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CHAPTER I 

The Unities of Discourse 

The use ofconcepts of discontinuity, rupture, threshold, limit, series, and 
transformation present all historical analysis not only with questions of 
procedure, but with theoretical problems, It is these problems that will be 
studied here (the questions of procedure will be examined in later empirical 
studies - if the opportunity, the desire, and the courage to undertake them 
do not desert me). These the . 0 ms too will b . doni 
in a articular field: In t ose isci line - so unsure 0 their frontiers, and 
so vaguem content - that we call the historx ot i eas, or 0 t 0ug t, or 0 

Ue, or of knowledge. 
But there is a negative work to be carried out first: we must rid ourselves 

of a whole mass of tions, each ofwhich, in its own wa a- sifies the 
-erne 0 continuity. T ey may not ave a very rigorous conceptual 
structure, but they have a very precise function. Take the notion of~
~ it is intended to give a special temporal status to a group of pheno
mena that are both successive and identical (or at least similar); it makes it 
possible to rethink the dispersion of history in the form of the same; it 
anows a reduction of the difference proper to every beginning, in order 
to pursue without discontinuity the endless search for the origin; tradition 
enables us to isolate the new against a background of permanence, and to 
transfer its merit to originality, to genius, to the decisions proper to 
individuals. Then there is the notion ofinfluence;, which provides a support 
- of too magical a kind to be very amenable to analysis - for the facts of 
transmission and communication; which refers to a arentl causal 
lL,~s (but with neither rigorous delimitation nor theoretica e Intoon 
the p enomena ofresemblance or repetition; which links, at a distance and 
through time - as if through the mediation of a medium ofpropagation 
such defined unities as individuals, cruvres, notions, or theories. There are 
the notions of.-kvclopment and evolution: they make it possible to group 
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THE DISCURSIVE REGULARITIES 

a succession ofdispersed events, to link them to one and the same organiz
ing principle, to subject them to the exemplary power of life (with its 
adaptations, its capacity for innovation, the incessant correlation of its 
different elements, its systems of assimilation and exchange), to discover, 
already at work in each beginning, a principle of coherence and the out
line of a future unity, to master time through a perpetuaIly reversible 
relation between an origin and a term that are never given, but are always 
at work. There is the notion of 'spirit', which enables us to establish 
between t~slmuIt:th--ec;us or successive phenomena of a given period a 
community ofmeanings, symbolic links, an interplay ofresemblance and 
reflexion, or which allows the sovereignty of coIleetive consciousness to 
emerge as the principle of unity and explanation. We must question those 

- e s ntheses those rou in s that we normall acce t before any 
examination. those links w ose va i Ity IS recogmzed from t e outset; we 
must oust those forms and obscure forces by which we usually link the dis
course ofone man with that ofanother; they must be driven out from the 
darkness in which they reign. And instead of according them unqualified, 
spontaneous value, we must accept, in the name ofmethodological rigour, 
that, in the ftrst instance, they concern only a population ofdispersed events. 

e must also u . ho . isions or rou in s with which we have 
bec Can one accept, as such, the IS ctlon etween the 
major types of discourse, or that between such forms or genres as science, 
literature, philosophy, religion, history, fiction, etc., and which tend to 
create certain great historical individualities? We are not even sure of 
ourselves when we use these distinctions in our own world of discourse, 
let alone when we are analysing groups of statements which, when first 
formulated, were distributed, divided, and characterized in a quite different 
way: after all, 'literature' and 'politics' are recent categories, which can be 
applied to medieval culture, or even classical culture, only by a retrospec
tive hypothesis, and by an interplay of formal analogies or semantic 
resemblances; but neither literature, nor politics, nor philosophy and the 
sciences articulated the .field of discourse, in the seventeenth or eighteenth 
century, as they did in the nineteenth century. In any case, these divisions 
- whether our own, or those contemporar with the di se un 
examinatio - e wa s t emse ves re eXlve cate ories, r· i les of 

tion, normative rules instituuona lU t es: t ey, in turn, are 
acts 0 ISCOurse t at deserve to be ana yse esi e ot ers; ofcourse, they 

also have complex relations with each other, but they are not intrinsic, 
autochthonous, and universally recognizable characteristics. 
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THE DISCURSIVE REGULARITIES 

found after his death in the form ofan unfmished draft, and another that is 
merely a collection ofjottings, a notebook? The establishment of a com-
Ilete reuvre resu oses ofchoices that are di lCUlt to .u· or 

even to [ormu ate: is it enough to add to t e texts pu IS e y the author 
those that he intended for publication but which remained unfmished by 
the fact of his death? Should one also include all his sketches and fIrst 
drafts, with all their corrections and crossings out? Should one add sketches 
that he himself abandoned? And what status should be given to letters, 
notes, reported conversations, transcriptions of what he said made by 

I'ill	 those present at the time, in short, to that vast mass ofverbal traces left by
 
an individual at his death, and which speak in an endless confusion so many


,I 
different languages (langages)?l In any case, the name 'Mallarme' does not I 
refer in the same way to his themes (translation exercises from French into 
English), his translations of Edgar Allan Poe, his poems, and his replies to 

1'1 questionnaires; similarly, the same relation does not exist between the 
name Nietzsche on the one hand and the youthful autobiographies, the 
scholastic dissertations, the philological articles, Zarathllstra, Ecce Homo,'I'~I\ 
the letters, the last postcards signed 'Dionysos' or 'Kaiser Nietzsche', and 

I 
the innumerable notebooks with their jumble oflaundry bills and sketches 

11111 

for aphorisms. In fact, ifone speaks, so undiscriminately and unreflectingly 
ofan author's reuvre, it is because one imagines it to be defmed by a certain 
expressive function. One is admitting that there must be a level (as deep 
as it is necessary to imagine it) at which the reuvre emerges, in all its frag
ments, even the smallest, most inessential ones, as the expression of the 
thought, the experience, the imagination, or the unconscious ofthe author, 
or, indeed, of the historical determinations that operated upon him. But 
it is at once apparent that such a unity, far from being given immediately, 
is the result of an operation; that this operation is interpretative (since it 
deciphers, in the text, the transcription ofsomething that it both conceals 
and manifests); and that the operation that determines the opus, in its 
unity, and consequently the reuvre itself, will not be the same in the case of 
theauthor ofLe Theatre et son Double (Anaud) and the author ofthe TractatllS 
(Wittgenstein),andthereforewhen one speaks ofan reuvre in each case one 
is using the word in a different sense, The reuvre can be regarded neither 
as an immediate unity, nor as a certain unity, nor as a homogeneous unity· 

I The English word 'language' translates the French 'langue' (meaning the '~tural' 
languages: French, English, etc.) and 'Iangage' (meaning either 'language in general' or 
'kinds of language': philosophical, medical language, etc.). Where the meaning would 
otherwise be unclear, I have added the original French word in brackets. (Tr.) 

24 ~ 
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THE UNITIES OF DISCOURSE 

field is made up ofthe totality ofall effective statements (whether spoken 
or written), in their dispersion as events and in the OCcurrence that is 
proper to them. Before approaching, with any degree of certainty, a 
science, or novels, or political speeches, or the CEuvre ofan author, or even 
a single book, the material with which one is dealing is, in its raw, neutral 
state, a population of events in the space of discourse in general. One is 
led therefore to the project of a pure description ofdiscursive events as the 
horizon for the search for the unities that form within it. This description 
is easily distinguishable from an analysis of the language. Of course, a 
linguistic system can be established (unless it is constructed artificially) only 
by using a corpus ofstatements, or a collection ofdiscursive facts; but We 
must then define, on the basis of this grouping, which has value as a 
sample, rules that may make it possible to construct other statements than 
these: even ifit has long since disappeared, even ifit is no longer spoken, 
and can be reconstructed only on the basis ofrare fragments, a language 
(langue) is stiH a system for possible statements, a fmite body of rules that 
authorizes an infmite number of performances. The field of discursive 
events, on the other hand, is a grouping that is always finite and limited 
at any moment to the linguistic sequences that have been formulated; they 
may be innumerable, they may, in sheer size, exceed the capacities of 
recording, memory, or reading: nevertheless they form a finite grouping. 
The question posed by language analysis ofsome discursive fact or other is 
always: according to what rules has a particular statement been made, and 
consequently according to what rules could other similar statements be 
made? The descri tion of the events of discourse os 'e different 
question: ow is It t at on statement a rather t ~t 
anot cr. 

It is also clear that this description of discourses is in opposition to the 
history ofthought. There too a system ofthought can be reconstituted only 
on the basis of a defmite discursive totality. But this totality is treated in 
sUch a way that one tries to rediscover beyond the statements themselves 
the intention of the speaking subject, his conscious activity, what he 
l11eant, or, again, the unconscious activity that took place, despite him
self, in What he said or in the almost imperceptible fracture of his actual
~ords; in any case, we must reconstitute another discourse, rediscover the t 
silc:n murmuring, the inexhaustible speech that animates from within the 
\JOice that one hears, re-establish the tiny, invisible text that runs between 
~d SOmetimes collides with them. The analysis of thought is always 
alegorical in relation to the discourse that it employs. Its question is 
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unfailingly: what was being said in what was said? The analysis of the 
discursive field is orientated in a quite different way; we must grasp the 
statement in the exact specificity ofits occurrence; determine its conditions 
ofexistence, fix at least its limits, establish its correlations with other state
ments that may be connected with it, and show what other forms of 
statement it excludes. We do not seek below what is manifest the half 
silent murmur of another discourse; we must show why it could not be 
other than it was, in what respect it is exclusive of any other, how it 
assumes, in the midst of others and in relation to them. a place that no 
other could occupy. The question proper to such an analysis might be 
formulated in this way: what is this specific existence that emerges from 
what is said and nowhere else? 

We must ask ourselves what purpose is ultimately served by this sus
pension of all the accepted unities, if, in the end, we return to the unities 
that we pretended to question at the outset. In fact, the systematic erasure 
of all given unities enables us first of all to restore to the statement the 
specificity of its occurrence, and to show that discontinuity is one of 
those great accidents that create cracks not only in the geology ofhistory. 
but also in the simple fact of the statement; it emerges in its historical 
irruption; what we try to examine is the incision that it makes, that 
irreducible - and very often tiny - emergence. However banal it may be, 
however unimportant its consequcnces may appear to be, however 
quickly it may bc forgotten aftcr its appcarance, however little heard or 
however badly dcciphered we may suppose it to be, a statement is always 
an event that neither the language (langHe) nor the meaning can quite 
exhaust. It is certainly a strange event: first. because on the one hand it is 
linked to the gesture of writing or to the articulation of speech, and also 
on the other hand it opens up to itself a residual existence in the field ofa 
mcmory, or in the materiality ofmanuscripts, books. or any other form of 
recording; sccondly, because, like every event, it is unique, yet subject to 
repetition, transformation, and reactivation; thirdly, because it is linked 
not only to the situations that provoke it, and to the consequences that it 
gives rise to, but at the same time, and in accordance with a quite different 
modality, to the statcments that precede and follow it. I" But ifwe isolate, in relation to the lan~uage and to thought. the occur
rence of nt vent it is not in order to s read 0 ver tfliilg 
a . ust of facts. It is in order to be sure t at IS occurrence is not li ed 
with synthesizing operations 0 a pure y ps cho 0 Ica ki t e m en I n 
o t e aut lor, t e orm 0 IS mm ,t e ngour 0 is thought, the themes 
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that obsess him, the project that traverses his existence and gives it 
meaning) and to be abl ras other forms ofre ularity, other t es of 
relations. Relations between statements (even i t e aut or is unaware ot 
t1ie"m;"7ven if the statements do not have the same author; even if the 
authors were unaware ofeach othcr's existence); relations between groups 
of statements thus established (even if these groups do not concern the 
same, or evcn adjacent, fields; even if they do not possess the same formal 
level; even if they are not the locus of assignable exchanges); relations 
between statements and groups ofstatements and events of a quite differ
ent kind (technical. economic, social, political). To reveal in all its purity 
the space in which discursive events are deployed is not to undertake to 
re-establish it in an isolation that nothing could overcomc; it is not to 
close it upon itself; it is to leave oneself free to describe the interplay of 
relations within it and outside it. 

The third ur ose ofsuch a descriptio s of discourse is that 
byrreeing t em 0 a rou in s at urport to be natura, Imme . 
ulllversal umtles, one is ab~describe other unmes, but thiS time y 
means 0 a group 0 contro e eoslons. J mg one e mes the 
conditions clearly, It mIght he legltliIlate to constitute, on the basis of 
correctly described relations, discursive groups that are not arbitrary. and 
yet remain invisible. ofcourse, these relations would never be formulated 
for themselves in thc statements in question (unlike, for example, those 
explicit relations that are posed and spoken in discourse itself, as in the 
form of the novel, or a series ofmathematical theorems). But in no way 
would they constitute a sort of secret discourse, animating the manifest 
discourse from within; it is not therefore an interpretation of the facts of 
the statement that might reveal them, but the analysis of thcir coexistence, 
their succession, their mutual functioning, their reciprocal determination. 
and their independent or correlative transformation. 

However, it is not possible to describe all the relations that may emerge 
in this way without some guide-lines. A provisional division must be 
adopted as an initial apprOXimation: an initial region that analysis will 
subsequently demolish and, if necessary, reorganize. But how is such a 
region to be circumscribed? On the onehand, we must choose, empirically, 
a field in which the relations are likely to be numerous, dense, and relatively 
~sy to describe: and in what other region do discursive events appear to 
be more closely linked to one another, to occur in accordance with more 
easily decipherable relations, than in the region usually known as science? 
But, on the other hand, what better way of grasping in a statement, not 
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the moment of its fonnal structure and laws of construction, but that of 
its existence and the rules that govern its appearance, ifnot by dealing with 
relatively unformalized groups of discourses, in which the statements do 
not seem necessarily to be built on the rules of pure syntax? How can we 
be sure of avoiding such divisions as the IXuvre, or such categories as 
'influence', unless, from the very outset, we adopt sufficiently broad fIelds 
and scales that are chronologically vast enough? Lastly, how can we be 
sure that we will not fmd ourselves in the grip of all those over-hasty 
unities or syntheses concerning the speaking subject, or the author of the 
text, in short, all anthropological categories? Unless, perhaps, we consider 
all the statements out of which these categories are constituted - all the 

III 
statements that have chosen the subject of discourse (their own subject) 
as their 'object' and have undertaken to deploy it as their field of 
knowledge? 

This explains the de facto privilege that I have accorded to those dis
courses that, to put it very schematically, defme the 'sciences of man'. 
But it i~ly a provisional privilege. Two facts must be constantly borne 
in min&!.rhat Jfi1\analysis of discursive events is in no way limited to such 
a field; and th~e division of this field itselfcannot be regarded either as 
defmitive or as absolutely valid; it is no more than an initial approxima
tion that must allow relations to appear that may erase the limits of this 
initial outline. 

30 
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CHAPTER 2 

Discursive Formations 

e rou III . 

There are statements, for examp e, that are quite obviously concerned _ 
and have been from a date that is easy enough to determine _ with political 
economy, or biology, or psychopathology; there are others that equally 
obViously belong to those age-old continuities known as grammar or 
medicine. But what are these unities? How can we say that the analysis 
ofheadaches carried out by Willis or Charcot belong to the same order 
ofdiscourse? That Petty's inventions are in continuity with Neumann's 
econometry? That the analysis of judgement by the Port-Royal gram
~rians belongs to the same domain as the discovery ofvowel gradations 
In ~e Indo-European languages? What, in fact, are medjdn" grammar, or 
pe[WW1economJ'? Are they merely a retrospective regrouping by which the 
contemporary sciences deceive themselves as to their Own past? Are they 
forms that have become established once and for all and have gone on
dev~loping through time? Do they conceal other unities? And what sort 

(;\. ?fIlnks can validly be recognized between all these statements that form, 
'tJIn S~h a familiar and insistent way, such an enigmatic mass? 

Firstlu'e,otbesii. and the one that, at first sight, struck me as being the 
31 
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most likely and the most easily proved: statements different in form, and 
dispersed in Sip!?; E?rol a group jfthey refer to one and the sawe, Qbject.
Thus, statements belonging to psychopathology all seem to refer to an 
objeet that emerges in various ways in individual or social experience and 
which may be called madness. ut "zed that th unitv of the 
ob'eet 'madness' does not enab ne to indi . ou of sta 
ments, an to esta is en hem a relatio t is both constant and 
..escn a e. There are two reasons for this. It would certainly be a mistake 
to try to discover what could have been said of madness at a particular 
time by interrogating the being of madness itself, its secret content, its 
silent, self-enclosed truth; mental illness was constituted by all that was 
said in all the statements that named it, divided it up, described it, ex
plained it, traced its developments, indicated its various correlations, 
judged it, and possibly gave it speech by articulating, in its name, dis
courses that were to be taken as its own. Moreover, this group of state
ments is far from referring to a single object, formed once and for all, and 
to preserving it indefmitely as its horizon of inexhaustible ideality; the 
object presented as their correlative by medical statements of the seven
teenth or eighteenth century is not identical with the object that emerges 
in legal sentences or police action; similarly, all the objects of psycho
pathological discourses were modified from Pinel or Esquirol to Bleuler: 
it is not the same illnesses that are at issue in each of these cases; we are not 
dealing with the same madmen. 

One might, perhaps one should, conclude from this multiplicity of 
objects that it is not possible to accept, as a valid unity forming a group of 
statements, a 'discourse, concerning madness'. Perhaps one should con
fme one's attention to those groups of statements that have one and the 
same object: the discourses on melancholia, or neurosis, for example. But 
one would soon realize that each of these discourses in turn constituted its 
object and worked it to the point of transforming it altogether. 'so tbar tbe 

r . s ofknowin whether the nit ofa discourse is based not so 
m h the ermanenc an uni ucness of an ob'ect as on e s ace in 

10 s emer e and are c muo trans Wo d 
not the typical relation t at wou enab e us to individualize a group of 
statements concerning madness then be: the rule of simultaneous or 
successive emergence of the various objects that are named, described, 
analysed,appreciated,or judged in that relation? The unity ofdiscourses on 
madness would not be based upon the existence of the object 'madness', or 
the constitution ofa single horizon ofobjectivity; it would be the interplay 
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of the registering and interpretation of information, and because, beside 
him, outside him, there have appeared masses of documentation, in
struments of correlation, and techniques of analysis, which, of course, he 
makes use of, but which modify his position as an observing subject in 
relation to the patient. 

All these alterations, which may now lead to the threshold of a new 
medicine, gradually appeared in medical discourse throughout the nine
teenth century. If one wished to define this discourse by a codified and 
normative system of statement, one would have to recognize that this 
medicine disintegrated as soon as it appeared and that it really found its 
formulation only in Bichat and Laennec. If there is a unity, its principle 
is not therefore a determined form ofstatements; is it not rather the group 
of rules, which, simultaneously or in turn, have made possible purely 
perceptual descriptions, together with observations mediated through 
instruments, the procedures used in laboratory experiments, statistical 
calculations, epidemiological or demographic observations, institutional 
regulations, and therapeutic practice? What one must characterize and 
individualize is the coexistence of these dispersed and heterogeneous 
statements; the system that governs their division, the degree to which 
they depend upon one another, the way in which they interlock or exclude 
one another, the transformation that they undergo, and the play of their 
location, arrangement, and replacement. 

/~ Another direction of research, another hy~otheili: might it not be 
\:J nossible to establish groups of statements, tv etermininlZ the svs ' 

mment and conerent conce~ts Involved? ror example, does not the 
lassical analysis oflanguage an grammatical facts (from Lancelot to the 

end of the eighteenth century) rest on a defmite number of concepts 
whose content and usage had been established once and for all: the con
cept ofjudgement defmed as the general, normative form ofany sentence, 
the concepts of Sf"bject and predicate regrouped under the more general 
category of nOlm, the concept of verb used as the equivalent of that of 
logical copula, the concept of word defmed as the sign of a representation, 
etc.? In this way, one might reconstitute the conceptual architecture of 
Classical grammar. But there too one would soon come up against 
limitations: no sooner would one have succeeded in describing with such 
elements the analyses carried out by the Port-Royal authors than one would 
no doubt be forced to acknowledge the appearance ofnew concepts; so)11e 
of these may be derived from the flest, but the others are heterogeneoUS 
and a few even incompatible with them. The notion ofnatural or inverted 
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syntactical order, that of complement (introduced in the eighteenth 
century by Beauzee), may still no doubt be integrated into the conceptual 
system of the Port-Royal grammar. But neither the idea of an originally 
expressive value of sounds, nor that of a primitive body of knowledge 
enveloped in words and conveyed in some obscure way by them, nor that 
of regularity in the mutation of consonants, nor the notion of the verb 
as a mere name capable of designating an action or operation, is com
patible with the group of concepts used by Lancelot or Duclos. Must we 
admit therefore that grammar only appears to form a coherent figure; 
and that this group of statements, analyses, descriptions, principles and 
consequences, deductions that has been perpetrated under this name for 
over a century is no more than a false unity? But perhaps one might dis
cover a discursive unity ifone sought it not in the coherence ofconcepts, 
but in their simultaneous or successive emergence, in the distance that 
separates them and even in their incompatibility. One would no longer 
seek an architecture of concepts sufficiently general and abstract to em
brace all others and to introduce them into the same deductive struc
ture; one would try to analyse the interplay of their appearances and 

C.~ispersion. 

'eJ. Lastly, a fourth h othesis to regroup the statements, describe their 
. terco .on acco the unitar fc r which the are 
presented: the identity and persistence of themes. In 'sciences' like 
economIcs or 10 ogy. w IC are so controversla In c aracter, so open to 
philosophical or ethical options, so exposed in certain cases to political 
manipulation, it is legitimate in the first instance to suppose that a certain 
thematic is capable of linking, and animating a group of discourses, like 
an organismwith its own needs, its own internal force, and its own capacity 
for survival. Could one not, for example, constitute as a unity everything 
that has constituted the evolutionist theme from Buffon to Darwin? A 
theme that in the flest instance was more philosophical, closer to cosmology 
than to biology; a theme that directed research from afar rather than 
named, regrouped, and explained results; a theme that always presupposed 
more than one was aware of, but which, on the basis of this fundamental 
choice, forcibly transformed into discursive knowledge what had been 
outlined as a hypothesis or as a necessity. Could ODe not speak of the 
:YSiocratic theme in the same way? An idea that postulated, beyond all 

rnonstration and prior to all analysis, the natural character of the three 
grlun~ rents; which consequently presupposed the economic and politi
ca Prtnucy of agrarian property; which excluded all analysis of the 
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mechanisms of industrial production; which implied, on the other hand,
 
the description ofthe circulation ofmoney within a state, of its distribu

tion between different social categories, and of the channels by which it
 
flowed back into production; which fmally led Ricardo to consider those
 
cases in which this triple rent did not appear, the conditions in which it
 
could form, and consequently to denounce the arbitrariness of the
 

Physiocratic theme?
But on the basis of such an attempt, one is led to make two inverse and
 

complementary observations. In one case, the same thematic is articulated
 
on the basis of twO sets of concepts, twO types of analysis, two perfectly
 
different flelds of objects: in its most general formulation, the evolutionist
 
idea is perhaps the same in the work of Benoit de Maillet, Bordeu or
 
Diderot, and in that of Darwin; but, in fact, what makes it possible and
 
coherent is .not at all the same thing in either case. In the eighteenth cen

tury, the evolutionist idea is defmed on the basis of a kinship of species
 
forming a continuum laid down at the outset (interrupted only by natural
 
catastrophes) or gradually built up by the passing oftime. In the nineteenth
 
century the evolutionist theme concerns not so much the constitution ofa
 
continuous table ofspecies, as the description ofdiscontinuous groups and
 
the analysis of the modes of interaction between an organism whose
 
elements are interdependent and an environment that provides its real
 
conditions of life. A single theme, but based on two types of discourse.
 
In the case of Physiocracy, on the other hand, Quesnay's choice rests
 
exactly on the same system of concepts as the opposite opinion held by
 
those that might be called utilitarists. At this period the analysis of wealth
 
involved a relatively limited set of concepts that was accepted by all
 
(coinage was given the same definition; prices were given the same ex

planation; and labour costs were calculated in the same way). But, on the
 
basis of this single set of concepts, there were twO ways ofexplaining the
 
formation of value, according to whether it was analysed on the basis of
 
exchange, or on that of remuneration for the day's work. These twO
 

possibilities contained within economic theory, and in the rules of its set
 
of concepts, resulted, on the basis of the same elements, in two different 

options.

'111U II' 

It would probably be wrong therefore to seek in the existence of theseI 
themes the principles of the individualization of a discourse. Should they 

'~I	 not be sought rather in the dispersion of the points of choice that the t
 
discourse leaves free? In the different possibilities that it opens ofreanUna 

ing already existing themes, ofarousing opposed strategies, ofgiving way
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Whenever one can describe, between a number of statements, such a 
system of dispersion, whenever, between objects, types of statement, 
concepts, or thematic choices, one can defme a regularity (an order, 
correlations, positions and functionings, transformations), we will say, 
for the sake ofconvenience, that we are dealing with a discursive ormation 
- thus avoiding words that are already overladen Wit con mons and 
consequences, and in any case inadequate to the task ofdesignating such a 
dispersion, such as 'science', 'ideology', 'theory', or'domain ofobjectivity'. 
The conditions to which the elements of this division (objects, mode of 
statement, concepts, thematic choices) are subjected we shall call the mlts 
olformation. The rules of formation are conditions of' but a 
coexIstence, maintenance, mo catton, and isa earance in a give 
discursIve VISIon. 

This, then, is the field to be covered; these the notions that we must 
put to the test and the analyses that we must carry out. I am well aware 
that the risks are considerable. For an initial probe, I made use of certain 
fairly loose, but familiar, groups ofstatement: I have no proof that I shall 
fmd them again at the end of the analysis, nor that I shall discover the 
principle of their delimitation and individualization; I am not sure that 
the discursive formations that I shall isolate will defme medicine in its 
overall wlity, or economics and grammar in the overall curve of their 
historical destination; they may even introduce unexpected boundaries 
and divisions. Similarly, I have no proof that such a description will be 
able to take account of the scientificity (or non-scientificity) of the 
discursive groups that I have taken as an attack point and which presented 
themselves at the outset with a certain pretension to scientific rationality; 
I have no proof that my analysis will not be situated at a quite different 
level, constitllting a description that is irreducible to epistemology or to 
the history ofthe sciences. Moreover, at the end ofsuch an enterprise, one 
may not recover those unities that, out of methodological rigour, one 
initially held in suspense: one may be compelled to dissociate certain 
ceUlJres, ignore influences and traditions, abandon definitively the question 
of origin, allow the commanding presence of authors to fade into the 
background; and thus everything that was thought to be proper to the 
history of ideas may disappear from view. The danger, in short, is that 
instead ofproviding a basis for what already exists, instead of going over 
with bold strokes lines that have already been sketched, instead offinding 
reassurance in this retllrn and fmal confirmation, instead of completing 
the blessed circle that announces, after innumerable stratagems and as many 
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nights, that all is saved, one is forced to advance beyond familiar territory, 
far from the certainties to which one is accustomed, towards an as yet 
uncharted land and unforeseeable conclusion. Is there not a danger that 
everything that has so far protected the historian in his daily journey and 
accompanied him until nightfall (the destiny ofrationality and the teleology 
of the sciences, the long, continuous labour of thought from period to 
period, the awakening and the progress of consciousness, its perpetual 
resumption of itself, the uncompleted, but uninterrupted movement of 
totalizations, the return to an ever-open source, and fmally the historico
transcendental thematic) may disappear, leaving for analysis a blank, 
indifferent space, lacking in both interiority and promise? 

~ r I 1
! cJ,~ '.I-~ ,,' ~l 
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CHAPTER 3 

The Formation of Objects 

We mu~now...li.stJhe various directions that lie ooen to us. a 
ion of 'rules of formation' - of which little more than 3 rou£h 

sketch has so far been provided - can be yen real content. Let us 100 

st at t e ormation 0 0 s. n In or er to aei itate our analysis, 
let us take as an example the discourse of psychopathology from the 
nineteenth century onwards - a chronological break that is easy enough to 
accept in a first approach to the subject. There are enough signs to indicate 
it, but let us take just two of these: the establishment at the beginning of 
the century ofa new mode ofexclusion and confinement ofthe madman 
in a psychiatric hospital; and the possibility oftracing certain present-day 
notions back to Esquirol, Heinroth, or Pinel (paranoia can be traced back 
to monomania, the intelligence quotient to the initial notion ofimbeciJity, 
general paralysis to chronic encephalitis, character neurosis to non
delirious madness); whereas ifwe try to trace the development ofpsycho
pathology beyond the nineteenth century, we soon lose our way, the 
path becomes confused, and the projection of Du Laurens or even Van 
'Swieten on the pathology ofKraepelin or Bleuler provides no more than 
chance coincidences. The objects with which psychopathology has dealt 
since this break in time are very numerous, mostly very new, but also very 
precarious, subject to change and, in some cases, to rapid disappearance: 
in addition to motor disturbances, hallucinations, and speech disorders 
(which were already regarded as manifestations ofmadness, although they 
were recognized, delimited, described, and analysed in a different way). 
objects appeared that belonged to hitherto unused registers: minor 
behavioural disorders, sexual aberrations and disturbances, the pheno-
mena of suggestion and hypnosis, lesions of the central nervous sysren1, 

deficiencies of intellectual or motor adaptation, criminality. And on the 
basis of each of these registers a variety of objects were named, circuJD
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scribed, analysed, then rectified, re-defmed, challenged, erased. Is it 
possible to lay down the rule to which their appearance was subject? Is it 
possible to discover according to which non-deductive system these 
objects could be juxtaposed and placed in succession to form the frag
mented field - showing at certain points great gaps, at others a plethora 
ofinformation - of psychopathology? What has ruled their existence as 
objects of discourse? 

ot disease~Iienation dementia, neurosis r s
emerge, and then hese sur

anomal 
tlon etc., rna 
faces 0 emergence are not t e same for different societies, at different 
periods, and in different forms of discourse. In the case of nineteenth
century psychopathology, they were probably constituted by the family, 
the immediate social group, the work situation, the religious community 
(which are all normative, which are all susceptible to deviation, which all 
have a margin of tolerance and a threshold beyond which exclusion is 
demanded, which all have a mode ofdesignation and a mode ofrejecting
 
madness, which alI transfer to medicine ifnot the responsibility for treat

ment and cure, at least the burden of explanation); although organized
 
according to a specific mode, these surfaces of emergence Were not new
 
in the nineteenth century. On the other hand, it was no doubt at this
 
period that new surfaces ofappearance began to function: art with its own
 
normativity, sexuality (its deviations in relation to customary prohibitions
 
become for the fIrst time an object ofobservation, description, and analysis
 
for psychiatric discourse), penality (whereas in previous periods madness
 
Was carefully distinguished from criminal conduct and was regarded as an 
excuse, criminality itself becomes - and subsequent to the celebrated 
'holtlicidal monomanias' - a form of deviance more or less related to 
llladness). In these fields of initial differentiation in the distances, the 

and describable. 

and tne t res 0 stat ap~ear wi . it, psyc atrlC
Its domain. 0 aJiDing what it is ta 

~uities. 

. (b) ':'X,'i mug aIm describe the antbgrjtie§ of delimitation: in the 
nIneteenth century, medicine (as an institution possessing its o;'n rules, 
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as a group ofindividuals constituting the medical profession, as a body of 
knowledge and practice, as an authority recognized by public opinion, the 
law, and government) became the major authority in society that de
limited, designated, named, and established madness as an object; but it 
was not alone in this: the law and penal law in particular (with the defini
tions of excuse, non-responsibility, extenuating circumstances, and with 
the application of such notions as the crime passionel, heredity, dangcr to 
society), the religious authority (in so far as it set itself up as the authority 
that divided the mystical from the pathological, the spiritual from the 

1 corporeal, the supernatural from the abnormal,and in so far as it practised 
1 ' 
1 , ,1111,	 the direction of conscience with a view to understanding individuals 

rather than carrying out a casuistical classification of actions and circum

I'
i\1 stances), literary and art criticism (which in the nineteenth century 

treated the work less and less as an object oftaste that had to be judged, and 
morc and more as a language that had to be interpreted and in which the 
author's tricks of expression had to be recognized). 

\1, I'''' 
(c) Last . ust anal s 

I accordin to which e di r ess' ar contrasted,I re ted. r"Srouped. classified, derived from one another as ObjCi'8 8f 
pSI,cruatric discourse !in the nineteenth century, these grids of differ
entiation were: the soul, as a group ofhierarchized, related, and more or 
less interpenctrable faculties; the body, as a three-dimensional volume of 
organs linked together by networks of dependence and communication; 
the life and history of individuals, as a linear succession ofphases, a tangle 
of traces, a group ofpotential reactivations, cyclical repctitions; the inter
plays of neuropsychological correlations as systems of reciprocal pro
jections, and as a field of circular causality). 

Such a description is still in itselfinadequate. And for two reaso~hesc 
planes ofemergence, authorities of delimitation, or forms of specification 
do not provide objects, fully formed and armed, that the discourse of 
psychopathology has then merely to list, classify, name, select, and cover 
with a network of words and sentences: it is not the families - with their 
norms, their prohibitions, their sensitivity thresholds - that decide who is 
mad, and present the 'patients' to the psychiatrists for analysis and judge-
ment; it is not the legal system itself that hands over certain criminals t~ 
psychiatry, that sees paranoia beyond a particular murder, or a neurosis 
behind a sexual offence. It would be guite wrong to see djS'ii2urse as a place.. 
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orller to locate that point, let us re-examine the previous examp' e. the 
sphere with which psychopathology dealt in the nineteenth century, one 
sees the very early appearance (as early as Esquirol) of a whole series of 
objects belonging to the category ofdelinquency: homicide (and suicide), 
crimes passionels, sexual offences, certain forms of theft, vagrancy _ and 
then, through them, heredity, the neurogenic environment, aggressive or 
sdf-punishing behaviour, perversions, criminal impulses, suggestibility, 
etc. It would be inadequate to say that one was dealing here with the 
consequences of a discovery: of the sudden discovcry by a psychiatrist of 
a resemblance between criminal and pathological behaviour, a discovery 
ofthe presence in certain delinquents ofthe classical signs ofalienation, or 
mental derangement. Such facts lie beyond the grasp of contemporary 
research: indeed, the problem is how to decide what made them possible, 
and how these 'discoveries' could lead to others that took them up, 
rectified them, modified thcm, or even disproved them. Similarly, it 
would be irrelevant to attribute the appearance ofthese new objects to the 
norms ofnineteenth-century bourgeois socicty, to a reinforced police and 
penal framework, to the establishment of a new code of criminal justice, 
~o the introduction and Use of extenuating circumstances, to the increase 
tn crime. No doubt, all these processes were at work; but they could not 
of themselves form objects for psychiatric discourse; to pursue the 
deScription at this level one would fall short ofwhat one was seeking. 

If, in a particular period in the history of our society, the delinquent 
~as PSychologized and pathologized, if criminal behaviour could give 
rISe ~o a Whole series ofobjects ofknowledge, this was because a group of 
rr~r relations was adopted for use in psychiatric discourse. The rela
dljon. ~een planes of specification like penal categories and degrees of
(f::r~hed r~sponsibility, and planes of psychological characterization 

ties, aptitudes, degrees ofdevelopment or involution, different ways 
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ofreacting to the environment, character types, whether acquired, innate, 
or hereditary). The relation between the authority ofmedical decision and 
the authority ofjudicial decision (a really complex relation since medical 
decision recognizes absolutely the authority of the judiciary to defme 
crime, to determine the circumstances in which it is committed, and the 
punishment that it deserves; but reserves the right to analyse its origin and 
to determine the degree of responsibility involved). The relation between 
the filter formed by judicial interrogation, police information, investiga~ 

tion, and the whole machinery of judicial information, and the futer 
formed by the medical questionnaire, clinical examinations, the search for 
antecedents, and biographical accounts. The relation between the family, 
sexual and penal norms of the behaviour of individuals, and the table of 
pathological symptoms and diseases of which they are the signs. The 
relation between therapeutic confinement in hospital (with its own thres
holds, its criteria of cure, its way of distinguishing the normal from the 
pathological) and punitive confinement in prison (with its system of 
punishment and pedagogy, its criteria ofgood conduct, improvement, and 
freedom). These are the relations that, operating in psychiatric discourse, 
have made possible the formation of a whole group of various objects. 

Let us generalize: in the nineteenth century, psychiatric discourse is 
characterized not by privileged objects, but by the way in which it forms 
objects that are in fact highly dispersed. This formation is made possible 
by a group of relations established between authorities of emergence, 
delimitation, and specification. One might say, then, that a discursive 
formation is defined (as far as its objects are concerned, at least) if one can 
establish such a group; if one can show how any particular object of 
discourse finds in it its place and law ofemergence; ifone can show that it 
may give birth simultaneously or successively to mutually exclusive 
objects, without having to modify itself 

Hence a certain number of remarks and consequences. 

I. The conditions necessary for the appearance ofan object ofdiscourse, 
the historical conditions required if one is to 'say anything' about it, and 
if several people are to say different things about it, the conditions 
necessary if it is to exist in relation to other objects, if it is to establish 
with them relations of resemblance, proximity, distance, difference, 
transformation - as we can see, these conditions are many and imposing. 
Which means that one cannot speak of anything at any time; it is not 
easy to say something new; it is not enough for us to open our eyes, to 
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pay attention, or to be aware, for new objects suddenly to light up and 
emerge out of the ground. But this difficulty is not only a negative one; 
it must not be attached to some obstacle whose power appears to be, 
exclusively, to blind, to hinder, to prevent discovery, to conceal the 
purity of the evidence or the dumb obstinacy of the things themselves; 
the object does not await in limbo the order that will free it and enable it 
to become embodied in a visible and prolix objectivity; it does not pre
exist itself, held back by some obstacle at the first edges oflight. It exists 
under the positive conditions of a complex group of relations. 

2. These relations are established between institutions, economic and 
social processes, behavioural patterns, systems ofnorms, techniques, types 
of classification, modes of characterization; and these relations are not 
present in the object; it is not they that are deployed when the object is 
being analysed; they do not indicate the web, the immanent rationality, 
that ideal nervure that reappears totally or in part when one conceives of 
the object in the truth of its concept. They do not define its internal con
stitution, but what enables it to appear, to juxtapose itself with other 
objects, to situate itself in relation to them, to defllle its difference, its 
irreducibility, and even perhaps its heterogeneity, in short, to be placed in 
afield of exteriority. 

3· These relations must be distinguished flIst from what we might call 
'primary' relations, and which,independently of all discourse or all object 
of discourse, may be described between institutions, techniques, social 
fonus, etc. After all, we know very well that relations existed between 
the bourgeois family and the functioning ofjudicial authorities and cate
gories in the nineteenth century that can be analysed in their own right. 
They cannot always be superposed upon the relations that go to form 
objects: the relations of dependence that may be assigned to this primary 
level are not necessarily expre.ssed in the formation ofrelations that makes 
discursive objects possible. But we must also distinguish the secondary 
relations that are formulated in discourse itself: what, for example, the 
psychiatrists ofthe nineteenth centurycould say about the relations between 
the family and criminality does not reproduce, as we know, the il1terplay 
of r~al dependencies; but neither does it reproduce the interplay of 
relations that make possible and sustain the objects ofpsychiatric discourse. 
~us a seace upfglds artim1ated with pmsib1e discmmcs' i system of real 

problem is torelitia ---- --- -
o! ''''marv relations. :l svstem ofre1lexivp Cor secondary reliltWns. and :l svste
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4. Discursive relations are not, as we can see, internal to discourse: they 
do not connect concepts or words with one another; they do not establish 
a deductive or rhetorical structure between propositions or sentences. 
Yet they are not relations exterior to discourse, relations that might limit 
it, or impose certain forms upon it, or force it, in certain circumstances, 
to state certain things. They are, in a sense, at the limit of discourse: 

I they offer it objects of which it can speak, or rather (for this image of
I[ 

offering presupposes that objects are formed independently ofdiscourse), 
they determine the group of relations that discourse must establish in 
order to speak of this or that object, in order to deal with them, name 
them, analyse them, classify them, explain them, etc. These relations 
characterize not the language (langue) used by discourse, nor the circum
stances in which it is deployed, but discourse itselfas a practice. 

We can now complete the analysis and see to what extent it fulfils, and 
to wnat extent it modifies, the initial project. 

Taking those group figures which, in an insistent but confused way, 
presented themselves as psychology, ecotlOmics, grammar, medicine, we asked 
on what kind of unity they could be based: were they simply a recon
struction after the event, based on particular works, successive theories, 
notions and themes some ofwhich had been abandoned, others maintained 
by tradition, and again others fated to fall into oblivion only to be revived 
at a later date? Were they simply a series oflinked enterprises? 

We sought the unity of discourse in the objects themselves, in their 
distribution, in the interplay of their differences, in their proximity or 
distance - in short, in what is given to the speaking subject; and, in the end, 
we are sent back to a setting-up of relations that characterizes discursive 
practice itself; and what we discover is neither a configuration, nor a form, 
but a group of rules that are immanent in a practice, and define it in its 
specificity. We also used, as a point of reference, a unity like psycho
pathology: if we had wanted to provide it with a date of birth and precise 
limits, it would no doubt have been necessary to discover when r~e 
word was first used, to what kind ofanalysis it could be applied, and how It 
achieved its separation from neurology on the one hand and psychology 
on the other. What has emerged is a unity ofanother type, which does not 
appear to have the same dates, or the same surface, or the same articulations, 
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but which may take account of a group of objects for which the term 
psychopathology was merely a reflexive, secondary, classificatory rubric. 
psychopathology finally emerged as a discipline in a constant state of 
renewal, subject to constant discoveries, criticisms, and corrected errors; 
the system of formation that we have defmed remains stable. But let 
there be no misunderstanding: it is not the objects that remain constant, 
nor the domain that they form; it is not even their point ofemergence or 
their mode of characterization; but the relation between the surfaces on 
which they appear, on which they can be delimited, on which they can be 
analysed and specified. 

In the descriptions for which I have attempted to provide a theory, there 
can be no question of interpreting discourse with a view to writing a 
history of the referent. In the example chosen, we are not trying to find 
out who was mad at a particular period, or in what his madness consisted, 
or whether his disturbances were identical with those known to us today. 
We are not asking ourselves whether witches were unrecognized and 
persecuted madmen and madwomen, or whether, at a different period, a 
mystical or aesthetic experience was not unduly medicalized. We are 
not trying to reconstitute what madness itself might be, in the form in 
which it first presented itself to some primitive, fundamental, deaf, 
scarcely articulatedl experience, and in the form in which it was later 
organized (translated, deformed, travestied, perhaps even repressed) by
 
discourses, and the oblique, often twisted play of their operatiollS. Such a
 
history of the referent is no doubt possible; al1d I have no wish at the
 
OUtset to exclude any effort to uncover and free these 'prediscursivc'
 
experiences from the tyranny of the text. But what we are concerned with
 
here is not to neutralize discourse, to make it the sign of something else,
 
and to pierce through its density in order to reach what remains silently
 
anterior to it, but on the contrary to maintain it in its consistency, to
 
~ake it emerge in its own compleXity. What, in short, we wish to do is to
 
dIspense with 'things'. To 'depresentify' them. To conjure up their rich,
 
heavy, immediate plenitude, which we usually regard as the primitive
 
~aw ofa discourse thathas become divorced from it through error, oblivion,
 
Illusion, ignorance, or the inertia of beliefs and traditions, or even the
 
~rha~s unconscious desire not to see and not to speak. To substitute for
 
. e ti reasure of'thin s' a erior to discours ular forma
~of objects that emerge only in discourse. T 0 define these object.} 

'This'
tha IS written against an explicit theme of my book Madness and Civilization, and one 

t recurs particularly in the Preface. 
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without rcfeJ;ence to the pund. the foundqtion 4 rb ipSs hut by relating then;.. 
the b them to form as objects of a discourse and 

thus constitute th a earance. 0 write a 
istory 0 iscursive objects that does not plunge t em mto he common 

depth of a primal soil, but deploys the nexus of regularities that govern 
their dispersion. 

However, to suppress the stage of 'things themselves' is not necessarily 
to return to the linguistic analysis of meaning. When one describes the 
formation of the objects of a discourse, one tries to locate the relations 
that characterize a discursive practice, one determines neither a lexical 
organization, nor the scansions of a semantic field: one does not question 
the meaning given at a particular period to such words as 'melancholia' or 
'madness without delirium', nor the opposition of content between 
'psychosis' and 'neurosis'. Not, I repeat, that such analyses are regarded as 
illegitimate or impossible; but they are not relevant when we are trying to 
discover, for example, how criminality could become an object ofmedical 
expertise, or sexual deviation a possible object of psychiatric discourse. 
The analysis of lexical contents defmes either the elements of meaning at 
the disposal of speaking subjects in a given period, or the semantic struc
ture that appears on the surface ofa discourse that has already been spoken; 
it does not concern discursive practice as a place in which a tangled 
plurality - at once superposed and incomplete - of objects is formed and 
deformed, appears and disappears. 

The sagacity of the commentators is not mistaken: from the kind of 
analysis that I have undertaken, words are as deliberately absent as thi"gs 
themselves; any description of a vocabulary is as lacking as any reference 
to the living plenitude of experience. We shall not return to the state 
anterior to discourse - in which nothing has yet been said, and in which 
things are onlyjust beginning to emerge out ofthe grey light; and we shall 
not pass beyond discourse in order to rediscover the forms that it has 
created and left behind it; we shall remain, or try to remain, at the level of 
discourse itself. Since it is sometimes necessary to dot the 'i's of even the 
most obvious absences, I will say that in all these searches, in which I have 
still progressed so little, I would like to show that 'discourses', in the forrn 
in which they can be heard or read, are not, as one might expect, a mere 
intersection of things and words: an obscure web of things, and a manifes:, 
visible, coloured chain of words; I would like to show that discourse IS 

not a slender surface of contact, or confrontation, between a reality and a 
language (langue), the intrication of a lexicon and an experience~ld 
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CHAPTER 4 

1111 The Formation of 
Enunciative Modalities 

Qualitative descriptions, biographical accounts, the location, interpreta
tion, and cross-checking of signs, reasonings by analogy, deduction, 
statistical calculations, experimental verifications, and many other forms 
of statement are to be found in the discourse of nineteenth-century 
doctors. What is it that links them together? What necessity binds them 
together? Why these and not others? Before attempting an answer to such 
questions, we must first discover the law operating behind all these diverse 

statements, and the place from which thev come. 

(a) uestion:\who is s eakin ? Who, among the totality of 
speaking indivi u s, IS aceor e t e nght to use this sort of language 
(Ia'lgage)? Who is qualified to do so? Who derives from it his own special 
quality, his prestige, and from whom, in return, does he receive if not the 
assurance, at least the presumption that what he says is true? What is the 
status of the individuals who - alone - have the right, sanctioned by law 
or tradition, juridically defined or spontaneously accepted, to proffer such 
a discourse? The status of doctor involves criteria of competence and
 
knowledge; institutions, systems, pedagogic norms; legal conditions that
 
give the right _ though llot without laying down certain limitations - to
 

practise and to extend one's knowledge. It also involves a system of differ~
 
entiation and relations (the division ofattributions, hierarchical subordina

tion, functional complementarity, the request for and the provision and
 
exchange of information) with other individuals or other groups that also
 
possess their own status (with the state and its representatives, with the
 
judiciary, with different professional bodies, with religious groupS and, at
 
times, with priests). It also involves a number ofcharacteristics that defIne 
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its functioning in relation to society as a whole (the role that is attributed 
to the doctor according to whether he is consulted by a private person or 
summoned, more or less under compulsion, by society, according to 
whether he practises a profession or carries out a function; the right to 
intervene or make decisions that is accorded him in these different cases; 
what is required ofhim as the supervisor, guardian, and guarantor of the 
health ofa population, a group, a family, an individual; the payment that 
he receives from the community or from individuals; the form of con
tract, explicit or implicit, that he negotiates either with the group in which 
he practises, or with the authority that entrusts him with a task, or with 
the patient who requests advice, treatment, or cure). This status of the 
doctor is gener2Jly a rather special one in all forms ofsociety and civiliza
tion: he is hardly ever an undifferentiated or interchangeable person. 
Medical statements cannot come from anybody; their value, efficacy, 
even their therapeutic powers, and, generally speaking, their existence as 
medical statements cannot be dissociated from the statutorily defmed 
person who has the right to make them, and to claim for them the power 
to overcome suffering and death. But we also know that this status in 
western civilization was profoundly modified at the end of the eighteenth 
century when the health of the population became one of the economic 
norms required by industrial societies. 

(b) We must also describe the institutional sit fr which tor 
makes IS Iscourse, an rom w ic t IS ISCO rse derives its Ie Itllnate 
SOurce an pom 0 a lcatlo 1 c ob'ects and' uments of 
v n our SOCIeties, t ese Sites are: t e ospital, a place of con
stant, coded, systematic observation, run by a differentiated and hierar
ch!zed medical staff, thus constituting a quantifiable fIeld of frequencies; 
prtvate practice, which offers a field of less systematic, less complete, and 
far less numerous observations, but which sometimes facilitates observa
tions that are more far-reaching in their effects, with a better knowledge 
Of the background and environment; the laboratory, an autonomoust.ace, long distinct from the hospital, where certain truths of a general 
IIld~ concerning the human body, life, disease, lesions, etc., which 

prov~d.e certain elements of the diagnosis, certain signs of the developing 
COn~ltlon, certain criteria ofcure, and which makes therapeutic experiment 
~l~; lastly, what might be called the 'library' or documentary field, 
as Ii Includes not only the books and treatises traditionally recognized 

Va	 d, but also all the observations and case-histories published and 
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transmitted, and the mass of statistical information (concerning the social 
environment, dimate, epidemics, mortality rates, the incidence of 
diseases, the centres of contagion, occupational diseases) that can be 
supplied to the doctor by public bodies, by other doctors, by sociologists, 
and by geographers. In this respect, too, these various 'sites' of medical 
discourse were profoundly modified in the nineteenth century: the 
importance of the document continues to increase (proportionately 
diminishing the authority of the book or tradition); the hospital, which 
had been merely a subsidiary site for discourse on diseases, and which took 
second place in importance and value to private practice (in which diseases 
left in their natural environment were, in the eighteenth century, to 
reveal themselves in their vegetal truth), then becomes the site ofsystema
tic, homogeneous observations, large-scale confrontations, the establish
ment offrequenciesand probabilities, the annulation ofindividual variants, 
in short, the site of the appearance of disease, not as a particular species, 
deploying its essential features beneath the doctor's gaze, but as an average 
process, with its significant guide-lines, boundaries, and potential develop
ment. Similarly, it was in the nineteenth century that daily medical 
practice integrated the laboratory as the site of a discourse that has the 
same experimental norms as physics, chemistry, or biology. 

subiect are also d 
ossi6le for him to occu in relation to t ins or S 

J1l;.w;~~' according to a certain grid ofexplicit or implicit interrogations, 
he is the questioning subject and, according to a certain programme of 
information, he is the listening subject; according to a table ofcharacteris
tic features, he is the seeing subject, and, according to a descriptive type, 
the observing subject; he is situated at an optimal perceptual distance 
whose boundaries delimit the wheat of relevant information; he uses 
instrumental intermediaries that modify the scale of the information, 
shift the subject in relation to the average or immediate perceptuallevd, 
ensure his movement from a superftcial to a deep level, make him circulate 
in the interior space of the body - from manifest symptoms to the organs, 
from the organs to the tissues, and fmally from the tissues to the cells. To 
these perceptual situations should be added the positions that the subje~t 
can occupy in the information networks (in theoretical teaching or In 

hospital training; in the system of oral communication or of writ.te~ uca 
document: as emitter and receiver ofobservations, case-histories, statis 
data, general theoretical propositions, projects, and decisions). The 
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various situations that the subject of medical discourse may occupy were 
redefmed at the beginning of the nineteenth century with the organization 
of a quite different perceptual field (arranged ill depth, manifested by 
successive recourse to instruments, deployed by surgical techniques or 
methods of autopsy, centred upon lesional sites), and with the establish
ment of new systems of registration, notation, description, classification, 
integration in numerical series and in statistics, with the introduction of 
new forms of teaching, the circulation ofinformation, relations with other 
theoretical domains (sciences or philosophy) and with other institutions 
(whether administrative, political, or economic). 

clinical discourse, the doctor is in turn 

'ut at which previously formulated descriDtions are mte
e laboratory teChmclan, It is because a whole e:rOUD of relations 

»inyolved. Relationsbetweentliellospital space as a place ot assistance, 0 

purified, rystematic observation, and ofpartially proved, partially experi
mental therapeutics, and a whole group ofperceptual codes of the human 
body - as it is deftned by morbid anatomy; relations between the fteld of 
immediate observations and the domain ofacquired information; relations 
between the doctor's therapeutic role, his pedagogic role, his role as an 
intermediary in the diffusion of medical knowledge, and his role as a 
responsible representative of public health in the social space. Understood 
as a renewal of points of view, contents, the forms and even the style of 
description, the use of inductive or probabilistic reasoning, types of 
attribution of causality, in short, as a renewal of the modalities of enun
ciation, clinical medicine must not be regarded as the result ofa new tech
nique of observation - that of autopsy, which was practised long before 
the advent of the nineteenth century; nor as the result of the search for 
?athogenic causes in the depths of the organism - Morgagni was engaged 
In such a search in the middle ofthe eighteenth century; nor as the effect of 
~~ew institution, the teaching hospital - such institutions had already 
f In existence for some decades in Austria and Italy; nor as the result 
~ the introduction ofthe concept of tissue in Bichat's Traitc! des membranes. 

Ut as the establishment of a relation, in medical discourse, between a 
number ofdistinct elements, some of which concerned the status of doc
~::the~s the institutional and technical site from which they spoke, 
in thell' position as subjects perceiving, observing, describing, teach-

g, etc. It can be said that this relation between different elements (some 
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of which are new, while others were already in existence) is effected by 
clinical discourse: it is this, as a practice, that establishes between them all a 
system of relations that is not 'really' given or constituted a priori; and if 
there is a unity, if the modalities ofenunciation that it uses, or to which it 
gives place, are not simply juxtaposed by a series of historical contingen
cies, it is because it makes constant use of this group of relations. 

One further remark. Having noted the disparity of the types of enun
ciation in clinical discourse, I have not tried to reduce it by uncovering the 
formal structures, categories, modes oflogical succession, types of reason
ing and induction, forms ofanalysis and synthesis that may have operated 
in a discourse; did w' to reveal the rational or anizatio rna 

those 0 medicine with t elr e ement ofintrins' 
necessity, or di I wish to reduce to a single founding act, or to a 
rounding consciousness the genera onzon 0 ratlOna Ity agamst which 
the progress of medicine gradually emerged, its efforts to model itself 
upon the exact sciences, the contraction of its methods of observation. the 
slow, difficult expulsion of the images or fantasies that inhabit it, the 
purification of its system of reasoning. Lastly, I have not tried,rp.4:sgjbc. 
the em irica ' the various com onent elements of dicaJ 
menta ity: how this shift 0 Interest on t e part 0 t e octors came about, 
by what theoretical or experimental model they were influenced. what 
philosophy or moral thematics defined the climate of their reflexioD, to 

what questions, to what demands, they had to reply, what efforts were 
required of them to free themselves from traditional prejudices, by what 
ways they were led towards a unification and coherence that were never 
achieved, never reached, by their knowledge. In shoI\I do not refer the 
various GPI'Pciatiye modalities to the unity of the su leet - whether It 
Zc;"ncems the subject regarded as the pure toundmg authority ofrationality, 
or the subject regarded as an empirical function of synthesis. Neither the 
'knowing' (Ie 'connaltre'), nor the 'knowledge' (les 'connaissances'). 

vu-( 
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In the proposed analysis, instead of referring back to the synthesis or the 
unifying function of a subject, the various enunciative modalities manI
fest his dispersion. l To the various statuses, the various sites, the various 
positions that he can occupy or be given when making a discourse. To the 
discontinuity of the planes from which he speaks. AM jf these ~laDes are 
. a s stem of relations . stem is not establishe 6y t1Ic 

otetic activity 0 a coDsciousn..css..idenu 1 Itse. urn an 

1 In this respect, the term 'regard medical' used in my Nalssance de la cUnique W2S pot I 

very happy one. 
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