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revolved, is itself repudiated. 3 Hence anyoue who restricts himself
to what is most appareut, to the explicit itself, cannot fail to suspect
a real novelty of the coucepts behiud the reuewed luxuriance of the
style, even if he finds it somewhat difficult to support this suspicion
since no new analyses appear and the old ones are only allusively
invoked.

It will have been realized that these two contradictory reactions
posed the same question: why this book? What necessity was there
to write it? It is from this question that it seems to me I should
start. Strictly speaking, Michel Foucault does not leave us without
an answer. According to him, this book is a methodical and controlled
review of what had previously been done 'blindly'. Indeed, as we
have seen, the references do not leave the circle of the previous ._
works. Besides this the book abounds in methodological norms, and
entire chapters are presented as attempts to codify certain rules
which were, we are to believe, tacitly accepted and chaotically
practised in the past.

However, it seems to me that this answer obstinately suggested
by the author is inadequate: The Archteology has a different import
and the problematic it sets up is of a real and radical novelty. Here
I shall take as an index of this novelty a very remarkable absence:'
that of the notion of the episteme, the cornerstone of the previous
work, and ~he prop of all the 'structuralist' interpretations of Fou­
cault. It will no doubt be granted me that such an absence cannot
be accidental. I shall therefore propose to take seriously the paradox
of a book which claims it is a methodical 'review' of previous works
and yet 'lets slip' their principal component. This paradox consti­
tutes the whole interest of the undertaking; it poses two questions:
what is the meaning of the insistence on stressing a continuity which
is, manifestly, not without flaws? what novelty has been introduced
which makes it obligatory to abandon the central notion of the
episteme?

3. ibid" p. 54D .
4. I am well aware that the term episteme does reappear at the end of the book and

that its role there is strictly speaking a decisive one, but en route it has undergone such a
transformation, such l: development and such a rectification that I think I am justified in
speaking of a relinquishment of the old notion' of episteme.
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These two questions can, I believe, be given a single answer:
it is the abandonment which accounts for the insistence. To be
explicit: Foucault feels the necessity to leave behind one of the
essential categories of his philosophy, but this relinquishment
should not be understood as his rallying to the camp ofhis enemies;
better, the category of the episteme had profound polemical effects
against every 'humanist' or 'anthropologistic' theory of knowledge
and history. He is concerned to retain them. And yet, the notion of
the episteme which described the 'configurations of savoir' or know­
ledge as great layers obedient to specific structural laws made it
impossible to think the history of ideological formations other
than as brusque 'mutations', enigmatic 'ruptures', sudden 'break­
throughs'. It is with this type of history - for reasons I shall have to
examine in detail- that Foucault now wants to break. The Archteo­
logy registers this divorce. The reader will already have guessed:
it is the 'structuralist' aspects of the episteme that Foucault wants to
cast off here, without for all that resaddling himself with the old
trappings of the humanism which he has always fought. The opera­
tion is a dangerous one and really needed a whole book; its complex­
ity easily explains the reader's unease and gives a meaning to the
critics' discretion: in The Archteology they do not rediscover their
Foucault, the prudent prospector of epistemic structures. Worse:
they see History appear; not their history but a strange history which
refuses both .the continuity of the subject and the structural dis­
continuity of 'ruptures'!

For my part, I think the critics are well-advised; they are not
wrong to tremble, for the concept of history which functions in The
Archteology has many consonances with another concept of history
which they have good reason to hate: the scientific concept of
history as it appears in historical materialism. The concept of a
history which is also presented as a process without a subject
structured by a system of laws. A concept which, on this basis,
is also radically anti-anthropologistic, anti-humanist and anti­
structuralist.

Thus for me The Archteology ofKnowledge represents a decisive
turning-point in Foucault's work; I should like to show that his new
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position in philosophy has led him, eve~ i~ this work, to carry out
a certain number of analyses of an astomshmg value from the stand­
point ofhistorical materialism; that, in his own.Ianguage~ he ~epro­

duces - but in displacement - concepts which functIOn m the
Marxist science of history; finally that the difficulties he encount.ers
as weIl as his eventual relative failure will find neither solutIOn
nor issue except in the field of historical materialism.

FROM ARCHlEOLOGY TO 'SAVOIR'

Against the'subject'

It may be said that all the 'critical' part of The .Arch(£ology of
Knowledge is inscribed in continuity with the prevIOus work. No
doubt Foucault no longer has the same aIlies, yet he still has the
same enemies. But the polemics have grown richer, more profound
here, and they reveal conceptual solidarities which had hith~rto

remained hidden. Thus the attacks on the category of the subject
are now coupled with attacks on continuism in his.tory...

Here is his reply to his humanist neo-Hegehan CritiCS. on the
question of The Order ofThings : 'What .is being bewaile~ With such
vehemence is not the disappearance ofhistory, but the eclipse of th~t
form ofhistory that was secretly, but entirely, related to the synthe~l~

activity of the subject." A favourite point bec.ause the perfect .a~lbl

for anthropologism: how indeed better fight history than by ralsmg
its banner?
. For example: The Arch(£ology is the site of a ~igorous P?lemi,c

against a discipline currently in favour: 'th~ ~IStOry of Ide~s .
Foucault shows that it rests on an anthropologlstlc postulate which
obliges it to be openly or shame-facedly continuistic. The 'history of
ideas' has according to him, two roles: on the one hand it 'recounts
the by-w;ys and margins of history. Not the history.ofthe sciences,
but that of the imperfect, ill-based knowledges, which could never
in the whole of their long persistent life attain the form of scientific­
ity.' The examples foIlow: alchemy, phrenology, atomistic theories.

5. The Archceology 9f Know/edge, p. 14.

On Arch(£ology and Knowledge I9I

... In short, 'it is the discipline of fluctuating languages, ofshapeless
works, of unrelated themes.'· But on the other it sets itself the task
of traversing the existing disciplines, dealing with them and re­
interpreting them. It describes the diffusion of scientific savoir from
science to philosophy, even to literature. In this sense its postulates
are 'genesis, continuity, totalization'.' Genesis: all the 'regions' of
savoir are referred for their origin to the unity of an individual or
collective subject. Continuity: unity of origin has as a necessary
correlate continuity ofdevelopment. Totalization: unity oforigin has
as a necessary correlate homogeneity of parts. Everything fits
together, but it cannot, says Foucault, give rise to a true history.

A new front of attack: every theory of reflection insofar as it sees
in 'discourse' 'the surface of the symbolic projection of events or
processes that are situated elsewhere,' in that it seeks to 'rediscover
a causal sequence that might be described point by point, and which
would make it possible to connect together a discovery and an event,
or a concept and a social structure', every theory of 'reflection',
fundamentaIly 'empiricist' or 'sensualist', must take as its 'fixed
point' a category of subjects and thus turns out to be immediately
open to the charge of anthropologism.· More surprising still: the
category of author itself, however 'concrete' and obvious, is rejected.
The author is never anything other than the literary, philosophical
or scientific designation of a 'subject' taken to be 'creative'. Hence
the 'book' is a naively and arbitrarily separated unit which is im­
posed on us in an unreflected immediacy by the appearances of
geometry, the rules of printing and a suspect literary tradition. The
'book' must therefore be considered not as the literal and more or
less rationalized projection of a subject bearing and instaIling its
meaning, but as a 'node within a network'. Its real existence - not
its immediate appearance - lies only 'in a system of references'
which acquire consistency in it. 'And this play of references is not
the same in the case ofa mathematical treatise, a textual commentary,
a historical account, and an episode in a novel cycle.'·

6. ibid., pp. 136-7. 7. ibid., p. 138. 8. ibid., p. 164. 9. ibid., p. 23.
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Against the'object'

Take care: here, via the detour of an example, appears what is most
novel in The ArchaJology of Knowledge: the old polemic turned
completely against the 'subject' takes a new twist in turning against

the correlative category, the object.
That is how meaning is acquired by the - oft repeated - rectifica- '

tions of c~rtain themes of Bachelardian epistemology. In the latter,
everything is concentrated around the notions of epistemological
'rupture', 'obstacle', 'act'. Foucault reveals the solidarity between
the philosophical category of the 'object' and the descriptive view­
point of the 'rupture' in history: it is because a science is compared to
an ideology from the point of view of their objects that a rupture (or
break) is observed between them, but this point of view is strictly
descriptive and explains nothing. Worse: as one might have ex­
pected, the category of the object brings with it its correlate: the
subject. Bachelardian epistemology is once again a good example:
the notion of epistemological rupture demands that what is broken
with is thought as an epistemological 'obstacle'. But how does
Bachelard propose to think the obstacles? As interventions of images
into scientific practice. Foucault can thus claim that the object­
rupture couple is only the inverted, but fundamentally identical,
form of the subject-continuity couple; Bachelard's epistemology is
thus a shame-faced anthropology. The 'psychoanalysis of objective
knowledge' marks the limits of ttllS epistemology, its point of in­
consistency: the point at which other principles are required to
account for what it describes: of course - it is greatly to Bachelard's
credit that he understood it - a science is only established by a rup­
ture with a 'tissue of tenacious errors' which precede it and are an
obstacle to it, but to refer to the scientist's 'libido' to account for the
formation of this tissue is to hold to a notion of the 'subject', it is
even, at the limit, to let it be understood that scientificity might be
established by a voluntary decision of the scientist (or scientists).
For Foucault, it is essential to start from what Bachelard described,
to leave the point ofview ofthe object and to pose the problem ofthe
'rupture' on new bases. To be quite precise, to examine this tissue
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which Bachelard did not succeed in 'thinking' in particular th
'f:ls' 'hih ,e~ e sCiences w c precede science, the 'positivities' that the
~.clences~ o~ce cons~itute?, allow us by recurrence to define as
Ideological. On thiS P?lnt, as we shall see, The ArchtEology of

Knowledge makes a conSiderable contribution.

THE INSTANCE OF 'SAVOIR'

Institutional materiality

We now know to what exigencies the basic categories of The
ArchtEology ofKnowledge are responding: it is a matter of thinking
the la,;s that g~vern the differential history of the sciences and the
non~sclences,With reference neither to a 'subject' nor to an 'object'
outSide the false 'continuity-discontinuity' alternative. '
, .The ~rst notion which responds to these exigencies is that of the
discurSive event'. Foucault writes:

Once. t~ese immediate forms of contiouity are suspended, an entire
do.malll IS ~et ~ree. A vast domain, but one that can be defined nonetheless'
th,s domain ~s cons~itute~ b~ the set of all actual statements (whethe;
~poken or written), III their dispersion as events and in the instance that
IS proper to eac~ .of them. Before approaching, with certainty, a science,
or novels, or poh.tlcal ~peech~s) or the reuvre of a.n author, or even a single
book, tt:e matenal w.'th which one is dealing in its raw neutrality is a
populatIOn of events III the spaceof discourse in generaF·

Here questions will be accumulating: what is this 'space f d'
'II' h . 0 IS-

c?urse,: s It not.t e object of linguistics 1 No, because the 'field of
dlscu~slve.e~ents IS the always finite and currently limited set of the
o~ly lIngUistic sequences that have been formulated'. Is it not 't
slm~l~ 'thought' which is designated by these esoteric words (~oe
for .It IS n?t a question ofreferring what is said to an intention t~
a sIien~ ~:scourse whi-:h order~ it from within; the only ques:ion
posed IS: W!'at, then IS the umque existence which comes to Ii ht
In what IS said and nowhere else I'" Let us follow Foucault furt~er

10. ibid., pp. 26-'7. II; ibid., pp. 27-8.
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in order to discover the specificity of the category he is constructin.g
and which I shall later allow myself to give a different name. It IS
really by the advantages he expects to gain from it that ~ouc~ult
specifies the status of what he calls a 'dis.cursive event'. This notion
enables him to determine 'the conneXlOns of statements one to
another' _ without any reference to the consciousness of one or more
authors' or 'connexions between statements or groups of statements
and ev~nts of a quite different kind (technical, economic, social,

political)'.12. .
It is clear that the essential thing here is the notion of connexzon

(relation). What Foucault understands by a con~exi.on is a. set of
relations of 'coexistence succession, mutual functlomng, reciprocal

, I' r ""Btdetermination, independent or corre atlve translonnat.lOn. . ~
Foucault feels that the determination of such conneXlOns IS still
inadequate to designate the instance of'discursive.events:: .ifby ~uc~
a combinatory one may, in a sense, hope to explal~ the .dlscurslve.'
it is impossible to understand what he calls a dl~c~rs1Ve event, It
leaves us at the level of the episteme. Let me put It m a nut-shell:
such an analysis cannot account for the 'material' and 'historical'
existence of the discursive event. A decisive question haunts all
these pages, which might seem long and red~ndant: the n~c~ss!ty,
which Foucault recognizes, to define 'the regime of matenahty of
what he calls discourse the correlative necessity to elaborate a new­
materialist _ category ~f 'discourse' and finally the necessity to t~ink
the history of this 'discourse' in its materiality. Such is the triple
task which The Archawlogy ofKnowledge attempts to carry out; and
it is this task which, as we shall see, explains its relative failure.

The proof: turning to the 'objects' of psychopatholo~, Foucault
asks questions of the type: 'Is it possible to know accordmg to what
non-deductive sytem these objects could be juxtapos~d and plac~d
in succession to form the fragmented field - showmg at certam
points great gaps, at others a plethora of information - of psy?ho­
pathology? What has been the regime of their existence as ~bJects
of discourse 1'14 Even more sharply: the attempt tocharactenze the
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elementary unit of the discursive event - the unit-event as it were ­
leads Foucault to propose the notion of the 'statement' (bionce).
Now what does he recognize as the precondition for a statement?
'For a sequence of lingnistic elements to be regarded and analysed
as a statement, ... it must have a material existence.''' The materi­
ality is not just one precondition among others, it is constitutive:
'It is not simply a principle ofvariation, a modification of the criter­
ion of recognition, or a determination of linguistic sub-sets. It is
constitutive of the statement itself: a statement must have a sub­
stance, a support, a site, and a date.''' Without anticipating too
much, it can be said that the investigation of the 'regime ofmaterial­
ity' of the statement will be directed more towards the substance
and the support than towards the site and the date. 'The regime of
materiality that statements necessarily obey is therefore of the order
of the institution rather than of the spatio-temporallocalization.'''
What Foucault discovers is in reality that 'spatio-temporallocaliza­
tion' may be deduced from the 'connexions' or 'relations' between
statements or groups of statements once one has understood that
these relations must be recognized to have a material existence, once
one has grasped that these relations do not exist outside certain
material supports in which they are embodied, produced and re­
produced. At the point we have reached, the situation might thus
be summed up as follows: it is clearly necessary to think the history
of discursive events as structured by material relations embodying
themselves in institutions.

Discourse as 'practice'

It will be clear why Foucault is led to give a unique definition of
'discourse': 'Discourse is something quite different from the site
at which objects supposedly installed in advance are deposited and
superimposed as in a mere surface of inscription.''' Indeed, if what
h~s been said of the 'material regime of the statement' is correct,
discourse is not susceptible to definition outside the relations which

12. ibid:, p. 29. 13. ibid.; cf. notably p. 42 and p. 29· 14· ibid., p. 41, IS. ibid., p. 131. 16. ibid" p. 101. 17. ibid., p. 103. 18. ibid., pp. 42-3.
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we have seen to be constitutive of it; in this sense the terms 'dis­
cursive connexions' or 'discursive regularities' will be used rather
than 'discourse'. In the last analysis this is because this discourse is a
practice. The category of 'discursive practice' as proposed here by
Foncault is the index of the basically materialist theoretical innova­
tion which consists of not taking any 'discourse' outside the system
of material relations that structure and constitute it. This new
category establishes a decisive dividing line between The Archceology
ofKnowledge and The Order of Things. But We must know how to
understand it: the word 'practice' does not imply the activity of a
subject, it designates the objective and material existence of certain
rules to which the subject is subject once it takes part in 'discourse'.
The effects of this subjection of the subject are analysed under the
heading: 'positions of the subject'; I shall return to this. For the
moment, here is the positive definition of discourse according to
The Archceology: discursive connexions are not internal to discourse,
they are not the links found between concepts or words, sentences or
propositions; but neither are they external to it, they are not the
external 'circumstances' which are supposed to constrain discourse;
on the contrary, 'they determine the bundle of relations that dis­
course must establish in order to be able to speak of this or that
object, in order to be able to deal with them, name them, analyse
them, classify them, explain them', etc.; and Foucault concludes:
'These connexions characterize not the language used by discourse,
nor the circumstances in which it is deployed, but discourse itselfas
a practice.''' Hence the notion of discursive rule or discursive
regularity to designate the norms of this practice. Hence the defini­
tion already alluded to of the 'objects' of this practice as 'effects' of
the rules or as a 'bundle ofrelations': indeed, it is necessary 'to define
these objects without reference to the ground of things, but by relat­
ing them to the set of rules that enable them to be formed as objects
of a discourse and thus constitute the conditions of their historical
appearance.'''

19. ibid., p. 46. 20. ibid., pp. 47-8.
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The instance ofsavoir*

That!s how the notion of ,savoir' , the peculiar object of the archreo­
logy, IS constructed. What is a savoir? It is precisely 'that of which
one can speak in.a discursive practice, which is thereby specified:
the domam constItuted by the different objects that will or will not
acquire a scientific status.' 21 'A savoir is also the field ofco-ordination
and sUbordin.ation of statements in which concepts appear, and are
defined, apphed and transformed.''' That is why, unlike epistemo­
lo~: 2:rchreology explores 'the ~iscursive--practicelsavoirlscience
aXIs. The notIOn of epzstemologzcal rupture here acquires a new
status. T~e peculiarity of epistemology, according to Foucault, is to
elude the ms~ance .of 'savoir', the instance of the regulated relations
whose matenal eXIstence constitutes the basis on which a scientific
knowledge (connaissance) is installed. For him, what has to be de­
monstrated is 'how a science is inscribed and functions in the element
of s~voir'. There is a 'space' in which, by an interplay within the
re.latrons t~at c?nsti~ute it, ~ given science forms its object: 'science,
wltho~t be~ng .Identlfi~d WI.th :avoir, but without either effacing or
excludmg It, IS locahzed m It, structures certain of its objects
systematizes certain of its enunciations, formalizes certain of it~
concepts and strategies.'''

I s?all ?a~e occasion to return to this 'interplay' as Foucault
conceives I~; m particular vis-a-vis one example in particular, that
of the relatIOnship be~w~en Marx and Ricardo. It is enough to have
de~?nstra~e~ t?e prmclples of the analysis and their effects on
eXlstmg 'dIsclplmes',

The archceology's point ofretreat

Let us go back to Foucault's procedure m its principles: this

E ... '-rrans/ator's note: savoir and connaissance. Both these words Can be translated into
nglish as 'knowledge' ; however, the first leans more in the direction of Iknow-h '

~~ec.ond mo:e towards the philosophical term 'cognition'. The author gives Fouca~:';
e non orhis Own use of savoir, so it has been left untranslated in this chapter where

~n?wledge' tran~Iates connarssance unless specified otherwise. Elsewhere the ~ontext
'd~dl~ate.s the particular use of 'knowledge' sufficiently adequately to require no further

Istinctton.
21. ibid., p. 182. 22. ibid., pp. 182-3. 23. ibid., p. 183, 'b'd 824·11 .,p. IS.
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procedure seems to me to mark very correctly the limits ofepistemo­
logy and to prove the necessity of elaborating a theory of what he
calls 'discursive relations'; a theory of the laws of every 'discursive
formation'. Now it is here that the limits of the 'archreology' appear
in their turn. Ifmy interpretation is correct, the task of the 'archreo­
logy' is in fact to constitute the theory of the 'discursive' instance
insofar as it is structured by relations invested in institutions and
historically determinate regulations. This task is only carried out by
Foucault in the form of a description; he says so himself: 'the time
for theory has not yet arrived,' he writes in the chapter entitled
'The Description of Statements'. For my part, I think that the time
for theory was inaugurated by Marx, at least in its most general
principles, a long time ago; but that it will not come for Foucault
unless he resolves to recognize the principles of the theory he is
praying for. These prineiples are those of the science of history.
For ultimately the most positive thing about The ArcluEology of
Knowledge is the attempt made in it to install, under the name
'discursive formation', a materialist and historical theory of ideo­
logical relations and of the formation of ideological objects. But on
what in the last analysis is this incipient theory based? On a tacitly
accepted, ever present, never theorized distinction between 'dis­
cursive practices' and 'non-discursive practices'. All his analyses are
built on this distinction; I shall say that it is practised blindly; that
the last effort of 'mastery' still to be made is to theorize it. I have no
doubt that, as he foresees himself, Foucault would then find himself

on another terrain.
This distinction is ever present: Foucault, having produced the

category of 'discursive practice', has to recognize that this 'practice'
is not autonomous; that the transformation and change of the rela­
tions that constitute it are not produced by the action of a pure
combiuatory, but that in order to understand them it is necessary
to refer to other practices ofanother kind. We have already seen that
from the outset Foucault proposes to determine the connexions
between statements, but also 'between statements and events of
a quite different kind (technical, economic, social, political)'."

25. ibid., p. 29·
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Furthermore, to· follow the order of the book, a strange distinction
appears in the definition of discourse as a practice. 'Discursive'
connexions are said to be secondary with respect to certain connex­
ions said to be 'primary' which, 'independently ofall discourse or all
objects of discourse, may be described between institutions tech-
niques, social forms, etc.'. 26 A few pages later we read: '

The determination of the theoretical choices that were actnally made also
derives from another instance. This instance is characterized first by the
function that the discourse under study must carry out in a field ofnon­
discursive practices. 27

Many other examples might be cited, all of which would prove
~h~t Michel Foucault needs this distinction but that he practises
It m the form ofjuxtaposition. In particular, it is clearly this distinc­
tion that is functioning in the analysis of the relations between
Ricardo and Marx. It is the point at which Michel Foucault's
'syst<:m of references' reveals its inconsistency. Let us change
terram.

'SAVOIR' AND IDEOLOGY

The third section of the chapter 'Science and Savoir' is entitled
'Savoir and Ideology'. The confrontation of the two titles suggests
what is at stake: a critical examination of the theses put forward in
already old books by Althusser about the relations between science
and ideology. These theses, which undeniably had a revolutionary
theoretical value and political importance in their day, used for their
own purposes a basically Bachelardian notion of'break' (coupure)
or 'rupture'. As we have seen, in The Arch<1!ology, F6ucault proposes
a system of categories to re-think - and rectify - this conception of
the break (or rupture). He stresses its narrowly descriptive value and
its anthropologistic connotations. Hence it is understandable that in
:esponse the science-ideology distinction has to be re-organized; this
IS what he undertakes to do by analysing the relationship between

26. ibid., p. 45. 27. ibid., pp. 6]-8.
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science and'savoir' as the latter concept has been elaborated through­
out the book He is obliged by that very fact to think the difference
between what he calls'savoir' and what Althusser called 'ideology',
It is precisely this last analysis that concludes The Arch(J!ology. In it
Foucault uses three arguments corresponding to determinations of
the new concept of 'savoir' :

(a) If savoir is constituted by a set of practices - discursive and
non-discursive practices - the definition of ideology as it functioned
in Althusser is too narrow. 'Theoretical contradictions,' writes
Foucault, 'lacunae, defects may indicate the ideological functioning
of a science (or of a discourse with scientific pretensions); they may
enable us to determine at what point in the fabric this functioning
takes effect. But the analysis of this functioning must be made at the
level of the positivity of the relations between the rules of formation
and the structures of scientificity.'28 In short, what is under attack
is any conception of ideology as non-science pure and simple. For
Foucault, such a definition of ideology misses what is its mark; ifyou
like, it is itself ideological. It is limited to a mechanistic and ulti­
mately anti-dialectical statement of the effects of the insertion of
science in savoir. But the analysis must be displaced, it is not enough
to fasten one's eyes on science and make ideology the mere inverse
of science, its pure absence, as certain unilateral pages by Althusser
may have suggested. On the contrary, in order to grasp what is
called the 'rupture' it is essential to analyse the network of relations
which constitutes'savoir', and on the basis of which science emerges,

(b) If savoir is invested in certain practices - ,discursive and non­
discursive practices - the emergence of a science does not, as if by
magic, put an end to those practices, 0)1. the contrary, they survive
and co-exist - more or less peacefully - with the science. Hence:

Ideology is not exclusive of scientificity.... By correcting itself, by recti­
fying its errors, by tightening its formalizations, a discourse does not
necessarily undo its relations with ideology for all that. The role of ideo­
logy does not diminish as rigour increases and error is dissipated.2•

In other words, if what is intended by the word 'ideology' is really

28. ibid., p. 186. 29. ibid.
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's~voir', it. has t? be recognized that its reality, 1;he materiality of its
eXistence In a given social formation is such that it cannot be dissi­
pate~ as an i11usio~ from o~e day to the ~ext; on the contrary, it
contInues to functlOn and, hterally, to beSiege science throughout
the endless process of its constitution,

. ~c) The. histo.ry of a science can from then on only be conceived
In Itsrel~tlOnshlp w!th th~ history of 's~vdir',.i,e" with the history of
~he pra.ctlce:s -:- the dIscurSIve and non-dIscurSIve practices - ofwhich
It consIsts; .It IS a,matter ofthinking the mutations of these practices:
each.mu~a~on .wdl have the effect ofmodifying the form of insertion
ofsc~entl~cltJ;Into savoir, ofestablishing a new type ofscience/savoir
re~tlOns.hip, In short, the questio)1. of ideology that is asked of
sCIence IS not the question of the situations or practices that it
reflects more or less consciously; nor is it the question of its possible
~se o~ of the misuses to which it could be put; it is the question of
ItS eXIstence as a discursive practice and of its functioning among
other practices.'3.

It seems to me that the unadmitted but determinant 'system of
references' which is masked by the constant, and here paradoxical
self~reference of the author to his own work, has now 'come right
out Into the open. I was quite right to suspect the remarkable 'trick'
Foucault plays on himself- and on us: to give as constitutive of his
work a system of references whose elements he has himself invali­
dated, What is clear, in fact, at the end of these analyses (precisely
~t the, end, as I have noted) is that the system of the 'archreology'
IS ,entlr~ly constructed to compensate for the inadequacy of the
sc~ence-Ideology couple when it comes to thinking those 'false
SCIences', those 'positivities' which are Foucault's particular object.
The Arch(J!ology ofKnowledge is constructed on the assertation of an
absence. Hence two roads - and two only - were open to Foucault:
t~ attempt ~o r~solve the difficulty by his own means or to trust
~l1:nselfto hlstoncal materialism, to the science ofhistory, and to see
If It reduced.t~e science/ideology opposition to the one previously
state.d - ~roVlslOn~l1y and ofnecessity so - by Althusser. To be quite
precise: If the baSIC concepts of historical materialism did not make

30. ibid., p. 185.
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it possible to disengage a theory of ideology such that the difficulty
encountered was already resolved. Michel Foucault has chosen ­
some would say courageously - the first road. As a conclusion I shall
attempt to give a non-psychologist reason for this choice. For the
moment we should examine its consequences. Putting my cards on
the table and anticipating slightly my results, let me say that the
nature of ideology is such that one cannot with impunity maintain
a discourse constantly paralleling a constituted and living science.
A moment comes when the contradiction re-appears, when the
'displacement' makes itself felt by its effects, when the initially
eluded choice re-imposes itself more urgently than ever. This is
what I am about to demonstrate.

The parallel discourse: having recognized a real difficulty, whose
terms and solution belong by right - and in fact - to historical
materialism, Foucault proposes a certain number of homologous,
though displaced, concepts. For whoever is able to understand them,
he states in their formulation the conditions oftheir own rectification.

As we have seen, everything turns on the use of the concept of
'practice'. In its literal sense, it admits that at this point the dis­
tinction between historical materialism and the 'archreology' is at a
minimum; examination will prove, without paradox, that it is also
at this point that it is at a maximum. It really is in fact the category
of practice - so foreign to Foucault's earlier works - that defines the
field of the 'archreology': neither language, nor thought, as we have
seen, but what he calls the 'pre-conceptual'. 'The "pre-conceptual"
level that we have uncovered', he writes, 'refers neither to a horizon
of ideality nor to an empirical genesis ofabstractions.''' In fact, what
is sought is not the ideal structures of the concept but the 'locus of
emergence of concepts'; nor is there any attempt to account for
ideal structures by the series of empirical operations which is sup­
posed to have given rise to them; what is described is a set of ~nony­
mous historically determinate rules imposed on every speaking
subject, rules which are not universally valid but always have a

\1 specified domain ofvalidity. The main determination of the archreo­
',I logical category of 'practice' is 'rule', 'regularity'. It is regularity that

31. ibid., p. 62.'
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structures discursive practice, it is the rule that orders ever d'-
"£" .yIS

c~rsl~e ormatIOn. 32 The 'rule' can easily be assigned its function:
wI~h It Foucault is attempting to think at once - I mean in their
Unit.! -.the relations that structure discursive practice, their effict of
sUbJ.ectlOn on the speaking 'subjects', and what he calls rather enig­
mancally the interlocking (embrayage) of one practice with another.

~ have alr,eady an~l~s~d the first point; all I need add is the specifi­
canon ~hat regularI~ IS not o~po~ed to 'irregularity': if regularity
~eally IS. the esse~~al determmatlOn of practice, the regularity!
IrregularIty 0pposlnon is not a pertinent one. One cannot for
~x.ample, ~ay that in a discursive formation an 'invention' 'or a
dlsco;e~y esc~pe regularity: 'A discovery is no less regnlar, from the
enuncI~tlv~ pomt of view, than the text that repeats and diffuses it;
regula.my IS no less operant, no less effective and active, in a banality
than m an unprecedented formation.''' Irregularity is thus an
appearance ~xploited by the historians of 'strokes of genius' who
loy~l worshippers of the 'subject' (or at least of some brillian~
subjects), a~e, as we have seen, fundamentally continuist. This
ap?ear~nceIS p:oduc~d when a ~odification occurs at a determinate
pomt 1;'- the dI~curslve formatIOn, hence within and beneath the
regularJt~ es.tabhshed a~ th~t given moment of history. According
to the pomt It bears on, It will be more or less tangible, have greater
~nd. sn;aller .effects (some will say: it will display more or less
~en;u~ )..This reveals a new determination of the 'discursive forma­

non: It IS structured hierarchically. In fact there are 'governing
statements'. ,:,,~ch ~et bounds on the field of possible objects and
trace the dlVldmg-lme between the 'visible' and the 'invisible' th
'thinkable' and the 'unthinkable' or rather (in 'archreolo~cal:
terms): b.etwee~ the ~tatable and the unstatable; which designate
what a given discurSive formation includes by what it excludes
T~e apparent irregularity is thus no more than the effect ofa modifi~
canon of 'governorship' Here we should really give a lengthy
c0m,mentary on the remarkable passage in which the analysis' is
carn~d out. ~n the example of Natural History (cf. pp. 192-3 of the
Enghsh edition).

32. ibid., p. 46. 33. ibid" p. 145.
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The second point: this hierarchical regularity ~s !mposed.o~ every
'subject'. This is what Foucault writes about chmcal medlcme:

The positions of the subject are also defined .by the sit~ation that it is
possible for it to occupy in relation to t~e vanous do.mal~s or gro~p.s of
objects: it is a questiouing subject accordmg t? a certam ~nd ofexplicit ?r
implicit interrogations, and a listening subJ~ct accordl~g to a certam
programme of information; it is a looking su?)ect accor~mg to a table. of
characteristic features and an observing subject accordmg to a descnp­
tive type.... , [etc.].

Further on:

The various situations that the subject of medical discourse can occupy
were defined at the beginning ofthe nineteenth century with the organiza­
tion of a quite different perceptual field."

The third point is crucial; all the contradictions o~ the 'arch",o­
logical' enterprise accumulate in it; here the Foucauldlan cate~ory of
practice reveals its inadequacy: it do~s not enable us to thmk the
unity ofwhat it designates except as a!uxtaposztzon. ~ sh~ll show t~t

/ this is because of its lack of a prinCiple of determmatIOn. Now, If
what I have said is correct, this absence is only the effect of the road
chosen by Foucault. Hence it marks the ~oint. at which t?e other
road makes its necessity felt, at which rectificatIOn can begm.

Foucault has accepted the obligation to think what constitutes the
regularity of the rule, what orders its hi~r~rc~ical str~cture, what
produces its mutations, what confers on '~ Its Imperat~ve character
for every subject. But on each of these pomts he r.uns mto :he same
difficulty. That it is the same difficulty IS of some m~erest: It means
that Foucault sees the need to refer the whole of thiS complex pro-

J cess to one and the same principle. However, this one principle may
be everywhere present and designated, but it is never tho.ught.
That is because it exceeds the limits of the category of practice as
it functions here. We have already discovered this principle: it is the
articulation of discursive practices to non-discursive practic:s. .

I shall be told: all this effort to get here, i.e., to the same emgmatlc

34. ibid., pp. 52-3.
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point at which the last section came to a halt! Certainly, ~nd it is
quite natural, since, once past this point, we are outside Foucault;
but take care: I have advanced in my apparent circle, I have now
determined the means whereby to escape from the 'arch",ological'
circle. By thinking the poiut ofretreat as such, I have found the road
by which to leave without evasion. In fact, I can now say what the
distinction discursive-practice/non-discursive-practice is a response
to: an attempt to re-think the science/ideology distinction. Better:
an attempt to think in their differential unity two histories: that ofthe
sciences and that of ideology or ideologies. No longer to stress uni­
laterally the autonomy of the history ofthe sciences, but to mark at
the same time the relativity of that autonomy. Now, committed to
this road, Foucault must recognize (and this is his greatest merit)
that ideology (thought within the category of 'savoir' as a hier­
archically structured system of relations invested in practices) in its
turn is not autonomous. Its autonomy too is no more than relative.
But he well knows the danger threatening him: to think 'savoir' as
purely and simply the effect - or 'reflection' - of a social structure.
In short, while trying to escape transcendental idealism, to fall into
a mechanistic materialism which is no more than an inverted form of
the transcendental idealism. Hence his extreme embarrassment and
the metaphysical vagueness of the categories he proposes.

Let me take these developments for what they are: the necessarily
misrecognizant 'recognition' of a theoretical weakness in the
'arch",ological' fabric. First recognition: the role of institutions in
the 'interlocking'. Returning to the analyses in The Birth ofClinical
Medicine, Foucault writes two remarkable pages on the subject."
I shall be content to quote 'passages from them, underlining certain
words which illustrate the analyses I have just proposed:

First question: who is speaking? Who, in the set ofall speaking individuals,
is established as using this sort of language? 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, iuridically defined or

35. ibid., pp. SO-I.
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spontaneously accepted, to proffer such a discourse? The status ofdoctor
involves criteria ofcompetence and savoir; pedagogic institutions, systems,
norms; legal conditious that give the right - though not without laying
down certain limitations - to practice and to the experimentation of savair.

And further on:

The existence (of) medical speech cannot be dissociated from thestatutorily
defined person who has the right to articulate it, and to claim for it 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 and the beginning of the nineteenth century when the
health of the population became one of the economic norms required by
industrial societies.

'We also know .. .': let us admit that Foucault hardly gives us the
means to pass from this hearsay knowledge to a rational knowledge
of the process of modification. Still the same riddle: that of the
'interlocking'. But this text is exceptional in that it makes it possible
to specify- in all its richness - the functioning of the category of
'rule' in Foucault: it is solidary with the notions of status, norms and
power. To be quite precise: status is defined by a non-discursive
instance - I can say by part of the State apparatus; it embodies,
realizes a certain number ofnorms defined as a function of economic
imperatives. This status, literally, makes the profession a body and
this body invests the discourse conducted in it - and hence the
individuals who conduct it - with a power. It is clear that this latter
power, which has no existence except in the discursive practice of
doctors - insofar as it is no stranger to the State apparatus - has some
relation, unspecified by Foucault, with State power. Let us leave
this analysis here in order to confront the same problem elsewhere.

On several occasions in the analysis, it becomes perplexed and
confused: thus on p. 45, describing the formation of an object of
savoir as a 'complex bundle of relations', Foucault resorts to an un­
principled amalgam: 'These connexion' are established between
institutions, economic and social processes, forms of behaviour,
systems of norms, techniques, types of classification, modes of
characterization; and these connexions are not present in the object.'
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Other passages just as rhapsodic as this could be cited (notably

P·74)·
It is time to call things by their name and to see why, having taken

the wrong road, Foucault had necessarily to come a cropper. If I
group together the elements we have picked up en route, here is the
type of analysis I can propose: starting from a critique of the old ­
and too narrow - Althusserian notion of ideology, Foucault has
elaborated his own category of'savoir' and supported it with a poorly
built concept of 'practice'. Poorly built since for it to fulfil its func­
tion it is palpably necessary to split it without it being possible to
give any reason for this split. But, taking advantage of the fact that
his critique has found its mark, he reproduces, though in displace­
ment, the determinations of the scientific concept of ideology as it
functions in historical materialism. As he has deprived himself of
that concept from the outset, once the essential difficulty ofthe 'link'
between ideology and the relations of production comes up, he is
sileut, condemned to designate the site of a problem in a 'mystified'
way.
/ Let me make myself clear.

1. The concept of ideology as it functions in historical materialism
- in Marx and his successors - is not in fact the pure inverse of
science. Foucault is quite right; the question he poses about the·
'regime of materiality' of ideology is a real (materialist) question of
an urgent theoretical necessity for dialectical materialism. As we
know, ideology has a consistency, a material - notably an 'institu­
tional' - existence, and a real function in a social formation. Every­
one knows that in the still descriptive schema of the structure of a
social formation given by Marx, ideology (or: ideologies) appears in
the 'supersttucture'. The superstructure, determined 'in the last
instance' by the economic infrastructure, is said to have a 're­
ciprocal effect' on the infrastructure. As such, ideology cannot
disappear merely because of the appearance of science. It is clear in
what sense Michel Foucault is right to want to work 'at a different
level' from that of an epistemology of 'rupture'.

'Rupture is not for archreology the barrier to its analyses, the limit ~
that it indicates from afar, without being able either to determine
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it or to give it specificity; rupture is the name given to transfor­
mations that bear on the general regime of one or several discur­
sive formations.''' To determine ideology as an 'instance' in all
social formations is in fact to accept the obligation to think ideology
no longer only in strictly Bachelardian style as 'a tissue of tenacious
errors', hatched in the secrecy of the imagination, as the 'formless
magma' of the 'theoretical' monsters which precede science - and
often survive it in a pathological existence - but to accept the obliga­
tion to think the constitution, functioning and function of that·
instance as a material, historically determinate instance in a complex
social whole, itself historically determinate. To have attempted this,
it seems to me, is what constitutes the quite exemplary value of
The Archceology.

2. It remains that this attempt results in a failure: the analyses
'come to grief' on'the blind distinction between discursive practices
and non-discursive practices. In reality, if what I have just said is
correct, there is nothing surprising in this: it can be shown that
Foucault would like to resolve three distinct problems with this
single distinction. Three problems which can only be formulated in
the concepts of historical materialism. Three problems whose
effects Foucault encounters in the form ofperplexity, without having
even been able to pose them.

Problem I concerns the relation between an 'ideological forma­
tion' and what Foucault calls 'social relations', 'economic fluctua­
tions', etc. In short, what I have several times designated as the
problem of the 'interlocking', so-called. In other words: in a social
formation, what type of relations does ideology have with the
economic infrastrncture? A naive question, it will be said, which a
Marxist can easily answer by the classical schema of the infra­
structure and the superstructure. In fact this answer, although easy
and, fundamentally, correct, is surely inadequate. For it is still
descriptive: even if it has the inestimable advantage of 'showing'
what is the materialist order of determination; even if it has a well­
tried polemical value against all the idealist conceptions of history
for which it is ideas that conduct the world; even if, for these decisive

36. ibid., pp. 176-7.

•
"

I'

?

On Archceology and Knowledge 209

reasons, it has to be resolutely defended as a theoretical acquisition
of Marxism, insofar as it enables us to draw a line of demarcation
between the two 'camps' in philosophy, between our enemies and

"Ourselves - it must still be recognized that it does not give us the
means to think the mechanism that links ideology, as a system of
hierarchizedrelations producing an effect ofsubjection on the 'subjects',
to the mode of production (in the strict sense), i.e., to the constituted
system of the relations of production and productive forces. 37 It is
precisely such a mechanism that Foucault makes it imperative on us
to think theoretically; by the notion of 'interlocking' he designates
the site ofan urgent theoretical problem: to move, from the descrip­
tive theory of the relations between ideology and the infrastructure,
to that theory as such. We know that only historical materialism can
resolve this problem. Without being able to provide the solution
here, I can at least add a specification of the terms of the problem:
if it is true, as the classical schema suggests, that it is the infrastruc­
ture which is determinant, we must ask what it is in the mechanism,
governing the relations of those two systems - the productive forces
arid the relations of production - that makes a system of ideologiCal
subjection necessary? One day this question will indeed have to be
answered: it is to Foucault's credit that he has 'rediscovered' it ­
though in displacement - and more fully demonstrated its urgency.

Problem 2 concerns the status of the 'false sciences' which are the
particular object of Foucault's previous work. He insists: General
Grammar, Natural History, etc., may well, by recurrence, in the
eyesorthe constituted sciences, be called 'ideological'; n() ~oll~t.it

can even be shown that there are close ties between these 'ideological'
disciplines and the system of ideological relations existing in a given
society at a given moment in its history. All The Archceology tends to
prove it. It is nonetheless true that General Grammar or Natural
History do not have the same status as religions, moral or political
ideologies as they function in the social formation under considera­
tion. An index of this difference: these disciplines adopt - whatever
we think - the title 'sciences'. In short, Foucault wants to avoid a

37. Cf. on this question AIthusser's article 'Ideology and Ideological State Appara­
tuses', in Lenin and Philosophy and Other Essays, NLB, London, 1971, pp. 121-73.
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'reduction' that I should willingly call 'ideologistic', and basically
mechanistic. He proposes in fact a distinction between two 'forms'
of ideology; making sure not to see in it merely a 'formal' distinction
(the ones are systematized, the others not), but on the contrary,
considering that there is a 'difference oflevels' between them. I shall
take this to mean that he is thereby designating a distinction which
can be formulated in the concepts of historical materialism as the
distinction between 'practical ideologies' and 'theoretical ideologies'.
Althusser has given the following- provisional- definitionofpractical
ideologies:

By 'practical ideologies' I mean complex formations of montages of
notions-representations-images on the one hand, and of montages of
behaviours-conducts-attitudes-gestures on the other. The whole functions
as practical norms governing the attitudes and concrete adoptions of
positions of men with respect to the real objects and real problems oftheir
social and individual existence, and of their history.

How are we to think the 'articulation' of these practical ideologies
with the 'theoretical ideologies'? What is a 'theoretical ideology'?
Such are the questions - formulated in materialist terms - that
Foucault poses in other terms. It is here that the canonic notion of
the archive acquires all its meaning and import. To show this it
would be necessary to examine the chapter entitled 'The Historical
a priori and the Archive'38 line by line. In justification of his use of
the first expression, Foucault writes: 'Juxtaposed, these two words
produce a rather startling effect: what I mean by the term is an
a priori that is not a condition of validity for judgements, but a
condition of reality for statements.' Whence it follows that the
archive - understood in a radically novel sense - is 'first the law of
what can be said, the system that governs the appearance of state­
ments as unique events'. And more generally: 'It is the general
system of the formation and transformation of statements.'

But this general system, as we have seen, is not autonomous; the
law of its functioning is itself constrained by a different type of
'regularity', that of the non-discursive practices. I shall say that the

38. The Arckr:eology of Knowledge, pp. 126-31•
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formation of the objects of theoretical ideologies is subject to the
constraints of practical' ideologies. More precisely, I suggest that
practical ideologies assign theoretical ideologies their forms and their
limits. 'By proposing to work at the level of the archive, Foucault is
thus inviting us to think the mechanism which regulates these
effects; he is posing us this problem: by what specific process do
practical ideologies intervene in the constitution and functioning
of theoretical ideologies? or again, how are practical ideologies
'represented' in theoretical ideologies? Here again Foucault is posing
a real- and urgent - problem. The answer The Archceology gives it
is once again no more than a sketch to be reworked on the firm
ground of historical materialism.

Problem 3 concerns what type of relationship there is between a
theoretical ideology and a science. Here Foucault has much to
contribute: he shows that it is impossible to resolve the problem if
it is posed in terms of objects. To compare the objects ofa theoretical
ideology with those ofa science is to condemn oneself to the descrip­
tion of arupture which explains nothing. By establishing the neces­
sity of proceeding 'via' the category of'savoir' - as he has elaborated
it - he poses the problem correctly. This problem is not the problem
of the relations between a determinate science and the theoretical
ideology which seems to 'correspond' to it, but that of the relations
between a science and the system oftheoretical ideologies and practi­
cal ideologies constituted in the form I have been discussing. Now,
if, as we have just seen, practical ideologies are 'represented' in
theoretical ideologies by assigning them their forms and limits, it has
to be admitted that a science can only emerge thanks to a play in this
limitation process; that is why Foucault proposesto replace the term
rupture by what I believe is the happier one of the irruption of a
science. This irruption occurs in savoir, i.e, in the material space in
which the system of practical and theoretical ideologies acts.
According to Foucault, it is by this means that the insertion of a
science into a social formation must be thought; it is by this means
that it is possible to avoid both the idealism for which science falls
from the sky and the economistic-mechanicism for which science is
merely a reflection of production.
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It is time to show in a concluding example how such a type of
analysis may function. Let me take that of the relations between
Marx and Ricardo. Foucault writes the following striking passage:

Concepts like those of surplus value or the tendency for the rate of profit
to fall, as found in Marx, may be described on the basis of the system of
positivity that is already in operation in the work of Ricardo; but these
concepts (which are new, but whose rules offormation are not) appear - in
Marx himself - as belonging at the same time to a quite different dis­
cursive practice: they are formed in that discursive practice in accordance
with specific laws, they occupy in it a different position, they do not figure
in the same sequences: this new positivity is not a transformation of
Ricardo's analyses; it is not a new political economy; it is a discourse
whose installation took place vis-a.-vis the derivation of certain economic
concepts, but which, in turn defines the conditions in which the discourse
of economists takes place, and may therefore be valid as a theory and
critique of political economy.39

The best commentary that could be given on this analysis is to
confrondt with a passage from the Afterword to the second German
edition of Capital. 40 Marx writes:

Insofar as Political Economy remains within that (bourgeois) horizon, in
so far, i.e., as the capitalist regime is looked upon as the absolutely final
form of social production, instead of as a passing historical phase of its
evolution, Political Economy can remain a science only so long as the
class-struggle is latent or manifests itself only in isolated and sporadic
phenomena. Let us take England. Its Political Economy belongs to the
period in which the class struggle was as yet undeveloped. Its last great
representative, Ricardo, in the end, consciously makes the antagonism of

1 class-interests, of wages and profits, of profits and rent, the starting-point
of his investigations, naively taking this antagonism for a social law of
Nature. But by this start the science of bourgeois economy had reached
the limits beyond which it could not pass.

What makes Foucault's text of such exceptional interest is revealed
here: it is clear why the objects ofRicardo and Marx derive from the

39. ibid., p. 176.
40. Capital, Vol. I, translated by Samuel Moore and Edward Aveling, Foreign

Languages PublishingHouse, Moscow, and Lawrence and Wishart, London, 1961, p. 14.
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same 'discursive formation', why that theoretical ideology, classical
political economy, is determined in its constitution by a system of
limits produced by the constraints ofpractical ideologies; it is thereby
clear how inadequate is the epistemological point of view of the
rupture (or break). But also visible is what is missing from The
Archdfology: a class point of view. In fact, it is because Marx took
up the point of view of the proletariat that he inaugurated a 'new
discursive practice'. In other words: practical ideologies are tra­
versed by class contradictions; the same in true of their effects in
theoretical ideologies. Hence only a modification in the system of
contradictions which is constituted in this way makes it possible to
move from the ideology to the science. These reflection~,which have
been suggested to me byThe Archdfology, rudimentary as they are,
go beyond Foucault's undertaking. They go beyond it of necessity
and their absence accounts for the displacement of all the Foucaul­
dian concepts. For this reason, The Archdfology remains itself a
theoretical ideology. Now, according to what I have just said: it is
ultimately to a class position that we have to refer in order to under­
stand it. We can now see the meaning of Foucault's choice between
historical materialism and his own constructions: this theoretical
choice is ultimately political. We have seen the effects of this choice
in detail: it assigns to The Archdfology 'the limit it will not be able to
go beyond'. Let the 'archreologist' change terrain, on the contrary,
and there is no doubt but that he will discover many further trea­
sures. One last point: he will then have ceased to be an 'archreo­

10gist'.41
41. These lines were written in April 1970.
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