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Neither economic nor political liberalism, nor the various Marxisms, emerge
from the sanguinary last two centuries free from the suspicion of crimes
against mankind. We can list a series of proper names (names of places,
persons and dates) capable of illustrating and founding our suspicion. Fol-
lowing Theodor Adorno,® I use the name of Auschwitz to point out the irrel-
evance of empirical matter, the stuff of recent past history, in terms of the
modern claim to help mankind to emancipate itself. What kind of thought
is able to sublate (Aufheben)! Auschwitz in a general (either empirical or
speculative) process towards a universal emancipation? So there is a sort of
sorrow in the Zeitgeist. This can express itself by reactive or reactionary atti-
tudes or by utopias, but never by a positive orientation offering a new per-
spective. E . : : :

The development of techno-sciences.has become a means of increasing
disease, not of fighting it: We can no longer call this development by the old
name of progress. This development seems to be taking place by itself, by an
autonomous force or ‘motricity’.? It doesn’t respond to a demand coming
from human needs. On the contrary, human entities (individual or social)
seem always to be destabilized by the results of this development. The intel-
lectual results as much as the material ones. I would say that mankind is in
the condition of running after the process of accumulating new objects of
practice and thought. In my view it is a real and obscure question to deter-
mine the reason of this process of complexification. It's something like a
destiny towards a more and more complex condition. Our demands for secu-
rity, identity and happiness, coming from our condition as: living beings and
even social beings:appear today irrelevant in the face of this sort of obligation
to complexify, mediate, memorize and synthesize every object, and to change
its scale. We are in this techno-scientific world like Gulliver:* sometimes too
big, sometimes too small, never at the right scale. Consequently, the claim
for simplicity, in general, appears today that of a barbarian.

From this point, it would be necessary to.consider the division of mankind
into two parts: one part confronted with the challenge of complexity; the
other with the terrible ancient task of survival. This is a major aspect of the
failure of the modern project (which was, in principle, valid for mankind as
a whole).

The. third -argument is more complex, and I shall present it as briefly as
possible. The question of postmodernity is also the question of the expres-
sions of thought: art, literature, philosophy, politics. You know that in the
field of art for example, and more especially the plastic arts, the dominant
idea is that the big movement of avant-gardism is over. There seems to be
general agreement about laughing at the avant-gardes,? considered as the
expression of an obsolete modernity. I don’t like the term avant-garde any
more than anyone else, because of its military connotations. Nevertheless [

9. German philosopher and cultural critic (1903-
1969). ApORNO famously declared that "To write
poetry after Auschwitz"—the Nazi's largest con-
centration cainp—"is barbaric.”

1. Atechnical term from the philosophy of GEORG
WILHELM FRIEDRICH HECEL (1770-1831). In
Hegel the thesis and its oppdsite, the antithesis,
are “sublated” in the synthesis that joins them
together. Here progress, the movement of human-
ity to its perfection, is met by an antithesis, the
murderous acts of Auschwitz.

2. Lyotard’s coinage, conveying the sense that the

motor of history, its movement, is now out of
human control.

3. The narrator-hero of Jonathan Swift’s Gulliver's
Travels (1726), who visits both an island whose
inhabitants are 6 inches tall and an island inhab-
ited by giants.

4. What today are designated the modernist or
historical avant-gardes were the self-organized and
self-named “cutting edge” movements such as sur-
realism, dadaism, Enlurism, and constructivism of
the high modernist period (1914-30). The term
originally meant the ndvance guard of an army.
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would like to observe that the very process of avant-gardism i'n painting was
in reality a long, obstirate and highly responsiblg inves}ti.gatlon. qf the pre-
‘suppositions implied in modernity.:The right a_pprpa_chi in order to under-
stand the work of painters from, say, Manet to Ducharpp or Barnett
Newman’ is to compare their work with the anamnesis® V\ﬁhlch takes place
in psychoanalytical therapy. Just as the patient ela.bor'at_es:hls present 'trouble
by freely associating the more imaginary, immaterial, irrelevant bits V\(lth past
situations, so discovering hidden meanings of his life, we can consnder’ the
work of Cézanne, Picasso, Delaunay, Kandinsky, Klee, Mondrian, Malevitch?
and finally- Duchamp as a working through—.wh.at .Freud' cal'led Durch-
arbeitung®—operated by modernity on itself. If we give up th.ls responsibility,
it is certain that we are condemned to repeat, without any dlsplacemgnt, Fhe
modern neuro'sié, the Western schizophrenia, paranoia, and so on. Tlr}]S_ being
grantéd, the ‘post-’ of postmodernity does not mean a process of coming ba_cl;
or flashing back, feeding back, but of_ana-}ysipg, ana-mnesing, of reflecting,

| : 1986

5. American abstract expressionist painter (1905— (1879-1940), Swiss avante-garde -painter; Piet

1970). Edouard Manet (1833-1883), sometimes
called the first modern painter, a forerunner of the
impressionists. Marcer Duchamp (1887-1968),
French (later American) painter and conceptual
artist, whose experiments foreshadowed much
postmodern art.

6. Remembering.

7. All_inportant modern artists:. Paul Cézanne

(1839-1906), French impressionist painter and

forerunner of cubism; Pablo Picasso (1881-1973),

Spanish painter. who is the most celebrated mod-
ernist artist; Robert Delaunay (1885-194]),
French moderist painter; Wassily Kandinsky
(1866-1944), Russian abstract painter; Paul Klee

Mondrian (1872-1944), Dutch abstract painter
and member of De Stijl; Kasimir Malevich }87.8—
1935), Russian contructivist painter, active during
the Russian Revolution®and its immediate after-
math. 5 L

8. Working through (German), a technical term

-from Freudian theories of therapy. Only after

“working through” various elements in the past not
assimilated into self-tinderstanding can the patfent
get rid of the symptomatic (and/or neurotic)
Dehaviors that have grown out of the repressionof
the past. . ) "' .

9. Ana-literally means “again” or “back” (Greek).

.. MICHEL FOUCAULT
1926-1984

Michel Foucault is arguably the most influent
second half of the twentieth century. His unc
phy? cultural theory?) is controversial and has-attract

ial European writer and thinker of the
Jassifiable work (is it history? philoso-
ed much criticism, but the ques-

tions he raised, the topics he addressed, and the positions he took have become

central features of today’s intellectual landscape. In literary :
New Historicism, cultural studies, and queer

as a major source for poststructuralism,

theory, while also fueling the growing interest in d
ination of the institutional bases from which writers and critics operate,

studies, Foucault stands

literature and medicine, the exam-
-and’ the

interest in processes of identity formation: o
Foucault was born in Poitiers, France. His father was a doctor, and he (unlike his
brother) went agiifist ‘the family’s wishes that he study medicine;-he:eventually

became a fierce critic of modern medical practices and institutions. Awkward, book-
ish, and brilliant, Foucault progressed easily through the elat')o'rate French c?duca—
tional system, with its extremely competitive exams for gaining a Place m'the
multitiered hierarchy. Foucault took his university degree at th.e nation s‘t0p univer-
sity, the Ecole Normale Supérieure, where he specialized in the philosophy of
psychology.
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Under the influence of his teacher LOUIS ALTHUSSER, Foucault joined the -Com-
munist Party in 1950, quitting three years later. He spent the 1950s teaching in
France (briefly) and then abroad—in Sweden, Poland, and Germany. Returning to
France in 1960, he defended the graduate thesis that became his first bools, Folie et
deraison (1961; part was translated into English as Madness and Civilization). A major
theme of this book and its follow-up, The Birth of the Clisic (1963}, is an attack on
the institutions and procedures characteristic of modern medicine. They inaugurate
Foucault’s lifelong preoccupation with the ways in which individuals are “adminis-
tered” by the various bureaucratic institutions-—hospitals, prisons, the military,
schools—that increasingly render selves docile in the modern world. :

Foucault’s 1966 Les Mots et les choses (translated as The Order of Things) made his
reputation. Recognizably a structuralist history, The Order of Things examines how
the disciplines of economics, linguistics, and biology emerged, offering along the way
a brilliant, if overly schematic, characterization of the three different “epistemes”
(deep-rooted, unconscious structures for organizing lknowledge) of the Middle Ages,
the “classical period” (Foucault’s term for the Enlightenment), and modernity. Fou-
cault attempted to explicate and justify the methodology of The Order of Things in
his next major book, The Archaeology of Knowledge (1969).

By 1969 Foucault’s focus had shifted away from intellectual history and method-
ological meditations. The events of May 1968, when a student-led revolt almost top-
pled the French government before itself collapsing, together with his own
involvement in student unrest in Tunisia (where he taught from 1966 to 1968), “rad-
icalized” Foucault. He became politically active—and remained so to the end of his
life. His book Surveiller et punir: Naissance dé la prison (1975, Discipline and Punish:
The Birth of the Prison) is a direct outgrowth of his work on prison reform. Foucault
asks himself in the first chapter of the book why he has written a history of the prison:
“Simply becanse I am interested in the past? No, if one means by that writing a history
of the past in terms of the present. Yes, if one means writing the history of the
present.” He aims at describing the present through an analysis of the forces that
created it, a-historical and critical undertaking that he follows the nineteenth-century
philosopher FRIEDRICH NIETZSCHE in calling “genealogy.” From the history of the
prison, Foucault turned next to the history of sexuality. Three volumes of his work
on that topic were published, although the entire project was incomplete when he
died of complications from AIDS at the age of fifty-seven.

From 1970 on, Foucault spent longer and longer stints in North America as a
lecturer or visiting professor at various universities—most notably at the University
of California at Berkeley, where the New Historicists gathered around STEPHEN
GREENBLATT brought Foucault-inspired work directly into literary studies. Tales of
Foucault’s experimentation with and explorations of drugs and sex were oral legend
before being recorded in James Miller's notorious, yet mostly accurate, biography,
The Passion of Michel Foucault (1993). The relevance of his personal life to the work
is debatable, but Foucault’s own growing interest in “the care of the self” in his later
years suggests that separating private and public is no easy task.

Our selections present work particularly important to literary and cultural studies.
The essay “What Is an Author?” (1969) directly questions some of the most finda-
mental assumptions of literary criticism. Foucault realizes that he had taken the
author-for granted in The Order of Things, and asks himself what it would mean to
take seriously “the death of the author” (in ROLAND BARTHES's Famous phrase). Fou-
cault’s approach to this question is characteristic of much of his work. We must
consider, he says, what “functions” the category of “author” fulfills within the “dis-
course” the historian or critic deploys in the analysis of written texts. The concept
author, he points out, is an organizing device, permitting us to group certain texts
together. More crucially, the concept underwrites a number of interpretive conven-
tions. We ascribe a certain unity and coherence to all the works written by a single
author, or at least we feel that an author’s drastic changes in style or opinion must
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be explained. And we assume, at the most fundamental level, that the author is the
source of the text. Interpretation moves from the written text (which may be all we
know of a writer) back toward the author, searching out an individual’s biography,
psychology, and intentions. The author thus functions both to organize the vast res-
ervoir of materials that the past bequeaths us and to anchor a certain’ way of inter-
preting those materials. ue

Foucault’s ultimate target here is “humanism,” the postmedieval understanding of
who and what individuals are. He highlights the historical contingency of the belief
that we are “individuals” with unique natures, possessing coherent interior identities,
motives, desires, and conscious intentions that cause our actions. Humanism claims
for each individual the capacities that literary criticism ascribes to authors.

Significantly; the “author function” has not always been deemed necessary to the
apprehension and interpretation of texts. Prior to 1500 anonymous texts were the
norm. Even today the importance of authors varies from field to field. A contract has
no author, nor does the average poster. We barely note the authors of most newspaper
articles. Generally speaking, Foucault opines, emphasis on the author is a mark of
prestige. “Discourse that possesses an author’s name is not to be immediately con-
sumed and forgotten. . . . Rather, its status and its manner of reception are regulated
by the culture in which it circulates.” : o

Foucault’s essay, then, invites us to examine the ways in which literar{y.crltlmsn:
approaches its object—the text—and accords it the prestigious title of “literature
partly through the exaltation of the author (as talented, as worthy of honor and study).
He also—and we see here his importance to New Historicism—shifts our focus away
from the author and toward larger systematic social forces. What if the author is not
the cause, the source, of the text? What if author and text are both effects? In that
case, the critic’s inquiries and scrutiny need to be directed toward their common
cause, toward cultural conventions and their inclusions and.exclusions, not confined
to formal analyses of texts or psychological investigations of writers’ lives.

Such questions reveal a persistent Foucauldian preoccupation: the social consti-
tution of the “subject” (structuralism’s preferred term for the self or the individual).
In “What Is an Author?” he writes that “the subject should not be entirely abandoned.
It should be reconsidered, not to restore the theme of an originating subject, but to
seize its functions, its intervention in discourse, and its system of dependencies. . . .
[W]e should ask: under what conditions and through what forms can an entity like
the subject appear in the order of discourse; what position does it occupy; what
functions does it exhibit; and what rules does it follow in each type of discourse?”
Though antihumanistic “deconstruction of the self” is characteristic of French post-
structuralism, Foucault insists on lceeping the category of the subject as a means to
study the historical discourses of power and knowledge that constitute it.

Foucault uses the term subject for two reasons. First, he is thinking of the gram-
matical subject, the subject of a sentence. Following the structuralists, he is influ-
enced by the idea of a “subject position” that exists as a slot in syntax and is then
occupied by different actual selves at different times. That selves assume the subjec,t,
position only tentatively and temporarily is highlighted by grammatical “shifters,
whose most dramatic example is the pronoun “I.” When I use “,” it means me; when
you use “I,” it means you. I become “I,” the first-person subject of the sentence, only
when I am authorized to speak or when I seize that position. Shifters thus indicate
that subject positions—created by language——preexist individual selves;, and that
power enables their use.

Second, Foucault*draws on subject. as a verb. Individuals get to occupy subject
positions (the various roles existing within a discourse or an institution) only through
a process in which they are “subjected” to power. Indeed, individuals are constituted
by power as subjects prior to having any standing as individuals.

Foucault’s work from 1969 to 1980 focuses on the processes through which sub-
jects are produced. Later, he writes of selves, using a term that might allow individuals
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an existence apart from their relations to a constituting power. But in the works of
his ‘middle period from which our selections are drawn; Foucault turns the usually
celebratory narrative of the rise of the individual in modern Western societies on its
head-by connecting that rise with' a tremendous:decrease in freedom: Our selection
“The Carceral” (the final section’of Discipline and Punish) presents Foucault's sweep-
ing, bleak, and all-too-convincing portrait of modern society since the 1740s:asa
series of increasingly prisonlike institutions that aim-at “the'accumulation'and useful
administration of men,” conceived as docile subjects. The moderr individual.is pro-
duced by a power that individualizes precisely in-order to better control. A panoptic
(all-seeing) power keeps subjects under constant surveillance. (Foucault takes the
term panoptic from the'early-nineteenth-century English reformer Jeremy Bentham,
who designed a circular prison, the Panopticon, in which each inmate: was always in
view of a single guard in a central tower’) S . & . .

- Foucault argues that premodérn power intervened in subjects’ lives only intermit-
tently. Unless they broke the law, most premodern persons lived in deep obscurity,
unnoticed by various authorities, ‘But modern societies. intervene from day one to
shape, train, and normalize individuals. Compulsory schooling, public health mea-
sures, passports,-employment records, family counseling, and the like are all very
recent social practices—none more than 250 years-old. In each case, an institution
molds behavior according -to a norm, subordinates individuals: to institutional
demands, examines and watches' over all subjects, and punishes deviants, Such'a
society, Foucault argues, not only needs prisons because it inevitably produces devi-
ants but-also is itself prisonlike; “carcéral,” from top to bottom. The institutions that
administer.individuals (schools; factories; the army)-use the same strategies and tech-
niques of control that prisons employ. - : : : cioa
" Alongside ‘this historical argument, Foucault developed—in both Discipline and
Punish and The History of Sexuality, volume 1; An Introduction (1976)—an influential
account of the interconnections among power, knowledge, and the subject. Two short
phrases provide excellent points of entry to Foucault’s revision of traditional notions
of power. Famously, he writes that “power is exercised, rather than possessed,” and
he insists that power is not repressive but “productive.” - e )

Power in’ Foucault’s account does not belong to anyone, nor does it all emanate
from one specific location, such as the state: Rather, power is. diffused throughout
social institutions; as it'is exercised by innumerable, replaceable Functionaries. It
operates through the daily disciplines and routines to which bodies are subjected.
Thus, for example, the teacher exercises power over students, and schools have count-
less ways of governing students’ behavior. But the teacher holdsthat power onlyas a
function of his or her place in the institution, being subject as a teacher to various
rules, incentives, and punishments: Both teacher and students are located (though
differently) within the institution, and both go through their paces within a network
that guides and oversees their-conduct. Foucault stresses modern power’s capillary
“microtechniques,” its ubiquitous reinforcement of the norn at every step, its direct
work upon “docile” bodies. Think of how much time is spent making schoolchildren
sit still or develop the motor skills required for “good” handwriting. Foucault sees
power as decentralized and depersonalized. - .- - . : i

" The: diffusion of power through the “capillaries” of the social system alters the
model of political action. In our selection from the interview “Truth and Power,”
Foucault tells us that the traditional images of revolution are no longer appropriate.
KARL MARX and other revolutionary theorists had dreamed of locating both the “uni-
versal” voice (the intellectual)-and the agent (the proletariat) of humankind’s political
aspirations. Their combined efforts could successfully confront the massed power of
the state and capitalism. But Foucault points out that power operates in innumerable
places, taking many different forms that may or may not work in tandem. There is no
single privileged place for the political activist to go to work, no locus of power whose
removal will bring the whole system tumbling down.- He therefore argues that the
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time of the “universal”:intellectual has given way to that of the “specific” intellectual,
“situated” (as are all subjects) in social networks. Though no local struggle ismeces-
sarily' more crucial or'more effective than any other, the political ‘agent mustrsta_rl
with the local and the specific—not only because of his or her own locationibuit also
because “universalist” claims arrogantly (and mistakenly) assume the right to'speak
and‘act for others: - . T Bty 246 i
- The insistence that “power is productive” underwrites Foucault's tejection of “the
repressive hypothesis” in our selection from volume 1 of The History of Saxuulllty.
Power is traditionally-seen as repressing behaviors that‘it finds unproductive, thréat-
ening, or otherwise undesirable: For example; people have-various'sexual desires (to
masturbate or to seek same-sex partners) that are deemed unacceptable, and socigl
power is exerted to repress those desires and the behaviers that follow from therlrlfg
Foucault argues, however, that modetn power produces the very.categories; desires,
and actions it strives to regulate. Before an act is prohibited, it is not singledvf(‘)}lt"'ds
something separate and identifiable or perhaps: even désirable. The ehun(fiatiqh:of
the category and the law both creates (identifies, designates) certain actions as%c‘rirp'eS
and affords them a heightened presence. - - =+~ - - :
In keeping with his historical argument that modern power operates through con*
tinual classification, surveillance, and intervention, Fouca’ult'goes'further,v proposin‘g
that such power names actions as crimes and perversions precisely to increase i‘ts
opportunities for intervention. This is why he insists that modern society “is in actual
fact; and directly, perverse.” It produces the very desires and behaviors it claims:to
abhor, relying largely on discourse. Power can operate physically on‘bodies; buF dis-
cursively it carves up the world. Through language: various bodies are assignéd to
various categories (race, gender, 1Q, ‘etc:), and various actions are designated in rek;lL
tion to norms as praiseworthy, deviant, punishable, or criminal: A whole newarray
of identifiable “perverse” sexualities were named in the nirieteenth century. Discourse
disposes: it puts everything in its place. Modern power penetrates everywhere,'giving
a specific name to every possible variant of human action-so as to master:the world
and leave nothing unexamined, unknown, uncatalogued. The nineteenthcentury
(with its supposedly repressed Victorians) began this:“explosion of discourse;”which
in the field of sexuality produced extensive new vocabularies and categories fornam-
ing desirés and actions that could then become subjected to medical, legal, and other
institutional and state interventions. : R R
-+ Along with producing subjects, modern power produces sexual (and other)icate-
gories that structure the wotld in certain ways. Here Discipline and Punish-and vol-
ume 1 of The History of Sexuality are in accord. (In-the later two volumes offHTh'e
History of Sexuality,. partly*in response to criticism, Foucault examines hgwlselves
might act to produce theinselves.) Consider Foucault’s comment (one of the foun‘ding
remarks of queer theory) on:the medical categorization ‘of homosexuality in: [870:
“Homosexuality appeared as one of the forms of sexuality when it was transposed
from the practice of sodomy to a kind of interior:androgyny, a hermaphrodism of the
soul. The sodomite had been a: temporary dberration; the homosekual now: wasa
species.” Power acts discursively to produce homosexuality when it separates outiand
labels as homosexual .certain actions that had previously been included in-the grab-
bag térm sodomy (which also included bestiality and some-=nonreproductive'ﬁetqr?s
sexual acts). The new attempt to:be more precise, more “scientific,” in categorizing
human sexual behavior itself requires that behavior to be scrutinized more:carefully
than ever before. = - . P R s TS
Foucault furtheraigiies that the way that the courts and sociologists treat criminals
and thé medical profession and psychologists view homosexuals indicates a dramatic
shift in the very form of subjecthood. In modern society, actions. begin to be taken as
evidence of a deep-rooted-and persistent identity. In the premodern world, in contrast,
sodomy and other'crimes were seen as temporary aberrations, singlé acts that-carried
no particular relation to the self who committed them; they certainly.wete not seen

R R T )
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?: dlfmon(sitrat’ing_ a sexual identity or a criminal nature. The label sodomite says noth-
hi;g hoei/;:s pon;m.tmg t(;]thi commission of particular acts. But the homosexual carries
exuality within himself at every moment; th i
- € act comes to determine iden-
tity. Foucault's argument is tha i ; cing” o
! t through this connection of acti “bei
ions to “being,” of
w
enh:[,t]il do.to.wh'at Iam, mode'rn power produces subjects who have identities, th%reby
o 1:1g its grip on us. Sl:leeCtS whose identities must be figured out through an
nterpretation of their actions become “both an object of analysis and f
intervention.” . A RgER Ok
ab::::l\?hu“ 1sdeX[;los.ir'1g—.z?nd questioning—our era’s most fun(lamenta.l_assumpl.tidns
bt doban what individuals are. And he argues that these assumptions have been
g 0 vu;e yuand are the foundational principles of the “social sciences”—what. the
dil:cr'lcl' call 'the hu.man sciences.” It is no coincidence that the modern academic
Thel}])“:r;esl a(;lse dur(llng tge same period that sees the shift toward disciplinary power
wiedge produced in psychology, sociolo imi |
Jnowlec ) gy, anthropology, criminolo d
medicine is itself an integral ; i i ; i
. part of the discursive orderin i
wielded by modern power. Eeendiplysical mamsgement
lmimegg/?wwlejgedis the :lerm Foucault uses to indicate how the production of
Is wedded to productive power, Modern requires i i
: : : oduc ; power requires increasingly nar-
row categories through which it analyzes, differentiates, identifies, and adm%n);sters

an irl'nsane person who must be sent to a hospital?
theC e'ar(li)f’, po:v}(:r/kyc-)wledge undercuts any lofty humanistic narrative of “the Iife of
e min 'ord the disinterested pursuit of knowledge.” The intellectual comes to look
A pgzivcvill' s dupe, or [;erhla(ps a privileged insider to power’s activities. The university.
ar, serves a dual function. As gatekee it'sor! i .
| . per, it'sorts students via grades, exa
¢ B i Ams
i:lil[:,s: :zggllrir'nents,hand sohon, thereby limiting access to various cherishec,l places,
b lerarchy, such as medical careers. At the i i
; time the universit
undertakes funded research, th i e h pop
¢ » thereby producing the knowledee t i

ulations are observed and managed. ¢ g Shrooghsibichnpop-
" nl:lot sfu;]pnsmgl)(, Foucault's thoughts on the knowledge /power nexus have sparked
o e of the mfost' Intense criticisms of his work, and toward the end of his life he did
deg some o his more extreme statements. The close of our selection from “Truth
and Power” illustrates disturbing consequences that critics of Foucault’s view have

b o S
r;,gu}:i:;e;.atnc: byht':over—:lps of the truth. Eastern European dissidents against com-
ictatorships and Americans protesting th in Vi
: ; g the war in Vietnam saw the strate
zlf exposing govern”ment lies as crucial. Foucault argues, however, that ”truth"giz
e »
a::;zsr Zsp:r‘t‘fof at. re:c,;lm(zl. He Fses the same logic that leads him to present the
unction’. and to refute “the repressive h is.”
! ction’ . ypothesis.” As he says in our
csie]e'ctlon from DiSCT'pline and Punish, “there is no outside.” Nothing—wheth):er selves
esires, or truth—is external to the productive power/knowledge that creates thé

ponent of truth separate from power. His position seems
lt’hat.can be wag?c.] only on the field of propaganda. Can 1 get the people to bu
regime of truth” in place of the one that currently reigns? b r
Crlt}l](’:s of Fouca-ult have often focused on aspects of this lack of any “outside,” as
te}\]/eryt' mﬁ] that mlgP')t s‘tapd apart fror'n power or discourse is swallowed up wi,thin
them in his work. Disciplinary power is so all-pervasive and triumphant that m
ingful resistance and independent agency appear impossible. Foucault insi:?:ci
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repeatedly that there was resistance everywhere throughout the world ‘created by
power, but by his own logic such resistance, like everything else, is an offshoot:of
power. As a result, many activities that may seem to oppose power are, a Foucauldian
analysis shows, “complicitous” with it, reinforcing rather than contesting its reign.
(Analyses of this sort, preoccupied with trying to differentiate the truly from the
apparently oppositional, abound within New Historicism and cultural studies.) Fou-
cault struggled to find ways to escape this compelling logic without returning to naive
appeals to “truth” or “selves” that exist independently of the discursive and social
networks in which they appear. His efforts in that direction remain fragmentary. Since
his death, the ever-increasing pressure on individuals to fit in the bureaucratic slot

of a “globalized” world of transnational corporations, international trade alliancesnd
political organizations, and newly prominent norigovernmental organizations (sich
as the World Trade Organization) makes Foucault's account of a supervising, norm-
enforcing, disciplinary power appear even more pertinent. sty
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‘ . What Is an Author?'
In proposing this slightly odd question, I am conscious of the need for an
explanation. To this day, the “author” remains an open question both with
respect to its general function within discourse and in my own writings; that
is, this question permits me to return to certain aspects .of my:own work
which now appear ill-advised and misleading. In this regard, I'wish to propose
a necessary criticism and reevaluation.

For instance, my objective in The Order of Things® had been to analyse
verbal clusters as discursive layers which fall outside the familiar categories
‘(‘)f a book, a work, or an'author. But while I considered “natural history,” the

analysis of wealth,” and “political economy” in general terms, I neglected a

similar analysis of the author and his works; it is perhaps due to this omission
that I employed the names of authors throughout this book in a naive and
often crude fashion. I spoke of Buffon, Cuvier, Ricardo,? and others as well,
but failed to realize that I had allowed their names to function ambiguously.
This'has proved-an embarrassment to me in that my oversight has served to
raise two pertinent objections. - C o ‘
It was argued that I had not properly described Buffon or his woik and
that my handling of Marx* was pitifully inadequate in terms of the totality
of his thought. Although' these objections were ~obviously justified, they
ignored the task 1 had set myself: I had no intention of describing Buffon or
Marx or of reproducing their statements or implicit meanings, but, simply
stated, I wanted to locate the rules that formed a certain number of concepts
and theoretical relationships in their.works. In addition; it was argued that
I had created monstrous families by bringing togéther names as disparate as
Buffon and:Linnaeus or in placing Cuvier next to Darwin® in defiance of the
most readily observable family resemblances and natural ties. This objéction
also séems inappropriate since I had never tried to establish a genealogical
table of exceptional individuals, nor was I concerned in forming an intellec-
tual daguerreotype of the scholar or naturalist of the seventeenth and eigh-
teenth cengufy’.,l_ri. fact, I had no intention of forming Van:y'family, whether
holy or perverse. On the contrary, I wanted to determine—a much more
modest task—the functional conditions of specific discursive practices.

‘Then why did I use:the names of authors in The Order .of Thingse Why
not:avoid their use altogether, or, short of that, why not define the manner
in which they were used? These questions appear fully justified and I have

(1707-1788), French naturalist. Georges Cuvier
.(1769-1832), French anatomist.

4. KARL MARX (18] 8-1883), German social, politi-
cal, and economic philosopher. ’

5. Charles Darwin (1809-~1882), English natural-
ist and theorist of evolution. Carolus Linnaeus:
Carl von Linné (1707—1778), Swedish botanist
who devised the modern scientific nomenclature
of living things.

1. Translated by Donald F. Bouchard and Sherry
Simon. : B
2. Published.in 1966.as Les Mots et les choses; in
it, Foucault uncovered the epistemic assumptions
of the “classical” (Enlightenment) and modern pe-
riods by examining thc work of natural scientists,
political economists, and linguists.

3. David Ricardo (1777-1823), English econo-
mist.” Georges-Louis Leclerc, comtc de Buffon
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tried to-gauge their implications and consequences in a book that will appear
shortly.¢ These questions have determined my effort to situate comprehen-
sive discursive units, such as “natural history” or “political economy,” and to
establish the methods and instruments for delimiting, analyzing, and describ-
ing these unities. Nevertheless, as a privileged moment of individualization
in the history of ideas; knowledge; and literature, or in-the history of:philos-
ophy and ‘science, ‘the question of the author demands a:more direct
response. Even now, when we study the history of a concept, aliterary genre,
or a branch of philosophy, these concerns assume-a relatively weak and sec-
ondary position in relation to the solid and fundamental role:of an author
and his works. - -~ ‘ ; B it Gt K
- For the purposes of this paper, I will set aside a sociohistorical analysis of
the author as an individual and the numerous questions that deserve:atten-
tion-in this context: how the author was individualized in a culture such-as
ours; the status we have given the author, for instance; when we began our
research into authenticity -and ‘attribution; the systems of valorization in
which he was included; or the moment when the stories of heroes gave way
to an author’s biography; the conditions that fostered the formulation of the
fundamental critical category of “the man and his work.” For the time being,
I wish to-restrict myself to the singular: relationship that holds between an
author and a text, the manner in which a-text apparently points to this figure
who is outside and precedes it.” . : : : s
" Beckett supplies a direction: “What matter who's speaking, someone said,
what matter who's speaking.”” In an indifference such as this we must rec-
ognize one of the fundamental ethical principles of contemporary writing. It
is not simply “ethical” because it characterizes our way of speaking and writ-
ing, but because it stands as an immanent rule, endlessly adopted and yet
never fully applied. As a principle, it dominates writing as an ongoing practice
and slights our customary attention to the finished product. For the sake of
illustration, we need only consider two of its major themes. First, the writing
of ‘our day has freed itself from the necessity of “expression”; it only refers
to itself, yet it is not restricted to the confines of interiority. On the contrary,
we recognize it in its exterior deployment. This reversal transforms writing
into an interplay of signs, regulated less by the contert it-signifies than'by
the very nature of the signifier. Moreover, it implies an action that is always
testing the limits of its regularity, transgressing and reversing-ar order that
it accepts and manipulates. Writing unfolds like a game that inevitably moves
beyond its own rules and finally leaves them behind. Thus, the essential basis
of this writing is not the exalted-emotions related to the act of composition
or the insertion of a subject into language. Rather, it is primarily concerned
with ¢reating an opening whére the writing subject endlessly disappears.
The second theme is even more familiar: it is the kinship between writing
and:death. This relationship inverts the age-old conception of Greek narra-
tive or epic, which was designed to guarantee the immortality of a hero. The
hero accepted an early death because his life, consecrated and magnified by
death, passed info immortality; and the narrative redeemed his acceptance
of death. In a different sense, Arabic stories, and The Arabian Nights in

[translators’ note]. Beckett (1906-1974), Irish-

6. The Archacology of Knowledge (1969).
born French novelist and playwright.

7. Samuel Beckett, Texts for Nothing (1974), p. 16
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particular, had as-their motivation, their theme and pretext, this strategy for
defeating death. Storytellers continued their narratives late into the night to
forestall death and to delay the inevitable moment when everyone must fall
silent. Scheherazade's story is a desperate inversion of murder; it is the effort,
throughout all those nights, to exclude death from the circle of existence.
This conception of a spoken or written narrative as a protection againstdeath
has been transformed by our culture. Writing is now linked to sacrifice and
to the sacrifice of life itself; it is a voluntary obliteration of the self that does
not require representation in  books because it takes place in the everyday
existence of the writer. Where a work:had the duty of creating immortality,
it now attains the right to kill, to become the murderer of its author. Flaubert,
Proust, and Kafka® are obvious examples of this reversal. In addition, we find
the link between writing and death manifested in the total effacement of the
individual characteristics of the writer; the quibbling and confrontations
that a writer generates between himself and his text cancel out the signs of
his particular individuality. If we wish to know the writer in our day, it will
be through the singularity of his absence and in. his link to death, which
has transformed him into a victim of his own writing. While all of this is
familiar in philosophy, as in literary criticism, I am not certain that the con-
sequences derived from the disappearance or death of the author' have
been fully explored or that the importance of this event has been appreciated.
To be specific, it seems to me that the themes destined to replace the priv-
ileged position accorded the author have merely served to arrest the possi-
bility of genuine change. Of these, I will examine two that seem particularly
important.

To begin with, the thesis concerning a worl. It has been understood that
the task of criticism is not to reestablish the ties between an author and his
worlc or to reconstitute an author’s thought and experience through his works
and, further, that criticism should concern itself with the structures of a
worl, its architectonic forms, which are studied for their intrinsic and inter-
nal relationships. Yet, what of a context that questions the concept of a worle?
What, in short, is the strange .unit designated by the term, work? What is
necessary to its composition, if a worlc is not something written by a person
called an “author”? Difficulties arise on all sides if we raise the question in
this ‘way. If an individual is not an author, what are we to make of those
things he has written or said, left among his papers or communicated to
others? Is this not properly a worl® What, for instance, were Sade’s papers
before he was consecrated as an author?? Little more, perhaps, than rolls of
paper on which he endlessly unravelled his fantasies while in prison.

Assuming that we are dealing with an author, is everything he wrote and
said, everything he left behind, to be included in his worle® This problem is
both theoretical and practical. If we wish to publish the complete worls of
Nietzsche,? for example, where do we draw the line? Certainly, everything

8. Scheherazade, narrator of The Arabian Nights(a
collection of traditional tales from several Middie
Eastern cultures, codified ca. 1450), tells her sto-
ries to avoid the fate of the king's previous brides:
execution on the morning after he marries them.
9. Franz Kafka (1883-1924), Austrian novelist,
who lived much of his life in Prague. Gustave Flau-
bert (1821-1880), and Marcel Proust (1871
1922), French novelists.

1. The phrase “death of the author” comes from
the French literary critic ROLAND BARTHES (1915—
1980).

2. The French author the marquis de Sade (1740
1814) began to write while in prison.

3. FRIEDRICH  NIETZSCHE (1844-1900), the
German philosopher, was insane the last ten years
of his life and left many unpublished works,
including wild jottings from his later years.
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must be published, but can we agree on what “everything” means? We wfll,
of course, include everything that Nietzsche himself published, along with
the drafts of his works, his plans for aphorisms, his marginal notations aqd
corrections. But what if; in a notebool filled with aphorisms, we find a ref-
erence, a reminder of an appointment, an-address, or a laundry bill, should
this be included in his worls? Why not? These practical considerations are
endless once we consider how a worl can be extracted from the millions of
traces left by an individual after his death. Plainly, we le'zc‘k a thet.)r)'/ to encom-
pass the questions generated by a work and the empirical activity of those
who naively undertake the publication of the complete works of an autbor
often suffers from the absence of this framework. Yet more questions arise.
Can we say that The Arabian Nights, and Stromates of Clement of Al.exandrla,
or the Lives of Diogenes Laertes*® constitute worls? Such questions onl’y
begin to suggest the range of our difficulties, and, if some have found it
convenient to bypass the individuality of the writer or his status as an author
to concentrate on a worl, they have failed to appreciate the equally problem-
atic nature of the word “work” and the unity it designates. .

Another thesis has detained us from taking full measure of the author’s
disappearance. It avoids confronting the specific event Fhat makes it possibl.e
and, in subtle ways, continues to preserve the existence of the author. This
is the notion of écriture.’ Strictly speaking, it should allow us not only to
circumvent references to an author, but to situate his recent absence. The
conception of écriture, as currently employed, is concerneq w.ith neither the
act of writing nor the indications, as symptoms or signs within a text, of an
author’s meaning; rather, it stands for a remarkably profound attempt .to
elaborate the conditions of any text, both the conditions of its spatial dis-
persion and its temporal deployment. , :

It appears, however, that this concept, as currently employed, has merely
transposed the empirical characteristics of an author. to a .transce'nfiental
anonymity. The extremely visible signs of the author’s empirical activity are
effaced to allow the play, in parallel or opposition, of religious and critical
modes of characterization. In granting a primordial status to writing, do we
not, in effect, simply reinscribe in transcendental terms the theological affir-
mation of its sacred origin or a critical belief in its creative nature? ’l"'o say
that writing, in terms of the particular history it made possible, is subjected
to forgetfulness and repression, is this not to reintroduce in tfanfcendental
terms the religious principle of hidden meanings (which require interpreta-
tion) and the critical assumption of implicit significations, silent purposes,
and obscure contents (which give rise to commentary)?¢ Finally, is not the
conception of writing as absence a transposition into transcendental terms
of the religious belief in a fixed and continuous tradition or t'he ae_sthetlc
principle that proclaims the survival of the worl as a kind of enigmatic sup-
plement of the author beyond his own death? :

This conception of écriture sustains the privileges of the author through

d c. C.E.) whose Lives
is a compilation of the lives and doctrines of the
philosophers. Clement of Alexandria (ca. 150~ca.
215 c.g.), early church father and theologian; the
Stromates (Miscellanies) is a collection of notes,
full of digressions, on Christian philosophy.

5. Written language or writing (French). In post-

structuralist thought, especially that of JACQUES
DERRIDA (b. 1930), écriture designates that which
is required for any particular speech act—whether
spoken or written—to take place.

6. Here Foucault is criticizing the writings of Der-
rida.
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the safeguard of thea priori; the play of representations that formed a par:
ticular image of the aiithor is extended within:a gray neutrality. The disap-
pearance-of the author—since Mallarmé;3.an event of our time—is held in
check:by the transcendental. Is it-.notrnecessary-to'difaw-a’ line betweén those
who believe that'we can continue to-sitiate ‘our present discontinuities
within the historical and transcendental tradition of the nineteenth century
and those who are making a-great effort to liberate themselves, once and for
all; from.this conceptual frameworl? R D

It is obviously insufficient to repeat empty slogans: the author has disap-
peared; God and man died'a common ‘death.. Rather, we should reexamine
the-empty space lefi by the author’s disappéarance; we should attentively
observe, along its gaps-and fault lines, its new demarcations, and the-reap-
portionment of this void; we should await the fluid functions released by this
disappearance: In this context we canbriefly consider the problems that arise
in-the use of an author’s name. What is the name of an author?:How does
it function? Far from offering a solution,:I will attempt to indicate some.of
the difficulties related to ‘these questions,. - o . SE

- The name-‘of an author poses-all the problems related to the category of

the proper name: (Here, I am referring to:the work of John Searle,’ among
others.) Obviously not a pure and- simple. ieference, the proper name (and
the author’s name as well) has other thani:indicative functions. It is more
than a gesture, a finger ‘pointed at someone;. it is, to a certain extent, the
equivalent -of a-description. When we say “Aristotle,”" we are using a word
that:means one ora series of definite descriptions of the type: “the author
of the Analytics,” or “the founder of ontology,”.and-so forth. Furthermore, a
proper name has other functions than that of signification: when we discover
that Rimbaud? has not written La Chasse spirituelle, we cannot maintain that
the meaning of the proper name or-this author’s name has been altered. The
proper name and the name of an' author oscillate between the.poles:of
description and designation,? and, granting that they are linked to what they
name; .they are not totally determined either by their descriptive or desig-
native functions. Yet—and it is here that the specific difficulties attending
an author’s hame appear—the link bétween-a proper name and theé individual
being named and the link between an author’s name and that which it names
are not isomorphous and'do-not function in the same way; and these differ:
ences require clarification. - L i s '

To learn; for example, that Pierre Dupont? does not have blue eyes, does
not live-in Paris, and is not a doctor- does not invalidate the fact that the
name, Pierre Dupont, continues to refer to the same person; there has been
no modification of the designation that links the name to the person: With

7. That is, that which is derived from self-evident
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the name of-an author; however, the problems are fqr more gf)mplex. Th’i
disclosure that Shakespeare was not born in thc? house that tourists now de-
would not modify the functioning of_the author s.name, but, 1f' it wc;r'e proveid.- :
that he -had not written the sonnets that we attrlbut-fe to l’}lr}l;,}tl is vtv}(l)ur,s.
constitute 2 significant change and affect the manner in which the a; 10 h
name functions. Moreover, if we establish that S%hakespeare wrl;)te alcpn -
Organon and that the same -author was responmble. for both th? -(\;(t)r (Z. Zf-
Shakespeare and those of Bacon, we-would ha’ve {ntroduced a-;] ir | yP :
alteration which completely modifies the functh{nng of the author’s name.
Consequently, the name of an author is not precisely a proper:name ar‘lnoing
Otl;&l;-ly other factors sustain this pa'radoxjc'al singul.'flrity of the nar;e of ar:
author. It is altogether different to:maintain that Pierre D.upodntwﬁ(.els 1t1}(1)
exist and that Homer or Hermes Trismegi%tes" have never existed. : 1Pe z
first negation merely implies that there is no ’one‘by the bname (; ; égr:(_)
Dupont, the second indicates that several individuals hav.e een riii'r ol
by one name or that the real author po_ssesset'i n'one.of the:tralFs tradi 1onth )tr
associated with Homer or Hermes.-Neither is-it the same.thllr:g tSo.saélh ;s
Jacques Durand, not Pierre Dupont, is.the real. name of X an.d t atd tendha
name was Henri Beyle.” We could also examine the f”unctlgn.an Eleanfng |
of such statements as “Bourbaki is this or that person, .and chtor' renlllltaé
Climacus, Anticlimacus, Frater Taciturnus, Constantin C‘onstantlus, all o
ierkegaard.”® R A -
thffs}?ezieedli(flfirrlenies indicate that an author’s name is not simplysn ele]men(;
of speech (as a subject, a complement, or an el_emenp Fhat cou.ld cla’reft)hacteit
by a pronoun or other parts of speech). Its présence is funcpona in ! a ‘
serves as a means of classification: A name can group together a nurl? efi'of.
texts and thus. differentiate them from'others.. A name- also estab'lls es dif-
ferent forms of relationships among texts. Nelther Hermes not'Hlppochrates
existed in the sense that we can say Balzac® (?Xlsl‘f.:d, but ‘the fact that af
number of texts were attached to a single: name implies 'that .relét-lonslglps )
homogeneity, filiation, reciprocal explanation, .athentlﬁcatlon, l(])r ? com
mon utilization were established. among' them!. Flr}ally, the author’s nalr]mz
characterizes a particular manner of existgncra of discourse. Dlscofurse t a.
possesses an author’s name is not to be immed}ately.consumed ?nd orﬂgottfen,
neither is it accorded the momentary attention given'to ordma.ry, eetlﬁg.
words. ‘Rather, its status and. its. manner:of reception are regulated by the:
in which it circulates.. -~ . - s
Cu\l;\;leri;g c:nclude that, unlike a'proper name, which moves from the mte;
rior of a discourse to the real person outside who:produced it, the na@e o

5. Some people have argued thiat the plays of Wil- -7. The real name of the French novelist (1783~

propositions (vs. from experience).

8. STEPHANE MALLARME (1842-1898), Frerich
symbolist poet; he was interested in writing tech-
niques that diminished the author’s role in the cre-
ation of the poem. . .

9. See John Searle, Speech Acts: An Essay in the
Philosophy of Language (1969), pp. 162-74 [trans:
lators’ note]. Searle (b. 1932), American philoso-
pher. - :

1. Greek philosopher (384-322 B.C.E; see above).
2. Arthur Rimbaud (1854-1891), French poet.

.The prose poemn “La Chasse spirituelle” was pub-
lished in 1949 as a recovered lost” work by Rim-
baud; its dctaal authors revealed the hoax shortly
after publication,

3. In the philosophy of language, a description is
a meaningful set of words that refers to a particular
object. Hence, “the author of Great Expectations”
describes “Charles Dickens.” In contrast, the name
“Charles Dickens” is a designation of the person
who bears that name.

4. The French equivalent of “John Doe.” a random
designiition of a living person. :

liam Shakespeare (1564—1616).were uclu_nlly writ-
ten by the English philosopher Francis Bacon
(1561~1626), whose Orgason (1620) is often cited

as the founding text of the “scientific method.” . |

6. The god of letters, to whom. 42 philosophico-
religious ‘works and books“6n alchemy and astrol-
ogy, presuméd to be the ancient w1$'dom of Egypt,
were attributed. Homer is the traditional author of
the Iliad and'the Odyssey (ca. 8th'c. B.C.E.); but the

question of whether these two poems, originally -

transmitted orally, were the work of any single
author remains open.

1842) who wrote under, the pen naine SFendahl. .
8. Victor Eremita and the other names llsteq here
were all pseudonyms used by the Danish philoso-

. pher Spren Kierkegaard (1813-1855) at various

times during his career, Nicolas Bourbaki, the allo-
nym for a group of 20th-century algebraists,

9. Honoré de Balzac (1799-1850), French nov-
elist. Hippocrates (469-399 B.C.E.), Greek ph'ysil-
cian usually considered the father of medicine;
though it is unlikely that he wrote any of the books
attributed to him, Hippocrates did exist.
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the author remains at the contours of texts—separating one from the other,
defining their form, and characterizing their mode of existence. It points to
the existence of certain groups of discourse and refers to the status of this
discourse within a society and culture. The author’s name is not a function
of a man’s civil status, nor is it fictional; it is situated in the breach, among
the discontinuities, which gives rise to new groups of discourse and their
singular mode of existence. Consequently, we can say that in our culture,
the name of an author is a variable that accompanies only certain texts to
the exclusion of others: a.private letter may have a signatory, but it does not
have an author; a contract can have an underwriter, but not an author; and,
similarly, an anonymous poster attached to a wall may have a writer, but he
cannot be an author. In this sense, the function of an author is to charac-
terize the existence, circulation, and operation of certain discourses within
a society.

In dealing with the “author” as a function of discourse, we must consider
the characteristics of a discourse that support this use and determine its
difference from other discourses. If we limit our remarks to only those books
or texts with authors, we can isolate four different features. -

First, they are objects of appropriation; the form of property they have
become is of a particular type whose legal codification was accomplished
some years ago. It is important to notice, as well, that its status as property
is historically secondary to the penal code controlling its appropriation.
Speeches and books were assigned real authors, other than mythical or
important religious figures, only when the author became subject to punish-
ment and to the extent that his discourse was considered transgressive. In
our culture—undoubtedly in others as well—discourse was not originally a
thing, a product, or a possession, but an action situated in a bipolar field of
sacred and profane, lawful and unlawful, religious and blasphemous. It was
a gesture charged with risks long before it became a possession caught in a
circuit of property values. But it was at the moment when a system' of own-
ership and strict copyright rules were established (toward the end of the
eighteenth and beginning of the nineteenth century) that the transgressive
properties always intrinsic to the act of writing became the forceful imper-
ative of literature. It is as if the author, at the moment he was accepted into
the social order of property which governs our culture, was compensating
for his new status by reviving the older bipolar field of discourse in a system-
atic practice of transgression and by restoring the danger of writing which,
on another side, had been conferred the benefits of property.

Secondly, the “author-function” is not universal or constant in all dis-
course. Even within our civilization, the same types of texts have not always
required authors; there was a time when those texts which we now call “lit-
erary” (stories, folk tales, epics, and tragedies) were accepted, circulated, and

valorized without any question about the identity of their author. Their ano-
nymity was ignored because their real or supposed age was a sufficient guar-
antee of their authenticity. Texts, however, that we now call “scientific”
(dealing with cosmology and the heavens, medicine or illness, the natural
sciences or geography) were only considered truthful during the Middle Ages
if the name of the author was indicated. Statements on the order of “Hip-
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pocrates said . . .” or “Pliny' tells us that . . .” were not merely formulas for
an argument based on authority; they marked a proven discourse. In the
seventeenth and eighteenth centuries, a totally new conception was devel-
oped when scientific texts were accepted on their own merits and positioned
within an anonymous and coherent conceptual system of established truths
and methods. of verification. Authentification no longer required reference
to the individual who had produced them; the role of the author disappeared
as an index of truthfulness and, where it remained as an inventor’s name, it
was merely to denote a specific theorem or proposition, a strange effect, a
property, a body, a group of elements, or pathological syndrome. :

At the same time, however, “literary” discourse was acceptable only if it
carried an author’s name; every text of poetry or fiction was obliged to state
its author and the date, place, and circlimstance of its writing. The meaning
and value attributed to the text depended on this information. If by accident
or design a text was presented anonymously, every effort was made to locate
its- author. Literary anonymity was of interest only as a puzzle to be solved
as, in our day; literary works are totally dominated by the sovereignty of the
author. (Undoubtedly, these remarks are far too categorical. Criticism has
been concerned for some time now with aspects of a text not fully dependent
on the notion of an individual creator; studies of genre or the analysis of
recurring textual motifs and their variations from a norm other than the
author. Furthermore, where in mathematics the author has become little
more than a handy reference for a particular theorem or group of proposi-
tions, the reference to an author in biology and medicine, or to the date of
his research has a substantially different bearing. This latter reference, more
than. simply indicating the source of information, attests to the “reliability”
of the evidence, since it entails an appreciation of the techniques and exper-
imental materials available at a given time and in a particular laboratory.)

The third point concerning this “author-function” is that it is not formed
spontaneously through the simple attribution of a discourse to an individual.
It results from a complex operation whose purpose is to construct the rational
entity we call an author. Undoubtedly, this construction is assigned a “real-
istic” dimension as we speak of an individual’s “profundity” or “creative”
power, his intentions or the original inspiration manifested in writing. Nev-
ertheless, these aspects of an individual, which we designate as an author
(or which comprise an individual as an author), are projections, in terms
always more or less psychological, of our way of handling texts: in the com-
parisons we malke, the traits we extract as pertinent, the continuities we
assign, or the exclusions we practice. In addition, all these operations vary
according to the period and the form of discourse concerned. A “philosopher”
and a “poet” are not constructed in the same manner; and the author of an
eighteenth-century novel was formed differently from the modern novelist.
There are, nevertheless, transhistorical constants in the rules that govern the
construction of an author.

In literary criticism, for example, the traditional methods for defining an
author—or, rather; for determining the configuration of the author from
existing texts—derive in large part from those used in the Christian tradition

1. Roman writer (23/24-79 C.E.); only his 37-book Natural History survives.
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to authenticate (or to reject) the particular texts'in its possession. Modern
criticism, in its desire to “recover” the author from a work, employs devices
strongly reminiscent of Christian exegesis when it wished to prove the value
of a text by ascertaining the holiness of its author. In De Viris INlustribus,
Saint Jerome? maintains that homonymy is not proof of the common author-
ship of several works; since many individuals could have the same name or
someone could have perversely appropriated another’s name. The name, as
an individual mark, is not sufficient as it relates to a textual tradition. How,
then, can several texts be attributed to an individual author? What norms;
related to the function of the author; will disclose the involvement of several
authors? According to Saint Jerome, there are four criteria: the texts:that
must be eliminated from the list of works-attributed to a single author are
those inferior to the others (thus, the author is defined as a standard level
of quality); those whose ideas conflict'with the doctrine expressed in the
others-(here the author is defined as a certain field of conceptual or theo-
retical coherence); those written in a:different style and containing words
and phrases not ordinarily found in the other.works (the author is seen as a
stylistic uniformity); and those referring to events or historical figures sub-
sequent to the death of the author (the author is thus a definite historical
figure in which a series of events converge). Although modern criticism does
not appear to have these same suspicions concerning authentication, its
strategies for defining the author present striking similarities. The author
explains the presence of certain events within a text, as well as their trans-
formations, distortions, and their various modifications (and this throughan
author’s biography or by reference. to his particular point of view, in the
analysis of his social preferences and his position within a class or by delin-
eating his fundamental-objectives). The author also constitutes a principle
of unity in-writing where any unevenness of production is ascribed to changes
caused by evolution, maturation, or outside influence. In addition, the author
serves to neutralize the contradictions that are found-in a series of texts.
Governing this function is the belief that there must be—at a particular level
of an author’s thought; of his conscious or unconscious desire—a point
where contradictions are resolved, where the incompatible elements can be
shown to relate to one another or to cohere around a fundamental and orig-
inating contradiction. Finally, the author is a particular source of expression
who; in more ‘or less finished forms, is manifested equally well, and with
similar validity, in a text, in letters, fragments, drafts, and so forth. Thus,
even while Saint Jerome’s four principles of authenticity. might seem largely
inadequate to modern critics, they, nevertheless, define the critical modali-
ties now used to display the function of the author.

However, it would be false to consider the function of the author as a pure
and simple reconstruction after the fact of a text given as passive material,
since a text always bears a number of signs that refer to the author. Well
known to grammarians, these textual signs are personal pronouns, adverbs
of time and place, and the conjugation of verbs. But it is important to note
that these elements have a different bearing on texts with an author and on

2. Church father and scholar (ca. 340-420), the first to translate the Bible into Latin, De Viris Hlustribus
(392-93, Of Illustrious Men) (s a collection of 130 biographies of Christian writers.
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those without one. In the latter, these “shifters” refer to a real speaker and
to-an actual deictic situation, with:certain exceptions such as the case of
indirect speech in the first person. When. discourse is linked:to an author,
however, the role of “shifters” is more complex and variable. It is well known
that in a novel narrated in the first person, neither the first person pronoun,
the present indicative tense, nor, for that matter, its signs of loca]izati’on
refer directly to the writer, either to.the time when he wrote, or to the specific
act of writing; rather, they stand for a “second self”. whose similarity to the
author is never fixed and undergoes considerable alteration within the course
of a single book. It would be as false to seek the author in relation to the
actual writer as to the fictional narrator; the “author-function” arises out of
their scission—in the division and distance of the two. One might object that
this phenomenon only applies to novels-or poetry, to a context of “quasi-
discourse,” but, in fact, all discourse that supports this “author-function” is
characterized by.this plurality of egos. In a mathematical treatise, the ego
who indicates the circumstances of composition in-the preface is not iden-
tical, either in terms of his position or his function, to the “I” who concludes
a demonstration within the body of the text. The former implies‘a unique
individual who, at a given time and place, succeeded in completing a project,
whereas the latter indicates an instance and plan of demonstration that any-
one could perform provided the same set of axioms, preliminary operations,
and an identical set of symbols were used. It is also possible to locate a third
ego:.one who speaks of the goals of his investigation, the obstacles encoun-
tered, its results, and the problems.yet.to be solved and this “I” would func-
tion in a feld of existing of future mathematical discourses. We are not
dealing with a systém of dependencies where a first and essential use of the
“I” is reduplicated; as a kind of fiction, by the other two. O the contrary,
the “author-function” in such discourses operates so as to effect the simul-
taneous dispersion of the three egos. . o :
Further elaboration would, of course, disclose other characteristics of the
“author-function,” but I have limited myself to the four that-seemed the most
obvious and important. They can be summarized in the following manner:
the “author-function” is tied to the legal and institutional systems that cir-
cumscribe, determine, and articulate the realm of discourses; it does not
operate in a uniform manner in all discourses, at all times, and in any given
culture; it is not defined by the spontaneous attribution of a text toits creator,
but through a series of precise and complex procedures; it does not re.fer,
purely and-simply, to aniactual individual insofar as it simultaneously gives
rise to a variety of egos and to a series of subjective positions that individuals
of any class may come to occupy. : :

I am aware that until now I have kept my subject within unjustifiable
limits; I should also have spoken of the “author-function” in painting, music,
technical fields, and so forth. Admitting that my analysis is restricted to the
domain of discourse, it.seems that I have given the term “author” an exces-
sively narrow meaning. I have discussed the author only in the limited sense
of a person to whom the production of a text, a book, or a work can be
legitimately attributed. However, it is obvious that even wfthin the realm of

3. Words whose referent changes according to the context in which they specl‘(fy a person or_thing (pro-
nouns), place (adverbs), or time (adverbs, verb tense)—that is, according to the “deictic situation.
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discourse a person can be the author of much more than a book—of a theory,
for instance, of a tradition or a discipline within which. new books and
authors can proliferate. For convenience, wecould say that such authors
occupy a “transdiscursive” position. - .- . ;. .. S
Homer; Aristotle,* and the Church Fathers played thistole, as did the first
mathematicians and the. originators of the: Hippocratic' tradition. This type
of author is surely as old as our civilization. But [ believe that the nineteenth
century in Europe produced a singular type of author who should not:be
confused with “great” literary authors, or the authors: of canonical religious
texts, and the founders of sciences. Somewhat arbitrarily, we might'call them
“initiators of discursive practices.” . . . . . . e
The distinctive contribution of these authors:is that they produced not
only their own work, but the possibility and the rules of formation of other
texts. In this- sense, their. role differs entirely from that of a novelist, for
example, who is basically riever more than the author of his owh text. Freuds
is not simply the author of The Interpretation of Dreams or of Wit and. its
Relation to the Unconscious and Marx is not simply the author:of the:Com-
munist Manifesto or Capital: they both established the endless:possibility-of
discourse. Obviously, an easy objection can be:made. Theauthor of 4 novel
may be:responsible for more than his own text; if he acquires some “impor-
tance” in the literary world, his influence can have significant ramifications.
To take: a very simple example, one could say that Ann Radcliffes: did not
simply write The Mysteries of Udolpho and a few other novels, but also made
possible the appearance of:Gothic romances at the ‘beginning of the hine-
teenth century: To this extent, her function .as-an author exceeds the limits
of her work. However, this. objection can:be answered by the fact that the
possibilities ‘disclosed by the initiators. of discursive. practices :(using. the
examples of Marx and: Freud, whom 1 believe to be: the:first and the most
important) are significantly different from those ‘suggested. by novelists. The
novels of Ann. Radcliffe put-into .circulation a.certain number of resem-
blances and analogies patterned on her work—various ¢haracteristic signs,
figures, relationships, and structures that:could be “integrated .into other
books. In short, to say that Ann'Radcliffe created the' Gothic Romance means
that there.are certain elements common to her works and to the nineteenth-
century ‘Gothic' romance: the heroine ruined by her own ‘innocence, the
secret fortress that functions as a counter-city, the outlaw-hero who swears
revenge on the world that has cursed him, etc. On the other hand; Marx and
Freud, as“initiators of discutsive practices,” not only made possible a certain
nuniber of analogies that could be adopted by future texts, but, as impor-
tantly, they also made possible a certain number of differences. They cleared
a space for the introduction of elements other than their own, which, nev-
ertheless, remain within the field of discourse they: initiated. In saying that
Freud founded psychoanalysis, we do not simply mean that the concept. of
libido or the techniques of dream analysis reappear in‘the writings of Karl
Abraham or Melanie Klein,” but that he made possible a certain number-of

4. Aristotle’s “encyclopedic writings enormously Udolpho (1791) was extremely popular.
influenced medieval pEIlosophy and science. 7. Austrian-born English “psychoanalyst (1882—
5. SIGMUND FREUD (1856—1939), Austrian foun- 1960). Abraham (1877-1925), German psycho-
der of psychoanalysis. analyst. 5 e

6. English novelist (1764-1823); her Mysteries of
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differences with: respect to-his books, concepts, and hy’p(')thgses;wb}ch all
rise out of psychoanalytic discourse. .~ zii oo e o

?-r.lfse t(l)'nlilst (r)los ti,]e case, )}lmowevéx', with the: »f0qnder'=(_)lf any new science or ?f
any author who successfully transforms an: existipg-smence? A'ft_er all, Gla 1(l
leo® is indirectly responsible for the texts of those who mechanically applié .
the laws he formulated, in ‘addition to having paved‘thngafy for the produci:
tion of statements far different from his own:.If Cuvier is the fot.lpdeé:o
biology and Saussure® of linguistics, it is not”becauge‘ they. were imitate -Z;
that-an organic concept or.a theory-of the sign was uncrltleally.lnteg}:at
into new texts, but because Cuvier, to-a certain:extent; made possible a t eory
of evolution diametrically opposed to his-ownvsy'stem' and becagse Saussure
made-possible a generative grammar _radica!ly d}fferent ffom h}s-owlzvn struc-
tural analysis. Superficially, ‘then, the initiation of: dle:ux'snve"-'-prac;:ces=
appears similar to- the founding of any scientific ende‘a\.'or,‘ buF I believe t o

B
i

is a fundamental difference.. .= * .. & el b e :
In a scientific program, the founding act is on an-equal foptmg with its
future transformations: it is merely one among the'many modlﬁcatlor}s thgt
it makes possible. This interdependence can take sevgral for'ms. In the Eturel
development of a science, the founding act may appear as l}ttle more:t gn_la;
single. instance of a more general phenomfenon tha.at h."as‘ been ‘dlsc?x'lertle. ’ "
might.be questioned, .in retrospect, for being too intuitive-or empirical and
submitted to the rigors of new theoretical operations in.order to s1’tu§te-1t in
a.formal domain.. Finally, it might be thought 'a'hasty‘g(lenerallzatlonvvyhose
validity should be restricted. In other words, 'the founding act of.»a'§Cferillce
can always be rechanneled throughrthe machmerypf transformatlopf it has
instituted:- -~ - s Tae L o e e
On the other hand, the initiation of a discursive practice is -_l]eterp.g(a'nfaous
to its ulterior transformations. To extend psychoanalytic practice, as mmate:d
by Freud, is not to presume a formal genérality thf]t was not_g]a}mf:d' at the
outset; it is to explore a number of possible--awhcatwns; To limit it is: to
isolate in the original texts a small set of propositions or statements that;l are
recognized as having an inaugurative value and that rtlrark (,)'ther Freu ian
concepts or theories as derivative. Finally, there are no f?lse statements in
the work of these initiators; those statements con_siderefi m‘essentlal or “pre-
historic;” in that they are associated with apother—d1§course,- are .s-lm.ply
neglected in favor of the more pertinent aspects-of fh‘e work. The 1mt1at103
of a discursive practice, unlike the founding of:a‘science, overshadt?ws arA'
is necessarily detachedfrom its later develot.)rr_xents and tmnsforrrgatwp;.-&
a consequence, we define the theoretical validity-of a statement with "'efl{‘fft
to the work of the initiator, where as in the case of Galileo or Newton, I.t‘IS
based on the structural and intrinsic norms established.in cosr?ology or phys-
ics. Stated schematically, the work of these-initiators is not 51tuate('i in re.laf
tion to a science or in the space it defines; rather, it is.science or dlscu_rswe
practice that relate to their works as the primary points of reflerfen‘ceu bl
In keeping with this distinction, we can-'klpderstand why .'lt'ls:;,mewtg e
that practitioners of such discourses must "return to th(? origin. Here: as
well, it is necessary to distinguish a “retqrn from scientific r_e‘dlscovel_-xes_).

jalile - tali trono- linguist. o
rer;e?:rl\lx;e;h)i?llils?. (1564-1642), lillan os i gSir Isaac Newton (1642-1727), English physi-

9. FERDINAND DE SAUSSURE (1857-1913), Swiss cist and mathematician.
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will change our appreciation of their historical genesis: Bringing to light,
however, An-Outline of Psychoanalysis, to the extent that we recognize it as
a book by Freud, can transform not only our historical knowledge, but the
field of psychoanalytic theory—if only through a shift of accent or of the
center of gravity. These returns, an important component of discursive prac-
tices, form a relationship between “fundamental” and mediate authors,
which is not identical to that which links an ordinary text to its immediate
author. ot . ¥ : :

These remarks concerning the initiation of discursive practices have been
extremely schematic, especially with regard to the opposition [ have tried to
trace between this initiation and the founding of sciences. The distinction
between the two is not readily discernible; moreover, there is no proof that
the two procedures are mutually exclusive. My only purpose in setting up
this opposition, however, was to show that the “author-function,” sufficiently
complex at the level of 2 book ot a series of texts that bear a definite signature,
has other determining factors when analysed in terms of larger entities—
groups of works or entire disciplines.

Unfortunately, there is a decided absence of positive propositions in this
essay, as it applies to analytic procedures or directions for future research,
but I ought at least to give the reasons why I attach such importance to a
continuation of this work. Developing a similar analysis could provide the
basis for a typology of discourse. A typology of this sort cannot be adequately
understood in relation to the grammatical features, formal structures, and
objects of discourse, because there undoubtedly exist specific discursive
properties or relationships that are irreducible to the rules of grammar and
logic and to the laws that govern objects. These properties require investi-
gation if we hope to distinguish the larger categories of discourse. The dif-
ferent forms of relationships (or nonrelationships) that an author can assume
are evidently one of these discursive properties.

This form of investigation might also permit the introduction of an his-
torical analysis of discourse. Perhaps the time has come to study not only
the expressive value and formal transformations of discourse, but its mode
of existence: the modifications and variations, within any culture, of modes
of circulation, valorization, attribution, and appropriation. Partially at the
expense of themes and concepts that an author places in his work, the
“author-function” could also reveal the manner in which discourse is artic-

ulated on the basis of social relationships.

Is it not possible to reexamine, as a legitimate extension of this kind of
analysis, the privileges of the subject? Clearly, in undertaking an internal
and architectonic analysis of a work (whether it be a literary text, a philo-
sophical system, or a scientific work) and in delimiting psychological and
biographical references, suspicions arise concerning the absolute nature and
creative role of the subject. But the subject should not be entirely abandoned.
It should be reconsidered, not to restore the theme of an originating subject,
but to seize its“fiiiictions, its intervention in discourse, and its system of
dependencies. We should suspend the typical questions: how does a free
subjéct penetrate the density of things and endow them with meaning; how
does it accomplish its design by animating the rules of discourse from within?
Rather, we should ask: under what conditions and through what forms can
an entity like the subject appear in the order of discourse; what position does
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it‘occupy; what: functions does:it exhibit; and what rules does-it.follow in
eac.h .type-of discourse?. In: short, the.subject (and its substitutes) must be
stripped of its creative role-and analysed as a complex and variable function

of discourse.. - . "

- The author—or what I have called the “author-function”—is undoubtedly
only one of the possible specifications of the subject and, considering past
historical transformations, it appears.that the form, the complexity; and even
the existence of this function are far from immutable. We can easily imagine
a culture where discourse would circulate without any-need for an author.
Discourses, whatever their status;:form, ‘or value, and regardless of our man-
net of handling them, would-unfold in a pervasive anonymity. No longer the
tiresome repetitionsis .- i an oL . T A S bt

“Who is the real author”
““Have we proof of his authenticity and originality?”

“What has he revealed of his most profound self in his language?”

New quesﬁons will be heard:

“What are the modes of existence of this discourse?”

“Where does it come from; how is it circulated; who controls it?””

. “What placéments are determined for possible subjects?” =

 “Who can fulfill these diverse functions of the subject?” =~ "
- Behind all these questionswe would hear little more than the murmur of
indifference: -~ ... . o .

hVVhaf imattérWho’s §peizil&iné?}-'- D 7
1969
From Discipline and Punish: The Birth of the Prison'.

5 o . The Cafiqeral‘ o o
Were I'to fix the date of completion of the carceral? system, I would éhooée
not 1810 and the penal code, nor.even:1844; when the law laying down the
principle of cellular internment was passed; I might not even choose 1838,
when books on'prison reform. by :Charles Lucas; Moreau-Christophe and
Fauchgr were published.’ The date' I-would choose would be 22 January
1840, the date of the official opening of Mettray.* Or better still, perhaps,
that-glorious day,'unremarked_and unrecorded, when a: child in Mettray
remarked as he lay dying: ‘What a pity 1 left the colony so soon’.5 This marked
the_ death of the first penitentiary-saint:: Many: of the blessed no doubt went
to-join him, if the former inmates of .the penal colonies are to be believed
when, in singing the praises of the néw punitive policies of the body, they
remarked: ‘We preferred the blows, but the cell suits us better’, . - °

1. Translated by Alan Sheridan. ; © - "4 French prison farm: for juvenile criminals
2_. Related t_o.l_llg act of incarceration and to Insti- . founded in 1840; It was widely imitated. through-
tutions that discipline the body, especially prisons.” out Europe as a médel of modern disciplinary tech-
3. Charles Lucas, De la réforme des prisons (1836); -.niques. e . .

L. Moreau-Christophe, De la mortalité et la folie. . 5. E. Ducpétisux, ‘De la condition physique et
dans le régime pénitentiaire (1839); L. Faucher, De’ moralé des jaunes ovivriers (1852) p- 383 [Fou-
Ia réforme des prisons (1838) [Foucault’s note]. cault’s note]. Weoq# E Gy DR
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! Why:Mettray? Because it is the disciplinaty form ‘at its ' most extreme;.the
model in: which are concentrated all the coercive technologies of behaviour.
In.it wereitg be found ‘cloister, prison; school, regiment’.. The small, highly
hierarchized :groups, into which the inmates were divided; followed simul-
taneously five-models: that.of the family (each group:was-a ‘family’ composed
of ‘brothers’ .and itwo ‘elder:brothers’); that of the ‘army (each family; com-
manded by‘a head, was divided into two'sections, each: of which had-asecond
in commandj; each inmate had a number andwas taught basic military exer-
cises; there was a-cleanliness inspection every:day, an inspection of clothing
every weel;.a roll-call was talen three times a day); that:of the workshop,
with supervisors:and foremen, who were responsible-forithe regularity of.the
worlé and for the apprenticeship :of the:yotinger inmates; that: of the:school
(anhour oran-hotur and a half of lessons every day; the teaching was:given
by the instructor.and by the:deputy-heads); lastly, the judicial model (each
day.justice’ was meted out in the-parlour: ‘The least act of disobedienceiis
punished and the best-way of avoiding serious offénces is to punish the most
minor offences. very severely: at'Mettray, a useless: word is punishable’; the
prineipal punishment inflicted was confinement to oné’s céll; for ‘isolation
is the best:means of acting on the moral nature of childrenyit is there above
all that the voice of religion; even if ‘it has never. spoken to their hearts;
recovers all its.emotional power’); the entire parapenal’ institution, which
is ¢created in-order not to be a prison, culminates in the cell; on the walls of .
which:are written in-blaclk letters: ‘God 'sees you'. . S T S MR

This superimposition of different models.makes it possible to indicate, in
its specific:features, the function of ‘training’: The chiefs and-their deputies
at-Mettray had to'be not exactly judges, or teachers, or foremen, or non-
commissioned officers, or ‘parents’, but something of all these things'in a
quite specific mode of intervention. They were in a sense. technicians of
behaviour: engineers of conduct, orthopaédists® of individuality.' Their task
was’ to produce bodies that were both docile and-capable; they supervised
the nine or ten working hours of every day.(whether in a workshop or in the
fields); they directed the orderly movements of ‘groups of inmates, physical
exercises, military exercises, rising in the morning, ‘going to-bed at night,
walks to the accompaniment of bugle and whistle; they taught ‘gymnastics;®
they chetked eleanliness, supervised -bathing. Training was accompanied by
permanent observation; a body of knowledge was being constantly built up
from the. everyday behaviour of the inmates; it was:organized as an‘instru-
ment of perpetual assessment: ‘On entering thé colony, the child issubjected
to a sort .of interrogation as:to his origins, the position of his family, the
offence for which he was brought before the courts and all the other offences
that- male: up- his:short and often very-sad existence. This information is
‘written down- on a board on which everything concerning each inmate is
noted-in turn; his: stay at the colony and the place to which he is sent when
he leaves’.! The modelling of the body produces a knowledge of the individ-
ual; the apprenticeship.of the techniques induces modes of behaviour and
the acquisition of skills is inextricably linked with the establishment of power

. Ibid., p. 377 [Foucault's note}.

the_ moment they touch the pillow” (Ducpétiaux,
. Closely related to the penal..

) v De la condition physique el morale, pp. 375-76)
. Those who correet, or set straight, children. ° (Foucault’s note]. o ) .
. “Anything that helps to tire the body helps to 1. E. Ducpétiaux, Des colonies agricoles (1851),
expel bad thoughts; so cave is taken that games p- 61 [Foucault’s note].
consist of violent exercise. At night, they fall asleep
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