violenc® seen as belonging to the prehistory of civilized
humankind, as “relics of a declining era not illmatied yet by the light of the Enlightenment”. Editherals
of the 19" Century tended to understand the wars of the eschesulting from an aristocratic warrior
mentality, or the capriciousness of despots thdit Isdd not completely been withered away by the
unstoppable wave of progress (Joas, 1999; 460hylopinion, one of the many virtues to be foundlias'
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violence disappears from modern societies. It ratbecomes displaced. The relative
pacification of social relations becomes only poigsibecause violence is stored
somewhere else, concentrated in the state, whesehéld beyond the sight and control of
the citizens in everyday life (Keane, 54-89).

In societies that are no longer organised accortbnipe categories of the sacred,
the perils of violence cannot be transfigured nabligly purified. They have to be
expelled, as much as possible, from social lifeysptal force has to remain concealed
within the impersonal functioning of the state, lesed amongst individuals' repressed
impulses and desires. And yet the fact that it bex less visible does not make it
disappear. Violence is bound to remain classifiewbrag the impure and dreadful. But not
because modern mind is at odds in grasping itsfawes, shall we conclude that, indeed,
violence lacks all “positive”, unifying function&or in the final analysis it is violence that,
organized in a particular way and concentratechendtate, lies at the foundations of the

modern social order.

Violence, moder n democracy and the political™
This modern desire to expel violence, to keep ftcealed and out of sight -as occurs with
everything impure- in political theory would seenonttanslate itself, when not in silence, in

a manifest difficulty to speak of violence as aitpzdl problem (Balibar, 2002; 12). This is

writings is a vision of civilisation that compleyetieparts from this optimistic view. Modernity doest
necessarily bring progress to society, but a differset of difficulties; violence does not disappéa it is
organised in a different manner which, far fromdmaing less problematic, becomes in many senses more
dangerous and potentially devastating.

14 Hence, for instance, Rene Girard notes how nmogelicial systems, where the state's monopoly of
vengeance resides, take punishment away from psiglit. The avenger by definition needs to be iblési
the state exerts its monopoly of physical forcertans of an impersonal system regulated by a pemhaet
of rules and laws, so that there is no one to metine blow to. The threat that violence inevitabhtails -a
social life immersed in infinite retaliation- isuh deflected (Girard, 1988; 22-27).

15 Here | am referring to “the political” as oppds® “politics”, following the distinction made by
Chantal Mouffe. Whereas “politics” refers to theprital, actual practices and institutions of comi@nal
politics, “the political” refers to the order on igh those practices take place. The political caormerstood
as the condition of possibility of politics, as thery way in which politics is instituted (Mouff@005; 9).
Naturally, we should point out, there cannot bdearcdemarcation between both concepts; they agaitin
manifest themselves through the other. Throughhbisg work | will use both terms rather freely and
interchangeably in order to avoid reiterations; aeer, it shall be kept in mind that | will be alvgareferring
mainly to the political.
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testified by Hannah Arendt, when she writes thatitigal theory has little to say about the
phenomenon of violence and must leave its discns®othe technicians. For political
thought can only follow the articulations of thelipcal phenomena themselves, it remains
bound to what appears in the domain of human affir990; 19). Violence is often seen
as something alien to normal politics, if not as #bsolute negation of the “true essence”
of the political’® It is, Etienne Balibar writes, as if there werepihibition on knowing
about violence in general and every particularainsg¢ of violence, as if there were a
powerful interest in keeping violence outside tealm of the knowable and the thinkable -
or, better, outside the realm of what is thinkaht a 'normal’ determination of social
relations and a cause of political, social andonisal effects” (Balibar, 2002; 133).

And yet, political theory cannot avoid being, irtienally or not, a theory of
violence. Every political theory has to make certassertions about violence: on its uses
and its possible containment, on its efficacy atsdjustifications (Segovia, 1998; 59).
Despite all efforts, both terms remain as mutuedigstitutive. Furthermore, it could be said
that, in modernity, the possibility of the politiggesupposes the possibility of violence.

Max Weber hinted at this puzzling link when he fasly defined the state as a
“political association... [whose] administrativeaf§tsuccessfully upholds a claim to the
monopoly of the legitimate use of physical forcethie enforcement of its order” (1964;
154). On a first approximation, the relationshipgween violence and politics is quite
obvious. In modern societies, the state's concamtraf force is always a political solution
-its partiality notwithstanding- to the problemwblence.

Yet politics is associated with violence in an eweore fundamental way: the latter

is “...indispensable to its character” (Weber, 1,9685). An association can only be

16 It is a remarkable confirmation of this diagisosiat those political theories or ideologies thate
placed themselves in the opposite pole, where mi@ds attributed a positive value, or it is sesntte
expression of the “true essence” of politics, haseally been revolutionary in character. Violentands as
the negation of the present political order. Hetiheerelevance of distinguishing between politicldas that
see in violence something worth praising and ttthaé see it as something necessary at certain tioness
inevitable and constitutive of the political; no tkea that their “rhetoric” might appear similar tre surface,
their meaning is completely different. A distingtithat Frazer and Hutchings fail to do (2007; 180)1
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considered political, writes Weber, “if and insoéea the enforcement of its order is carried
out continually within a given territorial area the application and threat of physical force
on the part of the administrative staff” (1964; 15¥nd there is no actor, group or struggle
that can be called political, which does not seekgain at least a certain amount of
influence over the deployment of physical fotEélere it ought to be noted that violence is
constitutive of politics in a deeper manner thamere instrumental relationship would
suggest; at least it is not so in the sense tlnar atays could be found to achieve the same
end. For “...it is possible to define the 'politicdaracter of a corporate group only in terms
of the means peculiar to it, the use of force\WWeber, 1964; 155

We can attain a clearer picture of this constitutiglation, by asking why shall the
character of the political be defined by its meakisd to this Weber responds: because
political associations diverge in their purposesatvrenders them “political” cannot be
defined by those ends (1970; 78). In saying thiep®/ was referring to an aspect of
modern societies that we pointed out earlier: #o& lbof a common “sacred reality”. This is
at the root of the “democratic revolution” thatrelation to the political is, according to
Chantal Mouffe, the distinctive feature of modeynRower becomes an empty place in the
sense that there cannot be any more a final purppsehich the authority of the state
becomes permanently legitimated -not a transceabpnnciple, nor the figure of a prince
divinely appointed (Mouffe, 1997; 11-12). To putntWeberian terms, if the purposes of
the political association -i. e. the state- becamadeterminate, then the only defining aspect
of the political can be the means of violence, owbich the politically oriented groups

struggle to gain control, in order to pursue thmrticular versions of what the political

17 Hence Weber clarifies that an action or a gioegomes “politically oriented if and insofar asiins
at exerting influence on the directing authorittdsa corporate political group” (1964; 155). We Ismate
that, since in modernity the political associatiey definition the state, the political -in welaer terms, the
struggle among politically oriented groups in orderattain influence over the means of physicatder
occurs within its boundaries. In this obvious sense, the violence contained in the state is ctuiste of
the political.

18 Here it has to be noted that that this doesmeatn that physical force is the sole, nor evermibst
usual means of administration of political asseare, but “the threat of force, and in case of niégéctual
use, is the method which is specific to politicasaciations and is always the last resort whenrethave
failed” (Weber, 1964; 154).
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ends should be.

It is in this deeper sense that the possibilitytioé political presupposes the
possibility of violence. Through the democraticokexion, the political gains autonomy -it
cannot be grounded on something outside of itsg¢lthe cost of leaving perpetually open
the possibility of conflict and violence (Honig,@Q 9). Moreover, this emancipation of the
political from any definitive, exterior moral comte is essential to the modern affirmation
of freedom: it means that individuals can choosertlown ends without them being
determined beforehand. Power has been left empt{laude Lefort's expression- but this
implies the permanent presence of a plurality offlcting views of the world, each
intending to fill the vacuum (Mouffe, 1997; 64-69he configuration of modern political
life is inseparable from an antagonistic dimensilbat -as every conflict- is potentially
violent (Mouffe, 2005; 9).

Now, to say that violence is constitutive of thditgzal in no way means that force
can be the sole foundation of politics, nor evenniiost important component. In writing
“legitimate” next to “physical force” in his defition of the state, Weber's intention might
have been to express the conflictive and paradbr@tre of the link between violence
and politics. For Weber knew all too well that @ote, which modernity deprives of all
positive value, can be justifiable, but never wiaddigitimate (Arendt; 1970; 52-56). To say
“legitimate violence” has something of an oxymortor, the later inevitably questions the
former, in awareness of which Weber wrote thatlalvader “...is not derived merely from
fear or from motives of expediency... [it] always some sense implies a belief in the
legitimateauthority of the source imposing it” (Weber, 1964; 132).

If the democratic revolution puts the permanentsimity of violence at the heart

19 Weber defines imperative control as the profightthat a command issued by one person will be
obeyed by others. Authority is “the legitimate eige of imperative control”, which implies, as exipked
above, that force cannot be the only reason to ¢¥éber, 1964; 153). Somewhere else Weber notés tha
when a chief and his administrative staff have e an assured dominance over their subjectshwdfic
course can be done by violent means, they candatifodrop their pretensions to legitimacy (19646-327).

To state it differently, where violence succeednpietely, legitimacy need not be present.
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of the political, it also places physical force annegative relation to politics. For “the
dogma that the only legitimate authority is onet tlests on the consent of the governed”
makes seem incongruous to “think of the lawful el of power by a democratic
authority as an act of violence... since one doas maturally think in terms of self-
coercion” (Wolin, 1963; 16). In this sense, it ntide justified to claim that violence is the
greatest enemy of democracy, for removing it frauia life becomes indeed a positive
value and a source of legitimation (Keane, 2008).1-

Yet none of this provides authorisation enough himk that violence can be
potentially or actually removable from social andlifcal life (Keane, 2004; 38-39). As
long as the political exists -at least as configuby modernity's democratic revolution-
conflict and the possibility of violence shall pstsNow, it cannot be emphasised too much
that there need not be an actual deployment oénaa; it remains as a constitutive element
of politics in so far as it is a possibility orla¢at.

What is important to note is the dual sense -bottitipe and negative, destructive
and unifying- in which violence is constitutive pblitics. Modern societies seem to be
inevitably haunted by a paradoxical situation, imick the continuity of the political relies
heavily on that which has turned out to be abhaortemrmodern society. The very problem
that politics intends to solve is part of the metet define it: physical force threatens the
legitimacy of the political order it helps sustéolin, 1962: 18).

The complexity of this paradox becomes clearerafrecall that “thenonopoly of
the legitimate use of physical force” (Weber, 1964; 154) implilbat the state assumes the
task of distinguishing the violence that mightdemsidered legitimate: “...the right to use
physical force is ascribed to other institutiong@individuals only to the extent to which
the state permits it. The state is considered tiee source of the 'right to use violence™
(Weber, 1979; 78). The political is thus supposedegulate violence, but this is quite an

unsatisfactory solution, to be sure. For it isha political that the legitimacy of violence is
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to be decided, but how could this happen if thetipal itself is founded on a violence that
would have to be in turn legitimated? Violence aotitics would seem to draw a circle out
of which there is no way out, whose only solutignan impossibility: “the effect -the

legitimation of violence- would have to become tlaese” (Honig, 2007; 3).

No other was the original problem of political tingowhose insolubility was first
expressed by Hobbe$he Leviathan is created by a covenant as a political solutmma t
hypothetically murderer state of nature. The comersthe source of all legitimacy and we
are drawn into an impossible contradiction. Ondhe hand, the sovereign has the right to
violence as long as he complies with the term$&iefcovenant, which oblige him to protect
the physical safety of its citizens. This implieatthe must apply force on those who refuse
to subject to the contract. However, on the otteerdh citizens have the right to commit
violence against the sovereign if he breaks thedesf the covenant -otherwise it would
not be a covenant. There is no solution to thelprolihat arises if a rebellion springs. One
is drawn into a circular logic out of which theeno way. If the sovereign succeeds in
imposing order again, he will be complying with tphact and hence he will retain its
legitimate right to violence. Should he fail, teveuld mean that he was not able any more
to guarantee the security of its citizens and thesviolence exerted on him was justified.
In the end, he who successfully commits violencaelldideem to achieve legitimacy and
the rule of the strongest would seem to returnuiinathe back door (Ells, 2003; 6-13).

What Hobbes is telling us is that, in the polititlére is not an external point of
view, standing outside of the circle, that mightiigvely tell us who has the right to exert
violence, nor for what reasons. What we find is phezling relationship of violence to
politics, as determined by the democratic revotutithe exigency, on the one hand, for
illegitimate force to be eliminated; on the othant, the fact that because power is empty,

the definition of legitimacy is always contestaldgrermanent source of potentially violent
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conflict (Honig, 2007; 1-8%°

Yet, Hobbes is also telling us that, in the paditicsheer violence can hardly
succeed. Notwithstanding how unsatisfactory hisitsm might be, he also reminds us of
the importance, so to speak, to politicize violenttwt is, to justify physical force by
reference to a hypothetical covenant, which in Weleterms is to make eaim for the
legitimacy of violence. For without covenant, fora®uld amount to nothing but sheer

domination.

Violence as palitical problem: the frontiers of the political
Political theory can never escape the presenceiadénce, for their terrains are never
wholly separate. They intersect each other, andr theundaries are always fragile.
Violence is, in relation to politics, what we migtdll a borderline concept. It is because of
the dual nature of violence, at once constitutivel aestructive of the political, that
violence and politics mutually define their limitghich on the other hand cannot be fixed.

Now, it is not only the fear that violence nece#gavokes in modernity, but the
insolubility of these puzzles that make difficudtgpeak of violence as a political problem.
Etienne Balibar's formulation of violence as “tliteay scene of politics” seems appropriate:
“Here, 'the other scene' would mean that crucidrd@nants of our own action remain
invisible in the very forms of... visibility, whess we urgently require them to... 'take sides’
in conflicts where it is [not] possible... simplp fattribute the labels of justice and
injustice...” (2002; xiii). What this leads to is @tuation in which to avoid physical
aggression to the greatest possible extent becarhigghly valuable political objective, and
often an end in itself, yet it becomes quite difficto rationally analyse the problem of
violence as a political phenomena. For as Zizek,say

...there is something inherently mystifying in @aedt confrontation with [violence]: the

20 To state it differently: the political in modetimes requires legitimacy to be temporal and sigft
so that if illegitimate violence defeats and eliates legitimate violence, a new legitimacy will bern
(Segovia, 1998; 60).
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overpowering horror of violent acts and empathyhwitte victims inexorably function as
a lure which prevents us from thinking. A dispasaite conceptual development of the
typology of violence must by definition ignore ttaumatic impact. Yet there is a sense
in which a cold analysis of violence somehow repoes and participates in its horror
(2008; 3).

For liberal democracies violence represents or lshoepresent an even more
pressing problem. Not that democratic nations déorcato renounce violence; but they
certainly seek to restrict it as much as poss#tléeast internally, by transforming coercion
into consent, command into lawful authority. Toueé violence becomes a political value
for regimes which make part of their legitimacy testablishment of legal rights that
protect citizens against arbitrary acts of forceg®ia, 1998; 64-65). And it is for this
very reason that the difficulty to speak of violertiecomes particularly problematic, for it
might hinder the ability to control its use.

Hence the ultimate impossibility to talk about @te in a relatively reasonable -if
not rational- manner only underlines the necedgsitgefine it as a political problem. As
Balibar once again notes: “The only 'way' out @& dircle is to invent @olitics of violence,
or tointroduce the issue of violence, its forms and limits, its regulation and perveeffects
on agents themselvasio the concept and practice of politics’ (2002; xi-xii). This project,
that might be in the last instance untenable, ljlearerflows the limits of this work. Yet it
is my intention to analyse at least in an obliquenner the relationship of politics and
violence, in order to find some insights as to fmuld violence be “politicized”.

However, acknowledging that violence is constiteitof politics shall not lead us to
conclude that the only way to a more peaceful $pdgethe elimination of politics. My
argument is the opposite: to “politicize violends”the only possibility to contain it, and

the less physical force is subjected to the lodigalitics, the more uncontrollable it

becomes. Needles to say, to elaborate a “politicwvialence” presupposes a proper

21 We could distinguish democracies from totaktarand authoritarian systems in the latter's texyden
to abandon legal limitations to violence. In thatular context, | am referring to liberal demaaes, that
include individual and constitutional rights asitisrto violence.
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understanding of the political and its relationvtolence, which is the general concern of

this work.
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II. Defining the puzzle: the spectre of violence

In the following pages two objectives are pursulte first one is to provide proof of the
constitutive relationship of violence and politicas well as to illustrate some of its
perplexing aspects, by analysing how this linkéated in the political theories of Hannah
Arendt and Carl Schmitt. This is the purpose of phesent chapter. The second aim, and
the matter of the next chapter, is to elaboratawidrg from the vocabularies provided by
our authors, an outline of what we will call a “pickl grammar of violence”. The end of
this exercise will be to suggest that the only oty to constrain the destructive effects
of violence is to “politicize” it; that a theoreéit framework -a grammar- need be
constructed that would allow violence to be thoumid spoken of in political terms.

No other two authors would seem to be more pertif@nthis task. Arendt and
Schmitt were not only two of the most prominentifped! theorists of the last century; they
were also deeply concerned with the relationshap iithe matter of this work. Especially,
they were equally eager, though from very differstaindpoints, to defend the autonomy
and superiority of the political, which led them gbare more than a few concerns. Both
were preoccupied with the absorption of politicstbghnology and legalism, which they
saw as resulting from the bureaucratizing tendesncie modernity. They were highly
critical -with differing tones and conclusions- thie tradition of liberal political thought
(Emden, 2008; 111). And vet, in their fifeas in their political thought, these common
concerns led them to endorse symmetrically oppopisitions. Whereas Schmitt's

diagnostic of modern politics led him to unhesitgly endorse dictatorship as an inevitable

22 Obliged to flight from the Nazi regime that Scdtirsupported from 1933, Arendt was for most of her
life an emigrant, first in Paris and finally in Wed States. Much of her action and thinking wereatied
against the totalitarianism she had fell a victon($cheuerman, 1997; 141). Curiously enough, ilccbe
said that Nazism turned both Schmitt and Arendi pariahs. The first one became an academic pafiah
the defeat of Nazism, whilst the second one beaasiateless pariah due to the triumph of Nazism.
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destiny, Arendt refused to reach this conclusiordirect rejection of which she elaborated
a good deal of her political philosophy.

We are dealing with very different authors thatervhough they started from
common grounds, very soon parted company. Theydeogeendorsing contrasting ideas
with very disparate vocabularies in order to ackiepposed aims. Which makes however
all the more striking and illuminating that, as wil see, they elaborated their arguments
with similar grammars. It is as if a common logiepk them, involuntarily to be sure,
attached to similar grounds, a logic which is dateed -my argument goes- by the
constitutive relationship of violence and the poiit.

The first step to take in this chapter is to shdwat tArendt and Schmitt shared
concerns, that they move on comparable groundsmidthod is, firstly, to present each
author's ideas and concepts -regarding politics \aolénce-, and the relations amongst
them, in their own universe. Then | proceed to shmw both authors reach a point of
paradox that is insoluble in their own terms, fusts their common ground: they remained
bounded by the same puzzle.

It is from these perplexities that, in the follogirthapter, a common grammar
intends to be reconstructed. For this grammar nmggye us important insights about the

character of politics and its role in regulating tholence that inevitably comes with it.

The Schmittian question: the autonomy of politics and the spectre of violence
That for Schmitt there is an intrinsic relationsHiptween politics and violence is quite
obvious, but it is a far more complicated one thanere defence of “...senseless political
violence and authoritarian government” (Scheuerri887; 141). From the outset it should
be clarified that a glorification of violence fdsiown sake is not to be found in Schmitt's

work (Muller, 2003; 466F>

23 “There exists no rational purpose, no norm no métbev true, No program no matter how exemplary,
no social ideal no matter how beautiful, no legétay nor legality which could justify men in killingach
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Nevertheless, Schmitt is unhesitating in makinglieitghis relationship. He finds
the defining criteria of the political to be thdefmd-enemy distinction, which in turn
“receives [its] real meaning precisely becausergfgrs to the real possibility of physical
killing (...) War follows from enmity. War is thexistential negation of the enemy”
(Schmitt, 2007b; 333* Not that this is something to celebrate or redietoes not have to
be common, normal, something ideal or desirableére¢ is a necessary relation among
both concepts, so that in understanding the paligmd in acknowledging its autonomy,
violence inevitably makes itself present: “it mustemain a real possibility for as long as
the concept of the enemy remains valid” (Schm@7b; 33).

Clearly, for Schmitt, it is the conflictive natue the political that makes the
possibility of violence inherent to it: “The ever present plaisy of conflict must always
be kept in mind” (Schmitt, 2007b; 33). Moreovere timtensity of the antagonism itself
constitutes the content of the political: “the podl is the most extreme and intense
antagonism” (Schmitt, 2007b; 29), that is, therfdeenemy distinction. An action or a
problem can only have a political meaning if thetemtially lead to an opposition of this
type, or if they are framed in terms of such a kofdconflict. It is irrelevant what the
original content or motif of the rift might havedre “Every concrete antagonism becomes
that much more political the closer it approachesmost extreme point, that of the friend-
enemy grouping” (Schmitt, 2007b; 27-29). We couldmmarise all the previous
propositions in a formula: a concrete conflict vattquire a more political logic, the more
its intensity reaches a point -that of the friemgmy grouping- in which violent
confrontation is always a possibility.

Now, stress must be laid on the point that it ie gotentiality of violence that

Schmitt is referring to. He takes care in clarifyithat “it is by no means as though the

other for this reason” (Schmitt, 2007b; 49).

24 Here, when Schmitt says “war”, this might referviolence occurring between states as well as
internal strife. When enmity acquires its utmosemsity in the realm of internal politics, the ritgs -in the
limit- civil war.
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political signifies nothing but devastating war aevery political deed a military action”
(Schmitt, 2007b; 33). It is rather the possibilay violence that is constitutive of the
political, in the sense that it determines a paldickind of behaviour: the political conduct.

In turn, the ever present possibility of violentagonism is a logical consequence,
in Schmitt's view, of one of the intrinsic charadgcs of the political, and perhaps the
most definitive one: its irreducible pluralism. “@hwvorld of the objective spirit”, he wrote
in “Saatsethik und pluralistischer Saat”, “is a pluralistic world: pluralism of races and
nations, of religions and cultures, of languages lagal systems” (quoted by Sluga, 2008;
98). When Schmitt claims that “the political workla pluriverse, not a universe” (2007b;
53), he has in mind a particular kind of pluraligtot the one that liberalism advocates,
which Schmitt criticizes as false, capable onlytaKing into account the differences that
can be negotiated or left aside by discussion, ithgbrecisely at the moment when they
have stopped to matter. To acknowledge pluralitpsammittian sense is to recognise the
presence of differences that might lead to a fighis this alterity that makes of the
existence of the enemy an ever present potenti&ldy the enemy is the Other, a stranger
that can turn out to be so different and alient tisamere existence might become a threat
for a certain political community. The enemy “egistnly when, at least potentially, one
fighting collectivity of people confronts a similaollectivity” (Schmitt, 2007b; 30).

Politics, plurality and violence form a triad whaséernal relations are established
by the concept of enmity. In the last instance, nwwBehmitt recognises an inevitable link
between the plurality of the political and the plbgisy of violent enmity, he is doing
nothing but acknowledging the clash among ultimstanschauungen that Weber said?

This collusion of multiple legitimacies can alwdgad to a violent enmity, because there is

25 Chantal Mouffe distinguishes between the plsmalithat is congtitutive of modern liberal
democracies -and that, we might add, came as 4 ofshe democratic revolution-, and tfeet of pluralism
to which liberalism usually limits itself. Wheret®e later refers to the factual diversity of cortasps of the
good that can be observed in society, constitygluealism refers to an axiological principle embeddn the
organisation of modern society, which determines ithpossibility for a notion of the good to affirits
absolute validity and prevail above all others (fleu2000; 18-19). It appears to me that Schmigadreby
endorsing, against liberalism, the recognition ebastitutive pluralism, but, as we will see later, he ended
up denying it due to the contradictions in his facdil theory.
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no superior principle or legal system, nor supewmdom that can tell about the justice of
different claims or permanently reconcile the valtleat are at stake (Muller, 2006; 13).

This contingency -springing from pluralism- givebet political its specific
problematic, but also its particular value, itscenimy and superiority. For it is in this space
of indeterminate and risky decision, of ultimateoickes and convictions that human life
acquires its concrete meaning. For Schmitt, ondygalitical can prevent human life from
becoming “a mechanism that has become torpid bstitegn” (2005; 15).

Schmitt acrimoniously rejected liberalism not odlye to its failure to understand
the real nature of politics, which is necessatigttof struggle. “In political liberalism the
state and politics are conceived of as the 'whollyer” (Schmitt, 2005; 2), and this
contempt for the political, according to Schmitbhheeys the danger of a reduction of the
plurality of political life. In trying to eliminatetruggle and the possibility of violence from
political life, liberalism has to reduce all patiéil problems to the logic of other realms, in
the hope that a neutral criteria capable of resghavery tension will be found. There are
no authentic political problems, only moral, ecomgraesthetic ones, etcetera; no political
struggles, only technical, commercial or economisalblems that can be resolved by
technical, commercial or economical objective reasp (Schmitt, 2007a; 86). Of course,
the liberal hope is that, as everyone will comadcee on the essential meaning of good life
-the security and stability the bourgeois dreams alf political problems will become
trivial; none will arouse such passions as to ingpedaching a neutral solution. All
distinctions are thus deprived of their politicat@ming, which is given by the possibility of
enmity (Schmitt, 2007b; 78

To this hope liberalism clings stubbornly whenldages an allegedly neutral law as

the highest value and last arbiter, in pursuittefdesire to substitute procedure and legal

26 Says Schmitt ifPolitical Theology: “... all moral and political decisions are thuargysed in a
paradisiacal worldliness of immediate natural éifed unproblematic concreteness.... There mustrmgetde
political problems, only organizational-technicaldaeconomic-sociological tasks. The kind of econemic
technical thinking that prevails today is no longapable of perceiving a political idea” (2005;.65)
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reasoning for political struggle. In other wordsorder to expel the possibility of violence
from politics, the only thing liberalism can dot deny pluralism and the political itself
(Schmitt, 2007a; 80-96).

Schmitt seeks to demonstrate the futility of thigmpt by drawing his attention to
the extreme case, that of the exception: “a casxtoéme peril, a danger to the existence of
the state, or the like” (2005; 6). There, laws airmesolve the political conflict, if only
because law is part of the struggle itself; legad@nnot function as a regulative principle,
for it cannot tell “objectively” whether there isstate of emergency, nor who the enemy is.
Therefore a decision needs to be made: “the sgrersihe who decides on the exception...
He decides whether there is an extreme emergenayeddisas what must be done to
eliminate it” (Schmitt, 2005; 5-6). Law cannot Weetsuperior principle governing the
political order, for the preservation of law depgmh something much more fundamental:
a sovereign decision. HencePRwlitical Theology we are told that “the core of the political
idea [is] the exacting decision” (Schmitt, 2005).65

Two things need to be emphasised here. In the fileste, that by going to the
extreme case Schmitt intends to prove that, inespitall its efforts, liberalism cannot
eliminate the plurality of the political. As thegament goes i.egality and Legitimacy,
legality can never avoid being polemical; despi#neing neutrality, it always affirms itself
by negating the legitimacy of someone else, asti#ite of exception makes clear (Schmitt,
2004; 9)%’ Therefore, liberalism and its belief in law aretire end particular political
claims that in the extreme case have to definenamg (Scheuerman, 1997; 143).

Secondly: the much debated decisionism in Carl Stisnnextricably linked to his

pluralist position. It comes as a logical consegeenf the contingency of the political, that

27 Hence, Schmitt notes, the legal state itself evggnally created in order to deny legitimacythe
monarch (2004; 9). Another exceptional case thatriit pointed out, in order to demonstrate the pidal
aspect of legality, was that of the partisan. Theigemn is a political entity that the legal systdetlares as
criminal, and in doing so an enemy is actually beaiefined, but without recognising its politicalachcter.
As in the exception, the partisan blurs the existiategories and thus cannot be dealt with in tesfribe
present legal definitions. It inevitably calls fam interpretation of the law, that is, a decisibtul{fer, 2006; 5-
16).
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the legal and political order cannot be based gnsaperior, incontestable norm, but in a
sovereign decision. And, once again, sovereigntyessarily entails the possibility of
violence, in so far as it is defined as the powetdcide in the exception who the enemy is.
Now, it is also important to note that, in Schrmittiew, the political not only entails
the ever present possibility of violence; it alsoydes a solution in a certain sense. “The
essence of the state's sovereignty”, Schmitt sagges in its “monopoly to decide” on the
enemy over a certain territorial unit (Schmitt, 20@3). As long as the state maintains its
monopoly of the decision, it can encompass andiveda the antagonisms occurring within
its territory (Schmitt, 2007b; 30). The monopolyeo¥he decision provides a concrete order
and framework for the particular antagonisms thaghinotherwise lead to an “anarchic
pluralism of social forces” (Sluga, 2008; 98-99)plurality is what grants the political its
autonomy and superiority, it also brings aboutdsgers: the permanent threat of civil war.
However, the solution to these perils shall nos&ek in other place than the political itself.
In short, Schmitt urges us to confront the inesbbgalternative: either we endorse
the plural, human character of the political, whighplies accepting its ultimately
arbitrariness and potential violence, or we demyflazi and violence, at the inevitable price
of denying politics and with them the plurality biman life, the field of risky and
indeterminate choices that make existence meaninfis is the uncomfortable truth that

Schmitt compels us to acknowledge.

The puzzle of the political: violence and plurality
However, if we look closer, things seem to be fasrencomplicated than a matter of
accepting the two sides of the political. If we adhto Schmitt's own terms and follow all
along the path traced by his thought, we reachiat pd contradiction. The plurality that
Schmitt seemed to passionately endorse at firsls @p being impossible to sustain, as a

consequence of his excessive emphasis on contipgelcstruggle. It is as if his insistence
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in the enemy-friend distinction tended to deny pheality out of which the decision was
supposed to spring.

On the one hand, Schmitt argues that the stateeiSdecisive” political entity, a
quality determined by its monopoly to decien the other hand, he affirms that the state's
monopoly presupposes a logic of identity between dbvernment and the governed: a
“we”, a relatively homogeneous community of equabple, has to be defined against that
which it is not (Strong, 2005; x¥J.It is as if, for the core of the political ide&etdecision-
to be possible, the political world -a “pluriverseliad to be denied or reduced to its
minimum expression, at least within the state. TBalmitt ends up suggesting that —as
Chantal Mouffe explains- “the only possible anditiegate pluralism is a pluralism of
states” (2000; 51). The trouble is that, when S¢hiinrows plurality outside of the state, it
becomes impossible to locate it, and consequemtiysdme happens to the political.

To begin with, without pluralism inside the pol@glccommunity, the necessity of the
decisive act seems quite difficult to sustain. Bsrwe saw, it is precisely this contingency
and diversity, potentially violent, that the stateionopoly to decide is called to relativize.
It could be argued that plurality, hence, is thaditton of possibility for the exceptional
moment and the decision to come about, and thisdveeem to be Schmitt's position
when, inThe concept of the Political, he comments that even everyday politics, the kind
that we usually regard as “pacific politics”, cantan irreducible element of antagonism,

even though the awareness of its danger is lo§X{7{2033). Somewhere else he even notes

28 For Schmitt, to talk about a non-political ststsomewhat contradictory. Hence his complain &bou
the advancing trend towards legalism that, duéstaliegedly neutrality, menaces the political elcter of the
state, its ability to decide: “In such a systeme @an hardly still speak of the 'state' becausestisea mere
non-political community in place of a political tyiat least according to fiction” (2004; 7). Natshould be
mentioned that one of the main Schmitt's purposestav show that an a priori identity between saaie the
political could not be established, for indeed 8tate can become an apolitical legal or administat
machine. A process that he thought was one of tiiegirable trends of modernity, as he denouncel wit
dismay inPolitisches Theologie Il: “today one can no longer define politics inrtexr of the State; on the
contrary what we can still call the State today tmngersely be defined and understood from thetipall
(quoted by Strong, 2005; xv).

29 Schmitt argues iffhe Crisis of Parliamentary Democracy that this imperative of identity comes
from the legitimacy requirements imposed by demogréhat is the only one that contains a substantiv
principle of identity: the people. Liberalism, Sclingirgues, lacks any substantive principle of idgnihich
makes it incapable to grasp the inherent politiisiinction: the definition of a we against a thét885; p.
34).
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that the state itself is “always complex and inegtain sense in itself pluralistic” (Sluga,

2008; 98). Yet he quickly qualifies this interndialism as secondary and parasitic:
...next to the primary political decisions and untlee protection of the decision
taken, numerous secondary concepts of the poliéoanate... Notwithstanding, the
state encompasses and relativizes all these asggheFinally even more banal forms
of politics appear, forms which assume parasite @aritature-like configurations.
What remains here from the original friend-enemguging is only some sort of
antagonistic moment... In usual domestic polemiesword political is today often
used interchangeably with party politics (...) Téguation politics = party politics is
possible whenever antagonisms among domestic gablitparties succeed in
weakening the all-embracing political unit, thetstal'he intensification of internal
antagonisms has the effect of weakening the comdentity vis-a-vis another state
(...) If one wants to speak of politics in the @xitof the primacy of internal politics,
then this conflict no longer refers to war betweeganized nations but to civil war
(Schmitt, 2007b; 31-32).

In light of this, it seems justified to argue ti&thmitt privileged the decision over
pluralism in his conception of the political. Plliya becomes, though necessary perhaps,
secondary at best, nothing more than a preconditi@i has to be relativized -or
eliminated- for the true sense of the political dome into existence. The political,
understood in terms of a decision regarding thegrg friend-enemy, ends up standing in
a zero-sum relationship to pluralism, which Schiseiit] is essential to the political.

This contradiction becomes all the more perplexifgye ask: where does the
political take place? Hardly in the internal lifetbe state, which ends up resembling more
a “prepolitical” stage’ Schmitt's emphasis on the decision leads to tHimk the most
authentic political relations -where the enmity ahds the possibility of violent struggle
become more intense- are those amongst statesisThiste strange, for if according to
Schmitt the “core of the political idea” manife#iself in the monopoly over the decision,
to locate the political in the international realvould be to suggest that such a monopoly

can emerge in that space. But this would lead chs@t knew all too well, to a universe in

stead of a pluriverse: that is, to the end of thidipal.

30 In this sense, Leo Strauss is right in his ar@gigpf Schmitt, when he says that the later did not
achieve to transcend the liberal frame of mind,rideed, in his attempt to affirm the primacy o holitical,
he ended up depoliticizing the inner life of thatst The same vice that he criticized in liberal{Strauss,
2007; 99-122).
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This contradiction illustrates well the puzzlingtur@ of the relationship between
violence and politics. Violence -contained in tresgibility of enmity- is constitutive of a
certain kind of relationship -the political. Butnever ceases to threaten that of which is
constitutive. By stressing too much the decisioardtie enemy, the concept of the political
becomes fragile, unstable and impossible to loddteover, it is difficult to see what the
value of recognising the autonomy of the politicauld be if plurality is eliminated from
the equation. For it was the contingency it conveyolitical life that, according to

Schmitt, provided life with its specific human mesan

Arendt responds:. the primacy of plurality
No less interested than Schmitt in asserting thteraumy and primacy of the political,
Arendt too found necessary to talk about the mhatf the latter to violence. But she did
realise that plurality and the violence of decisstand in a tense and, in the last instance,
contradictory relationship, and in view of this sheertly privileged the pluralistic aspect of
the political. What is more significant, in ordey attain this purpose, she considered
necessary to dismiss violence and sovereignty etiheg as political phenomenons. Hence,
it might be a useful illustration of the constitigirelation of violence to politics, to show
that Arendt was no more successful in expellindevioe from the political, than the jurist
was in avoiding the destructive effect of violeme®l decision on the political.

If for Arendt “violence is a marginal phenomenorthe political realm” (1990; 19),
that is because both concepts have a contradintdyre. While plurality is the distinctive
character of the political, violence is solitaryhile in politics human beings display the
power of speech they are endowed with, violencsilent; politics is the sphere where
individuals act in concert, whilst violence hasdim with the imposition of one will over
another.

In order to understand how, in Arendt's politicallpsophy, both concepts oppose
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each other, let us start outlining the main feauwfethe political. Perhaps its most defining
aspect is that, for Arendt, politics rests on thet fof human plurality (Sluga, 2008; 92):
“plurality is specificallythe condition -not only theonditio sine qua non, but theconditio

per quam- of all political life” (1958; 7). The politicalgathers us together and yet prevents
our falling over each other, so to speak...”, iths space with the power to “gather [men]
together, to relate them and separate them” (Arek®88; 53). That is, the political is the
space where plurality, with the distinctions itnide of -that which separates- is realized
and not, like in Schmitt, relativized or qualifie@ihere, on the contrary, individuals get
together by talking from their different standpsineand it is by virtue of this getting
together that they can create a common space \liyecan define more clearly and make
apparent to others their own positions (Sluga, 20@$, only then the possibilities open up
for them to act irconcert and realise their freedomh.

Action, politics and freedom are, in Arendt's vodaly, inextricably linked.
Freedom becomes possible thanks to the humanyatailiact, which Arendt defines as a
spontaneous break with the normal standards ofydagrbehaviour. To act is to add
something new to the world, not predetermined biergx rules whatsoever. But this
impulse to act, which is the impulse to assertdose, can only spring in the political
realm, where plurality comes into being -by wayspkech. “Action... corresponds to the
human condition of plurality” (Arendt, 1958; 7),daise the individuals' desire to act can
only originate in the process whereby they redhser differences to others. The political is
the realm of freedom and action, where the truljnédn meaning of life unfolds (Canovan,
1992; 111-136).

Now it might become clearer why violence cannot bhecording to Arendt,
constitutive of politics. Violence, to begin wittends to be the negation of plurality or at

least it does not care for it. Its effective deph@nt does not require the presence of others:

31 Plurality means, Arendt writes, that “we aretladl same, that is human, in such a way that nolsody
ever the same as anyone else who ever lived, livesill live” (1958; 8).
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one single person can dominate as many as theiv®@neans at his disposal allow him to.
Hence violence tends to be a solitary activity; ey it does not need plurality, it tends to
eliminate it, for violence's measure of successhes suppression or the silencing of a
different will (Arendt, 1970; 35-42).

Hannah Arendt makes a fundamental distinction bestwmower and force: “Power
corresponds to the human ability not just to adttbuact in concert. Power is never the
property of an individual; it belongs to a grouglaemains in existence only so long as the
group keeps together. When we say of someone ¢higt'im power' we actually refer to his
being empowered by a certain number of people taratheir name” (1970; 44). The
traditional mistake is, says Arendt, to identifywss with the ability to make someone
obey, whereas this definition actually bears m@&semblance to violence. Power, on the
contrary, refers to the ability to act in concedd,the formation of a common will, as
opposed to the instrumentalization of another's (wibermas, 1977; 4F.

It becomes clear why power is the matter of pdignd violence is not. To come
into existence, power requires plurality; violemeceontrast can dispense with the numbers:
“The extreme form of power is All against One, tetreme form of violence is One
against All” (Arendt, 1970; 42% Power not only comes into being in the politicil:
enables the later and allows for its permanenae fefers to the possibility of a plurality
of individuals acting in concert. Hence for actiand freedom, the substance of the
political, to be possible there needs to be poWwkat is why Arendt does not hesitate in
establishing a negative relation of violence to egvand therefore to the political as well:
“violence can always destroy power: what nevergranv out of it is power” (1970; 56).

A final distinction between violence and power wmkes to the reasons why the

32 “The grammar of action: that action is the onlyrian faculty that demands a plurality of men; and
the syntax of power: that power is the only humtribaite which applies solely to the worldly in-baten
space by which men are mutually related...” (Are@@80; 175).

33 “In distinction to strength, which is the giftcdhithe possession of every man in his isolationnaga
all other men, power comes into being only if andew men join themselves together for the purpose of
action” (Arendt, 1990; 175).
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political, for Arendt, has an indubitable autonomryd supremacy: violence can only be
instrumental; it is always employed in pursuanceetain ends, whereas power is an end
in itself. For power and the political are the vergconditions that allow a political group -
by putting together a plurality of individuals- start thinking about its ends. That is, the
political is the realm where the significance oé thuman condition manifests itself: the
ability to begin something new and undeterminede(@it, 1958; 7-21).

In their re-appreciation of the political, Schrattid Arendt shared grounds, as well
as in the critical view of liberalism, although, oburse, the ferocity of the jurist's anti-
liberalism is by no means paralleled by the phidsy. However, Arendt too complained
that liberalism, against its intentions, tendedeagrade politics and hence freedom, due to a
lack of understanding of both concepts and how ihéynately relate each other. [@n
Revolution, she finds the most remarkable achievement ofdtelutionary moment, to be
its realisation that freedom, the beginning of stinimg new, could only be accomplished
by participation in the public realm. And she mauithat ever since, the emphasis of
political thought and practice has been shiftirggrfrpublic freedom to civil liberty. Arendt
is quite explicit in criticizing the traditionalderal view that freedom can only mean
freedomfrom politics and power: “Freedom -she laments- haleshplaces; it resides no
longer in the public realm but in the private ldecitizens and so must be defended against
the public and its power”. And then she scornfidlynmarises the ideal implicit in this
wicked vision: “To establish a mechanism of goveenmadministration through which
men could control their rulers and still... haveei not required for the supervision or
choice of the public agents, or the enactment wfs)aso that their attention may be
exclusively given to their personal interests” (Adg 1990; 136-137).

In contrast, for Arendt “political freedom... meathe right 'to be a participator in
government’, or it means nothing” (1990; 218). Hemte finds deeply perturbing, as

Schmitt also did, the confusion that leads to #duction of the political to the legal. Law
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is placed as the higher principle whose value @srivom the fact that it restricts power:
“Freedom and power have parted company, and thefufaequating of power with
violence... and of government with a necessarytaslbegun” (Arendt, 1990; 137).

What is at stake here is not merely a conceptu#lsoon. In a world were only law
rules, power and the political will shrink. Thusnan life would be at risk of losing what
makes it meaningful, its capacity for action, tlesult being “conformism, behaviourism,
and automatism in human affairs... pure adminisinat mass society... [and] the rule of
nobody” (Arendt, 1958; 43-46). And not only thdtetmore power is hindered, the more
violence will make its presence felt. Every deceemspower, says Arendt, is an invitation
to violence, which becomes the only resource apildor individuals that have been
deprived of their capacity to act. Those who fealver slipping from their hands hardly
resist the temptation of substituting it for vioben(Arendt, 1970; 79-81). In this point we
can better grasp the negative relationship thahdtrestablishes between power/politics
and violence: the autonomy and superiority of tbktipal needs to be ascertained in order
to reduce the threat of violence.

Here it becomes apparent how Hannah Arendt, sgaftiom similar concerns,
reached opposite conclusions to those of Schmitsehrching for a vision of the political
that accounted for its plurality and declared iisoaomy and superiority -not at all unlike
Schmitt- she, unlike him, found violence to be oonstitutive of politics but entirely alien
to it. Now, we saw that, in Schmitt's view, deciggn and the potential violence it conveys
sprang from the irreducible diversity of the paoli, and we pointed out that the emphasis
on decision ended up putting into question thegalleplurality of the political. It would
seem that Arendt's awareness of this contradi¢éidrher to argue that violence stands in a
negative relation to the political. However, to eed in arguing this, she would have had
to face the Schmittian question and deny that @tera of the political calls for decision

and sovereignty: this element of arbitrariness thdtorn out and reiterated by the ever
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present possibility of violence.

That is indeed what Arendt tried to do, to deny ploditical character of decision
and sovereignty: “in the realm of human affairse-skaims- sovereignty and tyranny are
the same” (1990; 153). Because sovereignty is awhg imposition of one will over
another, an arbitrary decision among given optiahgemains closer to violence and
tyranny** than to politics. Sovereignty is solipsist anceisi] for in principle it does not
require speech or deliberation, nor the companiatlers. Because it implies the negation
of a defeated will, it denies plurality and as sopposes power and the political, as is clear
in the imperative according to which sovereigntgd®to be one and indivisible. Rather
than bringing together, it separates rulers froteduand leaves the latter powerless
(Arendt, 1985; 234-236). This characterisation @& too different from the Schmittian
decision: indeterminate and arbitrary, with a v@idhat derives only from itself (Kalyvas,
2004; 326-330). Only that for Arendt these attrdsubf the decision expel it altogether
from political life. Decision can never be the Isasi a political body, for it always relies on

violence®

Thereturn of violence
What remains to be analysed in this chapter is thisvhat extent was Hannah Arendt
successful in her attempt to expel, from her owdenstanding of the political, the violence

of sovereign decision?

34 Arendt defines tyranny as a regime founded olenice, following the classical distinction accoigli
to which tyranny is a form of government not bouwhds law. In turn, drawing from the aforementioned
discussion on power and law, Arendt points out thatfunction of laws is to restrict violence apoged to
power (Arendt, 1990; 141-154).

35 Hannah Arendt mourns, in her distinct pessimistne, the moment that political theory foundeal th
realm of politics on sovereignty -first the mondsctihen substituted by the People and the Natsrthe
moment when the modern tragedy begun. For herwthssthe terrible mistake by the French revolutitasa
in founding the republic in the sovereignty of theople, and here she almost paraphrases Schnfittein
Crisis of Parliamentary Democracy (1985) The people, says Arendt, cannot discuss nor dedaliehiss and
applaud; it cannot have opinions, for it lacks @ateflocutor against which to articulate them. Th# ofithe
people can only express itself with violence arattinulate noises, it can only respond to whatisd asked
with acclamations and plebiscites. Arendt everofed Schmitt in that he who has decided beforehamat w
those questions should be is the dictator, theprgger and the educator that imposes his rule iblent
means. But she refuses to believe that this cam floeindation for a political body, for that bodynoat be
political (1990; 140ss), whereas Schmitt believet this was the only form that was left to modeoiitics.
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Her distinction between violence and power is ilinating in that it shows the
negative side of the relationship between violeand politics, but her aim seems to be
more radical than that. She wants to show thaewimé cannot have a positive, constitutive
role in the political. It is here that her succbesomes at least dubious.

When trying to defend this point, Arendt falls irdmbiguities. InOn Violence, she
comments that governments always have superiovty the means of violence, but that
they can deploy them effectively only if they hgyawer (1970; 49). Here violence and
power would seem to coexist as inseparable ataghaf a government, even though their
relationship is negative. Yet, only a few page®rlashe affirms something of a quite
different nature, that “non-violent power is redantf (56). Clearly, the idea that power
can only exist in the absence of violence is irmedable with the notion that power makes
effective the use of physical force, which implieat both can coexist.

In the same spirit, Arendt argues that “violence e&vays destroy power: what
never can grow out of it is power” (1970; 56). Howe somewhere else she accepts that,
in certain occasions, violence might be needed #&kemexplicit power, as happens in
revolutions, but then violence is no more essetiar0; 49). Yet, this becomes difficult to
sustain if we consider what would happen if in saithations the revolutionaries failed to
effectively exert violence in thelecisve moment? Can a power exist that due to its
invisibility passes unnoticed by its members? Agsgnthe Arendtian link between power
and action, is there not a contradiction, for heovid not aware of its ability to act will
hardly venture into the ocean of action?

Marx saw in such amdecison one of the principal causes for the defeat of the
proletarian revolutions of 1848 in France. It wagduse the proletariat failed to blow the
final strike in the decisive moment, that the sbdamocratic leaders were allowed to
dominate the positions of power that the revolwioes had gained for them. And, Marx

adds, the defeat was also due to proletarians'dsetptive belief that they could be
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emancipated along a bourgeois Provisional Reputiiat is, due to their incapability to
identify their enemy. Their reaction came only tat: their power had already banished as
a result of theiindecision to use force, and the unawareness of their owrepdat this
revealed (Marx, 1977; 45-55). And the line betwesserting this and affirming that, in
certain situations, power can born out of violeisceertainly too thirf®

Now, we saw that in Schmitt the monopoly of decgisiwas a logical necessity
arising from the constant struggle, always potdgtiaiolent, that accompanied the
plurality of political life. In a situation whereonsuperior norm exists that can resolve
differences -as she obviously acknowledged and estcomed-, what prevents in Arendt's
account, a plurality of viewpoints from potentiathgcoming violent struggle? Apparently
her desire to expel violence obliged her to rensdent regarding this point. This is quite
strange since, though rather obliquely, she ackexdgdd the antagonistic dimension of the
political when she characterized politics as a heglgf conflict (Arendt, 1958; 63-64). She
claimed that the plurality of the political can prxist within certain boundaries -the state
in modern times- but never addressed the questibaw this unity is achieved in a context
of conflictive diversity —for her, not through timeonopoly of decision, nor of legitimate
violence to be sure. In this sense, rather thawigiragy an answer, she avoided the problem
that motivated Schmitt's decisionism (Sluga, 20@R) >’

Finally, Arendt's denial of sovereignty as partlod political relies on an altogether
rejection of the will that, as Andreas Kalyvas sots very difficult to sustain. For, in spite

of all its arbitrariness, isolation and violendeg tsovereign will still retains a fundamental

36 Habermas is also critic of Arendt in this poiht:force has always belonged to the means for
acquiring and holding on to positions of legitimai@wver. In modern states this struggle for politipawer
has even been institutionalized” (1977; 18).

37 In her discussion of the etymological root @wl', nomos, Arendt emphasises the territorial sense of
the word. Now, in her vision law, rather than segiag men, establishes a relationship among them. B
clearly in her own terms law could not be a solutto the potential conflicts arising from this lging
together of pluralities (1958; 62-64). Nor can wtolited communication or universal reason be andtian
solution: she claimed that there inevitably is @ ¢@tween opinion and knowledge, which in my opinio
leaves open the possibility of final disagreemétalfermas, 1977; 18-23). To my mind, it remains atery
what, in Arendt's perspective, prevents this peenarpossibility of conflict from reaching a violent
resolution.
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political character: its decision is not bound te-pstablished determinations and hence it
is a new beginning that cannot be so easily seg@rtom actior?® Will and political
freedom cannot stand as opposites, for the willtrhase a close relationship to the human
ability to act and conceive new projects; nor camgdity be divorced from the will, which

is in itself a source of radical alterity and cogéncy (Kalyvas, 2004; 329-33%).

Arendt rightly saw that the decision, arising otipotential violent struggle, tends
to act against the plurality of the political; y&,acknowledge plurality necessarily leaves
open the back-door for conflict and the possibitityviolence. This is the circle that every
theory dealing with the relationship between paditand violence is drawn to. Violence
always comes back as a haunting spectre, as aearl of understanding the political as a
sphere of plurality and freedom. It cannot helpcédl violence anti-political. One would
only have to add that politics contains in itsék terms of its own negation, but that is far

from being a satisfactory solution.

38 Kalyvas quotes Hobbes in his support: he whoth@gpower to make laws is free from subjection,
for “nor is it possible for any person to be boundhimselfe; because he that can bind, can releas;
therefore he that is bound to himselfe onely, ishound” (Kalyvas, 329).

39 According to Kalyvas, in her later writings Adinrecognised that the will is inseparable from
political freedom, due to its inherent capacitypegin something new. However, she never managetke
this compatible with her notion of political freedo She kept separating will and decision from prait
freedom, relegating them to the freedom of therimaklife of the mind (2004; 339-340).
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I11. Towardsa political grammar of violence

Let us recall the impossible puzzle that violermaresents to political theory, as formulated
in the first chapter. It is the imperative of maaigy that violence has to be legitimated in
the political sphere; yet physical force, whichrasgundamental to politics, permanently
sheds doubt over the legitimacy of the politicaé ¥&w how this contradiction is expressed
in the political theories of Arendt and Schmitte thermanent possibility of violent rift is
rooted in the contingent and plural condition ofdam politics; yet, simultaneously, the
measure of arbitrariness that violence always cggmtlareatens the plurality of the political
-without which concepts like consent and legitimaegome meaningless, according to our
authors. There cannot be way out this circle far #imple reason that there is not a
principle or morality exterior to the political thean tell us when violence is legitimate.

It is as if this puzzle imposed its own constraiats thought, its own grammar.
Hannah Arendt and Carl Schmitt, from different sfawints, tried to escape from this circle
but they ended up returning to the same groundghathey actually never abandoned. It is
this puzzle that sets the ground on of which atigali grammar of violence can be
reconstructed, a task to which | turn my attentmm this chapter.

Here a sketch is proposed of a common grammar, matdef Arendt and Schmitt's
vocabularies. For, in spite of their irreconcilaliléferences, both authors agreed with
Hobbes in that the supremacy of the political lodse affirmed in order to control violence.
Our purpose is not to achieve a higher synthesrsthiere cannot be a higher truth in this
matter; nor do we intend to side with one or anothaker, for this is not a question of
either-or. Both are seen as necessary terms icdhstruction of a political grammar of

violence. Let us first say a word on Machiavellda@lausewitz, for these thinkers might

43



guide us in the task that lies ahead of us.

A word on Machiavelli and Clausewitz
A frequent interpretation has it that for Machidvde ends always justify the means, and
that this implies a bold acceptance of violencet Bis too easily leads to mistake. To
begin with, if the ends can justify the meanssitbecause there are no higher, unifying
principles with which to judge. Machiavelli's mod#y consists in his acceptance of the
contingency of political life, a world of moral uvextainty where the good is no longer
obvious?® Such a world acquires its own, unpredictable lpgither than saying that the
ends define the means, Machiavelli accepts thenaatg of politics and declares that this
activity dictates a particular kind of means. Amsinnem is certainly violence, and when it
is necessary, Machiavelli recommends to use itlp@dd bravely (Wolin, 2004; 186-194).
Yet strength and decision can never suffice, fortl®, ungovernable and indifferent to
our purposes, can always give to human effortsrg gigferent destiny to that originally
intended. Moreover, Machiavelli knew well that \@nte always adds instability to a world
already unbearably uncertain. He recounts, inLfis of Castruccio Castracani, the last
words that Castruccio spoke to his son:
If 1 had ever thought, my dear son, that Fortunaildavant to cut me off in the
midst of the path | was following towards that fathat | had promised myself to
gain... | would have been content with ruling Luecal Pisa, and would never have
subdued the Pistoians and angered the Florentinaglicting so much damage on
them... But Fortune, who claims to be the arbifealbhuman affairs, did not give
me enough astuteness to recognise her workinggnough time to be able to
overcome her (2003; 30-31).

Machiavellianvirtu demands not only the bravery of the warrior, It Prudence

that measures the dose of force, that carefullgktsithe convenience of the violent means

40 Says Machiavelli in thBrince: “Some things seem to be virtuous, but if they pue into practice
will be ruinous... other things seem vices, yeiuif into practice will bring the prince securitydawell-being”
(quoted by Wolin, 2004; 203)
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in view of a higher, political entf. In the insuperable contingency of human affairgy o
virtu can contain the uncertainty and destruction, thetappable spiral of enmity that
violence creates/irtu can never recommend cruelty: it cannot be calie, Machiavelli
writes in thePrince, to “slaughter your citizens, to betray your fdento be without faith,
without pity, without religion” (quoted by Brown0PR3; xv). Moreover, political power and
prestige can even make violence unnecessary, adidladi learned from the.ife of
Castruccio Castracani:

So... he set off with six hundred cavalry to Romkere he was received by Henry

with the greatest honour: and in the shortest spademe his presence so greatly

refurbished the prestige of the imperial party thwéthout bloodshed or any other

violence, order was completely restored (2003; Apt2

In short, the Machiavelliarvirtu that can contain violence is the Prudence of
subjecting it to the superior laws of politics. 36 a lesson that Clausewitz learned all too
well from Machiavelli, of which he was an avid aatlentive reader. When he famously
declared war to be the continuation of politicsdifier means, he did not intend, as the
usual interpretation has it, to equate politics aietence nor to praise violence, not even to
affirm that both obey the same logic. Quite thetay. What Clausewitz tried to develop
was a system that allowed thinking of war as pathe political whole, so that violence
could be thought as a means to be subjected torules of the political realm.
Unhesitatingly, Clausewitz, as Machiavelli, dectarthe autonomy and superiority of
politics over violence. They shall never be confusehe functions of the military leader
and the head of the state must always be sepaatethe former subjected to the dictates
of the later (Aron, 1983; 86).

From first hand experience the officer of the Piarsarmy knew that the passions

41 Hence the qualities of Castruccio, an ideal pthe Machiavellian hero: “... in every activitlyat
required strength or skill there was no man whddsurpass him. In addition to these accomplishmdris
manners demonstrated an inestimable modesty; hanewes seen to do a single thing or say a singlel wo
which could cause offence, and he was respectfhigelders, modest with his peers, and courteousst
inferiors” (Machiavelli, 2003; 7).

42 And in thePrince, Machiavelli comments on the ruler: “the great&r druelty, the weaker does his
regime become” (quoted by Wolin, 2004; 200).
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that come about in the struggle acquire an unpiade logic of their own, that can
potentially lead to total annihilation. For passionight strengthen the enemy's will so as to
resist surrender until anything short of total &mation (Aron, 1983; 110-118). Violence
acquires a devastating autonomy, says Raymond Aifore disregard the origin and the
end of the struggle” (1983; 91). For Clausewitz ploétical is, so to speak, the intelligence
that can moderate the passions of violence by giarhorizon to the struggle; for the
political end of a war is always a certain kindpaface or order. The rise of extremes can
only be avoided, according to Clausewitz, if thetoaomy and superiority of the political is

asserted, and if violence is made subject to lesr(Aron, 1983; 69-94).

The perilsof depoliticization
Both Hannah Arendt and Carl Schmitt not only deézhthe autonomy of the political, but
they followed Machiavelli's teaching; at least, timeir works the idea is implied that
violence has to be subjected to the superior rofgsolitics. Hence none of them could
have attributed to violence a positive value ferotvn saké&®

Before showing how in Arendt's and Schmitt's gramriee political regulates
violence, let us start by explaining the negativee sof this relationship, that is, how
depoliticization brings about an increase in thesgalities of violence and its destructive
potential. A diagnosis that both our authors aged

Schmitt explains this danger through his attackliberalism. He sees in this
philosophy a tendency to shrink the realm of pwditiby subsuming all plurality and
referring all conflicts to single criteria -alledgaheutral, objective or universal. As we saw,
for liberalism, Schmitt criticizes, there are nalifocal conflicts: only moral, economic,

scientific problems that can always be negotiatedesolved by resorting to “objective

“3 That this is true for Hannah Arendt needs no furthelanation; that it is also true for Schmitclear
from his own words inrRoman Catholicism and Political Form: “No political system can survive even a
generation with only naked techniques of holdingr@o To the political belongs the idea, becauseeti'eno
politics without authority and no authority withcan ethos of belief” (Pan, 2008; 52).
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truth”. The trouble is that when a struggle arisea conflict persists, one of the parties will
be blamed for not being able to realize the objecttandard that would lead to an
equilibrium: the enemy will be declared amoraleconomical, unscientific, and the failure
to reach a solution will be attributed to his lask reason, morality, etcetera (Schmitt,
2007b, 65-72).

The danger, according to Schmitt, lies in liberals incapacity to understand the
irreducible plurality of politics. In stead, thédiral tendency is to neutralize differences by
referring them to universal concepts in the hopet this will eliminate conflict. Yet ,
Schmitt warns, conflict will not be eliminated; ¢ime contrary: its political meaning will
escalate to such an extent that it will outflow bdlundaries and its violence will be
unleashed, and he exemplifies this by imagining homar waged in the name of humanity
would look like. The enemy will be declared immeoriatational, unscientific, an evil in
sum whose humanity will be denied; all restraihist torevented total annihilation will be
set apart. War is driven to the most extreme inmityaas a result of denying the
irreducible plurality and contingency of the paél (Schmitt, 2007b; 55).

Schmitt places his example in the realm of inteomal relations, but Arendt puts
forward another illustration of the effects of deahg the supremacy of whatever moral
category over the political. That was the case Vagitism: parties that declared themselves
to be the authentic representatives of a morahtytranshistoric spirit of the whole nation,
objectively superior to the partial struggles angingterested parties (Arendt, 1999; 293-
343). No moral or political limits can be imposeda violence that is directed against an
enemy that is seen as evil, as an obstacle fordhkzation of a transhistorical, eternal
truth. For total annihilation seems too little &prin comparison to what is at stake (Aron,
1975; 195-196).

Here Arendt and Schmitt show us the unstoppablenee that, according to them,

comes as a result of two versions of depoliticaatAnd both point to an additional reason
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why the shrinkage of the political can lead to aorease in violence: the reduction of
power. Both were concerned about the powerlesgoestich an increasing emphasis on
legalism and neutrality inevitably leads.

We explained earlier Arendt's idea that a decréag®wer increases individuals'
readiness to recur to violence, inasmuch as theyleprived of any other means of action.
She also argued that powerlessness leaves suleieiscelessness against violence, an
idea that runs all throughotibe Origins of the Totalitarianism: by reducing the political to
the rule of law, the liberal-bourgeois traditiondhlaelped to prepare the grounds for the
success of totalitarian regimes based on violemcktarror. For what legalism promoted
was the creation of individuals that, separatednftbeir peers, enclosed in the reduced
world of their personal business, had lost all rotof how to act and exert power. Thus
Arendt explains the relatively little resistancatthotalitarian regimes found (1999; 385-
407)

We find a strikingly similar diagnosis in Schmith Legality and Legitimacy, he
claims that the tendency to reduce politics torteetrality of law will bring in the end, via
a loss of power, nothing but rule by sheer forcé domination: “More precisely: laws do
not rule; they are valid as norms (...) The fir&tual meaning of the fundamental 'principle
of legality’ of all state lies ultimately in thectathat there is no longer any government or
obedience in general because only impersonal, walichs are being applied (...) A closed
system of legality grounds the claim to obedienug jastifies the suspension of every right
of resistance” (Schmitt, 2004; 4). And later on iBdh states rather boldly that the rule of
law amounts to a rule by force not unlike absointisThe concept of legality inherits the
situation established by princely absolutism: djpeadly, the elimination of every right to

resistance and the 'grand right' to unconditiobaidence” (10).

44 And she explains further: Totalitarian regimedychad to destroy those legal protections that kep
men safe from the annoyances of public life, st th@se bourgeois who had lost all passion foiirditbn
fell upon one another, thereby forming that anonysnmass that, deprived of all plurality and abitiyact,
melted into a single will that was so easy to datarby violent means (Arendt, 1999; 385-407).
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What Schmitt attacks is the liberal idea -that Altenriticized too- that equates
politics with violence, so that men will gain fremd and peace as the political recedes. It is
the illusion that all political conflicts can beswmved by referring them to supposedly
neutral, objective categories, and hence struggleveolence will eventually disappear. Yet
politics, Schmitt argues, will not banish. Evehi&é dream of a society ruled by technology,
legality or the laws of commerce was some day tmegoneutrality would not exist, for
there will always be someone in possession of kedgeé and in control of technical
means.

What would disappear is the possibility of politicaction and the free and
indeterminate election of ends that goes with utleRwill become invisible and its alleged
objectivity or neutrality will make it incontestabl Translated into Arendtian: power will
recede whereas only domination and force will sedce

We now can point at two aspects of the politicangmar of violence that Arendt
and Schmitt suggest. To begin with, they warn uthefdangerous tendency to justify the
use of force by referring it to allegedly “apoldlt categories that, in virtue of their
neutrality, objectivity or whatever transcendenars placed above politics. The implicit
risk is that which Machiavelli and Clausewitz dreddthat the means will establish their
rule, that the logic of violence might acquire amo@momy that can only lead to total
annihilation. When physical force is put in thevsee of humanity, of progress or truth, it
might too easily become an end in itself. For lence is made a means of purification
and salvation, its sole exercise will become redammnd purifying®

On the contrary, for Machiavelli and Clausewitzlgice always has a destructive,
negative nature that has to be accounted for wheasing it as a means to a political end.

Which is to say that violence need always be insémntal: only one among several options,

4> And we will end up saying with Sartre that “viotn.. can heal the wounds it has inflicted” (qudigd
Arendt, 1970; 21).
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and never an end “in and for itself” (Aron, 19783).*° Simmel notes that when a conflict
is caused by a superior object, the fight is imgiple limited, for other means can always
be found to solve the problem, as opposed to th&tgins in which only subjective
feelings govern the struggle (1964; 22-28). Andshieuld add that those ends ought to be
always political. What this means is that the erglgh as humanity, progress, freedom,
salvation, even law- that can potentially sandtifg violent means need to be distrusted. At
least it ought to be asked to what extent thoss ead be political.

Now, we learned from Schmitt that we cannot deteembeforehand what is
political; every conflict can become political depéng on the intensity it acquires.
However, Schmitt and Arendt tell us that when ad enters the political realm it enters a
space of contingency and uncertainty, containipfueality of ends that cannot be arranged
in a final and stable hierarchy. Machiavelli@ntu can only take place in a world where
Fortune remains ungovernable. Prudence requiresahsciousness of the uncertainty of
the political world, the careful election of meanwiew of political ends that can never be
absolute nor certain. Hence those ends that, ietdpdor not, seek to eliminate the
plurality of the political cannot be political. @gories that declare themselves apolitical
know no boundaries and limits in time -they canhet historicized, in Balibar's words
(2002; 29-31). Those ends lose sight of their b@gmn and finality, and Clausewitz warns
us about the violence that is separated from iigirer and political end: it acquires an
autonomy that always takes the direction of the ofsextremes.

Closely connected to this is a second aspect thadliacal grammar of violence
should consider. Schmitt and Arendt warn us of tlaager of referring violence to

impersonal categories and thus hiding their peapats, which is, for them, a result of

46 This does not even exclude the use of violencerdeolutionary purposes, but only insofar as
violence is employed as a means towards the achimvieof a political end that is claimed as justicater
we will say something about the regulative rolg #iaims to justice might have over violence. Wisawvorth
stressing here is that the end should be distihgble from the means. The justice of the end +iewolution
or liberation- cannot be regarded as just becduseachieved through violence. In the rhetoridasicism, for
instance, violence acquired a moral status as aokdeing that made it inseparable from the endthef
fascist revolution (Aron, 1975; 195-212).
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depoliticization. As we are about to see, this depealisation increases the perils of

violence, as it hinders the power that, as Arerglied, can solely contain them.

Decision and total annihilation
In making the decision the core of the politicatag Schmitt was clearly signalling the
arbitrary character that is intrinsic to the plisat world of politics. “Looked at
normatively, the decision emanates from nothinghess/s Schmitt (2005; 31-32), and in
saying so he is picturing a political realm in whiaction takes place devoid of any
permanent rules that could orient conduct. Her®ihe Fortune that the Machiavellian hero
constantly tries to seduce with his virtue, an cagsble contingency whose overwhelming
presence Arendt, of course, recognised too. Indicsimstance, for Schmitt the decision is
neither worth praising nor something to lamenis gimply inevitable. As we have seen, by
referring to the exception, Schmitt shows thatél#évery other order, the legal order rests
on a decision and not on a norm” (Schmitt, 20093; 10

Perhaps the Schmittian stress on the sovereigrsidegpoints to the necessity of
making the decision visible, politically meaningfWhat the author finds despicable in the
trend towards depoliticization and neutralization their tendency to hide, behind
supposedly objective procedures or technical, morajuridical knowledge, both the
decision and who is taking it. The result is dortiova by sheer force, as suggested in
Legality and Legitimacy:

An unconditional equivalence of law with the reésubf any particular formal

process, therefore, would only be blind subordoratio the pure decision of the

offices entrusted with lawmaking, in other wordsjecision detached from every

substantive relation to... justice, and, consedyesm unconditional renunciation of

any resistance (Schmitt, 2004; 21).

Hence there is more to decision than mere wilfuhe@andment (Sluga, 2008; 100).

Schmitt suggests, though almost in passing, andigtn between the “pure decision” and

an authentic “political decision”. Only the firstn®, that which hides itself behind
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procedures and legal norms, is entirely arbitrary:

The emptiness of mere majority calculus deprivegsiliey of all persuasive power.

Its neutrality, first of all, is neutrality towarthe difference between justice and

injustice. The possibility of injustice, the pogkilp of the “tyrant”, is eliminated

from the world only through a formal sleight of lamamely, only by no longer
calling injustice injustice and tyrant tyrant... @éver has this majority would no
longer do injustice, but rather everything he daedransformed into... legality

(Schmitt, 2004; 29)

What accounts for the arbitrariness of such a @mtis that it does not assume
itself as such; instead, it claims fallaciouslyb®a necessity imposed by the logic of some
allegedly neutral principle: law, procedures, reasgicetera. Such a decision eliminates all
possibility of judgement, for he who fails to sé® mecessity will be declared as irrational
or unlawful. On the contrary, what distinguishes golitical decision is that, in assuming
itself as such -as one possibility among many sthieneeds to make a claim to justice:

...the party in legal possession of power... mtsslfi determine and judge every

concrete and politically important application ars of the concept of legality and

illegality. That is its inalienable right. Howevaet,is just as much an inalienable
right of the minority... to render judgement itseifer not merely its own concrete
legality or illegality, but also over that of themosing party in control of the means

of state power (Schmitt, 2004; 33).

In sum, it is its political character that preveatsiecision from becoming mere
domination by force. For a political decision isvalys contestable, insofar as it requires to
claim itself as just.

Naturally, it has to be someone who decides and jutiges the correctness of the
decision made. Schmitt's decisionism highlights pleesonalistic element that is always
present in politics and that has to be accounted‘itois always asked who is entitled to
decide those actions for which the constitution @sakio provision; that is, who is
competent to act when the legal system fails tovanghe question of competence”
(Schmitt, 2005; 11). “Who decides?” is, for Schimattquestion that shall always be asked,

and thus he turns to criticize the revolutionargrieh tradition, for making the sovereign an

impersonal mana:
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The sovereign, who in the deistic view of the wpedgen if conceived as residing
outside the world, had remained the engineer of gteat machine, has been
radically pushed aside. The machine now runs bsifits The general will of
Rousseau became identical with the will of the seigm; but simultaneously the
concept of the general also contained a quantatetermination with regard to its
subject, which means that the people became theraign. The decisionistic and
personalistic element in the concept of sovereigmg thus lost. The will of the
people is always good: “The people are always ousi’ Said Emmanuel Sieyes,

“In whatever manner a nation expresses its wisit@s,enough that it wishes...”

(Schmitt, 2005; 48).

The virtu that Machiavelli recommended, and that can onlytaio the destructive
effects of violence, can only be personal. It iwagls a judgement, a decision about the
appropriateness of the violent means in relatiothéodesired ends. It is a political virtue
because it requires accepting that Fortune is wmgable, because it takes place in the
risky realm of irreducible plurality that is thelgizal. Machiavellan virtue is inseparable
from “the ability and willingness to risk the patial” (Schmitt, 2005; 13). It requires
bravery to take the risks, and prudence to avoignash as possible the violence they
contain?’ For Prudence can only exist if, on the one harid,accepted that the decision is
only one among the others; on the other, if itékrn@mwledged that the consequences of
action are uncertain.

What this suggests is that violence can never tiatdid by the circumstances or by
the law, nor by any principle exterior to the pobt; it is always a decision that has been
chosen among others and it is always elected bysoen The decision of violence and the
deciding person need always be made visible. Talstyviolence is the only resource, or
that it has been dictated by necessity or principd@veys always the risk of glorifying it.
For if there is no more than one mean for an eath might be confused and the risk exists
that the means will establish their rule. As Aresdid: “If man makes himself the 'tool of
natural laws', and evades his human responsibditycreating laws himself and even

prescribing them to nature’, he turns himself imtoagent of the 'natural law of ruin' that

threatens everything human beings have made” (quot€anovan, 1992; 11).

47 Cf. Arendt: “the capacity to act is the mostgknous of all human abilities and possibilities9%8;
190-191).
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The public enemy
It might appear weird for Clausewitz, which found sepulsive the idea of total
annihilation, to have said that “combat means fightand in this fight, the end is to
destroy or conquer the enemy...”. Yet what he adsl@ahdamental: “now, in any particular
combat, the enemy is the armed force which stamdont of us” (Aron, 111). What this
suggests is that the extent of the destructiveoks®lence depends a great deal on how
the enemy is defined. If, as we have been argiinte political grammar of violence the
latter is contained by the former, it should makeiffeerence whether the enemy is, so to
speak, politically defined.

Schmitt said that the crucial political attribugethe ability to decide on the enemy,
but here he was referring, in particular, to theibjc enemy”. So important was the
distinction to him, that he considered necessapptoment on it extensively:

The political enemy need not be morally evil orthescally ugly; he need not

appear as an economic competitor, and it may egedidantageous to engage with

him in business transactions. But he is, neversiselthe other, the stranger... he is
also not the private adversary whom one hateshe. @hemy is solely the public
enemy, because everything that has a relationshguth a collectivity of men,
particularly to a whole nation, becomes public Ioyue of such a relationship. The
enemy ishostis, notinimicus in the broader sense... The enemy in the politeake
need not be hated personally, and in the privabtergponly does it make sense to

love one's enemy... (Schmitt, 2007b; 27-29).

Here Schmitt echoes his previous concern aboutrthersonality and invisibility of
the decision to which depoliticisation leads. le first place, the public character of the
enemy bounds violence because the enmity has épeblipient, visibly defined; in the
second place, because conflict arises from the gsequality as an Other, that in a specific
situation comes to be regarded as an existenthth

In Schmitt's grammar, an enemy is political onlamid insofar its definition -which

is a decision- assumes the contingency and phathldt is proper to the political. That is, a

public enemy shall not be defined by referencexteraal or neutral categories whatsoever.
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In this, an ontological equality between the Othed the self is recognisable, for the
enemy is not so by virtue of its immorality, inhumtg or evilness: it is an existential
threat, because it can only be defined againgpdligcal existence of a certain collectivity.
This means of course that the decision on the pulemy is quite arbitrafy, but this
indeterminacy might, at the same time, establigtare boundaries to violence. For the
enemy becomes dreadful in reference to the pdligods that, in a determinate moment,
that a communityudges essential for its existence. Which means thatimmcple, violence
can reach its finality at the point where the pcdit ends are secured or re-evaluated. In
contrast, those limits are banished when the enendgfined with reference to categories
such as humanity or reason; they are not polifmaho political entity can correspond to
them. They eliminate the singularity and plural@y the enmity relationship, so that
everyone is a potential enemy that, moreover, besoan outlaw of humanity whose
presence has to be eliminated (Prozorov, 2006;530T&e enemy loses its public character
and becomes in steadimicus. a depositary of hate. Deprived of any politicalibdaries,
violence becomes an end in itself and hence a®@re unstoppable and autonomous
destructive pathd$.

Not inhumanity, nor terrorism, barbarianism or @s@n can be public enemies. The
political enemy cannot pre-exist the moment of dieeision that defines it and makes it
visible. Hannah Arendt notes: when French Revahatites defined vice and hypocrisy as
their enemies, violence became unstoppable andrTstarted (1990; 96-104). Those
cannot be political enemies because of their ibiligy, that renders everyone suspicious of

vice and hypocrisy. “I say -spoke Roberspierre e Convention- that anyone who

48 “Only the actual participants can correctly igguiae, understand, and judge the concrete situation
and settle the extreme case of conflict. Each ppatit is in a position to judge whether the aduwsrgatends
to negate his opponent's way of life and therefoust be repulsed or fought in order to preservésamen
form of existence... Thereby the inherently objextmature and autonomy of the political becomesentitdy
virtue of its being able to treat, distinguish, atwmprehend the friend-enemy antitheses indepelydeht
other antitheses” (Schmitt, 2007b; 27).

49 *“... goodness, because it is part of 'natur@gsdnot act meekly but asserts itself forcefullg,an
indeed, violently so that we are convinced: onlg thiolent act... is adequate, it eliminates nasure’
'depravity'...; it is, unfortunately, in the essemd these things that every effort to make goosimesnifest in
public ends with the appearance of crime and caifitinon the political scene” (Arendt, 1990; 83)98
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trembles at this moment is guilty”. When it is wedgagainst hidden enemies and vices,
violence becomes unleashed. Because the finaltokgewirtue- is invisible too, it can only
affirm itself in the act of annihilating its enersieMoreover, the enemy needs to be
indefinite and invisible, because new enemies hauge constantly created (Lefort, 1988;
60-69). Violence and its objectives become indgiishable and the former inevitably
governs. We could express how the public charaifténe enemy contains the violence of
the struggle in Arendtian terms. In defining themy politically, the ends of the struggle
are brought to the realm of appearances, where dheyne amongst many, where they
reveal and define themselves against a pluralipyotifical ends.

What all this can suggest for a political grammarvilence is expressed in
Clausewitz's warning: to place “victory... as tHemate objective of war would result in
the autonomy of war” (quoted by Aron, 1983, 101)afis: the public enemy, as well as the
justifications and objectives of physical forceakmot be defined in such a way that the
ultimate aim of violence is to defeat or elimin#te enemy. In stead, violence should be
subordinated to the achievement of political, \esibnds. Which means, on the one hand,
that the intended victory should be a visible aetindble political end -not, for instance,
the defence of “democracy” or “liberty”-; on théhet hand, insofar as the definitions of the
end and the enemy are political, they are decistbas make a claim to justice and

therefore they should always be open to contestatio

On Machiavellian virtu: to politicize violence
The logic of Terror, says Claude Lefort, is inseyide from Roberspierre's saying: “I am
the slave of liberty”. Here we have a perfect extengb what Schmitt warned: that violence
becomes unstoppable when the decision becomesititeped. Roberspierre assumed for
himself the task to identify the enemy, but, aceaydo his claim, he was not making a

political decision, he was merely following the tdiies of virtue. As Claude Lefort noted,
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Roberspierre's refusal to assume the responsitiildly their decisions entailed conveyed a
silence that is inseparable from the dynamics oforeHere silence does not mean that
violence could not be talked about; it was indeedistantly justified, but in a peculiar way
that brought speech to a close, in such a waydisaburse could not be contradicted any
more. Roberspierre could not have been mistakenyiftue cannot be mistaken, just as
humanity cannot be cruel by definition, no mattewrmuch killing might be perpetrated in
its name (Lefort, 1988; 79-87).

Responsibility has to be the central, articulatabdgment in a political grammar of
violence. The recourse to physical force can ordydecided, evaluated, discussed in a
political way if it leaves space for responsibilittwhat is more, the possibility of
responsibility is the precondition for violencelie articulated in political speech, which is
the only meaningful way in which violence can belsgmn about, and also the only way to
restrict its dangerous effects.

As we saw, around the apparently opposite poldsStlamitt and Arendt represent,
decision and arbitrariness on the one hand, ptyrah the other, a vicious circle is drawn.
Yet it would seem that it is only in the grounds Isg this circle that responsibility can be
played out. For responsibility requires a measudrarbitrariness, a decision that is not
predetermined by absolute truths or eternal lawst iB also requires plurality, for if
decision is to be meaningful, it has to be onetelecamongst many other possibilities,
whose correctness and justice cannot be finallyaquaed.

It is in this realm of contingency and indetermya¢ action, which is no other than
the political, where the Machiavellian hero canptiy its virtues, amongst which
responsibility is first. Fovirtu, the willingness to venture into action in an uta@ world,
where good can turn into evil, implies the recagnitthat decisions cannot be deduced
from any stable law or moral principle (Wolin, 200£9€4-195). And only responsible moral

agents can act with the prudence that Machiavatiommends: the consciousness that the
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means are never predetermined by the ends, thiathaste to be carefully measured and
evaluated. Which becomes all the more importantwheomes to violence that, as Arendt
notes, is never a simple means: it always adds audkgree of unpredictability to an
already uncertain world, that it can endanger théseit seeks to achieve. It is part of
Machiavellian wisdom to consider the nature of theans in determining the end, as
Clausewitz also knew: “The political end is no d#8p legislator; it must adapt to the
nature of the means and often, as a result of ithiss,completely transformed” (quoted by
Aron, 1983; 91).

It is precisely because the use of physical formenot be deduced automatically
from any end that it has to be justified. It issthyap between decision and moral
uncertainty, which constitutes the political, tladibws violence to be put into speech. To
politicize violence can only mean to justify itsnch a way, that it can be talked about with
responsibility, that is, with the consciousness thas always a partial decision whose
justice needs to be claimed, and that this claith alivays be imperfect and contestable.
Only then violence is subjected to the logic of pluditical and the catastrophic rule of the
means avoided. Moreover, by politicizing it, by @tay it in the realm of political speech,
some of the inevitably destructive effects of vimde might be attenuated. For, as Hanna
Pitkin says with Arendtian inspiration, when forns® reason a relationship has been
broken, justifications, explanations and promise$y can allow a link to be restored
(Pitkin, 1993; 149-152): “That... is a major fumeti of political discourse in our lives”

(192).
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Conclusion
It is in the nature of modern politics to rely oolence and, at the same time, to abhor and
fear it. There are good reasons to it, for violeilsa@herently dangerous to any society, and
in particular to democratic regimes whose legitiynscsupposed to be based in consensus.
This would make all the more convenient a polititedory that might tell how to minimize
the use of physical force, who has the right to itsend under which circumstances. Yet
such a theory shall remain only a dream, and ndt bacause the fears that violence
evokes hinder human ability to deal with it in dadded way. More importantly, violence
and politics are constitutive in such a manner ihas impossible to refer to higher
principles that might orient human decisions regaydhe use of physical force.

Yet not the lack of final standards, nor the inbt#upuzzles that violence entails,
shall lead us to conclude that it is better nasgeak about it. As Michael Walzer says, we
have to dismiss the frequent argument that violesoeild not be discussed, for to do so is
to normalize it, to make easier its justificatiddn the contrary, violence can only be
regulated if it is made subject to moral criticif2004; x).

That in this issue there are no final standards c@® mean that any explanation is
equally acceptable (Pitkin, 1993; 183-192). To beesthere are better ways to justify
violence, as it has been suggested here. Morewiwdence can only be discussed in a
reasonable manner -if not rational- if it is spokém political terms.

Here some aspects of a political grammar of viedehave been suggested. If,
regarding politics and violence, no definitive saos can be attained, to understand the
grammar of political violence might help to achiewelearer way of thinking the matter
and, perhaps, a better judgement of concrete igatibns and situations. At least it might

help avoiding certain confusions and common miststdadings, such as the allegedly
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realistic vision -supposedly Machiavellian inspiédat the violent means can always be
justified by the ends they pursue -an affirmatioattcan be anything but Machiavellian, as
we saw. Or it might warn us against justificatidios violence that elude all sense of
responsibility, or that hide the decision behind it

Above all, it has been argued that the exerciseviolence should always be
subordinated to a political logic, which naturatgquires a correct understanding and a
proper evaluation of the political. Violence shatlver be a matter left solely to technical or
legal reasoning, for thereby its dangerousnessheilinleashed; nor should it be left in the
hands of the technician, nor of the moral obtruss, tdeprived of Machiavellianirtu,
“cannot stand up under the ethical irrationality tbé world” of which Max Weber

reminded us of (1970; 122).
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