




















Michel Foucault

and externality, and thus of transcendence, to his principality. The prince
acquires his principality by inheritance or conquest, but in any case he
does not form part of it, he remains external to it. The link that binds him
to his principality may have been established through violence, through
family heritage or by treaty, with the complicity or the alliance of other
princes; this makes no difference, the link in any event remains a purely
synthetic one and there is no fundamental, essential, natural and juridical
connection between the prince and his principality. As a corollary of this,
given that this link is external, it will be fragile and continually under
threat - from outside by the prince’s enemies who seek to conquer or
recapture his principality, and from within by subjects who have no a
priori reason to accept his rule. Finally, this principle and its corollary lead
to a 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
owns, with the territory he has inherited or acquired, and with his
subjects. This fragile link is what the art of governing or of being prince
espoused by Machiavelli has as its object. As a consequence of this the
mode of analysis of Machiavelli’s text will be twofold: 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 that will allow the prince to ensure th.c
protection of his principality, understood as the link that binds him to his
territory and his subjects.

Schematically, one can say that Machiavelli’s The Prince, as profiled in
all these implicitly or explicitly anti-Machiavellian treatises, is essentially
a treatise about the prince’s ability to keep his principality. And it is this
savoir-faire that the anti-Machiavellian literature wants to replace by
something clse 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
" view of this problem, which is still at a raw and early stage, let us
consider one of the earliest texts of this great anti-Machiavellian
literature: Guillaume de La Perriére’s Miroir Politique.

This text, disappointingly thin in comparison with Machiavelli, pre-
figures a number of important ideas. First of all, what does La Perriére
mean by ‘to govern® and ‘governor’: what definition does he give of these
terms? On page 24 of his text he writes: ‘governor can signify monarch,
emperor, king, prince, lord, magistrate, prelate, judge and the like’. Like
La Perriére, others who write on the art of government constantly recall
that one speaks also of ‘governing’ a houschold, souls, children, a
province, a convent, a religious order, a family.
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These points of simple vocabulary actually have important political
implications: Machiavelli’s prince, at least as these authors interpret him,
is by definition unique in his principality and occupies a position of
externality and transcendence. We have seen, however, that practices of
government are, on the one hand, multifarious and concern many kinds 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 forms of government
among which the prince’s relation to his state is only one particular mode;
while, on the other hand, all these other kinds of government are internal
to the state or society. It is within the state that the father will rule the
family, the superior the 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 singularity of Machiavelli’s prince.

To be sure, among all these forms of government which interweave
within the state and society, there remains one special and precise form:
there is the question of defining the particular form of governing which
can be applied to the state as a whole. Thus, seeking to produce a
typology of forms of the art of government, La Mothe Le Vayer, in a text
from the following century (consisting of educational writings intended
for the French Dauphin), says that there are three fundamental types of
government, each of which relates to a particular science or discipline:
the art of self-government, connected with morality; the art of properly
governing a family, which belongs to economy; and finally the science of
ruling the state, which concerns politics. In comparison with morality
and economy, politics evidently has its own specific nature, which La
Mothe Le Vayer states clearly. What matters, notwithstanding this
typology, is 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 third.

This means that, whereas the doctrine of the prince and the juridical
theory of sovereignty are constantly attempting to draw the line between
the power of the prince and any other form of power, because its task is
to explain and justify 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 must first learn how to govern himself, his goods and his
patrimony, after which he will be successful in governing the state. This
ascending line characterizes the pedagogies 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 first a treatise of morality, then a book of

economics and lastly a political treatise. It is the pedagogical formation of
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seventeenth and eighteenth centuries - schools, manufactories, armies,
etc. - all this can only be understood on the basis of the development of
the great administrative monarchies, but nevertheless, discipline was
never more important or more valorized than 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 ?f its
aggregate effects, it also implies the management of popul:_ation in its
depths and its details. The notion of a government of population renders
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 see things not in terms of the replacement
of a society of sovereignty by a disciplinary society and the su'bsequcgt
replacement of a disciplinary society by a society of government; in
reality one has a triangle, sovereignty-discipline-government, which has
as its primary target the population and as its essential mechanism the
apparatuses of security. In any case, 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 government, 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 reality, and
political economy as the science and the technique of intervention of the
government in that field of reality. Three movements: government,
population, political economy, which constitute from the cighteenth
century onwards a solid series, one which even today has assuredly not
been dissolved.

In conclusion 1 would like to say that on second thoughts the more
exact title | would like to have given to the course of lectures which I
have begun this year is not the one [ originally chose, ‘Security, territory
and population”: what I would like to undertake is something which I
would term a history of ‘governmentality’. By this word | mean three
things:

1. The ensemble formed by the institutions, procedures, analyses and
reflections, the calculations and tactics that allow the exercise of this
very specific albeit complex form of power, which has as its target
population, as its principal form of knowledge political economy, and
as its essential technical means apparatuses of security.

2. The tendency which, over a long period and throughout the West, has
steadily led towards the pre-eminence over all other forms (sover-
eignty, discipline, etc.) of this type of power which may be termed
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government, resulting, on the one hand, in the formation of a whole
series of specific governmental apparatuses, and, on the other, in the
development of a whole complex of savoirs.

3. The process, or rather the result of the process, through which the
state of justice of the Middle Ages, transformed into the adminis-
trative state during the fifteenth and sixteenth centuries, gradually
becomes ‘governmentalized’.

We all know the fascination 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, its power and abuses, etc. The excessive
value attributed to the problem of the state is expressed, basically, in two
ways: the one form, immediate, affective and tragic, is the lyricism of the
monstre froid we see confronting us; but there is a second way of
overvaluing the problem of the state, one which is paradoxical 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 production, and yet
this reductionist vision of the relative importance of the state’s role
nevertheless invariably renders it absolutely essential as a target needing
to be attacked and a privileged position needing to be occupied. But the
state, no more probably today than at any other time in its history, does
not have this unity, this individuality, this rigorous functionality, nor, to
speak frankly, this importance; maybe, after all, the state is no more than
a composite reality and a mythicized abstraction, whose importance is a
lot more limited than many of us think. Maybe what is really important
for our modernity - that is, for our present - is not so much the étatisation
of society, as the ‘governmentalization’ of the state.

We live in the era of a ‘governmentality’ first discovered in the
eighteenth century. This governmentalization of the state is a singularly
paradoxical phenomenon, since if in fact the problems of governmental-
ity and the techniques of government have become the only political
issue, the only real space for political struggle and contestation, this is
because the governmentalization of the state is at the same time what has
permitted the state to survive, and it is possible to suppose that if the state
is what it is today, this is so precisely thanks to this governmentality,
which is at once internal and external to 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 can only be 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 global, 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 of justice, born in the 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 which.it is
distributed, although this figures here only as one among its component
elements. This state of government which bears essentially 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 Wesphalia; and that it could assume
the dimensions it has only thanks to a series of specific instruments, whose
formation is exactly contemporaneous with that of the art of government
and which are known, in the old seventeenth- and eighteenth-century
sense of the term, as police. The pastoral, the new diplomatic-military
techniques and, lastly, police: these are the three elements that 1 believe
made possible the production of this fundamental phenomenon in
Western history, the governmentalization of the state.
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