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PREFATORY NOTE 

This i s a u e  of  SCE Reports begins a new phase of  
tile Society f o r  C r i t i c a l  Exchange. A t  t h e i r  business  
meeting lobit December a t  HLA i n  New York, t h e  Board 
of Di rec tors  voted t o  move SCE'e headquarters  t o  
Oxford, Ohio, and t o  r e s t r u c t r ~ r e  SCE Reports. I n  
o rder  t o  f a c i l i t a t e  t b e s e  changes, they appointed 
t h e  fol lowing adminis t r n t i v e  c o r n i t t e e  t o  handle t h e  
day- today  business  o f  t h e  Society:  Jpmes Creech, 
s p e c i a l  p r o j e c t s  s e c r e t a r y ;  P a t r i c i a  Har'rtitr, business  
s e c r e t a r y ;  Steven Nimia, record ing  s e c r e t o r y ;  David 
Shumway, execu t ive  s e c r e t a r y ;  and James Gosnoski, 
c h a i r .  

T t  i s  a p a r t i c u l a r  p leasure  t o  inaugura te  t h i s  
phaee of SCE'e h i s t o r y  with a e p e c i a l  i s s u e  on Hictrel 
Foucault.  Peggy Kacnq~f, the  e d i t o r  of r b i s  i s s u e ,  has  
brought toge ther  s group of papers on t h e  work o f  
Foucault from hevdra2 d i s c i p l i n e s .  In  a d d i t i o n  t h i s  
i s s u e  inc ludes  an essay  by Cynthia (Xlase resposrding 
t o  h e r  conmelitators from t h e  l a s t  SCE MLA s e s s i o n  and 
a b r i e f  account by Rick Barney o f  l a s t  October 's  SCE 
Indiana Univers i ty  conference on "Theories of  Reading." 

Our next  i s s u e  o f  SCE Reports w i l l  be  gues t  
e d i t e d  by Susan E l l i o t t  end w i l l  f e a t u r e  a p o s i t i o n  
paper by Ralph Cohen on l i t e r a r y  fonn change with 
c o m e n t a r i e s  by Michael R i f f a t e r r e ,  Llayden White and 
Murray Schwartz. The 1983 spring/summer i s e u e  w i l l  
be e d i t e d  by Steve'Nimis and w i l l  f e a t u r e  a p o e i t i o n  
paper by Fratlric Jamesou uod commentaries on h i s  work. 

James J. Soartoski 
General E d i t o r  
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INTRODUCTION 

Peggy Kamuf 

The i d e a  f o r  t h i s  c o l l e c t i o n  o f  essays was 
prompted by a s p e c i a l  conference on Hichel 
Foucaul t ,  sponsored by t h e  Center f o r  t h e  
Humanitfee a t  t h e  Univers i ty  of Southern Cal i -  
f o r n i a  i n  October 1981. It was a n  occasion 
f o r  t h e o r i s t s  and researchers  i n  many f i e l d s  
--philosophy, h i s t o r y ,  s o c i a l  sc ience  and 
l i t e r a t u r e - - t o  converge on  t h e  common ground of 
t h e  work of  a th inker  who has  c o n s i s t e n t l y  
quest ioned t h e  purpose and e f f e c t  of  d i s c i p l i n a r y  
d i v i s i o n s  w i t h i n  t h e  human sciences.  I t  thus  

a l s o  provided a n  occasion t o  b r ing  some o f  these  
ques t ions  t o  a forum on l i t e r a r y  theory such a s  
t h i s  one. With one except ion,  t h e  c o n t r i b u t o r s  
t o  t h i s  volume a r e  i n s t i t u t i o n a l l y  def ined  w i t h i n  
t h e  l i t e r a r y  d i s c i p l i n e s ,  y e t  t h e i r  essays  defy 
such d e f i n i t i o n .  One may ask, t h e r e f o r e ,  what i t  
means t h a t  l i t e r a r y  s c h o l a r s  such a s  t h e s e  (and 
many o t h e r s )  choose t o  d i s r e g a r d  t h e  narrow def i -  
n i t i o n  o f  t h e i r  c e r t i f i e d  competence. Secondly, 

what a r e  t h e  p o s s i b l e  impl ica t ions  o f  t h i s  g e s t u r e  
f o r  l i t e r a r y  theory? 

As t o  t h e  f i r s t  ques t ion ,  Foucaul t  h a s  argue 
ex tens ive ly  ( e s p e c i a l l y  i n  S u r v e i l l e r  Punit) 
t h a t  i n s t i t u t i o n 8  func t ion  t o  a r t i c u l a t e  knowl- 
edge wi th  power i n  o rder  t o  d i s c i p l i n e  sub jec t s .  
Thie i s  most c l e a r l y  demonstrated i n  the  c a s e  of 
s o c i a l  sc ience  l i k e  psychology which developed ' 

throughbut t h e  n ine teen th  century i n  i n t i m a t e  
, . r e l a t i o n  with s t a t e  pena l - jud ic ia l  i n s t i t u t i o n s .  
However, l i t e r a t u r e  was a l s o  i n s t i t u t i o n a l i z e d  
beginning i n  t h e  n ine teen th  c e n t u r y - t h a t , i e ,  
both a l i t e r a r y  canon was defined and s e t  a p a r t  
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from o t h e r  s o r t s  o f  w r i t i n g ;  then ,  increas -  
ing ly ,  t h i s  canonica l  d i s c i p l i n e  has  been con- 
f i n e d  t o  an i n s t i t u t i o n .  Yet, while  t h e  s o c i a l  
sc iences  have tended t o  extend t h e i r  range 
through p r o l i f e r a t i n g  s o c i a l  i n s t i t u t i o n s ,  t h e  
l i t e r a r y  d i s c i p l i n e  h a s  no t  co l labora ted  i n  
t h e  es tab l i shment  of new i n s t i t u t i o n a l  forms. 

One r e s u l t  is theemarg ina l iza t ion  o f  a  
type of s tudy  which has r e l a t i v e l y  l i t t l e  d i r e c t  
exchange v a l u e  w i t h i n  t h e  network of  o t h e r  so- 
c i a l  i n s t i t u t i o n s  o u t s i d e  t h e  un ivers i ty .  The 
m ~ ~ c a u l t i a n  c r i t i q u e  o f  humanist d i s c i p l i n e s  dug- 
g e s t  t h a t  one should read  t h e  m a r g i n a l i z a t i o ~ l  of  
" l i t e r a t u r e "  i n  a  much more heterogeneous context  
than t h e  one cornonly accepted by r e c e n t  comenta-  
t o r s  ( f o r  example, by Gerald Graff  i n  L i t e r a t u r e  
& s i n s t  I t s e l f ) .  Paradoxica l ly ,  t h e  argument t h a t  
t h e  atudy of l i t e r a t u r e  has rendered i t s e l f  l a r g e l y  
irrelevant by g iv ing  i n  t o  t h e o r i e s  of  au tore fe r -  
e n t i a l i t y  is a n  argument made almost w h ~ l l y  i n  t h e  
con tex t  of  t h e  recen t  h i s t o r y  o f  l i t e r a r y  c r i t i c i s m  
i n  North America, a s  i f  t h i s  h i s t o r y  could be  assumed 
t o  b e  a  se l f -ev iden t ,  self-enclosed process. I n s t e a d  
of t h i e  s o r t  o f  narrow determinism of  l i t e r a t u r e ' s  
placrz, which, because i t  leaves-unquest ioned t h e  
h i s t o r i c a l  f o r c e s  t h a t  c l a s s i f y  and c l o i s t e r  w r i t t e n  
t e x t s ,  must end up accept ing t h e  very c l o s u r e  i t  
wants t o  chal lenge,  Foucault-among others--urges 
l i t e r a r y  schola rs ,  along with a l l  researchere i n  ' 
t h e  human eciences,  t o  regard t h e i r  o b j e c t  of  s tudy  
a s  always on ly  prov is iona l ly  designated and thus  ,on 
i t s  way toward redes igna t ion .  ( s e e  R. ::uapp1e 
essay f a r  a  number of  sugges t ions  of  how t o  pro- 
ceed with t h i s  redee igca t io r~ . )  The eeenya i n  t h i e  
c o l l e c t i o n  each c o n t r i b u t e  t o  t h i s  process of  re- 
designing t h e  l i t e r a r y  o b j e c t  by  neg lec t ing  t o  h a l t  
a t  t h e  boundariee which h w e  h i s t o r i c a l l y  confined 
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l i t e r a t u r e  and i t s  s tudy t o  a  p lace  i n  t h e  i n s t i t u t i o n .  
(see G. Van Den Abbeele's essay i n  p a r t i c u l a r  f o r  a  
d i s c u s s i o n  of how Foucaul t '  a  own "h is to r ies"  compli- 
c a t e  t h e  r e l a t i o n  t o  'If ic t ions".)  

A s  t o  t h e  second ques t ion  about  t h e  implica- 
t ions  o f  such he te rogene i ty  f o r  a  theory o f  l i t e r -  
a t u r e :  This  ques t ion  seems p a r t i c u l a r l y  p e r t i n e n t  
e ince ,  a s  a l ready  noted, ~ o u c a u l t ' e  c r i t i q u e  i s  
most f o r c e f u l l y  worked o u t  through a n  archeology 
of  t h e  e o c i a l  sciences,  a l though by using t h e  French 
des igna t ion  "sciences humainee" ( p a r t i c u l a r l y  i n  
M* e t  l e e  choeee), t h i s  c r i t i q u e  tends t o  d i sso lve  
t h e  Anglo-American d i v i s i o n  between humanit ies  and 
s o c i a l  sc iences .  Foucaul t ' s  analyses have r a d i c a l l y  
changed t h e  ques t ions  be ing  asked by empi r ica l  
researchers  and t h i s  s h i f  t h a s  produced remarkable 
new c r i t i c a l  perspec t ives  on  a  broad range o f  e o c i a l  
i n s t i t u t i o n s .  (See A. Frank 's  essay,  f o r  example, 
which e f f e c t s  t h i s  s h i f t  i n  examining the  d i s c o u r s e  
of sex  therapy.) I f ,  however, t h e  impl ica t ions  of 
t h i s  research  f o r  L i t e r a r y  thought a r e  less c l e a r l y  
s e t  ou t ,  perhaps they have t o  be  sought i n  r e l a t i o n  
t o  ~ o u c a u l t ' s  l a r g e r  p ro jec t .  This  p r o j e c t  has  no t  
always been grasped by h i s  commentators, one reason, 
no doubt, t h a t  dur ing  h i s  l e c t u r e  a t  t h e  USC confer- 
ence, Foucault chose t o  s p e l l  th ings  ou t  wi th  words 
t o  t h i s  e f f e c t :  "I am not  w r i t i n g  a  h i s t o r y  of  
power. What i n t e r e s t s  me a r e  t h e  h i s t o r i c a l  processes  
which have produced the  human as  subject." I n  t h e  
product ion of  t h e  human a s  s u b j e c t  (and, c o n s i s t e n t l y  
i n  Foucaul t ' s  work, "subject"  must be understood a l s o  
a s  "sub jec t  to," a s  "subjection"), " l i t e r a t u r e , "  t h a t  
nineteenth-century invent ion,  has  been c a l l e d  t o  play 
a  cons iderab le  r o l e .  And i t  is  t h i e  r o l e  t h a t  
t h e o r i e t ~  have s e t  ou t  t o  r e v i s e .  F i r s t ,  a s  we have 
seen,  by opening up the  c losed  d i scourse  o f  a  disci-  
p l i n e  and considering it i n  t h e  con tex t  of o t h e r  
d i scourses ,  o t h e r  f o l r e s  a t  work i n  t h e  product ion 
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of t h e  s u b j e c t  o f  l i t e r a t u r e .  Secondly, by l e t t i n g  
n e i t h e r  t h e  p roducer -sub jec t  of i n t e n t i o n a l  c r i t i -  
cism nor t h e  product-subject  of f o r m a l i s t  c r i t i c i n m  
serve as  an u n a s s a i l a b l e  locus of meaning va lue  and 
t h e r e f o r e  a s  a  c e n t e r  o f  power. F i n a l l y ,  (and i t  
is  h e r e  perhaps t h a t  c u r r e n t  l i t e r a r y  theory could 
have most t o  g a i n  by f a m i l i a r i z i n g  i t s e l f  with 
~ o u c a u l t  '8 h i s t o r i c a l  researches) ,  t h e  s u b j e c t i o n  of  
t h e  reader ,  t h a t  is, h i e l h e r  r e a l i z a t i o n  a s  s u b j e c t ,  
may d e r i v e  i ts  apparent  t h e o r e t i  a 1  necess i ty  from 
the  need t o  maintain and conso l i  f a t e  power's a r t i c -  
u l a t i o n  of  i t s e l f  i n  i d e n t i f i e d  s u b j e c t s .  To t h e  
s e r i e s  o f  such h i s t o r i c a l l y  produced terms a l ready  
analyzed--delinquents, inmates, pupi l s ,  p o t i e ~ r t s ,  
analysands-- theoris ts  o f  reader+response  and subjec- 
t i v e  c , ~  i t i c i s m  may even now be i n  t h e  process o f  
adding a  n- c l a s s  o f  subject-- the "reader." The 
j u x ~ e p u a i t i o n  of  Foucaul t ' s  h i s t o r i c a l  analyses with 
a  p a r t i c u l a r  discourse on l i t e r a t u r e ,  i n  o t h e r  words, 
can d i s c l o s e  how t h e  continued preoccupation with a  
humanis t ,  sub j e c t i v e  '*ethici '  se rves  t o  d i s f  i g u r e  
t e x t s  by at tempting t o  dismantle  t h e i r  r e s i s t a n c e  t o  
a  sure  pos i t ion ing  o f  a  sub jec t .  And from t h e r e ,  i t  
may become p o s s i b l e  t o  r e a s s e r t  t h a t  r e s i s t a n c e  t o  
s u b j e c t i o n  which l i t e r a r y  language performs f o r  us  
and which i s  perhaps t h e  only e t h i c  we need t o  know. 
( see  L. Mykyta's essay  f o r  a  suggest ion o f  how r e s i s t -  
ance may need t o  b e  a s s e r t e d  even a s  one reads 
Foucaul t ' s  t e x t . )  

The fol lowing b r i e f  bi!>liography l i s ts  Foucaul t ' s  
major works and t h e i r  EngL.i;lli t r a n s l a t i o n s  where ava i l -  
ab le .  For a  compleLe bibl iography o f  work both by and 
about Foucault., consrllt  Alan Sheridan, Foucault:  The 
W i l l  t o  Truth (London and New York: ~ a h c  tock, ' 1 9 m ,  
pp. 227-234. 

F o l i e  et deraieon,  H i s t o i r e  de l a  f o l i e  I L ' k  
c lass ique .  Par i s :  Plon, 1961; H i s t o i r e  $= 2 
f o l i e .  P a r i s :  U.G.E., ~ o l l e c t i o n ,  1961 
( a o r t e n e d  v e r s i o n ) ;  H i s t o i r e  2 l a  f o l i e  
l'k class ique .  2nd ed. P a r i s :  Gallimard, - 
1972 ( t h i s  e d i t i o n  conta ins  two new appendices, 
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t h e  second of which L = ~ o n  corps,  c e  papier ,  c e  
f e u y  responds t o  Jacques ~ e r r i d a ' s  c r i t i q u e  
i n  "Cogit:, e t  f o l i e "  / L ' ~ c r i t u r e  e t  l a  diffe ' r -  
ence, P a r i s :  S e u i l ,  i967 / ) .  - 
Madness and C i v i l i z a t i o n ,  t rans .  Richard Howard. -- 
New York: Pantheon, 1965 ( t r a n s l a t i o n  of a  
shortened v e r s i o n  w i t h  add i t ions  from 1 s t  
e d i t i o n ) .  

Naissance %& c l in ique .  P a r i s :  P.U.F., 1963; 
2nd e d i t i o n ,  1972. 

The Bi r th  of  the  C l i n i c  t rans .  Alan sheridan.  -----' 
New York: Pantheon, 1973. 

.Raymond Roussel. P a r i s :  Gallimard, 1963. 

Les Mots e t  l e e  choses. P a r i s :  Galimard, 1966. - - - -  
The Order o f  Things, t rans .  Alan Sheridan. New 
York: Pantheon, 1970. 

~ _ ' ~ r c h g o l o ~ i e  du savoi r .  P a r i s :  Galimard, 1969. 

The Archaeology of  Knowledge, t rans .  Alan 
Sheridan. New York: Pantheon, 1972. 

L_Ordre.& d iscours .  P a r i s :  Galimard, 1971 
~ o u c a u l t ' s  inaugura l  address  a t  t h e  col lBge de 

~ r a n c e ) .  
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"The Discour se  o n  Language," t r a n s .  Ruper t  
Swyer ( i n c l u d e d  a s  append ix  t o  t r a n s  l a t i o n  
o f  The Archaeology of Knowledge). 

~ u r v e i l l e r  e t  pun i r .  P a r i s :  Ga l l imard ,  1975. 

D i e c i p l i n e  and Pun i sh ,  t r a n s .  Alan She r idan .  
New York: Pantheon,  1975. 

La ~ o l o n t e ' d e  s a v o i r .  P a r i s :  Ga l l imard ,  1976. 

The H i s t o r y  of S e x u a l i t y ,  Vol. I, t r a n s .  . - 
Rober t  Hurley.  New York: Pantheon,  1978. 

I n  a d d i t i o n  t o  t h e  t r a n e l a t i o n s  o f  t h e  major works ,  
s e l e c t e d  e s s a y s  and i n t e r v i e w s  wi th  Foucal l l t  have  
been t r a n s l a t e d  by Donald F. Bouchard and S h e r r y  
Simon i n  L a n e ,  Counter  Memor , P r a c t i c e  ( I t h a c a :  
c o r n e l l  ~ Z G r r a i t ~  

Department o f  French 
Miami U n i v e r s i t y  
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LIFE WITHOUT FA171 ER : 
WHAT FOUCAULT MIGHT MEAN 

FOR 
LITERARY CRITICTSM 

Robert S .  Knapp 

T h i s  i s  a  working pape r  on t h e  kind o f  work 
t h a t  1 t h i n k  Foucau l t  makes necessa ry  f o r  l i t e r a r y  
c r i t i c s .  I do n o t  p re t end  t o  be  an  e x p e r t  about  
Foucau l t ,  not  t h a t  h e  would a p p r e c i a t e  any such  
w i l l  on  my p a r t  t o  know him. So I a t tempt  no exe- 
g e s i s  o f  h i s  a rchaeo logy ,  even though I doubt  t h a t  
h i s  i n v e s t i g a t i o n s  b lock  e x e g e s i s  a s  much a s  t h e i r  
r h e t o r i c a l  p o s t u r e  s u g g e s t s .  I n s t e a d ,  I want t o  
t h i n k  abou t  how h i s  Nie t z schean  m e d i t a t i o n  o n  t h e  
problem of  knowing has  a f f e c t e d  my theory and 
p r a c t i c e  a s  a  t e a c h e r  and s t u d e n t  of  l i t e r a t u r e .  

I n  t h e  f i r s t  p l a c e ,  i t  seems t o  me t h a t  t he  
i n s t i t u t i o n a l  h i s t o r y  of E n g l i s h  i n  America has  
i d e a l l y  p laced l i t e r a r y  c r i t i c s  t o  p r o f i t  f rom 
Foucau l t ' s  a n a l y s e s  o f  d i s c o u r s e .  Why? Because 
t h e  whole e n t e r p r i s e  of  Eng l i sh  s t u d i e s  l o o k s  very  
l i k e  t h e  phan tasma t i c  e f f e c t  of  other d i s c i p l i n a r y  
d i s c o u r s e s  r a t h e r  than t h e  outcome of  ou r  own 
i n t e g r a l  and s y s t e m a t i c  d i s c i p l i n a r y  p r a c t i c e . l  
Assessed by t h e  c r i t e r i a  normal t o  o t h e r  f rame-  
works of  r e s e a r c h  and i n t e l l e c t u a l  empowerment, 
Eng l i sh  s t u d i e s  seem t o  have c o n t r i b u t e d  s u r p r i s -  
i n g l y  l i t t l e  t o  e i t h e r  t h e  advancement of  l e a r n i n g  
o r  t h e  demagogy o f  knowledge. We have been suc-  
c e s s f u l  e d i t o r s  o f  t e x t s  and c o l l e c t o r s  of  t e x t u -  
a l i t y  i n s i d e  and o u t s i d e  t h e  boundar ies  o f  t h e  
l i t e r a r y  "work"; a s  O . B .  Hardison once o b s e r v e d ,  
we have accumulated a  g r e a t  p i l e  of  b r i c k s  from 
which something might he  made.2 But a p a r t  from 
t h e  hones t  j a n i t o r i a l  l a b o r  of  r e r e a d i n g  t h e  canon 
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s o  a s  t o  make i t  a v a i l a b l e  f o r  t h e  n e x t  g e n e r a t i o n  
o f  r e a d e r s ,  we have not  c o n s t r u c t e d  many e d i f i c e s  
v h i c h  count  a s  knowledge, which l e t  utr c o n t r o l  o u r  
" f i e l d , "  p r e d i c t  new p a t t e r n s  i l l  i t ,  o r  "see" t h e  
k i n d s  o f  h idden go ings  on t h a t  p a n o p t i c  s t r a t e g i e s  
mean t o  pry  i n t o .  Reading,  make no m i s t a k e ,  
s e c r e t l y  works up t h i s  k ind  of knowledge, bu t  i t  
c a n ' t  count  an such:  i t  i s  bo th  t o o  p r i v a t e  
t o o  conununal, and i t s  f r a g i l e  hypo theses  f a l l  f a r  
more s w i f t l y  t r ~ a l ~  t l ~ o s e  i n  t h e  Kuhnian model o f  
s c i e n c e .  But s c i e n c e ,  I t a k e  i t ,  i s  p a r t  of what 
we must t a l k  about  when we t a l k  of v o u l o i r  s a v o i r .  
I f  l i t e r a r y  c r i t i c i s m  a t  a l l  p a r t a k e s  i n  t h e  
s c i e n t i f i c  w i l l  t o  know, u n t i l  quj - te  r e c e n t l y  we - 
have labored--witl iout q u i t e  knowin3 ~ t - - a t  t h e  
p r i m i t i v e  accumula t ion  of c a p i t a l .  

Like  eve ry  p r e - d i s c i p l i n a r y  e n t e r p r i s e ,  how- 
e v e r ,  we have had an  a r t ;  u a n ' s  s e t  of d e v i c e s  v i t h  
which t o  s o r t ,  work o v e r ,  and p r e s e r v e  t h e  sym- 
b o l i c  c a p i t a l  we hove bee,, c o l l e c t i n g  a n d  e t o r i n g .  
A t  b e s t ,  o u r s  have been t h e  i n s p i r e d  t a c t i c s  of 
hricol*; a t  w o r s t ,  t h e  s o u r  mannerisms of c l a s s  
dominance; i n  between, an R icha rd  Oiunann shows u s ,  
t h e  d i s p i r i t i n g  t e c h n i q u e s  o f  f i t t i n g  o u t  i n t e l -  
l e c t u a l  c a d r e s  w i t h  a  p rose  and h a b i t  of mind 
gua ran teed  t o  keep them s e c u r e l y  w i t h i n  d i s c i p -  
l i n e d  bounda r i e s .  A s  f o r  u s ,  though we may 
i n f l i c t  m i c r o - t e c h n i c a l  d i s c i p l i n e  upon o t h e r s ,  v e  
l i k e  t o  t h i n k  of o u r s e l v e s  a s  sons  o f  a r t :  we 
i n h a b i t  a  c e r t a i n  s a c r e d  s p a c e ,  t h e  sounds of 
which we h e a r  w i t h  p r e t e r n a t u r a l l y  s e n s r t i v e  e a r s .  
O t h e r s  may t r a v o r s e  t h a t  cyace ,  but  on ly  t h o s e  who 
h e a r  may s t a y  t h e r e ;  and :IS Olln~ann a g a i n  p o i n t s  
o u t ,  most of what p a s s e s  f o r  r e s e a r c h  i n  l i t e r a -  
t u r e  i s  j u s t  a  s o c i a l  p rocedure  f o r  c e r t i f y i n g  
o n e ' s  p r o f e s s i o n a l l y  t i c ~ ~ s i t i v e  e a r s .  But what ,  
e x a c t l y ,  do we hea r  inbldt :  o u r  own g rove?  
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Can we give an  account of what inward hearing 
i r l  The d i rcourre  of sc ience  ham reemed framed t o  
keep us from dircovering what much an account 
might be: one knows, much d 'scourre rayr, with Ei outward ea r s ,  o r  not a t  a l l .  Viewed from t h e  r ea l  
world of power, therefore ,  lSnglirh l i t e r a t u r e  
reemr t o  be a l h i n a l  enclave wi th in  the j u r id i ca l  
academy, an  orthodox delinquency, a primary domain 
of the  r e r idua l ,  t he  unfocurred, t h e  i n t e r r t i t i a l ,  
of a11 t h a t  knowledge har not  ye t  claimed f o r  i t s  
own. For a11 t h a t ,  it is  a place the  au tho r i t i e s  
have wanted t o  keep-thir i n t e r i o r  place where 
symbolic c a p i t a l  i r  rtored-80 long a8 the  murmur- 
ing which we hear never maker it out  of t he  con- 
fess ional ,  80 long a8  no choric,  incertuogr play 
d i r r u p t r  the  r e r iou r  bur iner r  of waoing.  For 
t ha t ,  a f t e r  a l l ,  i r  what w e  a r e  paid t o  prererve. 
B i ~ t o r i c e l l y ,  we have preserved t h a t  meaning by 
being cc,cful about what we l e t  ourrelver hear,  by 
t r a in ing  the  bes t  of our rtuGantr t o  gase care- 
f u l l y  i n t o  the t e x t  am i f  i t  were a rirulacrum of 
the  Lacanian Other. A fecund mother, dominated by 
Father; we  a t  play i n  t he  female f i e l d  of t h e  
t ex t ,  but  always res t ra ined ,  chaste,  loyal ,  know- 
ing what t o  hear and vhat  not. 

Whence the  appeal of Derridat he appear8 t o  
give us our freedom, and by t e l l i n g  us t h a t  a11 
the  world's a t hea t e r  of t e ~ t u a l i t y i  jus t  f o u l  
paperr f o r  r c r ip t ing ,  he l e t r  us play the f i e l d ,  
By throwing i n  r a d i c a l  quest ion t h e  very idea  of 
having a po r i t i on  from which t o  play o r  i n  t h e  
persona of which t o  encounter v io l en t  l im i t r ,  Der- 
r i d a  ercgper the  dilemma t h a t  Foucault dercribes.  
For Foucault,  ins tead ,  c a l l 8  ur t o  hear romething 
e lse :  dimcourse, beating t h e  bounds, conrtructing 
the  world's body, constructing urn. For t h i r  rea- 
son, Foucault hae a g rea t e r  and more deeply 
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rubverrive h p o r t  f o r  l i t e r a r y  cr i t ic i sm.  Becauae 
i t  i r  harder t o  read him a s  one who would aeathe- 
t i c i z e  the  fo rce  o r  underestimate the  e f f e c t s  of 
d i r c ip l ine ,  Foucault compels us t o  look a t  &he 
imaginary a r c h i t e c t u r e  of our l i v e r ,  t o  l i r t e n  f o r  
t he  techniquer t h a t  keep the  show on the  road, t o  
f e e l  how the  rur facer  of power cons t ra in  ur. But 
he hra no device f o r  s l ipping  ur par t  the  surfacer 
o r  f o r  cu t t i ng  through them: no Derridaan t r ick-  
r t a r ,  ha f i n a l l y  l u r  nothing e l r e  t o  o f f e r  but 
r h r p e r  renrer ,  nothing except the principled 
r e j e c t i o n  of theory and nearly c h i l i a r t i c  v i r i o n  
of a fu tu re  when language come6 back i n t o  i t s  own 
( ea r ly  ver r ion)  o r  when the  r c i e n t i a  axua1i . r  w i l l  
be rubverted, not through more "rex-der're, but 
bodies and p ler rurer*  ( l a t e r t  verrion).' Modal, 
diremptive anarchy u k e a  s t rong claims on our rym- 
pa th ies  a r  l i t e r a r y  c r i t i c r ;  much of t he  plearure 
i u  reading c o n r i r t r  j u s t  i n  t h i r .  But a n a r ~ h y  of 
any s o r t  rimply cannot cu t  through d isc ip l inary  
rurfacer:  it can only mult iply them, u u r i n g  us 
tonmake l i t t l e  r Laulacr a (uncanny Derridaan 
abuaer) of d i s c i p l i n e  wi th in  t h e  pr iva t ized  fubi- 
c l e r  of our increas ingly  bureaucrat ic  world. I do 
not think that t h i s  conclusion ohould ru rp r i s e  
Foucault, f o r  he does qt bel ieve  t h a t  anything 
e x i r t s  exceot rurfaces.  Thir  be l ie f  i n  turn  
denier  t h a t  t h a t  t h e r e  i r  anythiug t o  u - e x c e p t  
Beckettian murmur-vi th in  t he  rpace of l i t e r a t u r e .  
I n  rhor t ,  viewed from the  would-be (but  always 
r e a l l y  foreclored) pe r rpac t ive l e r r  pos i t ion  of 
Foucault 'r genealogy, Chere i o  no female voice 
wi th in  the  Wiw: j u s t  m i r e .  

Thir a b i l i t y  to make us  s ens i t i ve  t o  bondage, 
coupled with un i n a b i l i t y  t o  g ive  voice t o  the 
i n t e r i o r  of the  bounded rpace-and a100 t o  the 
bounded na t ional  and gener ic  i n t e r io ra  of the  
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panoptic p rac t i ce  a t  issue--seems a l so  t o  a f f l i c t  
the work of Edward Said, su re ly  our leading 
Foucaultian analys t ,  de sp i t e  the  f r i end ly  d i r tance  
he bar t r i e d  t g  put between himself and the  French 
"abecedarium." Thir  i r  no place t o  mount a d i r -  
cuesion of Beninningr and Orientalism, but i t  i r  
worth notiog-without, I hope, seeming furry-that 
Said'r very p r o l i x i t y  be t rays  a ce r t a in  perhaps 
w i l l f u l  i n r e n r i t i v i t y  t o  t ex tua l  m, t o  t h e  
nuancer of h i s  own prose, t o  the rubterranean 
mnrkingr which r a t  of f  one kind of begiming from 
another, one na t ional  mode of Orient81 a n a l y r i r  
from another, and indeed, one region of the  
*Orientn i t r e l f  from another. Said rhovr q u i t e  
b r i l l i a n t l y  how di rcourre  rhaper both l i t e r a r y  and 
geographical t e r r i t o r y ,  but  de rp i t e  h i r  own evi- 
dent in tent ions ,  he cannot avoid an hypnotic 
e f f e c t  of h i s  focus on the  story-shaping of the 
world: ins ide  the  space of those s t o r i e s  and that  
shaping, there  e x i s t s  a blank i a i t r e l f n e s e .  
Orientaliam i n  i t r e l f  lacks differentiat ion-as 
Eqbal Ahmad poin ts  out ,  Said eeems deaf t o  t h e  
r e l a t i v e  d is in teres tedness  i n  Gewan or ienta l i sm,  
and f a i l s  t o  connect t h a t  e f f o r t  a t  ob j ec t iv i t y  
with Germany's own lack of o r i e n t a l  colonies--and 
the  "orientn i t s e l f  reeeos on Said's a ount unable 
t o  rpeak except with a Western voice.E6 But of 
course; i n  t h e i r  own voices, denizens of t h e  
habitus we have constructed i n  our acqu i r i t i on  of 
both symbolic and r e a l  c a p i t a l  rpeak i n  (d i f -  
f e r en t )  tongues: i n  household goerip, l e t  us  ray, 
o r  i n  a l i t e r a t u r e  t ha t  reeks out the  deadly, 
e r o t i c  play between the f i gu re r  of oufldircourre 
and the  parfornatives of t h e i r  l i ve r .  

T h e  does not permit, nor doer t h i r  s e t t i n g  
requi re ,  the  attempt t o  lay  out  program f o r  
escaping the  impane thar these  remarkr ruggeet. 
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Xndeed, i f  we read Foucault c a r e f u l l y ,  we must 
r e a l i z e  that t h e r e  i r  no way t o  know i n  advance 
what ouch a program s i g h t  be; from t h i r  r e a l i z r  
t i o a  c o m e a ' F o u c a u l t ' ~  c h i l i a r t i c  f a i t h .  There i r  
nothing e l r e  t o  be had. Yat Utopiar aeed not be 
r o  u n d i f f e r e n t i a t a d  a r  h i s  ( s u r p r i r i n g l y  c o n v e r  
t i o m l )  appea l  t o  a uuion of language and bodies, 
f o r  t h a t  would be t h e  rua of h i e  v i r i o n a r y  endingr  
i n  & T h i n g  and Tha His tor+  pf gexl.talitv. 
Yet t h e r e  i r  romething s l i g h t l y  arkew i n  :hi8 
p a i r i n g ,  vh ich  i r  no t  q u i t e  t h a t  of t h e  c r e a t i n g  
Word and t h e  u n d i f f e r e n t i a t e d  f l e s h ,  but  r a t h e r  
t h a t  of p r e - r e p r e r e n t a t i o ~ l ,  d i r r u p t i v e  p lay  wi th  
a n  a l r e a d y  romehow d i f f e r e n t i s t a d  body, one c e p r  
b l e  of being pleaned by that play. It would he 
mcwe orthodox, though WJ l e r r  conventional  t o  aeek 
whar poe ts  ( a t  l e a r t  i n  t h e  C h r i r t i a n  Went) have 
o f t e n  sought: a union of language and d e s i r e ,  
focussed i n  t h e  person of a r ing ing ,  speaking Hure 
vho i n s p i r e s .  Orthodory can c r i p p l e ,  of c o u r ~ c ,  
y e t  t h e r e  may be roola reason f igured  an t h e  r s t u r e  
of poetry a s  w e l l  a s  i n  t h e  * w t u r e W  uf human 
be iqgr  t h a t  ~ o r k e  a g a i n s t  keterodoxy, w i t h  i ts  
h p l i c i t l y  w i l l f u l  choicer .  I want t h e r e f o r e  t o  
( r e ) v r i t e  o u t  a t  g r e a t e r  l e n g t h  a l i t t l e  f a n t a r y  
about  t h i s  union, a f a n t a r y  about  what a phi lolog-  
ical c r i t i c i r n  might look l i k e  t h a t  could p r o f i t  
from Foucaul t  without  ~) tumbl iag  behind h i r  s p e c i a l  
bl indness .  * ~ h i l o l o g y , "  t l a  love of  rpeaking, t h e  
love  of t h e  logoat  we f o r g o t  romething when we 
begen t o  name our  f i e l d  " l i t e r a r y  c r i t i c i r n . "  We 
f o r g o t  bo th  language and d e s i r e ,  chooriag i n r t e a d  
to  concent ra te  our  powerr on t h a t  which j o i n s  one 
t o  t h e  o t h e r ,  t h e  t e x t .  But it is too  l a t e  t o  
r e g r e t  that choice. 

To Eantae i te .  I v i l l  , $ l o t  my Utopia wi th  a 
few bald a r r e r t i o n r ,  g i v e  couple of reasons f o r  
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th ink ing  t h a t  l i t e r a r y  c r i t i c i s m  o u ~ h t  t o  be p a r t  
sc ience ,  and draw a few consequences from t h a t  
b e l i e f .  Some v i l l  be t h e o r e t i c a l ,  concerning 
deba tes  v i t h i n  t h e  f i e l d .  Others  v i l l  be p r a c t i -  
c a l ,  po in t ing  t o  a r e a s  where a nev kind of work (a 
work t h a t  h a s  been q u i e t l y  going on ino ide  our  
house f o r  a long time) might y i e l d  f r u i t .  For 
f r u i t  i s  j u s t  t h e  i e r u e ,  f r u i t  being a mat te r  o f  
p u b l i c  r a t h e r  than p r i v a t e  value.  As a group o f  
i n t e l l e c t u a l  l aborere ,  ve  bave been much i n  aeed 
of  demyr t i f i ca t ion .  We have had t o  l e a r n  t h a t  
much of what r e  took f o r  f r u i t  W.8 j u e t  t h e  
a r t e f a c t  of o t h e r ' r  chaf f ,  t h a t  our  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  
i n  t h e  meaning i n d u s t r y  bas employed ue i n  t h e  
product ion of  &a, not  s a p i e n t i s  and not r c i e n t i a  
e i t h e r .  nNatural ly"  enough, f i n d i n g  our re lvea  
duped, caught w i t h i n  t h e  bounds of t h e  symbolic 
without  having known i t ,  ve chafe;  we seek t o  
shov, many of  us, t h a t  t h e r e  i e  nothing but dozR 
anywhere, t h a t  t h e  p lay  of op in ion  is  freedom, 
t h a t  t h e  p leasure  of  t e x t u a l i t y  is t h e  only r e a l -  
i t y  t h e r e  i r ,  and t h a t  appea ls  t o  t h e  reader ly  
f a c t s  of  nexperiencen can h e l p  us  break ou t  of  t h e  
i r o n  cage t h a t  Uax Weber raw c l o s i n g  i n  on ue long 
before  Ffycau l t  gave it h i e  more compelling thcor-  
i z a t i o n .  For t h i s  l es ron ,  we have gone abroad, 
t o  t h e  dangeroue cont inen t  which t h e  Anglo-Saxonr 
bave alwaye tended t o  t o u r  i n  t h e i r  g i t a  nova. 
Foucault-like o t h e r s  of  t h e  immeneely l i t e r a r y  
French schooling t o  which we have r e c e n t l y  rub- 
j e c t e d  ourrelvee-bar a convenient d i s l i k e  f o r  
o r d i n a r y  Veetern r c i e n c e  (which i a  not t h e  c h h e r -  
i c a l  r c i e n c e  of Althusrer ianiom, though I ruapcc t  
t h a t  t h i s  i s  t h e  i r o n  l a v  v h i c h  Foucault is r e a l l y  
i n  f l i g h r  from) and a d i e b e l i e f  t h a t  hermeneutice 
can  ever  l ead  t o  knowing eomethiqg ( i n  p r i n c i p l e  
becauee t h e r e  i s  nothing but ru r face ,  binding o r  
e x h i l a r a t i n g ,  dopending on one ' r  view of the  
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"subject").  

But t h e  view t h a t  however bard ve look we 
only f i n d  s u r f a c e s ,  never depth,  need not be 
incompatible  wi th  knowing something. We can know 
how s u r f a c e s  j o i n  and d iv ide ,  i n  t h e  Derr idean.  
ddhiecence t h a t  f i g u r e s  g e n e t i c  r e p l i c a t i o n  a s  
much a s  t h e  cont inuing p lay  uf t e x t u a l i t y .  What 
we know--or more s t r i c t l y ,  w, f o r  our  rspreeen- 
t a t i o n  is  a l r e a d y  t o o  l a t e  t o  be true-is c o d i -  
gura t ion .  To be s u r e ,  w i t h i n  t h e  " t o t a l , "  perhaps 
looped f i e l d  of t h e  conf igura l ,  no p r i v i l e g e d  
panopticon can l e t  us  survey t h e  scene. Bit a t  
any c o n f i g u r a l  s i t e ,  we can s e e  a t  l e a s t  something 
of t h e  procedures which preserve-which success- 
f u l l y  reproduce, without  c a t a s t r o p h i c  noise-.one 
o r  anotlier of t h e  osmotic membranes t h a t  e n c e l l  
t h e  world's body. When we t r y  t o  t a l k  about what 
W J  bae happening a t  tkeee d i s c i p l i n a r y  juncturee,  
t h e  thresholdo acroe* which som~ching  r e  alwaya 
being l e d ,  a11 ways, we muat r a s o r t  t o  sode le .  A 
model is a kind of miaiLi~e through vhicb we   rick 
c o o f i g u r a l  procesBea t o  flow; and a l l  genuine 
explana t ion ,  a s  Erns t  Gel lner  i n s i s t s ,  is 
mechaniot ic ,  a m a t t e r  of repea tab le  process. 
Mimetic, too: f o r  bo th  p lays  and engines have 
p l o t s .  And p l o t s ,  when they work without  e r r o r s ,  
a r e  nothing but  cha ins  of  l o g i c a l  opera tors ;  pro- 
g r a m  t h a t  w i l l  r u n  wi th  a p r e d i c t a b l e ,  de l imi ted  
r e s u l t .  Th is ,  I th ink ,  u h p l y  reformulates  what 
A r i s t o t l e  t o l d  uo about  ploLe: t h a t  a mvthos i s  a 
necessary and/or  probable concatenat ion of even ts ;  
t h a t  drama c r u c i a l l y  dapendn upon e r r o r .  A 
genealogy we might thilllr of a s  s very long p l o t  
f u l l  of eyra ru ,  not  g ~ t  termiuated,  hu t  bound t o  
be: t h e  l i n e  of t h e  Fa ther  i a  ilways 
ex t inguished ,  i n  t h e ,  e t e r n i t y  being an i n t e r e e t -  
ing ly  d i f f e r e n t  quest ion.  
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A s  we a l l  know, e r r o r  always sneaks i n t o  t h e  
b e s t  l a i d  p l o t s :  "junk" masquerades a s  sense,  
crashing t h e  system. "Junk," i t  seems, i s  a kind 
of o u t s i d e  t h a t  b u i l d s  up i n s i d e ;  i t  i s  d i r t ,  
invasion,  d i s t r a c t i o n ,  subversion,  something which 
a l l i e s  t h e  i n s i d e  of a system with t h e  o u t s i d e  not 
i n  the expected conf igura t ion ,  but i n  a way t h a t  
damages t h e  always precar ious  i n t e g r i t y  of t h e  
system's -0-d6hiscence. For i n  any ence l led  
world-system, two axes of d6hiscence always e x i s t :  
i n e v i t a b l y ,  one i s  metonymic, the  o t h e r  meta- 
phoric;  one a mat te r  of contiguous dieplacement, 
t h e  t r a n s p o r t a t i o n  of a wave, the  o t h e r  of discon- 
tinuous exchange, t h e  p a r t i c u l a t e  byt ineas of 
i n t e r p r e t a t i o n ,  of s e t t i n g  a p r ice .  And when i t  
comes t o  s e t t i n g  a p r i c e ,  f o r  each i n s i d e r  every 
o u t s i d e r  makes no ise  r a t h e r  than sense ,  and v ice-  
versa:  thus  boundaries main ta in  themselves on ly  
through t h e  e r o t i c ,  masquerading behavior of t h e i r  
r e s p e c t i v e  i n s i d e s ,  each l e t t i n g  i n  only those 
tokens which w i l l  f i t  the  i n t e r n a l l y  coded pro- 
c e s s ,  which w i l l  energ ize  i t ,  make i t  gudaimonic, 
f l o u r i s h i n g .  O r  which w i l l  make t h e  system a pro- 
f i t ,  we might say. 

I f  you want t o  make a p r o f i t ,  then,  t h e  s tan-  
dard t r i c k  i s  t o  pretend t h a t  you have no i n s i d e :  
don ' t  l e t  anyone speak t o  your women, don ' t  
de feca te  i n  publ ic ,  don ' t  a l low t h a t  your l i t e r a -  
t u r e  has cogni t ive  value. I f  we l e t  some o u t s i d e r  
know about our i n s i d e s ,  they might be seduced i n t o  
h i s  d i s c i p l i n e  r a t h e r  than ours .  A t  the  same t ime,  
i n  the  d i s c o n t i n u i t i e s  of se l f -p reserva t ion ,  we 
must l u r e  t h e  o t h e r  t o  seek h i s  s i g n s  i n  us; we 
thereby--perhaps knowingly--throw up the f i c t i v e  
image of a n  ins ide :  a l i e ,  a t rope ,  a mask w i t h  
holes  i n  i t .  And t h e  i n e v i t a b l e  r e s u l t  of guard- 
ing aga ins t  l e t t i n g  some o u t s i d e r  g e t  a subversive 
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hold ou your i n s i d e s  while  a t  t h e  aame time making 
gape t h a t  l u r e  him i n ,  is  a genuine f o r g e t t i n g  
t h a t  ve have real i n s i d e s .  I n  effsct-- in  fnct--we 
cannot eiPlultaneously c a l c u l a t e  v e l o c i t y  and posi- 
t ion:  we can know t h a t  we a r e  moving (someone, by 
means of o u r  musk) o r  t h a t  our  mask pgy s i t e  a t  
l e v e l  27a of our  "persou"al i ty ,  thus  d iv id ing  out- 
a i d e  from ins ide .  But we cannot know both f a c t s  
a t  once. Thus we mg& r e p r e s s  t h e  t r u t h  about our  
sur faces :  t h e  t r u t h  t h a t  they a r e  f u l l  of ho les  
vh ich  something has made, f u l l  of a noiae 
n e i t h e r  o u r s  nor t h e  o t h e r ' s  t o  whom we mpe~k. Ye 
may, i n  p r i n c i p l e ,  remember t h a t  such holes  e s i s t ,  
but  i n  o r d e r  t o  a c t  r e  must f o r g e t  w b r g  they a r e .  
Without a c t i o n ,  we may a t t a i n  a kind of contempla- 
t i v e  union, may see--in t h e  dark-how conf igura l  
s u r f a c e s  f i t ,  but a c t i o n  n e c e s s a r i l y  d i s r u p t s  
union, a s  t h e  mys t ics  of every t r a d i t i o n  havo 
alwnyo known. This ,  i n  Lacanian t e r n s ,  is t o  fo r -  
g e t  t h a t  w e  a r e  vrarked h j  t h e  Real. And i t  i a  
a l s o  t o  f o r g e t  t b a t  t h e  Real marks us  not  i n  rag- 
don but i n  p r o v i d e u t i a l  ways, i n  lawful ways. i n  
ways t h a t  go on  everywhere i n  t h c  conf6gurat ional  
lstachines t h a t  r e t i c u l a t e  t h e  bcdy of t h e  world. 
I n  c i v i l i z a t i o n  a s  we know it ,  t h i s  f u n c t i o n  o f  
t h e  law appears  a s  what Lacan c a l l s  t h e  "pa te rna l  
metaphor." It i s  t h e  metaphor of t h e  One, t h e  
invisible-and I suspec t  t r u l y  P la ton ic ,  i n  t h e  
sense P l a t o  had i n  mind--King of a l l ,  t h e  idea  of  
t h e  Good. It i u  a l s o  t h e  f i g u r e  f o r  Death, who 
d i v i d e s ,  l eav ing  op ly  t h a r e  t r a c e s  which we some- 
times s e e  a s  corpses. And i t  i s  t h e  f i g u r e  f o r  
t h e  d i a l e c t i c i a n ' s  t u i f e ,  which f i n d s  t h e  j o i n t r  
i n  th ings ,  vh ich  makes j o i r t s  s o  t b a t  we can s e e  
how thingd f i t .  Ye need not cont inue t h e  idola- 
t r o u s  p r a c t i c e  of b e l i e v i n g  t h a t  t h e  One 
masquerades a s  a peniia; i t  ull~eqtieradeu everywhere, 
not j u s t  becauee t h e  u n c r n e c i ~ a e  loves 
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displacement ,  but because every th ing  cu t6  i n t o  
every th ing  e l s e .  sometimer lovingly.  sometimes 
c a t a s t r o p h i c a l l y .  But t h e  c r i s i s - - the  c u t t i n g  
which is  judgment--will always come. 8r t h e  
t raged ians  knew; and t h e r e f o r e  i t  is not  v i s e  t o  
t r y  t o  l i v e  without  Father .  without  a constant  
awareness of t h e  f a t h e r  func t ion .  and 8 v i l l l l jo  
u s e  and be used by it. be we female o r  male. 

I n  f a c t ,  it is  only by acknowledging t h e  
f a t h e r  f u n c t i o n  t h a t  r e  can underr tand what t h e  
i n r i d e  rays.  Of course  we can never h o v  anything 
about t h e  i n r i d e  except  i n  a ( c o n ) f i g u r a l  way: i t  
throws up a dream. 8 parab le ,  8 garment of s t y l e ;  
we s t e p  i n t o  some d i r c i p l i n e  t h a t  huntr  the  
pha l lus .  t h a t  looks f o r  t h e  p lay  of  t h e  s i g n i f i e r .  
and t r y  t o  s e e  what kind of a p l o t  i r  going on  
t h a t  needs t h i s  r e c u r r i n g  l e t t e r ,  a t  these  j o i n t s .  
Though i n f i n i t e  arabeeq:lee seem poss ib le .  I would 
urge t h a t  only two kinds of p l o t s  e x i s t .  ones t h a t  
renew t h e  i n t e g r i t y  of  sys temat ic  boundaries and 
ones t h a t  s t o r e  up e r r o r .  I n  a c t u a l  f a c t ,  every  
real-world process  involves bo th  p l o t s ,  vhich is 
why we can c a l c u l a t e  ouch t h i n g s  a s  r a t e  of decay 
o r  s t o c h a s t i c  d e t e r i o r a t i o n .  But i n  l i t e r a r y  
f a b l e s ,  we can s e p a r a t e  them i n t o  comedy and 
tragedy. t h e  p l o t  of  sys temat ic  c o n s e r v a f p n  and 
renewal. t h e  p l o t  of  cosmic ca tas t rophe .  And i n  
t h e  i n s t i t u t i o n a l i z e d  deployment of knowledge. we 
can s e p a r a t e  these  i n t o  t h e  domestic p l o t  of 
techn6 and t h e  r e g a l  p l o t  of rcience:  the  d i s c i p -  
l i n e  of civil/oocial/psvchological engineering,  of 
housekeepiu.g, t o ~ e t h e r  w i t h  a d i s c i p l i n e  of 
d e t e c t i a n  sys temat ic  e r r o r s .  This  i s  the  same 
d i s c i p l i a d ,  a t  a "highern l e v e l :  i t  s u b j e c t s  t h e  
world t o  judgment. It  uses p a t i e n t  n e g a t i v i t y  t o  
f i n d  t h e  wounds vh ich  d i r t  b e t r a y s  ( t h e  wounde of 
o r i g i n a l  s i n ,  of r e p r e s e n t a t i o n a l  gaps only h a l f  
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t h e  d i f f e r e n t  genres ,  t h e  d i f f e r e n t  f o w s  of 
speech, t h e  d i f f e r e n t  i n s t i t u t i o n a l  "homee," t h e r e  
begins t o  be a f i e l d  i n  which pattern-seeking can 
take  place.  It i s  a n  h i s t o r i c a l  and cross- 
c u l t u r a l  f i e l d ,  a s  i t  must be i f  we a r e  ever  t o  
know something, and i t  i s  j u e t  the  f i e l d  where we 
have always been. I n  o rder  t o  s e e  t h a t  we have 
been p r a c t i c i n g  a sc ience  here  a11 along, we need 
only r e a d j u s t  our  v i s i o n .  There w i l l  be a s  many 
readjustmenta a s  t h e r e  a r e  searchers  i n  t h e  f i e l d ,  
bu t  i t  may be u a e f u l  t o  l ist  a few t h a t  I MI i n  
t h e  p rocess  of making, a s  t h e s e s  I would be wil- 
l i n g  t o  defend. 

1. L i t e r a r y  s tudy  has always been genea log ica l ,  
n e i t h e r  " h i a t o r i c a l H  nor " c r i t i c a l u  but both. 
It is  genea log ica l  j u s t  i n  t h e  way t h a t  t h e  
s tudy  of  any e v o l u t i o n  is: we study t h e  
unfolding of a Yystem which appears  t o  be a 
sequence of o b j e c t s  ( t e x t s ,  p l a n t s ,  s t a r s )  
but  vh ich  can only be understood a e  modeled 
i n  a n  a p p r o p r i a t e  language. 

2. The r e a l  o b j e c t  o f  l i t e r a r y  s tudy is n e i t h e r  
"vorks of  a r t n  R O ~  "textual i ty":  it is t h e  
opening and c l o s i n g  of  a r e p r e s e n t a t i o n a l  
apace (a  s p e c i e s ,  a genre)  i n  conf igura l  
r e l a t i o n  w i t h  o t h e r  r e p r e s e n t a t i o n a l  spaces 
( a l s o  s p e c i e s  and genres ,  but more f a m i l i a r l y  
named "kinship syatems," "cont inents ,  
i s l a n d s ,  and seas , "  " s t a t u s  groups," 
"economic c i a i r e s  ," "forces of production," 
and s o  on. 

3. I n  o r d e r  t o  model theee  conf igura l  r e l a t i o n -  
s h i p ~  i n  t h e ,  one must uee s e v e r a l  d i f f e r e n t  
languagae, some wi th  g r e a t e r  " texture" than 
o t h e r s .  At r o o t ,  however, a l l  such 
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languages--and t h e  systemr modeled i n  them- 
behave i n  s tandard ,  l o g i c a l  ways. But 
becaues of a l i n g u i s t i c  p r i n c i p l e  enunciated 
by bo th  Jakobson and Heisenberg, it i a  no t  
p o s s i b l e  t o  fo rmal ize  bo th  analog and d i g i t a l  
r e l a t i o n s h i p s  at t h e  l e v e l  of  abstrae-  
t ion .  Current semiotics--which seems t o  t r y  
squar ing  t h i s  c i rc le - - i s  thus probably on t h e  
wrong t rack .  

4. Kenneth Burke and Borthrup Frye a r e  t h e  f i g -  ' 
urea t o  be reckoned wi th  i n  t r y i n g  t o  s e e  how 
our  f i e l d  works: they a r e  t h e  ones who have 
t r i e d  t o  be s c i e n t i f i c ,  t o  s e e  how d i f f e r e n t  
r a t h o i  d r i v e  d i f f e r e n t  rubsystems i n  t h e  
human world, and t o  r e a l i z e  t h a t  distinctions 
between high c u l t u r e  and lov,  o r  l i t e r a t u r e  
and r e l i g i o n ,  o r  poetry and h i s t o r y  must be 
both observed and v i o l a t e d  i f  we a r e  t o  l e a r n  
anything. 

5. K a r x i s r - t h a t  r e c u r r e n t  mythoo of  a s e l f -  
d e s t r u c t i n g  process--has a s p e c i a l ,  but 
dangerously reduc t ive  usefu lness  i n  t r y i n g  t o  
be s c i e n t i f i c  about  l i t e r a t u r e .  Warx-the 
f u r i o u s l y  a c t i v e ,  e x i l e d  Harx who is t h e  
absen t  "subject" i n  every Harxiem-speaks f o r  
t h e  o u t s i d e r  who cannot g e t  a t  power and t h e  
hidden i n s i d e r  who sees  h b s e l f / h e r a e l f  be ing  
s a c r i f  i c e d  f o r  aome l a r g e r  eystem's prof it .  
From t h i s  viewpoint,  a l l  t h e  bulwarks of pol- 
i t i c a l  and economic domination seem joined a r  
a seamless, aiibiue-like aurface.  Were t h e r e  
a Gqd t o  s e e  us ,  he would s e e  t h i s  sur face  
d i v i d i n g  mankind from i t s e l f ,  and though he 
vould know t h a t  human beings caused t h e i r  own 
wounds--by t r y i n g  t o  know and accumulate t h e  
Good and t h e  Real--he would a l s o  understand 
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t h a t  only magic (or  t h a t  t o t a l  self--knowledge 
which would be the  union of the Word and the  
f l e sh )  could hea l  a divided humanity. Kven 
then, he would know t h a t  wholeness exacts  a 
p r i ce l e s s  p r i ce ,  the  p r i ce  of everything, 
God-murder, apocalypse, destroying the  v i l -  
lage t o  save it. As the  spokeaman f o r  inev- 
i t a b l e  revolution,  h r x  rebukes us  every t i n e  
ve think we a r e  sdfe,  every t h e  we think 
tha t  something i n  one p a r t  of the  vorld can 
dare t o  be i nd i f f e r en t  t o  something scrp~where 
e lse .  But Marxirn i r  not a science except i n  
the  sense t b a t  poetry (o r  psychoanalysis) is 
a science: t h e  science t h a t  showr how every 
aelf-reproducing system, ever$ genealogy, 
inevi tab ly  r e r t s  upon an  i r resolvable  ten- 
sipn,  an  unclosable gap between an ax i s  of 
cont igui ty  and an  a x i s  of exchange, between 
forcer  and r e l a t i o n r  of production. To t r y  
t o  ge t  up a positive, acience fro* Harxism is 
a s  impossible a s  t o  Se t  up one from 
psychoanalysis o r  poetry. A l l  these a r e  vehi- 
c l e s  of wisdom o r  they a r e  n o t h i q .  

6 .  The mistake whicb M a r x i s ~  makes i e  of a piece 
with i t e  usefulnesr. Marx shove us  t h a t  we 
a r e  not the  r a t i ona l ,  loving eubjec t r  w e  take  
ourselves t o  be; t h a t  our apparent r e l f -  
determination i r  a fraud. But then i t  pre- 
tenda t o  t e l l  u r  t h a t  we a r e  wholly-and i n  
pr inc ip le ,  k~vahly-determined by the  
i nv i s ib l e ,  a l l e g o r i c a l  bea r t r  of t h e  wood i n  
which the  1Snlightenment ego forge ts  i t  must 
l ive :  modes of production, underclasres, 
etc.' Thir i r  4s foo l i ah  ( a s  pseudo- 
s c i e n t i f i c ,  a s  soph i s t i ca l )  an the  s o r t  of 
psychoanalyris t b a t  woirld have ur bel ieve we 
can know-end adjust--0uriie1vee. And Harxiam 
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i e  much more dangerous, i f  i t  leads i n t e l l ec -  
t ua l s  on the  i n s ide  of t he  current  system of 
world-dominance t o  theor ize  a necessity f o r  
o thers  t o  su f f e r .  That i s  t o  want t o  make an 
a r t  form out  of someone-else's death. In t e l -  
l e c t u a l s  on t h e  outs ide  of t he  current  system 
a r e  not so comfortable ae  we professore: 
they can uee Harxism ae  t he  p o l i t i c a l  
equivalent  of t he  l i t t l e  book St. John a t e ;  
i t  is  b i t t e r ,  but  those who rwallow it know 
t h e i r  oom powerleseness, and U8e what t h e  
book speaks t o  warn us, t he  empire, which has 
i ts redoubts i n s ide  t h e i r  co lonia l i red  
natione,  and t o  give weapons of se l f -analyr i s  
t o  t h e i r  ovn people. Then i f  revolutionr a r e  
made, i t  w i l l  b e  a r  t he  convulrive, inspi red  
performance of those who su f f e r ,  who a r e  t h e  
repressed t h a t  must inevi tab ly  make i t s e l f  
known ins ide  t he  whole system; not a s  t he  
knowing, reformist  p ro j ec t  which we t r sd i -  
t i o n a l  i n t e l l ec tua l e  would impose upon our 
su f f e r ing  servants.  But i f  rubjected t o  t h e  
same a o r t  of self-analyeis  t o  which Freud 
subjected himself, the  knowing Llarx i n  Harx- 
i e a  could become-in t h e  hands of i ts  bes t  
p r ac t i t i one r s ,  does become-an indibpeneable, 
negative demon who refuses  t o  be fooled by 
the  ideologica l  s l e i g h t s  of both dominating 
and dominated groups. And by i t e  own w i l l  t o  
pover . 

7.  The se l f -euff ic ient  ego of Enlightenment 
rat ionaliem ( i f  any euch ever ex is ted ,  except 
i n  oqr r e t ro spec t )  w i l l  no longer serve a 
good purpose: we cannot seek the re  fo r  
in tent ione  or  f o r  reader-responses. But we 
do oat have l o  give up reason f o r  a l l  t h a t ,  
nor eblindon the notion t h a t  the point of 
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etudying l i t e r a t u r e  i e  t o  become s a n e r ,  more 
r a t i o u a l  persons. We must just. remember t h a t  
reaaon always involves  two: one i a e v i ~ n t l y  
l a t e r  t h a n  t h e  o t h e r ,  however f a c e  t o  f a c e  
t h e  conversat ion.  Betweeu them moves te'r.tua1- 
i t y ,  t h a t  d e l i c a t e  (one wauts t o  say female) 
t i s s u e  which connecte th ings ,  which r e v e a l s  
between every p a i r  some t h i r d  th ing  t h a t  i s  
Real beyond knowing, but nut beyond loving 
performance. We need reason--vhich works by 
means of  t h e  r e g a l ,  c o r r e c t i v e ,  i n v i s i b l e  
One-to keep us  from mangling t h a t  t i e s u e ,  LO 

h e l p  us  l i s t e n  c l e a r l y  when t h e  i n s i d e  
between us speaks. We need-and we l a v e  
always known t h i r ,  even when ~ e d ' i p a l l y ,  
n e c e s s a r i l y  k i . l l ing  t h e  f a t h e r  i n  h i s  most 
r e c e n t  name-to be r a t i o n a l  a c t o r s  of t h e  
t e x t s  which speak i n  and i n  betweei us. For 
we need t o  put  o f f  ca tas t rophe  a s  long an 
poes ib le ,  not  f o r  ourse lves  but f o r  our 
t e x t s ,  f o r  t h e  R e a l i t y  i n  thein t h a t  measures 
us  and t h a t  w i l l  eventuailly be deaf to  our  
s u b t l e s t  i r r a t i o n a l  ploys. I n  t h e  f a c e  of 
that R e a l i t y  we have no defense,  we a r e  nei- 
t h e r  male nor female, nor can v e  ( f u l l y )  s t o p  
o u r  lov ing  it. 

Department o f  English 
Reed College 
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Notes 

1. Richard Ohmann makes t h i s  po in t  a t  
l e n g t h ,  though not  q u i t e  i n  t h e s e  terms, 
i n  Ennlish i n  America (New York: Oxford 
Univers i ty  Press ,  1976). 

2. C h r i s t i a n  R i t e  and C h r i s t i a n  Drama (Bal- 
timore: The Johns Hopkins Universi ty  
P r e s r ,  1965). 34. 

3 .  Kuhn's pre-paradigmatic s t a g e  of  rcien- 
t i f  i c  inqui ry ,  a s  I mean t h i s  r h e t o r i c a l  
t w i s t  t o  imply, reeme reminiscent  of 
X a r x i s t  analysee of t h e  development of 
cap i ta l i sm,  and thue of t h e  s t o r y  t o l d  
by A l b e r t  Sohn-Bethel, I n t e l l e c t u a l  & 
Hanual Labor ( A t l a n t i c  Highlands, New 
Jersey: Humanities P r e s s ,  1978). 
Soha-Bethel d e p a r t s  a t  a c r u c i a l  point  
from t h e  Al thusser ian  p o s i t i o n  t h a t  Cap- 
i t a l  appears  on ly  a t  t h e  l e v e l  of  theory 
and n o t  i n  m a t e r i a l  r e a l i t y ;  f o r  him, 
t h e  o r g a n i z a t i o n  of product ion and 
exchange is m a t e r i a l  & m e n t a l ,  a t  t h e  
same "level" (passim, esp.  p. 20). Thio 
p o s i t i o n  need not be U a r x i s t ,  except i n  
i t s  s e n s i t i v i t y  t o  t h e  f o r c i b l e  and 
p o t e n t i a l l y  exp los ive  s e p a r a t i o n  of t h e  
i n t e l l e c t u a l  and the  manual; Max Weber 
makes much t h e  game kind of po in t  when . he speaks of b u r e a u c r a t i c  o rgan iza t ion  
a s  a n  embodiment of mind i n  t h e  world. 
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4. niche1  de  Certeau makes a s i m i l a r  
point-also i n  o rder  t o  d i s c u s s  i t a  f u l -  
laciousnesr :  "J,iterature a s  such i.s now 
transformed i n t o  t h e  r e p e r t o r y  of  prac- 
t i c e s  vh ich  l a c k  s c i e n t i f i c  copy- 
right...." "on t h e  Oppositional Prac- 
t i c e s  of  Everyday Life: S o c i a l  Text 3 
( F a l l ,  1980), 29. 

5. For t h e  no t ion  of t h e  P l a t o n i c  chora, a 
r e c e p t a c l e  a n t e r i o r  t o  naming, s e e  J u l i a  
Kr i s teva ,  "Prom One I d e n t i t y  t o  
Another ," i n  Des i re  i n  Language, t rans .  
Thomas Gora e t  a1. (Hew York: Columbia 
Univers i ty  Press ,  19801, 133. For an 
a n a l y s i s  of  t h e  i n t e r i o r  space vhere 
eyutbolic c a p i t a l  is s t o r e d ,  t h e  p lace  of 
t h e  hab i tus ,  s e e  P i e r r e  Bourdieu, Out- 
l i n e  of  a Theory o f  P r a c t i c e ,  t r a n s .  - -- - - 
Richard # i c e  (Ct;abridge, England: Can- 
bridge Univers i ty  Press ,  1971), and t h e  
essay by de  Cer tesu  c i t e d  above. 

6 .  The H i s t o r y  l?f Sexua l i ty ,  t ranr .  Robert 
Hurley (blev York: Vintage Books, 1980). 
157. 

7. For a s t r i k i n g .  a n a l y s i s  (though not 
q u i t e  i n  these  terms) of t h i s  and a l l i e d  
phenomena, s e e  t h e  remarkable Reed Col- 

, lege B.A. t h e s i s  by Wendall Sco t t ,  
"Sex-Symbols: A Crors-Cultural Analysir  
of Transvestism, Drag, and Bomosexual 
Style ,"  Reed College ( k n t h r ~ p o l o g y )  , 
1381. . 

SCE R E P O R T S  

For a conventional ly ep i s temologica l  
a n a l y s i s  of  t h e  consequencer f o r  
knovledge of t h i s  b e l i e f ,  s e e  Al lan  
H e g i l l ,  "Poucault,  S t r u c t u r a l i r m ,  and 
t h e  Ends of I l i r tory,"  J o u r n a l  of  Hodern 
his tor^, 51 (September, 1979) ,451-503. 
I t h i n k  H e g i l l  is vrong i n  h i r  
epirtemology bu t  r i g h t  t o  argue t h a t  
Foucault g i v e s  u r  myth r a t h e r  than 
knowledge. I t h i n k  t h a t  Foucault and 
H e g i l l  both e r r  i n  s e p a r a t i n g  myth ( o r  
genealogy) from rc ience ,  not because 
rc ience  &myth  but becaure myth is  hov 
sc ience  k m v r  things.  The p o r i t i o n  t h a t  
I rubsequently ske tch  i n  t h i s  a r r a y  
drave (perhaps i n  a f a s h i o n  t h a t  both 
au thors  would f i n d  i l l i c i t )  upon t h e  
mu-represen ta t iona l  theory of t r u t h  
o f f e r e d  by George Bea le r ,  g u a l i t ~  and 
Concept (Oxford: Oxford Univers i ty  
P r e s r ,  1982) and t h e  b e h a v i o r i s t  ( a l r o  
non-reprerentat ional)  "epistemology" p u t  
f o r v a r d  by Richard Rorty, P h i l o s o ~ h p &  
t h e  H i r r o r  o f  Ba ture  (Princeton:  
Pr ince ton  Univer r i ty  P r e s s ,  1919). 

Said t r i e s  t o  s t r i k e  t h i s  d i r t a n c e  i n  
t h e  next- to- last  chap te r  of Beninninne, 
( l e v  York: Basic  Books, 19751, and i n  
h i r  essay ,  "The Problem of Textua l i ty : '  
Two Exemplary Pos i t ion6  ," i n  C r i t i c a l  
Inqui ry ,  (Summer, 19781, 673-714. 

Persona l  communication. 
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11. I have in mind such a novel as Hgugite 
Petals of Blood. 

12. In this regard, see the rather loving, 
filial rejoinder which Perry Anderson 
makes to R.P. Thompsonts plea for the 
rights of experience as against the 
"Stalinist" constraintu of the 
Althusserian orrery. Arguments yithiti 
Rnglish JIarxism, (London: New Left 
Books, 1980) . 

13. Legitimation of Belief, (Cambridge: 
Cmbridge University Press, 19741, esp. 
pp. 63-65. 

14. When it comes to reproducing something, 
on a phonograph, in a body, with uiaesis 
of any sort, an interesting paradox 
result.. Reproduction by seans of  waves 
(analog reproduction/computation) 
displays itaelf in parallel, hierarchic 
levels; reproduction by reans of parti- 
cles (digital reproduction/computation) 
displays itself in unita, .a a broken 
series of smaller and smaller contiguous 
displacements, each logically plotted to 
the other. Thus reproduction by means 
of Jakobson'r horirontal, temporal, 
displacing axis yield8 a vertical stack 
,of substitutions; reproduction by means 
of his vertical, aceuiporal, subrtitutive 
axis yields a row of points, of dis- 
placements. Perhaps reality and poetry 
both map one axis onto the other, all 
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the time, in the course of mimetic play. 

15. I have taken my entrance into Lacan from 
an extraordinary essay by Stephen J.  
Helville, "Psychoanalysis Demands a 
Mind," Aesthetics Todav, rev. ed., ed. 
Horris Philipson and Paul J. Gudel (New 
York: New American Library, 1980), 434- 
455. Por my purposes, the most per- 
tinent Lacanian texts are The Pour PUP 
damental Concepts ofpsvcho-Analvrir, 
trans. Alan Sheridan (New Yorkr W.W. 
Norton, 1978). esp. pp. 187-276 and 
"The Subversion of the Subject and the 
Dialectic of Desire in the Freudian 
Unconscious ,* in Bcrits, trans. Alan 
Sheridan (New York: W.W. Norton, 19771, 
pp. 292-325. 

16. For the notion of catastrophe 1 draw in 
an uninformed but I suspect correct way 
upon Ben6 Thom'r mithematical theory of 
catastrophe, especially as applied to 
huplor by John Allen Paulos, Hathematics 
and Rumor, (Chicago: Chicago University 
Prees, 1980). 1 owe my awareness of 
this book to a remarkably humanistic 
colleague in physics at Reed, Nicholas 
Yheeler. This is perhaps also the place 
to acknowledge a general indebtedness to 
,hugla8 Hofstadter, Gldel, Escher, Bach: 
&n Eternal Golden Braid, (Hew Pork: 
Basic Books, 1979). 
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THE ORDER OF COMMENTARY : 
FOUCAULT, HISTORY AND LITERATURE 

Ceorgee Van Den Abbeele 

Can one take what Michel Foucault eaye about h i e  
work eeriouely? The question is a thorny one, 
and one which euarmarily e t a t e s  the r ieke fo r  the 
would-be commentator of  Foucault, r ieke  which 
extend beyond thoee generally encountered in  
dealing with wr i tere '  commente on t h e i r  work. 
F i r e t  of a l l ,  Foucault presents ue with a thought 
which i e  diverse,  o f t en  contradictory, and ceaee- 
leee ly  changing, t o  the point  of imperiling any 
generalization about t h a t  work--whether i t  cornea 
from h i e  mouth o r  another's. Furthermore, one of 
the main thruete of Foucault 'e wr i t ings  hae been 
t o  make ue c r i t i c a l l y  aware not only of the 
workings of author i ty  i n  general but aleo of t ha t  
spec i f i c  oppression of d iscurs ive  p o s s i b i l i t i e s  
implied i n  the understanding of a t ex t  i n  terms 
o f  i t e  "author."l One has a l s o  t o  confront the  
problems posed by a h i s t o r i c a l  discouree which 
not only makes cohspicuoue reference t o  work  of 
l i t e r a t u r e  but  a l s o  i t s e l f  o f t e n  borders on 
f ic t ion .  Finally,  given Foucault 's indebtedness 
t o  Nietzeche, we a r e  a leo  invi ted  t o  suepect a 
Nieteechean play of diesimulation a't work i n  h i r  
discourse. How then can we not extend euch 
dieeimulation t o  ~ o u c a u l t ' e  own comente about 
himeelf? 

But there  i e  another, more immediately formidable 
obetacle placed before the commentator i n  h ie  o r  
he r  e f f o t t e  t o  determine what can be  eaid about 
Foucault. Thie obs tac le  is tha t  encountered i n  
Foucault 's own c r i t i que  of comentary, which, as 
T. hope t o  demonstrate, c a l l s  in to  question not 
merely the  t r a d i t i o n a l  procedure8 of ncbolarly 
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exegesis but  t he  very  p o s s i b i l i t y  o f  any kind o f  
in terpre ta t ion .  I t  seems per t inent  therefore  t o  
take Foucault 's comments on commentary in to  
account before deciding on how h i s  work is  t o  be 
approached. In o t h e r  words, how can one begin t o  
say anything about Michel Foucault when h i s  own 
work c r i t i c a l l y  analyzes, among other  issues,  the  
way we speak about things i n  general and about 
discourses i n  pa r t i cu la r?  

In f ac t ,  one need go no f u r t h e r  than h i s  inaugural 
l ec tu re  a t  the  College de France t o  f in9  a d i r e c t  
and de ta i l ed  discussion o f  t h e  problem. mere, 
Foucault inventor ies  t he  ways i n  which discourses 
a r e  systematically cont ro l led  and l imited i n  
society.  These procedures include both "external 
 limitation^'^ (which exclude discourses based on 
taboo subjec ts ,  madness, o r  f a l s i t y )  and 
"internal" r e s t r i c t i o n s  (among which we find 
both commentary and the  author-function) whose 
t a sk  it is  t o  master the  *+element o f  chance1* i n  
language. Foucault's-argument on commentary runs 
a s  follows. Discourse a s  commentary pos i t s  a 
d i f ference  between a primary t e x t  which is 
commented on and a sscondary t e x t  which comments 
on the  primary t ex t .  %is re la t ionship  between 
primary and secondary t e x t s  is fu r the r  complicat- 
ed, according t o  Foucault, i n  two ways. %e 
first concerns the  "top-heavinessw of the  primary 
t e x t  o r  t h e  a t t r i b u t i o n  o f  a ce r t a in  %wealth o f  
meaning" t o  it so t h a t  there  a r e  endless th ings  
t o  say about it. We second (which seems t o  
cont radic t  t he  f i r s t )  is t h a t  '"whatever the  
techniques employed, commentary's only ro l e  i s  t o  
say f i n a l 1  what has s i l e n t l y  been a r t i cu la t ed  
d e e p d ( F o u c a u 1  t 's emphasis). T h e  novelty ,'I 
s t a t e s  Foucault, " l i e s  no longer i n  what i s  s a id ,  
but i n  its reappearance." Ihe  "ever-changing 
and inescapable" paradox o f  commentary i s  t h a t  it 
must "say, f o r  t he  first time, what has already 
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under t h e  guise of  granting the primary t e x t  an 
insuperable richness of  meaning t o  be recuperated, 
ac t s  instead t o  impoverish and l i m i t  discursive 
p o s s i b i l i t i e s :  "Commentary aver ts  the chance 
element of  discourse by giving it i t s  due: it 
gives t h e  opportunity t o  say something other  than 
the  t e x t  i t s e l f ,  but on condition tha t  it is  the 
t ex t  i t s e l f  which is ut tered  and, i n  some ways, 
f ina l ised .  Ihe  d i f ference  between primary and 
secondary t ex t  i s  only allowed i f  the  l a t t e r  i s  
contained both by and within the  former. Com- 
mentary only departs  from i ts  object  t o  s t a y  
within it. Nothing could be l e s s  c r i t i c a l ,  it 
would seem, than commentary. 

Furthermore, Foucault seems t o  be using the  term, 
commentar t o  designate a whole range of reading 

in terpre ta t ion ,  exegesis, explica- 
t ion,  annotation. According t o  the  Trgsor de  l a  
langue frangaise,  a commentaire is the " c r i t i c a l  
examination of t h e  content and form of a docu- 
mentary o r  l i t e r a r y  t ex t ,  i n  view of a more 
penetrating reading of t h a t  text" (my t rans la-  
t ion).  By extension, it can a l so  mean e i t h e r  an 
wexplicationll o r  a "judgment o r  interpretation.l8 
Ihus, v i r t u a l l y  anything one can imagine saying 
about a t ex t  could be subsumed under the  category 
of  commentary. And perhaps it is the  very 
genera l i ty  of the  term which motivated Foucault's 
choice of  it t o  the  extent tha t  it allows him t o  
dismiss with summary indifference the  e n t i r e  
f i e l d  o f  in t e rp re t ive  p o s s i b i l i t i e s .  

In contradis t inc t ion then t o  the  practice o f  
commentqry would be tha t  projec t ,  elaborated 
most extensively i n  the  Archaeology of Knowledge, 
which would seek not t n  uncover t h e  "wealthw of 
a text  but t o  discovpr the  **law of i t s  
t ha t  is, not t o  provide an in terpre ta t ion  but to  
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elaborate a description.  No longer wotild it be a 
question of  discovering new layers of  profundity 
i n  a t e x t  but of analyzing discourses according 
t o  t h e i r  "exterior" dimensions, of formalizing 
the ru le s  of t h e i r  organization a s  "surfacew 
phenomena. 'his opposition, however, between 
in t e rp re t ive  comentary and archaeological de- 
scr ip t ion seems d i f f i c u l t  t o  maintain. On t he  
one hand, t r ad i t iona l  *commentary, insofar a s  it 
s t r i v e s  t o  paraphrase the  primary t e x t ,  thinks of 
i t s e l f  a s  only a f a i t h f u l  description.  On the  
other hand any description,  even i f  it is  archae- 
ological ,  implies already a cer ta in ,  minimal 
in terpre ta t ion  because a choice has been made as  
t o  what i s  *sworthtt ta lk ing about and how. Nobody 
should know t h i s  better--and n ~ b o d y , ~ I  think, 
does know it better--than Foucault. 

In f a c t ,  one could even argue tha t  nowhere does 
Foucault s t a t e  more t e l l i n g l y  what h i s  archae- 
ologies do than i n  t h a t  paradoxical phrase i n  
which he der is tvely  describes commentary a s  what 
must "say, f o r  t h e  first time, what has already 
been sa id ,  and repeat  t i r e l e s s l y  what was, never- 
the less ,  never said." Ihe  description and 
analys is  o f  d iscuts ive  pract ices  does t e l l  f o r  
the f i r s t  time what has already been since 
it makes o f  the  f i e l d  o f  utterances i t s e l f  the  
unprecedented object  of  h i s to r i ca l  investigation.  
A t  t he  same time, such analys is  t e l l s  again o r  
repeats what was never sa id :  what was excluded 
from o r  by discursive pract ices ,  o r  the  unspoken 
presuppositions of h i s t o r i c a l l y  defined f i e l d s  of 
knowledge. One can ask indeed whether the  stun- 
ning, revelatory force of  Foucault*s writ ing from 
the  stud of  madness (as the  "archaeology of a 
silencellr;) t o  h i s  remarkable rork70n sexuali ty (as 
sometliing which be spoken of ) should not be 
a t t r i t ~ r t e d  t o  h i s  staying within a ce r t a in  order 
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of commentary. In o the r  words, because o f  the 
archaeological focus on discourse,  Foucaldian 
historiography i s  inevi tably  consti tuted a s  a 
secondary text  whose task it i s  t o  "re-s ta te  what 
has never been saidtq8 i n  a primary t ex t  (namely 
the f i e l d  of  h i s t o r i c a l  documentation) which it 
collnnen t s on . 
My point  here i n  intimating tha t  Foucault i s  a 
cormnentator ma1 rd l u i  is  not simply t o  obtain a 
clever reversa o s posit ion through what can 
be construed a s  an aggressive misreading o f  the 
statement i n  question. Rather, I wish t o  suggest 
tha t  t he  conditions of p o s s i b i l i t y  not only of 
Foucaldian h i s to ry  but a l s o  of h is tory  writ ing in  
general l i e  i n  the  s t ruc tu re  of  commentary. What 
Foucault is  c r i t i c i z i n g  i n  h i s  c r i t i q u e  of  com- 
mentary is  historiography. And yet ,  i f  h i s  books 
can still be ca l l ed  h i s t o r i e s  (which they can be, 
even i f  we a r e  not supposed t o  c a l l  them t h a t ) ,  
it is because he remains within a cer ta in  t r ad i -  
t ion  of  h is tory  writing. Indeed, one suspects 
tha t  it is  because he remains within t h i s  t r a d i -  
t ion  t h a t  he can a l l  the  more e f fec t ive ly  c a l l  
i n to  question t h e  writ ing of  h is tory .  

In its simplest, most mundane sense, h i s to ry  can 
be defined as t h e  na r ra t ive  of  pas t  events. When 
it is considered t h a t  these  past  events can only 
be grasped on t h e  bas is  o f  documentary evidence, 
the  inevi table  conclusion i s  tha t  the  s t a t u s  of 
the document is t h a t  of a t ex t  t o  comment on o r  
in terpre t .  But i f  h i s to ry  cannot avoid t h e  issue 
of colnmentary, what can commentary t e l l  us  about 
history? Whence a r i se s  commentary? A s  Foucault 
explain; i n  h i s  inaugural lec ture ,  commentary 
springs from a d i f f e ren t i a t ion  of discourses 
according to  what should be remembered and what 
deserves t o  be forgot ten : 
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I suspect one could find a kind of gradation 
between d i f f e ren t  types of discourse within 
most socie t ies :  discourse 'u t tered '  i n  the  
course of the  day and in  casual meetings, 
and which disappears with the  very ac t  which 
gave r i s e  t o  it; and those forms of  d i s -  
course tha t  l i e  a t  the  or ig ins  of a ce r t a in  
number of new verbal ac t s ,  which a r e  re-  
i t e r a t e d ,  transfdnned o r  discussed; i n  
shor t ,  discourse which is spoken and remains 
spoken, indef in i te ly ,  beyond i t s  formula- 
t i on ,  and which remains t o  be spoken. 

Certain t ex t s  a re  discussed and commented on, 
tha t  is repeated; o thers  a r e  not. In i t s  
elemental form, commentary would be merely t h e  
r epe t i t i on  of a primary t e x t ,  but a r epe t i t i on  
which consecrates it somehow as worthy of being 
conserved. This is  t o  say, however, t ha t  t ha t  
r epe t i t i on  i s  already a commentary on the s t a t u s  
of the  primary t e x t ,  which is  not "primaryw u n t i l  
it is repeated. It  is hard then not t o  see i n  
t h i s  partage between repeated and unrepeated 
utterances the  i n s t i t u t i o n a l  foundation o r  pos i- 
b i l i t y  of  h i s to r i ca l  memory, o r  of an archive. 1 
A t  the  same time, h i s to ry  writ ing becomes one 
form of commentary among others,  a pa r t i cu la r  way 
of t e l l i n g  again (or f o r  the  f i r s t  time) what has 
never (dr already) been sa id .  The spec i f i c i ty  of 
h i s to r i ca l  commentary a s  opposed t o  o ther  types 
of commentary would then l i e  in  i t s  claim t o  a 
cer ta in  authoritat iveness based upon the '#object- 
i v i tyw with which it narra tes  past events. This 
ob jec t iv i ty  is assured through the intervention 
of fac tual  references. In other words, h is tory  
claims t o  t e l l  the t r u t h  about the  pas t  through 
an appeal t o  the  documentary evidence wlrich it 
iecounts and comments upon. Thus, it i s  only 
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because there is conmentary tha t  there can be 
h is tory  even though h i s to r i ca l  writ ing claims a 
ce r t a in  pres t ige  among commentaries. Curiously 
then, i f  h i s to r i ca l  writ ing can only take place 
as what r e t e l l s  a preceding discourse, it a l so  
legit imizes its authority t o  r e t e l l  tha t  d i s -  
course precise ly  b l t h e  very r e t e l l i n g  of it (in 
the form of c i t a t i o n s  from *primary" sources). 
Hence, the  des i r e  on the  pa r t  of h i s to r i ans  t o  
shore up t h e i r  arguments through the  discovery of 
new and supposedly conclusive documentary evi -  
dence, which w i l l  t e l l  f o r  the  first time what 
has already been said. But i f  t he re  can be 
something l ike  a document avai lable  fo r  commen- 
tary,  i s  it not because a document, any'document, 
is a l read a commentary invested by the power 
that  -5 deci  e s  which utterances s h a l l  o r  s h a l l  not 
become wdocuments,w t e x t s  which can be repeated 
and commented upon? Evidently, t he  level  a t  
which such decisions a r e  made remains inacces- 
s i b l e  t o  h i s to r i ca l  commentary. 

But i f  h i s t o r i c a l  discourse can only found i t s e l f  
i n  t h e  c i t i n g  o f  what has already been c i t e d ,  we 
a re  faced with the  consequences of a theory of  
h i s to ry  writ ing a s  r ec i t a t ion ,  a s  repet i t ion .  
Through t h i s  repet i t ion ,  h i s t o r i c a l  discourse 
only reinforces the  cons t i tu t ive  opposition 
between the  repeated and the  unrepeated. History 
i s  second-degree commentary. Like commentary, 
h is tory ,  f a r  from being c r i t i c a l ,  would be an 
ins t i tu t iona l i zed  technique of power. The very 
discourses which we think allow us  t o  c a l l  i n to  
question ins t i tu t ions  of power a r e  themselves in  
the service  of those i n s t i t u t i o n s :  "[Cohmentaryl 
gives us' the opportunity t o  say something other 
than the  text  i t s e l f ,  but on condition t h a t  i t  i s  
the t ex t  i t s e l f  which i s  ut tered  and, in  some 
ways, f ina l ised ."  
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But i f  Foucault's conclusions seem resolute ly  
pessimistic about the  p o s s i b i l i t i e s  of  c r i t i c a l  
discourse, it seems t o  me tha t  contained within 
those statements l i e s  another poss ib i l i t y .  For 
h i s to r i ca l  commentary t o  be consti tuted a s  
r epe t i t i on  there  must be a difference in  t h a t  
repet i t ion ,  a rupture in  tha t  continuity,  an 
otherness in  what is  thought t o  be the  same. As 
Foucault puts it i n  the  statement ju s t  qut~ted,  
"something other than the  t ex t  i t s e l f 4 '  is  s l i d  in 
i ts commentary. That "something otherv is  the  
secondary t ex t  i t s e l f  insofar  a s  it is d i f f e ren t  
from the  primary t ex t .  This difference,  however, 
a l so  opens up t h e  p o s s i b i l i t y  of there  being 
d i f f e rcn t  secondary t e x t s ,  t ha t  i s  of there being 
differ= repet i t ions .  Foucault himself readily 
concedes the  point:  T h e  Odyssey a s  a primary 
t ex t ,  is  repeated i n  t h e  same epoch, in  B6rard1s 
t rans la t ion ,  i n  i n f i n i t e  textual  explications and 
in  Joyce's Ulyssesw ( t r a r~s la t ion  modified). Put 
i f  there  can be d i f f e ren t  repet i t ions ,  does t h i s  
not reaffirm the  p o s s i b i l i t y  of a c r i t i c a l  
function in  commentary and thus i n  h i s to r i ca l  
discourse? Could not the  writ ing of h i s to ry  be 
a ( c r i t i c a l )  rewrit ing o f  i t ?  The question can 
only be answered i f  we reconsider the  law of  
commentary a s  formulated by Foucault: "something 
other" than the  t ex t  can be .said only lion the  
condition tha t  it is the  t e x t  i t s e l f  which is  
uttered." Thus, i f  commentary can function a s  an 
in ternal  limitatiorr o f  discursive p o s s i b i l i t i e s ,  
it i s  only because it obeys a logic  of  iden t i ty  
whereby the  secondary t ex t  is  subsumed in to  t h e  
primary one. In teres t ingly ,  on the  previous 
page, Fo,ucault sees such a denial  of  the  d i f f e r -  
ence between commenting and commented t ex t  not 
only a s  misguided but a s  possible only in  the  
mode of "play, utopia,  o r  anguisl~'~:  *'who can 
f a i l  t o  see tha t  t h i s  would be t o  annul one of 
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the terms of t h e  re la t ionship  each time, and not 
t o  suppress the  re la t ionship  i t s e l f ? "  

Another poss ib i l i t y  is  l e f t  unmentioned by 
Foucault, namely tha t  of asser t ing  the difference 
between the  commentary and the  object  of conmtent- 
ary, t h a t  is o f  asser t ing  the  difference const i -  
t u t ive  of commentary i t s e l f  but which t r ad i t iona l  
commentary would nonetheless have the task of 
effacing. Instead of an ideal  comentary which 
seeks t o  annul i t s e l f  i n  the  primary t ex t ,  one 
could envision perpetual comentary i n  t h e  guise 
of d i f f e ren t  r epe t i t i ons  of  the  "primaryw t e x t ,  
which, a s  we remember, was only const i tu ted  as 
"primary" because it was repeated. This is not 
t o  advocate a simple p l u r a l i s t  notion of the  
mul t ip l i c i ty  of  in terpre ta t ions ,  a l l  of which 
would be equally well-founded a s  well a s  derived 
from t h e  same primary t e x t .  Instead, it is a 
question of thinking comentary a s  const i tu t ive  
of what it comments on and const i tu t ive  of  it 
precisely t o  the  degree t o  which it d i f f e r s  from 
it. The poss ib i l i t y  of d i f f e ren t  commentaries 
then confronts us with t h e  poss ib i l i t y  o f  a 
re-production o r  d i f f e ren t  production of what is  
commented on. Cormntary would then become 
radicalized and aggressive i n  i ts  transformations 
of what seemed t o  have been selfsame and origin- 
ary of  t h e  commentary. So i f ,  on the  one hand, 
the iden t i ty  o f  what i s  commented on i s  const i -  
tuted by its essen t i a l  non-identity with t h e  
comentary, on the  other,  t he  non-identity of the 
d i f ferent  commentaries points t o  the  non-identity 
of the  object  commented upon with i t s e l f .  

While s t ch  a radica l ized notion o f  commentary i s  
not e x p l i c i t l y  formulrited by Foucault, it does 
help t o  explain some of the  disquieting yet  
appealing force of h i s  writ ing of  history.  For 
i f  roucaul t4s  h i s t o r i e s  a r e  impressively ab le  to  
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t e l l  o r  r e t e l l  h is tory  otherwise, t h e i r  merit 
undoubtedly l i e s  i n  t h e i r  a b i l i t y  t o  do it in  a 
way which opens up tha t  h is tory  t o  being read 
still  otherwise. I t  should come as no surpr ise  
then t h a t  h i s  various h i s t o r i e s  do not combine t o  
form a coherent and global h is tory  but axe in-  
stead marked by t h e i r  e s sen t i a l  non-coincidence 
with each lother. History, t ha t  formerly unprob- 
lematized f i e l d  of f a c t s  and docun~ents, i s  
suddenly made avai lable  t o  an indef in i te  and 
c r i t i a a l  rewrit ing o f  it i n  the  mode of a co~n- 
mentary understood aggressively. History is no 
longer the  simple legacy of the  past t o  the  
present; it is  the  past t h e  present gives t o  
i t s e l f .  

Such an in t e rp re ta t ion  does not mean, however, a 
simple denial  of  the  document a s  the  bas is  of 
h i s to r i ca l  writ ing;  on the  contrary, it i s  pre- 
c i se ly  the  d iscurs ive  s t a t u s  of the  document tha t  
Foucault has taught u s  t o  consider. Ihe mystifi- 
cation implied i n  the  t r ad i t iona l  understanding 
of  the  document is  t h a t  it thinks it is  dealing 
with t h e  document a s  a self-evident f a c t  r a the r  
than an an object  of  commentary i n  a x c o u r s e  
tha t  cons t i tu t e s  the  document %document. The 
commentary it nevertheless provides i s  one tha t  
is  l e s s  wi l l ing  t o  acknowledge i ts in terpre t ive  
dimension than t o  claim an author i ta t ive  "truthn 
about i t s  subject  matter through the  presumed 
coincidence of i t s  discourse with t h a t  which it 
comments on. Against such positivism, Foucault 
argues i n  The Archaeology of Knowledge f o r  a 
"posi t iv i ty  of  d i s c ~ u r s e ~ ~  (p. 125 and passim). 
But again, such a d iscurs ive  positivism can only 
turn thd e n t i r e  f i e l d  o f  h i s to r i ca l  documentation 
in to  a t e x t  t o  be in terpre ted  and re-interpreted.  
In o ther  words, t h e  pursui t  of t h i s  extreme 
positivism ra i ses  the  question of h is tory ' s  
s t a tus  a s  an in t e rp re t ive  c:onstruct, a5 h 
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f i c t ion .  Foucault can say not only that  he i s  a 
"happy posit ivist"10 but a lso  t h a t  he has "never 
writ ten anything but f ic t ions ." l l  What is 
jeopardized by multiple commentaries of what 
should have been self-evident is the  h i s to r i ca l  
na r ra t ive l s  claim t o  ob jec t iv i ty  and authority:  
h i s t o i r e  (as'lhistor edges c lose  t o  h i s t o i r e  (as 
story,  as f i c t ion ) .  iI 
Following a s imi lar  argument, Vincent Descombes 
reads i n  Foucault's writ ing an unresolved tension 
or  contradiction between a ' p ~ s i t i v i s t i c ~ ~  
Foucault ("with a formidable c r i t i c a l  apparatusH) 
and a " n i h i l i s t i c u  o r  Nietzschean Foucault, f o r  
whom a l l  f a c t s  a r e  already interprets ons and 
whose h i s t o r i e s  a r e  i n  f a c t  llnovels.l''S A t  one 
point ,  Descombes seems t o  f ee l  it impossible t o  
decide between these two poss ib i l i t i e s :  "Nobody 
can pinpoint t h e  t ru th  o r  falsehood of these  
narra t ivesw (p. 116). H i s  f i na l  judgment, how- 
ever, favors the  Nietzschean Foucault, l a s t  seen 
dissimulating t h e  f ic t iveness  of h i s  discourse 
beneath "a seductive construct  whose play o f  
e rud i t e  cross-reference lends it an a i r  o f  veri-  
similitude" (p. 117). An external  posit ivism 
hides a n i h i l i s t i c  in t e r io r .  lhis s p a t i a l  
re la t ionship  is fur ther  complicated by t h e  tempo- 
r a l  one implied i n  the  progression of Descombesl 
discourse, which portrays an i n i t i a l l y  pos i t iv i s -  
t i c  Foucault, t h e  development of  whose work leads 
him t o  the  nihil ism revealed a t  l a s t  as h i s  
determining orientation.  Interestingly,  t h i s  
characterization of  Foucault's work a lso  e l o -  
quently repl ica tes  the  organization of Descombes' 
own impl ic i t ly  f i c t i v e  h i s to ry  of contemporary 
French thought. Temporally, t he  book follows the 
h i s t o r i c a l  deve1o:lment from the positivism and 
neo-Kanticn rati!)n>l!s~r% o f  the  ea r ly  twentieth 
r-entury t o  the  Nie tschean nihil ism of Deleuze, 
Lyotard, ant! Klosc;r.wski. And while the book on 
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the ex te r io r  looks l i k e  a h i s to r i ca l  account of  
modern French philosophy, the subject  of t h e  
study is i n  f a c t  "that which was spoken about, 
in a given t e r r i t o r y  and during a given periodg8 
(p. 2, Descombesl emphasis). This glc&monous 
approach" (p. 2) t o  t h e  h i s to ry  of philosophy 
begins t o  sound very much l ike  Foucaultls 
81posi t iv i ty  of discourse.I8 Descombes implies 
tha t  he i s  l e s s  in teres ted  in  whether something 
l i k e  t h e  French in terpre ta t ion  of Hegel is  val id  
o r  not than i n  the  re la t ionship  of tha t  in terpre-  
t a t ion  t o  the  f i e l d  o f  discourse within which it 
operates (pp. 1-8, 27-28). 

What Descombes o f f e r s  then is a commentary on a 
commentary, a second-degree commentary which i s  
a lso  an aggressive commentary destined t o  take 
i ts  place i n  and against  the f i e l d  of  pre-exist-  
ing in terpre ta t ions .  Ihe nihil ism obtained 
through the  posi t ing .of  a p o s i t i v i t y  of discourse 
is  then l e s s  an epistemological nihil ism pe r  s e  
than t h e  taking of  a ce r t a in  a t t i t u d e  towards 
in terpre ta t ion ,  namly  t h a t  of an agonist ics of  
in terpre ta t ion .  Ihe  aim therefore  o f  tha t  spe- 
c i f i c  type of commentary which is h i s to r i ca l  
discourse is l e s s  t h e  recovery of  l o s t  or ig ins  
than t h e  s t r a t e g i c  contestat ion o f  o ther  h is to-  
r i e s ,  of  o ther  commentaries. Insofar a s  it 
comments on t h e  o ther  commentaries, t h i s  contest-  
atory commentary o r  anti-commentary must never- 
the less  take the  form o f  commentary, and it can 
be seen therefore a s  a meta-comentary (hence the  
claim t o  a "surface descriptionH of discourses). 
Tradit ional  historiograptry is a l l  the  more 
e f fec t ive ly  ca l led  i n t o  question by a mode of  
hi storic 'al  commentary which remains within tha t  
t r ad i t ion  and looks l ike  it but which is  a lso  
aware of  i ts own interpretivt? s ta tus .  
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I f  what is here called nihil ism "looks l ike"  
t r ad i t iona l  h is tory ,  it i s  then not merely be- 
cause it provides a c lever  and seductive masquer- 
ading of f i c t ion  a s  f a c t  but because a r igorous 
understanding of  the  problem of h i s t o r i c a l  com- 
mentary can only lead t o  the  discovery of  t h e  
f i c t i v e  bas is  of h is tory .  Nevertheless, t h i s  
r ea l i za t ion  does not authorize u s  t o  i n s t a l l  that  
discourse comfortably on one s ide  o r  the  o ther  of 
the opposition between f a c t  and f ic t ion .  To be 
sure, t h e  temptation t o  decide on the  question 
motivates even a s  subt le  and as  sophist icated a 
c r i t i c  a s  Descombes, who, a t  the  very moment he 
concludes tha t  t h e  force of Foucault's work l i e s  
i n  its a b i l i t y  t o  d is rupt  the  good conscience of 
the p o s i t i v i s t  h is tor ian ,  decides t o  place 
Foucault firmly on the s i d e  of f i c t ion :  " H i s  
h i s t o r i e s  a re  novels" which pretend t o  be h is to-  
r i e s  through the  seductive *'play of e rud i t e  cross- 
reference1* (p. 117). I f  what i s  threatening t o  
the  h is tor ian  is  the  poss ib i l i t y  revealed i n  
Foucaldih  historiography tha t  a l l  h i s t o r i e s  are 
inherently f i c t i v e ,  then the  force o f  the  th rea t  
comes not because Foucault c a r r i e s  out a c lever  
mystif ication of  f i c t ion  a s  f a c t  but because he 
is  himself more of  a p o s i t i v i s t  than the  posi t iv-  
ists. H i s  nihil ism, i n  o ther  words, is no t  a 
simple re jec t ion of positivism. Rather it is a 
positivism followed out t o  its extreme conse- 
quences a s  a positivism o f  the document i n  i t s  
discursive dimension. The document's existence 
as discourse then points t o  its entrapment i n  an 
agonis t ics  of in terpre ta t ion  which aggressively 
deternines it according t o  i ts p o s s i b i l i t i e s  of 
repet  it :on. What Descombes c a l l s  Foucault s 
nihil ism is thus the consequence of a radicalized 
notion of commentary obtained through an a t t en -  
t ion  t o  the  pos i t iv i ty  of  discourse. But i f  the 
difference bctwcen f i c t i o n a l  discourse and 






































































