Chapter 12?2

Michel Foucault

THE POLITICAL INVESTMENT
OF THE BODY

From M. Foucault (1979) Discipline and Punish: The Birth of the Prisan,
translated by Alan Sheridan, New York: Random House.

H ISTORIANS LONG AGO BEGAN to write the history of the body. They

have studied the body in the field of historical clemography or pathology; they
have considered it as the seat of needs and appetites, as the locus of ])ll_\fsioh)gi('al
processes and metabolisms, as a target for the attacks of germs or viruses; they have
shown to what extent historical processes were involved in what might seem to be the
purely biological base of existence; and what place should be given in the history of soci-
ety to biulogical ‘events’ such as the circulation of bacilli, or the extension of the life-span
(cf. Le Rov-Ladurie). But the body is also directly involved in a political field; power rela-
tions have an immediate hold upon it; they invest it, mark it, train it, torture it, force it
to carry out tasks, to perform ceremonics, to emit signs. This pelitical investment of the
body is bound up, in accordance with complex reciprocal relations, with its economic
use; it is largely as a force of production that the body is invested with relations of power
and domination; but, on the other lmndj its constitution as labour power is possible only
if it is caught up in a system of subjcttionl(in which need is also a political instrument
meticulously prepared, calculated and usbc‘lﬁm body becomes a useful force only il it is
both a productive body and a subjected boc _\";This subjection is not only obtained by the
instruments of violence or i(]t'(_)l()g}'; it can?}so be direct, physical, pitting force against
force, |)c-n1'ing on material elements, and vet without in\':'}l\'ing violence; it may be calcu-
lated, organized, technically thought out; it may be subtle, make use neither of weapons
nor of terror and vet remain of a ph}'sfcal order. That is to say, there may be a ‘kn()\\'h‘(igu'
of the |1()(l}' that is not cxact])' the science of its t'uncti(_ming, and a mastery ot its forces
that is more than the ability to conquer them: this kno\\']r(lgc and this mastery constitute
what might be called the political lc(ihnolug} ol the body. Of course, this technology is
diftuse, rarely formulated in continuous, systematic discourse; it is often made up ol bits
and picces; it impfrmcms a r]i.sparau- set ol tools or methads, In spite of the coherence of

its results, it is generally no more than a multiform instrumentation, Morcover, it cannot

be localized in a particular tvpe of institution or state apparatus. For they have recourse
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to it; they use, select or impose certain of its methods. But, in its mechanisms and its
effects, it is situated at a quite different level. What the apparatuses and institutions oper-
ate is, in a sense, a micro-physics of power, whose field of validity is situated in a sense
between these great functionings and the bodies themselves with their materiality and
their forces.

Now, the study of this microphysics presupposes that the power exercised on the body
is conceived not as a property, but as a strategy, that its effects of domination are attributed
not to ‘appropriation’, but to dispositions, manoeuvres, tactics, techniques, functionings;
that one should decipher in it a network of relations, constantly in tension, in activity, rather
than a privilege that one might possess; that one should take as its model a perpetual battle
rather than a contract regulating a transaction or the conquest of a territory. In short this
power is exercised rather than possessed; it is not the ‘privilege’, acquired or preserved, of
the dominant class, but the overall effect of its strategic positions — an effect that is mani-
fested and sometimes extended by the position of those who are dominated. Furthermore,
this power is not exercised simply as an obligation or a prohibition on those who ‘do not
have it'; it invests them, is transmitted by them and through them; it exerts pressure upon
them, just as they themselves, in their struggle against it, resist the grip it has on them. This
means that these relations go right down into the depths of society, that they are not local-
ized in the relations between the state and its citizens or on the frontier between classes
and that they do not merely reproduce, at the level of individuals, bodies, gestures and
behaviour, the general form of the law or government; that, although there is continuity
(they are indeed articulated on this form through a whole series of complex mechanisms),
there is neither analogy nor homology, but a specificity of mechanism and modality. Lastly,
they are not univocal; they define innumerable points of confrontation, focuses of insta-
bility, each of which has its own risks of conflict, of struggles, and of an at least temporary
inversion of the power relations. The overthrow of these ‘micro-powers’ does not, then,
obey the law of all or nothing; it is not acquired once and for all by a new control of the
apparatuses nor by a new functioning or a destruction of the institutions; on the other
hand, none of its localized episodes may be inscribed in history except by the effects that
it induces on the entire network in which it is caught up.

Perhaps, too, we should abandon a whole tradition that allows us to imagine that
knowledge can exist only where the power relations are suspended and that knowledge
can develop only outside its injunctions, its demands and its interests. Perhaps we should
abandon the belief that power makes mad and that, by the same token, the renunciation
of power is one of the conditions of knowledge. We should admit rather that power pro-
duces knowledge (and not simply by encouraging it because it serves power or by apply-
ing it because it is useful); that power and knowledge directly imply one another; that
there is no power relation without the correlative constitution of a field of knowledge,
nor any knowledge that does not presuppose and constitute at the same time power rela-
tions. These ‘power-knowledge relations’ are to be analysed, therefore, not on the basis
of a subject of knowledge who is or is not free in relation to the power system, but, on
the contrary, the subject who knows, the objects to be known and the modalities
of knowledge must be regarded as so many effects of these fundamental implications of
power-knowledge and their historical transformations. In short, it is not the activity
of the subject of knowledge that produces a corpus of knowledge, useful or resistant to
power, but power-knowledge, the processes and struggles that traverse it and of which it
is made up, that determines the forms and possible domains of knowledge.
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To analyse the political investment of the body and the microphvsies of power
presupposces, therefore, that one abandons where power is concerned — the violence-
idcology opposition, the metaphor of property, the model of the contract or olﬂu‘(mquwt;
that — where L’no\\'lu]gv is concerned - one abandons the opposition between what is
‘interested’ and what is ‘disinterested”, the model of lmo\\'lec']gc and the primacy of the
subject. Borrowing a word from Petty and his contemporaries, but giving it a different
meaning from the one current in the seventeenth century, one might imagine a pnlitical
‘anatomy’. This would not be the study of a state in terms of a ‘body” (with its elements,
its resources and its forces), nor would it be the studv of the body and its surroundings
in terms of a small state. One would be concerned with the ‘body politic’, as a set of
material elements and tcclmiqucs that serve as weapons, re]a}'s, communication routes
and supports for the power and L’J]U\\‘lc(lge relations that invest human bodies and 5ubjugatc‘
them by turning them into objects of l\'_nm\'h-dgc.

fos]

Let us take the ideal figure of the soldier as it was still seen in the early seventeenth
century. To begin with, the soldier was someone who could be recognized from afar; he

ge, the marks, too, of his

bore certain signs: the natural signs of his strength and his courag
pride; his body was the blazon of his strength and valour; and although it is true that he
had to learn the profession of arms little by little — generally in actual fighting — move-
ments like marching and attitudes like the bearing of the head belonged for the most part
to a bodi]_v rhetoric of honour: ‘The signs for recognizing those most suited to this pro-
fession are a lively, alert manner, an erect head, a taut stomach, broad shoulders, long
arms, strong fingers, a small belly, thick thighs, slender legs and dry feet, because a man
of such a figure could not fail to be agile and strong’; when he becomes a pikebearer, the
soldier ‘will have to march in step in order to have as much grace and gravity as possible,
tor the pike is an honourable weapon, worthy to be borne with gravity and boldness’
(Montgommery, 6 and 7). By the late eighteenth century, the soldier has become some-
thing that can be made; out of a formless clay, an inapt body, the machine required can
be constructed; posture is gradually corrected; a calculated constraint runs slowly
through each part of the body, mastering it, making it pliable, ready at all times, turning
silently into the automatism of habit; in short, one has ‘got rid of the peasant” and given
him “the air of a soldier’ (ordinance of 20 March [764). Recruits become accustomed to
‘holding their heads high and erect; to standing upright, without bending the back,
to sticking out the belly, throwing out the chest and thm\\'ing back the shoulders; and, to
help them acquire the habit, they are given this position while standing against a wall in
such a way that the heels, the thighs, the waist and the shoulders touch it, as also do the
backs of the hands, as one turns the arms outwards, without moving them away from the
body ... Likewise, they will be taught never to fix their eyves on the ground, but to look
straight at those they pass...to remain motionless until the order is given, without mov-
ing the head, the hands or the feet . |astl)' to march with a bold step, with knee and ham
taut, on the points of the feet, which should face outwards’ (ordinance of 20 March
1764).

The classical age discovered the body as object and target of power. It is easy enough
to find signs of the attention then paid to the bod_\' — to the body that is manipulated,
shaped, trained, which obeys, responds, becomes skilful and increases its forces. The

great book of Man-the-Machine was written simultaneously on two registers: the
g ) £
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anatomico-metaphysical register, of which Descartes wrote the first pages and which the
physicians and philosophers continued, and the technico-political register, which was con-
stituted by a whole set of regulations and by empirical and calculated methods relating to
the army, the school and the hospital, for controlling or correcting the operations of the
body. These two registers are quite distinct, since it was a question, on the one hand, of
submission and use and, on the other, of functioning and explanation: there was a useful
body and an intelligible body. And yet there are points of overlap from one to the other.
La Mettrie’s 'Homme-machine is both a materialist reduction of the soul and a general
theory of dressage, at the centre of which reigns the notion of ‘docility’, which joins the
analysable body to the manipulable body. A body is docile that may be subjected, used,
transformed and improved. The celebrated automata, on the other hand, were not only a
way of illustrating an organism, they were also political puppets, small-scale models of
power: Frederick II, the meticulous king of small machines, well-trained regiments and
long exercises, was obsessed with them.

What was so new in these projects of docility that interested the cighteenth century
so much? It was certainly not the first time that the body had become the object of such
imperious and pressing investments; in every society, the body was in the grip of very
strict powers, which imposed on it constraints, prohibitions or obligations. However,
there were several new things in these techniques. To begin with, there was the scale of
the control: it was a question not of treating the body, en masse, ‘wholesale’, as if it were
an indissociable unity, but of working it ‘retail’, individually; of exercising upon it a sub-
tle coercion, of obtaining holds upon it at the level of the mechanism itself — movements,
gestures, attitudes, rapidity: an infinitesimal power over the active body. Then there was
the object of the control: it was not or was no longer the signifying elements of behav-
iour or the language of the body, but the economy, the efficiency of movements, their
internal organization; constraint bears upon the forces rather than upon the signs; the
only truly important ceremony is that of exercise. Lastly, there is the modality: it implies
an uninterrupted, constant coercion, supervising the processes of the activity rather than
its result and it is exercised according to a codification that partitions as closely as possi-
ble time, space, movement. These methods, which made possible the meticulous control
of the operations of the body, which assured the constant subjection of its forces and
imposed upon them a relation of docility-utility, might be called ‘disciplines’. Many dis-
ciplinary methods had long been in existence — in monasteries, armies, workshops. But
in the course of the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries the disciplines became general
formulas of domination. They were different from slavery because they were not based
on a relation of appropriation of bodies; indeed, the elegance of the discipline lay in the
fact that it could dispense with this costly and violent relation by obtaining effects of util-
ity at least as great. They were different, too, from ‘service’ » which was a constant, total,
massive, non-analytical, unlimited relation of domination, established in the form of the
individual will of the master, his ‘caprice’. They were different from vassalage, which was
a highly coded, but distant relation of submission, which bore less on the operations of
the body than on the products of labour and the ritual marks of allegiance. Again, they
were different from asceticism and from ‘disciplines’ of a monastic type, whose function
Was to obtain renunciations rather than increases of utility and which, although they
involved obedience to others, had as their principal aim an increase of the mastery of each

individual over his own body. The historical moment of the disciplines was the moment

When an art of the human body was born, which was directed not only at the growth of
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its skills, nor at the intensification of its subjection, but at the formation of a relation
that in the mechanism itself makes it more obedient as it becomes more uselul, and
conversely, what was then bcing formed was a policy of coercions that act upon the body,
a calculated manipulation of its elements, its gestures, its behaviour, The human lm(l_\' was
entering a machincr) ol power that explorvs it, breaks it down and rearranges it. A ‘polit-
ical anatomy’, which was also a ‘mechanics of power’, was being born; it defined how one
may have a hold over others’ bodies, not only so that they may do what one wishes, but
so that they may operate as one wishes, with the techniques, the speed and the efficiency
that one determines. Thus discipline produces subjected and practised bodies, ‘dacile’
bodies. Discipline increases the forces of the body (in economic terms of utility) and
diminishes these same forces (in political terms of obedience). In short, it dissociates
power from the body; on the one hand, it turns it into an ‘aptitude’; a ‘capacity’, which
it secks to increase; on the other hand, it reverses the course of the energy, the power that
might result from it, and turns it into a relation of strict subjection. If economic éxp[oita-
tion separates the force and the product of labour, let us say that disciplinar)' coercion
establishes in the body the constricting link between an inereased aptitude and an

increased domination.




