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into account the author behind the acts that had been committed.
And a complete and comparative study of the legal decisions would
no doubt easily show that on the penal stage the offenders were at
least as present as their offenses. A form of justice applied only to
what one does is probably purely utopian and not necessarily desir-
able. But, since the eighteenth century at least, it has constituted the
guiding principle, the juridico-moral principle that governs the
modern system of sanctions. There was, therefore, no question—
there can still be no question—of suddenly putting it aside. Only in-
sidiously, slowly, and, as it were, from below and fragmentally, has a
system of sanctions based on what one is been taking shape. It has
taken nearly one hundred years for the notion of “dangerous individ-
ual,” which was potentially present in the monomania of the first al-
ienists, to be accepted in judicial thought. After one hundred years,
although this notion may have become a central theme in psychiatric
expertise (in France, psychiatrists appointed as experts speak about
the dangerousness of an individual much more than about his re-
sponsibility), the law and the codes seem reluctant to give it a place.
The revision of the penal code presently under way in France has
just barely succeeded in replacing the older notion of dementia
(which made the author of an act not responsible) with the notions of
discernment and control, which in effect are only another version of
the same thing, hardly modernized at all. Perhaps this indicates a
foreboding of the dreadful dangers inherent in authorizing the law to
intervene against individuals because of what they are: a horrifying
society could emerge from that.

Nonetheless, on the functional level, judges more and more need
to believe that they are judging a man as he is and according to what
he is. The scene | described at the beginning bears witness to this.
When a man comes before his judges with nothing but his crimes,
when he has nothing else to say but “this is what | have done,” when
he has nothing to say about himself, when he does not do the tribunal
the favor of confiding to them something like the secret of his own
being, then the judicial machine ceases to function.

NOTES

“This essay was first published in English in the Journal of Law and Psychiatry in 1978.
[eds.]
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GOVERNMENTALITY"

n a previous lecture on “apparatuses of security,” I tried to ex-
plain the emergence of a set of problems specific to the issue of
population; on closer inspection, it turned out that we would also
need to take into account the problematic of government. In short,
one needed to analyze the series: security, population, government.
I would now like to try to begin making an inventory of this ques-
tion of government.

Throughout the Middle Ages and classical Antiquity, we find a
multitude of treatises presented as “advice to the prince,” concern-
ing his proper conduct, the exercise of power, the means of secur-
ing the acceptance and respect of his subjects, the love of God and
obedience to him, the application of divine law to the cities of men,
and so on. But a more striking fact is that, from the middle of the
sixteenth century to the end of the eighteenth, there develops and
flourishes a notable series of political treatises that are no longer
exactly “advice to the prince,” and not yet treatises of political sci-
ence, but instead are presented as works on the “art of govern-
ment.” Government as a general problem seems to me to explode
in the sixteenth century, posed by discussions of quite diverse ques-
tions. One has, for example, the question of the government of
oneself, that ritualization of the problem of personal conduct char-
acteristic of the sixteenth century Stoic revival. There is the prob-
lem too of the government of souls and lives, the entire theme of
Catholic and Protestant pastoral doctrine. There is government of
children and the great problematic of pedagogy that emerges and
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