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[bookmark: _GoBack]Late modern warfare is increasingly characterised by ‘the technical ability and ethical imperative to threaten and, if necessary, actualise violence from a distance – with no or minimal casualties’ (Der Derian 2009, xxi). The term remote warfare has been coined to capture this process where states and societies of the Global North are progressively distancing the effects of war. New technologies, such as drones, and actors, such as private military and security companies (PMSCs) and special forces, are a fundamental feature in enabling such types of warfare, and their importance has attracted increasing attention (Chamayou 2015). In this chapter, we focus on what Der Derian has referred to as the ‘ethical imperative.’ This imperative, we argue, underpins the commitment towards forms of remote warfare and actively shapes the direction and focus of the techniques it employs. In order to think about remote warfare, it is necessary to recognise the normative commitment that underpins this way of war. This is a commitment which emerges clearly from the definition of remote warfare as a series of methods and approaches, such as the use of proxies, special operations forces, PMSCs and drones, to ‘counter threats at a distance’ (Watts and Biegon 2017). The chapter focuses on the ethical imperative sustaining the process of distancing by looking at the normative commitment embedded within forms of remote warfare. We do so by exploring remote warfare’s socio-political effects on intervening states, which so far has generated only limited attention from scholars.

Recent literature on remote warfare, or variously termed ‘liquid warfare’ (Demmers and Gould 2018), ‘surrogate warfare’ (Krieg and Rickli 2018) and ‘vicarious warfare’ (Waldman 2018), has mainly focused on the very spaces and times in which remote forms of warfare are enacted. In this, the literature has moved its focus away from an analysis of remote warfare’s legal and technical aspects (see Rae 2014; Boyle 2015), and towards the socio-political effects this form of warfare has on the everyday social realities of people living within the areas where remote warfare takes place. 
Studies have shown remote warfare’s impact on the lived realities within theatres (Calhoun 2018), demonstrated how drone strikes undermine the legitimacy of states and governments at the receiving end of these interventions (Boyle 2013), exposed how PMSCs blur the distinction between civilians and combatants, extending the space of the battlefield and blurring its borders (Kinsey 2006), and highlighted how intervening states are increasingly privileging long-distance air strikes and the training of local forces over long term state-building processes with detrimental effects for local security (Kaldor 2012, 151–184; Knowles  and Watson 2018). By exposing how remote warfare contributes to turning war into the permanent socio-political condition for people living within the vicinity of these interventions, this literature offers a powerful critique of this method of engagement. Indeed, remote warfare’s socio-political effect of turning war into a permanent condition for underprivileged spaces and times makes remote warfare everything but remote. War rather becomes perpetually present in space and time as expressions such as ‘everywhere war’ (Gregory 2011) and ‘forever war’ (Filkins 2008) capture.
Remote warfare’s socio-political effects on the states and societies from which it originates, however, have so far received only limited attention. This chapter turns to this overlooked aspect by analysing the socio-political effects the seeming absence of war has on the societies of the intervener. Our argument unfolds in three steps.
First, by focussing on the etymology of the term ‘remote’, we expose that remote not only entails a physical distancing but also encapsulates a specific normative commitment to temporalise the states in which remote interventions take place, framing them as morally backwards and thus paving the ground for military intervention. Second, we show that remote warfare challenges the traditional ways in which societies in the Global North have sustained their projects of nation-building through the production of a collective identity based on/in sacrifice (Kahn 2013; Taussig-Rubbo 2009). Third, we analyse the practice of military outsourcing as a tool of remote warfare. Specifically, we show how the outsourcing of death to private proxies exposes the ways in which neo-liberal states are renegotiating the very meaning of what it means to sacrifice for the collective identity that the nation has historically claimed to express.
The Space and Time of Remote Warfare
As argued above, remote warfare contains the ethical imperative to distance war. Indeed, the very act of distancing is hidden in plain sight within the very term itself: remote warfare. The etymology of ‘remote’ allows us to shed light on remote warfare’s normative dimension by exposing that remote encapsulates both spatial as well as temporal distancing. Etymology is a useful tool in this regard as it uncovers the whole range of various meanings that a term can carry, thereby contributing ‘to the understanding of the performativity of language in making the world in which “we” live in.’ (Riemann 2014, 3).
Remote, deriving etymologically from the Latin adjective ‘remotus’ for ‘distant in place, afar, set aside, removed’ shows how the term expresses the spatial logics sustaining remote warfare (Castiglioni and Mariotti 1996, 1097). As such, remote in space signifies the commitment for distancing war from ‘over-here’, while simultaneously maintaining the possibility of fighting it ‘over there.’ Perpetuated by 9/11, elements of this spatial logic found expression in the Bush Doctrine’s notion of pre-emption based on the proposition that, ‘we will fight them over there, so we do not have to face them in the USA’ (Bush 2007). This approach of fighting wars at a distance continued under the Obama administration’s extension of the US drone programme and has further intensified since Trump took office (Rosenthal and Schulman 2018). Besides its spatial logic, the meaning of ‘distance’ entailed within the term remote warfare also contains a temporal quality. New technologies, for example, not only permit interveners to recede ‘further in time and space from the target of military operations’ (Ohlin 2017, 2) but also ‘bring “there” here in near-real time’ (Der Derian 2009, xxxi). However, the use of virtual technologies to conduct military operations from afar with near verisimilitude, is not the sole temporal aspect of remote warfare.
Remote in time, we argue, is also linked to imaginaries of underdevelopment, civilisational standards and ideas of backwardness that are often associated with the places in which remote warfare takes place. This temporal connotation is deeply embedded into the very term remote, even though contemporary English privileges the word’s spatial dimension. Remote’s etymology is again indicative, as the Latin remotus refers to ‘distance in time’, but also ‘different, adverse, alien’ (Zalli 1830, 492–493). Even in English, both the temporal as well as the aspect of difference, were included in its meaning until the nineteenth century. Samuel Johnson’s (1828, 286) A dictionary of the English Language exemplifies this, as it defines remote as ‘1. Distant in time, not immediate, 2. Distant in Place … 4. Foreign … 6. Alien; not agreeing.’ What we find within remote warfare, therefore, is what Barry Hindess (2007) has characterised as the ‘temporalisation of difference’, through which certain contemporaries and the spaces they inhabit are assigned to an anterior time. Moreover, subjects inside these ‘backward’ spaces are portrayed as morally bankrupt and fundamentally different in comparison to their contemporaries (Ibid., 325–326).
The term ‘remote’ thus hides in plain sight the ways in which subjects and spaces where remote interventions take place are constructed as backward and distant in time through the process of temporalisation. And it is precisely this temporalisation which makes these subjects and spaces ‘targetable.’ This is most visible in relation to discourses on fragile and failing states, which form the backdrop for most remote interventions (Fernández and Estevez 2017, 149; Watts and Biegon 2017; Waldmann 2017). Debates on these spaces deploy a variety of metaphors and characteristics to locate fragile states on a temporal scale in which these are variously defined as ‘medieval’ (Forrest 1994), belonging to a Hobbesian state of nature that precedes the social contract (Kaplan 1994) or simply ‘pre-modern’ (Cooper 2003). Such representations ‘inferiorise difference by interpreting it as backwardness’ and delegitimises these spaces ‘through a comparison – explicit or implicit – with temporally more advanced identities’ (Moreno 2015, 72). Furthermore, these ‘discursive practices, based on a Eurocentric account, construct the “failed state” as deviant’ thereby creating ‘favourable conditions for interventionist practices’ (Moreno 2015, 1).
Rita Abrahamsen (2005) observed the open-ended nature of these interventionist practices in the discursive change on fragile states that appeared after 9/11. Where previously ‘development’ and ‘humanitarianism’ were key terms of reference in debates on fragile states, these were gradually replaced with an insistence on categories of risk, fear and threat, that are in need of being continually contained to safeguard temporally advanced spaces (Ibid.). The spatial and temporal logics of remote warfare, therefore, contain the normative commitment of removing war from some privileged spaces and times even at the costs of turning war into a permanent social condition for underprivileged spaces and times. In doing so, remote warfare establishes a radical duality between spaces and times in which war is consistently present, and spaces and times from which it is removed. Put differently, from the perspective of societies in the Global North, the effects of ‘being at war’ are rendered invisible and its costs are largely placed on the societies that have become the object of remote forms of intervention.
Yet, the normative commitment of removing war from ‘Western’ societies is neither uncontested nor without consequences. First, because this attempt is consistently resisted. Terrorist attacks conducted in the ‘West’, for example, have often been framed as retaliatory actions to Western military interventions, including those under the label of remote warfare. For instance, on multiple occasions Islamic State justified attacks within Western societies as direct responses to what is happening in the theatres of remote warfare (Greenwald 2016). Second, remote warfare does not leave societies from which it originates untouched. Critical scholarship has been instrumental in exposing the profound political and legal effects that remote warfare has on liberal democracies, such as the lack of democratic accountability in the enactment of these wars (Baggiarini 2015; Chamayou 2015) and the increasing use of emergency/exceptional legislation (Neal 2010, 2015). Critical terrorism studies exposed the deep socio-political effects of remote warfare in Western states by raising awareness of the militarisation of domestic security and the use of techniques that travel from COIN ‘abroad’ to counterterrorism at ‘home’ (Owens 2015; Dunlap 2016; Sabir 2017). 
The ways in which Muslim communities in Western societies are increasingly the target of security practices, such as surveillance, stigmatisation and policing, is a case in point, (Awan 2011) suggesting that for some sections of the population in the ‘West’ remote warfare’s effects are anything but remote. The reasons above highlight the importance of considering how the normative commitment of conducting remote warfare produces concrete socio-political effects within the societies from which war is supposedly removed. In the remaining part of this chapter, we turn our attention to how remote warfare affects a key component of the construction of modern statehood: the citizenship/sacrifice link (Hutchinson 2017).
Sacred Soldier Bodies and the Citizenship/Sacrifice Link
Max Weber (2009, 78) famously defined the state as a ‘community that successfully claims the monopoly of the legitimate use of violence within a given territory.’ A sole focus on the physical/material aspects in Weber’s definition, however, overlooks his engagement with the emotional foundations of political authority/community. In Religious Rejections of the World and Their Directions, Weber (2009, 335) highlights the important emotional foundations of the legitimation of force, arguing that ‘the location of death within a series of meaningful and consecrated events ultimately lies at the base of all endeavours to support the autonomous dignity of the polity resting on force.’ Sacrificial authority, therefore, underlies the state’s political authority and power (Marvin 2014). Bargu (2014, 124) calls this emotional foundation of Weber’s monopoly of violence, the monopsony of sacrifice. Monopsony derives from the ancient Greek monos (single) and opsonia (purchase). As such, ‘[b]uilding on Weber, we can say that the modern state is not only the sole provider of legitimate force; it is also the sole receiver of political self-sacrifice’ (Bargu 2014, 124).
Nationalism links individual sacrifice to the state, implying ‘a transfer of authority and meaning from God to originating peoples and their cultures’ (Hutchinson 2017, 9). In war, this assumes an especially strong meaning, ‘when cults of the national dead are potent, extolling that those who die will live forever in the memory of the nation’ (Ibid.). Military remembrance rituals express this link by generating, in the words of Hutchinson (Ibid., 3–4), ‘a sense of in-group commonality.’ The year 2018, for example, saw nations around the globe commemorate the centenary of the end of the First World War (1914–1918).
At the centre of these commemorative events lay the remembrance of those that died, with a specific focus on military fatalities. London, for example, displayed parts of the gigantic artwork of 888,246 poppies that flooded the Tower of London in 2014, in which each poppy represented a fallen member of the British armed forces.[1] Such events form an integral part within the construction of national narratives, because it is the remembrance of those who passed that creates a sense of unity and national belonging (Marvin and Ingle 1996), which in turn forges a relational identity between citizen and state.
In the words of Jens Bartelson (1995, 189), ‘the modern subject and the modern state are linked inside knowledge, and the concepts of nation and community are used to express their unity.’ Nationalism, as David Campbell (1992, 11) has argued, therefore needs to be understood as one of the many ways through which the modern state pursues its legitimacy. Roxanne Doty (1996) argues similarly, asserting that state sovereignty is endorsed by, and finds expression in, national identity.
Military remembrance rituals thus have a constitutive function in the production and reproduction of sovereign claims and the creation of national identities. Specifically, commemorative rituals contribute to the state’s ontological security. Ontological security differs from physical security by being ‘not of the body but of the self, the subjective sense of who one is’ (Mitzen 2006, 344). In this, ontological security is essential for the body politic as its ‘capacity for agency’ derives from it (Ibid.). Commemorative rituals are therefore crucial in establishing claims to political identity and authority, as they construct the constitutive link between self-sacrifice and a sense of collective identity. Thus, soldiers play a prominent role in the state’s construction of political authority, as the idea of the nation, and with it the modern conception of citizenship, is intrinsically linked to the idea of soldiering as a prerequisite for citizen rights (Janowitz 1976; Millar 2015; Kier and Krebs 2010).
The idea that military service represents a prerequisite for citizenship emerged from French Revolutionary thought (Janowitz 1976; Heuser 2010; Osman 2015). In this timeframe we must also situate the emergence of the soldier’s death perceived as a sacrifice (Denton-Borhaug 2011; Riemann 2014; Baggiarini 2014; Baggiarini 2015). With regards to the French Revolution, Durkheim observed that a community’s aptitude
for setting itself up as god or for creating gods was never more apparent than during the first years of the French Revolution. At this time […] under the influence of the general enthusiasm, things purely laical by nature were transformed by public opinion into sacred things: these were the Fatherland, Liberty, Reason.(Durkheim 2009, 116)
This sacredness in due turn was then conferred to the actor, who swore an oath to protect these sacred abstractions. This actor was the citizen, who, only by becoming a soldier enrolled in the national armed forces, could defend the community that guaranteed his citizenship. It is, however, not the act of defending this abstraction, but rather dying in its defence, which provides the nation and consequentially state sovereignty with a veneer of legitimacy and political authority. Paul Kahn (2010, 205) expresses this vividly: ‘We maintain the nation by sacrificing the sons.’ National identity, citizenship and sacrifice are thus intrinsically linked (Baggiarini 2015), and, as such, sacrifice plays a key function in the constitution of political authority. The historical link between citizenship and sacrifice, however, is increasingly challenged by outsourcing practices (Riemann, 2014; Baggiarini, 2015).
Military outsourcing and the absence of death
One of the central elements of remote warfare involves shifting the burden of risk and responsibility onto others thereby increasingly externalising the burdens of war (Krieg 2016). This is by no means to say that such practices are without historical precedents. Barkawi (2010) cautions us to be aware of the international context of state-force-territory relations that sustain the nation-state centric monopoly on violence. Subaltern agents like colonial soldiers, for example, were not only used to fight in European wars, but also used to police the vast European colonial empires (Barkawi 2010). However, remote warfare intensifies these long-term tendencies, as ‘Western’ societies are increasingly shifting the burdens of war onto external actors, while simultaneously removing the experience of battle from their own nationals. 
While colonial forces were used to augment ‘Western’ forces in both World Wars, ‘Western’ forces were nonetheless engaged in fighting and dying. Today’s wars, such as those that fall under the remote warfare label, show, however, a decreasing commitment of ‘Western’ societies to accept casualties and consequentially war. To capture this change, several scholars in the last two decades have argued that Western societies have entered a ‘post-heroic age’ (Lutwack 1995; Coker 2002). Although this notion drew extensive criticism (Frisk 2017), societies of the Global North are increasingly contracting out security tasks to an assortment of proxy actors beyond the regular armed forces to shield their own societies from the effects of war, while continuing to engage militarily abroad (Bruneau 2013; Mumford 2013). PMSCs fulfil a key function in this regard by enabling states to fight war remotely in a fashion that obfuscates the very presence of war (Schooner and Swan 2012). Media reporting on contractor fatalities exemplifies this point.
While every regular military fatality is extensively covered in the press, contractor deaths receive limited attention. The Washington Post’s website ‘Faces of the Fallen’ is a case in point (Washington Post n.d.). This website, ‘not only identifies deceased soldiers, but humanizes each loss with a photograph, biographical information, and a description of each service member’s final action’ (Schooner and Swan 2010, 16). But information about contractor fatalities appears to be of no particular interest to societies that hire their services, as the ‘faces’ of fallen contractors are omitted from this website. A news story that hit the American media in late summer 2004 confirms this. It stated that US casualties had passed the 1000 killed in action mark, putting a great deal of pressure on the Bush administration. What this story missed, however, was the blunt reality that such figures had long been passed, if contractor deaths would have been included (Singer 2004, 10). With regards to the theatres in Iraq and Afghanistan, Schooner and Swan observed in 2010 that ‘contractor deaths now represent over 25 percent of all US fatalities’ in those conflicts (Schooner and Swan 2010, 16). But it is more than possible that contractor fatalities are far higher, since there is no indication that non-US deaths have been tracked with any reliability. Schooner and Swan (2012, 3) as such conclude that, ‘[o]n the modern battlefield, contractor personnel are dying at rates similar to – and at times in excess of – soldiers.’
Nevertheless, contractor casualties go unnoticed. As Avant and Sigelman (2010, 256) note: ‘There is no running count of contractor deaths on the network news or on the DOD website. Photos of PMSC personnel who have died in Iraq are not part of the “honour roll” flashed across the screen at the end of the PBS News Hour.’ Some of the effects the non-recognition of contractor deaths produces, have already been pointed out. As contractor casualties often escape public attention, they shield policymakers from negative press (Avant and Sigelman, 2010, 243–249; Schooner 2008, 78–91), while simultaneously lowering ‘the political and financial costs of intervention by desensitizing home populations’ (Porch 2014, 700) to reduce possible public opposition and circumvent public oversight (Knowles and Watson 2017).
The externalisation of the burdens of war to private contractors, we argue, not only provides potential savings to the state in hiding the true costs of war, but also poses a very real challenge to the state’s political authority, as the next section shows.
Private military corps and the relocation of sacrifice
Having elaborated on the importance of sacrifice in the construction of sovereign claims and how states are increasingly outsourcing sacrifice, we now turn to the effects that the increasing reliance on seemingly non-sacrificial actors in pursuit of remote forms of warfare has on the political authority of states. Three effects stand out in this regard.
First, by removing death from the equation of war, remote warfare weakens the relationship between citizenship, sacrifice and national identity. As the above analysis has shown, through the commemoration of particular soldier bodies, the state is able to express the unity of particular citizens living within the shared territorial confines of the state. The soldier’s dead body is therefore a powerful tool that expresses the unity of man and state articulated in terms of national identity grounded in sacrifice. Reliance on non-sacrificial actors threatens to sever this unity as their profane deaths do not generate the necessary collective practices of commemoration, which ‘secure the unity of the “imagined (national) community”, and its associated narratives and rituals, in the face of sometimes acute social divisions’ (Ashplant 2000, 263).  
Second, by rendering death invisible through the increasing practice of outsourcing sacrifice, not only is the very national identity of citizens threatened but also the very institution of the state itself, as sacrifice lies at the heart of the polity resting on force. In the words of Carolyn Marvin and David Ingle (1996, 4); ‘Without the memory of blood sacrifice, the nation state cannot exist, or at least, not for long.’ Or, put differently by Paul Kahn (2011, 153), ‘without sacrifice, no sovereign.’ The potential savings for states conducting remote warfare via outsourcing practices, expressed in blood and treasure, therefore, bear significant overlooked costs in relation to the construction of political authority.
Third, and most significantly, though remote warfare increasingly omits deaths from public attention, sacrifice and consequentially sovereignty, are not disappearing but rather relocated. At first sight, contractors could be framed as conforming to Agamben’s articulation of homo sacer, as actors who can be killed but not sacrificed (Nikolopoulou, Agamben and Heller-Roazen 2007). However, although contractor deaths lack the state sanctioned component of sacrifice, it would be misleading to conceptualise these actors as homo sacer. Instead of an absence of sacralisation, we rather find a relocation and rearticulating of sacrifice. Taussig-Rubbo (2012) identified initial points of this rearticulation in his analysis of the military medal system in which medals, like the US Purple Heart, function as a public honour that recognises sacrifice. 
Initially, the award of these had been exclusively restricted to members of the armed forces, but a privatised economy of commemoration is beginning to emerge. In 2008, for example, Blackwater introduced the Worldwide Defense of Liberty Medal which recognised the sacrifices of killed or wounded contractors, and the US government made contractors eligible for public honour as civilians (Taussig-Rubbo 2009). However, the ‘deaths may be called “sacrifices” and recognised as deaths in the name of the nation, but the ceremonies where those awards are given are often private events and exclude the media’ (Taussig-Rubbo 2012, 316). As such, both state and private sector recognition ‘share an awkwardness in being neither public nor private events’ (Taussig-Rubbo 2009, 124). The ‘awkwardness’ of this newly emerging privatised and state sanctioned medal system, we argue, has the function of re-designing the state and inscribing the logic of the market within it. Blackwater’s ability, for example, to insist in a court case in 2007 that it was both, a private corporation as well as part of the sovereign body is a case in point (Taussig-Rubbo 2009, 134–135). Remote warfare thereby moves the site of sovereignty rather than undermining it. It is this commemorative aspect which distinguishes PMCs from other non-human means aimed at making war remote, such as, for instance, drones.
Baggiarini (2015, 130) has noted that the use of drones constitutes a ‘logical extension’ to the rationality of military privatisation in the quest for a ‘bloodless’ war on the side of the ‘West.’ She makes the valid point that the privatisation of war and drones respond to the same quest of removing the effects of war from the societies and the political bodies from which they originate, severing sacrifice from the body politic. Yet the socio-political effects of military privatisation and the use of drones are rather different; simply put, while drones cannot die, private contractors can. Instead of an eradication of death we rather find a relocation of death. Underplaying this fundamental difference risks ignoring the distinct socio-political effects that the displacement of death has on state sovereignty. While in the case of drone strikes the sacrificial component is removed, privatisation relocates it from the state to the market.

Conclusion
This chapter began by engaging with the normative commitment hidden in plain sight within the term ‘remote warfare.’ Remote warfare’s normative commitment is the attempt to remove war from certain privileged spaces and times, even at the price of maintaining a perpetual and limitless condition of war elsewhere. While definitions such as ‘everywhere war’ and ‘forever war’ are effective in exposing how remote warfare contributes to extending war in time and space, these terminologies risk overlooking the centrality of the normative commitment to remove war from privileged spaces and times. We demonstrated this normative commitment through an analysis of the very etymology of the word remote, which implies the commitment to both spatial and temporal distancing. Remote Warfare, thus, works as an expression of a radical duality, in which war must be removed from the space and time of the self, while relocating it into the space and time of the ‘Other.’
After exposing this normative commitment, we also argued that the attempt of removing war has important socio-political effects on the states and societies which wage war remotely. We explored these effects by analysing how the increasing use of private military and security contractors is an attempt to outsource death and render it invisible. We argue that this process undermines the link between the state and its citizens expressed through the imaginary form of the nation-state, in which the exceptional and commemorated sacrifice of the soldier fulfils a central constitutive role for claims to state sovereignty. But this differs from the use of unmanned drones because the outsourcing of death to private contractors does not eliminate sacrifice, it only displaces it. This on-going process of the displacement of death from state to market deserves further investigation.
Notes
[1] For pictures and a description of this installation visit: http://www.hrp.org.uk/tower-of-london/history-and-stories/tower-of-london-remembers/
References
Abrahamsen, Rita. 2005. ‘Blair’s Africa: The Politics of Securitization and Fear.’ Alternatives: Global, Local, Political, 30(1): 55–80.
Agamben, Giorgio. 1998. Homo Sacer. Sovereign Power and Bare Life. Stanford: Stanford University Press.
Ashplant, Timothy G., 2000. ‘War commemoration in Western Europe: Changing Meanings, divisive loyalties, unheard voices.’ In The Politics of War Memory and Commemoration, edited by Timothy G. Ashplant, Graham Dawson and Michael Roper. London and New York: Routledge: 263–272.
Avant, Deborah, and Lee Sigelman. 2010. ‘Private Security and Democracy: Lessons from the US in Iraq.’ Security Studies, 19(2): 230–265.
Awan, Imran. 2011. ‘“I am a Muslim not an Extremist.”: How the Prevent Strategy has constructed a ‘Suspect’ Community.’ Politics and Policy, 40(6): 1158–1185.
Baggiarini, Bianca. 2014. ‘A Re-examination of Private Military and Security Companies.’ St Antony’s International Review, 9(2): 9–23.
———. 2015. ‘Drone Warfare and the Limits of Sacrifice.’ Journal of International Political Theory, 11(1): 128–144.
Bargu, Banu. 2014. Starve and Immolate. Starve and Immolate. Columbia University Press: New York.
Barkawi, Tarak 2010. ‘State and Armed Force in International Context.’ In Mercenaries, Pirates, Bandits, and Empires: Private Violence in Historical Context,edited by Alejandro Colás and Bryan Mabee. New York: Columbia University Press: 33-54.
Bartelson, Jens. 1995. A Genealogy of Sovereignty. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.
Boyle, Michael J. 2013. ‘The Costs and Consequences of Drone Warfare.’ International Affairs, 89(1): 1–29.
———. 2015. ’The legal and ethical implications of drone warfare.’ The International Journal of Human Rights, 19(2), 105-126.
Bruneau, C. Thomas. 2012. ’Contracting Out Security.’ Journal of Strategic Studies, 36(5): 638–665.
Bush, George W. 2007. President Bush Addresses the 89th Annual National Convention of the American Legion. 28th August. https://georgewbush-whitehouse.archives.gov/news/releases/2007/08/20070828-2.html
Calhoun, Laurie. 2018.’Totalitarian Tendencies in drone strikes by states.’ Critical Studies on   Terrorism, 11(2): 357–375.
Castiglioni, Luigi, and Mariotti, Scevola. 1996. IL, 3rd edition. Rome and Milan: Loescher.
Campbell, David. 1992. Writing Security. Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press.
Chamayou, Grégoire. 2015. A Theory of the Drone. New York: The New Press.
Coker, Christopher. 2002. Waging War without Warriors? The Changing Culture of Military Conflict. Boulder: Lynne Rienner.
Cooper, Robert. 2003. The Breaking of Nations: Order and Chaos in the Twenty First Century.London: Atlantic Books. 
Demmers, Jolle, and Lauren Gould. 2018. ‘An Assemblage Approach to Liquid Warfare: AFRICOM and the “Hunt” for Joseph Kony.’ Security Dialogue, 49(5): 364–381.
Denton-Borhaug, Kelly. 2011. US War Culture, Sacrifice and Salvation. London and Bew York: Routledge.
Der Derian, James. 2009. Virtuous War. Mapping the Military-Industrial-Media-Entertainment-Network. New York: Routledge.
Doty, Roxanne. 1996. ‘Sovereignty and the Nation: Constructing the Boundaries of National Identity.’ In State Sovereignty as Social Construct, edited by Thomas Bierstecker and Cynthia Weber. New York: Cambridge University Press: 121–147.
Durkheim, Emile. 2009. ‘The Social as Sacred.’In Introducing Religion: Readings from the Classic Theorists, edited by Daniel Pals. Oxford: Oxford University Press.
Fernández, Marta, and Paulo Estevez. 2017. ‘Silencing Colonialism: Foucault and the International.’ In Foucault and the Modern International: Silences and Legacies for the Study of World Politics, edited by Philippe Bonditti, Didier Bigo and Frédéric Gros. New York: Palgrave MacMillan: 137–54.
Filkins, Dexter. 2008. The Forever War. New York: Alfred A. Knopf.
Forrest, Joshua.1994. ‘An Asynchronic Comparison: Weak States in Post-Colonial Africa and Medieval Europe.’ In Comparing Nations: Concepts, strategies, substance, edited byMattei Dogan and Ali Kazancigil. Oxford: Blackwell. 260–296.
Frisk, Kristian. 2017. ‘Post-Heroic Warfare Revisited: Meaning and Legitimation of Military Losses.’ Sociology, 52 (5): 898–914.
Greenwald, Glenn. 2016. ‘The deceptive debate over what causes terrorism against the West.’The Intercept. 16 January. https://theintercept.com/2016/01/06/the-deceptive-debate-over-what-causes-terrorism-against-the-west/
Gregory, Derek. 2011. ‘The everywhere war.’ The Geographical Journal, 177(3): 238–250.
Heuser, Beatrice. 2010. The Evolution of Strategy: Thinking War from Antiquity to the Present. New York: Cambridge University Press.
Hindess, Barry. 2007. ‘The Past is another Country.’ International Political Sociology, 1(4): 325–338.
Hutchinson, John. 2017. Nationalism and War. Oxford: Oxford University Press.
Janowitz, Moris. 1976. ‘Military Institutions and Citizenship in Western Societies.’ Armed Forces and Society 2(2): 185–204.
Johnson, Samuel. 1828. A Dictionary of the English Language. Heidelberg: Joseph Engelmann.
Kahn, Paul W. 2011. ‘Criminal and Enemy in the Political Imagination.’ The Yale Review, 99 (1), 148–167.
———. 2010. Out of Eden: Adam and Eve and the Problem of Evil Princeton: Princeton University Press.
———. 2013. ‘Immagining warfare.’ European Journal of International Law, 24(1): 199–226.  
Kaldor, Mary. 2012. New and Old Wars: Organized Violence in a Global Era 3rd Edition. Cambridge: Polity Press.
Kaplan, Robert. 1994. ‘The Coming Anarchy.’ The Atlantic Monthly, 273(2): 44–76.
Kier, Elizabeth and Ronald R. Krebs. 2010. ‘Introduction: War and Democracy in Comparative Perspective.’ In War’s Wake: International Conflict and the Fate of Liberal Democracy, edited by Elizabeth Kier and Ronald Krebs. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.
Kinsey, Christopher. 2006. Corporate Soldiers and International Security. London: Routledge.
Krieg, Andreas. 2016. ‘Externalizing the burden of war. The Obama Doctrine and US Foreign Policy in the Middle East.’ International Affairs, 92(1): 97–113.
Krieg, Andreas, and Jean Marc Rickli. 2018. ‘Surrogate Warfare: The Art of War in the 21st Century?’ Defence Studies, 18(2): 113–130.
Knowles, Emily and Abigail Watson. 2017. All Quiet on the ISIS Front: British secret warfare in an information age. London: Oxford Research Group.
———. 2018. ‘Remote Warfare. Lessons learnt from contemporary theatres. London: Oxford Research Group.
Luttwak, Edward N. 1995. ‘Toward Post-Heroic Warfare.’ Foreign Affairs, 74(3): 109–22.
Marvin, Carolyn and David Ingle W. 1996. ‘Blood Sacrifice and the Nation: Revisiting Civil Religion.’ Journal of American Academy of Religion, 64(4): 767–780.
———. 2014. ‘Religion and Realpolitik: Reflections on Sacrifice.’ Political Theology, 15(6): 522–535.
Millar, Katherine M., 2015. ‘Death does not become her: An examination of the public construction of female American soldiers as liminal figures.’ Review of International Studies, 41(4): 757–779.
Mitzen, Jennifer. 2006. ‘Ontological Security in World Politics: State Identity and the Security Dilemma.’ European Journal of International Relations, 12(3): 341–370.
Moreno, Marta Fernandez. 2015. ‘Reversing Polarities: Anarchical (Failed) States versus International Progress.’ Brazilian Political Science Review, 9(3): 64–87.
Mumford, Andrew. 2013. ‘Proxy Warfare and the Future of Conflict.’ The RUSI Journal, 158(2): 40–46.
Nikolopoulou, Kalliopi, Giorgio Agamben, and Daniel Heller-Roazen. 2007. ‘Homo Sacer: Sovereign Power and Bare Life.’ SubStance, 93(29): 124–131.
Ohlin, Jens David. 2017. ‘Introduction’. In Research Hadbook on Remote Warfare, edited by Jens David Ohlin. Cheltenham: Edward Elgar Publishing.
Osman, Julia. 2015. Citizen Soldiers and the Key to the Bastille. New York: Palgrave Macmillan.
Porch, Douglas. 2014. ‘Expendable soldiers’ Small Wars and Insurgencies, 25: 696–716.
Rae, Jameas DeShaw. 2014. Analyzing the Drone Debates: Targeted Killing, Remote Warfare, and Military Technology. New York: Palgrave MacMillan.
Ricks, Thomas E. 2011. ‘Contractor deaths surpass US Military losses in both Iraq and Afghanistan.’ Foreign Policy.
http://ricks.foreignpolicy.com/posts/2011/02/09/contractor_deaths_surpass_us_military_losses_in_both_iraq_and_afghanistan
Riemann, Malte. 2014. ‘Conceptualising the Dichotomy between Private Military Contractors and Soldiers amis ‘Society’.’ Political Perspectives, 8(3): 1–15.
Rosenthal, Daniel J., and Loren Dejonge Schulman. 2018. ‘Trump’s Secret War on Terror’, The Atlantic. 10 August.
https://www.theatlantic.com/international/archive/2018/08/trump-war-terror-drones/567218/
 Scheipers, Sybille, ed. 2014. Heroism and the Changing Character of War Toward Post-Heroic Warfare?. Basingstoke: Palgrave MacMillan.
Schooner, Steven L., and Collin D. Swan. 2012. ‘Dead Contractors: The Un-Examined Effect of Surrogates on the Public’s Casualty Sensitivity.’ Journal of National Security Law and Policy. https://ssrn.com/abstract=1826242
———. 2010. ‘Contractors and the Ultimate Sacrifice.’ Service Contractor, 2003 (September): 16–18.
Singer, Peter W., 2004. ‘The Private Military Industry and Iraq: What have we learned and where to next?.’ Geneva: DCAF Policy Papers.
Taussig-Rubbo, Mateo. 2009. ‘Outsourcing Sacrifice: The Labor of Private Military Contractors.’ Yale Journal of Law and Humanities, 21(1): 103–166. 
———. 2012. ‘The Value of Valor: Money, Medals and Military Labor.’ North Dakota Law Review, 88: 283–320.
Waldman, Thomas. 2018. ‘Vicarious Warfare: The Counterproductive Consequences of Modern American Military Practice.’ Contemporary Security Policy, 39(2): 181–205.
Washington Post: ‘Faces of the Fallen.’ Accessed 17 September 2018. http://apps.washingtonpost.com/national/fallen/
Watts, Tom, and Rublick Biegon. 2017. ‘Defining Remote Warfare: Security Cooperation.’ London: Oxford Research Group.
Weber, Max. 2009. ‘Politics as a vocation.’ In From Max Weber: Essays in sociology, edited and translated by Hans H. Gerth and Charles W. Mills. New York: Oxford University Press: 77–128.
———. 2009.‘Religious Rejections of the World and Their Directions.’ In From Max Weber: Essays in Sociology, edited and translated by Hans H. Gerth and Charles W. Mills. New York: Routledge: 323–360.
Zalli, Casimiro. 1830. Dizionario Peimontese, Italiano, Latino e Francese. Carmagnola: Tipografia di Pietro Barbié.


