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POLITICAL VIOLENCE IN MODERN SOCIETY

The concept of violence in the political space 1s one of the most important
and complex in political theory. In different historical periods, its interpretation
underwent significant changes, which was determined by the evolution of political
systems, social relations, and philosophical concepts. If in antiquity violence could
be considered as a necessary tool of power, then in modern discourse it 1s
increasingly associated with human rights violations, crises of statehood and
manifestations of systemic conflicts.

It 1s necessary to point out the relevance of the research, which 1s due to the
need to revise traditional ideas about political violence in the context of modern
transformations of power, information technologies and new forms of social
control. In the 21st century, violence acquires not only physical, but also symbolic
and digital forms, which requires a rethinking of its nature and role in the political
space. Today, political violence is often manifested not only in open repressions
or military conflicts, but also through mechanisms of informational influence,
manipulation of public opinion and structural inequality, which changes traditional
approaches to its understanding.

The methodological basis of studying this problem is based on an
interdisciplinary approach that combines:

— hermeneutic analysis of texts and discursive practices (based on the i1deas
of F. Fanon, M. Foucault, A. Camus, H. Arendt, M. Weber, R. Braidotti, Ch. Mouffe
and others);

— elements of critical theory and poststructuralism that allow us to identify
key changes 1n the perception of violence.
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Violence can be an effective political tool only if it 1s legitimized through
ideological, moral or institutional frameworks. Its feasibility 1s determined not
only by practical consequences, but also by how it is interpreted in political
discourse.

In modern political regimes, there 1s a monopolization of the right to violence,
which historically belongs to the state (according to Weber), but in modern
conditions it creates an imbalance 1n the citizen’s subjective right to self-defense.
Despite the spread of violence as a phenomenon (political, informational, symbolic),
the individual is actually deprived of the right to self-defence, which is increasingly
classified as a crime. This creates a paradox: violence is increasing, and there are
fewer legitimate subjects who have the right to it. The loss of the legitimate right
to self-defense means the loss of subjectivity, the transformation of a citizen into
an object of management and institutionalized violence.

This problem is directly related to the crisis of trust in the state, repressiveness
political system and redefining the concept of security. In the modern political
context, the right to violence 1s centralized and institutionalized, depriving
individuals of the ability to defend themselves and thereby delegating all legitimacy
for violent actions to the state — despite its practices not always being morally
justified. This leads to a crisis of justice and growing distrust in institutions.

In the modern political space, violence remains an effective means of achieving
political goals only under the conditions when it fits into legitimate narratives,
is ideologically supported, and is perceived as necessary by certain social groups.
Without such legitimation, it loses its expediency and leads to the delegitimization
of power or the destruction of the political order. It is necessary to conduct
an analysis of evolution of the concept of violence in the political space, the
identification of key factors that influenced the change in its interpretations, as well
as the definition of modern trends in its use. Next, it is necessary to consider the
main theoretical approaches to the understanding of violence in political science,
and then to analyse the historical dynamics of changes in this concept. After that,
it is necessary to examine how technologies, ideologies and globalization processes
influence contemporary forms of political violence. The problem of political
violence can be considered as a metanarrative, as it not only requires an analysis
of contemporary approaches to violence in politics, but also questions the
foundations on which these approaches are based. It is important to demonstrate
how political ideologies and historical narratives shape the modern understanding
of violence, and in what contexts such violence is considered justified or condemned.
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In contemporary society, violence appears to be displaced by law, yet in practice,
political conflicts, wars, repression, and militarization persist.

This creates a problematic situation in which the concept of violence loses
its definition, its role in the political order becomes more and more complicated,
and there 1s a need for a new rethinking.

It 1s necessary to analyse a number of questions of a socio-philosophical
nature: 1s violence an effective and appropriate tool of political action in the modern
world, and under what conditions can its use be justified? Frantz Fanon
1s a decolonization theorist who became one of the most influential thinkers
of the 20th century on the topics of violence, racism, colonialism, and liberation.
Fanon wrote that the colonized subject regains his subjectivity through violence:
«violence 1s purification: it frees the oppressed from the inferiority complex, from
passivity and from the feeling of powerlessness» [1, p. 49]. In the postcolonial
world, race becomes a sign of hierarchy, and violence disappears from direct
visibility, but persists as a psychological control, standardization, discrimination,
economic dependence. Modern political violence 1s not accidental or excessive,
it 1s structural: spatial, symbolic, legal, linguistic. And it is precisely this violence,
Fanon believes, that can be broken only by counter-violence from the colonized,
which transforms them into subjects of history. Fanon shows that oppression can
be not only material but also symbolic.

To highlight the conflicting views on political violence, one can present the
position of Hannah Arendt, which is complex and contradictory, primarily due
to her different understanding of the nature of violence, the struggle for liberation,
and the subjectivity of the oppressed. Arendt perceived violence as something that
destroys political space, believing that true politics is possible only through
nonviolent action and dialogue as prerequisites for collective freedom. For Fanon,
violence was a reaction to the systemic, structural violence of colonialism, which
takes away subjectivity, humanity, and voice. Arendt failed to recognize that for
many colonized subjects, politics 1s only possible through an act of resistance —
and often violent. She believed that politics is a space of freedom where people
can act as equals among equals [2]. Violence not only preserves order, but also
destroys violent order, being both a manifestation of degradation and a potential
for liberation. Disciplinary power does not kill, but forms, does not punish openly,
but models behavior through control, supervision, normalization. In slavery, this
manifests itself in the regulation of the body, work, sleep, nutrition — that 1s, in total
control over life. In modern society, violence becomes routine and invisible, but
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no less destructive. Combined, these two forms of power create a system where
violence becomes a structural norm, legitimized as a necessity for maintaining
order, production, and civilization. This 1s what Foucault calls the microphysics
of power — it permeates all levels of life and body, not only punishing but also
educating conquest. According to the concept of M. Foucault, biopolitics 1s focused
on the management and regulation of «the ratio of births and deaths, the level
of reproduction, the birth rate of the population, etc.» [3]; on marginality,
a corrective war against individual bodies, as well as a genocidal war that «justifies
the function of death in the economy of biopower by appealing to the principle
that the death of others leads to the survival of the biologically stronger» [3].
Foucault shows that power does not always manifest itself in the form of overt
violence — it exists in the discourses, practices, and institutions that shape the
behavior of individuals and social groups. Violence can be justified in the context
of justice when there is a system that clearly defines when and how violence can
be used to fulfill certain social or political functions.

In the context of the post-structuralist critique of traditional political theory,
the concept of conflict pluralism, developed by Ernesto Laclos and Chantal Mouffe,
offers a radical reassessment of the nature of conflict and violence in the political
space. Rejecting the liberal conception of politics as a sphere of consensus and
rational discussion, they insist that antagonism 1s an integral part of social existence.
Chantal Mouffe emphasizes that «consensus is often a form of oppression, when
one point of view 1s presented as neutral or rational, eliminating other positions»
[4]. This fixed definition of the norm 1s a form of semantic and linguistic violence,
suppression of opposition. No political order is final, universal or even neutral,
because it is always based on a certain choice, comparison and preference. The
absence of a clear boundary between the public and the private, between the
political and the sacred, gives rise to a silent form of violence — structural. This
violence does not have one face, because it manifests itself as an inability to change,
an 1mitation of the separation of the branches of power, corruption, clientelism,
where free political speech or a different opinion is not just inappropriate — it 1s
structurally impossible.

In the modern political context, the right to violence is centralized and
institutionalized, which deprives the individual of the opportunity to exercise
self-defense, thereby delegating all the legitimacy of violent actions to the state,
despite its not always morally justified practice. This creates a crisis of justice and
growing distrust of institutions.
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If the oppressed has no right to violence, he loses the right to despair — and
therefore, to a full-fledged political existence. In a world where systemic violence
is institutionalized, the moral prohibition against violent resistance is not ethics —
it 1s a strategy of control. That 1s why we should talk about violence not as an
anomaly, but as a political opportunity.
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acnipaHT kadeapu ¢iiocodii
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JKutoMupchbkuii 1ep:KaBHHI YHIBEPCHTET
imeH1 IBana Mpanka

MOPAJILHO-IIPABOBI KOJII3I1
B IIU®POBOMY COILIYMI

CyuacHMI eTall PO3BHTKY JIIOJICTBA XapaKTePH3YEThCS CTPIMKUM TEXHOJIO-
rYHAEM OporpecoM, GyHIaMeHTalIbHOK TpaHchopMallero JTIOIChKOro OyTT4.
[udporizaiiig € He TPOCTO 30BHILIHIM IHCTPYMEHTAPIEM, 4 HOBHM «KUTTE€BHM
CBITOM», [0 JIOKOPIHHO NepedopMaToBye TpaJaHIIIIHY aKCI0JOTTYHY BEPTHKAITD.
Y 1bOMY KOHTEKCTI CIIOCTEPIraeThes KpH3a TPaaHIIHHUX IIHHOCTEIH, IO Hpo-
XOJAThL KP13b FOPHUJIO U(DPOBHX NEPETBOPEHD, K1 a00 BTpayaloTh CBIil IepBic-
HUH 3MICT, 800 BCTYNAIOTh Y TOCTpUil KOH(IIKT 13 HOBUMH TEXHOJIOTTYHHMH 1M-
neparuBami. lle cTBOpIOE 3arpo3y JerymaHizaiii Ta BAMHBAHHSA €THYHOIO Ha-
qalla 3 MpaBoBHX BiAHOCHH. [IpaBo 3a cBO€0 NMPHPOAOIO CTATHYHE, BOHO
He BCTHUTa€ 3a JHHAMIKOI «(udpoBoro OYTTS», M0 MOPOKYE CTaH MPABOBOI
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