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Abstract

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

i the example that is

larifes the ations within this visiblity by showing the sover

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

the limit whi

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

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

the law' A, n this thesis |

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



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

2 Power and Bare Life we can sec how the

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

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

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

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

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

is specficaly p The f

4, second, the couplet creat ugh



g s s formal ls preserving

the capacity to codify any expression oflife.

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

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

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

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

pe E i Foucaull’s ocusre —

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

Fibat ‘man®

ot gender specifc, and

in favour of some ith the prevailing




ap

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

the act io i King Philip IV

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

dwarfs Fibe painting.

Don

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

the painting fie

however, i whose

inthe s gaze.

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

Velizquer's

 This fact does.

ot however, imply th

pe they designate hat the

" See lastion

Yelizaue: pince andcouir, 143
e asrion |




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

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

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

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




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

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

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

indicates that man pre-exist his being. b

s i Onee

representation.

e

“policing’ effects of ki

yetmanis




Specifially.

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

Foucault

aworld of perfected

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

theirown

s

signsin their




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




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

Foucaul tha

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

s knowledge of himself and

The

I other words, 0 think.

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

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

aware o nd

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

The essential

forth

“Thisoriginis



‘man i a being with his own beginning.

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

nee presupp

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

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

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




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

fully e i Lifmanis

ficld is man's capacity

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

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

c th

representational field; scond,

limitof both field.

other i

it ise withi ‘ol field. The

sovercign's w

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

P field,



Tn other words,

the s

Taw 10 onder the representational feld.

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

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

cifby

cts of o s that “the.

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

the formation of

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

allows for the law imiting tsset), the




T other words

In it of the.

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

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

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

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




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

er ien. He issacred.

feld o

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

the question of why oy

fcance; the

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

e

sphere).

death at r i the meaningful

death within the representational feld.

the field of




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

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

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

bythe

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

represented being.



Chapter 2:

2.1 Neither inside nor outsi

. ens: the igureof

e pain
i function. I itisnot
aman that
canvas "

iy et
o » Tnorder
o undersand gitis necesary o dis

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

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

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

[m—



Las Meninas? s

is there, i fac,

between lightand dark, between | ad

shadow, f set sill b in

relation to the painting?

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

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

the Foucault points

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

it epresens: The sig

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

1 -

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

Thusin Las

3 E are doubled over’ things

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

* Michl Foucaut, The Orde of Things. 64
ia




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

representable™

Meninas,for exampl is P

eometry, which Second.

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

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

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

homogencity perceivea

i which

Alows this s iself e sign. Finall

' Velizquez, and Velizquez funci the artist which

s asign of man.

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

signs extends ouward infiniely




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

“* This means,in

effect, how we can

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

bridge between sign and signifid simply does not exi

cpres 1 isa poy In other words

the signified.

\ igifi 2 i forthat

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

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

Foucault's y “theory’

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

discourse”™ ity how signs rep

e the C1

v
i 6.



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

representation is o represented.

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

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

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

canvas of the paintng.




Las -

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

isibiliics. Foueault's te

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

avisibilityas a

1 that o of Las Meninas,

visibility because al that i visible and all that s invisibl

are of the same material and

Lightand shadow e f

 The iddle
of the nature of visibility

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

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

L Tevel, as that

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

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

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

Meninas, spesi

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

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

20



Las Meninas. The pu

“neutral

invisible."

occupied by

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

Rath ough

Wi isibiliy” e

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

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

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

“undemcath’ the i present that

luminosiy.

“visiility

¥ Michel P, The it of Things. 3



whole world nto one

thing

9o fo ich s rep Far from

ofthe

Las Mo

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

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

ully lluminated i the representational field.

22 Two duplications

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

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

i, 05,



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

" who

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

language,

Plentitude?™"*

inany ofits

. and which

particular

hat o which

od, condemped, demarcated,

Foucaults task,in other

i
b 305306
b 306,



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

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

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

beings™"* Human

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

“uninterrupted” background. and

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

of

and hey " " Specifically. th
backgroud

hemsel ever flowing.
v 09,

i

i

[



fabric,

themselsesin their epresentations.

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

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

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

bl

» 2 Whereas

“Jumbled" i

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

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




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

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

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



always a partcipant in the process of ther formation **

23 The transcendental-representational circuit

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

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

that of representation
and being. "7

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

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



and words, their truth . Fman s the

effect,

. Manis

“compressed within

c

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

the ciruit 10 ffeet changes on man in the threshold?

Foucaults i e

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

only

makes possess

9 Under this schema, the flow from threshold o representation

4

eversed, Thatis, the threshold

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

> id

* id



form of

he calls his own, im he would, be

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

essence of he threshold

Timit man: "

man the notion of fnitude.

his  this

application of

e which

into

sid i an awareness of that which is

exteral o him. The h

presentational forces — the job, These vational

his own

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

finds s

Once

hisof




“The finitude of himself, and

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

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

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

M

30



that will be e

the discursive

feld rth derive

from the field in which t functions: ly

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

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

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

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

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

o



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

overthe other.

Rath

sohe

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

i hurdles. Foremost, we.

dhatitis

discourse Third, isthe

specifically

of this chapter will p

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




established in my third chapter

24 Two types of exchatology

will be

Wemust

“which has.

that “makes it

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

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

eschatology has two forms.

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

I

7 nits “absalute’

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



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

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

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

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

Ims come together in every instance of meaning. But

nsensible ideas. These two r

h

a

dea 0 the point where it

id
" MichelFouca, The Onder o Things 321



" theideal.

i The later

discover where it touches upon the unrepresened.

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

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

can conceive of that which lay outside him and nor s

it how the representations that aray

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

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

W of experiences.

what

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

is capable

.32



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

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

atall

25 Foucaulc's rejection of the cogito

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

3 Rath

thoughtis only rendered

is ot sation of thought begins

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

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

fihe nd L and forthis

»  sense, analysis it

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

edb




and whatever, within

thought, s rooted in non-thought ™

inf gof

Fihought ever

forall, ben

thing which it is not. The analytic of thought is ot the serial movement from

ind 0 the
thing which it has notyet integrated with tself

ch, r “Lam
hat i eqeiion, The {ans"
offmy thought s assrted against a vast densiy of the things that ‘L am ot yet to make

his claim of dentity have any meaning, 10 trat it as something other than an cmpty

term by term. - Foucault points out thatthis e by term movement of though is ot

is outside of me” dasi

away from it

i e of the

i 21



“essential” movement of thought which sceks to define tsel by “a modificaton of what it

Knows” through. the mode of
i facta
a oy
is precluded by
how
2.6 The furilty of the quest for origin
which calls for Inthe

establishing ide 0 the thing nex o him,
5.0 means of isolating himself a possible objectof discourse. Similarly. in the attempt

i be discussed,

which It In “asnear
s possible” to the representation of the oher or outsid in the atempt 1o define the limits

o his being.* As much a these limits are conceived of i terms as a series of

measurable.

327
Ehengsy



of i ible unit

whose acerual constittes the duration and which constitutes a “foothald" from which to

progression t does not

matter if this orign of the temporal progression s fictitous or real, whether it possessed

in fac, ofrepresent ifit
P i i por
progression; what d that it allows forthe
gencraton of
q the temporal progr

ous. Foucault argues that it is not To.

erstand Foueaull's argument it s necessary o

bein by instigaing

1 low in general, and, second, how man comes
o understand history in the of his own being,
the notion that things are not an eteral now? What causes man 10 recognize tht things
d hat » i his change? Foucault
For example, is he
™



dready i ity. Whatis key hereis

temporality of the representation “tht, i s very fibric, makes possible

7 In other words,

hisory.

xists as the thing which s removed from s history

Tha

“andit

representations,

in the threshold, man is i

terally a being without content,and it is only in his

v

“inid
. 330,

W0



history and
origin.In order for man's origin to existfor him, it must, for instance, be expressible in
P

ersed n the
1 field of anguage. This indicates that, in
z
s beings p
i ig e thi

discovers through his inter-relaion with the representation of the world.

e points. First, i h

that it s not that man s “older” than his origin, but that the orgin s something that

" bocause it

field of representations, it does no

crald the time of is birth” and nor can it “reveal the

istory: thatis, istory has no place except

in representation, and external 10

ini
" i, 331



“at and

need foran origin by which t justify the

5 The originis ot asit
intrinsically f her
y Man
exteral o him:
tohim, but o the.
represeniational field which requires it s a grounding.
Foucault
et it butit
1o create historicity. Surrounded by
 of repres
heis
with 57 As T noted carler the or o

eneration of the “calendar” which marks out the represcntation’s evolution, maturation,

Jots out i




‘roup of representations, man islocated i a posiion which is identical o the space of the

\dand al function y pace
fact be different, Foucaul’s poiat i that the space itself delimits a cerain function; the

i determines one’s ole and the ffect one has. In other words, because man

place one

isan onal field and

origin. Rather than constiuting a breach in the historical progression of represenations.

man be. d can flow,

‘and things, at the appropriate moment, can make their appearance.”*

But the story completed

g finds himself

poini” and “set back back of things” that are r<p

him.* Speeifical which
A

i, but P dheis,asit

were, i history that

plays itselF out throvigh representations and requires  staring point 0 ustfy this

i
i



unfolding. Unf 1y, because of his

cannot seck his orign in them.

27 The connection between epistemology and concrete

Foucault

of Las Meninas thatis notflly captured i representations. By locating man in the

man s not

imply

fully defined by his job. his language. and his body. and in this way man is freed from the

wramny’ of Howerer,the probl i isthat
the “conceptof man,as it s aiclaed” in The Order of Things, i il jus “an
o Foucault “encap
e of man s “decenered”

s ot Fully reducible o thejob he docs thelanguage he speaks, o the figure of the body

“will Knowledge” butis

eval itthe “sort of

figure. 0 “ Showinga

 Gary Guntin, il Fousaut's Archaclogy ofSetifc Reason 224
ini



but,for Guting. it does not necessarly consiitute the sortof change that Foucault seems.

ovindicate with his much celebrated ‘death of man’.

Guting’s criiq Foucault the

concept of man. F i po

“didn‘talways obey

 The is somewhat

disinet from the sphere of bodies localized. constrained, and sometimes allowed 10

phere. Rather,
Guting’s concen s that F

man W il e blow for
human feedom.™! here s gap i Foucaule unil

contained in The Order o Things and the “social and political power tha restricts
freedom” Foucault’s thesis that the represeatation of man i distinet from his actual being.
in expressions is incomplete.*

Guting is wrong. Foucault does specify the connection between the concrete

4 forces that lmit the lved freedom of |

Ml Foucat, T Do o iy o Fsclt L (i, 9611950 2
3oy Guin, i Foa's Ay Sl e,




analyses. This lnk i discourse. “What existed in the place where we now discover man

poy . 10 verbal ord ngs™ To
augmented - we g0 4 The “visbilty o
pecificaly the i

language. The mutations, constrants, and freedoms of the socio-political ‘real” are

the other side,

e by uilizing dis forms of the bills of sa

schedules of work

L ete. Atbottom. i ph

forms of hisrestaint (or proliferation). Discourse i the medium which both enables an

these physical ity ofthe

revision ofthelimits of man's possibilty it is man's conversation with himself and

thers that

possibly escape these traps.

et

s not fully

forms. qinmings of this

" ichel Foucauh, “The Onder of Thins", in Fcucault Live(nteviews, 196-1984) 15
“id



Man's e, it

of the threshold. Then

Timit that ' fnitude. Ths fir

meaningful against a general istoricity which itself has meaning i it has an origin.

{ Foucault's ana

i man i placed in.a position where no

it applics to him or where any limit tht s

"

whether or ot man is etually in the threshold,or if Foucault’s analyss of Las Meninas

more than silence

wp at there i y adds 0

argument of why man is distnet from the representational sphere, he does not realy

» vsibiliy t



bythe

He does no, for instance, specify the exact form of th representation which

auestion.
» by expression. Foucaul's argument
' inThe
Onderof Things.
2 pect of man's e
. it specifies
 take place - examples, Yet.if
apure” man,
To understand willum o
ben's analyss of . The igure of the
dfom .
Ll
i
vt 1o being  them, Agamben
law's
epresenttion "

representation. | wil urther argue that the law’s representation is precluded from




iy pression in s particulrity.

Finally, 1 willdiscuss why this figure of man inthe threshold must not be lone, and why

sacif




Chapter 3: i in the law’s
‘abandonment

The point 1 solated in Foucaults Order o Things was tha the major

philosophical attempts o represent man meet with falure. The question of “who is

speaking’ Foucault’s book.

“man’? The

hi igh

the nccessiy of is limit; man's expression gets locked down in the represenational ield

and it man is
buttdoes

y r for i i, Insicad par

How man can

man s ink itis

v Fthe unthough Finally, the attempt o
filure.

hat . b
he dbim, sod

he never, as it were, discovers his own orginal imit



Foucaulr;

h visibility" that l

Timit of the law

law's generates

representation. I shovwed that man produces the representational field by embodyin

I e iy y. The law'

i ional field in gencral but in the law’s potential to

M e threshold,

eneral. et in tself, formali w

i

formalization. Rath

s thereal and proper experience of being.

ben's fundamental o

Onthe

juridical



other hand. the

total schism the very
Specifcally.
ha
both part duded
o representations: “Although he stands outside the normally valid legal system, he
. for
! The sovereign's

P The question s

Howioos! field?

3.1 The sovercign’s decision and the law's limit

pou found
paci

i ool . Simply. .

andit ,

i uridical representation”

* Carl S, Pl Thesogs, 7.

.



he law's epresentat
isfreed “from sl bocomes i the true
sensesbsolue 2
e aw and bey el '
pecifcll pr
ofone’
possibiiy 3
diton o is e Vet on the ther y
inbeing the

expression which is excluded from the law's representation the sovereign both sanetifes
being. Inother

. in order

"
s et s

basis ofits [the sovercign’s]right to sel-preservation, a one would say.™ Being
b

The sovercign’

his

4 of his expressions.

i 12
‘v



field ofthe law?

that

decision. Exprssions, as movements within a fild of expression,alrady presuppose

way* The legal representation is speifically aset of rules which both formalizes and

h

and in the other sphe i he

[ihem:

sovercign expression o the law’s representation,

s heed “from all normative tes” that

odified and enforced by the law.” n making

of the law's ion, and isnot

ply “subjectof the law”

i  sense, a normal

i
The decision can e heioc” o “hisand”o the v “netheror’or o i o ' the

aer,thepoint s ht sch  decision imply st exit.
o Schmin.Polical Theolos. 12



nd

situation exiss.™ The law is that thing which liits, butbefore thelegal representation
an functon it must first tslf be constrained and differntiated from “chaos”. In other

words,forthe law to exist it must have a limi

must be already defined against

nd. hen the law can

ject. This limit
decision assures that the law is something more than an empty universal. By making an

“absolutely pure” decision the sovereign “ creates and guarantees the situation’ tht the

law Inother words
ly d the capaciy be in »
i
10,mor a product of
Rather,the soverei n

‘Schmit’s thought “any legal system ress upon a decison that cannot sl take the form
afthe law™" Any concept ofthe law as  sel-contained representational field requires

bothan ori

i and beginning, and this is only found i the sovereign function which

rames the law from a posiion that s external o the law. The “normal situaion” tha s

i, 15

* Giorgio Agamben, Homo Scer. Soverizn Power and Br L 17

 Andrew Nor,

Homo Socer” i olis Mgt G s g




fieldof " Thas, be a coherent

system of "

figure of the sovercign n the threshold who decides upon the field’s limitation. This

en being.” In. it and

is the moving figure of

the law’s ly *and belongs
it because he ire
her,the
denoted
i wihe
s i n f is

fon who i th limit
Sovercign “carris th limit wih it in it movement s it carries tsel ¢ The sovereign

nther, onal field s




and expression

32 The problematic example

s, *
b very
it delimitsit...*
stands P » st
theory s that at y ively
i hed ki
enif i fonal field. Vet hecause it s taker ofthe

On one hand.

rom and without reltion t the group of things that are represented. Rather, the example
isthe i by being. “inthe
1 In order to

 Giorgio Agamben,
1 Giargo Aganben.The Caming Comuats 10



This

fomalization of

the st

clement s included in a situation if it s presented i the metasiructure...in which the

strueture of L Typicall

individual hree forms:

of the situation and included in t, or the individual is included but not a member of the

situation, The

of s control. Second,

Iy an ‘excrescence

precluded

s functoning. Third,

hatexists as  member o siuation that is “strangely out of place, a a violation of the

way thi b i from the law

1 Glorglo Apamben, oo Scer Soverien Power i B Lifs 4.
1 et Halward. o St o T, .




and that he “can no longer be organized as  proper partof the [law’s] sitution” this does

ot mean that h is simply outside of the law (insofar as he is dfined in any number of it

stutes)” pr

e aw and, presented in
he

Neither
preseniedinit

o the sovercign

- !
poss what s inside, be

the exception and the rule.™

However,if there is no distincion between what s inside and outside, what are

is “zone of indistinction”

Sovereign’ On one hand isolated

constitute lfe. Thereis no necessary lnkage between these two groups; it i possible (0

conceive ofif as a series of expressions withaut order, a a combination of expressions

a the law’s designations, and, similar the

Togie that through

th it the penaly that the law uli "




itselto:a dead set —a group of finit clements can only engage ina imited number of

‘combinations. To avoid thi atrophy where the law’s representations become a “dead

leter,
e
Ficit and ilcit upon tis f law onlo lfe can
ly happe passag The law's
fact, sccondary spon the “originary
ing i thesphere of the law...”" In other words. the law’s regulative
divis this
The
e
om the law
o ife's expresion.
First how
setisnot fully Fihe law?

Second. why, once the st oflegal representationis created dos it not then set out 10

Thind,given the




will address these questionsin the following sections.

33 Constituent and constitut

vercign potentiality

e isincluded in

ereated itsefin the

constituton)...” On one hand. the consituton is a secondary effect tht is separated

Lihe

of the law's repres dhat ifi

pe In ity itution const

power must be inside the limits of the very field it creates from the outside. Do this

place the sovercign within the representatonal feld?

ind tha

“poweri reducible to the principle of sovercigniy.”** Negr argues “that the truth of

itin - by the power

v vious; "

o
it 4.



but Constituent
p d cannot
fekd. Negr asthe
12— chical b Ihe
community"* n
, ganeot i
r - That force the.

Negr places it in the hands of “the people i the context of epresentation.™ The people

P
representations making then something more than dead forms.

» s theory, howere

xplain the formation of the representationa field that contans the peopl. The

represcaational fied s tself an actualization of some potentality; what s the constiter

power which generates the epresentational feld? Agamben'’s visi

n of the sovereign

* Ao Negr Insurgencis: Consient Powstand h Mogkrn i, 2021
" id. 23
bkt 2.
2



s thory.
That .
i v
the moment o s eratviyjust speifisthat it s the ntecedent condition of
reprsentation.
s sctualization ™
o field
» i »
completly ™ Tha ¥
i po 0 The
he consituent isdistinet
Fihe laws st ot under any
subsumed by the law'srepescntation. Inother words, the

because.

representational ield. To stte it rather paradoxically, th sovereign sphere is oly

capable

completely within it he law is possble because the sovereign s “capable o ts own -

potentialty™! s threshold. But wh onal field is
eh s ety would




‘acualized, docs the sovercign not move into it as a definitively constiuted

representation?

“What i into

actuality p % Seting

Rath

being realized.

oneself. In excluding tslf from its own possibilty of non-Being, the sovereign

Thatis.in the

threshold of i g

i i thatis

luded 5 In other words. Fits own non-Being

Jaw’s representation

v s,
i 47



34 The abandonment by representation

presentational field of in this fiekds o "
however, flly account for why the sovereign is not subsumed by the law aftr the

moment of tsereation. The soverei s lef behind inthe formation of the

Taw, but why. is ad

Sovereign’s im-potential remainder? The answe 10 this queston is not found in some

ique p a

he soluti

sovereign expression.
Inits most basic form,the law i an empty st of rules and stpulatior

specifcally, the law is a sries of codings that have the form of “being n force without

sgnificance.™ The law’s lack ofsignificance means that it “prescribes nothing” and

Tife” T order to stand ready o apply tself 0 any situation presented by life, and retain

The law' cul other words,

situation

i1
Rinety



garmber
soverign is not captured by the law. Without limittion the aw s totally expansive, and

that all which could putatively ente ino the law s already

this means,specificall

present

asitwere, ion. The.

of the sovereign expression “entering into that which i alrady open...” The law’s

flimit

everything. s stipultions

the

en's exclus inother words, be

<. included in the

representation, because, in fact, the sovereign s already the

representational

Paradoxicaly,the | ly

Fundamentally. the sovercign is included in but not signifid in the law’s

5 the law s a Frelation” which

“holds man in ts

baninsofar g




noticing it The enirance into language caries with it th presupposition of an

Onone
On the other hand,
for the presupposed limit of the system helongs to the *form of the relation” as precisely
the ly Ve y dis
ofthe
dall the

represented in the language which carrics with it the capacity 10 allude t that which is not

contaned within .

lar i

presuppositon” of is cutoff

The

sovercign by the them and

his exclusion from the relaion i already presupposed and a consequence of the

existence of the law, In other words, the sovercign exists a the “unsayable” and no

a Jinits
iy any situat luded ing any p According t0
Agamben,the fact that the . Taw, howeser, d

the law indicaes tha the law appears to the sovereign in the “form of ts

it 0.



unrealizabilty™* As an open system that can apply itselfto any ituaion, the law must

already rtof it but,

radonicall

ly part o

thatis hinted at i its shadows and not lluminated by s stipulations. In other words,the

from the law' field,

The key snot present and which
pecific p its

stipulations. In not fon, the law reveals sl fi

the thing which he ransgresses and te llumination from which h is banished.

The queston is how docs one existasa shadowy reflection of the law's visibility?

itelf

whatis

the form o e that

» ? i the law does no

designate “what goals it s possible to have or reach by obeying .. Thatis, the law.

reveals itself “nothingness” that i

aceepted. It would,

.1
* . 52



hower

freedom. The law

Tn other words, partcular

slife

freedom,

nature. 2

the law's operness, the sovercign embodiesthe freedom of the walking condemned, who

actions that give content 10 the law's responsiveness.

ing

i o iron® Yt

the law s the one who attains mastery. The threshold is,in fact, the zone ofa futal

other and move into a new dimension.™' This new dimension’ that emerges atthe

qualites

hisabilty ien




n
placing the
i of
i being. Similrly. the
abity ) ndeploying
where

Sovercign and the law.

aseries o prolferations. The ‘new” that is created a th threshold i absolute n the

sense that fcally, the law's
is impossible
remainder...” * I other words,the sovereign clement that stands outside the law’s rule
Inorder for the law (0 trump
possbilty Jicaion. Inversly, th
e for ts appl i py repl
it 57



new law that

prokibitions.™* i s

there i only a umbl” of formal stipulations that have no actual application. This i not

y law's formalizing.

hain which conditions subsequent events within the threshold. In other words,the

threshold i always the zero-point of the aw’s acualization. The law’s nomos s re-

constantly

the law s is placed in a pure zone of “indetermination” where both th force of

Flaw and

desting.™

Freed i er the
“absolute space” that bears a superficial similariy to Deleuze’s and Guatari's notion of

immanence, Kalki

subjugation.** Speificaly, th

postponement that i

s740,
 GillsDeleue and
“inid

i st Kafha: Toand  Minor Lt 52



and

pe the law’s application “pus

" Finally, “tis

e . According to

takes the place of superiority would interrupt the immanence of th threshold, butitis

specifially the formation of such a hierarchy that is constantly iterrupted by the

Sovercign asthe superior erm i a hicrarchy: rather, i i the contact between the

‘wherein a hierarchical rganization is generated.

Itis a mistake, however, o clam that Agamben’ s
 with the point
“something”
ead 0 the i
ficall i

i

i
 Gills Deleure ad Fli Guatar, What s




S ol
be abandoned by it With the sovereign decision on the limitof the law’s ituaton, the

possibilty of material application of the law emerges; te law,

instcad of heing the set of

empy sipul tis” way.
leveling “these’ al proibitons.
of thefaw that
0 dep spesiciy the . the
sctualize el o ofits stpulatons
Finall
o of total

determination. Rather,the threshold i th sie of actualizaion through a dal

the force of the law disperse

into cach ather the real which

the or

35 Homo sacer; the affective death

‘The sovercign’s instability ala is a mark of his unlimited power. As that which is

ot wed t0 @ particular mode of ation,the sovereign is specifically that which can do

anything. Specifically,sovereign power extends between the polaites of bsolute



law. Vet that which

©

possible” s =

Borrowing from Savi

Agamben notes tha the law “has no existence i iself, but
rather has s being in the very life of men.”! This lif that allows the actualization of the

aw his lifeis
i Tum o this
objectof ind show how homo sacer’
the formation of the political space of the West
¥ s active
po s y As
first chap

reflected by the mirmor, These shadowy figures reveal two things. Firs in ting the

the threshold

1 indeterminacy

ofthe st form the sphere
ofthe politcal. Similarly., Agamben highlights that th figures of the threshold “have the

“ they are “joined that

* Giorio Agaben, Homa Sace: Soeregn Power and Bre Lie 19.
)

i 8.



excepting sl from both id

prop fihe

West...™" The blured lines between the sovereign and the other figure at the threshold

homo sacer. In order

the “wax imago’ of the sovereign meltsinto and extinguishes the life of homo sacer and

how fo Fihe sp »
sovercign ban.
say theleas,
on firstglance, »
compar 4 On one hand. th fgure of

oo sacer is a remnant ofteligious law which preceded penal v and by this logic the

deathp
figure that i both “august
and damned, worthy of horror. ™
or s i i s
eligious law

T s
Ron

TS



o juridical law,

‘gods that which has already been ‘tsken up’ by diviniy. However, ifa being is already

he el “anyone can kill

lege™ it J

“These insufficent atempts toresolve the contradiction show homo sacer as “an

function over ll signifieds™” The contradiction i not a problem o be resolved; rather,

ply escap The

implicaton of|

» Fihe attempt 10
cleanse the being of the sacred man.*In other words,the permisibilty of homo sacer’s

the law’s proection, and

form of

the strictsense.™”

sovercign at the threshold.



10 become.

in the s of life™*

s placed by die,and they

remain inthe “eternal present” because they do not have aceess 0 a discourse that makes

them aware

s

pe

sacrific) that humans are sble to transcend mere animal exisence. The ‘bare” lfe of the

be saerifced i “what s not poliicl, politica life exuviates:

and yet

There are two erteia that must be met for the human to die; not only must the phsical

entity have his L but this

and have this death be meaningful. According 10 this logic, by taking away the

sacer's sarif y

= Androw Noris,“tntroduction” i Palss, Metaphsis and Desth: Eseyson Gorglo Agamben's
oo Sacer ¢ 39,2526
i cf.3.25

i 639,26



" Agamben

4 On one hand. s not sub

0 human L., and. on the othr, he is not divine or subject 10 the rituals that would codify

his immolation. “Human jurisdiction’ refers o the realm which is governed by human

law this

seres of

existitmust Homo,

the rule by being the thing (o which the ule does not apply. In and ofiself the

rule but ts existence, which derives only from the exception.™* For arule’s application

hatis, at

hing. The one thing to which the rule of human law does not apply is homo sacer and

by . In other words, it s spe

homo from ‘every eq * with ¢ and

* Giorgo Agamben, Homo Swcr: Sovrsign P and e L 2.
Car Schi, ol Thelogy. 1.



i e relig
f1o the force
tohis death, InR  Auschwitz: the
“impropriety” of
biguitis, and di " “Thep
fieldare “improper” p s “thrown into
them o o e
ght next 10 and
Thatis, the repr

1o him. Thi w that inal

Tl can be judged, i sill o

int
representation that appears o man as the eternally “anonymous’ event that “always

concerns others and is never truly present” to man himself 1 other words, death comes

o o -

“ Glorge Agamben, Remnants of Auschiz: the s he e 7.
i

I



allexistence.™

fully appropr

impropricty for the first time.” Agambeny's paint s that homa sacer’s experience of the

in foct,

impropriety” he opens himself;

ificall

impermissible, o uninteligible. In the threshold, every “distinetion between proper and

The very

i "

Las Meninas

en ion

Thus, from the edge of the canvas, from the darkness at the limit of luminosity

ield i bor andonment, wher the
igure of man ity ofepresentation,and

he play ot hs s s, the manof the

hresholdis f from the
o and yet it application. The sovrcin's indicaes
bt e i, in fct,the xampe tht sands bes ; ficld. Nether

i, 7475
ikt 75,
i

it 7576,



itsformal limit

power to deploy ts force on iamo sacer who can be sacificed but not killed. Homo

sacer’s contradictor setsill

inheres in i t can face death

it the impossibility of i existence which is presented 10 him s his

anent oy

between expressivity and representation



itsthreshold. To make this argument | anaysed Michel Foueault’s The Order of Things

Power and Bare Life. Starting from

Foucault's text, 1 be fully constrained

feld the canvas, i the zone of
Las Meninas. Neitherinside nor outside the canvas, man was shown to be the shadow

Quite

o the contrary, thethreshald is a zone of indeterminations where crea

o unfolds. Using

Agamben, Fargued tha the figure of the threshald i rlated o the epresentational field

ofthe a »
included
dho '
e Taw o fied. The
Hlumedfnes which . is

the chaos of expression creates the representational field.



“Taking my lead from Foucault's analyss of Velasques's Las Meninas | argued

i Velizquer's pinting he
possbilty T cach case,th clementsof
e threshold
primondal. gandits
would convey
althatis e word. i

Foucault’

from it at

then argued that in the epistemological attempts 0 become aware of man we.

s limit heis

represented. itmust

both

For cither of

objects o have any real meaning they require the other. Foucaultis well aware of ths,

P eives way




expressions.

In secton 2.4 y
man's thought. By
he it of any par Hisown
atily o concive Thatis man's
. . )
This oscllton
ity ofan 1"

existence of man by specifying tha he can think, but the encountr of the imit of sensory

very thing that s cut off from his

thought As such, presenting.

larly, in section 2.5 1

through the attempt o discern his origin. Foucault points ou that the notion of the origin

i iselfa product of man's

veraction with representations. The problem, Foucault points

out, s th i of

“calendar’ of temporal progressions which e enters into.

field from the




threshold. Tumi e by

embodying ts limi, sacer

experiences the ‘impossibility” of is own death and thus renders the law as something.

that f felt

inany respect.

- A ;

Juded inthe class it represents but not a member of this clas. In other words, the

s consituted plary

hat specifi ? tis possib

within the v, The example ercates the thing it exemplifis.

Insection 3.3 1 showed that the sovereign example embodies the consituent

» . The c
po
s sipulations. within
himself, y w0
his own ive par
behind y in the sovercign’s



ercative act, it s p the entirety of the sovereign’s

within the law’s limit

The question then became ane of colonization; why docs't the law, as it were,

sacer and the
Sovereign? Strangely. it i the law's desire o have the ability
precludes it

» i Thatis, the
o par o T other words,

10 code any of lfe P

the sovereign! homo sacer couplet i exiled from its grasp. In oher words,the

To stte it

ther paradovically, as long a the sovereign sphere remains “outside” the aw’s grasp

atthe threshald of rep o

elation 0 the law — then the law retains the ability o represent expressi

eneraity.
ho s corelate. i isleft
 homo
sacer’s death What  the homa sacer can
be sucrificed.




Kill without

penaly, besritiond
the exceptional ful deth may
fom 2
possibilty of dyi greater’ cause (in the
homo .
el
Becaseitsnohongera
epresnation thatis ar o fom him.
inthe threshold,homo o

‘accountof the genesis of the representational sphere. The abilit 1o experience

Fihe sover

lawand i

expression.
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