
Abstracts

Alternatives
Global, Local, Political

Volume 31 Number 3 July–Sept. 2006

 



Terrortory

Barry Hindess*

Contemporary usage presents an opposition between states
and terrorism, as if to suggest that terrorism is not an instru-
ment of the state but something that is used against it. Yet the
two most influential foundational myths of the modern states
system suggest that the state’s capacity for terror is the source
of peace and order within the territorial community. It also
makes other states think twice about attacking its territory.
The author examines the ramifications of these myths and
shows how they underlie conventional accounts of what is at
stake in the war on terror. KEYWORDS: terrorism, territory,
state, states system, foundation myths

A recent work in the Sydney Morning Herald by Michael Leunig, a
well-known Australian cartoonist, depicts two characters discussing
the war on terror. One asks how we will know when the war on ter-
ror is over. The other replies: “That will be when we can do what
we like to people anywhere in the world and they’ll just lie there
and take it without complaining.”1

We know that things are always more complex than cartoons
suggest, that they rely on caricature, on exaggerating certain fea-
tures and ignoring or underplaying others. Yet in this case, the car-
icature forces us to confront a fundamental feature of the war on
terror. Its name, “The War on Terror,” suggests a distinction
between those who conduct the war, who are opposed to terror,
and their enemies, who use it. The cartoon challenges this distinc-
tion. Were we to be victorious, it suggests, the result would be
tyranny, a condition in which the tyrant—the “we” invoked by Leu-
nig’s respondent—could act without constraint, taking no account
of anyone else’s wishes. There is no reason to believe that this
would lead to the elimination of terror or even to an overall reduc-
tion in its incidence. The cartoon has no need to identify the
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“Like a Dog!”: Humiliation and 
Shame in the War on Terror

Alex Danchev*

An examination of the disturbing practice of torture and abuse in
the “global war on terror,” focusing on the methods and motiva-
tions of the United States. Proceeding from the imaginary yet all-
too-real world of Kafka and the Kafkaesque, it highlights the
themes of humiliation and shame in the waging of this war, noting
that the damage so caused is reciprocal and indivisible: “Whoever
degrades another degrades me.” KEYWORDS: war, terror, torture,
humiliation, shame, intelligence.

“What are you after? Do you think you’ll bring this fine case of
yours to a speedier end by wrangling with us, your warders, over
papers and warrants? We are humble subordinates who can
scarcely find our way through a legal document and have nothing
to do with your case except to stand guard over you for ten hours a
day and draw our pay for it. That’s all we are, but we’re quite capa-
ble of grasping the fact that the high authorities we serve, before
they would order such an arrest as this must be quite well informed
about the reasons for the arrest and the person of the prisoner.
There can be no mistake about that. Our officials, so far as I know
them, and I know only the lowest grades among them, never go
hunting for crime in the populace, but, as the Law decrees, are
drawn towards the guilty and must then send out us warders. That
is the Law. How could there be a mistake in that?” “I don’t know
this Law,” said K. “All the worse for you,” replied the warder.

—Kafka, The Trial (1925)

The “Global War on Terror” (hereafter GWOT) is nothing if not
Kafkaesque. The very idea, a never-ending, all-encompassing,
worldwide sweep, seems to pay a kind of tribute to Kafka and his
demons. “Someone must have been telling lies about Joseph K., for
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The Duty of the Benevolent Master:
From Sovereignty to Suzerainty and

the Biopolitics of Intervention

Heriberto Cairo*

Recent claims about humanitarian intervention express forms of
domination that are both geopolitical and increasingly constructed
around a biopolitical duty to relieve the suffering of brutalized
peoples. This paper examines this presumed duty in the context of
tensions between juridical-institutional accounts of sovereignty and
practices of suzerainty in which intervention “outside” is accompa-
nied by intervention “inside.” KEYWORDS: intervention, sover-
eignty, suzerainty, biopolitics, imperialism.

Expressed in a formula, one might say: all the means by which
one has so far attempted to make mankind moral were through
and through immoral.

—Friedrich Nietzsche, Twilight of the Idols, 1895

The propinquity of modern nation-states to war underwent a new
turn after the end of the Cold War, which was for some analysts also
the end of “the long twentieth century.” The institutional-juridical
model of sovereignty is said to be less and less the base of the rela-
tions between states. Only the most “spectacular” feature of sover-
eignty is well maintained: Territorial integrity persists. The geopoli-
tics of territories now articulates with a biopolitics, producing
sovereign power over “naked life.” A system of sovereign states is giv-
ing way to a suzerain order of traditional and new political entities,
and war (and its legitimation) reflects these changes. The recent
invasion of Iraq is widely seen to be exemplary in this respect.

According to the president of the United States, George W. Bush,
as well as the official communications of the White House and the US
Departments of Defense and State, the so-called Operation Iraqi
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The Smallest Army Imaginable

C. Douglas Lummis*

This article explores why it is so difficult to imagine a state
without an army. It considers Article 9 of the Japanese Consti-
tution, conventional accounts of the sovereign state and the
right to legitimate violence, Gandhi’s concept of satyagraha,
Gandhi’s Constitution for a Free India, and Gandhi’s under-
standing of the art of the possible. It concludes with a reading
of Gandhi and the sacrificial politics of founding in India.
KEYWORDS: nonviolence, state violence, Japanese Peace Con-
stitution, Gandhi, satyagraha.

In 1931, on his way to the London Round Table Conference, Ma-
hatma Gandhi was asked by a Reuters correspondent what his pro-
gram was. He responded by writing out a brief, vivid sketch of “the
India of my dreams.” Such an India, he said, would be free, would
belong to all its people, would have no high and low classes, no dis-
crimination against women, no intoxicants, and, “the smallest army
imaginable.”1

The last phrase presents a puzzle: What is the smallest military
imaginable? But the fact that it presents a puzzle is also puzzling.
For what is so unimaginable about no military at all? The question
is not rhetorical, for most people do find the no-military option
unimaginable. It is easy enough to pray for peace, to petition and
demonstrate for peace, or to imagine oneself as a perfectly pacifist
non-killer. It is harder to imagine a state with no military.

One of the few places where this option is clearly and force-
fully stated is in Article 9 of the Japanese Constitution. People who
first hear about this article often respond by insisting that the
words can’t mean what they say. It is, after all, an axiom of politics
that states have militaries. This axiom is presumed to hold despite
the fact that there exist today 13 countries with no military forces
and no military alliances.2
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Disrupting Asian America: 
South Asian American Histories as

Strategic Sites of Narration

Sridevi Menon*

This article elaborates a critical practice that interrogates the
discursive protocols narrating the US nation’s histories. It poses
South Asian American genealogies as strategic sites from which
the racial formation of the United States and Asian America may
be explored. KEYWORDS: Asian America; South Asian American
genealogies; immigrant histories; pan-ethnicity; identity politics.

I am an American, not an Asian-American. My rejection of hyphen-
ation has been called race treachery, but it is really a demand that
America deliver the promises of its dream to all its citizens equally.

—Bharati Mukherjee, Mother Jones, January/February 1997

The picture on the cover of Mother Jones is compelling. In the mid-
dle of a cornfield, Bharati Mukherjee stands with a US flag draped,
like a sari, over her left shoulder. The caption reads, “America’s
Changing Colors.” In the carefully staged picture, the message is
clear: Indian-born writer, Mukherjee, is claiming the American
heartland for her own. Mukherjee asserts that she is an “Ameri-
can,” and explains that “rejecting hyphenation is my refusal to cat-
egorize the cultural landscape into a center and its peripheries; it
is to demand that the American nation deliver the promises of its
dream and its Constitution to all its citizens equally.”1 In her fiction,
Mukherjee has sought to colonize the American landscape with
immigrants appropriating the American dream and reinventing
“America.” She argues, “just as the world went to the Coromandel
coast, so also the world came to Salem.” Her stories are about immi-
grants arriving in the United States with nothing more than a zest
to live and the ability to dream.2
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