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This article explores the value of scholarship on state terrorism for the critical study of terrorist violences. The article begins by identifying four primary contributions of this scholarship. First, a rethinking of the status and significance of terrorism. Second, an unsettling of broader assumptions within International Relations and terrorism research. Third, an ability to locate state violences within pertinent, but potentially camouflaged, contexts. And, fourth, a prioritisation of critique as a responsibility of scholarship. The article’s second section then argues that the purchase of this work could be further extended by greater conceptual engagement with the state itself. In particular, we point to the value of contemporary approaches to the state as a terrain and outcome of social and political struggles, rather than as a singular actor of unitary purpose. Rethinking the state in this way has value, we argue, first, for moving research beyond the identification and typologising of state terrorisms. And, second, for circumventing the perennial problem of identifying intentionality in efforts to designate violences as (state) terrorism.
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Introduction
Recent years have witnessed a significant expansion of interest in the phenomenon and concept of state terrorism. Building on, and updating, a small number of significant earlier studies (for example Chomsky and Herman 1979a, 1979b; Stohl and Lopez 1984, 1988; George 1991), this literature is already sufficiently heterogeneous to incorporate a plurality of normative commitments, empirical foci, and, indeed, conceptualisations of this phenomenon. If we bracket, for a moment, this heterogeneity, this scholarship is one that poses a potentially quite significant challenge to conventional understandings of terrorist violence. It is a challenge that threatens, first, to unsettle the still-dominant association of terrorism with non-state actors through the introduction of additional types of violence into this concept’s orbit. And, second, to recast the contours of derivative debates - including on terrorism’s categories, causes and threat - via this reworking of their referent.[endnoteRef:1] Given the significance of this challenge, it is perhaps unsurprising that this scholarship has met with criticism from a range of sources: sympathetic and otherwise (compare Silke, 1996, Hoffman, 1998, Wight 2012). [1:  For a recent overview of the parameters of these debates, see Jackson et al (2011).] 

	This article seeks to assess the value of this literature for (critical) terrorism studies. In so doing, it attempts, first, to identify the major contours and contributions of existing work in this area. And, second, to push this research agenda forward by appeal to greater conceptual debate on this phenomenon’s generative characteristics: those properties that must be present for an act of violence to constitute state terrorism (see Sayer 1997: 458). In doing this, it seeks to identify scope for greater engagement with cognate debates within political science and state theory. Although a small number of contemporary, and significant, exceptions are explored below (especially Blakeley 2009, 2013, Jackson 2011), the article’s broad argument is that literature on the phenomenon of state terrorism has been far stronger in typologising and detailing instances of state terrorism than it has in delineating and problematising this concept’s meaning and scope. As such, and despite some recent improvements, Stohl and Lopez’s (1984: 3) early warning that state terrorism as a problem for study requires, “...investment in theory building and analysis and not simply description and condemnation”, remains, we suggest, apposite: certainly in comparison to the intensity of theoretical wrangling on alternative forms of violence such as non-state terrorism or war. 
	To develop these arguments, the article proceeds in two stages. It begins with an overview of the relevant literature, exploring competing perspectives on the types, functions and drivers of state terrorism. This section concludes by reflecting on this literature’s major achievements to date, including the challenge it poses to guiding assumptions within terrorism research and International Relations (IR) more widely. A second section then argues that the state terrorism literature has expended too little effort to date problematising the notion of the state. With few exceptions, we suggest, there is a tendency either to eschew this question altogether, or, to conceptualise the state as a unitary entity and/or actor capable of displaying singular agency. This conception differs, we argue, from that inherent to much recent scholarship on the state which might be productively engaged given potentially overlapping normative and political commitments. Re-thinking the state as a strategically selective terrain and outcome of social struggles and processes (Jessop 2010), we argue, presents opportunity for a more sophisticated discussion of the preconditions and possibilities of state terrorism. It also, moreover, poses potential for circumventing the perennial problem of identifying intentions within efforts to designate state violences as ‘terrorist’. The article concludes by outlining alternative research agendas rendered feasible by a recasting of the state thus, pointing, in particular, to the value of governmentality approaches.

State terrorism scholarship: A critical review
Although modest in size compared to literatures on other types of violence, scholarship on state terrorism is, undeniably, heterogeneous. This heterogeneity is most pronounced, unsurprisingly, in debate on the very possibility of this phenomenon in which three contrasting positions may be identified. The first of these positions is the argument that states simply cannot engage in terrorism: the application of this label to their violences is either misnomer or erroneous. Justifications for this stance span Weberian arguments around sovereign prerogatives (for a discussion see Sproat, 1991, 1997), as well as definitional claims that terrorism is a form of violence by necessity conducted by non-state actors (Hoffman, 2006). 
	An alternative, more common, stance is to recognise the possibility - or even to identify instances - of state terrorism but to seek to maintain a distinction between the terrorisms of states and other actors. This distinction is justified, by some, on grounds of pragmatism, given the challenges of establishing a research expertise on such different violences (see Jackson et al 2011: 181). Others, in contrast, seek to keep these phenomena separate for reasons of conceptual or analytical clarity, emphasising their differences above any apparent connections (e.g. Richardson 2006: 5). In the words of Andrew Silke (cited in Stohl 2012: 45), for instance: “I cannot help but feel that state terrorism is actually a rhinoceros which has strayed close to our terrorism elephant. So while there are similarities between the two, they are ultimately two different creatures”. For Martha Crenshaw (2011: 4), similarly:

	My view is that the identity of the actor does not matter to the specification of the method. However, in 	general the vastly greater power and presumed legitimate authority of states as compared to nonstates 	makes it difficult to explain their behaviour in the same terms, since the state has many other means of 	exercising influence or controlling behaviour. Nevertheless, when states use tactics such as placing 	explosives on airliners (Libya), death squads at home (Argentina during the “Dirty War”), hit teams to 	assassinate dissidents abroad (Libya or South Africa under the apartheid regime), or deployment of 	state agents to organize local cells (Iran in Lebanon) they are not unlike nonstates.


A third approach concerns the argument that states emphatically can, and indeed do, engage in terrorism. Scholars writing from this standpoint typically reject any absolute distinction between state and non-state engagements in this type of violence, believing such distinctions analytically, politically, and/or morally problematic. As Jackson et al (2011: 160) argue, this is because they work, “…to obscure all the many and important similarities between acts of state terrorism and acts of non-state terrorism…The analytical blindness brought about by these separate categories can then be an obstacle to the knowledge that could potentially be gained by considering them together”.
	The remainder of this section reviews work associated with this third standpoint, considering debates around the types, functions and contexts of state terrorism. Our aim in so doing is twofold. First, to take stock of the diversity of existing scholarship in this area. And, second, to identify its contributions for the study of terrorism and beyond.

Types of state terrorism
Although the existence of a single, accepted typology of state terrorism remains somewhat elusive (Primoratz 2002: 32), there are no shortage of efforts to differentiate instantiations of this violence. In an early contribution to these discussions, Michael Stohl (1984), for example, distinguished between three broad categories of state terrorism: overt engagements in coercive diplomacy;[endnoteRef:2] covert participation in assassinations, coups, bombing campaigns and the like; and, surrogate activities, in which assistance is offered to a secondary state or insurgent organisation for the conduct of terrorism. His subsequent account with George Lopez (Stohl and Lopez 1988: 4-5) developed this schema, introducing a quinquipartite approach to state terrorism as foreign policy strategy that distinguished between coercive terrorist diplomacy, clandestine state terrorism, state-sponsored terrorism, surrogate terrorism, and state acquiescence to terrorism. Conn (2007: 94-95), in a recent contribution, offers a related typology, separating “three distinct categories of state action” that encompass terrorism: state terror, state involvement in terror, and state sponsorship of terror. Blakeley (2009: 35), more recently still, distinguishes between state perpetration and sponsorship of terrorism. Her work also, moreover, separates “limited state terrorism” targeted at a specific, narrow audience, from “generalised” state terrorism wherein whole populations are targeted (Blakeley, 2009: 44-51). Alternative typologies of longevity, finally, follow Chomsky's (1991) distinction between limited and wholesale terrorism to differentiate between discrete, targeted instances of state terrorism aimed at specific outcomes, on the one hand. And, on the other, generalized cultures of societal intimidation that recur over an extended period of time (Jackson et al 2011: 189-191). [2:  Schelling's depiction of coercive diplomacy's aim to render non-compliance with a particular political demand 'terrible beyond endurance' is taken by Stohl and Lopez (1988) as the title for another of their edited collections on this theme. ] 

	Despite their differences, the value of these typological frameworks is, we argue, twofold. In the first instance, they caution against over-generalization in the study of state terrorism. By adding specificity to the concept through detailing the various forms of its enactment, they remind scholars of the dangers of subsuming quite disparate practices under the heading of a singularized state terrorism. Thus, despite his reluctance to incorporate state violences under the rubric of terrorism (Laqueur 1990: 178), Laqueur's warning about the diversity of terrorisms (1990: 177) may legitimately also be applied to this article's concern: “There is no such thing as terrorism pure and unadulterated, specific and unchanging, comparable to a chemical element; rather there are a great many terrorisms”. Second, these typologies also provide an opportunity for exploring the pertinence of similarities and differences between instances or types of state terrorism. This, in turn, poses potential for enhanced explanatory sophistication that would be lost within less precise accounts of state terrorism as an unvariegated phenomenon (see Jackson et al 2011: 158). 

The aims of state terrorism 
A second prominent theme of this literature concerns the functions or ambitions of state terrorism. Although frequently approached as interconnected, it is possible to differentiate economic, political and strategic motivations posited within existing studies. So, beginning with the former, state terrorism has been identified as a useful tool for the satisfaction of elite economic interests, including maintaining access to external resources or markets, or the suppression of socially progressive reform movements such as labour organisations. Particularly prominent in historical materialist accounts (for example, Blakeley 2009), the experience of Guatemala offers a useful illustration. Here, CIA support for the 1954 coup against President Arbenz has been explained as a response to his programme of agricultural reform, which included the nationalisation of 234,000 acres of (largely unused) land from the US-based United Fruit Company (Blakeley 2009: 92, also Gareau 2004: 43; Lewellen 1988: 88). The consequences of the coup's aftermath included, “...decimating the labor movement (reduced from 100,000 to 27,000; more than 200 union leaders were killed immediately after the coup) and setting off waves of right-wing violence that...claimed thousands of lives, many during a U.S -sponsored counterinsurgency campaign in the mid-1960s” (Chomsky and Herman 1979a: 274). Thus, as Blakeley (2009: 19) summarises in a broader context, “...the use of state terrorism by Northern states has always been motivated by an underlying material aim, whereby elites have used terrorism in an attempt to ensure a plentiful supply of slave or forced labour, or to defeat political movements that might threaten elite interests.”
	Beyond its potential economic utility, state terrorism has also been linked to political and strategic interests (Stohl, 2006). Thus, it may be employed to destabilize the ruling regime of a competitor state, as with Iraqi support for Mujahedin-e-Khalq under Saddam Hussein.[endnoteRef:3] Alternatively, a state may employ terror to suppress political opposition at home. The assassinations or disappearances organised by government forces, paramilitaries or ‘death squads’ in a host of Latin American countries throughout the Cold War may be read (in part) thus, including in Argentina (Herman and O'Sullivan 1991: 45), Guatemala (Chomsky and Herman 1979a: 279-283; Bowen 1988: 123-126) and beyond (see also Bujiardjo 1991, Sluka 2000). In addition, powerful states may assist with, or acquiesce to programmes of terror abroad due to an ally’s strategic significance, as, for instance, in the US relationship with Marcos’ Philippines (Chomsky and Herman 1979a: 238). States may also, finally, support terrorist movements in the more nebulous hope that so doing will facilitate the export of particular ideological frameworks. As Byman (2005: 32) notes: [3:  Mujahedin-e-Khalq was an anti-Iranian organisation responsible for a campaign of bombing and assassination against key figures of the 1979 revolution (see Byman 2005: 37).] 


	In the 1990s, this goal was particularly important for the Taliban regime in Afghanistan and, to a lesser 	degree, the theocracy in Tehran. In these as well as in other cases, the very ideas of the regime's leaders, 	as well as their strategic goals and political concerns, determined why they supported terrorist groups.

Beyond highlighting the range of motivations that may contribute to the countenance of, or engagement in, state terrorism, the diversity of case studies within this work also facilitates comparison between practices of state terrorism at home and abroad. Frequently, however, these levels - internal and external - are interconnected, with the charting of associations between domestic elites, their agencies, and external sponsors a common concern in this literature. Stokes’ (2005) discussion of state terrorism in Colombia offers a useful example here, where the longevity of US aid and training for the Colombian military (and concomitantly paramilitary groups) in its campaign against the FARC is deemed to have benefited the US and Colombia alike. As he argues, “...both the US and Colombian states publicly condemn the paramilitaries while privately relying on them to carry out murders, land clearances and 'political cleansing' operations” (Stokes 2005: 112).

Contexts of state terrorism
A third theme of this literature, often directly related to the above, concerns the location of state terrorism within its structural contexts. The value of historical materialist approaches has received particular attention here, with a number of recent studies situating state terrorism within the power relations of the global political economy. Ruth Blakeley, for example, does this by situating US foreign policy within the global entrenchment of neoliberalism. As she forcefully argues, “US foreign policy has been driven by the defence of US primacy and capital since the early 1800s, and the Cold War was as much a war for dominance of the South by the North, and particularly the US, as between East and West” (Blakeley 2009: 62). A more recent contribution by Anthony McKeown (2011: 76) furthers this by asking, “what the world must be like for acts of state terrorism to be possible”. Approaching capitalist imperialism as a root cause of state terrorism in the global South (McKeown 2011: 76), he argues that in the case of Colombia, “inter-class struggles at both national and international levels produce ongoing acts of state terrorism as part of a broader political economy of state violence” (McKeown 2011: 77). In the case of Brazil, on the other hand, “...attempts to commodify land and labour interact with historically condensed landed class interests to reproduce a dynamic in which state terrorism is utilised alongside other forms of state violence” (McKeown 2011: 77).
	These efforts to locate state terrorism within the broader global political economy offer a two-pronged challenge to alternative literatures on terrorism. In the first instance, they refocus the analyst’s gaze away from particular acts of terrorism and toward ‘deeper’ structural and material relations that encourage and facilitate this form of violence (McKeown 2011: 76). For Herring and Stokes (2011), for example, historical materialist approaches informed by critical realism facilitate an analysis of how, “terrorism may be deployed as an instrument of the capitalist ruling class” (Herring and Stokes 2011: 14); whether in rentier states unencumbered by any need for domestic political consent, or in order to shatter pre-capitalist social formations resistant to economic neoliberalisation. In the second instance, they also present an effort to correct the perceived dominance of constructivist or discursive analyses within much recent ‘critical’ literature on terrorism published in this journal and elsewhere (for example, Jackson 2005; Hülsse and Spencer 2008; Jarvis 2009b; Spencer 2010; Baker-Beall 2013). For authors such as Stokes (2009: 91), this helps to avoid what he terms ‘cultural reductivism’, while permitting the analysis of non-discursive structures and interests. Depending on one’s meta-theoretical commitments - and views of the purposes of academic critique - this might be seen as a welcome moment of pluralisation within an emerging critical ‘project’. Alternatively, and more strongly, it might be approached as a corrective to the blind spots inherent within a new research paradigm heavily influenced by constructivist sensibilities.

Contributions of the state terrorism literature
As the above demonstrates, discussions of state terrorism engage with a diversity of conceptual and empirical questions. To conclude our overview of this literature, we now highlight four of its most important contributions before pointing to parallels with contemporary debates on security. This paves the way for the conceptual engagement of the following section. 
In the first instance, and most obviously, discussions of state terrorism present a considerable challenge to the longstanding collocation of terrorism with non-state actors or groups (Stohl 2012: 45). This challenge is important, we argue, for three reasons. First, it poses potential for highlighting inconsistencies in designations of terrorism by refusing to omit certain violences from this concept via simple definitional fiat (Shanahan 2010: 185-6; also Jaggar 2005, Blakeley 2007). As Chomsky (1991: 12) puts it in his description of what he terms the ‘literal’ approach to the study of terrorism, “…we begin by determining what constitutes terrorism. We then seek instances of the phenomenon – concentrating on the major examples, if we are serious – and try to determine causes and remedies” (see also Chomsky 2002a: 89-90). Removing any consideration of actors from one’s understanding of terrorism thus facilitates the identification of pertinent contiguities between the violences of states and other actors in the global system. As Jackson et al (2010: 3) argue:

	To suggest when state agents engage in the very same strategies as non-state terrorists, such as when they 	blow up civilian airliners (the Lockerbie bombing) or a protest ship (the Rainbow Warrior bombing) or 	plant a series of bombs in public places (the Lavon affair), it ceases to be terrorism is effectively the 	abandonment of scholarly research principles.

Second, this challenge to the terrorism/non-state actor imbrication also prompts critical reflection on the perceived significance of non-state terrorism as a contemporary security challenge. Authors pursuing this line of argument have consistently noted the disconnect between bringers of harm and scholarly focus in ‘traditional’ studies of terrorism, given the far more substantial suffering engendered by the relatively understudied phenomenon of state terrorism. Although this inconsistency is often acknowledged by pioneers of more traditional terrorism research (for example, Wilkinson 2001: 19), a major ambition of recent critical voices has been to bring these violences into the centre of terrorism’s analysis. Thus, Michael Stohl (2008: 6), for instance, argues, “The number of victims produced by state terror is on a scale exponentially larger than that of insurgent terrorists” (also Goodin 2006: 2028, and Jackson et al 2010: 1). Richard Falk (2008: 28) goes further still, suggesting it is, “…abundantly clear that from the perspective of civilian values, that the state terrorism associated with counter-terrorism and one-sided warfare, is by far the greatest cause of harm throughout human history.”[endnoteRef:4] Here, of course, the ‘rampant plague’ (Chomsky 2002b: 13) of state terrorism is not limited to the totalitarian regimes of the twentieth century’s better-known despots. Just as willing to engage in this practice, argue critics, have been the liberal democracies of the ‘global North’ (see Blakeley 2007, 2009; Gareau 2004; Primoratz 2004). [4:  The relationship - and potential overlap - between counter-terrorism and state terrorism is an important one that has attracted increasing academic attention in the post-9/11 period. See, for example, Poynting and Whyte (2012).] 

	A final aspect of this first contribution concerns its scope for introducing further conceptual sophistication into the study of terrorism more broadly. Here, the identification of inconsistencies in the application of the ‘terrorist’ label may be seen as the laying of foundations for subsequent debate on why these inconsistencies occur. The exclusion of certain violences from terrorism research has been understood in a number of ways, including, inter alia, the political motives underpinning foreign policy decisions and reportage (Herman 2002); the statist organisation of the global political and legal architecture (Zeidan 2004: 495); the disciplinary constraints of established academic fields (Gunning 2007: 373; Blakeley 2009: 12); the rise of insurgent, Palestinian terrorism in the late 1960s and the international attention this captured (Stohl 2012: 45); and the overlapping interests of scholars and practitioners embedded within a shared ‘terrorism industry’ (Halkides 1995: 253-254; Blakeley 2007: 230, 2009: 13-16; also Herman and O’Sullivan 1989; Burnett and Whyte 2005; Mueller 2008). Beyond encouraging scholars to debate the existence of state terrorism, then, these literatures also prompt analysis of the lack of historical engagement with this phenomenon.
	A second major contribution of the state terrorism literature is the force with which it encourages scholars to revisit guiding, and frequently implicit, assumptions within the field of terrorism research and its intellectual progenitors such as International Relations (IR) (Herring and Stokes 2011: 13). Here, a focus on state terrorism may help to elaborate the connections (conceptual and empirical) between state and sub-state violences (Porpora 2011: 52); violences that are frequently studied in isolation of one another because of foundational ontological assumptions about the nature of the global system. Such a focus may also assist in the contestation of, “...invalid and politically deleterious moral binar[ies], in which Western democracies are on the side of the good and their sub-state opponents on the side of evil” (Porpora 2011: 52), by questioning the widespread normative view that a violence's (il)legitimacy is derivable from its wielder (Jackson 2011: 122). Discussions of state terrorism therefore may contribute to a recasting of broader intellectual maps that frame the study of global political dynamics, unsettling axiomatic assumptions around who does what, when and how.
	Third, this research also makes possible the insertion of specific state violences into pertinent historical and comparative contexts. Here, analyses of state terrorism over time permit, in the first instance, identification of foreign policy continuities that supersede shifting geopolitical dynamics or discourses. Stokes’ (2005: 3) account of US interventions in Colombia, for instance, is able to identify strategic continuities between wars on drugs and terror precisely because state terrorism - rather than geopolitical dynamics or political discourse - is centred in his account. A focus on state terrorisms may also, moreover, allow the analysis of historical continuities between the interests and behaviours of contemporary states and earlier powers (see Stohl and Lopez 1984: 4; Blakeley 2009: 52-79). A useful parallel here may be found in contemporary work on American ‘empire’ which claims similarly to assist in the identification of connections between US foreign policy today and the workings of previous imperial projects (Cox 2007: 5).
	Finally, state terrorism research also serves a discernibly critical function by, amongst other things: encouraging scholars to identify and challenge illegitimate state violences (Blakeley 2009: 167); highlighting the impact of such violences on broader communities or populations; tying the deployment of state terrorism to particular beneficiaries, interests and structures, whether political, economic or strategic (see Chomsky and Herman 1979; McKeown 2011); and mapping the processes through which state terrorisms are variously legitimised, camouflaged or denied (Chomsky and Herman 1979b). This capacity for - and interest in - critique may help explain the pull of Critical Terrorism Studies (CTS) within the most recent wave of scholarship on state terrorism (Wight 2012: 51). 
	The significance of these contributions becomes clearer, we argue, through comparison with earlier debates within (Critical) Security Studies on the desirability of broadening and deepening hitherto prevailing accounts of security. Just as those discussions were pivotal in expanding the remit of Security Studies and stimulating reflection on its normative and political commitments, these literatures pose similar potential for dramatically recasting the arena of terrorism studies. In this case, the broadening movement occurs via the incorporation of a spread of new violences into the purview of terrorism research; violences that may have traditionally been viewed otherwise because their protagonists were states or their clients. The deepening movement occurs within this literature's efforts to ‘drill down’ into the concept of terrorism and expose the politics behind conventional understandings of this phenomenon: from where or whom such understandings arise, for instance, and whose interests they serve (see Booth 2005:14-15; also, Booth 2008). As with earlier discussions of security, this deepening dynamic works on the one hand, to demonstrate the contingency of seemingly settled approaches to this object of study - ‘terrorism’. And, on the other, to highlight the departure of contemporary uses of this term from its etymological and historical roots. In so doing, an interesting parallel emerges between efforts to return security to its original referent of people rather than states, in the first instance (Glasius 2008). And, in the second, efforts to return terrorism to its original referent of state, rather than non-state, violences.

State terrorism, the state and its intentions
The above discussed contributions indicate the value of contemporary scholarship on state terrorism for terrorism research, International Relations, foreign policy analysis, and beyond. In this section, we explore the possibility of advancing this scholarship still further by appealing for greater attention to the generative characteristics of the ‘state terrorism’ concept. Our argument is that critical debate on state terrorism would benefit from further engagement with contemporary efforts to rethink and problematise ‘the state’ for three distinct, yet related, reasons. In the first instance, because so doing poses potential for different - and, potentially, more sophisticated - understandings of state terrorism, its contexts and functions. Second, because engaging with contemporary state theory opens potentially important space for dialogue between analysts of state terrorism, on the one hand, and analysts of other state practices, on the other. Third, rethinking the state in this context might also facilitate a way out of the perennial challenge of identifying intentionality within efforts to designate state violences as terrorist.
	Although a potentially surprising charge to level, our overarching claim is that literature on state terrorism has rarely subjected the functions, characteristics, limits, or interests of the state itself to detailed scrutiny. Neither, we suggest, has it expended sufficient energy exploring differences between the types of state engaging in terrorist violences, and the implications of these for our understanding thereof (see Schmid and Jongman 1988: 44). Instead, this literature tends to rely either on an implicit, yet fairly conventional - and effectively realist - approach to the state as an instrumental unitary actor with a singularity of interests and purposes. Or, in more sophisticated accounts, broadly Marxian approaches to the state as an agent of capital. As we argue below, neither of these serves to open the ‘black box’ of the state sufficiently for detailed analysis.
	Beginning with the former, consider Gibbs’ (1989: 333) formulation, in which he argues: 

	State terrorism occurs when and only when a government official (or agent or employee) engages in 	terrorism, as previously defined, at the direction or with the consent of a superordinate, but one who does 	not publicly acknowledge such direction or consent [original emphasis].

In Murphy and Tamana’s (2010: 49) discussion of the Pakistani military, similarly, Gus Martin is approvingly cited in order to approach state terrorism as: “characterized by official government support for policies of violence, repression and intimidation”. Introducing a new collection of interviews on US state terrorism, Aksan and Balies (2013: 12) more recently argue: “we want to emphasise the consistency of purpose behind US foreign policy. …Our argument is that the motivation behind these actions has predominantly been to spread an economic model conducive to American business interests.” As they continue, “State terrorism is not the preserve of particular presidents, or particular political parties, operating under extraordinary circumstances. Indeed, the personality traits and intentions of individuals can quickly be sidelined as the realities of US power structures become apparent” (ibid).		Running through accounts such as these, we argue, is a fairly narrow approach to the state which reifies a phenomenon more usefully approached as a dynamic and complex political reality. While this reification might be valuable for condemning particular violences – by positing a direct link between such violences and consolidated political power – the state itself tends to be read rather restrictively: as the executive decision-makers and their military apparatuses. This is potentially problematic, we argue, for two reasons. First because the boundaries of the modern state are far more opaque than implied in these discussions. Political power is not centralised within the modern state, and is instead distributed across an, “…increasingly diverse flotilla of organisations and partnerships, many of which enjoy significant levels of autonomy from elected politicians and legislature,” (Flinders, 2006: 223). A second problem is the assumed linearity between interests and violences that underpins this singular model of the state. By reducing the state to its political and military elites, and viewing these elites as a traceable origin of decisions and actions, the state is produced, simply, as an actor with pre-defined interests (on this, see Finlayson and Martin 2006); a bounded unit that either directly commissions or partakes in terrorist acts. Yet, as contemporary explorations of governance have illustrated, simplifications such as this obscure the extent to which the state itself represents an effect – rather than an agent – of power (although see Skinner 2009). As Rose and Miller (2010: 274) usefully point out: “To the extent that the modern state ‘rules’, it does so on the basis of an elaborate network of relations formed amongst the complex of institutions, organizations and apparatuses that make it up”. 
 	There are instances of attempts to examine the relationships within and outwith the state in terms of state terrorism. Studies of death squads and collusion, which examine the links between the formal state and informal paramilitaries offer one example (Sluka, 2000; Jamieson and McEvoy, 2005). More sophisticated examinations of the state of state terrorism may also be found in the Marxian literature, of which Ruth Blakeley’s (2009, 2011) work is amongst the best known. For Blakeley, state terrorism is crucially related to the imperial projects of European and other powers since the 16th Century. A key part of her analysis is the assertion that US foreign policy (which includes, Blakeley argues, state terrorism) serves US and global capital, as well as the national interest; seeing in other words, “the US as agent of capitalism” (Blakeley 2009: 67). Blakeley’s analysis therefore falls within the Poulantzasian tradition of Marxist state theory debate, arguing that the state does not always act in the interests of capital, as the long term securing of capital may sometimes require acting with the short term interests of subordinate classes (in order, for example, to head off class antagonism).
	Blakeley’s work is important (and relatively unusual) in that she explicitly discusses ‘parts of the state’ in her analysis. Exploring the connection between US foreign policy and state terrorism, for example, she states, citing Robert Cox, ‘I am referring here not to the whole US government but to “those executive bodies within ‘government’ which are charged with promoting and protecting the expansion of capital across state boundaries” (Blakeley, 2009: 69. See also Blakeley 2011, 2013). She also notes that there exists “agency by other social forces, including fractions of the state... albeit with lesser influence than those segments of the US state involved in the spread of global capitalism” (Blakeley 2009: 72). Ultimately, however, analyses of this sort remains wedded to the idea that there exists such a thing as ‘the’ state and that it wields power. There may be dissenting fractions therein, yet the commitment to Marxist state theory, and the priority of the economic, means, ultimately, that the elements of the state responsible for the expansion of capital ‘win out’ in the long run at least. In making this argument, Blakeley points to the intimate connections between state personnel and those within key capitalist positions; reflecting on the “revolving door” that sees members of administrations such as Cheney and Rumsfeld, acting also as directors and CEOs of private corporations. In her words: “Given these linkages between the US state and US capital, it is likely that their interests will be coterminous, and the distinction between these two agents will not always be clear” (Blakeley 2009: 75). 
	Whilst Blakeley’s analysis takes us far further in unpacking the state than more straightforward invocations of its existence, its Marxist underpinnings means it remains wedded to a view which sees the state, if not as a unitary actor, then one that acts ultimately with a singularity of purpose: the expansion and maintenance of capital. She states clearly that the state is “a complex web of connections between numerous entities that have varying degrees of autonomy”, but that, “there may nevertheless be a shared set of overall objectives” (Blakeley 2009: 37). In this sense, whilst the more sophisticated analyses of state terrorism such as Blakeley’s have begun to question the unitary nature of the state, they go less far than contemporary developments in state theory in problematising the state’s singular agency or interests. Recent governance literatures, for instance, approach the state as the outcome of a series of complex interrelationships between public and private actors (for example, Peters and Pierre 2000). Political geographers such as Painter (2006: 754) likewise critique the reification of the state as “a more or less unified entity that can be the subject of actions such as deciding, ruling, punishing, regulating, intervening and waging war”. As Painter argues, much theorising about the state:

has typically posited the state either as an organizational actor in its own right, or as a set of organizational resources through which other agents (such as classes or elites) act. In both cases the state is seen as consisting of a more or less coherent matrix of institutions (Painter 2006: 756).

This approach to the state resonates with much contemporary state terrorism literature. One of the dangers of this reification is that it masks the role of agency within the state apparatuses (Gill, 2010). In other words, it is important to approach the state not as coherent, but rather as a site of contestation possessing only symbolic and imagined unity. In order to do so, Painter argues, we should focus on the “prosaic practices” of the state which reveal the “heterogeneous, constructed, porous, uneven, processual and relational character” of state practices and behaviours (Painter 2006: 745; also Bulkeley and Schroeder 2012). 
	Bob Jessop’s recent work on the state points similarly to the importance of opening up the black box of the state. In his formulation:

The state is an ensemble of power centres and capacities that offer unequal chances to different forces within and outside the state and that cannot, qua institutional ensemble, exercise power. This implies that it is not the state, as such, that exercises power. Instead, its powers (plural) are activated by changing sets of politicians and state officials located in specific parts of the state in specific conjunctures… If an overall strategic line is discernible in the exercise of these powers, it is due to strategic coordination enabled through the selectivity of the state system and the role of parallel power networks that cross-cut and unify its formal structures. Yet, such unity is improbable because the state is shot through with contradictions and class struggles and its political agents must always take account of (potential) mobilization by a wide range of forces beyond the state, engaged in struggles to transform it, determine its policies, or simply resist it from afar (Jessop 2010: 44-45).

In this view, the state is a strategically selective terrain, which exercises power, to the extent that it does, through coordination of specific political actors. Read thus, the state is a set of institutions which can be mobilised for certain ends/goals: it is something that is activated by agents - depending on the balance of social relations within and outwith - rather than a possessor of power itself. Its unit is, therefore, “improbable” because: 

The state does not have an essence. The state is not a universal nor in itself an autonomous source of power. The state is nothing else but the effect, the profile, the mobile shape of a perpetual stratification… In short, the state has no heart… in the sense that it has no interior (Foucault 2010: 44).

Problematisating the unitary state and its implication in violences, in this way, involves examination of, “the heterogeneity of authorities that have sought to govern conduct, the heterogeneity of strategies, devices, ends sought, the conflicts between them” (Rose 1999: 21). As Lemke (2007: 46) argues, this would mean reframing analysis from the ‘what’ and the ‘why’ of national interests in debate on state terrorism, to a series of ‘how’ questions (see also Doty 1993). How, for example, does “the state” ever come to act as a coherent political force? How does ‘the state’ (re)produce itself as an imagined unity in confronting its opponents? And, how do a range of plural institutions and processes function as “the state” in the commission of violences readable as terrorist? Work of this nature, we argue, would open up a new range of research questions including, but not limited to: Is there opposition within the state to the use of state terror? If, as Stohl (2008) suggests, dehumanisation is a key precursor to state terror, how is this achieved? What kind of knowledge regime support state terror, and how are violences justified or camouflaged? If carried out clandestinely, how do elements of the state attempt to veil violences? How do those states engaged in state terrorism manage internal or international criticism, and which elements of the state take responsibility for this? Do any of these relations resemble conventional state activities in other, less violent, forms of governance? And, to what extent is state terrorism made possible through conventional state practices?
Many of these questions could be captured by refocusing attention upon how state terrorism becomes possible, viable and practiced. In this, we echo Doty’s (1993) claims about the importance of how questions. Thus we might consider not just how state terrorism can come to pass, but, also in so doing, how the relevant “subjects, objects and interpretive dispositions were socially constructed such that certain practices were made possible” (Doty, 1993: 298). These subjects, objects and interpretive dispositions include, in the context of state terrorism, conceptions of the national interest, the othering of enemies as ‘terrorist’, conceptions of the state’s role and scope, discursive logics for the legitimation or denial of state violences, and so forth. This suggests that examination of state terrorism might not only work with a richer, more complex conception of the state. But, in addition, that it might also seek to move beyond the state and explore the role of state terrorism in the (re)production of individual and collective subjects (1993: 317).
Relatedly, Bulkeley and Schroeder (2012), (in a different debate), argue that rather than focussing on who did what, there is a need to examine how courses of actions, subjects and objects, become constituted as such. In their words:
	
This in turn, demands attention to the discourses/rationalities and technologies of governing, and the ways in which projects (selectively) align and assemble diverse entities to achieve their aims, either directly or by ensuring the “self-government” of relevant actors (Bulkeley and Schroeder, 2012: 751)

Rose states this more clearly still when he suggests that a governmentality approach focuses not on “what happened and why” but on, “what authorities of various sorts wanted to happen, in relation to problems defined how, in pursuit of what objectives, through what strategies and techniques” (Rose 1999: 20). Making this a little more concrete, Painter (2006; see also Murray Li 2007) argues that research on the state might usefully engage with a range of different research strategies/foci. One of these would be to examine in much greater detail, the inner machinations of the state:

producing ethnographies and histories of the ‘internal’ workings of state institutions, to disclose the mundane, but frequently hidden, everyday world of state officials, bureaucratic procedures, meetings, committees, report writing, decision making, procrastination and filing (Painter, 2006, 770)

In addressing this latter point, working state terrorism through conceptual paradigms that examine other forms of governing practices offers the potential to de-exceptionalise state terrorism, and to see it less as an aberration from “normal” state practices, and instead to conceptualise it as something connected to far more more regular and routine state functions and practices.
There is scope, in other words, for further reflection on the balances of social and political forces, and their institutional and bureaucratic frameworks, which lead ‘the state’ to engage in acts of violence aimed at instrumentalising victims and instilling fear in a wider population. Doing so, we suggest would push debate beyond definitional exercises which are subsequently measured against specific instances in order to ascertain whether state terrorism has occurred (see Claridge, 1996).

On intentionality
A final benefit of recasting the state in debates on state terrorism relates to the widespread assumption that the sanctioning, organisation, or conduct of violence by state actors constitutes terrorism to the extent that such violence is wielded deliberately. With few exceptions (for example, Heryanto 2006: 19-20), (state) terrorism is frequently understood – indeed, condemned – precisely because of this instrumentality: for its intentional targeting of particular victims as a means toward future ends (for example, Marchak 1999: 6; Blakeley 2009: 15). State violences are thus deemed thinkable – and condemnable – as terrorism to the extent that they function as a purposive strategy towards a secondary goal; typically, the communication of a political message to broader audiences. As Sproat (1991: 21) argues, “…it is the purpose of the act (not the effects) that is the key characteristic of identifying terrorism”. Thus, for Stohl (2006: 6): 

What distinguishes terrorism from other acts of violence are its instrumentality and its targets. It distinguishes direct and indirect victims and it is crucial to understand, that whether we are examining insurgent or state terrorism, how the audience reacts is as important as the act itself and the instrumental victims who are its direct casualties.

While, for Raphael (2010: 165), similarly: 

…state terrorism can be understood as a deliberate act of violence against individuals that the state has a duty to protect, or a threat of such an act if a climate of fear has already been established through preceding acts of state violence…which is intended to induce extreme fear in some target observers who identify with the victim(s) [our emphasis].

While a number of important theoretical criticisms may be levelled at this emphasis - from institutionalist and poststructural literatures alike (compare Hay and Wincott 1998: 954; Foucault 1984; Butler 1994) - there are also considerable methodological challenges within efforts at identifying intentions. Blakeley, for example, in one of the most sustained theoretical examinations of these issues, argues that, “determining the intentions of state actors is not easy. Often their purposes will, at best, be ambiguous” (Blakley, 2009: 36; see also Claridge, 1996: 49-50). Despite these difficulties, Blakeley argues that such intentions can be inferred if not directly accessed. Thus, seeking to distinguish between criminal acts of an individual state agent and state terrorism, for instance, she gives the following example: 

If the state fails to prosecute the individual to the full extent of the law and fails to compensate the victims, and if the state attempts to excuse the actions in some way, the state is, to some extent, condoning the actions of that individual. We can argue therefore that the state was complicit.
 
This focus on inference is less than ideal. Whilst not exculpating atrocities, one can imagine a whole series of factors which may lead a state not to prosecute a state agent who has committed a violent act, including public opinion, concern for morale in the armed services, evidential problems, and so forth. Behaviours of this sort might be shameful, but it is questionable whether they would constitute terrorism. 
	Other ways that are posited to resolve this challenge are similarly limited. These include examining the broader context of violences in order to identify patterns, and reflecting on the ‘reasonably anticipated likely consequences of an act’ (Blakeley, 2009: 41) and its duration, such that, ‘the longer the abuses go on, the more confident we can be that the violence should be attributed to the upper echelons of the state’ (Blakeley, 2009: 42, emphasis added). Leaving aside the challenges of identifying the state’s upper echelons, Blakeley (2009: 43) further suggests that one can identify state terrorism even in cases where the intention to terrorise (inferred or explicitly stated) is not the primary or even secondary intention. 
	Our argument is that this challenge of identifying intentionality is itself a product of a view of the state as possessing some degree of singular agency. Even in its more sophisticated versions - such as Blakeley’s - the attempt to posit, uncover or infer a state’s intentions only makes sense if the state exists - or acts - in a relatively coherent manner. If the state is seen, in contrast, as a plural and decentred terrain, criss-crossed with institutional arrangements, resources and power relations, the conceptual and methodological challenges of identifying intent can be dispensed with. In this sense, and in line with the research agendas sketched in the above section, it becomes more appropriate to look at the dynamics of power relations and contestations constitutive of ‘the state’, and to ask how these dynamics enable violences - including terrorisms - to occur. 

Conclusion
This article attempts to make two contributions to recent debate on state terrorism and the value of scholarship thereof for ongoing efforts to study terrorism critically (Jackson 2013: 130-131). In the first instance, it offered a critical overview of the major interests and questions underpinning contemporary state terrorism research. In so doing, it sought to chart the heterogeneous character of this work and to flesh out its contributions for the study of political violences. Four contributions in particular were identified. First, a rethinking of the status and significance of terrorism. Second, an unsettling of broader assumptions within IR and terrorism research. Third, an ability to locate state violences within pertinent, but potentially camouflaged, contexts. And, fourth, a prioritisation of critique as a responsibility of scholarship. 
	In the second instance, we sought to advance debate on state terrorism by arguing for enhanced engagement with contemporary state theory. Greater attention to the insights of scholars associated with governmentality and related literatures, we argued, would be beneficial for state terrorism research for three related reasons. First, because the very real synergies here offer potential to explore (dis)continuities in relation to the behaviour of states in very different contexts: violent and otherwise. Second, because this research offers scope for an alternative way of theorising state terrorism away from the Marxist and (implicitly) realist approaches that dominate work in this area. And, third, because contemporary state theory might assist in the circumnavigation of the perennially problematic task of identifying intentionality in efforts to designate state terrorism. Underpinning this effort were two broad assumptions. First, that the literature on state terrorism presents a vital element of (critical) terrorism studies with potential to radically and continuously disturb the ways in which terrorism is thought of and studied. Second, that there is scope for pluralisation within designations and analyses of state terrorism itself, in order to prevent this literature from becoming dominated by particular approaches, methods and concepts. Our call for greater engagement with the generative characteristics of the ‘state terrorism’ whole, therefore, represents one attempt to inject new research questions, agenda, foci and assumptions into (critical) (state) terrorism research.
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