Liberalism and the Politics of Violent I ndignation*

Joan Cocks

Any return to Frantz Fanon must begin with a nod &ways in which, however
fitting he was in his own period, he may at first glancenseet-of-date in ours. Fanon’s
blunt and fierce style of writing distances him froni' 2&ntury abstractionists and ironists.
His focus on the colonized and colonizer is too Maniahae please post-colonial lovers
of ambiguity and hybridity, including those who underscore oR&n own hybrid
constitution by Martinique, France, and Algeria; black,iteynand Arab; Marxism,
psychoanalysis, and anti-colonial nationalism. In conttasftoucauldians, Fanon is
consumed as much by top-down as by molecular power, and hedisasarse as a battle
between mystification and emancipatory political educatioot, &s the ground of
inescapable processes of identification and subjectditatiis hope for the solidarity of
oppressed peoples and faith that justice can be redbhmayh revolution even many
leftists have since discarded as naive. Finally, histoezents had not yet fully persuaded
Fanon that although national sovereignty may be, in the alottal context, a necessary
ideal, it is also, in every context, a problematic ideal.

Nevertheless, Fanon was part of an earthquake that Inadieariented political
thought even for those who have forgotten, repressed, or abartdone&long with other
great Third World intellectuals from his period, Fanon pgedsgeography as the stage,
colonialism as the plot, and whole regions as antagonisassitory of domination and
subordination at least as cruel as, and certainly lesxipal than, the story of class
inequality and exploitation in Western capitalist societiesre-configured “the people” in
the sense of the “popular classes” as “the people” is¢hse of the national mass, at the
same time that he never forsook the cause of the populaeglfs the interests of post-
colonial elites. He charted the dialogic constitution of gbBK, the intimate relationship
between racism and colonialism, and the pivotal placevahen’s bodies in wars of
national liberation. He also foresaw as a possibility at#s, the transcendence of the
master/slave relationship in the post-colonial periodrziead its metamorphosis through
the emergence of ethnonational chauvinism against internal in@spthe triumph of
dictators and corrupt national bourgeoisies, and the neo-dotoarapulation of formally
independent Third World states.

This paper zooms in on an aspect of Fanon’s thought tlwett disturbing either to
dismiss for being antiquated or to applaud for antigmgatus. Indeed, Fanon’s
denunciation of colonial violence and defense of anti-colomidénce is probably at the
root of both the desire to relegate him to the past haddéesire to offer a politically

! The author reserves the copyright for this paper.
2 Thanks to Amrita Basu, Margaret Hunt, Uday Mehta, and Mawi#n8 for comments on an earlier
version of this paper.

To say that many may find Fanon outdated is not to say that evevifboedoes. For the most recently
published volume of fine Fanon scholarship that testifies to $tim¢gimportance, see “Reflections on
Fanon,” Proceedings of the Fourth Annual Social Theory Faduman Architecture, Journal of the
Sociology of Self-Knowledgeol. V, Summer 2007).



defanged version of him for the present. Certainly his arsabf violence was for many of
his European contemporaries the most damning thing about hievdiuhis post-colonial
friends have felt compelled to chastise him for eitheggeeating the role of violence in
colonial rule and anti-colonial struggles or failing to stgi the ways anti-colonial
violence recapitulates colonial inhumanitiesll these reactions and objections, however,
must not stop us from drawing on Fanon’s analysis tp ilaminate some of the gravest
conflicts of our age. On the one side, Fanon’s expose opEamndiberal democratic states,
especially France, for trumpeting political rule by populansent while dominating
foreign peoples by coercion prefigures the clash todayeeet the Western mantra of
global freedom and democracy and the readiness of Wessttes, especially the United
States, to use violence against obdurate regions of thal vabrioad and exception
minorities at home. On the other side, Fanon’s portrait ofcafdnial upheaval is one of
the few psycho-political tools at our disposal for compremgndhe moral-political
element that very possibly may inform the violence of non-siEtas against the West and
very certainly does inform the vicarious pleasure inr@énce felt by millions of people
in formerly colonized countries. In cases of what | attirgy the politics of the violent
indignation, the distance between two modalities usually asktoriee counter-opposites —
moral sentiment and physical assault — can shrink almostdb &imilarly, in such cases,
violence may turn out to be not, as Hannah Arendt once faynasstrted,the enemy of
public life but instead a prelude to its democratizatioreraahd voiced in the language of
the body, when no other language is heard, that “spextatarshed with their
inessentiality® be treated as subjects, not objects, with the right taipate equally with
other subjects in the direction of human affairs.

At the same time, we must keep in mind Fanon’s warnatgsit the dangers of
speaking to coercive power in the language of force. Histemgie on supplanting
spontaneous uprisings with political education and organizationabésstudies of psyches
shattered by colonial wars, and his fear that the dosdnatight walk through the door
opened by violence to become dominators should make us paiese prising the
politics of violent indignation as a form of muscular heroiendh shows us indeed that
the path from brutality to democracy is circuitous antdtipitfalls, while the path from
brutality to self-disintegration or brutality to greaterthity is straight and clear.

| will return to Fanon’s preoccupations with violencehsg €nd of my paper. But |
want to turn now to the almost diametrically opposed euestf how violence has been
excised from the left, the right, and above all theréibeenter of Western political thought.

It is impossible to ignore the coercive capacitieshef state today, especially but
not at all exclusively in rich Western countries. Theevarray of sophisticated weapons
technologies; the enormous stock of guns, tanks, aircrafaines, bombs, and missiles;
the millions of organized armed forces; the spies and aeimsiergency specialists; the
departments and research institutes devoted to natiorfahsde and offence; the
surveillance mechanisms, prisons, and police devoted to tHonmder — all these

% Uday Mehta reiterated these objections to Fanon in response tdi@nveasion of this paper in a faculty
seminar on political violence at Amherst College.

* For Arendt’s critique of Fanon on violence, see Chapter Two, “lialjsn, Self-Determination, and
Violence” of myPassion and Paradox: Intellectuals Confront the National QuegPrinceton, NJ:
Princeton University Press, 2002).
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apparatuses of external destruction and internal repressidoelirkd the lives of ordinary
citizens even in the proudest of liberal democracies.

In light of this fact, it is highly peculiar that prominesttands of Western political
theory contrast political rule with violence instead of seeiegwlo as fused togetherOn
the academic left, post-structuralism has treated pengowvereign authority as a near-
defunct method of control, turning its attention to the wayser constitutes subjects with
appropriate desires and regulates populations for the puppesesuring a certain kind of
ordered social life. Post-structuralism has revealddles processes of governmentality
throughout the social body by which selves are produced as dobjkts, but it has done
so at the cost of turning its back on the interest of stmtewheir territorial self-
aggrandizement, their commitment to act aggressivelyetralf of their own populations
or privileged sub-segments of it, and their capacitiesreakvdestruction on antagonists
that defy their will. Still, when the post-9/11 “wan eerrorism” spotlighted the state’s
right (in the sense of “might makes right”) to sequegteture, or demolish its enemies,
post-structuralism responded as a foe of the sovereigs st an ally.” Indeed, it
perhaps responds as too staunch a foe, given its unwillm¢mesimit any circumstances
in which it might be good that a larger concentration @igr exists for the purpose of
crushing smaller concentrations.

In contrast, on the far more influential political rightpnservatisi grounds
political rule in virtue and universal natural law, with eiete reserved for, in the words of
Leo Straus$those “extreme situations” in which the self-preservatioa society and the
requirements of justice conflict. The word “extreme” make®und as if violence is to be
used by the state sparingly and judiciously, but consergatraen us that no limits on state
violence in the name of justice can be set in advandts ofse. What the state does in
extreme situations will depend on what an “unscrupulous avags enemy” forces it to
do, and since “war casts its shadow on peace,” a jatd stust always be engaged in
unjust “espionage” activities both at home and abroad. Aasfdmarmonizing the natural
law of justice with the imperatives of state injusticensgrvatism counsels “leaving these
sad exigencies covered with the veil with which they jastly covered Alternately, it
declares that, as the existence of a universal moraldaw not mean that all human beings
know that law, force against individuals and peoples who ugdhtdd moral laws may be
necessary and legitimate. Conservatism’s habit of extollitge, justice, and morality
while condoning unlimitable force is not however as conttadicas it may seem, or at
least the contradiction is not unwitting, for conservatisessvirtue as contrary to human
instinct, the temptation to disobedience as strong, and punishseantral to social order.
In the age of democracy, ideological ruses are needexkfothat order in tact. Hiding the
power machinations of a political elite under the guise of laopsovereignty and
promoting national cohesion through friend/enemy distinctionsnaref those ruses.

But it is liberalism, the most self-idealizing politicddeoretical tendency of our
times, that most energetically evades violence in pglinot through being tone-deaf to
sovereign power or deceitful about its unsavory usesiratéad through beingelf

® 1 am distinguishing political theorists from theorists of ingtional relations here, who typically
emphasize, and defend, those capacities.

 See, for example, Judith Butler, “Indefinite Detention” inecarious Life: The Powers of Mourning
and ViolencglLondon: Verso, 2004).

8 Neo-conservatism and neo-liberalism, being mongrels of a pb#ifair between conservatism and
liberalism, are differently implicated in my accounts of @matism and liberalism in this paper.

® Strauss speaks albeit through the mouthpiece of Aristotle.
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deceptive in both its repugnance towards violence andatmmvthat the liberal state can
and will bring violence to an end. Liberal self-deception is, in intellectual terms,tlyar
the fruit of 17" and 18 century social contract theory, in which violence is e is said
to leave behind when one enters into political societgdural and consensual terms with
others. Afterwards, elevated moral sentiments on thegpandividuals, a neutral law on
the part of the state, and rational public discourseherpart of the people replace force,
which is held in reserve internally for use agathst few bad apples to be found in any
bushel and externally for use against hostile, illiberaestdn the case of individualistic
strands of liberalism, this self-deception also sterosfa desiccated view of human
beings as rationally calculating individuals who, in purguitiheir own interests,
unintentionally enhance the common good by increasing thie stgoods available to all
and hence decreasing the cause for violence in sociegitinh&e states — that is, liberal
states — exist solely to serve such individuals, regptt violence only to protect them
from outside assault, and then, as a safeguard againsathiogis sacrifice of individual
life for the state, only as a last resort.

Partly because the clash between European liberal pesciand European
imperialist practices especially riled Fanon, and pdottcause liberalism’s aggressive
attempts to globalize its principles rile much of theld/¢oday, the way liberalism evades
violence in state and society theoretically even asdibstates engage in violence
practically deserves our special attention. It maynsperverse at this point to turn to the
17" century theorist of absolute sovereign power, Thomas Hobbes,mderlines the role
of violence in human affairs and the benefits of repressalitical rule more darkly than
any liberal who comes after him. Even the tiniestshoft what will become prevailing
notions of the unique virtues of liberal democracy — ctutgthalism, the marketplace of
ideas, a robust civil society, deliberative democraagrance, pluralism, not to speak of
multiculturalism and women’s rights — are entirely etisfrom his work. Nevertheless,
while Hobbes is the only thinker claimed by the libéradlition to give violence the degree
of emphasis that Fanon does, he initiates habits of thoughottias day blind liberals to
political dynamics that Fanon primes us to see.

In combination with his focus on violence, Hobbes’ thought intéssgith Fanon’s
on three key points. First, Hobbes believes in the pynadcdesire in human affairs.
Consequently, the turbulent life of the passions, above afitthggles for power sparked
by greed, insecurity, and a craving for recognition, sesthge forlLeviathanno less than
The Wretched of the EartBecond, Hobbes insists on, not a universal hierarchgloés,
but a common psychological constitution of human beihgstferent individuals desire
different things, but they all experience the hope, pridasple, melancholy, anxiety, and

" For an account of liberals who entertain liberal values geinmenend non-liberal uses of violence, see
Jeanne Morefield’s “Liberal Tragedy and the Uses of ImpEtigtbory in the Works of Michael Ignatieff

and Niall Ferguson,” forthcoming iFheory & Eventon “tragic liberals” who, despite their “commitment
to human equality, the self-determination of states, and thefrlde/” (2), endorse empire and the force
that comes with imperial politics as a “lesser evil.” 8ks® Wendy Brown on imperial liberalism in her
Regulating Aversion: Tolerance in the Age of Identity amgiEe (Princeton NJ: Princeton University Press,
2006).

2 This is why, by looking inside themselves, men can “read and kwioav,are the thoughts, and Passions,
of all other men upon like occasions.” Thomas Hobbegiathan(Cambridge, Eng.: Cambridge
University Press, [1651], 2005), 10.



humiliation that accompany desire’s satisfaction or fatisin. Whatever his other flaws,
Hobbes never makes the mistake of presenting the difdrenttural psychology, so

infuriating to Fanon, that depicts one group of human beasgso fundamentally unlike
another as to be incapable of feeling fury at intentidierivation or contemptuous ill-

treatment. Third, Hobbes ridicules the notion that natuteesisome men fit to command
and others fit to obey them. “Nature has made men ...equide facilities of body, and

mind,™® but even if it had not, men so strongly believe themseivebe the equal of all

other men that they will fight to the death against anyrgite to subordinate them. The
same conviction that there are no masters or slaves e raiviously animates Fanon’s
life’s work.

At the same time, Hobbes’ theory of politics is incongruoiik #wanon’s in three
prototypically liberal ways. First, Hobbes believes thdtilevall men “naturally love
Liberty, and Dominion over other$no man is so superior in capabilities to any other that
he can obtain permanent mastery over others for hinfiselfprecisely the rough equality
of individuals in combination with the infinity of human appetind the scarcity of goods
to satisfy it that precipitates an endless war thabnm® is able to win. That war, in turn,
gives all individuals an equal interest in authorizing \@esgign power to rule absolutely
over them. Not only is political society grounded in ratindividual equality; vis-a-vis
sovereign political power, every man stands in a mladf equality with every other man.
While liberals after Hobbes depart from his bleak v@whuman nature and absolutist
politics, they never revise the idea that political authdsgars down on all individuals
with identical pressure and that it does so as a refthieir consent.

Second, while Hobbes presents appetites and aversions asitlamental motive
force of human action in the state of nature, his pdgglgotakes a sharply moral-
rationalistic turn as soon as men realize they would e securely inside political
society than out. From the moment they decide to leavedtybem of natural existence,
their actions reflect a moralized prudential rationdligt requires them to seek peace, lay
down the right to all things, accommodate themselvesallt@other men, perform their
covenants, and be contented with the same liberty agatimsts that they would allow
them against themselves. Hobbes’ association of amorsibpaswith individuals outside
political society; moral rationality with law-abidinghdividuals inside, and immoral
passions with members of the Commonwealth who disobey aive cbntinues to
characterize the liberal tradition today. Except for redethgainst a tyrant by the people as
a whole, the tradition has difficulty grasping violencedessociety that is political, not
private; propelled by the perception of social injustioat, an expression of immorality;
and the often self-destructive manifestation of viscaraler, not self-interested rational
choice.

Third, Leviathanis the story of the substitution of the violence that redutm
individual liberty in the state of nature (the subject of Bhdlof Man”) by the justice and
peace that results from absolute sovereign power (the subjeddook II, “Of
Commonwealth”). If a list of crimes and punishments festprominently in Book I, its
purpose is not to flaunt a gratuitous will to power of the soga or to prove the
incorrigibility of individuals inside society but to estahlithe lineaments of an order in
which natural passions can be restrained equitablyhéoigbod of all. In short, Hobbes

3 |bid., 88.
14 Leviathan 117.



portrays political rule as producing, albeit through the thoéaovereign punishment, as
close as it is possible to get to the end of violendderes single society.

Through his claims that political society is grounded in thelgguof individuals,
replaces unbridled passions with moral reason, and producesmvislence but justice
and peace for the common good, even this consummate egals up sanitizing political
order, individual and group motivation in organized sociaty] the aims and results of
sovereign power. As the liberal tradition after Hobb@ses to conceive of human nature
and political society in increasingly benign terms, the chaestween liberal theory and the
practical world becomes more and more pronounced. Thaisntldoes find one early
moment of crystalline self-consciousness in the contradittetween Rousseau’s portrait
of the ideal political society ifihe Social Contracand his account of the development of
actual political societies in thBiscourse on the Origins of Social Inequalifor all the
invective that liberals have hurled at Rousseau’s utopisiony® they are much more
likely, when conjuring up thactual workings of liberal political societies, to draw ®he
Social Contractsnormative concepts of egalitarianism, moral rationabiyd political
virtue than they are to draw on thgiscourse’sempirical description of the state’s
foundation in economic exploitation, political trickery, ahé psychological interplay of
elite arrogance and popular envy. After Rousseau, gh#ite habit of representing liberal
ideals as if they were liberal realities occurs witagperating regularity.

vV

Certainly Fanon is not the first thinker to depict acfalitical rule as resting on
inequality, not equality. From inside the tradition, as eh@leove, Rousseau argued that an
original equality of individuals and peaceful state of natge®e way to increasing
inequality, a war between the rich and the poor, andyifigde most deliberate project that
ever entered the human mind,” by which the rich comdnthe poor to unite under
common institutions securing “for everyone the possessfowhat belongs to him.®
From outside the tradition, Marx on the one side exposednibdern state as both
instrument of the ruling class and a heavenly sphergu&ligy, liberty, and fraternity that
obscured an earthly sphere of inequality, exploitation,egaism. Nietzsche on the other
side saw the state as the creation of a conqueringhracé8ays its terrible claws upon a
populace® and by the institution of law and justice puts “an end to the lessseging of
ressentimenamong the weaker powers that stand under #. Partly in synch but partly

> Insofar as each political society agrees to respect everysailgbt to domestic sovereignty, an
international system of Leviathans also suggests as the pégsibdi diminution (although, in the absence
of a super-Leviathan, not the deletion) of violence in the worlargé!

® However, liberals are no more hostile to the text than combeas and post-structuralists. Liberals
derideThe Social Contradbr its statist collectivism, conservatives for its naipéimism, and post-
structuralists for its homogenizing totalism.

7 Contemporary Kantians and proponents of deliberative democracyst@uity of this failing. To note
this habit, by the way, is not to say that the empirical realdf liberal states are simply unhappy accidents
or that liberal ideals themselves are unproblematic. Fortanaged argument on this point, see Uday
Mehta,Liberalism and Empiré¢ Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1999).

18 Jean-Jacques Rousse@he First and Second Discourdddew York: St. Martin's Press, [1755], 1964),
158-9.

' Friedrich NietzscheDn the Genealogy of Mora{dlew York: Vintage Press, [1887], 1969), 86.

20 |bid, 75. For a perceptive account of the echoes among NietAsanon, and Hegel, see Judith Rollins,
“‘And the Last Shall be First": The Master/Slave Dile in Hegel, Nietzsche and Fanon,” iiuman
Architecture 163-178.



against all these thinketsFanon believed the main line of fissure to be that betwee
predatory capitalist countries and regions of the worltepated by them. In the case of
liberal imperialist states, this was simultaneouslyisaufe between domestic political

societies claiming to be based on equality, rationalig,rale by law for the common good

(however ideological that claim might e and the violent rule of those same political
societies over other peoples claimed to be inferiortier sake of the material and

psychological benefits of dominating thém.

By this point the world is all too familiar with, as Fanon gutéthe rifle butts and
napalm® by which Europe imposed itself on non-European peopleissagheir will.
Instead, | want to emphasize Fanon’'s analysis of the countenee of the colonized as
the physical expression of somatic impulses, material olesparal outrage, fantastical
wishes, and strategic deductions from experiencing colonialngelédgainst the colonial
system of physical segregation and prohibition, in whible first thing which the native
learns is to stay in his place, and not to go beyond cédirt@ts,” violence is the muscular
release of the built-up aggressive energy of the perpetuadlyained and provoked.
Against the difference between the luxury of the settterisn and the cramped quarters of
the native’s town, violence evinces both envy and the plilydasperation of those living
in a “geography of hunger.” Against the racial divide betwlenpossessing class and the
dispossessed, and the treatment of the native as a ragalizatonal inferior without his
being “convinced of his inferiority,” violence is the exggmn of resentment at and
rebellion against a sub-human status. Against foreign ddonnaiolence is the effort of
the slave to extirpate all vestiges of the slave alignin order to become, not an equal,
but a master: “the native is an oppressed person whosarmpantrdream is to become the
persecutor.” Finally, in the school for violence opened isydominators in which every
native receives a political education, violence is the lelessned that liberation “can only
... be achieved by forcé”

Thus, in contrast with Hobbekeviathan violence inThe Wretched of the Earth
appears against a backdrop of not a state of nature lautagnckind of solidified social
order, not a rough equality of individuals but an entren®aster/Slave relation, not an
anarchic war of all against all but the administered despatf one people over another.
For Fanon, in short, the violence of the colonized is notehidtrof the absence of political

Z Marx makes the same point about the fissure, but does nibasgbe main fissure.

2 And of course itvasideological from Fanon's point of view. As he depicts it, indige capitalist
countries, the educational system, structure of moral esfleand other features of ideological
bewilderment “create around the exploited person an atmosphere o§siaonaind of inhibition which
lightens the task of policing considerablirhge Wretched of the EartB8).

2 To be sure, Hobbes himself alludes to imperialism and does ndt ftimm using the phrase
“Master/Slave relation” with respect to it, when he déssthe Roman Empire as a monarchy of, not one
man, but one whole people over another, and also when he distingrosimesnwealths acquired through
force or conquest from commonwealths established through institutitike both liberals and Fanon,
however, Hobbes insists that the rights and consequences of fdapsbvereign power are identical

with those of sovereign power established by consent, for in easehlhEsovereign rules absolutely over
society with the same benefit to both that their membersieaid the “perpetuall warre of every man
against his neighborLgéviathan,145).

% The Wretched of the EartB8.

% The Wretched of tHearth, 61, 96, 53, 53, 78.is, Fanon notes, when the native responds to colonial rule
in kind that the settler begins to speak the language of non-vipkerere as he participates with the native
in the dialogue of “[tJerror, counter-terror, violence, cowvieience.” In reaction to that dialogue, the
outcry of “civilized consciences at the killing of a few Europeasshatched by their studied silence at the
slaughter of whole Third World populations (Ibid., 89).



order but instead is a reaction against a particular Kipdlical order, aimed at replacing
“a certain ‘species’ of men” in institutions of powery“Bnother ‘species?® This is what
we might call his insight into thaolitical character of non-state political violence.

Fanon's second insight concerns tb&ychologicalcharacter of such violence.
Fanon clearly has an appreciation for the vertical deptthe self — the unconscious
dimensions of identity and desire — that Hobbes does not-#hdn also has a far more
complex reading of horizontal ties among selves than Halllies Hobbes sees each self
as an atomized individual encapsulated in his own mentatlwbsdelf-propelled appetites
and aversions. All of his passions, including the feartbéroselves as competitors or
obstacles in the way of satisfying his desires but alsddbie for recognition as a source
of enhanced power for fulfilling other desires, are rehély solipsistic. For Fanon, the
strongest passion driving the colonized to violence is an dmgastinherently gregarious.
The anger of the colonized is gregarious first in thasotgce is a social system that gave
birth to both the native who feels the anger and thkeisetho is its target; second in that
the native is oppressed as a member of a group andikss siut against oppression in
solidarity with fellow members; and third in that the angex protest against the refusal of
the settler to recognize the native’s humanity. Recogniimotyrn, is desired not simply as
a means to some other end but as an end in itselfvidlamce issuing from the anger of
the colonized is thus fundamentally communicative and rommalt has as its most
positive goal — yes, the settler's farm — but alssaasformed, reciprocal relationship
among peoples that continues to elude the world today.

Vv

Unlike the relatively crude and simple violence of stdtesmodalities of non-state
violence are unnervingly multiple. More unnervingly, as Edtbahed reminds u§, they
can and often do bleed into each other. Most unnervinglyl,ofeatain instances of each
are brutal enough that state violence to control them caindoe the vantage point of the
vulnerable, the lesser evil. A short list of these moealitncludes, in random order:

First, the propensity to violence of the masculine self @y probably the
biological male that strongly influences every other modasted here.

Second, the wars of some against all in conditions ofiscara state collapse that
Mbembe dissects in “Sovereignty as a form of expendifirétiese wars resemble the
worst of the many nightmares that trouble the sleep nfarwatives and are close to
Hobbes’ war of all against all but not identical withbiath because they are waged among
the strong and against the weak, and because they are thengistfa state of nature but
of a social and political history, however instinctuallyusgd human history may be.

Third, the professional and often aestheticized vo®eaf independent warrior
castes — perhaps the only modality to have suffered a stelrpedn modern life.

Fourth, the violence of revenge against previously sufiesedts and injuries.

Fifth, the violence that agitates liberals, of the criminafol@aker who free-rides
on the lawful obedience of the majority.

Sixth, the violence of the sadist who engages in cruslty@easure in itself.

% The Wretched of the EartB5.

27 “Terrorism: Theirs and Ours” (1998), in Carollee Bengelsdddigaret Cerullo, and Yogesh Chandrani,
eds.,The Selected Writings of EgbalAhm{atew York: Columbia University Press, 2006), 257-266.

% Achille Mbembe, “Sovereignty as a Form of Expenditure,” in ThoBlasy Hansen and Finn Stepputat,
eds.,Sovereign Bodie@rinceton , N. J.: Princeton University Press, 2005), 148-166.



Seventh, the violence of political sects that try to foroecalcitrant reality into line
with their ideals.

Eighth, the violence of campaigns against social pollution, warehgenocidal,
whether potentially or actually.

Ninth, the violence intrinsic to searches for sovereigntividual and collective.

Tenth, the violence that results from the taste folevice that the other modalities
stimulate.

But finally — although connected in its cause to the desireef@nge and its effect
to searches for sovereignty — there is the violence or vicgsleasure in violence sparked
by moral indignation against perceived injustice. The injushiaeihcensed Fanon was the
colonialism of all European powers, yes, but especially caliems of those European
powers touting freedom, equality, and humanity as theilizational gift to mankind. The
methods used today by the most militarily powerful libstate to do hypocritically what
illiberal states do without moral pretensions surely asold make Fanon’s blood boil.
These American methods include corralling the lion’s shatheofvorld’s resources under
the guise of market freedom while keeping the world’s poapulations at bay, and
remaking the world through “soft power” if possible but “hard eowf necessary, for the
“good of the world” but regardless of the perspectives omgtioel of most of the world’s
population. These present injuries of post-colonialism, axedn the past injuries of
colonialism, form the backdrop against which the violemlignation of those at the
receiving end of liberal sovereign power can and must leasit partly understood.

To call this the violence ahoral indignation is not to say that the perpetrator of
injustice is always correctly recognized by the indignanthat perceived instances of
injustice are always correctly perceived. It is not a9 that many uglier modalities of
violence are not intermixed with this modality. It is tiosay that the subjects of violence
are necessarily innocent of the wish to become mastdnatahey would invariably inject
a greater quantity of justice into the world than theas before if they attained sovereign
freedom. Itis to say that moral reason, emotional passion, and physica &oe so
powerfully fused in the violence of moral indignation that anyorslhwg to decrease it, or
at least the popular sympathy for it, must begin berisg and responding (in a real
instead of merely apparent way) to bitter grievancesheg their origins in a troubled
social history.

In our age, republican forms of liberal democracy suclrasce, individualist
forms such as the United States, and ethnonational farahsas Israel, all lack both the
conceptual sensitivity to comprehend the politics of violadignation and the political
will to defuse it by transforming the relations that gage to it. But applying Fanon’s
insights on the politics of violent indignation to these ¢hnational contexts is a project
that must await another occasion and different tools thaitical theory alone can
provide?®

29 For my political theoretical analysis of the case of Israeliberal democratic ethnonational state
founded on the colonizing of territory (but through the exclusion, not exjboitatf peoples) — see “Is the
Right to Sovereignty as Human Right” (manuscript form) and “JeN&lonalism and the Question of
Palestine” Interventions: International Journal of Postcolonial Studd 8, no 1, 2006], 24-39).



