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Post-Modernism

See it
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INTRODUCTION

The term post-modernism or post-tnodernity
has come to mean many different things. Some
assoclate it with the post-industrial socicty,
others with the post-Marxist world, stiil others
view it as a movement in literary criticism, and
some view it as a legitimation for new voices in
a diverse and multicultural society. It is obvi-
ously difficult to give a single, encompassing
definition to an intellectual movement that has
developed in 50 mauny different directions. Two
basic themes are explored in the excerpts
below: one deals with the question of the En-
lightenment promise, and the other, and relat-
ed, theme deals with the relationship of theory
to knowledge.

In the discussion of Habermas’ work, refer-
ence was made to his commitment to the En-
lightenment project, a view which proposes a
democratic and just social order as an evoly-
tionary outcome of modernity. This view is
predicated on the assumption that people will
be able to come to a rational understanding of
the public good, and that this political knowl-
edge can be obtained, under approptiate con-
ditions, without recourse to the distortions of

interest and power. In other words, knowledge
of the good can be rationally apprehended, or
put differently, knowledge and power are sep-
arate and distinct spheres of human action.

It is the burden of Michel Foucault’s work to
demonstrate the opposite: to claim that knowi-
edge and power are inextricably linked. Fou-
cault was borm in 1926 in Poitiers, France,
where he was educated in Catholic schools and
eventually made his way into the Sorbonne
and took his degree in philosophy at the Ecole
Normale Supérieure. He subsequently studied
psychology and took a diploma in psy-
chopathology, which led to research and pubili-
cation on mental illness in a book entitled Men-
tal Ilfness and Psychology. Foucault taught at a
number of foreign universities but returned to
France and in 1964 was appointed to the Chair
of Philosophy at the University of Clermont-
Ferrand. In 1970 Foucault was designated
“Professor of the History of Systems of
Thought” in the College de France.

In Discipline and Punish, which is excerpted
below, as well as in other works, such as M-
ness aitd Civilization, The Birth of the Clinic, and

363




-4—1'- Rt S -I_-—‘::_-r' € v&_

Pw- . +i vf‘t: < L\ N

Michel Foucauft; The Carceral

Were I lo fix the dale of completion of the
carceral system, [ would choose not 1810 and
the penal code, nor even 1844, when the law
laying down the principle of cellular intern-
ment was passed; [ might not even choose
1838, when books on prison reform by Charles
Lucas, Moreau-Christophe and Faucher were
published. The date [ would choose would be
22 January 1840. the date of the official opening
of Mettray. Or better still, perhaps, that glori-
ous day, unremarked and unrecorded, when a
child in Mettray remarked as he lay dying:
‘What a pity [ left the colony so soon.” This
marked the death of the firsl penitentiary saint.
Many of the blessed no doubt went to join him,
if the former inmates of the penal colonies are
to be believed when, in singing the praises of
the new punitive policies of the body, they re-
marked: ‘We preterred the blows, but the cell
suits us better.”

Why Mettray? Because it is the disciplinary
form at its most extreme, the moedel in swhich
are concentrated all the coercive technologies
of behaviour. In it were to be found ’cloister,
prison, school, regiment’. The smali, highly hi-
erarchized groups, into which the inmates
were divided, followed simultaneously five
models: that of the family {(each group was a
family” composed of ‘brothers” and two ‘elder
brothers’); that of the army (each family, com-
manded by a head, was divided into two sec-
tions, each of which had a second in command;
each inmate had a number and was taught
basic military exercises; there was a cleanliness
inspection every day, an inspection of ¢clothing
every week; a roll-call was taken three times a
day); that of the workshop, with supervisors

Senrce Reprimted from Michel Foucantt, "The Carcer-
al,” in Discipline wand Punese: The 8irtle of the Prson, (Pan-
theon Books). Copyright @ 1977 by Alan Sheridan. Copy-
right € 1975 by Editions Gallimard.
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and foremen, who were responsible for the
regularity ot the work and for the apprentice-
Ship of the younger inmates; that of the school
(an hour or an hour and a half of lessons every
day; the teaching was given by the instructor
and by the deputy-heads); lastly, the judicial
mudel (each day ‘justice’ was meted out in the
parlour: ‘The least act of disobedience is pun-
ished and the besl way of aveiding serious of-
fences is to punish the most minor offences
very severely: at Mettray, a useless word is
punishable’; the principal punishmint inflicted
was confinement to one’s cell; for ‘isolation is
the besl means of acting on the moral nature of
chitdren; it is there above all that the voice of
religion, even it it has never spoken to their
hearts, recovers ail its emotional power’; the
entire parapenal institution, which is created in
order not to be a prison, culminates in the celf,
on the walls of which are writlen in black let-
ters: ‘Gad sees you.'

This superimpeosition of different maodels
makes it possible to indicate, in its specific fea-
tures, the function of ‘training’. The chiefs and
their deputies at Mettray had to be not exactly
judges, or teachers, or foremen, or non-com-
missioned vtticers, or ‘parents’, but something
of all these things in o quite specific mode of
intervention. They were in a sense technicians
of behaviour; engineers of conduct, orthe-
paedists of individuality. Their task was to
produce bodies that were both docile and capa-
ble; they supervised the nine or ten working
hours ot every day {whether in a workshop or
in the fickds); they directed the orderly move-
ments of groups of inmates, physical exercises,
military exercises, rising in the morning, going
to bed at night, walks to the accompaniment of
bugle and whistle; they taught E;ymlmslics;l
they checked cleanliness, supervised bathing.
Training was accompanied by permanent ob-
servation; a body of knowledge was being con-
stantly built up from the everyday behaviour
of the inmates; it was organized ag an instru-
menl of perpetual assessment: ‘On enlering (he
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colony, the child is subjected to a sort of inter-
rogation as o his origins, the position of his
family, the offence for which he was brought
before the courts and all the other offences that
make up his short and vften very sad existence.
This information is written down on a board
on which everything concerning eacl inmate is
noted in turn, his stay at the colony and the
place to which he is sent when he leaves.” The
modelling of the body produces a knowledge
of the individual, the apprenticeship of the
techniques induces modes of behaviour and
the acquisition of skills is inextricably linked
with the establishment of power relations;
strong, skilled agricuitural workers are pro-
duced; in this very work, provided it is techni-
cally supervised, submissive subjects are pro-
duced and a dependable body of knowledge
built up about them. This disciplinary tech-
nique exercised upon the body had a double
effect: a ‘soul” to be known and a subjection to
be maintained. One result vindicated this work
of training: in 1848, at a moment when ‘the
fever of revolution fired the imagination of all,
when the schools at Angers, La Fléche, Alfort,
even the boarding schools, rose up in rebellion,
the inmates of Mettray were calmer than ever’
{Ferrus).

Where Mettray was especially exemplary
was in the specificity that it recognized in this
operation of training. It was related to otler
forms of supervision, on which it was based:
medicine, general education, religious direc-
tion. But it cannot be identified absolutely with
them. Nor with administration in the strict
sense. Ileads or deputy-heads of ‘families’,
monitors and foremen, had to live in close
proximity to the inmates; their clothes were ‘al-
most as humble’ as those of the inmates them-
selves; they practically never left their side, ob-
serving them day and night; they constituted
among them a network of permanent observa-
tion. And, in order to train them themselves, a
specialized school had been organized in the
colony. The essential element of its programme

was to subject the [uture cadres to the same ap-
prenticeships and to the same coercions as the
inmates themselves: they were ‘subjected as
pupils o the discipline that, later, as instruc-
tors, they would themselves impuose.’ They
were taught the art of power relations. It was
the first training college in pure discipline: the
‘penitentiary’ was not simply a project that
sought its justification in ‘humanity’ or its
foundations in a ‘science’, but a technique that
was learnt, transmitted and which obeyed gen-
eral norms. The practice that normalized by
compulsion the conduct of the undisciplined or
dangerous could, in turn, by technical elabora-
tion and rational reflection, be ‘normalized’.
The disciplinary technique became a ‘disci-
pline” which also had its school.

It so happens that historians of the human
sciences date the birth of scientific psychology
at this time: during these same years, it seems,
Weber was manipulating his little compass for
the measurement of sensations. What took
place at Mettray (and in other European coun-
tries sooner or later) was obviously of a quite
different order. It was the emergence or rather
the institutional specification, the baptism as it
were, of a new type of supervision—both
knowledge and power—over individuals who
resisted disciplinary normalization. And yet, in
the formation and growth of psychology, the
appearance of these professionals of discipline,
normality and subjection surely marks the be-
ginning of a new stage. It will be said that the
quantitative assessment of sensorial responses
could at least derive authority from the pres-
tige of the emerging science of physiology and
that for this alone it deserves to feature in the
history of the sciences. But the supervision of
normality was firmly encased in a medicine or
a psychiatry that provided it with a sort of ‘sci-
entificity’; it was supported by a judicial appa-
ratus which, directly or indirectly, gave it legal
justification. Thus, in the sheiter of these two
considerable protectors, and, indeed, acting as
a link between them, or a place of exchange, a
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carefully worked out technique for the supervi-
sion of norms has continued to develop right
up to the present day. The specific, institution-
al supports of these methods have proliferated
since the founding of the small school at Met-
tray; their apparatuses have increased in quan-
tity and scope; their auxiliary services have
increased, with hospitals, schools, public ad-
ministrations and private enterprises; their
agents have proliferated in number, in power,
in technical qualification; the technicians of in-
discipline have founded a family. In the nor-
malization of the power of normalization, in
the arrangement of a power-knowledge over
individuals, Mettray and its school marked a
new era.

But why choose this moment as the point of
emergence of the formation of an art of punish-
ing that is still more or less our own? Precisely
because this choice is somewhat ‘unjust’. Be-
cause it situates the ‘end’ of the process in the
lower reaches of criminal law. Because Mettray
was a prison, but not entirely; a prison in that it
contained young delinquents condemned by
the courts; and yet something else, too, because
it also contained minors who had been
charged, but acyuitted under article 66 of the
code, and boarders beld, as in the eighteenth
century, as an alternative to paternal correc-
tion. Mettray, a punitive model, is at the limit
of strict penality. [t was the most famous of a
whole series of institutions which, we!l beyond
the frontiers of criminal law, constituted what
one might call the carceral archipelago.

Yet the general principles, the great codes
and subsequent legislation were quite clear on
the matter: no imprisunment ‘ouiside the law,
no detention that had not been decided by a
qualified judicial institution, no more of those
arbitrary and yet widespread confinements. Yet
the very principle of extra-penal incarceration
was in fact never abandoned. (A whole study
remains to be done of the debates that took
place during the Revolution concerning family
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courts, paternal correction and the right of par-
ents to lock up their children.) And, if the appa-
ratus of Lhe great classical form of continement
was partly (and only partly} dismantled, it was
very soon reactivated, rearranged, developed in
certain directions. But what is still more impor-
tant is that it was homogenized, through the
mediation of the prison, on the one hand witl
legal punishments and, on the other, with disci-
plinary mechanisms. The frontiers between
confinement, judicial punishment and institu-
tions of discipline, which were already biurred
in the classical age, tended to disappear and to
constitute a great carceral continuum that Jdif-
fused penitentiary techniques into the most in-
nocent disciplines, transmitting disciplinary
norms into the very heart of the penal system
and placing over the slightest illegality, the
smallest irregularity, deviation or anomaly, the
threat of delinquency. A subile, graduated
carceral net, with compact institutions, but also
separate and diffused methods, assumed re-
sponsibility for the arbitrary, widespread, badly
integrated confinement of the classical age.

I shall not attempt here to reconstitute the
whole network that formed first the immediate
surroundings of the prison, then spread farther
and farther outwards. However, a few reler-
ences and dates should give some idea of the
breadth and precocity of the phenomenon.

There were agricultural sections in the
matsons centrales (the first example of which
was  Gaillon in 1824, followed later by
Fontevrault, Les Douaires, Le Boulard); there
were colonies for poor, abandoned vagrant
children (Petit-Bourg in 1840, Ostwald in 1842);
there were almshouses for young female of-
fenders who ‘recoiled before the idea of enter-
ing a life of disorder,” for ‘poor innocent girls
whose mothers’ immorality has exposed to
precocious perversity,” or for poor girls founc
on the doorsteps of hospitals and lodging
houses. There were penal colonies envisaged
by the law of 1850: minors, acquitted or con-
demned, were to be sent to these colonies and
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‘brought up in common, under strict discipline,
and trained in agricultural work and in the
principal industries related to it later, they
were to be joined by minors sentenced to hard
labour for life and “vicious and insubordinate
wards of the Public Assistance.” And, moving
still farther away from penality in the strict
sense, the carceral circles widen and the form
of the prison slowly diminishes and finally dis-
appears altogether: the institutions for aban-
doned or indigent children, the orphanages
{like Neuhof or Mesnil-Firmin}, the establish-
ments for apprentices (like the Bethléem de
Reims or the Maison de Nancy); still farther
away the factory-convents, such as La
Sauvagere, Tarare and Jujurieu (where the girl
workers entered about the age of thirteen, lived
confined for years and were allowed out only
under surveillance, received instead of wages
pledged payment, which could be increased by
bonuses for zeal and good behaviour, which
they could use only on leaving). And then, still
farther, there was a whole series of mecha-
nisms that did not adopt the ‘compact’” prison
model, but used some of the carceral melhods:
charitable societies, moral improvement associ-
ations, organizations that handed out assis-
tance and also practised surveillance, workers'
estates and lodging houses—the most primi-
tive of which still bear the all too visible marks
of the penitentiary system.2 And, lastly, this
great carceral network reaches all the discipli-
nary mechanisms that function throughout so-
ciety.

We have seen lhat, in penal justice, the
prison transformed the punitive procedure into
a penitentiary technique; the carceral archipel-
ago transported this technique from the penal
institution to the entire social body. With sev-
eral important results.

1. This vast mechanism established a slow,
continuous, imperceptible gradatiun that made
it possible to pass naturally from disorder to
offence and back from a transgression of the
law to a slight departure from a rule, an aver-

age, a demand, a norm. In the classical peri-
od, despite a certain common reference to of-
fence in general,” the order of the crime, the
order of sin and the order of bad conduct re-
mained separate in so far as they related to
separate criteria and authorities {(court, peni-
tence, confinement). Incarceration with its
mechanisms of surveillance and punishment
functioned, on the contrary, according to a
principle of relative continuity. The continuity
of the institutions themselves, which were
linked to one another (public assistance with
the orphanage, the reformitory, the peniten-
tiary, the disciplinary battalion, the prison;
the school with the charitable society, the
workshap, the almsliouse, the penitentiary con-
vent; the workers’ estate with the hospital and
the prison). A continuity of the punitive crite-
ria and mechanisms, which on the basis of a
mere deviation gradually strengthened the
rules and increased the punishment. A contin-
uous gradation of the established, specialized
ind competent aulhorities (in the order of
knowledge and in the order of power) which,
without resort to arbitrariness, but strictly ac-
cording to the regulations, by means of obser-
vation and assessment hierarchized, differenti-
ated, judged, punished and moved gradually
from the correction of irregularities to the pun-
ishment of crime. The ‘carceral” with its many
diffuse or compact forms, its institutions of su-
pervision or constraint, of discreet surveillance
and insistent coercion, assured the comniunica-
tion of punishments according to quality and
quantity; it connected in series or dispused ac-
cording to subtle divisions the minor and the
serious penalties, the mild and the strict forms
of treatment, bad marks and light sentences.
You will end up in the convict-ship, the slight-
est indiscipline seems lo say; and the harshest
of prisons says to the prisoners condemned to
life: T shall note the slightest irregularity in
your conduct. The generality of the punitive
function that the eighieenth century soughl in
the ‘ideological’ technique of representations
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and signs now had as its support the extension,
the material framework, complex, dispersed,
but coherent, of the various carceral mecha-
nisms. As a result, a certain significant general-
ity moved between the least trregularity and
the greatest crime; it was no longer the offence,
the attack on the comman interest, it was the
departure from the norm, the anomaly; it was
this that haunted the school, the court, the asy-
fum or the prison. It generalized in the sphere
of meaning the function that the carceral gener-
alized in the sphere of tactics. Replacing the
adversary of the sovereign, the social enemy
was transformed into a deviant, who brought
with him the multiple danger of disorder,
crime and madness. The carceral network
linked, through innumerable relations, the two
long, multiple series of the punitive and the ab-
normal.

2. The carceral, with its far-reaching net-
works, allows the recruitment of major ‘delin-
quents.” It organizes what might be called ‘dis-
ciplinary careers’ in which, through vartous
exclusions and rejections, a whole process is set
in motion. In the classical period, there opened
up in the confines or interstices of society the
confused, tolerant and dangerous domain of
the ‘outlaw” or at least of that which eluded the
direct hold of power: an uncertain space that
was for criminality a training ground and a re-
gion of refuge; there poverty, unemployment,
pursued innocence, cunning, the struggie
against the powerful, the refusal of obligations
and laws, and organized crime all carae togeth-
er as chance and fortune would dictate; it was
the domain of adventure that Gil Blas, Shep-
pard or Mandrin, each in his own way, inhabit-
ed. Through the play of disciplinary differenti-
ations and divisions, the nineteenth century
constructed rigorous channels which, within
the system, inculcated ducility and produced
delinquency by the same mechanisms. There
was a sort of disciplinary ‘training,” continnous
and compelling, that had sumething of the
pedagogical curriculum and something of the
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professional network. Careers emerged fram it,
as secure, as predictable, as those of public life:
assistance associations, residential apprentice-
ships, penal colonies, disciplinary battalions,
prisous, hospitals, almshouses. These networks
were aiready well mapped out at the beginning
of the nineteenth century: ‘Our benevolent es-
tablishments present an admirably coordinated
whole by means of which the indigent does not
remain a moment without help from the cradle
to the grave. Follow the course of the unfortu-
tate man: you will see him born among
foundlings; from there he'passes to the nurs-
ery, then to an orphanage; at the age of six he
goes off to primary schoot and later to aduit
schools. Tf he cannot work, he is placed on the
list of the charity offices of his district, and if he
falts ill he may choose between twelve hospi-
tals . . . Lastly, when the poor Parisian reaches
the end of his carecr, seven almshouses await
his age and often their salubrious régime has
prolonged his useless days well beyond those
of the rich man’ (Moreau de Jounes, quoted in
Touquet).

The carceral network does not cast the unas-
similable into a confused hell; theee is na out-
side. Tt takes back with one hand what jt seermns
to exclude with the other. [t saves cw:r_vthing,
including what it punishes. [t is unwilling to
waste even what it has decided to disqualify.
In this panoptic society of which incarceration
is the omnipresent armature, the delinguent is
not outside the law; he is, from the very outset,
in the law, at the very heart of the law, or at
least in the midst of those mechanisins that
transfer the individual imperceptibly from dis-
cipline to the law, from deviation to offence.
Although it is true that prison punishes delin-
quency, delinquency is for the most part pro-
duced in and by an incarceration which, ulti-
mately, prison perpetuates in its turn, The
prison is merely the natural consequence, no
more than a higher degree, of that hierarchy
laid down step by step. The definquent is an
institutional product. It is no yse being sur-
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prised, therefure, that in a considerable propor-
tion of cases the biography of convicts passes
through ail these mechanisins and establish-
ments, whose purpose, it is widely believed, is
to lead away from prison. That one should find
in them what one might call the index of an ir-
repressibly delinquent “character’: the prisoner
condemned to hard labor was meticulously
produced by a childhood spent in a reformato-
ry, according to the lines of force of the gener-
alized carceral system. Conversely, the lyricism
of marginality may find inspiralion in the
image of the ‘outlaw’, the great social nomad,
who prowls on the confines of a docile, fright—
ened order. But it is not on the fringes of soci-
ety and through successive exiles that criminal-
ity is born, but by means of ever more closely
placed insertions, under ever more insistent
surveillance, by an accumulation of discipli-
nary coercion. In short, the carceral archipelago
assures, in the depths of the social body, the
formation of delinquency on the basis of subtle
illegalities, the overlapping of the latter by the
former and the establishment of a specified
criminality.

3. But perhaps the most important effect of
the carceral system and of its extension well
beyond legal imprisonment is that it succeeds
in making the power to punish natural and le-
gitimate, in lowering at least the threshold of
tolerance to penality. It tends to efface what
may be exorbitant in the exercise of punish-
ment. It does this by playing the two registers
in which it is deployed—the legal register of
justice and the extra-legal register of disci-
pline—against one another. In effect, the great
continuity of the carceral system throughout
the law and its sentences gives a sort of legal
sanction to the disciplinary mechanisms, to the
decisions and judgements that they enforce.
Throughout this network, which comprises so
many ‘regional’ institutions, relatively au-
tonomous and independent, is transmitted,
with the ‘prison-form’, the model of justice it-
self. The regulations of the disciplinary estab-
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lishinents may reproduce the law, the punish-
ments imilate the verdicts and penalties, the
surveillance repeal the police model; and,
above all these multiple establislunents, the
prison, wiich in relation to them is a pure
form, unadulterated and unmitigated, gives
them a sort of official sanction. The carceral,
with its long gradation stretching from the con-
victship or imprisonment with hard labour to
diffuse, slight limitations, commmunicates a type
of power that the law validates and that justice
uses as its favourite weapon. How could the
disciplines and the power that functions in
them appear arbitrary, when they merely oper-
ate the mechanisms of justice itself, even with a
view to mitigating their intensity? When, by
generalizing its effects and transmitting it to
every level, it makes it possible to avoid its (ull
rigour? Carceral continuity and the fusion of
the prison-form make it possible to legalize, or
in any case to legitimate disciplinary power,
which thus avoids any element of excess or
abuse it may entail.

But, conversely, the carceral pyramid gives
to the power lo inflict legal punishment a con-
text in which it appears to be free of all excess
and all violence. In the subtle gradation of the
apparatuses of discipline and of the successive
‘embeddings’ that they involve, the prison
does not at all represent the unleashing of a
different kind of power, but simply an addi-
tionai degree in the intensity of a mechanism
that has continued to operate since the earliest
forms of legal punishment. Between the latest
institution of ‘rehabilitation,” where one is
taken in order to avoid prison, and the prison
where one is sent after a definable offence, the
difference is (and must be) scarcely perceptible.
There is a stricl economy that has the effect of
rendering as discreet as possible the singular
power to punish. There is nothing in it now
that recails the former excess of sovereign
power when it revenged its authority on the
tortured body of those about to be executed.
Prison continues, on those who are entrusted
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to it, a work begun elsewhere, which the whole
of society pursues on each individual through
innumerable mechanisms of discipline. By
means of a carceral continuum, the authority
that sentences infiltrates all those other author-
ities that supervise, transform, correct, im-
prove. [t might even be said that nothing really
distinguishes them any more except the singu-
larly ‘dangerous’ character of the delinquents,
the gravity of their departures from normal be-
haviour and the necessary solemnity of the rit-
ual. But, in its function, the power to punish is
not essentially different from that of curing or
educating. It receives from them, and from
their lesser, smaller task, a sanction from
below; but one that is no less important for
that, since it is the sanction of technique and
rationality. The carceral ‘naturalizes’ the legal
power to punish, as it ‘legalizes’ the technical
power to discipline. In thus homogenizing
them, effacing what may be violent in one and
arbitrary in the other, attenuating the effects of
revolt that they may both arouse, thus depriv-
ing excess in either of any purpose, circulating
the same caiculated, mechanical and discreet
methods from one to the other, the carceral
makes it possible to carry out that great ‘econo-
my’ of power whose formula the eighteenth
century had sought, when the problem of the
accumulation and usefui administration of
men first emerged.

By operating at every level of the social body
and by mingling ceaselessly the art of rectify-
ing and the right to punish, the universality of
the carceral lowers the level from which it be-
comes natural and acceptable to be punished.
The question is often posed as to how, before
and after the Revolution, a new foundation
was given to the right to punish. And no doubt
the answer is to be found in the theory of the
contract. But it is perhaps more important to
ask the reverse question: how were people
made o accept the power to purish, or quite
simply, when punished, tolerate being so. The
theory of the contract can only answer this
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question by the fiction of a juridical subject giv-
ing to others the power to exercise over him
the right that he himself possesses over them.
It is highiy probabie that the great carceral con-
tinuum, which provides a communication be-
tween the power of discipline and the power of
the law, and extends without interruption from
the smallest coercions to the fongest penal de-
tention, constituted the technical and real, im-
mediately material counterpart of that chimeri-
cal granting of the right to punish.

4. With this new economy of power, the
carceral system, which is its basic ipstrument,
permitted the emergence of a new form of
law" a mixture of legality and nature, pre-
scription and constination, the norm. This had
a whole series of effects: the internal disloca-
tion of the judicial power or at least of its
functioning; an increasing difficulty in judg-
ing, as if one were ashamed to pass sentence;
a furious desire on the part of the judges to
judge, assess, diagnose, recognize the normal
and abnormal and claim the honour of curing
or rehabilitating. In view of this, it is useless
to believe in the good or bad consciences of
judges, or even of their unconscious. Their
immense ‘appetite for medicine’ which is con-
stantly manifested—from their appeat to psy-
chiatric experts, to their attention to the chat-
ter of criminology—expresses the major fact
that the power they exercise has been ‘dena-
tured’; that it is at a certain level governed by
laws; that at another, more fundamental level
it functions as a normative power; it is the
economy of power that they exercise, and not
that of their scruples or their humanism, that
makes them pass ‘therapeutic’ sentences and
recommend ‘rehabilitating’ periods of impris-
onment. But, conversely, if the judges accept
ever more reluctantly to condemn for the sake
of condemning, the activity of judging has in-
creased precisely to the extent that the nor
malizing power has spread. Borne along by
the omnipresence of the mechanisms of disci-
pline, basing itself on all the carcerai appara-
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tuses, it has become one of the major func-
tions of our society. The judges of normality
are present everywhere. We are in the society
of the teacher-judge; the doctor-judge, the cd-
necator-judge, the 'soctal worker'-judge; il is on
them that the universal reign of the normative
is based: and each individual, wherever he
may find himself, subjects to it his body, his
gestures, his behaviour, his aptitudes, his
achievements. The carceral network, in its
compact or disseminated forms, with its sys-
tems of insertion, distribution, surveillance,
observation, has been the greatest support, in
modern society, of the normalizing power.

5. The carceral texture of society assures
both the reai capture of the body and its per-
petual observation; it is, by its very nature, the
apparatus of punishment that conforms most
completely to the new economy of power and
the instrument for the formation of knowledge
that this very ecomomy needs. Its panoptic
functioning enables it to play this double role.
By virtue of its methods of fixing, dividing,
recording, it has been one of the simplest, crud-
est, also most concrete, but perhaps most indis-
pensable conditions for the development of
this immense activity of examination that has
objectified human behaviour. If, after the age of
‘inquisitorial’ justice, we have entered the age
of ‘examinatory’ justice, if, in an even more
general way, the method of examination has
been able to spread so widely throughout soci-
ety, and to give rise in part to the sciences of
man, one of the great instruments for this has
been the multiplicity and close overlapping of
the various mechanisms of incarceration. { am
not saying that the human sciences emerged
from the prison. But, if they have been able to
be formed and to produce so many profound
changes in the episteme, it is because they have
been conveyed by a specific and new modality
of power: a certain policy of the body, a certain
way of rendering the group of men docile and
useful. This policy required the involvement of
definite relations of knowledge in relations of

power; it called for a technique of overlapping
subjection and objectilication; it brought with it
new procedures of individualization. The
carceral network constituted one of the arma-
tures of this power-knowledge that has made
the human sciences historically  possible.
Knowable man, (soul, individuality, conscious-
ness, conduct, whatever it is cailed) is the ob-
ject-effect of this analytical investment, of this
domination-observation.

6. This no doubt explains the extreme solidi-
ty of the prison, that slight invention that was
nevertheless decried from the outset. If it had
been no more than an instrument of rejection
or repression in the service of a stale appara-
tus, it would have been easier to alter its more
overt forms or to find a more acceptable substi-
tute for it. But, rooted as it was in mechanisms
and strategies of power, it could meet any at-
tempt to transform it with a great force of iner-
tia. One fact is characteristic: when it is a ques-
tion of altering the system of imprisonment,
opposition does not come from the judicial in-
stitutions alone; resistance is to be found not in
the prison as penal sanction, but in the prison
with all its determinations, links and extrajudi-
cial results; in the prison as the relay in a gen-
erai network of disciplines and surveillances;
in the prison as it functions in a panoptic
régime. This does not mean that it cannot be al-
tered, nor that it is onice and for all indispens-
able to our kind of society. One may, on the
contrary, site the two processes which, in the
very continuity of the processes that make the
prison function, are capable of exercising con-
siderable restraint ou its use and of transform-
ing its internal functioning. And no doubt
these processes have already begun to a large
degree. The first is that which reduces the utili-
ty (or increases its inconveniences) of a delin-
quency accommaodated as a specific illegality,
locked up and supervised; thus the growth of
great national or international illegalities di-
rectly linked to the political and economic ap-
paratuses (financial illegalities, information
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services, arms and drugs trafficking, property
speculation) makes it clear that the somewhat
rustic and conspicuous work force of delin-
quency is proving ineffective; or again, on a
smaller scale, as scon as the economic levy on
sexual pleasure is carried out more efficiently
by the sale of centraceptives, or obliquely
through publications, films or shows, the ar-
chaic hierarchy of prostitution loses much of its
former usefulness. The second process is the
growth of the disciplinary networks, the multi-
plication of their exchanges with the penal ap-
paratus, the ever more important powers that
are given them, the ever more massive trans-
ference to them of judicial functions; now, as
medicine, psychology, education, public assis-
tance, ‘social work’ assume an ever greater
share of the powers of supervision and assess-
ment, the penal apparatus will be able, in turn,
to become medicalized, psychologized, educa-
tionalized; and by the same token that turning-
point represented by the prison becomes less
useful when, through the gap between its peni-
tentiary discourse and its effect of consolidat-
ing delinquency, it articulates the penal power
and the disciplinary power. In the midst of ail
these mechanisms of normalization, which are
becoming ever more rigorous in their applica-
tion, the specificity of the prison and its role as
link are losing something of their purpose.

If there is an overall political issue around
the prison, it is not therefore whether it is to be
corrective or not; whether the judges, the psy-
chiatrists or the sociologists are to exercise
more power in it than the administrators or su-
pervisors; it is not even whether we should
have prison or something other than prison. At
present, the problem lies rather in the steep rise
in the use of these mechanisms of normaliza-
tion and the wide-ranging powers which,
through the proliferation of new disciplines,
they bring with them.,

[n 1836, a correspondent wrote to La Pla-
lauge: "Moralists, philosophers, legislaors, flat-
terers of civilization, this is the plan of your
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Paris, neatly ordered and arranged, here is the
improved plan in which all like things are
gathered together. At the centre, and within a
first enclosure: hospitals for all diseases,
almshouses for all types of poverty, madhous-
es, prisons, convict-prisons for men, women
and children. Arcund the first enclosure, bar-
racks, courtrooms, police stations, houses for
prison warders, scaffolds, houses for the exe-
cutioner and his assistants. At the four cor-
ners, the Chamber of Deputies, the Chamber
of Peers, the Institute and the Royal Palace.
Outside, there are the varipus services that
supply the central enclosure, commerce, with
its swindlers and its bankruptcies; industry
and its furious struggles; the press, with its
sophisms; the gambling dens; prostitution, the
people dying of hunger or wallowing in de-
bauchery, always ready to lend an ear to the
voice of the Cenius of Revolutions; the heart-
less rich Lastly the ruthless war of all
agaiost all” (La Phalanye, 10 August 1836).

I shall slop with this anonymous text. We
are now far away from the country of tortures,
dotted with wheels, gibbets, gallows, pillories;
we arce far, too, from that dream of the reform-
ers, less than fifty years before: the city of
putiishments in which a thousand small the-
atres would have provided an endless multi-
coloured representation of justice in which the
punishments, meticulously produced on deco-
rative scaffolds, would have constituted the
permanent festival of the penal code. The
carceral city, with its imaginary ‘geo-politics,”
is governed by quite different principles. The
extract from La Phafange reminds us of some of
the more important ones: that at the centre of
this city, and as if to hold it in place, there is,
not the ‘centre of power,” not a network of
forces, but a multiple network of diverse ele-
ments—walls, space, institution, rules, dis-
course; that the modet of the carceral city is
not, therefore, the body of the king, with the
powers that emanate from it, nor the contrac-
tual meeting of wills from which a body that
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was both individual and collective was born,
but a strategic distribulion of elements ot dif-
ferent natures and levels. That the prison is
not the daughter of laws, codes or the judicial
apparatus; that it is not subordinated to the
court and the docile or clumsy instrument of
the sentences that it hands out and of the re-
sults that it would like to achieve; that il is the
court that is external and subordinate to the
prison. That in the central position that it oc-
cupies, it is not alone, but linked to a whole
series of ‘carceral’ mechanisms which seem
distinct enough—since they are intended to al-
leviate pain, to cure, to comfort—but which ail
tend, like the prison, to exercise a power of
normalization. That these mechanisms are ap-
plied not to transgressivns against a ‘central’
law, but to the apparatus of production—
‘commerce’ and ‘industry’—to a whole multi-
plicity of illegalities, in all their diversity of
nature and origin, their specific role in profit
and the different ways in which they are dealt
with by the punitive mechanisms. And that
ultimalely what presides over all these mecha-
nisms is not the unitary functioning of an ap-
paratus or an institution, but the necessity of
combat and the rules of strategy. That, conse-
quently, the notions of institutions of repres-
sion, rejection, exclusion, marginalization, are
not adequate to describe, at the very centre of
the carceral city, the formation of the insidious
leniencies, unavowable petty cruelties, small
acts of cunning, calculated methods, tech-
niques, ‘sciences’ that permit the fabrication of
the disciplinary individual. In this central and
centralized humanity, the effect and instru-
ment of complex power relations, bodies and
forces subjected by multiple mechanisms of
‘incarceration,” objects for discourses that are
in themselves elements for this strategy, we
must hear the distant roar of battle.

At this point I end a book that must serve as
a historical background to various studies of
the power of normalization and the formation
of knowledge in modern society.

NOTES

1. *Anvthing that helps to tire the body helps to
expel bad thoughts: su care is taken that games
consist of violent exercise. At night, they fall
asleep the moment they touch the pillow’
(Ducpétiaux, 1854, 375-6}.

2. Ck, for example, the following description of
workers” accommodation built at Lilie in the mid-
nineteenth century: ‘Cleanliness is the order of
the day. It is the heart of the regulations. There
are a number of severe provisions against noise,
drunkenness, disorders of all kinds. A serious of-
fence brings expulsion. Brought back to regular
habits of order and economy, the workers no
longer desert the workshops on Mondays. . .
The children are better supervised and are no
longer a cause of scandal. . . Prizes are given for
the upkeep of the dwellings, for good behaviour,
for signs of devotion and each vear these prizes
are competed for by a large number of competi-
tors’ (Houzé de I’ Aulnay, 13-15).

3. Crime was explicitly defined by certain jurists
such as Muyart de Vouglans and Rousseaud de
la Combe.

Jean-Francois Lyotard: The Post
Modern Condition: A Report
on Knowledge

I define postmodern as incredulity toward meta-
narratives. This incredulity is undoubtedly a
product of progress in the sciences: but that
progress in turn presupposes it. To the obsoles-
cence of the metanarrative apparatus of legiti-
mation corresponds, most notably, the crisis of
metaphysical philosophy and of the university
institution which in the past relied on it. The
narrative function is losing its functors, its

Senrce  Reprinted with permission of the University of
Minnesota Press from Jean-Frangois Lyotard, The Post-Med-
ern Condition: A Report on Knowledge. English translation
and Forward copyright © 1984 by the Univerity of Min-
nesota Press.




great hero, its great dangers, its great voyages,
its great goal. It is being dispersed in clouds of
narrative language elements—narrative, but
also denotative, prescriptive, descriplive, and
so on. Conveyed within each cloud are prag-
matic valencies specific to its kind. Each of us
lives at the intersection of many of these. How-
ever, we do not necessarily establish stable lan-
guage combinations, and the properties of the
ones we do establish are not necessarily com-
municable.

Thus the society of the future falls less with-
in the province of a Newtonian anthropology
(such as structuralism or systems theory) than
a pragmatics of language particles. There are
many different languages games—a hetero-
geneity of elements. They only give rise to in-
stitutions in patches—local determinism.

The decision makers, however, attempt to
manage these clouds of sociality according to
input/output matrices, following a logic wiich
implies that their elements are commensurable
and that the whole is determinable. They allo-
cate our lives for the growth of power. [n mat-
ters of social justice and of scientific truth alike,
the legitimation of that power is based on its
optimizing the system’s performance—efficien-
cy. The application of this criterion to ail of our
games necessarily entails a certain level of ter-
ror, whether soft or hard: be operational (that
is, commensurable) or disappear.

The logic of maximum performance is no
doubt inconsistent in many ways, particularly
with respect to contradiction in the sociveco-
nomie field: it demands both less work (to
lower preduction costs) and more (to lessen the
social burden of the idle population). But our
incredulity is now such that we no longer ex-
pect salvation to rise from these inconsisten-
cies, as did Marx.

Still, the postmodern condition is as much
a stranger to disenchantment as it is to the
blind positivity of delegitimation. Where,
after the metanarratives, can legitimacy re-
side? The operativity criterion is technological;
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it has no relevance for judging what is true
or just. Is legitimacy to be found in consensus
obtained through discussion, as Jiirgen Haber-
mas thinks? Such consensus does violence to
the helerogeneity of language games. And in-
vention is always born of dissension. Post-
modern knowledge is not simply a tool of the
authorities; it refines our sensitivity to differ-
ences and reinforces our ability to tolerate the
incommensurable. Its principle is not the ex-
pert’s homology, but the inventor's paralogy.

Here is the question: is a legitimation of the
social bond, a just society, feasible in terms of a
paradox analogous to that of scientific activity?
What would such a paradox be?

The text that follows is an occasional one. It
is a report on knowledge in the most highly de-
veloped societies and was presented to the
Conseil des Universités of the government of
Quebec at the request of ils president. T would
like to thank him for his kindness in allowing
its publication.

It remains to be said that the author of the
report is a philosopher, not an expert. The lat-
ter knows what he knows and what he does
not know: the former does not. One concludes,
the other questions—two very different lan-
guage games. | combine them here with the re-
sult that neither quite succeeds.

The philosopher at least can console himself
with the thought that the formal and pragmatic
analysis of certain philosophical and ethico-po-
litical discourses of legitimation, which under-
lics the report, will subsequently see the light
of day. The report will have served to intro-
duce that analysis froin a somewhat sociologiz-
ing slant, one that truncates but at the same
time situates it.

Such as it is, | dedicate this report to the In-
stitut Polytechnique de Philosophie of the Uni-
versité de Paris VIII (Vincennes)—at this very
postmodern moment that finds the University
nearing what may be its end, while the Insti-
tute may just be beginning.

* * * * * + * * £ *+ #* + * * + *
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Transformation in the nature ol knowledge,
then, could well have repercussions on the ex-
tsting public powers, forcing them to reconsid-
er thetr relations (both de jure and de facto)
with the large corporalions and, more general-
ly, with civil society. The reopening of the
world market, a return to vigorous economic
campetition, the breakdown of the hegemony
of American capitalism, the decline of the so-
cialist alternative, a probable opening of the
Chinese market—these and many other factors
are already, at the end of the 1970s, preparing
Slates for a serious reappraisal of the role they
have been accustomed lo playing since the
1930s: that of guiding, or even directing in-
veslments. In this light, the new technologies
can only increase the urgency of such a reex-
amination, since they make the information
used in decision making (and therefore the
means of control} even more mobile and sub-
ject to piracy. ]

It is not hard to visualize learning circu-
lating along the same lines as money, instead
of for its “educational” value or political (ad-
ministrative, diplomatic, military} importance;
the pertinent distinction would no longer be
between knowledge and ignorance, but rath-
er, as is the case with money, between “pay-
ment knowledge” and “investment knowl-
edge”—in  other words, between units of
knowledge exchanged in a daily maintenance
framework (the reconstitution of the work
force, “survival”} versus funds ol knowledge
dedicated to optimizing the performance of a
project.

If this were the case, communicalional trans-
parency would be similar to liberalisin. Liber-
alism does not preclude an organization of the
flow of money in which some channels are
used in decision making while others are only
good for the payment of debts. One could simi-
larly imagine flows of knowledge traveling
along identical channeis of identical vature,
some of which would be reserved for the “de-
cision makers,” while the others would be used

to repay cach person’s perpelual debt with re-
spect to the soctal bond.

THE PROBLEM: LEGITIMATION

That is the working hypothesis defining the
field within whiclr 1 intend to consider the
yuestion of the status of knowledge. This sce-
nario, akin to the one that goes by the name
“the computerization of society” (although
ours is advanced in an entirely different spirit),
makes no claims of being original, or even true.
What is required of a working hypothesis is a
fine capacity for discrimination. The scenario
ol the computerization of the muost highly de-
veloped  socielies  allows us  to  spotlight
(though with the risk of excessive magnifica-
Hon) certain aspects of the transformation of
knowledge and its effects on public power and
civil institutions—effects it would be difficult
to perceive from other points of view. Qur hy-
pothesis, therefore, should not be accorded
predictive value in relation to reality, but
strategic value in relation to the question
raised.

Nevertheless, 1t has strong credibility, and in
that sense our choice of this hypothesis is not
arbitrary. [t has been described extensively by
the experts' and is already guiding certain de-
cisions by the governmental agencies and pri-
vale firms most directly concerned, such as
those managing the telecommunications indus-
try. To some extent, then, it is already a part of
observable reality. Finally, barring economic
stagnation or a gencral recession (resulting, for
example, from a conlinued failure to solve the
world’s energy problems), there is a goud
chance that this scenario will come to pass: it is
hard to see what other direction contemporary
technology could take as an alternative to the
computerization of society.

This ts as much as to say that the hypothesis
is banal, But only to the extent that it fails to
challenge the general paradigm of progress in
science and technology, to which economic




growth and the expansion of sociopolitical
power seem to be natural complements. That
sctentific and technical knowledge is cumula-
tive is never questioned. At most, what is de-
bated is the form that accumulation takes—
some picture it as regular, continuous, and
unanimous, others as periodie, discontinuous,
and conflictual.?

But these truisms are fallacious. In the first
place, scientific knowledge does not represent
the totality of knowledge; it has always exisled
in addition to, and in competition and conflict
with, another kind of knowledge, which T will
call narrative in the interests of simplicity (its
characteristics will be described later). I do not
mean to say that narrative knowledge can pre-
vail over science, but its model is related to
ideas of internal equilibrium and conviviality’
next to which contemporary scientific knowl-
edge cuts a poor figure, especially if it is lo un-
dergo an exteriorization with respect to the
“knower” and an alienation from its user even
greater than has previously been the case. The
resulting demoralization of researchers and
teachers is far from negligible; it is well knawn
that during the 1960s, in all of the most highly
developed societies, it reached such explosive
dimensions among those preparing to practice
these professions—the students—that there
was noticeable decrease in productivity at lab-
oratories and universities unable to protect
themselves from its contamination.* Expecting
this, with hope or fear, to lead to a revolution
(as was then often the case) is out of the ques-
tion: it will not change the order of things in
postindustrial society overnight. But this doubt
ot the part of scientists must be taken into ac-
count as a major factor in evaluating the pre-
sent and future status of scientific knowledge.

It is all the more necessary to take it into
consideration since—and this is the second
point—the scientists’ demoralization has an
impact on the centrai problem of legitimation. [
use the word in a broader sense than do con-
temporary German theorists in their discus-
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stons of the question of authority” Take any
civil law as an example: it states that a given
category of citizens must perform a specific
kind of action, Legitimation is the process by
which a legislator is authorized to promulgate
such a law as a norm. Now take the example of
a scientific statement: it is subject to the rule
that a statement must fulfill a given set of con-
ditions in order te be accepted as scientific. In
this case, legitimation is the process by which a
“legislator” dealing with scientific discourse is
authorized to prescribe the stated conditions
(in general, conditions of internal consistency
and  experimental verification) determining
whether a statement is to be included in that
discourse for consideration by the scientific
community.

The parallel may appear forced. But as we
will see, it is not. The question of the legitimacy
of science has been indissociably linked to that
of the legitimation of the legislator since the
time of Plato. From this point of view, the right
to decide what is true is not independent of the
right to decide what is just, even if the state-
ments consigned to these two authorities differ
i nature. The point is that there is a strict in-
terlinkage between the kind of language catled
science and the kind called ethics and politics:
they bolh stem from the same perspective, the
same “choice” if you will—the choice called
the Occident.

When we examine the current status of sci-
entific knowledge—at a time when science
seems more completely subordinated to the
prevailing powers than ever before and, along
with the new technologies, is in danger of be-
coming a major stake in their conflicts—the
question of double legitimation, far from re-
ceding into the background, necessarily comes
to the fore. For it appears in its most complete
form, that of reversion, revealing that knowi-
edge and power are simply two sides of the
same question: who decides what knowledge
i, and who knows what needs to be decided?
In the computer age, the question of knowl-
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edge is now more than ever a question of gov-
ernmertt,

I T N S S S T .

DELEGITIMATION

In contemporary society and culture—postin-
dustrial society, postmodern culture’~—the
question of the legitimation of knowledge is
formulated in different terms. The grand narra-
tive has lost its credibility, regardless of what
mode of unification it uses, regardiess of
whether it is a speculative narrative or a narra-
tive of emancipation.

The decline of narrative can be seen as an ef-
fect of the blossoming of techniques and tech-
nologies since the Second World War, which
has shifted emphasis from the ends of action to
its means; it can also be seen as an effect of the
redeployment of advanced liberal capitalism
after its retreat under the protection of Keyne-
sianism during the period 1930-60, a renewal
that has eliminated the communist alternative
and valorized the individual enjoyment of
goods and services.

Anytime we go searching for causes in this
way we are bound to be disappointed. Even if
we adopted one or the other of these hypothe-
ses, we would still have to detail the correla-
tion between the tendencies mentioned and the
decline of the unifying and legitimating power
of the grand narratives of speculation and
emancipation.

It is, of course, understandable that both
capitalist renewal and prosperity and the dis-
orienting upsurge of technology would have
an impact on the status of knowledge. But in
order to understand how contemporary sci-
ence could have been susceptible to those ef-
fects long before they took place, we must first
locate the seeds of "delegitinmtion”"’r and ni-
hilism that were inherent in the grand narra-
tives of the nineteenth century.

First of ail, the speculative apparatus main-

tains an ambigious relation o knowledge. [t
shows that knowledge is only worthy of that
name to the extent that it reduplicates itself
(“lifts itself up,” hebt sich auf; is sublated) by cit-
ing its own stalements in a second-level dis-
course {autonymy) that functions to legitimate
them. This is as much as to say that, in its im-
mediacy, denotative discourse bearing on a
certain referent (a living organism, a chemical
property, a physical phenomenon, etc.) does
not really know what it thinks it knows. Posi-
tive science is not a form of knowledge. And
specudation feeds on its suppression. The
Hegelian speculative narrative thus harbors a
certain skepticism toward positive learning, as
Hegel himself admits.?

A science that has not legitimated itself is
not a true science; if the discourse that was
meant to legitimate it seems to belong to a pre-
scientific form of knowledge, like a “vulgar”
narrative, it is demoted to the lowest rank, that
of an ideclogy or instrument of power. And
this always happens if the rules of the science
game that discourse denounces as empirical
are applied to science itself.

Take for example the speculative statement:
“A scientific statement is knowledge if and
only if it can take its place in a universal
process of engendering.” The question is: Is
this statement knowledge as it itself defines it?
Only if it can take its place in a universal
process of engendering. Which it can. All it has
to do is to presuppose that such a process ex-
ists {the Life of spirit} and that it is itself an ex-
pression of that process. This presupposition,
in fact, is indispensable to the speculative lan-
guage game. Without it, the language of legiti-
mation would not be Jegitimate; it would ac-
company science in a nosedive inlto nonsense,
at least if we take idealismy’s word for it.

But this presupposition can also be under-
stood in a totally different sense, one which
takes us in the direction of postmodern culture:
we could say, in keeping with the perspective




we adopted earlier, that this presupposition
defines the set of rules one must accept in
order to play the speculative game.” Such an
appraisal assumes first that we accept that the
“positive” sciences represent the general mode
of knowledge and second, that we understand
this language to imply certain formal and ax-
iomatic presuppositions that it must always
make explicit. This is exactly what Nietzsche is
doing, though with a different terminology,
when he shows that “European nihilism” re-
suited from the truth requirement of science
being turned back against itself."”

There thus arises an idea of perspective that
is not far removed, at least in this respect, from
the idea of language games. What we have
here is a process of delegitimation fueled by
the demand for legitimation itself. The “crisis”
of scientific knowledge, signs of which have
been accumulating since the end of the nine-
teenth century, is not born of a chance prolifer-
ation of sciences, itself an effect of progress in
technology and the expansion of capitalism. It
represents, rather, an internal erosion of the le-
gitimacy principle of knowledge. There is ero-
sion at work inside the speculative game, ad
by loosening the weave of the encyclopedic net
in which each science was to find its place, it
eventually sets them free.

The classical dividing lines between the vari-
ous fields of science are thus called into ques-
tion—disciplines disappear, overlappings occur
at the borders between sciences, and from these
new territories are born. The specutative hier-
archy of learning gives way to an immanent
and, as it were, “flat” network of areas of in-
quiry, the respective frontiers of which are in
constant flux. The old “faculties” splinter into
institutes and foundations of all kinds, and the
universities lose their function of speculative
legitimation. Stripped of the responsibiiity for
research (which was stifled by the speculative
narrative), they limit themselves to the trans-
mission of what is judged to be established
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knowledge, and through didactics they guar-
antee the replication of teachers rather than the
production of researchers. This is the state in
which Nietzsche finds and condemns them."”

The potential for erosion intrinsic to the
other legitimation procedure, the emancipation
apparatus flowing from the Aufkldrung, is no
less extensive than the one at work within
speculative discourse. But it touches a different
aspect. Its distinguishing characteristic is that it
grounds the legitimation of science and truth
in the autonomy of interlocutors inveolved in
ethical, social, and political praxis. As we have
seen, there are immediate problems with this
form of legitimation: the difference between a
denotative statement with cognitive value and
a prescriptive statement with practical value is
one of relevance, therefore of competence.
There is nothing to prove that if a statement
describing a real situation is true, it follows
that a prescriptive statement based upon it (the
effect of which will necessarily be a modifica-
tion of that reality) will be just.

Take, for example, a closed door. Between
“The door is closed” and “Open the door”
there is no relation of consequence as defined
in propositional logic. The two statements be-
long to two autonomous sets of rules defining
different kinds of relevance, and therefore of
competence. Here, the effect of dividing reason
into cognitive or theoretical reason on the one
hand, and practical reason on the other, is to
attack the legitimacy of the discourse of sci-
ence. Not directly, but indirectly, by revealing
that it is a language game with its own rules (of
which the a priori conditions of knowledge in
Kant provide a first glimpse) and that it has no
special cailing to supervise the game of praxis
{nor the game of aesthetics, for that matter).
The game of science is thus put on a par with
the others.

[f this “delegitimation” is pursued in the
slightest and if its scope is widened {(as
Wittgenstein does in his own way, and
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thinkers such as Martin Buber and Emmanuei
Lévinas in theirs)'” the road is then open {or an
important current of postmodernity: science
plays its own game; it is incapable of legitimat-
ing the other language games. The game of
prescription, for example, escapes it. But above
all, it is incapable of legitimating itself, as spec-
ulation assuimed it could.

The social subject ttself seems to dissolve in
this dissemination of language games. The so-
cial bond is linguistic, but is not woven with a
single thread. It is a fabric formed by the inter-
section of at least two (and in reality an inde-
terminate number) of language games, obeying
different rules. Wittgenstein writes: “Our lan-
guage can be seen as an ancient city: a maze of
little streets and squares, of old and new hous-
es, and of houses with additions from various
periods; and this surrounded by a mulititude of
new boroughs with straight regular streets and
uniform houses.”™* And to drive home that the
principle of unitotality—or synthesis under the
authority of a metadiscourse of knowledge—is
inapplicable, he subjects the “lown” of lan-
guage to the old sorites paradox by asking:
“how many houses or streets does it take be-
fore a town begins to be a town?”"

New languages are added to the old ones,
forming suburbs of the old town: “the symbol-
ism of chemistry and the potation of the infin-
itestimal calculus.”'” Thirty-five years later we
can add to the list: machine languages, the ma-
trices of game theory, new systems of musical
notation, systems of notation for nondenotative
forms of logic (temporal logics, deontic logics,
maodal logics), the language of the genetic code,
graphs of phonological structures, and so on.

We may form a pessimistic impression of
this splintering: nobody speaks all of those lan-
guages, they have no universal metalanguage,
the project of the system-subject is a failure, the
goal of emancipation has nothing to do with
science, we are all stuck in the positivisimn of
this or that discipline of learning, the learned
scholars have turned into scientists, the dimin-

ished tasks of research have become compart-
mentalized and vo one can master them all.'™"
Speculative or humanistic philosophy is foreed
to relinquish its fegitimation duties,'” which
explains why philosophy is facing a crisis
wherever it persisls in arrogating such func-
tions and is reduced to the study of systems of
logic or the history of ideas where it has been
realistic enough to surrender them,'

Turn-of-the-century Vienna was weaned on
this pessimisny: not just artists such as Musit,
Kraus, tlofmannsthal, Loos, Schonberg, and
Broch, but also the philusophers Mach and
Wittgenstein.'” They carried awareness of and
theoretical and artistic responsibility for dele-
gitimation as far as it could be taken. We can
say today that the mourning process has been
completed. There is no need to start all over
again. Wittgenstein's strength is that he did not
opt for the positivism that was being devel-
oped by the Vienna Circle,” but outlined in his
investigation of language games a kind of legit-
imation not based on performativity. That is
what the pustmodern world is all about. Most
people have lost the nostalgia for the lost nar-
rative. [t in no way follows that they are re-
duced to barbarity. What saves them from it is
their knowledge that legitimation can only
spring from their own linguistic practice and
communicational inleraction. Science “smiling
into its beard” at every other belief has taught
them the harsh austerity of realism.”!

L N T T R N R T

LEGITIMATION BY PARALOGY

Let us say at this point that the facts we have
presented concerning the problem of the legiti-
mation of knowledge today are sufflicient for
our purposes. We no longer have recourse to
the grand narratives—we can resort neither to
the dialectic of Spirit nor even to the emancipa-
tion of humanity as a validation for postimod-
erty scientific discourse. But as we have just
seen, the little narrative | petit récit | remains




the quintessential form of imaginative inven-
tion, most particularly in science.™ In addition,
the principle of consensus as a criterion of vali-
dation seems to be inadequate. It has two for-
mulations. In the first, consensus is an agree-
ment between men, defined as knowing
intellects and free wills, and is obtained
through dialogue. This is the form elaborated
by Habermas, but his conception is based on
the validity of the narrative of emancipation. In
the second, consensus is a component of the
system, which manipulates it in order to main-
tain and improve its performance.™ It is the ob-
ject of administrative procedures, in Luh-
mann’s sense. In this case, its only validity is as
an instrument to be used toward achieving the
real goal, which is what legitimates the 8YS-
tem—power.

The problem is therefore to determine
whether it is possible to have a form of legiti-
mation based solely on paralogy. Paralogy
must be distinguished from innovation: the lat-
ter is under the command of the system, or at
least used by it to improve its efficiency; the
former is a move (the importance of whicli is
often not recognized until fater) played in the
pragmatics of knowledge. The fact that it is in
reality frequently, but not necessarily, the case
that one is transformed into the other presents
no difficuities for the hypothesis.

Returning to the description of scientific
pragmatics (section 7), it is now dissension that
must be emphasized. Consensus is a horizon
that is never reached. Research that takes place
under the aegis of a paradigm® tends to stabi-
lize; it is like the exploitation of a technological,
economic, or artistic “idea.” It cannot be dis-
counted. But what is striking is that someone
always comes along to disturb the order of
“reason.” It is necessary to posit the existence
of a power that destabilizes the capacity for ex-
planation, manifested in the promuigation of
new norms for understanding or, if one
prefers, in a proposal to establish new rules cir-
cumscribing a new field of research for the lan-

CHAPTER 16 POST-MODERNiISM 381

guage of science. This, in the context of scientif-
ic discussion, is the same process Thom calls
morphogenesis. It is not without rules (there
are classes of catastrophes), but it is always lo-
cally determined. Applied to scientific discus-
sion and placed in a temporal framework, this
property implies that “discoveries” are unpre-
dictable. [n terms of the idea of transparency, it
is a factor that generates blind spots and defers
consensus.”

This summary makes it easy to see that sys-
tems theory and the kind of legitimation it pro-
poses have no scientific basis whatsoever: sci-
ence itself does not function according to this
theory’s paradigm of the system, and contem-
purary science excludes the possibility of using
such a paradigm to describe society.

In this context, let us examine two important
points in Luhmann’s argument. On the one
hand, the system can only function by reduc-
ing complexity, and on the other, it must in-
duce the adaptation of individual aspirations
to its own euds.™ The reduction in complexity
is required to maintain the system’s power ca-
pability. 1€ all messages could circulate freely
among all individuals, the quantity of the in-
formation that would have to be taken into ac-
count before making the correct choice would
delay decisions considerably, thereby lowering
performativity. Speed, in effect, is a power
component of the system.

The objection will be made that these molec-
ular opinions must indeed be taken into ac-
count if the risk of serious disturbances is to be
avoided. Lubmamn replies—and this is the sec-
ond point—that it is possible to guide individ-
ual aspirations through a process of “quasi-ap-
prenticeship,” “free of all disturbance,” in
order to make them compatible with the sys-
tem'’s decisions. The decisions do not have to
respect individuals’ aspirations; the aspirations
have to aspire to the decisions, or at least to
their effects. Administrative procedures should
make individuals “want” what the system
needs in order to perform well.” It is easy to
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see what role telematics technology could play
in this.

It cannot be denied that there is persuasive
force in the idea that context control and domi-
nation are inherently better than their absence.
The performativity criterion has its “advan-
tages.” It excludes in principle adherence to a
metaphysical discourse; it requires the renunci-
ation of fables; it demands clear minds and
cold wills; it replaces the definition of essences
with the calculation of interactions; it makes
the “players” assume responsibility not only
for the statements they propose, but also for
the rules to which they submit those state-
ments in order to render them acceptable. It
brings the pragmatic functions of knowledge
clearly to light, to the extent that they seem to
relate to the criterion of efficiency: the prag-
matics of argumentation, of the production of
preof, of the transmission of learning, and of
the apprenticeship of the imagination.

It also contributes to elevating 'all language
games to self-knowledge, even those not with-
in the realm of canonical knowledge. [t tends
to joit everyday discourse into a kind of
metadiscourse: ordinary statements are now
displaying a propensity for self-citation, and
the various pragmatic posts are tending to
make an indirect connection even to current
messages concerning them.® Finally, it sug-
gests that the problems of internal communica-
tion experienced by the scientific community in
the course of its work of dismantling and re-
mounting its languages are comparable in na-
ture to the problems experienced by the social
collectivity when, deprived of its narrative cui-
ture, it must reexamine its own internal com-
munication and in the process question the na-
ture of the legitimacy of the decisions made in
its name.

At risk of scandalizing the reader, | would
also say that the system can count severity
among its advantages. Within the framework
of the power criterion, a request (that is, a form
of prescription) gains nothing in legitimacy by

virtue of being based on the hardship of an
unmet need. Rights do not flow from hardship,
but from the fact that the allevialion of hard-
ship improves the system’s performance. The
needs of the most underprivileged should not
be used as a system regulator as a matter of
principle: since the means of satisfying them is
already known, their actual satisfaction will
not improve the system’s performance, but
only increase its expenditures. The oniy coun-
terindication is that not satisfying them can
destabilize the whole. It is against the nature of
force to be ruled by weakness. But it is in its
nature to induce new requests meant to lead to
a redefinition of the norms of “life.”” In this
sense, the system seems to be a vanguard ma-
chine dragging humanity after it, dehumaniz-
ing it in order to rehumanize it at a different
level of normative capacity. The technocrats
declare that they cannot trust what society des-
ignates as its needs; they "know” that society
cannot know its own needs since they are not
variables independent of the new technolo-
gies™ Such is the arrogance of the decision
makers—and their blindness.

What their “arrogance” means is that they
identify themselves with the social system con-
ceived ag a totality in quest of its most perfor-
mative unity possible. If we look at the prag-
matics of science, we learn that such an
identification is impossible: in principle, no sci-
entist embodies knowledge or neglects the
“needs” of a research project, or the aspirations
of a researcher, on the pretext that they do not
add to the performance of “science” as a whole.
The response a researcher usually makes to a
request is: “We'll have to see, tell me your
story.””" In principle, he does not prejudge that
a case has already been closed or that the
power of “science” will suffer if it is reopened.
In fact, the opposite is true,

Of course, it does not always happen like
this in reality. Countless scientists bave seen
their “move” ignored or repressed, sometimes
for decades, because it too abruptly destabi-




lized the accepted positions, not only in the
university and scientific hierarchy, but also in
the problematic.”> The stronger the “move,”
the more likely it is to be denied the minimum
consensus, precisely because it changes the
rules of the game upon which consensus had
been based. But when the institution of knowl-
edge functions in this manner, it is acting like
an ordinary powet center whose behavior is
governed by a principle of homeostasis.

Such behavior is terrorist, as is the behavior
of the system described by Luhmann. By terror
[ mean the efficiency gained by eliminating, or
threatening to eliminate, a player from the lan-
guage game one shares with him. He is si-
lenced or consents, not because he has been re-
futed, but because his ability to participate has
been threatened (there are many ways to pre-
vent someone from playing). The decision
makers’ arrogance, which in principle has no
equivalent in the sciences, consists in the exer-
cise of terror. It says: "Adapt your aspirations
to our ends-—or else.”>

Even permissiveness toward the various
games is made conditional on performativity.
The redefinition of the norms of life consists in
enhancing the system’s competence for power.
That this is the case is particularly evident in
the introduction of telematics technotogy: the
technocrats see in telematics a promise of liber-
alization and enrichment in the interactions be-
tween interlocutors; but what makes this
process attractive for them is that it will result
in new tensions in the systemn, and these will
lead to an improvement in its performativity.”*

To the extent that science is differential, its
pragmatics provides the antimodel of a stable
system. A statement is deemed wortl retaining
the moment it marks a difference from what is
already known, and after an argument and
proof in support of it has been found. Science
is a model of an “open system,”” in which a
statement becomes relevant if il “generates
ideas,” that is, if it generates other statements
and other game rules. Science possesses no

CHAPTER 16: POST-MODERNISM 383

general metalanguage in which all other lan-
guages can be transcribed and evaluated. This
is what prevents its identification with the sys-
tem and, all things considered, with terror. If
the division between decision makers and ex-
ecutors exists in the scientific community {and
it does), it is a fact of the socioeconomic system
and not of the pragmatics of science itself. [t is
in fact one of the major obstacles to the imagi-
native development of knowledge.

The general question of legitimation be-
comes: What is the relationship between the
antimodel of the pragmatics of science and so-
ciely? Is it applicable to the vast clouds of lan-
guage material constituting a society? Or is it
limited to the game of learning? And if so,
what role does it play with respect to the sccial
bond? Is it an impossible ideal of an open com-
munity? [s it an essential component for the
subset of deciston makers, who force on society
the performance criterion they reject for them-
selves? Or, conversely, is it a refusal to cooper-
ate with the authorities, a move in the direction
of counterculture, with the attendant risk that
all possibility for research will be foreclosed
due to lack of funding?™

From the beginning of this study, 1 have em-
phasized the differences (not only formal, but
also pragmatic) between the various language
games, especially between denotative, or
knowledge, games and prescriptive, or action,
games. The pragmatics of science is centered
on denotative utterances, which are the foun-
dation upon which it builds institutions of
learning {institutes, centers, universities, etc.).
But its postmodern development brings a deci-
sive “fact” to the fore: even discussions of de-
notative statements need to have rules. Rules
are not denotative but prescriptive utterances,
which we are better off calling metaprescrip-
live utterances to avoid confusion (they pre-
scribe what the moves of language games must
be in order to be admissibie). The function of
the differential or imaginative or paralogical
activity of the current pragmatics of science is
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to puint out these metaprescriptives (science’s
“presuppositions”)” and to petilion the play-
ers to accept different ones. The only legitima-
tion that can make this kind of request adniissi-
ble is that it will generate ideas, in other words,
new stalements.

Social pragmatics does not have the “sim-
plicity” of scientific pragmatics. It is a monster
formed by the interweaving of various net-
works of heteromorphous classes of utterances
(denotative, prescriptive, performative, tech-
nical, evaluative, etc.). There is no reason to
think that it would be possible to determine
metaprescriptives common to all of these lan-
guage games or that a revisable consensus like
the onte in force at a given moment in the scien-
tific community could embrace the totality of
metaprescriptions regulating the totality of
statements circulating in the soctal collectivity.
As a matter of fact, the contemporary decline
of narratives of legitimation—be they tradition-
al or “modern” (the emancipation of humanity,
the realization of the idea)-—is tied to the aban-
donment of this belief. It is its absence for
which the ideology of the “system,” with its
pretensions fo totality, tries to compensate and
which it expresses in the cynicism of its criteri-
on of performance.

For this reason, it seems neither possible,
nor even prudent, to follow Habermas in ori-
enting our treatment of the problem of legiti-
mation in the direction of a search for universal
consensus™® through what he calls Diskurs, in
other words, a dialogue of argl.lllw.ntatioth3q

This would be to make two assumptions.
The first is that it is possible for ail speakers to
come to agreement on which rules or metapre-
scriptions are universally valid for language
games, when it is clear that language games
are heteromorphous, subject to heterogeneous
sets of pragmatic rules.

The second assumption is that the goal of di-
alogue is consensus. But as [ have shown in the
analysis of the pragmatics of science, consen-

sus is only a particular state of discussion, not
its end. Its end, on the contrary, is paralogy.
This double observation (the leterogeneity of
the rules and the search for dissent) destroys a
beliel that still underlies Habermas's research,
namely, that humanity as a collective (univer-
sal) subject seeks its common emancipation
through the regularization of the “moves” per-
mitted in all language games and that the legit-
imacy of any statement resides in its contribut-
ing to that emancipation.®

It ts easy to see what function this recourse
plays in Fabermas's argument against Luh-
mann. Diskurs is his ultimate weapon against
the theory of the stable system. The cause is
good, but the argument is not.*' Consensus has
become an vutmoded and suspect value. But
justice as a value is neither outmoded nor sus-
pect. We must thus arrive at an idea and prac-
tice of justice that is not linked to that of con-
SENSUS,

A recognition of the heteromorphous nature
of language games is a first step in that direc-
tion. This obviously implies a renunciation of
terror, which assumes that they are isomorphic
and tries to make them so. The second step is
the principle that any consensus on the rules
delining a game and the “moves” playable
within it #imst be local, in other words, agreed
on by its present players and subject to eventu-
al cancellation. The orientation then favors a
multiplicity of finite meta-arguments, by which
[ mean argumentation that concerns melapre-
scriptives and is limited in space and time.

This orientation corresponds to the course
that the evolution of social interaction is cur-
rently taking; the temporary contract is in prac-
tice supplanting permanent institutions in the
professional, emotional, sexual, cultural, fami-
ly, and international domains, as well as in po-
litical affairs. This evolution is of course am-
biguous: the temporary contract is favored by
the system due to its greater flexibility, lower
cost, and the creative turmoil of its accompany-




ing motivations—all of these faciors contribute
to increased operativity. In any case, there is no
question here of proposing a “pure” alternative
to the system: we all now know, as the 1970s
come to a close, that an attempt at an alterna-
tive of that kind would end up resembling the
system it was meant to replace. We should be
happy that the tendency toward the temporary
contract is ambiguous: it is not totally subordi-
nated to the goal of the system, yet the system
tolerates it. This bears witness to the existence
of another goal within the system: knowledge
of language games as such and the decision to
assume responsibility for their rules and ef-
tects. Their most significant effect is precisely
what validates the adoption of rules—the quest
for paralogy.

We are finally in a position to understand
how the computerization of society affects this
problematic. it could become the “dream” in-
strument for controlling and regulating the
market system, extended to include knowledge
itself and governed exclusively by the perfor-
mativity principle. In that case, it would in-
evitably involve the use of terror. But it could
also awd groups discussing metaprescriptives
by supplying them with the information they
usually lack for making knowledgeable dect-
sions. The line to follow for computerization to
take the second of these two paths is, in princi-
ple, quite simple: give the public free access to
the memory and data banks.* Language
games would then be games of perfect infor-
mation at any given moment. But they would
also be non-zero-sum games, and by virtue of
that fact discussion would never risk fixating
in a position of minimax equilibrium because it
had exhausted its stakes. For the stakes wouid
be knowledge {or information, if you will), and
the reserve of knowledge—language’s reserve
of possible utterances—is inexhaustible. This
sketches the outline of a politics that would re-
spect both the desire for justice and the desire
for the unknown.
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