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      Introduction

      
         
         
         The Neoliberal Subject

         
         
      

      
      Resilience is becoming the key term of art for neoliberal regimes of governance. Across
         and throughout international relations, practices are being reshaped around the need
         to develop the capacities of humans, individually and collectively, for resilience.
         Resilience is currently propounded by neoliberal agencies and institutions, especially,
         as the fundamental property that peoples and individuals worldwide must possess in
         order to become full and developed subjects. We are writing this book to address the
         political and philosophical implications of this shift. It is the first study of the
         implications of neoliberal discourses of resilience for theories and practices of
         human subjectivity. 
      

      
      In spite of its claims to make humans more adept and capable in their dealings with
         the world, the promotion of resilience requires and calls forth a much degraded subject,
         one defined by much diminished capabilities for autonomy and agency, so crucial to
         the formation of human subjectivity. Rather than enabling the capacities of peoples
         and individuals for autonomy so that they can make their own decisions as to how they
         wish to live, the discourse of resilience understands autonomy as a threat to life.
         The resilient subject is one that has been taught, and accepted, the lessons concerning
         the danger of autonomy and the need to be ‘capacity-built’ in order to make the ‘right
         choices’ in development of sustainable responses to threats and dangers posed by its
         environment. Thus the process of constructing resilient subjects requires divesting
         peoples and individuals of any belief in the possibility of determining their own
         conditions for development and security, and accepting instead the necessity of adaptation
         to the ‘realities’ of an endemic condition of global insecurity and to the practice
         of ‘sustainable development’ instead. 
      

      
      In drawing out the theoretical assumptions behind the drive for resilience and its
         implications for issues of political subjectivity, we are writing this book to establish
         a critical framework from which discourses of resilience can be understood and challenged
         in the fields of governance, security, development, and in political theory itself.
         In place of resilience we will argue, in our individually distinct and contrasting
         ways, that we need to revalorize an idea of the human subject as capable of acting
         on and transforming the world rather than being cast in a permanent condition of enslavement
         to it.
      

      
      Understanding Neoliberalism

      
      Neoliberalism is, according to current orthodoxy, best understood as a theory of political
         economic practices proposing that human well-being can be advanced by the development
         of entrepreneurial freedoms within an institutional framework characterized by private
         property rights, individual liberty, unencumbered markets, and free trade (Birch and
         Mykhnenko 2010; Chomsky 1998; Harvey 2005; Saad-Philo and Johnston 2004; Steger and
         Roy 2010; Touraine 2001). It is about the growth of ‘consumer sovereignty’ and the
         shift from ideological political contestation to the use of market-based tools and
         techniques to achieve political and social goals (see, for example, Lipshutz 2005:
         750), or the rationalisation of the market as the ‘site of truth’, in the critical
         language of Foucauldian economic theorists (Jaeger 2013: 34). In contrast we believe
         neoliberalism is better understood more fundamentally as a theory and practice of
         subjectivity. We stake the claim that we cannot understand how neoliberalism is able
         to function as a socioeconomic program, and most especially how it has gained the
         global hegemony that it has today, without addressing how it problematizes human subjectivity.
         It is the interpretive capacities through which human beings reflect upon the nature
         of their world, their relations with themselves, each other, and their environments
         that are seen as being of crucial issue for the legitimation of neoliberal practices
         of government. 
      

      
      Doing this necessitates breaking from the existing understandings of what liberal
         subjectivity entails. Within the disciplines of political theory and international
         relations, the liberal subject is still identified with the idealized figure of Homo Economicus (Kiersey 2009) founded as that figure was in its supposedly unique capacity for reason
         and knowledge, its potential to achieve sovereignty over nature, and its pursuit of
         security and autonomy. In contrast, we will show how neoliberalism is based upon a
         fundamental rejection of the figure of Homo Economicus and the promotion of a subject neither rational or autonomous nor empowered or secure
         in its relations with nature. We will argue that the form of subjectivity inculcated
         through neoliberal discourses of risk, security, and governance today, presented as
         essential to bear the institutionalization of markets, private property rights, and
         free trade, is not the rational, sovereign subject of mythic representations of the
         liberal tradition, but a resilient, humble, and disempowered being that lives a life
         of permanent ignorance and insecurity. The account of the world envisaged and constituted
         by neoliberalism is one that presupposes the unknowability of the world, and likewise
         one which interpellates a subject that is permanently called upon to live in accordance
         with this unknowability; a subject for whom the bearing of risk and its responsibilization
         is a required practice without which he or she cannot grow and prosper in the world.
         
      

      
      The critique of the human subject was, for much of the twentieth century, the provenance
         of the political right rather than the political left. The left propounded optimism
         concerning the potential for progress, an increase in human knowledge and transformational
         capacity, understanding the market as a barrier to human control and emancipation.
         The critique of universalizing views of progress as ‘imaginary’ was largely undertaken
         by ideologues of the right, concerned with explaining away the gap between liberal
         promises of progress and social realities: the crisis of the market and the inequalities
         perpetuated by it, both domestically and internationally. This work was largely undertaken
         in the sphere of economic theorizing, which sought to extend and transform economic
         understandings of individual choice-making to explain inequality and difference and
         its reproduction in terms of institutional blockages to the perfect operation of the
         market. 
      

      
      During the Cold War, the neoliberal framing of the human subject was not clearly and
         overtly articulated in policy or related discourses, nor was the critique of the human
         subject central to mainstream thinking. In fact, neoliberalism in the 1980s and early
         1990s referred to the temporary confidence of conservative advocates of market-based
         policy-making, emboldened by the decline of socialist alternatives, and ideologically
         intent on the rolling back of the state. Policy debates of the 1980s and early 1990s
         illustrated the shared assumptions of both the Cold War left and right in that both
         sides shared an understanding of the capacity of the human subject to autonomously
         organize and act in pursuit of its rational interests. The difference was in the form
         in which autonomous action could be best developed—through more free play of the market
         or through more intervention at the level of the state. That shared understanding
         of the capacity for autonomy of the subject meant that the Cold War essentially froze
         the promise of modernist thinking—through making the future (replete with promises
         of control and progress) the object of ideological contestation between liberal and
         communist forces. The fact that neoliberal thinking developed on the margins of the
         policy process and that some neoliberal perspectives were drawn upon, particularly
         by governments of the right, such as Margaret Thatcher’s and Ronald Reagan’s, should
         not blind us to the fact that the dominant framing of left/right debates on the relationship
         between states and markets was dominated by a modernist understanding of the human
         subject, replete with universalizing assumptions of rationality and capability for
         autonomy. 
      

      
      We want to explore the resurgence of neoliberal framings of the human over the last
         two decades, and consider how its diminished understanding of the human have come
         to be hegemonic in framings of risk, vulnerability, contingency, insecurity, conflict,
         development, and the proposed policy-solutions in terms of resilience, capacity-building,
         adaptive efficiency, and good governance. Today, neoliberalism operates as the guiding
         rationality for understanding the world we live in and for informing governing policy-practices.
         Examining how that has become the case, we will trace how neoliberalism came to preach
         the sickness of the human, the hubris of ideals of autonomy and security, the ‘illusion’
         of sovereign freedom, and our vulnerability as a species to the unique events and
         unpredictable risks and drastic economic and social transformations said to be inherent
         in our complex, interdependent, and globalized world, along with a growing awareness
         of the catastrophic capacities of the biosphere on which we depend for life. 
      

      
      As we will show, the diminished view of the human, which neoliberalism insists on,
         has transformed and undermined the role and possibilities of politics (see Thaler
         and Sunstein 2008; IfG 2009). Politics requires a subject capable of conceiving the
         transformation of its world and the power relations it finds itself subject to. In
         contrast, the neoliberal subject is a subject that must permanently struggle to accommodate
         itself to the world. Not a subject that can conceive of changing the world, its structure
         and conditions of possibility; but a subject which accepts the unknowability of the
         world in which it lives as a condition for partaking of that world, and which accepts
         the necessity of the injunction to change itself and adapt in order to cope responsively
         with the threats and dangers now presupposed as endemic. The discursive construction
         of the neoliberal subject involves an implicit, and often an explicit, critique of
         the political habits, tendencies, and capacities of peoples and the replacing of them
         with adaptive ones. 
      

      
      The human subject is constructed within neoliberal discourse as having to accept that
         it is not possible to resist or secure him or herself from difficulties encountered
         (both individually and collectively) but instead learn how to adapt to their enabling
         conditions via the embrace of insecurity and unknowability (Beck 1992; Giddens 1994).
         Within this framing, the only role for government is that of facilitation and enablement
         of more adaptive and capable individual choices—a system of techniques and practices
         of so-called ‘good governance’, held to enable the better and more efficient use of
         markets and market-based forms of choice-making as a necessary requirement for the
         instauring of adaptive capacities socially (North 2005; North, Wallis, and Weingast
         2009). Understanding how neoliberalism is able to legitimate itself thus requires
         grasping how it reflects and reproduces the problematic that minimizes or dismisses
         the importance of human beings thinking and acting agentially or politically in relation
         to their environments. 
      

      
      In fact, the area of the individual’s transformative activity is essentially reduced
         to a disciplining of the inner self, while it is the task of government to facilitate
         and capacity-build the individual in order for the individual to undertake this transformative
         work. As the Royal Society for the Arts (RSA) document Changing the Subject, informed by recent developments in neuropsychology, notes, ‘new knowledge about
         brains and behaviour can help adults exercise more control over their behaviour both
         collectively and as individuals . . . awareness and application of such knowledge
         might empower them to be creatively involved in changing their own behaviour’ (Grist
         2009: 79). The psychic or inner life of the subject, and the social milieus through
         which it is seen to be constructed and influenced, become the sphere of transformation
         in order to develop the faculties of resilience and adaptive efficiency held to be
         necessary to respond to external environments more securely. In this way, neoliberal
         frameworks reduce the cognitive and psychic life of the subject to a domain of insecurity.
         In effect, human subjectivity itself, the ideational, cognitive, and practical contexts
         of its reproduction and the psychic life of the subject especially, become problematized
         as dangerous.
      

      
      We argue that challenging neoliberalism requires recognizing these elements of its
         approach to issues of human subjectivity. This critique is one that does not easily
         sit with dominant understandings of neoliberalism within the traditional political
         framework of left and right (Foucault 2008). While it is correct that neoliberalism
         developed through the critique of classical liberal assumptions in response to the
         criticisms of the left that capitalism was a barrier to progress and emancipation,
         ironically, the popularization of neoliberal framings owes as much to the post-Marxist
         and post-structuralist left. In fact, many of today’s radical critiques of neoliberalism
         appear to merely replay neoliberalism’s own understandings of the limits of human
         subjectivity. The deconstructions of concepts of sovereignty, security, and subjectivity
         that legitimize and normalize neoliberal discourses are, in fact, more likely to stem
         from self-declared radical critics of the system than from advocates of the status
         quo. 
      

      
      We both consider ourselves to be from the left and have long-standing concerns with
         questions of human emancipation. Nevertheless, it seems to us that neoliberalism cannot
         be overcome if we continue to rely on existing ways of understanding it as well as
         existing and discursively powerful, but ultimately wrongheaded, ways of theorizing
         its resistance. To go to war with neoliberalism, to reinvest in an open-ended and
         transformative account of political subjectivity and the specifically human powers
         and ways of being such subjectivity involves, it seems to us, necessarily involves
         demarcating new lines of political battle. 
      

      
      In building this original analytic of liberalism and neoliberalism, this book will
         draw significantly from the late works of Michel Foucault. Foucault’s works have had
         a massive influence on critical literatures, particularly in international relations,
         in recent years, and we both have made significant, different, and conflicting contributions
         to that influence. But we both agree that while Foucault’s thought has been inspirational
         for interrogation of the growth of liberal arts of government, his works have too
         often failed to inspire studies of political subjectivity. Instead they have been
         used to stoke the neoliberal myth of the inevitability of the decline of collective
         political subjects, describing an increasingly limited horizon of political possibilities,
         and provoking disenchantment with the political itself. 
      

      
      We are also, therefore, writing this book to work against the grain of current Foucauldian
         scholarship. We want to excavate the importance of Foucault’s work for our capacities
         to recognise how this degraded understanding of political subjectivity came about.
         Rather than following the many interpretations of Foucault that use his work to trash
         the concept of the human—interpretations which have become so influential in international
         relations and the wider social sciences—we will explore how we can use his ideas to
         recover the vital capacity to think and act politically in a time when fundamentally
         human capacities to think, imagine, know, create, and act purposively in the world
         are being pathologized as expressions of humanity’s hubris.
      

      
      The Structure of the Book

      
      As we have said, we share a diagnosis of the problem with neoliberalism. But we also
         depart and differ from one another on some fundamental issues concerning the origins
         of that problem. Differences that entail us each possessing different understandings
         of the very nature of liberalism itself, its relations with the modern, and indeed
         the very nature of the modern, its promises, and its dangers. Rather than paper over
         the cracks and attempt to conceal those differences through sleight of hand or a banalization
         of our positions in order to fabricate a united front, this book is structured as
         a discussion between two friends who are also rivals. Friendship and rivalry have
         gone, of course, rather well together, ever since the Greeks, for whom it was ‘the
         rivalry of free men, a generalized athleticism: the agon’ (Deleuze and Guattari 1999:
         4). We want to get to the truth of neoliberalism, in belief that there is such a truth
         to be had, but we are also rivals in the struggle for that truth. One of us may have
         a better handle on it than the other. And that is for the reader to decide. So, over
         the course of the next six chapters we will each take three chapters to thrash out
         our different understandings of the neoliberal subject. That said we both agree that
         the neoliberal subject can be defined as possessive of three essential attributes:
         resilience, adaptivity, and vulnerability. Thus we will each in our individual chapters
         explain our different understandings of how and why the neoliberal subject is and
         must be resilient, adaptive, and vulnerable. And the book is accordingly divided into
         three sections on these themes. The final chapter of the book, rather than offering
         a conventional conclusion, is an interview with the two of us given to another friend,
         Gideon Baker, where we attempt to address the questions our different analyses of
         the neoliberal subject have opened up. The remaining two chapters of this introductory
         section gives a brief indication of our different understandings of the neoliberal
         subject, its origins, and futures. 
      

      
      
   
      Chapter 1

      Debating Neoliberalism

      
         
         
         
         David Chandler

         
         The Exhaustion of the Liberal Problematic

         
         
      

      
      Neoliberalism became hegemonic in the late 1970s as part of a project of social contestation
         involving the curbing of trade union power and the rolling back of the state, pushing
         responsibility for social welfare onto society rather than the state. As many theorists
         and commentators have powerfully described, neoliberalism’s shift of emphasis from
         the state to society has taken a variety of forms in different national and international
         contexts, but all have appealed to calls for human freedom, dignity, and independence
         and all have been hostile to big government provision of services and of top-down
         interventionist policy-provision (see, for example, Harvey 2005). In exploring the
         shift of policy emphasis from state to society, analysts of neoliberalism often emphasize
         the agency of neoliberal policy-making, the needs of capitalism and big business,
         and neglect the ways in which the neoliberal subject—the subject at the heart of the
         shift to the social or the societal understanding of the modern world—is constructed
         and interpellated.
      

      
      For many Marx-inspired theorists, such as David Harvey, neoliberalism is mainly seen
         as an economic phenomenon, driven by the needs of capital accumulation. In which case,
         the shift to societal understandings, of social or individualized security, is a straightforward
         one, depending on the traditional or classical liberal understanding of the subject
         as universally rational and autonomous. In fact, these assumptions are the source
         of Harvey’s critique: that precisely because of the false subject of liberalism, the
         freedoms of the market clash with the demands of social justice (and that the left
         has failed to critique neoliberalism on these grounds):
      

      
         Asymmetric power relations tend . . . to increase rather than diminish over time unless
            the state steps in to counteract them. The neoliberal presupposition of perfect information
            and a level playing field for competition appears as either innocently utopian or
            a deliberate obfuscation of processes that will lead to the concentration of wealth
            and, therefore, the restoration of class power. (Harvey 2005: 68)
         

      

      Harvey’s left critique of neoliberalism is therefore based upon the clash between
         the subject as interpellated in and through neoliberal discourses as rational and
         autonomous and the real, sociological, socially embedded subject, which lacks the
         capacities and capabilities and rationalities required to compete under capitalism
         as if it was a ‘level playing field’. Once neoliberal discourse is recognised as a
         ‘failed utopian rhetoric masking a successful project for the restoration of ruling-class
         power’ then ‘mass movements voicing egalitarian political demands and seeking economic
         justice, fair trade, and greater economic security’ can reemerge (Harvey 2005: 203–4).
         Here, the subject being interpellated through neoliberal discourses is the classical
         liberal subject and it is through the critique of this ‘utopian’ subject that neoliberal
         discourse can be exposed as the ideological expression of ruling-class hegemony.
      

      
      Other theorists, often taking their inspiration from Michel Foucault, rather than
         Karl Marx, have also staked out highly influential interpretations of the neoliberal
         subject at the heart of the shift from state to societal provision of security. For
         these commentators, neoliberalism is not understood to be driven primarily by economic
         needs but by the crisis of liberal authority in a complex and globalizing world where
         traditional forms of authority can no longer operate with fixed understandings of
         state, nation, and community. These framings understand state-society relations as
         being transformed not by the withdrawal or the rolling back of the state but through
         its very different framework of intervention, which reconstructs state-society relations
         in ways which dissolve classical liberal understandings of this discursive divide.
      

      
      The neoliberal problematic is then understood not so much through the economic determinants
         required for the restoration of capitalist social power but as a framework in which
         the state can restore its authority over society through new mechanisms of intervention
         and regulation. In this framing, the subject is interpellated differently: without
         the assumptions of universality, rationality, and autonomy presumed in the discourses
         of classical liberalism. Rather than the autonomous free play of the market under
         conditions of universal rationality, state intervention is understood as the precondition
         for both the construction of the market and the liberal political subject. As Foucault-inspired
         writers, such as Graham Burchell (1991; 1996), Mitchell Dean (2010), Colin Gordon
         (1991), Peter Miller and Nikolas Rose (2008), Pat O’Malley (2004; 2010) have noted,
         the neoliberal shift from emphasis on the centrality of the state to the importance
         of society has involved the hands-on project of the active making of the liberal subject
         through societal intervention, rather than the classical liberal ‘utopian’ assumption
         of the ‘naturalness’ of the liberal subject.
      

      
      Miller and Rose articulate the neoliberal problematic, with regard to the ‘new specification
         of the subject of government’ (2008: 213), thus: 
      

      
         Within this new regime of the actively responsible self, individuals are to fulfil
            their national obligations not through their relations of dependency and obligation
            to one another, but through seeking to fulfil themselves within a variety of micro-moral
            domains or ‘communities’—families, workplaces, schools, leisure associations, neighbourhoods.
            Hence the problem is to find the means by which individuals may be made responsible
            through their individual choices for themselves and those to whom they owe allegiance,
            through the shaping of a lifestyle according to grammars of living that are widely
            disseminated, yet do not depend upon political calculations and strategies for their
            rationales or for their techniques. (2008: 214)
         

      

      Governing authority no longer becomes exercised in the old way, as intervention and
         regulation from above society, in the form of liberal government on behalf of, or
         over, the social whole. Rather, new forms of neoliberal governance appear as ways
         of ‘empowering’, ‘capability-building’, or ‘freeing’ the citizen, enabling neoliberal
         subjects to take societal responsibility upon themselves and their communities. Miller
         and Rose are surely correct in noting that this ‘ethical a priori of active citizens
         in an active society is perhaps the most fundamental, and most generalizable, characteristic
         of these new rationalities of government’ (2008: 215). Dean concurs that the task
         of neoliberal government lies precisely in the management and regulation of, or inculcation
         of, the agency of the governed. The solution to problems of societal security, whether
         in
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