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Early Views on Liberal Governance : Pastoral Power
and Reason of State

Contents :

1.1 Objectives

1.2 Introduction

1.3 The postmodern condition

1.4 Power : The Question of the Subject
1.5 Pastoral Power and Christianity

1.6 Pastoral Power and Modern State
1.7 Reason of State

1.8 Conclusion

1.9 Self Assessment Questions

1.10 Suggested Readings

1.1 Objectives

In this unit you will learn:

® Poststructuralist approach to politics.

® The nature of the ‘postmodern condition’.
® Foucault’s analysis of power

® Christian pastoral power

® New pastoral power

® Reason of State

1.2 Introduction

Most of us still consider state as the central focus of politics. Even during the fifties of the last century
Behaviouralism while calling for reduced emphasis on State as a unit of study could not ignore the subject
of political authority. This centrality has been since the enlightenment. However the attention to “pastoral
power’ has not come from that tradition. Rather it is closely connected to the poststructuralist understanding
of politics. Thinkers like Stirner, Foucault, Derrida, Lacan, and others, have, in different ways, challenged
the discourses and theoretical coordinates through which we normally approach politics, thus allowing new
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political meanings and practices to be conceived. They have shown us how we might reconceptualise the
central political categories of subjectivity, rights, power, ethics, democracy, community and universality.
Poststructuralist theory has politicized or made problematic ‘normal’ social and political practices and
discourses by exposing the unequal power relationships on which they are based. It has created the conditions
through which these discourses might be challenged by unmasking their ultimately arbitrary character — by
showing that, rather than being natural, rational or inevitable; they are constituted through the often violent
exclusion of other possibilities. We can say, then, that a poststructuralist approach to politics points always
to a certain void that makes social and political identities indeterminate: genealogical rupture and antagonism
for Foucault; différance and alterity for Derrida, etc. This void is precisely the dimension of the political. The
influence of a poststructuralist approach to politics therefore extends to ‘de-naturalizing’ it, in revelling that
there is nothing natural or eternal about existing political identities, discourses and practices. They are not
natural or permanent, but, on the contrary, are historical formations whose meaning can be contested and
whose structures can be transformed. In other words, poststructuralism makes visible the hidden discontinuities
behind these structures and discourses, thus confronting them with their own contingency. Poststructuralism
therefore politicizes politics.

Is the meaning of poststructuralism clear? It challenges the modernity and argues that politics can no
longer be based on metaphysical foundations such as Justice (Rawls), or on the moral and rational
coordination such as ‘steering’ (Deutsch) or ‘authoritative allocation of values’ (Easton). It looks at ‘politics’
as the search for rational order or authoritative decision such as a policy announcement or specific law.
Consequentlyit looks at ‘political’ as un-patterned, un-anticipated consequences that nowhere resemble the
‘politics’. However, we have still not answered our question — what is poststructuralism? Poststructuralism can
be seen as a theoretical strategy — or series of strategies — that responds to, and engages with, what has been
termed the ‘postmodern condition’. So what, then, is the postmodern condition?

1.3 The postmodern condition

The ‘postmodern condition’ is characterized not only by a decline in ‘metanarratives’ and universal
epistemological and normative categories, but also by a general fragmentation of once central political, social
and cultural identities. It appears that today we are living in the world of the particular — particular lifestyles,
particular identities, particular politics, which are incommensurable and seem to bear no reference to anything
beyond their own limits. This compartmentalization of our lives and identities is concomitant with the expansion
of capital. Capital confronts us with an ‘ambiguous universality’. It has created a world in which universality
is more of a possibility now than ever before.But this universality coexists with expressed particularities. It
seems that the more we are brought together — through the global economy, the worldwide web and so on
— the more atomized and antagonistic we become. One can think here of the new forms of anti-immigrant
racism that have been emerging throughout Europe and the world, largely in reaction to the consequences of
economic globalization. These new antagonisms and differences, while born of the ‘universalizing’ logic of
capitalism, are increasingly making any real political dimension of the universal unthinkable.
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The postmodern condition however makes the ‘universalizing’ logic of capitalism and expressed
particularities produce together individual subjects through what Foucault has called, the ‘matrix of individuation’
(Rainbow, 1982) which is attempted to be shown by Foucault through an analysis of power. The antagonism
concomitant with this universalizing capital is inherent in the politics of identity. Political identities are
constructed not only around a perceived incommensurability or uniqueness, but also around an experience of
oppression. However, this often results in an oppression of other groups and identities. For instance, when
some feminist groups demonize men as oppressors, or when lesbian groups exclude transgender women
because they are somehow ‘not woman enough’, or when animal rights activists refuse to work with
environmentalists they seem to be reaffirming the very oppression and exclusion they claim to be struggling
against. Identity politics is defined by this clinging to a certain identity to the exclusion of others, reproducing,
in an inverted way, structures of domination.The disavowal of the universal by identity politics supports
structures of domination and exploitation more than its affirmation ever could (Newman, 2005). The claim of
many theorists of identity politics is that the category of the universal contains a totalizing logic that is inherently
authoritarian.

1.4 Power : The Question of the Subject

Power, according to Foucault, both produces and sustains postmodernity through individuation. Political
thought has long been concerned with how best to define and locate the source of power in society. Many
of the most significant political works have imagined a powerful state as the centre of legitimate political
authority. Machiavelli, in The Prince, viewed the crude expression of power as justified in the interests of
government. Hobbes, in Leviathan, saw a powerful monarch as the antidote to the corrupt spirit of mankind.
These and other thinkers set the template for much modern political scholarship, and the analysis of state
power has remained the dominant form of political analysis. For French philosopher Michel Foucault, power
— rather than being centred on the state — was diffused across a great many “micro-sites” throughout society.
Foucault criticized mainstream political philosophy for its reliance on notions of formal authority, and its
insistence on analysing an entity called “the state”. For Foucault, the state was simply the expression of the
structures and configuration of power in society, rather than a single entity that exerts dominance over
individuals. This view of the state as a “practice” rather than a “thing in itself”” meant that a true understanding
of the structure and distribution of power in society could only be reached through a broader analysis. Another
distinctive aspect of his approach is rejection of State vs individual theme of Liberalism through the rejection
of essentialist foundations — such as human nature or a universal rationality.

Foucault’s analysis concerned the nature of sovereignty. He wanted to get away from what he considered
to be a mistaken idea — that political theory should involve understanding the power wielded by an individual
sovereign, who passes laws and punishes those who break them. Foucault believed that the nature of
government changed between the 16th century — when the problems of politics related to how a sovereign
monarch could obtain and maintain power — and the present day, when the power of the state cannot be
disconnected from any other form of power in society. He suggested that political theorists needed to “cut




off the King’s head” and develop an approach to understanding power that reflected this change.Foucault
developed these thoughts in lectures at the College de France in Paris, where he proposed the concept of
“governmentality”. This approach viewed government as an art involving a range of techniques of control and
discipline. These might take place in a variety of contexts, such as within the family, at school, or in the
workplace. By broadening his understanding of power away from the hierarchical structures of sovereignty,
Foucault highlighted different kinds of power in society, such as knowledge and the collection of statistics. He
elaborated on this analysis of power in many of his works, looking at areas such as language, punishment,
and sexuality.

Foucault’s analyses of power are simultaneously articulated at two levels, the empirical and the theoretical.
The first level is constituted by a detailed examination of historically specific modes of power and how these
modes emerged out of earlier forms. Hence, he identifies modern forms of power, such as the closely related
modes he termed “disciplinary power” and “biopower”, and earlier, premodern forms such as “sovereign
power”. Indeed, much of his work on power is devoted to the task of articulating the emergence of later
modes of power from earlier ones, and his analyses of disciplinary power in particular have been especially
useful for subsequent scholars. Three very simple examples can illustrate these forms of power. First, imagine
a pyramid, with a king at the top, his ministers in the middle and the king’s subjects (the people) at the bottom.
If the king issues an edict, then his ministers will execute the order, imposing it upon the king’s subjects.
Traditionally, power has been understood as “being at the top of the pyramid”; and that was all that it was
understood to be. But Foucault expands (indeed, totally reconceives) what constitutes power, and shows how
this traditional view can be situated within a fuller understanding. He observed that in actual fact, power arises
in all kinds of relationships, and can be built up from the bottom of a pyramid (or any structure). Thus, a mark
sheet, the record of a student’s courses and performance, becomes an instrument of power. Each and every
student has a mark sheet, and this record of their performance, is what influences students’ behaviour. The
mark sheet is an instrument of disciplinary power: it serves to make a student regulate or discipline her own
performance and behaviour. Similarly, observing which groups in the population are most likely to contract
a disease (such as Dengue or encepelitis) can lead to a discovery of its causes (mosquito breeding stagnant
water in residential areas, people sleeping without mosquito net). Like mark sheet, this third kind of power
— in this case to save lives, by advising people on safety measures — does not require a “top of the pyramid”
to function.This kind of power does not directly address particular individuals, but rather groups of people
and populations as a whole. This third example is an illustration of what Foucault calls “biopower”.

The second level of Foucault’s analyses (the “theoretical” level) transcends historical particularities and
is common to the diverse modes of power that Foucault has described. Foucault’s most explicit thinking about
power developed in the 1970s, particularly in two published works, Discipline and Punish (1975) and La
Volonté de Savoir (1976, translated as The History of Sexuality, Volume I: An Introduction), as well as his
courses at the Collége de France between 1974 and 1979. An examination of pastoral power can reveal why
Foucault’s analyses can be called a “theory” of power. Before that we will also note the basic characteristics
of power according to Foucault’s theory: a network of force relations throughout society, relations that are
characterized by resistance and which interact by means of local tactics and larger strategies. Since these




characteristics serve to describe not only modern forms of power such as disciplinary power, but also earlier
forms, they represent the substance of Foucault’s theory of power. (Taylor, 2011).

In The History of Sexuality: An Introduction (1990a) and in his 197576 Colleége de France course,
Society Must Be Defended (2003) Foucault describes biopower as a power which takes hold of human life.
In both these works Foucault traces the shift from classical, juridico-legal or sovereign power to two typically
modern forms of power, discipline and biopower, as a shift from a right of death to a power over life: “in
the classical theory of sovereignty, the right of life and death was one of sovereignty’s basic attributes ... The
right of sovereignty was the right to take life or let live. And then this new right is established: the right to make
live and to let die” (Mackey(trans), 2003). Sovereign power is a power which deduces. It is the right to take
away not only life but wealth, services, labour and products. Its only power over life is to seize that life, to
end, impoverish or enslave it; what it does not seize it leaves alone. Sovereign power’s right over life is merely
the right of subtraction, not of regulation or control. As Foucault writes: The sovereign exercised his right of
life only by exercising his right to kill, or by refraining from killing; he evidenced his power over life only
through the death he was capable of requiring. The right which was formulated as the “power of life and
death” was in reality the right to take life or let live. Its symbol, after all, was the sword (Harley(trans), 1990,
p- 136). The seventeenth-century theorist of sovereign power Thomas Hobbes illustrates Foucault’s points,
writing: For seeing there is no Common-wealth in the world, wherein there be Rules enough set down, for
the regulating of all the actions, and words of men, (as being a thing impossible:) it followeth necessarily, that
in all kinds of actions, by the laws praetermitted, men have the Liberty, of doing what their own reasons shall
suggest, for the most profitable to themselves (Harlay(trans), 1986, p. 264). Hobbes notes in particular that
it would be ludicrous for a sovereign to attempt to regulate the corporeal dimensions of a subject’s existence,
and hence no covenant with the sovereign could be concerned with these aspects of a subject’s life. Hobbes
argues that so far as “corporall Liberty” is concerned, subjects of any commonwealth are free: “For if wee
take Liberty in the proper sense, for corporall Liberty; that is to say, freedome from chains, and prison, it
were very absurd for men to clamor as they doe, for the Liberty they so manifestly enjoy” (ibid.). The freedom
of subjects, for Hobbes, consists of those aspects of life with respect to which there are no covenants with
the sovereign. For Hobbes, it would be absurd to imagine certain mundane aspects of life, such as liberty over
one’s body and private life, being the subject of such covenants.

In contrast to sovereign power which could “take life or let live”, biopower is the power “to foster life
or disallow it to the point of death” (Mackey(trans), 2003, p. 138). Foucault writes, Power would no longer
be dealing simply with legal subjects over whom the ultimate dominion was death, but with living beings, and
the mastery it would be able to exercise over them would have to be applied at the level of life itself: it was
the taking charge of life, more than the threat of death, that gave power its access even to the body. (Ibid.
142-3) Hobbes deems corporeal aspects of life such as dwelling (abode), desires (what we want to purchase
and consume), the care of the body (diet), and childcare and education to be outside of the interests of the
sovereign and hence free. Yet for Foucault these aspects become some of the privileged loci of the
mechanisms of biopower, indicating a transformation of power which Hobbes would have deemed “a thing




impossible”.1 Biopower is able to access the body because it functions through norms rather than laws,
because it is internalized by subjects rather than exercised from above through acts or threats of violence, and
because it is dispersed throughout society rather than located in a single individual or government body. While
the sovereign power which Hobbes describes could only seize life or kill, Foucault writes of “a very profound
transformation of these mechanisms of power”, in which “deduction” would be replaced by a power “working
to incite, reinforce, control, monitor, optimize, and organize the forces under it: a power bent on generating
forces, making them grow, and ordering them, rather than one dedicated to impeding them, making them
submit, or destroying them” (ibid.: 136).

Foucault’s lectures on the ‘genealogy of the modern state’ investigate the context in which modern,
political rationality emerged: Christian pastorship. Foucault’s thesis is that techniques of guidance and conduct
within Christianity — which developed in a context of religious division and political concentration —
subsequently underwent expansion and secularization. Following this model, ‘raison d’état’ and ‘police’
represent concrete responses to the question of government’s objectives and goals. The governmental
rationality they provide is no longer defined religiously but ‘politically’, and it aims only for growth of the
state’s strength. The old form of government — whereby the state was self-justified and self-generated — yields
to liberal governmentality: now, political reason depends on the economico-rational action of individuals
maximizing utility, showing relationship between rationalisation and excesses of political power.

1.5 Pastoral Power and Christianity

Christian pastoral power possesses an array of qualities that set it apart from both Greco-Roman and
Hebrew forms of government. As such, it is necessary not just to distinguish between government and other
modes of exercising power — domination, exploitation and so on — but also to elaborate the difference
between various conceptions of leadership and specifically Christian techniques of government. In ancient
Greek and Roman tradition, ‘government’ does not refer to leading human beings, but to ruling the city to
which people belong. It involves steering a community — and not directly leading the human beings who belong
to it. The prevailing image in ancient political theory is the ‘ship metaphor’, whereas the ‘shepherd metaphor’
proves only marginally significant. In classical political thought, leadership is symbolized by the captain steering
the ship (i.e. the polis), not the sailors. The idea of government as the guidance of human beings was initially
unknown to the Greeks and Romans. It first emerged in Egypt and Mesopotamia and was subsequently
elaborated among Hebrew tribes. Foucault emphasizes aspects of the Hebrew pastorate that contrast sharply
with Greek techniques of government having the following features (Rainbow, 1982, p. 214):

1) Itis a form of power whose ultimate aim is to assure individual salvation in the next world.

2) Pastoral power is not merely a form of power which commands; it must also be prepared to sacrifice
itself for the life and salvation of the folk. Therefore, it is different from royal power , which demands
a sacrifice from its subjects to save the throne.

3) Itis a form of power which does not look after just the whole community, but each individual in
particular, during his entire life.




4) Finally, this form of power cannot be exercised without knowing the inside of people’s minds,
without exploring their souls, without making them reveal their utmost secrets. It implies a knowledge
of the conscience and an ability to direct it.

This form of power, which is salvation oriented (as opposed to political power) , oblative (opposed
to principle of sovereignty), coextensive and continuous with life, linked with a production of truth—the
truth of individual himself, declined with the disappearance of the pastorate in its original form but has
spread and multiplied outside the ecclesiastical institution. With the appearance of the liberal state a modern
matrix of individualisation was born, of which liberal state a distinct part wasrepresenting a new form of
pastoral power.

1.6 Pastoral Power and Modern State

Foucault’s point is that social and political upheavals in modernity should be viewed in terms of concurrent
processes of totalization and individualization (Lemke, 2019). The modern state is at once a legal-political
structure and ‘a new distribution, a new organization of this kind of individualizing power’ — that is, ‘a modern
matrix of individualization, or a new form of pastoral power’. Foucault locates the historical transition from
‘governing souls’ to ‘governing human beings’ in the political and religious confrontations of the fifteenth and
sixteenth centuries. Reformation and Counter-Reformation movements did not make the pastoral office
disappear or cause church power to be transferred to the state. The opposite occurred: the pastorate was
extended and generalized, gradually becoming detached from its religious origins. In addition, questions
emerged outside, or ‘underneath’, the purview of church authority concerning people’s everyday lives, raising
children, the institution of marriage, professional activity and so on. Philosophy — which had practically
vanished during the Middle Ages, when it was subordinated to theology — underwent a renaissance, now
offering answers to questions of proper conduct and how to live in an orderly fashion. In a word: the problem
of government ‘exploded’ in a host of different forms; governing the state represented only one aspect.
Foucault situates this development at the point of intersection between two historical processes that proved
decisive for the problematic of government. On the one hand, feudal-estate structures had long been in
decline, as states came to be centred in vast territorial and colonial empires. On the other hand, the
Reformation and Counter-Reformation represent movements that called into question, time and again, how
people are to be shown the path to salvation. The simultaneous concentration of state power and religious
dispersion gave rise to an array of new problems concerning political sovereignty. Two questions in particular
came to the fore: the scope and object of government, and the type of rationality to be employed for
governing. In this context, when Foucault speaks of the ‘art of government’ or uses the neologism
‘governmentality’, he is referring to a shift of the politico epistemological field that made this line of questioning
both possible and necessary. In historical perspective, debate about the aim and rationality of government
could arise only when government itself no longer counted as something ‘self-evident’. Only inasmuch as
government represented a problem could ‘governmentality’ — that is, reflection on the conditions of




government — emerge as an item of contention. In turn, ‘art of government’ points to the artificial nature of
guidance that has left behind the theologicocosmological continuum, where the ‘natural state’ of things does
not require any such reflection — or, more precisely, makes it utterly inconceivable.

Foucault summarises the features of this new pastoral power as follows (Rainbow, 1982, p. 215):

1) It was no longer a question of leading people to their salvation in the next world, but rather ensuring
it in this world. And in this context, the word salvation takes on different meanings: health, well-being
Othat is sufficient wealth, standard of living), security, protection against accidents.

2) Concurrently the officials of pastoral power increased. Sometimes this form of power was exerted
by state apparatus or, in any case, by a public institution such as the police.

3) Finally, the multiplication of the aims and agents of pastoral power focussed on the development of
of knowledge of man around two roles: one, globalising and quantitative, concerning the population;
the other, analytical, concerning the individual.

The above shows that the new pastoral power was different from linked but rival political and pastoral
powers of previous centuries with a new individualizing “tactic” characterized by a series of powers: those
of the family, medicine, psychiatry, education and employers.

1.7 Reason of State

In the mid-eighteenth century, transformations led to a new stage of governmental thinking: liberalism,
which called for individual ‘freedom’. That said, its premise was not personal freedom so much as a principle
of governmentality seeking to produce what it described as already being in existence. Liberalism did not take
stock of actual facts so much as it represented a body of knowledge, or programme, for designing a new
scheme of relations between rulers and those they ruled. The defining feature of liberalism is that individuals
count as the object of governmental practice and, simultaneously, its necessary (and voluntary) partners —
‘accomplices’. In this framework, governmental activity is tied to actions on the part of the individuals
governed. In other words, the government’s rational activities must accord with individual actions, which are
rational and motivated by self-interest, because the (economic) rationality of private parties is what enables
the market to function in keeping with its true nature. Ultimately, such rationality ensures the welfare of the
state: when the market functions naturally, it functions in the best possible way, and when it functions in the
best possible way, it promotes the state’s strength. Accordingly, liberal government breaks with the simple
application of technologies of domination that had defined reason of state and the police state. The external
opposition between power and subjectivity yields to an inner bond: this principle of government demands the
“freedom’ of the ruled, and rational use of freedom represents the condition for ‘economic’ government. The
art of liberal government consists of replacing outward, legal restriction with internal regulation: political
economy. Political economy no longer analyses governmental practices from the standpoint of the law, but
looks to their actual effects.

As for reason of state, police, mercantilism and so on, Foucault does not understand liberalism as an
economic theory, political ideology or social utopia so much as a thought-through practice: ‘Liberalism ... is
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to be analysed as a principle and method of the rationalization of the exercise of government’. Liberalism did
not simply ‘invent’ an inner principle of governmental action. Rather, it defined this principle with regard to
a projected, outer goal. In contrast to reason of state, the point of departure is not the fact that states exist
and grow; the premise that the state has an immanent goal and seeks to strengthen itself no longer holds.
Unlike the regime of police, liberal governmentality does not fear that ‘too little government’ is in place (say,
because countless social spheres lack rules and prescriptions, provisions are not sufficiently detailed or the
administrative apparatus is not elaborate enough). Instead, it inverts the perspective: liberalism affirms that
‘there is too much government’ and asks why the state exists — and what aims it serves.

Individuals and individual rights occupy the centre of liberal reflection and the liberal art of government
functions only inasmuch as it guarantees freedom. Yet freedom does not simply amount to the (negative)
individual right to oppose power. Instead, law — or juridical institutions and mechanisms (such as ‘the rule of
law’ and parliamentarism) — are historical instruments with the task of restricting the regulating claims of the
absolutist state and securing a general procedural framework. As such, freedom is not identical with rights and
the law; rather, they represent a vehicle of liberal government for consolidating liberty. It does not follow,
however, that freedom represents an absolute value in the liberal art of government. Rather, it provides an
instrument for the art of government inasmuch as it forms an indispensable component of governmentality and
the (positive) basis for governmental action. In other words, liberalism does not reserve more pockets of
freedom than other governmental practices; it does not limit itself to respecting one kind of liberty or another
so much as it ‘consumes’ freedom. Freedom provides the crucial precondition for ‘economic’ government;
it is the medium and instrument of governmental action — such that contempt for it not only violates the law
but also signals fundamental ignorance about the purpose of governing in general. Accordingly, liberalism
differs from earlier forms of government with respect to its mode of exercising power. It does not seek to
dominate subjects directly or subjugate them, since their activity and freedom constitute the indispensable
precondition for the liberal form of government and structure the concrete forms that exercising power
assumes. Unlike earlier technologies of government, liberalism does not enlist constraint and violence so much
as it presumes individual freedom. In other words, the freedom of individuals does not stand opposed to
liberal governmentality but represents its necessary condition and central component. However, liberal interest
in individual freedom does not correspond to lack of interest in coordination and regulation. On the contrary,
the element of freedom heightens the need for balance and steering. Liberalism organizes the conditions under
which individuals are able to be free. In this context, freedom is not a given — instead, liberalism ‘fabricates’
or ‘produces’ freedom. But in the process of producing freedom, liberalism also imperils the very thing it
creates. A problematic (and paradoxical) relationship emerges between freedom and its permanent endangerment:
precisely because liberalism brings forth freedom “artificially’, it constantly risks restricting, or even destroying
it. The liberal art of government enacts freedom that is fragile and constantly at risk — which therefore provides
the basis for new interventions time and again. The problem for liberalism, then, concerns the extent to which
the free pursuit of private interests threatens the general interest: how high are freedom’s ‘production costs’?
Freedom cannot prevail without restriction, but must be subjected to a principle of calculation: security.
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1.8 Conclusion

The movement of Foucault’s analysis here is from the micro-level to the macro, from the molecular to
the everyday — from (1) specific, individual force relations through (2) their processes of transformation and

(3) the networks or systems that their interplay produces, to (4) their larger, strategic manifestations in the

state, the law and other hegemonies. New Pastoral power reveals liberal state as a modern matrix of
individuation. It cannot be reduced to the totality of individual interactions, since in an important way it

produces interactions and individuals. Naturally it raises the question about a way to resist the disciplinary

society without treating power as something external. One way to answer the question is to understand the
politics of the governed as a separate unit.

1.9 Self Assessment Questions

a)
b)
©)
d)
e)

What is poststructuralist approach to politics?

In what sense postmodern condition is also authoritarian?

In what sense Christian concept of pastoral power was different from Greek view?
What are the features of new pastoral power?

What change had taken place in the Reason of State with the onset of Liberalism?

1.10 Suggested Readings

L

v.

Foucault, Michel. (2003). Society Must be Defended: Lectures at the College de France 1975-
1976. (A. F. Mauro Bertani, Ed., & D. Macey, Trans.) London: Allen Lane.

Honneth, Axel. (1991). The Critique of Power: Reflective Stages in Critical Social Theory.
Boston: MIT Press.

Lemke, Thomas. (2019). Foucault s Analysis of Modern Governmentality: A Critique of
Political Reason. London: Verso.

Newman, Saul. (2005). Power and Politics in Poststructuralist Thought: New Theories of the
Political. Abingdon: Routledge.

Taylor, Dianna. (2011). Michel Foucault: Key Concepts. New York: Routledge.
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BIOPOLITICS AND LIBERAL GOVERNANCE]

Contents :
2.1 Objectives
2.2 Introduction
2.3  Pre-Foucauldian Notion of Biopolitics
2.4 Foucault’s Idea of Biopolitics
2.4.1 Biopolitics and Biopower
2.4.2 Biopolitics, Race and Sexuality
2.4.3 Biopolitics as Security
2.4.4 Biopolitics and Governmentality
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2.5.1 German Ordoliberalism
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2.1 Objectives

The very objective of this module is to make students aware of the contemporary discourse on
Foucauldian biopolitics and liberalism so as to understand both the implicit and explicit techniques and
technologies of governance and power and their various manifestations and implications for politics on a global
scale.

2.2 Introduction

“To say that power took possession of life in the nineteenth century, or to say that power at
least takes life under its care in the nineteenth century, is to say that it has, thanks to the play
of technologies of discipline on the one hand and technologies of regulation on the other,
succeeded in covering the whole surface that lies between the organic and the biological,
between body and population. We are, then, in a power that has taken control of both the
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body and life or that has, if you like, taken control of life in general — with the body as one
pole and the population as the other.” ~ M. Foucault (2003)1976:252-3)

The notion of ‘biopolitics’ has emerged as a major source of reflection and debate within contemporary
discourse on global politics. However, different sorts of interpretations and perspectives led to the expansion
of its horizon beyond the traditional boundary and domain of international politics. Actually, there is a diverse
and often conflicting view regarding the content and object of bio-politics which engenders different
disciplinary intervention from multiple theoretical vantage points. As Leonardi (2012) shows that in a
provocative article, Michele Cammelli so argues that the idea of biopolitics has been utilized during the most
recent decades in such various styles and applied augmentations that it is practically difficult to precisely situate
its theoretical borders.

To put it simply, life is both the basis and object of biopolitics. It is often described as intersectional field
between human biology and politics. Since Michael Foucault popularized the term it is increasingly being used
to examine the strategies and mechanisms through which human life processes are managed under regimes
of authority over knowledge, power and the process of subjectivation (the process of becoming a subject).
The prefix “bio” originates from the Greek vocabulary which has two unmistakable words for life: Zoe alluding
to uncovered life or life all things considered, and Bios meaning qualified life or life in some specific form
(Esposito 2008). Later, Lemke (2011) has called attention to that in English the thought of biopolitics is firmly
connected to biology thus denoting “a politics that deals with life” without the Greek polarity.

Foucault is currently considered as the founding thinker of the contemporary notion of biopoitics,
however, the facts demonstrate that, even before Foucault enters the scene, biopolitics has its very own
history; in numerous regards, at that point, Foucault’s work establishes a mediation into an as of now complex
convention. In his pioneering work Biopolitics: An Advanced Introduction” Thomas Lemke (2011) follows the
historical backdrop of the idea biopolitics back to the mid twentieth century. As indicated by him, one of the
firsts to send the thought of biopolitics was a Swedish political researcher Rudolf Kjellén, who, at first, coined
the term and put forward an idea of the state being a natural creature in which social struggles emerge from
various interests of classes and groups. These struggles Kjellén considered being similar “to tensions of life
itself”

2.3 Pre-Foucauldian Notion of Biopolitics

According to Lemke the first conceptualization of biopolitics can be credited to the naturalists who
consider life as a basis of politics. Thinkers like Kjellén, Selety, Uexkiill, Hertwig, Roberts represent the
school of naturalists-biologists who adopted the organicist view of the state. They emphasize naturalistic study
of politics and use biopolitical concepts and research methods in order to investigate the causes and forms
of political behaviour. According to them the state is not a legal construction but rather is a living whole and
an original form of life and hence the state is the very condition for individual and collective activities. The
political has to be understood in reference to life, and as a consequence, biology becomes the only legitimate
description for reality.
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The central assumption of this approach is that biology is, with its ideas and techniques, the best device
to explore and to clarify the reasons for political behaviour. On this view, biology turns into the best possible
logical worldview for political behaviour. Lemke claims that this sort of clarification endures even after the
World War II in the form of a critique of social sciences that were supposed to integrate “ethological, genetic,
physiological, psychopharmacological and socio-biological hypotheses, models and findings.

Three core ideas are key to this naturalist perspective. The first is that the very object of inquiry, which
is political behavior, is “caused in substantial way by objectively demonstrable biological factors”, while
cultural factors have only a minor input. Second, the goal of this explanation is not to provide a normative
stance, but to build “a politics consistent with biological exigencies”. Last, this model aims for neutral
observation, such that the descriptions that it yields are not agent-specific. Those are the key elements of the
naturalist model which takes life as the basis of politics and that ultimately explains existing hierarchies “not
as a social phenomenon but rather as an inevitable result of evolutionary history”.

The alternative pre-focauldian conceptualizations of biopolitics, directly counterposed to naturalism, is
offered by the “politicists” for whom life is the object and not the basis of politics. Those advancing this view
endorse as a central premise that biological factors fail to explain the very fact that human beings are “a
product of biocultural processes of development”. They maintain the very dualism of human nature and
society, but they inscribe this dichotomy within a broader ecological framework. Consequently, this new form
of biopolitics is not so much “focused on the biological foundations of politics but rather discloses life
processes as a new object for political reflection and action”. Since politics faces a global environmental crisis,
the very aim of biopolitics becomes the survival of the human species, the diversity of life on our planet,
sustainability amidst industrial development, and so on.

Another component of this alternative view is a biotechnological one. Since the discovery of the helix
structure of the DNA, several biotechnological innovations have taken place. Not only are we capable of
transferring DNA from one species to another and creating genetic chimeras, but soon, we may be able to
apply such technologies to our own nature, thus producing a radical departure from our species itself. This
is how life becomes ““a reference point for political thinking and political action”. On the one hand, life and
the survival of humanity are the major concerns of an ecologically driven political action. On the other hand,
our increasing capabilities in manipulating the natural foundations of life tend to blur the line between the natural
and the artificial, thereby politicizing the very concept of nature.

2.4 Foucault’s Idea of Biopolitics :

Foucault’s idea of biopolitics, however, goes beyond both the ‘naturalists’ and “politicists’ usage of the
notion and simultaneously invokes a fundamental transformation in the understanding of biopolitics in the
context of “the historical processes by which life emerges as the center of political strategies”. Unlike both
the ‘naturalists’ and “politicists’ Foucault’s analysis of biopolitics provides the reasons that why organic and
political life cannot be thought separately, but can be understood only as the coproduction of an interaction.
His ‘interactionist’ view on biopolitics has engendered a new body of literature and new discourses that have
evolved far beyond the limits of his own proposal. His substantial contribution to explore and development
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of the notion finds scholarly responses gradually from disciplines including social sciences, legal studies
demographic theories, history of medicine, biology as well as many other emerging areas of research.

Foucault first employs the term ‘biopolitics’ in October 1974 during a conference paper delivered in Rio
de Janeiro on “The Birth of Social Medicine’ In this paper, the notion of biopolitics establishes a link between
a specific institution such as medicine and a broader socio-political framework such as capitalism. ‘For
capitalist society, it was biopolitics, the biological, the somatic, the corporeal, that mattered more than
anything. The body is a biopolitical reality; medicine is a biopolitical strategy’. The concept of biopolitics was
introduced thereafter by Foucault in the final chapter of the introductory volume to ““ The History of Sexuality”
in 1976 and that also appears again in the final section of “ Society Must be Defended” from the same year.
The concept is being continued to develop in the years that followed and finally in the lecture at the “College
de France” between 1978 and 1979 entitled as “The Birth of Biopolitics”. It is often argued by the scholars
that Foucault has never been managed to provide a univocal account of the concept and rather put the
concept into an adventure that moves from normalization and regulation via apparatus of security to pastoral
power and liberal welfare politics and finally to neo-liberal notion of homo oeconomicus.

In the Colleége de France lectures appeared later on the “Society Must be Defended” Foucault says that
one of the “greatest transformations political right underwent in the nineteenth century” was the replacement
of the old sovereign power to “take life or let live” with its inversion, in the “right to make live and to let die.”
Starting in the seventeenth century, “the problem of life began to be problematized in the field of political
thought” and a roughly contemporaneous development saw the “‘emergence of techniques of power that were
essentially centered on the body”. These disciplinary techniques had been the focus of his 1976 Discipline and
Punish. Now, however, he proposes that “we see something new emerging in the second half of the eighteenth
century,” a technology of power that “does not exclude” disciplinary power “but does dovetail into it, integrate
it, modify it to some extent, and above all, use it by sort of infiltrating it, embedding itself in existing disciplinary
techniques”. Although embedded in discipline, this ““biopolitics’ of the human race” is distinguished by its
operation on “a multiplicity of men, not to the extent that they are nothing more than their individual bodies,
but to the extent that they form, on the contrary, a global mass that is affected by overall processes
characteristic of birth, death, production, illness, and so on”. With the emergence of this biopolitics comes the
emergence of its key object, the “population.” Thus the late seventeenth century begins to see the rise of
statistics and demographics and of issues that “become pertinent only at the mass level”. Among them are birth
and death rates, hygiene, social insurance programs, and the like.

According to Foucault, biopolitics refers both to the management and construction of the population what
is evident in the portion of Foucault’s Discipline and Punish (1977) on “Docile Bodies,” and in his later work
The History of Sexuality (1978). Foucault defines biopolitics as “a new technology of power operating at a
different level, on a different scale, and it has a different bearing area, and makes use of very different
instruments. More than a disciplinary mechanism, Foucault’s biopolitics acts as a control apparatus exerted
over a population as a whole or, as Foucault stated, “a global mass. Although Foucault often speaks in purely
biological terms and conceives biopolitics as “the set of mechanisms through which the basic biological
features of the human species became the object of a political strategy”” He gives numerous examples of
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biopolitical control when he first mentions the concept in 1976 including “ratio of births to deaths, the rate
of reproduction, the fertility of a population, and so on.

Basically, Foucault’s notion of biopolitics is multi-faceted. To put it schematically, he employs the notion
of biopolitics in three distinct configurations. First, Foucault defines biopolitics in terms of its conceptual and
analytical link with the “biopower” —a new form of power that represents ““a historical rupture in political
thinking and practice” from sovereign politics. Second, Foucault employs the notion of biopolitics to describe
the politicization of the life of a population. The notion of biopolitics is evoked in conjunction with racism and
sexuality as a technology of power distinct from both sovereignty and discipline. Thirdly, Biopolitics is
conceived of as the apparatus of security and finally, the study of governmentality, in particular neo-liberal
governmentality, circumscribes and reframes the analysis of biopolitics. The following sub-sections will
examine his concept of biopolitics in reference to the above mentioned four configurations i.e. biopower,
racism & sexuality, security and governmentality.

2.4.1 Biopolitics and Biopower :

Foucault conceptualizes the problematic of bio-power roughly from 1975 to 1979 but never managed
to give a consistent account of the topic rendering the notion rather slippery and complex to grasp. The often
said reason for that lies in his methodological shift and a modification of his philosophical perspective in the
period he elaborates the concept. This implies introducing and experimenting with a new methodology, new
concepts, answering earlier critique, testing hypotheses etc.

During 1974-75, Foucault describes the emergence of a ‘disciplinary society’ in which a particular form
of disciplinary power regulates the human body. Disciplinary power, according to Foucault, is not an attribute
of a given subject or a given state apparatus; rather, it is a strategic set of correlations that produce social
functions as well as individual and collective subjects. The analysis of disciplinary power and its manifestations
in the school, the military, and the prison implies a far-reaching reconsideration of traditional concepts of
power. However, beginning in the mid-1970s, Foucault attempts to work out a theoretical distinction between
disciplinary power and biopower.

In his works like “Discipline and Punish” (1975), Collegeé de France — lectures “Society Must Be
Defended” (1976) and History of Sexuality: An Introduction (1976) Foucault develops his account of power
over life and a powerknowledge apparatus (dispositifs) characterized by disciplinary power and biopower.
In these works Foucault connects bio-power with race, sexuality and techniques aiming to modify and control
biological phenomena related to human life. Furthermore, he is concerned with the problem of how individuals
are subjected through techniques of domination. This problematic is centered on two sets of relations: those
of power and those of knowledge and in this framework bio-power is embodied in regulatory techniques by
which human life can be modified. Later, in his lectures of 1977-79 Foucault studies how bio-power dovetails
other technologies and strategies of power and since 1978 bio-power becomes a certain analytical
perspective from which Foucault approaches relation of power and knowledge that affect on the practices
by which human life is modified.

Following his College de France lectures (Society Must be Defended) biopower can be conceived as
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a form of power that is oriented towards human beings as living members of a species with certain biological
characteristics. These characteristics may be studied scientifically and they can be affected through multiple
interventions. Biopolitics then is a technology of power that consists in techniques, practices and procedures
that are aimed at organizing, regulating and governing the phenomena peculiar to life in the context of
population. Life here must be understood as a process comprising of forces, energy and desires by which
an organism persists in being, grows and reproduces. Bio-power is hence occupied with multiple life-related
phenomena that affect the way human life develops, and which can be modified through interventions.
However, bio-power should be understood as a name to designate the general and abstract force that is
realized through biopolitics i.e. strategies to affect on all the things that depend on the biological. Thus
biopolitics refers to the specific set of means, including techniques and knowledge, by which one aims to
produce the biological in a specific form.

However, while reflecting upon Foucault’s notion of power over life some of the scholars pose an artificial
distinction between the disciplinary power and bio-power and often fail to understand the two poles of the
same architecture of power. As Fontana and Bertani (2003) point out disciplinary power and biopower have
sometimes been seen as constituting different theories in Foucault’s thought. This reading however, as they also
stress is not supported by Foucault‘s texts. When analyzing power over life Foucault puts it very explicitly
that this form of power operates essentially within the frameworks of discipline and bio-power and further,
that these different poles of the same power apparatus intersect through, for example, norms, sexuality and
race.

According to Foucault modern power essentially manifests itself in human urge to control and modify life.
This takes place on two distinct levels: on the level of individuals through disciplinary techniques and on the
level of population through bio-power and its techniques i.e. biopolitics. Both of these modes of power are
aiming to maximize and extract forces from human bodies, in other words, produce life in a given form by
utilizing techniques of disciplinary subjection and biopolitical techniques of reinforcing life. Thus, the distinction
between disciplinary and bio-power by their different techniques and domains of application is nothing but
analytical distinctions which are not to be found from reality in their pure forms. Discipline always escapes
those closed institutions created for it and its techniques are applied in the social body thoroughly. At the same
time biopower is realized in many instances which are also constituted by disciplinary techniques such as
medicine and psychiatry. In this way, discipline and bio-power overlap in Foucault’s account of biopolitics in
particular power over life in general.

2.4.2 Biopolitics, Race & Sexuality :

In Foucault’s analysis both racism and sexuality constitute integral techniques of bio-power: they allow
the establishment of the biological norm that serves as the ground for intervening procedures and also justifies
them.

Modern racism, according to Foucault is not merely an irrational prejudice, a form of socio-political

discrimination, or an ideological motive in a political doctrine; rather, it is a form of biopolitical government
that is designed to manage a population and impinges on individuals in their most basic relationship to
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themselves and others. To Foucault, modern racism was first articulated as a discourse of social war in the
18th century; it was developed during the second half of the 19th century, absorbing important impulses from
psychiatry as a means to protect society against the abnormal; finally, in the 1930s it was integrated by modern
state apparatuses as a technology of power.

Towards the end of the 19th century, according to Foucault, psychiatry as a generalized protection of
society against the abnormal becomes the model of a particular form of ‘internal racism’. The notion of internal
racism refers to eugenics as well as a more general pattern of imagination according to which the population
must be defended against various forms of degeneration. Internal racism, as Foucault describes it, is an auto-
referential form of racism that is concerned with the composition, the reproduction, and the development of
the population by isolating and excluding the abnormal. This internal racism is expanded into an ‘internal war’
which is always going beneath a situation of peace.

In general, biopower seeks to affirm the life of the population, whereas racism - or more specifically what
Foucault previously termed internal racism - operates a biological division (caesura) within a population
between worthy and unworthy life. Racism, in this sense, is stipulated by the antagonisms of war and operates
within the limits of biopower. This form of racism is strictly biopolitical and operates within the boundaries
of biopower. However, this is not the only determination of racism and biopolitics. Foucault describes racism
also as a juxtaposition of sovereign power and biopower. Racism, in this sense, operates between different
kinds of power. In this perspective, racism is seen as a technology in a modern state that wishes to maintain
its sovereign power within a general context of biopower. This form of racism, in fact, operates between
dijerent forms of power as a form of governmentality. In other words, Foucault theorizes racism as biopolitical
government, as a fexible technology of power that entails a new and novel form of government. Interestingly,
according to Foucault, biopolitical racism is inherent in all modern states: quite obviously in the Third Reich
and the Soviet Union but provocatively he claims that equally anti-capitalist socialist and leftist thought of his
days had adopted racist biopolitics without much opposition. In modern states, Foucault claims, it is racism
that introduces ““a break into the domain of life that is under power’s control: the break between what must
live and what must die.”

However, according to Foucault it is not enough to exclude the abnormal, the degenerate and the insane
by appealing to biological justification. There is still a threat of contaminated blood. Hence sexuality, as it was
produced in the normalizing society, became linked straight to bloodline. Consequently, he shows that how
racism intersects sexuality and reproduction in the framework of normalizing society.

According to Foucault, rather than being something given in human nature sexuality is a formation and
result of a complex network of relations of power and knowledge. In Foucault’s analysis of power over life
sexuality occupies a very distinct position: first, along with scientific discourse and disciplinary mechanisms it
is something through which an individual may be subjected. Sexuality produces certain truth about the subject,
thus making it a tool of disciplinary production of subjectivities. In this sense it forms an important part in the
production of truth about oneself as a certain categorical subject (homosexual, pervert or heterosexual for
instance) in relation to normal. Second, sexuality is the domain in which the blood line is produced and thus
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it is a possible field for racist interventions. Third, in the level of population sexuality is intertwined with the
most important biopolitical constants, such as, natality and transmission of diseases.

In the framework of normalizing power sexuality thus produces a specific phenomenon in which body and
population meet. Historically, Foucault argues, sexuality became to bear such a great importance from the19th
century onwards since it enabled the power-knowledge apparatus to intervene into both an individual and a
social body.

In the context of biopolitics sexuality serves the “life function” against the death function of racism. This
is simply because sexuality is the domain in which life is made to continue. However, as she also argues,
biological racism that was studied in the previous chapter is fundamentally linked with sexuality. Together they
enable the man of modernity to distinguish between what must live and what must die — whether we speak
of wide spread eugenics that were applied in most western countries or the mechanisms by which those who
do not fit into the system, become the lower ranks of society and towards whom interventions are not just
possible but necessary (e.g. the poor, the insane, the criminal, the perverse etc.). Thus, in a normalizing society
a whole field of relations is explicated and justified through desirable biological factors and normal sexuality.
To conclude, Foucault sees sex or sexuality having had such an enormous importance within the techniques
utilized by power over life since it enables power effects to be produced very effectively from the tiniest
relation of individual subjection to the widest scope at the level of population.

2.4.3 Biopolitics as Security :

In his lectures on “Security, Territory Population Foucault conceptualizes biopolitics as operating through
the apparatus of security. According to Foucault security functions essentially through confronting different
problems, which will be managed through an analysis of probabilities, tendencies and patterns of behavior
found in a given field in question. Then these identifiable constants will function as a reference point for
techniques of regulation and control which are aimed to bring the desired results at the level of population.
Hence biopolitics is intertwined with control of the possible and the management of probabilities. Thus in
contrast to the general and abstract regulation of population as biopolitics the new approach comprises the
interplay of biological factors, their relation to natural tendencies of things and their dependency on a given
milieu. Consequently, with a case of smallpox one can manage the risks posed by the disease through
vaccinations which will serve as model for further actions of what Foucault calls medical police. Finally, the
crucial characteristic of security is that it does not try to prevent things as such. Rather, it takes certain
phenomena as natural givens from which it aims to find specific points of support. By taking the possible points
prone to modification and combining them with specific techniques, apparatuses of security can make them
function in relation to other elements of reality so that a given phenomenon will be either cancelled out or
regulated so that its effects will be more favourable.

2.4.4 Biopolitics and Governmentality :

Foucault’s genealogy of racism belongs to a period of transition between his mature and his late works,
and it is generally associated with the concept of biopolitics. During the 1970s, Foucault’s thought underwent
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several changes that have puzzled many of his readers. In particular, there is a significant shift from the themes
of disciplinary power and biopower to the broader issue of governmentality. In the lectures at Colle’ge de
France between 1975 and 1979, Foucault gradually expands and reworks the notion of power. Initially, he
places the concept of biopower at the centre of these efforts, but he subsequently replaces it with the notion
of governmentality and, thus, the problematic of biopower and governmentality becomes his key area of
investigation.

After holding one sabbatical year from lecturing in 1977 Foucault began to analyze the problematic
previously posed through the framework of normalizing society from a different perspective. Now the crucial
question is the relationship between the state and population, and this relation is reflected through the notion
of governmentality. Hence in “Security, Territory, Population” (2007) and in “The Birth of Biopolitics” (2008)
Foucault gives a detailed account of developments in theories of government and reflections of the state.
Foucault’s aim is to shed light on the ways in which different kinds of political rationalities spring from the
modifications in conceptions of, for instance, human nature, good society and, accordingly, good government.
And vice versa: how these rationalities modify conceptions of a given thing and also affect practices through
which certain things are dealt with.

At this stage, Foucault directs his research towards techniques of government and their relation to
population. Through an analysis of security and police apparatus Foucault links bio-power to liberal and neo-
liberal governmentalities in the forms of medicine, welfare and security. He also introduces an analysis of
pastoral power — a form of power that supports the integration of biopolitics into the governing techniques
of modern state. The most lucid difference compared to Foucault’s account of normalizing society is that in
the liberal or neo-liberal governmentalities power will be analyzed through a topological point of view, that
is, how different forms of power overlap and how different political rationalities modify the mechanisms by
which population is governed.

According to Foucault “Governmentality” (1991) refers to “the ensemble formed by institutions,
procedures, analyses and reflections, the calculations and tactics that allow the exercise of this very specific
albeit complex form of power, which has its target population, as its principal form of knowledge political
economy, and as its essential technical means apparatuses of security.” However, in addition to the notion of
“apparatuses of security” Foucault continues to develop the concept of governmentality referring very broadly
to technologies by which human conduct can be directed. In order to shed light on the characteristics of a
given governmentality and the relation between governmental techniques and knowledge Foucault utilizes the
notion of reflexive prism. This implies the reflective practice by which a given phenomenon or thing becomes
an object of thought: how it is problematized or reflected by certain group or community of people, such as
scientists, governors, theorists, advisors of governors, experts etc. Further, Foucault intended this notion of
governmentality to be an analytical tool by which the analysis of power can be distanced from the framework
of subjects of law, that is, the relation established between political institutions and people in terms of laws
and rights Thus the notion of governmentality enabled Foucault to study power as strategies and techniques
used by free individuals who aim to control and modify the conduct of themselves and others through certain
means at their disposal. In brief, turning his analytical gaze towards governmentality Foucault wants to “tackle
the problem of the state and population.” Furthermore, Foucault wants to locate the state in the broader
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history of governmentality that originates from the Christian church and its pastorate. In addition to pastoral
power Foucault analyzes political rationalities of the reason of state, liberalism and neo-liberalism.

2.5 Liberalism :

Liberalism plays an important role in Foucault’s analysis. Central to Foucault’s argument is the continuity
between the governing of the self, governing the population and the state, and as he puts it, to structure the
field of possible action or focus on the “conduct of conduct.” Liberalism, Foucault proposes, is thus first and
foremost not an ideology—in the sense of a false, distorted, or imaginary representation of reality—but a
technology of power, or a way to work with reality, it is a practice, it is a way to make certain things real
by working with, intensifying, tempering, or redirecting processes already underway in reality itself. Indeed,
for Foucault it is liberalism that is focused on the management of the population and governing life rather than
possessing the power over death. Liberalism focuses on the welfare of the population, its wealth, longevity,
rates of recidivism, healthcare, and so on.

In the College de France lectures on “The Birth of Biopolitics,” Foucault begins by summarizing his earlier
investigations of eighteenth-century discourses, but then surprisingly makes a long jump, devoting the major
part of the following to discussions of liberalism from the twentieth century, first focusing on German
ordoliberalism, and then, after a shorter digression on France, on the neoliberal theory of the postwar Chicago
School.

The starting point of the above series of lectures is the concept of reason of state (Raison d’Etat), the
governmental practice that prevailed in large parts of Europe form the 16th century onwards, whereby the
state exists as both a preexisting reality and as an object in the process of ongoing construction, and where
government and the state are synonymous . The core principle of Raison d’Etat is ‘to arrange things so that
the state becomes sturdy and permanent, so that it becomes wealthy, and so that it becomes strong in the
face of everything that may destroy it’. In doing so, three coordinates of government are established. The first
is the economic principle of mercantilism, where the state enriches itself through monetary accumulation,
strengthens itself through increasing population, and maintains itself through being in a state of permanent
competition with foreign powers. Second, the practice of internal organisation is that of police, or ‘the
unlimited regulation of the country on the model of a tight-knit urban organisation. Finally, there is the
development of a permanent army along with permanent diplomacy as the conditions for securing territory in
a world of competing and potentially hostile states. Raison d’Etat provides the model and underlying rationale
for governmentality in early modern Europe.

2.5.1 German Ordoliberalism

However, after initial summaries on the general parameters of what liberalism looks like in terms of an
art of governmental practice in the first phase, Foucault then turns to the second half of the 20th century and
the rise of neoliberalism. The two main cases that he discusses are German ordoliberalism and the Chicago
School.24 The German tradition derives its name from the journal Ordo, which began in 1948 as a forum

20




for debate on the postwar reconstruction, but which actually can be traced back to certain intellectual
movements from the ‘30s, most notably the Freiburg school. The immediate context for the ordoliberals is
the perverse Raison d’Etat of Nazi Germany, but they also level harsh criticism at the expansive state of the
New Deal and Beveridge Plan in England. After the war, ordoliberalism would become a fundamental source
for the postwar reconstruction, especially in its emphasis on the interplay of market and legal and institutional
structures. On this point it can be contrasted with the later Chicago school, which would opt for a much more
pervasive and radical market perspective, encompassing (in principle) all strands of life.

Unlike much earlier liberalism, where the state had as its primary role intervention in order to mitigate the
consequences of the market, the ordoliberals suggest that the role of the state is to ensure the permanence
of competition; economic rationality is said to be the antidote to social dysfunctions. It must be understood
that this is not a reversion to classical liberalism rather it changes the problematic of liberalism in three
important ways. First, the focus on the market is shifted from its role as a system of exchange that generates
prices to a mechanism that ensures competition. Second, the focus of competition shifts from the question of
whether or not markets are competitive, and the related issue of whether governments should intervene in
markets that are not purely competitive, to the idea that competition is not a natural order but rather an
artefact of policy: ‘Pure competition must and can only be an objective, an objective thus presupposing an
indefinitely active policy. Competition is therefore an historical objective of governmental art and not a natural
given that must be respected’ (Foucault, 2008). Finally, they depart from the earlier liberal conception of the
market/competition and state/government as different and delimited domains. Rather, the market and
competition ‘can only appear ... if it is produced by an active governmentality ... One must govern for the
market, rather than because of the market’

2.5.2 The Chicago School and American Neo-liberalism :

In the Chicago school, the market is no longer understood as a historical construct dependent on the
state, instead it appears as a natural process, and the model of enterprise is taken much further, so that it
comes to encompass the whole sphere of subjectivity, affectivity, and intimacy. The entrepreneurial relation
enters into the self, and via the idea of “human capital” the individual’s entire behavior, the body as genetic
capital, education as investment, marriage, love, and child rearing, can be understood in terms of investment
and revenue. Accordingly, in this variant, neoliberalism becomes a permanent critique of any state activity from
the point of view of economic rationality and grounded itself more upon the human capital theory which
involves shifting the focus away from the supply and demand for labour power, towards the notion of the
individual — homo economicus — as an ‘entrepreneur of himself”, who allocates their time and resources
between consumption and the generation of personal satisfaction, and investment in the self (human capital,
which can also include investment in the family). Such an individual is not, for the neoliberals, an alienated
subject, but is rather an investor, an innovator, and an entrepreneur of the self. Foucault underlines the
inventive character of this entrepreneurial, enterprise-like self, and he opposes it to the relative lack of
imagination on the Left—there is “no governmental rationality of socialism,” what he exclaims at one point.
For Foucault, liberalism supports freedom while promoting self-regulating habits to contribute to these wider
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objectives of the management and welfare of the population. It promotes choice as a regulatory and
disciplinary strategy. This ranges from the strategic marketing of individual choice and regimes of appraisal
through which individual choice is promoted and expanded to aspects of government historically subject to
more overt forms of government regulation. The preoccupation with liberalism is most evident in Foucault’s
lectures, where in the end rather little is said of biopolitics specifically. Instead, an in-depth analysis of
liberalism and neoliberalism as technologies of government — government in the sense of the activity of
governing or the “conduct of conduct” as opposed to the official “government” as a collection of institutions
— is forwarded by Foucault.

2.6 Conclusion

Foucault’s work on biopolitics and biopower has not been without criticism, not only insofar as his work
in this area appears fleeting and incomplete. For instance, Achille Mbembe notes Foucault’s absence of a
theoretical contribution on how biopower is put to work in schemes of violence and domination, thereby
developing his concept of necropolitics that calls sovereign decision making on death: ‘the power and the
ability to dictate who can live and who must die.

Another seeming limitation with biopower and biopolitics has been its apparent disregard for subjectivity.
In Foucault’s focus on a politics of a population and species, the biopolitical subject is not explicitly conceived
within his design of thinking. This seems limiting for understanding the place of biopolitics and biopower within
Foucault’s design particularly given his assertion in 1982 that ‘the goal of my work during the last twenty years
has been to create a history of the different modes by which, in our culture, human beings are made subjects’
.However, it is in this context that biopower and biopolitics must be seen as working together with other
technologies of power — repressive and disciplinary power — which operate more directly on the body and
on subjectivity. Moreover, Mbembe’s creates critical space for a consideration of the biopolitical — or
necropolitical — subject in his analysis, noted above.

Further, Foucault’s ideas of race have been influential (McWorther 2011), however, he has also been
criticized for ignoring the colonial realm. Stoler for instance has pointed out in her illuminating Race and the
Education of Desire (2006) how Foucault neglects the imperial character of sexual-racial apparatus of 19th
century Europe: “The sexual discourse of the empire and the biopolitic state in Europe were mutually
constitutive: their “targets” were broadly imperial, their regimes of power synthetically bound.” (2006).
Furthermore, Stoler remarks that Foucault is neither the first to trace racism from the historians of whom he
speaks in “Society Must be Defended” — in effect, according to her there were some major works published
on French racism in the 1970s prior to Foucault’s lectures.

Scholars like Schotten (2015) shows that Agamben stages his widely-cited “Homo Sacer: Sovereign
Power and Bare Life” as, in part, a disagreement with Foucault. Citing the end of Volume I of The History
of Sexuality, Agamben notes that for Foucault, the “threshold of modernity” is reached when politics becomes
biopolitics—when power exercises control not simply over the bodies of living beings, but, in fact, regulates,
monitors, and manufactures the life and life processes of those living beings. Agamben agrees with Foucault
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that modern politics is biopolitics, but disagrees that biopolitics is distinctly modern. Instead, Agamben argues
that biopolitics is as old as politics itself, because politics—at least in its Western version—is effectively a
politics of sovereignty, and sovereignty, in Agamben’s view, is inherently biopolitical.

Lastly, as Newheiser (2016) points out that because of Foucault’s earlier treatment of biopolitics gave
the term a negative valence, the relative absence of the term in “The Birth of Biopolitics” reinforces the claim
made by some scholars that Foucault sympathized with neoliberalism. Francgois Ewald, Foucault’s close
associate and an editor of these lectures, claims that The Birth of Biopolitics defends neoliberalism on the
grounds that it promotes liberty. This complaint is developed at greater length in a volume edited by Daniel
Zamora, who claims that ‘Foucault is not content simply to question certain aspects of neoliberal thought, he
‘seems to be seduced by the development of some of their central themes’.

2.7 Self Assessment Questions

a) Make a critical assessment of Foucauldian notion of biopolitics.

b) Does Foucauldian biopolitics radically different from pre-Foucauldian conception of biopolitics? —
Give reasons for your answer.

c) Elucidate Foucault’s idea of liberalism embedded in the “Birth of Biopolitics”.
d) Do you think that Foucault’s conception of biopolitics is multifaceted? — Argue your case.

e) Examine critically Foucault’s contribution on biopolitics and liberalism.

2.8 Suggested Readings
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AN : 2.3

Background to the Recent Rise of Governance to
Prominence

Contents :
3.1 Objectives
3.2 Introduction
3.3 Origin of the Concept
3.4 Making sense of Governance
3.4.1 Conceptual Ambiguities
3.4.2 Basic Attributes
3.5 Factors responsible for the emergence of governance
3.6 Conclusion
3.7 Self Assessment Questions

3.8 Suggested Readings

3.1 Objectives

The unit under consideration intends to introduce a rather contested terrain of the state of theory building
in governance. The concept is notoriously imprecise as there are multiple and often contradictory explanations.
In the following sections some theoretical developments have been introduced in addition to a brief overview
of the concept of governance. The unit has the following sections: sectionl.l introduction; section 1.2
Governance -a snapshot view; 1.3 policy network theory of governance; section 1.4 rational choice theory
of governance; section 1.5 interpretive theory of governance; 2.0 institutional theory ; and 2.1 concluding
observation.

3.2 Introduction

Theory building is the bedrock of any intellectual exercise. It provides us better perspective on the world
around us. It anchors diverse strands of disciplinary activities into a coherent frame. It is defined as ‘an arena
where diverse, passionately held values compete for the soul of the profession’ (Laurence E. Lynn Jr.: 2011:
3). The attempt of theorizing ongovernance like any other evolving ideas is marked by heterodoxies and the
resultant confusions as there is hardly any consensus among the scholars and practitioners on the theorical
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corpus of governance. Like the very concept of governance, there are plenty of contradictory theoretical
versions of governance. In fact, several scholars with interdisciplinary theoretical inclinations have forayed into
the discourse of governance, making it even more complex affair. If one cares to go through a burgeoning
literatureon governance, he/she may stumble upon as many as four different connotations ofgovernance:
governance as a structure, as a process, as a mechanism; and last but not leastas a strategy. Interestingly, there
has been a perceptible trade-off between structure andprocesses in the literature of governance. The
importance of structure in defininggovernance was deliberately downplayed in the Fund-Bank prescriptions
to facilitateneoliberal dream of unification of global markets. For, any attempt to strengthen thestructure in the
conceptualization of governance would derail the project of unification ofglobal markets.In fact, there is a
conscious trend among the scholars to skip the so-called theoretical development in favour of several
modalities and techniques of governance practiced across the globe. Hence, it would be naive to claim that
the present unit will cover all the theories of governance as there is a serious doubt among the practitioners
whether they can be categorized as theory at all in the true sense of the term as none of them can claim to
have theoretical sophistication of natural sciences. Therefore, it would be safe to call them as theoretical
constructs with minimum capability of description, explanation and prediction of a given phenomenon. In the
present unit an attempt will be made to present an overview on the following theoretical constructs, viz, policy
network theory, rational choice theory, interpretive theory. Before we move on to the theories of governance,
a brief snapshot view of the concept of governance deserves some space here.

3.3 Origin of the Concept

However, any attempt to conceptualize governance is a daunting task as there is hardly any consensus
among the scholars and practitioners regarding it. The apparent uneasiness about the conceptual development
of the idea of governance has been endorsed by The Oxford Handbook of Governance. In fact, the very
opening remark of the book has categorically mentioned the conceptual confusion relating to the concept of
governance. It reads ¢ governance is an interdisciplinary research agenda on order and disorder, efficiency
and legitimacy all in the context of hybridization of modes of control that allow the production of fragmented
and multidimensional order within the state, by the state, without the state and beyond the state’( Levi-
Faur:2012). The above statement has identified that the basic puzzle of conceptualizing governance lies in the
problem of locating order in the era of increasing hybridization of modes of control. Theglobal interconnectedness
has further accentuated the problem of defining governance as the state is often lost in the labyrinth of order
marked by a host of national and international non- governmental and civil society organizations operational
at the micro, meso and macro levels. Governance in common parlance denotes the complex processes and
interactions that constitute patterns of rule. It has shifted the locus of governing from the rigid structural bias
of the formal institution like state to a rather uncharted course of civil society and blurred the boundary
between state and society. The Sage Handbook of Governance has defined ‘governance as theory, practice
and dilemma highlights phenomena that are hybrid and multijurisdictional with plural stakeholders who come
together in networks’. The etymological root of the term can be traced back to the Greek word kybernan,
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which indicates the act of piloting or steering that is subsequently converted into the Latin word gobernare.
Hence, the steering metaphor approximates the essence of governance in the contemporary world. The term
secures a permanent berth in the policy discourses since the end of cold war. In the 1950s and 1960s the
topic of governance was very much present, but did not get adequate attention in social science and
humanities. The publication of an article by Oliver Williamson, entitled ‘Transaction Costs Economics:
Governance of Contractual Relations’ in 1979 had literally captivated the academic interest in the concept
of governance for the first time . Though the focus of the paper was basically the ‘law and economics of
corporate governance’, it received a huge response in terms of citations (Levi-Faur, David:2012). However,
the World Bank publications have catapulted the concept from a narrow specialized area of economics and
law to a truly public discourse. With an objective of bringing about economic and political reforms in the
recipient countries, donor agencies like World Bank, IMF have brought in a series of prescriptions under the
rubric of governance. The World Bank had drawn to the issue of governance for the first time in 1989 when
a Long Term Perspective Study on Sub Saharan Africa, entitled Sub-Saharan Africa: From Crisis to
Sustainable Growth: A Long-Term Perspective Study (World Bank 1989) had identified poor governance
was at the heart of African crisis. The report had accounted for the crisis of governance with the mounting
crisis of population growth, surpassing the GDP growth along with weak agricultural growth, drooping
industrial output, deteriorating social indicators and so on. In fact, the said report was instrumental in
motivating the Bank’s General Counsel to draft a Legal Memorandum to its Board of Directors in
December 1990, indicating a future roadmap for further analysis on governance(Lateef: 2016). Subsequently,
the World Bank had come up with a discussion paperentitled “Managing Development - the Governance
Dimension” in 1991, originally meant for the consumption of its board of directors. It was the first ever formal
policy statement, issued by the Bank management to lay out the detail analytical frame for lending work and
governance. In 1992 the Bank had set up a task force for spelling out the nuances of governance under the
leadership of Sarwar Lateef, which was later published by the Bank as a bookletentitled, Governance and
Development (1992). Since then there has been a virtual mushrooming of literature on governance. In fact,
the World Banks has been grappling with this concept in several of its publications. If one starts browsing
through those literatures, he/she would have ended up with a discovery of a prescriptive checklist for sound
administrative management, which includes among others, participation, consensus-orientedness, accountability,
transparency, responsiveness, effectiveness, equity, inclusiveness, and rule of law. It was projected in such
a way that if a country religiously follows that checklist in its administrative deliberations, that country would
be considered as ‘fit’ for availing developmental loans. Otherwise, a country would have been promptly
termed as ‘failed state’ or ‘rogue state’. A neoliberal string is said to have been attached with the so-called
parameters of governance. Hence, the uncritical compliance of said checklist by the developing countries
would sustain the twin objectives of the neoliberalism: on the one hand the compliance to the said checklist
would ensure neoliberals with much needed assurance/ guarantee of repayment of loan amount disbursed to
the developing countries as developmental loan; and on the other hand it facilitates neoliberal dreams of
unification of global markets by substantially displacing government/state from the social sector. Hence,
governance agenda is brought into being by the neoliberals as a necessary precondition for better
administrative management.
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3.4 Making sense of Governance

The concept of governance is dangerously elusive and subject to multiple interpretations. Like the proverbial
elephant and the seven blind men the concept carries different connotation to different people. .. It has widened
the ambit of government by incorporating informal, non-governmental sectors along with the institution of state in
the process of governing. But then it blurs the distinction between government and governance. For, Governance
is amuch wider concept, than government. Government is basically an institution or structure, through which the
process of governing is operationalized; while governance is the process of governing and the result of it, which
encapsulates both government and non-governmental and civil society organizations. Hence, ‘governance is a
more encompassing phenomenon than government. It embraces governmental institutions, but it also subsumes
informal, non-governmental mechanisms whereby those persons and organizations within its purview move ahead,
satisfy their needs, and fulfill their wants” ( Rosenau: 1992). Moreover, the recent definitions of governance
include not merely institutions of national government, but also those of local and global governance. They suggest
that governance is a more broad-based process which encompasses state-society interactions and partnerships.
This process -based definition thus includes a range of organizations, public and private, as well as the complex
relationships between them. Institutions of local government, civil society organizations (ranging from social
movements to non-governmental organizations, and from cooperative to civic associations); private corporations
as well as other market institutions are all relevant actors in the new lexicon of governance. Hence, governance
refers to the development of the style of governing, whereby the distinction between and within private and public
gets blurred. It gets predominance over the traditional verbiage of government as if the later has greater purchase

in this privatized market oriented society. Earlier, the word ‘government’ had two senses: it referred to the
institution doing the governing as well as to what the institution did, i.e. the act of governing. It can still be so used,
but in recent years the word governance has gained currency in the latter of those two senses and seems to have

come to stay (Iyre: [JPA p45) Governance is therefore, a ‘re-invented’ form of government which is better
managed (Stoker: 1999). However, the shift from government to governance has had quite distinct imperatives in
the North and in the South. In the North it was basically a product of fiscal crisis and the new strategies adopted
by them to bail out their government from economic and political stalemate. In the South, it came into being as a
prescription by Brettonwood institutions to remedy the laggard and inefficient performance by these countries.
(Jayal& Pai: 2001). Despite different pedigrees in the North and in the South, the word governance has come to
be identified with three different connotations:

First, It is an attempt to widen the ambit of public administration by going beyond formal government.
Governance in this context, stands for establishment, operation and networking of host of social institutions like
civil society organization, non-governmental organization, people’s initiatives along with government.

Secondly, It is an externally dictated term invented to prescribe aid-conditionality. The neoliberal funding
agencies foregrounds this concept as a necessary precondition for availing foreign aid. For, most of the post-
colonial societies have been suffering from abysmal record of transparency, accountability, democracy, human
right, rule of law and so on. Hence, as a checklist of sound administrative management and a necessary precondition
of development, the concept of governance as brought into being.
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Thirdly, It is a genuinely democracy-intensifying concept. (Bhattacharaya: 1999). Needless to say, that the
emergence of the concept of governance has immensely contributed to the deepening of democracy by liberating
the process of governing from the stranglehold of structure with the corresponding incorporations of other
associations and agencies operational in the act of governing.

Gerry Stoker, however, has further fine grained the concept of governance. He has underscored five
propositions of governance viz. :

a. Governance refers to a set of institutions and actors that are drawn from but also beyond government.

b. Governance identifies the blurring boundaries and responsibilities for tackling social and economic issues.

c. Governance identifies the power dependence underlying the relationship between institutions involved in
collective action.

d. Governance is about autonomous self-governing networks of action.

Governance recognizes the capacity to get things done which does not rest on power of government to
command or use its authority. It sees government to command or use new tools and technologies to steer and
guide. (Stoker:1988)

3.4.1 Conceptual Ambiguities

The conceptual ambiguities pertaining to the concept of governance get further complicated as the concept
is often presented in several Fund Bank publications with a value-loaded adjective like ‘good’. It appears
different things to different people, depending upon their socio-economic conditioning and the ideological
predilections. For, there has been no unanimity as to what does the term good mean. One would better appreciate
the dilemma had he made an excursion into the history of political thought. For example, if we take the case of
Plato and Aristotle, and their recipe for ideal state, we will find that their version of good (government) was equal
to the maintenance of status quo. Similarly, the contractarians defended goodness in the crafting of state in order
to bail out the aboriginal humanity from adversities of pre-statal condition. The utilitarians, however, found goodness
in the criteria of ‘greatest benefit of the greatest number’. But if we turn to the realists like Hegel or Machiavelli,
we will find that their conceptions of good were radically at odd with the said thinkers. For them goodness lies
with the power of the state. They advocated the all powerful state as the potential source of goodness. The
classical economists like Adam Smith, David Ricardo or their successors like Friedman, Hayek, Tullock et al,
however, identified goodness with least governance. According to them that government is best which governs
the least. John Rawls, on the contrary, equates goodness with the state’s positive intervention for ensuring greatest
good of the least advantaged. Foucault equates goodness with ‘governmentality’, which according to him
encapsulates following three things: First, the ensemble formed by the institutions, procedures, analyses, and
reflections, the calculations and tactics that allow the exercise of this very specific albeit complex form of power,
which has as its target population, as its principal form of knowledge political economy and its essential technical
means apparatuses of security. Secondly, the Tendency that, over a long period and throughout the West, has
steadily led toward the preeminence over all other forms (sovereignty, discipline and so on) of this type of power-
which may be termed ‘government’- resulting, on the one hand, in the formation of a whole series of specific
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governmental apparatuses, and, on the other, in the development of a whole complex of knowledge. And thirdly,
the process or, rather, the result of the process through which the state of justice of the Middle Ages transformed
into the administrative state during the fifteenth and sixteenth centuries and gradually becomes ‘governmentalized’
(Faubion: 2001). However, our very own Gandhi had a completely different notion of goodness. For him
goodness lies in the righteousness of the state and welfare of all sections of society (Sarvodaya).Moreover, a few
baffling questions may be asked regarding the use of the fuzzy adjective ‘good’ i.e. Good governance for whom?
Or who is going to be better off- ruler or ruled? and the like.

Hence, cobbling the above two words together would effectively mean sound administrative management. It
is especially so, if we take a look at the World Bank document on governance which enumerates three distinct
aspects of governance: a. the form of political regime (parliamentary or presidential, military or civilian and
authoritarian or democratic); b. the process by which authority is exercised in the management of a country’s
economic and social resources; and c. the capacity of governments to design, formulate and implement policies,
and in general, to discharge government functions. (Bhattacharaya: 1998).

In addition to the above mentioned conceptual ambiguities, a new proposition relating to the concept of
governance is floating around Europe and in the charters of several multilateral funding agencies for quite some
times, popularly known as ‘governance without government’ thesis. With its inherent emphasis on networking,
partnership and market, the said thesis has deliberately downplayed the role of government in the governing
process. The thesis which essentially encapsulates the kernel of the Washington Consensus, could not hold a very
bright future as the recent economic meltdown across the globe has put a question mark on its credibility. In fact,
the thesis is a mirage as history is replete with parallels where governance processes (especially market-model of
governance as put forward by the ‘governance without government thesis’) have to fall back upon the good old
institution of state for its sustenance. The worldwide economic recession or the great depression in 1930s proved
the inadequacies of the market model of governance and reiterated the importance of interventionist state in
governance via Keynesian macroeconomic remedy of more state. Hence, government or state is brought back in
the governance discourse over and over again. The urgency of ‘bringing back the state in’ the discourse of
governance to follow the famous expression of Peter Evans and Theda Skocpol, in recent globalized order is felt
under the following heads:

a. The increasing emasculation of state from social sector in the wake of globalization and the resultant
vacuum it created has brought the urgency of bringing state back into the governance discourse. The recent bout
of pandemic

b. Inorder to manage the modern societies, which are badly beset with social and spatial diversities, state
is needed to be brought back into the centre of the governance discourse.

3.4.2 Basic Attributes

Whatever be the philosophical underpinning behind the concept of ‘good governance’, it has now become a
policy package, thanks to World Bank touted document on governance. The World Bank has identified a number
ofaspects of good governance which has assumed significance for developed and developing countries:
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a. Political accountability, including the acceptability of political system by the people and regular elections
to legitimize the exercise of political power.

b. Freedom ofassociation and participation by various religious, social, economic, cultural and professional
groups in the process of governance.

c. Anestablished legal framework based on the rule of law and independence of judiciary to protect
human rights, secure social justice and guard against exploitation and abuse of power.

d. Bureaucratic accountability ensuring a system to monitor and control the performance of government
office and officials in relation to quality of services, inefficiency and abuse of discretionary power. The related
determinants include openness and transparency in administration.

e. Freedom of information and expression needed for formulation of public policies, decision-making,
monitoring and evaluation of government performance. It also includes independent analysis of information by the
professional bodies, including the universities and others needed for a civil society.

f A sound administrative system leading to efficiency and effectiveness. This, in turn, means the value for
money and cost effectiveness. The effectiveness includes the degree of global achievement as per the stated
objectives and also the administrative system which is able to take secular and rational decisions and the system
which is self propelling to take corrective measures.

g Cooperation between the government and civil society organizations.

(Minocha: 1JPA: 1998, pp.272-273)

Hence, from the above conceptualization the following parameters of good governance can be gleaned:

1. Rule of law- Rule of law is the heart of good governance. It fervently believes in the supremacy of law
of'the land so much so that no individual or organization howsoever powerful is above the law. The presence of
rule of law in any country would ensure good governance.

2. Accountability- Another important attribute of good governance is to bring back administrative
accountability in the process of governing. For, administrative accountability was never really a ‘concern’ in the
process of governing. Administration was considered as a highly skilled professional activity and therefore, common
masses to be kept out of its purview. But of late thanks to information revolution, globalization, Right-To-
Information movement, the concept of accountability has come into sharp focus. Effective accountability has
two components: one, answerability and other, consequences. First, answerability (the original meaning of the
word ‘responsibility’) is the requirement for public officials to respond periodically to questions concerning how
they used their authority, where the resources went, and what was achieved with them. Second, there is a need
for predictable and meaningful consequences (Campo& Sundaram: 2001)

3. Transparency- The conceptualization of good governance also includes transparency in administration.
Simply put, it means openness in the functioning of administration. Thanks to a long historical legacy of colonial
subjugation most of the post colonial states have inherited a tradition of secrecy in the form of classified matter in
the administrative deliberations. The World Bank and other multi lateral aid giving agencies have stressed on
transparency in order to ensure proper utilization and repayment of funds.
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4. Decentralization- Decentralization has been a much trusted element of better governance. It has been
adopted in administration for plenty of reasons, viz. for improving the effectiveness of public service delivery;
raising the quality of governance by empowering the local communities ; and reducing the risk of national
fragmentation along regional and ethnic lines. It encompasses a variety of different measures, depending on the
degree of autonomy of the subnational entities from the central government. Generally the decentralization continuum
progresses from deconcentration through delegation to a full devolution. Hence, deconcentration is the first stage
of decentralization: it shifts responsibility for a service to central government staft working in the region, province,
or district, but does not transfer the central government authority. Delegation involves, in addition, the granting of
exemptions from certain central rules and broad authority to plan and implement decisions without direct central
government supervision. Whereas devolution entails the full transfer of certain functions from central government
to the subnational government units-although the central government normally retains some monitoring and financial
role (Campo& Sundaram: 2001).

5. Honesty or probity in public affairs- The concept of good governance also calls for the honesty and
probity in public affairs. On the face of rampant corruption and misuse of public office across the countries of
Asia, Africa and Latin America the issue of probity in public affairs has become a prominent component of good
governance. Hence, good governance calls for weeding out of corruption from the society.

6. Independence of judiciary- Independence of judiciary constitutes one of the most important parameters
of good governance. It not only assures citizens of fair play, but also instills a good amount of confidence about
the administrative deliberations.

7. Human rights- Preservation of human rights is another indicator of good governance. Human rights are
generally defined as the rights which every human being is entitled to enjoy and to have protected. They are
happened to be the inalienable birth rights of man independent of and superior to positive law. They are universal,
indivisible, interdependent and interrelated.

8. People’s participation and capacity building- People’s participation both at the policy formulation and
policy implementation stages is considered to be another important parameter of good governance.

9.  Women’s empowerment- The status of women is the most important reality-check for good governance.
Being stranded in the traditional serotypes and patriarchal values, women in most of the societies have to suffer
the blatant discriminations almost in all walks of life. Gender empowerment is considered to be the most important
step for ameliorating the status of women. It envisages not only the development of political power of women
folk, but also the development of their social and economic prowess.

3.5 Factors responsible for the emergence of governance

The emergence of the concept of governance is attributable to the following factors, which includes among
others; viz. first, the multidimensional and complicated nature of our modern living has necessitated the birth of
governance. Secondly, it is associated with the neoliberal predicament of not getting repayment of developmental
loans. Thirdly, it was introduced or arguably constructed with an objective of salvaging capitalism from its crisis.
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Fourthly, it was also designed to bring about necessary order in its objective of unification of global markets
without upsetting the slimming of government or state. Interestingly, all the four factors are indicative of the crisis
of capitalism and the neoliberal urge of salvaging it.

First, as reflected in several World Bank literatures, the emergence of governance in recent times is a timely
response to our multidimensional, complex and integrated life. Thanks to a virtual revolution in the information
and communication technology, there has been a paradigm shift in the perception of the world not as a comity of
sovereign independent nations, but a ‘global village’ or a global neighborhood, dependent upon collective problem
solving. Hence, governance is brought into being to capture this new terrain of governing.

Secondly, the non recovery of the interest of the developmental loans from Asia and Africa is often held as
the most important factor behind the recent emergence of the concept of governance. The non- payment of the
developmental loans had become a serious existential issue for all the neoliberal aid giving agencies especially
World Bank, IMF. Hence, they were desperately looking for a credible respite from these defaulters without
either invoking state as a guarantor or discontinuing with aid policies.

For, reclaiming the loan amounts and interests, state could have been a very credible institution had the
neoliberal agreed to it. But neoliberals refused to encourage the institution of state as that would defeat their
ultimate goal of unification of global markets. Hence, they came up with an alternative idea of governance.

Thirdly, the idea of governance was brought into being to bail out capitalism. In fact, neoliberalism is an
attempt to bail out ailing capitalism which had limped back to life in late 1960s after a brief stint of Keynesianism
emerged in the wake of Great Depression of late 1920s. The sleight of hand’ (invisible hand), howsoever convincing
the logic might be, failed to carry forward the project of governance further. The worldwide economic recession
or the great depression in 1930s proved the inadequacies of the market model of governance and reiterated the
importance of interventionist state in governance via Keynesian macroeconomic remedy of more state. Hence,
government or state is brought back in the governance discourse over and over again. However, the danger of a
stifling Leviathan with its all encompassing legal formal paraphernalia is often proved to be cumbrous and
demotivating. Hence, jettisoning of the spectra of Kenyensian over-statism was necessary. The birth of neoliberalism
in 1970 was therefore a natural outcome. However, neoliberalism did not enjoy a smooth tenure. In fact, since its
emergence in 1970s till date it has to undergo several ups and downs to stay afloat. In the initial stage( from late
1970s to mid 1980s), neoliberalism was primarily structure-dependent’, putting a lot of emphasis on strict
monetarism and laissez faire and asks for rigorous restructuring of policies which include among others cut in
social spending, cut in subsidies, introduction of anti-union laws in order to attract investment and so on. The
second phase (from mid 1980s to mid 1990s) was more or less a phase of consolidation for neoliberalism as it
has gone past the period of market fundamentalism. The Washington Consensus, a neoliberal ‘reform package’
gives much more coherence to the policies of neoliberalism. John Willamson has enumerated ten policy prescriptions
of'the Washington Consensus which was shared by Washington-based institutions like World Bank and IMF
along with US congress. They were viz. “1) fiscal discipline; 2) redirecting public expenditure; 3) tax reform; 4)
financial liberalization; 5) adoption of a single, competitive exchange rate; 6) trade liberalization; 7) elimination of
barriers to foreign direct investment; 8) privatization of state owned enterprises;9)deregulation of market entry
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and competition; and 10) secure property rights”( Lopes, Carlos:2011).Governance, a well thought out project
was born at the second phase of periodization as the ten policy prescriptions of the said consensus have presumably
necessitated the birth of it. Consequently, the governing process had transcended the boundaries of government
to incorporate a host of agencies and associations involved in the act of governing. For, any amount of Keynesianism
was counterproductive for the neoliberal dream of unification of global markets.

Fourthly, governance was a design crafted by the neoliberals to unify global markets by facilitating the slimming of
government or state. The current rebirth of it can be attributed to the macro-economic policy reforms initiated
through the Structural Adjustment Programme (SAP) under the auspices of the Brettonwood institutions like
World Bank and IMF in early 1980s. For, the integration of global markets calls for redesigning of the political
space, marked by external and internal sovereignty of the state. By constructing the concept of governance,
neoliberals have deliberately decentered the process of governing beyond government by incorporating a host of
other agencies and association within its fold.

3.6. Conclusion

In the foregoing analysis, an effort has been made to make sense of the recent rise of the concept of governance.
Whatever be the philosophical underpinning or political compulsion behind the birth of this concept, it has far-
reaching implications for the process of governing. The concept, as it is perceived now, effectively denotes an
index of sound administrative management, which, if followed properly, would transform the very contour of
government. It is often celebrated as an ‘emanicipatory’ concept by the neo-liberals and the multilateral aid giving
agencies for it widens the ambit of governance beyond the formal structural sense and incorporates the non-
governmental sector in its fold. That said, however, one cannot rule out the negative potentialities lurking behind
apparently ‘innocuous’ concept. Critics have argued that with the reincarnation of this very concept, the votaries
of Rolling-Back—the State have certainly gained huge impetus and tried their best to banish the state from social
sector and cap all types of social spending in the name of efficiency and economy. Though, the ‘ NGO-isation of
social sector’ is posited as the smart alternative of the leviathan, but at the end of the day it is found quite
ineffective in terms of its magnitude and capability. Moreover, there is no guarantee of accountability and
transparency in NGO sector either. Therefore, the implication of the concept is no unmixed blessing readily
available to the policy makers. It has both negative and positive potentials, depending upon how one makes use
of'it. Moreover, governance is no ‘finished product’. Rather, it is apt to consider it as a ‘continuum’- ‘a process
of becoming’. A select perusal of the World Bank document on good governance may be found quite relevant
here. It reads:” ‘Governance’ is a continuum, not necessarily unidirectional: it does not automatically improve
over time. It is a plant that needs constant tending. Citizens need to demand good governance. Their ability to do
so is enhanced by literacy, education, and employment opportunities. Governments need to prove responsive to
those demands...”
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3.7 Self Assessment Questions

Write a critical note on rise of governance as a neoliberal instrumentality.
How do you define Good Governance? What are the different attributes of Good Governance?

Examine the major conceptual ambiguities associated with the concept of governance.

Eal o .

Trace the recent origin of governance.

3.8 Suggested Readings

i Sorensen, Eva., & Torfing, Jacob. (2005). Network Governance and Post-Liberal Democracy.
Administrative Theory and Praxis , 27 (2), 197-237.
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4.1 Objectives

The unit under consideration intends to introduce a rather contested terrain of the state of theory building
in governance. The concept is notoriously imprecise as there are multiple and often contradictory
explanations. In the following sections some theoretical developments have been introduced in addition to a
brief overview of the concept of governance. The unit has the following sections: sectionl.1 introduction;
section 1.2 Governance -a snapshot view; 1.3 policy network theory of governance; section 1.4 rational
choice theory of governance; section 1.5 interpretive theory of governance; 2.0 institutional theory ; and 2.1
concluding observation.

4.2 Introduction

Theory building is the bedrock of any intellectual exercise. It provides us better perspective on the world
around us. It anchors diverse strands of disciplinary activities into a coherent frame. It is defined as ‘an arena
where diverse, passionately held values compete for the soul of the profession’ (Laurence E. Lynn Jr.: 2011:
3). The attempt of theorizing ongovernance like any other evolving ideas is marked by heterodoxies and the
resultant confusions as there is hardly any consensus among the scholars and practitioners on the theorical
corpus of governance. Like the very concept of governance, there are plenty of contradictory theoretical
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versions of governance. In fact, several scholars with interdisciplinary theoretical inclinations have forayed into
the discourse of governance, making it even more complex affair. If one cares to go through a burgeoning
literatureon governance, he/she may stumble upon as many as four different connotations ofgovernance:
governance as a structure, as a process, as a mechanism; and last but not leastas a strategy. Interestingly, there
has been a perceptible trade-off between structure andprocesses in the literature of governance. The
importance of structure in defininggovernance was deliberately downplayed in the Fund-Bank prescriptions
to facilitateneoliberal dream of unification of global markets. For, any attempt to strengthen thestructure in the
conceptualization of governance would derail the project of unification ofglobal markets.In fact, there is a
conscious trend among the scholars to skip the so-called theoretical development in favour of several
modalities and techniques of governance practiced across the globe. Hence, it would be naive to claim that
the present unit will cover all the theories of governance as there is a serious doubt among the practitioners
whether they can be categorized as theory at all in the true sense of the term as none of them can claim to
have theoretical sophistication of natural sciences. Therefore, it would be safe to call them as theoretical
constructs with minimum capability of description, explanation and prediction of a given phenomenon. In the
present unit an attempt will be made to present an overview on the following theoretical constructs, viz, policy
network theory, rational choice theory, interpretive theory. Before we move on to the theories of governance,
a brief snapshot view of the concept of governance deserves some space here.

4.3 Governance -A Snapshot View

However, any attempt to conceptualize governance is a daunting task as there is hardly any consensus
among the scholars and practitioners regarding it. The apparent uneasiness about the conceptual development
of the idea of governance has been endorsed by The Oxford Handbook of Governance. In fact, the very
opening remark of the book has categorically mentioned the conceptual confusion relating to the concept of
governance. It reads ¢ governance is an interdisciplinary research agenda on order and disorder, efficiency
and legitimacy all in the context of hybridization of modes of control that allow the production of fragmented
and multidimensional order within the state, by the state, without the state and beyond the state’( Levi-
Faur:2012). The above statement has identified that the basic puzzle of conceptualizing governance lies in the
problem of locating order in the era of increasing hybridization of modes of control. Theglobal interconnectedness
has further accentuated the problem of defining governance as the state is often lost in the labyrinth of order
marked by a host of national and international non- governmental and civil society organizations operational
at the micro, meso and macro levels. Governance in common parlance denotes the complex processes and
interactions that constitute patterns of rule. It has shifted the locus of governing from the rigid structural bias
of the formal institution like state to a rather uncharted course of civil society and blurred the boundary
between state and society. The Sage Handbook of Governance has defined ‘governance as theory, practice
and dilemma highlights phenomena that are hybrid and multijurisdictional with plural stakeholders who come
together in networks’. The etymological root of the term can be traced back to the Greek word kybernan,
which indicates the act of piloting or steering that is subsequently converted into the Latin word gobernare.
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Hence, the steering metaphor approximates the essence of governance in the contemporary world. The term
secures a permanent berth in the policy discourses since the end of cold war. In the 1950s and 1960s the
topic of governance was very much present, but did not get adequate attention in social science and
humanities. The publication of an article by Oliver Williamson, entitled ‘Transaction Costs Economics:
Governance of Contractual Relations’ in 1979 had literally captivated the academic interest in the concept
of governance for the first time . Though the focus of the paper was basically the ‘law and economics of
corporate governance’, it received a huge response in terms of citations (Levi-Faur, David:2012). However,
the World Bank publications have catapulted the concept from a narrow specialized area of economics and
law to a truly public discourse. With an objective of bringing about economic and political reforms in the
recipient countries, donor agencies like World Bank, IMF have brought in a series of prescriptions under the
rubric of governance. The World Bank had drawn to the issue of governance for the first time in 1989 when
a Long Term Perspective Study on Sub Saharan Africa, entitled Sub-Saharan Africa: From Crisis to
Sustainable Growth: A Long-Term Perspective Study (World Bank 1989) had identified poor governance
was at the heart of African crisis. The report had accounted for the crisis of governance with the mounting
crisis of population growth, surpassing the GDP growth along with weak agricultural growth, drooping
industrial output, deteriorating social indicators and so on. In fact, the said report was instrumental in
motivating the Bank’s General Counsel to draft a Legal Memorandum to its Board of Directors in
December 1990, indicating a future roadmap for further analysis on governance(Lateef: 2016). Subsequently,
the World Bank had come up with a discussion paperentitled “Managing Development - the Governance
Dimension” in 1991, originally meant for the consumption of its board of directors. It was the first ever formal
policy statement, issued by the Bank management to lay out the detail analytical frame for lending work and
governance. In 1992 the Bank had set up a task force for spelling out the nuances of governance under the
leadership of Sarwar Lateef, which was later published by the Bank as a bookletentitled, Governance and
Development (1992). Since then there has been a virtual mushrooming of literature on governance. In fact,
the World Banks has been grappling with this concept in several of its publications. If one starts browsing
through those literatures, he/she would have ended up with a discovery of a prescriptive checklist for sound
administrative management, which includes among others, participation, consensus-orientedness, accountability,
transparency, responsiveness, effectiveness, equity, inclusiveness, and rule of law. It was projected in such
a way that if a country religiously follows that checklist in its administrative deliberations, that country would
be considered as ‘fit’ for availing developmental loans. Otherwise, a country would have been promptly
termed as ‘failed state’ or ‘rogue state’. A neoliberal string is said to have been attached with the so-called
parameters of governance. Hence, the uncritical compliance of said checklist by the developing countries
would sustain the twin objectives of the neoliberalism: on the one hand the compliance to the said checklist
would ensure neoliberals with much needed assurance/ guarantee of repayment of loan amount disbursed to
the developing countries as developmental loan; and on the other hand it facilitates neoliberal dreams of
unification of global markets by substantially displacing government/state from the social sector. Hence,
governance agenda is brought into being by the neoliberals as a necessary precondition for better
administrative management.
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4.4 Policy Network Theory of Governance

By exploding the myth of simplicity of governing process, the policy network theory has demonstratedthat
policy making and governance in the present integrated world is not possible without engaging into networking
and coordination.The policy network theory has mirrored the changing pattern of the global reality of
governance which has blurred the traditional conceptual division between state and society and informal and
formal. Despite variations in the nature of policy networks, the policy network theory is characterized by
interdependence, coordination and pluralism. The theory further underscored that the mutual resource
dependence among the various stakeholders of the policy network has engendered the need for horizontal
coordination of the actions among the public and private actors. The origin of policy network theory can be
traced back to two largely autonomoustransatlantic developments of late 1970s. Together they herald a
definite shift from the typical formal hierarchies and jurisdictions to a more informal constellation of power and
interest. Any cursory glance on the huge stockpile of literature of policy network would have corroborated
the above shift. For example, the early literatures were centering around several formal element of policy
making like ‘subgovernments’, ‘iron triangle’, ‘subsystems’ and so on. However, this formal structural reliance
on the policy artefacts was challenged in 1978s as Hugh Helco in a seminal article had criticized the metaphor
of ‘iron triangle’ by foregrounding relatively open ended and flexible concept of ‘issue network’. Citing the
example of American policy making Helco shown that policy making had undergone a transformation from
a ‘segmented and relatively permanent cohesive triangle, involving a number of departments, interest groups,
and congressional committees’ to a more flexible and fragmented manner. For Heclo an issue network ‘is a
shared-knowledge group having to do with some aspect (or, as defined by the network, some problem) of
public policy’ (1978: 103).Unlike the interorganizational form of policy network theory at present, the early
literature wasprimarily interpersonal in nature. Moreover,in early literature the concepts like ‘clusters’ or
‘groups’ were often equated with ‘networks’, with no apparent difference between these labels. But the entry
of Heclohad brought a paradigm shift in the theory of policy network as he started advocating for more
loosely integrated issue networks instead of subsystems or policy communities and the group concept.The
policy network theory, no matter whether it is intended to describe or explain, or interpretate or manage, all
the varieties of policy network theory share the same generic policy network concept.Hence, policy networks
are characterized by the following features like interdependence, coordination and pluralism.

Interdependence is perhaps the most important feature of policy network theory. It is indicative of the
mutual resource dependence of the stakeholders of the policy network. In other words, interdependence
criteria in policy network argues that the participants in order to realize their objectives are mutually dependent
on each other’s resources.Further the criteria of interdependence in the policy networkpresupposes the
societal complexity and functional differentiation. Moreover, an important strategic dimension of interdependence
lies embedded in the network policy.In fact, interdependencies allow interactions between actors, which
create and sustain thepolicy network.

Coordination is another important component of policy network. Following MarkBevirit can be said that
the coordination ‘occurs whenever two or more policy actors pursue a common outcome and work together
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to produce it’ (2009: 56-57). However, it should be noted that coordination is not a given in policy networks,
rather, as Bevir has put it, ‘both a driving force of governance and one of its goals’ (2009: 56). Further, an
element of trust is implied in the very concept of policy network. It cats as a lubricant in network interaction.

Pluralism is another component of policy network ,which argues that networks are relatively autonomous
vis-a-vis other networks and the state. If we look at policy networks we can see a distinctive edge of the
state vis-a-vis other networks in policy network. Unlike a typical pluralist arrangement of equal treatment,
argued the policy network advocates, state enjoys superiority over other players by setting the rules of the
game and laying out the legal and organizational framework. Hence, policy network is essentially workingunder
the virtual ‘the shadow of hierarchy’, to contribute to the governing process.Consequently, no player can exert
absolute authority in the governance process. Drawing out the pluralist implications of these observations,
Rhodes has argued that the state in contemporary governance thus ‘becomes a collection of interorganizational
networks made up of governmental and societal actors with no sovereign actor able to steer or regulate’
(Rhodes, 1997a: 57).Hence, in sum policy network theory has taken the lid off the deceptive simplicity of
the governance process by bringing about innumerable networks operational in the task of governance.

4.5 Rational Choice Theory of Governance

Before we move on to the rational choice theory of governance it is imperative upon us to make a few
introductory comments. First, rational choice theorydoes not explain as to how society or social world is
governed. In fact it only provides some standard techniques for answering those questions. Secondly, as a
corollary of the earlier point rational choice does not make any specific recommendations aboutgovernance
structures. Thirdly, rational choice theory does not provide any new light on the modes of service delivery.
Hence, rational choice theory at best can be used to model problems in new forms of governance and help
provide normative justification (or critique) for them.

It uses the concept of efficiency in order to make sense of failures in government or recommendations
for superior governance forms. The rational choice theory is based on a normative assumption that individuals
are the rational utility maximizers to be guided by their enlightened self- interests. With a deep suspicion of
the assumed role of state in a society, the rational choice theory criticized the traditional welfare state and
economicsas a wasteful organization.The rational choice theory of governance has two distinct branches viz
the public choice theory and the constitutional political economy.Together they provide a normative claim
about the organization of the state.Theorigin of both the branches can be traced back to the intellectual
contributions of James Buchanan’s and Gordon Tullock.In this context aseminal work by them entitled, The
Calculus of Consent: Logical Foundations of Constitutional Democracy (1962) may be mentioned. That book
apart, their association with some flagship journals in public choice theory had also contributed to the
flourishing of rational choice theory.For example, Gordon Tullock had founded and nurturedajournal entitled
Public Choice in the capacity of a founding editor since 1965. Similarly, the contribution of a popular
journalentitled Constitutional Political Economy(founded in 1990)may be mentioned.Unlike the welfare
economics, which is primarily concerned withthe basis for welfare promotion, public choice theory, in a

39




specific economic format has brought politics back into economic analysis of the state welfare. Rational choice
theory assumesthat all state actors are materially self-interested and hence attempts to be made to design our
institutions to ensure welfare gains. The philosophical inclination behind the birth of this tradition can be traced
back to Adam Smith’s ‘invisible hand’ argument. Drawing on Adam Smith’s theorization rational choice theory
believed that the self-interest of producers in competition will lead to overall welfare. Moreover, rational
choice theory accepts the fundamental theorems of welfare economics along withPareto efficiency as a
normative tool by which to judge outcomes. In fact, going by the same logic, public choice writers (and to
a lesser extent constitutional political economists) judge markets always to be superior to other collective
solutions. However, it would be naive to consider market as a full proof mechanism vis-a-vis state/
government.in fact, rational choice theory is rational enough to admit the shortcomings of market as well. That
is, unlike the bigotry of market fundamentalists who believe in the infallibility of market, the rational choice
theory have candidly acknowledged the occasional failure of the market and the necessity of governmental
backup for revival of it. However, they are not very confident about government’s efficiency. They believe that
market failure is a rarity, which occurs due to the problem of externality and free-ride.Hence, they are against
letting government to intervene unnecessarily in market transaction as it carries the risk of rent-seeking. The
rational choice theory as an alternativeemphasizing the self -interest assumption in addition to the standard
utility maximizing. With an inherent antipathy to the representative democracy and its appendage aggrandizing
bureaucracy, the rational choice theory in both of its manifestations, have argued against theinexorable riseof
the modern stateand its attendant ungovernability and inefficiencies caused by the political-business cycle.
Further, by identifyingthe political-business cycle, the rational choice theory has exposed how spending
promises by the government in search of electoral support has led to rent-seeking tendency.Some experts
have cautioned that such governmental manipulations might lead to‘economic upturn prior to an election’ and
‘inflationary problems’subsequently. The rational choice theory is quite vigilant about the dangers of regulation
as inefficiencies and inequities might result in when agencies capture the regulators for their own interests. In
fact, the rational choice theorists are of the opinion that the presence of multiple agencies and networks, one
of the important preconditions of governance has not only increased the opportunities for rent seeking
activities, but alsointensified the complexity of principal-agent relationshipsand thereby turning the issues of
accountability and oversight more complicated. Thanks to theseabove reasons the rational choice approach
become critical of new governance systems. That said, however, does not mean that rational choice theory
has totally discarded governance model. In fact, the rational choice theorists are of the opinion that
governance arrangement might work reasonably well had there been little or no threat of externality and we
allowed market to function properly.

4.6 Interpretive Theory

The interpretive theory, unlike other variant of social theories of governance, intends to interpret
governance. The interpretative theory is more concerned about deciphering the intricacies of governance
byidentifying the intentionality of actions, practices, and social life. Interpretive theorists are of the opinion that
meanings are constitutive of actions.Like the policy network theory and rational choice theory it has also
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interrogated the reified concept of state as a monolithic entity and casts some lights on the whole gamut of
processes and interactions involved in the process of governing. The interpretive theory has discarded the very
positivist foundation of social science. Positivists believe that social world can be studied the same way the
natural world is being studied. For them, human beings are the part of nature and therefore subject to rigorous
empirical scrutiny. The philosophers have summarily refuted the claims made by positivist to present a value
free knowledge. To them there are several subtle elements lie embedded in the human behaviour that cannot
be measured by the rigorous tools of empirical research. Here lies the importance of interpretive theories. The
intentional nature of social life interrogates the emptiness of positivism. In fact, interpretive theorists have
opined that social science cannot take natural science as a model. For them, human life is out and out
intentional and historical in nature that sets it apart from the rest of the nature. The interpretive theory of
governance has a striking similarity with a host of approaches to public policy like interpretive, argumentative,
narrative, and storytelling approaches. An interpretive theory of governance varies from the neoliberal
narrative and the conceptualization of governance as network. The interpretive theory draws it inspiration from
the hermeneutic tradition, beginning with the work of Wilhelm Dilthey at the turn of 20th century and more
recently from the philosophers such as Hans-George Gadamer and Paul Ricoeur. Similarly interpretive theory
has also received support from the Anglo-Phone philosophy of Ludwig Wittgenstein, Alasdair McIntyre,Charles
Taylor and so on. For the interpretive theorists any discussion on the actions and practices bereft of the
intentionality of actors is a serious shortcoming of public policy making.Hence, in sum interpretive theory
provides a distinct account of governance based on intentionality and historicity. Here intentionality outrightly
contradicts the positivist claim of meaning to be dropped out of explanations. The interpretive theorists refuse
to let meanings drop out of explanations in the social

sciences. They argue that meanings are constitutive of human action. Thus, social science as Clifford
Geertz has argued is ‘not an experimental science in search of law, but an interpretive one in search of
meaning’. Further, interpretive theorists have also discarded the typical ahistorical generalization of the
positivist thinkers based on cross-temporaland cross-cultural regularities.

4.7 Institutional Theory

There has been a subtle relationship between institutionalism and governance. In fact, the nature of
institutions will influence the capacity of the political system to govern. The institutional theory of governance
believes that institutions do matter in the governance discourse.The general assumption has been that well
institutionalized system would bequeath good governance. Samuel Huntington has demonstrated this importance
of institutionalization as the most important prerequisite of development and modernization as early as 1968.
The substantial literature on the failed state syndrome has also banked on this argument and advocating for
the need for thorough institutionalization to ameliorate the status of the state. Similarly, the literatures on good
governance from the World Bank and from other multilateral international agencies like OECD, ADB and so
on put a lot of emphasis on the institutionalization of the criteria like rule of law, reliability and so on. If
governance is conceptualized as a collaborative arrangement involving social actors, then the role of institution
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in facilitating those actors becomes very important. Moreover, institutional approach to governance, like it is
in case of political life, brings in routinization, stability and predictability of policy responses within governance.
However, the most important of all is the way institutions facilitate the interaction of structure and process in
the act of governing. Here, we need to dispel a common fallacy regarding the concept of institution. For
example, in common perception we consider institutions in terms of structures and precludes anything remotely
associated with processes. But the fact of the matter is that processesalso constitute an inseparable part of
institution.In other words, the relationship between institution and governancecan be further elaborated by the
following comparison, whereas governing is about making decisions, and institution on the other hand, is
about laying out the ways by which those decisions are made. The criticality of institutions in governance is
felt more with the unfolding of the concept of new governance which has underscored the importance of
linkages among many and varied actors involved in the act of governing. For example, coordinating among
the various stakeholders with diverse interests and orientations in the new form of governanceis a seemingly
a daunting task. Institutionshere play the most crucial role of streamlining the arrangement of stakeholders by
establishing the much needed linkages. In fact, it is because of the institutional arrangements the pattern of
interaction between state and society is getting routinized. However, it should be noted that despite the
importance of institution and institutionalization in the overall process of governing, it should not be considered
as a magic wand. In fact, the very concept of institutionalization carries the danger of over-institutionalization
and the resultant challenge for governance. In fact, over-institutionalization in the form rigidity, is embedded
in the very DNA of organization. Hence, adequate care should be taken so that over-institutionalization would
not block the scope for innovation in governance.

4.8 Conclusion

In the foregoing analysis an attempt has been made to highlight the most neglected terrain of governance
discourse, i.e .the theories of governance. However, as mentioned earlier, it would be naive to call the above
theoretical proliferations as theory in the proper sense of the term. The scholars from different disciplinary
traditions with contesting ideological inclinations have forayed into the discourse of governance making it an
outrightly nebulous enterprise to be theorized in proper manner. In fact, there is no dearth of theoretical
expeditions from different theoretical schools to make sense of the concept of governance. However, they are
mostly theoretical reflections.

4.9 Self Assessment Questions

a) Write a critical note on the state of theory building on governance.
b) Critically examine the concept of governance.

c) Examine the policy network theory of governance

d) Discuss the rational choice theory of governance

e) Make an assessment of the interpretive theory of governance
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f) How does institutionalism influence governce-Explain

4.10 Suggested Readings

i Sorensen, Eva., & Torfing, Jacob. (2005). Network Governance and Post-Liberal Democracy.
Administrative Theory and Praxis, 27 (2), 197-237.

ii. ~ Richardson Jr, Richard C. (1974). Governance Theory: A Comparison of Approaches . The Journal
of Higher Education , 45 (5), 344-354.
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