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My argument is that if we draw together Michel Foucault'sThcOrderofThings

and Giorgio Agambcn's l-IomoSacer: So\'ereipnPowerand Bare Life we can scc how the

field ofepistemic representations is generatcd by the actions ofthe figures at threshold of

representation, While Foueault"stcxt addresscs the human sciences and the

representational field in generaL Agamben deals with thc spt.--cific represcntationalfieldof

simultancouslyconditionstheunfoldingofreprescntations.Thclawisthesubsctofthe

rcpresenlationalficJdwhichhasthepowertoconditionthcentirelYofthcreprcscntation

Foucauh'sprimary insight is that man is not fullysignificd with inthcrcprcsentational

field: that likethc sovereign couple of Las Meninas. man isatthc limits ofany attempt to

rigorously codify his bcing. This exclusion ismirrorcd with Agamben 's sovereign and

In FOllcauh,theimagesofmanin thcrcprcscntationalficlddo not flilly capture

hisbcing.Yctthisdocsnotimplythatmaniscomplctclyscgrcgatcdfromcpistcmic

rcprcscntation;thatmanislinkcdtoreprcscntationsthrollghthC'visibility'ordiscourse

and this linkage constitlltcs an inclusion, Agambcnrcndcrsthisvisibilityrully

pcrspicuollswith his argument that cxistencc at the threshold or cpistemicrepresentations

isspt'Cifically what generates the law's stipulations. The fundamcntal conccpt is two-fold:

thccpistcmicrepresentationsareadelimitedficldthatisultimatelydefinedbythelaw.



embodyingitsalTeetivelimit.lnthethresholdofreprcsentationthe sovereign inhabits a

dcath. and expression and represenlalion bleedlogcthcr. Morespccifically,lhesovereign

gencratcslhe law's (and representalion's) formal limit while simultaneouslypreserving

Bcforc providing a map oflhe analylical progrcssion of my argumcnl ilisfirst

nccessarytoclarifywhyluselhetenn·man·insteadof·human'.·helshc·. or some other

gcndcrneutralvarianl.Themoslobviouscxplanalionforthischoice is fidelilyto

distinctioll between gender neutral and gcndcrspecific lallguagc was present but nOI

particularly prominent in philosophical discourse. As such. it ispossiblcthatFoucault

was unaware of the importanceofgendcred language. But. more likely, there is another

reason for the usagcofthc tcnn 'man' in Foucault·swork. Thereisthc notion that gender

distinctions arc themsclves rcprcscntations within philosophicaldiscourse.However.the

figllrcFollcallltisdiscussingexistsatthethresholdoftheserepresentations; a being who

isnotyetgendered.lfthisisthccasc,thentheterm'man'isnot10 bc read asa gender

spccific term; rather it sholiid betrcatcd as a spccialized term withinFolicault'soellvrc-

mllchlikeHeidegger'sdaseinorAgamben·shomos{f(:er.lprocecdthroughmy

arguments on the bclieflhat FOllcaultdeploysthelenn'man'asaspccializcd tenn that is

notgendcrspecific.and I sec no subslantive reason 10 deviate from Iheusageoflhislcnn

stylistic tcndenciesofNorth American philosophical eXposilion



With this clarification out ofthc way. I now tum to a dcscriplion ofthe main

argumentsprescntedinthisthesis.lbcginmyfirstchaptcrwithanexaminationof

Foucault·s analysis of Las Meninas. 1 In order to understand why man is excluded from

rcprescntationwe need to first analyse what the signsofVchizqucz's painlinginfact

rcprcscntand how they arc linked to man. According 10 Foucault. lhe painlingexplorcs

lheacl ofreprcsentation itself. \Ve arc lookingal a sludio in the palace 0 fKing Philip IV

of Spain. There is an entourage consisting of Princess Margarita. two ladies in wailing.

lwodwarfs. and a mastifTarrayed across the center of the painting. Achapcroneanda

bodyguard stand behind and to the right ofthc princess. Don Jose NiclO 5tandsina

doorway in the distance. ThefigureofVehizquezthcpainlcrpeeksout frombchindthe

canvas that occupies thc left quadrant of the painting.2 Themostintercstingfigurc.

howcvcr. is the one who is not there; spccifically. the figurc of the observcrwhose

cxistcnccisonlyhintcdalintheshadowyrcnectionofthcmirrorandtheartist'sgazc

This shadowy figure of the observer is linkcd to thc canvas of Las Mel1 illasbya

visibility that travcrsesthe luminosity that bathes the SigllS presentcdonVclazquez's

canvusand Ihc darkness at the limit of painting's rcprcsclltationalficld. 3 Thisfactdoes

not. however. imply that the signs arrayed on the paillting lend thcmsclvestoutheoryof

significiltion which would specify what thcy dcsignatc. FOllcaul t poinlsollt that the

theorization comes from an external position; a lheory ofsignifieat ion requires a piece of

stable ground to launch ilsclffrom and this is specifically what isprecludedbythenotion



or visibility. In olher words. the ractthat Ihc observer orthe pa intingis linkcd to the

represenlationalfieldiswhatprecludesthisobservcr(man)rromdeveloping a theory or

whatisdesignatcdbytherepresentations.lntheabsenceoralhcoryorsignification.Las

MenilJllspresentsthcimpossibilityordisplayingtheactionorrcpresenting. Foucault

points out that the action or representation is. in ract. a three stcp process:firsLthesign

must bccreatcd: sccond. the sign must bewilncsscd: third. the sign must exprcssitselras

a sign. Each stage orthis process is implied in Vcl<i7.quez·s painting. butnoteverystage

isspecificd in the clarity orreprescntation. Thefigurcorthcartistinthe left quadrant

significs the creation or signs (on theobscurcd surraccorthc canvas). Nieto observes

(with his gazc to Ihe artist). and both thcscsignsare rcprcsentcd outwardto Iheobservcr

orlhc painting who is caughl in its visibililybut not illuminatcd. It is with the Ihird stage

that things bccomcproblematic: the being to which signsarcreprcsenledisitselr

undisc1oscd;lhcsignsrepresentthcmsclvestoapcrsonwhoisnolrepresentedbccausc.

according 10 Foucault he cannot be completely rcprcscnted

Who is this bcing that isnol rullydiscloscdbythcthingshcrabricatcs, the body

that he inhabits. or thc language(s) hespcaks. and,sccond. in what way does he interact

with these matcrial andidcal represenlations? Thebcginningor Ihc answer to bolh thcse

qucslions is round in the notion ora circuit or duplications. Man pcrceivcs thc

rcprcscnt3tionand duplicalcs its significations on his mind(inthcromlorrcprcsented

idcals)andthcnhcduplicatcstheserepresenlalionsbackuponthcrcpresentationalficld

through his (communicative) actions. Twoimportanl conscqucnccs now rroffi this notion

ora circuit orduplications: FirsL it eliminates the possibililY orman bcinga rully

represcnlcd entity or the world: the ordered rcprcsentations orthc worId are creatcd



through man's interaction with thcm fromanextemal POSilioll. Second.man·sexclusion

thrcshold that cXlcnds fromthc luminosityofrcprcscntcd being 10 thedarkncssthat

The threshold istherepresenrational ficld·soutcrcxtrcmis.andsituating man at

this last bastion of representation indicalcsthat man'srcprescntationisnotthetruthofhis

being. This is not to say that the representation of man isan irrelevantfiction.Ralher.

Ihc rcpresenlatioll of man is theefTect of his bcing at the thrcsholdalld Ihevarious

qualilics we attribule to man are aClually madc to the rcprcscnlalion of man. Foucault

pointsoul thai l1lan is defined by the objccts hc l1lakcs. Ihejobhcdoes. Ihelanguage(s)he

speaks. and the il1lagcofhis body in the sense thai thcse reprcscnlations Oowoutward to

l1lanalthclhrcsholdunveilingtohil1llhecontentofhisownbeing.Inothcrwords.man

becolllcsawarcofhisownbcinglhrough rcfcrcncc 10 his own rcprcscnlalion.andthis

indicatcsthatthcrcprcscntationsofmanpre·cxisthishcing. More specifically. in his

rclationlolhcrcprcscnlalionalficldmanbecomcsawarcofhislimitation (finitude). Once

In dislodging man from the represenlational sphercFoucault frcesh imfromlhe

·policing·efTectsoflmowledge.butthisdocsnotimplyanunerschism between man and

rcprescntalion:rclalionisanoptionothcrthanimprisonmcnt. Marking the shimmering

horizon ofrcprcscntation. man rcvcals himself to bccxtcmal to rcprescntation.yet man is



rcprcsentationalfield.Thefactthatmanmakesrefercncclotherepresenlationalficld

ancmptloaniculatchisbeing.Withthisslrivinglowardlhcreprcscnlation(s)thatncvcr

fullyembracc him. man discovcrs his limil: finitude unvcils ilselflohim.Spccifically.

man'srclationwithlherepresentationalsphcrcrc\'calsthalhisbeing is constrained in the

opcnnessofthcthrcsholdand.second.thatlhisscparationfromrcprcsentalionis

inscribcduponmanhimself.lnothcrwords.finitudcbccomcsnolthelimitwhichdcfincs

man. but lhebackground situation which allows for hisaniculation andthecondition

which allows for his knowlcdgeofhimselfand the world. Thai is. in lhcthrcsholdman

discovcrs his yearning for the objcctivc stipulalionsofrcprescnlalion and his capacity to

Foucault points out that this transccndcntal impctusisnoltheaucmpl tofabricatc

a world ofpcrfecled signs. This'absolutc'fonnofcschatologytakes as its first premise

thc Ilotion that Ihere is somcthing which exists underncath or bcyondrepresentalion

which bolhjustifies its presentation and its incomplclcllCSS. Thcrcprcscntationalsphere

prcscntsascricsofimageswhichharkcntowardapcrfcclcdrcalitywhichisnotdiscloscd

butprcsupposedinitsabscnce.Theimplicalionhereislhatthesigns within the

rcpresenlational sphcreare.in fact.denotalions which signify only their own

displacemcnt and need to move beyond theirprescntation. It is only by following the

signs in thcirdecomposition. in ovcrcoming thcir lack and always seeking more ina flow

oppositiontothissearchforancthcrcalanchortoreprcscntation.Foucauhasscnsthc



morc modcst goal of peace. As much as thc stability of the represcntationalficldcanbe

guarnntccdbythcnOlionofanimmutableslrntumofidcals.itcanaIso bcassurcd in

"plurality maintained as plurnlity.·-4 The rclativc or conditioncd cschatologypositslhat

thercprescntational field isin rcfcrence to an idealized stratum Ihat isacccssibicand

formalizcd Ihrough discourse. Thercprcsentationalficldiscondilionedon thcidcalizcd

realm and not strictlydcrivativcofi1. Specifically. discoursc functionsas that which

rcprcscntational field: while thc represcntational field still rcachcsbcyondilsclf.ilssigns

things 10 bc ovcrcome. rclativc eschatology treats signs as revclatory oftheidcalized

rcalm.Thebccomingsprcsentedinlherepresenlationalfield-theconlradictionsand

conncclionsamongitsdisparateelements-are.infacLdisclosuresand formal

the notion that representalionsmust bcovcrcomc. mastered. and cast aside as insufficient

reprcscntational. Whcrcastheabsolutccschatology seeks 10 lay waSlC to rcprcsenlations,

dispcnsingwithlhem likesomanyflawcdand inadcquulc ultcmpts 10 specify Ihe ideal.

Ihclancrrccognizcssignsasshimmeringexampleswhichslandbcsidcandformalizclhe

Who occllpics this darknessofthc thrcshold whcrcthe I\\'O rcalmsmcctandbleedinto

~ Michel Foucaull. security Terri(oD! Poooialion" Le<;(u....s at (he Colle e du frnncc 1977·1978.300



andthalilisfutilctoaucmptloexplainthiseonncClionasasimply a qllCSI for the origin

Wc cannot champion the cogito beeausc the claim 'I think and thereforelexisl

insofaraslamalhinkingbeing·doesnolhingloilluminateman.Foueauhpointsoutthat

lhc cogilo is. intrulh. lhc stumbling across a limit spccifically. the limit ofman's own

lhought:thcprecarious place where man'sknowledge ofhimsclfandhiSreprescnlalionto

isforcignandcxtcmaltoit. In other words. IOlhink is thc movcment into that which is

unknown with the awareness that every progression along its path entailsamodification

Oflhe bcing who thinks and lhepath itsclf. The impossibility ofspccifying the radical

alterity lhat defines thoughl isspccifically what precludes the cogilo 's'l'from

Thcsccondoplion.ofdiscovcringmun·sorigin.isequallyfulilc. Man becomes

awnrcofhistoryingeneralandhisownhisloricitythroughhisrelationtothe

rcprcsentalionalfield.Thatis.manbecomesawarcofaprogrcssion from one moment 10

lhcOlher in the job he docs and lhctasks he is assigned. in the pagcs he reads and the

sentences and phrases he enunciates. Thecsscntial point iSlhat IIIan comes to all these

rcprcscntationsinthcirunfolding;heencountersallrcprcsentationsnotatlheirbeginning.

but in the midst of their rising or dissipation. This forces the qllcst ion of where did the

representations of him begin? \Vhat was theirmomcnt of birth. and what is the catalytic

event which generated their possibilities to both rcprescntthemselves and stand forth as

forces which panially dcfine man insofar as he participalCS in theirrituaIs? This origin is



lhc irreducibtcclcmcnt which gcncrales thc scries and allows it to instanliate itsclf. and

IhcaltCmptlodiscoverthisoriginoftherepresclltutionalsericsalreadypresupposesthat

This origin of man is something that itsel f stands apart from him. and it is

somelhinglhatheanemptstocomcto.Assomethingwhichhcmovestoward. which hc

ficld. Ihisorigin is not. then. man'sbeginning-it is not Ihe base condition which he

dcpartsfrom in ordcr to actualize himsclfin his being. Rather.itisthClhinghereaches

toward in thc vain ancmpt 10 understand the representations which seem to capturc a

sliverofhisbcingand yct stand apart from himasso many fragmented imagcsina

aucmptstodisccm is older than him. and nor can wcasscrt that he isolderthanhisorigin

Ihenolioll ora progrcssion which is only cncounlcrcd with man's elltryinlothc

rcprcscntationalficld.lnotherwords,becausemanisinlhethrcsholdofrcprcscntations.

hcisclitolTrromdiscoveringhisorigin.andwhilchcbringslothcrcprcscntationatficld

ShowingthatmanisbothcutofTfromhisoriginandnotrullyspccificdinthc

cogito'sTpresenlshimwithanimmenscfreedom:heisthebcingalthcIhrcshold and it

is from this threshold thai he manifests Ihe power loconslitule thcreprcsentationalfield

Foucauh shows why man is Ihe shadowy figurc Ihalcan ncvcr be captuTedbylhe

rcprcscntationalfield.buthcdocsnolshowhowthisfigurcatthelimitofVelazquez's



paintingcrcalcslhcordcrofrepresenlations.lnordcrlodiscovcr how this threshold

gcncrntcs rcprcscnlalions we have to lumto Agambcn's J-1omoSacer· SovereipnPower

dcployslhcsovereignpowcrthatgencrntcsthcficldofrcprcsenlations

Bcforc we can understand Ihe sovereign's crcativc capacities we mUSI clarify the

rolcofreprcscntations.Rcprcscntationfunclionstoconstrninthcradicalpowerof

bccomingandallowsbcingtobedisplaycdasaparticularthing.Ononehand. ifman is

fullyrcprcsenlcd.thenheloseshispossibilityofbccoming.Onthcotherhand.ifmanis

completelywilhoulrclationtolhercprescntation.thenhcisthepurccxprcssionlhatis

mcaninglessinsofarasitlacksanydegrecoffonnalization.lnordcrlospccify man we

nccd to dctcnnine the particularconneclion to reprcsenlalions thalprcscrveshiscapacity

to engage in Ihcradical bccomings which are manifcst in his bcing. Agambcnspecifics

in two respects; first. bccause it is made in thc Ihrcshold. Ihcdccisionisabsolulcinlhe

rcprcscnlalionalfield;sccond.thcsovcreigndecisiononhisexccptionconstituleslhe

limitofbolhhisQwnbcingandlhcrcprescnlationalficld.Foradccision 10 be somelhing

sovcreign'sdecision is absolulc because it is thc Ihing which const ittllcslhclimitofthe



this barricr as a projection from thesovcreign: quite to thc contrary. the sovercign is the

thc sovcrcign's decision is the unconditioned action which creates thc possibility for the

rcprescntational sctofthe law. but he is included inthissctasitsl imitcondition.Thatis.

thesovcreign is the example of the law's representation. Unlike normalelementsofaset.

theexcmplaryelememstandsoutsidcofthesettosignifyallitsmembcrs.Themost

fascinating aspect of the exemplaryelcment is that it gcncrates the setitselfby

constituting its limit. Oneofthcfundamentaltcnctsofmodemsctlheoryisthat ..the

mcmbcrsofasctenjoyakindoflogicalpriorityovcrthesctitsclf.Thcyexistfirst:,s

This raises thc question of the fomlationofthe reprcscntational set 0 fthe law; how isit

thatthcgroupofclcmcntsgctsarrangedintoasct?Agambcnanswcrsthisqucstionby

pointing out that the sovcrcignexample is thc elcmcnt that distanccs itself from the set

Ilowcanwebcsurethatincreatingthelaw'spossibilityofformalizatiol1thcsovereign

docs not get totally subsumed by the representational field asa monarch?Theresolution

ofthesc questions hinges on the recognition that thcsovcreign is thclaw'spotcntiality

As the potcntialitythat allows for the law's actualization (by dcl imiting its set). the



sovcrcigllmllstbeautonomoustothelaw.lnothcrwords,thcsovcreign (asthc law's

potcntial) has an identity untohimsclf: the sovcrcign's being is not a prcdicateofthe law.

and his death is something which is conditioned or brought about by formationofthc

law'slimil or anything contained within this limil. In order to manifest the limilofthe

law's sct. and thus actualize the possibilityofthc infinite reach 0 fthc law. thesovcreign

tumsawuy from his own polential nOI to bc. Thistumingaway from im·polcntiality

happcns specifically within thc threshold and it has the cfTcct ofcreatingthelimitof

rcprescnlationalsct. \Vhile this limil is included in the represcnlational set. the

sovcreign's passive im-potentiality issct back from any possible rclation wi th the law.

and. for this reason. it is impossible for the cntirely of the sovcreign's being to be

However. this recognition that the sovereign is not fullycnvelopedbythe

rcprescntational field docs not fullystabilizethesovereigncxampIe. Why. once the law

law from ovcNlInning the barrier instantiated bythc sovereign cxamplc? The answer to

tbisqucstion is fOllnd in the fonnofthclawthntiscrcalcd by the sovcrcigncxumplc

Specifically, the law is thc cmpty sct of stipulations that can rcprescntanyexprcssionby

applying its forcc locvcry possible particularbecallsc it docs not signifyanyonc

particlIlar.lnothcrwords.lawhaslhc'universal'powcrtolcgislatcevery action. and it

only has this power because il does not prescnt itself in coding any singIe action or being

Thcsovcreign's im-potential remainder is just such a singularbcing,and. as such. the

sovcreign remains free from thc law'scapacity toreprescnt him



painling;homosacerstandsatthcthrcsholdalongsidclhesovercign.l-lcissacred

ockillcd withoul legal consequence should be of no surprise. As a bcing outsidcofthe

any kind ofdeath whalsoever: it is the kind of death that has exislcntial significance; Ihe

sacrificcmeanssomclhingmorelhansimplylheccssationoflife.itis spccifically giving

uponc's life fora rcason thai has cxistenlial value to eitheroneseIforothcrs.Simply.the

sacrificial death is distinct from anydcath whatsocvcr specifically occauscit isgovemcd

by the rulc which slipulates that thedcath has importance (within Ihcrcpresentalional

sphcrc).Thisrulconlyapplicstoaspecificsituation.andthcllccessary condition of the

rulc'sapplication is thai it is limited. In his existence at thc thrcsholdholl1osaceris

spccifically the bcing that constitutcs the rule'scxccptional limil.lnconstitutingthis

forthecrealionoflhelaw'srcprcsentationalfieldthroughhisdecision 10 exclude himsclf

frolllthcpluralityofelemenls.homosacerengagcsinthepassivecomportmcnl to his

death at thc hands of the sovereign and thcrebygcncratcslhc possibility oflhe meaningful

rcprcsentations I complclc Ihe arguments of my Ihesis. By drawing togelherFoucauhand

Agambcnwchavcarrivcdatatheorywhichcxplainsthcformationofthcfieldof



epistcmicrepresentalionswherelhereprescnlationalficldisgcncralcdbylheactionsor

bcingsat Ihc threshold. Through an examination ofFoucault'sThc OrdcrofThines we

bccauselhe nOlionoflhis"l" demands a specificalion of its own non-lhought. Moreover.

the ncclingshimmerofman'sbeingcannol be tied to an origin. bccausethis origin can

never bc ascertained by man. Agambenshowsthatasabeingrclinquishedto the

thrcsholdofrepresentations.lhesovercignfigurcofmanfunctionsasthelimitwhich

allows forlhe specification of the reprcscntalional field. ThclimitisnOloulsideofthe

ficld;ralhcr.lhesovereignmanislheprecisepointofrcprcsentation·slemlinuslhat

stands for the IOlalilyofthe field. In olher words. the sovereign man is theexamplc of the

represcnlalionalfieldwhichisincludcdinlhcfieldasilslimilandyclnotareprescnlcd

elcmcnt.Thcrcmarkableaspectofthiscxemplaryslalusiscrcalivccapacily.Agamben

showshowlhcexamplccreatestheverythingilcxemplifics.lnordcr to bc the

conslilllcntforccwhichgcneratestherepresentationoftheluwmantumsawayfromils

ownpotcntiainottobc.lntumingawayfromitsownpassivcnailirethcsovcrcignlcaves

behind the figure or homo sacer who cannot be flillyenvclopedorcol onizedbythe

reprcscntationalficld.BycouplingFolicallltandAgambcnwcdiscovera theory whose

fundamcnlal poinl is lhat the shadowy threshold generatcsthe luminosityofman's



Chanter 2: Foucault's notion that mancannol be fullv renresented

Everywhcrcwclookonthepaintingwcsccsigns:thcrcislhcmirror.thefigureof

Ihcpainter. the figure in Ihe doorway in the back of the sludio. and all of these elements

fulfillarepresenlalionalfunclion.Itisnotanactualmirrorwcseconthccanv:lS.itisnot

amanthatweseepoiscdontheslep.ilisnotalivingbreathingpaintcrwescebcsidehis

canvas. All oftheseclcmentsstand for something clse. Theyarcreprcsentationsof

thingsthalarcnotrepresenteddirectlyonthecanvasitsclf.·1l1csc clements arc. in fact.

signs which showlhe impossibility of representing Ihc action of representalion.lnordcr

tounderstandhowmancxistsonthethresholdofthcpaintingitisneccssarytodiscuss

theclcmcntsofthe painling as signs that arc Ihcmsclvessignificrsofsigns and that these

signs arc based on the antcrior condition of visibility which encompasses both luminosity

and darkness. LookingtolhecanvasofLa.~·Menjlla.\'wcask how it is IIHlt Ihe figure of

manissccminglyneitherinsidcnoroutsidethcpainting.howitis that this figurcwhich is

slandinginthcsamclocationaSlhcmodcl is. likethc lllodc1. not represented on Ihe

painting. I Theanswcrtolhisqueslionis.quilcobviously.thaIthefigurcofmandoesnot

cxisl in the field of luminosity thai is expressed on the canvas of LasMeninas:manisnol

rcprcsentcdon the canvas because man is in the darkness. BUlifmanisinthedarkncss.

and the painting is a series of figurations in luminosity. Ihcn howandinwhalwaycanit



bcsaidthatmanisinanysortofrelationshipatallwithlhecanvasofLas Meninas? Is

there a complete schism bctwecn light and dark: are thesc twocatcgorieswhichare

mlltually exclusive. and bctrayingnoconnection to the painting: or is there. in facl.some

clement which precedes the distinction bctwcen light and dark. bctwecn luminosity and

shadow. which allows forlhe figure of man to exist in the darkness and yet still be in

Foucault·s answer to these questions is that yes there is something. namely.

visibility which lays as the antecedent condition to hues of light and darkness represemed

in wsMenil111sand this visibililY is the specific thing that allows mantoexist in the

to investigate how exactly the Classical sign rcprescntsanythingat all. Foucault points

out that the sign itself"has no contenl. no function. and nodetermination other than what

it rcprescllls:it is cntirclyordered upon and transparcntto it:,2Thc sign has two features;

firsl. Ihc sign rcprcscntsthe idea which it signifies. and. second.Ihcsign's··contcntis

indicHlcdonlyinarcprcscntulionthutpositsitselfassueh ....•3 The sign sllbsists from the

idea which it rcprcscnts. but in order to functionasasign itmllst also show that it is

indccdasign and that it is not to be confused wilh thc idea that it reprcsents.ThusinLll!),

A'!eninoswchavcanarrayofsignsthatarc'dollblcdovcr'intheirreprcscntationofthings

whichexisl ofT the picture and in their rcpresentation ofthcmsclvcs as signs. In other



words. "the sign is the representivityofthc rcprcscntation in so farasitis

representahle.·.J

inlcrpenctratconeanotherabsolutely..:,SThiscanbesceninfourways.First.signsarc

linkedtogctherdirectlyandrepresentthemselvesassigns.Onthecanvas of Las

Meninas.forcxample.thefigurcofthemastifTislinkcdtolhefigureofthe princess: both

are signs which exprcss the rules of proportion. and thesc rules of proportion arc a sign of

gcometry.whichisitselfasignwhichdenotcsReason.Sccond.anideawhichislhe

antccedent toone particular sign is itself the sign for another idea: the red crucifix on the

painter's tunic is the sign of the Order of Santiago. alld this order is itsclfthe sign of Saint

pcrceptions; the scries of signs arrayed on the canvas do nol. bynaturc, forma

hOlllogcncity-the canvas can be broken down into disparate parts-yet weperccivea

unified canvas Ihrough the imaginary linking of these clements and the faculty which

eomplcx of signs given to our perceptions; the figures and the stud ioreprcscntcd in Las

Meninlls werecreatcd by Vclazquez, and Velazquczfunctionsasasign of the artist which

isasignofman.lncverycasewehavcadircctconnectionbetwccnthcsignswhcrclhere

~ Ibid.. 65
'Ibid



Foucault pointsoul ..this universal extension of the sign within Ihe field of

representalionprec1udeseventhepossibililyofathcoryofsignification:-6Thismeans.in

cffeCL Ihat we can no longer ask how we can know Ihat a sign designalcsa particular

Ihing.TheveryquestionofdesignalionpresuPposcslhatthcrcissomeIhing in addition to

the sign and the signified which allows the sign to stand foranobject. This mysterious

bridge between sign and signified simply does not exisl. or rather. Ihcsign's

representability isa powcrofthe sign itself. In other \\ords. rescmblance is not some

functiol1 which laysextemal to the sign and mediates the relation bctwccnthesignand

Ihe signified. There is no point of reference that detcmlines the relation bctwccn a sign

and the significd on the basis of their similarity to ilsclf. Thesign stands directly for that

which il signifies and perfonns the second funclionofreprcscntingitscIfasasign;lhe

sign makes no secret of the fact that it rcpresenlS something and Ihat it is perfonning the

funCliollorrepresentalion. and, becauseofthis,lhcre is no necdtoraiselhequeslionof

whclber or not the sign signifies whal it seems to; tbe notion that a sign's function is

precisclyrcpresentationcliminatestheneedforapieceorslableground tojustify the

rciatiol1orthesigntothatwhichilsignifies.BygcttingridofthiS anchor point,

FOllC<lult's allalysis shows that the Classical sign specificallydocsl1otrcquirea'lheory'

ofsignificatiollihatwouiddelineatehowrepreseniationisaformorconsciollsncssthat

discoursc"thatmllstbeinvokedtospecifyhowsignsrcpresenl.7 Byshowing the sign

represents ilsclf. Ihe Classical age asserts it is the sign and nol rcprcsenlation that isan

'Ibid
7 Ibid.. 66



objecloflhought;rcpresentationitselfisnotanobjectandthcrcfore in Classical thought

This nonrcprescntabilty of representation is spccifically what is illustratedinuis

Afeni,ws.Representationisnotanirredliciblefunction:itisratheraprocessthatisthe

rclation of three distinct stages. First. there is thc creation of the sign which is

rcpresented.Second.thissignmustbewitnessed.FinaJly.thcsignmust be seeable: it

must express itself as a sign in the act of signifying. Each of these threcstagcsof

represenlationisimplicdinLasMeninas-intheself.portraitofthepainter standing back

from his canvas. in Ihcmirror"srcncctiollofthe royal couple. and in thefigllreofthe

observer standing in the doorway at the back of the studio. Thcmirrorrencctslheobjcct

oflhepainlcr'sgaze.bulthemirrorisbehilldthcfigureofthepaintcralld olltside the

fieldofhisgazc.Thcspcctatorstandsoppositcfromthcspcctatorofthepainting.Thc

mirror should rcnect Ihe royal couple,thc paintcr (Velazquez) as hcpaintsLasMeninas

and we the spcctalors thai viewthccanvas. but all it rcncctsare Ihc shadowy figures of

Ihe royal couplc. Thcpaintingdoesshowallthcslagcsoftheproccssofrcprcscntation

and it shows each stagcasa sign; each ofthcse signs rcprcsenls its role in reprcscntation

a scrics of signs that arc removed from thcthings which they represcnt:thesignsmanifest

Ihe stages of the representative function. bllt in every casc the things which the signs

rcprcscntarelocatednowhereonthecanvasofLlIsMeninllS:lhcsignsoflhemirror.the

painter. and the spcctatorin the doonvay represenl figures thai arefoundoutsidethe



sufficient and enclosed sun."ll Atl that is seen. the entirety oflhe canvas of Las Mellinas,

of the same indivisible substance. Light and shadow arc from thesamcsun..,9 Theriddle

adistanccwhichproscribcsorpcrmitsinvisibility..,loYisibility is not simply that which



function of the paintcristo link that which is shrouded in thcdarkness of the threshold to

invisible. II I-lis gaze reaches outward toward the threshold ofthc painting to the place

occupied by man. and this gaze is preciscly what allows the figure of man to participate in

the painting. This participation is not. howcvcr. in the foml of direct reprcscntation

Rather. man participates in ulsMeninas through the visibility that is the light which both

illuminatcs the canvas and spillsoITthe Cl1flvas to the limit that is inhabitedbyman

What is most intcrestingaboutthis'visibility" is that it mustrcvcal both the figure of the

observer and the figurcsofKing Philip and Mariana: thcgcncral figurc of man (the

observcrofthepainting)andthefiguresofthcsovcrcigninhabilthe threshold which is

I'hatis. FOllcaulCs analysis of Las Meninas shows that man exists in the darkness

rhclightrevcalsllotthefigureofman.butthcrcprcscl1tationofman. The darkness and

luminosilyarcmanifestationsofsomcthingthatcllcompasscsbothlightandshadow.ln

thcprcccdinganalysisofLasMeninas I showcd how lhc signs thai arcexprcsscdwithin

thcficldofluminosityarenotsignswhichcxprcssthcmsclvcsassigns.lshowcdhow

thcrcltlllstcxisisomclhing'underneath'thcsignswhichallowsforthcm torcprcsenl that

which Ihey signify. Beforethedarkncssandlighl.allowingforthc shadow and

luminosity. is somclhing more primordial. Foucault givcsa name to this primordial ether,

arrangement of signs in the Classical age. and it pcnnits thcsc signs to function as



rcpresentationsofthingswherethefirstordcrofrcprcscntationis solllcthing olhcr than

representation itself. Thiseliminatcsthepossibilityofauniversalformalizationofall

discourscwhichanemptsademystificationofthcfigureofman.Nolongereanweaspire

toa··transformation without residuum. ofa total rcabsorptionofalithe forms of

discoursc into a single word. of all books intoasingle page. of the wholeworldintoone

book:,12 Sy showing howthc sign isdecoupled from bolh itselfas a sign andfromthe

lhingit signifies and then showing how the very thing that allows forthefunetioningof

Ihcsystclll of signs encompasses both luminosity and darkness Foucauh shows that it is

impossiblc 10 ever fully disclose and formalize that which isrcpresented. Far from

allowing a unification of all discoursc and the possible spccificmion of bolhthcsignsand

that which is signified. Foucault"spostulatcofvisibilityindicatcslhal man. as one of the

thillgs that is rcprcscntcd on the canvas of Los Mellinos. stands indarkncssandcanncver

bcfullydiscloscd.Thccxislcnceofthcword.lhccxistcnccofFoucault"s visibility. does

llotallowforthcilluminationandspecificationofallwords.andifwccan still say thai

visibilityclarifics. wc must add that It only c1arifics the claim that somc things may not bc

fllilyilllllllinatcdinthcrcprcscntationalficld

Foucauh points out that in Ihisimpossibilityofa total discoursc which would

spccifythccxactnaturcofmantwoqucstionscomclotheforc. Firsl.thcrcisthe

Nictzschcanqucstionofwho. in facl.isspcaking;whatistheimagci nthedarknessofthe



threshold of Las ""eninas?1J The answer to this question is that IIIan is "the speaking and

questioning subject"who is only revealed throllgh thc"enigmalicandprecariollsbeing"

oflanguage. 14 This immediately raises the question of language itsclf; "[w]hal is

language. how can we find a way around it in order to makc it appear in itself. in all its

plenliludeT IS With thislattcrquestion Foucault is not altcmptingto interrogate language

inanyofilsparticularmanifcslalions.l-lcisnotaskingaboutthefunction and deploymenl

ofoncparticularlanguagcsuchasEnglishorFrenchorGennan.norishe seeking to

spccifyaparticular'visual" language-Impressionism. Exprcssionism. Realism.elc.-

allowsthcexpressionscontainedwithinanyparticularmusicalpicce.Rather.theaimis

to get past language. to move under that most general series of signs and signifieds. that

Illostgencralscricsoflllarkings(visual.audible.orvisceral)thatallows the expression of

anythingwhatsocvcr. and which facilitatescollllllunication in any ofitsmyriadfonns.lf

wc arc to begin an answer to thc fonner ofthcse questions. if we arc to allswerwhat

purticularlanguagc.bcyonditslocalizedrulesofgrammaranditsparticularvocabulary,

beyond thc unswers provided through thc rccourse to a lexicon. andwehavctogctdeeper

than language itself. FOllcaultdocs not scek to recognize how languagemakcsthings

visiblcandspcakable. but. rather. to pcnetrate to that corc figurc.thatexpression.which

istakcl1up.conditioncd.condemned.demarcatcd.andcvcllallowedto nourish in all

linguislicreprescntations.Foucauh·stask.inothcrwords.istheatlcmpt tospccify the

1l 1bid
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figurcofmanexislingantecedenltovisibilityandseeifsllchaspccificalionisatall

The firstslcp ingening beyond language and uncovering man is to rendcrthe

juxtaposilion. causcsdifTerence to appear in theordercd continuity ofbcings:·16 Human

nalurc. bywayofcontrast.··causesthe identical to appear in thcdisordercd chain of

rcprcscntation.anddoessobythcactionofadisplayofimagcs:·17 Bothnatureand

humannalurefunclionagainstan·unintcmJpled·background.andit is the rclation to this

backgrollnd that allows for the fonnulation of man and naturcascomprising a series of

scqucnce.··18 111cbackgroundisacanvasofpossibilily.animmancnl plcntillidc. upon

inscription or a graphing of clements thai are already ereatcd and simply awaiting a mode

ofexprcssion; quitc to the contrary, human nature and nature can onIy gain disclosllrc and

bcingolllhiscanvas.Thccanvasislheneccssaryconditionwhichfncilitatcsthcirbeing,

andthcy·'cannotsllcceedindoingthiswitholitcachotbcr.'· 19 Spccifically.thc

background is Ihe mcdillm which allows for human natllrcnnd nallirc torcprcscnt

thcmselvcs.and bccallsc Ihis background is an lInintcrruptcd contin lIum. an cver flowing



fabric. Ihcsc rcprcsentations arc open tothc possibiJilyofrcpeal ing and duplicating

This dupJication occurs in two ways. First.thcrcisthcdupJication in memory:

thcrcisthcformationoftheimageofthatwhichisrcpresentcdonthccanvasin the mind

dupJication that happens as a result of··thc act ofspcaking, or rathcr.... intheactof

naming..:·20 The fomlcrofthcseactions(thatofmemory)doesnotperfonn its

duplicationonaseriesthatisalreadyordcred.Rathcr.whalisduplicatedinthe

mcmonzedimagcisthcchaoticdisplay"ofrepresentationsthatcapnciouslyprescnt

coherent'picturc'ofwhatiswitnessedonthecanvasofman'sexistcnceinthcworld.21

background: it takcs the dissociated evcnlsoflife. and arranges theminanordcredscries

ofrcprescntations; it is spccificaJly throllgh this action that mcmory allows man to

rcprescnthimselfasthereprcsentationthatordersthcrcprcscntationsoftheworld.Thc

rcprcscntatiotls.Langllagcfoldsrepresentationbackuponitselfand"transformsthc

linear series of thoughts into a constant tablc of partially difTcrcntbcings.. :,22 Whcrcas

mcmorycxtractsimagcsfromthe'jumblcd'cxprcssionsoflifeandordcrsthcmintoa

cohcrcntpictureofreality,languagctakcsthiscohercncyand'writcs'itbackonthe

canvas of being; languagc"pattcms.combincs. and connects and disconnccts things as it

ZOlbid
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scquence into a table. and cuts up the continuum of beings into a paucmofcharacters:,2)

Whalwchavc.then.isadoublemovement.acycleofoscillalion.acircuit:thedisparate

reprcscnlationsonthe background canvas oflheworld arc cxtracledandorderedby

mcmory. and then languagc takcs this ordered table and inscribesiton the canvas. The

originalrcprcsenlation is Iwice duplicatcd: first it isduplicatcd in the mind. and then the

imagcofmemory isduplicatcdand re-deployed on the canvas of being. Neithcrofthese

movements can take place in itself. in a vacuum: each of these actions works ofT the

other. Thc two functions of memory and languagc complilllcni cach other in the creation

Foucault points out that the most imponant conscqllcnccofthis dual aclion is that

it precilldcs the possibility oflllan being situated in the world: manisnot on the canvas.

relation IOlhc world; Ihrough his representation oflhe world lohimsclfandthc

aniculalionofthisordcrbackonlhcrcprcsenlalionalficld.1nOlhcrwords. man is

crcatcdlhroughlheoscilialionofmcllloryandianguagc:mancxistsinthclightcning

nash and Iheglimmcrofthe movement oflhis circuit. This is not to saythatmanisin

any way necessarilyticd 10 the canvas ofbcing as it is represcntcd in nature. Rather.

language.alldthal il is specifically these two functions thai allow mantocxprcsshimself.

notasarcpresentationofnaturc.butasthc"difficultobjcetandsovereignsubjectofall



possiblc knowlcdgc"thai spccifically has no placc in the represclltationsofnaturc.butis

always a participant in Ihcproccssofthcirfommtion.24

AccordingtoFoucault.distinguishingmanaslhc·shimmer"inthecircuitand

situating man in thc movcmem at thc threshold ofreprescntation"absolutelyexcludes

anythingthalcouldbca·scicnceofman·.,,2STomakesscnscofthisslatementand

propcrlysituate Foucauh'scritiquc it is necessary toclcarlyspccify what Foucaull

Foucault dcrines science"as the disciplinary policingofknowlcdgcs:,26 Thc'policing'

of knowledge happens through the deployment oflanguagc. and it hasthcfunctionof

delimiting.defilling.vcrifying,andfalsifyingvariouspropositiollswithinlanguage:

scicncc is the action of language upon rcprescntations to ordcr them. This action is

impossiblc to apply to the subjcct of man because he occurs at a more primordiallcvel

3ndbeing:,27

Foucault points out that situating man in the lhrcshold lllcansspecificallythatthe

reprcscntationsoflllancannot"havcvalidityasthelocusoforiginofliving beings. needs.



andwords.orastheprimilivescatofthcirtruth .....2S Therepresenlationofmanisthc

the objecis he manipulates-are in fact made to the rcprcscntationofman. Manis

'compresscd'withinallthequalitiesthatareassignedtohisreprcscntation in Iheworld

Whatiskcyhereisthatmanisnotscparatedbyavaslschismfromhisrcprcscntations.

progresscsfromthethrcsholdtorcprescntationasahumanbcingthatisdisplaycdalong

with evcrythingc!sc in the world?) Man is linked to his represcntationsthough a circuit:

lllanisgovcrncdbylherepresentativefunciionsofhisiabollr.lifc.andlanguagc;"his

truth in the {irstplace... ··)OUndcrthisschcllla.lheflowfrollllhrcsholdto rcprescnlalion

isrcvcrscd. and Ihc rcpresenlalion of man 'lI11vcils' man 10 himscl f. That is. thc Ihreshold



being. Rcjcclinglhis. Foucault POSilS that the rcprescntalional ficldconditionslhe

applicationoffiniludeoccursintwostagcs. First. man in the IhreshoId must be brought

as being somclhingand not another thing: the ficld ofreprescntalions isthulwhich

relatioll 10 Ihc being that presents his representation. Thisisarc1ation to that which is

external to him. The primary representation of man is his body as it is conditioned by

olhcrrcprcsentationalforces-thejob.lheeconomicsyslem,etc.Thesereprescntational

representation: the body is·this· and not 'Ihat". the body can do "Ihis"andnol·lhat'.and

rcprcscntationswhicharcoutsideandcxtcrnaltothclhresholdlhat he occupies. Once

man recognizes his connection to his represcntation. then the sccond phascofhisof



linitudc lakes place. The linitllde of the rcprcscntation is inscribed in man himself. and

Ihcnolionofahorizonofhisownpossibilitycmcrges.Finillldebccomesnol thc limit of

man·spossibility. but··that basis upon which it is possible for posit ivity to arise:J1 With

thc inscription oflinitudeon man in the threshold thc possibility ofknowlcdgeemcrges

Thethrcshold man becomes thc site of connection betwccn thcobjcctivcconstraintsof

thercprescntational lie1d and the transcendental possibilityofexcceding thcse constraints:

thcthrcshold ligure is shown to be neither separated from the empirical constraints

dictaled by Iherepresentational world northepossibilityofaltcringtheseconstraints

Foucault points out that this unification of the rcprcsentational andtransccndcntal

bringsupafundamentalproblemwithrespecttothenolionoftrulhitseIf. On one hand.

fora statcment to be lrue it must apply to its object. and Ihis mcansthat it muslcxiston

the samc plain as ilS object and theobjcct itsclfmust havcacccss toitslrulh.Thismcans

throllgh thc body and the rudimentsofperccplion ... ·.32 Thetruthofamanisafunction

ofwhalcvcrrcprcsentationallieldheisinrelationwith.Amanistrllly healthy. and his

hisenvironmcnl. througbthe form of medical dOCulllclllsand theeval llalionsofthosein

hisrcprescntationallicldwhichareinapositionofcertainallthority at a certain time

Ihal makes it possiblc to employ. whcn dealing with the historyofknowledgc.alanguagc

11Ibid.. jI4
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thm will betrue:·33 It is this second condition of truth whcrethc problcm arises: where

Is the authority of medical documents and doctors simply a conditionofthediscursive

ficld in which Ihey funclion:doeslhediscourscthatallowslheexpression of truth dcrive

from the representational field in which it functions: is discourse simpIyan addition to the

representational field? Or is the (great) conversation actually groundcd in a world oUlside

ofreprescntations?Orisdiscourseungroundcd.existinginthelhresholdbetween

represcntationand expression? Ifdiscourse isgroundcd within Ihe world which it

represcllts. Ihen at some point in this discourse lherewould bc nothing Iefi 10 say: the

represcntations.andallpossiblederivationsoftheserclations:bccomingwouldbclhe

specific Ihinglhat is precludcd from this discourse and the discourse couId only express

whal is already representcd in the world or implicated inlhcrcpresentations oflhe world

reprcscnlHtions. Ihen weare faccd with thc problcll1 of an unfliltil led promisc. ThaI is.

discollrsc would bc grounded in Ihe Ihing thai il can ncvcrdisclosc;ilWOllldbclhc

formalionofatrllthilcouldnevcrsignify.lnolhcrwords.thcaltcmptlospccifylhetrllth

of discourse in thc rcprcsentational field demands a rcduction thalcliminalcsbccoming.

and. lhe attempt to ground the discourse in atranscendcntal invokes a hypothesis of the



thcl1lselves"and the world in which thcy funclion. ilisnotaqucslion of choosing one

over Ihe other.34

Rather. the question is how we can get paSI the impclus to situate discoursein

cilhcrcxprcssion or rcpresenlalion: 10 show thai discoursc isneitheroutsidelhe

rcpresentalionalfieldnorstrictlyanattributeofthalwhichisprcscntcdonlhecanvas

singularelcmcnl.NeilherarcwetryingtoshowlhaldiscourscissimplyanefTecl.a

conscquenccandthalwhichissaidaboutexpressiontofonnalizcil.Discourseisnolthat

which comes 100 latc to expression as something which simply gives meaning to that

whichhasalreadyoccurred.Onthecontrary.ilisaproducloflheoscillalion between

expression and representation; it is refleclion of the afTeclive bordcrorthresholdwhich

crcatesthc represenlational sphere. Discourse is namc given to Ihc flowbctwccnthe

sphcrcsofexprcssion and rcpresentation and Ihis flow crcatcs thesphcrcs:itinfuses

rcprcsenlation with Ihe possibility ofbccoming and lends fOnlUlli zHtion to expression

Tbcargumcnt for this cOllclusion musl clear a fcwconceptllal hurdles.Foremost.we

must modify the notion of eschatology and show how discourse docs not aim at a notion

of an unchanging empire ofpcrfected signs. Second. Foucaultshows how the notion of

the cogito docs not sufiice to illuminate the figure of man whopartieipates in and creates

discoursc.Third.Foucaultarglicsthatmanistheoutsidertorcpresenlations. and Ihat it is

specificallyfromthclhrcsholdthatmancrealesrepresentalions.Thcrcmainingsections

ofthisehapterwillprcsentlhenegativeargumcntlhatmaneannolbcsilualcdwilhinthe

rcprcscmalionalfie1d.andlhepositivcargumcntthatlhcmcaningofrepresenlationalfield



iscreulcd through un oscillulion betweencxprcssion and rcprcscntation.willbe

The first step in showing that man is not ultcrlyconstrained by rcprcsenlalion

must address Ihenotion ofcschatology. \VC must banish ourselves from the dcsirc to

discovcruperfcctcdempircofsigns.yctihisdoesnolncccssiluicmakingtheidcaof

eschatologyanuthema.\Vhatisnccdcdisadiscoursethathasitslocusinthat"whichhas

bccllcmpiricallyucquircd"andyclmakesreferencctothelranscendemalthat"makesit

possiblc ... ·JSThismiddlepathisfoundinalypcconditioncdcschalologicalthought.ln

oncofhis lcclures aftcrthe publication of The Order ofThings Foucauh points out thai

eschatology hustwo fomls. First. therc is U"SOTt ofubsoilite eschatology that posilsan

empire. a llnivcrsal monarchy as the culminating point in history .....J6Second.thercisa

"rclative eschatology. a precarious and fragile eschatology, but towards which it really is

necessary 10 strivc, and this fragile eschatology is. in short, pcacc..·)7Jnils'absolulc'

form eschatology posits the notion that there exisls something Undcmeath or beyond the

rcprcscntationwbichbothjustifiesthesurfaceofthercprescntationand specifies its

incomplctcness;the representation is reprcsclltativeofalotalpicturewhichisnot

discloscd.andlherepresclltationilselfasserlsthenecdtogobcyonditsclftouncoverthe

pcrfccted·cmpirc·fromwhichitsubsists.Underthismodel.thesignisactuallyasignof



displaccmentthesignitselfsayslhatoncmuslgobcyondiLundcmeathit.paslils

pcrforming this movemcnt will wediscoverthc'cmpire' thatisconstitulcdbythc

primordial signs and which allows the reprcscnlations which avail thcmselvcsloour

Thesccond(relativc)eschatologyhasamoremodcstgoal.\Vhereaslheabsolute

eschatology seeks the perfccted sign which serves as Ihe foundation toallreprcsenlalions

bUI which is only obliqucly represented in pe:rceplions. rclativceschatologyscckspe:acc

inslcadofpe:rfeclion.Thispeacewillnolcomefrolllthediscoveryoftheprimordialsign

which isnol represented"but from non-unilY. from pluralilymaintainedaspluralily:JS

Rclalivccschatologyrecognizesthatthcaclualcxpcricnceofthcrcpresentationisboth

"dircclcd to a specific yel ambiguous stratum. concrelcenough for it 10 be possiblcto

apply 10 it a mCliculous and dcscriptive language. yCI sufficicntlyrcmovedfromthe

positivilyoflhings for it to bc possible. from thatslarting·poinl. 10 cscapc from that

naYvelC.tocolltcst it and seck foundation from it:,39 The plural ityofrclalivccschalology

isspccificallyajoiningoflhc representation and thrtt which is immcdialclybcyond:itis

anoscilJation bctwecn Ihe represcnlcd and thai which isncxt loi t.Thcrcarctworcalms

at play hcre; nameiythe rcalm of representations thai arcscnsibIe. and lhc realm of

inscnsiblcideas.Thesclworealmscomclogethcrinevcryinstanccofmeaning.Bul

what.exaclly.islhcirpoinlofconnection?Oncwaytoancmptananswertolhisquestion

iSlofirstpositlhepureidcaandthcntraccoutwardfromthisidcalothcpoinlwhereil

J'lbid
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joins with lhc representation. The other method is to sturt with lhercpresentationand

scckout lhc point where it dissolves into and begins to mcrgc with thc realmofthcidcal

The fomlcr bcgins with the unknO\\ll and lriesto link it with the scnsiblc. Thelaner

gct to a sensc of the fonn of the representation by showing how we can specifyitslimit.

and thisaJlows us to speak ofthc rcpresenlationofmun. but it does nottell Us how this

represclltationcanspcakforitsclf. Man. even when wcconceiveofhim at the threshold.

issliJl arcprescntation: he is specificaJly a represclltation in lhcthreshold lhat is nowuble

lospcakofrcprescntutionsintheempiricalworld.Yctlhcqucstionrcmains of how this

threshold rcprcscntation can speak of himself and in what scnsc hccan achieve any sclf·

consciousncssand capacity to disccm his own bcing. 111cqucslionisnolongerhowman

thcmsclves before his pcrception gcncratctheir limitation and allowforlhcirdiscussion

Instcad of extending outward to the things which arc rcprcscntedtohim.thelineof

questioning now moves in the inversedircctionand"extends from thatpureapprehcnsion

to the empirical clutter. the chaotic accumulation ofeontellts. thc wcighl of experiences

constanlly eluding lhemsclves. the whole silenl horizon of what isposilcdinthesandy-

stretches" of man' s own non-lhought:~o The notion that man can cngage in the relative

eschatologicalcnlcrpriscanddiscemthelimitutionsofagivcnreprescllt3tion or scries of

reprcsenl31ions already presupposes lhat he exists asa sclf·conscious bcing that is capable



oforderingandillterrogalinghisownexpcrienccsandpcrccplions. Whcreastheoriginai

question wus'who isspcaking' and thc answcr was rc"caled Ihroughan analysis of what

condilionsallowcd for the disclosure of the spcaking bcingand itsi imits.thisqucslion

intcrrogation loward the nature of man in his capacity to think al all

Foucauitpointsoulthatthoughl.howc"cr.isnotasimpicunitythalcanbc

rc"caledasthecogito·s·so"crcigntransparcncy·.4IRathcr.thoughtisthelraversingloits

own non-lhoughl; likclhc represenlalion thai can only be cslablishcdinreferencetoits

pcrspiCllOUS in refercnce to the thing which it is not. Thcintcrrogat ion of tholight begins

with thcqllcstion of"[h]owman can think what hcdocs not think. inhabit as though by

mutcoccupationsomethingihateilldcshim.animatcwithakindoffrozcnlllovcmcntthat

figurcofhimsclfthal takes the form of stubborn cxtcriorityT,42 Thollghlisman's

rcprcscntation of the world to hilllselfand of himself to thc world. and for this

representation to lllakcany sense, for this representation to bc an objcclofanalysis.it

mustbccollstrained;itmustbcsomcthingothcrthanaunivcrsal:itmllsl.inOlhcrwords.

bc something that is limitcd. Thisiimil to thought isgcncrated by rccognizingthoughtto

~l Ibid .. 322
~1Ibid.. J23




















































































































	0001_Cover
	0002_Inside Cover
	0003_Blank Page
	0004_Blank Page
	0005_Title Page
	0006_Abstract
	0007_Acknowledgments
	0008_Table of Contents
	0009_Page iv
	0010_Page v
	0011_Page vi
	0012_Introduction
	0013_Page 2
	0014_Page 3
	0015_Page 4
	0016_Page 5
	0017_Page 6
	0018_Page 7
	0019_Page 8
	0020_Page 9
	0021_Page 10
	0022_Page 11
	0023_Page 12
	0024_Page 13
	0025_Page 14
	0026_Page 15
	0027_Page 16
	0028_Page 17
	0029_Page 18
	0030_Page 19
	0031_Page 20
	0032_Page 21
	0033_Page 22
	0034_Page 23
	0035_Page 24
	0036_Page 25
	0037_Page 26
	0038_Page 27
	0039_Page 28
	0040_Page 29
	0041_Page 30
	0042_Page 31
	0043_Page 32
	0044_Page 33
	0045_Page 34
	0046_Page 35
	0047_Page 36
	0048_Page 37
	0049_Page 38
	0050_Page 39
	0051_Page 40
	0052_Page 41
	0053_Page 42
	0054_Page 43
	0055_Page 44
	0056_Page 45
	0057_Page 46
	0058_Page 47
	0059_Page 48
	0060_Page 49
	0061_Page 50
	0062_Page 51
	0063_Page 52
	0064_Page 53
	0065_Page 54
	0066_Page 55
	0067_Page 56
	0068_Page 57
	0069_Page 58
	0070_Page 59
	0071_Page 60
	0072_Page 61
	0073_Page 62
	0074_Page 63
	0075_Page 64
	0076_Page 65
	0077_Page 66
	0078_Page 67
	0079_Page 68
	0080_Page 69
	0081_Page 70
	0082_Page 71
	0083_Page 72
	0084_Page 73
	0085_Page 74
	0086_Page 75
	0087_Page 76
	0088_Page 77
	0089_Page 78
	0090_Page 79
	0091_Page 80
	0092_Page 81
	0093_Page 82
	0094_Page 83
	0095_Page 84
	0096_Page 85
	0097_Page 86
	0098_Page 87
	0099_Page 88
	0100_Page 89
	0101_Blank Page
	0102_Blank Page
	0103_Inside Back Cover
	0104_Back Cover

