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‘ Fora long time; one of the characteristic privileges of sovereign power was the
 right to decide life and death. Tn a formal sense, it derived no doubt from the
ancient patria potestas that granted the father of the Roman family the right
to “dispose” of the life of his children and his slaves; just as he had given them
life, so he could take it away. By the time the right of life and death was framed
by the classical theoreticians, it was in a considerably diminished form. It was
no longer considered that this power of the sovereign over his subjects could
be exercised in an absolute and unconditional way, but only in cases where the
sovereign's very existence was in jeopardy: a sort of right of rejoinder, If he
were threatened by external enemies who sought to overthrow him or contest
his rights, he could then legitimately wage war, and require his subjects to
take part in the defense of the state; without “directly proposing their death,”
he was empowered to “expose their life™ in this sense, he wielded an “indi-
rect” power over them of life and death.! But if someone dared to rise up
against him and transgress his laws, then he could exercise a direct power
over the offender’s life: as punishment, the latter would be put to death.
Viewed in this way, the power of life and death was not an absolute privilege:
it was conditioned by the defense of the sovereign, and his own survival. Must
we follow Hobbes in seeing it as the transfer to the prince of the natural right
possessed by every individual to defend his life even if this meant the death of -
others? Or should it be regarded as a specific right that was manifested with '
the formation of that new juridical being, the sovereign?® In any case, in its.

modern form—relative and limited—as in its ancient and absolute form,-._'th_e' g
tight of life and death is a dissymmetrical one. The sovereign exercised: his..
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right of life only by exercising his right to kill, or by refraining from killing; he
evidenced his power over life only through the death he was capable of requir-
ing. The right which was formulated as the “power of life and death” was in
reality the right to take life or let live. Its symbol, after all, was the sword. Per-
haps this juridical form must be referred to a historical type of society in
which power was exercised mainly as a means of deduction (prélévement), a
subtraction mechanism, a right to appropriate a portion of the wealth, a tax of
products, goods and services, labor and bloed, levied on the subjects. Power
in this instance was essentially a right of seizure: of things, time, bodies, and
ultimately life itself; it culminated in the privilege to seize hold of life in order
to suppress it.

Since the classical age the West has undergone a very profound transfor-
mation of these mechanisms of power. “Deduction” has tended to be no lon-
ger the major form of power but merely one element among others, working
to incite, reinforce, control, monitor, optimize, and organize the forces under
it: a power bent on generating forces, making them grow, and ordering them,
rather than one dedicated to impeding them, making them submit, or de-
stroying them. There has been a parallel shift in the right of death, or at least a
tendency to align itself with the exigencies of a life-administering power and
to define itself accordingly. This death that was based on the right of the sov-
ereign is now manifested as simply the reverse of the right of the social body
to ensure, maintain, or develop its life. Yet wars were never as bloody as they
have been since the nineteenth century, and all things being equal, never be-
fore did regimes visit such holocausts on their own populations. But this for-
midable power of death—and this is perhaps what accounts for part of its
force and the cynicism with which it has so greatly expanded its limits—now
presents itself as the counterpart of a power that exerts a positive influence on
life, that endeavors to administer, optimize, and multiply it, subjecting it
to precise controls and comprehensive regulations. Wars are no longer waged
in the name of a sovereign who must be defended; they are waged on behalf of
the existence of everyone; entire populations are mobilized for the purpose of
wholesale slaughter in the name of life necessity: massacres have become vital.
It is as managers of life and survival, of bodies and the race, that so many re-
gimes have been able to wage so many wars, causing so many men to be killed.
And through a turn that closes the circle, as the technology of wars has caused
them to tend increasingly toward all-out destruction, the decision that initi-
ates them and the one that terminates them are in fact increasingly informed
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by the naked question of survival. The atomic situation is now at the end point
of this process: the power to expose a whole population to death is the under-
side of the power to guarantee an individual’s continued existence. The prin-
ciple underlying the tactics of battle—that one has to be capable of killing in
order to go on living—has become the principle that defines the strategy of
states. But the existence in question is no longer the juridical existence of sov-
ereignty; at stake is the biological existence of a population. If genocide is in-
deed the dream of modern powers, this is not because of a recent return of the
ancient right to kill; it is because power is situated and exercised at the level of
life, the species, the race, and the large-scale phenomena of population.

On another level, I might have taken up the example of the death penalty.
Together with war, it was for a long time the other form of the right of the
sword; it constituted the reply of the sovereign to those who attacked his will,
his Iaw, or his person. Those who died on the scaffold became fewer and fewer,
in contrast to those who died in wars. But it was for the same reasons that the
latter became more numerous and the former more and more rare. As soon as
power gave itself the function of administering life, its reason for being and
the logic of its exercise—and not the awakening of humanitarian feelings—
made it more and more difficult to apply the death penalty. How could power
exercise its highest prerogative by putting people to death, when its main role
was to ensure, sustain, and multiply life, to put this life in order? For such a
power, execution was at the same time a limit, a scandal, and a contradiction.
Hence capital punishment could not be maintained except by invoking less
the enormity of the crime itself than the monstrosity of the criminal, his in-
corrigibility, and the safeguard of society. One had the right to kill those who
represented a kind of biological danger to others.

One might say that the ancient right to take life or let live was replaced by
a power to foster life or disallow it to the point of death. This is perhaps what
explains that disqualification of death which marks the recent wane of the
rituals that accompanied it. That death is so carefully evaded is linked less to
anew anxiety which makes death unbearable for our societies than to the fact
that the procedures of power have not ceased to turn away from death. In the
passage from this world to the other, death was the manner in which a terres-
trial sovereignty was relieved by another, singularly more powerful sovereignty;
the pageantry that surrounded it was in the category of political ceremony. Now
it is over life, throughout its unfolding, that power establishes its dominion;
death is power’s limit, the moment that escapes it; death becomes the most
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secret aspect of existence, the most “private.” It is not surprising that suicide—
once a crime, since it was a way to usurp the power of death which the sover-
eign alone, whether the one here below or the Lord above, had the right to
exercise—became, in the course of the nineteenth century, one of the first
conducts to enter into the sphere of sociological analysis; it testified to the in-
dividual and private right to die, at the borders and in the interstices of power
that was exercised over life. This determination to die, strange and yet o per-
sistent and constant in its manifestations, and consequently so difficult to ex-
plain as being due to particular circumstances or individual accidents, was
one of the first astonishments of a society in which political power had as-
signed itself the task of administering life.

In concrete terms, starting in the seventeenth century, this power over life
evolved in two basic forms; these forms were not antithetical, however; they
constituted rather two poles of development linked together by a whole interme-
diary cluster of relations. One of these poles—the first to be formed, it seems—
centered on the body as a machine: its disciplining, the optimization of its
capabilities, the extortion of its forces, the parallel increase of its usefulness
and its docility, its integration into systems of efficient and economic controls,
all this was ensured by the procedures of power that characterized the disci-
plines: an anatomo-politics of the human body. The second, formed somewhat
later, focused on the species body, the body imbued with the mechanics of life
and serving as the basis of the biological processes: propagation, births and
mortality, the level of health, life expectancy and longevity, with all the condi-
tions that can cause these to vary. Their supervision was effected through an
entire series of interventions and regulatory controls: a bio-politics of the popu-
lation. The disciplines of the body and the regulations of the population con-
stituted the two poles around which the organization of power over life was
deployed. The setting up, in the course of the classical age, of this great bipolar
technology—anatomic and biological, individualizing and specifying, di-
rected toward the performances of the body, with attention to the processes of
life—characterized a power whose highest function was perhaps no longer to
Kkill, but to invest life through and through.

The old power of death that symbolized sovereign power was nOwW care-
fully supplanted by the administration of bodies and the calculated manage-
ment of life. During the classical period, there was a rapid development of
various disciplines—universities, secondary schools, barracks, workshops;
there was also the emergence, in the field of political practices and economic
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observation, of the problems of birthrate, longevity, public health, housing,
and migration. Hence there was an explosion of numerous and diverse tech-
niques for achieving the subjugation of bodies and the control of populations,
marking the beginning of an era of “bio-power.” The two directions taken by
its development still appeared to be clearly separate in the eighteenth century.
With regard to discipline, this development was embodied in institutions
such as the army and the schools, and in reflections on tactics, apprenticeship,
education, and the nature of societies, ranging from the strictly military anal-
yses of Marshal de Saxe to the political reveries of Guibert or Servan. As for
population controls, one notes the emergence of demography, the evaluation
of the relationship between resources and inhabitants, the constructing of
tables analyzing wealth and its circulation: the work of Quesnay, Moheau, and
Sitssmilch. The philosophy of the “Ideologists,” as a theory of ideas, signs, and
the individual genesis of sensations, but also a theory of the social compo-
sition of interests—ideology being a doctrine of apprenticeship, but also a
doctrine of contracts and the regulated formation of the social body—no
doubt constituted the abstract discourse in which one sought to coordinate
these two techniques of power in order to construct a general theory of it. In
point of fact, however, they were not to be joined at the Jevel of a speculative
discourse, but in the form of concrete arrangements (agencements concrets)
that would go to make up the great technology of power in the nineteenth cen-
tury: the deployment of sexuality would be one of them, and one of the most
important.

This bio-power was without question an indispensable element in the devel-
opment of capitalism; the latter would not have been possible without the con-
trolled insertion of bodies into the machinery of production and the adjustment
of the phenomena of population to economic processes. But this was not all
it required; it also needed the growth of both these factors, their reinforcement
as well as their availability and docility; it had to have methods of power capable
of optimizing forces, aptitudes, and life in general without at the same time
making them more difficult to govern. If the development of the great instru-
ments of the state, as institutions of power, ensured the maintenance of produc-
tion relations, the rudiments of anatomo- and bio-politics, created in the
eighteenth century as techniques of power present at every level of the social
body and utilized by very diverse institutions (the family and the army,
schools and the police, individual medicine and the administration of collec-
tive bodies), operated in the sphere of economic processes, their development,
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and the forces working to sustain them. They also acted as factors of segrega-
tion and social hierarchization, exerting their influence on the respective
forces of both these movements, guaranteeing relations of domination and
effects of hegemony. The adjustment of the accumulation of men to that of
capital, the joining of the growth of human groups to the expansion of pro-
ductive forces and the differential allocation of profit, were made possible in
part by the exercise of bio-power in its many forms and modes of application.
The investment of the body, its valorization, and the distributive management
of its forces were af the time indispensable.

One knows how many times the question has been raised concerning the
role of an ascetic morality in the first formation of capitalism; but what oc-
curred in the eighteenth century in some Western countries, an event bound
up with the development of capitalism, was a different phenomenon having
perhaps a wider impact than the new morality; this was nothing less than the
entry of life into history, that is, the entry of phenomena peculiar to the life of
the human species into the order of knowledge and power, into the sphere of
political techniques. It is not a question of claiming that this was the moment
when the first contact between life and history was brought about. On the con-
trary, the pressure exerted by the biological on the historical had remained very
strong for thousands of years; epidemics and famine were the two great dramatic
forms of this relationship that was always dominated by the menace of death.
But through a circular process, the economic—and primarily agricultural—
development of the eighteenth century, and an increase in productivity and re-
sources even more rapid than the demographic growth it encouraged, allowed
a measure of relief from these profound threats: despite some renewed out-
breaks, the period of great ravages from starvation and plague had come to
a close before the French Revolution; death was ceasing to torment life so
directly. But at the same time, the development of the different fields of
knowledge concerned with life in general, the improvement of agricultural
techniques, and the observations and measures relative to man’s life and sur-
vival contributed to this relaxation: a relative control over life averted some of
the imminent risks of death. In the space for movement thus conquered, and
broadening and organizing that space, methods of power and knowledge as-
sumed responsibility for the life processes and undertook to control and mod-
ify them. Western man was gradually learning what it meant to be a living
species in a living world, to have a body, conditions of existence, probabilities
of life, an individual and collective welfare, forces that could be modified, and
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a space in which they could be distributed in an optimal manner. For the first
time in history, no doubt, biological existence was reflected in political exis-
tence; the fact of living was no longer an inaccessible substrate that only
emerged from time to time, amid the randomness of death and its fatality;
part of it passed into knowledge’s field of control and power’s sphere of inter-
vention. Power would no longer be dealing simply with legal subjects over
whom the ultimate dominion was death, but with living beings, and the mas-
tery it would be able to exercise over them would have to be applied at the level
of life itself; it was the taking charge of life, more than the threat of death, that
gave power its access even to the body. If one can apply the term bio-history to
the pressures through which the movements of life and the processes of his-
tory interfere with one another, one would have to speak of bio-power to des-
ignate what brought life and its mechanisms into the realm of explicit
calculations and made knowledge-power an agent of transformation of hu-
man life. It is not that life has been totally integrated into techniques that
govern and administer it; it constantly escapes them. Qutside the Western
world, famine exists, on a greater scale than ever; and the biological risks con-
fronting the species are perhaps greater, and certainly mare serious, than be-
fore the birth of microbiology. But what might be called a society’s “threshold
of modernity” has been reached when the life of the species is wagered on its
own political strategies. For millennia, man remained what he was for Aristo-
tle: a living animal with the additional capacity for a political existence; mod-
ern man is an animal whose politics places his existence as a living being in
question,

'This transformation had considerable consequences. It would serve no
purpose here to dwell on the rupture that occurred then in the pattern of sci-
entific discourse and on the manner in which the twofold problematic of life
and man disrupted and redistributed the order of the classical episteme. If the
question of man was raised—insofar as he was a specific living being, and
specifically related to other living beings—the reason for this is to be sought
in the new mode of relation between history and life: in this dual position of
life that placed it at the same time outside history, in its biological environ-
ment, and inside human historicity, penetrated by the latter’s techniques of
knowledge and power. There is no need either to lay further stress on the pro-
liferation of political technologies that ensued, investing the body, health,
modes of subsistence and habitation, living conditions, the whole space of
existence.
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Another consequence of this development of bio-power was the growing
importance assumed by the action of the norm, at the expense of the juridical
system of the law. Law cannot help but be armed, and its arm, par excellence,
is death; to those who transgress it, it replies, at least as a last resort, with that
absolute menace. The law always refers to the sword. But a power whose task is
to take charge of life needs continuous regulatory and corrective mecha-
nisms. It is no longer a matter of bringing death into play in the field of sover-
eignty, but of distributing the living in the domain of value and utility. Such a
power has to qualify, measure, appraise, and hierarchize, rather than display
itself in its murderous splendor; it does not have to draw the line that sepa-
rates the enemies of the sovereign from his obedient subjects; it effects distri-
butions around the norm. T do not mean to say that the law fades into the
background or that the institutions of justice tend to disappear, but rather
that the law operates more and more as a norm, and that the judicial institu-
tion is increasingly incorporated into a continuum of apparatuses (medical,
administrative, and so on) whose functions are for the most part regulatory.
A normalizing society is the historical outcome of a technology of power cen-
tered on life. We have entered a phase of juridical regression in comparison
with the pre-seventeenth-century societies we are acquainted with; we should
not be deceived by all the Constitutions framed throughout the world since
the French Revolution, the Codes written and revised, a whole continual and
clamorous legislative activity: these were the forms that made an essentially
normalizing power acceptable.

Moreover, against this power that was still new in the nineteenth century,
the forces that resisted relied for support on the very thing it invested, that is,
on life and man as a living being. Since the last century, the great struggles
that have challenged the general system of power were not guided by the belief
in a return to former rights, or by the age old dream of a cycle of time or a
Golden Age. One no longer aspired toward the coming of the emperor of the
poor, of the kingdom of the latter days, or even the restoration of our imag-
ined ancestral rights; what was demanded and what served as an objective
was life, understood as the basic needs, man’s concrete essence, the realization
of his potential, a plenitude of the possible. Whether or not it was Utopia that
was wanted is of little importance; what we have seen has been a very real pro-
cess of struggle; life as a political object was in a sense taken at face value and
turned back against the system that was bent on controlling it. It was life more
than the law that became the issue of political struggles, even if the latter were
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formulated through affirmations concerning rights. The “right” to life, to
one’s body, to health, to happiness, to the satisfaction of needs, and beyond
all the oppressions ot “alienations,” the “right” to rediscover what one is and
all that one can be, this “right”—which the classical juridical system was ut-
terly incapable of comprehending—was the political response to all these new
procedures of power which did not derive, either, from the traditional right of

sovereignty.

This is the background that enables us to understand the importance assumed
by sex as a political issue. It was at the pivot of the two axes along which devel-
oped the entire political technology of life. On the one hand it was tied to the
disciplines of the body: the harnessing, intensification, and distribution of
forces, the adjustment and economy of energies. On the other hand, it was ap-
plied to the regulation of populations, through all the far-reaching effects of
its activity. It fitted in both categories at once, giving rise to infinitesimal sur-
veillances, permanent controls, extremely meticulous orderings of space, in-
determinate medical or psychological examinations, to an entire micro-power
concerned with the body. But it gave rise as well to comprehensive measures,
statistical assessments, and interventions aimed at the entire social body or at
groups taken as a whole. Sex was a means of access both to the life of the body
and the life of the species. It was employed as a standard for the disciplines
and as a basis for regulations. This is why in the nineteenth century sexuality
was sought out in the smallest details of individual existences; it was tracked
down in behavior, pursued in dreams; it was suspected of underlying the least
follies, it was traced back into the earliest years of childhood; it became the
stamp of individuality—at the same time what enabled one to analyze the lat-
ter and what made it possible to master it. But one also sees it becoming the
theme of political operations, economic interventions (through incitements to
or curbs on procreation), and ideological campaigns for raising standards of
morality and responsibility: it was put forward as the index of a society’s
strength, revealing of both its political energy and its biological vigor. Spread
out from one pole to the other of this technology of sex was a whole series of
different tactics that combined in varying proportions the objective of disci-
plining the body and that of regulating populations.

Whence the importance of the four great lines of attack along which the
politics of sex advanced for two centuries. Each one was a way of combining
disciplinary techniques with regulative methods. The first two rested on the
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requirements of regulation, on a whole thematic of the species, descent, and
collective welfare, in order to obtain results at the level of discipline; the sexu-
alization of children was accomplished in the form of a campaign for the
health of the race (precocious sexuality was presented from the eighteenth
century to the end of the nineteenth as an epidemic menace that risked com-
promising not only the future health of adults but the future of the entire so-
ciety and species); the hysterization of women, which involved a thorough
medicalization of their bodies and their sex, was carried out in the name of
the responsibility they owed to the health of their children, the solidity of the
family institution, and the safeguarding of society. It was the reverse relation-
ship that applied in the case of birth controls and the psychiatrization of per-
versions: here the intervention was regulatory in nature, but it had to rely on
the demand for individual disciplines and constraints (dressages). Broadly
speaking, at the juncture of the “body” and the “population,” sex became a
crucial target of a power organized around the management of life rather than
the menace of death.

The blood relation long remained an important element in the mecha-
nisms of power, its manifestations, and its rituals. For a society in which the
systems of alliance, the political form of the sovereign, the differentiation into
orders and castes, and the value of descent lines were predominant; for a soci-
ety in which famine, epidemics, and violence made death imminent, blood
constituted one of the fundamental values. It owed its high value at the same
time to its instrumental role (the ability to shed blood), to the way it func-
tioned in the order of signs (to have a certain blood, to be of the same blood,
to be prepared to risk one’s blood), and also to its precariousness (easily
spilled, subject to drying up, too readily mixed, capable of being quickly cor-
rupted). A society of blood—I was tempted to say, of “sanguinity”—where
power spoke through blood: the honor of war, the fear of famine, the triumph
of death, the sovereign with his sword, executioners, and tortures; blood was
a reality with a symbolic function. We, on the other hand, are in a society of
“sex,” or rather a society “with a sexuality™ the mechanisms of power are ad-
dressed to the body, to life, to what causes it to proliferate, to what reinforces
the species, its stamina, its ability to dominate, or its capacity for being used.
Through the themes of health, progeny, race, the future of the species, the vi-
tality of the social body, power spoke of sexuality and to sexuality; the latter
was not a mark or a symbol, it was an object and a target. Moreover, its impor-
tance was due less to its rarity or its precariousness than to its insistence, its
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insidious presence, the fact that it was everywhere an object of excitement and
fear at the same time. Power delineated it, aroused it, and employed it as the
proliferating meaning that had always to be taken control of again lest it es-
cape; it was an effect with a meaning-value. I do not mean to say that a substi-
tution of sex for blood was by itself responsible for all the transformations that
marked the threshold of our modernity. It is not the soul of two civilizations
or the organizing principle of two cultural forms that T am attempting to ex-
press; I am looking for the reasons for which sexuality, far from being re-
pressed in the society of that period, on the contrary was constantly aroused.
The new procedures of power that were devised during the classical age and
employed in the nineteenth century were what caused our societies to go from
a symbolics of blood to an analytics of sexuality. Clearly, nothing was more on
the side of the law, death, transgression, the symbolic, and sovereignty than
blood; just as sexuality was on the side of the norm, knowledge, life, meaning,
the disciplines, and regulations.

Sade and the first eugenists were contemporary with this transition from
“sanguinity” to “sexuality” But whereas the first dreams of the perfecting of
the species inclined the whole problem toward an extremely exacting admin-
istration of sex (the art of determining good marriages, of inducing the de-
sired fertilities, of ensuring the health and longevity of children), and while
the new concept of race tended to obliterate the aristocratic particularities of
blood, retaining only the controllable effects of sex, Sade carried the exhaus-
tive analysis of sex over into the mechanisms of the old power of sovereignty
and endowed it with the ancient but fully maintained prestige of blood; the
latter flowed through the whole dimension of pleasure—the blood of torture
and absolute power, the blood of the caste which was respected in itself and
which nonetheless was made to flow in the major rituals of parricide and in-
cest, the blood of the people, which was shed unreservedly since the sort that
flowed in its veins was not even deserving of a name. In Sade, sex is without
any norm or intrinsic rule that might be formulated from its own nature; but
it is subject to the unrestricted law of a power which itself knows no other law
but its own; if by chance it is at times forced to accept the order of progres-
sions carefully disciplined into successive days, this exercise carries it to a
point where it is no longer anything but a unique and naked sovereignty: an
unlimited right of all-powerful monstrosity.

While it is true that the analytics of sexuality and the symbolics of blood
were grounded at first in two very distinct regimes of power, in actual fact the
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passage from one to the other did not come about (any more than did these
powers themselves) without overlappings, interactions, and echoes. In differ-
ent ways, the preoccupation with blood and the law has for nearly two centu-
ries haunted the administration of sexuality. Two of these interferences are
noteworthy, the one for its historical importance, the other for the problems it
poses. Beginning in the second half of the nineteenth century, the thematics
of blood was sometimes called on to lend its entire historical weight toward
revitalizing the type of political power that was exercised through the devices
of sexuality. Racism took shape at this point (racism in its modern, “biologiz-
ing,” statist form): it was then that a whole politics of settlement (peuplement),
family, marriage, education, social hierarchization, and property, accompa-
nied by a long series of permanent interventions at the level of the body, con-
duct, health, and everyday life, received their color and their justification from
the mythical concern with protecting the purity of the blood and ensuring the
triumph of the race. Nazism was doubtless the most cunning and the most
naive (and the former because of the latter) combination of the fantasies of
blood and the paroxysms of a disciplinary power. A eugenic ordering of soci-
ety, with all that implied in the way of extension and intensification of
micro-powers, in the guise of an unrestricted state control (étatisation), was
accompanied by the oneiric exaltation of a superior blood; the latter implied
both the systematic genocide of others and the risk of exposing oneself to a to-
tal sacrifice. It is an irony of history that the Hitlerite politics of sex remained
an insignificant practice while the blood myth was transformed into the great-
est blood bath in recent memory.

At the opposite extreme, starting from this same end of the nineteenth
century, we can trace the theoretical effort to reinscribe the thematic of sexual-
ity in the system of law, the symbolic order, and sovereignty. It is to the political
credit of psychoanalysis—or at least, of what was most coherent in it—that it
regarded with suspicion (and this from its inception, that is, from the moment
it broke away from the neuropsychiatry of degenerescence) the irrevocably
proliferating aspects which might be contained in these power mechanisms
aimed at controlling and administering the everyday life of sexuality: whence
the Freudian endeavor (out of reaction no doubt to the great surge of racism
that was contemporary with it) to ground sexuality in the law—the law of alli-
ance, tabooed consanguinity, and the Sovereign-Father, in short, to surround
desire with all the trappings of the old order of power. It was owing to this that
psychoanalysis was—in the main, with a few exceptions—in theoretical and
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practical opposition to fascism. But this position of psychoanalysis was tied to
a specific historical conjuncture. And yet, to conceive the category of the sex-
ual in terms of the law, death, blood, and sovereignty—whatever the refer-
ences to Sade and Bataille, and however one might gauge their “subversive”
influence—is in the last analysis a historical “retro-version.” We must concep-
tualize the deployment of sexuality on the basis of the techniques of power

that are contemporary with it.

People are going to say that 1 am dealing in a historicism which is more care-
less than radical; that I am evading the biologically established existence of
sexual functions for the benefit of phenomena that are variable, perhaps, but
fragile, secondary, and ultimately superficial; and that I speak of sexuality as
if sex did not exist. And one would be entitled to object as follows: “You claim
to analyze in detail the processes by which women’s bodies, the lives of chil-
dren, family relationships, and an entire network of social relations were sex-
ualized. You wish to describe that great awakening of sexual concern since
the eighteenth century and our growing eagerness to suspect the presence of
sex in everything. Let us admit as much and suppose that the mechanisms of
power were in fact used more to arouse and ‘excite’ sexuality than to repress it.
But here you remain quite near to the thing you no doubt believe you have
gotten away from; at bottom, when you point out phenomena of diffusion,
anchorage, and fixation of sexuality, you are trying to reveal what might be
called the organization of ‘erotic zones’ in the social body; it may well be
the case that you have done nothing more than transpose to the level of dif-
fuse processes mechanisms which psychoanalysis has identified with preci-
sion at the level of the individual. But you pass over the thing on the basis of
which this sexualization was able to develop and which psychoanalysis does
not fail to recognize—namely, sex. Before Freud, one sought to localize sexu-
ality as closely as possible: in sex, in its reproductive functions, in its immedi-
ate anatomical localizations; one fell back upon a biological minimum: organ,
instinct, and finality. You, on the other hand, are in a symmetrical and inverse
position: for you, there remain only groundless effects, ramifications without
roots, a sexuality without a sex. What is this if not castration once again?”
Here we need to distinguish between two questions. First, does the analy-
sis of sexuality necessarily imply the elision of the body, anatomy, the biologi-
cal, the functional? To this question, I think we can reply in the negative. In
any case, the purpose of the present study is in fact to show how deployments
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of power are directly connected to the body—to bodies, functions, physiolog-
ical processes, sensations, and pleasures; far from the body having to be ef-
faced, what is needed is to make it visible through an analysis in which the
biological and the historical are not consecutive to one another, as in the
evolutionism of the first sociologists, but are bound together in an increas-
ingly complex fashion in accordance with the development of the modern
technologies of power that take life as their objective. Hence 1 do not envisage
a “history of mentalities” that would take account of bodies only through the
manner in which they have been perceived and given meaning and value; but
a “history of bodies” and the manner in which what is most material and most
vital in them has been invested.

Another question, distinct from the first one: this materiality that is re-
ferred to, is it not, then, that of sex, and is it not paradoxical to venture a his-
tory of sexuality at the level of bodies, without there being the least question
of sex? After all, is the power that is exercised through sexuality not directed
specifically at that element of reality which is “sex,” sex in general? That sexu-
ality is not, in relation to power, an exterior domain to which power is applied,
that on the contrary it is a result and an instrument of power’s designs, is all
very well. But as for sex, is it not the “other” with respect to power, while being
the center around which sexuality distributes its effects? Now, it is precisely
this idea of sex in itself that we cannot accept without examination. Is “sex”
really the anchorage point that supports the manifestations of sexuality, or is
it not rather a complex idea that was formed inside the deployment of sexual-
ity? In any case, one could show how this idea of sex took form in the different
strategies of power and the definite role it played therein.

All along the great lines which the development of the deployment of
sexuality has followed since the nineteenth century, one sees the elaboration
of this idea that there exists something other than bodies, organs, somatic lo-
calizations, functions, anatomo-physiological systems, sensations, and plea-
sures; something else and something more, with intrinsic properties and laws
of its own: “sex.” Thus, in the process of hysterization of women, “sex” was
defined in three ways: as that which belongs in common to men and women;
as that which belongs, par excellence, to men, and hence is lacking in women;
but at the same time, as that which by itself constitutes woman’s body, order-
ing it wholly in terms of the functions of reproduction and keeping it in con-
stant agitation through the effects of that very function. Hysteria was
interpreted in this strategy as the movement of sex insofar as it was the “one”
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and the “other,” whole and part, principle and lack. In the sexualization of
childhood, there was formed the idea of a sex that was both present (from the
evidence of anatomy) and absent (from the standpoint of physiology), present
too if one considered its activity, and deficient if one referred to its reproduc-
tive finality; or again, actual in its manifestations, but hidden in its eventual
effects, whose pathological seriousness would only become apparent later. If
the sex of the child was still present in the adult, it was in the form of a secret
causality that tended to nullify the sex of the latter (it was one of the tenets of
eighteenth- and nineteenth-century medicine that precocious sex would
eventually result in sterility, impotence, frigidity, the inability to experience
pleasure, or the deadening of the senses); by sexualizing childhood, the idea
was established of a sex characterized essentially by the interplay of presence
and absence, the visible and the hidden; masturbation and the effects imputed
to it were thought to reveal in a privileged way this interplay of presence and
absence, of the visible and the hidden.

In the psychiatrization of perversions, sex was related to biological func-
tions and to an anatomo-physiological machinery that gave it its “meaning,”
that is, its finality; but it was also referred to an instinct which, through its
peculiar development and according to the objects to which it could become
attached, made it possible for perverse behavior patterns to arise and made
their genesis intelligible. Thus “sex” was defined by the interlacing of function
and instinct, finality and signification; moreover, this was the form in which it
was manifested, more clearly than anywhere else, in the model perversion,
in that “fetishism” which, from at least as early as 1877, served as the guiding
thread for analyzing all the other deviations. In it one could clearly perceive
the way in which the instinct became fastened to an object in accordance with
an individual’s historical adhérence and biological inadequacy. Lastly, in the
socialization of procreative behavior, “sex” was described as being caught be-
tween a law of reality (economic necessity being its most abrupt and imme-
diate form) and an economy of pleasure which was always attempting to
circumvent that law—when, that is, it did not ignore it altogether. The most
notorious of “frauds,” coitus interruptus, represented the point where the in-
sistence of the real forced an end to pleasure and where the pleasure found a
way to surface despite the economy dictated by the real. It is apparent that the
deployment of sexuality, with its different strategies, was what established this
notion of “sex”; and in the four major forms of hysteria, onanism, fetishism,
and interrupted coition, it showed this sex to be governed by the interplay of
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whole and part, principle and lack, absence and presence, excess and deficiency,
by the function of instinct, finality, and meaning, of reality and pleasure.

The theory thus generated performed a certain number of functions that
made it indispensable. First, the notion of “sex” made it possible to group to-
gether, in an artificial unity, anatomical elements, biological functions, con-
ducts, sensations, and pleasures, and it enabled one to make use of this
fictitious unity as a causal principle, an omnipresent meaning, a secret to be
discovered everywhere: sex was thus able to function as a unique signifier and
as a universal signified. Further, by presenting itself in a unitary fashion, as
anatomy and lack, as function and latency, as instinct and meaning, it was
able to mark the line of contact between a knowledge of human sexuality and
the biological sciences of reproduction; thus, without really borrowing any-
thing from these sciences, excepting a few doubtful analogies, the knowledge
of sexuality gained through proximity a guarantee of quasi-scientificity; but
by virtue of this same proximity, some of the contents of biology and physiol-
ogy were able to serve as a principle of normality for human sexuality. Finally,
the notion of sex brought about a fundamental reversal; it made it possible to
invert the representation of the relationships of power to sexuality, causing
the latter to appear, not in its essential and positive relation to power, but as
being rooted in a specific and irreducible urgency which power tries as best it
can to dominate; thus the idea of “sex” makes it possible to evade what gives
“power” its power; it enables one to conceive power solely as law and taboo.
Sex—that agency which appears to dominate us and that secret which seems to
underlie all that we are, that point which enthralls us through the power it
manifests and the meaning it conceals, and which we ask to reveal what we are
and to free us from what defines us—is doubtless but an ideal point made neces-
sary by the deployment of sexuality and its operation. We must not make the
mistake of thinking that sex is an autonomous agency which secondarily pro-
duces manifold effects of sexuality over the entire length of its surface of contact
with power. On the contrary, sex is the most speculative, most ideal, and most
internal element in a deployment of sexuality organized by power in its grip on
bodies and their materiality, their forces, energies, sensations, and pleasures.

Tt might be added that “sex” performs yet another function that runs
through and sustains the ones we have just examined. Its role in this instance
is more practical than theoretical. It is through sex—in fact, an imaginary
point determined by the deployment of sexuality—that each individual has to
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pass in order to have access to his own intelligibility (seeing that it is both the
hidden aspect and the generative principle of meaning), to the whole of his
body (since it is a real and threatened part of it, while symbolically constitut-
ing the whole), to his identity (since it joins the force of a drive to the singular-
ity of a history). Through a reversal that doubtless had its surreptitious
beginnings long ago—it was already making itself felt at the time of the Chris-
tian pastoral of the flesh—we have arrived at the point where we expect our
intelligibility to come from what was for many centuries thought of as mad-
ness; the plenitude of our body from what was long considered its stigma and
likened to a wound; our identity from what was perceived as an obscure and
nameless urge. Hence the importance we ascribe to it, the reverential fear
with which we surround it, the care we take to know it. Hence the fact that
over the centuries it has become more important than our soul, more im-
portant almost than our life; and so it is that all the world’s enigmas appear
frivolous to us compared to this secret, minuscule in each of us, but of a
density that makes it more serious than any other. The Faustian pact, whose
temptation has been instilled in us by the deployment of sexuality, is now as
follows: to exchange life in its entirety for sex itself, for the truth and the sov-
ereignty of sex. Sex is worth dying for. It is in this (strictly historical) sense
that sex is indeed imbued with the death instinct. When a long while ago
the West discovered love, it bestowed on it a value high enough to make
death acceptable; nowadays it is sex that claims this equivalence, the highest
of all. And while the deployment of sexuality permits the techniques of
power to invest life, the fictitious point of sex, itself marked by that deploy-
ment, exerts enough charm on everyone for them to accept hearing the
grumble of death within it.

By creating the imaginary element that is “sex,” the deployment of sexual-
ity established one of its most essential internal operating principles: the de-
sire for sex—the desire to have it, to have access to it, to discover it, to liberate
it, to articulate it in discourse, to formulate it in truth. It constituted “sex” it-
self as something desirable. And it is this desirability of sex that attaches each
one of us to the injunction to know it, to reveal its law and its power; it is this
desirability that makes us think we are affirming the rights of our sex against
all power, when in fact we are fastened to the deployment of sexuality that has
lifted up from deep within us a sort of mirage in which we think we see our-
selves reflected—the dark shimmer of sex.
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“It is sex,” said Kate in The Plumed Serpent. “How wonderful sex can be,
when men keep it powerful and sacred, and it fills the world! like sunshine
through and through one!”

So we must not refer a history of sexuality to the agency of sex; but rather
show how “sex™ is historically subordinate to sexuality. We must not place sex
on the side of reality, and sexuality on that of confused ideas and illusions;
sexuality is a very real historical formation; it is what gave rise to the notion of
sex, as a speculative element necessary to its operation. We must not think
that by saying yes to sex, one says no to power; on the contrary, one tracks
along the course laid out by the general deployment of sexuality. It is the
agency of sex that we must break away from, if we aim—through a tactical
reversal of the various mechanisms of sexuality—to counter the grips of
power with the claims of bodies, pleasures, and knowledges, in their multi-
plicity and their possibility of resistance. The rallying point for the counterat-
tack against the deployment of sexuality ought not to be sex-desire, but bodies
and pleasures.

“There has been so much action in the past,” said D. H. Lawrence, “especially
sexual action, a wearying repetition over and over, without a corresponding
thought, a corresponding realization. Now our business is to realize sex. To-
day the full conscious realization of sex is even more important than the act
itself.”

Perhaps one day people will wonder at this. They will not be able to under-
stand how a civilization so intent on developing enormous instruments of
production and destruction found the time and the infinite patience to in-
quire so anxiously concerning the actual state of sex; people will smile per-
haps when they recall that here were men—meaning ourselves—who believed
that therein resided a truth every bit as precious as the one they had already
demanded from the earth, the stars, and the pure forms of their thought;
people will be surprised at the eagerness with which we went about pretend-
ing to rouse from its slumber a sexuality which everything—our discourses,
our customs, our institutions, our regulations, our knowledges—was busy
producing in the light of day and broadcasting to noisy accompaniment. And
people will ask themselves why we were so bent on ending the rule of silence
regarding what was the noisiest of our preoccupations. In retrospect, this
noise may appear to have been out of place, but how much stranger will seem
our persistence in interpreting it as but the refusal to speak and the order to
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remain silent. People will wonder what could have made us so presumptuous;
they will look for the reasons that might explain why we prided ourselves on
being the first to grant sex the importance we say is its due and how we came
to congratulate ourselves for finally—in the twentieth century—having bro-
ken free of a long period of harsh repression, a protracted Christian asceti-
cism, greedily and fastidiously adapted to the imperatives of bourgeois
economy. And what we now perceive as the chronicle of a censorship and the
difficult struggle to remove it will be seen rather as the centuries-long rise of a
complex deployment for compelling sex to speak, for fastening our attention
and concern upon sex, for getting us to believe in the sovereignty of its law
when in fact we were moved by the power mechanisms of sexuality.

People will be amused at the reproach of pansexualism that was once
aimed at Freud and psychoanalysis. But the ones who will appear to have been
blind will perhaps be not so much those who formulated the objection as
those who discounted it out of hand, as if it merely expressed the fears of an
outmoded prudishness. For the first, after all, were only taken unawares by a
process which had begun long before and by which, unbeknown to them, they
were already surrounded on all sides; what they had attributed solely to the
genius of Freud had already gone through a long stage of preparation; they
had gotten their dates wrong as to the establishment, in our society, of a gen-
eral deployment of sexuality. But the others were mistaken concerning the
nature of the process; they believed that Freud had at last, through a sudden
reversal, restored to sex the rightful share which it had been denied for so
long; they had not seen how the good genius of Freud had placed it at one of
the critical points marked out for it since the eighteenth century by the strate-
gies of knowledge and power, how wonderfully effective he was—worthy of
the greatest spiritual fathers and directors of the classical period—in giving a
new impetus to the secular injunction to study sex and transform it into dis-
course. We are often reminded of the countless procedures which Christian-
ity once employed to make us detest the body; but let us ponder all the ruses
that were employed for centuries to make us love sex, to make the knowledge
of it desirable and everything said about it precious. Let us consider the strata-
gems by which we were induced to apply all our skills to discovering its se-
crets, by which we were attached to the obligation to draw out its truth, and
made guilty for having failed to recognize it for so long. These devices are
what ought to make us wonder today. Moreover, we need to consider the pos-
sibility that one day, perhaps, in a different economy of bodies and pleasures,




60 | Michel Foucault

people will no longer quite understand how the ruses of sexuality, and the
power that sustains its organization, were able to subject us to that austere
monarchy of sex, so that we became dedicated to the endless task of forcing its
secret, of exacting the truest of confessions from a shadow.

The irony of this deployment is in having us believe that our “liberation” is

in the balance.

Notes

1. Samuel von Pufendorf, Le Droit de la nature (French trans., 1734), p. 445

2. “Just as a composite body can have properties not found in any of the simple bodies of
which the mixture consists, so a moral body, by virtue of the very union of persons
of which it is composed, can have certain rights which none of the individuals could
expressly claim and whose exercise is the proper function of leaders alone.” Pufendorf,

Le Droit de la nature, p. 452.

"gsOCIETY MUST BE DEFENDED," LECTURE AT

THE COLLEGE DE FRANCE, MARCH 17, 1976

Michel Foucault

It is time to end then, to try to pull together what T have been saying this year.
I have been trying to raise the problem of war, seen as a grid for understand-
ing historical processes. It seemed to me that war was regarded, initially and
throughout practically the whole of the eighteenth century, as a war between
caces. It was that war between races that I wanted to try to reconstruct. And
last time, I tried to show you how the very notion of war was eventually elimi-
nated from historical analysis by the principle of national universality* T would
now like to show you how, while the theme of race does not disappear, it does
become part of something very different, namely State racism. So today I
would like to tell you a little about State racism, or at least situate it for you.

It seems to me that one of the basic phenomena of the nineteenth century
was what might be called power’s hold over life. What I mean is the acquisi-
tion of power over man insofar as man is a living being, that the biological
came under State control, that there was at least a certain tendency that leads
to what might be termed State control of the biological. And I think that in
order to understand what was going on, it helps if we refer to what used to be
the classical theory of sovereignty, which ultimately provided us with the
backdrop to—a picture of—all these analyses of war, races, and so on. You
know that in the classical theory of sovereignty, the right of life and death was
one of sovereignty’s basic attributes. Now the right of life and death is a
strange right. Even at the theoretical level, it is a strange right. What does hav-
ing the right of life and death actually mean? In one sense, to say that the

*In the manuscript, the sentence continues: “at the time of the Revolution.”
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sovereign has a right of life and death means that he can, basically, either have
people put to death or let them live, or in any case that life and death are not
natural or immediate phenomena which are primal or radical, and which fall
outside the field of power. If we take the argument a little further, or to the
point where it becomes paradoxical, it means that in terms of his relationship
with the sovereign, the subject is, by rights, neither dead nor alive. From the
point of view of life and death, the subject is neutral, and it is thanks to the
sovereign that the subject has the right to be alive or, possibly, the right to
be dead. In any case, the lives and deaths of subjects become rights only as a
result of the will of the sovereign. That is, if you like, the theoretical paradox.
And it is of course a theoretical paradox that must have as its corollary a sort
of practical disequilibrium. What does the right of life and death actually
mean? Obviously not that the sovereign can grant life in the same way that he
can inflict death. The right of life and death is always exercised in an unbal-
anced way: the balance is always tipped in favor of death. Sovereign power’s
effect on life is exercised only when the sovereign can kill. The very essence of
the right of life and death is actually the right to kill: it is at the moment when
the sovereign can kill that he exercises his right over life. It is essentially the
right of the sword. So there is no real symmetry in the right over life and
death. Tt is not the right to put people to death or to grant them life. Nor is it
the right to allow people to live or to leave them to die. It is the right to take
life or let live. And this obviously introduces a startling dissymmetry.

And I think that one of the greatest transformations political right under-
went in the nineteenth century was precisely that, I wouldn’t say exactly that
sovereignty’s old right—to take life or let live—was replaced, but it came to be
complemented by a new right which does not erase the old right but which
does penetrate it, permeate it. This is the right, or rather precisely the opposite
right. It is the power to “make” live and “let” die. The right of sovereignty was
the right to take life or let live. And then this new right is established: the right
to make live and to let die.

This transformation obviously did not occur all at once. We can trace it in
the theory of right (but here, I will be extraordinarily rapid). The jurists of the
seventeenth and especially the eighteenth century were, you see, already ask-
ing this question about the right of life and death. The jurists ask: When we
enter into a contract, what are individuals doing at the level of the social con-
tract, when they come together to constitute a sovereign, to delegate absolute
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power over them to a sovereign? They do so because they are forced to by
some threat or by need. They therefore do so in order to protect their lives. Tt
is in order to live that they constitute a sovereign. To the extent that this is the
case, can life actually become one of the rights of the sovereign? Isn’t life the
foundation of the sovereign’s right, and can the sovereign actually demand
that his subjects grant him the right to exercise the power of life and death
over them, or in other words, simply the power to kill them? Mustn’t life re-
main outside the contract to the extent that it was the first, initial, and foun-
dational reason for the contract itself? All this is a debate within political
philosophy that we can leave on one side, but it clearly demonstrates how the
problem of life began to be problematized in the field of political thought, of
the analysis of political power. I would in fact like to trace the transformation
not at the level of political theory, but rather at the level of the mechanisms,
techniques, and technologies of power. And this brings us back to something
familiar: in the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries, we saw the emergence
of techniques of power that were essentially centered on the body, on the indi-
vidual body. They included all devices that were used to ensure the spatial
distribution of individual bodies (their separation, their alignment, their seri-
alization, and their surveillance) and the organization, around those individ-
uals, of a whole field of visibility. They were also techniques that could be used
to take control over bodies. Attempts were made to increase their productive
force through exercise, drill, and so on. They were also techniques for ratio-
nalizing and strictly economizing on a power that had to be used in the least
costly way possible, thanks to a whole system of surveillance, hierarchies, in-
spections, bookkeeping, and reports—all the technology that can be de-
scribed as the disciplinary technology of labor. It was established at the end of
the seventeenth century, and in the course of the eighteenth.!

Now I think we see something new emerging in the second half of the
eighteenth century: a new technology of power, but this time it is not disci-
plinary. This technology of power does not exclude the former, does not ex-
clude disciplinary technology, but it does dovetail into it, integrate it, modify
it to some extent, and above all, use it by sort of infiltrating it, embedding it-
self in existing disciplinary techniques. This new technique does not simply do
away with the disciplinary technique, because it exists at a different level, on a
different scale, and because it has a different bearing area, and makes use of very
different instruments.
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Unlike discipline, which is addressed to bodies, the new nondisciplinary
power is applied not to man-as-body but to the living man, to man-as-living-
being; ultimately, if you like, to man-as-species. To be more specific, | would
say that discipline tries to rule a multiplicity of men to the extent that their
multiplicity can and must be dissolved into individual bodies that can be kept
under surveillance, trained, used, and, if need be, punished. And that the new
technology that is being established is addressed to a multiplicity of men, not
to the extent that they are nothing more than their individual bodies, but to
the extent that they form, on the contrary, a global mass that is affected by
overall processes characteristic of birth, death, production, illness, and so on.
So after a first seizure of power over the body in an individualizing mode, we
have a second seizure of power that is not individualizing but, if you like, mas-
sifying, that is directed not at man-as-body but at man-as-species. Afier the
anatomo-politics of the human body established in the course of the eighteenth
century, we have, at the end of that century, the emergence of something that is
no longer an anatomo-politics of the human body, but what I would call a
“biopolitics” of the human race.

What does this new technology of power, this biopolitics, this biopower
that is beginning to establish itself, involve? I told you very briefly a moment
ago; a set of processes such as the ratio of births to deaths, the rate of repro-
duction, the fertility of a population, and so on. It is these processes—the
birth rate, the mortality rate, longevity, and so on—together with a whole se-
ries of related economic and political problems (which I will not come back to
for the moment) which, in the second half of the eighteenth century, become
biopolitics’ first objects of knowledge and the targets it seeks to control. It is at
any rate at this moment that the first demographers begin to measure these
phenomena in statistical terms. They begin to observe the more or less spon-
taneous, more or less compulsory techniques that the population actually
used to control the birth rate; in a word, if you like, to identify the phenomena
of birth-control practices in the eighteenth century. We also see the begin-
nings of a natalist policy, plans to intervene in all phenomena relating to the
birth rate. This biopolitics is not concerned with fertility alone. It also deals
with the problem of morbidity, but not simply, as had previously been the
case, at the level of the famous epidemics, the threat of which had haunted po-
litical powers ever since the early Middle Ages (these famous epidemics were
temporary disasters that caused multiple deaths, times when everyone seemed
to be in danger of imminent death). At the end of the eighteenth century, it
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was not epidemics that were the issue, but something else—what might broadly
be called endemics, or in other words, the form, nature, extension, duration,
and intensity of the illnesses prevalent in a population. These were illnesses
that were difficult to eradicate and that were not regarded as epidemics that
caused more frequent deaths, but as permanent factors which—and that is
how they were dealt with—sapped the population’s strength, shortened the
working week, wasted energy, and cost money, both because they led to a fall
in production and because treating them was expensive. In a word, illness as
phenomena affecting a population. Death was no longer something that sud-
denly swooped down on life—as in an epidemic. Death was now something
permanent, something that slips into life, perpetually gnaws at it, diminishes
it and weakens it.

These are the phenomena that begin to be taken into account at the end of
the eighteenth century, and they result in the development of a medicine whose
main function will now be public hygiene, with institutions to coordinate
medical care, centralize information, and normalize knowledge. And which
also takes the form of campaigns to teach hygiene and to medicalize the pop-
ulation. So, problems of reproduction, the birth rate, and the problem of the
mortality rate too. Biopolitics’ other field of intervention will be a set of phe-
nomena some of which are universal, and some of which are accidental but
which can never be completely eradicated, even if they are accidental. They
have similar effects in that they incapacitate individuals, put them out of the
circuit or neutralize them. This is the problem, and it will become very impot-
tant in the early nineteenth century (the time of industrialization), of old age,
of individuals who, because of their age, fall out of the field of capacity, of ac-
tivity. The field of biopolitics also includes accidents, infirmities, and various
anomalies. And it is in order to deal with these phenomena that this biopoli-
tics will establish not only charitable institutions (which had been in existence
for a very long time), but also much more subtle mechanisms that were much
more economically rational than an indiscriminate charity which was at once
widespread and patchy, and which was essentially under church control. We
see the introduction of more subtle, more rational mechanisms: insurance,
individual and collective savings, safety measures, and so on.?

Biopolitics’ last domain is, finally—I am enumerating the main ones, or at
least those that appeared in the late eighteenth and early nineteenth centuries;
many others would appear later—control over relations between the human
race, or human beings insofar as they are a species, insofar as they are living
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beings, and their environment, the milieu in which they live. This includes the
direct effects of the geographical, climatic, or hydrographic environment: the
problem, for instance, of swamps, and of epidemics linked to the existence of
swamps throughout the first half of the nineteenth century. And also the
problem of the environment to the extent that it is not a natural environment,
that it has been created by the population and therefore has effects on that
population. This is, essentially, the urban problem. I am simply pointing out
some of biopolitics’ starting points, some of its practices, and the first of its
domains of intervention, knowledge, and power: biopolitics will derive its
knowledge from, and define its power’s field of intervention in terms of, the
birth rate, the mortality rate, various biological disabilities, and the effects of
the environment.

In all this, a number of things are, I think, important. The first appears to
be this: the appearance of a new element—I almost said a new character—of
which both the theory of right and disciplinary practice knew nothing. The
theory of right basically knew only the individual and society: the contracting
individual and the social body constituted by the voluntary or implicit con-
tract among individuals. Disciplines, for their part, dealt with individuals and
their bodies in practical terms. What we are dealing with in this new technol-
ogy of power is not exactly society (or at least not the social body, as defined
by the jurists), nor is it the individual-as-body. It is a new body, a multiple
body, a body with so many heads that, while they might not be infinite in
number, cannot necessarily be counted. Biopolitics deals with the population,
with the population as political problem, as a problem that is at once scientific
and political, as a biological problem and as power’s problem. And I think that
biopolitics emerges at this time.

Second, the other important thing—quite aside from the appearance of
the “population” element itself —is the nature of the phenomena that are taken
into consideration. You can see that they are collective phenomena which
have their economic and political effects, and that they become pertinent only
at the mass level. They are phenomena that are aleatory and unpredictable
when taken in themselves or individually, but which, at the collective level,
display constants that are easy, or at least possible, to establish. And they are,
finally, phenomena that occur over a period of time, which have to be studied
over a certain period of time; they are serial phenomena. The phenomena ad-
dressed by biopolitics are, essentially, aleatory events that occur within a
population that exists over a period of time.
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On this basis—and this is, I think, the third important point—this tech-
nology of power, this biopolitics, will introduce mechanisms with a certain
number of functions that are very different from the functions of disciplinary
mechanisms. The mechanisms introduced by biopolitics include forecasts,
statistical estimates, and overall measures. And their purpose is not to modify
any given phenomenon as such, or to modify a given individual insofar as he
is an individual, but, essentially, to intervene at the level at which these gen-
eral phenomena are determined, to intervene at the level of their generality.
The mortality rate has to be modified or lowered; life expectancy has to be
increased; the birth rate has to be stimulated. And most important of all,
regulatory mechanisms must be established to establish an equilibrium,
maintain an average, establish a sort of homeostasis, and compensate for
variations within this general population and its aleatory field. In a word, se-
curity mechanisms have to be installed around the random element inherent
in a population of living beings so as to optimize a state of life. Like disciplin-
ary mechanisms, these mechanisms are designed to maximize and extract
forces, but they work in very different ways. Unlike disciplines, they no longer
train individuals by working at the level of the body itself. There is absolutely
no question relating to an individual body, in the way that discipline does. It
is therefore not a matter of taking the individual at the level of individuality
but, on the contrary, of using overall mechanisms and acting in such a way as
to achieve overall states of equilibration or regularity; it is, in a word, a matter
of taking control of life and the biological processes of man-as-species and of
ensuring that they are not disciplined, but regularized.?

Beneath that great absolute power, beneath the dramatic and somber ab-
solute power that was the power of sovereignty, and which consisted in the
power to take life, we now have the emergence, with this technology of bio-
power, of this technology of power over “the” population as such, over men
insofar as they are living beings. It is continuous, scientific, and it is the power
to make live. Sovereignty took life and let live. And now we have the emer-
gence of a power that I would call the power of regularization, and it, in con-
trast, consists in making live and letting die.

I think that we can see a concrete manifestation of this power in the fa-
mous gradual disqualification of death, which sociologists and historians
have discussed so often. Everyone knows, thanks in particular to a certain
number of recent studies, that the great public ritualization of death gradually
began to disappear, or at least to fade away, in the late eighteenth century and




68 | Michel Foucault

that it is still doing so today. So much so that death—which has ceased to be
one of those spectacular ceremonies in which individuals, the family, the
group, and practically the whole of society took part—has become, in con-
trast, something to be hidden away. It has become the most private and
shameful thing of all (and ultimately, it is now not so much sex as death that is
the object of a taboo). Now I think that the reason why death had become
something to be hidden away is not that anxiety has somehow been displaced
or that repressive mechanisms have been modified. What once (and until the
end of the eighteenth century) made death so spectacular and ritualized it so
much was the fact that it was a manifestation of a transition from one power
to another. Death was the moment when we made the transition from one
power—that of the sovereign of this world—to another—that of the sovereign
of the next world. We went from one court of law to another, from a civil or
public right over life and death, to a right to either eternal life or eternal dam-
nation. A transition from one power to another. Death also meant the trans-
mission of the power of the dying, and that power was transmitted to those
who survived him: last words, last recommendations, last wills and testa-
ments, and so on. All these phenomena of power were ritualized.

Now that power is decreasingly the power of the right to take life, and in-
creasingly the right to intervene to make live, or once power begins to inter-
vene mainly at this level in order to improve life by eliminating accidents, the
random element, and deficiencies, death becomes, insofar as it is the end of
life, the term, the limit, or the end of power too. Death is outside the power
relationship. Death is beyond the reach of power, and power has a grip on it
only in general, overall, or statistical terms. Power has no control over death,
but it can control mortality. And to that extent, it is only natural that death
should now be privatized, and should become the most private thing of all.
In the right of sovereignty, death was the moment of the most obvious and
most spectacular manifestation of the absolute power of the sovereign; death
now becomes, in contrast, the moment when the individual escapes all power,
falls back on himself and retreats, so to speak, into his own privacy. Power no
longer recognizes death. Power literally ignores death.

To symbolize all this, let’s take, if you will, the death of Franco, which is
after all a very, very interesting event. It is very interesting because of the sym-
bolic values it brings into play, because the man who died had, as you know,
exercised the sovereign right of life and death with great savagery, was the
bloodiest of all the dictators, wielded an absolute right of life and death for

B
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forty years, and at the moment when he himself was dying, he entered this
sort of new field of power over life which consists not only in managing life,
but in keeping individuals alive after they are dead. And thanks to a power
that is not simply scientific prowess, but the actual exercise of the political
biopower established in the eighteenth century, we have become so good at
keeping people alive that we've succeeded in keeping them alive when, in bio-
logical terms, they should have been dead long ago. And so the man who had
exercised the absolute power of life and death over hundreds of thousands of
people fell under the influence of a power that managed life so well, that took
so little heed of death, and he didn’ even realize that he was dead and was be-
ing kept alive after his death. I think that this minor but joyous event symbol-
izes the clash between two systems of power: that of sovereignty over death,
and that of the regularization of life.

I would now like to go back to comparing the regulatory technology of life
and the disciplinary technology of the body I was telling you about a moment
ago. From the eighteenth century onward (or at least the end of the eighteenth
century onward) we have, then, two technologies of power which were estab-
lished at different times and which were superimposed. One technique is
disciplinary; it centers on the body, produces individualizing effects, and
manipulates the body as a source of forces that have to be rendered both use-
ful and docile. And we also have a second technology which is centered not
upon the body but upon life: a technology which brings together the mass ef-
fects characteristic of a population, which tries to control the series of random
events that can occur in a living mass, a technology which tries to predict the
probability of those events (by modifying it, if necessary), or at least to com-
pensate for their effects. This is a technology which aims to establish a sort of
homeostasis, not by training individuals, but by achieving an overall equilib-
rium that protects the security of the whole from internal dangers. So, a tech-
nology of drilling, as opposed to, as distinct from, a technology of security; a
disciplinary technology, as distinct from a reassuring or regulatory technol-
ogy. Both technologies are obviously technologies of the body, but one is a
technology in which the body is individualized as an organism endowed with
capacities, while the other is a technology in which bodies are replaced by
general biological processes.

One might say this: it is as though power, which used to have sovereignty as
its modality or organizing schema, found itself unable to govern the economic
and political body of a society that was undergoing both a demographic
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explosion and industrialization. So much so that far too many things were
escaping the old mechanism of the power of sovereignty, both at the top and
at the bottom, both at the level of detail and at the mass level. A first adjust-
ment was made to take care of the details. Discipline had meant adjusting
power mechanisms to the individual body by using surveillance and training,
That, of course, was the easier and more convenient thing to adjust. That is
why it was the first to be introduced—as early as the seventeenth century, or
the beginning of the eighteenth—at a local level, in intuitive, empirical, and
fragmented forms, and in the restricted framework of institutions such as
schools, hospitals, barracks, workshops, and so on. And then at the end of the
eighteenth century, you have a second adjustment; the mechanisms are ad-
justed to phenomena of population, to the biological or biosociological pro-
cesses characteristic of human masses. This adjustment was obviocusly much
more difficult to make because it implied complex systems of coordination
and centralization.

So we have two series: the body-organism-discipline-institutions series, and
the population-biological processes-regulatory mechanisms-State* An or-
ganic institutional set, or the organo-discipline of the institution, if you like,
and, on the other hand, a biological and Statist set, or bioregulation by the
State. I am not trying to introduce a complete dichotomy between State and
institution, because disciplines in fact always tend to escape the institutional
or local framework in which they are trapped. What is more, they easily take
on a Statist dimension in apparatuses such as the police, for example, which is
both a disciplinary apparatus and a State apparatus (which just goes to prove
that discipline is not always institutional). In similar fashion, the great overall
regulations that proliferated throughout the nineteenth century are, obviously
enough, found at the State level, but they are also found at the sub-State level,
in a whole series of sub-State institutions such as medical institutions, welfare
funds, insurance, and so on. That is the first remark I would like to make.

What is more, the two sets of mechanisms—one disciplinary and the
other regulatory—do not exist at the same level. Which means of course that
they are not mutually exclusive and can be articulated with each other. To
take one or two examples. Take, if you like, the example of the town or, more
specifically, the rationally planned layout of the model town, the artificial
town, the town of utopian reality that was not only dreamed of but actually

*The manuscript has “assuring” in place of “regulatory.”

“Society Must Be Defended” | 71

built in the nineteenth century. What were working-class housing estates, as
they existed in the nineteenth century? One can easily see how the very grid
pattern, the very layout, of the estate articulated, in a sort of perpendicular
way, the disciplinary mechanisms that controlled the body, or bodies, by lo-
calizing familes (one to a house) and individuals (one to a room). The layout,
the fact that individuals were made visible, and the normalization of behav-
ior meant that a sort of spontaneous policing or control was carried out by the
spatial layout of the town itself. It is easy to identify a whole series of disciplin-
ary mechanisms in the working-class estate. And then you have a whole series
of mechanisms which are, by contrast, regulatory mechanisms, which apply
to the population as such and which allow, which encourage patterns of sav-
ing related to housing, to the renting of accommodations and, in some cases,
their purchase. Health-insurance systems, old-age pensions; rules on hygiene
that guarantee the optimal longevity of the population; the pressures that the
very organization of the town brings to bear on sexuality and therefore pro-
creation: child care, education, et cetera, so you have [certain] disciplinary
measures and [certain] regulatory mechanisms.

Take the very different—though it is not altogether that different—take a
different axis, something like sexuality. Basically, why did sexuality become a
field of vital strategic importance in the nineteenth century? I think that sex-
uality was important for a whole host of reasons, and for these reasons in par-
ticular. On the one hand, sexuality, being an eminently corporeal mode of
behavior, is a matter for individualizing disciplinary controls that take the
form of permanent surveillance (and the famous controls that were, from the
late eighteenth to the twentieth century, placed both at home and at school on
children who masturbated represent precisely this aspect of the disciplinary
control of sexuality). But because it also has procreative effects, sexuality is
also inscribed, takes effect, in broad biological processes that concern not the
bodies of individuals but the element, the multiple unity of the population.
Sexuality exists at the point where body and population meet. And soitisa
matter for discipline, but also a matter for regularization.

Tt is, T think, the privileged position it occupies between organism and
population, between the body and general phenomena, that explains the ex-
treme emphasis placed upon sexuality in the nineteenth century. Hence too
the medical idea that when it is undisciplined and irregular, sexuality also has
effects at two levels. At the level of the body, of the undisciplined body that
is immediately sanctioned by all the individual diseases that the sexual
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debauchee brings down upon himself. A child who masturbates too much will
be a lifelong invalid: disciplinary sanction at the level of the body. But at the
same time, debauched, perverted sexuality has effects at the level of the popu-
lation, as anyone who has been sexually debauched is assumed to have a he-
redity. Their descendants also will be affected for generations, unto the
seventh generation and unto the seventh of the seventh and so on. This is the
theory of degeneracy:* given that it is the source of individual diseases and
that it is the nucleus of degeneracy, sexuality represents the precise point
where the disciplinary and the regulatory, the body and the population, are
articulated. Given these conditions, you can understand how and why a tech-
nical knowledge such as medicine, or rather the combination of medicine and
hygiene, is in the nineteenth century, if not the most important element, an
element of considerable importance because of the link it establishes between
scientific knowledge of both biological and organic processes (or in other
words, the population and the body), and because, at the same time, medicine
becomes a political intervention-technique with specific power-effects. Medi-
cine is a power-knowledge that can be applied to both the body and the popu-
lation, both the organism and biclogical processes, and it will therefore have
both disciplinary effects and regulatory effects.

In more general terms still, we can say that there is one element that will
circulate between the disciplinary and the regulatory, which will also be ap-
plied to body and population alike, which will make it possible to control both
the disciplinary order of the body and the aleatory events that occur in the
biological multiplicity. The element that circulates between the two is the
norm. The norm is something that can be applied to both a body one wishes
to discipline and a population one wishes to regularize. The normalizing soci-
ety is therefore not, under these conditions, a sort of generalized disciplinary
society whose disciplinary institutions have swarmed and finally taken over
everything—that, I think, is no more than a first and inadequate interpreta-
tion of a normalizing society. The normalizing society is a society in which
the norm of discipline and the norm of regulation intersect along an orthogo-
nal articulation. To say that power took possession of life in the nineteenth
century, or to say that power at least takes life under its care in the nineteenth
century, is to say that it has, thanks to the play of technologies of discipline on
the one hand and technologies of regulation on the other, succeeded in cover-
ing the whole surface that lies between the organic and the biological, be-
tween body and population.
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We are, then, in a power that has taken control of both the body and life or
that has, if you like, taken control of life in general—with the body as one pole
and the population as the other. We can therefore immediately identify the
paradoxes that appear at the points where the exercise of this biopower reaches
its limits. The paradoxes become apparent if we look, on the one hand, at
atomic power, which is not simply the power to kill, in accordance with the
rights that are granted to any sovereign, millions and hundreds of millions of
people (after all, that is traditional). The workings of contemporary political
power are such that atomic power represents a paradox that is difficult, if not
impossible, to get around. The power to manufacture and use the atom bomb
represents the deployment of a sovereign power that kills, but it is also the
power to kill life itself. So the power that is being exercised in this atomic
power is exercised in such a way that it is capable of suppressing life itself. And,
therefore, to suppress itself insofar as it is the power that guarantees life. Either
it is sovereign and uses the atom bomb, and therefore cannot be power, bio-
power, or the power to guarantee life, as it has been ever since the nineteenth
century. Or, at the opposite extreme, you no longer have a sovereign right that
is in excess of biopower, but a biopower that is in excess of sovereign right. This
excess of biopower appears when it becomes technologically and politically
possible for man not only to manage life but to make it proliferate, to create
living matter, to build the monster, and, ultimately, to build viruses that can-
not be controlled and that are universally destructive. This formidable exten-
sion of biopower, unlike what I was just saying about atomic power, will put it
beyond all human sovereignty.

You must excuse this long digression into biopower, but I think that it
does provide us with a basic argument that will allow us to get back to the
problem I was trying to raise.

If it is true that the power of sovereignty is increasingly on the retreat and
that disciplinary or regulatory disciplinary power is on the advance, how will
the power to kill and the function of murder operate in this technology of
power, which takes life as both its object and its objective? How can a power
such as this kill, if it is true that its basic function is to improve life, to prolong
its duration, to improve its chances, to avoid accidents, and to compensate for
failings? How, under these conditions, is it possible for a political power to
kill, to call for deaths, to demand deaths, to give the order to kill, and to ex-
pose not only its enemies but its own citizens to the risk of death? Given that
this power’s objective is essentially to make live, how can it let die? How can
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the power of death, the function of death, be exercised in a political system
centered upon biopower?

It is, I think, at this point that racism intervenes. I am certainly not saying
that racism was invented at this time. It had already been in existence for a
very long time. But I think it functioned elsewhere. It is indeed the emergence
of this biopower that inscribes it in the mechanisms of the State. Tt is at this
moment that racism is inscribed as the basic mechanism of power, as it is ex-
ercised in modern States. As a result, the modern State can scarcely function
without becoming involved with racism at some point, within certain limits
and subject to certain conditions.

What in fact is racism? It is primarily a way of introducing a break into the
domain of life that is under power’s control: the break between what must live
and what must die. The appearance within the biological continuum of the hu-
man race of races, the distinction among races, the hierarchy of races, the fact
that certain races are described as good and that others, in contrast, are de-
scribed as inferior: all this is a way of fragmenting the field of the biological
that power controls. It is a way of separating out the groups that exist within a
population. It is, in short, a way of establishing a biological-type caesura
within a population that appears to be a biological domain. This will allow
power to treat that population as a mixture of races, or to be more accurate, to
treat the species, to subdivide the species it controls, into the subspecies
known, precisely, as races. That is the first function of racism: to fragment, to
create caesuras within the biological continuum addressed by biopower.

Racism also has a second function. Tts role is, if you like, to allow the es-
tablishment of a positive relation of this type: “The more you kill, the more
deaths you will cause” or “The very fact that you let more die will allow you to
live more.” T would say that this relation (“If you want to live, you must take
lives, you must be able to kill”) was not invented by either racism or the mod-
ern State. It is the relationship of war: “In order to live, you must destroy your
enemies.” But racism does make the relationship of war—"If you want to live,
the other must die”—function in a way that is completely new and that is
quite compatible with the exercise of biopower. On the one hand, racism
makes it possible to establish a relationship between my life and the death of
the other that is not a military or warlike relationship of confrontation, but a
biological-type relationship: “The more inferior species die out, the more ab-
normal individuals are eliminated, the fewer degenerates there will be in the
species as a whole, and the more [—as species rather than individual—can
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live, the stronger I will be, the more vigorous I will be. I will be able to prolifer-
ate.” The fact that the other dies does not mean simply that I live in the sense
that his death guarantees my safety; the death of the other, the death of the bad
race, of the inferior race (or the degenerate, or the abnormal) is something that
will make life in general healthier: healthier and purer.

This is not, then, a military, warlike, or political relationship, but a bio-
logical relationship. And the reason this mechanism can come into play is that
the enemies who have to be done away with are not adversaries in the political
sense of the term; they are threats, either external or internal, to the popula-
tion and for the population. In the biopower system, in other words, killing or
the imperative to kill is acceptable only if it results not in a victory over politi-
cal adversaries, but in the elimination of the biological threat to and the im-
provement of the species or race. There is a direct connection between the
two. In a normalizing society, race or racism is the precondition that makes
killing acceptable. When you have a normalizing society, you have a power
which is, at least superficially, in the first instance, or in the first line a bio-
power, and racism is the indispensable precondition that allows someone to
be killed, that allows others to be killed. Once the State functions in the bio-
power mode, racism alone can justify the murderous function of the State.

Soyou can understand the importance—I almost said the vital importance—
of racism to the exercise of such a power: it is the precondition for exercising
the right to kill. If the power of normalization wished to exercise the old sov-
ereign right to kill, it must become racist. And if, conversely, a power of sover-
eignty, or in other words, a power that has the right of life and death, wishes to
work with the instruments, mechanisms, and technology of normalization, it
too must become racist. When I say “killing,” T obviously do not mean simply
murder as such, but also every form of indirect murder: the fact of exposing
someone to death, increasing the risk of death for some people, or, quite sim-
ply, political death, expulsion, rejection, and so on.

1 think that we are now in a position to understand a number of things.
We can understand, first of all, the link that was quickly—I almost said
immediately—established between nineteenth-century biological theory and
the discourse of power. Basically, evolutionism, understood in the broad
sense—or in other words, not so much Darwin’s theory itself as a set, a bun-
dle, of notions (such as: the hierarchy of species that grow from a common
evolutionary tree, the struggle for existence among species, the selection
that eliminates the less fit)—naturally became within a few years during the
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nineteenth century not simply a way of transcribing a political discourse into
biological terms, and not simply a way of dressing up a political discourse in
scientific clothing, but a real way of thinking about the relations between col-
onization, the necessity for wars, criminality, the phenomena of madness and
mental illness, the history of societies with their different classes, and so on.
Whenever, in other words, there was a confrontation, a killing or the risk of
death, the nineteenth century was quite literally obliged to think about them
in the form of evolutionism.

And we can also understand why racism should have developed in mod-
ern societies that function in the biopower mode; we can understand why
racism broke out at a number of privileged moments, and why they were pre-
cisely the moments when the right to take life was imperative. Racism first
develops with colonization, or in other words, with colonizing genocide. Tf
you are functioning in the biopower mode, how can you justify the need to
kill people, to kill populations, and to kill civilizations? By using the themes
of evolutionism, by appealing to a racism.

War. How can one not only wage war on one’s adversaries but also expose
one’s own citizens to war, and let them be killed by the million (and this is
precisely what has been going on since the nineteenth century, or since the
second half of the nineteenth century), except by activating the theme of rac-
ism? From this point onward, war is about two things: it is not simply a matter
of destroying a political adversary, but of destroying the enemy race, of de-
stroying that [sort] of biological threat that those people over there represent
to our race. In one sense, this is of course no more than a biological extrapola-
tion from the theme of the political enemy. But there is more to it than that. In
the nineteenth century—and this is completely new—war will be seen not
only as a way of improving one’s own race by eliminating the enemy race (in
accordance with the themes of natural selection and the struggle for exis-
tence), but also as a way of regenerating one’s own race. As more and more of
our number die, the race to which we belong will become all the purer.

At the end of the nineteenth century, we have then a new racism modeled
on war. It was, I think, required because a biopower that wished to wage war
had to articulate the will to destroy the adversary with the risk that it might
kill those whose lives it had, by definition, to protect, manage, and multiply.
The same could be said of criminality. Once the mechanism of biopower was
called upon to make it possible to execute or isolate criminals, criminality was
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conceptualized in racist terms. The same applies to madness, and the same
applies to various abnormalities.

I think that, broadly speaking, racism justifies the death-function in the
economy of biopower by appealing to the principle that the death of others
makes one biologically stronger insofar as one is a member of a race or a
population, insofar as one is an element in a unitary living plurality. You can
see that, here, we are far removed from the ordinary racism that takes the
traditional form of mutual contempt or hatred between races. We are also far
removed from the racism that can be seen as a sort of ideological operation
that allows States, or a class, to displace the hostility that is directed toward
[them], or which is tormenting the social body, onto a mythical adversary.
I think that this is something much deeper than an old tradition, much deeper
than a new ideology, that it is something else. The specificity of modern rac-
ism, or what gives it its specificity, is not bound up with mentalities, ideolo-
gies, or the lies of power. Tt is bound up with the technique of power, with the
technology of power. Itis bound up with this, and that takes us as far away as
possible from the race war and the intelligibility of history. We are dealing
with a mechanism that allows biopower to work. So racism is bound up with
the workings of a State that is obliged to use race, the elimination of races and
the purification of the race, to exercise its sovereign power. The juxtaposition
of—or the way biopower functions through—the old sovereign power of life
and death implies the workings, the introduction and activation, of racism.
And it is, I think, here that we find the actual roots of racism.

So you can understand how and why, given these conditions, the most
murderous States are also, of necessity, the most racist. Here, of course, we
have to take the example of Nazism. After all, Nazism was in fact the paroxys-
mal development of the new power mechanisms that had been established
since the eighteenth century. Of course, no State could have more disciplinary
power than the Nazi regime. Nor was there any other State in which the bio-
logical was so tightly, so insistently, regulated. Disciplinary power and bio-
power: all this permeated, underpinned, Nazi society (control over the
biological, of procreation and of heredity; control over illness and accidents
too). No society could be more disciplinary or more concerned with provid-
ing insurance than that established, or at least planned, by the Nazis. Control-
ling the random element inherent in biological processes was one of the

regime’s immediate objectives.
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But this society in which insurance and reassurance were universal, this
universally disciplinary and regulatory society, was also a society which un-
leashed murderous power, or in other words, the old sovereign right to take
life. This power to kill, which ran through the entire social body of Nazi soci-
ety, was first manifested when the power to take life, the power of life and
death, was granted not only to the State but to a whole series of individuals, to
a considerable number of people (such as the SA, the SS, and so on). Ulti-
mately, everyone in the Nazi State had the power of life and death over his or
her neighbors, if only because of the practice of informing, which effectively
meant doing away with the people next door, or having them done away with.

So murderous power and sovereign power are unleashed throughout the
entire social body. They were also unleashed by the fact that war was explicitly
defined as a political objective—and not simply as a basic political objective
or as a means, but as a sort of ultimate and decisive phase in all political
processes—politics had to lead to war, and war had to be the final decisive
phase that would complete everything. The objective of the Nazi regime was
therefore not really the destruction of other races. The destruction of other
races was one aspect of the project, the other being to expose its own race to
the absolute and universal threat of death. Risking one’s life, being exposed to
total destruction, was one of the principles inscribed in the basic duties of the
obedient Nazi, and it was one of the essential objectives of Nazism’s policies. It
had to reach the point at which the entire population was exposed to death.
Exposing the entire population to universal death was the only way it could
truly constitute itself as a superior race and bring about its definitive regener-
ation once other races had been either exterminated or enslaved forever.

We have, then, in Nazi society something that is really quite extraordinary:
this is a society which has generalized biopower in an absolute sense, but which
has also generalized the sovereign right to kill. The two mechanisms—the clas-
sic, archaic mechanism that gave the State the right of life and death over its
citizens, and the new mechanism organized around discipline and regulation,
or in other words, the new mechanism of biopower—coincide exactly. We can
therefore say this: the Nazi State makes the field of the life it manages, protects,
guarantees, and cultivates in biological terms absolutely coextensive with the
sovereign right to kill anyone, meaning not only other people, but also its own
people. There was, in Nazism, a coincidence between a generalized biopower
and a dictatorship that was at once absolute and retransmitted throughout the
entire social body by this fantastic extension of the right to kill and of exposure

r
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to death. We have an absolutely racist State, an absolutely murderous State, and
an absolutely suicidal State. A racist State, a murderous State, and a suicidal
State. The three were necessarily superimposed, and the result was of course
both the “final solution” (or the attempt to eliminate, by eliminating the Jews,
all the other races of which the Jews were both the symbol and the manifesta-
tion) of the years 1942-1943, and then Telegram 71, in which, in April 194s,
Hitler gave the order to destroy the German people’s own living conditions.’

The final solution for the other races, and the absolute suicide of the [Ger-
man] race. That is where this mechanism inscribed in the workings of the
modern State leads. Of course, Nazism alone took the play between the sover-
eign right to kill and the mechanisms of biopower to this paroxysmal point.
But this play is in fact inscribed in the workings of all States. In all modern
States, in all capitalist States? Perhaps not. But I do think that—but this would
be a whole new argument—the socialist State, socialism, is as marked by rac-
ism as the workings of the modern State, of the capitalist State. In addition to
the State racism that developed in the conditions I have been telling you about,
a social-racism also came into being, and it did not wait for the formation of
socialist States before making its appearance. Socialism was a racism from the
outset, even in the nineteenth century. No matter whether it is Fourier at the
beginning of the century® or the anarchists at the end of it, you will always find
a racist component in socialism.

I find this very difficult to talk about. To speak in such terms is to make
enormous claims. To prove the point would really take a whole series of lec-
tures (and I would like to do them). But at least let me just say this: in general
terms, it seems to me—and here, I am speculating somewhat—that to the
extent that it does not, in the first instance, raise the economic or juridical
problems of types of property ownership or modes of production—or to the
extent that the problem of the mechanics of power or the mechanisms of power
is not posed or analyzed—/[socialism therefore| inevitably reaffected or rein-
vested the very power-mechanisms constituted by the capitalist State or the
industrial State. One thing at least is certain: Socialism has made no critique of
the theme of biopower, which developed at the end of the eighteenth century and
throughout the nineteenth; it has in fact taken it up, developed, reimplanted, and
modified it in certain respects, but it has certainly not reexamined its basis or its
modes of working. Ultimately, the idea that the essential function of society or
the State, or whatever it is that must replace the State, is to take control of life, to
manage it, to compensate for its aleatory nature, to explore and reduce biological
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accidents and possibilities . .. it seems to me that socialism takes this over
wholesale. And the result is that we immediately find ourselves in a socialist State
which must exercise the right to kill or the right to eliminate, or the right to dis-
qualify. And so, quite naturally, we find that racism—not a truly ethnic racism,
but racism of the evolutionist kind, biological racism—is fully operational in the
way socialist States (of the Soviet Union type) deal with the mentally ill, crimi-
nals, political adversaries, and so on. So much for the State.

The other thing I find interesting, and which has caused me problems for
along time, is that, once again, it is not simply at the level of the socialist State
that we find this racism at work; we also find it in the various forms of social-
ist analysis, or of the socialist project throughout the nineteenth century, and
it seems to me that it relates to this: whenever a socialism insists, basically,
that the transformation of economic conditions is the precondition for the
transformation, for the transition from the capitalist State to the socialist
State (or in other words, whenever it tries to explain the transformation in
terms of economic processes), it does not need, or at least not in the immediate,
racism. Whenever, on the other hand, socialism has been forced to stress the
problem of struggle, the struggle against the enemy, of the elimination of the
enemy within capitalist society itself, and when, therefore, it has had to think
about the physical confrontation with the class enemy in capitalist society, rac-
ism does raise its head, because it is the only way in which socialist thought,
which is after all very much bound up with the themes of biopower, can ratio-
nalize the murder of its enemies. When it is simply a matter of eliminating the
adversary in economic terms, or of taking away his privileges, there is no need
for racism. Once it is a matter of coming to terms with the thought of a one-to-
one encounter with the adversary, and with the need to fight him physically, to
risk one’s own life and to try to kill him, there is a need for racism.

Whenever you have these socialisms, these forms of socialism or these
moments of socialism that stress the problem of the struggle, you therefore
have racism. The most racist forms of socialism were, therefore, Blanquism of
course, and then the Commune, and then anarchism—much more so than
social democracy, much more so than the Second International, and much
more so than Marxism itself. Socialist racism was liquidated in Europe only at
the end of the nineteenth century, and only by the domination of social de-
mocracy (and, it has to be said, by the reformism that was bound up with it)
on the one hand, and by a number of processes such as the Dreyfus affair in
France on the other. Until the Dreyfus affair, all socialists, or at least the vast
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majority of socialists, were basically racists. And I think that they were racists
to the extent that (and I will finish here) they did not reevaluate—or, if you
like, accepted as self-evident—the mechanisms of biopower that the develop-
ment of society and State had been establishing since the eighteenth century.
How can one both make a biopower function and exercise the rights of war,
the rights of murder and the function of death, without becoming racist? That
was the problem, and that, I think, is still the problem.

Notes

1. On the question of disciplinary technology, see Surveiller et punir.

2. On all these questions, see Cours au Collége de France, annde 1978-1979: Le Pouvoir psy-
chiatrique, forthcoming.

3. Foucault comes back to all these disciplines, especially in Cours au Collége de France
1977-1978: Sécurité, territoire et population and 1978-1979: Naissance de la biopolitique,
forthcoming.

4. Foucault refers here to the theory elaborated in mid-nineteenth-century France by cer-
tain alienists and in particular by B.-A. Morel (Traité de dégénérescences physiques, in-
tellectuelles et morales de ['espéce humaine [Paris, 1857], Traités des maladies mentales
[Paris, 1870]); V. Magnan (Legons cliniques sur les maladies mentales [Paris, 1893]); and
M. Legrain and V. Magnan (Les Dégénérés, état mental et syndromes épisodiques [Paris,
1895]). This theory of degeneracy, which is based upon the principle that a so-called he-
reditary taint can be transmitted, was the kernel of medical knowledge about madness
and abnormality in the second half of the nineteenth century. It was quickly adopted by
forensic medicine, and it had a considerable effect on eugenicist doctrines and practices,
and was not without its influence on a whole literature, a whole criminology, and a
whole anthropology.

5. As early as 19 March, Hitler had drawn up plans to destroy Germany's logistic infra-
structure and industrial plant. These dispositions were announced in the decrees of 30
March and 7 April. On these decrees, sce A. Speer, Erinnerungen (Berlin: Proplysen-
Verlag, 1969) (French translation: Au Coeur du Troisiéme Reich [Paris; Fayard, 1971];
English translation by Richard and Clara Winton: Inside the Third Reich: Memoirs
[London: Weidenfeld and Nicolson, 1970]). Foucault had definitely read J. Fest’s book
Hitler (Frankfurt am Main, Berlin, and Vienna: Verlag Ulstein, 1973) (French transla-
tion: Hitler [Paris: Gallimard, 1973]; English translation by Richard and Clara Winton,
Hitler [London: Weidenfeld and Nicolson, 1974]).

6. In this connection, see in particular Charles Fourier, Théorie des quatre mouvements et

des destinées générales (Leipzig and Lyon, 1808); Le Nouveau Monde industriel et socié-
taire (Paris, 1820); La Fausse Industrie morcelée, répugnante, mensongére, 2 vols. (Paris,
1836).




