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Abstract

Miche Foucaul’s The Onder of Things compliments Giorgio Agamben's Homo
Sacer, Soversign Powerand B Life to show how the feld of epstnic rpresentaton
is enersted. My theory hegin with man at the threshold of epsinic reprsenttons
Through his analyss of Las Merinas, the cogto, and th possbity of discovering the
origin of man'srepresentaton, Focault shows that eprsentations do no flly capure
man and that the visibilty of discourse connects man 1o representations. Agamben

i the example that is

larifes the ations within this visiblity by showing the sover

s not figured in the law’s representation.  Counter 10 Antonio Negr

the limit whi

Agamben shows how the sovereign example manifesting consituent power is not fully

contained in the representational field. Finaly, the sovercign'’s killing of homo sacer at

the law' A, n this thesis |

threshold generats the representational field.
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Ulustration 1: Las Meninas by Diego Velizquez.



My argument isthat if we draw together Michel Foucault's The Order of Things

2 Power and Bare Life we can sec how the

representation. Whill Foucault's text addresses the human sciences and the

L o
hela.
Foucault'sprimary i n
i Las M limitsofany atemp 0
with Agamben's soverci
"

In Foucault the images of man in therepresentational field do not flly capture

his being.
representation; that man islinked to representations through the *vsibilit” of discourse

and this linkage consttutes an inclusion. Agamben renders this visibiliy fully

is specficaly p The f

4, second, the couplet creat ugh



g s s formal ls preserving

the capacity to codify any expression oflife.

y @ is fist
necessary o clrify why I use the term “man’ instead of “human’, “he/she’,or some other
‘cender neural variant. The most obvious explanation for this choice i fidelty to

Foucaul’s text. When The Order of Things was fist published in English in 1970, the

butnot
paricuary .t possible that Foucault
was unaware of endered anguag. But, more ikely, thee is anot
e “man' in Foueaul's work
However,the
i heing who

s notyet gendered. 1 this s the case,then the term ‘man’ s not 0 he rad as a gender

pe E i Foucaull’s ocusre —

‘much like Heideger's dasein or Agamben’s homo sacer. 1 proceed through my

Fibat ‘man®

ot gender specifc, and

in favour of some ith the prevailing




ap

Foucault's analysis of Las Meninas. In ordr to understand why man i excluded from

the act io i King Philip IV

of Spain. There s an entourage consisting of Princess Margarita, two ladies in waiting.

dwarfs Fibe painting.

Don

doorway in the distance. The figure of Velizque? the painter peeks out from behind the

the painting fie

however, i whose

inthe s gaze.

shadowy figure o the observer islinked 1o the canvas of Las Meninas by a

Velizquer's

 This fact does.

ot however, imply th

pe they designate hat the

" See lastion

Yelizaue: pince andcouir, 143
e asrion |




of visibiliy. In other words,the fictthatthe observer of the painting islinked t0 the

N "
= oy of sig L
pr poss ting. Foucault
is.in f first, the sign
asign. i Velizquer' . but not every stage.
fied
i f Nicto observes
- illuminated.
according to Foucault, he cannot be compltely represented.
the body

hat he nhabit, or the language(s) he speaks, and. second., in what way does he interact

. the
quesions i found i the notion of a cireut of duplcatons. Man percives the
reprsented
field
irough i rom this noion
‘ First, it elimi i being a full
the world:




through man’s interacton with then from an external postion. Second, man'’s exclusion

b
M ther words, located in the
shrowds the margins of perception.
this last
being. This i y Rather,
man. Foucault
: e job he d
speaks, y

man at the threshold unveiling o him the content ofhis own being. In other words, man

indicates that man pre-exist his being. b

s i Onee

representation.

e

“policing’ effects of ki

yetmanis




Specifially.

openness of§ d
In other words, ‘which defines
Thatis,
o w0
ranscend them asthei excluded term.

Foucault

aworld of perfected

. This “absolute” form of eschatology takes as ts first premise

theirown

s

signsin their




poter the
representational field:
nges Instead of
realm,
~are,in fact,
i i be. e
indicatorsof the ideal,
esentational,
ispensing like so !
heside and formalize the
ethereal ideal
each other? bes ge
* Michl Fovcaut P Ry,




of man.
We cannot champion the cogito because the claim °I think and therefor I exist

Foucaul tha

he wuth, i . the limit of man's own.

s knowledge of himself and

The

I other words, 0 think.

aleriy that defines though i specifically wha precludes the cogito’s I” from
representing man.

The second option, of discovering man's origin, i equally ftile. Man becomes

aware o nd

epresentational field. That s, man becomes aware of  progression from one moment to

The essential

forth

“Thisoriginis



‘man i a being with his own beginning.

stands apart from him, and
which he
field,
i hisbeing. Rather,
fragmented images ina
shattered mirmor, Morcover, F we. i
el

nee presupp

the notion ofa progression which is oy encountered with man's entry nto the

representational fied. In other words, because man i i the threshold of representations,

heis cutoff field
own beginning in representations.
both cut ofT pecifi
cogita’s I p dit
i »
but he d dhow how hi Velizquer's




becoming and allows being o be displayed as a particula thing. On one hand, if man is

fully e i Lifmanis

ficld is man's capacity

1o decide upon his exclusion from the representational field. ‘This decision is remarkable

i two respects; irst, because it s made in the threshold,the decison is sbsolut in the

c th

representational field; scond,

limitof both field.

other i

it ise withi ‘ol field. The

sovercign's w

situation where the aw representsitself, While the sovercign’s decisionis the

P field,



Tn other words,

the s

Taw 10 onder the representational feld.

How then are we to describe the soverign? He is not a member of the

the exemplary element stands outside of the st 1o signify llits members. The most

cifby

cts of o s that “the.

members of a st enjoy a kind oflogicalpriority over the st tself They exist first™

the formation of

ing out i sl from the set
set, Thats,
thing it exemplifes and is not contaned within
howes f
‘s possibility of
The resolution
‘s potentialiy.

allows for the law imiting tsset), the




T other words

In it of the.

law's se, and thus actualize the possibilit of the infinite reach of the law,the sovereign

m
. back
and,for i ity of
epresencd.
1 field docs ot Wh, onc the law
e y What siops he
2 The answer to

particular, In other words,law hasthe ‘universal” power 0 legislte every action, and it

pou in coding any single aci .
The sovereign’s im-potential remainder s




m-potential s the other figure seen n the mirmor of Velizquez's

er ien. He issacred.

feld o

o the law: he is precisely in a position which i antecedent o the law. There i, howener,

the question of why oy

fcance; the

Py ion oflif, it siving
up one’s lfe for  reason that has existental value to cither oneselFor ohers. Simply, the

e

sphere).

death at r i the meaningful

death within the representational feld.

the field of




beings at the threshold. Through an examination of Foucault’s The Order of Things we

P el
his T Morcover,
man's bing cannot
- field.
feld: rath o s erminus that
y . Inother word: the
clement y Agamben
shows how the example creates the very thing it exemplifies. In order o be the
r s from s

wn potential not o be. I tuming away from its own passive nature the sovereign leaves

bythe

representational fied. By coupling Foucaul and Agamben we discover a theory whose

represented being.



Chapter 2:

2.1 Neither inside nor outsi

. ens: the igureof

e pain
i function. I itisnot
aman that
canvas "

iy et
o » Tnorder
o undersand gitis necesary o dis

the elements ofthe painting as sgns that are themselves sigifiers of signs and that these

and darkness. Looking {0 the canvas of Las Meninay we ask how it is tha the Figure of

man iy painting how it
i, ik the model.
piing. vious;
eistinth feld y Las Mer ot
Butif man
i then bow and in what way can it

[m—



Las Meninas? s

is there, i fac,

between lightand dark, between | ad

shadow, f set sill b in

relation to the painting?

Foucault’s answer o these questions i thatyes ther is something, namely,

ity which i
P iy i inthe
{hresholdofthe painingsrepresenatons.
H s notion ofvishi

the Foucault points

out that the sign itself“has no content, o function, and no determination other than what

it epresens: The sig

gnifis, and, second. the sgn'’s “contentis

1 -

idea which it represents, but in onder o function as a sgn it must alsa sho that itis

Thusin Las

3 E are doubled over’ things

ich existoff the picture and in their representation of themselves as signs. In other

* Michl Foucaut, The Orde of Things. 64
ia




words, “the sign i the representiviy of the representation in so furas it s

representable™

Meninas,for exampl is P

eometry, which Second.

painter’s tic i the sign of the Order of Santiago, and this order s itself the sign of Saint

thesign. ing clsc. Third,
allows one o *s” the reltion betwicen two perceived signs s itselfa sign of these.

percepions; theseris of signs arrayed on the canvas do not, by nature, form a

homogencity perceivea

i which

Alows this s iself e sign. Finall

' Velizquez, and Velizquez funci the artist which

s asign of man.

s no mediation between them. One sign i the s d the series of

signs extends ouward infiniely




Foucault points out “this universal extension of the sign within the field of

“* This means,in

effect, how we can

the sign and the signifed which allows thesign tostand for an object. This mysterious

bridge between sign and signifid simply does not exi

cpres 1 isa poy In other words

the signified.

\ igifi 2 i forthat

ind. because of this,
whether or no th sign sgnifies wha it scems o the notion that a sign’s functon is
procisly representation eliminates the need for  piece of stable ground to justify the

reltion of the sgn to that which it signifies. By getting rid of this anchor point,

Foucault's y “theory’

nceds a cause, There s “no meaning exteror o anterior (0 the sign: no previous

discourse”™ ity how signs rep

e the C1

v
i 6.



bt of thought; epresentation iseis not an object and therefore in Classical thought

representation is o represented.

what L
Meninas.
K
represented . Finally,th be seeabl
signifying.
from b ’ $ gure of the
of the painter f

field of his gaze. The spectator stands opposite rom the spectator o the painting. The

pi Meninas
butali  figures of
1 from what i Las Merinas shows.
s v
the sages of bt
Las he

canvas of the paintng.




Las -

representation of the process of epresentation Foucaul s also making the positive claim

isibiliics. Foueault's te

logy is a bit
Vexing, but previously, in Death and the Labyrinth,

avisibilityas a

1 that o of Las Meninas,

visibility because al that i visible and all that s invisibl

are of the same material and

Lightand shadow e f

 The iddle
of the nature of visibility

that it “cannot be discussed on s own terms, but fonly] from

adistance which proscribes or permits invisiilty.”" Visibility i no simply that which

L Tevel, as that

feinis” that constitutesthe Classicalsystem of signs. I other words, visibilty i that

gt tself it which is
illuminated and that which s obscured n shadow. 11 s this visibilty s both illumination
» their rep l function.
0 P

his visibility
rules over it as the central figure which, more than any other on the canvas of Las

Meninas, spesi

e existence of man in the theshold of the painting. The most basic

 Miche Foeaul, D andthe Labsrit, 67
b 104105,
b, 105,

20



Las Meninas. The pu

“neutral

invisible."

occupied by

the painting. This partcipation is not, howexer, i the form ofdiret representa

Rath ough

Wi isibiliy” e

only allowed t0 exist because it s part of the threshold.

That s, Foucaul’s analysis of Las Meninas shows that man existsin the darkness
The lightreveals no the figure of man, man.
n
the preceding analysis of Las ¢ expressed wil

the fied of luminosity are notsigns which express themselves as sgns. 1 showed how

“undemcath’ the i present that

luminosiy.

“visiility

¥ Michel P, The it of Things. 3



whole world nto one

thing

9o fo ich s rep Far from

ofthe

Las Mo

be fully discosed. The existence of the word, the existence of Foucaul’s visibilty, docs.

ot allow forthe illumination and specifiation of all words, and if we can sillsay that

ully lluminated i the representational field.

22 Two duplications

specify the exact nature of man two questions come (0 the fore. First, there s the

wh,infct, is speaking: what s the i the

i, 05,



threshold of Las Meninas?” The answer t this question i that man is “the speaking and

" who

of language."* This immediately raiss the question of language itself “[wlhat is

language,

Plentitude?™"*

inany ofits

. and which

particular

hat o which

od, condemped, demarcated,

Foucaults task,in other

i
b 305306
b 306,



possble.
T st sep ingttingbeyond language and uncovering mn i 1o render the

distinction beween “nature” and “human e’ he Classical age. The diffrnce is i

functon. I the Clasical word, “nature through the acton of el and disordered

beings™"* Human

representation, and does so by the action of a display of images.”"” Both nature and

“uninterrupted” background. and

E in an ordered
sequence.”!* lentitud
inseription or y

of

and hey " " Specifically. th
backgroud

hemsel ever flowing.
v 09,

i

i

[



fabric,

themselsesin their epresentations.

ofthose who behold it,or who once cast their gaze upont. Second, thee i the
duplication that happens as a result of “the act of speaking. or rather..., i the act of

naming..
Rather,
themselves o t” and
coherent “picture’ =2
The function of me ther words,
background lie
. i
the world, The

sccond form of duplication compliments memory, and impacts the world of
representations. Language folds representation back upon itself and “transforms the

bl

» 2 Whereas

“Jumbled" i

coherent picture of reality, language takes his coherency and “writs” it back on the

ing: language “patiems, combines, and connects and disconnects things as i




> The
original z d then e
- being. Neither of these
s cach of these
oter, >
ofthe world and man.

artculation o tis order back on the representational field. In other words, man is

s circuit. Thi s that man s in
any bei od in ature. Rather,
hanisms of memory and
anguage, and that
nature,but asthe “di
a3



always a partcipant in the process of ther formation **

23 The transcendental-representational circuit

“shimmer’
v
y “science of man' "2
properly is o pe Foucault
Inkis France during 1975-1976
Foucault definesscience “as the disciplinary policing of knowledges.™ The *policing’
| language, and i
de defining, verifying. y e

science s the action of language upon representations 0 order them. This acion is

that of representation
and being. "7

man Fliving beings, needs.
it 310,
it 301
* Miche 1751976, 182

Must b Defendec: L
7 Michel Foucau, The Orderof Things 311



and words, their truth . Fman s the

effect,

. Manis

“compressed within

c

threshold s, i fact, 1o ecognize him “to be the extremity of one long series” that

the ciruit 10 ffeet changes on man in the threshold?

Foucaults i e

man s governed by the representative functions ofhis labour, lfe, and language: “his

only

makes possess

9 Under this schema, the flow from threshold o representation

4

eversed, Thatis, the threshold

field. 1f man were completly segregated from the representational ield,if he were not in
[T

> id

* id



form of

he calls his own, im he would, be

being. Rejecting this, Foucault posits that the representational field co

essence of he threshold

Timit man: "

man the notion of fnitude.

his  this

application of

e which

into

sid i an awareness of that which is

exteral o him. The h

presentational forces — the job, These vational

his own

representation: the body i “this” and not‘that, the body can do “this” and not “that’, and

finds s

Once

hisof




“The finitude of himself, and

but “that it possible for posiivity - With
the threshold
eI, On onc hand,
Al must This means
by ined, f bilized, and expres
through the body and the rudiments of perception...”" The truth of a man i a function

of whatever representationa feld b i i reltion with. A man i truly healthy, and his

elain o health s notan llusion or  falschood i and only if this claim is supported by

M

30



that will be e

the discursive

feld rth derive

from the field in which t functions: ly

represents,then a some point inthis discourse there woukd b nathing eft o say: the

dall
express
what
", L i cpre fihe
nd proof
aseniai fuliled Thats.

discourse would be grounded in the thing that it can never disclose; it would be the

formation of In other words the truth
and, kes a hypothesis of the
pecif “do ot

e one another in any way” and whilethey can both claim o “rest entirely on

o



themseles” and the world in which they function, it s not a question of choosing one

overthe other.

Rath

sohe

spheres ofexpression and representation and this flow creates the spheres; it infuses

i hurdles. Foremost, we.

dhatitis

discourse Third, isthe

specifically

of this chapter will p

represcntational fied, and the positive argument that the meaning of representational ficld




established in my third chapter

24 Two types of exchatology

will be

Wemust

“which has.

that “makes it

“This middle path is found i type conditioned eschatological thought. In

possible
e of hislectures afer the publication of The Order o Things Foucault points out that

eschatology has two forms.

First. there s a “sort of absolute schatology that posits an

I

7 nits “absalute’

o stive, . in short,
beyond the
both
P
disclosed,
perfected “empire’ from
S 0.
hia



ted, through
discover the ‘empire”
percepions.
logy
i pe
hich ed .
»
ool guage, yet

positivity of things for it t be possible, from thatsarting-poin, 0 s

alveté, to contest it and seck foundation from it The plurality of rlatve eschatology

is specificaly ajoining of the representation and that which i immediatcly beyond; it i

Ims come together in every instance of meaning. But

nsensible ideas. These two r

h

a

dea 0 the point where it

id
" MichelFouca, The Onder o Things 321



" theideal.

i The later

discover where it touches upon the unrepresened.

The benefit of Foucault’s notion ofrelative eschatology is that t specifis how we

et 10 0 sensc o the form of th represcntation by showing how we can speciy s limit,
man,but i how this
foritself. Man,
» ly ion i is now able
10 ek of i world,

can conceive of that which lay outside him and nor s

it how the representations that aray

Instead of extending outward o the things which are represented to him, the fine of

1o the empiricl cuttr,the chaotic accumulation of contents, the w

W of experiences.

what

stretches” of man's own non-thought ' The notion that man can engage in he relative

is capable

.32



question was “who i speaking’ and the answer was revealed through an analyss of what
conditions llowed for thedisclosure of the speaking being and it imits, this question
o reverberates inward o the represenation of man in himself and direts its

iterrogation toward the nature of man i his capacity 1o th

atall

25 Foucaulc's rejection of the cogito

Foucaultpoints outthat thought, however, is ot a simple unity that can be:

3 Rath

thoughtis only rendered

is ot sation of thought begins

with the question of “[hjow man can think what he does not think, inhabit as though by

gure of himsel tha takesthe form of stubborn exteriorty?™ Thought s man’s

fihe nd L and forthis

»  sense, analysis it

must be constaineds it must be something other than a universal: it must in other words,

edb
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