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Bruce Curtis 

Taking the state back out: Rose and Miller 
on political powerl 

ABSTRACT 

Nikolas Rose and Peter Miller's attempt to analyse political power as 
'beyond the state' is shown to depend upon a confused usage of the 
term 'government' and upon an implicit notion of the state. 

Claiming to rely upon Michel Foucault's (1979) conception of 'govern- 
mentality' and Bruno Latour's (1986) analysis of the technologies 
which make possible 'action at a distance', Nikolas Rose and Peter 
Miller have variously elaborated a view of political power and 
government alternative to that said to dominate the historical so- 
ciology of the state (e.g., Miller and O'Leary 1987; Miller and Rose 
1988; 1990; Rose 1989). My comments focus on 'Political power 
beyond the state: problematics of government' (Rose and Miller 
1992). 

Rose and Miller propose that political sociology cease to take 'the 
state' as its prime focus of enquiry and that it concentrate instead on 
the phenomenon of 'government', considered as political science and 
political technology. Government is an active process which joins 
political rationalities (more or less coherent conceptions of the ends of 
government, constituting a field of legitimate intervention and 
expressed in a characteristic idiom) with governmental technologies 
(practices and techniques for the transformation of activities, con- 
ditions and subjects in a field of intervention). 

Rather than seeing 'the state' as a central point from which political 
power emanates, Rose and Miller suggest that we attend to the 
complex and variegated practices and procedures whereby the 
autonomous activities of individuals and groups are brought into line 
with the objectives of political authorities. 

The articulation of rationalities and technologies of government is 
dependent upon knowledge about the field of intervention-know- 
ledge which is constitutive of its objects - and on expert officials who 
mediate between political objectives and the autonomous activities of 
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actors. As the conscious transformation of the real in keeping with 
political rationalities, government is a never-ending process, for the 
translation of objectives into practice inevitably encounters resistances 
and failures, which generate further initiatives. 

Political power, in this approach, is not a property or possession of 
'rulers'. Power no longer resides at headquarters; in response to a call 
from Foucault (1978: 88-9), the king has lost his head. Power now 
inheres in the complex and delicate networks which authorities 
establish and through which they induce individuals and groups to 
align their comportment and objectives with those of authorities 
themselves. Political power in consequence is 'beyond the state'. 

The characteristic mode of government in modern liberal demo- 
cratic societies, argue Rose and Miller, is 'government at a distance', a 
process that involves both the encapsulation of conditions and 
activities in many locales in inscribed forms which permit their 
transmission to 'centres of calculation', and the framing of the needs 
and desires of individuals in ways which lead them to strive to obtain 
the objectives sought by authorities. This is a complex and mobile 
process, subject to transformation if the prevailing rationality of 
government should change, but a focus on technologies and ration- 
alities of government is held better able to capture the dispersed 
nature of political power in a mode of government which attributes 
autonomy to citizens and 'private' organizations. 

Rose and Miller present a challenging analysis to sociologists of state 
formation which usefully stresses the importance of the constitution 
of fields of political intervention and of the role of bodies of 
knowledge in political administration. They draw our attention to 
administration as a dynamic process, as one which generates its own 
logic of development, and, as others have done before them (cf. 
Abrams 1988; also, Bryant 1993; Curtis 1988, 1992; Kumar 1993; 
1994), they problematize the neat distinctions between state and civil 
society of such fundamental importance to pluralist sociology. 

Yet, their analysis is open to criticism on a number of grounds. Its 
account of the sociological literature is a caricature. It departs from 
the bodies of work from which it claims to draw inspiration by 
neglecting their attempts to anchor knowledge forms in material 
practices. Rose and Miller bowdlerize the work of Michel Foucault, 

* * * * * 

purglng lt ot ltS lnconslstent reterences to t ne state, state apparatuses, 
state action, social class, hegemony, domination and exploitation (cf. 
Hunt 1992; Hunt and Wickham 1994). With no discussion, they 
choose to neglect two of the three elements of Foucault's (1979: 19) 
analysis of government - sovereignty and discipline - with their 
corollaries of the relations between state structures and the consti- 
tution of subjectivities. Foucault's (1988a: 19; 1989: 101) concern with 
government as the inscription of large scale patterns of domination in 
individual comportment is simply ignored. From Bruno Latour's 
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work, Rose and Miller remove a persistent concern with the conditions 
of possibility of the centralization of knowledge, and with the linking 
of the accumulation of knowledge to concrete political struggles. 

Instead, political power - diverse, complex, mobile, based in 
shifting alliances and never monopolized by anyone - operates only by 
securing co-operation and consent. Power operates on the basis of 
shared understandings secured by persuasion, negotiation and bar- 
gaining ( 1992: 184), and systematic domination and exploitation seem 
not to exist. Rose has carried the point further, arguing that in the 
modern liberal mode of government, 'individuals become attached to 
the project of freedom', and so bring their conduct into line with that 
sought by political and other authorities. Arguments about the 
domination of citizens by the state are dismissed by Rose as so many 
paranoid fantasies (1989: 258), and Rose and Miller, with no apparent 
irony, conclude that 'individuals can be governed through their 
freedom to choose' ( 1992: 201). 

AGAINST'REALIST' SOCIOLOGY 

Rose and Miller attack the project of the sociology of state formation, 
belabouring it for its 'realist' orientation. They reject its concern to 
explain transformations by identifying relations of causation among 
concretely existing organizations and groups, and its concern to reveal 
the real interests underlying ideological statements. Instead, Rose and 
Miller propose to 

attend to the ways in which authorities in the past have posed 
themselves these questions: what is our power; to what ends should 
it be exercised; what effects has it produced; how can we know what 
we need to know, and do what we need to do in order to govern? 
(1992: 177) 

With its unbounded 'past' and undefined 'authorities' engaging in 
rational reflection on political power, however, this proposition is not 
consistently pursued in their work. 

Still, no argument is offered for treating the exercise of power 
exclusively as a rational political science, nor is any justification made 
for the decision to ignore the 'irrational' in politics. Violence, Iying, 
scheming, manipulation, and struggle, conflict and resistance among 
identifiable groups or classes, are simply treated as matters of no 
interest to political sociology. Having refused the realist concern with 
large-scale relations of exploitation and domination, having refused 
to accord any utility to a concept of ideology, politics becomes a 
cooperative, consensual process, where well-intentioned authorities 
seek to rule according to well-articulated ethical considerations. 

Again, Rose and Miller claim, unlike the realist historical sociology 
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of the state, to be concerned with the language of political discourse.2 
This is not a concern with ideology; language is not a mask for, or 
surface appearance of, a deeper truth. Rather, politics is conducted 
through language, language which is implicitly assumed to be 
transparent. Political discourse delineates the field within which 
problems of government are to be situated and its analysis aids us in 
elucidating both the 'systems ofthought' in which 'authorities' have posed 
problems of government and the 'systems of action' through which they 
have attempted to govern (1992: 177). 

Finally, realist sociology is said not to attend to 'knowledge', which 
for Miller and Rose concerns the "'know how" that has promised to 
make government possible'. Knowledge is an extremely broad 
category in this analysis, including everything from 'theories', 'tech- 
niques' and 'schemes' to the persons who are themselves 'knowledge- 
able' (1992: 177-8). The concern with knowledge leads the authors to 
pose questions about knowledge-production techniques as elements 
of rule and to stress the importance of 'expertise'. 

rHE STA I E 

Rose and Miller reject a view of 'the state' as the central locus of 
political power, based on monopolies over violence and taxation, and 
on a project and apparatus for administering the lives of those 
resident in its territory. Such a conception is inadequate to the reality 
of politics and government in liberal democracies. The state, argue 
Rose and Miller, has no 'essential necessity or functionality' 
(1992: 176). 

How might we better understand the state and political power? Rose 
and Miller present two views. On the one hand, the state and state 
power are nothing other than the network of relations between 
institutions, apparatuses and organizations that compose them. To 
call something 'power' and to attribute it to an organization, agency or 
individual is 'to substantialize that which arises from an assemblage of 
forces' (1992: 176; 184). In short, what we call the state is a way of 
expressing the state of political forces in a given society at a given 
moment. Many 'realist' sociologists of state formation would find little 
quarrel with such a conception. 

On the other hand, Rose and Miller view 'the state' as a discursive 
device, 'a specific way in which the problem of government is 
discursively codified'. It is an entity in a discursive field, 'an historically 
variable linguistic device for conceptualizing and articulating ways of 
ruling' (1992: 17S7). These two views seem to overlap in a third 
description of the state, a nominalist rendering, as 'a complex and 
mobile resultant of the discourses and techniques of rule' (1992: 178). 

Even granting that language is a form of material practice, these 
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views of the state are incompatible. As the substantiation of a particu- 
lar situation, 'the state' refers to the condition of forces existing in a 
particular practical context. As a variable inguistic device, 'the state' 
refers to a concept occupying a place in political theory. The referents 
in these two uses do not have the same ontological status; used inter- 
changeably, they confuse empirical situations and political concepts. 

In focusing on a liberal mode of government, Rose and Miller 
suggest the analytic problem to be resolved is one 'of ascertaining how, 
and to what extent, the state is articulated into the activity of govern- 
ment' (1992: 177). Yet, the object of analysis will differ with the mean- 
ing of 'the state.' On the one hand, the question might be one of the 
extent to which 'government' draws upon the field of forces substan- 
tialized in 'the state' in the pursuit of its projects: even if awkwardly 
posed, this is a conventional concern of political sociology. On the 
other hand, the question might be the role played by 'the state' as a 
linguistic device in theories of government: a conventional concern of 
the history of political theory. Rose and Miller confuse matters further 
with an equally ambiguous use of the concept 'government.' 

GOVERNMEN'r 

'Government' is the foundational category proposed for an anti-realist 
political sociology, yet Rose and Miller offer three different meanings 
of, or uses for, the term. The first is extremely broad. Government is 
defined as 

the historically constituted matrix within which are articulated all 
those dreams, schemes, strategies and manoeuvres of authorities 
that seek to shape the beliefs and conduct of others in desired 
directions by acting upon their will, their circumstances or their 
environment. 

Government is 'a domain of cognition, calculation, experimentation 
and evaluation' (1992: 175). Later, the definition is narrowed some- 
what to, 

a domain of strategies, techniques and procedures through which 
different forces seek to render programmes operable, and by 
means of which a multitude of connections are established between 
the aspirations of authorities and the activities of individuals and 
groups. (1992: 183) 

A third usage ofthe concept also appears in the paper: a much more 
conventional notion of'government' as the activity of'the govern- 
ment.' This 'government' conducts enquiries (1992: 185) and estab- 
lishes 'financial and economic controls' (1992: 189). The elision of 
these usages creates conceptual confusion. 
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The first definition of government, like some of Foucault's defi- 
nitions of power, offers the potential analytic gain of enabling us to 
analyse homologies of rule in institutions within and without the state 
system, yet tends to render the object of investigation indistinguish- 
able from human interaction. The narrower definition still does not 
permit political sociology to distinguish the finance ministry's attempts 
to have me pay my income tax, on pain of imprisonment, from my 
dentist's attempts to have me floss my teeth regularly, on pain of 
extraction. The third usage confines government to agencies of the 
state, something Rose and Miller propose not to do. 

In effect, Rose and Miller fail to define intelligibly the object which is 
to replace political sociology's preoccupation with the state. I suggest 
that the mushiness of the concept 'government' enables Rose and 
Miller to talk about political power in a conventional way when the 
analysis calls for it, while creating the impression that they are doing 
something different. 

LIBERAL GOVERNMEN I 

Political power 'beyond the state' is located by Rose and Miller in the 
liberal mode of government. Liberalism operates by identifying a 
'private' domain outside or beyond 'politics' and by managing 
relations within this domain while preserving its autonomy. Liberal- 
ism does this by constructing alliances with and by drawing upon the 
activities of such autonomous groups as philanthropists, doctors, 
social workers and so on. Agencies of the state do not directly regulate 
life in the domain so constituted. 

Rose and Miller note that the elaboration of such doctrines of 
autonomy was accompanied by projects aimed at forming the subjec- 
tivities of occupants of the 'private' domain, in such a way that they 
would indeed act freely to support liberalism's conception of the 
relations between citizens and society. Disciplinary institutions and 
programmes were established and directed at those unable to act 
appropriately (1992: 180). Lest anyone be tempted to conclude that 
the liberal mode of government is a form of 'politically organized 
subjection' (Abrams 1988), that we are dealing with hegemony or with 
the articulation of large-scale domination and individual subjectifi- 
cation, Rose and Miller hasten to add, 

'The State' was not the inspirer of these programmes of govern- 
ment, nor was it the necessary beneficiary. What one sees is not a 
uniform trend of 'State intervention' but rather the emergence, at a 
multitude of sites in the social body, of health and disease, of crime 
and punishment, of poverty and pauperism, of madness and family 
life as problems requiring some measure of collective response, and 
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in relation to which political authorities play a variety of different 
roles. (1992: 181) 

The reader is referred to Foucault's (1980) essay, 'The Politics of 
Health in the Eighteenth Century'. 

But Foucault takes a rather different position there. After an 
examination of the interaction among the private market for health 
care, increases in medical knowledge, and activities of state, Foucault 
concludes with respect to the politics of health, 

The centre of initiative, organisation and control for this politics 
should not be located only in the apparatuses of the State. In fact there were 
a number of distinct health policies, and various methods for taking 
charge of medical problems . . . in relation to which the State itself 
plays vartous different roles. On occasion, it intervenes directly.... 
From time to time it also establishes bodies for purposes of 
consultation and information.... Sometimes the State's projects 
for authoritarian medical organisation are thwarted.... 

Thus the eighteenth-century problematisation of noso-politics 
does not correlate with a uniform trend of State intervention in the 
practice of medicine, but rather with the emergence at a multitude 
of sites in the social body of health and diseases as requiring some 
form or other of collective control measures. (1980:167-8, my 
emphasis) 
In fact, Rose and Miller engage in an egregious distortion of 

Foucault's position. Where Foucault is concerned to argue that the 
state plays various roles - intervening directly, regulating, creating 
bodies with some autonomy, pursuing projects that fail, and not 
intervening-Rose and Miller present him as arguing that 'The State' 
had no interest in the matter and substitute for it vague 'political 
authorities'. At least in Foucault's version, political power is 'beyond 
the state' not in the sense that 'the state' has no interest in or engages in 
no activities in pursuit of the regulation of health, but in the sense that 
projects for regulating the health of the population do not originate 
only in the state apparatus. Furthermore, Rose and Miller do not take 
Foucault to task for precisely the kind of usage of the term 'the state' 
against which elsewhere they employ him as a foil: rather, they change 
what he says.3 

AVOIDING HUMAN AGENCY 

Rose and Miller argue that we should examine government in terms of 
the political rationalities it embodies and the technologies that set it in 
motion. Political rationalities define the proper sphere, the legitimate 
ends, and the appropriate means of government; governmental 
technologies are the means whereby 'authorities seek to embody and 



582 Bruce Curtts give effect to governmental ambitions'. Rationalities and technologies are joined by 'intricate inter-dependencies' and their articulation is said 'to enable us to begin to understand the multiple and delicate networks' whichjoin the lives of entities in society with the objectives of 'authorities' (1992: 1754). Who are these 'authorities' and what is the basis of their 'authority'? Rose and Miller do not address these questions, for to do so would force them back onto the terrain of 'realist' sociology with its notions of grounded social interests and of society-wide forms of domination and exploitation. Two infelicitous consequences result. First, the liberal mode of government is deprived of any historical specificity. 'Authorities' are either completely anonymous, as in 'political forces', 'other authorities' (1992: 181), 'different forces' (1992: 183), 'actors' (1992: 184), etc., or they are composed of an undifferentiated list of groups in contemporary societies, as in 'politicians, intellectuals, philosophers, medics military men, femin- ists and philanthropists' or 'philosophers, political economists, physio- crats and philanthropists, government reports, committees of inquiryS White Papers, proposals and counterproposals . . .' (1992: 181). The liberal mode of government seems not to be bound by historically limited patterns of social relations. Perhaps one could argue that a mode of government, as an abstract entity, can be analysed without identifying the forms of human agency active in it. If political agents are simply names for the moving effects of balances of forces in particular situations, perhaps one could argue that nothing is gained by identifying them. Yet, a second consequence arises from Rose and Miller?s refusal to deal with human agency: reified and idealist accounts of the development of dimensions of liberal government. 
A case in point is the account offered of the rise of expertise (1992: 187-9). 'Liberal mentalities of government', already busy conceiving and identifying things (1992: 180), faced a problem, we are told, in reconciling the integrity of the 'private' sphere with the political importance of regulating activities and relations in it. 'Expertise emerged as a possible solution' to this problem, indeed became, somehow, the solution, and so 'the vital links between socio-political objectives and the minutinae of daily existence . . . were 
to be established by expertise' (1992: 188). In this account, real relations result from the needs of 'mentalities', despite the diversionary argument that expertise is provisional and that it creates 'enclosures', or relatively autonomous centres which may oppose political authority. Expertise is said to make it possible to install techniques of self-regulation in citizens. This account is true to the methodological proposals outlined in the introductory parts of their essay: Rose and Miller do not in any way deal with real relations between identifiable groups. Expertise is an 
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answer to a question posed themselves by 'political authorities'. 
However, this suggests precisely what Rose and Miller have claimed to 
avoid: a teleology in which social conditions emanate from the 
concerns of political authorities. 

Again, consider the matter of the translation of rationalities of 
government into concrete programmes directed at a field of inter- 
vention. Nobody has to do anything for this to take place; Rose and 
Miller argue that 'political rationalities' and 'programmes of govern- 
ment' 'become capable of deployment' through technologies of 
government (1992: 183). Rationalities or programmes are not de- 
ployed, they deploy themselves, and 'deployability' is treated as a 
capacity of programmes of government joined to technologies. The 
authors hasten to add that they are dealing neither with 

a matter of the 'implementation' of ideal schemes in the real, nor the 
extension of control from the seat of power into the minutinae of 
existence. Rather, it is a question of the complex assemblage of 
diverse forces . . . such that aspects of the decisions and actions of 
individuals, groups, organizations and populations come to be 
understood and regulated in relation to authoritative criteria. 
(1992: 183) 

Hence, they conclude, we should look to the mechanisms whereby 
unnamed 'authorities' attempt to 'instantiate government', and they 
point us to a list of such mechanisms which ranges from the tabular 
form for the presentation of information to systems of training: a list 
which 'is heterogeneous and in principle unlimited' (1992: 183). The 
suggested alternative to realist sociology's supposed tendency to 
attribute powers to persons and groups as capacities, is to attribute 
them to governmental programmes as technologies. 

Most readers will agree that 'authorities' seek to govern with the aid 
of mechanisms of government, and the technologies of power are 
clearly of interest to political sociology. Yet, how does it follow from 
the technical dimensions of power, for instance, that authorities don't 
attempt to implement ideal schemes in the real, and that governing 
does not involve the extension of control into the mundane aspects of 
existence? Are we to conclude, for example, that the ministerial 
enforcement of a school curriculum designed to create a sense of 
'pride in the nation' is merely a technical device whose political import 
stems only from its own internal structure? Surely we could not give an 
intelligent account of the content and consequences of such a 
curriculum without attending to the intentions and interests of 
educational planners (cf. Corrigan et al. 1987). 

An even more tortured example of the consequences of ignoring 
situated social relations and relations of causation is in Rose and 
Miller's account of political centres. 'A "centre" can only become such', 
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they propose, 'through its position within the complex of technolo- 
gies, agents and agencies that make government possible' (1992: 189). 
A centre can only become a centre by occupying a central position! 
They continue, that once a "'centre"' has become a 'centre', this 'locale 
can ensure that certain resources' can flow through 'technologies and 
networks' to reach some agents rather than others, only 'by means of a 
passage through "the centre"' (1992: 189). Centres of power and 
resources, it seems, serve as centres and are, indeed, centrally located, 
right at the heart of things, as it were. 

How do centres come about? Rose and Miller tell us only that 'the 
enactment of legislation is a powerful resource', at least in so far as it 
translates a programme of government into mechanisms that 'estab- 
lish, constrain, or empower certain agents or entities and set some of 
the key terms of their deliberations' (1992: 189-90). But how does the 
argument that successful legislation sets the terms of political action 
and debate for agents and entities differ from a realist sociology of the 
state? Rose and Miller do not elaborate: they attempt to shift the 
ground of argument, writing that, if legislation sets the terms of 
political life in certain areas, it does not turn agencies and agents into 
'faithful relays, mere creatures of a controller situated in some central 
hub', because they have their own interests (1992: 190). 

Have we learned anything about political power 'beyond the state' in 
this account? No process for the creation of 'centres' of power is 
identified except legislation - surely a product of the legislative branch 
of the state - and adding the qualification that those subject to 
legislation do not simply follow it slavishly does not help matters. On 
the one hand, the latter is an empirical statement; we would need to 
follow concrete instances of legislative regulation to determine what 
'actors' indeed do. On the other hand, saying that legislative branches 
of state create a regulatory framework which sets the terms of 
reference - or of resistance - with respect to programmes of 
government does not in any significant way seem to differ from 
several recent sociological analyses of the state and of state policy, 
except perhaps in the confused manner in which it is expressed 
(contrast Abrams' account of Elias' sociology in Abrams 1982: 23-9). 

Finally, one can point to the account Rose and Miller provide of the 
concrete relations between the programmatic 'designs' put forward by 
these diverse groups which 'seek to configure specific locales and 
relations in ways thought desirable' and the 'complex assemblage of 
forces' (1992: 181; 183) which translate these designs into practices. 
They argue that a mutuality must be established between 'the 
modalities, epistemologies and idioms of political power, and the 
government of a specific problem,' but how does this come about? 

Once again, Rose and Miller rely upon 'government' in the sense of 
the legislative, fiscal, and administrative branches of the state system, 
the conventional figures of realist political sociology. Governments set 
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in motion the enquiries that enable them to operate as centres of 
calculation; Colbert's ministry organized 'a novel programme of 
government through inscription'; government promoted the use of 
Discounted Cash Flow analyses; 'financial and economic controls 
established by central government set key dimensions of the environ- 
ment in which private enterprises and other economic actors must 
calculate' (1992: 185; 187; 189). In short, where the analysis attempts 
to make some contact with historical events, it employs the conven- 
tional concepts of which it has been so critical: smoke and mirrors. 

GOVERNING AT A DISTANCE 

Rose and Miller claim to base their analysis of the centrality of 
knowledge in political power 'beyond the state' in part on Bruno 
Latour's work on action at a distance. However, important dimensions 
of Latour's (admittedly ambiguous) work are absent from their 
anlysis. For one, Latour holds that knowledge resources are important 
forces only in certain kinds of situations (1986: 45), and for the most 
part, he speaks about people engaged in scientific debates attempting 
to secure their positions against opponents. Latour presents the 
possibility that knowledge resources are sometimes not decisive; in 
principle power is not always 'positive'; in some situations, for 
instance, ignorance and violence may be determinant. 

Again, Latour draws an immanent connection between political 
projects and the development of a 'cascade' of inscriptions. He argues 
quite explicitly that we must study both how political struggles result in 
'the mobilization and mustering of new resources', particularly in the 
form of inscriptions, and how these new resources affect the outcome 
of the political struggles which inspire them (1986:6-7). Latour 
emphasizes this point repeatedly. He takes Eisenstein to task in her 
account of the impact of the innovations associated with print 
capitalism because 'she does not account for the technical innovations 
themselves', arguing that these innovations must be understood in 
terms of 'the agonistic situation' out of which they arise (1986: 13). In 
other words, innovations (such as 'expertise') can be understood only 
if their emergence is grounded in particular social struggles. 

Yet Rose and Miller present no cogent account of the emergence of 
knowledge-based technologies of government. To do so, they would 
have to make reference to 'agonistic situations' in which concretely 
located groups devised knowledge-based technologies in the pursuit 
of tactical advantage. Furthermore, a coherent account of the 
emergence of technologies of government demands an analysis of 
changing relations and forces of production, any mention of which 
Rose and Miller scrupulously avoid (cf. Foucault 1988a: 18; 1989: 10- 
11). 
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Rose and Miller take 'technologies' as empty forms which spring forth from political mentalities. Here, again, one finds them generat- ing technologies out of reified conceptions, and then assuming the kind of political organization they are at pains to discount. The 'notion of statistics' is a case in point. Where and under what conditions does this key form of contemporary political knowledge/ power emerge? 'Eighteenth-century conceptions of government ar- ticulated a notion of statistics', say the authors, and 

from this statistical project . . . government inspires and depends upon a huge labour of inscription which renders reality into a calculable form. Written reports, drawings pictures, numbers, charts, graphs and statistics [another endless list] are some of the ways in which this is achieved. (1992: 185; my insertion) 
They continue that, 'Government has inaugurated a huge labour of enquiry to transform events and phenomena into information: births, illnesses and deaths, marriages and divorces....' and so on (1992: 185). 
The logic of the passage is typical of crude idealist analysis: a conception generates a notion which becomes a project and then a real government steps in to execute it. In the absence of situated human agency, history is the movement of the Idea. 

NEO-LIBERALISM 

Rose and Miller conclude their article with an examination of the shift in modalities of government towards neo-liberalism from an earlier 'welfarism' in the case of contemporary Britain. Here one expects a practical demonstration of the utility of a conception of power as 'beyond the state' for the analysis of specific political developments. Rather than presenting a dialectical account, in which one could ground the emergence of mentalities of government in material conditions and, at once, see the ways in which governmental pro- grammes transform and are transformed by their own transformation of material conditions, Miller and Rose are concerned only with programmes. Rationalities of government, once again, are free-float- ing, not anchored in relations of domination and subordination, exploitation, or indeed any conditioning material relations. Neo-liberalism is presented as a set of internally related propo- sitions about governance and Rose and Miller present a cogent account of it as such. Neo-liberalism's attack on central planning was not based so much on the real failures of the latter, they tell us, but rather 'involved a rejection of the ideals of knowledge, power and the 
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effectivity of planning that such rationalities embodied' (1992: 199- 
200).4 Neo-liberalism occupied a marginal position in politics for 
much of the post-war period. 

How was it possible for neo-liberal political programmes to triumph 
in several leading industrial capitalist nations? Political rationalities 
changed, remark Rose and Miller, such that 'the public provision of 
welfare and social security no longer appears as a vital part of a 
programme for political stability and social efficiency' (1992: 200). 
The reader hears no more about this question; a U-turn is made to a 
discussion of the political technologies used to achieve neo-liberal 

* l 

o zJectlves. 

Monetarism in Britain, they tell us, has been centrally important in 
breaking down the relative autonomy of expertise in the provision of 
welfare. Agencies like hospitals 'are required' to translate their 
activities into fiscal forms, to report on them, and hence 'power flows 
from the cabinet office to the operating theatre via a multitude of 
calculative and managerial locales, rather than in the opposite 
direction' (1992: 200). Monetarism changes the form but not the fact 
of the power of 'government', i.e. of the government as a particular 
sector of the state system, and these changes 'increase the possibilities 
of governing' the health apparatus. 

Does this not sound like the centralization of power over health care 
by a branch of the state system by virtue of its control over finance? In 
what meaningfu} sense can we conclude that political power is 'beyond 
the state' and that a loose assemblage of actors has been enrolled into a 
network by being encouraged to cooperate and give their consent? In 
effect, Rose and Miller abandon such an analysis and turn to 'realist' 
sociology of the state. 

After more than 25 pages of such theorizing about power beyond 
the state, Rose and Miller conclude: 'the opposition between state and 
non-state is inadequate to characterize neo-liberal transformations' 
(1992:200). What way of characterizing neo-liberal power is ad- 
equate? If the distinction between state and non-state is no longer 
tenable or adequate, on what grounds can one argue that political 
power is 'beyond' the state? 

If we are to argue that there is indeed political power 'beyond the 
state' (and not simply that there is no such thing as a state), then some 
version of the distinction between the state and the non-state, between 
public and private, civil society and the state, must be preserved. 

If, on the other hand, we wish to argue that the barriers between 
state and non-state have been eroded, to the point that individual 
subjectivity has been colonized or framed by political rationalities, we 
argue that society is assimilated to the state. This is indeed one of the 
leading dilemmas of the sociology of state formation (cf. Curtis 1993). 
Rose and Miller pose it, but make no attempt to resolve it. 

In effect, far from providing an alternative to a realist sociology of 
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the state, Rose and Miller merely return us to the paradox of liberal government noted by many writers and restated forcefully by Foucault (1982: 2134; see also 1988b): liberalism's freedom is a form of individuation predicated upon a form of totalization in the state. It is this coupling which Foucault argued we should reject in practice, not, as Rose and Miller do, by conceptually denying one of its terms. 

(Dateaccepted: October 1994) Bruce Curtis 
Department of Sociology and 

Anthropology 
Carleton University 

NOTES 

1. An earlier version of this paper 
benefitted from the critical attention of 
Philip Corrigan, Kari Delhi, Alan Hunt, 
Derek Smith, in addition to assessors for 
the Journal. All errors result from the 
machinations of political rationalities. 

2. Again, there is no trace here of the 
'linguistic turn' which has preoccupied 
many historians and sociologists of poli- 
tics for at least a decade. For an exemp- 
lary review of some key work, see Weir 
(1993). 

3. My undergraduate students are 
discouraged from the kind of footnoting 
practice Rose and Miller have used in this 
instance. The latter, however, have 
drawn on this passage repeatedly, and 
have perhaps absorbed Foucault's prose. 
Rose's (1989: 8-9) account is closer to the 
sense of the original. 
4. This would seem to make neo- 

liberalism 'ideological:' a distortion of 
real relations in keeping with identifiable 
interests, would it not? 
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