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CHAPTER 17
Delivering Liberty and Security?

The Reframing of Freedom When Associated with Sgcur

Didier Bigo

One of the main assumptions in liberal democrasieared both by experts and
professionals of security (such as police, intelige services, customs, immigration
services, border guards and the military) afte6&ptember 2001 has been that security
is a core value threatened by ‘global terrorisngc @ity is about the protection of the
individual, but also of the collective self, of theation state. Security becomes
intrinsically intertwined with survival. This wadr@ady the case during the Cold War,
but in our present times, these assumptions cla@nit is even more critical. According
to them the world has changed, and a small grougewbrists’ with weapons of mass
destruction might be targeting a city or an entwantry. From this first assumption of a
radically new era in which the state cannot pretangmore to have an effective
monopoly on violence, a second assumption accondrigh security is first, liberty is
second has emergédn addition, security is about life and death, @bsurvival, and
the conditions of life depend of the existence itd itself. Therefore, liberty and
democracy as conditions of life are consequential derivative, as they depend on
security for life to exist. Many academics fromustural realism have supported these
views, which Morgenthau and Raymond Aron had alesudggested back into the
1960s. This literature has advocated that afteBddtember 2001 we are facing a new

! Bush, George W. "We Will Make a Stand." Vital Spees of the Day 68, no. 23 (2002): 738-41. Buzan,
Barry. "New Patterns of Global Security in the TyefRirst Century." International Affairs 67, no. 3
(1991): 431-51. Coker, Christopher. "Globalisatiord Insecurity in the Twenty-First Century: Nata an
the Management of Risk." Adelphi Papers 345, naeJ2002): 7-103. Etzioni, Amitai. Security First :
For a Muscular, Moral Foreign Policy. New Haven:lerdniversity Press, 2007. Gips, Michael A.
"When Attendees May Be Terrorists." Security Mamaget 47, no. 3 (2003): 16-18. Harris, Shane.
"Detecting the Threat." Government Executive 34, 1o (2002): 51-58. Hoffman, Bruce. "Rethinking
Terrorism and Counterterrorism since 9/11." Studie€onflict and Terrorism 25, no. 5 (2002): 303-16
Lamm, Richard D. "Terrorism and Immigration: We MeseBorder." Vital Speeches of the Day 68, no.
10 (2002): 298-300; Shultz, Richard H, and Andréagt "It's War! Fighting Post-11 September Global
Terrorism through a Doctrine of Preemption." Teisorand Political Violence 15, no. Number 1 / Sgrin
2003 (2003): 1 — 30; Tenet, George J. "Worldwideedh Converging Dangers in a Post 9/11 World."
Vital Speeches of the Day 68, no. 10 (2002): 290-98
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era putting an end to the supremacy of state aaars giving way to a global world of
violence and insecurity; a world that forces statesollaborate among each other and
to move beyond purely nationally oriented interesBates have promoted a
supranational interest to respond to their localerit contenders globally. This specific
combination has diminished the national sovereigmgument in favour of one calling
for global security and it has created a certaimseasus among the realists, globalists
and neo-conservatives. If anyone dares to challédmgeiscourse of a global insecurity
after 11 September, they will be accused to be nswous about current ‘dramatic
changes’. Any opponents of the security first argotn coined by Etzioni, will be
considered to be ‘idealists’ or, even worst, acclieep with the new enemy: ‘the home-
grown terrorist’. Professionals of security areeaftmore direct in their comments.
Some professional of politics have often threatettesl civil liberties of religious
minorities and certain NGOs at times of treatingnthlike allies of ‘the terrorists’. This
security strategy however creates more insecuBiyychoosing who is to be protected
and who is to be targeted, this kind of narratimeyéts that a small part of those being
targeted could mobilize and engage into physicalevice, and therefore leading to
more insecurity. They also neglect all the lessieasned from the Cold War about
escalation and de-escalation.

At times of addressing the discourse according bdichv‘security goes first’, a
large group of academics, NGOs and ‘enlightenedfgssionals of security have
insisted on the exaggeration inherent to ‘the ngvdiscourse’ and of the threat of
WMD terrorism after 11 September. They have alluttethe necessity to address the
debate from the perspective of democracy and hareed that actually a ‘maximum
security’ argument will succeed to destroy the veemocratic principles that are
intended to be protected in first instance. Thasees have also insisted about the need
to consider democracy and individual freedoms asthin objectives and premises of
life, and that security measures and practices mastendanger liberal democratic
principles in order to avoid falling into a totalitan or a surveillance state. Instead, one
of the predominant arguments that have been mden afsed is that of the balance
between security and liberty. The focus has bednrpascertaining what amount of
additional security is necessary to preserve hbéfow far or to what extent can this
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‘additional security’ infringe individual freedonfsPoes the state have the right to
argue about danger, risk and emergency in ordeust exceptional measures for
‘exceptional times’ or to develop the idea that kmlance’ is necessary between
fundamental freedoms and security?hat freedoms can be limited and which ones
cannot because of their centrality to democracy® the rights to life and protection

against torture absolute so that no worst-caseasicecan infringe them? Do we need
an offensive, defensive or preventive strategyelation to security?

The ways in which this debate has been developgtitmell illustrate why the
international relations (IR) literature has beenjamy focused on discussions about
security, risk and exception ardmarginally— on their consequences on freedom, but
not so much on freedom itself. Indeed, the questfoiwhat do we mean by freedom

or by liberty — has been left so far unquestioféds is evidenced by the fact that while

2 Vincent M. Cannistraro, 'The Emerging Security Eonwment: Preemptive War and International
Terrorism after IraqMediterranean QuarterlyL4, no. 4 (2003): 56-67.

M. Katherine B. Darmer, Stuart E. Rosenbaum, an@ieRoM. Baird, Civil Liberties Vs. National
Security in a Post-9/11 World@mherst, N.Y.: Prometheus Books, 2005).

Monica Den Boer, and Jorg Monar, '11 Septembertla@dhallenge of Global Terrorism to the EU as a
Security Actor', inThe European Union: Annual Review of the Eu 200122@&dwards, Geoffrey, &
Wiessala, Georg [Eds], Oxford, Uk: Blackwell, 2@002), 11-28.

Amitai Etzioni, How Patriotic Is the Patriot Act? Freedom Versug By in the Age of TerrorisrtiNew
York, London: Routledge, 2004).

Thomas F. Powers, 'Can We Be Secure and Free?Public Interesi51, no. spring (2003): 3-24.

® Giorgio Agamben, 'L'état D'exceptione Monde 11 décembre 2002 : Claudia Aradau, ‘Law
Transformed: Guantanamo and The "Other" Exceptibinitd World Quarterlyno. WP1 (2007): 23;
Friedrich Balke, 'Political Existence and 'Bare elifthe Biopolitics of Carl SchmittDistinktion -
skandinavisk tidsskrift for samfundste@ri(2001): 71-80; Michael Byers, 'Letting the Exdep Prove
the Rule'.Ethics & International Affairsl7, no. 1 (2003): 9-16; Michael Dillon, 'Networlo@&ety,
Network-Centric Warfare and the State of Emergeridyeory2002, no. 19 (2002): Aug, 71-79 ; Jean-
Claude Monod, 'Vers Un Droit Internationalt&ception ?Esprit, no. 327 (2006): 173-93; Alex J.
Bellamy, Security and the War on Terr¢gAbingdon, Oxon, England ; New York: Routledge, 210
Nehal Bhuta, 'A Global State of Exception? The EahiGtates and World OrdeConstellationslO, no. 3
(2003): 371-91.; Bulent Diken, and Carsten B. Le@is{The Culture of Exception : Sociology Facing the
Camp (Abingdon, Oxfordshire ; New York: Routledge, 2003gf Huysmans, 'Minding Exceptions.
Politics of Insecurity and Liberal Democracgontemporary Political Theor$, no. 3 (2004): 321-41; V.
Jabri, "The Limits of Agency in Times of Emergendy'The Politics of Protectigned. Jef Huysmans et
al. (London and New York: Routledge, 2006), pp. -36 R. B.J. Walker, 'Lines of Insecurity:
International, Imperial, ExceptionaBecurity Dialogued7, no. 1 (2006): 65-82.

* Thomas S. Mowle, and David H. Sackithe Unipolar World: An Unbalanced Futuf@®ew York:
Palgrave Macmillan, 2007). Chris Brown, 'Self-Deferin an Imperfect World'. Ethics & International
Affairs 17, no. 1 (2003): 2-8; Jeffrey Record, "TBuash Doctrine and War with Iraq'. Parameters 83,1n
(2003): 4-21; Alan M. Dershowitz, Preemption: A KniThat Cuts Both Ways. 1st ed, Issues of Our
Time (New York: W.W. Norton, 2006).
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there are several security studies, and evenargecurity studies, there are no ‘liberty
studies”™

This chapter aims at overcoming this gap by anatytihne most sophisticated and
serious arguments that have been put forward abentocracy and freedom. Our
assessment leaves aside those academic voicesingaifor ‘the security first
argument’, which have facilitated the emergenca sbrt of paranoid scenario of world
politics. The chapter begins by insisting on theamance of the social practices of
liberal democracies, which imply that freedom, éiga accountability and
transparency are fundamental factors. The ‘realdvehould not be understood as a
cynical use of power by the state, but rather lati@n to the daily political judgements
about democracy, change, order and violence thaaneeobliged to do everyday as
citizen and human beings. The first part of thisaptbr assesses the use of the
terminology of security and liberty and their agaton through the notion of a balance
between the two terms by most of the IR special&sswe will argue, this ‘balanced’
metaphor nuances a proper understanding of ouecgurary times and constitutes a
concept as dangerous as ‘the security first argtirder to the reframing that it creates
of the notion of liberty. The implications of thesau of the balance metaphor is the
fragmentation of liberty and the expansion of tleéian of security to many different
forms presenting at times contradictory meaningsa kecond part, | will demonstrate
how the debate about our condition as citizens hndchan beings, which has
predominated most prominently in the Bush admiaigin but also in other venues, has
not been so much structured along the lines obrefear, risk and exception. On the
contrary, it has rather focused on the reframinghef notion of freedom. A critical
reflection about this element becomes especiallgial when taking into account how
the current Obama administration is criticizing ceptionalism’ but it is continuing
with the same argument about freedom. In orddiustiate this reframing of liberty by
the different professional actors of security araitigs, | will come back to the
contemporary debates in the last six years andliffexent strategies of reframing the

understanding and practices of freedom, which offees beyond a discussion about

® For an approach concerning the tensions betwemmiseand liberty seevww.libertysecurity.org D.
Bigo, S. Carrera, E. Guild and R. B. J. WalkergThanging landscape of European liberty and ggcuri
the mid-term report of the CHALLENGE projectSSJ - journal international des sciences sociales
UNESCQ June (2008). Jeremy Waldron, 'Security and Liberhe Image of BalanceThe Journal of
Political Philosophyl1, no. 2 (2003): 191-210.
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security and insecurity, and their effects. Thedlpart of the chapter takes a different
point of departure from the one traditionally dngilIR literature and addresses the
question of the practices of freedom. By doing bawill propose an alternative
methodology from the eternal philosophical and eisskst view of liberty. This
methodology relates to a certain way to practictolny and sociology, and is mainly
borrowed from Paul Veyne and its analytics of pcast

Balancing Liberty and Security?

This section starts by assessing the way in wiioké ‘security studies’ sensible to the
question of liberty have dealt with the relatiopshietween liberty and security, and
argues that a more direct discussion about freedoneeded in IR. In our view, the
discussions taking place after 11 September 2002 baen mainly oriented towards
the right for governments to strengthen coercivd aurveillance security measures
both externally and internally. The argument wagtified around the necessity to cope
with an apparent high level of threat following tipe bombings in the USA, and
especially the destruction of the twin towers ahd anthrax scare (that is ‘hyper-
terrorism’). On the 13 of September, the US Comgresmnimously accepted to give to
the President full power to pass special legistatheasures equivalent to wartime. The
precise scope and content of that power were oelyattd later on. Some have
considered that the Bush administration went beyamyl delegation of power in the
name of a state of exception. Others insisted enethergency dimension or that the
Bush administration has just overstretched thellegkes already there, and has
minimally used the possibility given by the framing§ 11 September 2001, not as
bombings but as ‘attacks’, as ‘first strikes byearemy in a war on terror’. The initial
violence of the bombings and the public responkentdy the US government, as well
as its proportionality and legitimacy, has beerm aleder scrutiny. Some of the voices
supporting the government insisted that the exopplity of the measures was
necessary in order to avoid a complete destruatidhe future. The image of a suicide
bomber with a nuclear device in a backpack annognitie Apocalypse fed this kind of
belief inside the administration. If so, securitgdhto trump any other fundamental
democratic values, including that of liberty, besmawollective survival was the one at
stake. ‘What is the value of freedom if you aredidegecame a motto for many US civil

servants (from the Department of State, the Pentabe Department of Justice and the
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Department of Homeland Security) interviewed in ¢batext of the research conducted
under the CHALLENGE project. A similar argument Ifeyated at the transatlantic
level, but perhaps more as a rhetorical device.tiGemtal Europe, especially France,
Italy and Germany, which had already the experientepolitical violence by
clandestine organizations in their national aremase less inclined to follow the path
of ‘the war on terror® UK and Australia (yet not Canada) were immediatiely
agreement with this insecurity framing of unprecedd events and a ‘new global era’.
They accepted that the most appropriate answerh&o exceptional times was
exceptional rules. The UK asked for derogationseanng articles of the ECHR, while
the Australian and the US administrations playetdeomore Schmittian strategy.

The academic literature addressing these issuebd®as substantial, even if not
much attention has been given to a systematic sisaty the different administrations
in charge but too often limited their assessmerthéomost emblematic or exaggerated
phrases given by certain politicians or civil sengd In a more systematic way, and
especially for the case of Europe (though not gnigg CHALLENGE project has
conducted an interdisciplinary study and a mappintpe different discourses from the
various administrations, their common sense (oxadg the distinctive deviations of
their senses of priority and the articulation of thain justifications backing up their
role and mission§ Each bureaucracy has developed specific linesgofr@entation and
strategic reasoning. The Pentagon for instancstatsion the important role played by

foreign states’ support, as well as the necessityemove by ‘surgical operations

® Didier Bigo, 'The Military Path to the War on Terrand Its StakesCultures et Conflitgl4, no. winter
(2001): 5-18; E.P. Guittet, 'Military Activities side National Territory: The French Case'|llliberal
Practices in Liberal Regimesd. D and Tsoukala Bigo, A. (Paris: L'Harmatta@p6), 137-66; Eric
Hershberg, and Kevin W. MooreCritical Views of September 11: Analyses from arbuthe
WorldNorton, 2002).

" See note 3. See also Friedrich Balke, 'Politica$tEnce and 'Bare Life.' the Biopolitics of Cadhnitt'.
Distinktion - skandinavisk tidsskrift for samfurestst 2 (2001): 71-80.

Bulent Diken, and Carsten Bagge Laustsen, '7-1111,%nd PostpoliticsAlternatives29, no. 1 (2004):
89-113; Gustav Lindstrom, Burkard Schmi@ine Year On : Lessons from IraGhaillot Papers ; 68
(Paris: European Union Institute for Security Sésdi 2004); Fabio Vander, 'Kant and Schmitt on
Preemptive WarTelos125, no. fall (2002): 152-66.

8 Seehttp://www.libertysecurity.orddidier Bigo, Global (in)Security: The Field of the Professionafs
Unease Management and the Ban-Opticadited by J. Solomon and N. Sakaiaces: A Multilingual
Series of Cultural Theory : Translation, Philosopaiyd Colonial Differenddniversity of Hong Kong
Press, 2006); Didier Bigo , Anastassia Tsoukalajréat Bonelli, Emmanuel Guittet, and Christian
Olsson, Terror, Insecurity and Liberty: llliberal Practiceof Liberal Regimes after 9/1Edited by
Roultledge,Liberty and Securitf{London, 2008). Philippe Bonditti, 'Antiterrorism the United States
(1946-2006). A Foucaldian Analysis of the Transfation of the U.S. Security State Apparatus and of
the Reformulation of the Sites and Modalities & Exercise of Sovereign Power '. Sciences-Po, 2008.
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abroad’ the infrastructures supporting clandestirganizations and to have a full range
of extraordinary powers to extract information fraghe enemy in order to block its
strategy of disguise. They were not the first sufgre of large-scale war, and would
have preferred very high-tech actions abroad aedctnferral of more power to the
military inside the US in order to better coordmaihe different civil administrations.
They were keen to use their surveillance satell@esrywhere, including inside the
home territory. NATO and the transatlantic netwofkEchelon were on their side. CIA
and Homeland Security, while in competition to eather, shared the idea about the
existence of a ‘terrorist network’ as an enemy imitlBoth insisted on the capacity of
individual terrorist to infiltrate in flows of forgners and therefore called for the need to
better control mobility across borders, while néacking the flow of people. They
claimed an expansion of their powers inside thetéey for improving the surveillance
of foreigners and foreign-born groups at home. Tihiduded the reinforcement of
surveillance of freedom of (hate) speech, of asdioei, of ‘cultural’, ‘religious’ and
‘minority’ groups. Here, transnational cooperatiwas considered central.

The FBI developed a more traditional detective gmknd justice line of thought
followed also by some Ministries of Interior andstice across Europe. They insisted on
the development of proactive policing, infiltratiar terrorist networks and enhanced
surveillance of criminal milieu and specific ‘mimies’. They refused the high-tech
belief of the surveillance industry to catch ‘unkmopeople’ through their behavioural
patterns and criticized the role of intelligenceve®s and the military to try to take
over control in the fight against terrorism. Thegrev instead more interested in the
development of specific techniques of police iniggdton, which could be used against
terrorists but also criminals and even irregulagnaits, and to be subjected to judicial
control and the respect for the rights of defermca tesser extent in order to interrogate
‘the suspect’ properly. Another line of thought smted in the centralization of
surveillance in the hands of analysts (both privatd public) and the development of
mass intelligence for national security purposdss aterialized in massive financial
investment on patters recognition technologies &#l w&s other forms of tracing

individuals through high-speed and coordinated argke of information between
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relevant bureaucraci€sCaptured by the phrase ‘there are also unknowmawmks’ of
Donald Rumsfeld, which introduced the theologicatioi the political, this line of
thought has been also central for the developmérd mentality of policing and
suspicion going beyond bureaucracies and askingtericompanies of surveillance,
and even social welfare agencies, to participatgoiice-related actions. According to
this vision, the entire society needs to be undevesllance through an emphasis on
local groups and ‘abnormal behaviours’ masked utitemormality of good citizet?,
Here, the freedom of action of an individual isged by its conformity to a social local
norm. Anyone marginally deviant from that norm b®es a suspect and potentially a
‘terrorist’.

From a methodological perspective, these lines hought are the signs of
distinctive deviationségcarts distinctifsthat can be better explained by the institutional
positions of the people supporting them rather ttnanheir ideology or capacity to do
‘performative acts‘ They are the result of the actualization of the&img by different
agents. These struggles have generated a speainfia’; but each line of thought has
given different priorities and articulations of thelations between terrorism, Islam,
migration, asylum and tourism. While they have woftaticulated them in relation to
freedom, it has a been around a concept of freenfaime collective self, of protection
of the self of the ‘society’, which has been accampd with a diminution of personal
freedom of movement, speech, association and oeligf ‘the others’. These different
lines of thoughts have considered security as tag@mvalue and have pleaded for
transnational cooperation in order to achieve aalcsecurity against the global
insecurity born in the cauldron of Al Qaeda in Aégiistan> As a result, a doxa more

profound than any form of consensusas structured all the debates between the lines

° Donald Rumsfeld, proclaimed in his US Departmdribefense news briefing on February 12, 2002: As
we know, there are known knowns. There are thingskmow we know. We also know there are known
unknowns. That is to say we know there are sommgshive do not know. But there are also unknown
unknowns, the ones we don’t know we don'’t know”.

1% M. Foucault,The Abnormal: Lectures at the College De Franc@74t1975Picador USA, 2003);
Michael Dillon, 'Governing Terror : The State of Bmgency of Biopolitical Emergencehternational
Political Sociologyl, no. 1 (2007): 7-28. Michael Dillon, and AndréM: Neal, Foucault on Politics,
Security and WagNew York, N.Y.: Palgrave Macmillan, 2008).

1 pierre BourdieuDistinction : A Social Critique of the Judgemenflafste(Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard
University Press, 1984).

12.0n the structuring role of collaboration for arentity and beyond a doxic structuration, see
Emmanuel-Pierre Guittet, 'European Political Idgraind Democratic Solidarity after 9/11: The Sphnis
Case' Alternatives. Global, Local, Political. Special Histp- language issue of Cultures & Confl29,

no. 4 (2004): 441-64.
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of justifications of the different agencies anditto®nflicts about the best techniques to
be used, by unquestioning the transformation of mtioéion of freedom and its
relationship with security. This doxa has not vdrse much around the necessity of
‘the exception’ but rather on the reframing of tiwtion of freedom.

Indeed, the main lines of struggles have not bedwden the US and Europe, or
between the Iraqgi coalition of the willing and tbaes against the war. In fact, the
struggles and oppositions between different trammal professional guilds (for
example, internal security agencies, intelligeneevises, mass surveillance private
companies and tribunals) have structured them. el hesfessionals of the management
of unease, grouped under different networks artddmisnational guilds, are the brokers
at the Western level of a neo-imperial vision aftgll security constructed on a specific
form of freedom ‘for us’ to be spread abroad. Itrkeothrough the discourses of
supranational cooperation, the interests pursuesbhye agents for the proliferation of
specific investigatory techniques and other isscasnected with their institutional
position, their personal trajectory and their sbaiad symbolic capitals. These factors
might explain why all these agents are somehowdateected and why they are ready
to abandon certain specializations. However, theyot necessarily lead towards the
claimed goal of enhancing collaboration, but thaghtrather exacerbate the struggles
between transnational networks of intelligence isess working for conflicting
‘solutions’ when comparing them with those propobgdhe transnational networks of
military people or by immigration control authoe$i and border guards. We may
nevertheless group some of these key questionassumptions along the ideas of the
role of borders, state sovereignty, individual aotlective security, role of exception
and the freedom dimension.

The usual critique in IR literature has focusedntyadn the first set of questions.
While their importance cannot be overestimated,réieaming which has affected the
concept of freedom has been even more ‘doxiquei Hrey other theme. Governments
have centred self-criticism on national egoism gbr transnational cooperation.
National sovereignty and individual controls of ¢bers have been the object of critiques
by those advocating for a ‘global’ war on terroov8reignty has been transformed into
something ‘bad’ to the great indignation of thaditi@nal IR specialists formed through

cynic-realism and principle of self-help, nationalerests and the like. Borders have



397

been subject to a call back to their military fumes of barriers, while economic
capitalism has refused this claim and the ‘solutie@s been to set up a global policing
of filters, sort out, at distance giving the illass of ‘smart borders’. The academic
discussion has been also very strong around ‘sospiand exception’ and their
legitimacy. For instance, Brouwer, Guild, Jabri arsbukala have demonstrated in an
interdisciplinary way in the framework of the CHAENGE project the various ways
in which the justifications of exception have been up*® These critiques have spoken
of an undefined state of exception, of a permastté of emergency and an increase of
discrimination against foreigners and certain caieg of citizens. They have insisted
on the risks posed to democracy by new securitysarea derogating basic rules of
habeas corpusthe presumption of innocence and which lead so@ety driven by
suspicion and routinization of derogatory and ekioepl public measures. They have
considered that thgis cogensthat is the limited numbers of human rights, whio
state can violate, has been under serious pemly Filave also highlighted the important
role played by international and human rights l@ther IR analysis has focused on
torture and prisoner abuse in Abu Ghraib and Guamt®, as well as the ways in which
some lawyers were trying to re-legitimize it thrbudplack letter law arguments
circumventing the spirit of the absolute prohihitiof torture. While Michael Ignatieff
tried to justify lesser forms of evil by arguingaalt the lower limits of coercion
acceptable, Dershowitz was discussing the speaiaihd and conditions to use
torture

The deprivation of freedom linked with indefinitestdntion, with the use of

torture and other inhuman treatments was consida®dthe main fault of the

13 Vivienne Jabriwar and the Transformation of Global Polititdoundmills, Basingstoke, Hampshire ;
New York: Palgrave Macmillan, 2007). Elspeth GuiléExceptionalism and Transnationalism: Uk
Judicial Control of the Detention of Foreign "Imational Terrorists"Alternatives28, no. 4 (2003): 491-
515. E. Brouwer, 'Data Surveillance and Border @inin the Eu: Balancing Efficiency and Legal
Protection’, inSecurity Versus Freedom: A Challenge for Eurép&uture ed. Thierry Balzacq and
Sergio Carrera (Aldershot: Ashgate, 2006), pp. 387Anneliese Baldaccini, Elspeth Guild, and Helen
Toner,Whose Freedom, Security and Justice? : Eu Immigmagind Asylum Law and Policissays in
European Law(Oxford: Hart, 2007). Elspeth Guild, and AnnelieBaldaccini, Terrorism and the
Foreigner : A Decade of Tension around the Ruleaf in Europe(Leiden ; Boston: Martinus Nijhoff,
2007). Anastassia Tsoukala, 'Looking at MigrantEassemies', irControling Frontiers. Free Movement
into and within Europg eds. Didier Bigo and Elspeth Guild (Hants (EndlanBurlington (USA):
Ashgate, 2005), 161-92.

14 Michael Ignatieff, The Lesser Evil: Political Ethics in an Age of Tarr The Gifford Lectures
(Princeton: Princeton University Press, 2004); Aldh Dershowitz, Why Terrorism Works:
Understanding the Threat, Responding to the ChgiéNew Haven: Yale University Press, 2002).



398

administration in charge. When the Democrats adrigethe White House, President
Obama considered that its first symbolic measureldvbe to stop torture and to close
Guantanamo. However, as it is well known, this idyahe top of the iceberg. The
debate about more general forms of deprivationreédom which, while being less
shocking in nature, have nevertheless profoundbctéd the lives of more people with
regard to freedom of movement, freedom of speedhoimer forms of freedom that can
be derogated under certain circumstances by thei@oment on the basis of national
security (aison d’Eta) and/or public order, has also been intense dimedeginning.
There the argument mostly regarded the need to'ttedright balance between liberty
and security’ rather than a theory concerning weatior necessity of a permanent
exception and a reframing of the constitution ahd tules through exceptional
measures.

The way to diminish the value of freedom was tospre the situation as if a
balance existed with two (and only two) scalesiofilar values to consider: freedom
and security. Thebalance between liberty and security supposes that liberty and
security are ‘eternal values’, that they are eadifferentiable, quasi-quantifiable and
homogeneous. The balance metaphor masks the incealbat exists between the two
dimensions and silences the capacity of politisdggment. It has been often used as a
bureaucratic argument in different historical pds@s well as by many academics. As
the CHALLENGE project has showed, it has been dn@e most powerful discursive
tools at times of limiting the discussions arouibéity after 11 September 2001.

First, it is clear that some of the authors whoehased the balance metaphor had
a rhetorical strategy in mind. By using the termeftom— understood as a series of
freedoms in competitior instead of the general principle of liberty, tHegve actually
unified the concept of security and fragmented tifatreedom. Simultaneously they
have referred to the term of security in relatiorali the practices of war, coercion and
protection, both in their collective and individuakanings and internal/external facets.
Their reasoning leads to the fragmentation of tiperconsidered mainly at the
individual level, and the reunification of securipggregated to safety, protection and
survival and considered ‘global’. The consequentcé¢hs framing is that it favours
according to which security needs to trump libdrgause in fact security may become

freedom itself, the first freedom, which is thegdem from fear to live.
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The second implication of the framing of a unifisécurity and a fragmented
liberty is that danger becomes central. The balametaphor transforms the dual
relationship between liberty and security into iangle where security needs to be
enhanced against liberty because of the eventuaflitysk, danger and threat. In this
triangular setting between danger, liberty and sgguiberty becomes the problem.
The main political actors have insisted on the ni@dsecurity to be completed, to
become global, to be developed beyond traditiomalperation and to become the
marker of identity of ‘the civilised values’ agairithe barbarian ones’. However, this
claim for a global security agenda, a total infotiora awareness that means security
without limit, facilitates a conception of securig coercion, surveillance, control and
dynamic of violence and exclusion.

If liberty is a goal advanced by any liberal regjrisesecurity a goal too or just a
mean to achieve freedom and democracy? This queks not emerged in public
debates and discourses. It has been very raradafiy framing of ‘the balance’ into a
triangle between liberty, security and democradye Teason might have been that from
this perspective security becomes the problem metsblution. The balance metaphor
has been a way to avoid a discussion between \libsecurity and democracy. By
choosing freedom (instead of democracy) to franeedibcussion, the balance metaphor
silences the difficulty to have proper judgementwththe most important problem of
political violence between adversaries: escalatioriolence on both sides.

The CHALLENGE project, especially through the woifdlWalker, has developed
many facets of these dilemmas and has providedtiqguer on how this framing has
actually created a hierarchy favouring control,veulance, policing and war against
social change, nomadism and everyday life. Mordoprdly, those sustaining the
balance metaphor have difficulties in understandiveg liberty and security may refer
to the very same practices depending on the granamdrlanguage used: either a
language of social change and opportunity or adagg of order and utility.

The metaphor of the balance between security dosityi has been, from a pure
quantitative perspective, more used than ‘the aspirof exception’ in order to justify
(both in the US and Europe) the development of abajl counter terrorist regime,
specific forms of surveillance, new laws on telecmmication and internet, new

regulations and administrative laws concerning yenttetention and removal of
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migrants or denied refugees, tougher controls gbae travelling through the country
and so on. In contrast, the ‘war on terror’ argutrfeas appeared as often, especially in
courts cases, but it has rather materialized irethergence of a multiplicity of different
regulations, administrative laws and foreignerisdavhich have been applied in order
to escape fronmabeas corpusr to reduce the agency of the individual. Thesesland
administrative norms have been used to limit thert=e of the individual and to grant
to coercive agencies a larger ‘freedom’ to act rgjasuspects. This situation was
characterized by the existence of too many reguiatiand norms, rather than their
absence. In this respect, the problem was lesthéoindividual to be subject of limited
rights in light of too many (even contradictory)dies of laws and to be prisoner of the
arbitrariness of the face-to-face relations. Wistdl moving within the democratic
framework, we have certainly witnessed sterndpelial practices by liberal regimes at
many levels, in many domains, which have invadedryay routines. Therefore,
liberty was undervalued, diminished and, perhapsemmportantly, reframed by a
redefinition of what freedom means and what arepitaetices of freedom. The main
questions for the present stemming from this disiomsare what form of self-discipline
and obedience is valued as form of freedom? How fle@dom change? Do we have a
reframing of a specific episteme? Further, whattheedaily practices that are enacted
as freedom of speech, freedom of movement, freedbmrction? Who is entitled to
freedom and who is not? How do the practices degifiecedom work?

These practices of freedom generate different baies! for autonomy and for
reflexivity of the government of the others andtloé self. They vary and construct
different subjectivities and have an impact onslmape) governmentality of individuals.
It is not an easy task to analyze under what cammditireedom is then transformed into
a ‘will to serve’? Under what conditions ‘obediehae everyday life is celebrated as
enjoying ‘freedom’? How are the capacities of actlyy population of a certain type
recognized as forms of freedom, and what is thelationship with governing this
category of persons differentially from others? Whee the ways by which certain
practices are encapsulated under the label ofdtnee?

One of the main arguments put forward by this Céraf# that the only way to
address and understand satisfactorily these questiould be through the development

of liberty studies within international politicabsiology. Otherwise, we will continue to
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be prisoners of the traditional obsessions of IR palitical science that have focused
on the question of order and the meaning of freedatithout engaging into the
question of ‘freedom as practice’.

Can Freedom be Re-written? The Social Construction of (Un)Freedom in Liberal
Democracies Today

For a political sociologist, it is always importaiot begin with a study of our present
practices, even if they might be banal or obvi@m] not so much with sacred texts of
great thinkers. The social practices often constituicher, heterogeneous and more
valuable elements than any ex post rationalizatifogreat academics. As Rose (1999)
has put it, ‘many of these texts which have latecdme canonical are, in fact,
retrospective attempts to codify such minor shiftSTherefore, in our search for the
meaning of freedom it may be actually more accux@ateok at these minor sociological
shifts instead of looking for the new philosopharsd IR academics attempting to
rationalize them into innovative theories. Thisistmgy entails the task of looking at
the ways in which professional of politics and pssional of management of
(in)security re-write freedom in accordance to daie context presented as a war, or as
a dangerous moment where security is presentdtedsst freedom.

Lakoff belongs to those few public intellectualstime US who has actually seen
and addressed the importance of the question efiéma under the Bush administration.
He has portrayed in his popular bodkhose Freedomfhe political landscape of the
war on terror and the battle for the use of (thedyéreedom between what he calls ‘the
conservatives’ and ‘the progressivésApart from a certain style, Lakoff rightly argues
that the main strategy of the radical right in ths was not to develop an
‘exceptionalist agenda’ or a security-based disseyustifying its practices of military
involvement abroad ‘in answer to’ terrorist attgcks even in order to prevent new
ones. In his view, it has not been under the argiinoé security and necessary
emergency, or even risk management, that the USrgment justified its practices of
surveillance and control of any individual passitigough the US and of many

minorities living in the country. It was rather dlmgh the reframing of the notion of

> N. Rose,Powers of Freedom : reframing political thougi@ambridge: Cambridge University Press,
1999), 321 p. (quote p 11)

'8 G. Lakoff, Whose freedom? : the battle over America's mosbitapt idea(New York: Farrar, Straus
and Giroux, Picador 2006), 277 p.
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freedom that these measures had such a succedsi®yso, he has contradicted many
critical thinkers insisting on the importance otegtion and emergendéy.For Lakoff,
the main strategy has been to reframe the notidreetlom by eradicating its linkages
with equality, solidarity and social justice, ang é&mphasizing its links with human
rights, civilization, protection of values, secyrit and a fight for freedom. Then, if for
the progressive actors, freedom means ‘to be abttwhat you want to do’, and is
situated at the individual level, it is not exacthe case in relation to what he calls
‘conservative freedom’. They do not abandon theomotbut they reframe it with
different ‘qualities’ and speak of freedom as augr@haracteristic. In our view, it is
certainly better to avoid the use of ‘conservatigat ‘progressive’ adjectives at times
of denominating these two accounts of freedom. mbege from the conservative to the
neo-conservative account on freedom has been éoitakore seriously and to propose
a merging between a global imperialist account amdtional sovereignty one around
the theme of US leadership for all those who pasde=edom. This merging has
changed the traditional opposition around citized #oreigner and has permitted some
categorization as ‘enemy aliens’ who are neithenlzatants nor criminals. It has mixed
Carl Schmitt’'s exceptionalism with a global coopieeKelsenian agenda. On the other
side, the ‘progressive’ account of freedom havenbedact rather conservative as it has
tried to maintain an individualist notion of freedaoupled in discourses but decoupled
in logic from the call of the same ‘progressivest thuman interventionism and a
justification through cosmopolitan modernism to ilae ‘the others’ who are
considered to be ‘non moderns’.

Therefore, for all of them (conservative and pregrees), freedom ends up as
‘the marker’ of a civilized group fighting to prase its values and principles against
Islam which is seen to be characterized by unfreedadolence, religion and passion.
Freedom in this neo-conservative vision is a gughbssessed by advanced liberal
democracies. In this cosmopolitan account, free@aists naturally but it needs to be

enacted by education. This conception legitimateseingagement into fights and even

" Giorgio AgambenEtat d'Exception. Homo SaccéParis: Les Editions du Seuil, 2003), p. 152. C.
Aradau, 'Law Transformed: Guantanamo and the "Oth&ception', Third World Quarterly(2007), p.
23. F. Balke, 'Political Existence and 'Bare Liféhe Biopolitics of Carl Schmitt'Distinktion -
skandinavisk tidsskrift for samfundstea2i (2001), pp. 71-80. M. Dillon, ‘Network Societyetwork-
Centric Warefare and the State of Emergentiieory Culture & Societyl9 (2002), pp. 71-79. P.
Pasquino, 'Urgence et Etat de Droit : le gouvermgneéexception dans la théorie constitutionnelle’,
Cahiers de la Sécurité Intérieyrgl (2003), pp. 9-29.
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war ‘for freedom’, or to engage into global poligim the name of freedom. In the two
versions, or lines of thoughts, the Western govemsihave to promote this freedom
abroad in order to complement freedom with peaa siability at the world level.
Following this logic, the real freedom is the freedfrom threat, which is in fact real
security. Therefore, while freedom can only expé#rgtability, security and order are
ensured, this very freedom actually functions ascibndition for order. It is then central
to generate, even by force, a positive dynamic.s Téonvergence through global
freedom instead of nationalist versus individuaefiom explains the promotion of
freedom abroad. The individual can be free onlya ifree/democratic state, and a free
state supposes to rally existent democracies, wdmeltihe core of the promised heaven
of global democracy with one civil society and ot@nsparent hyper-federal
government. There is therefore a duty to ‘promotéedom’. The promotion of freedom
calls for pedagogy and education, which for the -omuservative even justifies
education through strong coercive elements pushimg unfree men’ to learn what
freedom really is all about.

As one US captain coming back from Iraq and Afgkiam said quite crudely in a
soft voice, but which certainly is far more accargfhan many books and academic
articles on the subject, ‘we have to win heart amoads as you, in the UK, know. So we
have to inoculate them with freedom ...".The perpefusace foreseen by Kant is
possible only if we succeed the contamination @& tirus of democracy and its
propagation into authoritarian regimes and failedes... If we don’t succeed, they will
succeed with religious fanatism, and they haveadyectivated this virus inside u%'.

In a less biopolitical metaphor, but having the saidea in mind, many
governments and international organizations as agefcademics have insisted that it is
important to develop ‘education’, ‘training’, ‘comumication’ and ‘universalization’ of
freedom in order to accelerate the pace, especialhen radical clandestine
organizations try to reverse the trend and propodieral enclosures. Freedom(ization)
is a competition (against obscurantism). It is acpss by which people (of other
cultures) become free. Human beings are not fregeireral, but they can learn to be
free. The emphasis on training is central, as NAT®, Organization for Economic
Cooperation and Development (OECD) and the Europ€ammission keep on

'8 Conference under Chatham House Rules at Cumbddédge on 4 October 2007.
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repeatingad nauseamTo understand the present conditions, this naeargues that
we need to remember that this competition is harghmay be lost. Training supposes
good will, but what happens if the obscurantisusef to learn? Freedom and peace for
every individual (including those living in liberalemocracies) will depend finally on
the individuals themselves but also, and mainkymfithe collaboration of the interstate
system. It is the responsibility of all ‘the freedademocratic’ states to perfect the
international system with the growth of democraggimes and their common fight
against the evil-doers of mass violence, as nowbtirders of the state are not strong
enough to prevent the irruption of catastrophidence. So, collaboration between ‘free
states’ is seen as absolutely necessary againgbthgrtial Armaggedon which might be
under preparation by a small handful of radicaleath The lesson is that we have to
fight in the name of freedom and human rights ideorto achieve a world order
ensuring our own specific security, because if wedt succeed in training ‘the others’,
the constitutive free men that we are will be ovene and disappear.

For these kinds of discourses, the word freedomshaifferent connotations, and
encompasses different practices that are far frévat we were usually told to associate
freedom with twenty years ago. As Douzinas expldiresedom has been enrolled into
an imperial enterpris®.Freedom and human rights are in this way preseasagifts for
all human beings that those who are free havereagp As Blair has put it: ‘We could
have chosen security as the battlegrounds? Buidwmt.dWe chose values ... values of
freedom, of democracies that we represéntiberty is a possession, a property of a
specific group — us — that the others do not haves line of thought refuses any
constitutive theory of ethics, and promotes thatjuegje ourselves and the others only
through the prism of our criteria and standards. dAfe always ask ourselves the level

of obedience and participation necessary for argdtie possibility of such a version of

% |s it necessary to say that, as a form of esobgyokimplifying the world into two groups, this
discourse of neo conservative freedom is not famfthe Christian right biblical tradition of puniglent

of the non believers (criticized by the New Testatrand its salvation for all), but is also not fiaom the
Stalinist version of Marxist freedom, where freedsnthe goal to be achieved in the future, for shke

of our children and grand children, as our sa@giare not really important in comparison to thaish
path leading to a new humanity, retranslated byn# conservative as the choice which reveals at wh
side you are (good or evil) before Armageddon agiv

% Costas Douzinagiuman Rights and Empire : The Political PhilosopsfyCosmopolitanisn{New
York, NY: Routledge-Cavendish, 2007)

21 Blair quoted in Peter Wilby Tony Blair and his was The Guardian 04/08/06.
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freedom to be developed and become not only aniaffpolicy but also a shared belief
amongst participants and many international insits.

Hardt and Negri have suggested that Kosovo cotetita key moment for the
enactment of this definition of freedom as a spea@iftribute of a ‘civilized empire’ that
has no more enemies to engage into war but whiitlprgisents many internal criminals
and unwanted people showing bad behaviours to dmptihed”? Dal Lago (2005) has
argued that this move took place a bit earlier whih first Iraq war and the first Bush
administratiorf® Indeed, a neo-Kantian argument tainted by a missjo discourse,
which reminds us of the Spanish argument forGbaquistaof the Americas, has been
back to the fore since the 1990s. Governments afgpehave forgotten the sixteen-

century’s Valladolid controversy, and see themsel® ‘freedom fighters’ rather than

‘new tutors’> The tension betweefreedom working both as friend-enemy and as

civilized-barbarian with the latter account of freedom has not disappeared.” Therefore,
the Attorney General Ashcroft has certainly notrbelee first and only to present
freedom as a value possessed by representativectssies whatever they ddHe has
followed similar patterns as the ones argued byirBl@linton and, in some way,
Habermas. The originality of Ashcroft has been @aarect the idea of freedom as the
quality of a group with the right for this group @at preventively in order to block the
attacks of ‘the non-free men’, and not just to teagainst them. The originality of the
Bush period was the association between preveraggomecessity to act before the
adversary and the notion of freedom as a qualita gfoup of nations. At the 2004

Republican national Convention Bush constantly keebthe words ‘freedom’, ‘free’

2 Michael Hardt, and Antonio NegfEmpire (Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 2001); Toegh,
'Ruptures within Empire, the Power of Exodus: mi@w with Toni Negri'. Theory2002, no. 19 (2002):
Aug, 187-194.

% plessandro Dal Lago, 'La Guerra-Monddanflitti globali, no. 1 (2005): 11-31; Dal Lago Alessandro,
Polizia Globale. Guerra E Conflitti Dopo L'11 Settbre Cartographie(Verona: Ombre Corte, 2003):
134.

24 The Valladolid debate (1550 — 1551) concernedrésgtment of natives of the New World. Held in the
Spanish city of Valladolid, it opposed two mainitattes towards the conquests of the Americas.
Dominican friar and Bishop of Chiapas Bartolomélate Casas argued that the Amerindians were free
men in the natural order and deserved the samémieea as others, according to Catholic theology.
Opposing him was fellow Dominican Juan Ginés deUSepla, who insisted the Indians were natural
slaves, and therefore reducing them to slavereddsem was in accordance with Catholic theology and
natural law. Las Casas and Sepulveda each latererlao have won the debate, but no record supmprti
either claim exists, and the debate had no cldectedn the treatment of the natives.

% Rob WalkerOut of LinegRoutledge, 2009)

% Cynthia Brown (ed.)Lost Liberties. Ashcroft and the Assault on Persdfr@edom (New York,
London: The New Press, 2003), 324 p.
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and ‘liberty’. As Lakoff has highlighted, Bush us#te word ‘freedom' 49 times in his
speech, and every 43 words, in order to justifg,I@uantanamo and the Patriot ACt.
Skinner has also noticed the peculiar definitiorliloérty given by President Bush as
‘heaven in earth’ and the implications of its défon of freedom in the 2005 Inaugural
Address where ‘freedom is the Almighty’s gift toeey man and woman in this world
and as the greatest power on earth, we have agatibl to spread freedorff.The
Former Spanish President Aznar delivered a santk dirspeech, evoking freedom as
an alliance of civilized countries in order to jastNATO operations in Afghanistan.
The UK former Prime Minister Blair can also be qebtas one of those leaders who
have developed a discourse on freedom as a vajueseg to hatred and fear, and as a
marker between ‘us’ and ‘them’. He insisted in sal/eccasions on the intrinsic
qualities of a global alliance for global valuesdahe necessity for all of the ‘non-
democratic countries’ to learn about freedom ineortb join ‘the advanced liberal
democracies’. Therefore, Blair distanced himseafrfrRumsfeld’s ‘war on terror’, and

reframed it as a ‘crusade for freedom’. In his omords:

We should do all we can to spread the values afdfven, democracy, the rule of law, religious
tolerance and justice for the oppressed, howeviefyddor some nations that may be; but that at the
same time, we wage war relentlessly on those whddwexploit racial and religious division to bring

catastrophe to the worlé®.

To enrol freedom and human rights under the baoherar may be considered as
propaganda and be dismissed by shrugging shoul&etks will not believe their
politicians and have a better sense of what islfyee Further along this line of thought,
some people certainly think that ‘freedom is fre@dn order to reassure themselves.
They consider that only one meaning of freedomassible, because it is a natural
behaviour and a value that cannot be destroyedrdgyyagandd? It is the point of this
apparently trivial discussion, which is central faur understanding of the making of

liberty. The language used by the Bush administnatio reframe the situation has been

" Georges Lakoff, op. cit. p 8. See also BernarddPdmpire and Supermepire (New haven, CT, Yale
University Press, 2006), 70.

%8 Quoted in its Lansdowe lecture on genealogy @frtipat Victoria 28/10/08.

% Tony Blair The Threat of Global Terrorism: WhypBell made Iraq's liberation necessary. March 5,
2004. http://lwww.gees.org/documentos/Documen-050.pany Blair Global alliance for global values-
Foreign Policy Centre. 2006 - http://fpc.org.uklédid798.pdf. See also M. Thatcher, 'Europe: The
Obligations of Liberty'Atlantic Community Quarfl8, no. 2 (1980): 131-36. For a critical view Jens
Meierhenrich Analogies at Wajournal of Conflict Security La®006; 11: 1-40

%0 Georges Lakoff speaking of Elaine Kamarck ech@egtrude Stein’s : a rose is a rose is a roseciop.
p.9.



407

more powerful than imagined by its critics (bothtla political and academic levels).
This is why they have centred their critiques ocusigy and exception, and not so much
on a discussion about freedom. The absence ofalrdissessment around the concept
and sociology of freedom by IR specialists has @&d an uncontested continuation of
this narrative and doxa of liberty as quality ajraup and education. The debate is not
anymore centred around ‘the war on terror’, andcdsrcive tone, but rather on the
version of a multi-polar understanding of the wattl the necessity of cooperation and
education, in relation with pacification, along lwvéin essentialist view of liberty as an
attribute of a specific group of population. Theotwersions are two narratives playing
the same game of defining freedom inside a biapalitway of thinking and
differentiating ‘the free men’ from others not citesed as sucft

Therefore, critics may be happy with the new US Aaadstration restraining from
using such a level of arbitrariness regarding the of law, the role of constitution and
judicial principles, but remain silence about itsnttnuation of the quasi-unchanged
vision of freedom to spread.The fact that the EU will join even more easilistiiew
will give even more credibility to this reframind foeedom.

The liberal practices of freedom can certainly hasgiently and develop into
illiberal practices including torture and extraoraly renditions in the name of the
radical otherness of the others. They can also dre temperate and nevertheless harm
by framing freedom into a learning process, a r@te® participate and to integrate to
the movement to the global. The biopolitics of {tegdom are still operative in both
cases.

The Biopolitical Practices of (Un)Freedom

The social constructivist position cannot hide litseto the belief of a ‘return’ to
normality once essentialism of a natural commoneustdnding of liberty is thrown
away and it is no longer possible to believe thaerty has a fixed core of
understanding which will resist any reformulation the political power. So, from a

%1 N. Rose,Powers of Freedom: reframing political thougl@ambridge: Cambridge University Press,
1999), 321p. B. Diken, 'From Refugee Camps to G&ethmunities: Biopolitics and the End of the
City', Citizenship Studies8 (2004), pp. 83-106. M. Dillon and L. Lobo-Guwaw, The Biopolitical
Imaginary of Species Being and the Freedom to Umdier in the Molecular Age', ilMapping the
Bioeconomy: The Knowledge Based Economy and theciBices(Lancaster: 2006). M. Lazzarato,
'From biopower to biopoliticsThe Warwick Journal of Philosoph¥3 (2004), pp. 100-111.

% |n 2007 President Obama, still candidate, declaFededom must mean freedom from fear, not the
freedom of anarchy. | will never shrug my shouldansl say - as Secretary Rumsfeld did - "Freedom is
untidy." http://www.barackobama.com/2007/08/01/thar_we need_to_win.php.)
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social constructivist point of view, which we pref® call an international political
sociology perspective, liberty studies need to esklthe following questions: who are
the bearers and promoters of ‘the truth’ aroungexiic understanding of freedom as a
form of classification of specific human behavioumad practices? Further, who
succeeds to monopolize the authoritative discourselseedom? Do this group form a
social field of professionals or amateurs, or Asytscattered across different sectors of
society? Is ‘truth’ about freedom natural, or igatated to a truth regime and thus to
specific forms of knowledge? In contrast with (@garity practices, (un)freedom
practices are not the result of the micro-competgi between academic specialists of
philosophy — even if they play a role as demonstidty Quentin Squinner or of a
successful rhetoric by professionals of politicstéad, they form part of a multiplicity
of sovereign, disciplinary and biopolitical praetscthat are transversal to institutions,
societies and states.
Practices of Education and Freedom
As we have argued above, a liberal political imagon continues using a concept of
freedom that includes forms of obedience and coer¢hrough ‘education’. This
understanding of freedom entails a form of parefaalily model where discipline and
obedience to the oldest (and supposedly the magtnhal) is the condition to freedom.
Those who benefit from freedom need to teach thdse are not free what freedom
actually means. This is why discourses around ptiote and education (related for
instance to training, the duty to protect, educatiod development) appear so often in
political discourses. That notwithstanding, andefsnology teaches us, to protect is
actually to organize a tutelage over other indiglduor groups of individuals
considered to be minof&.To train and educate them involves their reductoml
treatment as minors too. Only adults surroundecthimors realize freedom. Freedom is
then a mark of superiority and a boundary signibetween two groups (adults and
minors or two ‘civilizations’: the West and the te$-reedom therefore does not relate
to equality and works against it.

Beyond their obvious geopolitical connotations Vihiaim at privileging the

interests of the US and other ‘Western’ countridss strategy also constitutes an

% A. Dobson, J. Huysmans, and R. Prokhovnik (efls Politics of Protection. Sites of Insecurity and
Political Agency(London: Routledge, 2006).
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effective way to send ‘the others’ back to the pash state of pre-freedom, and this is
so even when they migrate and live among us. Theg o learn the values of freedom,
to integrate into the civilization before to movadehave access to security of residence
and patrticipation. The European Commission has tliedanguage in the scope of its
neighbourhood policy by developing also an educalionetaphor in relation to the
situation of those states who wished to become Ethbers’*

Hindess has explained this liberal governmentalftyhat he calls ‘unfreedom’.

In his view

liberal political reason has been as much concem#d paternalistic rule over minors and adults
judged to be incompetent, as it has been with twemment of autonomous individuals ...Western
colonial rules has long since be displaced, bupaternalistic perspective remains influential bioth

the programs of economic and political developnmomoted by international agencies and in the

governmental practices adopted by independent,qodsial states®

Paternalism, education and training are transfornméol key technologies of
liberal freedom expressing the possibility of gended colonial domination through
freedom when brutal practices are not possiblenaone.

The war on terror may move to ‘the education okdi@m’ once international
organizations and post-colonial states have dedmednbark into the journey of global
freedom that is now proposed. It is the dream ahsay liberals from conservative and
progressive backgrounds to see their good pupdisieg to become proper civilized
free men.

Nevertheless, this government through freedom davifer only marginally from
the present period of more disciplinary and coerenhethods used by the US and their
allies in their international police operations.id'lmargin is certainly important for
many human beings submitted to massive coercianeducation is also a very strong
way of framing choices, as all academics know. Hamhave we reflected on freedom,
symbolic violence and education? For example,calitviews are not exempted from a
valorisation of education as truth for freedom. eciz has developed at length the
example of the ‘choice’ given by the Amish to thigenagers, who are encouraged to
travel and experience for some time ‘the Americay wf life’, and who are then proud
to say that 90 % of them come back to their ‘Anwgdly of life’ and criticizes the

3 Julien Jeandesboz, 'Labelling the Neighbourho@avafds a Genesis of the European Neighbourhood
Policy '.Journal of International Relations and Developm&dt no. 4 ( 2007): p.387-416.
% B. Hindess, 'The liberal government of unfreeddstiernatives 26 (2001), pp. 93-108.
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Amish for not giving their youngest a truly freecite3® Costas Douzinas agrees with
him when saying that ‘These teenagers are offeréatraal choice but they are not
informed or educated about their options....both wafypreparing people to exercise
freedom, lead to forced choices. To be free is hoose freely in principle but
inescapably in practice what has conditioned yoithile there might be some degree
of truth in these arguments, we can raise the mureas to whether education is a way
of ‘conditioning’. Is it the ‘conduct of conduct’ybexcellence? Does our education
restrain us? How far do the habitus and the heteregus registers of complex societies
work to create uncertainty, indetermination andandznd destabilize the educational
process? Is freedom associated only with compleartg is the ‘not determined’?
Finally, when freedom ends up as hazard, as umcgrtar as unknown, is it not an
ironic reversal of Rumsfeld definition of evil ds&etunknown of the unknown?

Practice to Move as Freedom

A second element of our present series of practicesoted into a dominant view lining
liberty with mobility or movement. Of course, fread for the individual, against its
own state, is certainly the capacity not to be idethand imprisoned without proper
justifications and rule of law standards. Freedas been a struggle against the police
state and absolutism. Liberty of movement, as hgosite of confinement, is one of the
central rights of the individual. It is in all theore international and regional human
rights treaties and forms one of the central plamksaational constitutions in current
liberal democracies. The rejection of arbitraryetiibn and the obligation of the state
to respect and safeguard the freedom of movemeits aitizens is a heartland issue.
The ECHR considers in its article 5 that freedonmofrement of the person is the first
central right followed by the security of individaaagainst arbitrariness. The freedom
to move is the freedom not to be a slave attacheal property. It is this practice of
movement of the body, of the mind with freedomtafitght, opinion and speech, which
Is the actualization of what we may call the libedn element of the liberal modern
societies. It is what distinguishes the contempofarms of national governments in
Western societies from other forms of national goreents. The liberal reasoning

argues that individuals have to be cautious towdres own government. They have to

% Slavoj Zizek The Parallax ViewShort Circuits(Cambridge, Mass.: MIT Press, 2006): ix, 433 p.
3" Costas DouzinaHuman Rights and Empire : The Political PhilosopsfyCosmopolitanisn{New
York, NY: Routledge-Cavendish, 2007) p 129
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fear the lions of the state but also the wolves$ dommand them. Freedom is seen as
opposed to government by the state, but enactseafispform of governmentality
which works not only by coercion but also by ‘contlaf conduct’, and which supposes
mobility.®® It is a very strong communality to see freedonpeisged with movement.
Skinner has insisted on the fact that even if Heblh®cke, Bentham and Hegel had
very different views about positive and negativeelty, they nevertheless shared this
view of liberty as movemenrit.Henceforth the association of mobility and libdsggun
before the capitalist market and the political exog developed the motto ofaissez
faire, laissez passethat was popularized by Jean Baptiste Say. Therdl way of
using freedom, in opposition with the Middle Agedgre-renaissance period, relates to
the notion of access, non-interference and nonkhlde. Freedom relates with ‘motion’
towards a location, an object or a space in ordepdrform an action without the
interference of another actor. Liberty is then fealhras an absence of opposition and
that is the reason why it has been considered tored by ‘the liberty of others’ and
why it supposes to express itself in an area, aesphorder and stability, in order to
have the capacity to move. Liberty then assumesntaries’ and limits of defined
spaces. Liberty of movement is then difficult te@arcile with protectionism, but not
against borders and security as long as they dblook the flows of people, but filter
them or channel them in a certain manner. All Bbexconomists are uncomfortable
with immobility. For them if security means blockinor stopping mobility, then
security has to be combated. However, if securggsdnot imply slowing down too
much flows then it is possible to join freedom obwvament with security. Border
guards have often a less complex view consistinghef conception of security as
stopping or checking mobility, and liberty as thepacity to move freely. However,
now the doxa seems to be based on the integrafidthese two lines of thought.
Freedom is so centrally associated with movemeat this often confused with
movement itself, something that makes difficult algaing freedom from movement.
Speed in movement is however not a guarantee efléra, even if it is presented as

such. The relationship between fast or facilitatem’ement and freedom might be one

% Nikolas RosePowers of Freedom : Reframing Political ThougBambridge: Cambridge University
Press, 1999): 321. especially p 62-63.

%9 Quentin Skinner, 'Classical Liberty and the Comaighe English Civil War', irRepublicanism: A
Shared European Heritage Volume li: The Values epu®licanism in Early Modern Europe, Van
Gelderen, Martin, & Skinner, Quentin [Eds], Camlga Uk: Cambridge U Press, 20@202), 9-28.
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of the reasons behind the widely acceptance by rtramgllers about security measures
over their mobility, and who complain only aboutitivey time and hurdles. Then
travellers accept any forms of controls if they eacelerate their journey because they
perceive these controls as providing better conafod associate them with a better life.

Mobility is in this way seen to be consubstantiglilmeral economy. The world is
a world of passage, of circulation of capital, geoservices, information and persons.
This form of freedom as accelerated movement waonksugh the computerization
permitting gathering, storage and exchange of dateerning individuals at a higher
speed for their information (or data double) thantheir physical bodies, circulating in
‘roads’ mapped at local, regional and transnatidoexatls. It works because more and
more managers believe in specific bodies of knogdedupposedly capable to derive
from non-linear information concerning an indivitlimage about its present and of its
future behaviouf? All these elements determine a mode of subjeatifia concerning
‘who we are when we are governed in such a way'vahnat freedoms we are asked to
exercise. The imperative of freedom of movememvisrwhelming and penetrates now
even places of detention as it is the case in dispaiting zones where the government
insists that individuals are free to leave whera gon’t want to go and then, you are
not detained, you are just retained under your mithto stay there'* Mobility and
speed in a society of control are therefore comsidi&eedom.

Freedom is transformed then into a series of prastiraming biopolitics as a
form of governmentality? It is then not possible to analyze freedom withooking at
police and disciplinary practices generating obeckeand self-compliance. It is equally
impossible to study freedom without an examinatafnthe existence of a class of

“? Philippe Bonditti, '‘Biométrie Et Maitrise Des Flixers Une Géo-Technopolis Du Vivant En Mobilité'.
Cultures & Conflits no. 58 (2005): pp.131-154. Didier Bigo, 'Speed-esedom, Speed as Control', in
Contesting borderzond®pen University: 2009).

“1 Didier Bigo, 'Detention of Foreigners, States at&ption, and the Social Practices of Control & th
Banopticton', ilBorderscapes: Hidden Geographies and Politics atiftey's Edge ed. Prem Kumar &
Grundy-Warr Rajaram, Carl (Minneapolis: UniversiyMinnesota, 2007).

42 A. Farge, M. Foucault and Archives de la Bastille Désordre des familles : lettres de cachet des
Archives de la Bastille au XVllle siedfParis]: Gallimard Julliard, 1982), pp. 362. M.Ueault, L. H.
Martin, H. Gutman and P. H. Huttoechnologies of the self : a seminar with Michelu€&ault
(Amherst: University of Massachusetts Press, 1988)Y166. M. Foucaultll faut défendre la société.
Cours au College de France 19{®aris: Gallimard/Seuil, 1997).M. Foucault, M. Banit A. Fontana, F.
Ewald and D. Macey$ociety must be defended : lectures at the Colliégeérance, 1975-7@ew York:
Picador, 2003), M. Foucaulgécurité, Territoire, Population : Cours au Colléede France - 1977-1978
(Paris: Gallimard, 2004).M. Foucault, M. Senelland A. |. DavidsonSecurity, territory, population :
lectures at the College de France, 1977-19F®undmills, Basingstoke, Hampshire ; New York:
Palgrave Macmillan, 2007).
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professionals of politics and of law and norms vaine framing the right of the state to
arrest and punish an individual. This right of #tate is itself in tension with the claim
of the individual to have non-derogatory rightsclsuas the rights to life and the
protection against torture. It is also impossildeanalyze freedom without a proper
investigation of ways in which people are regisieasd categorized, and the ways in
which these categories are used as units for caiuit calculations. For instance, it is
important to look at how certain categories of pupulation are considered as non-
responsible (independent) and cannot not be freeh(as for instance those suffering
mental illness, ‘madness’, compulsive recidivisingnals, ‘natives’ or ‘indigenous’
populations and so on), or at how different legdégories of populations bear different
rights and freedoms (citizens, foreigners, immigganourists and so on). It is also
necessary to investigate how development and edengnowth are seen as dependent
from motion, movement and mobility of capital armpplation and the uncertainty they
create. It is also crucial to look at the way inieththe government considers that
people’s life is the object of its government andttfreedom is good for life.

Liberty is ever present, but rarely discussed, in the academic literature. On the
contrary, security has been discussed obsessively, but with a little understanding of one
of the most crucial conditions under which security has become so problematic.
Indeed, critical security studies present as well their own limits. They often introduce a
bias by looking firstly at the meanings of secudtyinsecurity or ‘desecuritization’, but
they often neglect to ask if it is possible for w#y to exist as such when liberty of
individuals is not the engine and the goal of tbeegnment. Security is not discipline.
It is neither sovereignty, nor biopolitics. So witas then? Some answers to this central
question might well be to change the way we assessrity, to look at the social
practices of freedom and then to develop (not amical security studies) but also
critical liberty studies.
Beyond Critical Security Studies: Developing Liberty Studies
Liberty studies are an area completely underdeeelap IR. It is true that from time to
time some philosophers and political scientistsehaaassured the lines of thought and
debates inside the liberal tradition and have gatiftem by considering doing studies
on liberty. Huge classical textbooks have beenrimgtgd. At their best, they do an

anthology of philosophy presenting in ‘good ordée most important texts on negative
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and positive freedoffl and the relation of freedom with necessity, moyaloercion,
equality, mobility, autonomy and trufi.None of these books has discussed seriously
the present practices of freedom and their refrgmby different authorities and
different ways of life of citizen, foreigners anchvellers, or even the genealogy of
freedom beyond the Anglo-American world. This alegeof interest for social practices
on freedom is in coherence with a certain appraadreedom as a political thought and
as a concept.

Rose and Dean, following Foucault and Veyne, haveady discussed the
difficulty for a large majority of philosophers tmderstand freedom and liberalism as a
form of governmentality and the reasons why theeustdnding of freedom only as a
concept constitutes in itself a fundamental probterfreedom is not opposed to
government. Freedom is a way to govern by frammges actions as freedom and by
letting people act in order to avoid too much weigh policing and coercion. Freedom
needs to be seen as another form of governmentilitile liberal capitalist subject.
Freedom is then a question of practices being ledbeds such, and not so much a
question of human nature that has been always tostewill be there forever. This
tension constitutes the main reason why sociolegistive had hard times when
discussing with traditional philosophers about ¢héssues, especially because the
problem of naturalization of freedom is not exchasdy in the discipline of philosophy.
Unsurprisingly, political science and IR have endgu reproducing in their own
writings the naturalist ‘dogma’ of traditional pidial philosophy (and theology). Yet,
they have applied and extended it here to a redayond the state’, a realm of
struggles and survival, where either the term tipbecomes the semantic equivalent of
representative democracy regimes and the qualitg epecific group who possess
liberty, or the term liberty is used as a semaatjaivalent to human rights, democracy

and sometimes global cosmopolitanihior a majority of IR specialists (liberals or

3 Such as Hobbes, Bentham, Rousseau, Locke, Kamst&u, Hegel, Marx, Berlin, Hayek, Nozik,
Rawls and Skinner.

4. Carter, M. H. Kramer and H. Stein&rreedom, a philosophical antholo¢glackwell, 2007), p. 506.
4> M. Dean,Governmentality. Power and Rule in Modern Sodjeondon: Sage, 1999), p. 229.

4% Just to quote different ways to frame freedomalse; see : D. CornelMoral images of freedom : a
future for critical theory(Lanham, Md.: Rowman & Littlefield Publishers, 2Q007A. Etzioni, How
Patriotic is the Patriot Act? Freedom Versus Seyuin the Age of TerrorisniNew York, London:
Routledge, 2004), p. 196. 1. F. Zakafiage future of freedom : illiberal democracy at hoamsl abroad
(New York: W.W. Norton & Co., 2004), p. 295 . LeoRécheard C.; Anrig Greg Jr. (edJhe War on
Our Freedoms. Civils Liberties in an Age of Terson(New York: Public Affairs, 2003), p. 317. P. B.
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realists, rationalists or culturalists) freedonthen a value and many add that freedom
has to be analyzed as the driving element of histbhumanity that is, at the very end,
a history of freedomization and a process towardserfreedom. Nevertheless, many of
these debates share that freedom is an eternatmitiat is just embodied differently
in different phases of history, and they do wite terminology of freedom as they do
with the concepts of state or sovereignty. Theystaritialize diverse and heterogeneous
practices as if they were variations around theesaore idea. In that sense, political
realism is not in IR a critical discourse concegifreedom and its idealization. On the
contrary, political realists are the first to bealpdophically idealist and they join their
so-called idealist opponents by introducing ethasthe cold state monster, under a
very essential way of discussing liberty, sovergigmr power as ‘anhistoric
transcendantals’. The key question is then, lesis iternal debates than their common
way to have specific narratives that naturalizetémminology that they discuss. This is
why we have a desperateed for more serious attention to liberty as the condition of
existence of any account of security that claims scholarly pretension.

Veyne may be the author to begin with. For himisita common problem of
historians and philosophers to naturalize theircepts and to be driven by this illusion
of an essence, of a ‘natural object’ (and it isseggdly the case of the ones doing history
of philosophical thought or/and of doing politicetiences and IR). That is why, he
explains, Foucault has revolutionized history, @éophy and political science, and
opened bridges with anthropology and sociology. Rion, and in accordance with
Foucault, doing history (or sociology) criticallg iabove all to be attentive to the
heterogeneity of the practices and the scarcitthefpossible assemblages of practices
in each society, as well as their profound origtgdhat cannot be read through a linear
vision of time. Ruptures of episteme exist. Pragiand institutions may continue but in
very different forms and shapes. In his own wof@ke illusion of a natural object (the
governed throughout history [or the notion of freex]) conceals the heterogeneous
nature of practices (coddling children is not mangdlows)’. Here is the source of all

dualist muddles. For ‘the governed’ is neither &wunor a multiplicity, any more than

Heymann,Terrorism, Freedom and securifCambridge (Mass.): MIT Press,, 2003). D. Goldbafg,
Goldberg and R. Greenwald (eddtls a Free Country. Personnal Freedom in Amerif®raSeptember
11 (New York: RDV Books, Akashic Books, 2002), p. 36R. Espejo,Civil liberties (Detroti:
Greenhaven Press, 2009). P. Anand, P. K. PattamaikC. Puppelhe Handbook of rational and social
choice(New York: Oxford University Press, 2009).
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repression (or its diverse forms) is, for the sieq@ason that there is not such a thing as
‘the governed’. There are only multiple objectivipas (population, fauna and subjects
of rights) correlative of heterogeneous practiéésA relation between this multiplicity
of practices and unity becomes an issue only ifaitempts to ascribe to the practices a
non-existent unity. Everything hinges on a paradux the heart of Foucault's
explanation of this teleological illusion of theilplsophers: what is made, the object, is
explained by what went into its making at each maneé history, which is the doing or

practice. So, in Veyne’s view

We are wrong to imagine that the making, the pcacts explained on the basis of what is made.
Things, objects, are simply the correlate of pcadi..We too often mistake the end result for a goal,
we take the place where a projectiles happensni & its intentionally chosen target. Instead of

grasping the problem as its true center, whichéspractice, we start from the periphery whichis t
148

objec
We have to learn from this methodological postiites ‘object’ liberty is only the
periphery. The practices and the making of free@wenmore central. What a society
calls freedom is then only for a certain period isult of the multiple objectivizations
of action, movement, education, speech, assocjatonsumption and life that are
associated with freedom but that are correlatiodseterogeneous practices. In different
societies and times, these practices were actiaahys of slavery (obedience to a spoke
person of a collective body), forms of major sipade, arrogance, false pretence, lack
of self-discipline, lust and so on) and even forafisabjection. The ‘object’ called
freedom in liberal society then simply correlateghwhese practices of the self, of
commercial activities, of morality and of set otarlocked institutions. They are the
ones valued for a certain type of ‘lite’ governnadity trying to avoid playing only with
the power to deliver death, or to put individualgler permanent police surveillance,
and developing self-discipline, and attitudes wheosver is related with conduct of

conduct, with ‘auto-discipline’, with restrainecblénce as explained by Ro5e.

47 P. Veyne,Comment on ecrit I'histoire ; suivi de Foucault oéstionne I'histoire(Paris: Editions du
Seuil, 1979), p. 242. (quotation: p 99). Veyne basn translated in P. Veyn#/riting history ; essay on
epistemologyMiddletown, Conn.: Wesleyan University Press, 198®p. 342. and the last chapter in A.
I. Davidson,Foucault and his interlocutoréChicago, London: University press of Chicago, 1)9%¥
160. | have changed slightly the translation.

‘8P, Veyne, op.cit. p 162

“9 Nikolas RosePowers of Freedom : Reframing Political ThougBambridge: Cambridge University
Press, 1999): 321.
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Against a vision of an essence of liberty of madkileployed through history, or
a purely nominalist belief of freedom at the legkthe words, liberty studies grounded
in political sociology (and not political sciencand following this methodology
indicated by Veyne, would then ask for a genealofggractices considered in different
spaces and time as liberty. Why is movement considas freedom? Why is education
considered as liberation? Why does our society wargxtend life at any cost and
consider it is better than to die with honour? Hdees freedom work and set up
boundaries about unfreedom and ideas about slaveegience but also obligations and
duties? As long as we have already a critical disicin about state and sovereignty, we
also need to develop a similar critical discussibfun)freedom, based on a philosophy
of relations instead of a philosophy of object takes ends or as cause. We need to
understand the practices of (un)freedomizationdnav the boundaries of what is lived
as freedom and what is lived as obedience, anistoiss the boundary itséff.

To study liberty in IR has to do with a discussadout the present obedience to
surveillance and/or to consumerism and/or to righitsl with a research as to the ways
by which practices of freedom may be simultaneoysbctices of active or passive
obedience. Then the question of the ‘voluntary itgile’ should be regarded as a
second central element for liberty studies.

Resistanceto the Liberal Ways of (Un)Freedomization ?

The liberal process of (un)freedomization artidaigiiberty and obedience is at present
mainly structured by the Anglo-American traditio lberty and its reproduction
through a main narrative of positive and negatreedom, independently of the social
practices that are at stake globally. As we haveflprexplained in this chapter, a
certain history of freedom tries to build a lineapresentation of the idea of liberty

instead of insisting on its heterogeneitiés.

%0 J. BartelsonA Genealogy of Sovereign§Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1995),17.. 3.
Bartelson,The Critique of the StatéCambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2001), 2. R. K.
Ashley and R. B. J. Walker, 'Reading dissidenceitivg the discipline: crisis and the question of
sovereignty in international studies', InternatioStudies Quarterly, 34 (1991), pp. 367-416. R.JB.
Walker, 'Sovereignty, Identity, Community: Reflests on the Horizons of Contemporary Political
Practice', in R. B. J. Walker, Saul H. (ed.) Codtag Sovereignties: Redefining Political Community
(Boulder: Lynne Riener Publishers, 1990), pp. 1B9-1R. B. J. Walker, 'Recontextualizing Relations
Between Liberty and Security', Security Dialogug,(3006), p. 5.
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This history is seen as the history of freedom untezessity. It has a totemic
origin in Hobbes, who was one of the first to chadle the old republicanism and to
propose this model. Such a model has been therush maturalized that we now face
major difficulties at times of imagining an altetiva one: freedom as freedom(s) in
competition, and freedom under the existence obraler supposing the emergence of
an authority regulating these freedoms. This lihéhought is quite hegemonic in its
pretension to define ‘the truth’ of what liberty ams. Even if, by doing so, as Skinner
reminds us, all these liberal philosophers miss kbg question of the distinction
between the free man and the unfree where theairdraware of its servitude, but not
(always) the free matf.

In that sense, post-colonial studies, critical i theory and liberty studies
have a strong point of convergence. They unpackctmalitions of obedience, which
structure the discourses and practices of freedbotemporary Western societies.
They join the dots with an underground traditiorhiat disrupts this authoritative
model of liberalism of liberty as movement and eion, resurfacing in specific
periods of ‘troubled’ order, to both ask for mokeercion and for extension to others of
this freedom. This alternative posture certainlyeslonot have the linearity and the
coherence attributed to the liberal framing of fil@®. It is more a destructive irony
emerging from individuals resisting the state dok&teedom under necessity.

La Boétie and Montaigne have anticipated and disduhe Hobbesian argument
of the Leviathan as condition of freedom and edyafi Stirner, Proudhon, Kropotkine
and the anarchists have revived this discussien &t by insisting more on property.
Sala Molens, Deleuze and Castoriadis have, in & montemporary way, inscribed

desire and power into freedothWhile these authors are not well known, especially

Communautarisme: Actualite d'lsaiah Berlin (Libesad, Pluralism and Communitarianism: The
Relevance of Isaiah BerlinfCommentaireZ0 (1995): 369-382.

%2 Quentin SkinnerHobbes and Republican Libert@ambridge, UK ; New York: Cambridge University
Press, 2008): xxiii, 245 p.

3 Etienne de La BoétieDiscours De La Servitude Volontair€ditions Payot edParis: Petite
Bibliotheque Payot, 1976): 335. Estienne de La Rodthe Politics of Obedience : The Discourse of
Voluntary ServitudéNew York: Free Life Editions, 1975): 88 p.

>4 Max Stirner, 2002. L'unique Et Sa Propriété, J.Ivemblay, http://dx.doi.org/doi:10.1522/cla.stni.un
John F. WelshAfter Multiculturalism : The Politics of Race arfietDialectics of LibertyLanham, MD:
Lexington Books, 2008): ix, 211 p.
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the US and in political science and IR, they hawetigbuted towards the displacement
of the question of (un)freedom and facilitated #mergence of a different political
imagination of the present. All these authors hgqwestioned the idea that for liberty to
exist there must be a division between an orgarim fof power creating a specific area
of motion and assuring order in this arepower represented minimally by one member
— and the other members of this area, all equalspgxane. They all challenge the limits
and boundaries of freedom with the political, relig secular belief, sciences and
knowledge, and they all insist on ‘practices’ amdtbeir ‘dispositif or ‘assemblagés
They discuss freedom as a form of governmentafiit enacts specific obedienee
called freedom— but enacts also specific resistance called obedieithey then
displace ‘necessity’, and by doing so, they darguestion sovereignty as necessity and
the limits to liberty.

For many of them the central question is the oree@dyy La Boetie about the

‘servitude volontaireg(voluntary servitude):

how it happens that so many men, so many villagesnany cities, so many nations, sometimes
suffer under a single tyrant who has no other palan the power they give him; who is able to

harm them only to the extent to which they havevtiiingness to bear with him, who could do them

absolutely no injury unless they preferred to gutuith him rather than contradict hifi?

And, as Clastres explains, the strength of thetgbat of la Boétie lies on asking

repeatedly the question, not on the will to answer.

The ‘servitude volontaireis not just obedience by habits, or a natural wilserve, it is an accident,
the malencontre which transforms freedom into teilserve, into wrong calculation of interests, into
a self forging of the chains, into the illusiontte free men and equal when they obey to the ot or
the name of the one that they have instituted féareint and nevertheless representative of them. We
can understand the consequences of the loss dfjlibet not why it happened.

The genealogy of freedom and the genealogy of stiatiesovereignty are at the
crossroads. The Amerindian societies have certaoaigething to say to the so-called

civilized free men as they embody societies agdiresstate by structuring their rules of
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power to avoid such a Malencontre. And they howthat you call freedom is
obedience. We prefer to die than to live in yourld®f freedom by state, property,

work, speed of movement and consumerist desire’.



