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Abstract \

This study examines the tension between risk management in public administration
and individual freedoms from a liberal perspective. As state intervention expands
across crisis domains, conflicts arise between public security and fundamental
rights. Adopting a qualitative comparative approach, the research analyzes risk
governance in health, economy, environment, disaster management, and technology,
using Tirkiye, the US, the EU, and South Korea as cases. The framework focuses
on policy instruments, effects on negative and positive liberty, and the principles
of proportionality, transparency, participation, and temporariness. Findings show
a dual impact: restrictive measures may curtail negative liberty, while social
protections and public services can enhance positive liberty. The study concludes
that legitimate risk governance in liberal democracies requires a balance between
state intervention and individual autonomy, guided by proportionality, transparency,
participation, and temporal limitation.

Keywords: Risk Management, Individual Freedoms, Liberal Public Administration,
Comparative Public Policy, Democratic Governance.

Liberal ikilem: Kamu Risk Yonetiminde Giivenlik ve Ozgiirliik Dengesi

0z

Bu calisma, liberal perspektiften kamu yonetiminde risk yénetimi ile bireysel 6z-
glrlikler arasindaki gerilimi incelemektedir. Devlet miidahalesinin kriz alanlarinda
genislemesiyle birlikte, kamu giivenligi ile temel haklar arasinda catismalar ortaya
ctkmaktadir. Nitel karsilastirmali bir yaklasim benimseyen arastirma, saglik, ekono-
mi, cevre, afet yonetimi ve teknoloji alanlarindaki risk yonetimini Tirkiye, ABD, AB ve
Giiney Kore &rnekleri tizerinden analiz etmektedir. Cerceve, politika araclarina, nega-
tif ve pozitif 6zgirliik Uzerindeki etkilere ve orantililik, seffaflik, katilim ve gecicilik
ilkelerine odaklanmaktadir. Bulgular, ikili bir etki oldugunu gostermektedir: kisitlayici
onlemler negatif 6zgurligi sinirlayabilirken, sosyal korumalar ve kamu hizmetleri
pozitif 6zgrligu gliclendirebilir. Calisma, liberal demokrasilerde mesru risk yoneti-
minin, devlet miidahalesi ile bireysel 6zerklik arasinda orantililik, seffaflik, katihm ve
gecicilik ilkeleriyle yonlendirilen bir denge gerektirdigi sonucuna varmaktadir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Risk Yonetimi, Bireysel Ozgiirliikler, Liberal Kamu Yénetimi,
\_ Karsilastirmali Kamu Politikasi, Demokratik Yonetisim. Y,
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Introduction

Modern public administration is not limited to the provision and supervision
of public services but has also taken on the responsibility of anticipating
uncertainties, managing crises, and minimizing societal risks (Korolchuk et
al., 2020: 119). Efforts by the state to control risks create both direct and indi-
rect effects on the fundamental rights and freedoms of individuals. Especial-
ly during crisis periods, policies implemented to protect the public interest
can lead to the restriction of individual freedoms; this situation constitutes
both an ethical and an administrative dilemma from the perspective of liberal
thought (Saam and Engelhardt, 2022).

Extraordinary situations such as pandemics, economic crises, climate di-
sasters, and terrorism have placed risk management processes at the center
of public administration and significantly expanded the capacity of the state
to intervene (Christensen and Mortensen, 2024). This transformation leads to
a tension between the sphere of individual freedom and the necessity of state
intervention. The protection of freedoms should not only be based on legal
regulations but should also be ensured within the framework of proportion-
ality, transparency, and participation principles in the design and implemen-
tation processes of public policies (Levine, 2023).

This study examines the relationship between risk management ap-
proaches in public administration and individual freedoms from a liberal per-
spective. Within the scope of the study, both the theoretical framework and
practical examples from Tiirkiye and the international level are examined;
the interaction between risk management practices in the fields of security,
health, environment, and economy and individual freedoms will be evalu-
ated. The main research question is formulated as follows: “How do the risk
management approaches applied in public administration relate to individual
freedoms from the perspective of liberal thought?”

The importance of this study lies in its analysis of risk management pro-
cesses in public administration within the context of liberal democracy and
individual freedoms. In the literature, risk management is generally ad-
dressed with its technical, financial, and operational dimensions; the dimen-
sion of individual freedoms and ethics has not been sufficiently addressed.
This study aims to fill this gap with both its theoretical and applied dimen-
sions. Especially in the Turkish context, the institutional and technical di-
mensions of risk management have been emphasized, but the concrete effects
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of these policies on individual freedoms have not been examined with a sys-
tematic liberal perspective.

The scope of the research is limited to public administration practices cov-
ering social, political, and economic risks. The study focuses on the balance
between the protection of individual freedoms and the security, and public
interest provided by risk management processes. The research is concerned
only with risk management practices in the context of state policies and pub-
lic institutions; private sector risk management and individual behaviors are
excluded from the scope of this study:.

This study makes three original contributions to the literature. First, it
develops a normative framework of four liberal principles — proportionality,
transparency, participation, and temporariness — and operationalizes them
with measurable indicators (see Table 1). Second, it applies this framework
across six policy domains (security, health, environment, economy, disaster,
technology) and four distinct administrative traditions (centralized state,
market-based, multi-layered regulatory, and high-capacity digital). Third, it
provides a systematic comparative analysis that goes beyond single-coun-
try or single-domain studies, revealing how institutional context shapes the
freedom-security balance. By engaging with both liberal theory (Berlin, Raw-
Is, Nozick) and critical perspectives (Foucault, Agamben), the study demon-
strates that liberal principles can serve as practical safeguards against the
expansion of state power in risk governance.

To address this research question, the study employs a qualitative compar-
ative case study design. The analytical framework, case selection criteria, data
sources, and analytical procedures are detailed in the Methodology section.
The analysis covers risk management practices in the fields of security, health,
environment, economy, disaster, and technology, with examples from Tiirki-
ye, the United States, the European Union, and South Korea. The USA, with
its liberal market-based governance model, emphasizes individual freedom;
the EU adopts a collective risk management approach based on normative
regulations and institutional audit mechanisms. South Korea represents cen-
tral intervention power with high state capacity and digital monitoring tools.
Tiirkiye, due to its strong central administrative structure, offers rapid deci-
sion-making capacity but reflects a different administrative tradition in terms
of participation and transparency. These four examples provide the opportuni-
ty to comparatively examine how the relationship between risk management
and individual freedoms is shaped in different administrative systems from a
liberal perspective. This methodological framework enables a systematic and
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holistic comparison of the balance between risk management by the state and
individual freedoms in both Turkish and international contexts.

Theoretical Framework

Previous comparative studies on risk governance have focused either on sin-
gle policy domains -such as health (Gostin and Wiley, 2020), security (Schep-
pele, 2019), or environment (Eckersley, 2020)-or on single country cases
(Turkiye: Asrak Hasdemir and Keskin, 2023; South Korea: Cho et al., 2020).
Multi-domain, multi-country comparisons using a consistent liberal frame-
work remain rare. This study addresses this gap.

Liberalism and the Limits of State Intervention

Liberal thought is not a monolithic tradition but encompasses different per-
spectives on the proper role of the state. This study adopts a position situated
between classical and social liberalism, drawing on Berlin’s (1958) distinction
between negative and positive liberty as an analytical tool for evaluating risk
management practices.

Negative and Positive Liberty

Isaiah Berlin’s (1958) influential distinction provides a useful starting point.
Negative liberty refers to the absence of external interference or coercion; it
answers the question “How much area am I left free to act?” In the context of
risk management, curfews, travel bans, and mandatory quarantines directly
restrict negative liberty by limiting individuals’ freedom of movement. Pos-
itive liberty, by contrast, concerns the conditions that enable individuals to
realize their potential and exercise meaningful choice; it answers the ques-
tion “What are the conditions for self-mastery?” From this perspective, state
interventions that strengthen public health infrastructure, provide economic
security, or ensure access to information can be understood as supporting
positive liberty. As Isikta¢ (2019) notes, Berlin’s distinction remains central
to contemporary liberal theory, while Dimova-Cookson (2022) emphasizes its
continued relevance for understanding modern political challenges.

This distinction is not merely theoretical; it serves as an analytical lens
throughout the empirical sections of this study. For each risk management
practice examined, we ask: which type of freedom is affected, and does the
intervention strike a defensible balance between restriction (negative liberty)
and enablement (positive liberty)?
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Varieties of Liberal Thought

Within the liberal tradition, there are significant disagreements about the
limits of state intervention. At one end, libertarian liberalism, represented by
Nozick (1974), argues that even public risk management constitutes an un-
acceptable intrusion on individual property rights and autonomy. From this
perspective, the role of the state should be strictly limited to protecting indi-
vidual rights against force and fraud; any form of collective risk management
is seen as a form of coercion.

At the other end, social liberalism, represented by Rawls (1971), argues
that the state has a legitimate role in protecting individuals from market
failures and collective risks. Rawls’s difference principle—that social and
economic inequalities should be arranged to benefit the least advantaged—
provides a justification for state intervention in areas such as public health,
economic stability, and environmental protection. Aktan (2019) similarly em-
phasizes the dual responsibility of the liberal state: limiting intervention to
what is necessary while protecting collective interests.

This study adopts a position that draws on both traditions but aligns more
closely with social liberalism, while incorporating libertarian concerns about
limiting state power. Following Rawls, we accept that the state has a legiti-
mate responsibility to manage collective risks. However, following the liberal
tradition more broadly, we argue that such interventions must be constrained
by proportionality, transparency, participation, and temporariness—princi-
ples that serve to prevent the erosion of individual freedoms even when state
intervention is justified.

This position can be distinguished from the biopolitical critique devel-
oped by Foucault (1978; 2007; 2008) and Agamben (2005), which views risk
management as a mechanism of state control rather than freedom protection.
While these critical perspectives are valuable for understanding the potential
dangers of risk management, the normative position of this study is that lib-
eral principles, if properly implemented, can serve as safeguards against such
tendencies. The relationship between liberal governance and biopolitical con-
trol is taken up explicitly in the following section.

Risk Management as a Governance Tool

Risk is commonly understood in terms of uncertainty, probability, and the pos-
sibility of negative outcomes. Beyond the potential for undesirable events, risk
also encompasses the losses that may arise if opportunities are not evaluated
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(Hillson, 2002: 236). In public administration, risk management has evolved
from a technical precaution into an integral component of governance, stra-
tegic planning, performance management, and accountability (Power, 2007).
The Enterprise Risk Management (ERM) approach, as articulated by COSO
(2017), integrates risk management with institutional strategy, aiming not
only to minimize risks but also to transform uncertainties into opportunities.
Similarly, the ISO 31000 standard provides a universal framework for embed-
ding risk management into organizational culture (ISO, 2018).

In the public sector, risk management serves functions beyond operational
efficiency. Black (2005: 520) argues that risk-based regulation can strengthen
democratic legitimacy when implemented with appropriate safeguards. This
perspective aligns with the liberal view that risk management should be eval-
uated not only by its technical effectiveness but also by its compatibility with
fundamental rights.

From a liberal standpoint, risk management is not merely about harm
reduction but about developing strategic tools that protect individual free-
doms (Sunstein, 2005). Different strands of liberal thought, however, offer
contrasting views on the legitimacy of state intervention in managing risks.
A libertarian perspective, associated with Nozick (1974), maintains that even
public risk management constitutes an intrusion on individual autonomy and
property rights. A social liberal perspective, following Rawls (1971), argues
that the state has an obligation to protect individuals from collective risks to
ensure a just society. This study adopts a position between these extremes,
viewing state intervention as legitimate when it adheres to the principles of
proportionality, transparency, participation, and temporariness.

Risk management in public institutions also intersects with contemporary
challenges such as digital surveillance and data protection. As Nissenbaum
(2010) emphasizes, the management of technological risks must respect indi-
vidual privacy rights. Similarly, critical perspectives such as Foucault’s (1978;
2008) concept of biopolitics highlight how risk management can expand state
control rather than guarantee freedoms. These tensions—between protection
and control, between security and liberty—are explored in the empirical sec-
tions that follow.

A Normative Framework for Liberal Risk Governance

The relationship between risk management and individual freedom in liber-
al thought rests fundamentally on the principle of balance (Sunstein, 2005).
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While the primary duty of the state is to protect the rights and freedoms of
individuals, legitimate state intervention may become necessary when risks
threaten public order and societal security. The liberal tradition insists, how-
ever, that such interventions are not unlimited; they must be constrained
by principles that ensure state power does not undermine the freedoms it is
meant to protect.

This study proposes a normative framework structured around four prin-
ciples-proportionality, transparency, participation, and temporariness-that
define the conditions under which risk management can be compatible with
individual freedoms from a liberal perspective.

Proportionality

The principle of proportionality requires that state interventions be commen-
surate with the threat and not exceed what is necessary to achieve the stated
aim. In the context of risk management, this means that measures restricting
individual freedoms must be carefully calibrated: the severity, scope, and du-
ration of restrictions should correspond to the gravity of the risk. As Sunstein
(2005) argues, proportionality serves as a safeguard against excessive state
action, ensuring that the costs imposed on individual freedom are justified by
the benefits to collective security. During the COVID-19 pandemic, for exam-
ple, curfews and movement restrictions were widely implemented, but their
legitimacy depended on whether they were proportionate to the public health
threat at each stage of the crisis (Gostin and Wiley, 2020).

Transparency

Transparency requires that the justifications for risk management interven-
tions be publicly available and accessible. When the state restricts individual
freedoms, it bears the burden of explaining the grounds for such restrictions,
the evidence supporting them, and the mechanisms for review. Transparency
serves both epistemic and democratic functions: it enables public scrutiny of
state action and fosters trust in governance. The principle is particularly criti-
cal in liberal democracies, where the legitimacy of state intervention depends
on the ability of citizens to understand and evaluate the actions taken in their
name. As Levi and Stoker (2000) demonstrate, political trust is closely linked
to the perceived transparency of public institutions.
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Participation

The principle of participation holds that affected individuals and groups
should have a voice in risk management decisions. From a liberal perspective,
participation is not merely a procedural addition but a substantive require-
ment of democratic governance (Fung, 2006). When citizens are involved
in decision-making processes—whether through consultation mechanisms,
civil society engagement, or local governance structures—risk management
policies gain social legitimacy and are more likely to reflect the diverse inter-
ests and values of those affected. Participatory processes also serve as a check
on state power, ensuring that risk management does not become a one-direc-
tional exercise of authority.

Temporariness

The principle of temporariness requires that risk management measures be
lifted when the risk subsides. Extraordinary interventions justified during cri-
ses should not become permanent features of governance. As Aleinikoff (2002)
emphasizes, measures that restrict fundamental rights must have clear sunset
clauses and regular review mechanisms. When temporary measures become
entrenched, they risk normalizing a permanent state of exception—a concern
raised by critical theorists such as Agamben (2005) and a recurring challenge
in liberal democracies. The liberal legitimacy of risk management depends
in part on the reversibility of interventions: what is justified during an emer-
gency may become an unacceptable infringement once the emergency passes.

Applying the Framework

These four principles do not operate in isolation; they are mutually rein-
forcing. Transparent processes enable meaningful participation; participato-
ry mechanisms enhance transparency; proportionality provides a standard
against which both can be assessed; and temporariness ensures that the over-
all framework remains responsive to changing conditions. Together, they
constitute a normative framework for evaluating whether risk management
practices align with liberal values.

Daemen (2022: 294) warns that political interventions made on the
grounds of security risk “systematic violation of key rights, loss of civil liber-
ties, and weakening of the democratic process.” This study takes this warning
seriously. The proposed framework is designed precisely to guard against
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such outcomes by establishing clear conditions under which state interven-
tion can be considered legitimate from a liberal perspective.

The framework also responds to contemporary challenges that test the
limits of liberal governance. In the digital domain, for instance, the manage-
ment of technological risks must respect individual privacy rights, as Nis-
senbaum (2010) argues. In environmental policy, the state must be able to
address climate risks without resorting to excessive restrictions on individ-
ual choice (Hickel, 2020; Green and Healy, 2022). In each case, the principles
of proportionality, transparency, participation, and temporariness provide a
consistent set of criteria for assessing the compatibility of risk management
with individual freedoms.

Critical Perspectives: Biopolitics and the State of Exception

The liberal framework developed above is not uncontested. Critical public ad-
ministration literature offers a fundamental challenge, arguing that risk man-
agement practices are not neutral tools but mechanisms through which state
power expands. Foucault’s (1978; 2008) concept of biopolitics suggests that
modern states govern populations through the administration of life itself—
health, security, and risk—positioning individuals as objects to be monitored
rather than rights-bearing subjects. Agamben (2005) extends this critique by
warning that the state of exception—the suspension of normal legal order
during crises—can become permanent, normalizing emergency measures
and eroding fundamental freedoms. These perspectives offer an important
corrective, reminding us that the freedom-security balance is not a technical
problem but a site of political struggle. This study takes these critiques seri-
ously. The normative framework proposed in the previous section—built on
proportionality, transparency, participation, and temporariness—is designed
precisely to address these concerns. Temporariness counters the normaliza-
tion of the state of exception; transparency and participation ensure citizens
have access to information and a voice in decision-making; proportionali-
ty provides a standard for evaluating whether interventions exceed what is
necessary. The liberal framework advanced here thus does not ignore critical
perspectives but engages with them constructively, formulating institutional
safeguards against the risks Foucault and Agamben identify. The empirical
analysis that follows will assess the extent to which risk management prac-
tices in different countries approximate these principles.
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Methodology

This study employs a qualitative comparative case study design to examine
the relationship between risk management approaches in public administra-
tion and individual freedoms from a liberal perspective. The research design
consists of three main components: (1) a theoretical framework establishing
the liberal criteria for legitimate risk management, (2) a comparative analy-
sis of selected country cases based on these criteria, and (3) a cross-sectoral
evaluation of risk management practices.

Case Selection

The study adopts a most-different systems design (Przeworski and Teune,
1970) to identify how risk management-freedom relations vary across differ-
ent administrative traditions and political systems. Four cases were selected
based on their representative power in terms of administrative tradition, cri-
sis management capacity, and liberal-democratic values:

. United States: Represents a liberal market-based governance model

with strong emphasis on individual freedom and limited state inter-
vention

. European Union: Embodies a multi-layered, regulatory governance ap-
proach with collective risk management based on normative regula-
tions and institutional oversight

. South Korea: Illustrates high state capacity with centralized interven-
tion capacity and advanced digital monitoring tools

. Tiirkiye: Represents a strong centralized administrative structure with
rapid decision-making capacity but distinct patterns in participation
and transparency

This selection allows for a systematic comparison of how the balance be-

tween risk management and individual freedoms is shaped in different insti-
tutional and political contexts.

Analytical Framework

The analysis is structured around four liberal principles that define the con-
ditions for legitimate state intervention in risk management:
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Table 1: Liberal Principles for Legitimate Risk Management

Principle Definition Operational Indicators

Interventions must be
commensurate with the Duration of measures; scope of restrictions;

Proportionality .

threat and not exceed legal basis

what is necessary

Justifications for inter-

ventions must be public- Public disclosure of data; clarity of deci-
Transparency

ly available and accessi- sion-making processes
ble

Affected individuals and
Participation groups should have a

Involvement of local actors; civil society

.. .. . consultation; feedback mechanisms
voice in decision-making

. Measures should be lift- Sunset clauses; regular review mechanisms;
Temporariness i . i X
ed when the risk subsides clear exit strategies

Source: Author’s own compilation.

These principles are applied across six risk domains: security, health, en-
vironment, economy, disaster, and technology. For each domain, the analysis
examines: (a) the type of risk addressed, (b) the intervention tools employed
by public authorities, (c) the impact on individual freedoms (distinguishing
between negative and positive liberty), and (d) the degree of alignment with
the four liberal principles.

Data Sources

The study draws on multiple sources of qualitative data:

« Academic literature: Peer-reviewed articles and books on risk manage-
ment, public administration, and liberal theory

« Policy documents: Official government strategies, action plans, and
regulatory frameworks from each case

. Institutional reports: Documents from international organizations
(OECD, World Bank, EU), national audit institutions, and independent
research bodies

« Legal texts: Constitutional provisions, laws, and court decisions rele-
vant to risk interventions

Data collection focused on the period 2000-2025 to capture contemporary
risk management practices, with particular attention to crisis events includ-
ing the 2008 financial crisis, the COVID-19 pandemic, natural disasters, and
technological transformations.
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Analytical Procedure

The analysis was conducted in three stages:

1. Within-case analysis: For each country, risk management practices
across the six domains were analyzed using the four liberal principles
as evaluative criteria

2. Cross-case comparison: Findings were synthesized using an analytical
matrix to identify patterns, differences, and common challenges

3. Synthesis: Comparative findings were integrated with the theoretical
framework to draw conclusions about the conditions under which risk
management can be compatible with individual freedoms from a liberal
perspective

Limitations

This study is limited to public sector risk management and does not cov-
er private sector or individual risk behaviors. The analysis relies primari-
ly on secondary sources; future research could complement these findings
with primary data such as interviews with policymakers or surveys of af-
fected populations. The study does not include discourse analysis of political
speeches or media coverage, which remains a separate methodological ap-
proach for future inquiry.

Risk Management Practices in Public Administration

Security Policies

Security policies represent one of the fundamental duties of the modern state,
addressing risks related to terrorism, organized crime, border security, cyber-
security, and threats to critical infrastructure. These risks are characterized
by their potential to cause widespread harm, their often unpredictable nature,
and their direct impact on public order and national security (Beck, 2009).
States employ a range of tools to manage these risks, including surveillance
systems, intelligence gathering, emergency powers, counter-terrorism legis-
lation, and military or police operations. In many countries, these tools have
expanded significantly in response to major events such as the 9/11 attacks,
the 2016 coup attempt in Tiirkiye, and evolving cyber threats (Waldron, 2003;
Scheppele, 2019).
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From a liberal perspective, security interventions primarily affect nega-
tive liberties—the freedom from state interference. Surveillance programs
restrict privacy rights; emergency powers limit freedom of assembly and
expression; counter-terrorism measures can restrict freedom of movement
and due process rights. However, security policies can also support positive
liberties by creating conditions under which individuals can exercise their
freedoms without fear of violence or intimidation. The tension lies in deter-
mining where the balance should be struck. Security interventions are legit-
imate only when they adhere to the principles of proportionality, transparen-
cy, participation, and temporariness. Proportionality requires that measures
be commensurate with the threat; blanket surveillance programs that capture
vast amounts of data from ordinary citizens may fail this test. Transparency
demands that the legal basis for security measures be publicly available and
that oversight mechanisms be in place. Participation involves parliamentary
oversight, judicial review, and civil society engagement in security policy
formulation. Temporariness is particularly critical: emergency powers justi-
fied during exceptional circumstances must not become permanent features
of governance (Scheppele, 2019: 321-322). Table 2 below summarizes the re-
lationship between risk management practices in security policies, their im-
pact on individual freedoms, and the liberal perspective on their legitimacy.

Table 2: The Relationship Between Risk and Freedom in Security Policies

. Risk Management Impact on Individual Liberal Perspective
Policy Area .
Practice Freedoms Commentary
Counter- State of Emergency, Temporary freedom Legitimate with propor-
Terrorism Surveillance restriction tionality and oversight
Data encryption, mon- . . Compatible with participa-
Cybersecurity . yp Privacy limitation p p . P
itoring tory transparent policies
Emergency Restrictions, security Social movement Must be limited
Management measures freedom by purpose and duration

Source: Author’s own compilation.

In Tirkiye, the state of emergency declared after the 2016 coup attempt
significantly increased the capacity of the state to manage security risks and
limited the activities of illegal structures. However, during this period, fun-
damental rights such as press freedom and the right to assembly were se-
riously restricted. From a liberal perspective, such interventions should be
temporary, supported by democratic control mechanisms, and lifted when the
risk subsides. In the European context, the European Court of Human Rights
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has repeatedly ruled that security interventions must meet proportionality
standards. In Big Brother Watch and Others v. the United Kingdom (2021),
the Court found that UK mass surveillance programs violated privacy rights
because they lacked adequate oversight and transparency mechanisms—il-
lustrating how liberal principles serve as safeguards against excessive secu-
rity measures.

Health Crises

Health crises, particularly the COVID-19 pandemic, have become one of the
most critical testing grounds for risk management in modern public adminis-
tration. The risks involved include not only the direct health impacts of infec-
tious diseases but also the secondary effects on healthcare systems, economic
activity, and social cohesion (Ansell et al., 2021: 949). States have employed
a range of intervention tools in response to health crises, including curfews,
mandatory quarantine measures, travel restrictions, mask mandates, digital
contact tracing applications, and centralized vaccine planning. These tools
vary significantly across countries, reflecting different administrative tradi-
tions and legal frameworks (Gostin and Wiley, 2020).

Health interventions primarily affect negative liberties—freedom of
movement, freedom of assembly, and freedom to conduct business. Curfews
and travel restrictions directly limit the ability of individuals to move freely;
mandatory quarantines restrict personal autonomy. However, health inter-
ventions can also support positive liberties by protecting the right to life and
health, ensuring that individuals have access to healthcare services and infor-
mation necessary for their well-being. From a liberal perspective, the legiti-
macy of health interventions depends on their adherence to proportionality,
transparency, participation, and temporariness. Proportionality requires that
restrictions be calibrated to the severity of the health threat; measures that
continue long after the immediate danger has passed risk violating this prin-
ciple. Transparency demands that the scientific basis for decisions be publicly
shared and that data on the course of the pandemic be accessible. Participa-
tion involves consultation with scientific advisory bodies, local governments,
and civil society in the design of health policies. Temporariness requires that
emergency measures be lifted as soon as the public health situation normal-
izes (Waldron, 2003: 205). Table 3 below provides a comparative overview of
risk management practices in health crises across selected countries.
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Table 3: Risk Management and Freedom in Health Crises

Risk Management Liberal Perspective

Countr; Freedom Impact
y Tool P Commentary
Temporar Proportionality and trans-
Tiirkiye Curfew, quarantine p . y p . Y
restriction parency important
. . . N Participatory and transpar-
South Korea Digital tracking Privacy limitation p 24 P
ent policy
Taiwan Testing and tracking  Limited Information and legitimacy
systems intervention prioritized

Source: Author’s own compilation.

In Tirkiye, pandemic management was characterized by strong central
coordination through the Ministry of Health and the Science Board. Digital
tools such as the “Hayat Eve Sigar” (HES) application were used for con-
tact tracing and risk monitoring. While these measures enabled rapid inter-
vention, they also raised concerns regarding transparency and participation.
The limited disclosure of data to the public and the prolonged duration of
some restrictions generated debates about the freedom-security balance (As-
rak Hasdemir and Keskin, 2023: 36; Uner, 2021: 2). By contrast, South Korea
and Taiwan employed digital tracking systems while maintaining relatively
high levels of public transparency and legal oversight. In South Korea, mo-
bile applications and QR code systems were used to manage the chain of
infection, but these were supported by clear data usage policies and regular
public briefings. This approach illustrates how health crises can be managed
in ways that balance public health objectives with liberal principles (Cho et
al., 2020; Sherstoboeva and Pavlenko, 2021: 52-56)

Environment and Climate Policies

Environmental risks, including global warming, climate change, loss of bio-
diversity, and the increasing frequency of natural disasters, have become
strategic priorities for public administration. These risks are not limited to
short-term economic losses or the depletion of natural resources; they are
directly associated with public health, quality of life, and intergenerational
justice in the long term (IPCC, 2022: 18; Biithe and Mattli, 2011). States em-
ploy a range of intervention tools to manage environmental risks, including
carbon taxes, emission trading systems, renewable energy incentives, energy
efficiency standards, and sustainable development regulations. These tools
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vary in approach, with some relying on market-based mechanisms and others
on direct regulatory intervention (Green, 2021).

The freedoms affected by environmental policies are primarily economic lib-
erties—the freedom to engage in economic activity, invest capital, and make
choices about production and consumption. Carbon taxes and emission reg-
ulations may increase costs for industrial sectors and limit certain economic
activities in the short term. However, these interventions can also support
positive liberties by protecting public health, ensuring environmental sus-
tainability, and safeguarding the conditions necessary for future generations
to exercise their freedoms (Sovacool, 2021). From a liberal perspective, envi-
ronmental interventions are legitimate when they adhere to proportionality,
transparency, participation, and temporariness. Proportionality requires that
the costs imposed on economic actors be commensurate with the environ-
mental benefits achieved. Transparency demands that the scientific basis for
environmental regulations be publicly available and that the mechanisms
for monitoring and enforcement be clear. Participation involves consultation
with businesses, civil society organizations, and affected communities in the
design of environmental policies. Temporariness, while less central than in
crisis contexts, requires that interventions be reviewed regularly to ensure
they remain necessary and effective (Eckersley, 2020).

In Tirkiye, the adoption of the 2053 net zero emission target through the ra-
tification of the Paris Climate Agreement in 2021 marked a strategic turning
point. The Climate Law, which entered into force in July 2025, established an
Emission Trading System (ETS) to measure and price emissions in sectors
such as iron-steel, cement, aluminum, and fertilizer. This system was desig-
ned partly to address economic risks arising from the EU Carbon Border Ad-
justment Mechanism (CBAM), given that Tiirkiye realizes approximately 40
percent of its exports to the EU market. While the market-based approach of
carbon trading aligns with liberal principles by avoiding direct bans on eco-
nomic activity, the law has faced criticism regarding transparency and par-
ticipation in its development process. The success of the system will depend
on the fair distribution of emission allowances, the operation of transparent
market mechanisms, and the effective use of lessons drawn from twenty ye-
ars of experience with the Emission Trading System of the European Union.
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Table 4: Risk Management and Freedom in Environmental Policies

Country/Region  Risk Management Tool Freedom Impact Liberal Perspective Commentary

Market-based approach aligns with

L Emission Trading Economic activity ) L
Tirkiye . R liberal principles; transparency and
System, Climate Law restricted L .
participation remain challenges
. . . Market mechanisms balance en-
. Carbon pricing, Green Economic choice X . .
European Union . vironmental goals with economic
Deal limited
freedoms
USA Carbon taxes, renewable  Investment deci- Proportionality and transparency
incentives sions affected critical for legitimacy

Source: Author’s own compilation.

Economic Risks

Economic risks encompass financial crises, high inflation, rising unemploy-
ment, fluctuations in financial markets, and the breakdown of fiscal discipline.
These risks directly affect individuals’ living standards, investment preferenc-
es, and future expectations, making them critical for public administration not
only in terms of protecting financial stability but also in guaranteeing indi-
vidual welfare (Tooze, 2018). States employ a range of tools to manage eco-
nomic risks, including fiscal stimulus packages, liquidity support for financial
institutions, deposit guarantees, capital adequacy requirements, and mone-
tary policy interventions. These tools often involve direct state intervention in
markets, raising questions about the balance between economic stability and
individual economic freedom (Acemoglu and Robinson, 2019: 102).

Economic risk management primarily affects negative economic liber-
ties—the freedom to invest, take risks, and make economic decisions without
state interference. Capital adequacy requirements may limit the investment
choices of financial institutions; liquidity support programs may involve con-
ditions that restrict corporate decision-making. However, these interventions
can also support positive liberties by ensuring that individuals have access
to stable economic conditions, employment opportunities, and social pro-
tections. From a liberal perspective, economic interventions are legitimate
when they adhere to proportionality, transparency, participation, and tempo-
rariness. Proportionality requires that interventions be commensurate with
the severity of the economic threat and not exceed what is necessary to re-
store stability. Transparency demands that the rationale for interventions be
publicly explained and that the use of public funds be subject to oversight.
Participation involves consultation with market actors and civil society in the
design of economic policies. Temporariness is critical: interventions justified
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during crises must be withdrawn as normal economic conditions return, pre-
venting the permanent expansion of state control over markets (Claessens,
2015: 410; Cankaya, 2021: 1143).

In Tirkiye, the 2001 financial crisis led to significant institutional re-
forms, including the strengthening of the Banking Regulation and Supervi-
sion Agency (BDDK), increased capital adequacy requirements, and enhanced
transparency standards. These regulations narrowed the freedom of actors
in the financial sector in the short term but played an important role in en-
suring the stability and reliability of the financial system in the long term
(Kesebir, 2018: 10). During the 2008 global financial crisis, Tiirkiye faced a
relatively limited impact due to these strengthened mechanisms. The resil-
ience of the financial system was protected through tools such as deposit
guarantees, liquidity support packages, and credit expansion through pub-
lic banks. Although such practices limit economic freedoms by affecting the
savings and investment decisions of individuals, they have also increased the
perception of economic security and prevented market panic (Arslan Coskun
and Ekeni, 2015: 128; Bjornskov, 2016: 13). In the USA, the Troubled Asset
Relief Program (TARP) provided bailout packages to financial institutions
during the 2008 crisis. This temporary intervention was designed with over-
sight mechanisms and was largely withdrawn after the crisis ended, serving
as an example of how temporariness and accountability can be implemented
in economic risk management (Calomiris and Khan, 2015: 77).

Table 5: Risk Management and Freedom in Economic Policies

Liberal Perspective

Country Risk Management Tool Freedom Impact
Commentary
Temporary measures
L Banking regulations, Short-term restriction of X P Y
Tirkiye . K . increased long-term
liquidity support economic choice .
stability
Investment decisions Oversight mechanisms
USA TARP, financial bailouts L g .
limited and temporariness key
European . . Conditions balanced with
. Eurozone rescue packages Fiscal autonomy restricted . .
Union stability objectives

Source: Author’s own compilation.

Disaster Management and Emergency Policies

Disasters such as earthquakes, floods, fires, and landslides, whether natural
or human induced, cause loss of life and property while directly affecting
social order, economic activities, and the daily lives of individuals. Disas-
ter management has become an integral part of risk management processes
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in modern public administration, integrated with national security and sus-
tainable development policies (Leblebici, 2016: 50). States employ a range of
tools in disaster management, including early warning systems, evacuation
plans, mandatory displacement orders, emergency response programs, and
public information mechanisms. These tools often involve rapid, centralized
decision-making and may impose significant restrictions on the freedom of
movement and property rights of individuals.

The freedoms affected by disaster management are primarily negative
liberties—freedom of movement, freedom of residence, and property rights.
Evacuation orders may require individuals to leave their homes; mandatory
displacement can temporarily restrict the right to choose one’s place of res-
idence. However, these interventions also support positive liberties by pro-
tecting the right to life and ensuring that individuals have access to safety
and essential services during emergencies (Ata¢-Studt, 2025: 19166). From a
liberal perspective, disaster interventions are legitimate when they adhere to
proportionality, transparency, participation, and temporariness. Proportional-
ity requires that the restrictions imposed be necessary and proportionate to
the threat to life and property. Transparency demands that the basis for emer-
gency decisions be communicated clearly to affected populations. Participa-
tion involves the inclusion of local governments, civil society organizations,
and community groups in disaster planning and response. Temporariness is
essential: evacuation orders and other restrictions must be lifted as soon as
the immediate danger has passed (Ogrendik et al., 2024: 708).

In Tirkiye, the 1999 Marmara Earthquake was a turning point in disas-
ter management, leading to the establishment of the Disaster and Emergen-
cy Management Presidency (AFAD), the acceleration of urban transformation
projects, and the dissemination of disaster awareness training (Yazicioglu and
Aktel, 2024: 1485). Tools such as the Disaster Management and Decision Sup-
port System (AYDES) have strengthened coordination between central and lo-
cal governments (Coskun, 2021: 64). However, challenges remain regarding
participation and transparency. While community-based projects and disaster
awareness campaigns have been emphasized in recent years, the limited role of
local actors in decision-making and the centralization of emergency response
have raised concerns from a liberal perspective. In contrast, countries such as
the USA, through the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA), have
developed disaster management systems that incorporate greater transpar-
ency and accountability mechanisms, although coordination deficiencies re-
vealed during Hurricane Katrina (2005) and the California fires (2025) demon-
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strate that even advanced systems face challenges in balancing state capacity
with individual freedoms (Federal Lessons Learned Report, 2000).

Table 6: Risk Management and Freedom in Disaster Management

Risk Management Liberal Perspective
Country Freedom Impact
Tool Commentary
L Centralized structure enables
. Temporary restriction of . L.
o AFAD, evacuation rapid response; participation
Tiirkiye movement and property .
plans, AYDES . mechanisms need strength-
rights .
ening
USA FEMA, early warning Evacuation orders limit Transparency and account-

systems movement ability mechanisms important

Early warning systems, Participation and public infor-
Y sy Limited intervention P p

South Korea . . R
local coordination mation prioritized

Source: Author’s own compilation.

Technological Risks and Digitalization Policies

Technological risks have become a strategic area directly affecting social or-
der and individual freedoms in contemporary public administration. Cyber-
security threats, personal data protection, the ethical limits of artificial intel-
ligence applications, and the expansion of state surveillance capacity have
settled at the center of risk management processes (Lazcoz and de Hert, 2023:
5-06). States employ a range of tools to manage technological risks, including
data protection regulations, cybersecurity strategies, digital surveillance sys-
tems, algorithmic governance applications, and artificial intelligence over-
sight mechanisms. These tools often involve a tension between the need of
the state to protect against digital threats and the potential for excessive sur-
veillance and control (Laux, 2024: 2860).

The freedoms affected by technological risk management include privacy
rights, freedom of expression, and autonomy in digital spaces. Surveillance
systems may intrude on private life, while data collection and retention prac-
tices can chill free expression; algorithmic decision making can affect the
access of individuals to social rights without adequate transparency or ac-
countability (Zuboff, 2019). From a liberal perspective, technological inter-
ventions are legitimate when they adhere to proportionality, transparency,
participation, and temporariness. Proportionality requires that surveillance
and data collection be limited to what is necessary to address specific threats.
Transparency demands that the legal basis for digital interventions be pub-
licly available and that individuals be informed about how their data is col-
lected and used. Participation involves consultation with civil society, privacy
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advocates, and affected communities in the design of digital policies. Tem-
porariness requires that emergency surveillance measures adopted during
crises be discontinued when the crisis passes (Nissenbaum, 2010; Kaminski
and Malgieri, 2021).

In Tiirkiye, the Personal Data Protection Law (KVKK) enacted in 2016 and
the regulations of the Information Technologies and Communication Author-
ity (BTK) represent important steps toward protecting individual privacy.
However, the expansion of e government services, while facilitating access
to public services for citizens, has also increased the surveillance capacity of
the state, sparking debates about individual freedoms (OECD, 2023). Inter-
nationally, contrasting approaches illustrate the range of technological risk
management. The General Data Protection Regulation (GDPR) of the Euro-
pean Union exemplifies a liberal approach that prioritizes individual privacy
rights through transparency requirements, consent mechanisms, and strong
oversight. By contrast, the social credit system of China represents an author-
itarian model in which digital surveillance serves extensive state control. The
approach of South Korea to digital tracking during the COVID-19 pandem-
ic, which combines effective risk management with relatively high levels of
transparency and data use safeguards, demonstrates that technological risk
management can be implemented in ways that balance security objectives
with liberal principles (Mentxaka et al., 2025).

Table 7: Risk Management and Freedom in Technological Policies

. . Liberal Perspective
Country/Region  Risk Management Tool Freedom Impact
Commentary

. Privacy rights protected Legal framework exists;
o KVKK, BTK regulations, . .
Tiirkiye but surveillance capa- transparency and participati-
e-government . .
city expanded on need strengthening

. Strong transparency,
Privacy and autonomy

European Union GDPR, Al Act participation, and accountabi-
protected . .
lity mechanisms
Digital tracking, Privacy temporarily Proportionality and
South Korea . . . . . o
cybersecurity strategies limited during crises transparency prioritized

X . . Extensive surveillance Authoritarian model incom-
China Social credit system K L o
and control patible with liberal principles

Source: Author’s own compilation.
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Application Examples in Tiirkiye and at the International Level

The case selection for this study, detailed in the Methodology section, fol-
lows a most-different systems design (Przeworski and Teune, 1970). Tiirkiye
represents a centralized administrative structure with rapid decision-making
capacity; the United States exemplifies a liberal market-based governance
model; the European Union embodies multi-layered regulatory governance;
and South Korea illustrates high state capacity with advanced digital moni-
toring tools. This section synthesizes the findings from the sectoral analysis
to highlight cross-country patterns and differences in how risk management
relates to individual freedoms.

Table 8: Comparative Summary of Risk Management Practices

Dimension Tirkiye United States European Union South Korea
L . . . . Centralized,
Administrative Centralized, strong  Decentralized, Multi-layered, .
N . . high techno-
Tradition state capacity market-oriented regulatory . .
logical capacity
Rapid intervention  Legal oversight Proportionality . .
. . . . Digital tracking
. . capacity; occasion-  mechanisms; tem- principle embedded .
Proportionality . . . calibrated to
al prolongation of  porary interven- in law (e.g., ECHR
. o threat levels
measures tions (e.g., TARP) jurisprudence)
L . . Regular public
Limited data Public reporting Strong transparency o
. i i briefings; data
Transparency  disclosure; central requirements; over- requirements (e.g.,
. . . usage transpa-
coordination sight hearings GDPR, Green Deal)
rency
L Public
Limited local - . .
. Civil society Multi-stakeholder awareness
L. actor involvement; . .
Participation . . engagement; cong-  consultation campaigns;
centralized decisi- k . . i
. ressional oversight  mechanisms community
on-making
engagement
. Clear exit
Measures someti- Emergency measu- .
. Sunset clauses; . strategies for
Temporariness mes extended be- i . res reviewed and
. . review mechanisms emergency
yond crisis periods lifted
measures

Source: Author’s own compilation.

Centralization and Decision-Making Capacity

Akey difference across cases concerns the structure of decision-making in risk
management. The centralized model of Tiirkiye enables rapid intervention
in crises such as earthquakes, pandemics, and security threats. Institutions
such as AFAD and the Ministry of Health can coordinate national responses
efficiently. However, this centralization can come at the cost of limited local
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participation and reduced transparency. In contrast, the decentralized system
of the United States involves coordination across federal, state, and local lev-
els, which can create delays but also provides multiple points of oversight
and accountability. The multilayered governance structure of the European
Union requires coordination among member states, resulting in slower deci-
sion making but stronger procedural safeguards. South Korea combines cen-
tralized coordination with local implementation, achieving rapid response
while maintaining transparency mechanisms.

Transparency and Participation

Differences in transparency and participation are particularly pronounced.
In Turkiye, centralized decision-making during the COVID-19 pandemic lim-
ited public access to data and reduced opportunities for local input. As noted
in the health crises section, Tiirkiye ranked low on the Covid Data Transpar-
ency Index (Uner, 2021: 2). By contrast, South Korea maintained regular pub-
lic briefings and transparent data sharing throughout the pandemic, which
contributed to public trust and compliance. The transparency requirements
of the European Union, particularly in data protection (GDPR) and environ-
mental policy (Green Deal), embed participation and access to information
as core principles. The United States, while varying across administrations,
maintains institutional mechanisms such as congressional hearings and
Freedom of Information Act requests that enable public scrutiny of risk man-
agement decisions.

Market-Based vs. State-Led Approaches

The balance between state intervention and market mechanisms also varies
significantly. The United States and the European Union tend to favor mar-
ket-based tools in economic and environmental risk management. The Emis-
sion Trading System of the European Union and carbon pricing mechanisms,
for example, manage environmental risks through market based incentives
rather than direct regulation. Similarly, US economic crisis interventions, such
as TARP, were designed as temporary support mechanisms intended to stabi-
lize markets rather than replace them. In Tiirkiye, while market-based tools
such as the Emission Trading System have been introduced under the Climate
Law, the overall approach to economic risk management has often involved di-
rect state intervention, particularly through public banks and regulatory agen-
cies. The approach of South Korea combines market mechanisms with strong
state coordination, particularly in technology and disaster management.
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Liberal Principles in Practice

The comparative analysis reveals that adherence to liberal principles var-
ies across contexts and policy domains. Proportionality is most consistently
observed in the European Union, where legal frameworks such as the Euro-
pean Convention on Human Rights provide clear standards. Temporariness
is strongest in the United States, where crisis interventions are typically de-
signed with sunset clauses and review mechanisms. Participation is most
developed in the European Union and South Korea, though through different
mechanisms—institutional consultation in the former and public communi-
cation in the latter. Transparency remains the principle with the greatest
variation: while South Korea and the EU maintain relatively high transpar-
ency standards, Tiirkiye faces ongoing challenges in this dimension, as docu-
mented in the sectoral analyses.

These cross-country differences should be understood in their historical
and institutional contexts. The strong centralist tradition of Tiirkiye, shaped
by experiences of military coups and counter- terrorism, has prioritized state
security over participatory mechanisms. The individualistic tradition of the
United States and the multilayered governance structure of the European
Union have, by contrast, embedded stronger oversight and accountability
mechanisms. The combination of centralized capacity with transparency in
South Korea reflects its experience of rapid democratization and technolog-
ical development. Understanding these contextual factors is essential for as-
sessing the transferability of risk management practices across different po-
litical systems.

To illustrate these differences with concrete examples: In Tirkiye, the
HES (Hayat Eve Sigar) application during COVID-19 collected location data
from millions of citizens but faced criticism for limited public disclosure of
data usage policies (Uner, 2021: 2). In South Korea, similar digital tracking
was accompanied by daily public briefings and clear data deletion protocols
(Cho et al, 2020). In the EU, the GDPR requires explicit consent for data
processing and provides individuals with the right to access their data — a
transparency mechanism absent in Tiirkiye’s pandemic response. In the US,
the TARP program included congressional oversight hearings and a special
inspector general, demonstrating accountability mechanisms that Tiirkiye’s
economic crisis interventions lacked. These contrasts show how the same lib-
eral principles are implemented differently across contexts.
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Evaluation

From a liberal standpoint, risk management in public administration requires
a careful balance between state intervention and the protection of individual
freedoms. Risk management increases the regulatory capacity of the state,
especially during periods of crisis and uncertainty, while at the same time
carrying the potential to restrict the rights and freedoms of citizens. Accord-
ingly, liberal thought grounds the legitimacy of risk management in the prin-
ciples of proportionality, transparency, participation, and temporariness. The
policies applied in the context of pandemics, economic crises, natural disas-
ters, and environmental risks in Tiirkiye show the different dimensions of the
relationship between risk management and freedoms.

According to liberal theory, every restriction applied by the state must
comply with the principle of proportionality and be explained to the soci-
ety transparently with public justifications. Proportionality ensures that the
intervention does not exceed its purpose, and transparency ensures that cit-
izens are informed and trust the process. Indeed, Article 13 of the Constitu-
tion of the Republic of Tiirkiye, titled “Restriction of Fundamental Rights and
Freedoms,” states that fundamental rights and freedoms may be restricted
only by law and in compliance with the reasons mentioned in the relevant ar-
ticles of the Constitution without infringing upon their essence. The curfews
applied during the COVID-19 period in Tiirkiye seriously restricted individ-
ual freedom of movement, but the lack of sufficient information and partic-
ipation mechanisms led to the social legitimacy becoming controversial. In
the international arena, countries like South Korea and Taiwan prioritized
transparent communication and digital data usage in risk management appli-
cations, contributing both to reducing the risk of transmission and strength-
ening social participation.

In the liberal perspective, state interventions being temporary and limited
to their purpose is a fundamental principle for the protection of individual
freedoms. Measures taken in risk management should be withdrawn when
extraordinary conditions disappear, and the normalization process should be
initiated rapidly. In Turkiye, policies such as deposit guarantees, liquidity
support packages, and short time working allowance applied during econom-
ic crises were designed as temporary measures to ensure the economic secu-
rity of individuals. In the international context, the “TARP” program applied
by the USA during the 2008 global financial crisis was designed as a tempo-
rary intervention and was largely withdrawn after the crisis ended. This ap-
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plication serves as an example of how temporariness and purpose suitability
can be implemented in economic risk management.

The most critical dimension of risk management policies concerns their
impact on individual freedoms. Every risk intervention creates a tension be-
tween security and freedom. Measures taken in Tirkiye within the scope
of disaster management, economic crises, and environmental risks caused
some freedom restrictions in the short term but increased social benefit and
security in the long term. For example, mandatory evacuation decisions in
earthquake regions temporarily restricted the property and settlement rights
of individuals; however, these practices, which prioritize life safety, can be
considered legitimate from a liberal perspective when they comply with the
principles of proportionality and purpose suitability. In international exam-
ples, especially in European Union countries, managing risks through mar-
ket-based tools encourages risk reduction measures while protecting the
freedom of choice of individuals.

This study contributes to a growing body of literature that examines the
relationship between risk management and individual freedoms. Previous
research has largely focused on the technical, financial, and operational di-
mensions of risk management in public administration (Power, 2007; Arena
et al., 2010), often treating freedom and rights as external constraints rather
than integral components of risk governance. More recent scholarship has
begun to address the democratic and ethical implications of risk-based gov-
ernance (Black, 2005; Sunstein, 2005), yet systematic comparative analyses
of how liberal principles operate across different administrative contexts re-
main limited. The present study extends this literature in three ways. First, it
develops a normative framework grounded in four principles—proportional-
ity, transparency, participation, and temporariness—that provides a coherent
analytical lens for evaluating risk management practices. Second, it applies
this framework comparatively across six policy domains and four distinct ad-
ministrative contexts, revealing how institutional and political factors shape
the balance between security and freedom. Third, by engaging with critical
perspectives from biopolitics and state of exception theory, it demonstrates
that liberal principles are not merely normative ideals but can serve as prac-
tical safeguards against the expansion of state power. In doing so, the study
responds to calls in the literature for more empirically grounded analyses
of how liberal democracies can manage risks without undermining the free-
doms they are meant to protect (Daemen, 2022; Scheppele, 2019).
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Conclusion

This study examines the relationship between risk management approaches
in public administration and individual freedoms from a liberal perspective.
The analysis suggests that the tension between security and freedom is not
a technical problem to be solved once and for all but a dynamic balance that
must be continuously negotiated through institutional design and democratic
practice. The study advances a normative framework structured around four
principles—proportionality, transparency, participation, and temporariness—
that define the conditions under which risk management can be compatible
with individual freedoms. These principles are not merely abstract ideals;
they serve as operational criteria for evaluating state interventions across
policy domains and administrative contexts. By grounding these principles
in both liberal theory and critical perspectives from Foucault and Agamben,
the framework responds to concerns that risk management can expand state
control while offering practical safeguards against such tendencies.

The comparative analysis across six policy domains—security, health, en-
vironment, economy, disaster, and technology—and four administrative con-
texts—Tirkiye, the United States, the European Union, and South Korea—
reveals significant variation in how liberal principles are implemented. The
centralized structure of Tirkiye enables rapid intervention capacity but faces
challenges in transparency and participation. The United States and the Eu-
ropean Union demonstrate stronger accountability mechanisms, though with
differences in speed and coordination. South Korea illustrates that technolog-
ical capacity can be combined with transparency to achieve both effective-
ness and liberal compatibility. These differences are not merely procedural;
they reflect deeper historical and institutional legacies that shape how risk
management is practiced and how freedoms are protected. The findings show
that effective risk management and the protection of individual freedoms are
not mutually exclusive but can be mutually reinforcing when interventions
are designed with the four principles as core components.

This study contributes to a growing body of literature that examines the
relationship between risk management and individual freedoms. Previous re-
search has largely focused on the technical, financial, and operational dimen-
sions of risk management in public administration, often treating freedom
and rights as external constraints rather than integral components of risk
governance. More recent scholarship has begun to address the democratic
and ethical implications of risk-based governance, yet systematic compara-
tive analyses of how liberal principles operate across different administrative
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contexts remain limited. The present study extends this literature by develop-
ing a normative framework grounded in four principles, applying this frame-
work comparatively across six policy domains and four distinct administra-
tive contexts, and engaging with critical perspectives to demonstrate that
liberal principles can serve as practical safeguards against the expansion of
state power.

For policymakers, the findings suggest that moving beyond crisis-driv-
en responses toward institutionalized frameworks that embed proportional-
ity, transparency, participation, and temporariness in routine governance is
essential. For Tirkiye specifically, strengthening participation mechanisms
and transparency standards would enhance both the legitimacy and effec-
tiveness of risk management practices. For liberal democracies more broadly,
the study underscores that the legitimacy of risk governance depends not
only on what states do but on how they do it—with accountable procedures,
public justification, and clear limits on state power. Future research should
extend this analysis to additional country contexts, particularly in the Global
South, where risk management practices and liberal traditions take differ-
ent forms. Longitudinal studies examining how risk governance evolves over
time, particularly after major crises, would illuminate the conditions under
which temporary measures become permanent. Finally, the increasing role of
artificial intelligence and algorithmic governance in risk management raises
new questions about transparency, accountability, and the protection of indi-
vidual freedoms that require sustained scholarly attention.

Ethics Statement: In this study, no method requiring the permission of the
“Ethics Committee” was used. Al-based language tools were used only for
grammar control and readability improvement. The intellectual content,
analysis, and conclusions are entirely the author’s own work.

References

Acemoglu, D. & Robinson, J. A. (2019). The narrow corridor: States, societies, and the fate of
liberty. London: Penguin Press.

Agamben, C. (2005). State of exception. Chicago: University of Chicago Press.

Aktan, C. C. (2019). Sosyal, siyasal ve ekonomik yénleriyle liberal diisiince. C. Can Aktan &
Bircan Sahin (Ed.). In Liberalizm, demokrasi ve sinirli devlet. istanbul: Orion Yayinlari.

Aleinikoff, T. A. (2002). Semblances of sovereignty: The Constitution, the state, and American
citizenship. Cambridge: Harvard University Press.

Ansell, C., Serensen, E. & Torfing, J. (2021). The COVID-19 pandemic as a game changer for
public administration and leadership? The need for robust governance responses to
turbulent problems. Public Management Review, 23(7), 949-960.



The Liberal Dilemma: Balancing Security and Freedom in Public Risk Management | 59

Arena, M., Arnaboldi, M. & Azzone, G. (2010). The organizational dynamics of enterprise risk
management. Accounting, Organizations and Society, 35(7), 659-675.

Asrak Hasdemir, T. & Keskin, M. (2023). Seffaflik, bilgi edinme ve iletisim hakki: Covid-19
pandemisi kosullarinda kurumsal uygulamalar tizerine bir inceleme. Etkilesim, 11, 12-42.

Atac¢-Sudtt, B. A. (2025). Etkinligi ve mesruiyeti dengelemek: su basmis boélgelerde miilk
sahiplerinin yeniden yerlestirilmesi. Natural Hazards, 121, 1916-19187.

Atkinson, A. B. (2015). Inequality: What can be done?. Cambridge: Harvard University Press.

Baycik, G., Dulay Yangin, D., Yay, O. & Dogan, S. (2021). COVID-19 pandemisinde uzaktan
calisma: Tespit ve oneriler. Calisma ve Toplum, 3(70), 1683-1728.

Beck, U. (2009). World at risk. Cambridge: Polity Press.
Berlin, 1. (1958). Two concepts of liberty. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Bjornskov, C. (2016). Economic freedom and economic crises. European Journal of Political
Economy, 45(Supplement), 11-23.

Black, J. (2005). The emergence of risk-based regulation and the new public risk manage-
ment in the United Kingdom. Public Law, 2005 (Fall), 512-548.

Bolsover, C. (2020). Balancing freedoms, rights and responsibilities during COVID in US: a
study of anti- and pro-restriction discourse. Centre for Democratic Engagement, Univer-
sity of Leeds. https://arxiv.org/pdf/2008.09440.

Buldu, B. (2024). Afetlerle miicadele stratejisinde toplumun rolii ve afet egitimlerinin 6nemi.
Uluslararasi Sosyal ve Ekonomik Calismalar Dergisi, 5(1), 189-200.

Burtan, C. B. (2022). Saglk hakki cercevesinde asi karsithgmin kamu diizeni bakimindan
degerlendirilmesi. Salgin Déneminde insan Haklari Sempozyumu Bildirileri Kitabi (p. 259-
275). Ankara: TIHEK Yayinlari.

Buthe, T. & Mattli, W. (2022). The new global rulers: The privatization of regulation in the world
economy. Princeton: Princeton University Press.

Calomiris, C. W. & Khan, U. (2015). An assessment of TARP assistance to financial institu-
tions. Journal of Economic Perspectives, 29(2), 53-80.

Central Bank of the Republic of Tiirkiye. (2012). Kiiresel kriz sonrasi para politikasi. Retrieved
from https://www.tcmb.gov.tr/

Cho, H., Ippolito, D. & Yu, Y. W. (2020). Contact tracing mobile apps for COVID-19: Privacy
considerations and related trade-offs. ArXiv, abs/2003.11511.

Christensen, J. G. & Mortensen, P. B. (2024). Coping with the unforeseen: Bounded rationality
and bureaucratic responses to the COVID-19 crisis. Journal of Public Policy, 44(1), 24-43.

Claessens, S. (2015). An overview of macroprudential policy tools. Annual Review of Finan-
cial Economics, 7(1), 397-422.

COSO0. (2017). Enterprise risk management: Integrating with strategy and performance. Com-
mittee of Sponsoring Organizations of the Treadway Commission.

Coskun, A. M. (2021). Afet yonetimi ve karar destek sistemi (AYDES) lizerine bir calisma.
Kamu Yonetimi ve Teknoloji Dergisi, 3(1), 61-80.

Coskun, O. A. & Eken, M. H. (2015). 2001 ve 2008 krizlerinin Tiirk bankacilik sektériine etkil-
erinin karsilastiriimasi. Maliye ve Finans Yazilari, 1(104), 105-130.

Cankaya, H. (2021). Eksik bir retorik: Kriz zamanlarinda sosyal haklar. Fiscaoeconomia, 5(3),
1140-1158.



60 | Abdullah Demirel

Ciftci, A. (2020). Cevre sorunlari ve liberalizm. Econder Uluslararasi Akademik Dergi, 4(2),
462-478.

Daemen, J. A. M. (2022). Freedom, security, and the COVID-19 pandemic. Critical Review of
International Social and Political Philosophy, 28(2), 286-306.

Dimova-Cookson, M. (2022). The two modern liberties of Constant and Berlin. History of
European Ideas, 48(3), 229-245.

Eckersley, R. (2004). The green state: Rethinking democracy and sovereignty. Cambridge: MIT
Press.

European Commission. (2019). Avrupa Yesil Mutabakat! (COM(2019) 640 final). https://eur-
lex.europa.eu/

European Court of Human Rights (2021). Big Brother Watch ve digerleri / Birlesik Krallik
(Basvuru No. 58170/13). ECHR.

Foucault, M. (1978). The history of sexuality, Volume 1: An introduction. New York: Pantheon
Books.

Foucault, M. (2007). Security, territory, population. New York: Palgrave Macmillan.

Foucault, M. (2008). The birth of biopolitics: Lectures at the College de France, 1978-1979.
New York: Palgrave Macmillan.

Fung, A. (2006). Empowered participation: Reinventing urban democracy. Princeton: Princeton
University Press.

Gonzalez-Vicente, R. (2018). The liberal peace fallacy: Violent neoliberalism and the tem-
poral and spatial traps of state-based approaches to peace. Territory, Politics, Gover-
nance, 8(1), 100-116.

Gostin, L. O. & Wiley, L. F. (2020). Public health law: Power, duty, restraint (4. ed.). Oakland:
University of California Press.

Green, F. & Healy, N. (2022). How inequality fuels climate change: The climate case for a
Green New Deal. One Earth, 5(6), 635-649.

Green, J. F. (2021). Does carbon pricing reduce emissions? A review of ex-post analyses.
Environmental Research Letters, 16(4).

Hillson, D. (2002). Extending the risk process to manage opportunities. International Journal
of Project Management, 20(3), 235-240.

International Monetary Fund (IMF). (1999). The Korean financial crisis of 1997—A strategy
of financial sector reform (IMF Working Paper WP/99/28). https://www.imf.org/external/
pubs/ft/wp/1999/wp9928.pdf.

International Organization for Standardization (I1SO). (2018). ISO 31000:2018-Risk man-
agement guidelines.

IPCC. (2022). Climate change 2022: Impacts, adaptation and vulnerability. Contribution of
Working Group Il to the Sixth Assessment Report of the Intergovernmental Panel on Cli-
mate Change. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Isiktac, Y. (2019). Isaiah Berlin: Negative and positive liberty. Annales de la Faculté de Droit
d’Istanbul, 68, 37-45.

Kaminski, M. E. (2021). Algorithmic impact assessments under the GDPR: Producing
multi-layered explanations. International Data Privacy Law, 11(2), 125-144.

Karpman, M. & Acs, G. (2020). Unemployment insurance and economic impact payments asso-
ciated with reduced hardship following the CARES Act. Urban Institute.



The Liberal Dilemma: Balancing Security and Freedom in Public Risk Management | 61

Kesebir, M. (2018). Turkiye’de 2001 krizi sonrasi bankacilik sektériniin durumu, yapisal re-
formlar ile son yillardaki gelismeler. BEU AID, 3(2), 1-19.

L. Korolchuk, O., O. Artiukh, T., V. Zaporozhets, T., O. Vasiuk, N., & Kulhinskyi, Y. (2020). Ef-
fectiveness of management in public administration in complex and crises situations.
Revista San Gregorio, 1(42), 110-120.

Lane, P. R. (2019). Macrofinancial stability and the Euro. IMF Economic Review, 67(3), 424-
442,

Laux, J. (2024). Institutionalised distrust and human oversight of artificial intelligence: to-
wards a democratic design of Al governance under the European Union Al Act. Al &
Society, 39, 2853-2866.

Lazcoz, G. & de Hert, P. (2023). Humans in the GDPR and AIA governance of automated
and algorithmic systems: essential pre-requisites against abdicating responsibilities.
Computer Law & Security Review, 50, 105833.

Leblebici, 0. (2016). Afet yénetim yaklasimlari ve kamu politikasi baglaminda afetlerin
cevreye etkileri. Memleket Siyaset Yénetim, 10(23), 41-77.

Lee, H. (2021). Risk management in South Korea. In Risk management (Springer Texts in
Business and Economics). Singapore: Springer.

Levi, M. & Stoker, L. (2000). Political trust and trustworthiness. Annual Review of Political
Science, 3(1), 475-507.

Levine, G. L. (2023). Democratically durable regulation. American Journal of Law and Equality,
3,283-318.

Levitina, A. (2024). Humans in automated decision-making under the GDPR and Al Act.
Revista CIDOB d’Afers Internacionals, 138, 121-143.

Lyon, D. (2022). Pandemic surveillance. Cambridge: Polity Press.

Mazzucato, M. (2020). Mission economy: A moonshot guide to changing capitalism. New York:
Harper Business.

Mentxaka, O., Diaz-Rodriguez, N., Coeckelbergh, M., Lépez de Prado, M., Gémez, E., Fernan-
dez Llorca, D., Herrera-Viedma, E., & Herrera, F. (2025). Aligning trustworthy Al with de-
mocracy: A dual taxonomy of opportunities and risks. arXiv preprint arXiv:2505.13565.
https://arxiv.org/abs/2505.13565.

Morlino, L. & Raniolo, F. (2022). Disuguaglianza e democrazia. Milano: Mondadori.

Muhame, C., Ncube, A. & Bahta, Y. (2024). Dissemination and participation in early warn-
ings and disaster risk reduction in South Africa. Jambd: Journal of Disaster Risk Studies,
16(1), 1-6.

National Security Office. (2019). National cybersecurity strategy: Republic of Korea. https://
www.itu.int/

Nissenbaum, H. (2010). Privacy in context: Technology, policy, and the integrity of social life.
Stanford: Stanford University Press.

Nozick, R. (1974). Anarchy, state, and utopia. New York: Basic Books.

OECD. (2023). Digital government review of Tiirkiye: Towards a digitally-enabled government.
OECD Digital Government Studies. Paris: OECD Publishing.

OECD. (2024). Framework on management of emerging critical risks. OECD Public Governance
Policy Papers No. 49. Paris: OECD Publishing.



62 | Abdullah Demirel

Ottis, R. (2008). Analysis of the 2007 cyber-attacks against Estonia from the information war-
fare perspective. Proceedings of the 7th European Conference on Information Warfare
and Security. CCDCOE.

Ogredik, H., Avaner, T. & Uzun, M. M. (2024). A conceptual approach on disaster response
management and the legality of disaster response: A case study on February 6 Kahra-
manmaras earthquakes in Tirkiye and presidential decrees under the state of emer-
gency. Selcuk Universitesi Hukuk Fakiiltesi Dergisi, 32(2), 679-716.

Panneer, S. (2024). Multistakeholder participation, collaboration, and networking in disas-

ter risk reduction and pandemic management: Insights and future policy framework.
Social Development Issues, 46(2), 125-149.

Przeworski, A.,, & Teune, H. (1970). The logic of comparative social inquiry. New York: Wiley-In-
terscience.

Rawls, J. (1971). A theory of justice. Cambridge: Harvard University Press.

Ro, B. & Garfin, G. (2024). Participatory risk governance for Seoul, South Korea’s flood risk
management. International Journal of Disaster Risk Science, 15, 317-331.

Saam, N. ., Friedrich, C. & Engelhardt, H. (2022). The value conflict between freedom and
security: Explaining the variation of COVID-19 policies in democracies and autocra-
cies. PLOS ONE, 17(9), e0274276.

Scheppele, K. L. (2019). The opportunism of populists and the defense of constitutional
liberalism. German Law Journal, 20(3), 314-331.

Sheffi, Y. (2005). The resilient enterprise: Overcoming vulnerability for competitive advantage.
Cambridge: MIT Press.

Sherstoboeva, E. & d Pavlenko, V. (2021). Trends in East Asian policies on digital surveillance
tools during the COVID-19 pandemic. Journal of Digital Media & Policy, 12(1), 47-65.

Sovacool, B. K. (2021). Who are the victims of low-carbon transitions? Towards a political
ecology of climate change mitigation. Energy Research & Social Science, 73, 101946.

Sunstein, C. R. (2005). Laws of fear: Beyond the precautionary principle. Cambridge: Cam-
bridge University Press.

Sunstein, C. R. (2019). On freedom. Princeton: Princeton University Press.

Suner-Pla-Cerda, S. (2025). Afet yénetiminde topluluk katilimi: Bir tasarim ¢ercevesi dene-
mesi. Tasarim Kuram, 21(44), 39-60.

The White House (2006). The federal response to Hurricane Katrina: Lessons learned. Wash-
ington D.C.: White House Report. https://georgewbush-whitehouse.archives.gov/re-
ports/katrina-lessons-learned.

Tooze, A. (2018). Crashed: How a decade of financial crises changed the world. New York:
Viking.

Tugag, C. (2024). Turkiye kentlerinde iklim degisikligine direncliligin ve afet risk ydnetiminin
saglanmasinda kentsel ekosistem hizmetleri. Memleket Siyaset Yonetim, 19(43), 341-
392.

Tirkoglu, M. C. & Kantas Yilmaz, F. (2021). Saglik politikasi analizi: Turkiye'de COVID-19 pan-
demi doneminde uygulanan saglik politikalari. Toplumsal Politika Dergisi, 2(1), 11-29.

Uner, S. (2021). COVID-19 miicadelesinde seffaflik ve dogru bilgilendirmenin gerekliligi.
Emergency Aid and Disaster Science, 1(1), 1-2.



The Liberal Dilemma: Balancing Security and Freedom in Public Risk Management | 63

Waldron, J. (2003). Security and liberty: The image of balance. The Journal of Political Phi-
losophy, 11(2), 191-210.

World Bank (2022). State and trends of carbon pricing 2022. Washington D.C.: World Bank.
Yildiz, E. P. & Simsekler, O. (2023). Corporate cyber security in Tirkiye: Investigation of le-

gal and corporate infrastructure — a meta-synthesis study. Global Journal of Computer
Sciences: Theory and Research, 13(1), 46-58.

Zenginkuzucu, D. M. (2022). Koronaviriis énlemlerinin algilanmasi ve uyum motivasyonu.
Salgin Déneminde insan Haklari Sempozyumu Bildirileri Kitabi (s. 347-366). Ankara: Ti-
HEK Yayinlari.

Zuboff, S. (2019). The age of surveillance capitalism: The fight for a human future at the new
frontier of power. New York: PublicAffairs.



