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or re-~es~gn as the case might be. They are, in the final
analySIS, Just fragments, and it is up to you or me to see
.what we can make of them. For my part, it has struck me
that I might have seemed a bit like a whale that leaps to the
surface of the water disturbing it momentarily with a tiny jet
of spray and lets it be believed, or pretends to believe or
wants to believe, or himself does in fact indeed believe ;hat
do,,:n in the depths where no one sees him any more; ~here
he IS no longer witnessed nor controlled by anyone, he
follows a more profound, coherent and reasoned trajectory.
Well, anyway, that was more or less how I at least conceived
the situation; it could be that you perceived it differently.

After all, the fact that the character of the work I have
prese~~ed to Y0':l has ~een at the same time fragmentary,
repetlttve and dlscontmuous could well be a reflection of
something one might describe as a febrile indolence- a
typical affliction of those enamoured of libraries, docu­
ments, reference works, dusty tomes, texts that are never
r~ad, books that are no sooner printed than they are con­
Signed to the shelves of libraries where they thereafter lie
dormant to be taken up only some centuries later. It would
acc?rd all too well with the busy inertia of those who profess
an Idle knowledge, a species of luxuriant sagacity, the rich
hmud of the parVenus whose only outward signs are dis­
played i~ footnotes at the bottom of the page. It would
accord With all those who feel themselves to be associates of
one of the more ancient or more typical secret societies of
the West, those oddly indestructible societies unknown it
wou.ld. se.em to A~tiquity, which came into being with
Chn~t1anlty, most hkely at the time of the first monasteries,
at the periphery of the invasions, the fires and the forests: I
mean to speak of the great warm and tender Freemasonry of
useless erudition.

Howeyer, .it is not simply a taste for such Freemasonry
that has msplred my course of action. It seems to me that the
work we have done could be justified by the claim that it is
adeq\late to a restricted period, that of the last ten, fifteen,
at most twenty years, a period notable for two events which
for all they may not be really important are nonetheless to
my mind quite interesting.

On the one hand, it has been a period characterised by
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5 TWO LECfURES
Lecture One: 7 January 1976

I have wanted.to speak to you of my desire to be finished
with and to somehow terminate a series of researches that, .
have been our concern for some four or five years now, m
effect, frOm the date of my. arrival here, and which, 1 am
well aware, have met with increasing difficulties, both for
you and for myself. Though these researches were very
closely related to each other, they have failed to develop
into any continuous or coherent whole. They are fragmen­
tary researches, none of which in the last analysis can be
said to have proved definitive, nor even to have led ~y­
where. Diffused and at the same time repetitive, they have
continually re-trod the same ground, invoked the same
themes, the same concepts etc.

You will recall my work here, such as it has been: some
brief notes on the history of penal procedure, a chapter or so
on the evolution and institutionalisation of psychiatry in the
nineteenth century, some observations on sophistry, on
Greek money, on the medieval Inquisition. I have sketched
a history of sexuality or at least a history of knowledge of
sexuality on the basis of the confessional practice of the
seventeenth century or the forms of control of infantile
sexuality in the eighteenth to nineteenth century. I have
sketched a genealogical history of the origins of a theory and
a knowledge of anomaly and of the various techniq"e~ that
relate to it. None of it does more than mark time. Repetitive
and disconnected, it advances nowhere. Since indeed it
never ceases to say the same thing, it perhaps says nothing.
It is tangled up into an indecipherable, disorganised
muddle. In a nutshell, it is inconclusive.

Still, I could claim that after all these were only trails to
be followed, it mattered little where they led; indeed, it was
important that they did not have a prede.termi~ed starting
point and destination. They were merely hnes laid down for
you to pursue or to divert elsewhere, for me to extend upon
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80 Power/Knowledge Two Lectures 81

what one might term the efficacy of disperse? and disco~­
tinuous offensives. There are a number of thmgs I have 10

mind here. I am thinking, for example, where it was a case
of undermining the function of psychiatric institutions, of
that curious efficacy of localised anti-psychiatric discourses.
These are discourses which you are well aware lacked and
still lack any systematic principles of. coordination o~ the
kind that would have provided or might today provide a
system of reference for them. I am thinking of .the. orig.inal
reference towards existential analysis or of certam dlfe~tI~nS
inspired in a general way by Marxism, such as Relchlan
theory. Again, I have in mind that strange. ~fficacy of t~e
attacks that have been directed against traditional morality
and hierarchy, attacks which again have no referenc~ except
perhaps in a vague and fairly distant way to Reich and
Marcuse. On the other hand there is also the efficacy of the
attacks upon the legal and penal system, some of. which had
a very tenuous connection with !he .general. and 10 any case
pretty dubious notion of class Ju~tIce,. whIle ot~ers had a
rather more precisely defined affiOlty with anarchist themes.
Equally, I am thinking of the efficacy of a book such as
L'Anti-Oedipe, which really has no other source of reference
than its own prodigious theoretical inventiveness: a book, or
rather a thing, an event, which has managed, even at the
most mundane level of psychoanalytic practice, to introduce
a note of shrillness into that murmured exchange that has
for so long continued uninterrupted between couch and
armchair.

I would say, then, that what has emerged in the. course. of
the last ten or fifteen years is a sense of the mcre~smg
vulnerability to criticism of things, institutions, practices,
discourses. A certain fragility has been discovered in the
very bedrock of existence-even, and. J?erhaps abo~e all,
in those aspects of it that are most familiar, most solid and
most intimately related to our bodies and to. our ~,,:erydaY
behaviour. But together with this sense of mstability and
this amazing efficacy of discontinuous, par!icular and local
criticism one in fact also discovers somethmg that perhaps
was not initially foreseen, something one mi~ht.describe. as
precisely the inhibiting effect of global, totalltarlan theOries.
It is not that these global theories have not provided nor

continue to provide in a fairly consistent fashion useful tools
fo~ local resea~ch: Marxism and psychoanalysis are proofs of
thiS. But. I. believe these tools have only been provided on
the c?ndltlon that the theoretical unity of these discourses
was 10 some sense put in abeyance, or at least curtailed
divided, overthrown, caricatured, theatricalised or wha~
you will. In each case, the attempt to think in ierms of a
totality has in fact proved a hindrance to research. '

So, the main point to be gleaned from these events of the
last fifteen years, their predominant feature, is the local
character of criticism. That should not, I believe, be taken
to mean that its qualities are those of an obtuse naive or. .. . . . . . '
prlf~l1tlve empmqsm; nor IS It a soggy eclecticism, an oppor-
tUOlsm that laps up any and every kind of theoretical
approach; nor does it mean a self-imposed ascetism which
taken by itself would reduce to the -worst kind of theoretical
impoverishment. I believe that what this essentially local
character of criticism indicates in reality·is an autonomous
non-centralised kind of theoretical production, one that is t~
say whose validity is not dependent on the approval of the
established regimes of tbought.

It is here that we touch upon another feature of these
events that has been manifest for some time now: it seems to
me that this local criticism has proceeded by means of what
one might te~ '.a r~tu!D of knowledge'. What I mean by
that phrase IS thiS: It IS a fact that we have repeatedly
encountered, at least at a superficial level, in the course of
most recent times, an entire thematic to the effect that it is
not theory but life that matters, not knowledge but reality.
not books but money etc.; but it also seems to me that over
and above, and arising out of this thematic there is some­
thing.else to which we are witness, and ~hich we might
descnbe ~s an insurrection of subjugated knowledges.

By subjugated knowledges I mean two things: on the one
hand, I am referring to the historical contents that have
been buried and disguised in a functionalist coherence or
form~l systemisation. Concretely, it is not a semiology of
the hfe of the asylum, it is not even a sociology of delin­
q~e.n~y, that has made it possible to produce an effective
cntl~lsm o~ the asylum and likewise of the prison, but rather
the ImmedIate emergence of historical contents. And this is
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83Two Lectures

In the two cases- in the case of the erudite as in that of
the disqualified knowledges- with what in fact were these
buried, subjugated knowledges really concerned? They
were concerned with a historical know/edge of struggles. In
the specialised areas of erudition as in the disqualified,
popular knowledge there lay the memory of hostile en­
counters which even up to this day have been confined to the
margins of knowledge. ,

What emerges out of this is something one might call a
genealogy, or rather a multiplicity of genealogical re­
searches, a painstaking rediscovery of struggles together
with the rude memory of their conflicts. And these gen­
ealogies, that are the combined product of an erudite
Imowledge and a popular knowledge, were not possible and
could not even have been attempted except on one con­
dition, namely that the tyranny of globalising discourses
with their hierarchy and all their privileges of a theoretical
avant-garde was eliminated.

Let us give the term genealogy to the union of erudite
knowledge and local memories which allows us to establish
a historical knowledge of struggles and to make use of this
knowledge tactically today. This then will be a provisional
definition of the genealogies which I have attempted to
compile with you over the last few years.

You are well aware that this research activity, which one
can thus call genealogical, has nothing at all to do with an
opposition between the abstract unity of theory and the
concrete multiplicity of facts. It has nothing at all to do with
a disqualification of the speculative dimension which
opposes to it, in the name of some kind of scientism, the
rigour of well established knowledges. It is not therefore via
an empiricism that the genealogical project unfolds, nor
even via a positivism in the ordinary sense of that term.
What it really does is to entertain the claims to attention of
local, discontinuous, disqualified, illegitimate knowledges
against the claims of a unitary body of theory which would
filter, hierarchise and order them in the name of some true
.knowledge and some arbitrary idea of what constitutes a

ience and its objects. Genealogies are therefore not
sitivistic returns to a more careful or exact form of

ience. They are precisely anti-sciences. Not that they
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I h historical contents allow us to
simply because on y t eft t of conflict and struggle that
rediscover. the ruat~ra~~c~~:alistor systematising thought
the order Impose YS b' t d knowledges are thus those
is designed to ~ask. u Juga e hich were present but dis-
blocs of ~is~oncal kn~wI~tg;'~tionalistand systematising
guised wlthm t.he ~ .y. _ which obviously draws upon
theory and WhICh cntlclSm

, h ~ been able to reveal.
scholarshlp- a d 1 believe that by subjugated kn~w-

On the other han , something else, somethmg
ledges one shou!d understan~'fferent namely, a whole set
which in a sense IS altogether~. alifted as inadequate to
of knowledges, that h~ve beeenab::ted: naive knowledges,
their task or msufficle~tlyh' I rchy beneath the required
located low d,o~n on t ~ t~~~ty i also believe that it is
level of cogmtlon or SClen f thes~ low-ranking knowledges,
through the r~-emergence~irectly disqualified knowledges
these unqualified, even. . tient of the ill person, of
(such as that of the psychlat~~~11:1 and'marginal as they are
the nurse, of the doctor

d
. P that of the delinquent etc.),

to the knowledge of me l~meld call a popular knowledge
and which involve what w~~, far from being a general
(Ie savoir des gens) It~OUg~~t :: on the contrary a particu­
commonsense ~now e ge'l d e a differential knowledge
lar, local, reglOn~1 .know e ti~h owes its force only to the
incapable of, unam!'11tr ~nQ w sed by everything surround­
hars~ness Wlt~ ~hlCh It 1~ ~&rre-appearance of t~is k~ow­
ing It-that It IS throug I k wledges these dIsqualified
ledge, of these local. ~,pu ar n~rms its ~ork.
knowledges, that C~ltlCISm perfk.ind of paradox in the desire

However, th~re IS a strange f subjugated knowledges
to assign to thIS same c:te~o~eo products of meticulous,
what are on the one an and on the other hand
erudite, exact h~storical know~~d~hiCh have no common'
local and spec~c kno~led;e fashion allowed to fall into
meaning and WhICh are m so t effectively and explicitly,"
disuse whe~ever theY

I
are ~o11 it seems to me that our,

maintain~d m themse ves'l t
e
fifteen years have in effec~~

critical dlScour.ses of t~~ fa~ce in this association bet~ee "
discovered then essentla f 0 d'tion and those disqualifi
the buried.knowhledgfe~~o:[:dglesand sciences.
from the hlerarc Y0
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vindicate a lyrical right to ignorance or non-knowledge: it is
not that they are concerned to deny knowledge o~ that t~ey
esteem the virtues of direct cognition and base theIf practice
upon an immediate experience that escapes encapsulation in
knowledge. It is not that with which we are concerned. We
are concerned, rather, with the insurrection of knowleclges
that are opposed primarily not to the contents, metho~s. or
concepts of a s~ience, but to t~e ~ffe~ts of the ce~tra.hs1Qg

powers which are linked to the IOstltutIon and functionlOg of
an organised scientific discourse within a society such ~s
ours. Nor does it basically matter all that much that thiS
institutionalisation of scientific discourse is embodied in a
university, or, more generally, in an educational apparatus,
in a theoretical-commercial institution such as psycho­
analysis or within the framework of reference that is pro­
vided by a political system such as Marxisn:t; for it is reall.y
against the effects of the power of a discourse that ..s
considered to be scientific that the genealogy must wage ItS
struggle.

To be more precise, I woulcl remind you how numerous
have been those who for many years now, probably for
more than half a century, have questionecl whether Marxism
was, or was not, a science. One might say that the same
issue has been posed, and continu~s to be posed, in. the case
of psychoanalysis, or even worse, 10 that of,th~ se~lo.logy of
literary texts. But to all these demands of: Is It or IS It not a
science?', the genealogies or the genealogists would reply:
'If you really want to know, the fault lies in your very
determination to make a science out of Marxism or psycho­
analysis or this or that study'. If we have any objection
against Marxism, it lies in the fact that it could effectively be
a science. In more detailed terms, I would say that even
before we can know the extent to which something such as
Marxism or psychoanalysis can be ~ompared to a scien~ific
practice in its everyday functioning, ItS rules of construction,
its working concepts, that even before we can pose t~e

question of a formal and structural analogy between Mar~lst

or psychoanalytic discourse, it is surely necessary to questlo.n
ourselves about our aspirations to the kind of power that IS
presumed to accompany such a science. It is surely the
following kinds of question that would need to be posed:

What .types of knowledge do you want to disqualify in the
very lOstant of your demand: 'Is it a science'? Which
spe~king, discoursing subjects-which subjects of ex­
penence and knowledge-do you then want to 'diminish'
w~en you ~ay: 'I who conduct this discourse am conducting a
SCientific discourse, and I am a scientist'? Which theoretical­
politica.l avant garde do you want to enthrone in Qrder to
I~olate It from a~l the discontinuous forms of knowledge that
Circulate abOl,Jt It? When I see you straining to establish the
scientificity.of Marxism I do not really think that you are
demonstratmg once and for all that Marxism has a rational
structure and that therefore its propositions are the outcome
of verifiable .procedures; for me you are doing something
altogether different, 'you are investing Marxist discourses
anc~ fhose who uphold them with the effects of a power
which the West since Medieval times has attributed to
~ience and has reserved for those engaged in scientific
dJscourse.

By comparison, then, and in contrast to the various
projects which aim to inscribe knowledges in the hierarchical
order of power associated with science, a genealogy should
be seen as a kind of attempt to emancipate historical
lmowledges "from t4@t subjection, to render them, that is,
Capable of opposition and of struggle against the coercion of
a theoretical, unitary, formal and scientific discourse. It is
based on a reactivation of local knowledges- of minor
knowledges, as Deleuze might call them-in opposition to
the scientific hierarchisation of knowledges and the effects
i~trinsic to their power: this, then, is the project of these
disordered and fragmentary genealogies. If we were to
characte.rise it in two terms, then 'archaeology' would be the
apJ?~opnate methodology of this analysis of local discur­
SJVltJeS, and 'genealogy' would be the tactics whereby, on
the .basis of the descriptions of these local discursivities, the
subjected knowledges which were thus released would be
brought into play.

So m~ch can be said by way of establishing the nature of
the project as a whole. I would have you consider all these
fragments of research, all these discourses, which are simul­
taneously both superimposed and discontinuous, which I
have continued obstinately to pursue for some four or five
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86 Power/Knowledge Two Lectures 87

years now, as elements of these genealogies which have
been composed-and by no means by myself alone-in the
course of the last fifteen years. At this point, however, a
problem arises, and a question: why not continue to pursue
a theory which in its discontinuity is so attractive and
plausible, albeit so little verifiable? Why not continue to
settle upon some aspect of psychiatry. or of th~ theory ?f
sexuality etc.? I,t is true, one could contmue (and 10 a certam
sense I shall try to do so) if it were not for a certain number
of changes in the current situation. By this I mean that it
could be that in the course of the last five, ten or even fifteen
years, things have assumed a different complexion-the
contest could be said to present a different physiognomy. Is
the relation of forces today still such as to allow these
disinterred knowledges some kind of autonomous life? Can
they be isolated by these means from eve~y subjugating
relationship? What force do they have taken 10 themselves?
And, after all, is it not perhaps the case that these fragments
of genealogies are no sooner brought to light, that the
particular elements of the knowledge th~t one. seek~ to
disinter are no sooner accredited and put IOto clfculatlon,
than they run the risk of re-codification, re-colonisation? In
fact, those unitary discourses, which first disqualified an~

then ignored them when they made their appearance, are, It
seems, quite ready now to annex them, to tak~ them back
within the fold of their own discourse and to IOvest them
with everything this implies in terms of their effects of
knowledge and power. And if we want to protect these only
lately liberated fragments are we not in danger of ourselves
constructing, with our own hands, that unitary discourse to
which we are invited, perhaps to lure us into a trap, by those
who say to us: 'All this is fine, but where are yOIl heading?
What kind of unity are you after?' The temptation, up to a
certain point, is to reply: 'Well, we just go. on, in. a
cumulative fashion; after all, the moment at which we fisk
colonisation has not yet arrived'. One could even attempt to
throw out a challenge: 'Just try to colonize us then!' Or one
might say, for example, 'Has there been, from ~he. ti~e

when anti-psychiatry or the genealogy of psychlatflc 10­

stitutions were launched-and it is now a good fifteen years
ago- a single Marxist, or a single psychiatrist, who has

gone over the same ground in his own terms and shown that
thes~ genealogies that we produced were false, inadequately
elaborated, poorly articulated and ill-founded?' In fact as
things stand in reality, these collected fragments of a
genealogy remain as they have always been, surrounded by
a prudent silence. At most, the only arguments that we have
heard against them have been of the kind I believe were
voi~ed by M?nsieur Juquin:' 'All this is all very well, but
SovIet psychIatry nonetheless remains the foremost in the
world'. To which I would reply: 'How right you are; Soviet
psychiatry is indeed the foremost in the world and it is
precisely that which one woulq hold against it'.

The silence, or rather the prudence, with which the
unitary theories avoid the genealogy of knowledges might
therefore be a good reason to continue to pursue it. Then at
least one could proceed to multiply the genealogical
fragments in the form of so many traps, demands, chal­
lenges, what you will. But in the long run, it is probably
over-optimistic, if we are thinking in terms of a contest­
th~t ?f k~owledge against the effects of the power of
sCIentific dIscourse-to regard the silence of one's adver­
saries as indicative of a fear we have inspired in them. For
perhaps the silence of the enemy-and here at the very
least we have a methodological or tactical principle that it is
always useful to bear in mind-can also be the index of our
failure to produce any such fear at all. At all events, we
must proceed just as if we had not alarmed them at all in
which case it will be no part of Ollr concern to provide a s~lid
and hom?geneous theoretical terrain for all these dispersed
genealo.gles, nor to descend upon them from on high with
some kmd of halo of theory that would unite them. Our
task, on the contrary, will be to expose and specify the issue
at stake in this opposition, this struggle, this insurrection of
knowledges against the institutions and against effects of
the knowledge and power that invests scientific discourse.

What is at stake in aU these genealogies is the nature of
this power which has surged into view in all its violence. ,
aggressIOn and absurdity in the course of the last forty years,
contemporaneously, that is, with the collapse of Fascism
and the decline of Stalinism. What, we must ask, is this
power-or rather, since that is to give a formulation to the
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question that invites the kind of theor~tical coronation of
the whole which I am so keen to avoid-what are these
various contrivances of power, whose operations extend to
such differing levels and sectors of society an~ are poss~ssed

of such manifold ramifications? What are theu mechamsms,
their effects and their relations? The issue. here ca~, I
believe, be crystallised essentially in the follow1O~question:
is the analysis ofpower or ofpowers to be deduced.lO one ~ay
or another from the economy? Let me make thiS ':luestlon
and my reasons for posing it somewhat cl~arer. It IS not at
all my intention to abstract from ~hat are lOnumerable and
enormous differences; yet despite, and even ~ecau~e ?f
these differences, I consider there to be a certal~ p?lOt 10

common between the juridical, and let us call It, hberal,
conception of political power (found i~ the philo~ophes of
the eighteenth century) and the MarXist conceptlOn, ~r at
any rate a certain conception currently h~ld ~o be MarXist. I
would call this common point an economlsm 10 the theory.of
power. By that I mean that in the ca~e of th~ classl~,

juridical theory, power is taken .to be a ngh~, which one ,.S
able to possess like a commodity, and which one c~n 10

consequence transfer or alienate, either wholly or pa.rtially,
through a legal act or through some act that estabhshes a
right, such as takes place through cessi?n ?~ contract. Power
is that concrete power which every 1Odlvl~~al holds, and
whose partial or total cession e~ables po.htlcal power. or
sovereignty to be established. ThiS theoretical co~st~ctlon
is essentially based on the idea that the constitution. of
political power obeys the model of a legal transaction
involving a contractual type of exchange (hence the clear
analogy that runs through all these theories between power
and commodities, power and wealth). In ~he other c~se-I
am thinking here of the general MarXist conception ~f

power-one finds none. of ~ll that. Nonet~eless, ther~ IS
something else inherent 10 thiS laU.er conc~ptlo~, someth1Og
which one might term an economic functionahty of power.
This economic functionality is present to the e~tent th~t

power is conceived primarily in terms of the r~le It plays 10

the maintenance simultaneously of the relations of pro­
duction and of a class domination which the development
and specific forms of the forces of production have rendered
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Pos.s~ble. On this view, then, the historical raison d'etre of
pobtl~al ~wer is to be found in the economy. Broadly
speakmg, 10 t~e ~rst case we have a political power whose
formal ~od~llsdl~coverablein the process of exchange, the
ecoQo~lc ~Irculatlon of commodities; in the second case,
th~ ~lstonca.l raison d'etre of political power and the
pnnclpl~ of Its concrete forms and actual functioning, is
located 10 the econo~y. Well then, the problem involved in
the fe~earches to which I refer can, I believe, be broken
down ":l the follo~ing manner: in the first place, is power
~lways In .a subordmate position relative to the economy? Is
It always m the service of, and ultimately answerable to the
economy? Is .its ess~ntial end and purpose to serve'the
economy? Is It destmed to realise, consolidate, maintain
and reprodu~e the relations appropriate to the economy and
essential to ItS functioning? In the second place, is power
modelled upon. the commodity? Is it something that one
posses~s, acquIres, cedes through force or contract, that
one ahe~ates or recovers, that circulates, that voids this or
that .reglOn? ~r~ on the ~ntrary, do we need to employ
VarYI~g tools.m ItS analYSis-even, that is, when we allow
that It eff~ctlvely remains the case that the relations of
power ~o 1Ode~d remain profoundly enmeshed in and with
e~on?mlc relat~ons and participate witli them in a common
c.rcult~ If ~hat IS the case, it is not the models of functional
subo~dmatlOn or formal isomorphism that will characterise
the .m.ter~onnec~i?n ~etween politics and the economy.
T~elf mdlssolublhty Will be of a different order, one that it
wdl be our task to determine.

What means are available to us today if we seek to
co~duct a non-ec?nomic analysis of power? Very few, I
~ehe~e. W~ have 10 the first place the assertion that power
IS nel~her given, n~r exchanged, nor recovered, but rather
exerc~sed, and that It only exists in action. Again, we have at
o~r disposal anot~er assertion to the effect that power is not
pnm~nly the .mamtenance and reproduction of economic
relations, but IS above all a relation of force. The questions
to be posed would then be these: if power is exercised what
sort o~ ~xercise does it involve? In what does it c~nsist?
What IS ItS mechanism? There is an immediate answer that
many contemporary analyses would appear to offer: power is
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essentially that which represses. Power represses.nature? !he
instincts, a class, individuals. Though one find~ this defimtIon
of power as repression endlessly r~pe~ted 10 p~esent day
discourse, it is not that discourse which I~vented It- Heg~l
first spoke of it, then Freud and later Reich. In any ~ase, It
has become almost automatic in the parlance of the tunes to
define power as an organ of repression. So shoul~ not the
analysis of pow~r be first and foremost an analysIs of the
mechanisms of repression? ..

Then again, there is a second reply we ~Ight m.ake: If
power is properly speaking the way 10 which r~latIons of
forces are deployed and given c~:mcrete expresslo~, ra~her

than analysing it in terms of ceSSion, contract or ahe~atlon,

or functionally in terms of its maintenanc~ of t.he ~elatIons of
production, should we not analyse it pnmanly lQ terms of
struggle, conflict and war? One w~uld then ~onfront. the
original hypothesis, according to ~hlch power IS essentially
repression, with a second hypothesIs to the eff~ct that power
is war a war continued by other means.Thls reversal of
Clause'witz's assertion that war is politics continue~ by ot~er
means has a triple significance: in th~ fi~st plac~, It ImplIes
that the relations of power that function 10 a society such ~s

ours essentially rest upo~ a defini~e re!ation of f~rces that IS
established at a determmate, hlstoncally. s~e~lfiable mo­
ment in war and by war. Furthermore, If It IS true. that
politi~al power puts an end to war, that it ins~alls, or tnes to
install, the reign of peace in civil society, thiS by no. means
implies that it suspen"s the effects of war or neutralIses the
disequilibrium revealed in the fi~al.battle. The role of
political power, on this hypothesIs, IS perpetually to .re­
inscribe this relation through a form of unspo~e~warfa~e? to
re-inscribe it in social institutions, in economic lOequalItIes,
in language, in the bodies themselves of each and everyone
of us. .. th

So this would be the first mean109 to assl~n to. . e
inversion of Clausewitz's aphorism that w.ar IS ~lItIcs

continued by other means. It c<:>nsist~.in.seemg polItics as
sanctioning and upholding the dlseqUilIbnum o~ forces that
was displayed in war. But there is also somethmg else. t~at
the inversion signifies, namely, that none o~ the polItical
struggles, the conflicts waged over power, With power, for

power, the alterations in the relations of forces, the favour­
ing of certain tendencies, the reinforcements etc., etc., that
COme about within this 'civil peace'-that none of these
phenomena in a political system should be interpreted
except as the continuation of war. They should, that is to
say, be understood as episodes, factions and displacements
in that same war. Even when one writes the history of peace
and its institutions, it is always the history of this war that
one is writing. The third, and final, meaning to be assigned
to the inversion of Clausewitz's aphorism, is that the end
result can only be the outcome of war, that is, of a contest of
strength, to be decided in the last analyses by recourse to
arms. The political battle would cease with this final battle.
Only a final battle of that kind would put an end, once and
for all, to the exercise of power as continual war.

So, no sooner do we attempt to liberate ourselves from
economistic analyses of power, than two solid hypotheses
offer themselves: the one argues that the mechanisms of
power are those of repression. For convenience sake, I shall
term this Reich's hypothesis. The other argues that the basis
of the relationship of power lies in the hostile engagement of
forces. Again for convenience, I shall call this Nietzsche's
hypothesis.

These two hypotheses are not irrecpncilable; they even
seem to be linked in a fairly convincing manner. After all,
repression could be seen as the political consequence of
war, somewhat as oppression, in the classic theory of
political right, was seen as the abuse of sovereignty in the
juridical order.

One might thus contrast two major systems of approach
to the analysis of power: in the first place, there is the old
system as found in the philosophes of the eighteenth century.
The conception of power as an original right that is given up
in the establishment of sovereignty, and the contract, as
matrix of political power, provide its points of articulation.
A power so constituted risks becoming oppression when­
ever it over-extends itself, whenever-that is-it goes
beyond the terms of the contract. Thus we have contract­
power, with oppression as its limit, or rather as the trans­
gression of this limit. In contrast, the other system of
approach no longer tries to analyse political power accord-
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ing to the schema of contract-oppression, but in accord&nce
with that of war-repression, and, at this poi!lt, repress~on ~o
longer occupies the place that oppressIon occupIes 10

relation to the contract, that is, it is not abuse, but is, on the
contrary, the mere effect and continuation of a relation of
domination. On this view, repression is none other than the
realisation, within the continual warfare of this pseudo­
peace, of a perpetual relationship of force..

Thus we have two schemes for the analysIs of power. The
contract-oppression schema, which is the ju~idical one, and
the domination-repression or war-repression schema for
which the pertinent opposition is not between the legitimate
and illegitimate, as in the first schema, but between struggle
and submission.

It is obvious that all my work in recent years has been
couched in the schema of struggle-repression, and it is this
-which I have hitherto been attempting to apply-which I
have now been forced to reconsider, both because it is still
insufficiently elaborated at a whole number of points, and
because I believe tbat these two notions of repression and
war must themselves be considerably modified if not
ultimately abandoned. In any case, I believe that they must
be submitted to closer scrutiny.

I have always been especially diffident of this notion .of
repression: it is precisely with reference to those genealogIes
of which I was speaking just now-of the history ?f pe~al

right, of psychiatric power, of· the control of mfanttle
sexuality etc. - that I have tried to demonstrate to you. the
extent to which the mechanisms that were brought lOto
operation in these power formations were something q~ite

other, or in any case something much more, than r~presslOn.

The need to investigate this notion of repressIon more
thoroughly springs therefore from the impression I have
that it is wholly inadequate to the analySIS of the mech­
anisms and effects of power that it is so pervasively used to
characterise today.

Lecture Two: 14 January 1976
The course of study that I have been following until now­
roughly since 1970/71-has been concerned with the how of
power. I have tried, that is, to relate its mechanisms to two

poifolts of referenc.e, two limits: on the one hand, to the rules
of fight that provIde a formal delimitation of power; on the
other, ~o the effec~s o~ truth. that this power produces and
transmIts, and whl~h 10 then tum reproduce this power.
Hence we ~ave a tnangle: power, right, truth.

Sch~~atlcall.y, we ca~ formulate the traditional question
of pohtlcal phIlosophy 10 the following terms: how is the
d~scourse of. truth, or quite simply, philosophy' as that
dlscou~se.whlch par ~xcellence is concerned with truth, able
to fix. lImIts to the fights of power? That is the traditional
question. The one I would prefer to pose is rather different.
~<?mpared to the traditional, noble and philosophic question
It IS muc~ more down to earth and concrete. My problem is
rath~r thIS: what ~ules of right are implemented by the
relations of power 10 the production of discourses of truth?
Or alt~mat.lvely, what type of power is susceptible of
producmg ~Iscoursesof truth that in a society such as ours are
en~owedWIth such potent effects? What I mean is this: in a
socI~ty such a~ ours, but basically in any society, there are
maOlfold ,relatIons of,power which permeate, characterise
and constItute the SOCIal body,. and these relations of power
cannot themselves be estabhshed, consolidated nor im­
plemente~ wi.thout the production, accumulation, circulation
and ~nctlOOlng of ~ discourse. The~e can be no possible
exercIse of power WIthout a certain economy of discourses
of tri!th. which operates through and on the basis of this
assocIatIon. We are subjected to the production of truth
through power an~ we cannot exercise power except
thr<!ugh the prod~ctlon of ,truth. This is the case for every
socIety, ~ut I belIeve tha~ 10 ours the relationship between
pow~r, nght and truth IS organised in a highly specific
fashl.on .. If I ~ere to characterise, not its mechanism itself,
but ItS mtenslty and constancy, I would say that we are
forced to prod~ce. the truth .of power that our society
demands, of whIch It has need, 10 order to function: we must
speak the truth; we are constrained or condemned to
~onfess o~ to discover the truth. Power never ceases its
~nte.rro~atlo~, its inquisition, its registration of truth: it
mstItutlonahs~s, professionalises and rewards its pursuit. In
the last ~nalysls, we must produce truth as we must produce
wealth, mdeed we must produce truth in order to produce
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wealth in the first place. In another way, we are also
subjected to truth in the sense in which it is truth that makes
the laws, that produces the true discourse which, at least
partially, decides, transmits and itself extends upon the
effects of power. In the end, we are j~dged, co~demned,

classified determined in our undertakIngs, destIned to a
certain m'ode of living or dying, as a function of the true dis­
courses which are the bearers of the specific effects of power.

So, it is the'rules of right, the mechanisms of power, the
effects of truth or if you like, the rules of power and the
powers of true discourses, that can be said more or ~ess to
have formed the general terrain of my concern, even If, as I
know full well, I have traversed it only partially and in a
very zig-zag fashion. I should like to speak. briefly abo~t t~is

course of research, about what I have considered as beIng Its
guiding principle and about the methodological imperatives
and precautions which I have sought to adopt. As reg~rds

the general principle invol~ed in a study of th,e relatlons
between right and power, It seems to me that m Western
societies since Medieval times it has been royal power that
has provided the essential focus around which legal thought
has been elaborated. It is in reponse to the demands of royal
power, for its profit and to serve as its instru~ent or
justification, that the juridical edifice of,our own .sp';let~ has
been developed. Right in the West IS the KIng s nght.
Naturally everyone is familiar wit~ t~e f~mous, cele~rat~d,

repeatedly emphasised role of the Junsts In the orgamsatlon
of royal power. We must not forget that the re-vital~sationof
Roman Law in the twelfth century was the major event
around which, and on whose basis, the juridical .edifice
which had collapsed after the fall of the Roman EmpIre w~s

reconstructed. This resurrection of Roman Law had In
effect a technical and constitutive role to play in the
establishment of the authoritarian, administrative, and, in
the final analysis, absolute power of the monarchy. And
when this legal edifice escapes in later centuries from the
control of the monarch, when, more accurately, it is turned
against that control, it is always the limits of this sovereign
power that are put in question, its prerogativ~s that ~re

challenged. In other words, I believe that the KIng remaInS
the central personage in the whole legal edifice of the West.

When ~t comes to .t~e gener.al organisation of the legal
s~stem In the 'Yest, It IS esse~tl~lly, with the King, his rights,
hiS power and .Its .eventual lImitatIOns, that one is dealing.
Whether. the. J~msts were the King's henchmen or his
adversanes, It IS of royal power that we are speaking in
every case when we speak of these grandiose edifices of
legal thought and knowledge.
~here are two ways in which we do so speak. Either we do

~ In order to show the nature of the juridical armoury that
Investe~ royal power, to reveal the monarch as the effective
embodlmen~ of sovereignty, to demonstrate that his power,
f~r all that It was absolute, was exactly that which befitted
hiS fundamental right. Or, by contrast, we do so in order to
show the necessi,ty, of ~mposing limits upon this sovereign
power, of subm~ttIng It to certain rules of right, within
whos~ con.fi~es It had to be exercised in order for it to
remaIn le~ltImat~. The essential role of the theory of right,
from medle~al tImes <:>nwards, was to fix the legitimacy of
power; tha~ IS the major problem around which the whole
theory of nght and sovereignty is organised.
. W~en we say tha.t ~vereignty is the central problem of

nght I~ Weste~SOCietIes, what we mean basically is that the
essentIal functlon of the discourse and techniques of right
has been to efface the domination, intrinsic to power in
order .to present the latter at the level of appearance under
t~o different aspects: on the one hand, as the legitimate
ng~ts ,of sovereig.nty, and on the other, as the legal
oblIgation t? obey It: ~he system of right is centred entirely
upon the KIng, and It IS therefore designed to eliminate the
fact of domination and its consequences.

My general project over the past few years has been, in
ess~nce,. to reverse .the mode of analysis followed by the
entlf~ discourse of nght fr<:>m the. time C?f the Middle Ages.
~y aim, therefore, ~as ~o mvert 1t, to gIVe due weight, that
IS, t~ the fact ?f dommatIon, to expose both its latent nature
~nd, Its brutahty. I then w~nted to show not only how right
IS, .10 a general way, the mstrument of this domination­
wh~ch scarcely needs saying-but also to show the extent to
which, and the forms in which, right (not simply the laws
but th~ whole complex of apparatuses, institutions and
regulations responsible for their application) transmits and
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puts in motion relations that are not relations ofsovereignty,
but of domination. Moreover, in speaking of domination I
do not have in mind that solid and global kind of domination
that one person exercises over others, or one group over
another, but the manifold forms of domination that can be
exercised within society. Not the domination of the King in
his central position, therefore, but that of his subjects in
their mutual relations: not the uniform edifice of sovereignty,
but the multiple'forms of subjugation that have a place and
function within the social organism.

The system of right, the domain of the law, are permanent
agents of these relations of domination, these polymorphous
techniques of subjugation. Right should be viewed, I
believe, not in terms of a legitimacy to be established, but in
terms of the methods of subjugation that it instigates.

The problem for me is how to avoid this question, central
to the theme of right, regarding sovereignty and the
obedience of individual subjects in order that I may sub­
stitute the problem of domination and subjugation for that
of sovereignty and obedience. Given that this was to be the
general line of my analysis, there were a certain number of
methodological precautions that seemed requisite to its
pursuit. In the very first place, it seemed important to accept
that the analysis in question should not concern itself with
the regulated and legitimate forms of power in their central
locations, with the general mechanisms through which they
operate, and the continual effects of these. On the contrary,
it should be concerned with power at its extremities, in its
ultimate destinations, with those points where it becomes
capillary, that is, in its more regional and local forms and
institutions. Its paramount concern, in fact, should be with
the point where power surmounts the rules of right which
organise and delimit it and extends itself beyond them,
invests itself in institutions, becomes embodied in tech­
niques, and equips itself with instruments and eventually
even violent means of material intervention. To give an
example: rather than try to discover where and how the
right of punishment is founded on sovereignty, how it is
presented in the theory of monarchical right or in that of
democratic right, I have tried to see in what ways punish­
ment and the power of punishment are effectively embodied

in ~ certain number of l.ocal, regional, material institutions,
whIch are coo;cerned wI~h torture or imprisonment, and to
plac~ these 10 the climate-at once institutional and
physlc~l, regulated and violent-of the effective apparatuses
of pumshment. In other words, one should try to locate
power at the extreme points of its exercise where it is
always less legal in character. '

A ~econd methodological precaution urged that the
analY~ls s~oqld ~ot concern itself with power at the level of
cons~lOus IOtention or ~ec.ision; that i.t should not attempt to
consIder power from ItS mternal pomt of view and that it
should ref~ain ~rom posing the labyrinthine and unanswer­
a~le ~uestIo~: Who then has power and what has he in
mmd. ~h~t IS the aim of s?meone who possesses power?'
~nstea~, It !s.a case of studymg power at the point where its
lOtent.lOn, If It .has one, is completely invested in its real and
effective p~actIces. What is needed is a study of power in its
~xtern~l vlsage~ at the point where it is in direct and
Imm.edlat~ rel~tlonship ~ith that which we can provisionally
~alllts object, ItS .t~rget, It~ field of application, there-that
IS to say-where It mstalls Itself and produces its real effects.
L~t us not, therefore, ask why certain people want to

dommat~, what they see~, what is their overall strategy. Let
us ~sk, ~nstead, how thmgs work at tqe level of on-going
~ubjugatlOn, at the level of those continuous and un­
IOterrupte~ processes which subject our bodies, govern our
gestures, dIctate our behaviours etc. In other words, rather
than ~sk o,!rselves how the sovereign appears to us in his
loftr IsolatIon, we should try to discover how it is that
subje~ts are gradually, progr.es~i~ely, really and materially
constI~uted thr<;>ugh a multIpliCity of organisms, forces,
energIes, .ma~ef1~ls,.desires, .th~ughts etc. We should try to
gra~p subject!on 10 Its matenal mstance as a constitution of
sUb~ects: ThIS. would be the exact opposite of Hobbes'
project m LeViathan,. and of !h~t, I believe, of all jurists for
whom the probl.em. IS the dIstIllation of a single will-or
rather, th~ .constItutlo~of a unitary, singular body animated
by t~e ~~lfIt o~ ~v~relgnty- from the particular wills of a
!Uultlpbclty o~ mdlvld~als. Think of the scheme ofLeviathan:
Insofar as he IS ~ fabncated man, Leviathan is no other than
the amalgamatIon of a certain number of separate in-
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dividualities, who find themselves reunited by the complex
of elements that go to compose the State; but at the heart of
the State, or rather, at its head, there exists something
which constitutes it as such, and this is sovereignty, which
Hobbes says is precisely the spirit of Leviathan. Well, rather
than worry about the problem of the central spirit, I believe
that we must attempt to study the myriad of bodies which
are constituted as peripheral subjects as a result of the effects
of power.

A third methodological precaution relates to the fact that
power is not to be taken to be a phenomenon of one
individual's consolidated and homogeneous domination
over others, or that of one group or class over others. What,
by contrast, should always be kept in mind is that power, if
we do not take too distant a view of it, is not that which
makes the difference between those who exclusively possess
and retain it, and those who do not have it and submit to it.
Power must by analysed as something which circulates, or
rather as something which only functions in the form of a
chain. It is never localised here or there, never in anybody's
hands, never appropriated as a commodity or piece of
wealth. Power is employed and exercised through a net-like
organisation. And not only do individuals circulate between
its threads; they are always in the position of simultaneously
undergoing and exercising this power. They are not only its
inert or consenting target; they are always also the elements
of its articulation. In other words, individuals are the
vehicles of power, not its points of application.

The individual is not to be conceived as a sort of elemen­
tary nucleus, a primitive atom, a multiple and inert material
on which power comes to fasten or against which it happens
to strike, and in so doing subdues or crushes individuals. In
fact, it is already one of the prime effects of power that
certain bodies, certain gestures, certain discourses, certain
desires, come to be identified and constituted as individuals.
The individual, that is, is not the vis-a-vis of power; it is, I
believe, one of its prime effects. The individual is an effect of
power, and at the same time, or precisely to the extent to
which it is that effect, it is the element of its articulation.
The individual which power has constituted is at the same
time its vehicle.

There. is a fourth methodological precaution that follows
from thIS: when I say that power establishes a network
thr0\J:gh w~ich it freely circulates, this is true only up to a
certaIn pOInt. In much the same fashion we could say that
therefore we all have a fascism in our heads, or, more
profoundly, that we all have a power in our bodies. But I do
not believe that one should conclude from that that power is
the best di~tr~buted thing in the world, although in some
sense tha~ IS mdeed so. We are not dealing with a sort of
de~ocratIc ~r anarc~ic distribution of power through
bodIes. That IS to say, It seems to me-and this then would
be th~ fo~rth methodological precaution-that the import­
ant t~Ing IS no~ to attempt some kind of deduction of power
startmg from ItS centre and aimed at the discovery of the
ext~nt ~o which it pe~meates into the base, of the degree to
WhICh It reproduces Itself down to and including the most
molecular elements of society. One must rather conduct an
f;lsce,!din,g analysis of power, starting, that is, from its
InfinItesImal mechanisms, which each have their own
hist?ry, their own trajectory, their own techniques and
tactIcs, and then see how these mechanisms of power have
been-and continue to be-invested, colonised utilised
involuted, transformed, displaced, extended etc.', by eve;
mo~e gen~ral mechanisms and by forms of global domi­
natIOn. It IS not that this global domination extends itself
right to the base in a plurality of repercussions: I believe
that the manner in which the phenomena, the techniques
and. the procedures of power enter into play at the most
baSIC levels must be analysed,. that the way in which these
procedures are displaced, extended and altered must
certainly be demonstrated; but above all what must be
shown is the manner in which they are invested and annexed
by more global phenomena and the subtle fashion in which
more general powers or economic interests are able to
engage with these technologies that are at once both
relatively autonomous of power and act as its infinitesimal
elements. In order to malce this clearer, one might cite the
example ?f madn~ss. The descending type of analysis, the
one of WhICh I belIeve One ought to be wary, will say that the
bourgeoisie h~s, since the sixteenth or seventeenth century,
been the dommant class; from this premise, it will then set



out to deduce the internment of the insane. One can alwa~s

make this deduction, it is always easily done and t~at IS
precisely what I would hold agains~ it. It is in fa.ct a simple
matter to show that since lunatics are prec~sely tho~e

persons who are useless to industrial productl(~n,. one ..S
obliged to dispense with them. One could argue ~Imtlarly.10

regard to infantile sexualit~-and several thmkers, 10­

eluding Wilhelm Reich have l!1de~d sought to do so.up to a
certain point. Given the dommatlon of the bourgeOis cl~ss,

how can one understand the repression of infantile sexuahty?
Well, very simply- given that t~e human body ~ad become
essentially a force of production from the time of t~e

seventeenth and eighteenth century, all the forms of. Its
expenditure which did not lend themselves to the constitu­
tion of the productive forces-and were therefore exposed
as redundant-were banned, excluded and repressed.
These kinds of deduction are always possible. They are
simultaneously correct and false. Above all they ~re too
glib, because one can always do ~xa~tly the opposl~e and
show, precisely by appeal to the pnnclple of the do~man~e
of the bourgeois class, that the forms of cont~ol of mfanttle
sexuality could in no way ~ave been predicted. On the
contrary, it is equally plaUSible to suggest that. what was
needed was sexual training, the encouragement of a sexual
precociousness, given that what was fundamenta~ly at stake
was the constitution of a labour force whose optimal state,
as we well know, at least at the beginning of the nineteenth
century was to be infinite: the greater the labour force, the
better ~ble would the system of capitalist production have
been to fulfil and improve its functions.

I believe that anything can be deduced fro~ the general
phenomenon of the domina.tion o~ the .bourgeols class. What
needs to be done is somethmg qUite different. One needs to
investigate historically, and beginning from the lowes~ level,
how mechanisms of power have been able to function. In
regard to the confinement of the insa~e, for example, or the
repression and interdiction of ~exuahty, we need !o see the
manner in which, at tile effective level of the fam~ly, o.f the
immediate environment, of the cells and most ~aslc units of
society, these phenomenao.frepr~ssi.on orexclUSionpossess~d
their instruments and then logiC, 10 response to a certam
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number of nee~s. We need to identify the agents responsible
for them, then real agents (those which constituted the
immediate social entourage, the family, parents, doctors
etc.), and not be content to lump them under the formula of
a generalised bourgeoisie. We need to see how these
me~hanisms of power, at a given moment, in a precise
conjuncture and by means of a certain number of trans­
formations, hav~. begun to become economically ·advan­
tageous and polItically useful. I think that in this way one
could easily manage to demonstrate that what the bour­
geoisie needed, or that in which its system discovered its
real interests, was not the exclusion of the mad or the
surveillance and prohibition of infantile masturbation (for,
to re~at, suc~ a system can perfectly well tolerate quite
opposite practices), but rather, the techniques and pro­
cedures themselves of such an exclusion. It is the mech­
anisms ~f that exclusion that are necessary, the apparatuses
of sury,edlance, the medicalisation of sexuality, of madness,
of dehnquency, aU the micro-mechanisms of power, that
~ame, from a certain moment in time, to represent the
mterests of the bourgeoisie. Or even better, we could say
th~t t? the extent to which this view of the bourgeoisie and
of ItS IOterests a'ppear~ to lack content, at least in regard to
the problems With which we are here concerned, it reflects
the fact that it was not the bourgeoisie itself which thought
that madness had to be excluded or infantile sexuality
repressed. What in fact happened instead was that the
mechanisms of the exclusion of madness, and of the
su~vei~lan~e of infantile sexuality, began from a particular
pomt 10 time, and for reasons which need to be studied to
reveal their political usefulness and to lend themselve; to
economic profit, and that as a natural consequence, all of a
SUdden,. they Came to be ~olonised and maintained by global
mechaOlsms and the entire State system. It is only if we
grasp these techniques of power and demonstrate the
economic advantages or political utility that derives from
them in a given context for specific reasons, that we can
~nderstand h?w these mechanisms come to be effectively
mcorporated mto the social whole.

To put this somewhat differently: the bourgeoisie has
never had any use for the insane; but the procedures it has
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employed to exclude them have revealed a~d realised~

from the nineteenth century onwards, and agam on the bas.s
of certain transformations- a political advantage, on
occasion even a certain economic utility, which have ~on­

solidated the system and contributed to its over~ll functIon­
ing. The bourgeoisie is intere.sted i~ power, ~ot 10 m~dness,

in the system of control of mfant~l~ sexuahty, not 10 that
phenomenon itself. The bo~rgems..e could not care .l.ess
about delinquents, about theIr pumshment and rehab.~.t~­

tion which economically have little importance, but n .s
con~erned about the complex of mechanisms with which de­
linquency is controlled, pursued, ,Punished an.d ref<.>n~led e~c.

As for our fifth methodological precaution: It IS qUite
possible that the major ~echanisms .of power have been
accompanied by ideological productions. There ~as, for
example, probably been an i~eology of educ~tIon, an
ideology of the monarchy, an Ideology. of parliamentary
democracy etc.; but basically I do not believe ~hat what has
taken place can be said to be ideological. It IS both .much
more and much less than ideology. It is the production of
effective instruments for the formation and a~cumulation ~f

knowledge-methods of observation, techmques of regis­
tration, procedures for investigation and research,. appar­
atuses of control. All this means that power, when n IS ex­
ercised through these subtle mechanisms, cannot but evolve,
organise and put into circulation a kn<,>wledg~, or rather ap­
paratuses of knowledge, which are not Ideological co~structs.

By way of summarising these five ~ethodologlcal pre­
cautions I would say that we should dIrect our researches
on the ~ature of power not towards the ju!idical ~difice. of
sovereignty, the State apparatuses and ~he .deologles whl~h
accompany them, but towards domination a.nd !he matenal
operators of power, towards fo~s of s~bJectIon and the
inflections and utilisations of their locahsed systems, and
towards strategic apparatuses. We must eschew the model of
Leviathan in the study of power. We must escape f!o~ the
limited field of juridical sovereignty and State 1Ostltut.ons,
and instead base our analysis of power on the study of the
techniques and tactics of ~omi~ation. .

This, in its general outlIne, .s the met~odologlcal ~ourse

that I believe must be followed, and which I have tned to

pursue in the various researches that we have conducted
o~er recent y~ars on psychiatric power, on infantile sexu­
ality, on polItIc.al systems, etc. Now as one explores these
field~ of Investigation, observing the methodological pre­
~autlO~s I ~ave me~tioned, I believe that what then comes
Int~ view IS. a sol~d body of historical fact, which will
ult~mately brmg us IOto confrontation with the problems of
WhlC~ I w~nt t? s~ak this year. .

ThiS solid, hlst~ncal body of fact is the juridical-political
theory of sovereignty of which I spoke a moment ago a
theory which has had four roles to play. In the first place' it
h&s b~en used to refer to a mechanism of power that ~as
effective under. the feudal monarchy. In the second place, it
has serv~d as 10strument and even as justification for the
cons.tructlon of ~e large scale administrative monarchies.
AgaIn, from the tlOle of the sixteenth century and more than
ever .from the seventeenth century onwards, but already at
the time of the wars of religion, the theory of sovereignty
has been a ~eapon which has circulated from one camp to
a~other, ~hl~h has been utilised in one sense or another,
either to IIm.~ or else to re-inforce royal power: we find it
&mong C&tholIc monarchistsand Protestantanti-monarchists
among Protestant ~nd m~re-or-Iess liberal monarchists, but
also a~ong Cathol.1C partIsans of regicide or dynastic trans­
formation. It fu~ctlonsboth in the hands of aristocrats and in
th~ hands ofparlIamentarians. It is found among the represen­
!&tIvesofroy&l~w~r and among the last feudatories. In short,
It was the major mstrument of political and theoretical
struggle &rou~d sy~tems of power of the sixteenth and seven­
te~nth centunes. Fmally, in the eighteenth century, it is again
thIS ~ame theory of sovereignty, re-activated through the
doclnne of Ro~an Law, that we find in its essentials in
Rousse&u &nd h~s c~ntemporaries, but now with a fourth role
to pl~y': now It IS concerned with the construction in
oppos1tI~n to the administrative, authoritarian and absol~tist
mon&rchles, of an .alt~rna~ive ~odel, that of parliamentary
democracy. And It IS stIli thiS role that it plays at the
moment of the ReVolution.

We!l, it seems to me that if we investigate these four roles
there IS a d~finite c<.>nclusion to be drawn: as long as a feudal
type of socIety survived, the problems to which the theory of
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continuous and permanent systems of surveillance. The
theory of sovereignty permits the foundation of an absolute
power in the absolute expenditure of power. It does not
allow fC?r a calculation of power in terms of the minimum
expenditure for the maximum return.
. This new type ofpower, which can no longer be formulated
I~ terms of sove~eigntr, is, I believe, one of the grea~ inven­
tIOns of bourgeOIs socIety. It has been a fundamental instru­
ment in th~ constit.ut!on of industrial capitalism and of the
type of socI.ety t.hat IS It~ accompaniment. This non-sovereign
p~wer, which bes outs.lde the form of sovereignty, is disci­
pbnary power. Impo.sslble to describe in the terminology of
th~ th.eo.ry .of sovereignty from which it differs so radically,
t~IS dlsclpbnary power ought by rights to have led to the
dlsappearanc.e of th~ grand juridical edifice created by that
t~eory. But m reahty, the theory of sovereignty has con­
tmu~d not only to exist as an ideology of right, but also to
proVIde the organising principle of the legal codes which
Europe acqui~ed in the nineteenth century, beginning with
the NapoleoOlc Code.

~hy has t~e theory of sovereignty persisted in this
fas~lOn as an Ideology and an organising principle of these
major legal codes? For two reasons, I believe. On the one
h~nd, it has been, in the eighteenth and again in the
nmeteenth century, a permanent instrument of criticism of
the monarchy and of aU the Obstacles that can thwart the
development of disciplinary society. But at the same time
the theory of sove~eignty, and the organisation of a legai
code ~entred upon It, have allowed a system of right to be
supenmposed UPon the mechanisms of discipline in such a
wClY Cls to conce.d its actual procedures, the element of
domination inh~rent in its techniques, and to guarantee to
everY~ne, br VIrtue of the sovereignty of the State, the
exercise ~f hIS p~oper sovereign rights. The juridical systems
- and thiS appbes both to their codification and to their
theorisation- have enabled sovereignty to be democratised
throug~ the con~titution o.f a public right articulated upon
collectIve sovereIgnty, whde at the same time this democ­
ratisation of ~vereignty~as fund~~e~talJydetermined by
and grounded m mechaOlsms of dISCIplInary coercion.

To put this in more rigorous terms, one might say that
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sovereignty was addressed were in effec~ con~ne~ to the
general mechanisms of power, to the wa~ m w.hlch Its for~s

of existence at the higher level of society mfluence~ ItS
exercise at the lowest levels. In other wor~s, the. relation­
ship of sovereignty, whether interpreted III a wI~er or a
narrower sense, encompasses the totality of th~ SOCial body.
In effect, the mode in which power was exercised c~uld ~e

defined in its essentials in terms of the rel.atIonshlp
sovereign-subject. But in the.seventee~th and eighteenth
centuries, we have the production of a~ Impo!tant phenom­
enon, the emergence, or rather the mvent~on, of a new
mechanism of power possessed of highly specdi~ pro~edural

techniques, completely novel instrum~nts, qUite dlffer~nt

apparatuses, and which !S also, I bel~eve, absolutely m­
compatible with the relations of s~verelgnty.

This new mechanism of power IS more dependent upc;>n
bodies and what they do than upon th~ Earth .and. ItS
products. It is a mechanism of power which p~~mlts time
and labour, rather than wealth and commodities, ~o b.e
extracted from bodies. It is a type of power which .IS
constantly exercised by means of surveillance rather t~an m
a discontinuous manner by means of a system of lev~es or
obligations distributed over time. It presupposes a tIg~tly

knit grid of material coercions rather than the phySical
existence of a sovereign. It is ultimat~ly dependent upon the
principle, which introduces a genumely new economy of
power, that one must be able si~ultaneously both to
increase the subjected forces and to Improve the force and
efficacy of that which subjects them. ..

This type of power is in every aspect the antitheSIS o~ that
mechanism of power which the theory o~ s?verelgnty
described or sought to transcribe. The latter IS hnked to. a
form of power that is exercised over the Earth and I~S

roducts much more than over human bodies .and th~lr

~peratio~s. The theory of sovereignty. is.somethmg which
refers to the displacement and appropnatlon on the part of
ower not of time and labour, but of goods and ~ealth. It

~llows'discontinuous obligations distributed over time to b~
given legal expression but it. does not allow for the codi­
fication of a continuous surveillance. It enable.s power to ~e

founded in the physical existence of the sovereign, but not m
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common with the edifice of right. It is human science which
constitutes their domain, and clinical knowledge their juris­
prudence.

In short, what I have wanted to demonstrate in the course
of the last few years is not the manner in which at the
advance front of the exact sciences the uncertain, recal­
c.itrant, confused dominion of human behaviour has little by
lIttle been annexed to science: it is not through some
advancement in the rationality of the exact sciences that the
human sciences are gradually constituted. I believe that the
process which has really rendered the discourse of the
human sciences ,possible is the juxtaposition, the encounter
between two hnes of approach, two mechanisms, two
absolutely heterogeneous types of discourse: on the one
hand there is the re-organisation of right that invests
sovereignty, and on the other, the mechanics of the coercive
forces whose exercise takes a disciplinary form. And I
believe that in our own times power is exercised simul­
taneously through this right and these techniques and that
these techniques and these discourses, to which the disci­
plines give rise invade the area of right so that the pro­
cedures of normalisation come to be ever more constantly
engaged in the colonisation of those of law. I believe that all
this can explain the global functioning of what I would call a
society of normalisation. I mean, more precisely, that
disciplinary norrnalisations come into ever greater conflict
with the juridical systems of sovereignty: their incom­
patibility with each other is ever more acutely felt and
apparent; some kind of arbitrating discourse is made ever
more necessary, a type of power and of knowledge that the
sanctity of science would render neutral. It is precisely in the
extension of medicine that we see, in some sense, not so
much the linking as the perpetual exchange or encounter of
mechanisms of discipline with the principle of right. The
developments of medicine, the general medicalisation of
behaviours, conducts, discourses, desires etc., take place at
the point of intersection between the two heterogeneous
levels of discipline and sovereignty. For this reason, against
th~se usurpations by the disciplinary mechanisms, against
thiS ascent of a power that is tied to scientific knowledge, we
find that there is no solid recourse available to us today,
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once it became necessary for disciplin.ary .constraints to ~e
exercised through mechanisms of dom~natlon and yet at tbe
same time for their effective exerCise o~ power to e
dis uised, a theory of sovereignty was required to make an
apgearance at the level of the leg~l apparatus, and ~o
re-emerge in its codes. Modern society, then, from t e
nineteenth century up to our own dar, has b~en charac­
terised on the one hand, by a legislatIon, a dl~ou~se, an
or anisation based on public right, whose prInciple of
ar~culation is the social body and the delegatIv~ status ~f
each citizen; and, on the other hand, by a .cl~sely hnked gnd
of disciplinary coercions whos~ purpose IS 10 fact to assur~
the cohesion of this same social bo~y. ~ho,!gh a the~rya0

right is a necessary companion to this grId, It cannot 10 ny
event provide the terms of its endorsement. Henc~ thes~
two limits, a right of sovereignty and a .mech.amsm 0
d' ipline which define, I believe, the arena an which power
islS:xercis~d. But these two limits are so heterogeneous that
they cannot possibly be reduced to each other. The p~wers
of modern society are exercised throu.gh, on the baSIS b~~'
and by virtue of, this very heterogeneity betwee!1 ~ P~ IC
ri ht of sovereignty and a polymorphous. diSCiplInary
~chanism. This is not to suggest that there IS 0!1 t~e one
hand an explicit and scholarly system of right which IS that
of sovereignty and, on the other hand, obscure and.un-
s ken discipli~es which carry out their shadowy operations
i~he depths, and thus constitute the ~e~ro~k of the gre~t
mechanism of power. In reality, the dlsclplmes hav~ theIr
own discourse. They engender, for the reasons of .whlch we
s ke earlier, apparatuses of knowledge (~tlVOlr) and a
~ltiplicity of new domains o.f unde.rstandmg, They are
extraordinarily inventive partiCipants m. th.e ~rder of the~e
knowledge-producing apparatuses. Dlsclphne~ are t ~
bearers of a discourse, but this cannot be t~e ~Iscourse 0
. ht The discourse of discipline has nothing 10 common
~fth 'that of law, rule, or sovereign will. The disciplines may

11 be the carriers of a discourse that speaks of.a rule, but
~~s is not the juridical rule deriving from sovereignty,.but a
natural rule, a norm. The code they co~e to define ~s not
that of law but that of normalisation. T~elr reference .Is to.a
theoretical horizon which of necessity has nothmg m
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such being our situation, except tha~ which lies precis~ly in
the return to a theory of right orgamsed around sovereignty
and articulated upon its ancient principle. When today one
wants to object in some way to the disciplines and all the
effects of power and knowledge th~t are l~nked to them,
what is it that one does, concretely, 10 real lIfe, what do the
Magistrates Union2 o~ other simil~r insti!utions do, if not
precisely appeal, to this canon of fight, t~IS f~mous.' f~rmal

right, that is said to be bourgeois, and which 10 reality IS the
right of sovereignty? But I believe that we find ourselves
here in a kind of blind alley: it is not through recourse to
sovereignty against discipline that the .effects of d!sc!pl!nary
power can be limited, because s~)Verelgnty an? diSCiplinary
mechanisms are two absolutely mtegral constituents of the
general mechanism of power in our society.

If one wants to look for a non-disciplinary form of power, '
or rather, to struggle against disciplines and di~iplinary

power it is not towards the ancient right of sovereignty that
one sh~uld turn, but towards the possibility of a new form of
right, one which must indeed be a~ti-~isciplinarian., but at
the same time liberated from the prmclple of sovereignty. It
is at this point that we once more come up against. the notion
of repression, whose use in this context I believe to be
doubly unfortunate. On the one hand, ~t contains an ob~cure

reference to a certain theory of sovereignty, the sovereignty
of the sovereign rights of the individual, and on the ot~er

hand, its usage introduces a system of 'psychologlc~l

reference points borrowed from the human SCiences, that IS
to say, from discourses and practices th~t belong to !he
disciplinary realm. I believe that the notIOn of repre~s.lOn

remains a juridical-disciplinary notio~ whatever the cr!l!cal
use one would make of it. To thiS extent the cfltIcal
application of the notion of repression is found ~o ~e .vitiated
and nullified from the outset by the two-fold Jundlcal and
disciplinary reference it contains to sovereignty on the one
hand and to normalisation on the other.

Notes

1 A deputy of the French Communist Party. ... .
2 This Union, established after 1968, has adopted a radIcal hne on CIvil

rights, the law and the prisons.

6 TRUTH AND POWER

Interviewers: Alessandro Fontana, Pasquale Pasquino.

Could you briefly outline the route which led you from
your .w~rk ?n madness in the Classical age to the study
of cnmmahty and delinquency?

When I was studying during the early 1950s, one of the great
problem.s that a~ose was that of the political status of science
and the Ideological functions which it could serve. It wasn't
exactly t~e Lysenko business which dominated everything,
but I .belIeve ~hat around that sordid affair-which had long
remamed buned and carefully hidden - a whole number of
lnteresting questions were provoked. These can all be
summed up in two words: power and knowledge. I believe I
wr~te Madness and Civilisation to some extent within the
h~rlZ~n of these questions. For me, it was a matter of saying
th,s: !f, conc~rnmg a science like theoretical physics or
o~gaD1c che~~stry, one poses the problem of its relations
WIth the. polItical and economic structures of society, isn't
o~e posmg an excessively complicated question? Doesn't
t~.s set the threshold of possible explanations impossibly
high? But on the other hand, if one takes a form of
Jmowledg~ (savoir) like psYchiatry, won't the question be
much .easl~r to resolve, since the epistemological profile of
psychIatry IS a low one and psychiatric practice is linked with
a ~~oJe ~ange of institutions, economic requirements and
pohtl~al Issues of social regulation? Couldn't the inter­
weavmg of ef~ects.of power and knowledge be grasped with
greater certamty 10 the case of a science as 'dubious' as
psychiat.ry? It w~s.this .same que~tion which I wanted to pose
conc~rnmg medlcme 10 The Bmh of the Clinic: medicine
certal!1ly has a ~uch more solid scientific armature than
psychIatry, but It too is profoundly enmeshed in social
structures. What rather threw me at the time was the fact




