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War and power. ~ Philosophy and the limits of power. ~ Law
and royal power. - Law, domination, and
subjugation. ~ Analytics of power: questions of method. ~ Theory
of sovereignty. ~ Disciplinary power. ~ Rule and norm.

THIS YEAR, I WOULD like to begin—and to do no more than begin—
a series of mvestigations into whether or not war can possibly provide
a principle for the analysis of power relations: can we find in bellicose
relations, in the model of war, in the schema of struggle or struggles,
a principle that can help us understand and analyze political power,
to interpret political power 1n terms of war, struggles, and confron-
tations? | would like to begin, obviously, with a contrapuntal analysis
of the military institution, of the real, actual, and historical way in
which military institutions have functioned in our societies from the
seventeenth century until the present day.

Until now, or for roughly the last five years, it has been disciplines;
for the next five years, it will be war, struggle, the army. At the same
time, I would like to sum up what I have been trying to say in
previous years, because doing so will give me more time for my re-
search on war, which has not got very far, and also because doing so
might provide a framework of reference for those of you who were

not here in previous years. In any case, I'd like to sum up what I

have been trying to cover for my own benefit.
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What | have been trying to look at since 1970-1971 1s the “how”
of power. Studying the “how of power,” or in other words trying to
understand its mechanisms by establishing two markers, or limits; on
the one hand, the rules of right that formally delineate power, and
on the other hand, at the opposite extreme, the other limit might be
the truth-effects that power produces, that this power conducts and
which, in their turn, reproduce that power. So we have the triangle:
power, right, truth. In schematic terms, let us say that there 1s a
traditional question, which is, I think, that of political philosophy. It
can be formulated thus: How does the discourse of truth or, quite
simply, philosophy—in the sense that philosophy is the discourse of
truth par excellence—establish the limits of power’s right? That 1s
the traditional question. Now the question I would like to ask is a
question from below, and it is a very factual question compared t-o
that traditional, noble, and philosophical question. My problem 1s
roughly this: What are the rules of right that power implements t'o
produce discourses of truth? Or: What type of power 1s it that‘ 1s
capable of producing discourses of power that have, in a society hike
ours, such powerful effects? ‘

What I mean 1s this: In a society such as ours—or 1n any society,
come to that—mulitiple relations of power traverse, characterize, and
constitute the social body; they are indissociable from a discourse of
truth, and they can neither be established nor function unless a true
discourse is produced, accumulated, put into circulation, and set to
work. Power cannot be exercised unless a certain economy of dis-
courses of truth functions in, on the basis of, and thanks to, that
power. This is true of all societies, but I think that in our society,
this relationship among power, right, and truth is organized in a very
particular way. .

In order to characterize not just the mechanism of the relationship
between power, right, and truth itself but its intensity and constancy,
let us say that we are obliged to produce the truth by the power that
demands truth and needs it in order to function: we are forced to tell

the truth, we are constrained, we are condemned to admuit the truth
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or to discover it. Power constantly asks questions and questions us;
it constantly mnvestigates and records; it institutionalizes the search
for the truth, professionalizes it, and rewards it. We have to produce
the truth in the same way, really, that we have to produce wealth,
and we have to produce the truth in order to be able to produce
wealth. In a different sense, we are also subject to the truth in the
sense that truth lays down the law: it is the discourse of truth that
decides, at least in part; it conveys and propels truth-effects. After
all, we are judged, condemned, forced to perform tasks, and destined
to live and die in certain ways by discourses that are true, and which
bring with them specific power-effects. So: rules of right, mechanisms
of power, truth-effects. Or: rules of power, and the power of true
discourses. That, roughly, is the very general domain I wanted to
examine, and which I have been examining to some extent and with,
as I am well aware, many digressions.

I would now like to say a few words about this domain. What
general principle guided me, and what were the imperative com-
mands, or the methodological precautions that I resolved to take?
Where relations between right and power are concerned, the general
principle is, it seems to me, that one fact must never be forgotten: In
Western societies, the elaboration of juridical thought has essentially
centered around royal power ever since the Middle Ages. The jurid-
ical edifice of our societies was elaborated at the demand of royal
power, as well as for its benefit, and in order to serve as its instrument
or its justification. In the West, right is the right of the royal com-
mand. Everyone is of course familiar with the famous, celebrated,
repeated, and repetitive role played by jurists in the organization of
royal power. It must not be forgotten that the reactivation of Roman
law in the middle of the Middle Ages—and this was the great phe-
nomenon that made it possible to reconstruct a juridical edifice that
had collapsed after the fall of the Roman Empire—was one of the
instruments that was used to constitute monarchical, authoritarian,
administrative, and, ultimately, absolute power. The juridical edifice
was, then, formed around the royal personage, at the demand of royal
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power, and for the benefit of royal power. When in later centuries
this juridical edifice escaped from royal control, when it was turned
against royal power, the issue at stake was always, and always would
be, the limits of that power, the question of its prerogatives. In other
words, I believe that the king was the central character in the entire
Western juridical edifice. The general system, or at least the general
organization of the Western juridical system, was all about the king:
the king, his rights, his power, and the possible limits of his power.
That, basically, 1s what the general system, or at least the general
organization, of the Western juridical system is all about. No matter
whether the jurists were the king’s servants or his adversaries, the
great edifices of juridical thought and juridical knowledge were always
about royal power.

It was all about royal power in two senses. Either it had to be
demonstrated that royal power was invested in a juridical armature,
that the monarch was indeed the living body of sovereignty, and that
his power, even when absolute, was perfectly in keeping with a basic
right; or 1t had to be demonstrated that the power of the sovereign
had to be limited, that it had to submit to certain rules, and that, if
that power were to retain its legitimacy, it had to be exercised within
certain limits. From the Middle Ages onward, the essential role of the
theory of right has been to establish the legitimacy of power; the major
or central problem around which the theory of right 1s organized is
the problem of sovereignty. To say that the problem of sovereignty 1s
the central problem of right in Western societies means that the es-
sential function of the technique and discourse of right is to dissolve
the element of domination in power and to replace that domination,
which has to be reduced or masked, with two things: the legitimate
rights of the sovereign on the one hand, and the legal obligation to
obey on the other. The system of right 1s completely centered on the
king; it 1s, in other words, ultimately an elimination of domination
and its consequences.

In previous years when we were talking about the various little
things I have mentioned, the general project was, basically, to invert
the general direction of the analysis that has, I think, been the entire
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discourse of right ever since the Middle Ages. | have been trying to
do the opposite, or in other words to stress the fact of domination in
all its brutality and its secrecy, and then to show not only that right
1s an instrument of that domination—that is self-evident—but also
how, to what extent, and in what form right (and when I say right,
I am not thinking just of the law, but of all the apparatuses, insti-
tutions, and rules that apply it) serves as a vehicle for and implements
relations that are not relations of sovereignty, but relations of domi-
nation. And by domination I do not mean the brute fact of the dom-
nation of the one over the many, or of one group over another, but
the multiple forms of domination that can be exercised in society; so,
not the king in his central position, but subjects in their reciprocal
relations; not sovereignty in its one edifice, but the multiple subju-
gations that take place and function within the social body.

The system of right and the judiciary field are permanent vehicles
for relations of domination, and for polymorphous techniques of sub-
jugation. Right must, I think, be viewed not in terms of a legitimacy
that has to be established, but in terms of the procedures of subju-
gation it implements. As I see it, we have to bypass or get around
the problem of sovereignty—which is central to the theory of right—
and the obedience of individuals who submit to it, and to reveal the
problem of domination and subjugation instead of sovereignty and
subjugation. Having said that, a certain number of methodological
precautions had to be taken in order to follow this line, which was
an attempt to bypass or deviate from the general line of the juridical
analysis.

Methodological precautions. Our object is not to analyze rule-
governed and legitimate forms of power which have a single center,
or to look at what their general mechanisms or its overall effects might
be. Our object is, on the contrary, to understand power by looking
at 1ts extremuities, at its outer limits at the point where it becomes
capillary; in other words, to understand power in its most regional
forms and institutions, and especially at the points where this power
transgresses the rules of right that orgamze and delineate it, oversteps
those rules and is invested in institutions, is embodied in techniques
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and acquires the material means to intervene, sometimes in violent
ways. We can take an example if you like: rather than trying to see
where and how the power to punish finds its basis in the sovereignty,
as described by philosophy, of either monarchical right or democratic
right, I tried to look at how the power to punish was embodied in a
certain number of local, regional, and material institutions, such as
torture or imprisonment, and to look at the simultaneously 1nstitu-
tional, physical, regulatory, and violent world of the actual appara-
tuses of punishment. | tried, in other words, to understand power by
looking at its extremities, at where its exercise became less and less
juridicial. That was my first precaution.
Second precaution: My goal was not to analyze power at the level
of intentions or decisions, not to try to approach it from inside, and
not to ask the question (which leads us, I think, into a labyrinth from
which there is no way out): So who has power? What is going on in
his head? And what is he trying to do, this man who has power?
The goal was, on the contrary, to study power at the point where his
intentions—if, that is, any intention 1s involved—are completely m-
vested in real and effective practices; to study power by looking, as
it were, at its external face, at the point where it relates directly and
immediately to what we might, very provisionally, call its object, its
target, its field of application, or, in other words, the places where it
implants itself and produces its real effects. So the question 1s not:
Why do some people want to be dominant? What do they want?
What is their overall strategy? The question is this: What happens at
the moment of, at the level of the procedure of subjugation, or in the
continuous and uninterrupted processes that subjugate bodies, direct
gestures, and regulate forms ot behavior? In other words, rather than
asking ourselves what the sovereign looks like from on high, we
should be trying to discover how multiple bodies, forces, energtes,
matters, desires, thoughts, and so on are gradually, progressively, ac-
tually and materially constituted as subjects, or as the subject. To
grasp the material agency of subjugation insofar as it constitutes sub-
jects would, if you like, be to do precisely the opposite of what
Hobbes was trying to do in Leviathan.! Ultimately, I think that all
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jurists .try to do the same thing, as their problem is to discover how
a multiplicity of individuals and wills can be shaped into a single will
or even ) single body that is supposedly animated by a soul known
as sovefelgnty. Remember the schema of Leviathan.’ In this schema
the Lev1athan, being an artificial man, is no more than the coagulation’
of .a certain number of distinct individualities that find themselves
united by a certain number of the State’s constituent elements. But
at the. heart,. or rather the head, of the State, there is something. that
constitutes 1t as such, and that something 1s sovereignty, which
Hobbes' speciﬁcally describes as the soul of the Leviathan. Weli rather
tha-n raising this problem of the central soul, I think we shc;uld be
t‘rymg—and this is what I have been trying to do—to study the mul-
tiple peripheral bodies, the bodies that are const;tuted as subj b
power-effects. e
Third methodological precaution: Do not regard poWer as a phe-
nomf:no‘n of mass and homogeneous domination—the domination of
one individual over others, of one group over others, or of one class
over others; keep it clearly in mind that unless we are looking at it
from a great height and from a very great distance, power is not
something that is divided between those who have jt and hold it
exclusively, and those who do not have it and are subject to it. Power
must, I. think, be analyzed as something that circulates, or r;;ther as
some'thmg that functions only when it is part of a chai,n It 1s never
localized here or there, it is never in the hands of sorn.e and 1t is
never aPpropriated in the way that wealth or a comrnod;ty can be
appr.opr‘lated. Power functions. Power is exercised through networks
?nd mdl?fiduals do not simply circulate in those networks: the are’
m a posm"on to both submit to and exercise this power.’The)): are
never the inert or consenting targets of power; they are always its
relays. In other words, power passes through individuals. | 'y
applied to them. s
It 1s therefore, I think, a mistake to think of the individuaal as a
sort of elementary nucleus, a primitive atom or some multiple, inert
matter to which power is applied, or which is struck by a powe’r that
subordinates or destroys individuals. In actual fact, one of the first
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effects of power is that it allows bodies, gestures, discourses, and
desires to be identified and constituted as something individual. The
individual is not, in other words, power’s opposite number; the n-
dividual is one of power’s first effects. The individual is 1n fact a
power-effect, and at the same time, and to the extent that he 1s a
power-eftect, the individual is a relay: power passes through the in-
dividuals it has constituted.

Fourth implication at the level of methodological precautions:
When I say, “Power 1s exercised, circulates, and forms networks,” this
might be true up to a certain point. We can also say, “We all have
some element of fascism inside our heads,” or, at a more basic level
still, “We all have some element of power in our bodies.” And power
does—at least to some extent—pass or migrate through our bodies.
We can indeed say all that, but I do not think that we therefore have
to conclude that power 1s the best-distributed thing, the most widely
distributed thing, n the world, even though this 15, up to a point,
the case. Power is not distributed throughout the body in democratic
or anarchic fashion. What 1 mean is this: it seems to me—and this
will be our fourth methodological precaution—it 1s important not to,
so to speak, deduce power by beginning at the center and trying to
see how far down it goes, or to what extent it 1s reproduced or
renewed in the most atomistic elements of society. I think that, on
the contrary—and this is a methodological precaution that has to be
taken—we should make an ascending analysis of power, or in other
words begin with its infinitesimal mechanisms, which have their own

history, their own trajectory, their own techniques and tactics, and
then look at how these mechanisms of power, which have their so-
lidity and, 1n a sense, their own technology, have been and are 1n-
vested, colonized, used, inflected, transformed, displaced, extended,
and so on by increasingly general mechanisms and forms of overall
domination. Overall domination is not something that is pluralized
and then has repercussions down below. 1 think we have to analyze
the way in which the phenomena, techniques, and procedures of
power come into play at the lowest levels: we have to show, obviously,

how these procedures are displaced, extended, and modified and,
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above all, how they are invested or annexed by global phenomena
and how more general powers or economic benefits can slip into the
play of these technologies of power, which are at once relativel =
tonomous and infinitesimal, o
To make things clearer, I will take the example of madness. We
C(?uld say this, we could make the descending analysis we ha\;e to
distrust. We could say that from the late sixteenth century or the
seveTlteent.h century onward, the bourgeoisie became the ruling class
Having said that, how can we deduce that the mad will be conﬁned?:
You ‘can certainly make that deduction; 1t is always easy, and that is
precisely what I hold against it. It is in fact easy to show how, because
the mad are obviously of no use to industrial production tl’1ey have
to be got rid of. We could, if you like, say the same thing, not about
the madman this time, but about infantile sexuality-and’ a number
of People have done so: Wilhelm Reich® does so up to a point, and
Reimut .Reich certainly does so." We could ask how the rule o,f the
b(.)urgemsie allows us to understand the repression of infantile sexu-
ality. Well, it’s quite stmple: from the seventeenth or eighteenth cen-
tury onward, the human body essentially became a productive force
anc_l all forms of expenditure that could not be reduced to these re:
latlons,.or to the constitution of the productive forces, all forms of
expenditure that could be shown to be unproducttve, were banished
excluded, and repressed. Such deductions are always possible; the ’
are both‘ true and false. They are essentially too facile, because v:fe car};
say prec‘ls‘ely the opposite. We can deduce from the principle that the
bouTge0151e became a ruling class that controlling sexuality, and in-
fantile s'exualit_v, 1s not absolutely desirable. We can reach the’opposite
conclusion and say that what is needed is a sexual apprenticeshi
sexual'training, sexual precocity, to the extent that the goal 1s to ufe,
sexua'llty to reproduce a labor force, and it is well known that, at
least in the earlv nineteenth century, it was believed that the o ti;na]
labor force was an infinite labor force: the greater the labor for(l:)e, the

greater the capitalist system of production’s ability to function full
and efficiently. ’

y

I think that we can deduce whatever we like from the general
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phenomenon of the domination of the bourgeois class. It seems to me

that we should be doing quite the opposite, or in other words looking

in historical terms, and from below, at how control mechanisms could

come into play in terms of the exclusion of madness, or the repression

and suppression of sexuality; at how these phenomena of repression

or exclusion found their instruments and their logic, and met a certain

number of needs at the actual level of the family and its immediate

entourage, or in the cells or the lowest levels of society. We should

be showing what their agents were, and we should be looking for
those agents not in the bourgeoisie in general, but in the real agents
that exist in the immediate entourage: the family, parents, doctors,
the lowest levels of the police, and so on. And we should be looking
at how, at a given moment, 1n a specific conjuncture and subject to a
certain number of transformations, these power-mechanisms began to
become economically profitable and politically usetul. And I think we
could easily succeed in demonstrating—and this 1s, after all, what I
have tried to do on a number of occasions in the past—that, basically,
what the bourgeoisie needed, and the reason why the system ulti-
mately proved to work to its advantage, was not that the mad had to
be excluded or that childhood masturbation had to be controlled or
forbidden—the bourgeois system can, I repeat, quite easily tolerate
the opposite of this. What did prove to be in its interest, and what
it did invest, was not the fact that they were excluded, but the tech-
nique and procedures of their exclusion. It was the mechanisms of
exclusion, the surveillance apparatus, the medicalization of sexuality,
madness, and delinquency, it was all that, or in other words the mi-
cromechanics of power that came at a certailn moment to represent,
to constitute the interest of the bourgeoisie. That is what the bour-
geoisie was interested 1n.

To put it another way: to the extent that these notions of “the
bourgeoisie” and “the interests of the bourgeoisie” probably have no
content, or at least not in terms of the problems we have just raised,
what we have to realize is precisely that there was no such thing as
a bourgeoisie that thought that madness should be excluded or that
infantile sexuality had to be repressed; but there were mechanisms to

T

TREDERT T

il =

sEy iy

e

T R N R PRI Fp e e g T g

14 January 1976 33

exclude madness and techniques to keep infantile sexuality under
surveillance. At a given moment, and for reasons that have to be
studied, they generated a certain economic profit, a certain political
utility, and they were therefore colonized and supported by global
mechanisms and, finally, by the entire system of the State. If we con-
centrate on the techniques of power and show the economic profit or
political utility that can be derived from them, in a certain context
and for certain reasons, then we can understand how these mecha-
nisms actually and eventually became part of the whole. In other
words, the bourgeoisie doesn’t give a damn about the mad, but from
the nineteenth century onward and subject to certain transformations,
the procedures used to exclude the mad produced or generated a
political profit, or even a certain economic utility. They consolidated
the system and helped it to function as a whole. The bourgeoisie is
not interested in the mad, but it is interested in power over the mad;
the bourgeoisie is not interested in the sexuality of children, but it is
interested in the system of power that controls the sexuality of chil-
dren. The bourgeoisie does not gwve a damn about delinquents, or
about how they are punished or rehabalitated, as that is of no great
economic interest. On the other hand, the set of mechanisms whereby
delinquents are controlled, kept track of, punished, and reformed does
generate a bourgeots interest that functions within the economico-
political system as a whole. That is the fourth precaution, the fourth
methodological line I wanted to follow.

Fifth precaution: It is quite possible that 1deological production
did coexist with the great machineries of power. There was no doubt
an ideology of education, an ideology of monarchical power, an ide-
ology of parhamentary democracy, and so on. But I do not think that
it is 1deologies that are shaped at the base, at the point where the
networks of power culminate. It is much less and much more than

that. It 1s the actual instruments that form and accumulate knowl-

edge, the observational methods, the recording techniques, the inves-
tigative research procedures, the verification mechanisms. That 1s, the
delicate mechanisms of power cannot tunction unless knowledge, or

rather knowledge apparatuses, are formed, organized, and put into
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circulation, and those apparatuses are not ideological trimmings or
edifices.

To sum up these five methodological precautions, let me ‘say‘ t.hat
rather than orienting our research into power toward the juridical
edifice of sovereignty, State apparatuses, and the 1deologies that ac-
company them, I think we should orient our analysis of pO\fver toward
material operations, forms of subjugation, and the connections among
and the uses made of the local systems of subjugation on the one
hand, and apparatuses of knowledge on the other.

In short, we have to abandon the model of Leviathan, that model
of an artificial man who is at once an automaton, a fabricated man,
but also a unitary man who contains all real individuals, whose body
is made up of citizens but whose soul is sovereignty. We hav.e to study
power outside the model of Leviathan, outside the field delineated by
juridical sovereignty and the institution of the Stat.e. We hav§ to an-
alyze it by beginning with the techniques and tactics of domlnatlén.
Tlinat, I think, is the methodological line we have to follow, and which
I have tried to follow in the different research projects we have un-
dertaken in previous years on psychiatric power, fantile seguality,
the punitive system, and so on. .

Now if we look at this domain and take these methodological pre-
cautions, I think that one massive historical fact emerges, and that. it
will help to provide us with an introduction to the Prob?em .I w1§h
to talk about from now onward. The massive historical fact is this:
The juridico-political theory of sovereignty—the theory we ha\‘re to
get away from 1f we want to analyze power—dates fron.n the dedle
Ages. It dates from the reactivation of Roman law and 1s constlu?ted

around the problem of the monarch and the monarchy. An.d I believe
that, in historical terms, this theory of sovereignty—which 1s the great
trap we are in danger of falling into when we try to anal)_rze power—

layed four roles.

’ girst, it referred to an actual power mechanism: that of the feudal
monarchy. Second, it was used as an instrument to constitute and

justify the great monarchical administrations. From the sixteenth and

i 1 f the Wars
especially the seventeenth century onward, or at the time of t
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of Religion, the theory of sovereignty then became a weapon that was
i circulation on both sides, and it was used both to restrict and to
strengthen royal power. You find it in the hands of Catholic mon-
archists and Protestant antimonarchists; you also find it in the hands
of more or less liberal Protestant monarchists; you also find it in the
hands of Catholics who advocate regicide or a change of dynasty. You
find this theory of sovereignty being brought into play by aristocrats
and parlementaires,” by the representatives of royal power and by the
last feudalists. It was, in a word, the great instrument of the political
and theoretical struggles that took place around systems of power in
the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries, In the eighteenth century,
finally, you find the same theory of sovereignty, the same reactivation
of Roman law, in the work of Rousseau and his contemporaries, but
it now played a fourth and different role; at this point in time, its
role was to construct an alternative model to authoritarian or absolute
monarchical administration: that of the parliamentary democracies.
And 1t went on playing that role until the time of the Revolution.

It seems to me that f we look at these four roles, we find that, so
long as feudal—type societies survived, the problems dealt with by the
theory of sovereignty, or to which it referred, were actually coexten-
sive with the general mechanics of power, or the way power was
exercised from the highest to the lowest levels. In other words, the
relationship of sovereignty, understood in both the broad and the
narrow sense, was, in short, coextensive with the entire social body.
And the way in which power was exercised could indeed be tran-
scribed, at least in its essentials, in terms of the sovereign/subject
relationship.

Now, an important phenomenon occurred in the seventeenth and
eighteenth centuries: the appearance—one should say the invention—
of a new mechanism of power which had very specific procedures,
completely new instruments, and very different equipment. It was, I
believe, absolutely incompatible with relations of sovereignty. This
new mechanism of power applies primarily to bodies and what they
do rather than to the land and what it produces. It was a mechanism

of power that made it possible to extract time and labor, rather than
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commodities and wealth, from bodies. It was a type of power that
was exercised through constant surveillance and not in discontinuous
fashion through chronologically defined systems of taxation and ob-
ligation. It was a type of power that presupposed a closely meshed
grid of material coercions rather than the physical existence of a sov-
ereign, and it therefore defined a new economy of power based upon
the principle that there had to be an increase both in the subjugated
forces and in the force and efficacy of that which subjugated them.
It seems to me that this type of power is the exact, point-for-point
opposite of the mechanics of power that the theory of sovereignty
described or tried to transcribe. The theory of sovereignty 1s bound
up with a form of power that is exercised over the land and the
produce of the land, much more so than over bodies and what they
do. [This theory] concerns power’s displacement and appropriation
not of time and labor, but of goods and wealth. This makes 1t possible
to transcribe, into juridical terms, discontinuous obligations and tax
records, but not to code continuous surveillance; it s a theory that
makes it possible to found absolute power around and on the basis
of the physical existence of the sovereign, but not continuous and
permanent systems of surveillance. The theory of sovereignty is, if you
like, a theory which can found absolute power on the absolute ex-
penditure of power, but which cannot calculate power with minmimum
expenditure and maximum efficiency. This new type of power, which
can therefore no longer be transcribed in terms of sovereignty, 1s, I
believe, one of bourgeois society’s great inventions. It was one of the
basic tools for the establishment of industrial capitalism and the cor-
responding type of society. This nonsovereign power, which 1s foreign
to the form of sovereignty, is “disciplinary” power. This power cannot
be described or justified in terms of the theory of sovereignty. It 1s
radically heterogeneous and should logically have led to the complete
disappearance of the great juridical edifice of the theory of sovereignty.
In fact, the theorv of sovereignty not only continued to exist as, if
you like, an ideology of right; it also continued to organize the jurid-
ical codes that nineteenth-century Europe adopted after the Napo-
leonic codes.” Why did the theory of sovereignty live on in this way
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as an ideology and as the organizing principle behind the great ju-
ridical codes?

I think there are two reasons. On the one hand, the theory of
sovereignty was, in the seventeenth century and even the nineteenth
century, a permanent critical instrument to be used against the mon-
archy and all the obstacles that stood in the way of the development
of the disciplinary society. On the other hand, this theory, and the
organization of a juridical code centered upon it, made it possible to
superimpose on the mechanism of discipline a system of right that
concealed its mechanisms and erased the element of domination and
the techniques of domination involved in discipline, and which, fi-
n.ally, guaranteed that everyone could exercise his or her own sover-
eign rights thanks to the sovereignty of the State. In other words,
juridical systems, no matter whether they were theories or codes,
allowed the democratization of sovereignty, and the establishment of
a public right articulated with collective sovereignty, at the very time
w"hcn, to the extent that, and because the democratization of ;overv
eigaty was heavily ballasted by the mechanisms of disciplinary coer-
c1.0n. To put 1t in more condensed terms, one might say that once
.dlsciplinary constraints had to both function as mechanisms of dom-
wnation and be concealed to the extent that they were the mode in
which power was actually exercised, the theory of sovereignty had to
find expression in the juridical apparatus and had to be reactivated
or complemented by judicial codes.

. From the nineteenth century until the present day, we have then
i modern societies, on the one hand, a legislation, a discourse, and
an organization of public right articulated around the principle of the
sovFreignty of the social body and the delegation of individual sov-
ereignty to the State; and we also have a tight grid of disciplinary
coercions that actually guarantees the cohesion of that social body.
Now that grid cannot in any way be transcribed in right, even though
the two necessarily go together. A right of sovereignty and a me-
chanics of discipline. It is, I think, between these tw;) limits that
power 1s exercised. The two limits are, however, of such a kind and

so heterogeneous that we can never reduce one to the other. In mod-
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ern societies, power is exercised through, on the basis of, and in the
very play of the heterogeneity between a public right of sovereignty
and a polymorphous mechanics of discipline. This is not to say that
you have, on the one hand, a garrulous and exphicit system of right,
and on the other hand, obscure silent disciplines that operate down
below, in the shadows, and which constitute the silent basement of
the great mechanics of power. Disciplines in fact have their own dis-
course. They do, for the reasons I was telling you about a moment
ago, create apparatuses of knowledge, knowledges and multiple fields
of expertise. They are extraordinarily inventive when it comes to cre-
ating apparatuses to shape knowledge and expertise, and they do sup-
port a discourse, but it is a discourse that cannot be the discourse of
right or a juridical discourse. The discourse of discipline 1s alien to
that of the law; it is alien to the discourse that makes rules a product
of the will of the sovereign. The discourse of disciplines is about a
rule: not a juridical rule derived from sovereignty, but a discourse
about a natural rule, or in other words a norm. Disciplines will define
not a code of law, but a code of normalization, and they will neces-
sarily refer to a theoretical horizon that 1s not the edifice of law, but
the field of the human sciences. And the jurisprudence of these dis-
ciplines will be that of a climcal knowledge.

In short, what I have been trying to show over the last few years
is certainly not how, as the front of the exact sciences advances, the
uncertain, difficult, and confused domain of human behavior 1s grad-
ually annexed by science: the gradual constitution of the human sc-
ences is not the result of an increased rationality on the part of the
exact sciences. I think that the process that has made possible the
discourse of the human sciences 1s the juxtaposition of, the confron-
tation between, two mechanisms and two types of discourse that are
absolutely heterogeneous: on the one hand, the orgamzation of nght
around sovereignty, and on the other, the mechanics of the coercions
exercised by disciplines. In our day, 1t is the fact that power 1s ex-
ercised through both right and disciplines, that the techmques of
discipline and discourses born of discipline are mvading right, and

that normalizing procedures are increasingly colomizing the proce-
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dures of the law, that might explain the overall workings of what I
would call a “normalizing society.”

To be more specific, what I mean is this: I think that normalization,
that disciplinary normalizations, are increasingly in conflict with the
juridical system of sovereignty; the incompatibility of the two is in-
creasingly apparent; there is a greater and greater need for a sort of
arbitrating discourse, for a sort of power and knowledge that has been
rendered neutral because its scientificity has become sacred. And it
1s precisely in the expansion of medicine that we are seeing-—I
wouldn’t call it a combination of, a reduction of—but a perpetual
exchange or confrontation between the mechanics of discipline and
the principle of right. The development of medicine, the general med-
wcalization of behavior, modes of conduct, discourses, desires, and so
on, 1s taking place on the front where the heterogeneous layers of
discipline and sovereignty meet.

That 1s why we now find ourselves in a situation where the only
existing and apparently solid recourse we have against the usurpations
of disciplinary mechanics and against the rise of a power that 1s bound
up with scientific knowledge is precisely a recourse or a return to a
right that is organized around sovereignty, or that is articulated on
that old principle. Which means in concrete terms that when we want
to make some objection against disciphines and all the knowledge-
effects and power-effects that are bound up with them, what do we
do in concrete terms? What do we do in real life? What do the
Syndicat de la magistrature and other institutions like it do? What
do we do? We obviously tnvoke right, the famous old formal, bour-
geos right. And it is in reality the right of sovereignty. And I think
that at this point we are in a sort of bottleneck, that we cannot go
on working like this forever; having recourse to sovereignty against
discipline will not enable us to limit the effects of disciphinary power.

Sovereignty and discipline, legislation, the right of sovereignty and
disciplinary mechanics are in fact the two things that constitute—in
an absolute sense—the general mechanisms of power in our society.

Truth to tell, if we are to struggle against disciplines, or rather against

disciplinary power, in our search for a nondisciplinary power, we
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should not be turning to the old right of sovereignty; we should be
looking for a new right that is both antidisciplinary and emancipated
from the principle of sovereignty.

At this point we come back to the notion of “repression.” I may
talk to you about that next time, unless I have had enough of re-
peating things that have already been said, and move on immediately
to other things to do with war. If [ feel like it and if I can be bothered
to, 1 will talk to you about the notion of “repression,” which has, I
think, the twofold disadvantage, in the use that is made of it, of
making obscure reference to a certain theory of sovereignty—the the-
ory of the sovereign rights of the individual—and of bringing into
play, when it 1s used, a whole set of psychological references borrowed
from the human sciences, or in other words from discourses and prac-
tices that relate to the disciplinary domain. I think that the notion of
“repression” 1s still, whatever critical use we try to make of it, a
juridico-disciplinary notion; and to that extent the critical use of the
notion of “repression” 1s tainted, spoiled, and rotten from the outset
because it implies both a juridical reference to sovereignty and a dis-

ciphinary reference to normalization. Next time, I will either talk to

you about repression or move on to the problem of war.

——
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1. Thomas Hobbes, Leviathan, or the Matter, Forme and Power of a Common-Wealth Ecclesiasticall
and Civill (London, 1651). The Latin translation of the text, which was in fact a new
version, was published in Amsterdam in 1668.

. Foucault 1s alluding to the famous frontispiece to the “Head” edition of Leviathan pub-

lished by Andrew Crooke. It depicts the body of a state constituted by its subjects, with

the head representing the sovereign, who holds a sword in one hand and a crosier in
the other. The basic attributes of civil and ecclesiastical power are depicted below it.

Withelm Reich, Der Eibruck der Sexualmoral.

- Reimut Reich, Sexualitdt und Klassenkampf: zur Abwehr repressiver Ensublimierung ( Frankfurt
am Main: Verlag Neue Kritik, 1968) ( French translation: Sexualité et lutte de classe [ Paris:
Maspero, 1969] ).

. The thirteen parlements of the Ancien Régime were high courts of appeal and had no
legislative powers, though the parlement de Paris did attempt to usurp such powers.
[Trans.|

6. The reterence 1s to the “Napoleonic codes,” or in other words the Code civil of 1804,

the Code d'instruction criminelle of 1808, and the Code pénal of 1810,
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