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MADNESS ONLY EXISTS IN SOCIETY

Q: You have published little up to now besides your remarkable intro-
duction to Binswanger’s Dream and Existence,! where you attempt to show that
the dream is as much knowledge as it is an object of knowledge. Suddenly,
because of your thesis—Madness and Civilization—here you are promoted to
the status of a well-known and even famous philosopher.

MF: I was born in 1926 in Poitiers. When I graduated from the Ecole
Normale in 1946, 1 worked with philosophers and also with Jean Delay, who
introduced me to the world of the insane.

He has a dialectical smile; he speaks in a tone that apparently aims at
instructing, that is, disturbing and reassuring at the same time. His look is a bit
distracted, a bit hazy, a bit lost, the archetypal case of the absolute young intel-
lectual: timeless.

MF: But I do not practice psychiatry. What counts for me is the investi-
gation of the very origins of madness. The good conscience of psychiatrists dis-
appointed me.

Q: And how did you get the idea for your thesis?

MF: Colette Duhamel, then an editor at La Table ronde, had asked me
for a history of psychiatry. I suggested a book on the relationship between doc-
tors and the insane. The eternal debate between reason and madness.

Q: Any influences?

MF: Most of all, literary works...Maurice Blanchot, Raymond Roussel.
What interested me and guided me was a certain presence of madness in literature.
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8 Foucault Live

Q: What about psychoanalysis?

MF: You agree that Freud is psychology itself. But in France, psycho-
analysis, initially strictly orthodox, has more recently taken on a second and
more prestigious life, due, as you know, to Lacan...

Q: And it’s the second style of psychoanalysis that has most affected you?
MF: Yes. But also, and mainly, Dumézil...

Q: Dumezil? How could a historian of religions inspire work on the
history of madness?

MF: Through his idea of structure. Just as Dumézil does with myths, I
attempted to discover the structured forms of experience whose pattern can be
found, again and again, with modifications, at different levels.

Q: And... what is this structure?

MF: One of social segregation, exclusion. In the Middle Ages, exclu-
sion hit the leper, the heretic. Classical culture excluded by means of the General
Hospital, the Zuchthaus, the Workhouse, all institutions which were derived
from the leper colony. I wanted to describe the modification of a structure of
exclusion.

Q: Is it not then a history of confinement that you have written, rather
than a history of madness?

MF: In part, yes. Certainly. But I have tried above all to see if there is a
relationship between this new form of exclusion and the experience of madness
in a world dominated by science and rationalist philosophy.

Q: And does this relationship exist?

MF: Between Racine treating Orestes’ delirium, at the end of
Andromache, and the way a 17th century police lieutenant incarcerating a lunatic
or violent person, it’s not that there’s unity, surely not, but structural coherence.

Q: Is there, then, a philosophy of the history of madness?

MF: Madness can not be found in its raw state. Madness only exists in
society, it does not exist outside of the forms of sensibility that isolate it and the
forms of repulsion that exclude or capture it. Thus, one can say that in the
Middle Ages, then in the Renaissance, madness was present on the social hori-
zon as an aesthetic or daily fact; then in the 17th century—starting with confine-
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ment  madness experienced o period of silence, exclusion. It lost its function of
manifestation, of revelation, that it had had during the time of Shakespeare and
Cervantes (for example, Lady Macbeth begins to tell the truth when she goes
mad), it becomes an object of derision, deceitful. Finally, the 20th century gets a
handle on madness, reduces it to a natural phenomenon, linked to the truth of the
world. From this positivist repossession, there derived on one hand, condescend-
ing philanthropy, which all psychiatry manifests with regard to the insane per-
son, and on the other, a great lyrical protest that can be found in poetry from
Nerval to Artaud, which is an effort to give back a depth and power of revelation
to the experience of madness which had been annihilated through confinement.

Q: Is madness then worth more than reason?

Michel Foucault smiles, ever so indulgensly.

MF: One of the objections of my dissertation jury was that I had tried
to do a remake of In Praise of Madness. No, I meant, however, that madness has
only become an object of science to the extent that it has been robbed of its
ancient powers...But as far as making an apology for madness, in and of itself,
no. Each culture, after all, has the madness it deserves. And if Artaud is crazy,
und the psychiatrists allowed him to be confined, it is already a beautiful thing,
and the most beautiful praise that one could give...

Q: Surely not to madness?

MF: No, to psychiatrists.

Translated by Lysa Hochroth

| Foucault and Binswager, Dream and Existence. Seattle, Washington: Review
of Existential Philosophy and Psychiatry (V. 19, No. 1)



ANDRE BRETON:
A LITERATURE OF KNOWLEDGE

Q: For a philosopher in 1966 who investigates language and knowl-
edge, what do André Breton and surrealism represent?

MF: It seems to me that there are two great families of founders. There
are those who build, who lay the first stone, and there are those who dig and hol-
low out. Perhaps, in our uncertain space, we are closer to those who hollow out,
closer to Nietzsche rather than Husserl, to Klee rather than Picasso. Breton
belongs to this family. To be sure, the “institution” of surrealism has masked
these great silent gestures that opened the space in front of them. Perhaps the
surrealist “game,” the surrealist mystification, was only this: to open by rites that
appeared to exclude, to make the desert grow by imposing apparently imperious
limits. In any case, we are now in the hollowed space left behind by Breton.

Q: It would already be old?

MF: A long time ago I saw Breton’s image, like that of a dead person’s:
not that it had ceased to be living or to concern us, but rather his admirable exis-
tence created around his image and starting from it an immense emptiness in
which we are today lost. It seems to me that we have lived, walked, run, danced,
made signs and gestures without response in the sacred space surrounding the
shrine of a Breton stretched out and immobile, dressed in gold. That’s not to say
that he was far from us, but that we were close to him, under the power of his
black scepter. Breton’s death, today, is like the doubling of our own birth. His is an
all-powerful death, very close to us, like Agamemnon’s death was for the House of
Atreus (that is, for every Greek). There you have Breton's silhouette, as I see it.

Q: Breton’s quasi-sacred presence and this hollow left by surrealism
don’t stem from magic or the imagination but assume an essential contribution
to contemporary thought. What does the latter owe to Breton?

10



Andre Rreton: A Literature of Knowledge 11

M The most important thing for me is that Breton made the two fig-
ures of writing and knowledge—-for a long time strangers to one another—fully
communicate. French literature, before Breton, could easily be woven with
observations, analyses, and ideas, but it was never—except in the work of
Diderot ~a literature of knowledge. That's the great difference, I believe,
between German and French culture. In accomodating knowledge to expression
(with psychoanalysis, anthropology, the history of art, etc.), Breton is a little like
our Goethe. There is one image, I believe, that ought to be effaced: that of
Breton as the poet of unreason. We ought not to oppose it, but superimpose upon
it the image of Breton as the writer of knowledge.

But this leave given to literature as a savorous ignorance (in the manner of
Giide) is affirmed in a very singular way in Breton. For the Germans (Goethe,
Thomas Mann, Herman Broch) literature is knowledge when it is an undertaking of
interiorization and memory. It’s a question of making a calm and exhaustive recol-
lection of knowledge [connaissance), of appropriating the world and taking its mea-
sure in relation to humanity. For Breton, writing made into knowledge (and knowl-
cdge made into writing) is on the contrary a way of pushing it outside of its limits, of
forcing it to the brink, of putting it in the closest proximity to what is most distant
from it. This accounts for Breton's interest in the unconscious, madness, and dreams.

Q: Like the German Romantics?

ME: Yes, but the German Romantics’ dream is the night clarified by the light
of awakening, whereas the dream for Breton is the unshatterable kemel of night at the
heart of the day. It seems to me that this beautiful abolition of the division between
knowledge and writing has been very important for contemporary expression. We are
living precisely at a time when writing and knowledge are entangled, as the work of
Michel Leiris, Pierre Klossowski, Michel Butor and Jean-Pierre Faye bear witness.

Q: Isn’t there, for Breton, the power of writing?

MF: For Breton, I believe, writing in itself, the book in its white flesh,
has the power to change the world. Until the end of the nineteenth century lan-
guage and writing were transparent instruments in which the world came to be
reflected, decomposed and recomposed; but in any case language and discourse
were part of the world. But perhaps there is a writing so radical and sovereign
that it faces the world, equilibrates it, compensates for it, even destroys it
absolutely and scintillates outside it. In fact, this experience begins to appear
rather clearly in Ecce Homo and in Mallarmé. One finds in Breton this experi-
ence of the book as anti-world, and it contributes strongly to changing the status
of writing. And in two ways: first, Breton somehow re-moralizes writing by
demoralizing it completely. The ethic of writing no longer comes from what one
has to say, from ideas that one expresses, but from the very act of writing. In this
raw and exposed act, the whole liberty of the writer finds itself engaged at the
same time that a counter-universe of words is bom.
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Muoreaver, at the sume time that writing is re-moralized it begins to
exist in o sort of 1ock hke solidity. It imposes itself from outside of all that can
be said through . Hence, no doubt, Breton’s rediscovery of the whole dynasty
of the imagination tha Freneh literature had gotten rid of: the imagination, it’s
less what is born in the obscure heart of man than what surges up in the lumi-
nous thickness of discoursc. And Breton, swimmer among words, traverses an
imaginary space that had never been discovered before him.

Q: But how do you explain the fact that for certain periods Breton was
preoccupied with political engagements?

MF: I have always been struck by the fact that what is in question in his
work is not history but the revolution; not politics, but the absolute power to
change one’s life. The profound incompatibility between Marxists and existen-
tialists of the Sartrian type on the one hand and Breton on the other comes no
doubt from the fact that for Marx or Sartre writing is part of the world, whereas
for Breton a book, a sentence, a word—those things alone constitute the anti-
matter of the world and can compensate for the whoie universe.

Q: But doesn’t Breton give as much importance to life as to writing? In
Nadja, Mad Love, and The Communicating Vases, isn't there a kind of perma-
nent osmosis between writing and life, between life and writing?

MF: Whereas Breton's other discoveries were already at least
announced in Goethe, Nietzsche, Mallarmé and others, what one really owes to
him in particular is the discovery of a space which is not that of philosophy, nor
that of literature, nor that of art, but which would be that of *“experience.” Today
we live in an age in which experience—and the thought that it is inextricably
part of—develops with an unheard-of richness, at once in a unity and a disper-
sion that cancels the frontiers of outer regions established in the past.

The whole network that traverses the works of Breton, Bataille, Leiris,
and Blanchot, that traverses the domains of anthropology, the history of art, the
history of religion, linguistics, and psychoanalysis, cleanly wipes away the old
rubrics in which our culture classified itself and made relationships, associations
and unforseen connections appear before our eyes. It is highly probable that we
owe this new dispersal and this new unity of our culture to the person and work
of André Breton. He has simultaneously dispersed and shepherded the whole
flecked surface of modern experience.

This discovery of the domain of experience permitted Breton to be
completely outside of “literature,” and to be able to contest not only all literary
works already in existence but also the very existence of literaturc. But it also
permitted him to open to possible languages domains that had heretofore
remained silent and marginal.

Translated by John Johnston



THE ORDER OF THINGS

Q: How is The Order of Things related to Madness and Civilization?

MF: Madness and Civilization, roughly speaking, was the history of a
division, the history above all of a certain break that every society found itself
obliged to make. On the other hand, in this book I wanted to write a history of
order, to state how a society reflects upon resemblances among things and how
differences between things can be mastered, organized into networks, sketched
out according to rational schemes. Madness and Civilization is the history of dif-
ference, The Order of Things the history of resemblance, sameness, and identity.

Q: The book’s sub-title once again includes this word “archeology.” It
appeared in the sub-title of The Birth of the Clinic and again in the Preface to
Madness and Civilization.

MF: By archeology 1 would like to designate not exactly a discipline,
but a domain of research, which would be the following: In a society, different
bodies of learning, philosophical ideas, everyday opinions, but also institutions,
commercial practices and police activities, mores—all refer to a certain implicit
knowledge (savoir) special to this society.] This knowledge is profoundly differ-
ent from the bodies of learning that one can find in scientific books, philosophi-
cal theories, and religious justifications, but it is what makes possible at a given
moment the appearance of a theory, an opinion, a practice. Thus, in order for the
big centers of internment to be opened at the end of the 17th century, it was nec-
essary that a certain knowledge of madness be opposed to non-madness, of order
to disorder, and it’s this knowledge that I wanted to investigate, as the condition
of possibility of knowledge (connaissance), of institutions, of practices.

This style of research has for me the following interest: it allows me to
avoid every problem concerning the anteriority of theory in relation to practice,
and the reverse. In fact, I deal with practices, institutions and theories on the
same plane and according to the same isomorphisms, and I look for the underly-

13



14 Foucault Live

ing knowledge (savoir) thut makes them possible, the stratum of knowledge that
constitutes them historically. Rather than try to explain this knowledge from the
point of view of the practico-inert, 1 try to formulate an analysis from the posi-
tion of what one could call the *theoretico-active."?2

Q: You find yourself therefore confronting a double problem: of history
and formalization.

MF: All these practices, then, these institutions and theories, I take at
the level of traces, that is, almost always at the level of verbal traces. The
ensemble of these traces constitutes a sort of domain considered to be homoge-
neous: one doesn’t establish any differences a priori. The problem is to find
common traits between these traces of orders different enough to constitute what
logicians call classes, aestheticians call forms, men of science call structures,
and which are the invariants common to a certain number of traces.

Q: How have you raised the problem of choice and non-choice?

" MF: I will say that in fact there should not be any privileged choice.
One should be able to read everything, to know all the institutions and all the
practices. None of the values traditionally recognized in the history of ideas and
philosophy should be accepted as such. One is dealing with a field that will
ignore the differences and traditionally important things. Which means that one
will take up Don Quixote, Descartes, and a decree by Pomponne de Belierre
about houses of internment in the same stroke. One will perceive that the gram-
marians of the 18th century have as much importance as the recognized philoso-
phers of the same period.

Q: It is in this sense that you say, for example, that Cuvier and Ricardo
have taught you as much or more than Kant and Hegel. But then the question of
information becomes the pressing one: how do you read everything?

MF: One can read all the grammarians, and all the economists. For The
Birth of the Clinic 1 read every medical work of importance for the methodology
of the period 1780-1820. The choices that one could make are inadmissable, and
shouldn’t exist. One ought to read everything, study everything. In other words,
one must have at one’s disposal the general archive of a period at a given
moment. And archeology is, in a strict sense, the science of this archive.

Q: What determines the choice of historic period (here, as in Madness
and Civilization, you go from the Renaissance to the present), and its relation-
ship with the “archeological” perspective that you adopt?

MF: This kind of research is only possible as the analysis of our own
sub-soil. It’s not a defect of these retrospective disciplines to find their point of
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departure in our own nctunlity. There can be no doubt that the problem of the divi-
sion hetween reason and unrcason became possible only with Nietzsche and
Artaud. And it's the sub-soil of our modern consciousness of madness that | have
wanted to investigate. If there were not something like a fault line in this soil
acheology would not have been possible or necessary. In the same way, if the
yuestion of meaning and of the relation between meaning and the sign had not
appeured in European culture with Freud, Saussure3 and Husserl, it is obvious that
it would not have been necessary to investigate the sub-soil of our consciousness
of meaning. In the two cases these are the critical analyses of our own condition.

Q: What has brought you to adopt the three axes that orient your whole
analysis?

MF: Roughly this. The human sciences that have appeared since the
end of the 19th century are caught, as it were, in a double obligation, a double
and simultaneous postulation: that of hermencutics, interpretation, or exegesis:
one must understand a hidden meaning; and the other: one must formalize, dis-
cover the system, the structural invariant, the network of simultaneities. Yet
these two questions seemed to confront each other in a privileged fashion in the
human scicnces, to the point that one has the impression that it is necessary that
they be one or the other, interpretation or formalization. What I understood was
precisely the archeological research of what had made this ambiguity possible. I
wanted to find the branch that bore this fork. Thus I had to respond to a double
question concerning the classic period: that of the theory of signs, and that of the
cmpirical order, of the constitution of empirical orders.

It appeared to me that in fact the classical age, usually considered as the
age of the radical mechanization of nature, of the mathematization of the living,
was in reality something entirely different, that there existed a very important
domain that included general grammar, natural history and the analysis of
wealth; and that this empirical domain is based on the project of an ordering of
things, and this thanks not to mathematics and geometry but to a systematics of
signs, a sort of general and systematic taxonomy of things.

Q: It’s thus a return to the classical age that has determined the three
axes. How then is the passage in these three domains from the classical age to
the 19th century affected?

MF: It revealed one thing that came to me as a complete surprise: that
man didn’t exist within classical knowledge (savoir). What existed in the place
where we now discover man was the power special to discourse, to the verbal order,
to represent the order of things. In order to study the grammar or the system of
wealth, there was no need to pass through a human science, but through discourse.

Q: Yet, apparently, if ever a literature seemed to speak of man, it was
our literature of the 17th century.
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MEF: Insofar as what existed in classical knowledge were representa-
tions ordered in a discourse, all the notions that are fundamental for our concep-
tion of man, like those of life, work, and language, had no basis in that period,
and no place.

At the end of the 17th century, discourse ceased to play the organizing
role that it had in classical knowledge. There was no longer any transparence
between the order of things and the representations that one could have of them;
things were folded somehow onto their own thickness and onto a demand exte-
rior to representation, and it’s for this reason that languages with their history,
life with its organization and its autonomy, and work with its own capacity for
production appeared. In the face of that, in the lacuna left by discourse, man
constituted himself, a man who is as much one who lives, who speaks and who
works, as one who experiences life, language and work, as one finally who can
be known to the extent that he lives, speaks and works.

Q: Against this background how does our situation today present itself?

MF: At the moment we find ourselves in a very ambiguous situation.
Man has existed since the beginning of the 19th century only because discourse
ceased to have the force of law over the empirical world. Man has existed where
discourse was silenced. Yet with Saussure, Freud and Hegel, at the heart of what
is most fundamental in the knowledge of man, the problem of meaning and the
sign reappeared. Now one can wonder if this return of the great problem of the
sign and meaning, of the order of signs, constitutes a kind of superimposition in
our culture over what had constituted the classical age and modernity, or rather
if it’s a question of omens announcing that man is disappearing, since until the
present the order of man and that of signs have in our culture been incompatible
with each other. Man would die from the signs that were born in him—that’s
what Nietzsche, the first one to see this, meant.

Q: It seems to me that this idea of an incompatability between the order
of signs and the order of man must have a certain number of consequences.

ME: Yes. For example: 1. It makes an idle fancy of the idea of a science
of man that would be at the same time an analysis of signs. 2. It announces the
first deterioration in European history of the anthropological and humanist
episode that we experienced in the 19th century, when one thought that the sci-
ences of man would be at the same time the liberation of man, of the human
being in his plenitude. Experience has shown that in their development the
human sciences lead to the disappearance of man rather than to his apotheosis.
3. Literature, whose status changed in the 19th century when it ceased to belong
to the order of discourse and became the manifestation of language in its thick-
ness, must no doubt now assume another status, is assuming another status, and
the hesitation that it manifests between the vague humanisms and the pure for-
malism of language is no doubt only one of the manifestations of this phenome-
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non that is fundamental Tor us and which makes us oscillate between interpreta-
tion and formalization, man and signs.

Q: Thus one sees clearly the great determinations of French literature
since the classical age take form; in particular, the scheme that leads from a first
humanism, that of Romanticism, to Flaubert, then to this literature of the subject
embodied in the generation of the Nouvelle Revue Frangaise, to the new human-
ism of before and after the war, and today to the formation of the nouveau
roman. Yet German literature holds this kind of evolutionary scheme in check,
however one envisages it.

MF: Perhaps insofar as German classicism was contemporary with this
age of history and interpretation, German literature found itself from its origins
in this confrontation that we are experiencing today. That would explain why
Nietzsche didn’t do anything but become aware of this situation, and now he’s
the one who serves as a light for us.

Q: That would explain why he can appear throughout your book as the
exemplary figure, the non-archeologizable subject (or not yet), since it is starting
from what he opened that the question is raised in all its violence.

MF: Yes, he is the one who through German culture understood that the
rediscovery of the dimension proper to language is incompatible with man.
From that point Nietzsche has taken a prophetic value for us. And then, on the
other hand, it is necessary to condemn with the most complete severity all the
attempts to dull the problem. For example, the use of the most familiar notions
of the 18th century, the schemes of resemblance and contiguity, all of that which
is used to build the human sciences, to found them, all that appears to me to be a
form of intellectual cowardice that serves to confirm what Nietzsche signified to
us for almost a century, that where there is a sign, there man cannot be, and that
where one makes signs speak, there man must fall silent.

What appears to me to be deceiving and naive in reflections on and
analyses of signs is that one supposes them to be always already there, deposited
on the figure of the world, or constituted by men, and that one never investigates
their being. What does it mean. the fact that there are signs and marks of lan-
guage? One must pose the problem of the being of language as a task, in order
not to fall back to a level of reflection which would be that of the 18th century,
to the level of empiricism.

Q: One thing in your book struck me very sharply: the perfect singularity
of its position towards philosophy, the philosophical tradition and history on the
one hand, and on the other towards the history of ideas, methods and concepts.

MF: I was shocked by the fact that there existed on one side a history of
philosophy which gave itself as a privileged object the philosophical edifices
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that the tradition signaled s important (at the very most it meant sccepting,
since it was a little trendy, that it had to do with the birth of industrial capital-
ism), and on the other side a history of ideas, that is to say sub-philosophics,
which took for their privileged object the texts of Montesquieu, Diderot or
Fontenelle.

If one adds to that the histories of the sciences, one cannot fail to be
struck by the impossibility for our culture to raise the problem of the history of
its own thought. It’s why I have tried to make, obviously in a rather particular
style, the history not of thought in general but of all that “contains thought” in a
culture, of all in which there is thought. For there is thought in philosophy, but
also in a novel, in jurisprudence, in law, in an administrative system, in a prison.

Translated by John Johnston

11n the case of Foucault’s use of the terms savoir and connaissance, 1 have
retained the French in parentheses in order to preserve a distinction not avail-
able in English. (Trans.)

2The “practico-inert” is a historical category developed by Jean-Paul Sartre in
Critique of Dialectical Reason (Atlantic Highlands, New Jersey, Humanities
Press: 1976). The practico-inert field is a structure that unifies individuals
from without (e.g., common interest). [Ed.]

3Ferdinand de Saussure’s Course in General Linguistics (New York: McGraw-
Hill, 1966), first published in 1916, is at the origin of the modern science of
signs, or semiotics. [Ed.]



THE DISCOURSE OF HISTORY

.

Q: The double reception given to your book—critical and public,
enthusiastic and reticent—prompts a follow-up interview to the one you gave
more than a year ago, where you laid out the nature and the scope of your
rescarch. Which appears to you to be the most striking reaction to The Order of
Things?

MF: I was struck by the following fact: professional historians recog-
nized it as a work of history, and many others, who think of history as an old
ilea and no doubt feel it to be very outmoded today, cried out at the murder of
history.

Q: Does it not seem to you that the form of the book—I mean by that as
much the absence of detailed notes and bibliographies, accumulated and
acknowledged references, customary for this kind of work, as the mirror play
constituted by Las Meninas and your style itself—has not this form helped to
mask its nature?

MF: No doubt the presentation of the book is not indifferent to these
things, but above all I believe that certain people are ignorant of the very impor-
tant mutation in historical knowledge (savoir) already more than twenty years
old. One knows that the books of Dumézil,! Lévi-Strauss and Lacan count
among the major books of our time, but is it similarly known that, among the
works that assure a new adventure in knowledge today, one must put the books
of Braudel, Furet and Denis Richet, Leroy-Ladurie, the research of the
Cambridge historical school and of the Soviet school?2

Q: You thus situate yourself deliberately as an historian. To what do
you attribute this ignorance?

MF: History, I believe, has become the object of a curious sacralization.
For many intellectuals, a distant respect for history, uninformed and traditionalist,

19
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was the simplest way of reconciling their political conscience and their activity as
researchers or writers. Under the sign of the cross of history, every discourse
became a prayer to the God of just causes. There is a more technical reason. One
must recognize that in domains like linguistics, anthropology, history of religion
and sociology, the concepts, formed in the 19th century and of a dialectical order,
one can say, have been for the most part abandoned. Yet, in the eyes of certain
people, history as a discipline constituted the last refuge of the dialectical order:
in it one could save the reign of rational contradiction. Thus, for these two rea-
sons and against all likelihood, a conception of history was organized on the nar-
rative model as a great sequence of events caught up in a hierarchy of determina-
tions: individuals are grasped at the interior of this totality which transcends them
and plays with them but of which they are perhaps at the same time the badly
conscious authors. To the point that this history, simultaneously an individual
project and a totality, has for some become untouchable: to refuse such a form of
historical statement would be to attack the great cause of the revolution.

Q: The novelty of the historical works you allude to consists in what exactly?

MF: One can characterize them a little schematically as follows:

1. These historians are posing the very difficult problem of periodiza-
tion. They have perceived that the manifest periodization highlighted by politi-
cal revolutions was not always methodologically the best way possible to mark
things out.

2. Each periodization marks out in history a certain level of events, and,
inversely, each layer of events calls for its own periodization. There lies a deli-
cate set of problems, since, according to the level one chooses, one will have to
delimit different periodizations, and according to the periodization that one is
given, one will attain different levels. Thus one accedes to a complex methodol-
ogy of discontinuity.

3. The old traditional opposition between the human sciences and his-
tory (the first studying the synchronic and the non-evolutionary, the second ana-
lyzing the dimension of ceaseless great changes) disappears; change can be the
object of analysis in terms of structure, and historical discourse is populated
with analyses borrowed from ethnology, sociology, and the human sciences.

4. One introduces into historical analysis many more types of relation-
ship and modes of linkage than the universal relation of causality through which
one had formerly wanted to define historical method.

Thus, for the first time perhaps, one has the possibility of analyzing as
an object a set of materials which have been deposited in the course of time in
the form of signs, traces, institutions, practices and works, etc. In all these
changes there are two essential manifestations:

(a) On the historians’ side, the works of Braudel, the Cambridge
school, the Russian school, etc.

(b) The very remarkable critique and analysis of the notion of history
developed by Althusser at the beginning of Reading Capital 3
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Q: Thus you mark a direet kinship between your works and those of
Louis Althusser?

MF: Having been his student and owing him much, perhaps I tend to
place under his sign an effort that he might challenge, so much that I can’t
respond to what concerns him. But all the same, I would say: open Althusser’s
books. There remains, however, between Althusser and myself, an obvious dif-
ference: he employs the word epistemological break in relation to Marx, while I
affirm that Marx does not represent such a break.4

Q: Is not this difference over Marx precisely the most manifest sign of
what has appeared to be arguable in your analysis of the structural mutations of
knowledge (savoir) in the course of the 19th cefitury?

MF: What I said ¢ propos of Marx concerns the precise epistemological
domain of political economy. Whatever the importance of the modifications
Marx brings to Ricardo’s analysis, I do not believe that his economic analyses
escape the epistemological space inaugurated by Ricardo. On the other hand,
one can suppose that Marx introduced into the historical and political conscious-
ness of men a radical break and that the Marxist theory of society inaugurated an
entirely new epistemological field.

My book bears the sub-title “An archeology of the human sciences™:
that itself supposes another, which would be precisely the analysis of knowledge
(savoir) and of historical consciousness in the West since the 16th century. And
even before having advanced very far in this work, it seemed to me that the great
break has to be situated at the level of Marx. Here we are led back to what I was
saying earlier: the periodization of domains of knowledge (connaissance) cannot
be made in the same way according to the levels where one is positioned. One
finds oneself before a kind of superimposition of bricks and the interesting thing,
the strange and curious thing, will be to know precisely how and why the episte-
mological break for the life sciences, economy and language is situated at the
beginning of the 19th century, and at the middle of the 19th century for the the-
ory of history and politics.

Q: But that means breaking deliberately with the tendency to privilege his-
tory as the harmonic science of the totality as the Marxist tradition transmits it to us.

MF: In my opinion this widespread idea is not really to be found in
Marx. But I will respond, since in this domain where one is still only broaching
possible principles, it is still way too early to pose the problem of the reciprocal
determinations of these layers. It is not at all impossible that one can discover
forms of determination such that all the levels line up and move together in a great
regimented step on the bridge of historical progress. But that’s only an hypothesis.
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Q: In the articles that attack your book the words “to freeze history™
return like a leitmotif and seem to formulate the more fundamental accusation,
which puts into question as much your conceptual scheme as the narrative tech-
nique it implies, in fact the very possibility, as you intend to do it, of formulating
a logic of mutation. What do you think of this objection?

MF: In what is called the history of ideas one describes change in gen-
eral by making things easy in two ways:

(1) One uses concepts which appear to me to be a little magical, like
influence, crisis, the realization of something (la prise de conscience), the interest
taken in a problem, etc. All utilitarian, they do not appear to me to be operating.

(2) When one encounters a difficulty, one goes from the level of analysis
which is that of the statements themselves to another which is exterior to it. Thus,
when confronted with a change, a contradiction or an incoherence, one resorts to
an explanation in terms of social conditions, mentality, vision of the world, etc.

I wanted, through a methodological move, to do without all that; conse-
quently, I have tried to describe statements, entire groups of statements, by mak-
ing the relations of implication, of opposition and exclusion which could link
them appear.

I am told for example that I have admitted or invented an absolute
break between the end of the 18th century and the beginning of the 19th. In fact,
when one carefully examines the scientific discourse of the end of the 18th cen-
tury, one notices a very rapid and in truth a very enigmatic change. I wanted to
describe this change very precisely, in other words to establish the transforma-
tions necessary and sufficient for passing from the initial form of scientific dis-
ourse, that of the 18th century, to its final form, that of the 19th. The set for
transformations that I have defined maintains a certain number of theoretical ele-
ments, displaces others, sees old ones disappear and new ones arise; all that
allows me to define the rule of passage in the domains I have focused upon.
What I have wanted to establish is the very contrary of a discontinuity, since I
have made manifest the very form of passage from one state to another.

Q: I wonder if the equivocation doesn’t derive from the difficulty of
thinking side by side the terms of the change and passage on the one hand, and
the picture and the description on the other.

MF: All the same, it’s been more than fifty years since we perceived
that the task of description was essential in domains like those of history, ethnol-
ogy and language. After all, mathematical language since Galileo and Newton
doesn’t function as an explanation of nature but as a description of a process. I
don’t see why one should contest the attempt of non-formalized disciplines like
history to undertake for themselves the first task of description.

Q: How do you conceive the methodological orientation of this first task?
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ME: (1) One must be able, if what | have said is true, to account for and
analyze exactly the texts I've discussed according to the same schemes by bring-
ing to them several supplementary transformations.

(2) One can very well reconsider these texts, and the material itself that
1 have treated, in a description that would have another periodization and would
be situated at another level. When one makes an archeology of historical knowl-
cdge (savoir) for example, it will be necessary to utilize again the texts on lan-
guage and to relate them to exegetical techniques, the criticism of sources, and
to all knowledge conceming the holy scriptures and the historic tradition; their
description will then be different. But these descriptions, if they are exact, must
be such that one can define the transformations that permit one to pass from one
to the other.

In one sense description is infinite, in another it is closed, to the extent
that it tends to establish a theoretical model cipable of accounting for relations
that exist between the discourse studied.

Q: It would seem that it is this double character of description that cre-
ates the reticence or the bewilderment, since history finds itself at once directly
grafted onto the infinity of its archives, therefore onto the non-sense proper to
every infinity, and mastered in the models whose formal character challenges
inherent to the non-sense every closure. And the effect is all the more powerful
as your book observes an absolute distance towards what one could call “living
history,” where the practice turns the non-sense into a sort of familiarity in a
“natural” world of actions and institutions. How do you understand this break on
which The Order of Things is established?

MF: I wanted to engage in a rigorous description of the statements
themselves, and it appeared to me that the domain of statements very much
obeyed certain formal laws, that one could for example discover a single theo-
retical model for different epistemological domains and, in this sense, infer an
autonomy of discouse. But there is no reason for describing this autonomous
layer of discourse except to the extent that one can relate it to other layers, prac-
tices, institutions, social and political relations, etc. It is this relationship that has
always haunted me. Both in Madness and Civilization and The Birth of the
Clinic 1 precisely wanted to define the different relationships between these vari-
ous domains. For example, I took the epistemological domain of medicine but
also of the institutions of repression, of hospitalization, of aid to the unem-
ployed, of administrative control over public health, etc. I perceived that things
were more complicated than I had believed in the first two works, that the dis-
cursive domains didn’t always obey the structures that had common practical
domains and associated institutions; on the other hand, they obeyed structures
common to other epistemological domains, there was something like an isomor-
phism of discourses for a given period. One finds oneself before two axes of per-
pendicular description: theoretical models common to several discourses, and
relationships between a discursive domain and a non-discursive domain. In The
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Order of Things | traversed the horizontal axis; in Madness and Civilization and
The Birth of the Clinic the vertical dimension of the figure.

For the first, let someone show me, using texts as a basis, that such a
theoretical coherence among discourses doesn’t exist and a real discussion could
begin. As for minimizing the domain of practice, my preceding books are there
to show that I am far from doing that; for their relationship I’ll refer to an illus-
trative example. When Dumézil demonstrates that the Roman religion has an
isomorphic relationship with Scandinavian or Celtic legends or some Iranian
rite, he doesn’t mean that Roman religion doesn’t have its place within Roman
history, that the history of Rome doesn’t exist, but that one cannot describe the
history of Roman religion, its relationships with institutions, social classes and
economic conditions except by taking into account its internal morphology. In
the same way, to demonstrate that the scientific discourses of a period stem from
a common theoretical model does not mean that they escape history and float in
the air as if disembodied and isolated, but that one cannot write the history and
analyze the functioning of the role of this knowledge (savoir), the conditions
that give rise to it, and the manner in which it is rooted in the society without
taking into account the force and consistency of these isomorphisms.

Q: This objectivity that you grant theoretical models in view of exten-
sively analyzing history as a science and, for the constitution of these models,
the descriptive logic as such, obliges us to investigate the point of departure of
this description, its source in some sense. In the case of a book as personal as
yours this amounts to trying to understand the relationship of the author and his
text, exactly what place it can, wants to, and must occupy.

MF: 1 can’t respond to that without plunging into the book itself. If the
style of analysis that I tried to formulate in it is admissible, one should be able to
define the theoretical model to which not only my book, but those which belong
to the same configuration of knowledge (savoir) also belong. No doubt it is one
that permits us today to treat history as a set of statements actually articulated, to
treat language as an object of description and as a set of relationships in reference
to discourse and to statements which make up the object of interpretation. It is
our period and it alone that makes possible the appearance of this set of texts that
treat gramrnar, natural history and political economy as so many objects.

So much so in fact that the author, in that and only in that, constitutes
that of which he speaks. My book is a pure and simple “fiction”: it’s a novel, but
it’s not I who invented it; it is the relationship between our period and its episte-
mological configuration and this mass of statements. The subject is indeed pre-
sent in the totality of the book, but he is the anonymous “one” who speaks today
in all that is said.

Q: How do you understand the status of this anonymous “one”?

MF: Perhaps we are undoing little by little, and not without great diffi-



Phe Discourse of Hivtory . 2

culty, the great distrust an allegory. By that 1 mean the simple idea of demanding
fiom o text nothing but what the text truly says beneath what it really says. No
doubt that's the heritage of an ancicnt exegetical tradition: underneath every-
thing said, we suspect that another thing is being said. The lay version of this
allegorical mistrust has had the effect of assigning to every commentator the
tusk of discovering everywhere the true thought of the author, what he said with-
out saying it, meant without succeeding to say it, wanted to hide and yet allowed
to appear. One perceives that today there are many other possibilities for dealing
with language. Thus the contemporary critic—and this is what distinguishes him
trom what was done still very recently—is formulating, according to the diverse
texts that he studies, his object-texts, a sort of new combinatory. Instead of
reconstituting its immanent secret, he grasps the text as a set of elements (words,
metaphors, literary forms, a set of narratives) among which one can make
ubsolutely new relations appear insofar as they,have not been mastered by the
writer’s project and are made possible only through the work as such. The for-
mal relations that one thus discovers were not present in the mind of anyone,
they do not constitute the latent content of statements, their indiscreet secret;
they are a construction, but an exact construction as long as the relations thus
described can actually be assigned to the materials treated. We have learned to
put the words of men into yet unformulated relationships stated by us for the
first time, and yet objectively exact.

Thus contemporary critics are abandoning the great myth of interiority:
intimior intimio ejus. They find themselves totally displaced from the old themes
of locked enclosures, of the treasure in the box that he habitually sought in the
depth of the work’s container. Placing themselves outside the text, they consti-
tute a new exterior for it, writing texts out of texts.

Q: In terms of that description it seems to me that modern literary criti-
cism, in its very richness and multiple contributions, is guilty of a curious
regression in relation to one in whom it found the essential of its demands: I
mean Maurice Blanchot. For if Blanchot, under the name of “Literature,” actu-
ally won for the space of modern thought the imperious exteriority of the text, in
no way did he attribute to himself this facility that tends to avoid the violence of
the work as place of the name and of a biography whose secret, precisely, is to
be diversely traversed by the irreducible and abstract force of literature. Its vig-
orous itinerary Blanchot retraces, in each case, without caring to describe it as
such in the logic of its forms, as a more learned critic would want to.

MF: It’s true that it is Blanchot who has made all discourse on literature
possible. First of all because he’s the one who has shown above all that works
are linked to one another through this exterior face of their language where “lit-
erature” appears. Literature is thus what constitutes the outside of every work,
what ploughs up every written language and leaves on every text an empty claw
mark. It is not a mode of language, but a hollow that traverses like a great move-
ment all literary languages. By making this instance of literature appear as a



20 Foucault Live

“common place,” an empty space where works come to lodge themselves, |
believe that he has assigned to the contemporary critic what must be his object,
what makes his work both of exactitude and invention possible.

One can affirm, on the other hand, that Blanchot has made it possible by
instituting between the author and the work a mode of relationship that had
remained unsuspected. We now know that the work does not belong to the
author’s project, nor even to the one of his existence. It maintains with him rela-
tionships of negation and destruction, it is for him the flowing of an eternal out-
side, and yet there exists beween them this primordial function of the name. It is
through the name that in a work a modality irreducible to the anonymous murmur
of all other languages is marked. It is certain that the contemporary literary critic
has not yet really investigated this existence of the name that Blanchot has pro-
posed for him. He really ought to deal with it, since the name marks for the work
its relations of opposition, of difference with other works, and since it character-
izes absolutely the mode of being of the literary work in a culture and in institu-
tions like ours. After all, it's now been five or six centuries since the anonymous,
apart from exceptional cases, has disappeared completely from literary language.

Q: It’s for that reason, I think, that the lesson of Blanchot, compared
with the technical critiques towards which he maintains an equal distance, finds
a more accurate echo in an interpretation of the psychoanalytic type, which
maintains itself by definition in the space of the subject, than in the linguistic
type of interpretation, where often the risk of mechanical abstraction arises.
What is precisely important and problematic in certain research of the “scien-
tific” type like yours is a somewhat new relationship of familiarity that they
appear to maintain with the more explicitly “subjective” works of literature.

MEF: It would be very interesting to know of what the designatable,
“nameable” individuality of a scientific work consists; those of Abel or
Lagrange for example are marked by characteristics of writing that individualize
them as surely as a painting by Titian or page of Chateaubriand. And similarly
for the philosophic or descriptive writings of Linnaeus or Buffon. They are
caught up however in the network of all those who speak of “the same thing,”
who are contemporary to them or follow them: this network that envelopes them
outlines these great figures without a social identity that one calls *mathemat-
ics,” “history,” or “biology.”

The problem of the singularity or the relation between the name and the
network is an old problem, but in former times there existed certain kinds of
channels and marked paths that separated literary works, works on physics or
mathematics and historical works from one another; each one evolved on its
own level and in some way in the territory where it was assigned, in spite of a
whole set of overlappings, borrowings and resemblances. One can note today
that all this dividing up, this separation, is being effaced or being reconstituted in
another mode altogether. Thus the relations between linguistics and literary
works, between music and mathematics, the discourse of historians and econo-
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mists are no longer simply of an order of borrowing, imitation or involuntary
unalogy, nor even of structural isomorphism; these works and progressions are
tormed in relation to one another and exist for one another. There is a literature
of linguistics and not an influence of grammarians on the grammar and the
vacabulary of novelists. In the same way, mathematics is not applicable to the
construction of musical language, as at the end of the 17th century and the
beginning of the 19th; it actually constitutes the formal universe of the musical
work itself. In such a way that one is witness to a general and vertiginous efface-
ment of the old distribution of languages.

One says gladly that nothing else today interests us but language and
that it has become the universal object. We must not make a mistake there: this
sovereignty is the provisional, equivocal, precarious sovereignty of a tribe in
migration. Of course we are interested in language; yet it’s not that we have
finally entered into its possession, but rather that it escapes us more than ever
before. Its boundaries have collapsed and its calm universe has entered into
fusion; and if we are submerged, it is not so much through its intemporal vigor
as through the movement today of its wave.

Q: How do you situate yourself personally in this mutation that pulls the
most demanding works of knowledge (savoir) into a sort of novelistic adventure?

MF: In contrast to those whom one calls structuralists, I am not so
interested in the formal possibilities offered by a system like language.
Personally I am rather haunted by the existence of discourse, by the fact that
particular words have been spoken; these events have functioned in relation to
their original situation, they have left traces behind them; they subsist and exer-
cise, in this subsistence even within history, a certain number of manifest or
secret functions.

Q: Thus you yield to the passion proper to the historian who wants to
respond to the infinite rumor of the archives.

MF: Yes, for my object is not language but the archive, that is to say the
accumulated existence of discourse. Archeology, such as I intend it, is kin neither
to geology (as analysis of the sub-soil), nor to genealogy (as descriptions of begin-
nings and sequences); it’s the analysis of discourse in its modality of archive.

A nightmare has pursued me since childhood: I have under my eyes a
text that I can’t read, or of which only a tiny part can be deciphered; I pretend to
read it, but I know that I'm inventing; then the text suddenly blurs completely, I
can no longer read anything or even invent, my throat constricts and I wake up.

I don’t know what there can be of the personal in this obsession with
language, which exists everywhere and escapes us in its very survival. It sur-
vives by turning its look away from us, its face inclined toward a night of which
we know nothing.
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How to justify these discourses on discourse that I undertake? What sta-
tus do we give them? One begins to perceive, above all on the side of logicians and
the students of Russell and Wittgenstein, that language can be analyzed in terms of
its formal properties only on the condition of taking account of its concrete func-
tioning. Language is very much a set of structures, but discourses are unities of
function, and the analysis of language in its totality cannot fail to confront this
essential demand. To this extent what I do is located in the general anonymity of
all the research which today turns around language, that is to say not only the lan-
guage that permits us to speak, but the discourses that have been spoken.

Q: More precisely, what do you mean by this idea of the anonymous?

MF: I wonder if we’re not discovering again today, in the relationship
of the name to the anonymous, a certain transposition of the old classic problem
of the individual and the truth, or of the individual and beauty. How is it that an
individual born at a given moment, having such a history and such a face, can
discover, by himself and for the first time, some truth, perhaps even the truth?
That’s the question to which Descartes responds in the Meditations: how could I
discover the truth? And many years later we find it again in the romantic theme
of the genius: How can an individual lodged in a fold of history discover the
forms of beauty in which the whole truth of a period or of a civilization is
expressed? The problem today is no longer posed in these terms: we are no
longer in the truth but in the coherence of discourse, no longer in beauty, but in
the complex relations of forms. It's a question now of knowing how an individ-
ual, a name, can be the support of an element or group of elements that, in being
integrated into the coherence of discourses or the indefinite network of forms,
comes to efface or at least to render empty and useless this name, this individu-
ality of which he bears however to a certain point, for a certain time and in cer-
tain respects, the mark. We have to conquer the anonymous, to justify for our-
selves the enormous presumption of one day finally becoming anonymous, a lit-
tle like the classics had to justify for themselves the enormous presumption of
having found the truth, and of attaching their names to it. The problem in the
past for the one who wrote was to tear himself out of the anonymity of every-
thing; nowadays, it’s to succeed in effacing one’s own name and of coming to
lodge one’s voice in this great anonymous murmur of discourses held today.

Q: Does it not seem to you however that it’s there, as soon as the move-
ment is pushed to the extreme, that we enter into the double game of affirmation
and effacement of the word and silence, of which Blanchot makes the essence of
the literary act, when he assigns to the work the chosen function of a rich abode of
silence facing the unbearable immensity of speech without which, however, it
would not exist? When Lévi-Strauss says of The Raw and the Cooked:5 “Thus this
book on myths, in my own way, is a myth,” he has seen the sovereign impersonality
of myth, and yet few books, from this very fact, are as personal as his Mythologies.
You are, in a very different way, in a similar situation in relation to history.
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MF: What gives books like those which have no other pretension than
(o be anonymous so many marks of singularity and individuality are not the
privileged signs of a style, nor the mark of a singular or individual interpreta-
tion, but the rage to apply the craser by which one meticulously effaces all that
could refer to a written individuality. Between writers and people who write
(écrivants) there are the effacers.6

Bourbaki is at bottom the model. The dream for all of us would be,
each in his own domain, to make something like this Bourbaki, where mathe-
matics is elaborated under the anonymity of a fantastic name. Perhaps the irre-
ducible difference between research in mathematics and our activities is that the
eraser marks intended to attain the anonymous indicate more surely the signa-
ture of a name than the ostentatious penholder. And yet one could say that
Bourbaki has his style and very much his own way of being anonymous.

14

Q: Like your reference to the classic relation of the individual, this
leads me to think that the author’s position in this kind of research seems like a
doubling of that of the philosopher, always ambiguous, between science and lit-
erature. In this sense, what do you think is the modern status of philosophy?

MF: It seems to me that philosophy no longer exists; not that it has dis-
appeared, but it has been disseminated into a great number of diverse activities.
Thus the activities of the axiomatician, the linguist, the anthropologist, the histo-
rian, the revolutionary, the man of politics can be forms of philosophical activity.
In the 19th century the reflection that investigated the condition of possibility of
objects was philosophical; today philosophy is every activity that makes a new
object appear for knowledge or practice—whether this activity stems from math-
ematics, linguistics, anthropology or history.

Q: Nevertheless, in the last chapter of The Order of Things, where you
deal with the human sciences today, you privilege history over all other disci-
plines. Would it therefore be a new way of rediscovering this power of synthetic
legislation that used to be the proper privilege of philosophic thought, and that
Heidegger already recognized not as that of traditional philosophy, but as “his-
tory of philosophy”?

MF: Indeed, history does retain, in relation to my investigation, a privi-
leged position. It’s because in our culture, at least for several centuries, discourse
has been linked together through history as a mode: we receive things which have
been spoken as if they come from a past where they succeeded one another, were
opposed, influenced, replaced, engendered and accumulated. The cultures “with-
out history” are obviously not those where there was neither event, nor evolution,
nor revolution, but where discourses were not added together according history as
a mode; they are juxtaposed; they replace one another; they are forgotten; they
are transformed. On the other hand, in a culture like ours, every discourse appears
against the background of the disappearance of every event.
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That’s why in studying a set of theoretical discourses conceming lan-
guage, economy and living beings 1 did not want to establish a priori the possi-
bilities or impossibilities of such knowledges—this is an element of birth, that of
survival, etc. I wanted to do an historian’s work by showing the simultaneous
functioning of these discourses and the transformations which accounted for
their visible changes.

But history for all that does not have to play the role of a philosophy of
philosophy, to pride itself in being the language of languages, as the historicism
which tended to pass to the account of history the legislative and critical power
of philosophy wanted it in the 19th century. If history possesses a privilege, it
would rather be to the extent to which it would play the role of an internal eth-
nology of our culture and of our rationality, and would consequently incarnate
the very possibility of every ethnology.

Q: After this long detour, I would like to return to the book, and to ask
you the reason for this gap that one senses in your position when one passes
from the analysis of the 17th and 18th centuries to that of the 19th and 20th cen-
turies, a gap which has been the object of some of the most lively reservations
formulated towards your work.

MF: Yes, something seems to change with the 19th century in the
arrangement of the book. The same thing occurred in Madness and Civilization:
people assumed that I wanted to attack modern psychiatry and in The Order of
Things that 1 was being polemical towards the thought of the 19th century. In
fact there is a very big difference in the two analyses. I can indeed define the
classical age in its own configuration through the double difference that opposes
it to the 16th and to the 19th centuries. I can only define the modern age in its
singularity by opposing it to the 17th century on one hand and to us on the other;
it is necessary, therefore, in order to be able to continuously establish the divi-
sion, to make the difference that separates us from them surge up under each one
of our sentences. From this modem age which begins around 1790-1810 and
goes to around 1950, it’s a matter of detaching onself, whereas for the classical
age it’s only a matter of describing it.

The apparently polemical character stems from the fact that it’s a ques-
tion of hollowing out the whole mass of discourse that’s accumulated under our
feet. One can discover from a gradual movement the old latent configurations;
but as soon as it’s a matter of determining the system of discourse within which
we are still living, at the moment we are obliged to put into question the words
that still resonate in our ears and which are indistinguishable from those we are
trying to speak, then the archeologist, like the Nietzschean philosopher, is forced
to resort to the blows of the hammer.

Q: The unique and enthusiastic status that you accord to Nietzsche—is
it not the most manifest sign of this irremediable gap?

”
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ME: 11 1 had to begin again this book that 1 finished two years ago, |
would try not to give Nietzsche this ambiguous status, absolutely privileged and
meta-historical, that 1 gave him out of weakness. It is due to the fact that no
doubt my archeology owes more to the Nietzschean genealogy than to struc-
turalism properly called.

Q: But how, in this case, can you return Nietzsche to the archeologist
without the risk of being as false towards the one as towards the other? It seems
that there is in the very fact an insurmountable contradiction. I see it, in your
book, in the figured form of a conflict in principle between Nietzsche and Las
Meninas. For, without resorting to a facile play on your predilection for spatial
metaphors, it is clear that the painting proves to be the privileged place, as it is,
in one sense, for all structuralism: it is there, I think, that you compare the
anonymity of the present with that of the 17th cgntury, in the name of an idea of
reading that can arrange history in a painting as well as in the Borges text on the
Chinesc encyclopedia where your book has its “place of birth,” in the very
movement of historical evolution. That’s why the 19th century, where history is
invented in the form of a gap between signs and humans, is the object of debate,
and our period the hope of a new resolution through an attempt to re-integrate
the historical subject into the space of the painting in a new anonymity.

Is not Nietzsche precisely the place where all the signs converge in the
irreducible dimension of a subject, anonymous by dint of being himself, anony-
mous by dint of incorporating the totality of voices in the form of a fragmentary
discourse; and is it not in that the extreme and exemplary form of thought and of
all expression as autobiography without remainder, which is always lacking in
the space of the painting just as in the time of history, where it is and is not, for
one cannot say it but in the sense of its own madness and not through recourse to
an exterior law? Thus the fact that Nietzsche, and with him a certain truth of lit-
crature, escapes your book—which owes him so much and brings so much to
him—doesn’t this fact bear witness of the impossibility of all discourse at the
same level? And even that, in the form of your presence in the book, is it not to
the exact measure of the impossible anonymity you don, which to be total, can
only signify today a world without the written word or, to the point of madness,
the circular literalness of Nietzsche?

MF: 1t is difficult to answer this question; for it is from it, at bottom,
that all your questions come, and as a consequence our whole dialogue; it is
what supports the passionate interest, a little aloof, that you bring to all that is
happening around you, and to the generations that precede you; from this ques-
tion comes your desire to write and to ask questions. Here then begins the inter-
view with Raymond Bellour conducted by Michel Foucault, an interview that
has gone on for several years and from which perhaps one day Les Lettres
frangaises? will publish a fragment.

Translated by John Johnston
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/ . . .
1 Georges Dumézil inaugurated a new era in the study of Indo-European

mythologies and religions. [Ed.]

2 Fernand Braudel, Frangois Furet, Denis Richet and Emmanuel Leroy-Ladurie
belong to the Annales school of French historians, founded by Marc Bloch and
Lucien Febvre in 1929, which champions the study of “total history.” See
Braudel’s The Mediterranean and the Mediterranean World in the Age of
Philip Il (New York: Harper & Row, 1976), and Leroy-Ladurie’s The Mind and
Method of the Historian (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1981). [Ed.]

3 Louis Althusser, Reading Capital (London: New Left Books, 1979). [Ed.]

4 The epistemological break is a concept introduced into the philosophy of sci-
ence by Gaston Bachelard, and employed by Althusser in his reading of
Marx. [Ed.]

5 Claude Lévi-Strauss, The Raw and the Cooked (New York: Octagon, 1979).
(Ed.]

6 The distinction between écrivains and écrivants (people who use writing for
other purposes) was introduced by Roland Barthes in Critical Essays
(Chicago: Northwestern University Press, 1972). [Ed.]

7 “Les Lettres frangaises,” directed by Louis Aragon, was the literary (and rather
liberal) organ of the French CP. [Ed.]



HisTORY, DISCOURSE AND
DISCONTINUITY

Q: Doesn't a thought which introduces constraint of the system and dis-
continuity in the history of the mind remove all basis for a progressive political
intervention? Does it not lead to the following dilemma:

—either the acceptance of the system,

—or the appeal to an uncontrolled event, to the irruption of exterior
violence which alone is capable of upsetting the system?

MF: I have chosen the last of the questions put to me (not without
regret for abandoning the others): 1) because at first glance it surprised me, and
because I became quickly convinced that it concerned the very core of my work;
2) because it allowed me to offer at least a few of the answers which 1 would
have liked to give for the others; 3) because it gave expression to questioning
which no theoretical work today can eschew.

I must admit that you have characterized with extreme accuracy what I
have undertaken to do, and that you have at the same time singled out the point of
inevitable discord: “to introduce constraint of the system and discontinuity in the
history of the mind.” Yes, I recognize that this is an almost unjustifiable state-
ment. With diabolical pertinency you have succeeded in giving a definition of my
work to which I cannot avoid subscribing, but for which no one would, reason-
ably, ever wish to assume responsibility. I suddenly sense how bizarre my posi-
tion is, how strange and hardly justifiable. And I now perceive how much this
work, which was no doubt somewhat solitary, but always patient, with no other
law but its own and sufficiently carried out, I thought, to be able to stand by itself,
has deviated in relation to the best-established norms, how discordant it was.

However, two or three details in the very accurate definition which you
propose bother me, preventing me from (perhaps allowing me to avoid) agreeing
completely with it.

First of all you use the word system in the singular. Now, I am a plural-
ist. Here's what I mean. (You will allow me, I think, to speak not only of my last
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book, but also of those which preceded it; this is because together they form a
cluster of research whose themes and chronological reference points are quite
adjacent; also because each one constitutes a descriptive experiment which is
opposed to and therefore relates to the other two by a certain number of traits.) |
am a pluralist: the problem which I have set myself is that of the individualiza-
tion of discourses. There exist for individualizing the discourses criteria which
are known and reliable (or almost): the linguistic system to which they belong,
the identity of the subject which has articulated them. But other criteria, which
are not less familiar, are much more enigmatic. When one speaks of psychiatry,
or of medicine, or of grammar, or of biology, or of economics, what is one
speaking of? What are these curious entities which we believe we can recognize
at first glance, but whose limits we would be at a loss to define? Some of these
units seem to go back to the dawn of human history (medicine as well as mathe-
matics), whereas others have appeared recently (economics, psychiatry), and
still others have perhaps disappeared (casuistry). To these units new terms are
endlessly added and they are constantly modified by them (the strange units of
sociology and psychology which since their appearance have not ceased to start
afresh). There are units which are obstinately maintained after so many errors,
neglect, so much innovation, so many metamorphoses and which sometimes
undergo such radical mutations that one would have difficulty in considering
them as identical to themselves (how can one affirm that economics remains the
same, uninterrupted, from the physiocrats to Keynes?).

Perhaps there are discourses which can at each moment redefine their
own individuality (for example, mathematics can reinterpret at each point in time
the totality of its history); but in each of the cases that I have cited, the discourse
cannot restore the totality of its history within the unity of a strict framework.
There remain two traditional recourses. The historical-transcendental recourse: an
attempt to find, beyond all historical manifestation and historical origin, a pri-
mary formation, the opening of an inexhaustible horizon, a plan which would
move backward in time in relation to every event, and which would maintain
throughout history the constantly unwinding plan of an unending unity. The
empirical or psychological recourse: seeking out the founder, interpreting what he
meant, detecting the implicit meanings which were lying silent and dormant in
his discourse, following the thread or the destiny of these meanings, describing
the traditions and the influences, fixing the moment of awakenings, of lapses, of
awareness, of crises, of changes in the mind, the sensitivity or the interest of men.
Now it seems to me that the first of these recourses is tautological, the second
extrinsic and unessential. It is by marking out and by systematizing their very
character that I would like to attempt to individualize the large units which scan
simultaneously or successively the world of our discourses.

I have retained three groups of criteria:

1) The criteria of formation. What permits us to individualize a dis-
course such as political economy or general grammar, is not the unity of an
object; it is not a formal structure; not is it a conceptual coherent architecture; it
is not a fundamental philosophical choice; it is rather the existence of rules of
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formation for all its objects (however scattered they may be), for all its opera-
tions (which often can neither be superimposed nor linked together in succes-
sion), for all its concepts (which may very well be incompatible), for all its theo-
retical options (which are often mutually exclusive). There is an individualized
discursive formation every time one can define a similar set of rules.

2) The criteria of transformation or of threshold. 1 shall say that natural
history (or psycho-pathology) are units of discourse, if I can define the condi-
tions which must have been brought together at a very precise moment of time,
in order that its objects, its operations, its concepts and its theoretical options
¢ould be formed; if I can define what internal modifications it was capable of;
tinally if I can define from what threshold of transformation new rules have been
brought into play.

3) The criteria of correlation. 1 will say that clinical medicine is an
autonomous discursive formation if I can define the whole of the relations which
define it and situate it among the other types of disCourse (as biology, chemistry,
political theory or the analysis of society) and in the nondiscursive context in which'
it functions (institutions, social relations, economic and political circumstances).

These criteria allow us to substitute differentiated analyses for the
broad themes of general history (whether it concern *“the progress of reason™ or
“the spirit of a century”). They allow us to describe, as epistemic of a period, not

“the sum of its knowledge, nor the general style of its research, but the deviation,
the distances, the oppositions, the differences, the relations of its multiple scien-
tific discourses: the epistemic is not a sort of grand unifying theory, it is a space
of dispersion, it is an open field of relationships and no doubt indefinitely
describable. They allow us furthermore to describe not broad history which
would carry off all the sciences in a single swoop, but the types of history—that
is to say, what was retained and transformed—which characterize the different
discourses (the history of mathematics does not follow the same model as the
history of biology, which does not follow the same model of psycho-pathology
either): the epistemic is not a slice of history common to all the sciences: it is a
simultaneous play of specific remanences. Finally they allow us to situate the
different thresholds in their respective place: for nothing proves in advance (and
nothing demonstrates after examination either) that their chronology is the same
for all types of discourse; the threshold which one can describe for the analysis
of language at the beginning of the 19th century has doubtless no counterpart in
the history of mathematics; and, what is more paradoxical, the threshold of for-
mation for political economy (noted by Ricardo) does not coincide with the con-
stitution—by Marx—of an analysis of society and of history!. The Epistemic is
not a general stage of reason; it is a complex relationship of successive dis-
placement in time.

Nothing, you see, is more foreign to me than the quest for a constrain-
ing sovereign and unique form. I do not seek to detect, starting from various
signs, the unitary spirit of an epoch, the general form of its conscience: some-
thing like a Weltanschauung. Nor have I described either the emergence and
eclipse of a formal structure which might reign for a time over all the manifesta-
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tions of thought: I have not written the history of a transcendental eclipse. Nor,
finally, have I described thoughts or century-old sensitivities coming to life, stut-
tering, struggling and dying out like great phantoms—like souls playing out
their shadow theater against the backdrop of history. I have studied, one after
another, whole sets of discourses; I have characterized them; I have defined the
play of rules, of transformations, of thresholds, of remanences. I have com-
pounded them, I have described clusters of relationships. Wherever I have
deemed it necessary I have allowed the systems to proliferate.

* ok ok ¥ k

You say, a thought which “emphasizes discontinuity.” This, indeed, is a
notion whose importance today—amongst historians as with linguists—cannot
be underestimated. But the use of the singular does not appear to me to be
entirely suitable. Here again, | am a pluralist. My problem is to substitute the
analysis of different types of transformation for the abstract general and weari-
some form of “‘change” in which one so willingly thinks in terms of succession.
This implies two things: setting aside the old forms of weak continuity through
which one ordinarily attenuates the raw fact of change (tradition, influence,
habits of thought, broad mental forms, constraints of the human mind), and stub-
bornly stressing instead the lively intensity of the difference: establishing metic-
ulously the deviation. Next, discarding all the psychological explanations of
change (the genius of the great inventors, crises of conscience, the appearance of
a new form of mind); and defining with the greatest care the transformations
which have—I don’t say provoked—but constituted the change. Replacing, in
short, the theme of becoming (general form, abstract element, primary cause and
universal effect, a confused mixture of the identical and the new) by the analysis
of the transformations in their specificity.

@Wiﬂu‘n a given discursive formation, detecting the changes which
affect the™Objects, the operations, the concepts, the theoretical options. Thus, one
can distinguish (I limit myself to the example of general grammar): the changes
by deduction or implication (the theory of verb-copula implied the distinction
between a substantive root and a verbal inflexion); the changes by generalization
(extension to the verb of the theory of word designation, and consequent disap-
pearance of the verb-copula theory); the changes by limitation (the concept of
attribute is specified by the notion of complement); the changes by passing to
the complementary (from the project of constructing a universal and readily
understood language is derived the search for the hidden secrets of the most
primitive of languages); the changes by passing to the other term of an alterna-
tive (primacy of vowels or primacy of consonants in the constitution of roots);
the changes through permutation of dependencies (one can establish the theory
of the verb on the theory of the noun or inversely); the changes by exclusion or
inclusion (the analysis of languages as systems of representative signs renders
obsolete the search for their relationship which is reintroduced, on the other
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hand, by the quest of a primitive Innguage).
These different types of change constitute in themselves altogether the
whole of the characteristic derivations of a discursive formation.

(2) Detecting the changes which affect discursive formations themselves:
—displacement of boundaries which define the field of possible objects
' (the medical object at the beginning of the 19th century ceases to be taken in a sur-
face of classification; it is marked out in the three-dimensional space of the body);
—new position_and new role of the speaking subject in the discourse
(the subject in the discourse of the naturalists of the T8th century becomes
exclusively a looking subject following a grid, and noting according to a code; it
ceases to be listening, interpreting, deciphering);
—new functions of language with respect to objects (beginning with
"Tournefort the role of the discourse of the naturalist is not to penetrate into things,
to capture from them the language which they secretly enclose, nor to bring it to
light; but to extend a surface of transcription where the form, the number, the size
and the disposition of elements can be translated in a univocal manner);
—new form of localization and of circulation of the discourse in society
(the clinical discourse is not formulated in the same places, it does not have the same
recording procedures, it is not diffused, it is not cumulative, it is not conserved nor is
it contested in the same way as the medical discourse of the 18th century).
e All these changes of a type superior to the preceding ones define the
transformations which affect the discursive areas themselves: mutations.

(3) Finally, the third type of changes, those which affect simultaneously
several discursive formations:

—reversal in the hierarchical order (the analysis of language had, dur-
ing the classical period, a directing role which it has lost, in the first years of the
19th century, to the benefit of biology);

—<change in the nature of the directing role (classical grammar, as a
general theory of signs, guaranteed in other areas the transposition of an instru-
ment of analysis; in the 19th century, biology assures the “metaphorical” impor-
tation of a number of concepts: organisms-organization; function-social func-
tion; life-life of words or of languages);

—functional displacements: the theory of the continuity of beings
which, in the 18th century depended upon the philosophical discourse, is taken
over in the 19th century by the scientific discourse.

All these transformations of a type superior to the two others character-
ize the changes peculiar to epistemic itself.

Redistributions.

There you have a small number (about fifteen, perhaps) of different
changes which one can assign to discourses. You see why I would prefer that
one say that I have stressed not discontinuity, but the discontinuities (that is to
say, the different transformations which it is possible to describe concerning two



38 Foucault Live

states of discourse). But the important thing for me, now, is not to establish an
exhaustive typology of these transformations.

1) The important thing is to offer as the content of the wearisome and
empty concept of “change” a play of specified modifications. The history of
“ideas” or of “sciences” must not be the list of innovations, but the descriptive
analysis of the different transformations that take place.2

2) What is important to me is not to confuse such an analysis with a
psychological diagnosis. It is legitimate to ask oneself whether the person whose
work bears such an ensemble of modifications had genius or what had been the
experiences of his early infancy. But it is another thing to describe the field of
possibilities, the form of operations, the types of transformations which charac-
terize his discursive practice.

3) What is important to me is to show that there are not on the one hand

- inert discourses, already more than half dead, and then, on the other hand, an all-
powerful subject which manipulates them, upsets them, renews them; but that the
discoursing subjects belong to the discursive field—they have their place there

mmﬁfam&m (and possibilities of their
functional mutation). The discourse is not the place where pure subjectivity
irrupts; it is a space of positions and of differentiated functionings for the subjects.

4) What is important to me above all is to define amongst all these
transformations the play of dependencies.

—intradiscursive dependencies (between the objects, the operations,
the concepts of the same formation).

—interdiscursive dependencies (between different discursive forma-
tions, such as the correlations which I have started in The Order of Things
between natural history, economics, grammar and the theory of representation).

—extradiscursive dependencies (between discursive transformations
and others which have been produced elsewhere than in the discourse: such as
the correlations studied in Madness and Civilization and in The Birth of the
Clinic between the medical discourse and a whole play of economic, political
and social changes).

I would like to substitute this whole play of dependencies for the uniform,
simple notion of assigning causality; and by eliminating the prerogative of the end-
lessly accompanying cause, bring out the bundle of polymorphous correlations.

As you see, there is absolutely no question of substituting a “discontin-
uous” category for the no less abstract and general one of the “continuous.” I am
attempting, on the contrary, to show that discontinuity is not a monotonous and
unthinkable void between events, a void which one must hasten to fill (two per-
fectly symmetrical solutions) with the dismal plentitude of the cause or by the
suppleness and agility of the mind; but that it is a play of specific transforma-
tions different from one another (each having its conditions, its rules, its level)
and linked among themselves according to schemes of dependence. History is
the descriptive analysis and the theory of these transformations.
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A last point on which 1 hope to be able to be more brief. You use the
expression: “history of the mind.” In fact, I intended rather to write a history of
discourse. You may ask: What's the difference? “You do not study the texts
which you take as raw material according to their grammatical structure: you do
not describe the semantic field which they cover: it is not language which is your
object. And so? What do you seek if not to discover the thought which animates
them and to reconstitute the representations of which they have given a durable
translation, perhaps, but undoubtedly an unfaithful one? What do you seek if not
to rediscover behind them the intention of the men who have formulated them,
the meanings which, voluntarily or unbeknownst to them, they have deposited
therein, this imperceptible supplement to the linguistic system which is some-
thing like the beginning of liberty or the history of the mind?”

Therein lies, perhaps, the essential point. You are right: what I am ana-
lyzing in the discourse is not the system of its language, nor, in a general way,
the formal rules of its construction: for I do not care about knowing what renders
it legitimate or gives it its intelligibility and allows it to serve in communication.
The question which I ask is not that of codes but of events: the law of existence
of the terms, that which has rendered them possible—they and no other in their
place: the conditions of their particular emergence; their correlation with other
previous or simultaneous events, discursive or not. This question, however, I try
to answer without referring to the awareness, obscure or explicit, of the speaking
subjects; without relating the facts or discourse to the will—perhaps involun-
tary—of their authors; without invoking that intention of saying which is always
excessive in relation to what is said; without trying to seize hold of the inaudible
when a word doesn’t occur in the text.

So that what I am doing is neither a formalization nor an exegesis. But an
archaeology: that is to say, as its name indicates only too obviously, the descrip-
tion of the record. By this word, I do not mean the mass of texts which have been
collected at a given period, or chanced to have survived oblivion from this period.
I mean all the rules which at a given period and for a definite society defined:

1) the limits and the forms of expressibility: what is it possible to speak
of? What has been constituted as the field of discourse? What type of discursiv-
ity has been appropriated to such and such a domain (what has been designated
as the subject; what has one wished to make a descriptive science of; to what has
one given a literary formulation, etc.)?

2) the limits and the forms of conservation: what are the terms destined
to disappear without any trace? Which ones are destined, on the other hand, to
enter into the memory of men through ritualistic recitation, pedagogy and teach-
ing, entertainment or holiday, publicity? Which ones are noted for being capable
of re-use, and toward what ends? Which ones are put in circulation and in what
groups? Which are those which are repressed and censured?

3) the limits and the forms of memory such as it appears in the different
discursive formations: which are the terms which everyone recognizes as valid or
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questionable, or definitely invalid? Which ones have been abandoned as negligi-
ble and which ones have been excluded as foreign? What types of relationships
are established between the system of present terms and the body of past terms?

4) the limits and the forms of reactivation: amongst the discourses of
previous epochs or of foreign cultures, which are the ones that are retained,
which are valued, which are imported, which one tries to reconstitute? And what
does one do with them, what transformations does one impose upon them (com-
mentary, exegesis, analysis), what system of appreciation does one apply to
them, what role does one give them to play?

5) the limits and the forms of appropriation: what individuals, what
groups, what classes have access to such a kind of discourse? In what way is the
relationship between the discourse and whoever gives it, and whoever receives it
institutionalized? In what way is the relationship of the discourse to its author
shown and defined? How does the struggle for taking over the discourse take
place between classes, nations, linguistic, cultural or ethnic collectivities?

It is against this background that the analyses which I have begun are
set; it is towards it that they are directed. I am writing, therefore, not a history of
the mind, according to the succession of its forms or according to the thickness
of its deposited meanings. I do not question the discourses concerning what
silently they mean, but on the fact and the conditions of their manifest appear-
ance; not on the contents which they may conceal, but on the field where they
coexist, remain and disappear. It is a question of an analysis of the discourses in
their exterior dimensions. From whence arise three consequences:

1) Treat the past discourse not as a theme for a commentary which would
revive it, but as a monument3 to be described in its characteristic disposition.

2) Seek in the discourse not its laws of construction, as do the structural
methods, but its conditions of existence4.

3) Refer the discourse not to the thought, to the mind or to the subject
which might have given rise to it, but to the practical field in which it is deployed.

* %k Kk Kk ¥k

Forgive me for being so lengthy, so laborious, just to propose three
slight changes in your definition and to ask your agreement, so that we may
speak about my work as an attempt to introduce “diversity of the systems and the
play of discontinuities in the history of the discourses.” Do not imagine that I
want to distort the issue; or that I seek to avoid the point of your question by dis-
cussing its terms ad infinitum. But prior agreement was necessary. Now I have
my back to the wall. I must answer.

Certainly not the question of whether I am a reactionary; nor whether
my texts are (in themselves, intrinsically, through a certain number of well-
coded signs). You ask me a much more serious question, the only one, I believe,
which can legitimately be raised. You question me on the relationships between
what I say and a certain political practice.

It seems to me that two answers can be offered to this question. One
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concerns the critical operations which my discourse carries out in its own domain
(the history of ideas, of scicnces, of thought, of knowledge...): was what it puts
out of circulation indispensuble to a progressive politics? The other concerns the
field of analysis and the realm of objects which my discourse attempts to bring
out: how can they be articulated in the exercise of a progressive politics?

I 'shall sum up as follows the critical operations which I have undertaken:

1) To_establish limits where the history of thought, in its traditional
form, gave itself a limitless space. In particular:

a) to challenge again the great interprefive postulate according to which
the reign of the discourse would have no designated boundaries; mute things and
silence itself would be able still to hear the deeply varied murmur of the mean-
ing; in what men do not say they would continue to speak; a world of slumber-
ing texts would await us in the blank pages of our history. In opposition to this
theme I would like to substitute the notion that the discourse limited practi-
cal domains which have their boundaries, their rules of formation, their condi-

A

tions of existence: the historical base of the discourse is not a more profound

discourse—at once identical and different;

b) to challenge again the theme of a sovereign subject which would
come from the outside to animate the inertia of the linguistic codes, and which
would deposit in the discourse the indelible trace of its liberty; to challenge
again the theme of a subjectivity which would constitute the meanings and then
would transcribe them into the discourse. In opposition to these themes I would
like to substitute pin-pointing the origin of the roles and of the operations exer-
cised by the different “discoursing” subjects;

c) to challenge again the theme of the indefinitely receding origin, and
the idea that in the realm of thought, the role of history is to awaken what has
been forgotten, to eliminate the occultations, to erase—or to obstruct again—the
barriers. In opposition to this theme I would like to substitute the analysis of dis-

cursive systems, historically defined, to whicllp\mm\natw‘

assign conditions of birth and disappearance.

In a word, Yo €stablish these limits, to question again these three themes
of the origin, the subject and the implicit meaning, is to undertake—a difficult
task, very strong resistance indeed proves it—to liberate the discursive field
from the historical-transcendental structure which the philosophy of the 19th
century has imposed on it.

2) To eliminate ill-considered oppositions. Here are a few of them in
their order of increasing importance: the opposition between the liveliness of
innovations and the dead weight of tradition, the inertia of acquired knowledge
or the old tracings of thought; the opposition between the average forms of
knowledge (which would represent its everyday mediocrity) and its deviating
forms (which would manifest the singularity or the solitude characteristic of
genius); the opposition between periods of stability or of universal convergence
and moments of effervescence when consciences enter into crisis, when sensibil-

——— e T
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ities are metamorphosed, when all notions are revised, overturned, revivified, or
for an indefinite time, fall into disuse. For all these dichotomies I would like to
substitute the analysis of tp_q_ﬁ;]@of simultaneous differences (which define at a
given period the possible dispersal of knowledge) and of successive differences
(which_define the whole of the transformations, their hierarchy, their depen-—
dence, their level). Whereas one used to relate the history of tradition and of
invention, of the old and the new, of the dead and the living, of the closed and
the open, of the static and of the dynamic, I undertake to relate the history of
ideas as the sum total of the specified and descriptive forms of the non-identity.
And thus I would like to free it of the triple metaphor which has encumbered it
for more than a century (the evolutionist, which imposes upon it the division
between the regressive and the adaptive; the biological which separates the inert
from the living; the dynamic which opposes movement and immobility).

3) To lift the restriction which has been directed at the discourse in its
very existence (and therein lies, for me, the most important of the critical opera-
tions that I have undertaken). This restriction consists of several aspects:

a) never treating the discourse except as an unimportant element with-
out its own consistency nor inherent laws (a pure translation surface for mute
things; a simple place of expression for thought, imagination, knowledge,
unconscious themes);

b) recognizing in the discourse only the patterns of a psychological and
individualizing model (the work of an author, and—why not?—his juvenilia or
his mature work), the patterns of a linguistic or rhetorical model (a genre, a
style), the patterns of a semantic model (an idea, a theme);

c) admitting that all the operations are made before the discourse and
outside of it (in the ideality of thought or in the serious realm of mute practices);
that the discourse, consequently, is but a slight addition which adds an almost
impalpable fringe to things and to the mind; a surplus which goes without say-
ing, since it does nothing else except to say what has been said.

To this restriction, I would object that the discourse is not nothing or
almost nothing. And what it is—what defines its own consistency, what allows .
one to make an historical analysis of it—is not what one “meant” to say (that
obscure and heavy weight of intentions which supposedly weighs, in the
shadow, with a much greater heaviness than the things said); it is not what has
remained silent (those imposing things which do not speak, but which leave
their traceable marks, their black profile against the light surface of what is

said): the discourse is constituted by the difference between wm_%uldwy

gorrectly at one period (according to the rules of grammar and those of logic)
and what is actually said. The discursive field is, at a specific moment, the law of
this difference. It thus defines a number of operations which do not belong to the
order of linguistic construction or of formal deduction. It deploys a “neutral”
domain in which speech and writing can cause the system of their opposition

and the difference of their functioning to vary. It appears as a whole group of
practical rules which do not consist simply in giving a visible and exterior body
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to the inner agility of thought, nor in offering to the solidity of things the reflect-
ing surface which will duplicate them. At the bottom of this restriction which
has weighed upon the discourse (to the advantage of the thought-language, his-
tory-truth, word-writing, words-things opposition), there was the refusal to rec-
ognize that in the discourse something is formed (according to well-definable
rules); that this something exists, subsists, changes, disappears (according to
rules equally definable); in short, that, side by side with all which a society can
produce (“side by side™: that is to say, in a relationship which can be assigned to
all that), there is formation and transformation of “things said.” It is the history
of these “things said” that I have undertaken.

4) Finally, the last critical task (which sums up and embraces all the oth-
ers): freeing from their uncertain status this ensemble of disciplines which one
calls history of ideas, history of sciences, history 6f thought, history of knowledge,
of concepts or of conscience. This certainly manifests itself in several ways:

—difficulties in limiting the domains: where does the history of sci-
ences end, where does the history of opinions and beliefs begin? How are the
history of concepts and the history of notions or themes to be separated? Where |
lies the boundary between the history of knowledge and that of the imagination?

—difficulty in defining the nature of the object: does one write the his-
tory of what has been known, acquired, forgotten, or the history of mental forms,
or the history of their interference? Does one write the history of characteristic
features which are held in common by men of one period or of one culture?
Does one describe a collective spirit? Does one analyze the (teleological or

genetic) history of reason?

—difficulty in assigning the relationship between these facts of thought
or of knowledge and the other areas of historical analysis: must one treat them as
signs of something else (of a social relationship, or a political situation, of an
economic determination)? Or as their result? Or as their refraction through a
consciousness? Or as the symbolic expression of their total form?

For so many uncertainties I would like to substitute the analysis of the
discourse itself in its conditions of formation, in the series of its modifications,
and in the play of its dependencies and of its modifications, and in the play of its
dependencies and of its correlations. The discourse would thus appear in a
describable relationship with the whole of other practices. Instead of having to
_deal with an economic, social, political history embracing a history of thought™
~(which would be its expression and something like its duplicate), instead of Rav-"
ing to deal with a history of ideas which would be referred (either through a play

“of signs and of expressions, or by relations of causality) to extrinsic conditions,
~one would be dealing with a history of discursive practices in the specific rela-
tionships which link them to the other practices. There is no question of compos-
ing a global history—which would regroup all its elements around one principle
or one unique form—but rather of opening up the field of a general history in
which one could describe the peculiarity of practices, the play of their relations,
the form of their dependencies. And it is in the area of this general history that the
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historical analysis of discursive practices could be circumscribed as a discipline.
These, then, are more or less the critical operations that I have under-
taken. Now allow me to call you to witness the question that I ask of those who
might become alarmed: “Is a progressive politics linked.(in its theoretical think-
ing) to the themes of meaning, of origin, of the constituent subject, in short, to all
the themes which guarantee to history the inexhaustible presence of the Logos, the
sovereignty of a pure subject, and the profound teleology of an original destina-
tion? Is a progressive politics bound to such a form of analysis—or with its being
challenged? And is such a politics bound to all the dynamic, biological, evolution-
ary metaphors through which one masks the difficult problem of historical
change—or, on the contrary, to their meticulous destruction? And further: is there
some necessary relationship between a progressive politics and the refusal to rec-
ognize in the discourse anything else except a thin transparency which flickers for
“a moment at {he limit of things and of thoughts, then disappears immediately? Can
one believe that this politics has any interest in rehashing one more time the
theme—I would have thought that the existence and the practice of the revolution-
ary discourse in Europe for more than 200 years might have been able to free us
from it—that words are just air, an exterior whispering, a sound of wings which
one hears with difficulty in the seriousness of history and the silence of thought?
Finally must one think that a progressive politics is linked to the devaluation of
discursive practices, so that a history of the mind, of conscience, of reason, of
knowledge, of ideas or opinions might triumph in its certain ideality?”
It seems to me that I perceive, on the other hand—and quite clearly—
the perilous ease which the politics you speak of would assume, if it gave itself
“the guarantee of a primitive foundation or of a transcendental teleology, if it per-
sistently transformed time into metaphors through the images of life or the mod-
WVemem, if it renounced the difficult task of a general analysis of prac-
tices, of their relations, of their transformations, to take refuge in a global history
“of totalities, of expressive relationships, of symbolic values and of all those
“secretmeanings in which thoughts and things are enveloped,

——

% k k ¥ %

You have a right to say to me: “This is all very well: the critical opera-

" tions which you are making are not as blameworthy as they might appear at
first glance. But, after all, how can this work of a termite on the origin of
philology, of economics, or of pathological anatomy concern politics, and be
included among the problems which pertain to it today? There was a time when
philosophers did not devote themselves with so great a zeal to the dust of
archives...” To which I will answer, more or less: “There exists today a problem
which is not without importance for political practice: the problem of the laws,
of the conditions of exercise, of functioning, of the institutionalizing of scien-
tific discourses. That’s what I have undertaken to analyze historically-—by
choosing the discourses which have, not the strongest epistemological structure
(mathematics or physics), but the densest and most complex field of positivity
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(medicine, cconomics, sociul sciences).”

Take a simple example: the formation of the clinical discourse which
has characterized medicine from the beginning of the 19th century until the pre-
sent, approximately. [ have chosen it because we are dealing with a very definite,
historical fact, and because one cannot refer its establishment back to some

remotc origin; because it would be very irresponsible to denounce it as a
“pseudo-science”; and above all because it is easy to grasp “intuitively” the rela-

tionship between this scientific mutation and a number of precise political

" “events: Those which one groups—even on the European scale—under the title of

the French Revolution. The problem is to give to this still vague relationship an

analytical content.

First hypothesis: it is the conscience of men which has become modified
(under the influence of economic, social, political changes); and their view of ill-"
_ness has, by this very fact, been altered: they have recognized its political conse-

“quences (uneasiness, discontent, revolts in populations whose health is deficient);

they have perceived its economic implications (the desire of employers to have at

their disposal a healthy work force; the wish of the bourgeoisie in power to trans-
fer to the State the expenses of assistance); they have therein transposed their

conception of society (a single medicine with a universal value, with two distinct

fields of application: the hospital for the poor classes; the free and competitive
practice for the rich); they have therein transcribed their new conception of the
world: desacralization of the corpse, which has permitted autopsies; a greater
importance accorded the living body as an instrument of work; the concern for

“Thealth replacing the preoccupation with salvation. In all this, there are many

things which are true; but, on the one hand, they do not account for the formation
of a scientific discourse; and on the other hand, they could only have come into
cxistence, and with the effects that one has been able to establish, to the extent
that the medical discourse had received a new standard.

Second hypothesis: the fundamental notions of clinical medicine would
be derived, by transposition, from a political practice or at least from the theoret-
ical forms in which it is reflected. The ideas of organic solidarity, of functional
cohesion, of tissulary communication, the abandonment of the principle of clas-

sification in favor of an analysis of the whole body corresponded to a political

practice which revealed, beneath stratifications which were still feudal, social

relationships of the functional and economic type. Or else, do not the refusal to

-~

see in sickness a large family of almost botanical species, and the effort to find
the pathological juncture, its mechanism of development, its cause and, in the
final analysis, its therapeutic, correspond to the project, in the ruling social class,
of no longer controlling the world by theoretical knowledge alone, but by a mass
of applicable knowledge, its decision to accept no longer as nature that which
would be imposed upon her as a limit and as an evil? Such analyses do not

__appear to me to be pertinent either, because they avoid the essential problem:

what should be, in the midst of the other discourses, and in a general way, of the
“other practices, the mode of existence and function of the medical discourse in

order that 'such transpositions or such correspondences are produced?
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That is why I would change the point of attack in relation to the tradi-
tional analyses. If indeed there is a link between political practice and the med-
ical discourse, it is not, it seems to me, because this practice changed, initially,
the conscience of men, the way they perceive things or conceive of the world,
and then finally the form of their knowledge and its content; nor is it because
this was reflected at first, in a more or less clear and systematic way, in concepts,
notions or themes which have been subsequently imported into medicine. It is in
a much more direct manner: political practice has transformed not the meaning
or the form of the discourse, but the conditions of its emergence, insertion and
functioning; it has transformed the mode of existence of the medical discourse.
And this has come about through a number of operations described elsewhere
and which I sum up here: new criteria to designate those who receive by law the
right to hold a medical discourse; new division of the medical object through the
application of another scale of observation which is superimposed on the first
without erasing it (sickness observed statistically on the level of a population);
new law of assistance which creates a hospital space for observation and surgery
(space which is organized, furthermore, according to an economic principle,
since the sick person benefiting from the care must compensate through the
medical lesson which he gives; he pays for the right of being cared for by the
obligation of being examined, and this goes up to, and inciudes, death); a new
mode of registering, of preserving, of accumulating, of diffusing and of teaching
the medical discourse (which must no longer express the experience of the
physician but constitute, first of all, a document on illness); new functioning of
the medical discourse in the system of administrative and political control of the
population (society as society is considered and “treated” according to the cate-
gories of health and pathology.).

Now—and here’s where the analysis becomes complex—these transfor-
mations in the conditions of existence and functioning of the discourse are neither
“reflected” nor “translated” nor “expressed” in the concepts, the methods or the
data of medicine: they modify its rules of formation. What is transformed by
political practice is not the medical “objects™ (political practice does not change,
this is quite evident, the “morbid species” into “lesional infections™), but the sys-
tem which offers to the medical discourse a possible object (whether it be a popu-
lation surveyed and indexed, whether it be a total pathological evolution in an
individual whose antecedents have been established and whose disturbances or
their abatement are daily observed, whether it be an anatomical autopsied area);
what is transformed by political practice is not the methods of analysis but the
system of their formation (administrative recording of ilinesses, of deaths, of their
causes, of admissions and dismissals from hospital, setting up of archives, rela-
tions between medical personnel and patients in the hospital field); what has been
transformed by political practice is not the concepts but their system of forma-
tion; the substitution of the concept of “tissue” for that of “solid” is obviously not
the result of a political change; but what political practice has modified is the sys-
tem of formation of the concepts: for the intermittent mutation of the effects of
illness, and for the hypothetical designation of a functional cause, it has allowed
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the substitution of a tight, almost continual, anatomical graph supported in depth,
and local points of reference of anomalies, of their field of dispersion and of their
eventual routes of diffusion. The haste with which one ordinarily relates the con-
tents of a scientific discourse to a political practice hides, in my mind, the level
where the articulation can be described in precise terms.

It seems to me, that starting from such an analysis, one can understand:

1) how to describe a whole group of relations between a scientific dis-
course and a political practice, the details of which it is possible to follow and
whose subordination one can grasp. Very direct relations since they no longer
have to pass through the conscience of the speaking subjects nor through the
efficacity of thought. Yet, indirect relations since the data of a scientific dis-
course can no longer be considered as the immediate expression of a social rap-
port or of an economic situation.

2) how to assign the proper role of politigal practice in relation to a sci-
entific discourse. It does not have a thaumaturgic role of creation: it does not
bring forth sciences out of nothing; it transforms the conditions of existence and
the systems of functioning of the discourse. These changes are not arbitrary nor
“free”: they operate in a realm which has its own configuration and which con-
sequently does not offer limitless possibilities of modification. The political
practice does not reduce to nothing the consistency of the discursive field in
which it operates.

Nor does it have a universal, critical role. It is not in the name of a
political practice that one can judge the scientific quality of a science (unless the
latter claims to be, in one way or another, a theory of politics). But in the name
of a political practice one can question the mode of existence and the function-
ing of a science.

3) how the relations between a political practice and a discursive field
can be articulated in turn on relations of another order. Thus medicine, at the
beginning of the 19th century, is at once linked to a political practice (on a mode
which I analyzed in The Birth of the Clinic, and to a whole group of “interdis-
cursive” changes which were simultaneously produced in several disciplines
(substitutions for an analysis of the order and of taxonomical characters, of an
analysis of solidarities, of functionings, of successive series, which I have
described in The Order of Things.

4) how phenomena which one is in the habit of placing in the foreground
(influence, communication of models, transfer and metaphorization of concepts)
find their historical condition of possibility in these first modifications: for exam-
ple, the importation, in the analysis of society, of biological concepts such as those
of organism, of function, of evolution, even of sickness, played, in the 19th cen-
tury, the role which one recognizes (much more important, much more ideologi-
cally loaded than the “naturalist” comparisons of preceding periods) only in pro-
portion to the regulation given to the medical discourse by political practice.

Through this very long example I am anxious to show you but one
thing: how what I am attempting to bring out through my analysis—the positiv-
ity of discourses, their conditions of existence, the systems which regulate their
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emergence, their functioning and their transformations—can concern political
practice; to show you what this practice can do with it; to convince you that by
outlining this theory of the scientific discourse, by making it appear as an
ensemble of regulated practices, being articulated in an analyzable fashion upon
other practices, I am not just enjoying myself by making the game more compli-
cated for certain spirited souls. I am trying to define in what way, to what extent,
to what level the discourse, and particularly the scientific discourses, can be
objects of a political practice, and in what system of dependency they can be in
relation to it.

Allow me once more to call you to witness the question I ask: Isn’t this
politics well known which answers in terms of thought or conscience, in terms
Fl;ﬁlrﬂﬂeahﬁ/ or psychological traits, when one speaks to it of a practice, of its
conditions, of its rules, of its historical changes? Isn’t this politics well known
which, since the beginning of the 19th century, stubbornly persists in seeing in
the immense domain of practice only the epiphany of a triumphant reason, or in
deciphering in it only the historic- transcendental destination of the West? And
“more precisely: does the refusal to analyze the conditions of existence and the
rules of the scientific discourses, in what they possess both specific and depen-
dent, not condemn all politics to a perilous choice: either to place upon a mode
which one can, indeed, call, if one wishes, “technocratic,” the validity and effi-
cacity of a scientific discourse, whatever may be the real conditions of its exer-
cise and the whole of the practices upon which it is articulated (thus establishing
the scientific discourse as a universal rule for all the other practices, without tak-
ing into account the fact that it is itself a regulated and conditioned practice): or
else, to intervene directly in the discursive field, as if it didn’t have its own con-
sistency, making of it the raw material of a psychological inquisition (judging
what is said by who says it), or practicing the symbolic valorization of the
notions (by discerning in a science the concepts which are “reactionary” and
those which are “progressive”).

* % %k ok ok

I should like to conclude by submitting several hypotheses to you:

—A progressive politics is one which recognizes the historical conditions
and the specified rules of a practice, whereas other politics recognize only ideal
necessities, univocal determinations, or the free play of individual initiatives.

—A progressive politics is one which defines in a practice the possibili-
ties of transformations and the play of dependencies between these transforma-
tions, whereas other politics rely on the uniform abstraction of change or the
thaumaturgical presence of genius.

—A progressive politics does not make of man or of conscience or of
the subject in general the universal operator of all the transformations: it defines
the levels and the different functions which the subjects can occupy in a domain
which has its rules of formation.

—A progressive politics does not consider that the discourses are the
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result of mutc processes or the expression of a silent conscience; but rather
that—science, or literature or religious statements, or political discourses—they
form a practice which is articulated upon the other practices.

—A progressive politics, with respect to the scientific discourse, does
not find itself in a position of “perpetual demand” or of “sovereign criticism,”
but it must know the manner in which the diverse scientific discourses, in their
positivity (that is to say, as practices linked to certain conditions, obedient to cer-
tain rules, and susceptible to certain transformations) are part of a system of cor-
relations with other practices.

This is the point where what I have been trying to do for about ten
years now encounters the question which you are asking me. I ought to say:
that’s the point where your question—which is so legitimate and pertinent—
reaches the heart of my own undertaking. If I were to reformulate this undertak-
ing—under the pressure of your questioning wHich has not ceased to occupy me
for almost two months—here is, more or less, what I would say: “To determine,
in its diverse dimensions, what must have been in Europe, since the 17th cen-
tury, the mode of existence of discourses and particularly of the scientific dis-
courses (their rules of formation, with their conditions, their dependencies, their

W@Mﬂm the knowledge which is ours today could come to
exist, and, in a more precise manner, that knowledge which has taken as its
domain this curious object which is man.”

T know, almost as much as any other person, how “thankless” such
research can be—in the strict sense of the term—how irritating it is to approach
the discourses not from _the sweet, mute and intimate conscienge which is
expressed in them, but from an obscure ensemble of anonymous rules. I know
how unpleasant it is to bring out the limits and the necessities of a practice,
whereas one was in the habit of seeing unfold in a pure transparency the play of
gentus and liberty. I know how provoking it is to treat as a cluster of transforma-
tions this history of discourses which, until now, was animated by the reassuring _
metamorphoses of life and the intentional continuity of the past. Finally I know

"how unbearable it is to cut up, analyze, combine, recompose all these texts
which have now Teturned to silence, without the transfigured face of the author
being even discernible in it, inasmuch as each person wants to put, thinks he is
putting of “himself” in his own discourse, when he undertakes to speak: what!
so many words piled up, so many marks made on so much paper and offered to

_ir_lﬂu_n_gg_h]g_gles, such a great zeal to preserve them beyond the gesture which
articulates_them, such a profound reverence determined to preserve them and

“Tnscribe them in the memory of men—all this, so that nothing will remain of this
poor hand which has traced them, of this anxiety which sought to appease itself
in them, and of this completed life which has nothing left but them for survival?
Discourse, in its deepest determination, would not be a “trace”? And its murmur
would not be the place of unsubstantial immortality? Would one have to admit
that the time of the discourse is not the time of the conscience carried to the
dimensions of history, or the time of present history in the form of conscience?
Would I have to suppose that, in my discourse, my survival is not at stake? And




50 Foucault Live

that, by speaking, I do not exorcise my death, but that I establish it; or rather,
that I abolish all inwardness in this outside which is so unconcerned with my
life, and so neutral, that it does not distinguish between my life and my death?

I indeed understand all this and people’s uneasiness. They undoubtedly
have had €nough difficulty in recognizing that their history, their economics, their
social practices, the language which they speak, the mythology of their ancestors,
even the fables which were told them in their childhood, obey rules which they
are not aware of; thwly wish to be dispossessed, in addition, of this dis-
course in which they wish 1o be ableto say immediately, directly, what they are
thinking, what they believe or imagine; They will prefer to deny that the discourse
is a complex Mffc@tiatcd—racmmﬁ rules and analyzable transforma-
tions, rather than be_deprived of this tender certainty, so consoling, of being able”
to change, if not the world, if not Tife, at least their “meaning” only throughtive-
freshness of a word which would come only from themselves and would remain

PN N s -
indefinitely so very close to the source. So many things, in their language, have
already escaped them; they dMMe, in addition, what they say, this lit-
tle fragment of discourse—word or writing, it matters little—whose frail and
uncertain existence is to extend their life further in time and space. They cannot
bear—and one can understand them sorhewhat—being told: discourse is not life;

its time is not yours; in it you will not reconcile yourself with death: it s quite
ssible that youtave ki er th I at you have said; but

longer than he. In each sentence that you pronounce—and very precisely in
W busy writing at this moment, you have been answering a ques-
tion so intently, for so many pages, through which you have felt personally con-
cerned and who are going to sign this text with your name—in every sentence

there reigns the nameless law, the white-igdifference: “What does it matter who is
speaking; someone has said:"'what does it matter who is speaking.” |

Translated by Anthony M. Nazzaro




FoOUCAULT RESPONDS TO SARTRE

Q: Michel Foucault, it is said, perhaps against your will, that you are a
philosopher. What is philosophy for you?

MF: There was the great period of contemporary philosophy, that of
Sartre and Merleau-Ponty, in which a philosophical text, a theoretical text,
finally had to tell you what life, death, and sexuality were, if God existed or not,
what liberty consisted of, what one had to do in political life, how to behave in
regard to others, and so forth. One has the impression that this kind of philoso-
phy is now obsolete, that philosophy if you like has if not vanished has at least
been dispersed, and that there is a theoretical work that somehow joins together
in the plural. Theory, the philosophic activity, is being produced in different

domains that are separatefrom one other. There is a theoretical activity pro-
mm&cal activity that manifests itself in
the domain of linguistics or mythology or the history of religion, or simply in
the domain of history itself. Finally, it is in this kind of plurality of theoretical
work that a philosophy is being carried out which has not yet found its unique

thinker and its unity of discourse.
Q: When did this rupture between the two moments occur?

MF: It was around 1950-55, at a time moreover exactly when Sartre
himself renounced, I believe, what one could call philosophical speculation
properly speaking, and when finally he invested his own philosophical activity
in behavior that was political.

Q: You wrote in the conclusion of your work The Order of Things that
man is neither the oldest nor the most constant problem that has been raised to
human knowledge (savoir). Man, you say, is an invention of which the archeol-
ogy of our thought shows the recent date and perhaps the coming end. It’s one of

51
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the sentences that has stirred up readers the most. In your opinion what is man’s
date of birth in the space of knowledge?

MF: The 19th century was the century when a certain number of very
important things were invented, microbiology and electromagnetism for exam-
ple; it’s also the century when the human sciences were invented. To invent the
human sciences apparently meant to make of man the object of a possible
knowledge (savoir). It was to constitute man as an object of knowledge (con-
naissance). Yet, in this same 19th century one hoped, one dreamed the great
eschatological myth of the 19th century, which was somehow to make this
knowledge (connaissance) of man exist so that man could be liberated by it
from his alienations, liberated from all the determinations of which he was not
the master, so that he could, thanks to this knowledge of himself, become again
or for the first time master of himself, self-possessed. In other words, one made

of man an object of knowledge s0 that man could become subject of his own Tib-
erty and of his own existence.’

Yet what happened—and for this reason one can say that man was born
in the 19th century—was that insofar as these investigations into man as a possi-
ble object of knowledge (savoir) were deployed, something very serious was
discovered: that this famous man, this human nature, this human essence or this
essential human feature was never discovered. When one analyzed for example
the phenomena of madness or neurosis, what was discovered was an uncon-
scious, an unconscious completely traversed by impulses and instincts, an
unconscious that functioned according to mechanisms and according to a topo-
logical space which had absolutely nothing to do with what one could expect of
the human essence, of freedom or human existence, an unconscious that func-
tioned like a language, as has been said recently. And consequently, insofar as
man was sought out in his depths, to that extent he disappeared. The further one
went, the less one found. And similarly for language. From the beginning of the
16th century the human languages had been investigated in order to try and dis-
cover some of the great constants of the human mind. It was hoped that, by
studying the life of words, the evolution of grammars, by comparing languages
to one another, somehow man himself would be revealed, either in the unity of
his face or in his different profiles. Yet, by penetrating into language, what did
one find? One found structures, correlations, a system that is in some way quasi-
logical, and man, in his liberty, in his existence, there again had disappeared.

Q: Nietzsche announced the death of God. You foresee, it would seem,
the death of his murderer, man. It’s a just turn of things. Isn’t the disappearance
of man contained in the disappearance of god?

MF: This disappearance of man at the very moment that we sought him
in his roots doesn’t mean that the human sciences will disappear. I never said
that, but rather that the human sciences will now be deployed within a space
whose horizon is no longer closed or defined by this humanism. Man disappears
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in_philosophy, not as object of knowledge (savoir) but as subject of freedom and
existence. Yet, man as subject ol his own consciousness and of his own liberty 1s
" really a soff of correlative image of god. Man of the 19th century is god incar-
nated in humanity. There was a kind of theologizing of man, a re-descent of god
to carth in which god became 19th century man theologized. When Feuerbach
said that “we must recuperate on earth the treasures that have been spent in the
heavens,” he placed in the heart of man the treasures that man had formerly
attributed to god And Nietzsche was lhc one who by denouncing the death of
that the 19th century never
ceased to dream. And when Nietzsche announced the coming of the supérman,
" “what he announced was not the coming of a man who would resemble a god
W"e coming of a man who would no longer have any
rcTafton with this god whoiw
’

Q: Is this the reason that when you speak of the end of this recent
invention, you say “‘perhaps”?

MF: Of course. I am sure of all this only insofar as it’s a matter of
doing (of my doing) a diagnosis of the present.

You were asking me a while ago how and in what way philosophy had
changed. Well, perhaps one could say this: philosophy from Hegel to Sartre has
cssentially been a totalizing enterprise, if not of the world or of knowledge
(savoir), at least of human experience. I would say that perhaps if there is now

~an autonomous philosophical activity, if there can be a philosophy that is not
simply a sort of theoretical activity within mathematics or linguistics or ethnol-
ogy or political economy, if there is a philosophy free or independent of all these
domains, then one could define it as a diagnostic activity. To diagnose the pre-
scnt is to say what the present is, and how our present is absolutely different
from all that is not it, that is to say, from our past. Perhaps this is the task for

philosophy now.

Q: How do you define structuralism today?

MEF: When those who are classified under ¢ ric of “struc-
(uralism —like Lévi-Strauss, Lacan, Althusser and the linguists, etc.—they
“answer that they have nothing in common with one another, or very little in

Wry that exists for others, for those who are not_
structuralists. It’s from the outside that one can say that so and so are structural-

15ts. You must ask Sartre who the structuralists are, since
Strauss, Althusser, Dumézil, Lacan and me constitute a coherent group, a group

constituting some kind of unity that we ourselves don’t perceive.

Q: Well then, how would you define your work?

MF: My own work? As you know, it’s very limited. Very schematically,
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it consists of trying to discover in the history of science and of human knowl-
edge something that would be like its unconscious. My working hypothesis is
roughly this: the history of science and of knowledge doesn’t simply obey the
general law of reason’s progress; it's not human consciousness or human reason
that somehow possesses the laws of its history. Underneath what science itself
knows there is something it does not know; and its history, its becoming, its
periods and accidents obey a number of laws and determinations. These laws
and determinations are what I have tried to bring to light. I have tried to unearth
an autonomous domain that would be the unconscious of science, the uncon-
scious of knowledge, that would have its own laws, just as the individual human
unconscious has its own laws and determinations.

Q: You just alluded to Sartre. You have saluted his magnificent efforts,
efforts which you have said are those of a man of the 19th century trying to
think in the 20th. He was even, you have said, the last Marxist. Since then Sartre
has responded to you. He reproaches the structuralists for constituting a new ide-
ology, which he calls the last barrier the bourgeoisie can still erect against Marx.
What do you think of this?

MF: 1 would say two things in response. First, Sartre is a man with too
much important work to do—Iliterary, philosophical, political—to have the time
to read my book. In fact, he hasn’t read it. Consequently, what he says about it
can’t seem very pertinent to me. Secondly, I'll confess something to you. I was
in the Communist Party some time ago for a few months, or a little more than
several months, and at that time Sartre was defined for us as the last rampart of
bourgeois imperialism, the last stone of the edifice, etc. So it’s with amused
astonishment that I find this phrase coming from Sartre’s pen now, fifteen years
later. Let’s say that he and I have turned around the same axis.

Q: You don’t find any originality there?

MF: No, it’s a phrase that’s been around for twenty years; he uses it,
that’s his right. He’s giving back change for money we once passed to him....

Q: Sartre reproaches you, and other philosophers as well, for neglecting
and showing contempt for history. Is it true?

MF: No historian has ever reproached me for this. There is a sort of ,
myth of History for philosophers. Philosophers are generally very ignorant of all
other disciplines outside their own. There is a mathematics for philosophers, a
biology for philosophers, and also a History. For philosophers, History is a kind
of grand and extensive continuity where the liberty of individuals and economic
and social determinations come to be intertwined. If you touch one of these great
themes —continuity, the effective exercise of human freedom, the articulation of
individual liberty with social determinations—then right away these grave gentle-
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men begin to cry rape, and that history has been assassinated. In fuct, it was some
time ago that people as important as Marc Bloch, Lucien Febvre and the English
historians put an end to this myth of History. They write history in a completely
different mode. The philosophical myth of History, this philosophical myth that I
am accused of having murdered, well, I would be delighted if I have killed it,
since that was exactly what I wanted to do. But not at all history in general. One
doesn’t murder history, but history for philosophy. That's what I wanted o Kill. >

—

Q: Who are the thinkers, scholars and philosophers who have marked
or influenced your intellectual formation?

MF: I belong to a generation of people for whom the horizon of reflec-
tion was defined by Husserl in a general way, Sartre more precisely and
Merleau-Ponty even more precisely. It’s clear that around 1950-55, for reasons
that are equally political, ideological and scientific, and very difficult to
straighten out, this horizon toppled for us. Suddenly it vanished and we found
ourselves before a sort of great empty space inside which developments became
much less ambitious, much more limited and regional. It’s clear that linguistics
in the manner of Jakobson, the history of religions and mythologies in the man-
ner of Dumézil, were for us invaluable points of support.

Q: How could your position in regard to action and politics be defined?

MF: The French left has lived on a myth of sacred ignorance. What has
changed is the idea that political thought can be politically correct only if it is
scientifically rigorous. And in this sense, I think that the whole effort made
today by a group of communist intellectuals to re-evaluate Marx’s concepts, to
finally grasp them at their roots in order to analyze them and to define the use
that one can and must make of them, I think this whole effort is both political
and scientific. And the idea that to devote oneself as we are doing now to prop-
erly theoretical and speculative activities is to turn away from politics strikes me
as completely false. It’s not because we are turning away from politics that we
are occupied with such strictly and meticulously defined theoretical problems,

but rather because we realize that every form of political action can only be

articulated in the strictest way with a rigorous theoretical reflection.
~— L ———————

Q: A philosophy like existentialism encouraged people to action and
engagement. You are reproached for having the opposite attitude.

MF: Well, that is a reproach. It’s normal. But once again, the difference is
not that we have now separated politics from theory, but rather to the contrary: inso-
far as we bring theory and politics more closely together, we refuse this politics of

_learned ignorance that I believe characterizes the one that is called engagement.

Q: Is it a language or vocabulary that today separates the philoso=
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phers and scholars from the great public and the people with whom they live
as contemporaries?

M.: It seems to me, on the contrary, that today more than ever the trans-
mission of knowledge (savoir) is extensive and efficacious. Knowledge in the
14th and 15th centuries, for example, was defined in a social space that was cir-
cular and restricted. ﬁaxowledge was a secret, and the authenticity of knowledge
was at the same time guaranteed and protected by the fact that this knowledge
didn’t circulate or circulated only among a strictly defined number of people; as
soon as knowledge was made public, it ceased to be knowledge and conse-
1quently ceased to be true.

Today we are at a very developed stage of a mutation that began in the
17th and 18th centuries when knowledge finally became a kind of public thing.
To know was to see clearly what every individual placed in the same conditions
could see and verify. To that extent the structure of knowledge became public.
Everyone possessed knowledge; it’s simply not always the same knowledge,
with the same degree of formation or precision, etc. But there weren’t ignorant
people on one side and scholars on the other. What happens at one point in
knowledge is very quickly reflected at another point. And to this extent, I
believe, knowledge has never been more specialized, yet never has it comrmuni-
cated with itself more quickly.

'

2oy CovrimuanA Cﬂ\"‘"c-& Translated by John Johnston



THE ARCHEOLOGY OF KNOWLEDGE

Q: You have entitied your book The Archeology of Knowledge. Why
“archeology”?

MF: For two reasons. I first used the word somewhat blindly, in order to
designate a form of analysis that wouldn't at all be a history (in the sense that one
recounts the history of inventions or of ideas) and that wouldn't be an epistemol-
ogy either, that is to say, the internal analysis of the structure of a science. This
other thing I have called therefore “archeology.” And then, retrospectively, it
seemed to me that chance has not been too bad a guide: after all, this word “arche-
ology” can almost mean—and I hope I will be forgiven for this—description of
the archive, 1 mean by archive the set of discourses actually pronounced; and this
set of discourses is envisaged not only as a set of events which would have taken™
_place once and for all and which would remain in abeyance, in the limbo or -

tory of history, but also as a set that continues to function, to be transformed
“through history, an@ to provide the possibility of appearing in other discourses.
R A

-—

Q: Isn’t there also in archeology the idea of excavation, of a search into

the past? ’/2 v XS m-g‘- d ) <

A % (/0‘( MEF: No doubt. The word “archeology” bothers me a little, because it

3

4

recovers two themes that are not exactly mine. First, the theme of a beginning, as
arché in Greek signifies. Yet I try not to study the beginning in the sense of the
first origin, of a foundation starting from which the rest would be possible. I am
_not searching for the first solemn moment after which all of Western mathematics
becomes possible, for example. I don’t go back to Euclid or Pythagoras. It's
always the relative beginnings that I am searching for, more the institutionaliza-

™

tions or the transformations than_the foundings or foundations. And then I'm
equally bothered by the idea of excavations. What I'm Tooking for are not relations
that are secret, hidden, more silent or deeper than the consciousness of men. I try

57
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on the contrary to define the relations on the very surface of discourse; 1 attempt to
make visible what is invisible only because it’s too much on the surface of things.

Q: You are interested, that is, in the phenomena, and refuse interpretation.

MF: I'm not looking undemeath discourse for the thought of men, but
try to grasp discourse in its manifest existence, as a practice that obeys certain
rules—of formation, existence, co-existence—and systems of functioning. It is
this practice, in its consistency and almost in its materiality, that I describe.

Q: So you refuse psychology.

MF: Absolutely. One must be able to make an historical analysis of the
transformation of discourse without having recourse to the thought of men, to
their mode of perception, their habits and the influences to which they have sub-
mitted, etc.

Q: You begin your book with the observation that history and the
human sciences have been inversely transformed. Instead of searching for the
events that would constitute the ruptures, history now searches for continuities,
whereas the human sciences search for discontinuities.

MF: Indeed, historians today—and I am thinking of course of the
Annales school, Marc Bloch, Lucien Febvre, Ferdinand Braudel—have tried to
enlarge the periodizations that historians usually make. Braudel, for example,
has succeeded in defining a notion of material civilization that would have an
extremely slow evolution: the material universe of European peasants from the
end of the Middle Ages to the 18th century—the landscape, techniques, tools
and crafted objects, their customs—has been modified in an extremely slow
manner; one might say that it has developed on a very gradual incline. These
great blocks, much more massive than the events one ordinarily isolates, have
now become part of the objects that historians can describe. Thus one sees large
continuities appearing that until this work had never been isolated. On the other
hand, the historians of ideas and of the sciences, who used to speak above all in
terms of the continuous progress of reason, of the progressive advent of rational-
ism, etc., now insist on discontinuities and ruptures. For example, the break
between Aristotelian and Galilean physics, the absolute eruption represented by
the birth of chemistry at the end of the 18th century. It’s from this paradox that 1
started: the regular historians were revealing continuities, while the historians of
ideas were liberating discontinuities. But I believe that they are two symmetrical
and inverse effects of the same methodological renewal of history in general.

Q: Which is to say that when you attack those who mythologize history,
by showing that they are attaching themselves again to the traditional philoso-
phy of transcendental consciousness, of man as sovereign, you attack them on
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their own ground, which is that of history. Whereas the structuralists, who attack
them cqually, do it on another terrain.

MF: I don’t believe that the structuralists have ever attacked the histori-
ans, but a certain historicism, a certain reaction and historicist mistrust with which
their work collided. A number of traditional thinkers have been frightened by
structural analysis. Not, to be sure, because one began to analyze the formal rela-
tions among indifferent elements; that was done a long time ago, and there was no
cause for alarm. But these traditional thinkers felt very strongly that what was in
question was the status of the subject. If it is true that language and the uncon-
scious can be analyzed in structural terms, then what is there of this famous speak-
ing subject, this man reputed to put language to work, to speak it, to transform it,
to make it live! What is there of this man, reputed to have an unconscious, capable
of becoming conscious of this unconscious, of gssuming its burden and making a
history of his fate! I believe that the belligerence or in any case the bad feelings
that structuralism raised among the traditionalists was linked to the fact that they
felt that the status of the subject had been put back into question.

And they sought refuge on a terrain that appeared for their cause, infi-
nitely more solid, that of history. And they said: let’s admit that a language, con-
sidered outside its historical evolution, outside of its development, consists in
cffect of a set of relations; let’s admit that the unconscious in an individual func-
tions like a structure or set of structures, that the unconscious can be located
starting from structural facts; there is at least one thing on which the structure
will never catch: that’s history. For there is a becoming that structural analysis
will never account for, a progression which on the one hand is made of a conti-
nuity, whereas the structure by definition is discontinuous, and on the other hand
is made by a subject: man himself, or humanity, or consciousness, or reason, it
matters little. For them, there is an absolute subject of history that makes history,
that assures its continuity, that is the author and guarantor of this continuity. As
for the structural analyses, they can never take place but in the synchronic cross
section cut out from this continuity of history subject to man’s sovereignty.

When one tries to challenge the primacy of the subject in the very domain
of history, then there is a new panic amongst all the old faithful, for that was their
line of defense, the point from which they could limit structural analysis—stop the
“cancer”—by restricting the power of its disturbance. If, in regard to history, and
precisely in regard to the history of knowledge or of reason, one manages to show
that it doesn’t at all obey the same model as consciousness; if one succeeds in
showing that the time of knowledge or of discourse is not at all organized or laid
out like the time of lived experience, that it presents discontinuities and specific
transformations; if finally, one shows that there is no need to pass through the sub-
ject, through man as subject, in order to analyze the history of knowledge, one
raises great difficulties, but one touches perhaps on an important problem.

Q: As a result, you were led to challenge the philosophy of the last two
hundred years, or, what is worse for it, to leave it aside.
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MF: Indeed, at present this whole philosophy, which since Descartes
has given primacy to the subject, is falling apart before our eyes.

Q: And do you date the onset of this decline from Nietzsche?

MF: It seems to me that one could fix this moment starting from Marx,

Nietzsche and Freud.

Q: In addition, in your book, you denounce the anthropologizing interpre-
ion of M interpretation of Ni i s of a transcendental con-
sciousness as a refusal to take into consideration what is new in their contributions.
- ———— -
MF: Exactly.

Q: I quote the following passage from your introduction: “To make of
historical analysis the discourse of continuity and to make of human conscious-
ness the originary subject of all progress and of every practice are two phases of
the same system of thought, where time is conceived in terms of totalization and
revolutions are never but the assumptions of consciousness.” Aren’t you directly
attacking Sartre there, all the more as the assumption of consciousness and total-
ization belong especially to his vocabulary?

MF: In using those words Sartre only takes up a general style of analysis
that one can find in the work of Lucien Goldman, Georg Lukics, Dilthey and the
Hegelians of the 19th century. The words are certainly not specific to Sartre.

Q: Sartre would simply be one of the end points of this transcendental
philosophy that is falling apart?

MF: That’s right.

Q: But apart from the structuralists, who find themselves in a position
analogous to your own, there are few philosophers who are conscious of the end
of transcendental philosophy.

MF: On the contrary, I believe there are many, among whom I would
put Gilles Deleuze in the first rank.!

Q: When, in The Order of Things, you wrote that man is to be cast
aside, you unleashed “diverse movements.” Yet, in The Archeology of
Knowledge, you say that not only things but even words are to be cast aside.

MF: That’s what I meant. My title The Order of Things [Les Mots et les
choses, i.e. words and things} was perfectly ironic. No one saw it clearly;



TREANNONIORY of Knowlédge . al

doubtlessly because there wasn't enough play in my text for the irony to he suffi-
ciently visible. There is a problem: how can it happen that real things, things that
are perceived, can come to be articulated by words within a discourse. Is it that
waords impose on us the outline of things, or is it that things, through some oper-
ation of the subject, come to be transcribed on the surface of words. That’s not at
all the old problem that | wanted to treat in The Order of Things. | wanted to dis-
place it: to analyze the discourses themselves, that is, these discursive practices
that arc intermediary between words and things; these discursive practices start-
ing from which one can define what are the things and mark out the usage of
words. Let’s take a very simple example. In the 17th century the naturalists mul-
tiplicd the descriptions of plants and animals. One can write a history of these
descriptions in two ways. Either by starting with things and saying: the animals
being what they are, the plants being such as we see them, how is it that the peo-
ple of the 17th and 18th centuries saw them and described them? What did they
observe? What did they omit? What have they seen, what have they not seen?
Or one can do the analysis in the inverse direction, by establishing the semantic
ficld of the 17th and 18th centuries, by seeing what words and consequently
what concepts they then had available, what the rules of usage for these words
were, and starting from there, determining what grid or pattern was placed over
the whole set of plants and animals. These are the two traditional analyses.

I have tried to do something else, to show that in a discourse, as in nat-
ural history, there were rules of formation for objects (which are not the rules of
utilization for words), rules of formation for concepts (which are not the laws of
syntax), rules of formation for theories (which are neither deductive nor rhetorical
rules). These are the rules put into operation through a discursive practice at a
given moment that explain why a certain thing is seen (or omitted); why it is
envisaged under such an aspect and analyzed at such a level; why such a word is
employed with such a meaning and in such a sentence. Consequently, the analysis
starting from things and the analysis starting from words appear at this moment as
secondary in relation to a prior analysis, which would be the discursive analysis.

In my book there are no analyses of words and no analyses of things.
And a number of people—the oafs and hedgehoppers—have said it’s scan-
dalous, that in a book called The Order of Things there are no “things.” And the
more subtle ones have said that there is no semantic analysis. Well, to be sure: 1
didn’t want to do either.

Q: Since your scientific trajectory begins with a sort of empirical grop-
ing, how did you arrive—by what itinerary—at this completely theoretical book
which is The Archeology of Knowledge?

MEF: Yes, of course, it started with empirical research on madness, sick-
ness and mental illness, on medicine in the 18th and 19th centuries, and on the
set of disciplines (natural history, general grammar, and the exchange of money)
that I treated in The Order of Things. Why has this research led me to construct
the theoretical machinery of The Archeology of Knowledge, which seems to me



to be a rather difficult book for the reader? I encountered several problems:
when one did a history of the sciences one treated in a privileged, almost exclu-
sive fashion the beautiful, very formal sciences like mathematics and theoretical
physics. But when one broached disciplines like the empirical sciences, one was
very constricted, most often being content with a sort of inventory of discover-
ies; it was said that these disciplines were only in sum a mix of truths and errors;
in these knowledges that are so imprecise, the minds of men, their prejudices,
mental habits and the influences to which they submit, the images in their heads,
their dreams—all that prevents them from acceding to the truth; and the history
of these sciences was finally only the history of the mixture of these massive and
numerous errors with some nuggets of truth, the problem being to know how
one day someone had discovered a nugget.

Such a description bothers me for several reasons. First because, in the
real historical life of men, these famous empirical sciences that the historians or
the epistemologists neglect have a colossal importance. The progress of medi-
cine has had consequences for human life, for the human species, for the econ-
omy of societies, and for the social organization certainly as great as those that
the discoveries of theoretical physics have had. I regretted that these empirical
sciences had not been studied.

On the other hand, it seemed interesting to me to study these empirical
sciences insofar as they are more closely linked to social practices than the theo-
retical sciences are. For example, medicine or political economy are disciplines
perhaps lacking a high degree of scientificity, compared to mathematics; but
their articulations onto social practices are very numerous and that’s precisely
what interested me. The Archeology that I just described is a kind of theory for a
history of empirical knowledge (savoir).

Q: Hence your choice, for example, of a history of madness (Madness
and Civilization).

MEF: Exactly.

Q: The advantage of your method, among others, is thus to function in
two dimensions: diachronically and synchronically. For example, for Madness
and Civilization you go back in time and study the modifications, whereas in the
case of natural history in the 17th and 18th centuries, in The Order of Things,
you study this science in a state that is not completely static, but more immobile.

MF: Not exactly immobile. I tried to define the transformations: to
show the discoveries, inventions, changes of perspective and theoretical
upheavals that could occur starting from a certain system of regularities. One
can show for example what makes possible the appearance of the idea of evolu-
tion in the 18th century in the discursive practice of natural history; or what
makes possible the emergence of a theory of the organism, which was unknown
to the first naturalists. Thus when certain people, happily very few in number,



accused me of only describing states of knowledge and not the transformations,
it was simply because they hadn'y read the book. If they had, if only leafing
through it in a cursory fashion, thcy would have seen that it deals only with
transformations and with the order in which these transformations occur.

Q: Your method studies the practice of discourse, a method that you
base, in The Archeology of Knowledge, on the statement, which you distinguish
radically from the grammatical sentence and the logical proposition. What do
you mcan by the statement (énoncé)?

MF: The sentence is a grammatical unity of elements linked together by
linguistic rules. What the logicians call a proposition is a set of symbols con-
structed such that one can say if it is true or false, correct or not. What 1 call a
statement is a set of signs that can be a sentence or a proposition, but envisaged
al the level of its existence. ‘

Q: You deny being a structuralist even if for the common consciousness
you are part of the group. But your methodology has two points in common with
the structural method: the refusal of an anthropological discourse and the
absence of a speaking subject. Insofar as what is in question is the place and sta-
tus of man, that is, of the subject, don’t you align yourself automatically on the
side of the structuralists?

MF: I think that structuralism is inscribed today within a great transfor-
mation of knowledge (savoir) in the human sciences, and that this transforma-
tion has less to do with the analysis of structures than with a challenge of the
anthropological status, the status of the subject, and the privileges of man. And
my method is inscribed within the framework of this transformation in the same
way that structuralism is—alongside of the latter but not in it.

Q: You speak of structuralism’s “legitimate limits.” Yet, one has the
impression that structuralism tends to absorb everything: myths with Lévi-
Strauss, the unconscious with Lacan, then literary criticism—all the human sci-
ences pass through it.

MF: I don’t have to speak for the structuralists. But it seems to me that
one could say this in response to your question: structuralism is a method whose
field of application is not defined a priori. What is defined at the start are the
rules of the method and the level at which one inserts oneself in order to apply
them. It may very well be that one can do structural analyses in domains that are
absolutely unforeseen at this point. I don’t believe that one can set a priori limits
to the expanse of this research.

Translated by John Johnston



1In 1969, at the time of this interview, Gilles Deleuze had published, among oth-
ers: Nietzsche and Philosophy. [French, 1962] (New York: University of
Columbia Press, 1983); Bergsonism. [1966] (New York: Zone Books, 1988);
Spinoza: Expressionism in Philosophy. [1968] (New York: Zone Books, 1990);
Logic of Sense. [1969] (New York: Columbia University Press, 1990) [Ed.)



THE BIRTH OF A WORLD

Q: Michel Foucault, you are known today as one of the great theorists
of the immense field of investigation constituted by epistemology, and above all
as the author of two books enthusiastically received by a vast public: Madness
and Civilization and The Order of Things. You just recently published The
Archeology of Knowledge. Would you mind trying to specify what unites them?

MF: The three books that precede this last one—Madness and
Civilization, The Order of Things and The Birth of the Clinic—I wrote in a state
of happy semi-consciousness, with a great deal of naiveté and a bit of innocence.
At the last moment, while editing The Order of Things, 1 realized that these three
series of studies were not unrelated and that, moreover, they raised a large num-
ber of problems and difficulties, so much so in fact that even before finishing
The Order of Things 1 felt obliged to write another book which would clarify the
unity of the preceding ones and which would attempt to resolve the problems
they had raised. I was very disappointed when I became aware of this. When
writing one always thinks that it’s the last time, but in fact it’s not true. The
questions raised and the objections made have forced me to go back to work,
reasonably stimulated, either out of amusement or interest, and sometimes out of
irritation. This book, The Archeology of Knowledge, is at once a resumption of
what I have already attempted, motivated by the desire to correct the inaccura-
cies and carelessness contained in the precedent books, and an attempt to trace
in advance the path of a later work that I really hope never to write, owing to
unforeseen circumstances!

Q: Could you clarify this concept of archeology which is essential to
your undertaking?

MF: I have used it as a play on words to designate something that
would be the description of the archive and not at all the discovery of a begin-
ning or the bringing to light of the bones of the past.

65
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By the archives, | mean first the mass of things spoken in a_culture, pre-
sented valonzed lmmd {ransfonned In'brlcl lhls wholc verbal

m into thelr ex1stence and their hlstory I envisage this mass _
of things that were said not on the side of language and of the linguistic system
That they elicited, but on the side of the operations which give it birth, My prob-
lem could be stated as follows: How does it happen that at a given period somg-
thing could be said and something else has never been said? It is, in_a word, the
analysis of the historical conditions that account for what one says or of what
one rejects, or of what one transforms in the mass of spoken things.

The “archive™ appears then as a kind of great practice of discourse, a
practice which has its rules, its conditions, its functioning and its effects.

The problems raised by the analysis of this practice are the following:
What are the different particular types of discursive practice that one can find in
a given period? What are the relationships that one can establish between these
different practices? What relationships do they have with non-discursive prac-
tices, such as political, social or cconomic practices? What are the transforma-
tions of which these practices are susceptible?

Q: You have been reproached—I am thinking of Jean-Paul Sartre in
particular—for wanting to substitute archeology for history, for replacing “the
cinema with the magic lantern” (Sartre). Is your vision the opposite of a histori-
cal and dialectical thought like Sartre’s? How does it contradict the latter’s?

MF: I am completely opposed to a certain conception of history which
takes for its model a kind of great continuous and homogenous evolution, a sort
of great mythic life. Historians now know very well that the mass of historical
documents can be combined according to different modes which have neither
the same traits nor the same kind of evolution. The history of material civiliza-
tion (farming techniques, habitat, domestic tools, means of transportation) does-
n’t unfold in the same way as the history of political institutions or as the history
of monetary flows. What Marc Bloch, Febvre and Braudel have shown for his-
tory tout court can be shown, I think, for the history of ideas, of knowledge and
of thought in general. Thus it is possible to write a history of general paralysis,
the history of Pasteur’s thought; but one can also, at a level that has been rather
neglected until now, undertake the analysis of medical discourse in the 19th cen-
tury or in the modern era. This history will not be one of discoveries and of
errors, it will not be one of influences and originalities, but the history of condi-
tions that make possible the appearance, the functioning and the transformation
of medical discourse.

I am also opposed to a form of history which assumes change as a
given and which gives itself the task of discovering its cause. I believe that there
is a preliminary task for the historian, more modest if you like, or more radical,
which consists in raising the question of what this change constitutes exactly.
This means: Are there not between several levels of change certain modifica-
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tons that are immediately visible, that leap to the eye as highly individualized
cvents, and others, however exact, that are buried and appear much less evident?
In other words, the first task is to distinguish different types of events. The sec-
ond is to define the transformations that have actually been produced, the system
according to which certain variables have remained constant while others have
heen modified. For the great mythology of change, evolution and the perpetuum _
mobily we must substitute a serious description of types of events and systems
of transformation, and the establishment of series, and series of series.
Obviously this is not cinema.

Q: Your work has often been brought together with that of Claude Lévi-
Strauss and Jacques Lacan under the label of “structuralism.” To what extent do
you accept this grouping? Is there a real convergence in your different
rescarches? ‘

MEF: It’s for those who use the label to designate very diverse works to
siy what makes us “structuralists.” You know the joke: what’s the difference
between Bernard Shaw and Charlie Chaplin? There is no difference, since they
hoth have a beard, with the exception of Chaplin of course.

Q: In The Order of Things you speak of the “death of man,” which has
provoked vivid emotional reactions and innumerable controversies among our
rood humanists. What do you think of all this?

MF: The death of man is no(hing to get particularly excited about. It’s
.onc of the visible forms of a much more general disease, if you like. I don’t
“mean by it the death of god but the death of the subject, of the Subject in capital
Tetters, of the subject as origin and foundation of Knowledge (savoir), of
‘Frcedom, of Language and History.

One can say that all of Western civilization has been subjugated, and
P_hilgﬁ(_)!i\el‘ﬁ have only certified the fact by referring all thought and all truth to
consciousness. to the Self, to the Subject. In the rumblmg that shakes us today,
pcrhaps we have to recognize the birth of . gworld where the sub]ect is not one

but split, not sovereign but dependent, not an absolute origin but a function

ceaselessly modified. —_—
Phisdesortniide’ bbb —
= s

Translated by John Johnston




Rituals of Exclusion

Q: Mr. Foucault, it’s been said that you’ve given us a new way of
studying events. You've formulated an archeology of knowledge, the sciences of
man, objectifying literary, or non-literary, documents of a period, and treating
them as “archives.” And you’re also interested in current politics. How do you
live out your science; how do you apply it to what’s going on today? In other
words, how do you uncover today’s discourse? How do you perceive changes
taking place at this moment?

MF: In the first place, I am not at all sure that I have invented a new
method, as you were so kind to assert; what I am doing is not so different from
many other contemporary endeavors, American, English, French, German. I
claim no originality. It is true, though, that I have dealt especially with phenom-
ena of the past: the system of exclusion and the confinement of the insane in
European civilization from the sixteenth to the nineteenth century, the establish-
ment of medical science and practice at the beginning of the nineteenth century,
the organization of sciences of man in the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries,
But I was interested in them—in fact, profoundly interested—because I saw in
them ways of thinking and behaving that are still with us. I try to show, based
upon their historical establishment and formation, those systems which are still
ours today and within which we are trapped. It is a question of presenting a cri-
tique of our own time, based upon retrospective analyses.

Q: In terms of what’s been happening in higher education around the
world, do you see us, yourself, all of us, imprisoned in some kind of system?

MF: The form in which societies pass on knowledge is determined by a
complex system: it hasn’t yet been fully analyzed, but it seems to me that the
system is being shattered; more under the influence of a revolutionary move-
ment, in fact, than of mere theoretical or speculative criticism. There’s a signifi-
cant difference between the insane and the sick on the one hand, and students on

the other, in this respect: in our society it is difficult for the insane who are con-
- o
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lined or the sick who are hospitalized to make their own revolution; so we have
1o question these systems of exclusion of the sick and the insane from the out-
_side, through a technigue of critical demolition. The university system, however,
can be put into question by the students themselves. At that point criticism com-
ng from the outside, from theoreticians, historians or archivists, is no longer
cnough. And the students become their own archivists.

Q: Several years ago, a document appeared here called The Student as
Nigger. Are there parallels aside from the master-slave relationship between the
student as an excluded figure and the madman? And are there other “pariahs”
defined and set by society in order to maintain its own rationality and cohesion?

MF: Your question is far-reaching and difficult to answer. At any rate, it
concerns me greatly because it points essentially in the same direction as my
work. Until now, it seems to me that historians of our own society, of our own
civilization, have especially sought to get at the inner secret of our civilization,
its spirit, the way it establishes its identity, the things it values. On the other
hand, there has been much less study of what has been rejected from our civi-
lization. It seemed to me interesting to try to understand our society and civiliza-
tion in terms of its systems of exclusion, of rejection, of refusal, in terms of what
it does not want, its limits, the way it is obliged to suppress a number of things,
people, processes, what it must let fall into oblivion, its repression-suppression
system. I know very well that many thinkers—though if only since Freud—have
already tackled the problem. But I think there are exclusions other than the sup-
pression of sexuality that have not been analyzed. There’s the exclusion of the
insane. There is, up to a certain point, the exclusion whereby we short-circuit
those who are sick and reintegrate them in a sort of marginal circuit, the medical
circuit. And there is the student: to a certain extent he is similarly caught inside a
circuit which possesses a dual function. First, a function of exclusion. The stu-
dent is put outside of society, on a campus. Furthermore, he is excluded while
being transmitted a knowledge which is traditional in nature, obsolete, “acade-
mic” and not directly tied to the needs and problems of today. This exclusion is
underscored by the organization around the student of social mechanisms which
are fictitious, artificial and quasi-theatrical (hierarchical relationships, academic
exercises, the “court” of examination, evaluation). Finally, the student is given a
gamelike way of life; he is offered a kind of distraction, amusement, freedom
which, again, has nothing to do with real life: it is this kind of artificial, theatri-
cal society, a society of cardboard, that is being built around him; and thanks to
this, young people from 18 to 25 are thus, as it were, neutralized by and for soci-
ety, rendered safe, ineffective, socially and politically castrated. There is the first
function of the university: to put students out of circulation. Jts second function,
however, is one of integration. Once a student has spent six or seven years of his _

< life within this artificial society, he becomes “absorbable”: society can consume—
him. Insidiously, he will have received the values of this society. He will have _
“Been given socially desirable models of behavior, so that this ritual of exclusion
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__will finally take on the value of inclusion_and recuperation or reabsurpliop. In
" this sense, the university is 6’ doubt little different from those systems in so-
called primitive societies in which the young men are kept outside the village
during their adolescence, undergoing rituals of initiation which separate them
and sever all contact between them and real, active society. At the end of the

specified time, they can be entirely recuperated or reabsorbed.

Q: Could you then study the university the way you studied hospitals?
Hasn’t the system of the university changed somewhat? For example, are there
not in recent history, and for various reasons, exclusions that were initiated by
the excluded themselves?

MF: What I have just said is obviously only a very rough outline; it
needs to be tightened up, for the mode of exclusion of students was certainly dif-
ferent in the 19th from that in the 20th century. In the 19th century, higher edu-
cation was only for the children of the bourgeoisie, or that fringe of the petite-
bourgeoisie which the higher echelon needed for its industry, its scientific devel-
oprnént, its technical skills, etc. Universities now have a greater number of stu-
dents from poorer groups of the petite-bourgeoisie. Thus we have, inside the
university, explosive conflicts between, on the one hand, a lower-middle class
which finds itself politically and socially more and more proletarianized by the
very development of this higher bourgeoisie, for its development depends upon
technology and science, that is, upon those contributions to it that are made by
students and scientists sought from the ranks of the lower-middle class. This end
result is that the upper-middle class, in its universities, recruits and enrolls, in
order to turn them into scientists or technicians, people already undergoing a
proletarian conversion and who consequently arrive at the university bearing a
revolutionary potential: the enemy is within the gates.

So the status of the university becomes problematical. The upper-mid-
dle class must see to it that universities remain environments of exclusion where
students are cut off from their real milieu, that is, from one which is undergoing
a proletarian change. Concomitantly, universities must increasingly provide ritu-
als of inclusion inside a system of capitalistic norms. Thus we have the strength-
ening of the old traditional university, with its character of both theatricality and
initiation. However, as soon as they enter the system, students understand that
they are being played with, that someone is trying to turn them against their true
origins and surroundings. There follows a political awareness, and the revolu-
tionary explosion.

Q: Aesthetics aside, do you see in what's happening in the university a
parallel with Peter Weiss’s play Marat-Sadel—there also is a director-producer
seeking to put on a play acted out by mental patients who try to turn the play
against the spectators?
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ME: That’s a very interesting reference. 1 believe that play tells what is
happening now better than many theorctical essays. When Sade was an inmate
at Charenton, he wanted to have plays acted by the inmates. In Sade’s mind, his
plays were to question his own confinement; in fact, what happened was that the
inmates acting out his plays questioned not only the system of confinement, but
the system of oppression, the values which Sade enforced upon them as he made
them act out his plays. To a certain extent, Sade plays today’s professor, the lib-
cral professor who says to his students, “Well, why don’t you just question all
the bourgeois values they want to impose upon you,” and the students, acting out
this theater of academic liberalism, end up questioning the professor himself.

Q: This is just what I wanted to ask you about the relation between fac-
ulty and students: are not professors in a way themselves excluded? After all,
professors and administrators live in the univefsity community as well as stu-
dents. Of course, one could say that administrators are only representatives of
society, but in most cases, they are professors who have become administrators,
and often temporarily. Are there differences between faculty and students?

MEF: I don’t know the American university system well enough to give
you even the beginning of an answer. In France, a professor is a public official
and therefore is a part of the state apparatus. Whatever personal opinions he may
hold, the professor, as a public official, maintains the system of transmission of
knowledge required by the government, that is, by erh(gL
interests are represented by the government, In the United States, it is probably
dilferent because of the open market for professors. I don’t know whether the

American academic is more threatened, more exploited, or more ready to accept
the values imposed upon him. The position of professor is almost untenable at
the present, as is perhaps that of the lower-middle class: are not professors the
most striking manifestation of this class which, in the 19th century, at least in
France, managed to obtain from the upper-middle class delegate the right to
exercise power? There existed what has been called a Republic of Professors
and the political framework of the Third Republic was borrowed directly from
the teaching profession, or from professions of the same type, physicians,
lawyers, etc. Now that the Republic is functioning in a quite different frame-
work, the lower-middle class in France is losing all control of the state appara-
tus. Therein lies its sense of misfortune, and its simultaneous wavering between
the temptation to join the students and their revolutionary struggle, and the
temptation to regain power, to seduce once more that upper-middle class which
is no longer willing to accept it except as a technician.

Q: Before coming to Buffalo, you were teaching at Vincennes, an
avant-garde university, which some consider in complete chaos, seeking to adapt
itself to the process you just described. You were saying that the position of pro-
fessor is becoming untenable—coming as you are from Vincennes to Buffalo,
did you find yourself in a strange, exotic land?
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MF: When [ arrived in Buffalo, I thought that I still was in Vincennes;
in spite of relatively superficial differences in behavior, dress, gestures and
speech, it seemed to me that the same struggle was being waged in France and
the United States. However, I believe that, as far as tactics and political strategy
are concerned, American students are in a much different position from their
French counterparts. French students, in fact, have to deal with a large, orga-
nized working class which, through its unions and political organizations, clam-
ors its allegiance to Marxism: French workers are perhaps ready to listen to stu-
dents and understand their struggle, but at the same time, French students have
to fight the conservative influence of the Communist Party and the C.G.T.2 The
situation of American students appears very different: it seems to me that the
working class in America relates less easily to the students’ cause. It must be
more difficult for an American student to militate together with workers. On the
other hand, the advantage in America is that there are no great conservative
forces like the Communist Party and the C.G.T. In prohibiting and prosecuting
the Communist Party for so many years, I think that the American government
worked, in a sense, for the revolutionary cause; it kept open the possibility of

,ties between the students and the workers. Obviously, there is also in America a
“specific stress point, the racial problem that we also have in France, but on a,
much smaller scale (one must not forget that there is in France a rather sizable
.group of African, Algerian or black workers, which constitute a numerically
important subproletariat).

—

Q: Has there been an intensified chauvinism in France in the last few
years, a growing refusal of anything that comes from the outside? It’s true that
America is a melting pot; does it make a difference?

MF: Well, it seems to me that, at least in intellectual circles, one does
not encounter in America the unbearable chauvinism one finds in France. One
must not forget that we are a small country caught between the two great mod-
els, the United States on the one hand and the Soviet Union on the other. We had
to struggle for a long time against these two models. It was the Communist Party
which suggested and imposed the Russian one, and the struggle against the
Party’s conservative influence brought a somewhat systematic refusal of the
Soviet model; on the other hand, a certain liberal bourgeoisie tied up with
American interests never stopped putting forward the American model, against
which it was also necessary to struggle. At that point, I think, the mechanisms of
chauvinism appeared inside the French Left. These are mechanisms that are not
always conscious; they manifest themselves by a game of exclusion, of refusal
and oversight. American literature, for instance, is very little read in France. One
does not read American philosophy, history and criticism at all. American books
are translated after an enormous delay. One must not allow the struggle against
American economic influence and relations to affect relations with American
intellectuals. We must have a selective nationalism. I believe that a small coun-
try like France is necessarily bound to be somewhat nationalistic in its politics
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and cconomy if it wants to preserve some degree of independence; on the other
hand, we must understand that a struggle which today is ideological, but will

become some day _openly revolutionary, is turning up in every corner of the
' world. Cultural chauvinism must be abandoned.

-

Q: This has been your first trip to America, your first teaching assign-
ment in an American university. In relation to the cultural change which you just
spoke about, how will these two months affect you?

MF: My problem is essentially the definition of the implicit systems in
which we find ourselves prisoners; what I would like to grasp is the system of
limits and exclusion which we practice without realizing it; I would like to make
the cultural unconscious apparent. Therefore, the more I travel, the more 1
remove myself from my natural and habitual ¢enters of gravity, the greater my
chance of grasping the foundations I am obviously standing on. To that extent
any trip—not, of course, in the sense of a sightseeing trip nor even a survey—
any movement away from my original frame of reference, is fruitful. It is always
good for me to change language and country. A simple example: in New York 1
was struck, as any foreigner would be, by the immediate contrast between the
“good sections” and the poverty, even the misery, that surround them on the

right and the left, North and South. I well know that one finds that same contrast
in Europe, and that you too, when in Europe, are certainly shocked by the great
misery in the poor sections of Paris, Hamburg or London, it doesn’t matter
where. Having lived in Europe for years, I had lost a sense of this contrast and
had ended up believing that there had been a general rise in the standard of liv-
ing of the whole population; I wasn’t far from imagining that the proletariat was
becoming middle class, that there were really no more poor people, that the
social struggle, the struggle between classes, consequently, was coming to an
cnd. Well, seeing New York, perceiving again suddenly this vivid contrast that
cxists everywhere but which was blotted out of my eyes by familiar forms of it,
that was for me a kind of second revelation; the class struggle still exists, it
cxists more intensely.

Translated by J. K. Simon

I Peter Weiss, The Persecution and Assassination of Jean-Paul Marat, as per-
formed by the Inmates of the Asylum of Charenton, under the Direction of
the Marquis de Sade. (New York: Atheneum, 1966). [Ed.]

2The C.G.T. (General Confederation of Workers) then was a powerful trade-
union closely linked to the French Communist Party. Cf. A. Belden Fields,
Trotskyism and Maoism: Theory and Practice in France and the United
States (New York: Autonomedia, 1988). [Ed.]
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Intellectuals and Power

MIcHEL FOUCAULT: A Maoist once said to me: “I can easily understand
Sartre’s purpose in siding with us; I can understand his goals and his involve-
ment in politics; I can partially understand your position, since you’ve always
been concerned with the problem of confinement. But Deleuze is an enigma.” I
was shocked by this statement because your position has always seemed particu-

larly clear to me.

GILLES DELEUZE: Possibly we’re in the process of experiencing a new
relationship between theory and practice. At one time, practice was considered
an application of theory, a consequence; at other times, it had an opposite sense
and it was thought to inspire theory, to be indispensable for the creation of future
theoretical forms. In any event, their relationship was understood in terms of a
process of totalization. For us, however, the question is seen in a different light.
The relationships beween theory and practice are far more partial and fragmen-
tary. On one side, a theory is always local and related to a limited field and it is
applied in another sphere, more or less distant from it. The relationship which
holds in the application of a theory is never one of resemblance. Moreover, from
the moment a theory moves into its proper domain, it begins to encounter obsta-
cles, walls, and blockages which require its relay by another type of discourse (it
is through this other discourse that it eventually passes to a different domain).
Practice is a set of relays from one theoretical point to another, and theory is a
relay from one practice to another. No theory can develop without eventually
encountering a wall, and practice is necessary for piercing this wall. For exam-
ple, your work began in the theoretical analysis of the context of confinement,
specifically with respect to the psychiatric asylum within a capitalist society in
the 19th century. Then you became aware of the necessity for confined individu- .
als to speak for themselves, to create a relay (it’s possible, on the contrary, that |
“your function was already that of a relay in relation to them); and this group is
found in prisons—these individuals are imprisoned. Tt was on this basis that you
organized the Group for lnm P.),! the object being to cre-
ate conditions me prisoners “themselves to speak. It would be
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absolutely lalse to say, as the Maoist implied, that in moving to this practice you
were applying your theories. ‘This was not an application; nor was it a project for
initiating rcforms or an enquiry in the traditional sense. The emphasis was alto-
gether different: a system of relays within a larger sphere, within a multiplicity
of parts that arc both theoretical and practical. A theorising intellectual, for us, is
no longer a subject, a representing or representative consciousness. Those who
“~act-and-striggle are no longer represented, either by a group or a union that
" appropriates the right to stand as their conscience. Who speaks and acts? It is )
= always a multiplicity, even within the person who speaks and acts. All of us are!
~“groupuscules.” Representation no longer exists; there’s only action—theoretical]
~“action and practical action which serve as relays and form networks. R

FoucAuLT: It seems to me that the political involvement of the intellec-
tual was traditionally the product of two different aspects of his activity: his
position as an intellectual in bourgeois society, in the system of capitalist pro-
duction and within the ideology it produces or imposes (his exploitation,
poverty, rejection, persecution, the accusations of subversive activity, immoral-
ity, etc); and his proper discourse to the extent that it revealed a particular truth,
that it disclosed political relationships where they were unsuspected. These two
forms of politicization did not exclude each other, but, being of a different order,
neither did they coincide. Some were classed as “outcasts” and others as “social-
ists.” During moments of violent reaction on the part of the authorities, these
two positions were readily fused: after 1848, after the Commune, after 1940.
The intellectual was rejected and persecuted at the precise moment when the
facts became incontrovertible, when it was forbidden to say that the emperor had
no clothes. The intellectual spoke the truth to those who had yet to see it, in the
name of those who were forbidden to speak the truth: he was conscience, con-
sciousness, and eloquence.

In the most recent upheaval,2 the intellectual discovered that the masses
no longer need him to gain knowledge: they know perfectly well, without illu-
sion; they know far better than he and they are certainly capable of expressing
themselves. But there exists a system of power which blocks, prohibits, and
invalidates this discourse and this knowledge, a power not only found in the
manifest authority of censorship, but one that profoundly and subtly penetrates
an entire societal network. Intellectuals are themselves agents of this system of
power—the idea of their responsibility for “consciousness” and discourse forms
part of the system. The intellectual’s role is no longer to place himself “some-
what ahead and to the side” in order to express the stifled truth of the collectiv-
ity; rather, it is to struggle against the forms of power that transform him into its
object and instrument in the sphere of “knowledge,” “truth,” *“consciousness,”
and “discourse.”3

In this sense theory does not express, translate, or serve to apply prac-
tice: it is practice. But it is local and regional, as you said, and_not totalizing_

This is a struggle against power, a struggle aimed at revealing and-undermining—
power where it is most invisible and insidious. It is not to “awaken conscious-
—— e
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ness” that we struggle (the masses have been aware for some time that con-
sciousness is a form of knowledge; and consciousness as the basis of subjectiy-
. ity is a prerogative of the bourgeoisie), but to sap power, to take power; it is an

actnvnty conducted alongside those who struggle for power, and not their illumi-
nation from a safe distance. A “theory” is the regional system of this strugglc.

DELEUZE: Precisely. A theory is exactly like a box of tools. It has noth-
" ing to do with the signifier. It must be useful. It must function. And not for itself.
If no one uses it, beginning with the theoretician himself (who then ceases to be
a theoretician), then the theory is worthless or the moment is inappropriate. We
don’t revise a theory, but construct new ones; we have no choice but to make
others. It is strange that it was Proust, an author thought to be a pure intellectual,
who said it so clearly: treat my book as a pair of glasses directed to the outside;
if they don’t suit you, find another pair; I leave it to you to find your own instru-
ment, which is necessarily an instrument for combat. A theory does not totalize.
_it is an instrument for multiplication and it also multiplies itself. It is in the
nature of power to totalize and it is your position, and one I fully agree with, that
_theory is by nature opposed to power. As soon as a theory is enmeshed in a par-
ticular point, we realize that it will never possess the slightest practical impor-
tance unless it can erupt in a totally different area. This is why the notion of
reform is so stupid and hypocritical. Either reforms are designed by people who
claim to be representative, who make a profession of speaking for others, and
they lead to a division of power, to a distribution of this new power which is
consequently increased by a double repression; or they arise from the complaints
and demands of those concerned. This latter instance is no longer a reform but
revolutionary action that questions (expressing the full force of its partiality) the
totality of power and the hierarchy that maintains it. This is surely evident in
prisons: the smallest and most insignificant of the prisoners’ demands can punc-
ture Pleven’s pseudoreform.4 If the protests of children were heard in kinder-
garten, if their questions were attended to, it would be enough to explode the
entire educational system. There is no denying that our social system is totally
without tolerance; this accounts for its extreme fragility in all its aspects and
also its need for a global form of repression. In my opinion, you were the first—
in your books and in the practical sphere—to teach us something absolutely fun-
damental: the indignity of speaking for others. We ridiculed representation and
said it was finished, but we failed to draw the consequences of this “theoretical”
conversion—to appreciate the theoretical fact that only those directly concerned
can speak in a practical way ofi thieir own behalf I

FoucAULT: And when the prisoners began to speak, they possessed an
individual theory of prisons, the penal system, and justice. It is this form of dis-
course which ultimately matters, a discourse against power, the counter-discourse
of prisoners and those we call delinquents—and not a theory about delinquency.
The problem of prisons is local and marginal: not more than 100,000 people pass
through prisons in a year. In France at present, between 300,000 and 400,000
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have been to prison, Yet this marginal problem seems to disturb everyone. 1 was
surprised that so many who had not been to prison could become interested in its
problems, surprised that all those who had never heard the discourse of inmates
“could so easily understand Them. How do we explain this? Isn’t it because, in a
general way, the penal system is the form in which power is mQS_L_QMUSILS_OED_
as power? To place someone in prison, to confine him there, to deprive him of
‘food and heat, to prevent him from leaving, from making love, etc.—this is cer-
tainly the most frenzied manifestation of power imaginable. The other day I was
speaking to 2 woman who had been in prison and she was saying: “Imagine, that

at the age of forty, [ was punished one day with a meal of dry bread.” What is
'strikjng about this story is not the childishness of the exercise of power but the
cynicism with which power is exercised as power, in_the most archaic, puerile,
infantile manner. As children we learn what it means to be reduced to bread and
water. Prison is the only place where power #s manifested in its naked state, in its
most excessive form, and where it is justified as moral force. “I am within my
rights to punish you because you know that it is criminal to rob and kill....” What
is fascinating about prisons is that, for once, power doesn’t hide or mask itself; it
mmmﬁo the tiniest details; it is cynical and at the
same time pure and entirely “justified,” because its practice can be totally formu-
lated within the framework of morality. Its brutal tyranny conséquently appears
as the serene domination of Good over Evil, of order over disorder.

DELEUZE: Yes, and the reverse is equally true. Not only are prisoners
treated like children, but children are treated like prisoners. Children are submit-
ted to an infantilization which is alien to them. On this basis, it is undeniable
that_schools resemble prisons and that factories are its closest approximation.
tickets to get into the washroom during the day. You found an 18th-century text
by Jeremy Bentham proposing prison reforms; in_the name of this exalted

reform, he established a circular system where the renovated prison serves as a
model and where the individual p passes impercepti m_school to the factory,

from the factory to prison and vice versa. This is the essence of the reforming
impulse, of reformed representation. On the contrary, when people begin to
speak and act on thei half, they do eir representation (even
as its reversal) to another; they do not oppose a new representativity to the false
representativity of power. For example, I remember your saying that there is no
popular justice against justice; the reckoning takes place at another level.

Foucaucr: I think that it is not simply the idea of better and more equi-
table forms of justice that underlies the people’s hatred of the judicial system, of
judges, courts, and prisons, but—aside from this and before anything else—the
singular perception that power is always exercised at the expense of the people.
The antijudicial struggle is a struggle against power and I don’t think that it is a
struggle against injustice, against the injustice of the judicial system, or a strug-
gle for improving the efficiency of its institutions. It is particularly striking that
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in outbreaks of rioting and revolt or in seditious movements the judicinl system
has been as compelling a target as the financial structure, the army and other
forms of power. My hypothesis—but it is merely an hypothesis—is that popular
courts, such as those found in the Revolution, were a means for the lower middle
class, who were allied with the masses, to salvage and recapture the initiative in
the struggle against the judicial system. To achieve this, they proposed a court
system based on the possibility of equitable justice, where a judge might render
a just verdict. The identifiable form of the court of law belongs to the bourgeois
ideology of justice.

DeLEUZE: On the basis of our actual situation, power emphatically
_develops a total or global vision. That is, all the current forms of repression (the
racist repression of immigrant workers, repression in the factories, in the educa-
tional system, and the general repression of youth) are easily totalized from the
point of view of power. We should not only seek the unity of these forms in the
reaction to May ’68, but more appropriately in the concerted preparation and
organization of the near future. French capitalism now relies on a “margin” of
unemployment and has abandoned the liberal and paternal mask that promised
full employment. In this perspective, we begin to see the unity of the forms of
repression: restrictions on immigration, once it is acknowledged that the most
difficult and thankless jobs go to immigrant workers—repression in the facto-
ries, because the French must reacquire the “taste” for increasingly harder work;
the struggle against youth and the repression of the educational system, because
police repression is more active when there is less need for young people in the
work force. A wide range of professionals (teachers, psychiatrists, educators of
all kinds, etc.) will be called upon to exercise functions that have traditionally
belonged to the police. This is something you predicted long ago, and it was
thought impossible at the time: the reinforcement of all the structures of confine-
ment, Against this global policy of power, we initiate localized counter-
Tesponses, 5, skirmishes, active and occasnonally preventive defenses. We have no
“need to totalize that which is invariably totalized on the side of power; if we
‘Wc_:e J’.Q.m.QMﬁ_lm d_ll‘LCll_On it would mean restoring the representative forms |
_of centralism and a hierarchical structure. We must set up lateral affiliations and
an entire system of networks and popular bases; and this is especially difficult.
In any case, we no longer define reality as a continuation of politics in the tradi-
tional sense of competition and the distribution of power, through the so-called
representative agencies of the Communist Party or the General Workers Union.5

Mwﬁat actually happens in factories, in schools, in barracks, in prisons,

in police stations, And this action carries a type of information which is alto-

“gether different from that found in newspapers (this explains the kind of infor-
mation carried by the Agence de Presse Libération).

FoucauLT: Isn’t this difficulty of finding adequate forms of struggle a
result of the fact that we continue to ignore the problem of power? After all, we
had to wait until the 19th century before we began to understand the nature of
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cxploitation, and to this day, we have yet to fully comprehend the nature of
power. It may be that Marx and Freud cannot satisfy our desire for understand-
ing this enigmatic thing which we call power, which is at once visible and
invisible, present and hidden, ubiquitous. Theories of government and the tradi-
tional analyses of their mechanisms certainly don’t exhaust the field where
power is cxercised and where it functions. The question of power remains a
total cnigma. Who exercises power? And in what sphere? We now know with
rcasonable certainty who exploits others, who receives the profits, which people
are involved, and we know how these funds are reinvested. But as for power...
We know that it is not in the hands of those who govern. But, of course, the
idea of the “ruling class” has never received an adequate formulation, and nei-
ther have other terms, such as “to dominate,” “to rule,” “to govern,” etc. These
notions are far too fluid and require analysis. We should also investigate the
limits imposed on the exercise of power—tHe relays through which it operates
and the extent of its influence on the often insignificant aspects of the hierarchy
and the forms of control, surveillance, prohibition, and constraint. Everywhere
that power exists, it is being exercised. No one, strictly speaking, has an official
right to power; and yet it is always exerted in a particular direction, with some
people on one side and some on the other. It is often difficult to say who holds
power in a precise sense, but it is easy to see who lacks power. If the reading of
your books (from Nietzsche to what I anticipate in Capitalism and
Schizophrenia) ¢ has been essential for me, it is because they seem to go very
far in exploring this problem: under the ancient theme of meaning, of the signi-
fier and the signified, etc., you have developed the question of power, of the
inequality of powers and their struggles. Each struggle develops around a par-
ticular source of power (any of the countless, tiny sources—a small-time boss,
the manager of a “H.L.M.,”7 a prison warden, a judge, a union representative,
the editor-in-chief of a newspaper). And if pointing out these sources—
denouncing and speaking out—is to be a part of the struggle, it is not because
they were previously unknown. Rather, it is because to speak on this subject, to
force the institutionalized networks of information to listen, to produce names,
to point the finger of accusation, to find targets, is the first step in the reversal of
power and the initiation of new struggles against existing forms of power. If the
discourse of inmates or prison doctors constitutes a form of struggle, it is
because they confiscate, at least temporarily, the power to speak on prison con-
ditions—at present, the exclusive property of prison administrators and their
cronies in reform groups. The discourse of struggle is not opposed to the
unconscious, but to the secretive. It may not seem like much; but what if it
turned out to be more than we expected? A whole series of misunderstandings
relates to things that are “hidden,” “repressed,” and “unsaid”; and they permit
the cheap “psychoanalysis” of the proper objects of struggle. It is perhaps more
difficult to unearth a secret than the unconscious. The two themes frequently
encountered in the recent past, that “writing gives rise to repressed elements”
and that “writing is necessarily a subversive activity,” seem to betray a number
of operations that deserve to be severely denounced.

LAY
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DeLEUZE: With respect to the problem you posed: it is clear who
exploits, who profits, and who governs, but power nevertheless remains some-
thing more diffuse. I would venture the following hypothesis: the thrust of
Marxism was to define the problem essentially in terms of interests (power is
held by a ruling class defined by its interests). The question immediately arises:
how is it that people whose interests are not being served can strictly support
the existing power structure by demanding a piece of the action? Perhaps, this
is because in terms of investments, whether economic or unconscious, interest
is not the final answer; there are investments of desire that function in a more
profound and diffuse manner than our interests dictate. But of course, we never
desire against our interests, because interest always follows and finds itself
where desire has placed it. We cannot shut out the scream of Wilhelm Reich:
the masses were not deceived; at a particular time, they actually wanted a fas-
cist regime! There are investments of desire that mold and distribute power, |

that make it the propert the policeman as much as of the prime minister; in
this context, there is no qualitative difference between the power wielded by the -

policeman and the prime minister. The nature of these investments of desire in_

a social group explains why political parties or unions, which might have or
should have revolutionary investments_in the name of class—interests;—are-so.
often reform oriented or absolutely reactionary on the level of desire.

FOUCAULT: As you say, the relationship between desire, power, and
interest are more complex than we ordinarily think, and it is not necessarily
those who exercise power who have all interest in its execution; nor is it
always possible for those with vested interests to exercise power. Moreover,
the desire for power establishes a singular relationship between power and
interest. It may happen that the masses, during fascist periods, desire that cer-
tain people assume power, people with whom they are unable to identify since
these individuals exert power against the masses and at their expense, to the
extreme of their death, their sacrifice, their massacre. Nevertheless, they desire
this particular power; they want it to be exercised. This play of desire, power,
and interest has received very little attention. It was a long time before we
began to understand exploitation; and desire has had and continues to have a
long history. It is possible that the struggles now taking place and the local,
regional, and discontinuous theories that derive from these struggles and that
are indissociable from them stand at the threshold of our discovery of the man-
ner in which power is exercised.

DELEUZE: In this context, I must return to the question: the present rev-
olutionary movement has created multiple centers, and not as the result of weak-
ness or insufficiency, since a certain kind of totalization pertains to power and
the forces of reaction. (Vietnam, for instance, is an impressive example of local-
ized counter-tactics). But how are we to define the networks, the transversal
links between these active and discontinuous points, from one country to another
or within a single country?
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Foucaurt: The question of geographical discontinuity which you raise
might mean the following: us soon as we struggle against exploitation, the prole-
_tariat not only lcads the struggle but also_ Mf&cts its methods, and the
placcs and instruments for confrontation; and to ally oneself with the prolefarial
"is 1o agcept its positions, its ideology, and its motives for combat. This means
total identification. But if the fight is directed against power, then all those on
whom power is exercised 10 their detriment, all who find it intolerable, can begin
|he'sﬁ{1§§Té on their own terrain and on the basis of their proper activity (or pas-
sivity). In engaging in a struggle that concerns their own interests, whose objec-
tives they clearly understand and whose methods only they can determine, they
cnter into a rchuuonary process. They ‘naturally enter as allies of the prole-
tariat, because power is exercised the way it is in “order to maintain capitalist
exploitation. They genumelx serve the cause of the proletariat by fighting in
those places where, they find themselves oppressed. Women, prisoners, con-
scripted soldiers, hospital patients, and homosexuals have now begun a specific
struggle against the particularized power, the constraints and controls, that are
exerted over them. Such struggles are actually involved in the revolutionary
movement to the degree that they are radical, uncompromising and nonre-
formist, and refuse any attempt at arriving at a new disposition of the same
power with, at best, a change of masters. And these movements are linked to the
revolutionary movement of the proletariat to the extent that they fight against the
controls and constraints which serve the same system of power.

- In this sense, the overall picture presented by the struggle is certainly
not that of the totalization you mentioned earlier, this_theoretical totalization
under the giiise of “truth.” The generallt[)l;_olf_ﬂgost’m‘ggl_e_smmﬁcdly_duwcs_
from the system of power itself, Trom allthe forms in which power is exercised
and applied.

DELEUZE: And which we are unable to approach in any of its applica-
tions without revealing its diffuse character, so that we are necessarily led—on
the basis of the most insignificant demand—to the desire to blow it up com-
pletely. Every revolutionary attack or defense, however partial, is linked in this
way to the workers’ struggle.

Translated by Donald Bouchard and Sherry Simon

l“Groupe d’Information des Prisons’: Foucault’s books I, Pierre Riviére and
Discipline and Punish result from this association.

2 May 68, popularly known as the “events of May.”

3 See The Order of Things.

4 René Pleven was the prime minister of France in the early 1950s.

5 “Confédération Générale des Travailleurs.”
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6 Nietzsche and Philosophy [French, 1962] (New York: Columbia University
Press, 1983). Capitalism and Schizophrenia, Vol. 1, Anti-Oedipus
(Minneapolis: The University of Minnesota Press, 1983) in collaboration
with F. Guattari, was published in French at the time of this interview, in
1972,

7 “Low Income Housing.”
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Confining Societies

’

IMPRISONMENT AND CAPITALISM

JEAN-MARIE DOMENACH: Here is our first question. Until recently, a-
social or anti-social behavior has been thought of and dealt with in legal terms
(prisoners, the confined, the criminally insane, etc.). More and more, they are
thought of and dealt with in clinical terms (the emotionally disturbed, mentally
ill, psychopathic, etc.). To what is this evolution due?

JACQUES DONZELOT: The formulation of this question bothers me. I
would say the opposite. Isn’t it putting the cart before the horse to speak of a-
soctal or anti-social behavior when the behavior is first determined by a certain
institutional distribution? People who are placed in institutions are there in com-
pliance with a power relation which the legal and the clinical only confirm, since
they go hand in hand.

PHILIPPE MEYER: Yes, but is it of no consequence whether emphasis is
placed on the clinical, as it is now, or on the legal, as it was before?

MicHeL FoucAuLT: I would like to make a small historical point. I don’t
know if it will change the position of the problem. I think, as Donzelot does, that
legal categories of exclusion usually do have their medical or clinical correla-
tives. What is deceptive is that legal terms, for a number of reasons, are rather
stable and constant, whereas clinical categories are relatively unstable and have
changed rapidly.

It is true that the notion of emotional disturbance is recent, but that does
not mean that legal-clinical doubling, or the re-use of a legal category in a clinical
category, is a recent phenomenon, because before emotionally disturbed people,
there were degenerates, and before degenerates, there were monomaniacs, and
these notions are as much legal as medical. On the other hand, there was a great
police sorting-out process which, I believe, began in the West in the 15th cen-
tury—namely, the hunting down of vagrants, beggars, and the idle; this practice

33
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of police selection, exclusion and imprisonment remained outside the field of the
judicial, legal practice. The Paris Parliament was in charge of policing vagrants
and beggars in the capital for a number of years, but this was soon relinquished,
and institutions and apparatus completely different from the normal legal appara-
tus assumed these duties. And then, at the beginning of the 19th century, the
police enforcement of social selection was reintegrated into the judicial practice
because, in the Napoleonic State, police, justice and penitential institutions were
linked to each other, and just as these practices were being integrated into the
judicial, thus police, practice, new psychological, psychiatric, and sociological
categories appeared at the same time in order to justify them, to double them, to
give them another reading (not to give them another readability).

MEYER: Then, two remarks: the difference, it seems, between the emo-
tionally disturbed person of today and the degenerate of the past is that the degen-
erate did not call for a whole host of experts on relations, rehabilitation, readjust-
ment, etc. Moreover, you say that there was first a penal apparatus and that this
was then doubled by the psychiatric apparatus; isn’t it currently the reverse?

FoucauLT: I agree with you. It is certain that the interplay between the
penal and the psychiatric, the legal and the psychological has certainly changed
a lot in the past 150 years, but | think nevertheless that both are born of social
practices, those of selection, of exclusion, that they were both born of police
practices that were integrated into the legal world rather late. When you say:
now there are experts in charge of treating the emotionally disturbed whereas the
degenerates were not treatable, you are absolutely right. But around 1820-1830,
just as large prisons and large psychiatric hospitals came into being, when juries
had to deal with parricide or the murder of a child, the jurors were in an awk-
ward position: they had to choose between the prison and the hospital, two solu-
tions that were ultimately fairly equivalent. The problem was: the guy had to be
locked up in any case; what sort of confinement would be the most secure—that
of the prison or the hospital? Doctor-police communication is long standing.

PAauL VIRiLIO: There’s something very interesting to me in what
Foucault just said: that sociatry! preceded psychiatry. That interests me because
where are the asylums of today? Are they closed, are they open? If you look at
what has recently happened in Great Britain with the House of Commons’ deci-
sion to abolish all asylums within twenty years, this is very important. We’re
back to the situation you describe in Madness and Civilization, in the Middle
Ages, before confinement; but not under exactly the same conditions. That is,
the mad, the deviants, are “freed” to roam the territory, but this time the territory
is completely controlled, contrary to the medieval period. What do you think of
this notion of sociatry, in the largest sense of the word, preceding psychiatry?

FoucauLr: The House of Commons’ decision is indeed remarkable, it
is even stupefying, and I wonder if they know where it will lead, unless they
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tealize very well where it won't lend. Because capitalist societies, and until now
socielies that call themselves non-capitalist as well, are nevertheless confining
societies. If onc classified societics according to how they got rid not of their
dead but of their living, one would have a classitication of massacre societies or
murder ritual societies, exile societies, reparation societies, and confinement
socicties. These seem to me to be the four main types. That capitalist society is a
confinement society is a fact that I think has been very difficult to explain. Why
indeed is it necessary for this society, where the work force is sold, to be a con-
hining society? Idleness, vagrancy, the migrations of those seeking better salaries
clsewhere—all of this leads to the control of this mass, the possibility of putting
it back on the employment market; all of this is inscribed in the very practice of
confinement, so that when a society, even a capitalist one like the English soci-
cty, declares that there is no longer confinement, at least for the mad, I ask
myself this: does this mean that the other great Italf of confinement, the prison,
will disappear, or is it that, on the contrary, it will occupy the space left vacant
by the asylum? Is England not doing the opposite of what the Soviet Union is in
the process of doing? The USSR is generalizing the psychiatric hospital; it is
making it assume the role of prisons. Won’t England be led to expand the func-
tion of prisons, even if they are tremendously improved?

DONZELOT: It doesn’t seem to me to be a matter of eliminating confine-
ment; I simply think that it has been devalued and that we are witnessing an out-
ward diffusion of confinement procedures that preserves places of confinement as a
resting point. Reducing the prison, but on the basis of a system of control and sur-
veillance meant to keep people in their place, which would have the same function.

FoucauLr: That's why your question interested me very much, with
some qualifications. If one reduces the problem to these two terms, the legal and
the psychological, one ends up saying this: either psychological discourse
reveals the truth of what legal practice did blindly—a positivist conception that
you find very frequently among medical historians and psychologists when they
say to you, What do you think witches were? They were neurotics—or else, if
one does a purely relativist analysis, one admits that the legal and the psycholog-
ical are two readings of one and the same phenomenon, a reading that in the
19th century was above all legal, that in the 20th is psychological, without the
psychological being better founded than the legal. As for me, I would introduce
a third term that I would superficially call police: a practice that is selective,
exclusive, confining, etc., upon which legal, psychological, etc., practices and
discourses are built.

DoNzELOT: Before, one proceeded with the means at hand, and that was
exclusion. But now there is a very good system which is relegation through the
school; school, as we well know, allows people to remain in the place that has
been assigned them according to the demands of the system, and this according to
their social origin. There is a book that discusses this very well: L'Ecole capital-
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iste en France. It talks about two school networks: the high school college net-
work, and the pre-professional network; there is perhaps a third, which would be
the legal-clinical network, a sort of new layer, a new educative strata that is being
set up in order to absorb the old products of exclusion somewhat. There would
therefore be a sort of dialectic—though I don’t like this word very much—
between exclusion and relegation; when things are fine, when one has the means,
relegation is done through schooling; when that is not enough, one resorts to
exclusion. To me, that is the whole problem, it’s no more complicated than that.

JACQUES JULLIARD: In short, confinement, as we understand it, is a sub-
stitute for previous closed societies; as these societies open up, they no longer
have the sorts of internal regulations that pre-capitalist societies had and at that
moment we have types of confinement such as the asylum and the prison.

FoucauLT; That was an important technique in the growth of capital-
ism, much more so, in fact, than at its budding stage.
: MEYER: I do not agree with Donzelot when he says it doesn’t matter
whether emphasis is placed on penalty or psychiatry. As long as law finds its
expression in a legal form, in the largest sense of the word, transgression is possi-
ble, definable, perhaps even called for, in a way, if one accepts Mauss’s reasoning
on taboo. It’s different when law is expressed and transmitted in a way that above
all concerns what is unspoken. I'll give an example: the incest taboo. It is actually
written in the penal code, it happened rather late, | think, and in any case, no one
ever taught us that it was forbidden to sleep with one’s mother, father, brother or
little sister; on the other hand, hitting them on the head or treating them badly is
something we were constantly told not to do. The greatest difficulty of transgres-
sion within a social group concerns the implicit norm. The fact that we have
passed from social control that took on legal and penal aspects to social control
that takes on clinical or “therapeutic” aspects leads us to a diffusion of the norm
and to a control of the norm that escapes the representation and apprehension of
both individuals and the community. I think this is how the treatment of deviance
has been socialized, and this seems to me to be a negative socialization, a social-
ization in the same sense of control, but this time much more grave.

SociaL WORK AND POLICE CONTROL

DOMENACH: This is the direction of our second question: Social work is
constantly increasing its scope. It started as volunteer work to help eradicate
tuberculosis and sexually transmitted diseases, and became professional social
assistance in underprivileged or para-proletarian environments. Today it is
widely established in companies and administrations. Its most recent evolution
has led it to take charge of community activities in “ordinary” populations, par-
ticularly in cities. Do you think this growth and evolution of social work has a
relation to the nature and evolution of our economic system? Is there really a
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continuity between the social work that stemmed from the police, psychiatric, or
rchabilitative treatment of deviants, and social action among the mass popula-
tion? Whalt do we call social work today?

PauL THiBAuD: For about ten years, we have been emerging more and
more from a “welfare state,” that is, from a certain economy mostly controlled
by the state whose professed social goal is full employment. When there is work
for cveryone and blind belief in growth is accepted, the economic sphere can be
the general mode of control of society. With the opening of borders, the forma-
tion of multinational companies, the emphasis on competitive capabilities, etc.,
full employment is no longer the basis of the economic credo at all: not only
does unemployment increase, but phenomena like overeducation in relation to
what the production or the innumerable social “nuisances” require manifest a
sort of detachment of the economic from the sbcial. Thus the social has to be
controlled or made to exist independently, by its own means and not through the
economy which goes its own way. Between production and the population a gulf
is created. A new terrain of debates and conflicts appear. The outcome could just
as well be more control as more autonomy.

DonzeLoT: The welfare system that had relative autonomy is now sys-
tematically tied to the legal; there is a continuity from custody aid, court assis-
tance, etc. So, roughly speaking, we have the following two facts: a considerable
number of agents increasingly dependent on the legal apparatus, and the diffu-
sion of a systematic model of interpretation of human problems, which is psy-
chologism, but which functions above all ideologically.

JEAN-RENE TREANTON: What makes you say that social workers are
linked to the legal system?

DonzeLoT: Laws.
TREANTON: Absolutely not.

MEYER: If you want a number taken from a recent survey, 50% of
social workers are directly paid by the State and 19% paid by Social Security;
that makes 69% paid by the State or Social Security. The least we can say is that
we are moving toward a grouping of forces...

VIRiLIO: I thought we should refiect on social assistance that is develop-
ing and starting to enter new sectors. Couldn’t we question the legitimacy of
this? You talk as though this were self-evident, these 90,000 social workers,
these health identity cards, this psychiatric overseeing of the territory, commu-
nity policing, this generalized surveillance by every means, electronic and other-
wise. For me, this is a problem.
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THIBAUD: I did not say that this was self-evident at all. I simply said
that before asserting that social workers are in the service of the police, the ques-
tion still had to be asked: what do social workers do? And 1 wanted to protest
against the answer that was immediately given: social workers are working for
the cops. I said: this has to be looked at more closely. Take the case of Madame
d’Escrivan, the social worker in the Fresnes prison: she was dismissed by the
Penal Administration because she had denounced the mistreatment of a prisoner;
she was therefore not in the service of the police. This is not a matter of shoving
people into drawers.

FoucauLT: Nevertheless, when you give us, as an example of social
workers not being employed by the police, the fact that Madame d’Escrivan was
sent packing on police orders with the support of the Red Cross, I think this is a
topical example of the way power prescribes social work in our society. I think
some individuals in that situation say no and take the offensive, as Madame
Rose and Madame d’Escrivan did. This does not prevent their expulsion, and the
fact that their expulsion was accepted by everyone—not only, of course, by the
administration, but by their colleagues—proves how programmed and deter-
mined social work currently is.

JULLIARD: I think the word police has created a false debate. Indeed, in
the case of prison, the connection to the police, which is a particularly opera-
tional instrument of coercion, is very clear. If you take teachers—at the point
we're at now, they could be considered social workers—you see that a growing
number of them find that aside from their explicit function, which is communi-
cation, they have an implicit function, which is the maintenance of order. And it
seems to me the problem today comes from the fact that this implicit function
becomes explicit for a number of people, insofar as they realize that some of the
actions they would like to carry out in order to fulfill their explicit, necessary
and legitimate function, brings them to question what remains implicit in it. And
then they come up against the external authority which indeed determines them
and which—I don’t want to say manipulates them, that would be too strong, but
which is their guarantor in the last analysis.

RENE PucHEU: But then, is a counselor inevitably a police officer in
current society?

MEYER: No, but the mandate he receives is that of a controller.

VIRILIO: And he reinforces the harmful assumption that we can no
longer counsel ourselves and recreate ourselves. That's terrible; it's trading
favors, that’s the whole problem. This accusation on the basis of supposed inten-
tions which the social worker implicitly makes against us, through his function,
through the mass of social workers, this accusation we cannot accept; this is the
problem of social work. We act as if society didn't create itself, as if it were
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treated, acted upon only from the outside. It seems as though we go through
three states: the self-regulation of primitive societies, the regulation of our soci-
eties, and that we are headed toward a sort of “deregulation,” through the urban-
ization you spoke of just now, which in itself is a new phenomenon since now
we talk about world cities.

Foucaucrt: I would like to add a word to what Julliard was saying: it is
obvious that we never said that such and such social worker, the social worker as
an individual, was salaried by the police; it is absolutely not the case. I think, on
the other hand, what is important is that social work is inscribed within a larger
function which for centuries has not ceased to take on new dimensions, which is
the function of surveillance-correction. Surveilling individuals, and correcting
them, in both senses of the term, that is, punishing them or teaching them.

This function of surveillance-correctionn was insured, even in the 19th
century, by various institutions, by the Church among others, then by school-
teachers. We say that the social worker started out as a volunteer to help eradi-
cate tuberculosis and venereal disease; I wonder if his origin is not rather in the
function of the educator, the “instituteur” properly speaking.2 He indeed had that
role, next to the priest, opposite the priest, against the priest; the republic devel-
oped through their opposition. In the 19th century, this function of surveillance-
correction was relatively autonomous in relation to political power. Political
power played on their opposition, their conflicts, their autonomy, and now it is
overseeing this again very closely, and all the more rigorously now that the
Church on the one hand and intellectuals on the other are beginning to elude its
grasp. The great betrayal of intellectuals in terms of the bourgeois State is sanc-
tioned by the fact that social workers are being made to play the role that, for
some time now, the schoolteacher, the high school teacher, the intellectual no
longer play, the paradox being that these social workers are trained by these
intellectuals. Hence the fact that the social worker can’t help betraying the func-
tion that he has been assigned.

DoMENACH: The political meaning of social work is to be determined in
terms of another problem, which our third question raises. How do we situate in
social theory those who are currently considered maladjusted? Problems or sub-
jects? Capitalism’s army reserve or the revolution’s?

TREANTON: Most social workers are experiencing a sort of malaise now,
because they are beginning to realize that they are contributing, most of the time
implicitly and without wanting to, to the maintenance of order. So there is an
internal tension. Hence, a consciousness of the fact that to act on the individual
level is absolutely illusory as long as certain political problems are not addressed.

MEYER: Let’s take the example of delinquents. (I did preventive work
for three years in an underprivileged environment.) What one finds in Marx and
Engels is not particularly soft on the underclass. Do we have to accept this
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Marxist logic, namely that the best thing that can happen to young sub-proletari-
ans is to become proletarians?

JULLIARD: You'’ve stated the question very well: a reading of Marxism,
which is, alas, probably the correct one, would consider these problems as very
marginal, insofar as social, political, and trade-union action, as deduced from
Marxism, rests on the same type of logic as capitalism itself, that is the defense
or the will to take over a part of the surplus value. If one situates oneself within
this universe, one understands very well why Marx and Engels were not inter-
ested in the sub-proletariat: because it’s not a producer of surplus, thus it’s not a
social agent, and not to be defended as such. The sub-proletariat is, in their eyes,
a by-product of the overall society, its dominant part as well as its dominated
part. This logic, this productivist logic, is what we’re presently questioning.

Nevertheless the problem still remains of knowing if the marginals, the
delinquents, the prisoners, the mentally ill, etc., can become one of the essential
agents of political action or not. If the goal of political action remains the taking
or the exercise of power, it can only be the act of groups that are significant in
society, that is, producers, those who have a precise social or economic function.
Only we are discovering that there are no longer the marginals and the produc-
ers, but that a growing number of producers are becoming marginal one after
another, that is, they are experiencing different forms of exclusion. And this is
perhaps where there is a possibility of bringing the real marginal into social and
political action which would be that of all workers.

DoNzELOT: | agree with this process of dividing up and categorizing
people in general, but ultimately I think we would have to look at the fundamen-
tal dividing lines. There is one that is decisive, the one that separates the honor-
able, working, trade-union proletariat from the ignoble, imprisoned, non-trade-
union proletariat; and indeed this dividing line is what makes the functioning of
the economic and political system possible; it is fundamental.

FoucauLrT: 1 agree with your analysis of Marx, but where 1 don't follow
you is when you say: here’s the proletariat on one side, and on the other, the
marginals, and you have gathered under this rubric (it was not an exhaustive list)
prisoners, the mentally ill, delinquents, etc. So can one define the non-proletar-
ian, non-proletarianized plebeian by the list of the mentally ill, the delinquent,
the imprisoned, etc.? Shouldn’t we say instead that there is a split between the
proletariat on the one hand and the extra-proletarian, non-proletarianized ple-
beian on the other? We should not say: there is the proletariat and then there are
these marginals. We should say: there is in the overall mass of the plebeians a
split between the proletariat and the non-proletarianized plebeian, and I think
that institutions like the police, the courts, the penal system are some of the ways
that are constantly used to deepen this rift which capitalism needs.

Because basically what capitalism is afraid of, rightly or wrongly, since
1789, since 1848, since 1870, is insurrection and riot: the guys who take to the
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streets with their knives and their guns, who are ready for direct and violent
action. The bourgeoisie was haunted by this vision and it wants to let the prole-
tarial know this is no longer possible: It is not in your own interests to ally
yourselves with people ready to spearhead your insurrections.” And all this
mobile population, prepared to take to the streets, to cause riots, these people
were held up, in a way, as negative examples by the penal system. And all the
legal and moral devalorization of violence, of theft, etc., all this moral education
that the teacher gave in positive terms to the proletariat, the courts provide in
negative terms. This is how the rift was constantly reproduced and reintroduced
between the proletariat and the non-proletarianized world, because it was
assumed that contact between the two was a dangerous ferment of riots.

JULLIARD: I agree enough to say that, from this point of view, the Marxist
perspective must be broken with, which is centertd solely on the producer.

TREANTON: Marxist and Darwinist, because 19th-century bourgeois
thought was profoundly marked by Darwinism, and in that respect, Marx and
Darwin concur. The lumpenproletariat, in Marxist theory, is a sort of residue. I
lotally agree with your analysis there. The courts, the police do their best to
“stigmatize” the lumpenproletariat. But social workers, in this case, do the oppo-
site. Generally, perhaps, the social worker maintains a certain social order, but
social work breaks totally, in its technique and in its spirit, with the process and
procedure of stigmatization. We have to look at how social work developed. It
was not born in France, but in Anglo-Saxon countries, in reaction against
Darwinist thought which was: “Let them all croak, otherwise you’re going
against the natural order.” Historically that was it, and I think the techniques of
social work have precisely consisted of trying to reintegrate the lumpenprole-
tariat through individual action, but simultaneously of attenuating or erasing the
border based on stigmatization.

DoNzeLoT: The function of all apparatus, of all authority, is to mark out
a territory and establish limits, to divide things up. The function of social assis-
tants is this: to divide things up. A family which a social assistant has visited is a
family designated as belonging to a certain rejected or disposable population,
whose participation is no longer wanted because it is already outside the law.

FoucaULT: There are two ways of erasing the dividing line between the
non-proletarianized plebeian and the proletariat. One is to address this proletari-
anized plebeian and to inculcate in it a certain number of values, principles,
norms so that it accepts unquestioningly values that are ultimately bourgeois val-
ues, which are also, in many cases, values that the bourgeoisie has inculcated in
the proletariat. Thanks to which the plebeian finds itself disarmed since it will
have lost its specificity in face of the proletariat and it will cease to be dangerous
as a ferment, a center of riots, of possible insurrection, for the bourgcoisie.

There is another way to bypass the division, which is to say to the pro-
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letariat and to the plebeian at the same time: what is this system of values being
inculcated in you if not precisely a system of power, an instrument of power in
the hands of the bourgeoisie? When you are told that stealing is bad, you are
given a certain definition of private property, which is accorded a certain value
in the bourgeoisie. When you are taught not to like violence, to be for peace, not
to want vengeance, to prefer justice to struggle, what are you being taught? You
are being taught to prefer bourgeois justice to social struggle. You are being
taught that it is better to have a judge than vengeance. This is the work that intel-
lectuals and schoolteachers have done, to great effect, and this is the work that
social workers, on their level, are continuing.

TREANTON: This type of alliance between proletarians and sub-proletar-
ians is absolutely traditional in periods of violent revolution. Only it’s an
ephemeral alliance; once past the period of vacillation which accompanies the
substitution of one power for another, traditional exclusion returns. The heroes
of the riot find themselves in prison. The question seems therefore to conclude
an alliance between the proletariat and sub-proletariat based on something
besides values of revolt, on a common social project. Without which, after the
day of rage, the alliance will prove ephemeral, a deception as usual.

FoucAuLT: When I said that the problem was precisely to show the pro-
letariat that the justice system being proposed to it, being imposed on it, is in
fact an instrument of power, it was precisely so that this alliance with the ple-
beian not be simply a tactical alliance for one day or night, but that between the
proletariat which absolutely does not have the same ideology as the plebeian and
a plebeian which absolutely does not have the social practices of the proletariat,
there could actually be something else besides a meeting of circumstance.

DonzeLOT: I think the place where this meeting between the insurgent
plebeian and the proletariat subjected to bourgeois values can happen is on the
extra-professional level, on the level of housing problems, unemployment, life
in certain neighborhoods, isolation, on the level of health problems, on the level
of confronting police control, the link can be made on all of this.

VIRILIO: Julliard just said that the margin is becoming massive and we’re
not talking about it, while the state seems to have envisaged it through the devel-
opment of social work. As soon as the margin becomes massive, classic police
treatment will be impossible, or else it will be civil war. The only possible treat-
ment, especially since the intelligentsia fled, let’s say after 1968, is to repatriate
the popular ideologists who are social workers. With the crisis not only of capital-
ist society but also industrial society, the real question is this: what happens if
marginalization becomes a mass phenomenon? Just now, we gave the characteris-
tics of this abandoned, anomic segment of the population. In the 19th century, it
was a tiny segment of society; let’s admit that now these characteristics apply to
millions of people in the suburbs of the continental metropolises we just spoke of.
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Foucaur: 1 would like 10 ask a question: what if it is the mass that mar-
pinalizes itself? That is, if it is precisely the proletariat and the young proletarians
that refuse the ideology of the proletariat? At the same time that the margins
hecome massive, the masses might well marginalize themselves; contrary to what
we expected, the people who go before the courts are not really all unemployed.
They are young workers who say: why should I sweat my whole life for $2000 a
month, when I could... At that point, it’s the mass that is becoming marginal.

MEYER: When a young proletarian marginalizes himself, he ends up in
court sooner or later, or at a psychiatrist’s. The court will consider the penal
dimension of his marginalization; the psychiatrist, the individual dimension.
Who will make him aware of the political dimension of this marginalization?
Surely not the so-called “social” worker who’only intervenes as the psychia-
trist’s or the judge’s underling. Certain militant groups, like the G.I.P [Group for
Information on Prisons], allowed the underclass and their families to situate
themselves socially and politically, to know who their allies and who their
adversaries were. Wasn't this sort of G.I.P. action at once a critique of social
work and a critique of political militantism?

DoNzELOT: Indeed, on two levels there is a refusal of the classic mili-
tant practice: first, classic militantism was systematically pedagogical; the G.LP.
only gives people the means to express themselves, restores a certain amount of
cxpressive possibilities. Second, emphasis is placed on divisions within the pro-
letariat and not on unification whose rhetoric has occupied the political arena for
the past 150 years.

JuLLiArD: Do you find that very positive politically? On the first count,
OK: it’s a matter of letting people express themselves, rather than instructing them.
But when you say: “let’s stress the differences rather than the pseudo-unanimity
that might exist between them” I wonder if this is not politically very demobilizing.
Your action would end up being a safety valve for society as a whole.

I tend to think that only insofar as working classes and dangerous
classes can come together will something be possible. This is not easy at all: this
implies that the working classes, who I think remain determinant, come to see
themselves as something other than productive classes. That is, that they arrive
at a universal awareness that their position as a productive class is prohibitive,
for as productive classes, they are only a segment of society, which necessarily
complements some and excludes others, as you pointed out.

So insofar as the productive class—that is, ultimately, the majority of
the population—considers the problems of the marginals as its own, in differ-
ent forms (not all marginalism is represented by delinquency or mental illness)
can this junction come to be. Yet market society imposes increasingly specific
and increasingly demanding social models of behavior and consumption. If
you don’t look like a young, dynamic, 30-year-old executive, married with two
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children, in good social standing, you are potentially a marginal. Insofar as the
social model becomes increasingly rigorous and increasingly exclusive, pro-
ducers as a whole could refuse it and come to a new type of universality by
considering the problems of the marginal as their own—that we are all
German Jews, if you prefer.3

DonzeLoT: We are not all German Jews, we are not all homosexuals,
we do not all want to be, we are not all this or that; these are forms that, as such,
have to be expressed, and I think types of political action and political move-
ments were always conceived on a religious mode, that is, people unified on the
basis of transcendental values and not on the basis of real life, of this or that real
problem of theirs. We do not stress opposition in order to engender differences
but precisely so that, once differences are recognized, the alliances that are con-
cluded are real alliances and not mythical alliances, that end in the usual way.

Translated by Jeanine Herman

1 Sociatry is the psychotherapy of social behavior. [Trans.]

2 An “instituteur” is a primary school teacher. Primary school teachers were the
backbone of the French Republic, against Royalists and the Clergy. [Ed.]

3 A well-known May "68 motto in defense of Daniel Cohn-Bendit—*"Danny the
Red”—who had been expelled to Germany by the French Government.
(Ed]
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AN HiSTORIAN OF CULTURE
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Q: Professor Foucault, you have said that philosophy, as a discourse, is
above all a diagnostic enterprise. I would like to ask you a question about this.
Doesn’t performing a diagnosis perhaps involve placing oneself outside, elevat-
ing oneself to a different level of reflection, a level superior to the level of the
objective field to which the diagnosis is applied?

MF: I would like to add that there exist various means of knowing diag-
nostically. By diagnostic knowledge I mean, in general, a form of knowledge
that defines and determines differences. For example, when a doctor makes a
diagnosis of tuberculosis, he does it by determining the differences that distin-
puish someone sick with tuberculosis from someone sick with pneumonia or any
other disease. In this sense diagnostic knowledge operates within a certain
objective field defined by the sickness, the symptoms, etc.

Q: Yet it is outside the sickness: the doctor speaks of the sickness but
doesn’t live it; and his discourse is not in fact a symptom of this or that sickness.

MF: Yes, within an objective field yet outside of the sickness. However,
there are forms of diagnostic knowledge that are not located within an objective
field but which, on the contrary, permit a new objective field to appear. For
cxample, when Saussure defined what langue was with respect to parole or what
synchronic was with respect to diachronic, he opened up a new sector of poten-
tial studies, a new objective field which did not exist before.! And this too is
knowledge through diagnosis, though much different from the first type.

Q: At any rate, it is necessary to resort to a metalanguage, a language to
describe a language.

MEF: Not always. It depends on the science with which one is dealing. 1
do not believe that one can call a medical diagnosis a metalanguage.

95
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Q: If we consider the symptoms of a sickness as signs, the doctor’s dis-
course is metalinguistic with respect to these signs.

MF: If you give to metalanguage the very general meaning of a dis-
course about a system of signs, it is true that one is dealing with a metalanguage.
But only if one accepts this very general definition.

Q: Metalanguage is a discourse about a discourse.

MF: Yes, but now I am a little worried because today the terrm metalan-
guage is employed in a very wide and general sense which lacks rigor. One
speaks of metalanguage in dealing with literary criticism, the history of science,
the history of philosophy, etc. Naturally, one can talk about it in dealing with
medicine as well. I wonder whether it might not be preferable to retumn to the
more rigorous definition of metalanguage, one which says that it is the discourse
through which the elements and the rules of construction of a language are
defined.

Q: In fact, in mathematics, metalanguage is the language through which
mathematics is formalized. But beyond the definition, the most important aspect
of the question is something else: that is, that the structure of the metalanguage
can be different from that of the language.

MF: Possibly.

Q: But I am constructing my discourse within the epistemeé of my civi-
lization, or outside it?

MF: What meaning are you giving to the term epistemeé ?

Q: The same one you gave to it.

MF: Yes, and I'd like to know what that meaning is.

Q: For my part, as a good neo-Kantian, I intend to refer to the categories.

MF: Now we’re at the crux. What I called epistemeé in The Order of
Things has nothing to do with historical categories, that is with those categories
created in a particular historical moment. When I speak of epistemé, 1 mean all
those relationships which existed between the various sectors of science during a
given epoch. For example, I am thinking of the fact that at a certain point mathe-
matics was used for research in physics, while linguistics or, if you will, semiol-
ogy, the science of signs, was used by biology (to deal with genetic messages).
Likewise the theory of evolution was used by, or served as a model for histori-
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ans, psychologists, and sociologists of the 19th century. All these phenomena of
relationship between the sciences or between the various scientific sectors con-
stitute what I call the epistemé of an epoch. Thus for me epistemé has nothing to
do with the Kantian categories.

Q: Yet when you speak of the concept of “order” in the 17th century,
aren’t you dealing with a category?

MF: 1 simply noted that the problem of order (the problem, not the cat-
egory), or rather the need to introduce an order among series of numbers, human
beings, or values, appears simultaneously in many different disciplines in the
17th century. This involves a communication between the diverse disciplines,
and so it was that someone who proposed, for example, the creation of a univer-
sal language in the 17th century was quite cfose in terms of procedure to
somoeone who dealt with the problem of how one could catalog human beings.
It’s a question of relationships and communication among the various sciences.
This is what I call epistemé, and it has nothing to do with the Kantian categories.

Q: I call these categories, because they are formal, universal, and empty.
MF: Do you consider historicity, for example, to be a category?

Q: Yes, it’s a category of 19th-century culture.

MF: But this isn’t Kant’s meaning of “category.”

Q: It depends on how one reads Kant.

MF: Then I recognize that even my own are categories in this sense.

Q: Let’s go on now to another topic. I would like to ask you a question
concerning your interest in Nietzsche. What is the Nietzsche that you like?

MF: Clearly, it is not that of Zarathustra. It is that of The Birth of
Tragedy, of The Genealogy of Morals.

Q: The Nietzsche of origins, then?

MF: 1 would say that in Nietzsche I find a questioning of the historical
type which does not refer in any way to the “original” as do many of the analy-
ses of Western thought. Husserl and Heidegger bring up for discussion again all
of our knowledge and its foundations, but they do this by beginning from that
which is original. This analysis takes place, however, at the expense of any artic-
ulated historical content. Instead, what I liked in Nietzsche is the attempt to
bring up again for discussion the fundamental concepts of knowledge, of morals,



and of metaphysics by appealing to a historical analysis of the positivistic type,
without going back to origins. But clearly this is not the only thing that interests
me in Nietzsche.

In your writings, I find another more important aspect: the return to the
discussion of the primacy, or, if you prefer, of the privilege of the subject in the
Cartesian or Kantian sense, of the subject as consciousness.

Q: It’s precisely on that point that I wanted to ask you another question.
I have the impression that for you, as for the majority of French philosophers,
the subject coincides with consciousness.

MF: For me this isn’t true; but it is true that the overwhelming majority
of philosophers from the 17th to the 19th century has equated subject and con-
sciousness. I would say, rather, that this holds true also for the French philoso-
phers of the 20th century, including Sartre and Merleau-Ponty. I think that this
equation of subject-consciousness at the transcendental level is a characteristic
of Western philosophy from Descartes to our own time. Nietzsche launched one
of the first, or at least one of the most vigorous, attacks against this equation.

Q: It’s a question of consciousness as the subject of “I think.” But what
I don’t understand is the position of consciousnenss as object of an epistemeé.
The consciousness, if anything, is “epistemnizing,” not “epistemizable.”

MF: Are you speaking of the transcendental consciousness?
Q: Yes.

MF: Well, I am not Kantian or Cartesian, precisely because I refuse an
equation on the transcendental level between subject and thinking “1.”" I am con-
vinced that there exist, if not exactly structures, then at least rules for the func-
tioning of knowledge which have arisen in the course of history and within
which can be located the various subjects.

Q: I am afraid that all this may be a trap in which we are prisoners.
What you are saying is undoubtedly true, but on the other hand, it is exactly this
transcendental consciousness which conditions the formation of our knowledge.
It is true that transcendental consciousness arises in a particular phase of our his-
tory and civilization, in a particular situation; but it is also true that, once arisen,
it manifests itself as a constituting and not a constituted thing.

MF: 1 understand your position, but it is exacty on this point that our
views diverge. You seem to me Kantian or Husserlian. In all of my work [ strive
instead to avoid any reference to this transcendental as a condition of possibility
for any knowledge. When I say that I strive to avoid it, I don’t mean that I am
sure of succeeding. My procedure at this moment is of a regressive sort, I would



say; I try to assume a greater und greater detachment in order to define the his-
torical conditions and transformations of our knowledge. 1 try to historicize to
the utmost in order to leave as little space as possible to the transcendental. |
cannot exclude the possibility that one day [ will have to confront an irreducible
residuum which will be, in fact, the transcendental.

Q: Let’s try to look at the question from another point of view. Since it
is said that you are a structuralist (forgive me for saying this), I would like to
know whether you think that some kind of relationship exists between the con-
cept of “structure” and the Freudian notion of the “unconscious.”

MF: I’ll answer you in an offhand way, though I will begin by making a
statement of principles: I am absolutely not a structuralist.

.
Q: I know that, but public opinion has linked you to the structuralists.

MEF: I am obliged to repeat it conti