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			Our contemporary societies let us believe that we are free; it is a delusion. We are still shackled in our chains, even in the West. Chains that we take for wings: we believe ourselves to be in a democracy, we think that work allows us to emancipate ourselves and we imagine that new technologies facilitate our lives. This is our daily “novlangue”.

			But oligarchy reigns, man is mired in consumerism and liberalism, security control is more and more prevalent, while medical progress in procreation brings us closer to an “industrial fabrication of the human”. In this context, we must question and rethink the conditions of a true human liberation.

			This is the work that Denis Collin has undertaken. Basing himself on numerous historical and philosophical references, he redefines the concepts and opens up new political, economic, social and metaphysical perspectives. The setting up of “partial associations” at all levels of political organization, the end of wage labor in favor of the cooperation of producers, the realization of man through his creative activity, the guarantee of the primacy of subjectivity in the face of scientism, are among the weapons intended to break our chains.
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			Introduction

			The Wolf and the Dog

			by Jean de La Fontaine

			 

			A Wolf had only bones and skin,

			So many Dogs were on guard.

			This Wolf meets a Dog as powerful as beautiful,

			Bold, polite, who had inadvertently gone astray.

			Attack it, quarter it,

			Sire Loup would have done it gladly;

			But the battle had to be fought,

			And the Mastiff was big

			To stand up boldly for yourself.

			The Wolf therefore approaches it humbly,

			Entering the subject, and complimenting him

			On his stoutness, which he admires.

			“It will be up to you, beautiful Sire,

			To be as fat as I am,” said the dog.

			Leave the woods, you’ll do well:

			Your kind are miserable there,

			Dorks, nerds, and poor devils,

			Whose condition is to starve.

			For what? Nothing assured; no frank lippage;

			Everything at the point of the sword.

			Follow me, you will have a much better fate.”

			The Wolf said: “What will I have to do?

			- Almost nothing, says the Dog: giving chase to people

			Carrying sticks and beggars;

			To flatter those of the house, to please his Master:

			In return for which your salary

			Will force reliefs in all ways :

			Chicken bones, pigeon bones,

			Not to mention many a caress.”

			The Wolf is already forging a bliss

			Who makes him cry with tenderness.

			Along the way, he saw the Peeled Dog Pass.

			What’s that?” he said. - Nothing,” he said. - What? Nothing? - Not much.

			- But still? - The necklace I’m attached to

			From what you see is perhaps the cause.

			- Attached? said the Wolf: you do not run

			Where do you want? - Not always, but what does it matter?

			- It matters so well, that of all your meals

			I don’t want to in any way,

			And would not want even at this price a treasure.”

			That said, Master Wolf runs away, and runs again.

			 

			Are we still able to hear Jean de La Fontaine? The astonishment and the real gagging of the wolf, “you do not run then / Where you want?”, will perhaps astonish the immense majority of our contemporaries. Or if it doesn’t surprise them, it’s because they don’t know how to read this brilliant author anymore, victim of his success. The word “freedom” and its derivatives such as “liberal” have perhaps never been used so much, and yet we have become accustomed to wearing a necklace, “Nothing [...] - Little. [...] The collar I am tied to. Are there still, and for how long, wolves to notice our peeled collar? It seems that even the rebels have become accustomed to negotiating the length of their chains.

			We pretend to wonder about the legislative inflation, in France as well as at the European level. We should not. We want prohibitions and obligations in all fields. We have already criticized this “exterminating angelism” (Alain-Gérard Slama), this State that wants our good in spite of us, that wants to deprive us of the pleasure of spitting out our smoking bronchial tubes when we get up, or that claims to regulate the vocabulary and the use of insults and other picturesque bird names. But this is only the surface of things. And the critics of “political correctness” are often quick to call for police intervention and a return to “law and order. To the “political correctness” of the moderns, they oppose the political correctness of the ancients. That’s all there is to it.

			Every metropolis is under surveillance. The obsession with security has invaded every pore of society, abolished the very notion of privacy, and made possible what the liberals of past centuries would only have imagined with horror. So-called anti-terrorist legislation follows one another and tears apart habeas corpus.

			As Proudhon said,

			“To be governed is to be guarded, inspected, spied upon, directed, legislated, regulated, parked, indoctrinated, preached, controlled, esteemed, appreciated, censored, commanded, by beings who have neither title, nor science, nor virtue...

			“To be governed is to be at every transaction, at every movement, noted, registered, counted, priced, stamped, rated, assessed, patented, licensed, admonished, prevented, reformed, corrected.

			“It is under the pretext of public utility and in the name of the general interest to be put to contribution, exercised, ransomed, exploited, monopolized, concussionned, pressured, mystified, stolen ; then, at the slightest complaint, at the first word of complaint, repressed, amended, vilified, vexed, hunted down, hounded, stunned, disarmed, garroted, imprisoned, shot, machine-gunned, judged, condemned, deported, sacrificed, sold, betrayed, and to top it all off, played with, fooled, outraged, dishonored.

			“Here is the government, here is its justice, here is its morality! And that there are among us democrats who pretend that the government is good; socialists who support, in the name of liberty, equality, and fraternity, this ignominy; proletarians who are running for the presidency of the Republic1!”

			It is no better with classical political freedom: democracy is reduced to a staging of the comedy of power: deprived of real stakes, for lack of serious political differences, the electoral contest is reduced to a choice between two versions of the single thought, a kind of beauty contest without the slightest beauty, or rather a rigged sports show in which the athletes all wear jerseys in the colors of the big brands. Confirmation of Max Stirner’s imprecations2 : any State, whether monarchical or republican, has no other aim than “to bind, limit, subordinate the individual, to subject him to the general thing” and if some States are strong enough to tolerate some free activities of individuals, it is only “the tolerance of the insignificant and the inoffensive3.

			Nothing new under the sun, one might say. Traditional societies had little regard for freedom of thought, freedom of expression and public liberties; it will also be recalled that constitutional governments in Europe and America have always applied their own principles only sparingly, never shying away from emergency laws, police surveillance and the provocation that goes with it. This is true. But domination now benefits from the violent irruption of information and communication technologies and biotechnologies. Biometrics is on the march. Yesterday we were subjects of a sovereign political power. We are marked like cattle, with electronic chips and not rings in our ears like cows, but the difference here is not important: it is for our own good! The political power is a good shepherd who takes care of his flock and wants to protect it from wolves and black sheep. An invaluable metaphor of the shepherd. But in the end, the flock is always led to the slaughterhouse.

			Almost nothing new except, and this is essential, the ongoing involution of a movement that comes from far away (probably from the first communes in the Middle Ages) and that turns freedom against freedom.

			Freedom is an idea, detestable says Valery:

			“Liberty: it is one of those detestable words which have more value than meaning; which sing more than they speak; which ask more than they answer; of those words which have done all the jobs, and whose memory is smeared with Theology, Metaphysics, Morality and Politics; words very good for controversy, dialectic, eloquence; as suitable for illusory analyses and infinite subtleties as for the ends of sentences which unleash thunder4.”

			Philosophical quarrels about freedom seem vain, they are quarrels of words which necessarily arise when one takes a word out of its “natural element”. But if there is not a precise meaning of freedom in general, if there is not a concept of freedom, there are perfectly defined uses of this term, specified concepts and not only as Valéry seems to say “in the dynamics and the theory of mechanisms”. But in all these uses, the idea of freedom seems progressively emptied of its meaning. Whether it is a question of political freedom, of the rights and immunities of individuals, or of freedom in its most metaphysical sense (freedom as free will or as the power to act), our century no longer leaves much room for it, although we make immoderate use of the word... the better to bury the thing.

			However, we must be careful not to consider this process in too one-sided a manner. The counter-utopias of the twentieth century have said everything that needs to be said about the threats posed by scientific progress as well as the delusions of the “social engineers” who propose to model a “new man”. But what is perfectly licit in literature cannot be suitable for a philosophical reflection. One must consider this erasure of liberties from a “dialectical” point of view: it is not only the result of the concerted and liberticidal action of a handful of dominants; it is also a product of the liberal and progressive claims of the preceding centuries and it produces its own contradictions. There is, of course, no “law of history” that would make the “soft totalitarianism” of our time the obligatory passage to a new era (or area!) of the blossoming of freedom. It is only a question of perceiving that, however desperate our situation may be at times, it conceals possibilities that can only be actualized if we know how to see and understand them. Just one example: the new forms of management - with the introduction in the 1980s of the methods of Toyotism, which undoubtedly marked a new stage in what Marx called “the real domination of capital” - in particular through the pulverization of the work collective and the expropriation of workers’ knowledge. But we must understand, at the same time, that these new methods were only able to impose themselves because wage earners massively rejected the Fordist organization of work and wanted to increase their power over the production process. Toyotism is not just about “just-in-time”, but includes procedures for integrating workers into the very process to which they are subject, through “quality circles”, for example. The new forms of exploitation proceed from the old, not linearly, but dialectically. Even in unrecognizable forms, the hold that labor has exerted on workers still manifests that man seeks to realize his “generic being,” to use an expression from Marx’s 1844 Manuscripts.

			What I propose here is an analysis of the various uses of the word “freedom”, of the different concepts that can be made of it, and a state of affairs at the beginning of the 21st century, before we move on to the “post-human” and it is too late to realize it.

			We will start with freedom in the sense of political freedom by asking ourselves what is really happening with the triumphant democracy of our time.

			While liberals think they are protecting individual freedom against the “despotism of freedom” by reducing freedom to what Isaiah Berlin calls “negative freedom”, it will be seen that these individual freedoms, these freedoms not to be prevented from acting, are gradually being torn apart.

			We will then see that the system of work in our time, far from increasing human freedom, is fully in line with the mechanisms of perfecting domination.

			Modern philosophers have long believed that man could free himself from the tyranny of needs by developing production and by making the “man rich in needs” the model of civilized man. The “consumer society” reverses this hope by pushing to its most extreme consequences the “fetishism of the commodity”.

			More generally, it will be necessary to question freedom as a “metaphysical” subject: in what sense can we still consider freedom as the spiritual essence of man at a time when biotechnologies open up the possibility of a radical transformation of human nature?

			To conclude, we will ask ourselves what use we can still make of the old liberal and republican freedoms and in what way they can be articulated on the multiform resistances that are manifesting themselves against the transformation of humans into predictable and rationalizable beings according to the rules of market rationality. What are the conditions of a true human liberation? What is a free human life? These political questions, but also and above all ethical ones, must be asked if we want to keep a meaning to the word “freedom”.
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			Chapter I - Democracy, oligarchy, elites and control of the masses

			Freedom is first and foremost political. To be free is to be alternately governed and governed, as Aristotle already said. The oldest claim of the plebs is to claim the right to have a say in the actions of those who govern. From Athens to republican Rome, from the Italian city-states to the English revolution, to American independence and the proclamation of the Republic in France, there seems to be a thread that peoples and generations hold tightly together. The differences between the slave republics of Athens and Rome, the republics of artisans, bourgeois and aristocrats of northern Italy and the modern republics of the late eighteenth century are sometimes abysmal. Freedom was hardly ever freedom for all. Even the very radical republican constitution of the first year maintained the distinction between active and passive citizens, between citizens truly capable of citizen’s rights and second-class citizens - which included, moreover, all female citizens without exception... It took long struggles to wrest universal suffrage, in small steps. All these freedoms, moreover, are rather formal: the political right of a worker and that of his boss who owns newspapers and is ready to spend astronomical sums of money to run a campaign have no common measure. All this and much more can be said, but if the reality is sometimes far from the fine speeches, this does not remove any value from the speeches: we believe that the movement of history is that of the widening and deepening of democracy, and first of all of political democracy, and these last decades would seem to confirm it. Contested vigorously in the thirties of the last century, democracy has hardly any opponents left. The so-called “totalitarian” dictatorships have all collapsed. The military regimes that were still important in “Atlanticist” Europe in the early 1970s (Spain, Greece, Portugal) have given way to almost irreproachable democracies. Latin America seems to be learning about democratic regimes, and left-wing governments can last more than a few months without being overthrown by bloody military coups, more or less piloted by the US secret services.

			One can quibble, but the general line is clear: democracy, supported by the market economy, has triumphed. “The end of history,” said Fukuyama. There are some recalcitrant, capitalist Chinese who maintain the political structures of the “totalitarian” and “communist” state, but what changes since the death of Mao! The “Muslim world” is boiling over and democracy is not a highly prized value there. But progress will come... so much for the optimistic discourse. To which the grumblers object that the Tarpeian Rock is close to the Capitol and that this apparent apogee of democracy is nothing but the sign of its decline already well underway.

			The three meanings of democracy

			First of all, we must know what we mean by democracy. For the Ancients, and this is still the meaning of the word in the 18th century, democracy is the power of the people and this power only exists if it is exercised directly by the people. Athenian democracy resides in the fact that the assembled demos directly makes decisions, appoints and dismisses its leaders. The popular power is direct and without separation between legislative and executive. The Greeks distinguish the laos from the demos. The laos is the population, the people as a whole of the inhabitants - this is what will be aimed at by the setting up of institutions and practices that Michel Foucault classifies under the term “biopolitics”. The demos is the people transformed into a political body. The laos is formless, it is the plebs of the Romans. It must be structured, organized by a “montage” which is the work of the “clerics” (klericos) - hence a “liturgy”, a staging intended for the laos. This opposition is redoubled: a Greek is either a simple private individual, idiotes, member of the laos, or a citizen, politis, as part of the demos. Democracy would be the government of the people, by the people, for the people? The people as object or recipient of the government, it is the laos, whereas the people as agent (“by the people”), it is the demos. This distinction is very far-reaching in the questions which concern us particularly here.

			It remains to know who is part of the people and who is not. The Athenians had a rather restrictive definition of it: neither slaves, nor masters, nor women were part of it. However, the Athenian democracy remained a democracy and not an aristocracy or an oligarchy, because the “small people”, what will be called “plebs” in the Romans, plays a decisive role there. Not everyone was a citizen, of course, but the quality of citizen was not linked to wealth, nor to a particular social status. There are “nobles” in Athens as in Rome, families who take pride in their “race”, but a poor craftsman can also be a citizen, even if his chances of accessing the supreme magistracies are rather reduced - for example, in Rome, the tribunes of the plebs are not plebeians.

			There is a second meaning to the word “democracy”: it is no longer a question of knowing whether the people as a whole exercise power through their assemblies or their means of control, but what interests are really taken into account in the conduct of public affairs. If the demos is the people, the majority of the people is naturally composed of the “little people”; in Florence, we spoke of the popolo minuto. In the assembly, everyone is there, rich or poor, noble or artisan, but in reality, there is a division that persists, a division that, without being as old as humanity, probably goes back to prehistoric times, to the Mesolithic and the beginnings of the Neolithic, between the “great” and the people5. Machiavelli makes this the fundamental division in all political regimes and Vico explains the history of republics, the transformation of tribal governments into aristocratic republics and of aristocratic republics into popular republics by the conflict between the strong (the “giants”, the “heroes”, the gentes maiores) and the famoli, the plebs6. “History up to our days is the history of the class struggle”: this central thesis of the Communist Manifesto of Marx and Engels is so common, taken up again so often by the greatest, that it imposes itself, in spite of the repeated attempts to stifle this unpleasant truth. From this follows the second meaning of the word “democracy”: there is democracy when the interests of the largest part of the people prevail, that is, the interests of the poorest.

			In a more modern sense, democracy is identified with the respect of democratic freedoms, that is to say, both individual and political freedoms - in short, the “1789 freedoms”. Today, this understanding prevails and it is the concern for individual liberties that is the main concern. The classical liberal interpretation has finally imposed itself. Personal freedoms and, above all, property rights are the freedoms of first rank, which must take precedence over political freedoms in the event that they come into conflict. It will be seen that even on this point, there is much to be said and basic individual liberties, the “1789 liberties”, are not doing very well.

			In an ideal republic, these three meanings of the word “democracy” should not contradict each other: freedom guaranteed to all presupposes a certain equality, not only of rights, but also of fortunes, and thus it requires a policy that avoids too great inequalities and prevents the poorest from being condemned to a misery destructive of the social order... The ideal of the Keynesian state with social-democratic tendencies, which inspired Western European and (partially) American governments during the so-called “Thirty Glorious Years,” implements, or at least endeavors to implement, these three dimensions of democracy:

			1. It broadens access to public life for all: women are allowed to vote, the age of majority is lowered and participation in public life is encouraged, notably through mass political parties - Italy and Germany provide quite remarkable examples, even if they are very dilapidated today;

			2. The interests of the poorest are taken into consideration to an extent never seen in previous historical periods, with social protection, protection against unemployment, retirement, vacation rights, massive development of secondary and higher education, etc. The main demands of the minimum program placed at the end of the Communist Manifesto of Marx and Engels seem to be satisfied or in the process of being satisfied!

			3. Individual liberties are guaranteed. The Keynesian state defends private property. But the various forms of freedom of conscience and personal liberty take on great importance: freedom of morals, abolition of almost all forms of censorship, recognition of the right of each individual to live the life that seems right to him or her without having to bend to traditions and “good morals” dictated by religious convictions.

			In the 1970s, even when left-wing politicians dressed themselves up in all sorts of “socialist”, “communist” or even “revolutionary” garb7, their only ambition was to defend and develop this model, which neither John Stuart Mill nor Lord Keynes would have disowned, and which was theorized by John Rawls. It will be objected that this ideal democracy that has become a reality is itself the result of political and social conflicts that are often very violent and that it has remained confined to the richest part of the capitalist world, which is true. The program of the National Council of the Resistance, the Italian Constitution and the work of the First Republic, the great reforms of Clement Attlee in Great Britain, to take only these salient examples, were variants, more or less radical, of this same political orientation. And even today, this orientation remains the ultimate reference for many currents of the “radical left” or “anti-liberal”.

			In contrast to this period and this “model”, the great turning point of the 1980s appears to be a regression on all fronts. Equality is called into question, both by the valorization of performance, of competition, of “winners”: the rule is vae victis. The poor are losers (sorry, losers) and therefore to give them a voice would be to let society be run by those who are unable to do so because they are incapable of personal success. Social protection is considered a burden, an unproductive expense for a humanity that will soon be considered supernumerary.

			This is why a democracy deserted by the popular classes becomes the only possible one: a “pacified democracy”, rid of this “egalitarian passion” that liberals have always mistrusted, rid of the plebs, in short, a democracy rid of the demos. When a president of the Republic, somewhat imprudently, boasts that “in this country, when there is a strike, no one notices anymore”, he is delivering the secret of contemporary politics: it is necessary to let the “big ones” decide among themselves and to outlaw, once and for all, the “tumultuous republic” dear to Machiavelli.

			This explains the meaning of the great transformation of our time: government is replaced by governance, a matter of administration reserved for experts, which camouflages the violence inherent in the government of men under the hypocritical mask of technical management. Saint-Simon (echoed by Marx) dreamed of a society where we move from the government of men to the administration of things. In a certain way, we are there, but the dream has turned into a nightmare.

			See the process dialectically

			One might object to this black-and-white picture that the past is always more beautiful than the present - Machiavelli indicated the reason: the past is the time of youth, and when one grows old, when the ills of age make themselves felt, one regrets the vigor of youth. This is exactly what seems to be happening in politics today in most of the layers and groups opposed to “neoliberalism”.

			The idyllic vision of the glorious era of the welfare state, while not without real foundations, has the serious defect of not grasping reality dialectically. The accountant makes two columns, the credit and the debit, and will judge the health and robustness of a social and political regime by trying to determine whether the credit column is really longer than the debit column. The dialectician, on the contrary, will try to understand the link between the “positive aspects” and the “negative aspects”, to understand their dialectical unity in order to grasp the historical development in its reality.

			Let’s remember what is too often forgotten: the Trente Glorieuses were not so glorious and the redistribution machine of the welfare state worked as much in one direction as in the other: the habit of watering where the ground is already wet is well established. The Gaullist regime was not a paradise for the working class - even if the situation was much better for the Communist Party than it is today. Political democracy was exercised freely only to the extent that it was certain that the results of the elections would suit the “masters of the world,” and if not, stabilization maneuvers and coups d’état were undertaken again. Latin America in the 1960s and 1970s was not part of the paradisiacal “world of yesterday”. Nor was Greece of the colonels... nor even Italy, which was agitated by the action of the secret services, especially those of the United States, but not only. No nostalgia for a time of progress or a time of revolutionary hope. It is more relevant to try to understand how today came out of yesterday.

			To understand what really happened, to reconstruct the link between events, to make a history of the half-century that followed the defeat of Nazism, is a task of which we have only very partial glimpses and which deserves to be seriously tackled - even if many elements are still missing, precisely because they are too close to us. But there is a second, properly philosophical or theoretical dimension, which consists in looking at political principles and their own dynamics. I will summarize this in three theses:

			1. There is a close link between individualistic liberal demands and the destruction of collective protection systems;

			2. The common feature of the past and the present is that democracy has only ever existed as a form of oligarchy;

			3. Liberal individualism is its own gravedigger and leads to the strengthening of the state it claims to fight.

			The liberal individual versus the republic

			We are talking about “liberalism” here, but the word is so ambiguous, so polysemous, that it is better to begin by specifying its uses and by saying what we mean by “liberal individual”. Classical liberalism, coined in the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries by the great philosophers of modern Europe, covers several distinct but closely related issues.

			In the first place, liberalism appears with the push of the new commercial and industrial classes against the feudal system and the multiple hindrances it imposes on what Marxists would call the “development of the productive forces. It is a liberalism often reduced to simple economic liberalism (freedom of the market or “laissez-faire”), but which encompasses many other aspects.

			The respect of the right to property and the freedom to get rich from one’s industry are themes shared by Hobbes, Locke and their followers, but also by Montesquieu and Turgot. One has always had the right to get rich, and the Catholic condemnation of money was nothing but a tartuffery... But as soon as the Reformation legitimized the will to get rich as being in accordance with divine purposes, the taxes levied by an unproductive clergy and the insistent “protection” offered by the men-at-arms became intolerable burdens for those who perceived themselves more and more clearly as the living forces of European nations. All the philosophy of these two centuries is traversed by the question of money, the legitimacy of interest and the defense of the owner’s right. Even the philosophers who are classified among the most radicals bear witness to this.

			Spinoza constructs his politics by showing how ambition and the love of wealth can be brought into play in such a way as to guarantee freedom, concord and peace in the republic. Alexandre Matheron calls the Spinozist ideal state a liberal state, and this term must be understood in all its meanings. Moreover, to know what a liberal state is, Spinoza himself gives the example of the main trading power of his time:

			“Let’s not look too far for examples, because we have enough in front of us. Hasn’t the city of Amsterdam experienced the benefits? This does not prevent it from developing continuously, in all fields, under the admiring gaze of other peoples. In this flourishing republic and splendid city, people of all national origins and religious sects live in perfect harmony! When it comes to making an investment, the citizens are only concerned with whether the man they are dealing with is rich or poor, whether he can be trusted or whether his reputation is that of a deceiver. Once fixed on this, they do not care at all what religion or sect the other party adheres to, for, supposing one were ever to go before the judge, this consideration would serve neither to win nor to lose the case8.”

			This is what Vico reproaches Spinoza for when he says that “Benedict Spinoza speaks of the republic as if it were a society of merchants9”.

			A severe moralist - and by no means a libertine - Diderot, in many ways a Spinozist, is not only one of the most determined representatives of Enlightenment materialism and atheism, but also a defender of “good luxury”... and of free trade, as long as the exchange remains fair. The Letter on the Book Trade is a plea for the freedom of publishing and for the defense of copyright...

			This first form of liberalism, which seeks to free civil society from the shackles of the feudal system, must be understood in its complex aspects. Marxists generally consider the development of liberal ideas as the expression of the aspiration to power of a new dominant class that gains ideological domination before directly seizing political power. Liberalism is explained by the desire of this new class to rule society according to its own will and to enrich itself without limit - enrichment becoming the reward for activity and talent. This aspect is undeniable and there is some truth in the traditional interpretation of “historical materialism”. But at the same time and for the same reasons, liberalism must stand up against all forms of parasitic activities, against the rents of the Church that serve to feed “lazy monks”, against taxes, duties and a thousand and one ways of extorting money from those who work, trade and finally make the nation live. Not wanting to be held to ransom and only paying taxes by controlling their use is a liberal claim, but also a claim of political freedom in general. Turgot, the great French liberal, never questioned the absolute monarchy, but he united in a coherent plan the liberalization of the grain market, the abolition of guilds, an ambitious tax reform that led to the liquidation of the tax privileges of the nobility and the clergy, the royal corvée, and an action in favor of religious tolerance. The immense majority of the nation would have gained from the application of the project of this daring reformer... but the united forces of the noble reaction were able to defeat him.

			In other words, the claims of economic liberalism - freedom of enterprise, freedom of trade and reduced intervention in “private” affairs by outside agencies - are not only about establishing the rule of the free fox in the henhouse. They are also a rejection of a certain type of domination. This liberal freedom is not only the anti-feudal and anti-absolutist demand of the rising bourgeoisie. It will also be that of the revolutionary or radical movements, often libertarian (and not liberal) of the end of the nineteenth century and the beginning of the twentieth against “the plutocrats”, the army and the Church. It was also the demand that swept away the bureaucratic regimes in the USSR and in the countries of the East.

			I have had occasion to hypothesize that the “liberal turn” of the 1980s was made possible because the layers of the dominant class that had an interest in it were able to mobilize the dominated for “freedom” by arguing that the bureaucratic constraints of the welfare state weighed as much on the wage earners as on the bosses. The Keynesian-Fordist growth of the three decades following the Second World War was essentially based on a techno-scientific management of firms and the generalization of the Fordist production chain. It is too often forgotten that the first shocks to this model came from the revolts of young workers - for example, during the strikes in Caen and Rennes in 196710. Faced with this revolt against the conditions of Fordist production, the dominant classes proposed more “freedom”: a change in the hierarchical model (“shortening the chain of command”), management by objectives, development of individual initiative and participation in groups to improve working conditions and productivity. The slogan “all entrepreneurs” is a scam, but it is based on real aspirations, which we will discuss later. Is it possible to untangle the skein, to separate economic liberalism as an ideology justifying the omnipotence of capital and the aspirations for individual initiative, autonomy in work, the elimination of bureaucracy and open or underhand forms of parasitism? Answering this question is decisive if we want to draw the main lines of an alternative to the omnipotence of capitalism.

			Secondly, liberalism is intimately linked to a certain form of political organization and a certain conception of law to which the names of Locke, Montesquieu or Tocqueville are attached. But here again, it is the complexity of the definition that must be noted. Although it has been historically closely linked to the economic liberalism we have just been talking about, classical political liberalism has its own specificities: Turgot does not ask the properly political question, although he has the support of the “philosophers” who are most often supporters of political liberalism. To define this political liberalism, we must proceed by oppositions and differences.

			First of all, political liberalism is opposed to monarchical absolutism. It is the political liberalism of the Glorious Revolution, so called because it was above all an unrevolutionary arrangement between the dominant classes to get rid of the unfortunate spectre of a real revolution, that of 1642, when for the first time representatives of the people condemned a king to have his head separated from the rest of his body. This liberalism expresses the will of the dominant classes not to be entirely subjected to the monarchic political power. But whether this political liberalism is equivalent to political freedom is far from clear. It claims freedom from monarchical state power, but not freedom for all, not freedom in general. Starting from the conflicts between the British imperial power and the American insurgents, then between northerners and southerners, and drawing on a vast documentation, Domenico Losurdo shows that liberalism and slavery can coexist without major difficulties.

			“The so-called champions of liberty label as synonymous with slavery and despotism a fiscal imposition implemented without their explicit consent, but they have no qualms about exercising the most absolute and tyrannical power at the expense of their slaves11.”

			Losurdo cites John Millar, a disciple of Adam Smith and a prominent representative of the “Scottish Enlightenment”:

			“It is singular that the same individuals who speak with refined style of political liberty and who consider as one of the inalienable rights of mankind the right to impose taxes, make no scruple of holding a large proportion of creatures similar to themselves in such conditions as to deprive them not only of property, but of almost all rights. Fortune has perhaps produced no situation more than this capable of ridiculing the liberal hypothesis or of showing how little the conduct of men is, at bottom, directed by philosophical principles12.”

			Without reducing liberalism to this dimension alone, Losurdo uses the category of “democracy of the race of lords”, which gives a good account of this democracy reserved for a small minority combined with the oppression of a mass of slaves or plebs considered to be made up of inferior men (as the Irish were often considered by the English) or of men who were barely human, as the Amerindians were considered. Hence these apparent paradoxes: some of the insurgents opposed the “mother country” because it began to question the slave trade; with an unintentional sense of humor, Washington addressed his fellow citizens and called on them to fight against the British Empire “so as not to be miserably oppressed like our Negroes”... or those southerners, fully penetrated by the argumentation of the great liberal theorists and who defend the right of slave owners against the tyrannical law of those northerners who want to emancipate the slaves. The most famous case is that of John C. Calhoun, vice-president of the United States from 1825 to 1832, who developed a coherent political philosophy, claiming in particular John Locke, in which the southerners will find all the necessary justifications during the Civil War. Fighting both to defend the autonomy of the Southern states - against the “tyrannical” centralization wanted by the Northerners - and against the abolitionists, “blind fanatics”, Calhoun is the ardent defender of the law that obliges the abolitionist states to hand over runaway slaves. Calhoun supports the paradox that freedom is never more secure than in states founded on slavery. There is no need to twist Calhoun’s texts to find in them an astonishing anticipation of the famous “freedom is slavery” maxim typical of the totalitarian system of 1984 imagined by Orwell.

			As early as 1790, it was the liberal Burke who launched the ideological offensive against the French Revolution - at a time when, let us remember, it had merely established a constitutional monarchy, strongly inspired by the English model! But what Burke could not support was the first article, which declared all men free and equal in rights. Burke sees there only an abstract freedom which will make the bed of despotisms, to which he opposes the freedoms of the English. It should be noted that all counter-revolutionary criticism, from Rivarol to Maurras, via Joseph de Maistre, will take up the central core of Burke’s polemic, while being less verbose on the liberties of the English...

			This liberalism defends a certain conception of freedom, a freedom without limit for those who by nature have the right to enjoy this freedom without limit. And this is why it is anti-monarchist since monarchy limits the freedom of the “race of lords”. It is therefore an aristocratic liberalism.

			But liberalism can also be defined in opposition to democracy. Democracy being the power of the people, the people tend to assert their interests and impose them by law and by the force of government. And so the people can become tyrannical, putting into question individual liberties. Benjamin Constant thematizes the opposition between the liberty of the Ancients conceived as the participation of the people in the exercise of political power and the liberty of the Moderns centered on the defense of individual liberties. It is on the basis of this opposition that he argues for the necessity of a censal suffrage: if those who have no property and no ability to acquire and keep property are in power, they will necessarily take measures to share the fortunes and to support the plebs at the expense of the “productive classes”, i.e., the richest. Unlike Calhoun-style slavers, liberals like Benjamin Constant supported equality of rights in general: no one could be arbitrarily deprived of his liberty or property, all must be equal before the law, etc. But equality must stop at the end of the day. But equality must stop where the exercise of political power begins. In short, it is a question of protecting freedom from democracy. As Henry Sidgwick says in his Elements of Politics (1897): “there is no certainty that a representative legislative system, chosen by universal suffrage, would not interfere more with the free action of individuals than would an absolute monarchy.”

			It is quite common today to denounce insidious forms of return to censal suffrage, which is associated with the Restoration period in France. However, censal suffrage, in one form or another, was the rule in all the democratic revolutions of the eighteenth century. The French Revolution did not establish universal suffrage: in 1791, we have a complex system of censal suffrage. 1848 established a universal suffrage... male quickly limited. And above all, until the 20th century, female citizens were only passive citizens, forbidden from political rights and often even civil minors. Not to mention the age limits - until very recently, one was soon old enough to be an exploited worker or a soldier destined to end up as cannon fodder, but to be a citizen, one had to wait until 21.

			In truth, the distinction elaborated by Sieyès between active and passive citizens remains the fundamental distinction around which the political life of liberal democracies is ordered, whose organization is conceived throughout to protect the dominant from popular tumults. This is why liberalism accommodates authoritarian states, provided that business can be conducted according to stable rules known to all and that property rights are respected. Nevertheless, and the experience of the last few decades seems to point in this direction, one can think that the capitalist classes, especially the one that Leslie Sklair13 calls “TCC” (Transnational Capitalist Class), clearly prefer a democratic state, which is generally less costly and whose public life, also regulated by a particular form of supply and demand, is ultimately more in line with the general objectives of capitalism. And as long as the spectre of social revolution no longer haunts the big metropolises, there is no reason to resort to a fascist or dictatorial state.

			Third, political liberalism could be defined in opposition to the republic. Isaiah Berlin has contrasted “negative freedom” (that of the moderns) as freedom from hindrance or freedom from interference, with positive freedom, freedom as self-realization, which is part of the ancient civic humanism of Aristotle and Cicero. The most radical and restrictive definition of negative freedom is probably found in Hobbes:

			“And according to the proper, and generally received, meaning of the word, a FREE MAN is one who, for those things which he is able to do by his strength and intelligence, is not prevented from doing what he has the will to do. But when the words free and liberty are applied to something other than bodies, they are used abusively. Indeed, what is not subject to movement is not subject to impediments, and therefore, when we say, for example, that the path is free, the expression does not mean the freedom of the path, but the freedom of those who walk on this path without being stopped. [...]

			“The Athenians and the Romans were free, that is to say that their republics were free; not that individuals had the freedom to resist their own representative, but that their representative had the freedom to resist other peoples, or to invade them. Nowadays, the word LIBERTAS is written in large letters on the towers of the city of Lucca, and yet no one can infer that a private individual is freer there or more exempt from serving the Republic than in Constantinople. Whether a Republic is monarchical or popular, freedom remains the same14.”

			Conversely, for the ancient philosophers, who are sometimes classified as “civic humanists”, freedom exists only in and through participation in civic life. Cicero develops this ideal in Des Devoirs and in The Republic.

			“Nature has so imperiously imposed upon men the obligation of virtue and has inspired in them such a passion to defend the existence of the community, that this force has triumphed over all the attractions of pleasure and leisure. It is not enough to possess virtue, as one can know a technique without using it; a technique, even if one does not practice it, one keeps the theoretical knowledge of it; virtue, on the contrary, consists entirely in its application; and its highest application, it is the government of the city and the integral realization, in facts and not in words, of the principles that these people proclaim in their corners.” (Republic, I, II, 1-2.)

			“Freedom cannot dwell in any state except in one where the supreme power belongs to the people. It must be recognized that there is no more pleasant state, and that if it is not equal for all, it is not freedom either. Now how can freedom be equal for all, I do not say in a kingdom, where servitude is not even concealed, and is not in doubt, but also in states where citizens are free only in word?” (Republic, I, XXXI, 47.)

			“Freedom does not consist in living under a just master, but in having none.” (Republic, II, XXIII, 43.)

			Man is therefore free only in a free city. This freedom finds its highest realization in the participation of citizens, as equals, in civic life. It is public life which is the highest expression of freedom. But this participation in public life is, at the same time, a moral duty (see Duties) : the citizens form a community bound by moral feelings. Echoes of this ancient conception can be found in the austere republicanism of Jean-Jacques Rousseau. Liberals like Berlin reproach this conception with being conducive to despotism. In the Social Contract, there is a famous passage:

			“So that the social pact is not a vain form, it tacitly contains this commitment, which alone can give force to the others, that whoever refuses to obey the general will will be forced to do so by the whole body: which means nothing else but that he will be forced to be free; for such is the condition which gives each citizen to the Fatherland guarantees him from all personal dependence; a condition which makes the artifice and the game of the political machine, and which alone renders legitimate the civil commitments, which without it would be absurd, tyrannical, and subject to the most enormous abuses.” (Book I, chap. VII.)

			This passage is often interpreted as a justification of the “despotism of liberty”, to use Hegel’s expression, of which the revolutionary terror of the Committee of Public Safety would have been the application. My point is not to know whether Rousseau deserves this reproach or not: by asking him questions that he himself could not ask, by asking him questions after the French Revolution, we are condemned either to try to make the dead speak, that is to say to indulge in an exercise in philosophical spiritualism, or to admit that no satisfactory answer can be given. On the other hand, it is certain, because experience has taught us so cruelly, that the opposition between the man who should be according to the order of reason and the miserable empirical being who is rarely reasonable and who constitutes the real subject, not of moral and political philosophy, but of real political life, has led inevitably to tyranny. And of this we must acknowledge the liberal critics. The man does not live only of politics. The nobility of civic commitment, the ability to put the common good before one’s own selfish interests, the ability to follow right reason rather than passions, are far too rare to be the basis for a sensible politics and morality.

			According to a very dialectical scheme, republicanism can be presented as the overcoming of the opposition between negative freedom (freedom of non-interference) and positive freedom. Without completely repeating here what I have developed in other works15, we can simplify things by saying that republicanism takes up the communitarian ideal of freedom by law - which is that of civic humanism - while maintaining that individuals do not necessarily want to participate in public affairs, may legitimately want to take care of their private affairs and only expect the republic to protect them against all forms of domination.

			The first formulation of modern republicanism is probably found in Machiavelli16. In essence, Machiavelli divides the nation into the people and the great ones and characterizes them politically as follows: the “great ones” want to govern (and want to rule everything according to their own natural way) while the people want above all not to be dominated and to remain free, which implies that freedom cannot reside in participation in government! This is why, according to Machiavelli, it is in the people that one must place the guard of freedom, precisely because they do not aspire to govern or to dominate. Clearly, for Machiavelli, a republic is not a direct democracy where the assembled people run the city’s affairs on a daily basis. Machiavelli’s people have no slaves to work for them, they must spin wool, forge swords, make clothes or bread, care for their families, defend their wives and children. And freedom, for Machiavelli, lies first of all in the security that allows him to carry out all these activities. But at the same time, there must be institutions that allow the people to choose the rulers, to eliminate those who are obviously incapable of defending the republic, to protect themselves against the inevitable arrogance of the great. Whereas in Hobbes, and in a certain way also in Rousseau, acceptance of the social contract entails unconditional submission to sovereign power, in Machiavelli, since sovereign power always depends more or less on fortune (and not on a fictitious contract), this power has legitimacy only insofar as the people accept it, and it is subject to what Philip Pettit will call a “principle of guaranteed contestability17”. Thus the great founding moment, for Machiavelli, is the demonstration of the Roman people withdrawing to the Aventine (494 BC) and finally obtaining the creation of the institution of the tribune. Machiavelli is not a modern democrat, that is to say that he does not tell beautiful democratic stories to embellish a somewhat less glowing reality. He says what is and sticks to the “effective reality of things”. And this reality is that it is always an elite that governs - there is no counter-example in any developed society18 - and that, consequently, the problem of freedom is that of the protection of the citizens against the tyrannical tendencies of any power, that of the submission of the rulers to the laws, and finally the guarantee of vivere civile, that is to say, of a free life in a free republic. Good institutions are those that keep this ever precarious balance between the defense of liberty and the necessity of government.

			While liberals consider that the law is basically only a necessary restriction of freedom, republicans consider that freedom is always a freedom through law. While liberals consider that rights belong to the individual, defining them almost independently of any social life, republicans consider that it is social life that allows these rights to exist and that man is by nature a social being, and that it is only in society that he can develop and assert his uniqueness and autonomy. There are, however, commonalities between liberals and republicans: distrust of all-powerful political power, even when that power is democratic; the tyranny of the majority is a tyranny like any other - and sometimes even more terrible: tyrants who came to power through mass movements have generally been much crueler than those who had to make do with a coup d’état or a palace revolution. The principle of separation of powers, claimed by the vast majority of liberals, is an intangible principle for republicans. But republicans take the principle of separation of powers a step further: not only must citizens be protected from arbitrary encroachments by the state, but also the public space must be protected from arbitrary encroachments by economic powers. Republicanism also presupposes the protection of individuals against other dominations than political domination, for example the domination of parents over children, of bosses over their employees, of men over women, in short all the dominations that develop almost spontaneously in situations of asymmetrical relations, all those situations in which it is freedom that oppresses and the law that liberates.

			Thus liberalism is not alien to democracy - it intersects with democracy in the third of the senses we distinguished at the beginning of this chapter... but it does not require that the individual rights it claims to defend be the same for all. He is not totally alien to the republic: the concern to put limits on state power and the separation of powers are republican themes, as is the defense of individual autonomy. It is therefore not very relevant to be “anti-liberal” as many groups and currents of the left, and especially of the “left of the left” or the anti-globalist left, have proclaimed themselves since the 1980s. An anti-liberal can be accused of being hostile to individual freedoms or to the “rule of law” and, in fact, the radical left has often tolerated all sorts of blatant violations of the most elementary freedoms as long as they were carried out by governments claiming to be revolutionary, anti-imperialist, or anything of the sort. To add to the confusion, it should also be remembered that a liberal in the French (and European) sense has little to do with a liberal in the American sense: for example, John Rawls defines his own doctrine as “political liberalism”, whereas it is often very close to republicanism (as Rawls himself acknowledges) and constitutes a fairly good theoretical formulation of social-democratic policies. And finally, Serge Audier and some others devote their efforts to the rebirth of a “liberal socialism” that is not the capitulation of socialism to liberalism, but a socialism that is both radical and capable of integrating the achievements of political liberalism19.

			From the multiplicity of meanings of the word “liberalism”, it follows that it is not clear what a “liberal” is, and hardly any more what an “anti-liberal” is. However, it is possible, in order to clarify ideas, to define the core of philosophical or political positions which, rightly or wrongly, are called or referred to as “liberalism” and which it is appropriate here to define.

			The first feature of this liberalism - and in this it is the heir of the contractualism of the classical age - is an anthropological conception of man as an isolated individual, self-sufficient, an “atom” which will be connected or not to other atoms. The man in the state of nature of Hobbes, Grotius or Rousseau is a man of this kind - even if the philosophical and political conclusions of these authors diverge greatly (at least if we take at face value Rousseau’s polemics against the first two). It is in this anthropological thesis that the most extreme forms of liberalism, such as Robert Nozick’s libertarianism, are rooted, as well as homo œconomicus20, the “being of reason” around which the socio-economic ideology of neo-liberalism has been built from the 1980s to the present. It should be pointed out that this thesis has for Rousseau only a heuristic fictional value (“let’s put aside all the facts”, he says), whereas Hobbes considers that man in his state of nature, this man who loves nothing less than the company of other men, is man in his essence, which manifests itself as soon as he is no longer bound by the bonds of fear of sovereign power.

			If men are by nature isolated individuals, they live in society only as a result of the accidents of history or as a result of rational calculation, not by nature. All social contract theories are based on this idea: men accept the constraints of social life - they agree to obey a common law and give up their natural freedom - because they find benefits in union. While Rousseau wondered whether the Republic outlined in the Social Contract was not a regime made for gods rather than men21, for Kant, “the problem of the institution of the state, difficult as it may seem, is not insoluble even for a people of demons (provided they have an understanding)22”. Men eventually reach morality only because a clear understanding of their interest has put them on the right path, even if morality, according to Kant, makes disinterestedness its cardinal virtue. Between Hobbes and Kant, the differences are wide and seem almost insurmountable. However, there seems to be a common ground concerning human nature. Kant’s “unsociable sociability” is in some ways similar to the fundamental unsociability of Hobbesian natural man.

			It is not without reason that the ultraliberal Robert Nozick presents himself as a “Kantian”. Certainly, if one studies seriously Kant’s philosophy and his attempt to understand the metaphysics of morals in all its subtleties, it soon becomes clear that Nozick’s Kantianism is, to say the least, usurped. But he shares with Kant certain axioms that Kant himself has in common with many philosophers of the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries. Kant begins his universal doctrine of law with “the private right of yours and mine in general”.

			“Mine in law (meum juris) is that to which I am bound in such a way that the use that another could make of it without my consent would harm me. The subjective condition of the possibility of use in general is possession”23.

			The Kantian definition directly links two kinds of rights: rights as immunities or exemptions (not being harmed, not being obliged to do something) and rights as powers. But this very general definition has important and problematic consequences. After arguing that “it is possible for my arbiter to take for mine any external object”, otherwise freedom, as formally defined by practical reason, would be in contradiction with itself, Kant asserts that the arbiter’s external objects can be of three kinds:

			“1° a (corporeal) thing outside of me; 2° the arbiter of another in view of a determined act; 3° the state of another in relation to me, according to the categories of substance, causality and community between me and external objects according to the laws of freedom24.”

			In other words, property defines not only a relationship to the things in my possession, but also relations between individuals. The right of ownership thus encompasses the things I can use, the obligations of others towards me (in contracts, for example), and the status of certain individuals (Kant gives the example of a woman, a child or a servant). From this point of view, the theory of property is thus, more generally, a theory of social relations as a whole.

			In the end, Nozick does not deviate much from Kant when he makes the right to property the essential right of man, the one that defines him as an individual separated from other individuals. In order to think about the link between individuals, it is necessary to define the conditions that are properly the object of a theory of justice. This one concerns only three subjects:

			- the original acquisition of possessions: here Nozick takes up Locke’s theory, modifying and completing it;

			- the transfer of possessions: what are the legitimate means of acquiring a possession?

			- the treatment of injustices, i.e. the principles of reparation when justice has been violated.

			The first two problems define an “empowerment theory” that allows for a complete formulation of the distribution theory.

			“First, a person who acquires possession in accordance with the principle of justice regarding acquisition is entitled to that possession;

			“Second, a person who acquires possession in accordance with the principle of justice governing transfers, from someone else entitled to that possession, is entitled to that possession;

			“Third, no one is entitled to a possession except by (repeated) application of the first two propositions25.”

			Nozick insists that these principles do not define a pattern of distribution.

			“Almost every suggested principle of distributive justice is organized into a pattern: to each according to his moral merit, or according to his needs or marginal production, or how hard he fights to get there, or the weighted sum of the above, etc. The principle of empowerment that we have outlined is not organized in a model26.”

			One can have models that account for this or that particular distribution (for example, in economics), but not a general model of distribution. Such a model would be contradictory to Nozick’s basic principles: for example, to generalize “to each according to his merit” would be contradictory to the right I have to bequeath my possessions to my children, independently of any appreciation of their moral merit - Nozick takes up the very debatable, but always unproven, idea that the right of ownership includes the right to test. But, as Bobbio convincingly shows, no one can determine in what a natural right to test lies. It may be thought that the living person disposes of his property as he wishes, and that the will merely carries out the wishes (the last wishes) of the living person. But precisely, the execution of the will is based on a legal fiction: the expression of a will that no longer has a subject capable of willing, a detached will. One could also suppose that the properties following the “natural” lineage of human reproduction automatically go to the children or, failing that, to the closest relatives. But in this case, the right to test is limited, since the father - in this case - is not free to disinherit his children in order to bequeath his property to his mistress or to a passing tramp. Finally, just as naturally, one might think that the property of the living person, resulting from his membership in society and having been guaranteed by the public authorities, returns to the community at his death to serve the public good. Nozick dismisses this discussion because it would fundamentally undermine his individualist presuppositions.

			For Nozick, it is the principle of freedom that will always overturn all models of distribution. Suppose we give to everyone according to their work. No one can stop me from spending my money to support my favorite basketball team. The money of thousands of fans can then end up in the pocket of this or that star, who will then be much richer than the principle of “to each according to his work” would have allowed. The examples could be multiplied. Nozick shows that any model of distribution can only be maintained by violating the fundamental rights of the individual. Indeed, principles of justice in models always require redistribution. Yet:

			“Taxation of property from labor is on a par with forced labor. Some people find this thesis obviously true: taking the earnings from n hours of work is like taking n hours from that person; it is like forcing that person to work n hours for someone else. Others find this argument absurd. And even these, if they object to the mention of forced labor, would object to forcing unemployed hippies to work for the benefit of those in need27.”

			Nozick’s positions seem so contrary to some of our ordinary moral precepts and so unrealistic that they seem to refute themselves. However, if the minimal state he defends is not really taken seriously by any political leader, his theses constitute the theoretical underpinning of neo-liberal policies directed towards a generalized privatization of the social functions of the state. These ideas have been widely disseminated in all the upper strata of modern societies. The collection “Libre échange”, in which the first French translation of Nozick was published, clearly announces its color and claims to be a militant collection aiming at defending “the authentically liberal point of view in France”. It is true that in France, liberals are more likely to claim to be followers of von Hayek than of Nozick, catallaxia and the holistic point of view it implies being more easily accepted in Durkheim’s country. Libertarian liberals are quite rare and, despite efforts to appear very modern, they have an unfortunate tendency to fall back on the obsessions and even the style of the old French reactionary right - they are more concerned with denouncing the influence of Freemasonry, civil servants, socialists, communists, trade unionists than with supporting the liberalization of the drug trade as David Friedman does. But it is different in the United States where libertarians play a significant role and are quite distinct from the “moral majority” and more generally from the conservative right. A good example is Ron Paul, a senator from the Republican Party, who was a testimonial candidate in the 2008 US presidential election. If one is looking in Europe for something that corresponds to the ideas synthesized by Nozick, one will find it rather on the side of the “societal left” (to whom one sometimes applies the rather all-purpose term of “bobo”): for example, concerning the legalization of the use of soft drugs, this left often takes up David Friedman’s arguments in their entirety.

			Nozick’s theses do not lack attractive aspects. Nozick denounces the “paternalistic” conceptions of political power, which, by treating individuals as children, claims to want their good, even in spite of them. His theory makes individual freedom a cardinal virtue and can therefore be presented as a theory of individual emancipation, a liberating theory. When he writes that “people tend to forget the possibilities of acting independently of the state28”, this is not liberal-capitalist: any “old-style” Marxist or any anarchist could take this up: “Producers, let us save ourselves”, says The International. The replacement of the emancipation of the workers, which, according to Marx, will be the work of the workers themselves, by the statization and the taking over of all social life by state or parastatal institutions, is something that would have horrified the socialists and communists of the 19th century - Guesde and Lafargue, founders of the “French Workers’ Party”, virulently denounced those of their reformist comrades who wanted to nationalize all industry and transform workers into civil servants

			A serious critique of libertarianism requires going to the heart of the matter, that is, to anthropological considerations. Nozickian anthropology is based on an archaic conception of the state of nature, straight out of the fictions of classical age “jusnaturalism”. Individuals leading a separate life and legitimately appropriating the product of their labor, this is one of those “robinsonnades” that Marx mocked. Nozick claims this “robinsonnade” tradition29. He goes so far as to write that “each person represents a miniature society30”. This means 1° that he exists by himself and without relation to other “miniature societies”; 2° that he has no other limit than himself. Pierre Legendre has shown that this conception of “the individual become mini-state” is not an alternative to totalitarianism, but only the way in which “ultra-modernity has turned the totalitarian card upside down, in the form of the irruption of the dogmatics of the subject-King31.”

			There is no need to go into further detail in the critique of Nozick’s book32. The difficulty that libertarians have in transforming their ideas into practical political ideas is that, first, they have to support politically people with whom they disagree profoundly - for example, American libertarians are more likely to be on the Republican side (theoretically anti-interventionist in economics) than on the Democratic side (theoretically more interventionist and redistributive), and so they have to put quite a bit of water in their wine in order to find common ground with the bigots of the “moral majority. The second problem with libertarians is that they collide head-on with the most deeply held Christian moral traditions. Thus, a consistent libertarian should find nothing to object to when an individual uses drugs to the point of committing suicide, more or less slowly. Everyone is master of his own life and, libertarians add, a free market in drugs would be an advantage over the present underground market, reducing the causes of delinquency. As far as relations between individuals are concerned, the rule is quite simple: everything that is done between consenting adults is licit. Thus, prostitution should be considered as a service that does not need to be regulated33 and even less forbidden. The only acceptable criterion is always consent: David Gauthier wants to found a “morality by agreement” since contracts are sufficient to define norms acceptable to all. Half seriously, half provocatively, some libertarians call for a free market in adoption: if poor parents sell their children to rich people who want to adopt to satisfy their “desire for a child,” there should be no regulation against it. It is a transaction between free people in which no one is harmed, neither the poor parents who receive money and are relieved of a burden they could not bear, nor the rich adopters who see their desire satisfied, nor the child who will be able to receive a better education and will have better prospects in life... Some libertarians even call themselves frankly anarchists and claim that they are the only consistent anarchists. They call for the “liquidation of the power of politicians”, which is pure anarchism, as one can read on some libertarian websites.

			For the most part, however, libertarians refuse to draw these extreme and yet logical consequences of their own theses. They are content to limit their claims to the economic and social sphere, denouncing collective systems of social protection, unemployment benefits, public schools, etc. If each individual is a small society on his own and if he is totally sovereign, then it is only in the economic and social sphere that he is able to make his claims. If each individual is a small society in himself and if he is totally sovereign, it is indeed an attack on his freedom to force him to subscribe to social security or to pay taxes which will be used to finance a public school which he has not chosen and which he may not need if he has no children. In all these respects, it must be recognized that the libertarian theses have been widely heard, even if not always with the radicalism and systemic spirit of this school, whose dogmatism is often quite astounding. The growing privatization of the public sector, and in particular of health and schooling, is a fairly universal trend. Even when this privatization remains limited (as in France at present34), the general tone of public discourse is one of “responsibility”: you are responsible for your health and therefore you must pay a fixed price for each medical consultation and for each drug in order to force you to act as a responsible patient. You are also responsible for the future of the planet and you are given all kinds of advice to preserve the environment. You are responsible for your professional future and you must therefore learn to “manage” yourselves. And so on.

			The interesting paradox is this: the fundamental ideas of libertarians are disseminated in the form of an omnipresent discourse of guilt, and freedom, when put through the mill of government policies, appears to the vast majority as a regime of restriction. But the most serious thing is elsewhere: liberalism pushed to the limit explodes not only the republican forms of welfare, but also the very idea that men make society and that they find in social existence the very possibility of happiness. Individuals leading separate lives must be indifferent to each other. They are bound by no other duty to other members of the community than to respect their property. Nozick and his followers never fail to teach the little moral lesson that is essential to their theory: envy must be banished, as the only way to prevent the libertarian society from unraveling as soon as it is constituted, into a Hobbesian world where “man is a wolf to man”. But as Rousseau already pointed out, envy is inevitable as soon as men live in society and inequality reigns among them. Moreover, the economic system preferred by liberals and libertarians, capitalism, functions on the basis of envy. The development of consumption is not so much based on the satisfaction of needs as on the desire of each person to have the same thing as his neighbor.
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