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continuous movement between an inside and outside. What are the political
consequences of this conception of the subject? If the subject can’t be reduced to
an externalized citizenship, can it invest citizenship with force and life? Can
it make possible a new militant pragmatism, at once a pietas toward the world
and a very radical construct? What politics can carry into history the splen-
dor of events and subjectivity? How can we conceive a community that has real
force but no base, that isn’t a totality but is, as in Spinoza, absolute?

It definitely makes sense to look at the various ways individuals and
groups constitute themselves as subjects through processes of subjec-
tification: what counts in such processes is the extent to which, as they
take shape, they elude both established forms of knowledge and the
dominant forms of power. Even if they in turn engender new forms of
power or become assimilated into new forms of knowledge. For a
while, though, they have a real rebellious spontaneity. This is nothing
to do with going back to “the subject,” that is, to something invested
with duties, power, and knowledge. One might equally well speak of
new kinds of event, rather than processes of subjectification: events
that can’t be explained by the situations that give rise to them, or into
which they lead. They appear for a moment, and it’s that moment
that matters, it’s the chance we must seize. Or we can simply talk
about the brain: the brain’s precisely this boundary of a continuous
two-way movement between an Inside and Outside, this membrane
between them. New cerebral pathways, new ways of thinking, aren’t
explicable in terms of microsurgery; it’s for science, rather, to try and
discover what might have happened in the brain for one to start
thinking this way or that. I think subjectification, events, and brains
are more or less the same thing. What we most lack is a belief in the
world, we’ve quite lost the world, it’s been taken from us. If you
believe in the world you precipitate events, however inconspicuous,
that elude control, you engender new space-times, however small
their surface or volume. It’s what you call pietas. Our ability to resist
control, or our submission to it, has to be assessed at the level of our
every move. We need both creativity and a people.

Conversation with Toni Negri
Futur Antérieur 1 (Spring 1990)

PosTsCRIPT ON CONTROL SOCIETIES

History

Foucault associated disciplinary societies with the eighteenth and nine-
teenth centuries; they reach their apogee at the beginning of the
twentieth century. They operate by organizing major sites of confine-
ment. Individuals are always going from one closed site to another,
each with its own laws: first of all the family, then school (“you’re not
at home, you know”), then the barracks (“you’re not at school, you
know”), then the factory, hospital from time to time, maybe prison,
the model site of confinement. Prison provides a model for the oth-
ers: thus the heroine in Europa 51, on seeing the workers, cries out: ‘I
thought they were convicts . . . " Foucault has thoroughly analyzed the
ideal behind sites of confinement, clearly seen in the factory: bring-
ing everything together, giving each thing its place, organizing time,
setting up in this space-time a force of production greater than the
sum of component forces. But Foucault also knew how short-lived this
model was: it succeeded sovereign societies with an altogether different
aim and operation (taking a cut of production instead of organizing
it, condemning to death instead of ordering life); the transition took
place gradually, and Napoleon seems to have effected the overall
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transformation from one kind of society into the other. But discipline
would in its turn begin to break down as new forces moved slowly into
place, then made rapid advances after the Second World War: we
were no longer in disciplinary societies, we were leaving them behind.

We're in the midst of a general breakdown of all sites of confine-
ment—oprisons, hospitals, factories, schools, the family. The family is
an “interior” that’s breaking down like all other interiors—educa-
tional, professional, and so on. The appropriate ministers have con-
stantly been announcing supposedly appropriate reforms. Educa-
tional reforms, industrial reforms, hospital, army, prison reforms; but
everyone knows these institutions are in more or less terminal
decline. It’s simply a matter of nursing them through their death
throes and keeping people busy until the new forces knocking at the
door take over. Control societies are taking over from disciplinary soci-
eties. “Control” is the name proposed by Burroughs to characterize
the new monster, and Foucault sees it fast approaching. Paul Virilio
too is constantly analyzing the ultrarapid forms of apparently free-
floating control that are taking over from the old disciplines at work
within the time scales of closed systems. It’s not a question of amazing
pharmaceutical products, nuclear technology, and genetic engineer-
ing, even though these will play their part in the new process. It’s not
a question of asking whether the old or new system is harsher or more
bearable, because there’s a conflict in each between the ways they free
and enslave us. With the breakdown of the hospital as a site of con-
finement, for instance, community psychiatry, day hospitals, and home
care initially presented new freedoms, while at the same time con-
tributing to mechanisms of control as rigorous as the harshest con-
finement. It’s nota question of worrying or of hoping for the best, but
of finding new weapons.

Logic

The various placements or sites of confinement through which indi-
viduals pass are independent variables: we’re supposed to start all
over again each time, and although all these sites have a common lan-
guage, it’s analogical. The various forms of control, on the other hand,
are inseparable variations, forming a system of varying geometry
whose language is digital (though not necessarily binary). Confine-
ments are molds, different moldings, while controls are a modulation,
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like a self-transmuting! molding continually changing from one
moment to the next, or like a sieve whose mesh varies from one point
to another. This comes out well in the matter of wages: the factory was
a body of men whose internal forces reached an equilibrium between
the highest possible production and the lowest possible wages; but in
a control society businesses take over from factories, and a business is
asoul, a gas. There were of course bonus systems in factories, but busi-
nesses strive to introduce a deeper level of modulation into all wages,
bringing them into a state of constant metastability punctuated by
ludicrous challenges, competitions, and seminars. If the stupidest TV
game shows are so successful, it’s because they’re a perfect reflection
of the way businesses are run. Factories formed individuals into a
body of men for the joint convenience of a management that could
monitor each component in this mass, and trade unions that could
mobilize mass resistance; but businesses are constantly introducing
an inexorable rivalry presented as healthy competition, a wonderful
motivation that sets individuals against one another and sets itself up
in each of them, dividing each within himself. Even the state educa-
tion system has been looking at the principle of “getting paid for
results”: in fact, just as businesses are replacing factories, school is
being replaced by continuing education and exams by continuous
assessment.? It’s the surest way of turning education into a business.
In disciplinary societies you were always starting all over again (as
you went from school to barracks, from barracks to factory), while in
control societies you never finish anything—business, training, and
military service being coexisting metastable states of a single modu-
lation, a sort of universal transmutation. Kafka, already standing at
the point of transition between the two kinds of society, described in
The Trial their most ominous judicial expressions: apparent acquittal
(between two confinements) in disciplinary societies, and endless post-
ponement in (constantly changing) control societies are two very dif-
ferent ways of doing things, and if our legal system is vacillating, is
itself breaking down, it’s because we’re going from one to the other.
Disciplinary societies have two poles: signatures standing for individ-
uals, and numbers or places in a register standing for their position in
a mass. Disciplines see no incompatibility at all between these two
aspects, and their power both amasses and individuates, that is, it fash-
ions those over whom it’s exerted into a body of people and molds the
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individuality of each member of that body (Foucault saw the origin of
this twin concern in the priest’s pastoral power over his flock and over
each separate animal, and saw civil power subsequently establishing
itself by different means as a lay “pastor”). In control societies, on the
other hand, the key thing is no longer a signature or number but a
code: codes are passwords, whereas disciplinary societies are ruled
(when it comes to integration or resistance) by precepts.® The digital
language of control is made up of codes indicating whether access to
some information should be allowed or denied. We’re no longer deal-
ing with a duality of mass and individual. Individuals become “divid-
uals,” and masses become samples, data, markets, or “banks.” Money,
perhaps, best expresses the difference between the two kinds of soci-
ety, since discipline was always related to molded currencies contain-
ing gold as a numerical standard, whereas control is based on floating
exchange rates, modulations depending on a code setting sample
percentages for various currencies. If money’s old moles are the ani-
mals you get in places of confinement, then control societies have

their snakes.* We've gone from one animal to the other, from moles

to snakes, not just in the system we live under but in the way we live

and in our relations with other people too. Disciplinary man pro-

duced energy in discrete amounts, while control man undulates, mov-

ing among a continuous range of different orbits. Surfing has taken

over from all the old sports.

It’s easy to set up a correspondence between any society and some
kind of machine, which isn’t to say that their machines determine dif-
ferent kinds of society but that they express the social forms capable of
producing them and making use of them. The old sovereign societies
worked with simple machines, levers, pulleys, clocks; but recent disci-
plinary societies were equipped with thermodynamic machines pre-
senting the passive danger of entropy and the active danger of sabo-
tage; control societies function with a third generation of machines,
with information technology and computers, where the passive dan-
ger is noise and the active, piracy and viral contamination. This tech-
nological development is more deeply rooted in a mutation of capi-
talism. The mutation has been widely recognized and can be summa-
rized as follows: nineteenth-century capitalism was concentrative,
directed toward production, and proprietorial. Thus it made the fac-
tory into a site of confinement, with the capitalist owning the means of
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production and perhaps owning other similarly organized sites (work-

er’s homes, schools). As for markets, they were won either through

specialization, through colonization, or through reducing the costs of
production. But capitalism in its present form is no longer directed

toward production, which is often transferred to remote parts of the

Third World, even in the case of complex operations like textile plants,

steelworks, and oil refineries. It’s directed toward metaproduction. It
no longer buys raw materials and no longer sells finished products: it
buys finished products or assembles them from parts. What it seeks to
sell is services, and what it seeks to buy, activities. It's a capitalism no
longer directed toward production but toward products, that is,
toward sales or markets. Thus it’s essentially dispersive, with factories
giving way to businesses. Family, school, army, and factory are no
longer so many analogous but different sites converging in an owner,
whether the state or some private power, but transmutable or trans-
formable coded configurations of a single business where the only
people left are administrators. Even art has moved away from closed
sites and into the open circuits of banking. Markets are won by taking
control rather than by establishing a discipline, by fixing rates rather
than by reducing costs, by transforming products rather than by spe-
cializing production. Corruption here takes on a new power. The sales
department becomes a business center or “soul.” We're told business-
es have souls, which is surely the most terrifying news in the world.
Marketing is now the instrument of social control and produces the
arrogant breed who are our masters. Control is short-term and rapid-
ly shifting, but at the same time continuous and unbounded, whfsreas
discipline was long-term, infinite, and discontinuous. A man is no
longer a man confined but a man in debt. One thing, it’s true, hasn’t
changed—capitalism still keeps three quarters of humanity in extreme
poverty, too poor to have debts and too numerous to be confined: con-
trol will have to deal not only with vanishing frontiers, but with mush-
rooming shantytowns and ghettos.

Program

We don’t have to stray into science fiction to find a control mecha-
nism that can fix the position of any element at any given moment—
an animal in a game reserve, a man in a business (electronic tagging).
Félix Guattari has imagined a town where anyone can leave their flat,



wen succt, welr neighborhood, using their (dividual) electronic
card that opens this or that barrier; but the card may also be rejected
on a particular day, or between certain times of day; it doesn’t depend
on the barrier but on the computer that is making sure everyone is in
a permissible place, and effecting a universal modulation.

We ought to establish the basic sociotechnological principles of
control mechanisms as their age dawns, and describe in these terms
what is already taking the place of the disciplinary sites of confinement
that everyone says are breaking down. It may be that older means of
control, borrowed from the old sovereign societies, will come back
into play, adapted as necessary. The key thing is that we’re at the begin-
ning of something new. In the prison system: the attempt to find “alter-
natives” to custody, at least for minor offenses, and the use of elec-
tronic tagging to force offenders to stay at home between certain
hours. In the school system: forms of continuous assessment, the impact
of continuing education on schools, and the related move away from
any research in universities, “business” being brought into education
at every level. In the hospital system: the new medicine “without doctors
or patients” that identifies potential cases and subjects at risk and is
nothing to do with any progress toward individualizing treatment,
which is how it’s presented, but is the substitution for individual or
numbered bodies of coded “dividual” matter to be controlled. In the
business system: new ways of manipulating money, products, and men,
no longer channeled through the old factory system. This is a fairly
limited range of examples, but enough to convey what it means to talk
of institutions breaking down: the widespread progressive introduc-
tion of a new system of domination. One of the most important ques-
tions is whether trade unions still have any role: linked throughout
their history to the struggle against disciplines, in sites of confinement,
can they adapt, or will they give way to new forms of resistance against
control societies? Can one already glimpse the outlines of these future
forms of resistance, capable of standing up to marketing’s blandish-
ments? Many young people have a strange craving to be “motivated,”
they’re always asking for special courses and continuing education,; it’s
their job to discover whose ends these serve, just as older people dis-
covered, with considerable difficulty, who was benefiting from disci-
plines. A snake’s coils are even more intricate than a mole’s burrow.

L’Autre Journal 1 (May 1990)

TRANSLATOR’S NOTES

LETTER TO A HARSH CRITIC

1. The journal Recherches was started by Guattari in 1965 as the organ of one
of the many acronym-designated groups he founded over the course of his
career, the FGERI (Fédération des Groupes d’Etude et de Recherches Institu-
tionelles, “grouping of groups for the study of groups” perhaps). The FGERI
went on to play a major role in the “events” of May 68, notably orchestrating
the occupation of the National Theater (directed by Guattari, Godard, Julian
Beck, Danny Cohn-Bendit, and others), where the principles of the “Revolu-
tion” were dramatically debated and enacted in exchanges between stage and
floor that ran continuously for several days and nights. After May 68, Recherch-
es became a focus for a wide range of “marginal” groups, and in 1973 Guattari
was prosecuted for “an outrage to public morals” for publishing a special issue
entitled “Three Billion Perverts: Grand Encyclopedia of Homosexualities.”
The opening list of contributors included Deleuze, his wife Fanny, Foucault,
Sartre, Genet, and the twenty-fouryear old gay activist Michel Cressole (to
whom the present letter is addressed). The various contributions were
unsigned, but Cressole was presumably the “M, 24 years old” who directed the
opening (and scandalously open) discussion of sexual experiences with Arab
men, “Us and the Arabs,” referred to later, and criticized as racist, fascistic, and
oedipal in the second contribution (coauthored by Deleuze, who here, allud-
ing to Kafka’s short story “Arabs and Jackals,” complains “You’re not an Arab,
you're a jackal?), as in the closing essay, “Les Culs energuménes” (“Fanatical
Asses”—in every sense). Cressole’s letter to Deleuze displays the sour coquetry
and wounded pride of a spurned (and rather oedipal) courtship, and this is
reflected in Deleuze’s occasionally teasing tone (his closing remark may be
read as “Whatever people say, I do like you”).



