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Editors’ Introduction to the English Edition


Philip Barnard and Stephen Shapiro


1.


François Guéry and Didier Deleule’s The Productive Body—origi- nally published as Le corps productif in 1972—is an overlooked treasure and under-used critical pathway. This succinct volume has been a key reference hiding in plain sight, a text whose initial impact and interest for Anglophone readers today may lie in its relation to major writings by Michel Foucault, one of the most influential theorists and historians for post-1960s work in the human sciences and, at this point, a canonical figure in twentieth-century thought.


With the possible exception of The History of Sexuality: Volume I (1976), Discipline and Punish: The Birth of the Prison (1975) is the text by Foucault that is most frequently read, cited, and used in the classroom. Within this work, the section “Panopticism” is usually the most excerpted and taught. Here Foucault illustrates his larger argument about a modern form of decentralized power that operates through the intersection of professional institutions and the production of expert knowledge, by describing a model prison proposed by the English utilitarian philosopher Jeremy Bentham. The description summarizes Foucault’s arguments about what he calls “discipline” as a device or set of social technologies for controlling potentially unruly lower and laboring class populations through techniques of supervisorial examination. Discipline segments time, space, and social relations through an instrumental use of small details that paradoxically also result in making larger numbers of plebian and proletarian subjects more docile and useful in the modern pursuit of profit. The disciplines “made it possible to increase the size of multiplicities…whether in a workshop or a nation, an army or school” by breaking the activities and identities of people within these organizations into smaller, more regulated categories and classifications that are supervised by a new set of managers, who assume responsibility for social engineering.


In “Panopticism,” Foucault is explicit about the relationship between the invention of disciplinary techniques and the rise of capitalist exploitation.




If the economic take-off of the West began with the techniques that made possible the accumulation of capital, it might perhaps be said that the methods for administering the accumulation of men made possible a political take-off in relation to the traditional, ritual, costly, violent forms of power, which soon fell into disuse and were superseded by a subtle, calculated technology of subjection. In fact, the two processes—the accumulation of men and the accumulation of capital—cannot be separated; it would not have possible to solve the problem of the accumulation of men without the growth of an apparatus of production capable of both sustaining them and using them; conversely, the techniques that made the cumulative multiplicity of men useful accelerated the accumulation of capital. At a less general level, the technological mutations of the apparatus of production, the division of labor and the elaboration of the disciplinary techniques sustained an ensemble of very close relations (cf. Marx, Capital, vol. I, chapter XIII and the very interesting analysis in Guerry and Deleule). [Discipline, 220-221; sic. Both French and English editions misspell Guéry’s name and give an incorrect date of publication.]





This “very interesting analysis” is Guéry and Deleule’s Le Corps Productif (hereafter known as The Productive Body). In his entire corpus, Foucault rarely mentions other contemporary writers in the conventional style of scholarly referencing. On record as personally disinclined to engage in polemical academic name-calling, there are few instances of any direct reply by Foucault to others, even when the target of his arguments is easy to discern. Conversely, Foucault was equally hesitant to formally highlight the importance of others’ work for his own in this manner, perhaps so as not to appear partisan in the affirmative sense either. A long-standing criticism of Foucault’s historical writing is the relative absence of the conventional scholarly apparatus of citations and footnotes that often takes up many pages in specialized monographs. Thus, given the highly unusual nature of this reference, with Foucault so clearly recommending Guéry and Deleule’s text in one of the most frequently-read passages in recent critical theory, why has The Productive Body been left unexamined until now?


Perhaps one reason involves the lack of attention given to the entire paragraph that embeds the reference to The Productive Body. For much of the rise in Foucault’s influence for English-language readers has come alongside, and arguably due to, the post-1960s retreat from Marx and attention to class as a category of analysis. Many Anglophone students of Foucault have been dogmatically, and wrongly, taught that Foucault was simply anti-marxist, rather than dissenting from the rigidities of the French Communist Party, of which he was briefly a member in the early 1950s. Consequently, there has been a determined will to ignorance on this question by many Anglophone acolytes of Foucault, and reluctance to read what is simply and literally written on his pages. Despite what often seems to be a nearly scholastic over-parsing of every inflection in Foucault’s writing, his repeated mentions of Marx and Marx’s description of capitalism have been largely ignored. Indeed, there is a particular censorial tendency registered in Anglophone collections such as The Essential Works of Michel Foucault, 1954-1984 (3 volumes, 1998-2001), which often exclude both previously-trans-lated pieces on Marx and left-wing activism, or the many considerations of left politics that are included in the standard four-volume collection of Foucault’s shorter writings and interviews, Dits et Écrits (1994). The consequence of this pattern of translation and editorial selection is that Foucault’s Anglophone readers have not had the opportunity to recognize that, throughout the 1970s, Foucault was engaged in a supplemental analysis of historical and contemporary capitalism. Though he has rarely been read in context of Euro-marxist debates, Foucault nevertheless attempted throughout the decade to implement and expand Marx’s claims, albeit not in the conventional languages of Euro-marxism. His concept of discipline was arguably a means of further analyzing class conflict and bourgeois strategies for smashing working-class solidarity, and his exploration of govern-mentality can be understood as an inquiry into the mechanisms of decentralized competition among the bourgeoisie.


The Productive Body has suffered, then, from a particular Foucault-effect that seeks to erase the centrality and larger significance of Marx for Foucault’s analyses. Yet Guéry and Deleule’s essays have more to offer than insights into this aspect of Foucault, for they belong to the hugely generative moment of French left and “maoist” engagements in the aftermath of the student revolts of May 1968. Guéry and Deleule fashion their text locally in relation to instances of French industrial disputes during the period, and they depart from several longstanding strains of French marxism held to be insufficient, if not surreptitiously complicit with efforts to contain worker and student activism outside the institutional networks of the French Communist Party. These strands are primarily the “structuralist” marxism associated with Louis Althusser and his students such as Étienne Balibar, Pierre Macherey, and Nicos Poulantzas; and the phenomenological marxism associated with Maurice Merleau-Ponty. With its critique of psychology and the larger construction of the concept of the “individual” subject, The Productive Body can also be read alongside the period’s anti-psychiatry writings by R.D. Laing, Thomas Szasz, and David Cooper. Yet in ways perhaps more clear to us in retrospect, Guéry and Deleule also diverge from what would later become influential strands emerging from Gilles Deleuze and Félix Guattari; the neoanarchist or autonomist writings of Antonio Negri; and a Lacanian-inflected marxism best known today through Slavoj Žižek. From today’s vantage point, their study also distinguishes itself from the era’s other maoist-associated writers who have recently become more widely read in Anglophone circles, such as Alain Badiou and Jacques Rancière. Most significantly, perhaps, especially in relation to the larger structuralist and poststructuralist context in which it emerged, The Productive Body offers a model of subjectivity that does not rest on semiotics or the “linguistic turn” associated with many structuralist and poststructuralist models, but rather on a renewed focus on the transformation of experience through and typified by the capitalist workplace.


While The Productive Body stands alone on the intellectual strength of its arguments, it also merits renewed interest in the current juncture, forty years after its initial appearance. Recent discussions of the rise of virtualizing and visualizing informatics, like algorithmic imaging and actuarial “Big Data,” make The Productive Body’s caution against software prescient and as vital to read as if were a contemporary text. Moreover, today we can more clearly see fruitful directions for marxism that Guéry and Deleule began to chart, but that still remain to be pursued. For as we will discuss below, the approach they propose in this book encourages us to articulate elements of marxism with Foucault’s work on knowledge, power, and institutions. Such a line of analysis avoids reliance on notions of depth subjectivity, but also escapes a somewhat giddy celebration of affects, assemblages, or fascination with the “moment” or the “encounter.” The Productive Body, arguably like much of Foucault, grounds itself in Marx’s arguments about the nature of capitalism’s development, but seeks to further excavate its implications for collective labor and possible modes of resistance. In this way, The Productive Body also speaks anew to today’s readers, who face the convergence of economic regimes that dictate austerity and the normalization of precarity, alongside the rise of new technologies of data surveillance, software engineers as masters of social-system and labor control, and medical advances that seek to redesign the body through digitally-driven prosthetic devices, gene modification, and nanotechnology.


As is often the case with new approaches, The Productive Body can be daunting reading on first sight, especially for those who are not well versed in Marx’s Capital, volume I. Many theory texts initially received as especially complex or challenging become increasingly legible, if not commonsensical, with the accumulation of time and secondary commentary. The Productive Body has not been so rewarded, however, and thus it may help first-time readers orient themselves to Guéry and Deleule’s arguments with some social and historical context, an explanation of Capital’s relevant aspects, and a succinct overview of The Productive Body’s primary claims. Lastly, we will return to the question of why Foucault would have so unusually highlighted The Productive Body, and how reading it today helps reopen the walkway between Foucault and Marx for students of both.


2.


Given the many parallels in their personal and intellectual trajectories prior to 1972, it is not surprising, in retrospect, that Didier Deleule and François Guéry collaborated on The Productive Body, nor that they developed it at the moment they did. Both authors have Parisian origins and, during the mid and late 1960s Deleule was a student at the Sorbonne while Guéry was enrolled at the Ecole Normale Supérieure (ENS), the “haute école” that has produced large numbers of elite intellectuals and scientists from its founding during the Revolution to the present. Considering only the generational cohorts that concern us directly in this discussion, students and faculty at the Ecole Normale during these years include many key names associated with structuralist and poststructuralist debates in the human sciences and left or marxist critical theory and philosophy, including Louis Althusser, Étienne Balibar, Alain Badiou, Jacques Rancière, Jacques-Alain Miller, Pierre Bourdieu, and Jacques Derrida. Former normalien Michel Foucault was not present at the school directly, as a faculty member, in the late 1960s, but maintained a strong presence via his publications and rapidly increasing status as a leading figure of the generation. Guéry and Deleule also worked during this period with Georges Canguilhem, a notable figure in the history and philosophy of science, who, although still relatively under-appreciated in English-speaking circles, exerted a tremendous influence on this generation of French intellectuals.


Guéry and Deleule’s early careers brought the two together once again when both had teaching positions that overlapped at the beginning of the 1970s at the Université de Franche-Compté in Besançon, eastern France. The project that became The Productive Body began when editor Gilles Anquetil, inaugurating a new book series with Editions Mâme, invited Deleule to submit a manuscript related to his work on the theoretical foundations of psychology, i.e., Deleule’s 1969 book La Psychologie; mythe scientifique and his 1971 articles on the philosophy of psychology (see Bibliography and Works Cited). Asked to collaborate on the volume, given their common interest in developing a genealogy of the human sciences, Guéry contributed his analysis, partly derived from and in response to several contemporary strands of marxist and philosophical questioning, of the epochal split or gulf that emerges, in industrial capitalism, between the modes of knowledge associated with manual and intellectual labor. Both Guéry and Deleule went on to careers at, primarily, the universities of Lyon III-Jean Moulin (Guéry) and Paris X-Nanterre (Deleule). They are both currently emeritus professors.


The lines of questioning opened up with The Productive Body established often-renewed threads than have run through both Guéry’s subsequent work on industry and philosophy, Marx, and modern philosophy, and Deleule’s on the origins of liberal political economy and its relations with philosophy and the human sciences, (Guéry and Deleule, “Réponses aux questions sur Le corps productif”; Guéry, “Dialogue pour Le corps productif”).


Guéry and Deleule’s entry into these questions took place in the rapidly evolving and often explosive social and political atmosphere that prevailed in the aftermath of May 1968 and the general strike that united French students and workers in a context of national struggle that was one important element of the larger anti-systemic revolt of the late 1960s. Two crucial elements of this context for both authors were the brief but intense intellectual and political wave of “maoism” among French students and workers, particularly at the Ecole Normale Supérieure during the authors’ years there, and the related period of post-1968 student-worker solidarity that included notable events such as the Larzac regional resistance movement beginning in 1971; the murder of Pierre Overney, a “maoist” ex-factory worker, during a demonstration in February 1972; and the storied Lip watch factory strike, which built up during the post-1968 years when Guéry and Deleule were teaching in nearby Besançon, and burst into national headlines in early 1973, shortly after the publication of The Productive Body (readers interested in these events may consult two recent documentaries by director Christian Rouaud: Les Lip: L’Imagination au Pouvoir, 2007, and Tous au Larzac, 2011).


The “maoist” moment of French left activism during the mid and late 1960s produced intense left-theoretical debates, gave rise to several short-lived groups and publications, and reverberated more widely in avant-garde yet relatively mainstream and visible outlets, from the key journal Tel Quel to widely-viewed nouvelle vague films such as Jean-Luc Godard’s La Chinoise (1967). The movement’s history is complex in its detail (for useful historical overviews, see Fields, “French Maoism,” and Bourg, “The Red Guards of Paris”) and “controversial” in the strict sense of the word, as it continues to elicit conflicting historical interpretations and even renewed partisan polemics. Contemporary polemics concerning this episode often emerge from a generation facing retirement and engaged in self-reflection, and debate the movement’s relevance as a model for the ongoing anti-neoliberalism campaigns of younger activists and scholars.


As a student at the Ecole Normale Supérieure, Guéry in particular was directly exposed to and surrounded by the movement, its arguments, and several of its notable actors, because a group of students at the ENS, initially (but not ultimately) supported by Althusser in their rejection of PCF orthodoxy, converged to form a maoist-oriented Cercle d’Ulm (The Ulm Circle, referring to the rue d’Ulm where the ENS is located). This ENS-based group in turn exerted considerable influence within two of the moment’s most important communist student groups: the UEC (Union des Etudiants Communists, Union of Communist Students) and the UJC(ML), or Union des Jeunesses Communistes (Marxistes-Leninistes), the Union of Communist Youth, which was formed when maoist elements were purged from the UEC.


For our purposes, two aspects of the movement are relevant to The Productive Body. First, the maoism in question, i.e., the movement’s identification with the Chinese Cultural Revolution, was in many ways less concerned with matters Chinese (despite the period’s sloganeering and fascination with Mao), than with a rejection or delegitimation, on the part of communist and other left radicals, of the French Communist Party (PCF). The groups that, in late 1960s France, called themselves maoist, tended toward anti-hierarchical and semi-autonomous forms of organization, rejecting what they saw as the PCF’s doctrinaire (“Stalinist”), USSR-oriented institutional and theoretical positions, which were often felt to be insufficiently attentive to cultural matters. The ENS movement generated a small wave of theoretical reconsiderations of partisan marxism that coincided and indeed overlapped, in a dialectical manner, with the group that worked in Althusser’s Reading Capital project (“The Red Guards of Paris,” 481-82).


Second, a central concern of the “maoist” groups, particularly as the movement evolved after 1968 with the founding of the GP or Gauche Prolétarienne (Proletarian Left), was the question of the division of labor and an ensuing focus on questions of hierarchy, production, and technology, and the modes of inequality and alienation they generate (“French Maoism,” 169-70). The notable moments of French social and political resistance and organization in the early 1970s mentioned earlier—the Larzac resistance movement, the strikes associated with the murder of Pierre Overney, and the Lip watch factory strike and episode of worker autonomy—all occasioned intensive reflection on these themes.


Hence the French maoist moment of the late 1960s provided a context that contributed on several levels to Guéry and Deleule’s focus on (1) the problematic of the split between intellectual and manual labor, and (2) the question of the functionality and utility of this split in controlling and subordinating labor to capital. The authors additionally frame these two questions as significant problems in the intellectual-institutional genealogy of the human sciences; but certainly maoist concerns with the nature and implications of the division between manual and intellectual labor open onto the split or scission that is at the center of The Productive Body, figuring in both the reading of Capital proposed by Guéry in Part One, and the genealogy of scientific psychology proposed by Deleule in Part Two.


3.


To better appreciate Guéry and Deleule’s intervention at the time of the book’s publication in 1972, as well as the ways in which their positions are likewise interesting for our moment some forty years later, a basic review of their terms is helpful. The Productive Body’s foreword introduces the terminology and central theoretical question, or problematic, that Guéry’s and Deleule’s individual essays will explore. Following conventional claims by Marx, the authors begin by insisting on the intimate inter-relationship between humans and their means of production, here technology, but also energy sources and raw materials. They introduce a three-fold distinction between categories of bodies: the biological body, the social body, and the productive body. These three “bodies” are not sharply distin-guished; there is an overlap and continuity between them. While each category becomes loosely associated with different periods in the development of historical capitalism, the crucial question is less the isolated definition of each category than the interrelation of the three and the implications of the developmental pattern they outline.


The biological body is simply the human apparatus, the linkage of vitality and physiognomy that cements birth, life, work, child-creation, physical decline, and death. Although Guéry and Deleule partially imply that the biological body is the dominant form of conceptualizing the organic apparatus in the age before the onset of capitalism sometime around the late fifteenth century (a juncture signaled by the name Galileo), they do not claim that the biological body exists outside social conditions or has a fundamental essence and eternal meaning. Indeed, one of their implied complaints about marxist phenomenology is that that it falls prey to a nostalgic utopianism about authentic bodily experience uncontaminated by capitalism. While Malthus sought to establish transhistorical claims about the relationship between population and food or natural resource depletion, for example, Marx insisted that “every particular historical mode of production has its own special laws of population, which are historically valid within that particular sphere. An abstract law of population exists only for plants and animals, and even then only in the absence of any historical intervention by man” (Capital, I:784). Likewise, Guéry and Deleule do not attempt to define any transcendental “human-ness” or authentic truths about the body and its sensory faculties. Just as Marx was less interested in questions of labor, money, and commodities in general or in the abstract, than in how labor, money, and commodities operate within capitalist societies, Guéry and Deleule seek to examine the shifting role of the biological body within capitalism. Consequently, their discussion seeks to disengage from a phenomenology that takes the human body, its sensory apparatus, and its emotions as the fundamental source of authentic experience.


Their second category, the social body, is understood as that which emerges through divisions of labor, wherein different individuals take on different tasks within a larger collective. Thus, all societies have modes of socialization, rituals of life passage, and labor conditions for every biological body. Guéry and Deleule argue that the capitalist interweaving of society and the body creates a historically new and distinctive category, the productive body. They do not mean that this is a body that produces things in general, but one that has been organized to produce commodities and thereby surplus-value, or profit, for the capitalist. “Productive” in this sense should be taken as a mode of labor organization designed to deliver surplus-value through the exchange of wages for a worker’s labor-power that results in the production of commodities for sale on the impersonal marketplace. As Marx writes in Capital: “Capitalist production is not merely the production of commodities, it is, by its very essence, the production of surplus-value…. The only worker who is productive is one who produces surplus-value for the capitalist…. To be a productive worker is therefore not a piece of luck, but a misfortune” (I:644).


Guéry and Deleule argue that capitalism’s creation of a “productive body” is made possible by squeezing out the awareness of the social nature of work, the social body, in favor of a sense of an individualized “biological body.” The tripartite relationship between the biological, social, and productive is collapsed into a stark binary. The purpose and consequence of this elimination of the “social body” and reduction into binary categories is generally to disconnect individuals from a collective identity that might resist capitalist exploitation, and to develop and enforce a functional division between knowledge (the “head” or “mind”) of the production process and labor necessary for its operation (its “body”). “Capital” drives the “migration of productive energies into the capital or capitulum of the body, the head” in order to make it seem as if those who “know” by overseeing and supervising the work process are the source of surplus-value, rather than those actually doing the labor. This maneuver makes it seem as if knowledge is not a shared human, collective endeavor, but belongs to a specialized corps of managers. Hence it localizes and privatizes consciousness and the authority it conveys in ways that are hinted at by the etymological derivation of capital from Latin capitulum or caput (“head”).


Guéry and Deleule’s claim that a particular phase of capitalism strove to create this split is immediately significant for how it extends what is implicit but not fully unpacked in Marx’s critique. First, while students of Marx are familiar with what he called the fetish of the commodity, they are often less aware of how Marx extends this model to cover the overall dynamics of capitalist societies. When capitalists sell commodities on the marketplace, they make it seem as if a commodity creates profit by itself, rather than understanding that the commodity has embedded surplus-value due to the labor-power that has been expended on its production. As the commodity seems to generate profit by itself, it becomes bathed in an aura, much like the supernatural nimbus that religious fetishes are believed to possess. Guéry and Deleule, however, do not focus solely on the commodity-fetish, but rather emphasize that capitalism creates other fetishes as well. One of these is an intellectual-fetish that emerges due to capitalism’s organization of the productive body, wherein it seems as if managerial knowledge is the source of profit and that it is the expertise of supervisors that directs the social body in ways that generate its productive or profitable activity. By splitting the social body into the starker binary of biological and productive bodies, capitalists establish a historically unique antagonism that Guéry and Deleule feel has been signaled in Capital, but needs to be “re-examined, extended, and taken seriously.” This question becomes the focus of Guéry’s essay.


The Productive Body then makes make a second important move as it uses the tripartite categories of the biological, social, and productive to propose that the modern notion and experience of human individuality outside the social body should be understood as a feature of the particular tactics that were developed by the capitalist revolution of early modern labor practices and the rise of bourgeois domination. Further, they see this modern division of the mind from the body as predisposing the creation of a field of knowledge that assumes that it can investigate a conceptual object that can be isolated, e.g., the “mind,” just as capitalism makes it seem as if a commodity exists above and separated from the proletarian bodies that actually make it. All the “psych” fields (disciplines in the sense of fields of research) are held up as falsely objective insofar as their topic or object of study is itself a construction emerging from historical capitalism. Guéry and Deleule’s point here is not that the mind has to exist within the body, as phenomenology would have it, but that the separation (scission) of the two is a particular kind of alienation and useful tactic that allows a third presence (a mediator) to intervene and appropriate social control.


This claim sets up the Productive Body’s larger rejection of the structural marxism associated with Louis Althusser. Althusser was known throughout the 1960s for proposing a distinction between “science” and “ideology,” objective truth-making and deformed claims. A long-standing member of the French Communist Party, he particularly sought to define marxism as a science, much like natural science, and to assert that Marx’s arguments about historical change could stand as objective models outside of the historical refraction of thought. Today, most western marxists read Marx’s claims about the “laws” of capital as indicators of strongly determining tendencies, rather than mechanistic predictions of immutable and inescapable processes. Similarly, decades of cultural studies and critical theory on matters of representation have left Althusser’s claims of purified knowledge by the wayside, but this marginality would not have been the case in the early 1970s when he was routinely seen as one of Euro-marxism’s leading intellectuals. Guéry and Deleule sidestep this debate (“it matters little…whether psychology is an ideology or a science”), since they want, rather, to examine Althusser from a higher level of critique. They insist that psychology’s “discourse and practices are inscribed within a historical ‘project,’” i.e. capitalism, which has determined in advance the parameters that allow the debate to occur in the first instance. For Guéry and Deleule, the science/ideology division has not recognized that this separation is itself a residue of capitalist scissoring of the social body. Rather than simply disagree with Althusser, their argument implies that his approach to the problem is inadequate in that he has not acknowledged the historicity of the concepts on which he relies.


While the notion that psychology as a professional discipline has its terms circumscribed by the historical conditions of their use might not initially seem to be a strong reply to Althusser, particularly in the twenty-first century when this point has been widely accepted, Guéry’s essay will use this initial claim to set the stage for a larger disagreement about Althusser’s model for the construction of subjectivity. In one of his most influential essays, “Ideology and Ideological State Apparatuses: Notes Toward an Investigation” (1971), Althusser argues that ideology is a “repre-sentation” of the “Imaginary relationship of individuals to their Real conditions of existence,” a phrase that echoes the psychoanalytic terminology of Jacques Lacan and refers to the tension between a prediscursive Imaginary (a category of consciousness in Lacan’s threefold model of psychic structures) and actual material existence. Althusser then goes on to assert, “ideology interpellates individuals as subjects” and uses the example of being “hailed” or “called” into a social role or existence, usually by authorities that have the power of “naming.” His example is the “most commonplace everyday police (or other) hailing: “Hey, you there!” Hearing this, “the hailed individual will turn round. By this mere one-hundred-and-eighty-degree physical conversion, he becomes a subject.” (Lenin, 174).


This moment of naming is Althusser’s materialist and semiotic version of the Lacanian “mirror stage,” in which the fragmented subject identifies with a specular image of its own wholeness or unique individuality, and thereby emerges as a unified ego, albeit in an “imaginary” sense that is a necessary stage on the way to the subject’s insertion into a symbolic system anchored in language. Since the conditions, forces, and rules that construct the subject are not of its own making, the subject paradoxically must accept and internalize an external system in order to articulate an internal sense of selfhood.


Althusser’s use of Lacan’s language-based model to convey how the capitalist State’s explicit violence becomes tolerated through the more implicit violence of ideological positioning has been massively influential in post-1960s theory for describing how subjectivity arises through the intersection of social control (to be a subject is to be subjugated, subject to authority) and experiential identity (to be a subject is to have a sense of self, of subjectivity). Even performativity theory, in which subjects demonstrate or re-represent the act of naming and shaming, accepts the wider logic of Althusser’s account of identity-formation.


Early in his essay, Guéry introduces Althusser’s scene (“the question ‘who are you’”), only to turn it on his head and refuse the “Althusserian exegesis.” Guéry suggests that the preliminary question is not, how does the individual respond to being hailed, since all this does is put the individual on trial for their own self-identification. Rather, the question we ought to ask is, what is the historical formation of the institution that certifies the police officer or others and gives the figure of authority the confidence of her or his power over others? How have certain groups become authorized to ask these interrogatory questions, and why do they customarily enact these questions in order to guard private property?


Thus, Guéry begins with what we might call a matter of reverse interpellation by focusing on the mechanism of the interrogating institution and its officers, rather than on the subjected individual. More simply, he suggests that Althusser has submerged the actual matter of class conflict in favor of an individualizing model. In order to understand modern power formulations, we need instead to look first at the capitalist, rather than at the proletarian.


In this way, The Productive Body reverses or distances itself from what would become an influential pathway in post-1960s and post-marxist critical theory that has focused on matters of identity rather than class-defined management. Guéry and Deleule’s revision of Althusser’s model exemplifies the move from understanding subjectivity as emerging from sign-systems, i.e. “language,” to a model of “discourses” that analyzes the truth-formations created by institutions and professionals. Yet Guéry and Deleule do not simply signal the turn from language to discourses; rather, their analysis insists that these discourses must be contextualized within the historical account provided by Marx’s Capital. This last insistence, we want to argue, is a large part of what makes The Productive Body important to read today.


One attraction, then, of returning to The Productive Body is to see the fork in the road so that we can go back and look down the path less taken. While The Productive Body is not a fully-fledged work and often self-admittedly functions polemically, rather than forensically or conclusively, it opens a path that we can develop further. To best understand this aspect of the book, however, it helps to have an understanding of the historical tale of capitalism’s development as Marx provides it in the first volume of Capital, for this narrative is fundamental to the book’s arguments.


4.


In Capital volume I, Marx divides capitalism into three emblematic historical periods, which he calls eras or epochs. He characterizes each era by its dominant form of exploitation: these are the ages of Handicrafts, of Manufacture, and of Large-scale Industry. The era of Handicrafts, or artisan-led guild production, ran in Europe from roughly the late fifteenth to the mid-sixteenth century. This period witnessed the early moments of the transition into capitalism as a social formation that brought together the profits that flow from the break-up of feudalism, the dispossession of agrarian workers, long-distance mercantile trade, and usury. The next phase, the era of Manufacture, ran from the mid-sixteenth to approximately the last third of the eighteenth centuries. The shift from the age of Handicrafts to that of Manufacture is as significant for Marx as the difference from preor weakly capitalist societies to more definitively capitalist ones. The latter transformation is often discussed as the “transition” debate about when and how exactly the transition from feudalism to capitalism occurred, but this is a question that The Productive Body does not take up, and thus one that does not concern us here.


In the era of Handicrafts, capitalist interests arose but were not yet dominant. The groups that we call the middle-class or bourgeoisie did not yet have the political or economic control they will later acquire. Consequently, these factions had to work with the social formations they encountered, not the ones that they would prefer. During this time, the commodity production process, outside of food, energy, and raw material production, was controlled by urban guilds that limited the number of workers a master could supervise, protected work and pay conditions, and prevented masters of the same trade from clustering workshops near each other in ways that might undercut each other’s regional monopolies on services. The initial capitalists, often themselves artisan masters, had to accept the fundamentals of this system, but they could place pressure on the existing work structures to produce greater profit. The main way they achieved this was simply by making laborers work longer hours for the same pay. Work procedures did not fundamentally change; the working day was simply prolonged.
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