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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

g
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points of reference, two limits: on the one hand, to the rules
of right that provide a formal delimitation of power; on the
other, to the effects of truth that this power produces and
transmits, and which in their turn reproduce this power.
Hence we have a triangle: power, right, truth.
Schematically, we can formulate the traditional question
of political philosophy in the following terms: how is the
discourse of truth, or quite simply, philosophy as that
discourse which par excellence is concerned with truth, able
to fix limits to the rights of power? That is the traditional
question. The one I would prefer to pose is rather different.
Compared to the traditional, noble and philosophic question
it is much more down to earth and concrete. My problem is
rather this: what rules of right are implemented by the
relations of power in the production of discourses of truth?
Or alternatively; what type of power is susceptible of
producing discourses of truth that in a society such as ours are
endowed with such potent effects? What I mean is this: ina
society such as ours, but basically in any society, there are
manifold relations of power which permeate, characterise
and constitute the social body, and these relations of power
cannot themselves be established, consolidated nor im-
plemented without the production, accumulation, circulation
and functioning of a discourse. Therecan be no possible
exercise of power without a certain economy of discourses
of truth which operates through and on the basis of this
association. We are subjected to the production of truth
through power and we cannot exercise power except
through the production of truth. This is the case for every
society, but I believe that in ours the relationship between
power, right and truth is organised in a highly specific
fashion. If I were to characterise, not its mechanism itself,
but. its intensity and constancy, I would say that we are
forced to produce the truth of power that our society
demands, of which it has need, in order to function: we must
speak the truth; we are constrained or condemned to
confess or to discover the truth. Power never ceases its
interrogation, its inquisition, its registration of truth: it
institutionalises, professionalises and rewards its pursuit. In
the last analysis, we must produce truth as we must produce
wealth, indeed 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 judged, condemned,
classified, determined in our undertakings, destined to a
certain mode 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 less to
have formed the general terrain of my concern, even if, as |
know full well, I have traversed it only partially and in a
very zig-zag fashion. I should like to speak briefly about this
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 regards
the general principle invelved in a study of the relations
between right and power, it seems to me that in Western
socteties 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 instrument or
justification, that the juridical edifice of our own society has
been developed. Right in the West is the King’s right.
Naturally everyone is familiar with the famous, celebrated,
repeatedly emphasised role of the jurists in the organisation
of royal power. We must not forget that the re-vitalisation of
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 was
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, absclute 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 prerogatives that are
challenged. In other words, I believe that the King remains
the central personage in the whole legal edifice of the West.
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When it comes to the general organisation of the legal
system in the West, it is essentially with the King, his rights,
his power and its eventual limitations, that one is dealing.
Whether the jurists were the King’s henchmen or his
adversaries, it is of royal power that we are speaking in
every case when we speak of these grandiose edifices of
legal thought and knowledge.

There are two ways in which we do so speak. Either we do
so in order to show the nature of the juridical armoury that
invested royal power, to reveal the monarch as the effective
embodiment of sovereignty, to demonstrate that his power,
for all that it was absolute, was exactly that which befitted
his fundamental right. Or, by contrast, we do so in order to
show the necessity of imposing limits upon this sovereign
power, of submitting it to certain rules of right, within
whose confines it had to be exercised in order for it to
remain legitimate. The essential role of the theory of right,
from medieval times onwards, was to fix the legitimacy of
power; that is the major problem around which the whole
theory of right and sovereignty is organised. X

When we say that sovereignty is the central problem of
right in Western societies, what we mean basically is that the
essential function 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
two different aspects: on the one hand, as the legitimate
rights of sovereignty, and on the other, as the legal
obligation to obey it. The 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
essence, to reverse the mode of analysis followed by the
entire discourse of right from the time of the Middle Ages.
My aim, therefore, was to invert it, to give due weight, that
is, to the fact of domination, to expose both its latent nature
and its brutality. I then wanted to show not only how right
is, in a general way, the instrument of this domination—
which scarcely needs saying— but also to show the extent to
which, and the forms in which, right (not simply the laws
but the 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 of sovereignty,
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
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in a certain number of local, regional, material institutions,
which are concerned with torture or imprisonment, and to
place these in the climate—at once institutional and
physical, regulated and violent— of the effective apparatuses
of punishment. 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 second methodological precaution urged that the
analysis should not concern itself with power at the level of
conscious intention or decision; that it should not attempt to
consider power from its internal point of view and that it
should refrain from posing the labyrinthine and unanswer-
able question: ‘Who then has power and what has he in
mind? What is the aim of someone who possesses power?’
Instead, it is a case of studying power at the point where its
intention, if it has one, is completely invested in its real and
effective practices. What is needed is a study of power in its
external visage, at the point where it is in direct and
immediate relationship with that which we can provisionally
call its object, its target, its field of application, there— that
is to say—where it installs itself and produces its real effects.

Let us not, therefore, ask why certain people want to
dominate, what they seek, what is their overall strategy. Let
us ask, instead, how things work at the level of on-going
subjugation, at the level of those continuous and un-
interrupted processes which subject our bodies, govern our
gestures, dictate our behaviours etc. In other words, rather
than ask ourselves how the sovereign appears to us in his
lofty isolation, we should try to discover how it is that
subjects are gradually, progressively, really and materially
constituted through a multiplicity of organisms, forces,
energies, materials, desires, thoughts etc. We should try to
grasp subjection in its material instance as a constitution of
subjects. This would be the exact opposite of Hobbes’
project in Leviathan, and of that, I believe, of all jurists for
whom the problem is the distillation of a single will—or
rather, the constitution of a unitary, singular body animated
by the spirit of sovereignty— from the particular wills of a
multiplicity of individuals. Think of the scheme of Leviathan:
insofar as he is a fabricated 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.

e
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There is a fourth methodological precaution that follows
from this: when I say that power establishes a network
through which 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 head_s, or, more
profoundly, that we all have a power in our bodies. But Ido
not believe that one should conclude from that that power 1s
the best distributed thing in the world, although in some
sense that is indeed so. We are not dealing with a sort of
democratic or anarchic distribution of power through
bodies. That is to say, it seems to me—and this then would
be the fourth methodological precaution— that the import-
ant thing is not to attempt some kind of deduction of power
starting from its centre and aimed at the discovery of the
extent to which it permeates 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
ascending analysis of power, starting, that is, from its
infinitesimal mechanisms, which each have ghe1r own
history, 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 ever
more general mechanisms and by forms of giobal 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 aboyc all what must be
shown is the manner in which they are invested gnd gnnex.ed
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 1.nﬁmt951ma1
elements. In order to make this clearer, one might cite the
example of madness. The descending type of analysis, the
one of which I believe one ought to be wary, will say that the
bourgeoisie has, since the sixteenth or seyentgent'h century,
been the dominant class; from this premise, it wﬂl then set
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out to deduce the internment of the insane. One can always
make this deduction, it is always easily done and that is
precisely what I would hold against it. It is in fact a simple
matter to show that since lunatics are precisely those
persons who are useless to industrial production, one is
obliged to dispense with them. One could argue similarly in
regard to infantile sexuality—and several thinkers, in-
cluding Wilhelm Reich have indeed sought todosoup to a
certain point. Given the domination of the bourgeois class,
how can one understand the repression of infantile sexuality?
Well, very simply — given that the human body had become
essentially a force of production from the time of the
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 are too
glib, because one can always do exactly the opposite and
show, precisely by appeal to the principle of the dominance
of the bourgeois class, that the forms of control of infantile
sexuality could in no way have 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 fundamentally 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 able would the system of capitalist production have
~been to fulfil and improve its functions.

I believe that anything can be deduced from the general
phenomenon of the domination of the bourgeois class. What
needs to be done is something quite different. One needs to
investigate historically, and beginning from the lowest level,
how mechanisms of power have been able to function. In
regard to the confinement of the insane, for example, or the
repression and interdiction of sexuality, we need to see the
manner in which, at the effective level of the family, of the
immediate environment, of the cells and most basic units of
society, these phenomena of repression orexclusion possessed
their instruments and their logic, in response to a certain
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number of needs. We need to identify the agents responsible
for them, their 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
mechanisms of power, at a given moment, in a precise
conjuncture and by means of a certain number of trans-
formations, have 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 maq or the
surveillance and prohibition of infantile masturbation (fqr,
to repeat, such 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 of that exclusion that are necessary, ;he apparatuses
of surveillance, the medicalisation of se'xuallty, of madness,
of delinquency, all the micro-mechanisms of power, that
came, from a certain moment in time, to represent the -
interests of the bourgeoisie. Or even better, we could say
that to the extent to which this view of the bourgeoisie and
of its interests appears 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 qf the
surveillance of infantile sexuality, began from a particular
point in time, and for reasons which need to be studied, to
reveal their political usefulness and to lend themselves to
economic profit, and that as a'natural consequence, all of a
sudden, they came to be colonised and maintained by global
mechanisms 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
understand how these mechanisms come to be effectively
incorporated into the social whole. N

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 and realised—
from the nineteenth century onwards, and again on the basis
of certain transformations—a political advantage, on
occasion even a certain economic utility, which have con-
solidated the system and contributed to its overall function-
ing. The bourgeoisie is interested in power, not in madness,
in the system of control of infantile sexuality, not in that

phenomenon itself. The bourgeoisie could not care less.

about delinquents, about their punishment and rehabilita-
tion, which economically have little importance, but it is
concemed about the complex of mechanisms with which de-
linquency is controlled, pursued, punished and reformed etc.

As for our fifth methodological precaution: it is quite
possible that the major mechanisms of power have been
accompanied by ideological productions. There has, for
example, probably been an ideology of education, an
ideology of the monarchy, an ideology of parliamentary
democracy etc.; but basically I do not believe that 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 accumulation of
knowledge—methods of observation, techniques of regis-
tration, procedures for investigation and research, appar-
atuses of control. All this means that power, when it is ex-
ercised through these subtle mechanisms, cannot but evolve,
organise and put into circulation a knowledge, or rather ap-
paratuses of knowledge, which are not ideological constructs.

By way of summarising these five methodological pre-
cautions, 1 would say that we should direct our researches
on the nature of power not towards the juridical edifice of
sovereignty, the State apparatuses and the ideologies which
accompany them, but towards domination and the material
operators of power, towards forms of subjection and the
inflections and utilisations of their localised systems, and
towards strategic apparatuses. We must eschew the model of
Leviathan in the study of power. We must escape from the
limited field of juridical sovereignty and State institutions,
and instead base our analysis of power on the study of the
techniques and tactics of domination.

This, in its general outline, is the methodological course
that I believe must be followed, and which I have tried to
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pursue in the various researches that we have conducted
over recent years on psychiatric power, on infantile sexu-
ality, on political systems, etc. Now as one explores these
fields of investigation, observing the methodological pre-
cautions I have mentioned, I believe that what then comes
into view is a solid body of historical fact, which will
ultimately bring us into confrontation with the problems of
which I want to speak this year.

This solid, historical 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
has been used to refer to a mechanism of power that was
effective under the feudal monarchy. In the second place, it
has served as instrument and even as justification for the
construction of the large scale administrative monarchies.
Again, from the time 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 weapon which has circulated from one camp to
another, which has been utilised in one sense or another, -
either to limit or else to re-inforce royal power: we find it
among Catholicmonarchists and Protestant anti-monarchists,
among Protestant and more-or-less liberal monarchists, but
also among Catholic partisans of regicide or dynastic trans-
formation. It functions both in the hands of aristocrats and in
the hands of parliamentarians. Itis found among the represen-
tatives of royal power and amongthe last feudatories. Inshort,
it was the major instrument of political and theoretical
struggle around systems of power of the sixteenth and seven-
teenth centuries. Finally, in the eighteenth century, it is again
this same theory of sovereignty, re-activated through the
doctrine of Roman Law, that we find in its essentials in
Rousseau and his contemporaries, but now with a fourth role
to play: now it is concerned with the construction, in
opposition to the administrative, authoritarian and absolutist
monarchies, of an alternative model, that of parliamentary
democracy. And it is still this role that it plays at the
moment of the Revolution.

Well, it seems to me that if we investigate these four roles
there is a definite conclusion to be drawn: as long as a feudal
type of society survived, the problems to which the theory of
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sovereignty was addressed were in effect confined to the
general mechanisms of power, to the way in which its forms
of existence at the higher level of society influenced its
exercise at the lowest levels. In other words, the relation-
ship of sovereignty, whether interpreted in a wider or a
narrower sense, encompasses the totality of the social body.
In effect, the mode in which power was exercised could be

defined in its essentials in terms of the relationship

sovereign-subject. But in the seventeenth and eighteenth
centuries, we have the production of an important phenom-
enon, the emergence, or rather the invention, of a new
mechanism of power possessed of highly specific procedural
techniques, completely novel instruments, quite different
apparatuses, and which is also, I believe, absolutely in-
compatible with the relations of sovereignty.

This new mechanism of power is more dependent upon
bodies and what they do than upon the Earth and its
products. It is a mechanism of power which permits time
and labour, rather than wealth and commodities, to be
extracted from bodies. It is a type of power which is
constantly exercised by means of surveillance rather than in
a discontinuous manner by means of a system of levies or
obligations distributed over time. It presupposes a tightly
knit grid of material coercions rather than the physical
existence of a sovereign. It is ultimately dependent upon the
principle, which introduces a genuinely new economy of
power, that one must be able simultaneously 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 of that
mechanism of power which the theory of sovereignty
described or sought to transcribe. The latter is linked to a
form of power that is exercised over the Earth and its
products, much more than over human bodies and their
operations. The theory of sovereignty is something which
refers to the displacement and appropriation on the part of
power, not of time and labour, but of goods and wealth. It
allows discontinuous obligations distributed over time to be
given legal expression but it does not allow for the codi-
fication of a continuous surveillance. It enables power to be
founded in the physical existence of the sovereign, but not in
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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 for a calculation of power in terms of the minimum
expenditure for the maximum return.

This new type of power, which can no longer be formulated
in terms of sovereignty, is, I believe, one of the great inven-
tions of bourgeois society. It has been a fundamental instru-
ment in the constitution of industrial capitalism and of the
type of society that is its accompaniment. This non-sovereign
power, which lies outside the form of sovereignty, is disci-
plinary power. Impossible to describe in the terminology of
the theory of sovereignty from which it differs so radically,
this disciplinary power ought by rights to have led to the
disappearance of the grand juridical edifice created by that
theory. But in reality, the theory of sovereignty has con-
tinued not only to exist as an ideology of right, but also to
provide the organising principle of the legal codes which
Europe acquired in the nineteenth century, beginning with
the Napoleonic Code. :

Why has the theory of sovereignty persisted in this
fashion as an ideology and an organising principle of these
major legal codes? For two reasons, I believe. On the one
hand, it has been, in the eighteenth and again in the
nineteenth century, a permanent instrument of criticism of
the monarchy and of all the obstacles that can thwart the
development of disciplinary society. But at the same time,
the theory of sovereignty, and the organisation of a legal
code centred upon it, have allowed a system of right to be
superimposed upon the mechanisms of discipline in such a
way as to conceal its actual procedures, the element of
domination inherent in its techniques, and to guarantee to
everyone, by virtue of the sovereignty of the State, the
exercise of his proper sovereign rights. The juridical systems
—and this applies both to their codification and to their
theorisation— have enabled sovereignty to be democratised
through the constitution of a public right articulated upon
collective sovereignty, while at the same time this democ-
ratisation of sovereignty was fundamentally determined by
and grounded in mechanisms of disciplinary coercion.

To put this in more rigorous terms, one might say that



106 Power/Knowledge

once it became necessary for disciplinary constraints to be
exercised through mechanisms of domination and yet at the
same time for their effective exercise of power to be
disguised, a theory of sovereignty was required to make an
appearance at the level of the legal apparatus, and to
re-emerge in its codes. Modern society, then, from the
nineteenth century up to our own day, has been charac-
terised on the one hand, by a legislation, a discourse, an
organisation based on public right, whose principle of
articulation is the social body and the delegative status of
each citizen; and, on the other hand, by a closely linked grid
of disciplinary coercions whose purpose is in fact to assure
the cohesion of this same social body. Though a theory of
right is a necessary companion to this grid, it cannot in any
event provide the terms of its endorsement. Hence these
two limits, a right of sovereignty and a mechanism of
discipline, which define, I believe, the arena in which power
1s exercised. But these two limits are so heterogeneous that
they cannot possibly be reduced to each other. The powers
of modern society are exercised through, on the basis of,
and by virtue of, this very heterogeneity between a public
right of sovereignty and a polymorphous disciplinary
mechanism. This is not to suggest that there is on the one
hand an explicit and scholarly system of right which is that
of sovereignty, and, on the other hand, obscure and un-
spoken disciplines which carry out their shadowy operations
in the depths, and thus constitute the bedrock of the great
mechanism of power. In reality, the disciplines have their
own discourse. They engender, for the reasons of which we
spoke earlier, apparatuses of knowledge (savoir) and a
multiplicity of new domains of understanding. They are
extraordinarily inventive participants in the order of these
knowledge-producing apparatuses. Disciplines are the
bearers of a discourse, but this cannot be the discourse of
right. The discourse of discipline has nothing in common
with that of law, rule, or sovereign will. The disciplines may
well be the carriers of a discourse that speaks of a rule, but
this is not the juridical rule deriving from sovereignty, but a
natural rule, a norm. The code they come to define is not
that of law but that of normalisation. Their reference is to a
theoretical horizon which of necessity has nothing in
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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-
citrant, 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 lines 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 normalisations 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
these 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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such being our situation, except that which lies precisely in
the return to a theory of right organised 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 that are linked to them,
what is it that one does, concretely, in real life, what do the
Magistrates Union® or other similar institutions do, if not
precisely appeal to this canon of right, this famous, formal
right, that is said to be bourgeois, and which in 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 disciplinary
power can be limited, because sovereignty and disciplinary
mechanisms are two absolutely integral 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 disciplinary
power, it is not towards the ancient right of sovereignty that
one should turn, but towards the possibility of a new form of
right, one which must indeed be anti-disciplinarian, but at
the same time liberated from the principle 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, it contains an obscure
reference to a certain theory of sovereignty, the sovereignty
of the sovereign rights of the individual, and on the other
hand, its usage introduces a system of psychological
reference points borrowed from the human sciences, that is
to say, from discourses and practices that belong to the
disciplinary realm. I believe that the notion of repression
remains a juridical-disciplinary notion whatever the critical
use one would make of it. To this extent the critical
application of the notion of repression is found to be vitiated
and nullified from the outset by the two-fold juridical 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 line on civil
rights, the law and the prisons.
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