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“All states, all powers, that have held and hold rule over men have been and are either republics or principalities”. This is the sentence with which Machiavelli opens The Prince,
 and it would appear to be the first time in a European language that the word “state” (état, stato, staat) is used to refer to a form of governmental power. This is an exceptional use of the word, both in Machiavelli’s own work and among his contemporaries of the fifteenth and sixteenth centuries, who still spoke of a stato as the state of affairs of a ruler, his standing, his assets, the military forces at his disposal, his chances of survival. The Prince itself, which was written in the tradition of courtly books of counsel, aims to show the prince how best to preserve his status or condition (“mantener lo stato”). Here, “stato” has a distinctly personal sense, which vanishes when we talk about the stato as a form of governmental power that different people can attain or lose, something that can be shared and passed on in various forms. In this latter sense, the “state” appears in Machiavelli only once, and even then its meaning is not quite the modern one. For Machiavelli, the state is already a form of power but not yet the framework to which belong the people who are subject to this rule. In order for the “state” to emerge in its modern sense, it is not enough to sharpen the distinction between the person of the ruler and the rule itself;
 the authority invested in or ascribed to him; something more is needed: the rule must appear as one component of an encompassing totality  shared by both the ruler and the ruled. 

In the political discourse of the Middle Ages and early modernity there was no term to denote that which is common to power and its subjects without explaining one of these categories in terms of the other. A kingdom or principality, for instance, was a form of rule and sometimes an extension of the ruler himself, but it was not a self-standing framework shared by the people and the authority governing them. The ruled were usually seen as subjects of the ruler, where this formed part of an overall scheme of hierarchical relations of subordination starting from the patriarchal household and ultimately reaching to almighty God. Meanwhile, republicans and other proponents of radical political discourse saw political power as no more than the expression of a free people’s will, and a tool to ensure the people’s sovereignty, based on the temporary transfer of the authority to rule to a group selected from among the people. 

Indeed, in the Middle Ages and early modernity there were no states but only principalities, kingdoms, empires, republics, and free cities. Each of these was both a form of power and a form of being-in-common of a multitude, but there was as yet no inclusive term for a genus in which each of these models partook. In the seventeenth century, Hobbes and Locke still called the political body "civitas" or "commonwealth", which was the accepted translation of the Latin term "republica". Against a contemporary tendency to equate “commonwealth” with “state”, it may be more appropriate to stick to its literal meaning and interpret it as the sharing of welfare, or, more broadly, an association of those who share interest in a common good. 
The distinction and between the oneness of power (royal or republican, dictatorial or constitutional) and the multitude of individuals who are subject to it (a people, a nation, a society, subjects or citizens), and the right way to sustain this distinction and articulate this difference while stabilizing the relations between ruler and ruled, have occupied political thought since its beginning. The term “state” can be interpreted as a modern and relatively late attempt to formulate this distinction in an abstract and principled way, and to stabilize it by assuming the existence of a political entity that brings together these distinct elements, precedes them, and is independent of them. Only when it appears like this – independent of the particular type of ruling power it brings together with the people who are ruled by it – can the state take on various forms based on the nature of its prevailing regime (royal, republican, and so on).

The concept of the state, as opposed to the word, first appeared in the context of a dispute with thinkers who, despite their differences, all understood the relationship between ruling power and the ruled community as unmediated. Among these were republicans, who sought to reign in power by subjecting it to the will of the people or of a certain group within the populace, and monarchists, who sought to restrain the people through the renewed ratification of the unlimited authority of the governing power, namely, the king. The state emerged as an expression of resistance to this reduction in both directions, for the reduction is rendered impossible if there is a shared framework for both ruler and ruled, which is distinct from and incorporates them both. This framework is the state. Writing in the middle of the seventeenth century, Hobbes was the first to clearly use the concept in this way, since from the outset he saw both the sovereign and the political association as artifacts: “For by art is created that great LEVIATHAN called a COMMONWEALTH, or STATE (in Latin, CIVITAS), which is but an artificial man”.
 The metaphor of the body, which Hobbes develops in some detail in the introduction to his Leviathan, enables him to place on the same plane “the sovereignty … the magistrates and other officers of judicature and execution”, on the one hand, and “the wealth and riches of all the particular members (salus populi)”, on the other, and to incorporate them within a single framework through the idea that each of these elements resembles a different organ of the artificial body.
 Furthermore, power is brought within the realm of a single sovereignty, and the construction of that sovereignty ensures the construction of the multitude, the ruled, as a single community or civil union. Hence we are dealing here in fact with three moments of unity achieved through discourse: of power itself, of the governed people, and of the political entity that embraces the two.

After Hobbes, the concept of the state began to signify a tripartite unity and a double segregation: the state is not the people, the sum of its citizens or of its subjects, nor can it be equated with the sovereign power, represented by the royal court, the elected government and all of its branches, the ruling elite group, or the ruling class. The fact that the state is distinct from both the ruler and the ruled enables it to emerge as their common ground. This common ground is simultaneously the form of living together shared by the ruled, the form in which power is organized, and that which ensures a “smooth” or “natural” transition between these two planes. Where there is a state, there are no longer unmediated relations between power and those subject to it, or between citizens and the power that supposedly represents them; these relations are mediated by a common framework that provides them with clear boundaries, meaning, legality, and stability. The ruler and the ruled are contained within the state as distinct from one another, but also as distinct from their shared framework, which is none other than the medium of their joining together, and which enables each party to articulate itself within the other’s sphere of appearance and discourse – the ruler in the terms of the ruled, and vice versa. Incorporation, differentiation, joining together, and mediation: these are the initial features that position the state as a reconciliation of contradictions. The state is at once a fact and a task: a closed totality containing a contradiction that threatens to pull it apart from within and that must be overcome in order to preserve the state.

If we limit our historical background to the late Middle Ages in Europe, the state appears to be a rather modern invention. Broadening our horizons, though, we cannot avoid drawing comparisons with ancient kingdoms, or with the independent city-state (polis) of classical Greece, or with the Roman republic. In the Hebrew Bible, “medina” (which in modern Hebrew means “a state”) is first mentioned in the story of the war between Ahab and the Kingdom of Aram, where it refers to a semi-autonomous citadel subject to a central government.
 In the Book of Esther the term appears a number of times, referring to an administrative unit with partial autonomy, a kind of sub-district that apparently formed part of a larger administrative unit (Satrapies), of which the Persian Empire was comprised.
 Medina is also a cultural-ethnic entity,
 a kind of human collective referred to by the text a number of times, alongside notions such as city, people, generation, or family.
 The king’s rule always appears as external to the state, and the kingdom itself is described as an extension of the king. The Kingdom of Persia cannot be distinguished from its ruler, the King of Persia, just as ancient Egypt cannot be distinguished from the Pharoah.

But were not the ancient eastern kingdoms, the autonomous cities of classical Greece, or Rome (both republican and imperial) perceived as political entities that precedes both ruler and subjects, are common to both, incorporate them, and mediate between them? It would seem that these political entities were similar to the modern state in at least the following sense: they were larger than the sum of their parts, larger than the dominating power that shaped the association of these parts within a single unit, and larger than the fact of the “being-in-common” of the multitude subject to that power. The ruling power was accountable both to its subjects and to the shared framework that united them and in which were enacted their relations of subordination. However, in the Neareastern kingdoms (e.g., Egypt, Assyria, Babylon) there was no clear differentiation between the ruling power and the kingdom, with the latter usually seen as the king’s property and an extension of the royal household. In many cases, the political unit encompassing the government and its subjects was the “Land”, which defined a framework for being-in-common but also transcended it insofar as the Land was perceived as the dominion of God, or as having divine characteristics, and was one component in an all-encompassing cosmological order and cosmogonic story. 

In ancient Greece and Rome, the regime – at least, the good one – was seen as an expression and guarantee of the common good of all citizens and as well as a way of realizing it, but also as an educating authority that shapes the understanding of the good in a way that is entirely independent of the authority’s subjects and indeed of any imagined common identity of these subjects. At the same time, even in the very worst regime, the union of subjects or citizens expressed a partnership that could not be reduced to a mere shared destiny by people who happen to be subordinated to the same ruler; possessing ruling power could not be translated into ownership of the political framework shared by all. Therefore, we may suggest that even in antiquity, insofar as a distinction between the ruling power and the kingdom-as-a-whole was maintained and the latter was not seen merely as an extension of the institution of the monarch, the classical city states, and probably some of the ancient eastern kingdoms, existed and functioned as a whole that encompasses both the ruling power and its subjects and at the same time is distinct from them. In this sense, these political units, too, could be conceived as states. This whole comprised a multitude of groups and functions beyond the basic distinction between ruling power and the ruled (for instance, lords and slaves, workers and soldiers, the nobility and the masses, the priesthood and the secular), and the divisions and distinctions between these groups were fundamental to the form of rule. The ruling power was expected to ensure harmony between the different parts and guarantee the coherence and stability of the city as a whole, but it was not seen as capable of creating such a whole in the first place (hence even cities that were founded by a constitutive power – in colonies or in myths – were seen as independent of the power that had founded them). 

It is against this background that we may try to throw into relief the differences between the ancient polis and the modern state. We could, of course, start by listing the general differences between ancient times and the modern era, but these would not be specific to the state. We could enumerate important differences in the nature of the ruling apparatuses and the ways they impinge on the lives of their subjects, or differences in the governed space and time, but these would only characterize the state as a form of rule and not necessarily as a whole that incorporates both power and its subjects. When we look at this whole, one very general difference appears to separate the Greek polis or the Roman republic (at least as they were described by those who lived in them, and regardless of the many differences between them) from the modern state: it is the very concept of the state, as it has been imagined and articulated in various types of discourse on power, in political speeches and political philosophy, in books that offered counsel on the art of ruling, in political economy, and in history. At stake is not only an abstract concept of the state or the role that it played in consolidating new practices of governance and rule – though they, too, are included here. Rather, we are dealing first and foremost with the reflective relation to the whole that the concept of the state designates, with the explicit, learned, and organized endeavor to ensure its integrity and unity and to represent any compromising of this unity as tantamount to sacrilege. This was one of Foucault's main insights in his 1977-1978 lectures at the College de France:

It would be meaningless to say that the state was born then [between 1580 and 1650]. After all, big armies had already emerged and been organized in France with Francis I. Taxation was established before this, and justice even earlier. So, all these apparatuses existed. But what is important… is the moment this something, the state, really began to enter into reflected practice. The problem is knowing when, under what conditions, and in what form the state began to be projected, programmed, and developed with this conscious practice, at what moment it became an object of knowledge (connaissance) and analysis, and at what point it began to be called for, desired, coveted, feared, rejected, loved, and hated.

Although the polis was seen as the complete opposite of nature, and its culture as the negation of the barbarism and savagery of the stateless –both people and animals – it was considered from the outset as a given whole whose borders and components were always already there. While city life was understood as a great accomplishment of cultured people who, through a combined effort, repelled the natural and the undomesticated beyond the city’s walls, the coming together of these people within one city was conceived as befitting their nature as human beings and any attempt to question it was considered a form of barbarity. The question was not how to protect the city from a relapse to nature but how to avoid its disintegration, which would lead to bondage (either to another city or to a homegrown tyrant). 
Disintegration was a well-known danger. Classical political philosophy saw the question of the wholeness and stability of the polis as one of utmost importance. Plato thought that only a very special regime, unlike any we have known, would ensure this outcome. This regime would entrust governing power to a philosopher who understood the essence of the good and who therefore would be able to eradicate the gap between power as a means, on the one hand, and the good as the purpose of life, on the other. Because the ruling philosopher would pay heed to the correct balance between all of its parts, this utopian city, which is logically sound but whose concrete existence is hardly imaginable, would be just. The just regime is that in which all parts of the city are stable and fixed, coming together harmoniously to form a single whole. 
Aristotle did not subscribe to this Platonic utopia, but he, too, saw the polis as a sophisticated form of association (that contains within it more associations of a lower order – the family, the household, and the village), whose end was the good life and whose wellbeing and durability rested on the proper balance between its known and stable components. Both Aristotle and Plato took for granted the city’s separateness and its existence as a closed totality; they did not question its existence as an independent political unit. The question was never how to produce this unit but how to protect it from destruction by maintaining harmony among its various components. 
The modern state, in contrast, came into the world as an intellectual construct, a sort of Kantian idea, i.e., a concept with no adequate representation in the world of experience. Long before it actually existed there had been attempts to imagine it as a new framework for governing and being governed, a whole that would exceed the institutions and everyday human activities embodying it. At the beginning of the nineteenth century, when new apparatuses of government and rule had been institutionalized and were understood as organs of the state, Hegel could envisage the state as an Idea in his sense of the term: a totality in the process of realizing its ideal scheme through the unfolding of manifold particular institutions, practices, and laws. Each one of these parts embodies and expresses different moments of the whole, which is never reducible to any one of them. The Idea of the State, according to Hegel, is an actual, self-actualizing concept that lives in a perpetual motion of particularization and unification through which the whole that encompasses the parts gradually becomes fully transparent to consciousness. The state has reached self-consciousness, for Hegel, because its concrete institutions are already seen as actual expressions of the Idea and as a way of realizing it. 
Hegel thought that the Greek city and the modern state instantiated the same Idea (in his sense of the term) but with differing degrees of development, complexity, and consciousness, which always meant that the particular institutions were recognized as being part of a single whole, while the whole, in turn, was recognized through these institutions. Hegel saw the modern state as the zenith of the development of human association and of the rationality of the power that sustains it. He saw it as incorporating all practical aspects of human existence, and he believed that its totality could be transcended in thought alone; in other words, according to Hegel, a whole of human relations more comprehensive than the state could not concretely or actually exist. He believed that in the Prussian state of his time, the structures of people’s being-in-common had developed as far as was possible and reached their end. Indeed, History itself had, in a sense, come to an end. With this the organic-teleological conception of the state reaches its most extreme conclusion, but in an important sense this speculative conception of the state is the continuation of a dominant current in modern political thought that assumed the existence of the state as an irrefutable fact and did not question its existence as one particularizing totality that always exceeds the sum of its parts. This is a current of thought that has preferred to forget the artificial nature of the state, which Hobbes understood clearly when he argued that the state is a construct of the mind whose fabrication is entirely dependent on human imagination. 

The difference between Hegel, on the one hand, and Locke, Rousseau, or Kant and their modern-day liberal descendants such as Rawls or Rorty, on the other, lies in their respective views of the historicity of the state, which Hegel understood well but which most of his predecessors failed to perceive and many of his liberal successors have tended to ignore. However, with regard to the conception of state as a given totality that encompasses all governmental and ruling apparatuses, the differences are marginal. Hegel saw the role of political philosophy as that of describing the formation of the whole and its particularization into its constituent elements. Contemporary political thinkers of the liberal tradition often ignore the conditions in which occurred the consolidation of the state as a whole as well as the conditions that sustain it as such, focusing instead on questions of power, authority, and political participation that presuppose the framework of the state as a given. Indeed, these thinkers usually reject Hegel’s holistic outlook along with his historicist approach. They tend not to relate to the state as a whole, seeing it instead as a kind of essential correlative of power or government. They focus most of their intellectual energies on the study of power as an authority with binding obligations and as a field of struggle, exploring the proper relationship between that power and rights born by abstract individuals. Liberal thinkers do not ask how these individuals form political associations, create a public, or generate nations, and have little to say about the role of power in creating these collectives.
But refraining from dealing with the question of the state does not necessarily mean dealing with it in a different way. Because most liberal political scientists and philosophers ignore the historicity of political arrangements, they are unable to identify the traces of the current form of these arrangements – the state – in their basic presuppositions. Nor are they able to explain why, for instance, individuals cannot reunite as they wish so as to change the framework of their political association; why a group’s insistence on seceding from the state is so often conceived as a casus belli; why not everyone who so wishes can attain membership of certain states; or what could justify turning down or even violently expelling people seeking entry to a state, sometimes even if they have been invited by members of that state. Answers to these questions can only be produced if one assumes the state to be a real entity with demands of its own. As Karl Schmitt understood, a consistent liberal philosophy would have to reject the very principle of forcing subjects to be grouped in and through states because of the individual’s right to freedom of movement, to unfettered relationships and modular association, and indeed to an indefinite number of partial, parallel, and occasionally renewed associations based on changing circumstances and interests. Schmitt was so stringently opposed to liberalism because he erred in taking it to be consistent and did not understand the extent to which liberal philosophy had internalized the existence of the state as a fact and how far it was prepared to go, at various moments of truth, in rallying around the state and justifying its reasons, even when its regime had become colonial and oppressed millions of people. The silence of liberal thought vis-à-vis the state (much more so than anything it has explicitly said), and the history of collaboration between liberal thinkers and the state, especially with the colonial state, permits us to say that they, too, though rejecting or ignoring Hegel’s philosophy, assumed that the state is a concrete and given whole; that they did not in truth accept Hobbes' view of the state as an artificial creation and an imaginary whole.
 Insofar as they doubted the integrity of the state, they projected the oneness of the political body onto the nation, which the state was supposed to embody, serve, and carry forward in time. But the ways in which this nation has been dependent on the state and this projection has been part of the state's ideology have gone unnoticed.
Foucault, who was never given to illusions about the state, showed that this artificial creation  came into the world through the concrete transformation that "the art of governance" underwent at the turn of the seventeenth century, with the emergence of a discourse of government dominated by the concept of raison d’État. This transformation, he argued, was no less dramatic an event in the history of western thought than the emergence of the new physics inspired by Copernicus and Galileo.
 It posited the state as an all-encompassing matrix and the organizing principle of a new constellation ("dispositive") of knowledge and power, of governing practices, for intervening in the human life-world and managing a multitude of people. This constellation has not ceased to grow ever since.

The State is what must exist at the end of the process of the rationalization of the art of government. What the intervention of raison d'État must arrive at is the state's integrity, its completion, consolidation, and its re-establishment if it has been compromised… The state is therefore that principle of intelligibility of what is, but equally of what must be… [it] is the principle of intelligibility and strategic objective that frames the governmental reason that is called, precisely, raison d'État… the state is essentially and above all the regulatory idea of that form of thought, that form of reflection, of that form of calculation, and that form of intervention called politics: politics as mathesis, as rational form of the art of government. Governmental reason thus posits the state as the principle for reading reality and as its objective and imperative.

What was seen as an innovation in the seventeenth century became naturalized over the years to the point that today it is taken for granted. The state as a real entity can be found almost everywhere. It first appeared as such in official, legal, bureaucratic, and political discourses produced by representatives of the state – lawmakers and judges, ministers and functionaries – but soon was reproduced by citizens, who adopted this discourse for purposes of speaking back to power, trying to limit or undermine its authority, seeking its help, or  attempting to seize it. Today, even when one is not talking directly to or about power, the assumption usually remains that the state subsists as that purportedly whole and defined ensemble. Journalists and people of letters, historians, sociologists, and other researchers from various fields prefer to assume the existence of the state as a given unity in order to study other matters. And the state does indeed offer itself as a pre-given framework: for the purposes of trade and tourism, art, literature, religion, sport, and all sorts of other affairs – indeed, for almost every form of social, public, and private activity.

Conceived as a closed and given totality, the state is an image that imposes itself on the construction of reality in every field, reducing the capacity for imagining the limits of the possible. Like a vacuum-fearing substance, the contemporary international order leaves no continental space (or nautical space proximate to land) that is not part of the territory of some state or another. A state must never be divided, and if one is nonetheless split,  its parts must organize themselves anew as whole states; a state’s sovereign power may not divide itself and multiply lest this unsettle the wholeness of the state and the entire international order. 
The planet is covered with states and, in principle, no person is stateless. People – all people – belong to states in some concrete, practical, and bureaucratic sense, and there are no states that belong to people; claims to the contrary are no more than ideological battle cries in times of political turmoil or part of the rhetoric used to justify the actual subjection of a people to "its own" state. If state authorities decide to deport some of these people, or if they deny them acceptable living conditions, or if they do not allow them to live at all, those people become refugees, as their expulsion from one state does not necessarily entail their acceptance by another. But the special status of “refugee” assumes that the entire globe is covered by states and that, in order to subsist with dignity, people must be recognized as belonging to a state. The basic problem of refugees is that they have been denied this recognition, or that the states that do recognize them as their subjects endanger them. They are not citizens of the state to which they were expelled and in which they have found temporary asylum, while in their country of origin they are defined as non-citizens or as defenseless citizens.
When refugees are more or less protected, only their right to live is recognized, not their right to belong. They may be allowed to struggle for their right to migrate to another country, but they will be ignored if they insist on fantasizing about a world without states, or at least a world in which one can choose between belonging to a state and opting for some other form of political association. Whosoever dares to dream of such a world, whether refugee or citizen, is regarded as an anarchist, or – worse – as childish and naïve, or even delirious – as if the state were the only possible form of power. Yet the division of the old world into states was completed only in the nineteenth century and of the entire world – only in the second half of the twentieth, following the dissolution of the global colonial order and the establishment of “nation-states” in Africa and Asia. Since then, every single human settlement belongs to a state and every newborn is made to belong to “his” country as it is defined by his state (just as he is born into his family, religion or language). When entertaining the notion of a world without states is portrayed as childish or delusional, the ideological role of the image of the state is clearly exposed: in order for the state to appear as a real and inevitable fact, as something that is taken for granted, any challenge to its inevitability or questioning of its facticity must be represented as a type of insanity.

Political philosophy, as mentioned earlier, participated fully in replacing the concept of the state as an imagined enclosure of the political body that one may but need not strive towards, with an understanding of the state as a concrete and necessary enclosure, into which one is thrown as one is thrown into the world, and of which one cannot rid oneself, except by replacing one state with another. Political philosophy thus played a distinctly ideological role: it portrayed that which the power was unceasingly striving for as that which had already been attained. Liberal thinkers placed their most radical question mark over the very subjection of the ruled to a ruling power, even though this subjection, whether forced or voluntary, was actually an irrefutable given, which even religious wars, rebellions, or revolutions did not propose to do away with, only to change in form. It was a kind of Cartesian methodical doubt, intended not to challenge the necessity of a ruling power so much as to ground this necessity and endow it with absolute certainty. The “state of nature” was an attempt to describe a multitude of humans without sovereign power and to imagine a condition in which it would purportedly be possible to choose between rule and anarchy. This "counterfactual" condition was described in great detail and systematic justifications were proffered as to why the existence of the state was to be preferred. At the same time, what was and remains a true counterfactual – the state as a complete and enclosed political body – has been considered as a self-evident given whose existence may not be doubted. The question has usually been how to justify and limit the authority of those who rule in the name of the state and through its apparatuses, not how to understand the state, both as a set of apparatuses and as a name that designates a one whole political entity. 
Even Marx and Marxists, who saw the state as the form of the bourgeoisie's organized oppressive power and wished to eradicate it, claiming even to know the historical process that would bring this about, continued to see the whole itself as an immensely powerful and irrefutable fact. They believed that the proletarian revolution would shatter the power of the state, on whose ruins they hoped to establish the true and just totality of human existence. They sought to replace an evil and alienating totality, whose members misunderstand it and delude themselves about every aspect of their membership in it, with a humane and just totality, whose partners are able to see it as it is and correctly recognize their place in it. Because the Socialist International remained no more than a formal framework that was quickly emptied of all content, and because the worldwide revolution failed to arrive, the closure of the communist state remained unchallenged. The proletariat replaced the bourgeoisie as the ruling class while the mechanisms of the party replaced and greatly refined the czar's state apparatuses, turning the total and totalizing state into a totalitarian one – all this, without forgoing a single mark of the state that the revolution was meant to erase and with an unprecedented strengthening of everything that testified to the totality of the state. Nothing symbolized this tendency more clearly that the aggrandizing of the figure of the sovereign, which was glorified and sanctified until it became almost god-like. 

Since Hobbes, the totality of the state has had a human face in the form of its sovereign. For the French thinker Bodin, who, at the end of the sixteenth century, was the first to use the word as an analytic concept, the sovereign was the supreme authority, not subordinate to any other authority in the Republic or the Kingdom. The concept of sovereignty was an attempt to accurately describe the king's authority as a ruler whose superiority everybody must recognize: both the aristocracy, from whose ranks the king himself comes, and the people, with whose wellbeing and security the king is entrusted. For Hobbes, the sovereign was not only the supreme authority, but also the mechanism that created and ensured the unity of the political association. The constitution of sovereignty means more than just “Consent, or Concord”; it guarantees “a real Unitie of them all in one and the same Person”.
 Hobbes understood this mechanism to be one of representation, a semiotic operation whose effect can be thought of as real by means of imagery and metaphor only. In a famous passage of the Leviathan he says: 
A Multitude of men are made One Person when they are by one man, or one Person, Represented … For it is the Unity of the Representer, not the Unity of the Represented, that maketh the Person One. And it is the Representer that beareth the Person, and but one Person: and Unity cannot otherwise be understood in multitude.
 
The word “person”, Hobbes reminds us, signifies a face or a disguised figure, a kind of mask; it is not part of an individual's body but rather something that can be removed and transferred from one individual to another through the act of representation.
 The person of the sovereign is thus distinct both from the unity represented by him and from the body that bears it in practice. In this sense, the sovereign person represents both every individual in the multitude that authorized him to represent them, as well as the unity itself, the shared political body that is created through the act of representation. In other words, the sovereign is a kind of image or microcosm of the commonwealth, a word that Hobbes uses in the same way that he talks of the state – i.e., to refer to the political body as a whole, of which the sovereign is but one organ.
 The sovereign represents the whole metonymically, because by constructing the whole it becomes part of it. In contrast, the multitude that the sovereign represents by means of the original contract is represented metaphorically by an act of transfer – of the mask and of rights and authority. The sovereign is not an expression of the people's will but rather that which enables the association of the multitude and let it appear united in a people, a political body with its own will. 

Even philosophers who rejected the idea of the contract have preserved this structure of relations between the state and the sovereign. Hegel, for whom the state was a given, self-realizing totality and not merely a construct of the mind and an imagined figure, critiqued the notion that the state is established by means of a contract and constructed through practices of representation. However, he adopted and elaborated Hobbes' understanding of the relationship between the sovereign and the state. According to Hegel, the “power of the sovereign” is the state's subjective moment, in which “the different powers [of the state] are united in an individual unity which is thus the apex and beginning of the whole”.
 In Schmitt's writings, the figure of the sovereign shrinks to a singular moment of decision of a special kind: declaring a state of exception and suspending the state's constitution. For Schmitt, the sovereign need not be the legislator; it is enough that he can suspend the law, any law – indeed, “the constitution in its entirety”.
 This, for Schmitt, is the exact moment of determining and reaffirming the state's existence as a political unity, as a space of law that upholds an unequivocal distinction between inside and outside, and ultimately, as Schmitt would argue a few years later,
 as a unity with an external enemy and whose entire existence as a political association is conditioned on identifying, declaring, and irreconcilably differentiating itself from this enemy.

This is exactly how Foucault understood the role of the sovereign within the state: as a mechanism of totalization that has remained relatively fixed throughout the development of legal and state theory of sovereignty ever since the Middle Ages: the sovereign establishes “a moment of fundamental [fondamentale] and foundational [fondatrice] unity between possibilities and powers [pouvoirs], namely the unity of power [pouvoir]”.
 However, while Hegel or Schmitt, and lately Agamben as well, have perceived sovereignty as a real moment of concrete unity and have understood this unity as a condition for the very existence of the state as a historical entity, entertaining no doubt that such entities existed and will continue to exist, Foucault, like Hobbes, understood the oneness of the state and its being as a whole as an effect of representation (or, as he put it, of discourse) and of an enormous collection of practices, forms of speech, and bodies of knowledge that are entailed by it and comprise it. The juridico-political discourse of sovereignty, he argued, was a constellation of power and knowledge whose role was to produce this effect, to generate the closure of the state and stabilize its image as a closed totality.
 As Foucault later argued, what enabled the tight affinity between the apparatuses of sovereignty and the plethora of governmental mechanisms that have emerged since the seventeenth century and ensured their integration within a single system represented and headed by the sovereign, was the concept of raison d’État. 
 This was a name for an entire conceptual grid that allowed the new modes of governing and the new constellations of power/knowledge associated with them to be linked to the apparatuses of sovereignty and take their place within the framework of the state's unifying logic. 
Foucault, of course, never reduced sovereignty to the persona of a single actor. His plea "to cut off the King's head: in political theory that has still to be done”,
 is directed not only at the person of the sovereign but more importantly at the subjectivity of the state and the binary structure of power as a relationship between a sovereign and the subjects that inhere it. Following Foucault, one should replace the prevailing binary structure with a detailed analysis of different agents, authorities, forms of rule, modes of intervention, and techniques of governance; instead of the person of the sovereign, one should study the sovereign-legal apparatus and regard the authority ascribed to the sovereign as an effect of the complex relations of power within this apparatus. 
A large number of other actors who are involved in various types of activities appear alongside the sovereign in the juridico-political apparatus. Legislation, and the regulation that is based on it, for instance, is a platform and an extremely powerful tool for introducing new domains of control and intervention into the unifying framework of the law. The law's pretension to bring every possible aspect of human activity into its scope and determine its legality (either through legislation or through its absence – for everything the law does not forbid is permitted) creates an a priori and principled relation of the ruling power to the totality of the life-world in a given territory. This relation determines the very fact of subordination to the ruling power and at the same time encloses the territory, the people, and their life-world as the realm of subordination to that power. 

Law enforcement mechanisms are means by which the unity of the law is reiterated and the isolated acts of individuals are linked to a single legal framework, which establishes their identities and allocates their rights; the exercise of the law is presented as the solemn and somber face of the state. Heinrich von Kleist was perhaps the first to understand this (in his Michael Kolhaas), and no one has better exposed the baselessness of this move, its utter lack of foundation, than Kafka. Acts of closure are publicly performed in a variety of official ceremonies produced by state organs and other governmental and non-governmental authorities, enacted in schools, churches and other designated places, and broadcast in all media. These state rituals change from one regime and political culture to another but often exemplify a strong affinity to religious rituals in which the distinction between the sacred and the profane is enacted. In more general terms it may be shown that in every field and sphere displaying power relations, domination, control, and intervention, the juridico-political apparatus of sovereignty is entrusted with the closure of these relations within the state as a particularizing whole. According to Foucault, the question of sovereignty has not disappeared; it was reformulated in the eighteenth century following the acknowledgement that the art of government exists and is spreading, along with the spread of the governmental mechanisms aimed not at enforcing the law but rather at managing life. Theoretical interest in sovereignty was reflective of an effort to find legal basis and bureaucratic forms that would enable the new governmental mechanisms to be incorporated within a single framework of rule and to be subjected to a single supreme authority. 
Indeed, the most important historical phenomenon related to the modern state has been the unceasing emergence, expansion, branching out, and multiplication of more and more governmental mechanisms designed not necessarily to subject people to the law but to manage their lives in a way that enables the protection of their wellbeing just as it creates new ways to do them harm. At the same time, the ability of these mechanisms to intervene has improved dramatically, including their capacities to gather information, to produce knowledge, to classify, to separate and join together certain types of people, activities and living conditions, to compare, measure, guide and direct, to restrict and to control. Hobbes was witness only to the beginning of this process, and so could formulate it only in very general terms. Because he saw the oneness of the state as an effect of representation that lasts only as long as representation is enacted, it did not occur to him to examine the extent to which the existing mechanisms of government actually integrated the ruled multitude and the apparatus of ruling and governance within one existing whole. In his time, north-western European governments had only just begun to attain a monopoly over the legal use of violence, and over legislation, law enforcement, and taxation. The processes that ultimately yielded the centralization of the armed forces and their separation from the person of the king, along with the separation from him of the mechanisms of law enforcement and the state's treasury, were still in their inception. Neither the law nor the economy had as yet attained autonomy.
The change was gradual and began to intensify from the end of the eighteenth century, though it occurred at a different pace and in different patterns in different countries (France, England and Germany, for example, experienced quite differently the emergence of a central state bureaucracy at the expense of local rulers)
. By then, a number of European countries had managed to acquire an almost complete state monopoly over the law. This was accompanied by the formation of an hierarchical system of authorizations that brought all legislative and regulative activity within the remit of a single central body, and subordinated the passing of judgment to another central body, enabling the centralized system of authorization to enforce the legislative monopoly. Statutes that forbid, authorize and permit, and the administration of justice that defines the attitude to such statues had become potentials for calling upon the sovereign power and, through it, making the state potentially ubiquitous at any given time. The point was never to link everything to the state and thus interweave it with all other things, rendering them each an element of a single totality; it clearly was, however, to enable such linking whenever and wherever the ruling power deemed this necessary.
During the eighteenth century, a cadre of bureaucrats and experts in well-demarcated fields of activity took shape, and the distinction between the monopolistic apparatuses of government in those fields and the persons of those in authority in each of them was institutionalized. Ruling became bureaucratic and impersonal – an art of management, surveillance, coordination, and control – and not necessarily a relationship in which one side demonstrates its strength while the other is subordinated to it. At the same time, a centralized system of ruling power achieved a monopoly in additional fields: pressing coins (and the emergence of central banks), managing a central budget, a central archive, mapping and measurement, including the measurement of time; and in the nineteenth century: carrying out censuses and statistically analyzing the composition of the population (with the establishment of central bureaus of statistics), determining and marking borders, defining traffic arrangements, and so on. The consolidation of each of these monopolies fueled processes of monopolization of other state apparatuses and at the same time enhanced the autonomy of experts within each domain: mapping and statistical knowledge of the population enhance the ability to collect taxes, enlist soldiers, and enforce the law; more efficient taxation enables the expansion of the army and other mechanisms of control; increased knowledge of the population and the territory encourages legislation concerning the regulation of movement, occupation, marriage, health, and so on.
During the nineteenth century, and especially towards its end, the increasingly bloated state mechanisms succeeded in accruing power and funding themselves through various types of taxation, whose increased scope and efficiency gradually reduced the dependence of these mechanisms of control on a privileged class or group within the governed population. Moreover, owing to the rivalry and competition among European countries, no ruling group could afford to do without the mechanisms of the state or hold up their development. Aristocratic groups were no longer able to maintain their own mechanisms of governance or to appropriate the control of the state (exclusively) to themselves. Therefore, the state's separation from the ruling power, on the one hand, and from the governed on the other, was no longer manifested only in the separation between individuals' bodies and persona, and the positions they held in the governmental apparatus; it now was also institutionalized as the separation between a class-riven society, and the state as a general and common framework for all of the classes within it. The struggle to seize power was reconstituted as a struggle between classes for control over state apparatuses and their use for redistributing society's wealth among its various segments, and for portraying such efforts at redistribution as just, equal, efficient or correct. Redistribution of wealth was made possible through direct transfers (i.e., taxation on the one hand, and payments and various investments on the other) but also through a redistribution of the risks (and the protections against them) that attach to investment, trade, work, war, and everyday life.
In this regard, the emergence of the concepts of territory and population is of particular importance. Combined with the law as an a priori relationship of subordination to power, these concepts set up a powerful means of closure of the governed realm(s). Certainly, territory and population are not abstract concepts; they were articulated through a whole range of administrative and policing practices, and shaped the three clearest dimensions of closure in relation to the sovereign power: space, people, and action. Territory defines where the state ends, population integrates everyone who belongs to it and defines who is subject to its jurisdiction, and law defines that which is subject to jurisdiction. Law needs territory and population for the purpose of limiting its application; population needs territory and law to constitute the initial encompassing group presupposed by any other grouping and statistics; and territory needs the law and population in order to turn a formal, "empty" spatial distinction into a significant political one.

Territorial closure required the consent of neighboring countries and in effect implied the creation of an international order of states, which was first institutionalized in Europe and later exported to the rest of the world. Taking stock of the population, categorizing it into groups, and tracking and surveying changes within it were all activities that were at first directed inwards, in order to enhance the ability to govern and expand the domain of the governable within a given territory. Both as a concept and as a set of practices, territory predated population. The former enables better controlled spatial demarcations, the setting of borders and their mapping, and the groupings necessary for the concept of population. The concept of population made it possible to count, classify, and analyze a human multitude, turning it into a rational object of research and opening it up to a variety of techniques of intervention, surveillance, administration, and subjection. While the concept of population presupposes the existence of a territory within which the human multitude is assembled, sorted, and distributed, the growing body of knowledge concerning the notion of a population and the attendant ability to survey and control it has allowed for a more detailed territorialization as well as a re-territorialization along new lines based on the population's specific traits and transformations.
In these two domains – of territory and population – representation (in the form of mapping or the outcome of a census, for example) is a clear act of closure. This act depends, however, on the prior existence of sophisticated, concrete practices of demarcation and closure (by means of sorting people into groups and dividing them up, marking borders, distributing identity cards and passports, and so on), while the existence of commonly accepted representations makes it possible for these practices to be expanded. At the same time, we must not forget that subjects, territory, laws, budgets, and taxes come together within a single system only thanks to the integration of the various branches of government. The mapping of the territory must be coordinated with the marking of borders on the ground, the marking of borders with the border police, the border police with the tax collectors, and the tax collectors with tax legislation (and so on and so forth, according to the multiplying governable domains). Lacking such coordination, a territory would not appear as one and the population would disintegrate, seeping over the border or disappearing into ungoverned (perhaps ungovernable) enclaves. Unless every person has an address (which must be marked on the ground, backed up by official documents, and inscribed in a sufficiently detailed and officially accepted map), and unless every address has known inhabitants (listed and labeled in the population registries), then this ability to integrate is undermined and the state cannot appear as one. The labor of closure is a never-ending task, but nonetheless a crucial one. Closure is a condition for institutionalizing the distinction between inside and outside as well as for the oneness of the state and its separateness from other political units. Furthermore, an imagined closure and concrete practices to impose it are preconditions for all the other developments. The ability to impose a clear distinction between inside and outside and to prevent people, messages, and objects from coming and going unsupervised allows a constant growth of the governable domain and enables all the mechanisms that enact surveillance, control, tracking, and regulating to improve their capacities for penetration and intervention within this closed domain.
The process of the closure of the state reached its peak (and perhaps also the beginning of its end) in the second third of the twentieth century. Processes of the expansion of the governable domain, a deepening of the government's penetration into the life-world, and the incorporation and integration of governmental apparatuses within a single state system unfolded in the three main types of modern regimes: the (settling or exploitative) colonial state, the liberal-democratic state (the constitutional, welfare, or neoliberal state), and the totalitarian state (communist, fascist or Nazi). As Althusser, Foucault, Agamben, and other critical thinkers have argued, the immense increase in the penetrative capacities of the State apparatuses was common to all these types of regimes and no less important than the differences between them. In each of these regimes, life, space – as both territory and landscape, time – as the rhythm of coordinated action and as the pasts and futures of individuals and of collectives), language (as speech and forms of discourse), and objects (as materials, resources, appliances, and intangible images) have all come to be administrable, manageable, open to intervention and supervision by various governmental mechanisms, and all have been linked – more or less directly, more or less loosely – to the integrative mechanism of the state. 
Nonetheless, the particular form and extent of the subordination of governmental apparatuses to the juridico-political apparatus of sovereign power differ greatly from state to state, due in part to processes of nationalization and privatization. For instance, in some states elements of law enforcement and the administration of justice have been privatized, while in others state monopolies persist even in the fields of production and consumption; ministries of education have been known to set the curriculum for each and every school in some states, while in others education is left to the church or to the parents, with the state having little say in who studies what; in some states the government enacts compulsory vaccination programs for children, and in others such programs are overseen by the authorities but optional; and some states require every product to meet certain safety and health standards set and enforced by governmental agencies, while others have no such requirement or else apply it to only a small number of products. 

These differences are of scant importance for an understanding of the essence of the state. The point is that a state is seen as "proper" when its abstention from intervening in governable domains reflects political deliberation and decisions rather than impotence, and when a significant part of the governed population can struggle for expanding or contracting the space that is open for state interventions in order to apply or prevent certain policies. Accordingly, two models of state can be identified in which this balance between a political will – be it of the governed many or of the governing authorities – and actual interventions is disturbed: the first is the “weak” or “failing” state, in which non-intervention is the result of inability, a structural failure of various state apparatuses to initiate a policy and enforce it; the second is the rogue state, where the capacity to constrain and redirect state interventions is not institutionalized or structured within the state apparatuses.
The direct subordination of various mechanisms of control to the sovereign authority, or to whoever possesses this authority, is often the subject of boisterous and sometimes bloody political struggles. But these struggles are actually of little importance with respect to the state and its powers, because the huge increase in the state's capacity to intervene is hardly dependent on the sovereign persona and his or her authority. The crucial fact is that numerous elements in an ever growing governable domain can – in principle and very rapidly – become subject to sovereign intervention and can be linked to central authorities and their mechanisms of enclosure. Recent accounts – and critiques – of sovereignty have tended to stress the sovereign decision with regard to the exception while often missing the fact that in a life-world in which everything is related to rules, standards, and regulations, the exception can be declared in numerous new ways, with relation to ever more aspects and moments of being.
Wherever the law and its extensions and emissaries reach, state violence also reaches, because the violent power of enforcement follows the law or is dragged after it, sometimes prodding it forward, and in any case leaving in its wake a superfluous presence that legality itself cannot eradicate. Wherever the administrative arms of the state reach, law, violence, and the budget book also reach. Wherever the armed forces reach, the budget, taxation, documentation, the archive, and ultimately the law also reach. The law twists its way through archives, onto the shelves of supermarkets and pharmacies (via the supervision of prices and drugs and products and substances and children's games), into time, the landscape and the body, and the archive grows and thickens, layer by layer, gathering all the written traces left behind by the law, as well as some of the traces of the violence it visits upon the body. 
If sovereignty means striving for actual closure and imagined unity, its first objective should be the integration of these many divergent apparatuses within a single system of government. Integration does not necessarily imply subordination to a single, supreme authority. Sovereign rule seeks to incorporate all other mechanisms of power in three ways: by delegating direct and limited authority to its direct representatives (the police is authorized to carry out arrests, the bailiffs to seize property, and so on); by delegating limited authority to defined bodies to act within a defined area as if they were representatives of the sovereign government (municipalities are authorized to collect taxes and issue fines; in certain circumstances private security personnel are authorized to shoot at suspects); and finally, by demarcating certain spheres of activity as free of direct state interference (e.g., economic markets, the sphere of public opinion, religious congregations, the arts, the family, etc.), while at the same time setting limits to such activities and  selectively supporting or censoring them. 
It is wrong to expect to find sovereign power everywhere that power relations take place; a great deal of order, regularity, and institutionalization of people's life-world takes hold and gains authority without or despite the lack of sovereign authorization, perhaps even outside the scope of its present reach. However, through its representatives and emissaries, the sovereign power can, in principle, be called into presence anywhere, at any moment, in order to reaffirm authority or expropriate it, suspend the law or amend it, abolish or establish order, forbid or permit anything and everything: any activity, any exchange, any
event. From the point of view of sovereign power, anything that occurs without its authorization can only do so because sovereign power has withdrawn and allowed it to be as it is. Within the state, sovereign power may shrink itself just as the Almighty God contracted Himself in the universe (according to a certain Kabbalistic view of God after creation) to create the world. Like a god, the contracted sovereign power has withdrawn so as not to fill the entire space in which he may reside. The state is thus the space – physical and cultural, real and symbolic– that sovereign power can potentially fill when it wishes to forbid, abolish, or suspend something, anything, an activity, a law, a relation, an event. The state is the plenitude of the totality of possible realizations of sovereignty as a pure potentiality.

The closure of this multi-dimensional space is an objective whose achievement is always at stake, whose boundaries are always uncertain, and whose elements are never fully given or even understood. The oneness, singularity, unity, and distinction of the framework of human association is never given and the integration of multiple ruling and governmental apparatuses is never fully accomplished; it must be created anew, re-envision and re-articulated, and defended over and again. The danger is neither subordination to another state – such a danger usually has a unifying effect – nor the reduction of the associated multitude to a single group within the state – for the monopolization of the state by one group does not affect the "static" nature of power. The danger to the oneness of the state and its various modes of closure lies rather in the dissolution of clear boundaries between inside and outside, on the one hand, and the emergence of new elements whose place within the whole is unclear, on the other. The new condition of the capitalist market and the emergence of new technologies that increase the flows of people, goods, capital, texts and images, and make such flows ever more accessible, cheap, efficient, ubiquitous, and hard to resist, make closure an infinite, impossible task.
Within this new condition, the flow of anything is capable of tearing apart any closed structure, but most of this flow is ensured and sustained by powerful state apparatuses that enforce certain types of relationship between certain people’s money and other people's labor, between certain people's needs and other's goods and knowledge, and between anyone and the money that flows in the fastest and smoothest way. The market changes the state but does not deconstruct it (for now, at least) because it relies upon its apparatuses, authority, and power to enclose. Sovereign power, in its turn, intervenes in the market to a greater or lesser extent, but will never entirely block the flows within it because the sovereign power, too, is entangled in the market in numerous ways and draws its resources from it. Nor will the sovereign power ever allow the market to run itself without any control or supervision because a lack of any form of closure would ruin the market itself. 
These symbiotic relationships between the sovereign power and the market, as well as the perpetual struggle between them, are played out today within new and very powerful frameworks, such as the World Trade Organization and the International Monetary Fund. Together with other non-state actors at the international level, such as economic corporations and non-governmental organizations (NGOs) working in special areas of governance (such as struggles for human rights, humanitarian assistance for the victims of wars and disasters, campaigns for the environment, managerial transparency, and so on), these organizations compete with the sovereign power and various other state apparatuses. They press for new policies and propose competing governmental apparatuses with their own forms of closure, association, and authority. The pressure they apply changes not only the way state power makes decisions but also the kinds of decisions it makes. 
Commercial corporations and certain NGOs exert direct pressure on the state and interfere in its ability to close the spheres of its governance and control. Transnational and non-governmental bodies establish criteria in a large number of fields – from warfare to drugs and foodstuffs, from the level of ignorance in the population to the level of corruption in the government – which they seek to impose on the state as well as on private corporations. They thus add another challenge to sovereignty as a project of closure, and undermine its activities, but they do not alter its ultimate goal: to sustain the state's sovereignty and sovereign power within the state, to renew once more the closure of everything that had gone out of control, and bring the new forms of flow into line with the existing mechanisms of government (even if this means bestowing retrospective recognition on that which had already been flowing or legalizing facts that had already been determined, for example by granting citizenship to illegal immigrants or licenses to illegal businesses). Contemporary conditions of globalization highlight the fact that the modern state is a governmental project that never ends, one whose purpose is to demarcate, again and again, the boundaries of the governable, to follow, supervise, and control the unceasing proliferation and flows of ever new modes of actions, products, texts and images that emerge within those boundaries. The state is not only an image of an enclosed, self-constituting unit of government but rather a web of ruling and governmental apparatuses that perform closure. The unfinished performance of closure is the state's mode of existence in space and time.
Lacking mechanism of closure and practices to perform it, transnational bodies and international NGOs do not constitute a global state, no matter how dense are their networks of interrelations, exchange, and mutual influence. Without a clear concept of an entirety that must be closed and without the kind of reflexivity necessary for performing acts of closure, no actor can pretend to represent even a few moments sovereignty. In order to act like a state, ruling apparatuses must conceptualize themselves as elements in a closed, unified entirety that shares borders with other similar entities and is distinct from them. The state needs an outside so as to define what it does not include: its ungoverned spaces, the multitudes not subject to its laws, and the population that lies beyond its range of governance. Without conceptualizing themselves as taking part in a project of global closure, the interventionist aspirations of international and transnational bodies, as well as the networks that are created by their interrelations, know no bounds, whether in the sphere of economics, law, humanitarianism, the environment, and so on. Only local and temporary conditions determine their progress in one area or their withdrawal from another. In the absence of the drive to closure, and lacking boundaries for their expansion, the new supranational bodies will never develop into anything like a state; but nor will they stop challenging the modern state's principle of closure. 
In "strong," "proper" states, the sovereign government contracts itself (through processes of privatization and deregulation that it initiates, or by ignoring and neglecting certain areas, or as a result of poor management by the mechanisms of control), but is able to reemerge at any moment and subject the entire space under its control and every governable domain to its sovereign authority. In some cases the contracted state comes back to serve a single class or ethnic group at the expense of others and a whole sector of the governed population is forsaken, exposed to state violence, reduced to life conditions in which survival is the most one can hope for. Similar conditions may prevail in “weak” states, but there the sovereign government is unable to fill the spaces from which it has retreated or which it never reached in the first place. 
In the second half of the nineteenth century, when the expansion of the state took on new forms, the bourgeoisie of liberal states got the state to partially withdraw from certain areas, some of which had previously been managed by the central government and others that had just emerged. The bourgeoisie also succeeded in setting certain constraints on the new forms of governance and the actors that performed new governmental roles. But the same bourgeoisie was also a full partner in the state's entrance into countless new domains. At the turn of the twenty-first century, assisted by a new local capitalist elite, the international corporations of the neoliberal state successfully brought about the privatization of areas of activities that the state had formerly administered and for which it had seen itself responsible. These included not only welfare services but also sections of the legal system and of the security forces, elements of the public sphere as well as the collective memory – the past that needs to be constructed and passed on, and the future that needs to be prepared for. Once again, however, the withdrawal of the state was accompanied by the creation of new methods and domains of intervention and regulation, most conspicuously the formation of the biopolitical apparatus of “security”. After all, it is the state with its violent and bureaucratic apparatuses that has authorized and carried out the dismantling of the welfare system, the fracturing of social solidarity, and the privatization of the public sphere. The United States, which has been leading these processes of privatization in the west, is also the state with the highest rate of incarceration. Indeed, there are more prisoners per capita in the US than in any other country in the world: over two million prisoners, constituting one percent of the adult population and about a quarter of the world's prisoners.
 
The neoliberal state has not lost its capacity for violent intervention and forceful performances of closure, notwithstanding growing areas from which the state has withdrawn (e.g., the gray and black markets that escape regulation, smuggling, gambling, prostitution, or neighborhoods that the police does not dare enter). An aura of illegality, subversion, and dissent that persists in these areas still maintains a relation to the state and keeps the state present through its failure to intervene or its decision to abstain from intervention. In contrast, the “weak” state cannot restrict the use of violence and is unable to supervise the bodies that intervene in those spheres that were never administered by the state or from which it had to withdraw. The borders of the "weak” state are breached; refugees flood it or flee from it; the black market defines the structure of its economic activity; and, above all, organized violence is exercised outside the law, often imposing its own legality, taxation, and means of governance. The difference between a "strong" and a "weak" state is one between a controlled, state-initiated, and well-managed withdrawal that enables the continuation or even the enhancement of the closure of the state's governable domains, on the one hand, and a forced and disordered withdrawal that follows the collapse of the very mechanisms of closure, on the other hand.
This is, of course, a difference of degree and not of kind, as in both instances the state is conceived as a potential framework of total control. What began as an attempt to articulate in discourse a single entity that would provide a common ground and an encompassing conceptual framework for both the ruling power and those subject to it (without reducing each to the plane of the other), had become at the end of the modern era an orchestrated effort to bring under one roof – in principle if not in practice – all of the government's authorities along with the entire domain of the governable. This was a gradual process, which followed different in different states, and in which the governmentalization-in- theory sometimes preceded and other times lagged behind the actual implementation of governmental practices. It was (and remains) an ongoing process of proliferation, multiplication, expansion, differentiation, and specialization of governmental techniques and apparatuses. In many cases the process was first ascribed to the court and the power of the prince – when princes still had power – but ultimately, everything governable, together with the royal court itself, came to belong to the state. As the distinction and separation between the ruling power and the state became established, so did the recognition that power is – or should be – only a means and an executor of the state's logic, le raison d'État. Reason of State has come to be recognized as a guide for power, the foundation of its legitimacy, and its ultimate end.
The state encompasses the entire domain of the governable. State apparatuses are not external to this entirety but rather a part of it. Activities, texts, authorities, means of violence, rules, tools, capital and other goods that are involved in the actions of the various branches of government are, in principle, governed just like everything else. When the state appears as the governed entirety, it includes all those who have authority. When those who possess authority appear as authorized rulers they do so as representatives of the state. The state itself as an entirety that can only be represented and cannot be made present is unable to appear as he who (or that which) rules – not even if we think about it as a collection of state apparatuses; it can appear only as that in whose name one rules. Indeed, this might be all there is to the state: it is that in whose name and for whose sake one rules, exercises authority, legitimizes violence, takes and invests, sacrifices and protects. Before giving power its telos the state gives it its name. The state is the explicit as well as the implicit name of power. State apparatuses impress this name on currency, on certificates and license plates, on countless documents, on roads and elsewhere on the landscape, on doorways and towers, palaces and castles, airplanes and bombs. Sometimes it is directly inscribed on the bodies of subjects, though more often on their souls. Actors who operate state apparatuses speak this name ceremoniously or in a whisper, in public or behind the scenes with great emphasis or offhandedly, with full intention or because their betters told them to. And if they do not speak the name at all, there will nearly always be someone who will offer to speak it for them, in their stead, out loud or silently – whatever it takes  to make up for the lack and quickly fill the crack that opens up when power acts without a clear signature. 
When there is a name, when this name refers to a single entity, then one can believe in the oneness of the whole and in its closure as if it were something given and complete, and not something yet to be achieved. One can swear on the one-ness of the state and deliver one's soul when called to the flag in the face of a threat to its unity. The state is the one that is worshiped and the name that is sanctified. In other words, the state is an area in discourse that is always liable to express holiness and call for sanctification. As such, ever since its modern inception, the state has constituted a moment in the process of western secularization. In this regard it does not matter whether, following Max Weber, “secularization” is understood as a process of disenchantment in which human action has gradually become detached from transcendent sources of authority and contexts of meaning, or whether, following Karl Schmitt, it is understood as the displacement of theological models from the divine sphere to the earthly dimension. In both instances the state is an effect of and a means for the deconstruction of the structure of authority of the old theological-political order, and represents a new authority, ultimate but earthly, as well as its final justification as “Providence in the best and worst sense”.
 It is precisely for this reason that the state is not only an agent of secularization and a moment in that process but also that which remains to be secularized – that is, a seemingly quasi transcendent moment of absoluteness, a claim for singularity, monopoly, and oneness that must, from now on, be deconstructed.
But this deconstruction is not easy. Most state apparatuses and ideologies oppose it. With the help of the name
 and other ways of deploying the political imagination, they bring the multitude to believe in the integration of the various branches of government into a single coherent whole and in the bringing together of all subjects into a single people. The use of a name can also be an official expression of the relationship between the two dimensions of the state's existence: the one in which the authorities act, and the other in which the subjects come together. Both dimensions are interwoven and entangled with one another like two enormous networks. No single loop can encompass the entire network; neither network can be detached from the other; and neither network has a clearly definable external boundary. Only through a name can this entanglement be given form and a sense of coherence, and only thus can limits on some of the forms of entanglement be authorized. But whose authority is needed here? That of the sovereign, of course. Power itself is not exclusively responsible for creating the image of the state as a totality that precedes power and is a condition for it, but it is undoubtedly responsible for sketching the correct image as well as for setting the boundaries of the people's association, on the one hand, and the framework of government that claims to integrate all state apparatuses and mechanisms of governance, on the other. 

If the state is the name of the ruling power, that power has designated actors that bear the name and, on behalf of the name and for its sake, determine the extent of its applicability.  Whether they are the sovereign in persona, or any of his representatives, by bearing the name and deciding its applicability they perform moments of sovereignty. In other words, sovereignty is performed in and through the name and for its sake. The subjects – or at least some of them – are supposed to believe that the name refers to them as well, that it describes an association and a partnership that include them; sometimes they believe (in certain cases even rightly so) that they have a stake in power itself, and therefore that they are direct participants not only in ruling and administering the lives of others but also in bearing the common name, by virtue of which all subjects and all powers striving to govern them are made members of a single entity. It is a name that may not be privatized or given over to others; it should not be taken in vain and must not be forgotten. It can, however, be called by other names, and sometimes, when the burden of the name is heavy, this turning from the name to the name of the name appears inevitable. Since the end of the eighteenth century, the name of the name has often been drawn from that of a single national group that is supposed to "own" the state, or acts as if it did. Thus, sovereign power is responsible not only for the oneness of the state but also for the oneness and unity of the nation whose name the state bears. 
Through the name,
 national unity becomes a means to attaining the unity of the state. This is because national unity purportedly guarantees the unity of the group that is ruled, that group which sees the state as “its” state, and whose security and safety the government is meant to ensure via the state apparatuses. Thus, France emerges as the country of the French, Spain as the country of the Spanish, and Israel as the country of the Jews. The nation – the French, Spanish, or Jewish – is the name of the state's name. The nation appears, is described and imagined as that which gives the state its name and also as the state's raison d'être and the reason for its actions. Better yet, the nation is the reason behind the raison d'État. If the nation is the name, the state is the body that bears it; if the nation is the end, the state is the means for achieving it. A nation without a state would appear to be a name without a bearer, without anyone worthy of bearing it with the requisite glory and splendor, and so it remains a damaged name, which may well dissipate, become assimilated among the languages or scattered among the peoples of the world.
But who and what is the nation? Where are the boundaries drawn that define a human association as a nation? How is it determined who belongs and who is left outside, or how outsiders may join and insiders may be expelled? All this is ultimately decided by the ruling power, of course, in the name of the state, which acts in the name of the nation, whose boundaries are determined by power. It is this insight of circular reasoning that the concept of the nation is designed to blur. The nation provides an aura of foundation. When the state is mediated by the nation, it appears as a “natural” ground, framework, and means for the national association. Seeing the nation as an entity that is detached from the state and precedes it but at the same time finds expression through it helps construct the state as a subject and play down the role of the ruling power in creating the image of the state as such a subject and in carrying out governmental activities as if they were the actions and performances of a subject. The historical nation – and not the existing government – appears as the agent of its own act of self-constitution. One is made blind to the way in which state apparatuses constitute the nation through power's sovereign performances and one is led to believe that the nation has constituted the state, and is externalizing itself, realizing, fulfilling or defining itself in the state. 

Since the eighteenth century, the conception of the nation has been bound up with the state in two main ways. In the political thought that came to be formulated in France just prior to the revolution, and whose most important proponent was Sieyes, the “nation” changed from a term that referred to one group or "race" of many that were subject to the same ruling power or that fought each other for that power, to a term that referred to the entire “people”, that is, all those governed by the same state power. According to this civil perception of the nation, the nation is an imagined whole from which the state draws its authority and which is fully realized in the state. From this perspective, the state precedes the nation and makes it possible. For its part, the nation precedes each and every particular social group, and the divisions and struggles among them threaten its unity from within. Both the conception of the particular group – a congregation, estate, class, race, or ethnos – and its relative importance have changed over time, but the difference between the particular group and the universal nation and the need to incorporate the one within the other have remained crucial for the civil concept of the nation. 
When adhering to the universal dimension of the nation and its opposition to specific group affiliation, the nation appears as an abstract association that is no more than the entire citizenry. The fact that these individuals are all ruled by the same power and governed by the same government is immeasurably more important than their shared history, or the customs, language and religion they may share or that may divide them. This is precisely what is rejected in the second conception of the nation, the organic or nationalist conception, which took shape in Europe at the end of the eighteenth and beginning of the nineteenth centuries and which was largely a response to the spread of universalistic ideas that the French Revolution helped spread. According to this second perspective, the nation is a whole that develops throughout history, is distinct from other wholes of a similar kind, and is characterized by its region of habitat and the customs, language, and religion that its shared history has brought together. The state is, from this point of view, the form of the nation's most complete realization and that which ensures its distinctiveness and prosperity. The nation precedes the state and may continue to exist without it; still, it needs the state in order to develop, and without it will remain defective. A nation without a state must strive to attain one because only in a state can the nation become truly itself, sovereign and independent, fulfilling its historical vocation. The affinity between nation and state is understood as organic and essential for both entities. According to the nationalist conception of the nation, states that are populated by a number of nations are problematic states, whose unity is threatened; hence states that are not borne by a distinct historical nation and the accompanying nationalist consciousness must urgently engage in a project of nation building, and then project themselves as its expression. The construction of the Italian nation in the nineteenth century exemplifies this perfectly.
During the nineteenth century, the nation was first and foremost understood in contrast to the estate and the class, and later to a biological notion of race. But according to the nationalist view of the nation, the state is meant to be an expression of the nation's essential characteristics, those that supposedly precede the state and are independent of it, even if they have developed historically. This viewpoint tends to adopt racial discourse and modes of thought, "racializing" various aspects of social and political life. On the other hand, in the civil view of the nation, the nation-state nationalizes the state; the state belongs to the nation as a whole and expresses its will. This mode of thought denies the fact that, in practice, one class or ethnic group usually has privileged access to the state's apparatuses, both as rulers and as ruled. The denial of class or ethnic biases in the civil view of the nation is a mirror reflection of the tendency to “racialize” in the nationalist perspective. In both cases, though, the state itself is often found to be a moderating factor (of the racialization of the nation or of the denial of its class division). The state is able to play this moderating role because of the relative autonomy already acquired by its various mechanisms of governance, and because those mechanisms have, to a degree, internalized a universal, legal, bureaucratic and professional ethos.
According to the civil conception of nationhood, a state has only one nation and all members of the nation are its citizens. Nationality and citizenship are thus synonymous, because the nation is a group created by the fact that individuals are governed by the same ruling power and are entitled to have access to and share in that power. The division of the nation into classes and ethnic groups will always, on this view, be secondary to the distinction between the citizens of one country and another. According to the nationalist conception of nationhood, not all citizens are necessarily members of the nation as defined by the state while not all the members of the nation are necessarily citizens of that state. In such an instance, the resulting split between different nations threatens the very oneness and unity of the state. The construction of a uni-national state may then become an ongoing project in which one nation seeks to monopolize the state and use its apparatuses both to heighten the purportedly essentialist differences between the nations and to prevent the other nation(s) from using state apparatuses to express and cultivate a different nationalism.
In both conceptions the nation is an imagined community that has various cultural, linguistic, and ethnic expressions but that needs the state in order to achieve its full political expression. However, only the nationalists see this imagined community as having a substantive existence that both exceeds and precedes the state. Instead of understanding the state as an unfinished project of sovereign power, subject to contingent historical changes in the structure of power and the possibilities of government, the nationalists see the state as a project of the nation – an effect and symptom of its historical situation. Both conceptions err in deifying the state, but because the civil one emphasizes the contingency of nationalism, it opens the way for the state’s secularization. On the other hand, the nationalist conception, because it sees the state as the extension of a historical entity with a transcendent dimension – namely, the nation – is easily associated with the nation's sacralization.
Secularizing the state means preferring the collective of citizens over anything in the name of which they may be called upon to sacrifice their lives, property, or liberty. It also means recognizing that “state worship” – that form of idolatry by which citizens hold up the state as a given and indivisible oneness that precedes power and stipulates the boundaries of political association – is the contemporary incarnation of monotheism. The ruling power creates the state's quasi-transcendent status but also derives from that state its authority to act. The state and the nation exist in a vicious circle of constitution that has no first moment, and within which the sovereign power is the active agent that sets boundaries, deploys practices of closure and unification, and creates images of oneness (the closure and oneness being at once those of the ruling power itself, of the ruled, and of the state as a whole). A state caught in this cycle is an effect of the ruling apparatuses, a direct outcome of the sovereign power's attempts to attain closure (and the nation is but a powerful means of closure).
Yet the state is also the space of power's operations and performances, the horizon of its aspirations and the justificatory framework in relation to which power directs itself. Since the nineteenth century, there has not been a single ruling power that has not acted within the framework of a given state, that is, in relation to the concrete outcomes of this effect on the consciousness of the governed, on discourse, and on the other forms of governmental practices. Since the nineteenth century, there has not been a single government in power (or a struggle to seize that power) that has not been based on the belief in the state as the given ensemble of power and its subject, of a government and its governed people. Even those radical revolutionaries who have sought to abolish the state have assumed that a belief in the reality and inevitability of the state is shared by the majority of those who partake in it, whether as rulers or subjects. Ultimately, even the revolutionaries themselves adopted that belief.
This belief is the flip side of a complex constellation of concrete practices of ruling, controlling, and governing whose aim is the closure of the common plane shared by the ruling power and the governed multitude, and their assembly within a single entity, under a single name. One might say that the idea of the state gives these practices form and direction. But the idea can only fulfill this role to the extent that it is already realized and articulated in the activities of the various branches of government. Therefore, we should say that the state is not only the modern form of the ruling power government, but also its phantom. The idea of the state at once inspires power and haunts it. It lingers even when state apparatuses – the body that carries this spirit – change or fall apart. Sometimes it persists even after the total overthrow of the sovereign government. It waits for whoever is seeking to take control, like a soul awaiting the body it is destined to inhabit. And once animated in the stately body, it appears as if carrying an excess of sort that power itself cannot fully exhaust, and it will never leave this power alone. Regardless of what power does or how it operates, the phantom of the state will command it to do this and that, and so on indefinitely.
Like a ghost, the state, when it is by itself, without the body of power, is an apparition with no essence, which never stops issuing orders. But even when animated in a government it never stops haunting the ruling power as a mission that is not,  and never can be finished. Rebels have nearly always rebelled against the government, trying to take control of it, to overthrow it, or even change the regime, but without abolishing the state as the form of power and its ghost. So far, those few who have revolted against the state itself have acted like exorcists – for it was a ghost they were up against. In the end they have been defeated by the state's government or else given in to its reason, the raison d'État, tovat hamedina.

(  This essay was first published in Hebrew in the first issue of Mafte'akh: Lexical Review of Political Theory (� HYPERLINK "http://www.mafteakh.tau.ac.il" �http://www.mafteakh.tau.ac.il�), 2010. English translation: Nick Jhon and Natali Melzer. 
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