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Chapter 2
Toward the Governmentalization of Europe

INTRODUCTION

This chapter contributes to current debates about how we could extend analyses of
governmentality beyond the state and productively apply them to supranational and
inter state forms of governance in Europe, to modes of transnational minority
governance in particular. Whereas, in part three, I will discuss current modalities of
transnational, European governmentality, this chapter sheds light on their first appear
ance in early modern Europe and, therefore, provides a background for understanding
the nature and scope of Europe’s governmentalization. This chapter traces the trajectory
from early modern to current forms of inter state governmentality in Europe. My main
aim in this chapter is to suggest how we could mobilize Foucault’s own pioneering, yet
fragmentary reflections on Europe to discuss contemporary forms of European Romani
minority governance. For that reason, this chapter maps out the agenda for what I am
going to analyze in the second and third part of this study.

This chapter’s first part articulates what I call the early modern governmentalization
of Europe. I show how, since the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries, forms of inter
state governmentality have been simultaneously and co constitutively developed with
intra state forms of governmentality. A hitherto neglected part of Foucault’s work
considers the parallel emergence of state and inter state forms of governmentality in
Europe at the end of the sixteenth century and discusses their transformations in the
seventeenth and eighteenth centuries (but see Leira 2009; McMillan 2010). I pay
particular attention to how notions of governmental balance, stability, and police were
simultaneously developed in the context of state and inter state practices of governing. I
explain how these practices led to a new and self reflexive perception of Europe in which
its internal stability and balance had to be based on a non unity, rather than a unity, of
all its states. In the third section of this chapter, in which I focus on the emergence of
liberalism at the end of the eighteenth century, I show how the problematization of
European government in terms of balance and police gradually changed. It was displaced
by an art of government according to which Europe is perceived as an economic unity
and as an economic subject, which now needs ‘the world’ as its limitless market. The
representation of Europe as a region of unlimited expansion and the globalization of the
European market, I argue, have not only had crucial consequences for modern forms of
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population regulation outside Europe—in colonized parts of the world—but also for
those inside Europe.

Though Foucault did pioneering, original work to understand the state/inter state
relationships and their transformations in early modern European contexts, his work
does not tell us much about how we need to understand post eighteenth century forms
of European governmentality. Further, his genealogy of inter state governmentality
remained Eurocentric in tone. In the last part of this chapter, I will discuss a few bodies
of literature that can productively be mobilized to discuss transnational population
regulation of minoritized groups, such as the Romani, beyond the limits of Foucault’s
work. I will explain how particularly postcolonial critiques of development regimes help
to shed light on how we could approach present day forms of transnational population
regulation in Europe.

STATE AND INTER STATE GOVERNMENTALITY IN EARLY MODERN EUROPE

In Foucault’s genealogy of governmentalities, the changes in how government was prob
lematized in the seventeenth and eighteenth century are crucially important. Increas
ingly, government became codified as political government and associated with the emer
gence of state institutions as well as with their authorization to ‘speak in the name’ of
increasingly territorialized and nationalized populations. This does not mean that the
state and their apparatuses only emerged in the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries
and as a consequence of the shift from what Foucault called the pastoral government of
souls to the political government of men. The crucial issue is that state government
gradually began to enter into a reflected practice in these centuries. At this moment, a
proto liberal form of governmentality is born, namely the one that is usually connected
with the emergence of doctrines and practices of raison d´état (reason of state) and police
(police). This emergence had everything to do with the sort of reflective practice that was
related to these governmental rationalities and technologies. What started to be develop
ed from the end of the sixteenth century onward was a specific kind of critique of politi
cal reason. The crucial point here is the shift from the governing activity as something
that is more or less natural and unproblematic to the explicit problematization of the gov
ernment of the state.

The governmentality that characterizes reason of state largely breaks with the medie
val Christian tradition in which human, natural, or divine laws are the central principles
of the government of a state. Seventeenth and eighteenth century theorists of ‘the reason
of state’ put forward that a governable state needs no external principles or laws. The
state, like nature, has its own rationality. Akin to the way in which the first ‘heretic’
natural scientists considered the principiae naturae to be found in nature itself, rather than
in deity, these theorists of the state looked for the conditions of possibility for the gov
ernment of a state in, rather than outside of, the state. The perception of this rationality
as something immanent to the state has important implications for the alleged finality of
the state. The aims of the state can no longer be searched for outside of it. Happiness,
salvation, and welfare need to be identified as the state’s own finalities. However, if the
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state’s welfare does not rest on an external source—such as principles of nature or hu
man or divine knowledge—it relies on the state’s internal forces:

The real problem of this new governmental rationality [of raison d’état] is not … just
the preservation of the state within a general order so much as the preservation of a
relation of forces; it is the preservation, maintenance, or development of a dynamic of
forces. (Foucault 2007b: 296)

To maintain and improve the state’s strength and stability presupposes a specific form of
knowledge and expertise. The government of the state and the development of its dy
namic of forces are possible if and only if the state’s strengths are also known. The
necessity of this type of knowledge and expertise gave rise to ‘the science of the state’ or
statistics, which was originally understood as the state’s knowledge of the state (Hacking
1990). At the same time, the focus on both the ‘physics’ of the state and the ‘calculation’
of its strength was intimately related to the development of a governmental technology
that could potentially contribute to the augmentation of the strengths of the state and,
hence, to improving its effective performance.

Here, theories and practices of police come into play. In seventeenth and eighteenth
century European scientific traditions, police does not exclusively refer to our contempo
rary state related institution for ensuring public security and safety, but to a much wider
range of practices. Police encompassed regulations with respect to categories as diverse
as religion, morals, health, supplies, roads, highways, town buildings, public safety, the
arts, the sciences, trade, factories, factory workers, menservants, and the poor. The
primary task of police was seeing “to everything regulating society” and “to everything
pertaining to men’s happiness” (de Lamare 1705 cited Foucault 2000c: 413). Pasquale
Pasquino has eloquently formulated how the theorists of police considered its role in
governing their contemporary states:

One can picture the field of intervention of police regulations as the vacant lots of a
city, the formless provinces of a vast kingdom, a sort of no man’s land comprising all
those areas where the feudal world’s traditional customs, established jurisdictions and
clear relations of authority, subordination, protection and alliance cease to rule … This
no man’s land is beginning to be perceived as an open space traversed by men [sic]
and things. Squares, markets, roads, bridges, rivers: these are the critical points in the
territory which police will mark out and control. The prescriptions or regulations of
police are instruments of this work of formation, but at the same time they are also
products of a sort of spontaneous creation of law, or rather of a demand for order
which outreaches law and encroaches on domains never previously occupied, where
hitherto neither power, order nor authority had thought to hold sway. (Pasquino
1991: 111)

Thus, police basically involved all kinds of regulations with regard to humans and
things. These police interventions had as their main aim enhancing the state’s strength.
In this conception the happiness of the state’s individual subjects is both equated with
and subordinated to the strength of the state. At the same time, one of the most impor
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tant features of police is the crucial reversal of the relation between individual welfare
and a ‘good government’ or what was also called ‘good police’: the happiness of an indi
vidual is no longer the result of good government, but the necessary component for the
survival and welfare of the state. Our contemporary notion of a ‘police state’ refers to the
way in which police was always obsessed with its governing too little and, consequently,
with an unlimited and totalizing attempt to govern all and each—omnes et singulatim—in
favor of the state’s welfare.1

With the emergence of police as a new governmental technology that aims at the total
regulation and, in fact, at the radical disciplining of all and each at the same time, a pro
foundly new epistemological and governmental object appears: population. This new
object of government appears in the interplay between the governmental rationality of
reason of state, governmental technologies of police, and the expertise of the early
modern statisticians. At the same time, the investigations of the state’s forces started to
encompass much more than only statistics. The necessity to gain knowledge of the popu
lation and its subgroups involved inquiries into fields such as the medical sciences, epi
demics, demography, economy, idleness, crime, vagrancy, and ‘customs and habits.’ In
other words, the development of new governmental rationalities and technologies oc
curred parallel with that of new scientific and scholarly traditions as well as with that of
new forms of administrative and institutional practices.

The linkage of these new domains to the investigation of populations and their inter
nal mechanisms is also related to the government of minorities in Europe. In the course
of the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries, minorities, seen as parts of territorialized
populations, started to become an explicit focal point of governmental, bio political prac
tices and, as such, to being framed and identified differently than before. As I will argue
in chapters 3 and 4, a study of the eighteenth century is crucial for a better under
standing of both the construction of ‘the Roma’ or ‘Gypsies’ as specific, supposedly non
European minorities in Europe and of how these constructions were related to new ways
to frame Europe, and forms of European inter state governmentality in particular. An
investigation of the Roma’s situation in the eighteenth century shows how the emerging,
early modern governmentalization of Europe and the explicit problematization of the
Roma as a minority group are intimately related.

To interrogate the nexus between the governmentalization of the state and of inter
state relations in early modern Europe, I briefly engage with Foucault’s discussion of
Europe in the context of raison d’état and police. In a neglected part of his lectures on
governmentality, Foucault relates this new governmental rationality and technology of
raison d’état and police to the emergence of reflections on forms of inter state governing in
Europe. The government of a state and the knowledge, development, and maintenance
of its forces did not take place in a vacuum, but “in both a European and global space of
competition between states” (Foucault 2007b: 365). Moreover, political events, such as
those related to the treaties of Westphalia (1648) and Utrecht (1713), were an integral part
of debates about how a balance or equilibrium between states had to be achieved, main
tained, and developed within Europe. The kind of state that emerged in the context of

1 In chapter 4, I will discuss the specific ways in which governmental technologies were articulated and
transformed in the eighteenth century Habsburg Empire.
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these ‘European’ treaties is situated within what Foucault calls an “absolutely new idea
of Europe” (ibid 297). This idea can best be expressed by a strategic striving for these
states’ individual peace, which will no longer be based on a unity of all of these states,
but on a non unity maintained as plurality. In this Europe, “the objective will now be to
ensure the security in which each state can effectively increase its own forces without
bringing about the ruin of other states or of itself” (ibid 300). Therefore, we need to un
derstand raison d’état within a larger framework, which “is diplomatic and so essentially
defined by the constitution of a Europe, of a European balance” (ibid 300, my italics).2 Ac
cording to the state of reason governmentality, the objective has become “to increase the
state’s forces within an external equilibrium in the European space, and an internal
equilibrium in the form of order” (ibid 348). Thus, the internal state order that has to be
guaranteed and improved by governmental technologies of police is inextricably inter
woven with an external European order that has to be safeguarded by a technological
assemblage of armies and diplomats.

We could say that the problematization of the state’s government also led to the
problematization of the balance of Europe and, thus, to problematizing inter state gover
nance. Thus, we can consider this problematization as an early modern form of Europe’s
governmentalization. Though we cannot speak of a concrete European form of institu
tionalization, the government of Europe as a system of states starts to be explicitly
discussed and codified in philosophical, juridical, and political texts and contexts.3 Other
developments supported this early governmentalization. In the seventeenth and eigh
teenth centuries, for instance, for the first time the term Europe was used self descrip
tively. This usage emerged largely in tandem with the consideration of Europe as some
thing that had a history and with the implicit suggestion that “all [world] history was the
history of Europe” (Pocock 2002: 62). Most notably in The Order of Things, but also else
where, Foucault extensively discusses the parallel governmental and epistemological
changes central to the emergence of the social and human sciences at the end of the eigh
teenth century. Seen from the perspective of the huge efforts to illuminate these co emer
gences, it is remarkable that his work does not pay more attention to the interrelation
ships between the emergence of inter state governmentality in Europe, on the one hand,
and the parallel articulation of a European, allegedly progressive and universal history,

2 Foucault does not want to suggest that this balance was achieved, nor that it was a balance for which all
states in Europe strove. At the same time, he states that, though war was not something that disappeared
from the European space at all, from now on, it was waged on the basis of other principles. War was legiti
mized on the basis of the striving for such a European equilibrium (in this context, Foucault also uses an
inverted version of Clausewitz’s famous statement: “politics is the continuation of war by other means”
rather than Clausewitz’s “war is the continuation of politics by other means.” See Foucault 2004: 15). In
addition, diplomacy and a military apparatus were now constituted and developed more permanently and
professionally (Foucault 2007b: 300 05).
3 Foucault gives the example of the ‘grand design’ (magnifique dessein) of the French king Henri IV. His
design “consisted in constituting a Europe, a plural Europe therefore, as a limited geographical division,
without universality and without a culminating unity …, in which fifteen states would be stronger than the
others and take decisions for them” (Foucault 2007b: 298). This design is further explained as follows:
“Rendering all the fifteen major powers of Christian Europe roughly equal in strength, realm, wealth, ex
tent, and domination and giving them well adjusted and moderated bounds and limits so that those whose
desires and greed would be the biggest and most ambitious do not think of expanding, and the others are
not offending, jealous, and fearful of being oppressed” (Donnadieu 1900: 45; cited Foucault 2007b: 308n18).
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on the other (most notably in French and German Enlightenment philosophy). An in
quiry into these interrelationships, I will explain below, clarifies that newly emerging re
presentations of Europe and its history or, still better, histories were going together with
forms of inter state governmentality that started to majoritize some and minoritize other
populations within the contested borders of Europe. Indeed, in seventeenth and eigh
teenth century articulations of European universalism, imperialism, and orientalism
(Said 1978), the writing of the history of Europe did by no means imply a coherent, ‘bal
anced,’ and uniform representation:

The historical concept of ‘Europe’ has migrated, to the point where everything we
mean when we say ‘the history of Europe’ refers to the history of the political and
religious culture … that arose in the far western Latin speaking provinces of the
former Roman empire … The lands to which the term Europa was originally applied—
Thrace, Macedonia, Illyria, the more modern Bulgaria, Albania, Serbia—those which
the Byzantine emperors considered their European ‘themes’ or provinces—are in our
minds only marginally European, inhabited by uncouth warring tribes whose history
is not ours and whose problems are none of our business. (Pocock 2002: 60)

The split between Western and Eastern Europe to which John Pocock points can be con
sidered as a way in which a specific form of orientalist discourse affected Europe inter
nally. As Pocock and others have put forward (Wolff 1994; Delanty 1995; Todorova 1997),
the prevailing North South divide in the representation of Europe started to change in
the eighteenth century into a primarily East West divide. In the narratives of Enlighten
ment thinkers such as the French philosophes Voltaire and Rousseau, for instance, the
eastern parts of Europe, including Russia, are represented as the backward and despotic
counter parts of a universal, Western Europe that are preoccupied with problems that
are far from ‘enlightened.’ In the eighteenth century, Europe started to get ‘internal’ East
ern frontiers in a somewhat similar way as it had already acquired several colonial
frontiers ‘outside’ Europe.4 The new idea of Europe to which Foucault refers started to
function as a universal and regulative idea in the Kantian sense, to which the not yet
modern and not yet enlightened parts of the world, including Eastern Europe, had to be
subjected as well (Kant 1983; Hindess 2002; Tully 2002). However, to address these intra
European divides and how they were related to population regulation within and at
Europe’s own territorial, representational, and bio political borders, we need to analyze
the further development of inter state forms of governmentality since the seventeenth
and eighteenth centuries. Foucault continues the debate about inter state governance in
Europe when he discusses the emergence of liberal governmentality in the eighteenth
century. Modern, liberal forms of population regulation, he argues, have significantly
been affected by the development of what he considers as mechanisms of security.
Securing a ‘liberal Europe,’ as I will show in the next section, will inevitably endanger
the freedom of minoritized parts of its population.

4 Pocock (2002: 66 67) suggests that, to some extent, the discourse of orientalism could be originated in
Europe’s encounter on its open eastern frontier as much as in its encounter on the former European colonial
frontiers.
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LIBERALISM: GOVERNMENT AT THE FREEDOM SECURITY NEXUS

Foucault characterizes the various modalities of modern governmentality that have been
developed from the eighteenth century up to now as primarily liberal, be they liberal in
the classical nineteenth century sense, social democratic, neo liberal, or even—up to a
point—authoritarian and illiberal (chapter 1, Hindess 1993; Valverde 1996; Dean 2002).
This wide and at first glance rather odd delineation of liberalism has much to do with
how his interpretation of liberal thought and its traditions significantly differs from the
usual approaches in political theory. Liberalism is prevailingly understood as an ideol
ogy or a normative doctrine “that treats the maintenance of individual liberty as an end
in itself and therefore views liberty as setting limits of principle both to the legitimate
objectives of [political] government and to the manner in which those objectives may be
pursued” (Hindess 2001: 93). Following his articulation of governmentality, Foucault
treats liberalism rather as a specific rationality of government that mobilizes particular,
‘liberal’ technologies of government and inaugurates new fields of expertise. This ac
count of liberalism also accords central place to the freedom of individuals, but, as I will
explain below, this liberty not only limits the legitimate use of political government and
the means to achieve its objectives, but also restricts the effectiveness of government and
establishes new, indirect forms of intervention that could be characterized as ways to act
remotely and govern at a distance (Foucault 2007b: 20, 71 72). Whereas the main feature
of modern, liberal governmentality is the freedom of the individual, this freedom is not
so much the foundation of this governmentality as the principle of a form of conduct that
aims to produce this freedom as an effect of how government is exercised. This implies
that the liberal style of government considers the individuals and their freedom as ob
jects of government, and at the same time treats them as the necessary and voluntary
partner in the exercise of government (Lemke 1997: 172 73). This means that freedom is
not so much the basis on which liberal government is enforced and exercised as that this
liberal form of conduct tries to organize and facilitate as effectively as possible the con
ditions under which individuals could act and interact ‘freely’:

Freedom becomes a governmental creation linked to specific processes that ensure the
‘ordered’ functioning of the state and its population and also contains the criteria for
its own control. The constitution of the subject as self regulating has become an
explicit political stake. (Aradau 2008: 175 76).

As I will show below, liberal governmentality implies that we do not simply deal with a
sovereign that guarantees freedom for its subjects in terms and by means of laws and
political, civil, social, or human rights, nor exclusively with a form of discipline that tries
to regulate everything at the cost of the individual’s expression of freedom. With the
emergence of modern, liberal governmentality, sovereign and disciplinary forms of
power are displaced, but, simultaneously, reassembled with liberal technologies of gov
ernment that could be understood as “mechanisms of security” (Foucault 2007b: 1 86).
To get a better sense of this security freedom nexus and the complex triangle of sove
reignty, discipline, and governmentality, I will successively pay attention to the key roles
played by the concepts and ‘realities’ of population and (civil) society, the emergence of
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the social and human sciences and of new forms of expertise in the eighteenth century,
and the problematic relation between freedom and security in the exercise of liberal
modes of governmentality, most notably with regard to minoritized population groups.

One of the central features of liberal governmentality is reflection on the limits of gov
ernment and making them explicit. Whereas the governmentality typical of reason of
state and police sciences emerged with the explicit problematization of the government of
the state, liberal governmentalities are born with the explicit problematization of the lim
its of the government of the state. A crucial point for understanding the transformation
from state of reason to liberal government is how proto liberal and classic liberal think
ers, such as the French Physiocrates, Adam Smith, David Ricardo, Adam Ferguson, David
Hume, and started to question the totalizing way in which the sciences and practices of
police aimed at governing each and every detail of social and economic life. These think
ers criticized the possibility of an immediate, pragmatic, and immanent relation between
government and knowledge in police thinking. Police science—as the theory and practice
of collecting and accumulating knowledge of the state’s strengths—presupposed that a
territorialized (state) population, its forms of association, its means of subsistence, and its
patterns of activity could be entirely mapped, and that knowledge thereof directly con
tributed to the realization, maintenance, and strengthening of the desired, ‘healthy’ bal
ance of the state.

What the mentioned critics of reason of state governmentality have in common is
their farewell to the idea of the transparent intelligibility and direct accessibility of the dy
namics of population. Population, in the liberal critique of state reason and police
sciences, is rather understood as encompassing a variety of self regulating domains,
ranging from the private or domestic sphere of the family and spheres of economic
activity in which subjects of interest constantly interact to the workings of civil society
and processes of population change that are subjected to their own ‘Malthusian’
developmental logics and conjunctures.5 Fundamental to this understanding of popula
tion is not only that these different spheres are perceived of as following their own
internal and autonomous rules that make these domains largely inaccessible for political
government. At the same time, and because of the supposed self regulation and relative
autonomy of these domains, governmental interference with them is considered as peril
ous, for it could substantially reduce its effectiveness. This is also why liberal govern
mentality can be understood as a non transcendental form of critique of political reason
in the Kantian sense: rather than suggesting that we always deal with too little govern
ment—as is the case in police government—liberalism is obsessed with a fear that there
will always be governed too much and that this will have counterproductive effects
(Foucault 2007b: 10 13, 17). Based on the categorical limitations of human reason, Kant
declared that human beings could not know the cosmos, God, and the soul. Foucault

5 As Mitchell Dean (1991) argues, it was Thomas Malthus who, at the turn of the eighteenth century,
introduced the notion of a fundamental disequilibrium and an unalterable tendency toward overpopulation
at the heart of the natural order of a population. Malthus’ work greatly contributed to the transformation of
the British poor relief system and the reform as well as, finally, the abolition of the notorious Poor Laws.
More in general, his works as well as those of Darwin and Wallace have importantly contributed to the
centrality of the notions of population and milieu in a number of scientific disciplines (N Rose 1999b: 115;
Foucault 2007b: 20 23).
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emphasizes how liberal governmentality could be typified by a similar approach, now
with respect to political reason: the limitation of the state’s power to act is a direct effect
of the limitation of its power to know (Gordon 1991).6

Liberal forms of governmentality emerge “with the recognition of the heterogeneity
and incompatibility of the principles regulating the non totalizing multiplicity of eco
nomic subjects of interest and those operating in the totalizing unity of legal political
sovereignty” (Burchell 1991: 137). In other words, liberalism begins, firstly, with the re
jection of the idea of a totally administrable society and that of a fully and directly gov
ernable population, and, secondly, with the confrontation of government with society as
the very broadly defined domain that functions independently from the state. Society,
however, is not the counterpart of the state, but needs to be understood as a kind of
interface between the rationalities and practices of liberal government on the one hand,
and the objects and subjects that are constructed by them, on the other. State and society
are not political universalia, but schematizations typical of liberal rationalities and tech
nologies of government (Burchell 1991: 141; Foucault 1997a: 75).

As a result of the emergence of this new ‘reality’ of society, liberal forms of conduct
imply a new relation between knowledge, expertise, and government. Under liberal con
ditions, political government is confronted with individuals protected with several rights
that must not be disqualified by liberal forms of government. On the other hand, liberal
government is confronted with a number of relatively autonomous and self regulating
processes that it simply cannot govern by the exercise of sovereign power, because it is
short of the needed knowledge and capacities (Rose and Miller 1992: 179 80). Conse
quently, liberal government is permanently challenged to invent new technologies of
government and install new forms of expertise to administer the domains that are lo
cated outside the realm of ‘politics’—but without undermining their supposed auto
nomy and self regulation. What is needed, therefore, is knowledge of the diverse pro
cesses and dynamics of the population and its two main correlates, economy and society:

[W]e have a scientific knowledge indispensable to government, but it is very important
to note that this is not a knowledge of government itself … You have a science which
is … external to the art of government and that one may perfectly well found, estab
lish, develop, and prove throughout, even though one is not governing or taking part
in this art of government. But government cannot do without the consequences, the
results, of this science … [A]n art of government that would be both knowledge and
power, science and decision, begins to be clarified and separated out, and anyway two
poles appear of a scientificity that, on the one hand, increasingly appeals to its theoret
ical purity and becomes economics [and other social sciences, HvB], and, on the other,
at the same time claims the right to be taken into consideration by a government that must
model its decision on it. (Foucault 2007b: 351, my italics)

6 As Nikolas Rose (1993; 1996b) emphasizes, this central feature of liberal governmentality also implies that
the ‘reflexivity’ that some contemporary social scientists (Beck et al 1997) consider as characteristic of our
postmodern age is not distinctive to late modernity, but to liberal thought much more generally.
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Barry Hindess puts the point succinctly when he puts forward that Foucault deals with a
fundamental shift in the representation of society: it is no longer understood on the basis
of an immanent knowledge of the population of a state, but, rather, on the abstract and
scientific knowledge of social processes presented by the positive sciences, such as eco
nomics, sociology, statistics, medicine, psychology, ethnology, and biology (Hindess
2001; Helliwell and Hindess 1999). Consequently, liberal government—though critical of
its inclination to govern too much—does not amount to a quantitative limitation of gov
erning. The interventions of liberal governmentality will have to be restricted, but these
restraints do not imply a negative boundary. An entire domain of fundamentally other,
indirect kinds of interventions appears within which it will be “necessary to arouse, to fa
cilitate, and to laisser faire, in other words, to manage and no longer to control through
rules” (Foucault 2007b: 353, my emphasis). The central aim of liberal modalities of gov
ernmentality is not so much to prevent things—as in the case of sovereign interventions
by means of laws and rights—“as to ensure that the necessary and natural regulations [of
population, economy, and society] work, or even to create regulations that enable natural
regulations to work” (ibid). It is the role of the social and positive sciences, by develop
ing knowledge about these ‘natural’ and ‘autonomous’ regulations, to ensure and guar
antee a population’s welfare and development in the widest possible sense.

This role of the social sciences is closely related to the emergence of modern, indepen
dent fields of expertise and its various assembled technologies as a potential solution to
the problem of the impossibility of direct regulation with which liberal government
alities are constantly confronted. Expertise could be seen as a form of authority that
emerges as a correlate of political authority and that arises out of a claim to neutral, effi
cient, and effective knowledge. Expertise emerges out of a desire to make various quail
ties—health, security, welfare, development, European integration, NGO performance,
etc.—quantifiable and, thus, calculable and manageable. The field of expertise mediates
between the necessity to maintain a certain degree of moral and public order on the one
hand, and the need to restrict government in support of the free organization and inter
action of individuals, on the other. Consequently, experts enter into a kind of double
alliance:

On the one hand, they … ally themselves with political authorities, focusing upon
their problems and problematizing new issues, translating political concerns about
economic productivity, innovation, industrial unrest, social stability, law and order,
normality and pathology and so forth into the vocabulary of management, account
ting, medicine, social science and psychology. On the other hand, they … seek to form
alliances with individuals themselves, translating their daily worries and decisions
over investment, child rearing, factory organization or diet into a language claiming
the power of truth, and offering to teach them the techniques by which they might
manage better, earn more, bring up healthier or happier children and much more
besides. (Rose and Miller 1992: 188)

This double role of expertise in liberal governmentality also touches upon the rather
problematic relation between freedom and security in liberalism. Since liberalism repre
sents the regulation and organization of the conditions under which individuals could be
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free, it is also involved in a problematic, continuously changing relation between the in
direct production of freedom and the attempts to produce these conditions directly. In
deed, the organization of these freedom securing conditions could also limit and even
threaten the proposed guarantee of freedom, at least for some parts of the population.
Freedom and what Foucault calls mechanisms of security are thus inherently related
(Foucault 2007b: 1 86; 2008a: 63 68). Liberal forms of governmentality are basically re
lated to the permanent proliferation of security mechanisms:

[The central objectives of security mechanisms are] allowing circulations to take place,
of controlling them, sifting the good and the bad, ensuring that things are always in
movement, constantly moving around, continually going from one point to another,
but in such a way that the inherent dangers of this circulation are cancelled out.
(Foucault 2007b: 65)

Security mechanisms allow “circulation in the very broad sense of movement, exchange,
and contact” (ibid 64) to take place. The freedoms of liberalism and its attempts at
guaranteeing ‘free,’ ‘more’ and ‘better’ circulation are going hand in hand with control
ling the conditions of ‘good circulation,’ with calculating the costs and risks of creating
and opening up new spaces of circulation, and, thus, with identifying possible spheres
and categories that endanger the interests of both individuals and collectives. For
Foucault “freedom in the regime of liberalism is not a given, it is not a ready made
region which has to be respected” (2008a: 65). Rather, it “is something which is constant
ly produced.” According to this concept of liberalism, it continuously proposes to manu
facture freedom, “to arouse it and produce it, with, of course, the system of constraints
and the problems of cost raised by this production” (ibid). The political economies of
power related to liberalism are consequently internally related to the nexus of freedom
and security and to how their interplay “must ensure that individuals or the community
have the least exposure to danger” (ibid 66).

This ambivalence of liberal modes of governmentality can be framed in terms of a per
manent tension between a centrifugal and a centripetal dimension of liberal government.
The necessity for liberalism to encourage free circulation and respect the autonomy of
the domains outside ‘politics’ unleashes centrifugal forces that can endanger social sta
bility. Yet, to maintain and develop social order, centripetal forces need to be unleashed
that have to create a certain degree of social uniformity and integration (Foucault 2007b:
44 45; Stenson 1998; Deuber Mankowsky 2008). This second, disciplinary or even author
itarian tendency that goes with liberalism implies that the government of freedom is
always related to a kind of stratification of various kinds of freedom, from those forms
that are considered as in line with ‘effective’ liberal government to ‘excessive’ modes of
freedom that are seen as counterproductive and threats to economic efficiency and social
stability. Therefore, governing in a liberal way does not necessarily involve government
through freedom; it could imply a way of governing that disrespects individual liberty
(Hindess 2001; Dean 2002; Huysmans 2006).7 Though the illiberal dimension of liberal

7 The centripetal dimension of liberalism also clarifies why even some illiberal or non liberal forms of
modern governmentality could still be considered (but up to a point) as ‘liberal’ (Dean 1999: chapter 7;



62 CHAPTER TWO

ism finally touches upon the complex way in which sovereign, disciplinary, and govern
mental forms of power constantly interact, we need to avoid mixing up mechanisms of
security with sovereign or disciplinary technologies of power.

Fundamental to mechanisms of security is the way in which they ‘stand back suffi
ciently’ with respect to the problematized phenomenon—crime, illness, unemployment,
migration, development, etc.—that they would like to regulate in favor of the production
of freedom. Whereas mechanisms of sovereignty and discipline both start from the aim
and possibility to nullify the phenomenon in question, security mechanisms operate on
the basis of an optimal average and within a bandwidth of what is still acceptable. Con
sequently, the operation of security mechanisms does not start from a strict binary divi
sion between what is allowed or obliged on the one hand, and what is forbidden, on the
other—as in sovereign and disciplinary technologies of power. Rather, mechanisms of
security insert a problematized phenomenon within a series of probable events and re
late it to risk and cost analyses. The costs of eliminating a particular form of illness or
illegal migration, for instance, can be much higher than those of allowing this form to
happen within certain socially, culturally, politically, and economically acceptable limits.
Central to security mechanisms is, therefore, that they ‘count’ with the entity of the
population and that the regulation of ‘individual cases’ is largely made dependent on the
‘behavior’ of the population as both an object of indirect intervention and a subject that is
called upon to conduct itself in ‘proper’ ways. Thus, liberal modes of governmentality
and its mechanisms of security open up a dimension of power that is irreducible to legal
juridical and disciplinary mechanisms. This does not imply that sovereignty and disci
pline as forms of power are seriously displaced. However, it does mean that both have
become functions of power that are redeployed in interaction with security mechanisms,
which now aspire to recode and reinscribe sovereign and disciplinary tools as tactics to
regulate populations, rather than as direct means to control them through sovereign ex
clusion or disciplinary isolation. What is at the core of the Foucauldian perspective on
governmentality is “not the displacement of one form of power by another, nor the his
torical substitution of feudal [pastoral] by modern [liberal] governmentality, but the
complex triangulation involved in sustaining many forms of power put to the purpose of
security and regulation” (Watts 2003: 14; see also Foucault 2007b: 107 08).

What is important in relation to the role of the positive sciences and fields of expertise
discussed above, is that the centrifugal, fragmentary forces of liberalism engender new
problem spaces, which demand new types of knowledge and new forms of expertise that
create again new subjects and objects of government. Because of the emergence of these
new problem spaces, liberal governmentality is also involved with the development of,
for example, new forms of minority governance and involves specific ways to problem
atize and articulate their identities and mobilities. As I will discuss in part two of this
study in the particular case of the Roma, the emergence of modern, liberal forms of
governmentality goes with the development of governmental rationalities and technol
ogies, such as early modern statistics, that inherently contribute to processes of minor
itization and, thus, to the construction of particular minority majority binaries. As I will

2002). Mariana Valverde has considered this centripetal dimension as a form of despotism central to liberal
rule (1996, see also Foucault 2008a: 68).
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show in part two, and in chapter 4 in particular, the emergence of liberal governmental
ity implies, on the one hand, opportunities for forms of minority self government or self
articulation. On the other hand, however, the ambivalent relation between freedom and
security in liberal governmentality implies that some minoritized parts of the population
will always be considered as ‘not or not yet ready for freedom’ and, therefore, subject of
gradual ‘improvement.’ Consequently, at the heart of liberalism an engine is at work that
operates centripetally to fine tune the production of ‘freedom’ and also the need for
social stability through social, cultural or economic projects of reform, which are often
framed in terms of development, integration, inclusion, or empowerment. Here, we not
only need to think of how an individual state employs illiberal means elsewhere, such as
in a colonial, imperial or war context.8 We also need to include the various ways in
which liberalism has been evoked to justify paternalistic interventions to deal with
different kinds of subjects in Europe, such as the unemployed, the elderly, the homeless,
the youth, the mentally ill, the poor more generally, and itinerant or migrant groups.9
These subject formations are themselves largely the effects of intersecting governmental
ities.

Liberal inter state governmentality
The discussion of the emergence of liberal governmentality at the freedom security
nexus leads me back to the question that I raised at the end of the previous section: how
does inter state governmentality in Europe change with the parallel shifts in intra state
governmentality? As has often remained unnoticed in examinations of Foucault’s work,
he considered the ways in which inter state government in Europe changes at the turn of
the eighteenth century as one of the crucial characteristics of modern, liberal govern
mentality itself (Foucault 2008a: 50 62). To conceptualize the difference between the idea
of the balance of Europe characteristic of police governmentality, on the one hand, and
the kind of Europe that emerges with liberalism, on the other, he compares how Euro
pean economies are represented according to both arts of government. The idea of a
European balance understands economic interactions between states primarily in terms
of a literal monetary balance: if one state becomes richer, another one becomes poorer.
Consequently, the idea of a European equilibrium embodies a complex mechanism of

8 Here, we could think of how, for instance, John Stuart Mill and Alexis de Tocqueville justified despotic
forms of rule toward subject peoples in colonized India and Algeria in the name of liberalism. We could
also think of how the Bush administration allowed private military companies, such as Blackwater, to use
unorthodox conquest tactics and strategies during and after the US military intervention in Iraq in 2003
(Ferguson 2005b; Klein 2007).
9 It is not entirely clear whether Foucault took into account this latter option as fundamentally related to
liberalism. In one of his lectures, he refers to what he calls the ‘Napoleon paradox,’ that is how liberal and
illiberal ways of governing are simultaneously combined in one and the same political system. On the other
hand, he presents a rather out dated image of Napoleon, for he contrasts Napoleon’s domestic, liberal
policy with his foreign, imperial one (2008a: 59 62). Foucault seemingly suggests that the illiberal, police like
tendencies in Napoleon’s liberalism were only external to the kernel of his empire and related to the
countries that he wanted to conquer—a suggestion that is difficult to maintain (Cobb 1970; Emsley 1999).
He remained unclear of whether we need to see illiberal practices in liberalism as based on either the liberal
grounds of freedom (N Rose 1999b) or a fundamental interplay between liberal and other, more author
itarian modes of government (Lemke 1997; Hindess 2001; Collier 2009). My own position is closest to the
latter option.
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various balance systems that all need to be stable to guarantee that no single European
state becomes ‘wealthier and healthier’ than any of the others. With the emergence of the
economy as a relatively autonomous and self regulating sphere, however, the idea of
such a balance makes place for the idea and practices of ‘natural’ competition, in which,
at least in principle, both trade partners—the sellers and buyers—can effectively take
profit of the transaction. This implies that the effects of economic competition are not
necessarily divided unequally between the two partners, but, rather, that these effects
could lead to the enrichment of both or to the enrichment of a number of states if more
than two state economies are involved.

Foucault relates this idea of the liberal market economy to the emergence of new prac
tices in which Europe appears as the site of the perpetual and common enrichment of its
member states. Though Europe’s colonial expansion had begun much earlier, he argues,
since the late eighteenth and early nineteenth centuries Europe has started to represent
itself as an economic unity and as an economic subject, which needs ‘the world’ as its
limitless market. According to Foucault, the representation of Europe as a region of un
limited expansion, and the globalization of the European market, embody a new art of
European government in which new governmental rationalities and technologies ap
pear, which are now global in their scope. In this context, Foucault refers to the ways in
which both peace and the world’s seas started to be problematized in terms of global free
trade. In the latter case, the appearance of international maritime law started to problem
atize the world’s seas as ‘natural’ free trade zones from a Eurocentric point of view. In
the former case, Foucault considers how Kant, in his essay on peace, understands the
globalization of free trade as a necessary condition of the possible realization of world
wide, perpetual peace (Kant 1983; Foucault 2008a: 56 58).

More in general, we need to ask what kind of inter state or transnational govern
mentalization is exactly involved in this shift to modern governmentality in Europe. In
his rudimentary sketch of the new, modern Europe, Foucault clearly suggests that liberal
governmentality at a state level also involves a parallel—yet not necessarily isomor
phic—form of inter state government at a European level that itself transcends Europe’s
borders in an unparalleled, imperial way. However, his genealogy of inter state govern
mentality pays little attention to how it has been problematized since the end of the
eighteenth century and how it has affected forms of population regulation within and at
Europe’s own territorial, representational, and bio political borders.10 More in general, it
is quite remarkable that Foucault’s work, in which the bio political element has been so
crucially important for an understanding of governmentality, does not explicitly discuss
this element in the examination of inter state forms of governmentality and their trans
formation. Such an interrogation could gain insight into how inter state or other forms of
governmentality beyond the state are related to the construction of Europeanness itself
and, thus, to the separation of different kinds of population groups at Europe’s contested
territorial, representational, and bio political borders.

10 Halvard Leira (2009) argues that Foucault’s analysis of the developments of forms of intra state govern
mentality is also more differentiated than his examination of similar developments of inter state govern
mentality in Europe.
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Apart from these lacunas in Foucault’s discussion of governmentalities beyond the state,
we can distinguish at least two important features that are implied by his analysis of
Europe’s governmentalization and the development of the European system of states
(Hindess 2002). Firstly, liberal government and its gradual development within the
member states of this system could only be effective on the basis of the socioeconomic,
political, and cultural conditions that were safeguarded by the system itself. Indeed, the
absence of large scale, destabilizing ‘outside’ interventions in Europe, which has enabled
European states to exercise and develop modern forms of liberal government, has main
ly been made possible by the European states system and the sovereignty that it guaran
teed for its members.11 Secondly, in the long nineteenth century and at least until the end
of Europe’s global colonial hegemony, the European ‘liberal’ states system did not do
much to limit ‘less liberal’ kind of interventions in populations and territories that did
not belong to this system and were considered as not truthfully enlightened and liberal.

These two, still rather general implications of Europe‘s governmentalization are inher
ently related to the globalization of the European states system and the ways in which
supposedly non European and not yet enlightened populations have been approached
in the course of modern world history. Foucault’s own discussion of the emergence of a
modern, liberal form of European government, however, does not tell us much about its
consequences for a more up to date view on the disciplinary and bio political regulation
of those parts of the European and global population that fall outside the ‘desired forms
of freedom.’ He does not consider, for instance, what the effects were of the various
encounters between allegedly European and allegedly non European populations, nor
does he discuss the ways in which these encounters have influenced the formation of
contemporary modes of liberal governmentality, the construction of various ideas (histo
ries, geographies, cultures, etc.) of Europe, Europeanness, and what would be distinct
from them, as well as the contestations of such ideas. To get a better and more adequate
sense of these encounters and their influences as well as of the current forms of the bio
political regulation of populations, we need to look more extensively at the limits of libe
ral modes of governmentality. Reflecting on these limits involves a more thorough anal
ysis of the intersections of liberal and illiberal forms of contemporary rule, and—in the
context of this study—of current forms of European minority governance in particular.

A TRANSIT TO PART TWO

As I have argued up until now, we cannot simply apply the Foucauldian concept of
government to either a state or Europe. The governmentalization of the state and that of
Europe are interrelated, as some recent studies on European governmentality have also
discussed (Leira 2009; McMillan 2010). These two trajectories of governmentalization
need to be considered as two sides of the same coin. Foucault’s primary focus on the
state and its contestation as a timeless abstraction or an instrument of domination was

11 Hindess (2002: 131) remarks that contract theorists from Hobbes to Rawls usually perceive of sovereignty
as a matter of the internal relations between a state and its citizens. By so doing, they would have neglected
how state sovereignty is also a central artifact of the system of states.



66 CHAPTER TWO

not arbitrary. He developed the notion of governmentality to avoid considering the state
as a conceptual ceiling (chapter 1). Yet, even in his late works and despite his rudiment
tary and original discussion of European arts of government, Foucault treats contempora
ry government as something that operates primarily at the level of or within states, even
while they are now contestable. This treatment has led to a serious underestimation of
the importance of present governmental relations between states—both within and out
side postcolonial and post communist Europe, and both with regard to old and contem
porary forms of imperialism.12 Just as importantly, Foucault’s introduction of liberal
forms of European government tells us little to nothing about their consequences for a
postcolonial and post communist perspective of current modes of population regulation
within and at Europe’s bio politically constructed borders. In the remainder of this
chapter, I will delineate what bodies of literature I want to mobilize and combine to
critically renew Foucault’s analysis of the interdependences of state and inter state gov
ernmentality in the European context. In the second and third parts of this study, I will
mobilize these literatures to analyze the governmentalization of Europe vis à vis the
emergence of forms of Romani minority governance.

State dominated views of contemporary governmental practices have mostly and
extensively been discussed and questioned by governance studies and, in the case of
Europe, by their European variants. Yet, these studies often start from the identification
of government with the state and do usually not take into account the dimensions of
government that a Foucauldian conceptualization brings into view (introduction, chapter
1). Moreover, even while European governance studies, and theories of multi level gov
ernance in particular, accept multiple and dispersed governing agencies, many of these
studies have limited their analytical scope to Western European modes of governance.
Often, they do not sufficiently address how forms of European governance are related to
contexts of colonial or communist legacies and governmentalities. Therefore, many Euro
pean governance studies are classically Euro centric to the degree that they do not suffi
ciently consider how the emergence of European governance as a new or renewed con
stellation of governmentalities in a postcolonial and post communist European context
relates to similar earlier constellations across Europe’s contested borders. In light of this
critique, a number of interdisciplinary studies have productively cross fertilized a study
of governmentality with, for instance, postcolonial studies or a critical approach to forms
and theories of European governance.

The studies that have brought governmentality and European governance critically
together have tried to show that we cannot consider current modes of European gover
nance without interrogating the explicit problematization, development, and transfor
mation of forms and arts of European government in the course of modern European
history. William Walters and Jens Henrik Haahr (2005), for instance, approach the for
mation of Europe and the European Union from the point of view of Europe’s ongoing
governmentalization. To understand contemporary forms, patterns, and processes of

12 Hindess makes a more radical claim by putting forward that Foucault considers the relations between
states as “largely ungoverned” (2005: 405, 408). However, as I have shown, this claim is too strong, for
Foucault explicitly relates the governmentality of raison d’état and police as well as modern, liberal modes of
governmentality to forms of inter state governing at the level of the European states system (Foucault
2007b: 298 306, 312 16; 2008a: 51 62).
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European governance and identity formation, they argue, we need to interrogate Europe
genealogically and show how the gradual convergence that is often suggested by the
term ‘Europeanization’ is quite misleading:

The governmentalization of Europe should not be confused with Europeanization.
Governmentalization certainly does entail the construction of political and adminis
trative structures at a European level (what we might call, after Foucault, its ‘appara
tuses of security’). And it does involve the dissemination of certain norms and proce
dures … But the notion of Europeanization implies that there is a substance or a core
to Europe—a relatively coherent set of values, norms or perhaps institutions. In
speaking of the governmentalization of Europe we call attention to the production of
a plurality of Europes within discontinuous regimes and practices of knowledge. Not
Europe but Europes. (Walters and Haahr 2005: 139)

The notion of Europeanization often presupposes the European values, norms, identities,
and institutions that a governmentality approach would like to include as contestable
constructions ‘in progress’ in its analyses of distinct rationalities and technologies of
European government. Walters and Haahr and others (Barry 1993; Barnett 2001; Shore
2009; Münch 2010) have largely limited their focus to analysis of EU discourses, tools,
and programs, as well as to analyses of more or less successful forms of Europe’s post
war governmentalization. Alternatively, I extend and reposition my center of attention to
Central and Eastern Europe and Romani minority populations, on the one hand, and to
those instances where liberal or neo liberal governmentality as a form of power has also
been contested, on the other. This perspective will shed light on the ambivalent impact of
concrete articulations of modern governmentalities on Romani minorities in Central and
Eastern Europe (part three). This view will also put into question analyses of European
governance that remain methodologically limited to examinations of how European
institutions operate or to the study of European governmentalities in terms of key texts
and discourses that make particular forms of rule possible (chapters 6, 7, 8).

The studies that link governmentality and postcolonial critique have shed light on
how Foucault’s genealogies of race, sexuality, and desire have not taken into conside
ration the profound role of colonialism in changing states and power relations, both in
and outside Europe and both in and after the colonial era.13 Ann Laura Stoler has formu
lated how these studies have contributed to an important reconsideration of ‘Europe,’
and of ‘the West’ more generally:

[These studies] have pushed us to rethink European cultural genealogies across the board
and to question whether the key symbols of modern western societies—liberalism,
nationalism, state welfare, citizenship, culture, and ‘Europeanness’ itself—were not

13 Various authors have discussed governmentality alongside forms of postcolonial critique (Mitchell 1988;
2002; Ferguson 1994; Scott 1995; Stoler 1995; Appadurai 1996; Ferguson and Gupta 2002; Bhabha 2004;
Chatterjee 2004; Li 2007b; Sharma 2008). A good example is Timothy Mitchell’s (1988) relocation of the
panopticon as a modern diagram of power (see chapter 1). He has shown that the panopticon could actually
be seen as a colonial invention that first appeared in the Ottoman Empire and not, as Foucault suggested, in
North Western Europe.
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clarified among Europe’s colonial exiles and by those colonized classes caught in their
pedagogic net in Asia, Africa, and Latin America, and only then brought ‘home.’ In
sorting out these colonial etiologies of Western culture and its reformist gestures, one
cannot help but ask whether Foucault’s [genealogies] … might also be traced through
imperial maps of wider breadth that locate racial thinking and notions of ‘whiteness’ as
formative and formidable coordinates of them. (Stoler 1995: 16, my italics)

Put differently, these studies have tried to unveil Foucault’s genealogies as essentially
incomplete and, more specifically, as one sidedly concentrated on the influence of Euro
pean forms of imperialism on non Europeans—rather than on the reverse influence and
the encounters between allegedly European and non European populations and territo
ries. These studies have carefully looked at forms of governmentality and their contes
tations outside Europe or in the encounters between the European ‘centers’ and the
colonial ‘peripheries.’ Alternatively, in this study’s next two parts, I will focus on Euro
pean governmentalities and their limits in what has often been considered as Europe’s
periphery, in Central and Eastern Europe and with respect to Romani minorities in
particular. This shift implies that I will also look at how post communist social and
cultural formations and the legacies of communism complicate contemporary processes
of Europe’s governmentalization (chapters 6, 7, 8).14

Sympathizing with both discussed bodies of scholarly literature, the current study is
positioned in the still largely unexplored domain where these two recently investigated
fields of analysis meet and could fruitfully complement one another. A more thorough
understanding of the exact shape and content of this domain, its relation to the situation
of Romani minorities in particular, is crucial to analyze the limits of practices of liberal
and neo liberal governmentality in contemporary Europe. Historically, the regulation of
Romani minority populations in Europe has inherently and ambiguously gone together
with the will to improve them (see this study’s introduction). Since 1989, the appearance
of new forms of European governmentality has explicitly gone together with the de
vising of various inclusion, empowerment, and development programs for the Roma. In
the literature on the post 1989 changes in post communist Europe, some scholars have
suggested that the impact of ‘Western norms’ and ‘standards’ on Central and Eastern
European states and societies have resulted into a kind of neo imperial or neo colonial
dependency mechanism. This would have also negatively impacted on the situation of
the Roma. József Böröcz, for instance, suggests that the political discourses and mecha
nisms of EU enlargement represent a new kind of empire building, in which Western
norms are imposed on populations in Central and Eastern Europe. He speaks of the

14 At the same time, the framing of the socialist pasts in terms of ‘legacies’ needs to be addressed as part of
the more general problematic of those contemporary European governmentalities that particularly affect
Central and Eastern Europe. Indeed, referring to the socialist pasts as legacies could suggest that we are
already more or less familiar with the main parameters of these pasts and with the ways in which they have
influenced post communist societies and realities. Part of the problem, however, is that post communism
relates to communist ‘pasts’ in a somewhat similar way as post colonialism relates to colonial ‘pasts’: the
prefix ‘post’ does not only and necessarily refer to an ‘after’ (after the communist times), but also, and more
importantly, to how these not bygone pasts still largely influence present day circumstances (Stenning and
Hörschelmann 2008; Hörschelmann and Stenning 2008).
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“export of governmentality” and “the imposition of a … Euro governmentality on the
applicant societies” in Central and Eastern Europe (Böröcz 2001: 18, 19). Some other
scholars, who have particularly looked at the Roma’s situation, state that we have been
confronted with “the ‘Americanization’ of Eastern Europe” (Sigona and Trehan 2009b:
3). A neo imperial, neo liberal order would have been imposed on Central and Eastern
Europe and dramatically impacted on the situation of the Roma (see also Trehan 2009a;
2009b). In the third part of this study, I will challenge these and similar claims that are
based on reading the EU or neo liberalism as new, hegemonic orders that primarily re
produce cultures of exclusion and dependency. A brief analysis of the debate in post
colonial studies on the contested relation between dependency and development helps
to show why these views are problematic. At the same time, this debate provides me a
bridge to the second part of this study.

Some postcolonial scholars have argued that the maintenance of illiberal practices in
the name of liberalism has particularly become manifest in practices of development.
According to them, a modernist, developmental logic is key to the new regimes of Euro
pean and global governmentality. The notion of development that was introduced after
the Second World War and in the aftermath of various independence movements in the
‘Third World’ has often been considered as a subtler, though not necessarily less harsh
embodiment of the asymmetrical power relations between western countries on the one
hand, and non western or non European states and populations, on the other (Cowan
and Shenton 1996). The main idea behind this critical approach of development dis
courses and practices is that they would project a form of underdevelopment, tradition
alism, and passivity onto these states and populations—a projection that is directly con
noted with the incentives to develop, improve, and empower them, and integrate them
more effectively into global markets (Escobar 1995).15 This mechanism could be well il
lustrated by the way in which the former World Bank Vice President Joseph Stiglitz
defines development:

Development represents a transformation of society, a movement from traditional
relations, traditional ways of thinking, traditional ways of dealing with health and
education, traditional methods of production, to more ‘modern’ ways. For instance, a
characteristic of traditional societies is the acceptance of the world as it is; the modern
perspective recognizes change, it recognizes that we, as individuals and societies, can
take actions that, for instance, reduce infant mortality, extend lifespan, and increase
productivity. (Stiglitz 1998 cited Rojas 2004: 107, his emphasis)

Postcolonial critics, such as Akhil Gupta (1998), state that such conceptions of an opposi
tion between a supposedly modern and a supposedly traditional and underdeveloped

15 Wendy Larner and William Walters have emphasized the importance of acknowledging the differences
between imperialism and developmentalism: “Unlike imperialism, which was based on naturalized con
ceptions of ‘primitives’ and ‘savages,’ the moral claims that underpinned developmentalism did not
assume the inevitability of ‘backwardness.’ Whereas imperialism assumed a natural division of labor in
which some places and people were destined to be poor, developmentalism believed that structural dis
advantages could be overcome. Developing countries and their populations were seen as children who
could be educated, integrated, and would eventually reach maturity” (2002: 404).
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world show that ‘development’ is actually a postcolonial form of orientalism trans
formed into a de politicized, ‘neutral’ science for action in the contemporary world. A
number of postmodern critics have strongly rejected this and similar modernist under
standings of development and, alternatively, proposed a so called ‘post development’
approach.16 The proponents of this approach reject development as such, for it would
embody a modern rationality that is equivalent to modernity, western imperialism, rapa
cious capitalism, and cultural homogenization. In short, development “is the problem
not the solution” (Rist 1997 cited Watts 2003: 9). Seen from this perspective, development
embodies everything that was and continues to be destructive for non western and
supposedly non European cultures. Some of these critiques, such as the one of Arturo
Escobar, rely heavily on Foucault’s work, and on the disciplinary logic that is central to
his Discipline and Punish in particular. On the basis of a rather one sided interpretation of
Foucault’s works, Escobar and other proponents of post development approaches reject
every form of alternative development, for such forms would only reproduce the same
old modernist developmentalist attitude and lead those subjected to development into a
dependency trap. Instead, they propose to look for alternatives to development and for
anti authoritarian, radically democratic ways to approach disadvantaged and marginal
ized groups. What is “needed is the expansion and articulation of anti imperialist, anti
capitalist, anti productivist, [and] anti market struggles” that can lead to “new power
knowledge regimes” (Escobar 1992: 431, 432). For that reason, Escobar and others
(Rahnema 1997; Esteva and Prakhash 1998) focus on various kinds of grassroots move
ments. Escobar calls these subaltern, indigenous social movements essentially local and
plural and considers them “as vehicles for other ways of doing politics (non party, non
mass, cultural, and self organizing), and of doing ‘post development’ (decentralized,
community based, participatory, indigenous, and autonomous)” (paraphrased in Watts
2003: 9). These grassroots movements would often distrust organized politics and the de
velopment establishment and include movements as diverse as women, peasants, urban,
ethnic minority, indigenous people, civic, youth, ecological, and squatter movements
(Escobar 1992).

This approach to development is problematic for three reasons. Firstly, it subsumes
various, not necessarily uniform and congruent forms of development under the homo
geneous label of modernity or Development with a capital D.17 The proponents of the
post development approach suggest that successive forms and different articulations of
development embody one and the same governmental rationality, rather than adjacent,
overlapping, or even divergent and contradictory rationalities and technologies of gov
ernment—as a governmentality approach emphasizes (chapter 1).

Secondly, advocating alternatives to development, rather than variants of it, post
development and anti dependency theorists propagate a somewhat romantic view of
resistance as a principally bottom up movement. Such a movement would be essentially
local and based on something that is not entangled with the power relations that they
want to challenge. A post development movement, thus, would be able to contest the

16 See, for instance, Escobar (1995), Sachs (1992), Rahnema (1997), and Esteva and Prakhash (1998).
17 Such a view of development has also been compared with a conspiracy theory for it strongly suggests a
‘western’ conspiracy against marginalized groups or impoverished countries (see Li 2007b: 9n22, 287).
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supposed hegemony of western forms of developmentalism. While such a view of the re
lation between power and resistance is already hard to defend on the basis of Foucault’s
Discipline and Punish, it is even harder to maintain on the basis of a governmentality
inspired analysis (chapter 1). Indeed, the latter not only rejects any understanding of
power that considers it as a kind of property and that victimizes the ‘dispossessed’ as
powerless, it also supports an approach to grassroots movements beyond easy power
resistance and center periphery dichotomies. In chapter 7, I will discuss how recently
expressed comparable calls for mobilizing Romani grassroots communities are equally
problematic and adopt a disputable distinction between know how and knowledge de
veloped at the local level, on the one hand, and externally developed knowledge systems
imposed on the ‘grassroots,’ on the other.

Thirdly, an analysis of present day forms of the governmentalization of development
shows that many of the characteristics of what Escobar and others defend as an alter
native approach—from grassroots movements, subaltern knowledge formations, cultural
economics, and hybrid indigenous politics to community based, decentralized, and
participatory forms of post development—have been ambivalently redeployed and in
corporated in current technologies of government. As I will show, many of what could
be considered as the central features of post development have become central compo
nents of currently influential neo liberal forms of governmentality (chapters 5, 6, 7).
These redeployments have gone together with substantially different relationships be
tween state and society and with significantly shifting roles of civil society movements
and organizations in the management of development and empowerment programs.
These flexible redeployments do not imply that ‘alternatives’ to developmentalism are
not possible, but, rather, that we need to reconsider how we could articulate them be
yond both the suggestion of the Western developmentalist hegemony and development
postdevelopment binaries (Chatterjee 2004; Corbridge 2007). It is not primarily “the
claustrophobic closure of the development project—its singular character and its op
presssiveness—that is so striking,” but, rather, the “complexities, and frequent failures,
of securing rule, producing governable subjects and governable spaces” (Watts 2003: 13).

Having arrived at this point, I want to return to my remark that postcolonial critiques,
when cross fertilized with a governmentality approach to Europe, can productively con
tribute to rethinking European cultural genealogies beyond one sided claims of Western
hegemonies and beyond power resistance binaries that are also typical of the post devel
opment movement. But how can postcolonial critiques if not in terms of scholarship on
post development? I suggest they can by diversifying genealogies of ‘Europeanness’ and
questioning the uniformity that underlies modernist narratives, such as those of develop
mentalism. Postcolonial settings “provide the rationale for the idea of alternative moder
nities” and can interrupt “the redemptive narratives of the West” (Gupta 1998: 232).
Recent contributions to postcolonial studies have identified various strategies to ‘provin
cialize’ Europe (Chakrabarty 2000) and re narrate the histories of the Enlightenment, and
of modernity more generally, in order to unravel heterogeneous, plural modernities,
rather than one, singular modernity (Bhabha 1990; 2004). The processes of narrating
Europe and its supposed constituencies have not only unsettled Euro centric conceptions
of nation, culture, modernity, and development, but also led to the articulation of what
some call a “minoritarian modernity” (Pollock et al 2000: 582). This concept points to past
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and present practices where minoritized groups have allied themselves beyond what has
be called grand, ‘Kantian’ narratives of cosmopolitanism.18 In the next two chapters, I
will show how a diversification of Enlightenment narratives can shed new light on the
role that minoritized Romani populations have played in the history of modern Europe.
In postcolonial studies, little to no research has been done to unsettle the ways in which
various past and present governmental engagements with Europe’s Romani minorities
represent a complex mixture of attempts to govern, develop, and improve them, as well
as various failures to actually do so. Development studies, on the other hand, have pre
vailingly focused on development outside ‘Europe’,19 on the relations between ‘the West’
and non Western subjects and objects targeted for development,20 or—in those cases that
actually focus on Europe—on ‘failed’ or post conflict states in the former Yugoslavia and
Soviet Union.21 The ways in which the Roma have increasingly been targeted as a
transnational minority population to be developed, empowered, and improved within and
at Europe’s contested borders have hitherto been understudied. Addressing this lacuna
is one of the main aims of this study.

The Roma represent more than simply one among other case studies, for their his
tories in Europe and the various ways in which they have been treated in the course of
European history can tell us more about how the regulation of Europe’s own represen
tational, territorial, and bio political borders has been constituted and contested. To shed
light on how current transnational approaches to Romani minorities are actually legacies
of a European modernity that is more heterogeneous than has been suggested in Roma
related historiographies, I will analyze past and present approaches toward the Roma
and interrogate them beyond a one dimensional perspective of the Enlightenment, and
of modernity more in general. This interrogation is the central aim of the second part of
this study. From the perspective of a pluralized conception of modernity, I will discuss
the relationship between the way in which Romani groups have historically become the
focus of policy interventions, the Roma representation in minority terms, and the emer
gence of Gypsy or Romani studies.

CONCLUSION

In this chapter, I have examined the interrelationships between intra state and inter state
governmentality and showed how we need to consider them as two inherently related
forms of power that have simultaneously been developed in Europe since the seven
teenth century. I have discussed Foucault’s analysis of the transformation of state/inter
state relations during the Enlightenment and his view of the gradual appearance of what
he calls liberal forms of governmentality. I have explained how modes of governing
through freedom—which characterize liberal governmentalities—have often ambiva
lently been related to less liberal or even illiberal forms of rule, in particular when it has

18 See, for instance, Brennan (2001), Cheah (2003; 2006), Muthu (2003), and Nyers (2003).
19 See, for instance, Duffield (2001; 2007) and Li (2007b; 2009).
20 See, for instance, Ferguson (1994), Escobar (1995), Riddell (2007), and Pogge (2010).
21 See, for instance, Merlingen and Ostrauskaite (2006) and Vrbensky (2009).
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come to governing minoritized population groups. I have argued that Foucault’s work,
though it critically reflects on the interrelationships between state and inter state forms
of governmentality and on the emergence of different ‘arts of European government,’
does not relate the latter to both new forms of knowledge formation about Europe and the
bio political dimension of his analytics of government.

To interrogate past and current European governmentalities, and particularly the
ways in which they are intrinsically related to influential forms of population regulation
within and at Europe’s owns contestable and contested borders, I have suggested anal
yzing the hitherto mostly unexplored domain where governmentality studies, critical
studies of European governance, postcolonial studies, and development studies inter
sect. At the intersection of these literatures, I have proposed, we can discuss how forms
of global or European governmentality have been related to transnational forms of bio
political population regulation in Europe. Where these literatures meet, the histories and
current situation of Romani minorities in Europe also come into view. Historically
situated at Europe’s own representational and bio political borders and currently the
target of large and ambitious transnational inclusion programs, the Roma represent a
unique case study for analyzing the impact of how diverse forms of European govern
mentality have been articulated in the modern history of Europe. Before, in the third part
of this study, I will analyze contemporary European governmentalities and their impact
on the Roma, I want to shed light on how it has been made possible at all that Romani
groups and individuals are problematized in terms of minorities and on how their
minoritization has inaugurated diverse forms of Romani minority governance in
Europe’s modern history. Spelling out these two issues is one of the central aims of the
second part of this study. In part two, I will analyze these two issues through a critical
interrogation of how reason of state and police governmentalities were articulated and
transformed in late eighteenth century Central and Eastern Europe and affected the
governance of Romani populations.




