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Abstract 

Neoliberalism is, in various ways, radically new. It is nevertheless constructed from the conditions of 

liberal modernity, the inadequacies of which are crucial to neoliberal success. Liberalism in practice 

restricts moral agency through an impoverished, structurally-reinforced conception of practical 

reasoning, as Alasdair MacIntyre argues, and this is important to understanding neoliberal durability. 

This paper argues that a bureaucratic culture that fails to evaluate or critically question the ends it 

pursues is both symptomatic of liberal inadequacies and a key factor in neoliberal success. Beyond 

its purely explanatory power, there is a political relevance to MacIntyre’s Aristotelian-inspired 

politics of local community. It is from those practices and communal movements that embody 

alternative conceptions of the good, that those interested in resisting neoliberalism can learn how it 

becomes possible to successfully challenge aspects of the contemporary social order. 
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The Consequences of Liberal Modernity: Explaining and Resisting Neoliberalism Through 

MacIntyre 

How are we to account for the success of Neoliberalism? The answer to this question has been 

formulated from a range of perspectives, the most influential of which draw from the resources of 

Foucauldian Governmentality and Marxism. Whilst Marxism broadly identifies neoliberalism as a 

successful economic and political project aimed at restoring class power, neoliberalism-as-

governmentality points to the crucial processes of subjectification that create a willing subject 

complicit in neoliberalism’s success.  Despite the insights afforded by these analyses, they offer an 

incomplete explanation of neoliberal success, insofar as they neglect how liberal modernity itself 

constructs the structural foundations and peculiarly vulnerable nature of the subject that are 

conducive to neoliberalism.  

Accordingly, I turn to the resources provided by Alasdair MacIntyre’s critique of liberal modernity. 

Despite having little to say specifically about Neoliberalism, MacIntyre is important to understanding 

how neoliberalism is able to flourish at least partially because of the broader failures of liberal 

practical reasoning that are embodied in modernity’s social structures. The moral barrenness of 

liberal modernity is uniquely fertile ground for the requirements of neoliberalism. Indeed, a moral 

critique of neoliberalism is necessarily excluded from Foucauldian perspectives and limited from 

within the resources of Marxism, yet is crucial to understanding and resisting neoliberalism. 

If neoliberalism has proven so durable, another question remains as to how it might be challenged. It 

has been argued that neoliberalism is successful not only at state level, but also in the way it locally 

embeds into the values and practices of individuals and communities. I suggest this provides a 

significant point of contact with MacIntyre’s politics of local community which might foster 

resistance to neoliberalism from within social practices. Against the charges of political irrelevance, I 

argue for the significance of MacIntyre’s politics, through which practitioners might challenge the 

economic rationality that neoliberalism embodies and the dehumanising effects of its policies. 

Beginning with an overview of key theoretical interpretations of neoliberalism, the paper places 

neoliberalism within the context of a broader MacIntyrean critique of liberal modernity. I show how 

neoliberalism might be further understood through its relationship to liberalism in both theory and 

practice. Furthermore, if MacIntyre’s Aristotelian framework can be used to highlight key 

inadequacies within variants of liberalism, it also provides a framework for political resistance to 

neoliberalism, which is the focus of latter sections. Arguably borne out in contemporary models of 

practice, Revolutionary Aristotelianism (Knight 2007) can both interpret and learn from such 

resistance movements as to how the goods of community can and do flourish. Black Lives Matters is 

one such movement from which those interested in understanding the nature and form of 

resistance in the contemporary world can learn. 

Historicizing Neoliberalism 

Wendy Larner (2000) is amongst a number of theorists who have identified three ways that 

neoliberalism can be understood - as policy, ideology, and governmentality. Straddling the policy 

and ideology approaches are Marxist or neo-Marxist explanations. These characterise neoliberalism 

as a stage of capitalism, a ruling-class strategy or a tool of restorative class-power (Davidson, 2013; 

Dumenil and Levy, 2005; Harvey, 2007). Marxist approaches incorporate the same economic 
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framework as policy approaches (Venugopal, 2015), whilst maintaining a belief in the integral role of 

ideology to neoliberalism. Ideology explanations go beyond economics and politics into wider social 

life where neoliberalism is framed as a moral project of individualising ethics that rejects any 

conception of the common good (Olsen, 2008; Giroux, 2011). Accordingly, society itself views any 

attempt to tamper with market efficiency as ‘morally suspect’ (Frodeman et al, 2012, p. 313), and 

central to neoliberalism is the marketisation of previously un-economized aspects of social life.  

Foucault’s Birth of Biopolitics lectures are the starting point for the governmentality approach. This 

is perhaps the boldest framework for understanding neoliberalism, not least because it displaces the 

state from its more traditional place at the centre of social order. The state therefore matters less 

than the broader strategies of government into which it is incorporated (Hindess, 1997, p. 103). 

Foucault characterises the state as ‘the mobile effect of a regime of multiple governmentalities’ 

(Foucault, 2008, p. 77), as the ‘correlative’ of a ‘particular way of governing (Foucault, 2008, p. 6). 

Neoliberalism has numerous sites of governmentality that together form a rationality that ‘employs 

unprecedented techniques of power over conduct and subjectivities’ (Dean, 2014, p. 88). The 

governmentality understanding shares with ideology approaches the assertion that neoliberalism 

involves the ‘generalization of the economic form of the market’ (Foucault, 2008, p. 243). 

Nevertheless, it is more pervasive as the binding logic of now-multiple sites of governmentality 

extends to creating a new rationality embodied in the atomistic behavior of ‘homo œconomicus’ 

(Foucault, 2008, p. 282). 

These approaches suggest neoliberalism impacts the subject through denying critical resources to 

develop oppositional thinking, or through a Foucauldian transformation of the subject, or both. 

Neoliberalism develops a new internal rationality through the ‘strategic programming of individuals’ 

activity’ (Foucault, 2008, p.  223). This creates willing participants conducive to pushing through 

neoliberal policy, of which higher education is a compelling example. The ‘new type of teacher and 

head teacher’, formed within the logic of competition and necessary to actualize such changes at an 

institutional level, is an example of Foucault’s Homo Economicus (Ball and Olmedo, 2013, p. 88; 

Foucault 2008). Managerialism drives this agenda within a neoliberal environment characterised as 

‘an input–output system which can be reduced to an economic production function’ (Olssen and 

Peters, 2005, p. 324). A significant shift from liberal to neoliberal governmentality involves the 

replacement of ‘delegated authority’ underpinned by ‘relations of trust’, with hierarchical 

management structures within higher education organizations (Olssen and Peters, 2005, p. 324). 

This places not only greater responsibility on the neoliberal manager but also gives them greater 

power in an economised education sector, enabling more effective suppression of criticality and 

resistance through the prioritisation of efficiency (Heath & Burden, 2013; Preston and Aslett, 2014; 

Beckmann et al, 2009; Giroux, 2011). Ideology and governmentality approaches suggest 

neoliberalism’s effectiveness is such that it becomes an almost intuitive logic - common sense. These 

processes flourish through an economic rationality that supresses the possibility of putting the 

market-driven ends neoliberalism pursues into question. Rather than neoliberalism being ‘out 

there’, it is now ‘in here - in the head, the heart and the soul’ (Ball, 2016, p. 1047).  

The concept of resilience is important here, whether in the broader meaning of an ultimate 

acceptance that the world cannot be changed (Mavelli, 2017, p. 495), or a more specific 

understanding associated with governmentality. Both view neoliberalism as continuing to flourish 

despite its disastrous economic and social consequences - a ‘zombie neoliberalism’ capable of re-
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animating and preserving itself (Peck, 2010). From the Foucauldian perspective, the consequences of 

economic turmoil might not, contra Marxism, create resistance to neoliberalism but further its 

success. Resilience frames crises as constitutive of neoliberalism, furthering rather than challenging 

its hegemony through remoulding individuals to prepare for the inevitability of crises (Dean, 2014; 

Walker & Cooper, 2011). The systemic failure to mitigate against crises are consequently reimagined 

as failures at an individual level. 

Much of this literature accentuates neoliberalism’s discontinuity with ‘pre-neoliberal’ modernity. 

Critics focus on Neoliberalism’s specificity. Neoliberalism’s restoration of class power is conceived as 

a ‘new social order’, whilst its governmental rationality is ‘unprecedented’ in its power over conduct 

and subjectivities ((Dumenil and Levy, 2005, p. 9; Dean, 2014, p. 88). Neoliberalism involves a radical 

transformation of the state (Harvey, 2007), placing its faith in the market to such an extent that 

market-thinking becomes so pervasive it is no longer noticed (Frodeman et al, 2012). Accordingly, a 

significant part of what is ‘new’ about neoliberalism is its seeming ability to transform both social 

reality and its inhabitants. Yet a MacIntyrean analysis implies the foundations for this success were 

laid through a historically-developed process that began with the liberal enlightenment. Through 

MacIntyre’s analysis, we can see how neoliberalism flourishes due to an inadequate conception of 

liberal practical reasoning embodied in social structures. This suggests neoliberalism can be partially 

understood as the current manifestation of the standpoint of civil society (MacIntyre, 1994), the 

culmination of a deep-rooted liberal project of individualising ethics and social life. 

MacIntyre’s analysis suggests neoliberalism’s success partially stems from the institutionalised 

failures of the liberal Enlightenment; his critique of modernity is rooted in a critique of the theory 

and practice of liberalism itself (MacIntyre, 1994; 1995; 2007). Theoretically, this is a critique of 

Kantian and Utilitarian approaches to morality; practically, the embedding of those frameworks in 

social life and their correspondence with capitalism. MacIntyre characterises Kant as the supreme 

being of the Enlightenment because his understanding of morality provides the dominant, 

institutionalised moral framework of our age (MacIntyre, 1991; 2007). MacIntyre’s key point here is 

not that Kant’s was a rationality of manipulation, indeed quite the opposite is true of Kant. Rather, it 

is that the Kantian inability to ultimately provide any objective justification for morality meant that 

any claim to objectivity – in practice – was itself rooted in manipulation and this became embodied 

in the protagonists of the liberal social order. An important part of MacIntyre’s position is that such 

inadequate moral frameworks become institutionally and socially embodied, fostering manipulative 

social relations and a form of inadequate practical reasoning such as that seen in the neoliberal 

manager. MacIntyre agrees with Nietzsche that modern utility or rights-based frameworks are moral 

fictions in that they claim objectivity yet actually function as expressions of personal preference. It is 

these inadequate moral frameworks that dominate modernity, and which are simultaneously 

‘inadequate socially-embodied modes of practice’ (MacIntyre, 1995, p. xxvii). The manipulative 

social relations of capitalism – intensified by neoliberal processes - are reflective of a historically-

developed, socially-embodied mode of practice, characterised by the central, liberal conception of 

the human good as an individualised good (MacIntyre, 1999, p. 220). 

Practical Rationalities and Social Structures 

MacIntyre’s contribution to contemporary perspectives on Neoliberalism here is two-fold. Firstly, if 

neoliberalism is defined by the extension of the model of Homo Economicus beyond economics 
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(Foucault, 2008), his analysis locates neoliberal economic rationality within the broader deficiencies 

of liberal practical rationality. Different forms of practical rationality presuppose different ways of 

understanding and each must be institutionalised if its norms are to be interpretive and action-

guiding (MacIntyre, 1987, p. 127). A MacIntyrean understanding frames bureaucratic rationality, 

typical of the neoliberal environment, as an extension of a deficient but nevertheless dominant, 

institutionalised moral tradition. Whilst Governmentality identifies a more ‘complex and nuanced’ 

form of power that moulds public and private behaviour (Hindess, 1997, p. 131), this can usefully be 

understood through the lens of traditions of rationality, the institutionalisation of which shape the 

moral resources available to agents to challenge such power. 

Secondly, if rationality is historical, and forms of rationality are tied to specific institutionalised social 

orders (MacIntyre, 1987), it is important to examine the nature of such institutions. MacIntyre 

provides an understanding of those structural conditions through which neoliberalism successfully 

extends the model of Homo Economicus. He conceives of social structures as seriously threatening 

the possibility of developing moral agency (MacIntyre, 1999a. p. 189), the possession of which is 

necessary to question the social order itself. This critical analysis of liberal modernity - rather than 

neoliberalism specifically – goes some way to answering the question as to what accounts for 

neoliberalism’s success. By developing this historical and sociological account of liberal modernity, it 

allows MacIntyre to argue that a rival form of practical rationality can be embodied within social 

practices, providing a moral and political alternative to neoliberalism that I will argue is missing from 

Foucauldian or Marxist analyses. 

MacIntyre’s approach to philosophy is historical and sociological. He argues that the structure of 

rational action differs widely between time and place - contrasting understandings of practical 

rationality are tied to specific social orders. Social orders resemble practices in that there are norms 

of rationality governing them just as there are norms governing other practices. Practical rationality 

directs action and individuals evaluate their rationality against the norms of their social order 

(MacIntyre, 1987, pp. 120-122). Two polarised understandings of practical rationality are the 

Aristotelian and modern liberal versions. Aristotelian practical rationality is achievable internally 

within practices directed towards certain goods. It is the role of political community to ensure that 

practical rationality can flourish beyond the confines of a practice, where goods are integrated into 

the lives of both individuals and communities (MacIntyre, 1987, p. 123). 

A key failure of Liberal practical reasoning is that it conceptualises wants and desires free from any 

‘essential precedent process or set of occurrences’ (MacIntyre, 1987, p. 129), as if detached from 

any conception of good or goods. Liberal practical rationality is judged only on the success or failure 

in getting individualised, essentially unquestioned, preferences implemented.  It is only individuals in 

specific social roles who are the bearers of rationality, yet MacIntyre views the individual as a social 

role, a piece of ‘social fabrication’ created to abstract the individual from their social circumstances 

(MacIntyre, 1987, pp. 129-130). Both forms of rationality emerge from history and are bound by the 

same traditional—cultural constitutive elements of any other practices, allowing MacIntyre to argue 

that the ‘tradition-eschewing’ standpoint of liberal individualism is a ‘false myth’ (Lutz, 2004, p. 46). 

Traditions are ‘bearers of reason’ and partially constituted by historically-developed arguments as to 

the meaning of that tradition (MacIntyre, 1977a, p. 461). Significantly, if rationality itself is a practice 

then it can be evaluated and improved just like other practices (Lutz, 2004), giving a normative 

dimension to the MacIntyrean perspective which is both a critique of (neo)liberal practical rationality 
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and an adherence to a superior, Aristotelian tradition of practical rationality. Aristotelian practical 

rationality encompasses the rational, participatory evaluation of both ends and means, whereas 

modern instrumental or bureaucratic rationality matches means to predetermined ends without 

questioning those ends, meaning the ‘logical structure’ of such ‘superior rationality’ is teleological 

(Knight, 2007, p. 165).  

MacIntyre’s analysis of rival conceptions of practical rationality is particularly pertinent when applied 

to the previously highlighted context of higher education. Bureaucratic rationality frames the 

neoliberal environment and consequently the role of the manager becomes ever more significant. 

The detachment of ends –such as the market-driven ends of neoliberalism – from any precedent 

inquiry into the nature of those ends is essential to what qualifies as success in the neoliberal 

environment. Accordingly, neoliberalism makes a double rejection of Aristotelian rationality - the 

manager possesses no means to rationally evaluate ends and, in any case, does not even recognise 

that ends themselves are subject to rational evaluation (Beabout, 2013). This characterises a higher 

education system that increasingly justifies funding in terms of – essentially unquestioned – 

outcomes unconnected to any notion of the public or common good (Heath and Burden, 2013; 

Preston and Aslett, 2014; Beckman et al, 2014). Neoliberalism subverts us to its own truths and ends 

(Ball & Olmedo 2013), which are themselves increasingly subsumed to market logic. In this situation, 

bureaucratic rationality becomes ever more important to pushing through a neoliberal agenda 

further removed from any conception of the common good (Giroux, 2011). This allows neoliberalism 

to be understood as intensifying a pre-existing tradition of socially-embodied practical reasoning, 

that can be judged inadequate from the standpoint of a rival tradition of rationality. 

The much-criticised utilitarianism of neoliberal corporate thinking (Heath and Burden, 2013; Preston 

and Aslett, 2014), can be traced back to an earlier, liberal form of practical reasoning. 

Neoliberalism’s economic rationality is a pure form of a utilitarianism that subverts human 

relationships, as Marx saw, into the ‘one relationship of usefulness’ (Marx in Murray, 1988, p. 73).  

Utilitarianism obscures the a priori assumptions that set limits on the range of ends that can 

reasonably be considered. Closely associated with neoliberalism, bureaucratic rationality and 

utilitarianism are bedfellows in that both require a background set of evaluative commitments about 

how the world ought to be viewed and which consequently sets the parameters of policy 

consideration (MacIntyre, 1977, pp. 221-224). Specific neoliberal changes such as increased 

marketization further narrow the accepted parameters as to what ends can be considered. 

Bureaucratic rationality therefore flourishes within the neoliberal environment because of the 

institutionalisation of liberal practical reasoning embodied in the social role of the manager. 

MacIntyre enables us to see this rationality developing from liberal modernity and embodied in its 

social structures and roles. Clearly, this rationality fits tightly with neoliberalism which promotes its 

logic and demands increasingly significant roles for its managerial enactors. Yet a bureaucratic 

culture that fails to critically question the ends it pursues or the relationship between knowledge 

and other goods (Heath and Burden, 2013; Preston and Aslett, 2014; Frodeman et al, 2012), is a 

failure stemming from liberalism itself. 

There are several other aspects of MacIntyre’s analysis that are important to understanding the 

neoliberal environment. Just as Mavelli asks: ‘How is it possible to account for the resilience of 

neoliberalism?’ (Mavelli, 2017, p.  490), one answer is that liberal modernity’s moral 

impoverishment structurally denies the resources required to challenge it. If bureaucratic rationality 
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frames the role of the neoliberal manager, it is the structures of liberal modernity which contribute 

to the difficulties of challenging neoliberal logic. To understand neoliberalism’s durability, we need 

to understand how liberal modernity constructs its foundations. Extending the analysis of 

neoliberalism beyond neoliberalism, this suggests liberal modernity itself enables the entrenchment 

of the neoliberal ‘project’ of individualising ethics and the systematic promotion of the individual 

(Olsen, 2008, p. 42; Willis et al, 2008, p. 2). One issue with such literature on neoliberalism is it tends 

to leave undeveloped this link between liberal modernity and neoliberalism. As discussed earlier, the 

emphasis on the ‘new’ is paramount, eclipsing the broader failures of liberal modernity and its role 

in constructing favourable foundations for neoliberalism.  

MacIntyre argues that a central feature of liberal modernity is that it is structured to be unconducive 

to developing a politics of the common good. Social responsibility and the common good are 

certainly not the values of neoliberalism, which is often defined by its opposition to such values 

(Brenner et al, 2010, p. 330; Dean, 2014, pp. 151-152). Yet it is important to recognise that they are 

also not generally the values of liberalism. Whilst necessary to differentiate, for example, Rawlsian 

liberalism from neoliberal variants on issues such as social responsibility, a central issue for all 

variants of liberalism is a failure to acknowledge genuinely common goods, as opposed to individual 

goods that we might have in common with others. Crucial to neoliberal durability is the modern 

liberal state, politics and compartmentalization. The state is fundamental in preventing the 

development of shared practical reasoning necessary to envisage radically different political 

arrangements (Knight, 2007, p. 170). Along with the market, the state gives concrete expression to 

the contemporary condition of liberalism, preventing the development of a shared ‘rationally 

justifiable conception of human good’ (MacIntyre, 1990, p. 351). The state’s decision –making 

procedures are hierarchically structured and isolated from rational inquiry, making it doubly 

inadequate in failing to provide the conditions for practical reasoning (Murphy, 2003, pp. 159-160). 

It is integrated with the market and champions contestable conceptions of liberty and property 

(MacIntyre, 1999, pp. 209-210). Contemporary politics is ‘morally impoverished’, making it difficult 

to see where the moral resources necessary to develop an alternative social system might be 

obtained (MacIntyre, 2007, p. 262). The state represents the ‘good’ of the liberal order, of which the 

overriding purpose is the continuation of the liberal order itself (MacIntyre, 1988, p. 345).  

This is one reason why MacIntyre characterises the modern state as ‘insidious and destructive’ and 

why his contemporary politics are best understood as trying to find an alternative to the state 

(MacIntyre, 1995a, p. xxxi; Murphy, 2003, p. 152). For MacIntyre, modern social relationships are 

structured around ‘individualist self-understandings’, creating a ‘deficient moral reality’ for its 

inhabitants (Pinkard, 2003, p. 189). Any notion of the common good not ultimately reducible to 

individual goods is rejected by the ‘autonomous preference maximizers’ that inhabit such an order 

(MacIntyre, 2016, p. 173). Applying MacIntyre’s analysis, the institutions and dominant culture of 

liberal modernity provides the conditions for neoliberalism to flourish by restricting the 

development of moral agency and denying access to the institutional arenas necessary to consider 

and create alternatives (MacIntyre, 2016, p. 108). 

Furthering these difficulties, modern politics excludes questions that might articulate rival 

conceptions of the good, contributing to the ‘peculiarly modern’ phenomenon of 

compartmentalization (MacIntyre, 1999a, p. 196). The ‘dominant forms of social life militate against 

the coming into existence’ of the ‘types of practical rational thought’ necessary to asking such 
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fundamental questions as ‘how is a human life to be valued?’ (MacIntyre, 1995a, p. 185). The 

structures and institutions of liberal society prevent rational debate through which human beings 

become moral agents. This means that fundamentally Aristotelian questions concerning the nature 

of the common good and the nature of its inhabitants are incompatible with a compartmentalized 

society. Compartmentalization is the mutual estrangement of the cultural, political, scientific and 

economic spheres of human life that denies individuals the ability to become practically rational 

moral agents (MacIntyre, 1999a, p. 190). There are three parts to compartmentalization. Firstly, 

each sphere of activity has its own norms and values. Secondly, these spheres are insulated from 

other spheres – ‘in the spiritual zoo; the animals are all in separate cages’ (MacIntyre, 1999a, p. 

207). Thirdly, and crucially, compartmentalization prevents access to effective practical reasoning 

that might allow the evaluation of other spheres from an external perspective (MacIntyre, 1999a, p. 

199). Politics becomes isolated from considering radical alternatives as it is structurally prevented 

from going beyond the confines of its own liberal framework. Individuals are unable to acquire the 

moral and practical resources necessary to question the ends of such societies (MacIntyre, 1992, pp. 

111-117). 

I have argued that the social structures of liberal modernity are important in constructing favourable 

conditions for neoliberalism by restricting moral agency through a structurally-reinforced conception 

of inadequate practical reasoning. By understanding rationalities as social structures, it is possible to 

conceptualise neoliberal logic as an embodiment of those social structures, and neoliberal managers 

as enactors of those social roles it assigns, therefore furthering existing analyses of those roles (Ball, 

2016; Frodeman et al, 2012; Heath and Burden, 2013). MacIntyre enables a re-examination of 

neoliberal success and the vulnerability of individuals to neoliberalism’s techniques of 

subjectification. This is in terms of the – essentially liberal – failure of individuals to become 

practically rational, because of the structurally-reinforced moral impoverishment of the subject. 

Whilst it is undoubtedly important to examine neoliberalism’s ability to renew itself in a seemingly 

unquestioned way (Peck, 2010; Brenner et al, 2010), it is equally important to recognise the subject’s 

inability to become the kind of practical reasoner that might challenge neoliberalism. 

Marx, Foucault and Neoliberal Contradictions 

Foucault’s own work, it has been argued, is structured like Hegel’s, as a ‘trans-historical process’ 

whereby liberal democracy is the ‘culmination point of the evolution of history’ (Dupont and Pearce, 

2001, p. 131). If Foucault did not become an outright supporter of neoliberalism, there remains a 

close affinity to liberal social democracy (Zamora, 2016, p. 75). This sharply distinguishes Foucault 

from MacIntyre who has always been highly critical of liberalism (MacIntyre, 1990; 1995; 2007). One 

consequence of this Foucauldian tendency is shared with numerous critics of neoliberalism – an 

insufficiently critical attitude towards liberal institutions, leading to an underestimation of the 

difficulties of envisaging and creating alternatives within its social structures (Giroux, 2011; Harvey, 

2007; Beckman et al, 2009). MacIntyre might agree there is a ‘certain neo-Hegelianism on the left 

today’ reflected in its tendency to ‘counter the nostrums of neoliberalism by extolling the ideal of 

the state’ (Panitch and Gindin, 2011, p. 140). Giroux, for example, argues that a necessary 

alternative to neoliberalism is a democratic and social state ‘expressed in a range of economic, 

political and cultural institutions’ (Giroux, 2011, p. 599). The aim is to develop a de-marketized 

language of public values, social responsibility and the common good (Giroux, 2011, p. 597). Yet, 

from a MacIntyrean perspective, this is precisely the kind of role that the modern state is incapable 
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of fulfilling. The politics of the common good is alien to liberal modernity, particularly with the 

intensification, if not transformation, of neoliberal processes. 

A further issue here is Foucault’s denial of any moral grounds from which to challenge neoliberalism 

or critique its practices. The ‘genealogical narrative’ is concerned with disclosing something about 

the beliefs and activities of groups of individuals, rather than arguing with them (MacIntyre, 1990a, 

p. 172). MacIntyre views Foucault as he does Nietzsche, precluding the possibility of developing a 

normative critique of neoliberalism. Projects aiming at rationality, for Foucault, are bound up with a 

Nietzschean pursuit of power which precludes any genuinely ‘moral’ activity. Morality is understood 

as ‘resentment, frustration and distortion’ (MacIntyre, 1990b, pp. 52-53; 1992, p. 110). If 

neoliberalism appealed to Foucault, it was perhaps because it precluded the projection of any moral 

framework onto the individual (Zamora, 2016, p. 78). 

The problem here is that Foucauldian approaches fail to answer the question of ‘just why 

understanding human practices in terms of homo economicus is problematic’ (Ongen, 2015, p. 114). 

Foucault’s aim is not the evaluation or comparison of forms of rationality, or the question of the 

relationship between practices and rationalities. Rather, it is the discovery of what type of rationality 

is being used (Foucault, 1991; Lemke, 2002). If Foucauldian approaches offer valuable insights, this is 

at the expense of providing a moral critique. As Gane suggests, to engage with neoliberalism it is 

necessary to understand its political and epistemological foundations (Gane, 2014, p. 19). If that 

engagement is to be political, a MacIntyrean analysis contributes to this through developing a 

critique both moral and political.  The MacIntyrean focus on goods, practices and institutions 

enables a normative critique – and a political alternative – that moves beyond this Foucauldian 

impasse (Ongen, 2015, p. 111). If neoliberalism aspires to construct responsible subjects whose 

moral quality is rooted in their rational cost-benefit assessment of practices (Lemke, 2002), there 

needs to be some basis from which this understanding of morality and practices can be challenged. 

It is MacIntyre’s Aristotelian project that aims to provide such a basis. MacIntyre views the 

discarding of the Aristotelian teleological project as removing the possibility of justifying morality not 

only in terms of what is, but of what ought to be (Knight, 1998, p. 8). Ultimately, it is only a radically 

different moral scheme of ends and common goods that might move beyond the Nietzschean anti-

morality that Foucault develops, whilst simultaneously giving expression to political alternatives. 

Marxism, too, is open to similar charges of moral and political deficiency, if for different reasons. 

MacIntyre suggests Marxism fails to ask the questions of how one becomes the type of person, or 

what type of person one needs to become, to actively desire alternative social arrangements 

(MacIntyre, 2016, p. 282). These questions are inherently Aristotelian, concerning the nature and 

meaning of goods and the good. Aristotelianism recognises that rationally adequate practical and 

moral concepts require a specific social order – or social practice – in which they can be embodied 

(MacIntyre, 1992, p. 111). Practices are constituted by activity through which individuals can achieve 

something universally worthwhile through cooperation with other practitioners (MacIntyre, 1994). 

Despite Marx’s recognition of this Aristotelianism in his Theses on Feuerbach, he came to associate 

such practices with already-defeated forms of life and abandoned these philosophical insights for 

the sake of future political struggle (MacIntyre, 1994).  Marxists carried forward this revolutionary 

commitment and, consequently, the inability to ask questions as to how we should live and the 

nature of the good. Marxism fails to ask questions about the meaning and content of human 

flourishing beyond an essentially unquestioned conception of socialism, therefore failing to 
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understand the Aristotelian structure of practices through which such questions may be asked and 

answered.  

Marxism, according to this view, fails to develop a political alternative to neoliberalism partially due 

to its philosophical inattention to social practices. Yet it is important not to build a straw-man 

argument against Marxism. Much Marxist literature on neoliberalism recognises not only the 

nuances of neoliberalism, but the potentialities contained within localised forms of resistance 

beyond what Harvey calls the ‘utopian Marxist fantasy’ of some dogmatic version of class struggle 

(Harvey, 2007, p. 202). Dunn, for example, suggests that whilst labour must act globally, capital is 

vulnerable to localised struggles which can complement wider resistance (Dunn, 2016, pp. 320-321). 

Accordingly, one need not preclude the view that localised resistance can contribute to globalised 

forms of struggle. Yet there are two areas in which MacIntyre (himself a former Marxist) arguably 

goes beyond Marxism. Firstly, his analysis of liberal modernity helps to explain the difficulties of 

resisting neoliberalism in a way that precludes any problematic recourse to the state. Secondly, his 

Aristotelianism provides a clearer analysis of the structure of social practices. MacIntyre’s view of 

the modern state challenges Marxism as he argues that those who aim at the conquest of state 

power are themselves conquered by it. Marxism becomes an instrument ‘of one of the several 

versions of modern capitalism’ (MacIntyre, 1995, p.  xv), precluding wider forms of globalised 

resistance and the overthrow of the system that Marxists envisage. 

However, even accepting the possibility of wider resistance, it remains crucial to understand how 

social practices might contribute to this. Practices are both moral and political – the former because 

they act as arenas where individuals develop their own good and the latter because they are 

directed towards the goods of communities. MacIntyre characterises practices as inherently 

Aristotelian – they have internal goods and rationalities (Knight, 2008, pp. 327-328). Aristotelianism 

names a form of activity developed from within social practices that might question and resist 

neoliberal rationality, providing a moral and political aspect largely absent from Marxist and 

Foucauldian perspectives. 

There are two interrelated areas that need to be understood if we are to further highlight a 

MacIntyrean contribution. The first is how a MacIntyrean analysis links with the contradictory nature 

of neoliberalism and, secondly, the potential areas where resistance develops.  Significantly, 

neoliberalism is more accurately understood as a ‘mobile technology’ rather than the ‘economic 

tsunami’ it is often made out to be (Ong, 2007, p. 3). Neoliberalism is not monolithic, it is a 

historically-variant process, characterised by its uneven and contradictory nature (Barnett, 2005; 

Brenner et al, 2010; Gamble, 2006; Larner, 2000; Ong, 2007; Peck, 2010; Wacquant, 2009). There is 

an emerging tendency to challenge the reification of neoliberalism into an all-encompassing 

phenomenon, manifested everywhere and in everything (Gamble. 2006. P. 34). Wacquant notes the 

combination of circumstance and trial and error which refutes any hyper-deterministic 

understanding of the neoliberal state (Wacquant, 2009, pp. 312-313). Neoliberalism is inherently 

contradictory as its goal of pristine market rule is fundamentally unachievable; it can fail, even if it 

has tended to ‘fail forward’ and re-strengthen itself (Peck, 2010). Consequently, neoliberalism’s 

contradictory nature fosters conflict, creating possibilities for localised politics, and the ‘profoundly 

pessimistic’ assertion that only the ‘total overthrow’ of the system constitutes meaningful resistance 

can be challenged (Gamble, 2006, pp. 34-35). 
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These analyses of neoliberalism seemingly create an opportunity for convergence with MacIntyre’s 

politics of local community. Nevertheless, it is important to recognise this avenue of localised 

resistance has no automatic claim to a politics of the common good. Neoliberalism can embed itself 

in local communities and re-appropriate political projects to make these suitable for neoliberal 

interests (Clarke, 2008, pp. 39-140). Dagnino identifies the ‘perverse confluence’ between social 

movements and neoliberal politics (Dagnino in Clarke, 2008, p. 139), potentially leaving the politics 

of local community vulnerable to both state-led and localised neoliberal strategies. This is 

particularly important when we remember the Foucauldian view of the state as one instrument of 

power amongst broader strategies of governing. Just as the state cannot provide a political 

framework for achieving common goods, those regimes of subjectification associated with 

governmentality (Mavelli, 2017, p. 491), create equally profound difficulties.  

The problem is not only neoliberalism’s political strategies, or the nature of the state, it is the 

question of how to resist those subject-transformational processes crystalized in Foucault’s Homo 

Economicus. If we recognise both neoliberalism’s ability to embed itself in local communities and its 

creation of a favourable subject in its own image, the difficulties of resistance are amplified. 

Neoliberalism can modify its central values to embed itself locally, legitimising the market economy 

through appealing to values representative of specific local communities (Olsen, 2008, p. 57). This 

points towards neoliberalism’s processes of articulation and assemblage; the former involving the 

articulation of things into ‘neoliberalism’s repertoire’, the latter, the transference of elements of 

that repertoire into local assemblages to ‘remake’ particular places (Clarke, 2008, p. 144). 

Neoliberalism is adept, if not at defeating its enemies then at converting them to its own ideas 

(Zamora, 2016, p. 80). 

Practices and Communities of Resistance 

MacIntyre also recognises that local communities are open to corruption and deformation 

(MacIntyre, 1999b, p. 142), yet more must be said about the nature and form of his politics that 

might resist these processes. After elaborating more clearly on the crucial role of social practices, it 

is incumbent on my argument to demonstrate concrete application. Put straightforwardly, the 

political significance of MacIntyre’s adaptation of the Aristotelian tradition is that it fosters the 

virtues - qualities of mind and character - which are necessary to resist corruption, question 

neoliberal economic rationality, and act as a bulwark against the institutionalised pursuit of external 

goods (MacIntyre, 1992, p. 122). Moral agency only flourishes within a specifically Aristotelian social 

and political order or, on MacIntyre’s terms, within practice-based communities (MacIntyre, 1992, p. 

111; 1995, p. 155). Social practices foster an alternative framework of Aristotelian rationality to that 

of the neoliberal subject’s economic rationality which, Foucault argues, atomistically extends to 

every social actor (Foucault, 2008, p. 9; p. 223; p. 282). This suggests a process of ‘embedded 

neoliberalism’ that constructs a specific image of the favourable neoliberal subject that coheres with 

the rolling out of neoliberal governmentality (Joseph, 2013; Walker and Cooper, 2011). The 

successful promotion of neoliberal logic is therefore partially dependent on the fostering of a 

specific self-image of the individual, rooted within liberalism’s political and economic framework, 

extending to something like Foucault’s Homo Economicus. 

Yet, albeit it differently, the subject-transformative quality of social practices is as important to 

Aristotelianism as it is to neoliberalism’s homo economicus. Aristotelian politics normatively 
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challenge the model of the neoliberal subject and provides the political arena for resisting the 

extension of this model. If neoliberalism constructs morality in economic terms, and Homo 

Economicus reflects this in its unquestioning characterisation of practices as cost-benefit exercises 

(Lemke, 2002), Aristotelianism provides an alternative moral and political framework (Ongen, 2015).  

Aristotelian politics aims to create alternative institutions embodying rationally justifiable 

conceptions of the common good through ‘institutionalized forms of practical reasoning’ (MacIntyre, 

1990, p.  351; 1992, p. 122). Aristotelianism is the cooperative, rational determination of both ends 

and means within social practices (Knight, 2007, p. 159), therefore making a double rejection of 

neoliberal practical reasoning. MacIntyre suggests that the ends of a practice involve objective 

activity which is ‘characterizable antecedently and independently of any characterization of the 

desires’ of those individuals engaged in it (MacIntyre, 1994, p. 225). Practices can therefore be 

transformative of desire and can provide an arena of resistance against neoliberal rationality and a 

conflicting image of the good.  

Practices are the core constituent of MacIntyre’s moral theory and foundational to a three-stage 

process of the development of virtue (MacIntyre, 2007, p. 186). The second stage, an account of a 

human life, presupposes the third, a moral tradition. Yet both are presupposed by practices. It is 

from within practices that virtuous human life and moral traditions develop. Within practices, 

people develop moral agency from which they begin to question the contemporary order. MacIntyre 

defines a practice as: 

 any coherent and complex form of socially established cooperative human activity through 

which goods internal to that form of activity are realized in the course of trying to achieve those 

standards of excellence which are appropriate to, and partially definitive of, that form of activity, 

with the result that human powers to achieve excellence, and human conceptions of the ends and 

goods involved, are systematically extended (MacIntyre, 2007, p. 187). 

MacIntyre gives examples of practices - Chess, physics and medicine are practices, whilst chess clubs, 

laboratories, universities and hospitals are institutions (MacIntyre, 2007, p. 194). The defining 

feature of a practice is that it possesses internal goods - goods common to both the participants and 

the practice. Internal goods or goods of excellence are internal for two reasons. Firstly, in the sense 

that such goods can only be specified in relation to a specific form of practice (MacIntyre, 2007, p. 

188); secondly, they can only be identified and obtained by those participating in practices. A 

defining characteristic of internal goods is that ‘their achievement is a good for the whole 

community who participate in that practice’ (MacIntyre, 2007, pp. 190-191). Internal goods cannot 

be reduced to the pursuit of external goods, so the pursuit of such goods within well-ordered 

practices cannot be for instrumental purposes. 

The transformative quality of Aristotelian social practices is important as it allows an alternate 

conception of practical reasoning to flourish through which practitioners might distinguish between 

good and bad desires, or between genuine goods of community and those incursions of neoliberal 

rationality that masquerade as goods of community. On a localised level, neoliberalism manifests 

itself through the discourse of putting local people ‘in the driving seat’; yet the reality of such 

‘bottom-up’ approaches is that these are an illusionary autonomy (Joseph, 2013, p. 48; p. 49), 

ultimately serving as a pretext for strengthening neoliberal interests.  Yet the way that MacIntyre 

now conceives of virtues as being properties not of the practice but of practitioners – practices serve 
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as ‘schools’ of the virtues – is important to understanding how communities begin to differentiate 

between conflicting goods. As individuals pursue goods internal to practices, they become moral 

agents through discovering goods greater than those of their ‘untutored’ desires (Knight, 2007, pp. 

151-154), therefore embodying a form of practical rationality opposed to the neoliberal image of 

practices and practitioners. 

 This allows practices to be understood as sites of contestation, as social ‘milieus’ against the 

impingement of localised neoliberalism, providing virtuous resistance to its degenerative moral and 

political influence. The possession of the virtues ensures that individuals inhabit two conflicting 

moral systems - that of the neoliberal order and that of those practices which put that order into 

question (MacIntyre, 1999a, p. 193). A social practice is in good order when it develops the virtues 

amongst its practitioners, the possession of which are necessary to identify, question and resist 

neoliberal goods and pursue the genuine goods of community. This suggests a localised form of 

neoliberalism that might modify its central values to embed itself in communities, can potentially be 

resisted by conflicting forms of practical rationality developed within social practices by moral 

agents (MacIntyre, 1992, p. 122). 

It is important not to ignore the charge that MacIntyre’s politics are exclusionary or utopian. 

MacIntyre is often criticised for his refusal to engage with the state and the exclusionary implications 

of his politics. His understanding of politics excludes the view that the modern state is compatible 

with a politics of the common good. Yet whilst MacIntyre strives for politics far removed from the 

state, he recognises the necessity of interaction with it. He cites the Americans with Disabilities Act 

as an example of positive social policy developing from the relationship between communal 

movements and the state.  Indeed, the state is sometimes the only means for removing obstacles to 

‘human goals’ (MacIntyre, 1999b, p. 133; 2000). What is needed is a ‘double attitude’ to the state 

that recognises both its inability to embody common goods and its provision of valuable resources 

(MacIntyre, 1999b, p. 133). It is vital to recognise that the state is both an ineliminable institution 

and that it tends to pursue goods external to practices. The hope, in this context, is to make 

practices and workplaces scenes of resistance (MacIntyre, 2006), potentially subordinating the 

institutional pursuit of money and power to those goods internal to practices (Knight, 2007, p. 183). 

Contrary to the exclusionary or utopian criticisms, a key strength of MacIntyre’s analysis is that it can 

frame resistance in a variety of forms, from specific practices of cooperative fishing crews 

(MacIntyre, 2016), to much wider communities of resistance. It is therefore important to sketch a 

model of the relevance of MacIntyrean thought within concrete political settings that might fit with 

this notion of communities of resistance. The way this can be done is by connecting specific 

practices, for instance the - distinctly non-political sounding - practice of the making and sustaining 

of family life, with MacIntyre’s wider notion of politics as the making and sustaining of local 

community – itself a form of practice. It is the dependence of the goods of specific practices such as 

these on wider political and economic issues which potentially provides the bridge between the 

practices of the family and those practices of the wider community (MacIntyre, 2016, p. 176). If 

family life is a practice characterised by the identification and achievement of common goods, those 

goods embodied are inextricably linked to wider, societal issues – employment, security, stability 

and such. In the pursuit of those goods it becomes, or might become, incumbent on practitioners to 

act to defend those goods if societal issues threaten the ability of those practices to flourish.  
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A concern for common goods entails a strong political commitment, expressed through a range of 

local organizations concerned with furthering those goods. Wider, more explicitly political, 

community movements can be viewed as forms of social practices in that they embody conceptions 

of common goods, of human flourishing, in their aim of making and sustaining community life within 

the context of a range of interdependent social practices of work, family and community. As specific 

practices engage with the wider social, economic and political framework in order to flourish, new, 

related practices are formed that reflect these engagements with the social order. I am thinking here 

particularly of the Black Lives Matters movement (BLM).  

Those practices and communities foundational to BLM have long-resisted oppression, state violence, 

and colonialism (Lebron, 2017). And this well before neoliberalism was conceived. One cannot 

primarily equate structural racism with neoliberalism, nor suggest that by resisting the latter the 

former will disappear. Structural racism is nevertheless shaped by neoliberalism as seen in the 

nature and role of the Criminal Justice system and institutions such as the police (Wacquant, 2009). 

And without falsely attributing to BLM a universal opposition to neoliberalism, it is relevant that 

black activists and scholars have identified the inadequacies of both liberal democracy and 

neoliberalism (Hooker, 2016; Ransby, 2018). Similarly, despite MacIntyre having little to say on firstly 

racism and secondly neoliberalism, it is the conjoining of inadequate liberal reasoning and 

institutions with neoliberalism which are relevant to understanding the latter, and which provide an 

opportunity to engage with and learn from those practices that challenge the former. This provides a 

point of contact between MacIntyre’s neo-Aristotelian critique of liberal modernity, its relationship 

to neoliberalism, and those practices and communities that exemplify resistance within a neoliberal 

context. 

It is of primary importance here to recognise that BLM began as a response to the everyday lived 

experiences of structural racism within the black community. The continuing threat of racism to 

those communities cannot be adequately theorised from an external position such as that of white 

academia. It is only practitioners themselves that develop goods internal to practice, and it is only 

people of colour whose communities are specifically threatened in such a way. Yet this does not 

prevent us learning from these movements – as to how practical reasoning develops and what the 

points of contact might be between BLM and Aristotelianism. Not insignificantly, it is necessary to 

note a possible tension between Aristotle, as a believer in natural slavery, and any kind of neo-

Aristotelian engagement with movements such as BLM. My own view here is shared by MacIntyre, 

that a thorough rejection of those abhorrent, factual elements of Aristotle’s own beliefs, does not 

invalidate the overall moral conceptual scheme on which contemporary Aristotelianism is based.  

There are, then, three such points of contact between BLM and MacIntyre’s politics of local 

community. The first links with MacIntyre’s critique of liberalism and the state and the nature and 

setting of such resistance. Juliet Hooker places BLM in the context of the profound failures of liberal 

democracy to address racial justice, developing a powerful critique of the limitations of liberalism in 

addressing structural disparities. She suggests that racial justice might only be achieved through a 

‘politics of active resistance’ which itself cannot be easily theorised from ‘within the bounds’ of 

liberal democracy (Hooker, 2016, p. 464). The implication, shared with a MacIntyrean perspective, is 

that resistance which can challenge the social order needs to be distinct from state and system, and 

theorised from a radical perspective that goes beyond the limitations of that same system. Even as 

black communities have been marginalised and excluded from the political process, their ability to 
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build grassroots power within such communities (Black Lives Matter, 2020), and in many ways 

against the state, provides a conception of political activity that frees itself from the limitations of 

liberal democracy and provides a concrete platform for addressing its failures. Indeed, one way to 

conceptualise such movements would be that they might further what MacIntyre agrees are 

important liberal values – freedom, social justice and resistance to oppression. One key problem 

with liberalism, for MacIntyre, is that it ultimately betrays its ideals by being unable to deliver these 

in practice, therefore alternative politics might potentially succeed where liberalism fails. 

Secondly, I think MacIntyrean thought is relevant to what Hooker calls the development of 

‘contingent solidarities’ that result from structural conditions (Hooker, 2009, p. 37). It is the 

experiences that people have of the social order that provide an opportunity for social change 

through their involvement in a variety of projects (MacIntyre 2011, p. 10). As people question their 

own experiences and become involved in collective decision-making processes at a localised level or 

for a specific project, they might ask wider, more fundamental Aristotelian questions about the 

nature of particular goods – education, childhood, work – and how the system conceives of these 

goods. If one conceives of BLM as a grassroots community movement, it is possible to see an 

Aristotelian structure to its reasoning, in that experiences of racism are contextualised within a 

critique of the neoliberal systems in place  - economics, housing, food, prisons, the recognition of 

which has led to a wider criticism of the social order itself (Clayton, 2018), and a questioning of the 

conception of good and goods that it embodies. Whilst a practice is initially concerned with internal 

goods, the pursuit of these can lead to fundamental political and moral questions about human 

goods (MacIntyre, 2011). A practice therefore has a dual role of providing internal, impersonal 

standards of excellence as well as ‘an ethically educative goal and good’ (Knight, 2011, p. 311), 

structured like the lived experiences of everyday people. These lived experiences potentially lead to 

a questioning of the nature and meaning of the human good in different contexts. This, in turn, 

relates to the notion of interdependent, contingent practices and solidarities, that might come 

together to protect conceptions of the good that conflict with the social order, as was evident when 

trade unions and BLM cooperated in St Louis and New York (Larson, 2016, p. 41). The hope is that 

within the context of a variety of practices, practitioners’ initially ‘untutored’ desires become 

‘informed’, and that the former are subordinated to the alternative practical reasoning that is 

embodied in the latter (MacIntyre, 2016, p. 177, p. 176; Knight, 2008, p. 322). 

This leads on to the third, related point - that the politics of local community need not remain 

confined to the local. Whilst BLM began through an online community, it manifested itself in 

localised protests that became joined up in a way that impacted the social order as a whole. BLM 

provides a concrete case study of how communities of resistance function and can have a wider 

political impact. This can be partially interpreted through an Aristotelian understanding of social 

practices, common goods and rationality. Hooker argues that one of the achievements of BLM’s 

protests is that they have rendered ‘wilful white ignorance’ about the wider context of black 

dehumanization more difficult to sustain (Hooker, 2016, p. 463). This illuminates the connection 

between police violence and other racialised societal risks that emerge from the same set of social 

and political structures (Miller, 2014). It is therefore crucial to any MacIntyrean understanding of 

resistance that it characterises social practices beyond either the confines of highly specific practices 

or very particular social settings. BLM is exemplary in illustrating how this might happen. 

Fundamental to this is an understanding of communities of resistance that embody oppositional 

conceptions of the common good that can be joined up with others to have a profound societal 
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impact. Such new forms of community organisation as BLM can perhaps be viewed as forms of social 

practices, often conflicting with the neoliberal state, and going beyond more isolated examples 

which MacIntyre refers to. None of this suggests that all social protest movements come to 

resemble Aristotelian social practices – such activities are open to the misdirection of desire, the 

degenerative influence of state and market, and so on. Yet it perhaps shows there is a theoretical 

and practical relevance to Aristotelianism. The way that individuals engage in cooperative activity to 

develop alternate conceptions of the good to that of the social order, and in the process transform 

themselves and society, is arguably testament to that.  

Governmentality, Ideology, and Marxist interpretations provide valuable resources for 

understanding neoliberalism. Yet these need to be accompanied with an understanding of how 

liberal modernity institutionalises an inadequate form of practical reasoning, making its logic difficult 

to break from. MacIntyre provides a framework through which neoliberal economic rationality can 

be deemed morally impoverished. Challenging the Foucauldian rejection of moral practice, leftist 

calls for state-led institutional reform, and Marxian understandings of revolutionary practice, 

revolutionary Aristotelianism characterises a form of resistance to neoliberalism developed from 

within social practices. As individuals engage in practices, they become the kind of people who might 

challenge neoliberalism. There are a multitude of practices in which individuals are involved - in 

work, leisure, family life and communities. Through these, individuals’ question dominant ideological 

views and their own social roles by reflecting on and engaging in wider forms of activity that are 

interdependent with other social practices. Moral agency develops within these practices, where an 

alternative moral system might develop that conflicts with the contemporary social order 

(MacIntyre, 1999a, p. 193; 2016).  Whilst unrealistic to advocate a politics of complete withdrawal 

from the state, it remains crucial to the politics of resistance that it is not co-opted by the 

individualising logic and means-end reasoning of such institutions. One fruitful way to ensure this is 

through the promotion and defence of practices and social movements that embody internal and 

common goods, and which contain the potential to challenge neoliberalism in theory and practice. 
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