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272 Course Summary

sought in racial duality and the war between races. O.n this basts, ,anld
through the intermediary of the works of Augustin al}d Ame‘dee
Thierry, two types of historical interpretation developed 1n the nine-
teenth century: one will be articulated with the class struggle, and

the other with a biological confrontation.

e AT N TR

SITUATING THE LECTURES

Alessandro Fontana and Mauro Bertani

THESE LECTURES WERE DELIVERED between 7 January and 17
March 1976, or between the publication of Surveiller et punir ( February
1975) and La Volonté de savoir (October 1976), and they occupy a
specific, one might say strategic, position in Foucault’s thought and
research. They mark a sort of pause, a momentary halt and no doubt
a turning point, in which he evaluates the road that he has traveled
and outlines future lines of investigation.

Foucault’s course of lectures on “Society Must Be Defended” opens
with a sort of survey or summary of the general features of “disci-
plinary” power—a power that is applied to individual bodies by tech-
niques of surveillance, normalizing sanctions, and the panoptic
organization of punitive institutions—and ends with an outline pre-
sentation of what he calls “biopower”—a power that 1s applied in
general ways to the population, life, and living beings. In an attempt
to establish a “genealogy” for this power, Foucault subsequently in-
vestigated “governmentality,” or the power that has, since the late
sixteenth century, been exercised through the apparatuses and tech-
nologies of reason of State and “policing.” The question of dis-
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ciplines was discussed in the lectures of 1972-1973 (“Thg“il;nlzzf
Society”), 1973-1974 (“Psychiatric Power”), ar‘ld 1974-1975 ( 1-: "
normals”), and in the book Discipline and Punish; gove'rnmentasl y -

biopower are discussed in the first volume of The Hlistory 1{ : exu .tty
(December 1976), and then in the lectures of 1‘?77—1978 ( elc:mS 3'),
Territory, and Population”) and 1978-1979 (“lil‘rth of Biopohtic t
and in the first lecture of the 1979-1980 course ( Of the Governmen

. j':lse E?:igs‘tion of the two powers, t‘heir specificity, “andltheli
articulation is central to these lectures—as 1s that. of v\Tar as ?11‘13 ifzde‘rf
of power relations and that of the birth of. the h1stor1co—pohtlc.a 15”
course of race struggle—it seems appropnate.to atterr'lpt. to sxtu.ate

a number of points which, in our view, have given

them by evoking ‘ ‘ ‘
tandings, errors, false interpretations, and sometimes

1 ers
lf_;;seiftiZa:los:sr.lC}fhey relate on the one hand to the l?irth of Foucault’s
problematic of power, and on the other t? tl}e workfngs ofla?pp:ilrafuszs
and technologies of power in liberal societies and in totafxtarlgmstrix;n,
to the “dialogue” with Marx and Freud ébout pro-cesses o “pfro ulc] ‘
and sexuality, and, finally, to the question of res§tance. e v? ] 1:;
to deal with these points by using direct quotations, most of t eb
taken from the texts collected in Dits et e’m.‘ts. It should, ho?vlever, be
stressed that the full dossier on the quest?on of. power wil }rllot e
available until the lectures have been published 1n ful?, and tﬁat. T.ve
will have to wait until then before we can attempt to give a definitive
acc;::;ult never devoted a book to power. He f)uthned a g;:n-eracll
theory of power on 2 number of occasxc?ns; he tirelessly e-xp al:::ld
himself; and he was not stinting when 1t came to .correctlonsff \
clarifications. He tended, rather, to study d}e workings, the edecsf
and the “how” of power in the many histor?cal ana]}:‘ses;le‘ me’t —er }i)e
asylums, madness, medicine, prisons, sexuality, anfl po. 1c1ng.l ne
of power runs through all these analyses, 15 an integral p

uestion s an :
) and is therefore indissociable from

is immi ithin them,
of them, 1s imminent wit - "
them. Since the problematic was enriched both by the pressure

1 ile to tr
events and by its own internal development, 1t would be futile to try
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at all cost to make it part of a coherent whole or an unbroken linear
continuity. It was, rather, a constant process of reworking. It is typical
of Foucault’s approach that until the end of his hife, he constantly
“reread,” resituated, and remnterpreted his early work in the light of
his later work and, so to speak, constantly updated it. That is why
he always denied having tried to formulate a “general theory” of
power, even though it was certainly claimed that that was what he
was trying to do with, for example, panopticism. Speaking of truth/
power and power/knowledge relations in 1977, he said: “[1]e 1s dif-
ficult to grasp this stratum of objects, or rather this stratum of rela-
tions; and as we have no general theory to apprehend them, I am, if
you like, a blind empiricist or in other words, I am in the worst of
all situations. I have no general theory and I have no reliable instru-
ments.”" He also remarked in 1977 that the question of power “began
to be raised in its nudity” in about 1955, and against the backdrop
of “two gigantic shadows,” of the “two black heritages” that fascism
and Stalinism represented for him and his generation. “The nonana-
lysis of fascism is one of the most important political facts of the last
thirty years.”” If, he said, the nineteenth century’s question had been
that of poverty, the question raised by fascism and Stalinism was that
of power: “too little wealth” on the one hand, and “too much power”
on the other.’ In the 1930s, Trotskyist circles began to analyze the
phenomenon of bureaucracy and the bureaucratization of the Party.
The question of power was taken up again 1in the 1950s, in connection
with the “black heritages” of fascism and Stalinism, and it is at this
point that we begin to see a divergence between the old theory of
wealth, which was born of the “scandal” of poverty, and the prob-
lematic of power. These were the years of the Khrushchev report, of
the beginnings of “de-Stalinization,” and of the Algerian war.

Power relations, phenomena of domination, and practices of sub-
Jugation are not specific to “totalitartanisms”; they also exist in the
societies we describe as “democratic,” or those that Foucault studied
mn his historical analyses. What is the relationship between a totali-
tarian society and a democratic society? What are the similarities and
differences between their political rationalities, and the use they make
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of the technologies and apparatuses of power? Speaking of the rela-
tionship between the two, Foucault remarked 1n 1978: “Western so-
cieties, which are in general the industrial and developed societies of
the late nineteenth century, are societies that are haunted by this

or even by quite exphatly rebellious movements that call

secret fear,
m and

into question that sort of overproduction of power that Stalinis
ms no doubt demonstrate in a naked, monstrous fashion.” And

fascis
tlier in the same lecture: “Of course fascism and Stalinism

slightly ea
were both responses to a precise and very specific situation. Of course
sm expanded their effects to hitherto unknown
dimensions, and it 1s, if not to be rationally expected, at least to be
hoped, that we will never see their like again. They are therefore
but it cannot be denied that, in many respects,
ded a whole series of mechanisms

fascism and Stalini

unique phenomena,
fascism and Stalinism simply exten
that already existed in the social and political systems of the West.

After all, the organization of great parties, the development of political
of repression such as

apparatuses, and the existence of techniques
of liberal Western

labor camps, all that is quite clearly the heritage
societies, and all Stalinism and fascism had to do was to stoop down
and pick 1t up.™

There would therefore appear to be a very strange kinship between
“liberal societies” and totalitarian States, or between the normal and
the pathological, and sooner or later it must be investigated. Speaking

in 1082 of the twin “diseases” of power, of the two “fevers” known
as fascism and Stalinism, Foucault wrote: “One of the numerous rea-
r us, so puzzling, is that in spite of their his-
e not quite original. They used and extended
mechanisms already present in most other societies. More than that:
in spite of their own internal madness, they used to a large extent
the ideas and devices of our political rationality.” A transfer and
extension of technology; all that is missin,
monstrosity. There is also a “continuity” between fascism and Stalhin-
ism at the level of the biopolitics of the exclusion and extermination
of the politically dangerous and the ethnically impure—the biopolitics
established as early as the eighteenth century by medical policing and

sons why they are, fo
torical uniqueness they ar

g 1s the madness and the

o i . A I Sttt s e mi 5

T
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then‘ taken over in the nineteenth by social Darwinism, eugenics, and
::dlcocilegal theories of heredity, degeneracy, and race., Thi read’::nis
ICCZZ i 1:0 l:he re‘marks made by Foucault in the last (17 March)
ture in the Society Must Be Defended series. After all, one of th
objectives, if not the essential objective, of this course c;f lect .
to analyze the way fascism in particular (but also Stalinism)ures llj
make'use of racial biopolitics in the “government of the livi c’c'mb
stressing Fhe importance of racial purity and 1deological ortho"cf) ’
When 1t c‘ome.s to relations between power and political econ:jl.
ll;;):rcault m‘amf:amed a sort of “uninterrupted dialogue” with Mar)):
Aarx was in fact not unaware of the question of power its di —
‘c‘;]i)lilene]:;ovn? has only to look at the analyses of “Tlljle Wo:l?iiglt];j;s”
wision of Labor and Manufacture,” and “Machine ’d
Large-Scale Industry” in the first volume of Capital and of “Thry .
cm;sz of 'Cir(':ulation of Capital” in volume 2.6 But in Marx rethl:Z;
0 1 ,
Playc’::;latt}line}?e Cttlsleoffactt}:)ry“ appear Fo-be established solely by the
2 and o : e “antagomstic” relations between capital
and labor. For Foucault, in contrast, that relationship 1s possibl I
because of the subjugations, training, and surveillance tl;xat h X Or::ly
read.y been produced and administered by disciplines. In th;svi i
nection, he remarks: “When, because of the division of labor thonb
:Zzst aa ncelced hfor pheople who were capable of doing this or of, doie:;
that, and when there was a fear that popular res;
me‘rtla, or rebellion might upset the eljxtipre ca})riizsizn::d:'o:lfutlems’
bemg‘ born, every individual had to be under a precise and coz;crW .
.survexllance, anfi I think that the medicalization I was talkin ab ”
is b.o'und up W.lth this.”” It was therefore not the “catpita.]istf boout
geoisie .of tbe n%neteenth century that invented and imposed relatiur‘
S}iedommatlon;h it igherited them from the disciplinary mechanisms0 I;
seve.nteent and eighteenth centuries, and simpl
to modify them by intensifying some and attenzzti};ad ct)’:huesre d‘l‘:];l’
f:he45e power relations do not, therefore, emanate from agsin le . S
1t 1s the overall effect of a tangle of power relations that fll o o
class or group to dominate another.”® “Basically,” wrote Fouco)::vzlto I:Ij

1978, “it is true that the question I was asking was being asked of
o
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Marxism and of other conceptions of history and politics, and 1t was
this: With respect to, for example, the relations of production, don't
relations of power represent a level of reality that 1s both complex
and relatively—but only relatively—independent?"° And we can then
ask ourselves whether “capitalism,” or the mod
which these power relations are inscribed, might not represent 1n 1ts
great apparatus for coding and intensifying those “relatively
ous relations”—relations between the labor force and capital
“economic” and conflictual—thanks to the divi-
and the division of labor that had been estab-
but also and above

e of production in

turn a
autonom:
that were certainly
sions, the hierarchies,
lished in manufactures, workshops, and factories,
all by disciplhinary rules, the subjugation of bodies, and the sanitary
regulations that adapted, intensified, and bent the labor force to the

economic constraints of production. It is therefore not labor that n-

troduced the disciplines; it is
making it possible to organize |
in the so-called capitalist economy.

One could say the same of “sexuality” (but this time the dialogue
d with Freud in particular,

more a case of disciplines and norms
abor in the way that it 15 organized

is with nineteenth-century medicine an
and the tone is sharper). Foucault never denied that sexuality was
“central” to medical discourses and practices from the early eighteenth
ry onward. But he did dismiss the idea, which was preﬁgured
d and then theorized by “Freudo-Marxism,” that this sexu-
ply denied, repressed, or suppressed; on the contrary,
oucault, it gave rise to a whole pro]iferation of emi-
scourses that actually allowed power—blopower—
alize individuals, behavior, and the population.
e mot a repository of secrets from which one
how to detect and decode them, extract the
truth about individuals; it 1s, rather, a domain in which, ever since
the campaign against childhood onanism suddenly began in England

in the first half of the eighteenth century, power ovet life has been
tomo-politics of the human

centu
by Freu
ality was sim
according to F
nently positive di
to control and norm
“Sexuality” is therefor

can, provided one knows

exercised in the twin forms of the “ana
body” and the “biopolitics of population." B
ily disciplines and that of the government of the population~are thus

oth powers~—that of bod-
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articulate a. S 1 y QO re
d round exuallty, and the Supp 1t and i]lfOrCe each
other. In t 1 1 L ry
“t]l I .]le. 1ntroduct10n to 1}[6’ HlStO Q/‘Sexullll‘t')' Foucau]t WritCS
Ille dlSCl y o |
‘ Pllnes Of the bOd and the rEgulatiOHS Of t}lﬁ population
w W 1 w
COnStlt.uted the two POICS arOund hlch lhe Ofgaﬂization Of PO er
over iire as eployed h 1 1 (< ()i the (:laSSlCal
v l ‘ \a4 d . I € Settlng Llp, m tl’le cours 3 i
5 5
age, f hlS gr at bl l gV* 4 O -
orf t €. po ar tec hnOlO ana Omi 1 g 1
; o ), C Zlnd bl()l ICal llldi
1du31111ng and ) fy i 1 W T ’ Y
\'4 pCCl lng, dlrected towa d h
: ‘ T the Pe formance Of the
b()dy, Wlith attefltlon to tl’le prOCeSSCS Of life~characterized a pOWer
W]lOSe 1 est 1 \
) ]l g]l hlnCthn was perhaps no longer to klll, bllt to ln est
llie ‘]ll ou 1
: g]l and through.”“’ HCHCC the lmpOrtanCe Of S€x, not as a
rCPOSltOry Of secrets or ba i 1 ’
i SiC tlu[hs abO t lﬂdiv.d
- ul 1 \1315 but Iathe] as
a target, as a POlltICal 1 «“ W’
1ssue, ()n the one h d 1 1
o . an 1t as tled to the
dlSClPlllleS 01 the bOdV' the l'l 1 1 1 on, an dlStl I])U*
: ! Yy arneSSIng, lntenslhcati d 1 1
tion Of f()rCeS thC ad‘ustﬂlent and CC()][O"[Y ’ :
2/ ] 1
. A . 0‘ eﬂefgles. On the Othﬁr
haﬂd, it W. as applled tO' the ngulathn Of POPulationS, thfough BH the
{aI leachlng Cffects Of is aCtiVity. - It was employed as a Stalldald
IOI' dlSc1pllneS aﬂd 4as a ba.SlS fOr reglllations A
I]!C sSpe: 1 1 1 . y-—
p ClﬁCl[‘V and the lmportance Of labor aﬂd sexua]it and the
at t ey are “Cathected" “ t y
13(‘ !]l t ]l or hypeICa he( ted” b thC dl‘scoulse
Of polltlcal CCOnOmY M ]lledlca.l k]l()wledg@ on
on [he one hand and b 1
5 .
the Other~ y ' W
oH l arise h‘om the fact that the are the POintS here rClatiOnS
()‘ dlSClP ina PO er and blO W i 171
I y Aad PO €r’s nOrmallZln [ech 1 i
' . . ! ) g nlques intersect
an(l l]le] Cfol'e lnten51fy thelr effects and Strengthen [heir hold [hese
two powers ]l 1 .
p t erefore dO not, as haS sometimes been Said COﬂStitute
“ ] M. . ] . F '
two Se])a] ate "theories” within Oucault,s thought O]le does not I)I €~
Clude [he Other' 1 1 ()’ () O
; one 1s not lndependeﬂt f h
: or the thelﬁ ne d €S not
d. e-llVE fl()m the Other, they are, rather, knowledge/power’s two con-
]Olnt modes Of functioniﬂ it i
d g, though 1t 1S true that th Y t C.I
‘ . . € dO haVC h
own SP ClﬁC fOC], pO]I‘ltS f 1 1 ( € |]al1:*
W < 0 app]lcatlon, ﬁnall[ies d [ 1
' . dnd enjeux: th
in Of b()dl ; ] :
g €s on the one hand, and the reg‘u]ation ()f the POPu]atiOn
the ()t]lel. I()] fult]l 1 1 re e]led to l ou-
on €r d scussion, the reader iS f
Cault’s analVSeS Of th Sexual
), ¢ tOWn, the norm and 1 1
i 1ty 1n [ll l
) ‘ y 3 € lecture Of
n SOC ety M st Be 1)€f d Z nd t the ﬁl’l < apter f h
” IHal( ]l 1 U ended’” a O 3,1 ]l of the

lntr()duct 10n to ] /ZL’ HlStOl Y O exuaity ’ w
S /
I 5 E ) ~ f ( nght Of Death and PO er
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Where there 1s power, there is always resistance, and the two things

are coextensive: “As soon as there 1s a power relation, there is a

possibility of resistance. We can never be ensnared by power: we can
always modify its grip in determinate conditions and according to a
precise strategy.”™ The field in which power 1is deployed 1s therefore
not that of a doleful and stable domination: “The struggle is every-
where. .. .at every moment, we move from rebellion to domination,
from domination to rebellion, and it is all this perpetual agitation that
I would like to try to bring out.”” The characteristic feature of power,
its aims and its maneuvers, is therefore not so much 1ts boundless
“Power is not omnipotent or

might as a sort of congenital inefficacy:
n 1978 of the anal-

omniscient; on the contrary,” Foucault remarked 1
yses made in The History of Sexuality. “The reason power relations have
produced ways of investigating and analyzing models of knowledge 1s

precisely that,” he went on, “power is not ommiscient, that power 15

blind, that it finds itself in an impasse. The reason why we have seen
the development of so many power relations, so many systems of
control, and so many forms of surveillance 1s precisely that power has
always been impotent.”" In The History of Sexuality Foucault asks: His-
tory being the ruse of reason, is power the ruse of history, and does
it always emerge the winner? Quite the contrary: “This would be to
misunderstand the strictly relational character of power relationships.
Their existence depends upon a multiplicity of points of resistance:
these play the role of adversary, target, support, of handles 1n power
relations. These points of resistance are present everywhere in the
power network.”™

But how is this resistance,
what form do they take, and how can they be analyzed? Here, one
thing has to be stressed from the outset. If, as Foucault says in the
t deployed and is not exercised in the

how are these resistances manifested,

first two lectures, power 1S NO
forms of right and law, and if it is not something that can be taken
or exchanged; if it does not consist of interests, a will, or an intention;

if it does not originate within the State, and if it therefore cannot be

deduced from or understood in terms of the juridico-political category

of sovereignty (even if right, law, and sovereignty can represent a sort

FRGSSINFTSSFSEr S
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of coding of p(?wer, or can even reinforce it ), then neither is resistance
2 matter of right, or of a right. It is therefore always outside the
juridical framework of what has, ever since the seventeenth cent
b?en callesl “the right to resist™ it is not based upon the sover oty
of a preexmti'ng subject.’® Power and resistance confront each e)lj'xnty
and. use multiple, mobile, and changing tactics, in a field of rel;l' .
of f?rce whose logic is not so much the regulated and codified l:)m:j
of right a.nd sovereignty, as the strategic and warlike logic of stru gl;
The relz.monshlp between power and resistance must therefore begfne:
alyzed in the strategic form of struggle rather than in the juridi
form of sovereignty. e
. This 1s a major theme in these lectures, which were delivered at a
time when Foucault was taking a close interest in military instituti
and the army.” The question he was raising 1s this: Canl these tl(ms
gles, co‘nfrontations, and strategies be analyzed in the general ljrug“
.forrn of domination (dominant/ dominated‘) and, therefore in tl’nmlartV
mstance? ?Nar-? “Should we turn the expregsion around, then anil "
thét politics is war pursued by other means? If we still,wish ’to m i
tamn a separation between war and politics, perhaps we should e
Fulate rather that this multiplicity of force relations can be ¢ dpj "~
1nA ‘part. but never totally—either in the form of ‘war’ or in theofe N
of poht?cs’; this would imply two different strategies (but th e
always liable to switch into the other) for integrating these u;l;)r;e
anced, heter-ogeneous, unstable, and tense force relations.”® Poinfa .
out to Marxists that when they discuss the concept of “c]a.ss stru lln%
they concentrate on mvestigating “class” rather than “struggle ”“)g§ .
cault states: “What [ would like to discuss, starting with i%ar;( 1 o
the Problem of the sociology of classes, but the strategic metho,dlS "
.cernmg struggles. That 1s the source of my interest in Mar Cc(]m
15 on that basis that I would like to raise ['Jroblems 220 e
Ff)l‘lcault had already devoted his lecture of 10 J;u.marv 1973 (“Th
Punitive Society”) to relations between war and domina;iu H( .
denounces Hobbes'’s theory of “the war of every man a 3?. o
man,” analyzes the relationship between civil war and ior:vtrevajz
5

d€SCI ll)es t.he defenswe measuares [dke]l I)V bOCIety agalllst t}le Clllllﬂlal,
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» from the seventeenth century onward.

“ .
ecame a “social enemy ‘
e hronology,” Eoucault was read

1 i in his “C
As Daniel Defert reminds us mn ot
ing Trotsky Guevara, Luxemburg, and Clausewitz in 1967 and

1968.2" He was also reading the writings of the Black Pa'ntherst::tteheilz
time, and he remarks in a letter that “they aré developu’l,ia; s ' 1et§er
analysis that has emancipated itself from Marxist theory. ) n cuer
written in December 1972, he says th.at he wants to ana yz.e iither
relations by looking at “the most disparaged of %111 wal;sz; ;1\ e
Hobbes, nor Clausewitz, not the class struggle: civil war.

written in August 1974, he writes: “My marginals are

ter . 0 o
another letter, ooking at something else:

incredibly familiar and repetitive. 1 feel like 1

b 924
politica] economy, strategy, politics.
Foucault seems, however, to have been very

useful the strategic model would be for the analysis

unsure about how

of power relations:

nren t PI 0cesses 0{ doln]llatloﬂ more CO‘TIPIC:( more Compllcated’
]

he asked in an interview given in December 1977.7 And

r?” ,
than w2 ons he addressed to the journal Heérodote (Jlﬂ}VDecember

in the questi
1976), he wrote:

ategy 1s essential 1if one wants to analyze power

with knowledge. Does that necessarily imply
war through the knowledge n questlon?
w us to analyze power relations asa tech-

The notion of str
and its relations
that we are waging
Doesn’t strategy allo
nique of domination?
Or do we have to say

of war?*®®

that domination 1s a continued form

And shortly afterward, he added: “Is the relation between force;l
in the order of politics a warlike one: I don't personally feel prepare

to answer this with a definite yes or no.

27
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of the Germanic Franks’ domination of the Gallo-Romans after the
conquest of Gaul, are based on the history of the conquest, which
they contrast with both “fictions” of natural right and the universal-
ism of the law. It 1s, according to Foucault, here and not in Machi-
avelli or Hobbes that we see the birth of a radical form of history
which speaks of war, conquest, and domination, and which can be
used as a weapon against royalty and the nobility in England, and
against royalty and the Third Estate in France. Foucault calls this
historico-political discourse on conquest “historicism,” and thus picks
up, either directly or indirectly, the thesis formulated, in a very dif-
ferent context and for very different purposes, in 1936 by Friedrich
Meinecke in his Die Entstehung des Historismus. This is a discourse of
struggles, a discourse of battles, and a discourse of races. In the nine-
teenth century, the “dialectic” appears to have coded, and therefore
“neutralized,” these struggles. Augustin Thierry had already made use
of them 1in his writings on the Norman Conquest and the formation
ot the Third Estate, and Nazism would use the racial theme in the
policies of discrimination and extermination with which we are only
too familiar. And while it is true that this historico-political discourse
forces the historian to take sides and to abandon the “median position
of referee, judge, or universal witness,”” which has been that of phi-
losophers from Solon to Kant, and while it is also true that these
discourses are born of war and not of peace, the fact remains that the
binary relationship which is introduced into these discourses by the
phenomena of domination, and which the model of war explains, does
not really explain either the multiplicity of the real struggles that are
provoked by disciplinary power or the effects government has on the
modes of behavior produced by biopower.
After 1976, Foucault’s research shifted toward the analysis of this
kind of power, and perhaps that is one of the reasons why, while he

tially, devoted to these ques-
ar and domination 1n the
e used by the English

does not abandon the problematic of war, he does at least begin to
discuss it again. It remains a central issue in “Society Must Be Defended.”
When the real is “polemical,” “We al/ fight each other,” he said in 1977.2°
We should not, however, be fooled by this seemingly Hobbesian re-
mark. This is not a reference to the great binary confrontation, to the

The lectures published here are, essen
tions. Foucault analyzes the themes of w
historico-political discourse of race st-tn-lggl
s and Levellers, and in Boulainvilliers.

' domination of the Saxons after the Bat

Their stories about the ;

e tle of Hastings, and

Norman
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intense and violent form that the struggles take at certain moments,
in moments, 1 history. It is, rather, a way of saying

and only at certa
of domination and the binary logic of war cannot

that the massive fact
understand either all the episodic or sporadic struggles that take place

in the field of power, or the multiplicity of local, unpredictable, and
the end of his life, n 1982 1 a

heterogeneous resistances. Toward
hical “testament” and in which

text which 1s 1 a sense his philosop
he tried, as he did so often—so much so that it seems to be one of
the “hgures” of his thought--to rechink all these questions in the light
of his latest work and to bring a new perspective to bear on them,
¢ had been trying to do was not “to analyze
o elaborate the foundation of such an
story of the different modes by

ade subjects.” In his view,

Foucault wrote that what h
the phenomena of power, nor t
analysts,” but rather to produce “a hi
which, in our culture, human beings are m
of power consisted primarily in “directing conduct” n

the exercise
hristian pastoralism and “governmentality" direct

the sense that C
conduct. He wrote: “Rasically, power 15 less a confrontation between

two adversaries or the linking of the one to the other than a question
of government.”“ And he concluded (though the text has to be read

in full) that “Every strategy of confrontation dreams of becoming a

relationship of power and every relationship of power leans toward

the idea that, 1f 1t follows its own line of development and comes up
against direct confrontation, it may become the winning strategy.””’

Foucault first began to raise the question of power in Histoire de la
Sfolre, which looks at the power chat is at work in and that is exercised

through the administrative and Statist techniques used in the “great

confinement” of dangerous individuals (vagabonds, criminals, and the

mad). He returned to it in the early 1970s in the lectures given at

the College de France on the production of truth and truth-regimes

in ancient Greece, on the punitive mechanisms used n Europe from

the Middle Ages onward, and on the normalizing apparatuses of the
But in the background to all this, there is the

disciplinary society.
“historical circumstances,” as Can

politico military context, of the
guilhem called them, of international conflicts and social struggles n

Erance after 1068,
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It 1s not possible to retrace the history of those “circumstances”
here.‘ For.the record, let us briefly recall that these were the years of
war in Vlet?mm, of “Black September” in Jordan (1970), of student
protests against the Salazar regime (1971) three years befo‘re the Car-
nation Revolution, of the IRA’s terrorist offensive in Ireland (1972)
of the Aresurgen\ce of the Arab-Israeli conflict in the Yom Ki ur’
War, of nf)rmallzation in Czechoslovakia, of the colonels’ re ixr]:epin
Greec‘e, of the fall of Allende in Chile, of fascist terrorisn; in ftal {
Fhe mu}ers’ strike in England, of the terrible death agony of Franc ‘V,’ .
1r; SPa.]m, of Fhe Khmer Rouge’s seizure of power in éambodia O;:Z
of ctv 1 ;
States.l war in Lebanon, Peru, Argentina, Brazil, and many African

L )
amf(zutcaults 1.nterest. in power stems from the vigilance, attention,

. .n erest V?’lth which he followed what Nietzsche called “die
}?o/ztzlz”: th? rise of fascisms around the world, civil wars, the egmst:e
lishment of military dictatorships, the oppressive geopolit’ical ai;t: o;
Fhe great powers (and especially of the United States in Vietnam). |
is ‘also, and above all, rooted 1n his “political practice” in the 19;.Ot‘

this allowed him to understand the workings of the carceral syst X
at first hand or on the ground, to observe the fate reserved fory re'm
ovners, to study their material living conditions, to denounce th g ls‘—
tices of the penitentiary administration, and to support ﬂ'e e
rebellions wherever they broke out. prort conflicts an?
- As for re'1c1sm, this was a theme that appeared and was dealt with
in the seminars and lectures on psychiatry, punishment, the abn
mals, and all the knowledges and practices associated with’ the m d’ori
theor)f (?f “degeneracy,” the forensic theory of eugenicism and ) IC'aI
D-arwmlsm, and the penal theory of “soc{a] defense,” which ilslocr
nmeteevntAh century developed techniques for identifvir;g isolatin t ;
n'orrnahzmg “dangerous” individuals: the early da“;n o; ethnic g{ .
sings ?nd labor camps (as Foucault himselt relminds us, at the ecnedarkf
tbe mneFeenth century, the French criminologist J. Lé’veillé advi 0d
his Russtanvcolleagues to build labor camps in Siberia when h:: SCt
tended an international penitentiary conference held in St Pet:r

b g)‘
ur A new racism was l)()r[l Wllell kllOWledge (){ h(.IedltY to
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which Foucault planned to devote his future research, as he explains
in his candidacy presentation to the College de France—was com-
bined with the psychiatric theory of degeneracy. Addressing his au-
dience in the last (19 March 1975) of the 1974-1975 course of lectures
on “The Abnormals,” Foucault said: “You see how psychiatry can use
this notion of degeneracy, these analyses of heredity to establish a
connection with, or rather to give rise to a racism.”” He added th;ilt
Nazism had simply linked, in its turn, this new racism to the ethnic
racism that was endemic in the nineteenth century, when it was used
to provide an internal social defense against the abnormals. ‘
Against this backdrop of war, of the wars, struggles, anq rebe]ll?nf
of those years when, as the saying went, “there was red m. the a‘lr,’
“Society Must Be Defended” might be described as the meeting point,
the hinge or the point of articulation of the political problem of .pov?fer
and the historical question of race: the genealogy of racism, beginning
with the historical discourse of the eighteenth and nineteenth cen-
turies on the race struggle, and the transformations they underwent
in the nineteenth and twentieth centuries. In terms of war, of the war
tl.lat traverses the field of power, leads to conflict, distinguishes be-
tween friend and foe, and generates dominations and rebellions, one
might evoke one of Foucault’s “childhood memories,” which he himv
self described in an interview given in 1983. He speaks of the “fright”
that gripped him when Chancellor Dollfuss was assassinated i-n 1934:
“The menace of war was our background, our framework of existence.
Then the war arrived. Much more than the activities of family life, 1t
was these events concerning the world which are the substance of our
memory. | say ‘our’ because | am nearly sure that most boys fmd gil"]s
in France at this moment had the same experience. Our private life
was really threatened, maybe that is the reason why I am. fascinatefi
by history and those events of which we are a part. I think that 15
the nucleus of my theoretical desires.”*
As for the “intellectual conjuncture” of the years leading up to
these lectures—vears marked by the crisis in Marxism and by the rise
of neoliberal discourse—it is difficult, if not impossible, to know

which books Foucault is referring to, either directly or indirectly, in
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“Society Must Be Defended.” Works by Max Weber, Hannah Arendt,
Ernst Cassirer, Max Horkheimer, T. W. Adorno, and Aleksandr Sol-
zhenitsyn had been translated and published since 1970. In one lec-
ture, Foucault pays explicit tribute to Gilles Deleuze and Félix
Guattari’s Anti-Oedipus. Foucault did not, it appears, keep any record
of the books he read, and he was not fond of debates with individual
authors; he preferred problematization to polemic.” We can therefore
do no more than speculate as to his way of reading books, using
documentation, and exploiting sources (all this, or the production of
his books, should be the object of a study in its own right). Nor do
we know very much about how he prepared his lectures. The lectures
published here are written out almost in tull, and, thanks to the
courtesy and help of Daniel Defert, we have also been able to consult
the manuscript. It does not, however, correspond exactly to the words
that were actually spoken. The manuscript consists of “blocks of
thought” that Foucault used as markers, points of reference, and
guidelines. He often tmprovised around them, developing or expand-
ing on this or that point, anticipating the next lecture and going back
to others. One also has the impression that he did not work to a
preestablished plan, but tended, rather, to begin with a problem or
certain problems, and that the lecture developed “on the spot”
through a sort of spontaneous generation. There were digressions and
remarks about future lectures, and some things were dropped (such
as the promised lecture on “repression,” which was never given but
which appears in The History of Sexuality.) In 1977, Foucault described
his work and his way of working thus: “I am neither a philosopher
nor a writer. I am not creating an oeuvre. | do research which is at
once historical and political; I am often drawn to problems that I have
encountered in one book, that I have not been able to resolve in that
book, and I therefore try to deal with them in the next book. There
are also conjunctural phenomena which, at a given moment, make
some problem look like a particularly urgent problem, a politically
urgent problem to do with current affairs, and that’s why it interests
me.”** As for methodology and The Archaeology of Knowledge, he said:
“I do not have a methodology that I apply in the same way to different
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domains. On the contrary, I would say that [ try to 1solate a single
field of objects, a domain of objects, by using the instruments [ can
find or that [ can forge as I am actually doing my research, but with-
out privileging the problem of methodology n any way.”®
Twenty years after the event, these lectures have lost nothing of
their topicality and urgency. Foucault rejects juridical theories and
political doctrines that are incapable of accounting for relations of
power and relations of force within confrontations between knowl-
edges and in real struggles. He rereads the age of the Enlightenment,
and shows that it reveals not the progress of reason, but how “minor”
knowledges were disqualified in order to promote the centralization,
normalization, and disciplinarization of dominant knowledges, rather
than the progress of reason. He critiques the idea that history 1s an
invention or the heritage of a bourgeoisie that was on the ascendancy
in the eighteenth century. He pays an extended tribute to “histori-
cism,” to a history that speaks of conquests and dominations, a
“history-battle” in the true sense of the word which developed out
of the race struggle, as opposed to natural right. And finally, he shows
how the transformation of this struggle during the nineteenth century
raised a problem: that of the biopolitical regularization of behavior,
the problem of recent memory and of the near future, of the birth
and development of racism and fascism. Being accustomed to his
changes of scenery and the way he alters his perspective with re-
spect to ruling ideas and established knowledges, Foucault’s readers
will not be surprised. As for the specialists, one can only suggest
that they should not forget that this text 1s not a book, but a set of
lectures, and that it has to be read as such: it is not a work of
scholarship, but rather a way of posing an “argent” problem—that of
racism—and of opening up lines of investigation, of outlining a ge-
nealogical trace in order to rethink it. So how should one read 1t?
One might recall, to conclude, what Foucault said in 1977: “Philos-
ophy’s question...is the question as to what we ourselves are. That
is why contemporary philosophy 1s entirely political and entirely his-
torical. It is the politics immanent in history and the history indis-

”50

pensable for politics.
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As to the studies Foucault may have consulted while preparing these
lectu.re's, we cfm only speculate. The sources are cited in the notes
but lt‘IS practl.cally impossible to tell whether Foucault had read the’
tex'ts tn q.ueAstlon or was borrowing trom secondary works. A “sci-
entific” bibliography could be established only onlthe bas.is f th
caretful nf)tes taken by Foucault, with one quotation per sheeot o
gether with the bibliographical references to the editipon and ’ toi
but he t%len filed them thematically, and not as a dossier relati:;g:)’
jlriz r}::}r’ilcrn:lr;:: iﬁ(:otk Er lecture. The task .of: reconstructing Foucault’s
o pemains o be undertaken, and it is certainly far beyond the
In order to open up a few paths and to provide a guide for future
readers and researchers, we will for the moment simply signal a f;
books that relate to the questions raised in the lectures, agnd whiecvl:

w ) .
ere available at the time when Foucault was preparing them

The “‘Trojan/ Myth” and the History of Races

T. Slm;?r, Etudf critique sur la formation de la doctrine des races ( Brussels:
I.amfzrtl, 1922); J. Barzun, The French Race (New York: Co]t'1mbia Ue .
vers‘lt'y Press, 1932); M. Bloch, “Sur les grandes invasions Quel "
positions de problémes,” Repue de synthése, 1940-1945: G' H o
T/le Idea of a Perfect History; Historical Erudition and Hz'sto’rz'ca} P/z‘:/ppe;t’
in Renaissance France (Urbana: University of Illinois Press 19700)50}) !
L’-Ia’e’e de lhistoire parfaite [Paris: Flammar'ion, 1973]); L P(;]iak Igt'r.
totre de lanti-sémitisme, I1I: De Voltaire 4 Wagner (Par;S' ‘Calm OV’L' "
1968 ) and L Mythe aryen (Paris: Calmann- Levy, '1971.) C ~Gan;— bev'y’
Ce/tef et (?aalot‘s au XVle siecle. Le Debe/oppen;enl d ’un’ m‘yI/ze. /z'tltle’rm's,
(Paris: Vrin, 1972); A. Devyer, Le Sang épure. Les Prejuges de rac ‘Zre
les gentz'/ffommes francars de I’ Ancien Regime, 1560-1720 (Brussels: Ed i,c -
d'e‘ I'Untversité, 1973 ); A. Jouanna, L'ldee de race en Prance'au I);(\)/I}S
5zec/.e et ax debut du XVIle siécle, thesis defended in June 1975 ar he
Université de Paris 1T and distributed by Editions Champion ina19;'6e
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It should also be pointed out that the problem of the historiog-
raphy of races was raised, after Meinecke, by Georg Lukacs in chapter
7 of Die Zersorung der Vernuft (Berhn: Aufbau Verlag, 1954. French, Le
Destruction de la raison [Paris: L’Arche, 1958-1959]) and in Der histo-
rische Roman (Berlin: Aufbau Verlag, 1956) (Le Roman historique [Paris:
Payot, 1965]; The Historical Novel, tr. Hannah Mitchell and Stanley
Mitchell [London: Merlin Press, 1962]).

Two early German studies of the Trojan myth should also be men-
tioned: E. Luthgen, Dies Quellen und der historische Wert des frankischen Tro-
jasage (Bonn: R. Weber, 1876) and M. Klippel’s thesis, Dre Darstellung
des frankischen Trojanersagen (Marburg: Beyer und Hans Knecht, 1936).

On the Levellers and Diggers

J. Frank, The Diggers (Cambndge, Mass.: Harvard University Press,
1955); H. N. Brailsford, The Levellers and the English Revolution, ed. C.
Hill (London: Cresset Press, 1961); and especially C. Hill, Puritanism
and Revolution (London: Secker & Warburg, 1961 ); Intellectual Origins
of the English Revolution (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1965); and The
World Tumed Upside Down (London: Temple Smith, 1972).

On the Imperial Roman Theme and the Translation Imperii from the
Middle Ages to the Renaissance

E. A. Yates, Astraea: The Imperial Theme in the Sixteenth Century (London
and Boston: Routledge and Kegan Paul, 1975) ( Astraea [Paris: Bovin,

1989]).

On Boulainvilliers

R. Simon, Henry de Boulaivilliers, historten, politique, philosophe, astrologue
(Paris: Boivin, 1942) and Un Revolte du grand siécle: Henry de Boulain-
villiers ( Garches: Ed. du Nouvel Humanisme, 1948).

On the Eighteenth-Century Dispute between “Romanists” and “Germanists”
over the French Monarchy, Historiography, and “Constitution ”
E. Carcassonne, Montesquieu et le probléme de la constutition frangaise au

XVl siécle (Paris: PUF, 1927; Geneva: Slatkine Reprints, 1970);
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L. Althusser, Montesquieu: La Politique et Uhistotre (Paris: PUE, 1959)

(“Montesquieu: Politics and History” in Politics and History [London:
New Left Books, 1972]). )

On A. Thierry and Historiography in France during the Restoration and
under the July Monarchy

P. Moreau, L’Histoire de France au XIXe siécle (Paris: Les Belles Lettres
1935); K.]J. Carroll, Some Aspects of the Historical Thought of Augustir;
Thierry (Washington, D.C.: Catholic University of America Press
1951)} F. Engel-Janosi, Four Studies in French Romantic Historical Wn’tz’ngs,
(Baltimore, Md.: Johns Hopkins University Press, 1955 ); B. Reizov,
L’Historiographte romantigue francaise (1815-1830) ( Editions de Moscou
1957); S. Mellon, The Political Uses of History in the French Restaratzbr;
(Stanford, Calif.: Stanford University Press, 1958); M. Seliger, “Au-
gustin Thierry: Race-Thinking during the Restoration,” Joumnal of the
History of Ideas, vol. 19 (1958), R. N. Smithson, Augustin Thierry: Social

and Political Consciousness in the Evolution of Historical Method (Geneva:
Droz, 1972). '

“Anti-Semitism” and the French Left in the Nineteenth Century

R. F. Byrnes, Antisemitism in Modern France (1950; reprint, New York:
H. Pénig,/ 1969); Rabi [W. Rabinovitch ], Anatomie du judaisme francais
(Paris: Editions de Minuit, 1962); L. Poliakov, Histoire de
Pantisémitisme, vol. 3 (Paris: Calmann-Lévy, 1968). Foucault may also
have been familiar with the many works of E. Silberner collected as
Sozialisten zur Judenfrage (Berlin: Colloquim Verlag, 1962), and with
Zosa Szajikowski, Jews and the French Revolutions of 1789, 1830 and 1848
(New York: Ktav Publishing House, 1970, reprinted 1972).

It should also be pointed out that R. Aron’s two-volume Penser la
guerre, Clausewitz was published by Gallimard in February 1976.
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-

“Kenrvoku to chi (“Pouvoir et savorr’),” Dits et ecns, vol. 3, p. 404.

. “Powers and Strategies,” in Colin Gordon, ed., Power/Knowledge: Selected Writings and Other
Writings 1972-1977 ( Hemel Hempstead: Harvester, 1080 ); p. 135; French original: “Pou-
voirs et stratégies,” Difs et ecrits, vol. 3, p- 422

“Gendai no Kenryoku po butai (*La Philosophie anaiytique du pouvoir’),” Dits et ecnts,
vol. 3, p.536.

. “Gendai no Kenrvoku we tou,” pp. 535-30.

“Why Study Power: In Quest of the Subject,” in Hubert L. Drevtus and Paul Rabinow,

Miche! Foucault: Beyond Structuralism and Hermeneutics, with an Afterword by Michel Fou-

cault (Hemel Hempstead: Harvester, 1982), p. 209; French version: “Le Sujet et le

pouvoir,” Dits et cerils, vol. 4, p. 224.

6. Cf. “As malhas do poder (‘Les Mailles du pouvoir’),” Dits er ecnits, vol. 4, pp. 182-201
and especially p. 186ff.

. “El poder, una bestia magnitica (‘Le Pouvoir, une béte magnifique’),” Dits ef éenits, vol.

3, p-374.

tbid., p. 379.

9. “Precisazioni sul poterc. riposta ad alcuni critici (‘Précisions sur le pouvoir, réponses 4
certaines critiques’ ),” Dits et ecnils, vol. 3, p. 629.

10, The History of Sexuality, Volume I: An Introduction, trans. Robert Hurley ( Harmondsworth:
Penguin, 1981), p. 139.

1bid., pp. 145, 146.

12. “Power and Sex,” trans. David J. Parent, in Lawrence D. Kritzman, ed.. Michel Foucault:
Politics, Philosophy, Culture: Interviews and Other Writings, 1977-1984 ( New York and London:
Routledge. 1988 ), p. 123 French original: “Non au sexe ro1,” Dits et éents, vol. 3, p. 267.

13. “Kenryoku to chi,” p. 407.

14. “Precisazioni sul potere,” p. 629.

15. The History of Sexuatity, Volume I, p. 95.

16. Cf. “Power and Strategies,” pp. 141-42; “Governmentahty,” p. 102.

17, “Hanzai tosite no chishiki (‘Le Savoir comme crime’ },” Dits et denits, vol. 3, p. 89: “Power
and Sex,” p. 123; “Vivre autrement le temps,” Dits et ecrits, vol. 3. p. 268; “Incorporacién
del hospital en la tecnologia moderna (L'lncorporation de Uhopital dans la technologie
moderne),” ibid,, p.515; “Governmentality,” p. 97; and later, “As mathas do poder,”
pp. 182-201.

18. The Histary of Sexuality, Volume I, p. 93.

19. Cf. “Power and Sex,” p.123; “The Confession of the Flesh,” p. 208.

20. “Sekhai ninshiki no hoho: marx shusi wo do shimatsu suruka (‘Méthodologie pour la
connaissance du monde: comment se débarasser du marxisme’)," Dits e ecrits, vol. 3,
p. 606,

21. Daniel Defert, “Chronologie,” Dis of ecnts, vol. 1, pp. 30-32.

22 1md., p. 33,

23. thid., p. 42

24

2
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i Tbid., p. 45
5. “Des Questions de Michel Foucault 3 Herodote,” Dits et ecrits, vol. 3, p. 94.
20. Ibid.
27.4L'Ocil de pouvonr,” Dite et cerity, vol. 3, p. 200; English translation: “The Eve of Power,”
in Puwer/Knowledge, p. 164,
28. *Questions a Michel Foucault sur la geographie,” Dits et ecrits, vol. 3, p. 201 “Questions
on (}cography" n Puwt’r/Knuu'/rJgt, p- O35,

20, *Non au sexe rot,” Difs ¢f ecrits, vol. 3, p. 200z “The Confession of the Flesh,” tn Power,”

Knowledge, p. 208.
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30. “The Subject and Power,” in Dreyfus and Rabi d i !
i el o7 viu inow, eds., Michel Foucault, p. 203; Dits et
31 “The Subject and Power,” p. 221; Dits et ecrats, vol. 4, p. 237.
31 Ibid., pp. 25-26; Difs et eints. vol. 4, p. 242
33. L;zjseu de Michel Foucault,” Dits et écnits, vol. 3, p. 325; “The Confession of the Flesh,”
p- 225. '
34, Zzts et ecrits, vol. 1, pp. 842-86; Ethics: The Essential Works, vol. 1, pp. 5-10.
35. ngsumaux: Cours au Collége de France, 1974-1975 (Paris: Gallimard and Le Seuil 1999)
o ' 5 N
36. “T];: l&'l—l]m;uahs;l Seif” l(iuterview with Stephen Riggins), in Kritzman, ed., Mickel Fou-
cault, p. 7; French translation: “Une Interview de Mich S ‘ iggins,”
e RN e 1ew de Michel Foucault par Stephen Riggins,
37. Cf. “Polemics, Politics an'd Problematizations” in Paul Rabinow, ed., The Foucault Reader
(HarTnnqsw?nh: Penguin, 1986 ); pp. 381-90; French version: “Polémique, politique et
problématisations,” Dits et écnts, vol. 4, pp. 591-98.
38. “El poder, una bestia magnifica,” pp- 376-77.
39. “Kenryoku to chi,” p. 404.
40. “Power and Sex,” p. 12; “Non au sexe ro1,” p- 266.




