
CHAPlER FOUR 

GovemmentalHy 
Michel Foucault 

In a previous lecture on ' .. pp:natuses of security', I tried to expl<lin me 
emergence of.:ll set of problems specific to the issue of population , and on 
closer inspection it turned out that we would also need to take into 
account tbe problematic of government. In short, onc needed to analyze: 
the series: security, population. government. I would now like to try to 
begin m~king an inventory of this question of government. 

Throughout the Middle Ages and c1assic.al antiquity, we find .:II 

multitude of treatises presc:nted as 'advice to the prince', concerning his 
proper conduct, the exercise of power, the means of securing the 
accept:l.nce and respect of his subjects, the love of God ;and obedience to 
him, the application of divine law to the cities of men, etc. But a more 
striking fact is that, from tbe middle of the sixteenth century to.t~e ~.!lJLof 
the eighteenth . there develops and nourishes a notable series of political 
treatises that are no longe r exactly 'advice to the prince', and not yet 
treatises of polirical science, but are instead presented as works 0.a...tM _'art 
of government'. Government as a general problem seems to me to 
explode in the sixteenth century, posed by discussions of quite divene 
questions. One has, for example, the question of the government of 
~ that ritualization of the problem of personal conduct which is 
characteristic of the sixteenth century Stoic revival. There is the problem 
too of the ~~!!.U?L!.o_u!s and liw. the entire theme of Catholic and 
Protestant pastoral doctrine. There is jWvernment of children and the 
great problematic of pedagogy which emerges and develops during the 
sixteenth century. And, perhaps only as the last of tbese questions to be 
taken up. there is the government of the state by the pri!!£e. How to . 
govern oneself, how to be: governed, how to govern othen. by whom the 
people will accept being governed, bow to become tbe best possible 
governor - all these problems, in their multiplicity and intensity. seem to 
me to be characteristic of the sixteenth century, which lies. to put it 
schematically, at the crossfO<llds of two processes: the one which, 
shattering the structures of feudalism, leads to the establishment of the 
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a model, but a segment. Nevertbeless it remains a privileged segment, 
because whenever information is required concerning the population 
(sexual behav iour, demograpby, consumption, etc.), it has to be obtained 
through the family. But the family becomes an instrument rather than a 
model: the privileged instrument fo r the government of the population 
and not the chimerical model of good government. This shift from tbe 
level of the model to that of an instrument is, I believe, absolutely 
fundamen tal, and it is from the middle of the eighteenth century that the 
family appears in this dimension of instrumentality relative to the 
population, wi th the institution of campaigns to reduce mortality, and to 
promote marriages, vaccinations, etc. Thus, what makes it possible for 
the theme of population to unblock the field of the art of government is 
this elimination of the family as model. 
. In the second place, population comes to appear above all else as tbe 
ultimate end of government. In contrast to sovereignty, government has 
as its purpose not the act of government itself, but the welfare of tbe 
poyuhtion, the improvement of its condition, the increase of its wealth, 
longevity, hea lth, etc.; and the means that the government uses to attain 
these ends are themselves all in some sense immanent to the population; it 
is the population itself on which government will act either directly 
through large-scale cam paigns, or indirectly through techniques that wiU 
make possible, without the full awareness of the people , the stimulation 
of birth rates, tbe directing of the flow of population into certain regions 
or activities, etc. The population now represents more the end of 
gove rnment than the power of the sovereign; the population is the subject 
of needs, of aspirations , but it is 01.150 the object in the hands of the 
government, aware. vis.J-vis the government, of what it wann, but 
ignorant of what is being done to it. Interest at the level of the 
consciousness of each individual who goes to make up the population, and 
interest considered as the interest of the population regardlen of what the 
particular interests and aspirations may be of the individual! who 
compose it, this is the new target and the fundamental instrument of the 
government of population: the birth of a new art, or at any rate of a range 
of absolutely new tactics and techniques. 

Lastly. population is the point around which is organized what in 
sixteenth-century texts came to be called the patience of the sove reign, in 
the sense that the population is the object that government must take into 
account in aU its observations and s,woir. in order to be able to govern 
effectively i" a rational and conscious manner. The constitution of a savoir 
of government is absolutely inseparable from tha~ of a knowledge of aJl 
the processes related to population in its larger sense : that is to say, what 
we now ca ll the economy. I said in my last lecture that the constitution of 
political economy depended upon the eme rgence from among 'all the 
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"\lit.ious.elements of wealth of a new subject: population . The new science 
called political economy arises out of the perception of new network! of 
continuow and multiple relations between population, territory and 
wealth; and this is accompanied by the formation of a type of inter­
vention characteristic of government, namely intervention in the field of 
~conomy. and population. In othe r words, the transition which takes place 
ID the eighteenth century from an art of government to a political 
science, from a rtgime dominated by structures of sovereignty to one 
ruled by techniques of government, turns on tbe theme of population and 
hence also on the birth of political economy. 

This is not to say that sovereignty ceases to play a role from the 
moment when the art of government begins to become a political science; 
I would say that, on the contrary, the problem of sovereignty was never 
posed with greater force than at this time, because it no longer involved, 
as it did in the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries, an attempt to derive 
an art of government from a tbeory of sovereignty, but instead, given 
tbat such an :nt now existed and was spreading, involved an attempt to 
sec what juridical and institutional fo rm, what foundation in the law, 
could be given to the sovereignty that characterizes a state. It suffices to 
read in chronological succession two different texts by Rousseau. In his 
Eruydopadja article on ' Political economy', we can see the way in whicb 
Rousseau sets up the problem of the art of government by pointing out 
(and the text is very characteristic from this point of view) that the word 
'oeconomy' essentially signifies the management of family property by 
the fa ther. but that this model can no longe r be accepted, even if it had 
been valid in the past; today we bmw, says Rousseau, that political 
econ~r:ny is not the economy of the family, and even without mahng 
expliCit reference to the Physiocrau , .to statistics o r to the general 
problem of the population, he sees quite dearly this turning point 
consisting in the fact that the economy of'political economy' has a totally 
new sense which cannot be reduced to the old model of the family. He 
undertakes in this article the task of giving a new definition of the art of 
government. Later he writes Tnt Social Contract, where he poses the 
problem of how it is possible, using concepts like nature. contract and 
general will, to provide a general principle of government which allows 
room both for a juridical principle of sovereignty and for tbe elements 
th~ough which an art of government can be defined and characterized . 
Consequently, sovereignty is fa r from being eliminated by the emergence 
of a new art of government, even by one which has passed the threshold 
of political science; on the contrary, the problem of sove reignty is made 
more acute than ever. . 

As for discipline, this is not eliminated either; clearly its modes of 
organization, all the institutions within which it bad developed in the 
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gove rnment. All this may be true, but mercantilism was blocked and 
arrested, I believe. precisely by the fact that it took as its essential 
objective the might of the sovereign ; it sought a way no t $0 much to 
increase the wealth of the country as to allow the ruler to accumulate 
wealth, bui ld up his treasury and create the army with which he could 
carry out his policies. And the instruments mercantilism wed were laws. 
decrees, regulations: that is to say. the traditional weapons of sover­
eignty. The objective was sovereign's might. the instruments those of 
sovereignty: mercantilism sought to reinsert the possibilities opened up 
by a consciously conceived art of government within a mental and 
institutional structure, that of sovereignty, which by its very nature 
stifled them. 

Thw, throughout the seventeenth century up to the liquidation of the 
themes o f mercantilism at the beginning of the eighteenth, the art of 
government remained in a certain sense immobilized. It was trapped 
within the inordinately vast, abstract, rigid framework of the problem 
and institution of sovereignty. This art of gove rnment tried, so to speak, 
to reconci le itself with the theory of sovereignty by attempting to derive 
the ruling principles of an art of government from a renewed version of 
the theory of sove reignty - and this is where those seventeenth-century 
jurists come into the picture who formalize or ritualize the theory of the 
contract. Contract theory enables the founding contract, the mutual 
pledge of ruler and subjects, to function:'15 a SOrt of theoretical matrix for 
deriving the general principles of an art of government. But although 
contract theory, with its reflection on the relationship between ruler and 
subjects, played a very important role in theories of public law, in 
practice, as is evidenced by the case of Hobbes (even tbough wha t Hobbes 
was aiming to discover was Ihe ruling principles of an art of govern­
ment), it remained at the stage of tbe formuJation of general principles of 
public law. 

On the one hand , there was this framework of sovereignty which was 
too la rge. too abstract and too rigid; and on the other, tbe theory of 
gove rnment suffered from irs reliance on a model whicb was too thin, tOO 

weak and too insubstantial, that of the fami ly: an economy of enrichment 
still based on a model of the fami ly was unlikely [ 0 be able to respond 
adequa tely to the importance of territorial possessions and royal finance. 

How then was the art of government able to outflank these obstacles? 
Here again a number o f general processes played their part: the 
demographic ex pansion of the eighteenth century , connected with an 
increasing abundance of money, which in turn was linked to the 
expansion of agricultural production through a series of circular pro­
cesses with which the historians are fami liar. If this is the general picture, 
then we Can say more precisel y that the art of government fo und fresh 
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outlets through the emergence of the problem of population; or let us say 
rather th.lt there occurred a subtle process, which we must seek to 
reconstruct in iu particulars, through which the science of government, 
the recentring of the theme of eConomy on a different plane from that of 
the fami ly, and the problem of popul.2tion are all inte rconnected. 

It was through the development of the science of government that the 
notion of economy Came to be recen tred on to that different plane of 
reality which we characterize today as the 'economic ', and it was also 
through" this science that it became possible [0 identify problems specific 
to the population; but conversely we can say as well that it was thanks to 
the perception of the specific problems of the population, and thanks to 
the isolation of that area of reality that we call the economy, that the 
problem of government finally Came to be thought, reflected and 
calculated outside of the juridical framework of sove reignty. And that 
'statistics' wh ich, in mercantilist tradition, only ever worked within and 
for the benefi t of a monarchical administration that functioned according 
to the form of sovereignty, now becomes the major technical factor, or 
one of the major technical facton, of this new technology. 

In what way did the problem of population make possible the 
derestriction of the art of government ? Th~ pe rspective of population , 
the reality accorded to specific phenomena of population, render possible 
the final elimination of the model of the famil y and the recentring of the 
n~>tion of economy. Whereas statistics had previously worhd within the 
administrative frame and thus in terms of the functioning of sovereignty. it 
now gradually reveals that population bas its own regularities, its own rate 
of deaths and discaJes. its cycles of scarcity, etc.; statistics shows also that 
the domain of population involves a range of intrinsic, aggregate effects. 
phenomena that are irreducible to those of the family, such as epidemics, 
endemic levels of mortality, ascending spirals of labour and wealth; lastly 
it shows that, through its shifts. customs, activiti es, etc., population has 
speci fic economic effects: statistics, by making it possible to quantify the.se 
specific phenomena of population, also shows that this speci ficity is 
irreducible to the dimension of the family. The latter now disappears as 
the model of government, except fo r a certain number of residual themes 
of a religious or moral nature. What, on the other hand. now eme rges into 
prominence is the fami ly considered as an element internal to population, 
and as 41.- fundamenta l instrument in its government . 

In other words, prior 10 the emergence of population, it was impossible 
to conce ive the art of government except on the model of the family, in 
te rms of economy conceived as the management of a. family; from the 
moment when, on the contrary, population appears absolutely irreducible 
to thc family, the latter becomes of secondary importance compared 10 

population, as an element internal to popu lation: no longer, that is to say. 
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eighteenth-century texts of the Physiocrats which explain that it is not 
through law that the aims of government are to be reached. 

Finally, a fourth remark, still concerning this text from La Perriere: he 
says that a good ruler must have patience, wisdom and diligence. W~t 
does be mean by patience? To explain it, he gives the example of the king 
ofhees, the bumble-bee, who, he says, rules the bee-hive without needing 
a sting; through this example God has sougbt to show us in a mystical 
manner that the good governor does not have to have a sting - that i. to 
say, a weapon of killing, a sword - in order to exercise his power; be 
mwt have patience rather than wrath, and it is not the right to k.ill , to 
employ force, that forms the essence of the figure of the governor. And 
what positive content accompanies tbis absence of sring? Wisdom and 
diligence. Wisdom, understood no longer in the traditional sense as 
knowledge of divine and human laws, of jwtice and equality, but rather 
as the knowledge of things. of the objectives that can and should be 
attained, a~d the disposition of things required to reach them; it is dlj.!. 
knowledge that is to constitute the wisdom of the sovereign. As for his 
diligence, this is the principle that a governor should only govern in such 
a way that he thinl:s and ac::u as though he were in the servic::e of those 
who are governed. And here, once again, La Perriere cites the example of 
the head of the family who fises first in the morning and goes to bed last, 
who conc::erns himself with everything in the household because he 
considers himself as ~ing in its service. We can see. at once how far this 
chaucterization of government differs from the idea of the prince as 
found in or attributed to Machiavelli. To be sure, this norion of 
governing, for all its novelty, is Still very crude here. . 

This schematic presenta tion of the notion and theory of the art of 
government did not remain a purely abnTact qu~stion in me sixteenth 
century, and it was not of concern only to political theoreticians. I think. 
we can identify its connections with politic<ll reality . The theory of the 
<l rt of government W<lS linked. from the sixteenth centUry, to the whole 
devdopm~nt of the administrative apparatus of the territorial monar­
chies, the emergenc~ of governmental apparatuses; it was also connected 
to a set of analyses and forms of knowledge which began to develop in the 
late sixteenth century and grew in importance during me seventeenth, 
and which were essentially to do with knowledge of the state, in all its 
different dements, dimensions and facton of power, questions which 
were termed precisely 'statistics', meaning the science of the state; 
finally, as a third vector of connections, 1 do not think one can fail to 
relite this search for an art of government to mercantilism and the 
Cameralisu' science of police. 

To put it very schematically, in the late sixteenth century and early 
seventeenth century, the art of government finds its first fonn of 
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crystallization. organized around the theme of re<lson of state. understood 
not in the negative and pejorative sense we give to it today (<IS tbat which 
infringes on the principles of law, equity and humaniry in tbe sole 
interests of the state), but in a full and positive sense: the state is governed 
according to rational principles which are intrinsic to it and which cannot 
be derived solely from natural or divine laws or tbe principles of wisdom 
and prudence; the state, lil.e nature, has its own proper form of 
rationaliry, albeit of a differ~nt SOrt. Conversely, the an of government, 
instead of seeking to found itself in transcendental rules, a cosmological 
model or a philosophico-moral ideal, must find the principles of its 
rationality in that which constitutes the specific reality of tbe st<lte. In my 
subsequent lectures I will be examining the elements of this first form of 
state rationality. But we can say here that, right until the early eighteenth 
century, this form of 'reason of state' acted as a sort of obstacle to the 
development of the art of government. 

.This is for a number of reasons. Firstly, there are the strictly historical 
ones, the series of great crises of the seventeenth century: first the Thirty 
Years War with its ruin and devastation; tben in the mid-century the 
peasant and urban rebellions; and finally the financial crisis, the crisis of 
revenues wb.icb affected all Western monarchies at the end of the 
century. The art of government could onJy spread and develop in subtlety 
in an age of expansion, free from the great military, political and 
economic tensions which afflicted the seventeenth century from begin­
ning to end. Massive and elementary historical causes thus blocked tbe 
propagation of the art of government. I think also that tbe doctrine 
formubted during the sixteenth century was impeded in the seventeentb 
by a series of other facton which I might term, to use expressions which I 
do not much care for, mental and institutional structures. The pre­
eminence of the problem of the exercise of sovereignty, both as a 
theoretical question and as a principle of political organization, was the 
fundamental factor here so long as sovereignty remained the central 
question. So long as the institutions of sovereignty were the basic political 
institutions and the exercise of power was conceived as an exercise of 
sovereignty, the art of government could not be developed In a specific 
and autonomous manner. I think we have a good example of this in 
mercantilism. Mercantilism might be described as the first sanctioned 
efforts to apply this <1ft of government at the level of political practices 
and knowledge of the state; in this sense one can in fact say that 
mercantilism represents a first thresbold of rationality in this art of 
government which La Perriere's text had defined in terms more moral 
than real. Mercantilism is the first rationalization of the exercise of 
power as a practice of gov~rnment; for the first time with mercantilism 
we see the development of a savoir of state that can be us~d as a tactic of 
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which is to be taken care of, and the cargo which is to be brought safely 
to port, and all those eventualities like winds. rocks. storms and so on; this 
is what characterizes tbe government of a ship. The same goes for the 
running of a household. Governing :a ho~bold. :a family. d~s not 
essenti:ally me:an s:afegu:arding the family property; wb:at concerru it is the 
individuals that compose the f:amily , their wealth and ptosperity. It means 
to reckon with :all the possible events tbat m:ay intervene, such :as births 
and deaths. :and with :all tbe things that can be done, sueb as possible 
alli:ances with other families; it is this general form of m:anagement tb:at is 
characteristic of government; by comparison. tbe question of boded 
property for the family. and the question of tbe acquisition of sovereignty 
over a territory for a prince, are only relatively secondary matters. Wb:at 
counts essentially is this complex of men and tbings; property and 
territory are merely one of its variables. 

This theme of the government of things as we find it in La Perriere can 
also be met with in the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries. Frederick 
the Great has some notable pages on it in his Anri.MachuUlti. He says. for 
instance, let us compare Holland with Russia: Russi:a may have the largest 
territory of any European state. but it is mostly made up of swamps, 
forests and deserts , and is inhabited by miserable groups of people totally 
destitute of activity and industry; if one takes Holland, on the other hand, 
with its tiny territory, again mostly marshland, we find that it neverthe­
less possesses such a population, such we:alth, such commercial activity 
and sucb a fleet as to make it an important European state, something that 
Russia is only just beginning to become. 

To govern, then, means to govern things. Let us consider once more 
the sentence I quoted earlier, where La Perriere says: 'government is the 
right disposition of things, arranged so as to lead to a. convenient end'. 
Government. that is to say, has a finality of in own, :and in this respc:ct 
again I believe it can be clearly distinguished from sovereignty. I do not 
of course mean that sovereignty is presented in philosophical and juridical 
texts as a pure and simple right; no jurist or," fcmiori, theologian ever said 
that the legitimate sovereign is purely and simply entitled to exercise his 
power regardless of in ends. The sovereign must always, if he is to be: II. 

good sovereign, have as his aim, 'the common welfare and the salvation 
of all'. Take for instance a late seventeenth-century author. Pufendorf 
says: 'Sovereign authority is conferred upon them [the rulers] only in 
order to allow them to use it to attain or conserve what is of public 
utility'. The ruler may not have considcration for anything advantageous 
for himself. unless it also be so for the st:ate . Wh:at does this common good 
or general s:alvation consist of. which the jurists talk about as being the 
end of sovere ignty? If we look closely a.t the real content tbat jurists and 
theologians give to it. we can see that 'the common good' refers to a state 
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of affairs where all the subjects without exception obey the l:aws, 
accomplish the t:asks expected of them, practise the trade to which they 
are assigned. and respect the establi shed order so fa r as this order 
conforms to tbe laws imposed by God on nature and men: in other words, 
'the common good' means esscntially obedience to the law. either that of 
their earthly sove reign or that of God, the absolute sovereign. In every 
case. what characterizes the end of sove reign ty, this common and geneul 
good, is in sum nothing other than submission to sove reignty. This means 
that tbe end of sovereignty is circular: tbe end of sovereignty is the 
exe rcise of sovereignty. The good is obedience to the law, hence the good 
for sovereignty is that people should obey it. This is an essential 
ci rcularity which, whatever its theoretical structure, moral justification 
o r practic:al effects, comes very close to what Machiavelli said when he 
stated tbat the primary aim of the prince was to retain his princip:ality. 
We :always come back to this self-referring circularity of sovereignty o r 
principality. 

No",:, .with the new definition given by La Perriere , with his attempt at 
a definItIOn of government, I believe we can see emerging a new kind of 
finality . Government is defined as a right manncr of disposing things so as 
to le:ad not to the form of the common good, as the jurists' texts would 
have said, but to an end which is 'convenient' for each of the things that 
are to be governed. This implies a plurality of specific aims: for instance , 
government will have to ensure that the greatest possible quantity or 
wealth is produced, thilt the people are provided with sufficient means of 
subsistence. that the population is enabled to multiply, etc. There is a 
whole series of specific finalitics, then. which become the objective of 
government as sucb. In order to achieve these various finalities. things 
mult be disposed - and this term, Jispos~, is important because with 
sovereignty the instrumcnt tbat allowed it to achieve its aim - that is to 
say, obedience to the laws - was the law itself: law and sovereignty were 
absolutely inseparable . On the contrary. with government it is a question 
not of imposing law on men, but of disposing things: that is to 5:ay. of 
employing t:actics rather than laws, and even of using laws themselves as 
tactics - to :arrange things in such a way that, through a certain number of 
means, such and such ends may be achieved. 

I believe we are at an important turning point here : whereas the end of 
sovereignty is internal to itself and possesses its own intrinsic instruments 
in the shape of its laws, thc finality of gove rnment resides in the things it 
manages and in the pursuit of the perfection and imensification of the 
processes which it directs; and the instruments of government. instead of 
being laws, now come to be a range of multiform tactics. Within the 
perspective of government, Jaw is not what is important: this is a frequent 
theme throughout the seventeenth century, and it is made explicit in the 
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the prince, then, that will assure this upwards continuity. On the other 
hand, we also have a downwards continuity in the sense that, when a state 
is well run, tbe head of the family will know how to loole after his family, 
his goods and his patrimony, which means that individuals will, in tum, 
behave as they should. This downwards line, which transmits to 
individual behaviour and tbe running of the family the same principles as 
the good government of the state, is just at this time beginning to -be 
c:tlled politt. The prince's pedagogical formation. ensures the upwards 
continuity of the forms of government, and police the downwards one. 
The central term of this continuity is the government of the family, 
termed tconomy. 

The art of government, :lS becomes app:trent in this literature, is 
ess;;tlaUy concerned with answering the question of how to introduce 
economy - that is to say, the correct manner of managing individuals, 
goods and wealth within the family (whicb a good father is expected to 
do in relation to his wife, children and servants) and of making the family 
fortunes prosper - how to introduce this meticulous attention of the 
father towards his family into the management of the state. 

This, I believe, is the essential issue in the establishment of the art of 
government: introduction of economy into political practice. And if this 
is the case in tbe sixteenth century, it remains so in the eighteenth. In 
Rousseau's Encydoptt/i4 article on 'Political economy' the problem is still , 
posed in the same terms. What he says here, roughly, is that the word 
'economy' can only properly be used to signify the wise government of 
tbe family for the common welfare of all, and this is its actual original 
use; the problem, writes Rousseau, is bow to introduce it. mu'd'is ~t4nilis. 
and with all the discontinuities that we will observe below, into the 
general running of the state. To govern a state will therefore mean to 
apply economy. to set up an economy at the level of tbe entire state, 
which means exercising towards its inhabitants, and the wealth and 
behaviour of each and all, a form of surveillance and control as attentive 
as that of the bead of a family over his household and his goods. 

An expression which was important in tbe eighteenth century captures 
this very well: Quesnay speaks of good government as 'economic 
government'. This latter notion becomes tautological, given that the art 
of government is just the art of exercising power in the form and 
according to tbe model of the economy_ But the reason why Quesnay 
speaks of 'economic government' is that tbe word 'economy', for reasons 
that I will explain later, is in the process of acquiring a modern meaning, 
and it is at this moment becoming apparent that the very essence of 
government - that is, the art of exercising power in the form of economy 
- is to have as irs main objective that which we are today accustomed to 
call 'the economy'. 
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The word 'economy', which in the sixteenth century signified a form 
of government, comes in the eighteenth century to designate a level of 
reality, a field of intervention, through a series of complex processes that 
I regard as absolutely fundamental to our history. 

The second point which I should like to discuss in Guillawne de La 
Perriere's bOok consists of the following statement: 'government is the 
right disposition of things, arranged so as to lead to a convenient end'. 

I would like to link this sentence with another series of observations. 
Government is the right disposition of things. I would like to pause over 
this word 'things', because if we consider what cbaracterizes the 
ensemble of objects of the prince '5 power in Machiavelli, we will see that 
for Machiavelli the object and, in a sense, the target of power are two 
things, on the one hand the territory, and on the otber its inhabitants. In 
this respect, Machiavelli simply adapted to his particular aims a juridical 
principle which from the Middle Ages to the sixteenth century defined 
sovereignty in public law: sovereignty is not exercised on things. but 
above all on a territory and consequently on the subjects wbo inhabit it. 
In this sense we can say that the territory is the fundamental element both 
in Machiavellian principality and in juridical sovereignty as defmed by 
the _ the~reticians and philosophers of right. Obviously enough, these 
tern tones can be fertile or not, the population dense or sparse, the 
inhabitants rich or poor, active or lazy. but all these elements are mere 
variables by comparison with territory itself, which is the very founda­
tion of principality and sovereignty. On the contrary, in La Perriere's 
text, you will notice that the definition of government in no way refers to 
territory. One governs things. But what does this mean? I do not think 
this is a matter of opposing things to men, but rather of showing that 
what government has to do with is not territory but rather a sort of 
complex composed of men anchhings. The things with which in this seD$e 
go~ernment is to be concerned ate in fact men, but men in their relations, 
their links, their imbrication with those other things which are wealth, 
r.e~~~~es,_ means of subsistence, the territory with its specific qualities, 
climate, irrigation, fertility, etc.; men in their relation to that other kind 
of things, customs, habits, ways of acting and thinking, etc.; lastly, men in 
their relation to that other kind of things, accidents and misfortunes such 
as famine, epidemics, death, etc. The fact that government concernS 
things understood in this way, this imbrication of men and things, is I 
believe readily confirmed by the metaphor which is inevitably invoked in 
these treatises on government, namely that of the ship .. What docs it mean 
to govern a sbip? It mearu clearly to take charge of the sailors, but also of 
the boat and its cargo; to take care of a ship meam also to reckon with 
winds, rocks and storms; and it consists in that activity of establishing a 
relation between tbe sailors who are to be taken care of and the ship 
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great territorial, administrative and coloniaLstatel; and that totally 
~ different movement which, with the Reformation and Counter-Reforma­

tion, raises the issue of bow one mwt he spiritually ruled and Jed on this 
earth in order to achieve eternal salvation. 

There is a double movement, then, of state centralization on the one 
hand and of dispersion and religious dissidence on the other: it is, I 
believe, at the intersection of these two tendencies that the problem 
comes to pose itself with this peculiar intensity, of how to be ruled, ~ow 
strictly, by whom, to what end, by what methods, etc. There IS a 
problematic of government in general. 

Out of all this immense and monotonous literature on govemmetlt 
which extends to the end of the eighteenth century, with the trans­
formations which I will try to identify in a moment, I would like to 
underline some points that are worthy of notice because they relate to the 
actual defmition of what is meant hy tbe government of the state, of what 
we would today call the political form of government. The simplest way 
of doing this is to compare all of this literature with a single text ~hich 
from the sixteenth to the eighteenth century never ceased to fun~~~ as 
the object of explicit or implicit opposition and rejection, and relatIVe to 

which the whole literature on government established its standpoint: 
Machiavelli's TIu Princt. It would be interesting to trace the relationship 

. of tlus text to all those works that succeeded, critici:led and rebutted it. 
We must first of all remember tbat Machiavelli's Tht P,;rtCt was not 

immediately made an object of execration, but on the contrary was 
honoured by its immediate contemporaries and immediate successors, and 
also later at the end of the eighteenth century (or perhaps rather at the 
very beginning of the nineteenth century), at the very moment when aU 
of this literature on the art of government was about to come to an end. 
T1v PrirtCt re-emerges at the beginning of the nineteenth century. 
especially in Germ<lny, where it is translated, prefaced and comment~d 
upon by writers such as Rehberg, Leo, Ranke and Kellerman, and also 10 

Italy. It makes its appearance in a context which is worth analY:ling, one 
which is pardy Napoleonic, but also partly created by the Revolution and 
the problems of revolution in the United States, of bow and under what 
conditions a ruler's sovereig"lty over the state can be maintained; but this 
is also the context in which there emerges, with Clausewit:l, the problem 
(whose political importance w:u evident at the Congress of Vienna in 
1815) of the relationship betw -en politics and strategy, and the problem 
of relations of force and the calculation of these relations as a principle of 
intelligibility and rationaliution in international rel ations; and lastly, in 
addition, it connects with the problem of Itali an and German territorial 
unity , since Machiavelli had been one of those who tried to define the 
conditions under which Italian territorial uni ty could be restored. 
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This is the context in which Machiavelli re-emerges. But it is clear 
that, between the initial honour accorded him in the sixteenth century 
and his rediscovery at the nart of the nineteenth, there was a whole 
'affair' around his work, one which was complex and took various forms: 
some explicit praise of Machiavelli (Naude. Machon). numerous frontal 
attacks (from Catholic sources: Ambrozio Politi, DUp"f4titnKs lie Libris " 
Cltristi.mo antslmuIis; and from Protestant sources: Innocent Gentillet, 
Discours sur Its moynu lie bkn gouVtmn contu NicOku M4CltilJv~/, 1576), and 
also a number of implicit critiques (G. de La Perri~re , Miroir poli •• 
1567; Th. Elyon. T~ GOVtmOl', 1580; P. Paruta. DtI14 Pnf~ZiOM liel14 ViI" 
politic", 1579). 

This whole debate should not be viewed solely in terms of its relation 
to Machiavelli's text and what were felt to be its sca.ndalow or radically 
unacceptable aspects. It needs to be seen in terms of something which it 
was trying to defIne in its specificity, namely:an art of government. Some 
authors rejected the idea of a new art of government centred on the state 
and reason of state, which they stigmati:led with the name of 
Machiavellianism; others rejected Machiavelli by showing that there 
existed an art of government which was both rational and legitimate. and 
of which Machiavelli 's TIu p,.jtll~ was only an imperfect :approximation or 
caricature; fInally, there were others who, in order to prove the 
legitimacy of a particular art of government, were willing to justify some 
at least of Machiavelli's writings (this was what Naude did to the 
DisCOUfSt! on Livy; Machon went 50 far as to attempt to show that nothing 
was more Machiavellian tban the way in which, according to the Bible, 
God himself and his prophets had guided the Jewish people). 

All these authors shared a common concern to distance themselves 
from a certain conception of the art of government which, once shorn of 
its theologic:al foundations and religious justifications, took the sole 
interest of the prince as its object and principle of rationality. Let us leave 
aside the question of whether the interpretation of Machiavelli in these 
debates w:as accurate or not. The essential thing is that they attempted. to 
articulate :a kind of rationality which w:as intrinsic to the art of 
government, without subordinating it to the problematic of the prince 
and of his relationship to the principality of which he is lord and master. 

The art of government is therefore defmed in a manner differentiating 
it from a certain capacity of the prince, which some think they can find 
expounded in Machiavelli's writings, which others :are unable to find; 
while others again will critici:le this art of government as a new form of 
Machiavellianism. 

This politics of T~ Pritllt, fictitious or otherwise, from which people 
sought to distance themselves, was characterized. by one principle: for 
Machiavelli, it was alleged, the prince stood in a relation of singularity 
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and externality, and thus of transcendence, to his principality. The prince 
acquires his principality by inheritance or conquest. but in any case he 
docs not form part of it. he remains extern:l.l to it. The Iinle that binds him 
to his principality may have heen established through violence, through 
family heriuge or by treaty, with the complicity or the alliance of otber 
princes; this m:l.kes no difference, the lint. in any event remains a purely 
synthetic one and there is no fundamental, essenti:l.i, natur:l.l and juridical 
connection between the prince and his principality. As a corollary of this, 
given that this link is external, it will be fugile :l.nd continually under 
threat - from outside by the prince's enemies who sect. to conque r or 
recapture his principality, and from within by subjects wbo have no " 
priori reason to accept his rule. Finally, this principle and its corollary lead 
to :I. conclusion, deduced as an .imperative: that the objective of the 
exercise of power is to reinforce, strengthen and protect the principality, 
but with this last understood to mean not the objective ensemble of its 
subjects and the territory, but rather the prince's relation with what he 
Qwns, with the territory he has inherited or acquired. and with his 
s~~c;ts. This fragile link is what the art of governing or of being prince 
espoused by M.achiavelli has as its object. As a consequence of this the 
mode of analysis of Machiavelli's text will be twofolcl : to identify dangers 
(where they come from, what they consist in. their severity: which are 
the greater, which the slighter), and, secondly. to develop the art of 
manipulating relations of force tbat will allow the prince to ensure the 
protection ofhu princip:l.lity, understood as the link that binds him to his 
territory and his subjects. 

Schematically, one can say that Machiavelli 's TM Prinet. as pro~led in 
all these implicitly o r explicitly anti-Machiavellian treatises, is essentially 
a treatise about the prince's ability to keep hu principality. And it is this 
!allOir-fair~ that tbe anti~Machiavellian literature wants to replace by 
something else and new, namely the art of government. Having the 
ability to retain one's principality is not at all the same thing as possessing 
the art of governing. But what does this latter ability comprise? To get a 
v!.ew of this problem, which is still :l.t a raw and early stage, let us 
consider one of the earliest texts of this great anti-Machiavellian 
literature: Guillaume de La Perri~re's Mi,oi, Politiqut. 

This text, disappointingly thin in comparison with Machiavelli, pre­
figures a number of important ideas. First of aU, what does La Perri~re 
mean by 'to govern' and 'governor': what definition does he give of these 
terms? On page 24 of his tcxt he writes: 'governor can signify mon:l.rch, 
emperor, king, prince, lord, magistrate , prelate, judge and the li~e' . Like 
La Perriere , others who write on the art of government constantly recall 
that one speaks also of 'governing ' a household, souls, children, a 
province, a convent, a religious order, a family. 

'" 

These points of simple voc:l.bulary actually hue important political 
implic:l.tions: Machiuelli's prince, at least as these authors interpret him, 
is by deftnition unique in his principality and occupies a position of 
externality ilnd transcendence. We have seen, however, that practices of 
government are, on the one band, multifariow and concern many bRds of 
people: the head of a family, the superior of a convent, the teacher or 
tutor of a child or pupil ; so that there are several fornu of government 
among which tbe prince's relation to his state is only one parricubr modej 
while, on the other hand, all these other ~inds of government are intern:l.l 
to the state or society. It is within the state that the father will ruJe the 
family, the su~rior tbe convent, etc. Thus we find at once a plurality of 
forms of government and their immanence to the state: the multiplicity 
and immanence of these activities distinguishes them radically from the 
transcendent singuJarity of Machiavelli's prince. 

To be sure, among all these forms of government which interweave 
within the state and society, there remains olle special and precise form: 
there is tbe question of deftnillg the particular form of governing which 
can be applied to the state as a whole. Thus, seeking to produce a 
typology of forms of tbe art of government, La Mathe Le Vayer, ill a text 
from the following century (con~isting of educational writings intended 
for the French Dauphin), says tbat there are three fundamental types of 
government, e:l.ch of which relates to a particular science or discipline: 
the art of self~government, connected with. moral~,ty; the art of properly 
governing a family, which belongs to economy; and ftnally the science of 
ruling the state, which concerns politics. In comparison with mor:l.Hty 
and economy, politics evidently has iu own specific nature, which La 
Motbe Le Vayer sutes dearly . What matten, notwithstanding this 
typology, u that the art of government is always characterized by the 
essential continuity of one type with the other, and of a second type with 
a tbird. 

This me:l.ns that, whereas the doctrine of the prince :l.nd the juridic:l.) 
tbeory of sovereignty are constantly attempting to dr:l.w the line between 
the power of the prince and aoy other form of power, because its task is 
to explain andjwtify this essential discontinuity between them, in the art 
of government the task is to establish a continuity, in both an upwards 
and a downwards direction. 

Upwards continuity means that a person who wishes to govern the 
state well mmt ftrst learn how to govern himself, his goods and his 
patrimony, after which he will be successful in governing the sute. This 
ascending line characterizes the pedagogics of the prince, which are an 
important issue at this time, as the example of La Mothe Le Vayer shows: 
he wrote for the Dauphin fint a treatise of morality, then :I. book of 
economics and lastly a political treatise . It is the pedagogical formation of 
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seventeenth and eightl~enth centuries - schools, manufactories. armies. 
etc. - all this can only be understood on tbe basis of the development of 
the great administrative monarchies, but nevertheless, discipline was 
never more important or more valorized tban at the moment when it 
became important to manage a population; the managing of a population 
not only concerns the collective mass of phenomena, the level of its 
aggregate effects, it also implies the management of population in its 
depths and its details. The notion of a government of population renden 
all the more acute the problem of the foundation of sovereignty (consider 
Rousseau) and all the more acute equally the necessity for the develop­
ment of discipline (consider all the history of the disciplines, which I have 
attempted to analyze elsewhere). 

Accordingly, we need to sec tbings not in te rms of the replacement 
of a socie ty of sovereignty by a disciplinary society and the subsequent 
replacement of a disciplinary society by a society of government; in 
reality one has a triangle, sovereignty-discipline-government, which has 
as its £tiro.-~ry target the population and as its essential mechanism the 
apparatuses of secu ri ty. In .any c.ase, I wanted to demonstrate the deep 
historical link between the movement that overturns the constants of 
sovereignty in consequence of the problem of choices of governmenc, the 
movement that brings about the emergence of population as a datum, as.a 
field of intervention and as an objective of governmental techniques, and 
the process which isolates the economy.as.a specific sector of re.ality, and 
political economy as the science and the technique of intervention of the 
government in that field of re.ality. Three movements: government, 
population, political economy, which constitute from the eighteenth 
century onwards a solid series, one which even today has assuredly nOI 
been dissolved. 

In conclusion I would like to say that on second thoughts the more 
exact title I would like to have given to the course of lectures which I 
have begun this yeu is not the one I o riginally chose, 'Security, territory 
and population': what I would like to undertake is something which I 
would te rm a hi story of 'governmenuliry'. By this word I mean three 

~ things: 

1. The ensemble formed by the institutions, procedures, analyses and 
reflections, the calcu1.at ioos .and tactics that .allow the exercise of this 
very specific albeit complex form of power, which bas as its tariet 
popul.ation, as its principal form of kll.owlcdge political economy, and 
as its euential technical means apparatuses of security. 

2. The tendency which, ove r a long period and throughout the W est, h.as 
steadil y led towards the pre-eminence over .all other forms (sover­
eignty, discipline, etc.) of this type of power wbich may be termed 
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government, resulting, on the one hand, in the fonnation of a whole 
series of specific governmental apparatuses, and, on the other, in the 
development of a whole complex of savoirs. 

J. The process, or utber the result of the process, through which the 
state o f justice of the Middle Ages, tunsformed into the adminis­
trative state during the fifteenth and sixteen th centuries, gradually 
becomes 'government Oli lized'. 

We all know the f.ascinat ion which the love, or horror, of the state 
exercises today; we know how much attention is paid to the genesis of the 
state, its history, its advance, i15 power and abwes, etc. The excessive 
value attributed to the problem of the state is expressed, basically, in two 
ways: .the one form, immediate, .affective and tugic, is the lyricism of the 
monsrrt froid we see confronting us; but there is a second way of 
overvaluing the problem of the stale, one which is p.audoxical because 
apparently reductionist: it is the form of .analysis that consists in reducing 
the state to a certain number of functions. such as the development of 
productive forces and the reproduction of relations of ptoduction, and yet 
this reductionist vision of the relative import.ance of the state 's role 
nevertheless invariably renden it ab.solutely essential as a target needing 
to be attacked OInd a privileged position needing to be occupied. But the 
state, no more probably today than at any other time in its history, docs 
not have thi~ unity, this individuality, this rigorous functionality, nor, to 
speOlik frankly, this import.aRce; may~, after all, the state is no more th.an 
a composite reality and a mythicized abstraction, whose importance is a 
lot more limited than many of us think. Mar bc wbOlit is really import.ant 
fo r our modernity - thOlit is, for our presen t - is not so much the itQcuQcion 
of society, as the 'government.alization' of tbe Slue. 

We live in the era of a 'governmentali ty' first discovered in the 
eighteenth ceotury. This governmentalization of the state is a singularly 
paradoxical phenomenon, since if in fact the problems of gove rnmental­
ity and the techniques of government h.ave become the only political 
issue, the only real space for political struggle and contenation, this is 
bec.awe the governmentalization of the state is at the same time what has 
permitted the state to survive, and it is possihle to suppose th.H if the state 
is what it is today, this is so precisely th.anks to this governmentality, 
which is at once internal and external [0 the state, since it is the tactics of 
government which make possible the continual definition and redefini­
tion of what is within the competence of the state and what is not, the 
public versus the private, and so on; thus the state c.an only he understood 
in its survival and its limits on the basis of the general taCtics of 
governmentality. 

And maybe we could even, albeit in a very glob.al, rough and inexact 
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fashion, reconstruct in this manner the great forms and economies of 
power in the West. First of all, the state ofjwtice, born in tbe feudal type 
of territorial regime which corresponds to a society of laws - either 
customs or written laws - involving a whole reciprocal play of obligation 
and litigation; second, the administrative state. born in the territoriality 
of national boundaries in the fifteenth and sixteenth centuries and 
corresponding to a society of regulation and discipline; and finally a 
governmental state, essentially defined no longer in terms of its territor­
iality, of its surface area, but in terms of the mass of its population with 
its volume and density, and indeed also with the territory over whicb-it is 
distributed, although this figures here only as one among its component 
clements. This state of government which bears es~ntially on population 
and both refers itself to and makes use of the instrumentation of economic 
savoir could be seen as corresponding to a type of society controlled by 
apparatuses of security. 

In the following lectures I will try to show how governmentality was 
born out of, on the one hand, the archaic model of Christian pastoral, 
and, on the other, a diplomatic-military technique, perfected on a 
European scale with the Treaty of WesphaJia; and that it could assume 
the dimensions it has only thanks to a se ries of specific instruments, whose 
formation is exactly contemporaneous with that of the art of government 
and which are known, in the old seventeentb- and eighteentb-century 
sense of the term, as pollet. The pastoral, the new diplomatic-military 
techniques and, lastly, police: these are the three elements that I believe 
made possible the production of this fundamental phenomenon in 
Western history, the governmentalization of the state. 
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